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background

results

Charisma can be understood as a personality trait that allows one to influence other people. Research on charisma
has predominately focused on leadership, but it can also
be successfully studied in the general population. The
General Charisma Inventory (GCI) has not yet been analysed in different cultures. The current study represents the
first attempt to examine and validate this instrument in
a Spanish-speaking population.

The results confirmed the hypothesised two-factorial
structure and therefore the Spanish version of the GCI is
a structurally valid and reliable measure, and its dimensions relate to different outcomes such as well-being and
the Dark Triad.

participants and procedure
The GCI was administered in a series of three studies
to a large adult community sample (N1 = 756, N2 = 96,
N3 = 149). A multigroup confirmatory factor analysis was
conducted to verify the structure of the GCI. Factorial and
criterion validity was examined in the context of wellbeing and the Dark Triad traits. Measurement invariance
across age and gender of the GCI in a Spanish-speaking
sample was also analysed.

conclusions
The Spanish GCI could be used in general research on charisma and applied to a wide range of age groups within the
Spanish-speaking context, providing economic screening
for research and practice.
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Background
The definition of charisma has evolved through the
ages. Initially, Weber (1947) defined charisma as
something supernatural, i.e., an extraordinary power, giving leaders salvationist qualities to deliver
followers from great upheaval. House (1977), who
introduced charisma into the organisational setting,
emphasised that charisma is created from intensive
emotional interactions with followers. More contemporary definitions refer to charisma as a constellation of personal characteristics allowing individuals
to influence other people by affecting their feelings,
opinions, and behaviours (Riggio, 2009). The processes of influencing other people are not the result of
high authority or entitlement, but of voluntary cooperation (Hermalin, 1998). Thus, charisma is based not
just on beliefs and symbolism but also on values and
morals which, when combined, assist in the transmission of information (Antonakis et al., 2016).
When thinking about charisma, most people prototypically think about great leaders found in all
walks of life, for example, Martin Luther King (religion), Steve Jobs (business), or Winston Churchill
(politics). This is also reflected in empirical research,
since charisma is primarily investigated within the
context of leadership organisational settings (e.g., Antonakis, 2012). However, charisma could be observed
not only in leaders, but also among close relatives
or strangers (Friedman et al., 1980). This led Tshkay
et al. (2018) to argue that charisma can be viewed as
a personality trait that is present to a greater or lesser
extent in all people.
Charisma is defined as a construct with two distinct faces: charismatic individuals are, on the one
hand, able to influence, motivate, and attract other
people to achieve common goals (House, 1977; Whitney et al., 1994); but on the other hand, they are
able to maintain everyday social relations through
warmth, trustworthiness and affability (Fiske et al.,
2007; Keating, 2002). Charisma is thus hypothesised
to consist of two dimensions: the first representing
the ability to guide others, which is termed influence,
and the second representing the ability to make others feel comfortable and at ease, which is termed affability (Tshkay et al., 2018).

being a good descriptor of charisma, which resulted
in a pool of 40 items. In view of the results of exploratory factor analysis, which supported the existence
of the underlying two-factorial structure, this pool
was further reduced to 10 items. Next, based on the
results of confirmatory factor analysis, the scale was
trimmed to six items (three items on each scale) and
yielded a good model fit. In four subsequent studies,
Tshkay et al. (2018) claimed that the GCI is a valid and
unique measure of charisma through the demonstration of a range of correlates of basic personality traits:
emotionality, charismatic leadership and expressiveness, competence and warmth, and intelligence.

Overview of the current
studies
The GCI (Tshkay et al., 2018) seems to be a very promising tool to assess charisma, but to date its factor structure and validity have not been tested on a different
culture. According to the International Test Commission Guidelines for Translating and Adapting Tests
(2017), it is necessary to test the equivalence at different levels of complexity to ensure that the people in
the groups being compared understand the construct
being analysed in the same way. Previous work on the
GCI did not analyse its equivalence across ages and
genders although the joint analyses included adolescents and elderly people as well as males and females.
It is important, therefore, to determine whether such
comparisons are valid or not. Hence the aims of this
research were to: (a) replicate the two-factor structure of the GCI in a Spanish-speaking population and
to extend the literature through testing measurement
invariance across (b) age groups and (c) gender. Moreover, in two follow-up studies we aimed to provide
empirical evidence for validity through demonstrating differences in the concurrent validity of the various charisma dimensions. All the data, syntaxes, and
supplementary materials necessary for replication of
the results are available at https://osf.io/6x8zb/?view_
only=c9a82049fae24b3d91351af6fb2374c9.

Study 1
Participants

Measuring charisma
The General Charisma Inventory (GCI), designed to
measure influence and affability, was developed in
a series of studies reported by Tshkay et al. (2018).
An initial pool of items theoretically tapping the two
dimensions of charisma that were generated through
collecting public opinions comprised 408 indicators
grouped into 100 categories. These 100 categories
were further assessed in terms of the likelihood of
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A total of N = 756 adult participants from Spain,
aged between 18 and 49 years (M = 33.77, SD = 9.60,
71.6% females) participated voluntarily in the study.
The Spanish GCI was entered into a Google form and
distributed by means of a snowball sampling methodology to collect data, by which research subjects
facilitate the contact of third subjects to participate
in the research, and so on (Vogt & Johnson, 2011).
This method of convenience sampling has been used
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to examine different populations and its application
in quantitative studies has received empirical support (Cohen & Arieli, 2011). In our case, we provided
the link of the survey to four classes of psychology
undergraduates and asked them to re-send the link
to their acquaintances through the smartphone, with
the only requisite of being > 18 years old. They did not
receive any compensation in exchange. Based on the
original study of Tshkay et al. (2018), we attempted to
find a similar size of around 750 participants. Accordingly, the sampling recruitment finished when we
reached an approximate size. The participants had to
read and accept an online informed consent form before completing the test. The final sample was divided
into three age groups: n = 292 participants younger
than 30 (M = 23.33, SD = 3.33, 73.6% females); n = 203
participants between 30 and 39 (M = 34.90, SD = 2.89,
70.4% females); and n = 261 respondents who were 40
or older (M = 44.58, SD = 2.79, 70.1% females). Based
on previous research (e.g., Roberts et al., 2006), age
thresholds were created arbitrarily to examine changes in personality traits. Gender distribution was equal
across age groups (χ2(2) = 1.01, p = .604).
Measures
General Charisma Inventory (GCI). The GCI (Tshkay
et al., 2018) is composed of six items designed to measure influence (α = .68; sample item: “Has a presence
in a room”) and affability (α = .71; sample item: “Makes
people feel comfortable”); respondents answer using
a five-point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The validation followed
a multistep process for translating and adapting tests
(Muñiz et al., 2016). We (a) translated the items into
Spanish, (b) consulted its linguistic and cultural suitability, (c) had the items back-translated into English
by two independent translators, (d) reported the results to the original authors, and (e) discussed and
added the authors’ suggestions. First of all, the items
were translated into first-person statements to make
them more comprehensible in Spanish. During revision of the paper, we asked 8 Spanish native speakers
to rate the suitability and comprehensiveness of two
versions of the GCI using a ten-point scale: (a) a firstperson translation of the GCI and (b) a third-person
translation of the GCI. The first-person statements
received slightly higher ratings (M = 54.38, SD = 7.21)
than the third-person version (M = 52.25, SD = 6.48),
but this difference was not significant (t(7) = 0.67,
p = .526), suggesting that both versions are adequate.
Statistical analyses
The structure of the Spanish adaptation of the GCI
across age and gender was verified using a multi-

group confirmatory factor analysis, which was calculated using Mplus v. 7.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2014).
The results were estimated using a robust maximum
likelihood method approach due to likely violation
of the multivariate normality assumption. In order
to evaluate the model fit, we used CFI and RMSEA.
An acceptable model fit is indicated when CFI ≥ .95,
TLI ≥ .95, RMSEA ≤ .08, left boundary of RMSEA confidence interval is ≤ .10, and SRMR ≤ .10 (SchermellehEngel et al., 2003). In multigroup analyses, it is possible to test for measurement invariance when three
models are tested: configural (unconstrained), metric
(with factor loadings constrained to be equal across
groups), and scalar (with intercepts constrained to be
equal across groups; Meredith, 1993). The data may be
deemed as invariant when the difference in ΔCFI does
not exceed .010 and the difference in ΔRMSEA does
not exceed .015 (Chen, 2007).
Results
Item characteristics. Overall, participants scored
higher on each item measuring affability (items 4-6)
than on any item measuring influence (items 1-3),
which is also reflected in a significant difference in
their scores (t(755) = –25.15, p < .001, d = 0.92). The
corrected item-total correlations (i.e., the correlation of a single item with the total score, which excludes this particular item) ranged from .43 to .61
for influence and from .47 to .60 for affability. The
tested model was well fitted to the data (χ2(8) = 41.19,
p < .001, CFI = .954, TLI = .914, RMSEA = .074, 90%
CI [.053, .097], SRMR = .046, BIC = 10929.01) and represented the GCI structure better than the one-factor
model (which was itself poorly fitted: χ2(9) = 578.74,
p < .001, CFI = .217, TLI = –.305, RMSEA = .289, 90%
CI [.270, .310], SRMR = .135, BIC = 11316.34) as according to the BIC values and the difference in the
χ2 between the models, the two-factor model yielded
superior fit. The strength of the standardized factor
loadings ranged between .53 and .87, and the latent
factor correlation was small (ρ = .22, p < .001) and
similar to the correlation between observed scores
(r = 18, p < .001). A summary of descriptive statistics
along with the reliability estimates, corrected itemtotal correlations, and standardized factor loadings is
presented in Table 1.
Assessment of the GCI structure across age and
gender. Results of the tested models (presented in
Table 2) indicate that the two-factorial model is well
fitted to the data, better than the one-factorial model,
which showed poor adjustment as CFI ranged from
.379 (RMSEA = .294) to .719 (RMSEA = .138) in the
age groups and from .433 (RMSEA = .274) to .698
(RMSEA = .184) in the gender groups.
According to the values of ΔRMSEA, the twofactorial structure of the GCI may be deemed invari-
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Table 1
Item descriptive statistics, reliability estimates, corrected item-total correlation, and standardized factor loadings
for total sample (N = 756)
M

SD

rIT

1I. Has a presence in a room / Tiene presencia

3.06

0.88

.43

.53

2I. Has the ability to influence people / Tiene la
habilidad de influir en los demás

3.29

0.88

.61

.87

3I. Knows how to lead a group / Sabe cómo liderar un
grupo

3.41

0.98

.46

.58

4A. Makes people feel comfortable / Hace que la gente
se sienta a gusto

4.10

0.78

.52

.68

5A. Smiles at people often / A menudo sonríe a la gente

4.34

0.85

.60

.80

6A. Can get along with anyone / Puede llevarse bien
con cualquiera

3.76

0.92

.47

.56

Influence

3.25

0.71

.68

Affability

4.07

0.68

.71

Item (original form / Spanish adaptation)

α

Factor loading

Note. rIT – corrected item-total correlation; I – item measuring influence; A – item measuring affability.

Table 2
Summary of fit indices of the tested models and the tests for invariance across age and gender
N

χ2(df)

p

p

18-29

292

15.77(8)

.048

.975

.057

30-39

203

13.70(8)

.178

.972

.046

40-49

261

18.91(8)

.014

.966

.073

Configural

45.45(24)

.001

.971

.060

Metric

56.86(32)

.001

11.41(8)

.167

.966

.005

.056

.004

Scalar

78.53(40)

.001

21.67(8)

.003

.947

.019

.062

.006

Partial scalar [6]

69.66(39)

.001

13.08(7)

.076

.958

.008

.056

.000

Δχ2

CFI

ΔCFI

RMSEA

ΔRMSEA

Age

Multigroup analysis

Gender
Men

215

15.34(8)

.053

.964

.065

Women

541

42.72(8)

.001

.937

.090

Configural

55.00(16)

.001

.947

.080

Metric

56.03(20)

.001

1.03(4)

.903

.951

.004

.069

.011

Scalar

76.16(24)

.001

20.13(4)

.001

.929

.022

.076

.007

Partial scalar [3]

63.60(23)

.001

7.57(3)

.059

.945

.006

.068

.001

Multigroup analysis

Note. Values in brackets indicate freed intercepts for partial scalar invariance.
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Table 3
Differences in latent mean scores of influence and affability across age groups and gender
Age group
18-29

Gender

30-39

40-49

Women

Influence

.00

–.38**

–.32**

.00

Affability

.00

–.15

–.26*

.00

Men
.19*
–.17

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01.

ant across age and gender; however, the values of
ΔCFI exceeded acceptable recommendations. Thus,
following the procedure proposed by Gregorich
(2006), in order to achieve partial scalar invariance,
we freed the constraint of equal intercepts of a single item, which significantly improved the fit of the
scalar model. Across age and gender, the GCI was
found to have the same factor loadings, and with
some minor exceptions, the same intercepts, which
makes a comparison of latent mean scores meaningful. The differences in the latent scores of influence
and affability across the compared groups are presented in Table 3.
In comparison to the 18-29 age group, we noted
a significant and stable decrease in influence in other
groups. Affability, however, decreased more slowly
and was only significantly lower in the 40-49 age
group. In regards to gender differences, men scored
higher on influence, but no difference was found in
affability.
Discussion
Our results demonstrated that higher levels of charisma are more characteristic of younger people. The
path of change, nonetheless, seems to be to some extent different for influence and affability. The drop
in influence is more drastic among respondents in
their thirties, and it negligibly decreases onwards,
whereas the drop in affability begins rather slowly
and continues to increase with age. These results
contradict prior research on basic personality traits,
because traits associated with charisma (i.e., social
dominance and agreeableness) tended to increase
with age (Roberts et al., 2006). Therefore, future
studies (preferably longitudinal) are needed to address whether the dynamics of charisma differ with
age or whether those differences are the result of
studied generations.
In regards to gender differences, men scored significantly higher on influence than women, and no
significant difference was found for affability (although women tended to score higher). These results
are in accordance with existing studies reporting that

men generally have a more agentic orientation, expressed by domination and competence, for example,
whilst women generally have a more communal orientation expressed by nurturance and warmth (Wojciszke & Szlendak, 2010). Our results may suggest
that men and women have their own distinct ways of
being perceived as charismatic.

Study 2 – Charisma and mental
health
Ryan and Deci (2001) defined well-being as the optimal psychological functioning and experience. Two
different aspects of well-being are represented in
the literature: hedonic (i.e., subjective) well-being,
which includes the more emotional aspects of wellbeing (i.e., life satisfaction, presence of positive mood
and absence of negative mood; Diener, 2000); and
eudaimonic (i.e., psychological) well-being, which
involves the actualisation of human potential (Ryan
& Deci, 2001; Ryff, 1989). Studies have revealed that
psychological well-being can be split further into
two distinct components: psychological well-being
and social well-being, with the latter representing
the extent to which individuals thrive in their public
and social life (Keyes, 2005). Because the influence
dimension is more related to dominance, competence
and the ability to achieve one’s goals, we expect it
to be related to the positive indicators of eudaimonic
well-being (i.e., psychological and social well-being;
Keyes, 2005). Affability, because of the association
with emotionality and the ability to maintain positive social relationships, is hypothesised to be positively related to the indicators of well-being (Ryan
& Deci, 2001; Waterman, 2008).
Participants
The study was completed by N = 96 adults (71.9%
females) from Spain aged between 20 and 72
(M = 47.58, SD = 12.79). Data were collected by means
of a snowball sampling method and the participants
were asked to complete the measures in a Google
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Statistical analyses

form. The participants had to read and accept an online informed consent form prior to completing the
test. There were no missing responses throughout
the study.

We began with evaluation of the GCI structure via the
means of confirmatory factor analysis in accordance
with recommendations reported in Study 1. Further,
to evaluate the criterion validity, we ran correlational
analyses supplemented by linear regression models
in which charisma dimensions were entered as predictors of well-being.

Measures
The General Charisma Inventory (GCI; Tshkay et al.,
2018) was used to measure general charisma. On average, the participants scored M = 3.52 (SD = 0.80) on
influence and M = 4.25 (SD = 0.53) on affability. The
reliability estimates in the current study were as follows: α = .80 for influence and α = .66 for affability.
Both dimensions were positively correlated at r = .36
(p < .001).
The Mental Health Continuum – Short Form
(MHC-SF; Keyes, 1998; Spanish adaptation: Echeverria et al., 2017) was used to measure three components of well-being: emotional, social, and psychological. The scale is composed of 14 items which the
respondents answer using a six-point Likert-type
scale from 1 (never) to 6 (always). It has been validated across different cultures and demonstrates good
psychometric properties (e.g., Karaś et al., 2014; Longo et al., 2017; Rogoza et al., 2018a). The reliability
estimates in the current study were good: α = .81 for
emotional well-being, α = .83 for social well-being,
and α = .86 for psychological well-being.

Results
The measurement model of the Spanish version of
GCI was mostly well fitted to the data (χ2(8) = 13.34,
p = .101, CFI = .960, TLI = .925, RMSEA = .083, 90%
CI [.000, .159], SRMR = .041) and the strength of the
standardized factor loadings was adequate (range:
.59-.89). The zero-order correlations between all studied variables are presented in Table 4.
Separate linear regression models with influence
and affability as predictors of the three components
of well-being were tested. The results are presented
in Table 5.
All of the regression models were significant. Affability was a positive predictor of all of the well-being components, whereas influence did not predict
emotional well-being (16% of variance was explained
by the model), but was a positive predictor of social

Table 4
Zero-order correlations between all variables in Study 2
Influence

Affability

Emotional
well-being

Affability

.36**

Emotional well-being

.13

.40**

Psychological well-being

.43**

.50**

.55**

Social well-being

.34**

.46**

.45**

Psychological
well-being

.59**

Note. **p < .01.

Table 5
Dimensions of charisma predicting different components of well-being
Influence

Affability

R2

F(2, 91)

B

SE B

β

B

SE B

β

–.01

.09

–.02

.51

.13

.40***

.16

4.45**

Social well-being

.21

.11

.19*

.67

.16

.40***

.26

8.10**

Psychological well-being

.24

.08

.28**

.51

.12

.39***

.32

10.87**

Emotional well-being

Note. Results were controlled for age and gender; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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well-being (24% of variance was explained by the
model) and psychological well-being (32% of variance was explained by the model). Although the direction of the effects was the same for both dimensions of charisma, affability was generally a stronger
predictor of well-being.
Discussion
The results obtained in this study support the distinction of subjective and psychological well-being since
affability emerged as the only predictor of emotional
(i.e., subjective) well-being, whereas both dimensions
of charisma predicted the social and psychological
components of eudaimonic well-being. Affability, the
ability to make other people feel good, seems to be
more important in maintaining warm and stable interpersonal relationships, whereas influence seems to
be a resource for initiating and developing them. To
summarise, both dimensions of charisma account for
variance of well-being independently and uniquely,
which supports their concurrent criterion validity
and thus makes it meaningful to consider both dimensions.

Study 3 – Charisma and the Dark
Triad personality traits
Within the literature, three socially malevolent traits
are frequently analysed together as the Dark Triad
of personality (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), i.e., narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Apart
from sharing the common core of callousness (Paulhus, 2014), each of these traits has independent characteristics, such as exaggerated self-esteem in narcissism, impulse regulation ability in Machiavellianism,
and thrill seeking in psychopathy (Rogoza & Cieciuch, 2017, 2020). Dark Triad traits were investigated
in workplace settings, predicting counterproductive
work behaviour or vocational interests (Kowalski
et al., 2017; O’Boyle et al., 2012). However, among the
Dark Triad traits, charismatic tendencies were predominately attributed to narcissism (Young & Pinsky, 2006). Previous research on narcissism provided
mixed results, with some studies reporting positive
relations to the indicators of charisma (such as conveying a charming facial expression; Back et al., 2010)
and other studies reporting non-significant relations
(Galvin et al., 2010). Rogoza and Fatfouta (2020),
through the means of facet-level analyses, revealed
that while the agentic facet of narcissism is related
positively to influence (and to a lesser extent to affability), the antagonistic facet of narcissism is related
negatively to affability. Antagonistic narcissism acts
like a bridge linking agentic narcissism to Machiavellianism and psychopathy (Trahair et al., 2020) and it

is phenotypically similar to these traits (Rogoza et al.,
2019). Thus, one might expect that psychopathy and
Machiavellianism should reveal a similar pattern of
relations to charisma. Therefore, in the current study
we expect that influence will be primarily and positively related to narcissism, which in the Dark Triad
measures taps predominately on agentic aspects (Rogoza et al., 2018b). Moreover, we expect that affability will be negatively related to Machiavellianism and
psychopathy.
Participants
The link to the study was sent to different local and
student groups on a social networking site (Facebook). In total, N = 149 participants (76.5% female)
completed the survey. Participants were mostly
young adults aged between 18 and 50 (M = 23.91,
SD = 4.68). No missing responses were recorded.
Measures
The General Charisma Inventory (GCI; Tshkay et al.,
2018) was again used as a measure of general charisma. In the current study we applied the third-person version of the measure. On average, respondents
scored M = 3.24 (SD = 1.01) on influence and M = 3.71
(SD = 0.95) on affability. The reliability estimates in
the current study were good, i.e., α = .85 for influence
and α = .80 for affability. Both dimensions were positively correlated at r = .46 (p < .001).
The Short Dark Triad (Jones & Paulhus, 2014;
Spanish adaptation: Pineda et al., 2020) was used to
measure three socially malevolent traits referred as
the Dark Triad of personality. The scale is composed
of 27 items on which the respondents answer using
a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Although the scale is
criticised for the high overlap between psychopathy
and Machiavellianism (e.g., Persson et al., 2017; Rogoza & Cieciuch, 2017), in empirical research it provides
distinct and theoretically valid results (Jones & Paulhus, 2017; Kowalski et al., 2018a, b). The reliability
estimates in the current study were good: α = .78 for
Machiavellianism, and α = 72 for both narcissism and
psychopathy.
Statistical analyses
Similar to Study 2, we began with evaluation of the
GCI structure by means of confirmatory factor analysis. To assess whether the first- and third-person version are interpreted in similar vein, that is, whether
the same items are loading the same latent factors,
we compared their factorial equivalence. Factorial
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equivalence may be claimed when the approximate
fit indices fall within the acceptable range, that is:
CFI ≥ .95, TLI ≥ .95, RMSEA ≤ .08, left boundary of
RMSEA confidence interval is ≤ .10, and SRMR ≤ .10
(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). As in the previous
study, to evaluate the criterion validity, we ran correlational analyses supplemented by linear regression
models in which charisma dimensions were entered
as predictors.

the variance in narcissism variance, and given that
affability did not account for variance in narcissism,
this presumably reflects the criterion validity of the
influence dimension. Influence and affability explained less of the variance in psychopathy and Machiavellianism (19% and 7% respectively) and they
acted in opposite directions: influence was a positive
predictor, whereas affability was a negative predictor, thus confirming our hypotheses.

Results

Assessment of the factorial
equivalence between the thirdand first-person version

The analysed model was well fitted to the data
(χ2(8) = 3.57, p = .894, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00,
RMSEA = .000, 90% CI [.000, .043], SRMR = .020) and
the strength of the standardized factor loadings was
adequate, ranging from .68 to .89, confirming the
two-dimensional structure of the GCI in the Spanishspeaking population.
The zero-order correlations between all studied
variables are presented in Table 6.
As in the previous study, we tested three linear
regression models of the relationship between dimensions of charisma and the Dark Triad traits. The
results of the regression analyses are presented in
Table 7.
All of the analysed regression models were significant. The first model explained almost half (42%) of

In the third study we used a different version of
the measure, in which the items were presented in
the third person. In order to test whether the respondents using the different versions of the measure understood charisma in the same way and
whether, therefore, the two versions could be used
interchangeably, we tested for factorial invariance
across the data from Study 2 and Study 3. The model
had a good fit to the data (χ2(16) = 15.70, p = .474,
CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, 90% CI [.00,
.08], SRMR = .030), supporting factorial equivalence
of the two versions, indicating that both of them
could be used in research on Spanish-speaking populations.

Table 6
Zero-order correlations between all variables in Study 3
Influence

Affability

Narcissism

Affability

.46**

Narcissism

.65**

Machiavellianism

.12

–.15

.27**

Psychopathy

.18*

–.27**

.30**

Machiavellianism

.30**
.67**

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01.

Table 7
Dimensions of charisma predicting the Dark Triad traits
Influence

Affability

R2

F(2, 93)

B

SE B

β

B

SE B

β

Narcissism

.42

.05

.64**

.01

.05

.01

.42

51.93**

Machiavellianism

.18

.07

.24**

–.21

.07

–.26**

.07

5.26**

Psychopathy

.26

.06

.39**

–.31

.06

–.44**

.19

16.96**

Note. **p < .01.
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Discussion
Narcissism was most strongly associated with charisma, which is not surprising since narcissists are
described as possessing an immediately perceptible
charm and charisma (Young & Pinsky, 2006). While
we replicated these results in correlational analyses, when we controlled for the shared variance of
the influence and affability, narcissism was related
only to the latter, which may reflect the difference
between narcissism and charisma. Both are superficially associated with boldness, visionary quality and
self-confidence, but while extended contact leads to
this impression of narcissists wearing off due to their
arrogance, lack of concern for others and sense of entitlement (Fatfouta, 2018; Ong et al., 2016), it may be
more persistent in the case of charismatic individuals
due to their affability. Hence, although there are similarities between narcissism and influence, affability
seems to differentiate them.
The lack of relationship between influence and
Machiavellianism might be surprising at first glance,
but it is theoretically plausible. The influence dimension of charisma reflects agentic attitudes (Tshkay
et al., 2018). However, among the Dark Triad traits,
only narcissism seems to be related to the agencyrelated traits such as intelligence. While this is incongruent with their actual abilities (Zajenkowski & Czarna, 2015; Zajenkowski et al., 2020), only
narcissists are perceived by others as more agentic
(Rauthmann & Kolar, 2013), which results in agencyrelated outcomes such as being nominated as a leader (Rogoza et al., 2020). Furthermore, narcissism in
the context of the Dark Triad predominately taps
its agentic facet, while antagonistic features are assessed to a limited extent (Rogoza et al., 2019). These
antagonistic features have much more in common
with Machiavellianism and psychopathy (Trahair
et al., 2020); thus, it is not surprising to see a null
relation (Rogoza & Fatfouta, 2020). The lack of relationship between Machiavellianism and affability is
against our expectations; however, existing research
suggests that Machiavellianism is less specific in its
operationalisation than psychopathy (Rogoza et al.,
2019). Therefore, seeing the same pattern of relationship but of lesser magnitude is understandable.

General discussion
The current study was the first attempt to test the
psychometric properties of the GCI (Tshkay et al.,
2018) in a different culture. The obtained results of
the assessment of the factorial validity corroborate
the findings of Tshkay et al. (2018) supporting the
assertion that charisma is composed of influence and
affability; thus, the GCI may be successfully used in
a Spanish-speaking population. Our findings demon-

strate that the structure of the GCI is partially invariant across age and gender and, moreover, we supported the criterion validity through demonstrating
the differential relationships of influence and affability with well-being and the Dark Triad traits.
In the original study, mean influence scores
ranged between 3.37 and 3.45 and affability scores
were slightly higher, at between 3.72 and 3.89. In
the series of studies reported here, mean affability
scores were once again higher than influence scores,
although those obtained in Study 3 were closer to the
estimates reported by Tshkay et al. (2018). Similarly,
Tshkay et al. (2018) reported reliability estimates
ranging between .77 and .85 for influence and between .75 and .82 for affability, while only those reported in our Study 3 fell within this range. Moreover, correlations between influence and affability
reported in the original study ranged from .50 to .52,
whereas in Study 1 it was lower, and in Study 3 it was
similar in strength. The difference between Study 3
and Studies 1 and 2 was in the form of the questionnaire – in the first two studies the items were presented in the first person, whereas in the last study
they were presented in the third person. Although
we have provided evidence that these versions have
the same factor structure and are similarly comprehensible to native speakers, on the basis of comparability of psychometric properties (i.e., mean values,
reliability estimates, correlation strength), the thirdperson version seems to be preferred for use in future
studies as it more closely aligns with the results reported by Tshkay et al. (2018).

Limitations
This research has several limitations, which should
be taken into account when interpreting the results.
First, the sampling procedure was probabilistic and
the sample was not representative of the Spanish
population. More specifically, the sample of Study 2
was small and imbalanced in terms of gender proportion. This research provides a starting point for
further empirical research with the Spanish version
of the GCI. Second, demographic information about
the sample is limited to age (young populations) and
gender (higher female prevalence); thus, generalising
the results to the whole population should be done
with great caution. Moreover, in the first two studies
we used a first-person version of the questionnaire,
whereas in the original study statements were presented in the third person. Although the aim of the
first-person version was to make the Spanish version
easier to understand, the empirical results tend to
suggest that the original, third-person Spanish version was better. Therefore, we recommend caution
when generalising the results reported here to the
Spanish-speaking population. Finally, this research
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relies entirely on self-report data and so experimental and longitudinal studies are required to provide
further support for the validity of the charisma dimensions.

Conclusions
In summary, the current study was the first to analyse the dimensionality and validity of the GCI in
a Spanish-speaking sample. As there are more than
500 million native Spanish speakers in the world
(Fernández Vítores, 2017), providing information on
the psychometric properties of the different measures is an important task. On the basis of the results
presented within this paper, the Spanish version of
the GCI (Tshkay et al., 2018) may be deemed a valid
tool that measures two dimensions of charisma. The
findings from these studies have implications for research – for example, we found that influence and
narcissism were strongly related, while affability was
unrelated to narcissism. Future studies could investigate the degree of similarity in the underlying behavioural dynamics of narcissism and charisma. The
findings from this research could also be put into
practical use – e.g., the Spanish version of the GCI
could be used to assess charisma in organisational
settings. Owing to the differential relationships of
the charisma dimensions with the Dark Triad traits,
which have been related to counterproductive work
behaviour (O’Boyle et al., 2012), this kind of assessment might help in the selection of individuals who
are likely to display desirable workplace behaviours
in the future.
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