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a b s t r a c t 

This study examined sex differences in domain and facet scores on a new dark-side personality test (Hogan De- 

velopment Survey: Form 5) measuring sub-clinical personality disorders. Over 50,000 adults completed the new 

HDS which assesses eleven dark-side traits and three facets of each. Comparing males and females on the 11 

domains and 33 facets using t-tests and binary regressions we found that there were many significant differences 

on these scores, which replicated other studies. However, the Cohen’s d statistic showed very few (5 out of 44) 

differences > 0.20. The biggest difference was on Reserved (Schizoid) and few differences on Excitable (Border- 

line). Implications for researchers interested in assessment and selection are discussed along with limitations of 

the study. 
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ntroduction 

Many researchers are interested in gender differences in personality

 Del Giudice, 2009 , 2012 ; Feingold, 1994 ; Furnham & Treglown, 2021 ;

chmitt, 2015 ; Schmitt et al., 2008 , 2015 ; Weinberg et al., 2011 ). There

s often much dispute between biological and evolutionary psychologists

ompared to social psychologists in how they conceptualise, research

nd interpret sex/gender difference studies. 

Furnham and Treglown (2021) noted that researchers of this topic

an be described as maximizers vs minimizers . Maximizers try to find and

xplain the (many large) differences between the sexes while the min-

misers want to stress how few real and meaningful differences there

re ( Furnham, 2017 ). Much depends on the data and also the interpre-

ation of Cohen’s d, which is an indicator of difference usually labelled

s: none, trivial, small, medium, large and very large. This means that if

wo groups’ means differ by d < 0.2 the difference is usually considered

rivial, even if it is statistically significant. However, these cut off points

ave been disputed with some believing a d of around 0.2 to be small

o moderate ( Greewald et al., 2015 ). 

In this study we are concerned with sex differences in the dark-

ide traits which has attracted some attention particularly from those

ho suggest that any differences found are a function of item wording

r other diagnostic error ( de Cos, 2015 ; Jane et al., 2007 ; Widiger &

pitzer, 1991 ). There are indeed a large number of studies using the

ogan Development Survey to measure dark side traits which we use

n this study ( Furnham et al., 2012 ; 2016 ; Furnham & Sherman, 2021 ;

ogan et al., 2021 ; Nei et al., 2018 ; Palaiou et al., 2016a,b ; Woo et al.,

016 ; Yankov et al., 2019 ; Zibarras et al., 2008 ). The HDS does not mea-
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ure personality disorders, which are manifestations of mental disorder

 Wille et al., 2013 ). High scorers obtain broadly similar features with

ndividuals who meet the criteria but to smaller effect ( Harms et al.,

011 ). That is, they could be conceived of as sub-clinical indicators of

he personality disorders. However, the authors are eager to point out

hat it is a non-clinical measure and does not measure disorders. 

ex and the dark side 

There have been various early reviews of sex differences in person-

lity disorders ( Corbitt & Widiger, 1995 ; Paris, 2004 ) as well as specific

tudies comparing many disorders, which are related to the HDS mea-

ure used in this study and which give important clues to when and

here one may expect to find sex differences. 

Golomb et al. (1995) used both a self-rating measure and clinical as-

essments and found on both measures men were likely to be higher on

ntisocial and Narcissistic Disorder. Ekselius et al. (1996) found males

igher on Antisocial and Narcissistic and females higher on Borderline.

rilo (2002) using a structured diagnostic questionnaire on 145 outpa-

ients found no evidence of sex differences. Klonsky et al. (2002) looked

t gender role and the PDs. They found feminine men exhibited more

eatures of all the personality disorders except antisocial PD and that

ependant traits were associated with higher femininity and lower mas-

ulinity. Antisocial traits were associated with masculinity. For both

exes those who typically behaved consistent with their gender had

ore Narcissistic and Histrionic features, while those who typically

ehaved unlike their gender had more features of the Cluster A per-

onality disorders. Essentially the early results were equivocal but that
arch 2022 
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ay be due to the reliability of the instruments or the relatively small

opulations 

In a review of this area a decade ago, Oltmanss and Powers

 2012 ) concluded that only antisocial disorder consistently showed

arge sex differences, with men showing a lifetime rate of approx-

mately 5%, while women show a rate of approximately 1%. They

uggested that gender differences in PDs reflect gender differences in

ormal personality traits, where men tend to score higher on traits

uch as assertiveness and excitement seeking, while women score

igher on traits such as anxiousness, depression, vulnerability, and

armth. 

More recently Schulte Holthausen and Habel (2018) noted that stud-

es on sex differences in personality disorders remain sparse and mainly

imited to Antisocial and Borderline personality disorder, where men

re over-represented compared to women on the former and under-

epresented on the latter. They argued that research on the sparsely

nvestigated PDs should be intensified to understand sex differences in

revalence, manifestation, and therapeutic outcome of PDs. They also

oted that it would be of special interest to follow up on the well-

stablished differences in borderline and antisocial PD which could help

nderstanding sex-specific alterations and communalities on social and

motional functioning. 

In a study more relevant to this and looking at sub-clinical PDs, Furn-

am and Trickey ( 2011 ) examined 18,366 British adults Hogan Devel-

pment Survey data and found sex differences on most disorders partic-

larly Avoidant, Schizoid and Antisocial with males scoring higher on

he latter two. Females scored higher on Borderline, Avoidant, Passive-

ggressive, Obsessive Compulsive and Dependant. The smallest sex dif-

erences were for Paranoid, Obesessive Compulsive, Schizotypal, Passive

ggressive and Histrionic disorders. 

Thus, the studies using different measures of the PDs show that there

re small systematic differences on the PDs between the sexes but that

he most consistent and investigated differences are on Anti-Social and

orderline disorders. 

his study 

This study is on sex differences in dark-side personality using the up-

ated Hogan Development Survey Form 5 (HDS) which now has three

acets for each disorder. The HDS assesses dysfunctional interpersonal

hemes which reflect distorted beliefs about others. These emerge when

eople encounter stress or stop considering how their actions affect oth-

rs ( Hogan, 2014; Hogan et al., 2007 ). Over time, these dispositions may

ecome associated with a person’s reputation and can impede job per-

ormance and career success. The HDS assesses essentially self-defeating

xpressions of normal personality. 

The HDS Form 5 has increasingly attracted the attention particu-

arly by work psychology researchers interested in management derail-

ent. There have been few studies using this measure an exception be-

ng Furnham (2021) who found, as predicted, some Cluster B PDs were

elated to work success. There are however well over 120 published

tudies using earlier versions of the HDS which does not measure traits

t the facet level. 

This study has two important features to investigate the problem.

irst, it uses a measure of all dark-side traits not only at the domain

ut also the facet level. This allows for a finer grain analysis to investi-

ate more subtle differences in particular PDs. Second, we have a large

normal) adult population to explore these differences. 

Based on previous studies we believe there will be many but

elatively small sex differences in dark-side traits ( Furnham & Tre-

lown, 2021 ; Schulte Holthausen & Habel, 2018 ). However we also

ypothesise that the biggest differences will be on Anti-Social (Mis-

hievous) and Borderline (Excitable) and their facet scores where

 Oltmanss & Powers, 2012 ) where males would score higher than fe-

ales on the former, but the reverse on the latter. 
2 
ethod 

articipants 

In total 50,815 adults took part in this study. Data was collected

rom individuals from all over the world, but the majority that reported

heir current location reported living in the United Kingdom. Of those

hat recorded their gender, 14,987 participants were females (30%) and

1,146 were males (60%). The mean age of participants that reported

ge ( n = 40,142) was 44.4 years ( SD = 8.34 years) with the range being

etween 17 and 77 years. 

nstruments 

The Hogan Development Survey Form 5 is a self-administered ques-

ionnaire 154 items that are dichotomous (true-false). It has 11 scales

ith 14 items each, so that each facet is assessed by 4 or 5 items. The

anual gives evidence of test-retest reliability of between 0.64 and 0.75,

s well as evidence of clear and predictable factor structure. There is

onsiderable evidence of concurrent and construct validity with the test

eing compared to many established measures including the CPI, 16PF,

PI-R, Neo PI-R and the IPIP. The subscales of the new version are shown

n Table 1 . 

rocedure 

Participants were tested by well-established British-based psycholog-

cal consultancies where they attended assessment centres and their data

as logged. They came from a wide range of organisations in the pri-

ate and public sector. Participants agreed to take part in research and

nonymised data was used in the analysis with their permission. Data

ets were given to the authors for analysis with all tests scored which

eans we could not calculate alphas, though we have no reason to be-

ieve there were any problems with them ( Hogan et al., 2007 ). Ethics

ermission was requested and received (CEHP: 2017; 514). 

esults 

Data was first screened for random responding, missing data, and

ther errors. First we looked at the internal reliability of the scales. These

re shown in Table 2 , alongside those shown in the manual. At first it

ay seem that these are unacceptably low given the usual cut-off of 0.7,

owever it should be noted that these are the alphas for the three facets

nly. The alpha for each scale is not the alpha of all the items for the

rait itself. Given this they seem acceptable, noting that a high alpha

ay be interpreted as an index of redundancy. 

Table 3 shows the t tests and Cohen’s d for each scale (in Bold)

nd the facets. A negative t indicates that females scored higher than

ales and vice versa for a positive correlation. In all, 9/11 domains

nd 30/33 facets showed significant differences. However, only four

nalyses showed a d > 0.20. Females scored higher than males on three

omain: Leisurely (Passive Aggressive), Diligent (OCD) and Dutiful

Dependant) while males scored higher on Cautious (Avoidant), Re-

erved (Schizoid), Bold (Narcissistic), Mischievous (Anti-Social), Colour-

ul (Histrionic) and Imaginative (Schizotypal). 

Table 3 shows that for the most part, the facet sex differences were

onsistent, though there were some important exceptions (e.g. Mis-

hievous and Colourful) where the results went in contrary directions.

or the Domain scores the three biggest differences were on Reserved,

maginative and Cautious. The facets with the biggest differences were

ough, Fearful and Risky. 

This was followed by a binary regression of all facets shown in

able 4 . Eight of the largest differences are highlighted. They were very

imilar to the results in Table 3 with Fearful and Standards showing

here females scored most different from males, and Tough and Public

onfidence showing where males scored most different from females. 
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Table 1 

The new structure of updated version of HDS. 

Higher order factors HDS Subscales Definitions 

Moving 

Away 

Excitable Volatile Moody, often angered or annoyed, easily upset and hard to soothe. 

Easily Disappointed Initial passion for people and projects, who inevitably disappoint, and passion then turns to rejection. 

No Direction Lacking few well defined beliefs or interests, but with regrets about past behaviour. 

Sceptical Cynical Prone to doubt others’ intentions and assume they have bad ulterior motives. 

Mistrusting Generalized mistrust of people and institutions; being alert for signs of perceived mistreatment. 

Grudges Holding grudges and being unwilling to forgive real or perceived wrongs. 

Cautious Avoidant Avoiding new people and situations to avoid imagined potential embarrassment. 

Fearful Afraid of being criticized for making mistakes and being reluctant to act independently or make decisions. 

Unassertive Unwilling to act assertively and therefore prone to being overlooked or ignored. 

Reserved Introverted Valuing one’s private time and preferring to work alone. 

Unsocial Keeping others at a distance, limiting close relationships, and being generally detached. 

Tough Indifferent to the feelings and problems of others, focused on tasks rather than people. 

Leisurely Passive Aggressive Overtly pleasant and compliant but privately resentful and subversive regarding requests for improved performance. 

Unappreciated Believing that one’s talents and contributions are ignored; perceiving inequities in assigned workloads. 

Irritated Privately but easily irritated by interruptions, requests, or work related suggestions. 

Moving 

Against 

Bold Entitled Feeling that one has special gifts and accomplishments and, consequently, deserves special treatment. 

Overconfidence Unusually confident in one’s abilities; belief that one will succeed at anything one chooses to undertake. 

Fantasized Talent Believing that one has unusual talents and gifts and that one has been born for greatness. 

Mischievous Risky Prone to taking risks and testing limits; deliberately bending or breaking inconvenient rules. 

Impulsive Tending to act impulsively without considering the long term consequences of one’s actions. 

Manipulative Machiavellian tendencies-using charm to manipulate others and no remorse about doing so. 

Colourful Public Confidence Expecting others to find one’s public performances fascinating and not knowing when to be quiet. 

Distractible Easily distracted, minimal focus, needing constant stimulation, confusing activity with productivity. 

Self-Display Wanting to be the centre of attention and using dramatic costumes and gestures to attract attention to oneself. 

Imaginative Eccentric Expressing unusual views that can be either creative or merely strange; tendency to be absorbed in these ideas. 

Special Sensitivity Believing that one has special abilities to see things others don’t and understand things others can’t. 

Creative Thinking Believing that one is unusually creative; easily bored and confident in one’s imaginative problem solving ability. 

Moving 

Towards 

Diligent Standards Having exceptionally high standards of performance for oneself and others. 

Perfectionistic Perfectionistic about the quality of work products and obsessed with the details of their completion. 

Organized Meticulous and inflexible about schedules, timing, and rules and procedures. 

Dutiful Indecisive Overly reliant on others for advice and reluctant to make decisions or act independently. 

Ingratiating Excessively eager to please one’s superiors, telling them what they want to hear, and never contradicting them. 

Conforming Taking pride in supporting one’s superiors and following their orders regardless of one’s personal opinion. 

Table 2 

Descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alpha of the updated version of HDS. 

HDS scales HDS subscales Mean Std. Dev Cronbach’s Alpha 

Excitable Volatile 1.26 1.15 0.51 (0.78) 

Easily Disappointed 1.10 1.14 

No Direction 0.86 0.97 

Sceptical Cynical 1.33 1.07 0.58 (0.76) 

Mistrusting 0.72 0.98 

Grudges 1.59 1.36 

Cautious Avoidant 0.89 0.97 0.62 (0.73) 

Fearful 0.79 1.06 

Unassertive 1.96 1.30 

Reserved Introverted 1.32 0.94 0.56 (0.66) 

Unsocial 1.58 1.46 

Tough 1.28 1.24 

Leisurely Passive-Aggressive 1.83 1.23 0.40 (0.58) 

Unappreciated 1.00 1.05 

Irritated 0.79 0.94 

Bold Entitled 2.23 1.32 0.65 (0.69) 

Overconfidence 1.59 1.30 

Fantasized Talent 3.66 1.21 

Mischievous Risky 2.72 1.46 0.56 (0.59) 

Impulsive 1.76 1.28 

Manipulative 2.37 1.12 

Colourful Public Confidence 2.63 1.42 0.54 (0.72) 

Distractible 2.28 0.85 

Self-Display 1.99 1.26 

Imaginative Eccentric 1.02 1.15 0.54 (0.64) 

Special Sensitivity 3.60 1.32 

Creative Thinking 3.00 1.51 

Diligent Standards 3.66 0.85 0.56 (0.65) 

Perfectionistic 2.88 1.38 

Organized 2.79 1.22 

Dutiful Indecisive 2.08 1.10 0.45 (0.50) 

Ingratiating 2.48 1.27 

Conforming 2.76 1.20 

The Alpha in brackets refers to the Alpha shown in the Hogan and Hogan 

(2009) manual based on the results from 1532 men and 322 women. 
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3 
iscussion 

The most important overall result confirmed the recent findings of

urnham and Treglown (2021) who examined six different personality

ests and noted many significant differences, but few important effect

izes. In fact, the results show no large or even average differences, and

elatively few small differences. Whilst for only two domains (Excitable,

ceptical) and three facets (Volatile, Mistrusting, Organised) there was

o significant differences, the t-tests showed clear and significant differ-

nces, though this needs not to be over-interpreted given the size of the

. 

There were some predictable results but also surprises. That is, males

cored higher than females on all the Cluster B disorders (dramatic, emo-

ional and erratic) called by Hogan as “Moving Away from People ”, and

he "Moving Against People" profile (Bold, Mischievous, Colourful and

maginative) and lower on Cluster C disorders (anxious and fearful) la-

elled “Moving Toward People ” (Diligent, Dutiful). There were however

ome surprises namely no sex difference on Excitable (Borderline) which

as consistently shown differences in the literature. Further, the biggest

ifference on facets was for Reserved (Schizoid) not Mischievous (Anti-

ocial) ( Oltmanns & Powers, 2012 ). 

Clinicians seeing these results might question the extent to which

hese dark-side variables are indeed assessing the personality disorders

iven the finding that neither the domain Excitable nor one of its facets

howed significant differences. It is clear from the literature that of all

he PDs, Excitable/Borderline has attracted most academic attention

 Furnham, 2022 ). The question remains as to whether there is a sex

ifference on this dark-side trait or whether this measure is actually as-

essing this disorder. Certainly, there is an extensive literature using the

DS to suggest that all the measures are indeed measuring sub-clinical

isorders as set out by various DSM manuals. 

One issue concerns revisiting each question and facet to determine

hether there was any inherent sex bias in the question wording and
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Table 3 

Sex difference on Domain and Facet Scores. 

Male ( N = 31,194) Female ( N = 15,014) 

Mean SD Mean SD t d 

Excitable 3.21 2.25 3.19 2.40 0.721 

Volatile 1.26 1.13 1.25 1.84 0.797 

Easily Disappointed 1.10 1.11 1.06 1.15 3.785 ∗ ∗ 0.035 

No Direction 0.85 0.95 0.88 0.99 − 3.621 ∗ ∗ − 0.031 

S ceptical 3.61 2.54 3.63 2.54 − 0.679 

Cynical 1.34 1.10 1.28 1.01 6.105 ∗ ∗ 0.057 

Mistrusting 0.72 0.97 0.72 0.97 0.090 

Grudges 1.56 1.34 1.64 1.373 − 5.983 ∗ ∗ − 0.059 

Cautious 3.50 2.43 3.87 2.68 − 14.032 ∗ ∗ − 0.144 

Avoidant 0.90 0.97 0.87 0.96 3.002 ∗ ∗ 0.031 

Fearful 0.69 0.98 0.96 1.17 − 24.549 ∗ ∗ − 0.250 

Unassertive 1.92 1.27 2.04 1.35 − 9.166 ∗ ∗ − 0.092 

Reserved 4.35 2.72 3.78 2.55 22.114 ∗ ∗ 0.216 

Introverted 1.32 0.95 1.29 0.89 3.568 ∗ ∗ 0.033 

Unsocial 1.64 1.47 1.43 1.42 14.937 ∗ ∗ 0.145 

Tough 1.39 1.25 1.06 1.17 27.446 ∗ ∗ 0.273 

Leisurely 3.58 2.20 3.64 2.1 − 3.030 ∗ ∗ − 0.028 

Passive Aggressive 1.81 1.24 1.84 1.22 − 2.218 ∗ − 0.024 

Unappreciated 0.97 1.05 1.03 1.03 − 5.490 ∗ ∗ − 0.058 

Irritated 0.79 0.91 0.77 0.91 2.061 ∗ ∗ 0.022 

Bold 7.57 2.95 7.34 2.90 7.936 ∗ ∗ 0.079 

Entitled 2.27 1.31 2.16 1.32 8.302 ∗ ∗ 0.083 

Overconfidence 1.62 1.33 1.55 1.25 5.291 ∗ ∗ 0.054 

Fantasized Talent 3.69 1.20 3.63 1.23 4.388 ∗ ∗ 0.049 

Mischevious 6.99 2.81 6.61 2.8 13.434 ∗ ∗ 0.135 

Risky 2.84 1.42 2.5 1.48 23.418 ∗ ∗ 0.234 

Impulsive 1.74 1.28 1.81 1.26 − 5.456 ∗ ∗ − 0.055 

Manipulative 2.41 1.14 2.3 1.07 9.448 ∗ ∗ 0.099 

Colourful 7.02 2.58 6.75 2.57 10.189 ∗ ∗ 0.105 

Public Confidence 2.73 1.40 2.47 1.44 18.274 ∗ ∗ 0.183 

Distractible 2.26 0.86 2.33 0.81 − 8.838 ∗ ∗ − 0.084 

Self Display 2.03 1.26 1.95 1.25 6.123 ∗ ∗ 0.064 

Imaginative 7.80 2.86 7.31 2.90 17.238 ∗ ∗ 0.170 

Eccentric 1.05 1.16 0.96 1.12 8.253 ∗ ∗ 0.079 

Special Sensitivity 3.63 1.31 3.54 1.32 6.940 ∗ ∗ 0.068 

Creative Thinking 3.11 1.47 2.8 1.55 20.566 ∗ ∗ 0.205 

Diligent 9.24 2.57 9.48 2.53 − 9.411 ∗ ∗ − 0.094 

Standards 3.62 0.85 3.75 0.82 − 15.703 ∗ ∗ − 0.156 

Perfectionistic 2.83 1.38 2.95 1.40 − 8.943 ∗ ∗ − 0.086 

Organized 2.79 1.24 2.78 1.18 1.142 

Dutiful 7.24 2.44 7.49 2.48 − 10.177 ∗ ∗ − 0.102 

Indecisive 2.03 1.09 2.18 1.11 − 14.421 ∗ ∗ − 0.136 

Ingratiating 2.41 1.26 2.60 1.27 − 15.625 ∗ ∗ − 0.150 

Conforming 2.8 1.2 2.70 1.17 8.884 ∗ ∗ 0.084 
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hether if these were removed the overall d would decline even more.

his is not to deny or reduce differences that exist but rather trying to re-

uce artefacts arising from question selection. Certainly, with changes in

ociety, particularly with reference to sex and gender differences, ques-

ionnaire wording could cause both offence and differences in interpre-

ation unless they are constantly updated. 

From a practical perspective, one issue worth considering is the

mpact of sex differences at the tails of the distribution, in particular

hose individuals that fall above the 90th percentile which is consid-

red high risk and is often probed in selection and development set-

ings. For those traits with significant sex differences there may be a

reater ratio of individuals in the high risk category from one group

ompared to the other. For example, looking at the trait imaginative,

f we assume a normal distribution for males and females with sim-

lar standard deviation but with males having a significantly greater

ean than females, then at the 90th percentile the ratio of males to fe-

ales will be greater than at the 50th percentile. This difference at the

ails could explain why certain personality traits are seen to be more

asculine – at the highest extreme there are more males than females
4 
hat display the trait and at the lowest extreme there are more females

nd less males. However, in order to examine this specifically future

esearch should investigate the pattern of gender differences across the

istribution. 

This study, like all others, has limitations. Most participants were

ritish adults taking part in a compulsory assessment centre and they

ay have been tempted by impression management; yet there is no rea-

on to suspect that there were sex differences in this behaviour. The sam-

le was thus biased in terms of age, education and class and the question

emains whether a more representative sample of people from a wider

ge range and social class background would have shown more or fewer

ex differences. It has been argued that personality changes over time

nd it may be that sex differences and similarities in personality are

ifferent for young, middle-aged and older participants ( Roberts et al.,

006 ). Finally, there is always the possibility that there are sex dif-

erences is self-report behaviours and biases, such that females exhibit

ore humility and males more hubris and that therefore some observed

ifferences are more due to other factors and artefacts than actual per-

onality differences. 
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Table 4 

Results of the Binary Regression. 

B S.E Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Volatile − 0.050 .013 15.846 .000 0.95 

Easily Disappoint − 0.034 .014 5.946 .015 0.97 

No Direction − 0.011 .013 0.677 .411 0.99 

Cynical − 0.063 .015 18.577 .000 0.94 

Mistrusting .050 .014 12.153 .000 1.05 

Grudges .082 .012 44.554 .000 1.09 

Avoidant − 0.134 .014 90.879 .000 0.89 

Fearful .235 .013 326.693 .000 1.26 

Unassertive − 0.033 .011 8.511 .004 0.97 

Introverted .004 .014 0.097 .756 1.04 

Unsocial − 0.126 .014 81.905 .000 0.88 

Tough − 0.283 .014 406.561 .000 0.75 

Passive Aggressive .008 .009 0.754 .385 1.01 

Unappreciated .080 .013 41.033 .000 1.08 

Irritated − 0.070 .013 27.616 .000 0.93 

Entitled − 0.039 .011 13.702 .000 0.96 

Overconfidence − 0.002 .012 0.028 .867 0.99 

Fantasized Talent .062 .012 25.772 .000 1.06 

Risky − 0.171 .010 284.769 .000 0.84 

Impulsive .176 .012 225.524 .000 1.19 

Manipulative − 0.061 .012 23.507 .000 0.94 

Public Confidence − 0.193 .015 164.718 .000 0.82 

Distractible .152 .011 204.141 .000 1.17 

Self Display .028 .012 5.267 .022 1.02 

Eccentric − 0.009 .012 0.658 .417 0.99 

Special Sensitivity − 0.018 .011 2.816 .093 1.00 

Creative Thinking − 0.128 .011 145.896 .000 0.88 

Standards .231 .015 239.198 .000 1.26 

Perfectionistic .085 .011 56.101 .000 1.09 

Organized − 0.049 .009 31.309 .000 0.95 

Indecisive .095 .011 73.283 .000 1.10 

Ingratiating .099 .010 89.437 .000 1.11 

Conforming − 0.175 .012 230.048 .000 0.84 
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