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Abstract

Objective: The aim of this study is to investigate the specific links that the Dark
Triad traits have with subjective and psychological well-being through a meta-
analysis of the existing literature.

Background: Over the past few years, associations between the Dark Triad traits
and well-being have been a stimulating but understudied topic in personality re-
search. Method: Cross-sectional, correlational studies examining these relation-
ships were searched in the PsycINFO, PubMed, and Web of Science databases.
Meta-analyses were performed at the dimension- and facet-level to account for
the multidimensional structure of the Dark Triad traits.

Results: A total of 55 studies were included (n=26,252). In general, grandiose
narcissism and boldness/dominance related to higher well-being, while vulnera-
ble narcissism, antagonism, disinhibition, and Machiavellianism related to lower
levels of well-being. Age and gender moderated few of these associations.
Conclusions: We recommend including multidimensional measures of the Dark

Triad traits as an essential step to move the field forward.

KEYWORDS

1 | INTRODUCTION

Central to the study of well-being is the identification of
the mechanisms that enable people to lead a life full of
happiness beyond the absence of disease (World Health
Organization, 2001). Studying the link between personal-
ity and well-being has been prominent because personality
is regarded as one of the most known predictors of subjec-
tive experiences (Tkach & Lyubomirsky, 2006). So far, the
information available on the correlates between personal-
ity and well-being relates to basic, broad personality traits

Dark Triad, personality, psychological well-being, subjective well-being

(Anglim et al., 2020; Steel et al., 2008). Recently, however,
researchers have started paying attention to narrower
traits, such as the antagonistic side of personality (Rogoza
et al., 2019). Among the most widely studied constructs
of the antagonistic side of personality is the “Dark Triad”,
which comprises three traits of narcissism psychopathy,
and Machiavellianism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002).
Although the Dark Triad traits have been usually stud-
ied in relation to negative outcomes, research has revealed
a common pattern regarding their links with well-being.
Despite being frequently studied as one-dimensional
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constructs, each of these antagonistic traits has a rich and
qualitative multidimensional structure, which might im-
pact on their relationship to well-being indicators (Miller
et al., 2021; Patrick et al., 2009; Rauthmann & Will, 2011).
Because evaluations of well-being encompasse a great
part of the content of personality (Zillig et al., 2002),
studying subjective and psychological well-being in rela-
tion to personality can offer a closer look into the more
concatenate dynamics of antagonistic personality. The
current study is an attempt to synthesize previous find-
ings on this topic.

1.1 | The Dark Triad of personality

Narcissism, in its broadest sense, is defined as the enti-
tled sense of self-importance (Krizan & Herlache, 2018).
Within the literature, there is an agreement that narcis-
sism has a hierarchical structure composed of dimensions
and facets (Miller et al., 2021). The more traditionally
studied dimensions of narcissism are typically labeled as
grandiose and vulnerable narcissism (Wink, 1991). The
first is characterized by a blend of aggrandized self-view,
self-promoting behaviors, and general entitlement, while
the latter is characterized by heightened levels of neuroti-
cism (resulting in e.g., anxiety and hypersensitivity), social
withdrawal in the anticipation of experiencing negative
feelings (e.g., shame, envy, and spitefulness) and general
hostile attribution of others (Di Sarno et al., 2020; Miller
& Campbell, 2008; Miller, Lynam, et al., 2017; Rogoza,
Cieciuch, et al., 2022; Wright & Edershile, 2018).

These dimensions further disentangle onto three
facets—agentic (i.e., self-promotion, assertiveness, and
charmingness), antagonistic (i.e., rivalry, enmity, and
feelings of superiority), and neurotic (i.e., hypersensitiv-
ity, insecurity, and need for social approval; Back, 2018;
Crowe et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2021; Rogoza, Cieciuch,
et al.,, 2022; Wright & Edershile, 2018). However, most
research in the context of the Dark Triad focuses on as-
sessing grandiose narcissism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002)
rather than the trifurcated model (Miller et al., 2021). This
is a common practice despite the fact that the literature
highlights that antagonistic narcissism is more strongly
related to Machiavellianism and psychopathy than agentic
narcissism, and that neurotic narcissism is connected with
the Dark Triad (Trahair et al., 2020; Truhan et al., 2021).
In light of this, to facilitate the research on the Dark Triad,
we investigated narcissism as a multidimensional and
hierarchical construct within the current meta-analysis
(Crowe et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2021).

Psychopathy, in its broadest sense, could be defined as
a manipulative and exploitative lifestyle orientation un-
derpinned by robust antisocial tendencies (Cleckley, 1941;

Hare, 1985; Miller, Lynam, et al., 2017; Rogoza &
Cieciuch, 2020). Similar to the case of narcissism, most
researchers acknowledge the multidimensional structure
of this trait (Levenson et al., 1995; Lilienfeld et al., 2012;
Lynam & Miller, 2012; Patrick et al., 2009). In fact, all
major models of psychopathy acknowledge the two dis-
tinct dimensions of antagonism (i.e., callousness, deceit-
fulness, and aggression) and disinhibition (i.e., impulsivity
and irresponsibility; Lynam & Miller, 2015). For instance,
Hare and colleagues (Hare, 1991; Hare & Neumann, 2008)
defined Factor 1 in terms of interpersonal (e.g., grandios-
ity and manipulativeness) and affective (e.g., callousness
and lack of remorse or guilt) aspects, representing antag-
onism, and Factor 2 in terms of lifestyle (e.g., impulsiv-
ity and stimulation seeking) and antisocial domains (e.g.,
poor behavioral control and criminal versatility), referring
to disinhibition. In a similar vein, Levenson et al. (1995)
argued that primary and secondary psychopathy converge
with Factor 1 and Factor 2, respectively, suggesting that
this model is consistent with the distinction between an-
tagonism and disinhibition (Lynam & Miller, 2015).

Nevertheless, some models acknowledge that psychop-
athy might also entail some additional aspects related to
emotional stability and interpersonal assertiveness (e.g.,
boldness and fearless dominance), which have a distinct
nomological network than antagonism and disinhibition
(Crowe et al., 2021; Lilienfeld et al., 2012, 2005; Lynam
et al., 2011; Lynam & Miller, 2012; Patrick, 2022; Patrick
et al., 2009). Nevertheless, research on the Dark Triad typ-
ically employs brief assessments of psychopathy (e.g., the
Dirty Dozen; Jonason & Webster, 2010) that do not cap-
ture dimension-specific variance, as compared to multidi-
mensional measures of psychopathy (Miller et al., 2012).
Therefore, like in the case of narcissism, we conceptual-
ized psychopathy as a multidimensional construct within
the current investigation.

Machiavellianism is usually defined as an “ends justify
the means” orientation, which includes strategical ma-
nipulativeness, lack of conventional morality, and cynical
worldview in addition to antisocial tendencies (Christie &
Geis, 1970). Although its multidimensional structure has
been acknowledged (Rauthmann & Will, 2011), similar
to narcissism and psychopathy, Machiavellianism is com-
monly interpreted as a one-dimensional construct within
the Dark Triad (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Contrary to
the advancements in the research on narcissism and
psychopathy (e.g., Miller et al., 2021; Patrick, 2022),
Machiavellianism is most frequently analyzed in the con-
text of the Dark Triad (Kowalski et al., 2021). As a result,
despite the existence of well-acknowledged multidimen-
sional models of narcissism and psychopathy and some
promising investigations about the multidimensionality
of Machiavellianism, further research is needed to better
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understand this construct (Collison et al., 2018; Sharpe
et al., 2021).

An additional issue in the study of Machiavellianism is
that most of the existing measures show substantial overlap
with psychopathy (McHoskey et al., 1998). In fact, trait pro-
files of Machiavellianism are more related to expert-rated
profiles of psychopathy than Machiavellianism; for instance,
experts rated Machiavellianism to be positively related to
conscientiousness, while most measures of this trait were
negatively related (Miller, Hyatt, et al., 2017). Thus, although
we recognize the multidimensionality of Machiavellianism
as a construct, within the current investigation we decided
to rely on total scores according to the inconsistencies that
characterize the existing theoretical models.

1.2 | The Dark Triad traits and their
associations with well-being

The literature on well-being has broadly differentiated two
operationalizations: subjective well-being and psychologi-
cal well-being. On the one hand, subjective well-being is
typically defined as the subjective perception of one's life
conditions (Ng & Fisher, 2013) and is composed of life
satisfaction and positive (i.e., happiness) and negative
affect (Diener, 1984). On the other hand, psychological
well-being expresses how one functions psychologically
in response to life's demands in order to reach one's full
potential (Vitterse, 2016), and it typically involves the
dimensions of self-acceptance, autonomy, positive rela-
tionships, personal growth, and environmental mastery
(Ryff & Keyes, 1995). While subjective well-being focuses
on the maximization of pleasure and avoidance of pain,
psychological well-being emphasizes the self-realization
of individuals, engaging in one's personal strengths to en-
sure optimal development and find meaning in life (Huta
& Waterman, 2014).

The conceptualization and measurement of subjective
and psychological well-being as two separate forms of
well-being has been reflected in the scientific literature,
wherein the components of well-being are assembled dif-
ferently in various theories and models (Joshanloo, 2016).
However, some authors have criticized this arbitrary sep-
aration based on the high correlations between the two
forms (e.g., Kashdan et al., 2008), which can range from
0.47 to 0.85 depending on the statistical approach em-
ployed (Gallagher et al., 2009; Joshanloo, 2016). These
results support the notion that both forms of well-being
are considered as correlated yet distinct factors (Huta &
Waterman, 2014; Joshanloo, 2016).

Taking into account the unidimensional perspective of
the research on the Dark Triad, subjective and psychologi-
cal well-being are related positively to grandiose narcissism

and negatively to psychopathy and Machiavellianism
(e.g., Jonason et al., 2015; Limone et al., 2020; Womick
et al., 2019). However, the multidimensional conceptual-
ization of the Dark Triad traits might yield different associ-
ations with well-being. For instance, subjective well-being
related negatively to vulnerable narcissism and positively
to psychopathic boldness (Durand & Lobbestael, 2023;
Rose, 2002). Therefore, relying on more nuanced models
at the facet-level seems an appropriate approach to dis-
entangle the associations between antagonistic traits and
well-being.

1.3 | Current study

The question regarding how personality can account for
well-being has been extensively investigated in research
on individual differences. Despite the increasing scien-
tific interest in the study of the Dark Triad traits and their
link to well-being, only a few studies have addressed the
question of how they are specifically related to subjective
and psychological well-being. To that end, the aim of the
present study is to synthesize the existing literature de-
scribing the relationships between the Dark Triad traits
and subjective and psychological well-being through a
meta-analysis.

To prevent misleading assumptions, it is crucial to
consider the multidimensionality of the constructs being
analyzed (e.g., Miller et al., 2021; Patrick et al., 2009;
Rauthmann & Will, 2011). In the case of subjective well-
being, relations will be examined separately for the pos-
itive (i.e., positive affect, happiness, and life satisfaction)
and negative indicators (e.g., negative affect)." Regarding
narcissism, we analyzed the relations at two different
levels of structural organization; we compared the rela-
tionships at the level of dimensions (i.e., grandiose and
vulnerable) and facets (i.e., agentic, antagonistic, and
neurotic; Crowe et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2021; Rogoza,
Crowe, et al., 2022). When analyzing psychopathy, we
examined the associations at a general and at a more re-
fined level because some Dark Triad measures seem un-
able to capture the distinction between antagonism and
disinhibition. (Lynam & Miller, 2015), Finally, given the
difficulty to conceptualize Machiavellianism as a multidi-
mensional construct, we only examined the associations
with the general score of this trait.

Regarding grandiose and agentic narcissism, we ex-
pect to find positive associations with subjective and
psychological well-being. In contrast, as vulnerable nar-
cissism is mostly underpinned by neuroticism (Miller,
Lynam, et al., 2017) and antagonistic narcissism is re-
lated to more fragile and unstable evaluations of self-
esteem (Geukes et al., 2017), we expect to find negative
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associations with well-being for vulnerable, neurotic,
and antagonistic narcissism. Regarding psychopathy,
we expect to find negative associations with subjective
and psychological well-being in the case of antagonism
and disinhibition, which are linked to the lack of em-
pathy and low agreeableness, and positive associations
in the case of boldness, which is linked to greater self-
confidence and lower neuroticism (Collison et al., 2018;
Patrick et al.,, 2009). Finally, given the overlap be-
tween Machiavellianism and psychopathy (especially
with antagonism and disinhibition), we also expect
negative associations with the indicators of well-being
(Miller, Hyatt, et al., 2017). This study was registered at
PROSPERO (#CRD42021240913).

2 | METHODOLOGY

We followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Review and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) to
conduct systematic reviews and meta-analyses (Moher
et al., 2015) in the planning, implementation, and report-
ing of the present meta-analysis.

2.1 | Search strategy

A systematic search of the literature was performed in
PsycINFO, PubMed, and Web of Science. The first search
was performed in December 2020, and a second search
was conducted in May 2022 in order to update the sys-
tematic search of the literature. The search strategy com-
prised the following terms and text words: psychological
well-being, subjective well-being, well-being, happiness,
affect, life satisfaction, Dark Triad, dark personality, dark
traits, narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy.
The search strings were combined according to the data-
base (see Table S1).

2.2 | Selection of studies

Selection of eligible studies was performed according
to the PICOS approach and the following inclusion cri-
teria: the studies should (1) report at least one measure
referring to Dark Triad traits (narcissism, psychopathy,
and Machiavellianism) and to subjective or psychologi-
cal well-being, (2) provide correlation matrices or raw
data needed to calculate correlations, (3) include cross-
sectional measurements, and (4) involve standardized
validated measures. If any study did not explicitly provide
correlation coefficients, we contacted the corresponding
author of that study to request the necessary information.

Ten studies presented incomplete data (missing corre-
lations). As a consequence, we contacted the reference
authors and only four of them responded; however, one
could not locate the data and two did not have the spe-
cific data that we requested. We excluded studies that (1)
were not written in English, Spanish, or Polish; (2) were
randomized controlled trials or longitudinal studies; (3)
had incomplete or unidentified data; (4) included differ-
ent population subgroups (e.g., clinical populations); and
(5) involved individuals under 18 years of age.

2.3 | Data extraction

Data extraction was performed by the first and second au-
thors. Potentially eligible studies (k=8,736) were checked
after the duplicates were removed, following a standard-
ized procedure by the two authors. First, the title and
abstract were screened, and then the full text was exam-
ined for eligible studies. In order to measure the level of
agreement between the authors, an inter-rater reliabil-
ity was obtained using Cohen's kappa coefficient, which
was 0.71, demonstrating substantial agreement between
them. Finally, disagreements were resolved together with
the rest of the authors and the data (i.e., correlation co-
efficients) were extracted on the measures used to assess
well-being and the Dark Triad traits.

2.4 | Quality assessment

The methodological quality of the included studies was
assessed using the Quality Assessment and Validity Tool
for Correlational Studies, adapted from previous studies
(e.g., Cicolini et al., 2014; Cummings & Estabrooks, 2003).
This tool includes 13 items for assessing the study design,
sample, measurement, and statistical analysis in a dichot-
omous answer format (yes=1 or 2 points, no=0 points).
The final quality score of each study was summed and
categorized as low (0-4 points), medium (5-9 points), or
high (10-14 points; see Table 1). The two first authors con-
ducted independently the quality review of the included
studies and agreed on a common score for each.

2.5 | Analytic approach

Pearson's correlations () were used to calculate the effect
size for the relationships of narcissism, psychopathy, and
Machiavellianism. Correlation coefficients were trans-
formed to Fisher's Z scores, and random-effects models
were used to determine the mean effect sizes. Values
below 0.29 were considered low, and values above 0.50
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TABLE 1 Screening tool for correlational studies.

No Yes
Design
1. Was the study prospective? 0 1
0. Was probability sampling used? 0 1
Sample
1. Was sample size justified? 0 1
0. Was sample drawn for more than 0 1
one site?
0. Was anonymity protected? 0 1
0. Response rate was more than 0 1
60%?
Measurement
1. Was the outcome measured 0 1
reliably?
0. Was the outcome measured using 0 1
avalid instrument?
0. Was the dependent variable 0 1
measured using a valid
instrument?
0. If a scale was used for measuring 0 2
the dependent variable, was the
internal consistency >0.70?
0. Was a theoretical framework 0 1
used for guidance?
Statistical analysis
1. If multiple outcomes were 0 1
studied, are correlations
analyzed?
0. Were outliers managed? 0 1
Overall study validity rating Total:
(0-4=Low; 4-9=Medium;
10-14 =High)

were considered high, with values in between considered
moderate (Cohen, 1992).

Following the empirical investigation of the struc-
ture of narcissism (Rogoza, Crowe, et al., 2022), we used
the following scales as indicators of grandiose narcis-
sism: Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin
& Hall, 1979), Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry
Questionnaire (NARQ; Back et al., 2013)—admiration,
Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI; Pincus
et al., 2009)-grandiosity, Five Factor Narcissism Inventory
(FFNI)-grandiose narcissism, Narcissistic Grandiosity
Scale (NGS; Crowe et al., 2016; Rosenthal et al., 2020),
Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014)-narcissism,
Dirty Dozen (DD; Jonason & Webster, 2010)-narcissism,
Raskin and Novacek Narcissism Scale (RNNS; Raskin
& Novacek, 1989); and the following scales as indica-
tors of vulnerable narcissism: Hypersensitive Narcissism

Scale (HSNS; Hendin & Cheek, 1997), FFNI-vulnerable
narcissism, NARQ-rivalry, and PNI-vulnerability, which
were further disentangled onto agentic (NPI, NARQ-
admiration, PNI-grandiosity, FFNI-agentic, NGS, SD3-
narcissism, DD-narcissism), antagonistic (NARQ-rivalry,
FFNI-antagonistic), and neurotic narcissism (HSNS, PNI-
vulnerability, FFNI-neurotic).

For psychopathy, we only analyzed the general score
for the scales that do not capture the distinction be-
tween antagonism and disinhibition: SD3-psychopathy
(Jones & Paulhus, 2014), DD-psychopathy (Jonason &
Webster, 2010), Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (SRP;
Paulhus et al., 2016), and Psychopathic Personality
Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld et al., 2005)-self-centered im-
pulsivity. When appropriate, we differentiated among psy-
chopathic antagonism (Triarchic Psychopathy Measure
[TriPM]-meanness; Patrick et al., 2009, Levenson Self-
Report Psychopathy Scale [LSRP]-primary psychopathy;
Levenson et al., 1995), disinhibition (TriPM-disinhibition,
LSRP-secondary psychopathy), and boldness (TriPM-
boldness, PPI-fearless dominance). Finally, we used all
available Machiavellianism scores as indicators (i.e.,
SD3-Machiavellianism; Jones & Paulhus, 2014, DD-
Machiavellianism; Jonason & Webster, 2010, MACH-IV;
Christie & Geis, 1970).

The measurement of subjective well-being included
scales that evaluated the cognitive (e.g., Satisfaction
With Life Scale [SWLS]; Diener et al., 1985) and affective
components (e.g., Positive And Negative Affect Schedule
[PANAS], Watson et al., 1988; Subjective Happiness Scale
[SHS], Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999), while psychological
well-being included measures that evaluated indicators
contemplated within theoretical eudaimonic models of
well-being (e.g., Ryft's Psychological Well-being Scale;
Ryff, 1989, Flourishing Scale; Diener et al., 2010).

If a study reported more than one correlation coeffi-
cient for the same indicator (e.g., as a result of using mul-
tiple measures), the statistical dependency between effect
sizes was handled using robust variance estimation (RVE;
Hedges et al., 2010). By estimating a weighted mean of
the observed effect size, the RVE method allows account-
ing for studies that violate the independent assumption
because more than one effect size per outcome variable
is reported. We used the robu function of the robumeta
R-package version 2.0 (Fisher & Tipton, 2015) and we
specified a hierarchical weighing scheme to reflect the
study-level dependence structure (Tipton, 2015). In RVE,
Tau-squared (z*) quantifies the between-study variance.
Regardless of the advantages of RVE to address statistical
dependency (Moeyaert et al., 2017), this method does not
focus on heterogeneity parameters, which are simply used
as estimation of inverse variance weights. To account for
this limitation, we analyzed the I” statistics to report the
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proportion of variance in estimates that is due to hetero-
geneity. The I* was calculated using the metabias function
of the meta R-package version 6.2-0 (Balduzzi et al., 2019).

In meta-analytic studies, it is important to rely on mul-
tiple methods to assess different sources of publication bias
(Coburn & Vevea, 2019). Egger's test (Egger et al., 1997)
was analyzed to inspect publication bias based on the
statistical significance of the included studies. However,
Egger's test may yield inaccurate results if heterogeneity
is present. Therefore, we analyzed and focused on weight-
function (or selection) models (Hedges & Vevea, 2005)
because they are better suited to assess publication bias
in the presence of heterogeneity. Based on weighted dis-
tribution theories, weight-function models first model an
unadjusted random- (or fixed-) effects model in which the
observed effect sizes are assumed to follow a normal dis-
tribution as a function of predictors. As a second step, this
function estimates an adjusted model that includes a set
of weights for the specified p-values intervals (p < 0.025 by
default) and produces estimates adjusted for publication
bias. Then, the likelihood-ratio test compares the unad-
justed and adjusted models. Significant values indicate
potential threat of publication bias. To calculate the (ad-
justed and unadjusted) meta-regression coefficients, we
used the weightfunct function of the weightr R-package
version 2.0.2. (Coburn & Vevea, 2019). Although a good
practice to detect publication bias is to include a minimum
of 10 studies, it is possible to proceed with six studies (Lin
et al., 2018). Therefore, these statistics should be inter-
preted cautiously in meta-analyses involving less than six
studies. All meta-analyses including less than two studies
were not assessed for publication bias.

Pre-planned sub-group analyses were performed to
identify other sources of publication bias and analyze
potential differences depending on the scale used to as-
sess the Dark Triad traits. Pre-planned moderator analy-
ses were conducted for age and gender (% of females) at
the facet-level. Subgroup and moderation analyses (con-
trolling for effect size dependency) were conducted using
the rma function of the metafor R-package version 3.8-1
(Viechtbauer, 2010). All analyses were carried out in
RStudio version 2021.9.1.372 (RStudio Team, 2021). The
data, Rcode, and all supplementary materials are available
at: https://osf.io/c5xmt/.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Selection of studies and quality
assessment

A total of k=55 studies were included out of the initial
8,736 (Figure 1). The total number of participants was

26,252, involving undergraduate and adult samples.
Table S2 shows the main characteristics of the selected
studies (split according to the study code).

According to the tool for screening the quality of the
included studies, we found no study with low quality. Of
the final 55 studies, only 14 reported moderate quality and
41 high quality, indicating low risk of bias. Given that we
only considered cross-sectional studies, the first question
of the screening tool was not scored by any study. Overall,
the domains with the lowest rates concerned the man-
agement of outliers and the justification of the samples,
whereas the strongest domains regarded the measure-
ment and statistical analysis.

3.2 | How do the Dark Triad traits relate
to well-being?

Meta-analytic effect sizes are presented in Table 2. A total
of 371 effect sizes were calculated: 272 for narcissism (182
for subjective well-being, 51 for negative affect, and 39 for
psychological well-being), 64 for psychopathy (45 for sub-
jective well-being, 11 for negative affect, and eight for psy-
chological well-being), and 35 for Machiavellianism (25
for subjective well-being, six for negative affect, and four
for psychological well-being).

3.3 | Associations between
narcissism and indicators of well-being

Grandiose and agentic narcissism reported low, positive
associations with positive indicators of subjective well-
being, while vulnerable and neurotic narcissism displayed
low, negative associations. Antagonistic narcissism also
showed low, negative relations with this outcome, but the
coefficient turned out nonsignificant when controlling
for effect size dependency. Overall, the effect estimates
showed high variability, suggesting that a high propor-
tion of variability was due to heterogeneity rather than
sampling error (all I*>86%). Vulnerable, antagonistic,
and neurotic narcissism reported moderate, positive re-
lations with negative affect. Nevertheless, the analysis of
these three facets only included four, two, and three stud-
ies, respectively. Grandiose and agentic narcissism were
unrelated to negative affect. The variability among effect
estimates was high, suggesting high heterogeneity among
studies (all I*>75%). Vulnerable and neurotic narcissism
were also negatively related to psychological well-being.
Each of the studies included in these meta-analyses pro-
vided two effect sizes, but the RVE coefficients control-
ling for statistical dependency revealed nonsignificant
relations. Antagonistic nrcissism also reported significant
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FIGURE 1 Flow-chart of the literature search and selection process.

relations with psychological well-being. Notwithstanding,
this effect size was based on a single study, therefore the
final estimate should be interpreted with caution. There
was indication of high heterogeneity among studies (all
>93%).

3.4 | Associations between
psychopathy and indicators of well-being

Boldness/Dominance was moderately and positively
related to positive indicators of subjective well-being.
Variability between studies represented low heterogeneity
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(I* <45%). In contrast, negative associations with positive
indicators of subjective well-being were found for disin-
hibition (moderate) and general psychopathy (low). The
negative correlation with antagonism turned out non-
significant after accounting for effect size dependency.
Between-study variability was high (all I*>83%). In gen-
eral, few studies assessed the associations of psychopathy
with negative affect and psychological well-being. Both
antagonism and disinhibition were positively related to
negative affect, with disinhibition reporting the high-
est coefficient. By contrast, boldness/dominance showed
positive relations with psychological well-being (although
k=1), whereas disinhibition and general psychopathy
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TABLE 2 (Continued)

Robust variance estimation

Random-effects model

r (95% CI)

IZ

r (95% CI)

K (effect sizes)

Outcome

Measure

Machiavellianism

0.01

—0.11 (-0.17, —0.05)

86.0%

~0.11 (—=0.17, —0.06)

9336

18 (25)

Subjective well-being (Positive affect and life

Unidimensional

satisfaction)

model

0.12(0.01, 0.22) 82.8%

2846

6(6)

Subjective well-being (Negative affect)

Unidimensional

model

88.4%

—0.29 (—0.47, —0.11)

1365

4(4)

Psychological well-being

Unidimensional

model

Note: k, number of studies; N, sample size; r, meta-analyzed correlation coefficient; I, proportion of variance that it is due to heterogeneity; 7%, variability in study-average effect sizes.

“The six subscales of the PWBS were weighted in FFNI-G and FFNI-V, making it possible to report the CI.

Wi LEYJ—9

showed negative relations. No significant associations
emerged for antagonism. Except of general psychopathy,
the variability among the rest of the facets was high (all
>95%).

3.5 | Associations between
Machiavellianism and indicators of
well-being

Machiavellianism showed negative associations with pos-
itive indicators of subjective well-being (low) and psycho-
logical well-being (moderate), and positive associations
with negative affect (low). Effect estimates were non-
homogeneous (all I* > 82%).

3.6 | Publication bias

Table 3 shows the heterogeneity parameters calculated
through the Egger's and likelihood-ratio tests. Due to
evidence of heterogeneity among the meta-analyses,
the likelihood-ratio test provides a more appropriate as-
sessment of publication bias. Results revealed potential
threats only between subjective well-being and the facets
of grandiose, vulnerable, antagonistic, and neurotic nar-
cissism. When accounting for this bias, the positive asso-
ciation of grandiose narcissism slightly decreased, while
the negative associations of vulnerable and neurotic nar-
cissism slightly increased. Meta-analyses for psychopathy
and Machiavellianism did not present evidence of publi-
cation bias.

3.7 | Subgroup and moderator analyses

The sub-group analysis revealed significant differences on
effect sizes depending on the measure used to assess the
Dark Triad traits (see Table S3). In narcissism, the rela-
tionship with positive indicators of subjective well-being
decreased or turned out nonsignificant when the DD,
PNI-G, PNI-V, and FFNI-AN were used, although most
of the significant subgroup analyses included three or less
studies, except for the NPI (k=32), the SD3 (k=9), and the
NARQ-R (k=5). In relation to negative affect and psycho-
logical well-being, measures reported a significant, posi-
tive (SD3 and DD) or negative (SD3, PNI-G, and PNI-V)
relationship, with the exception of the NPI. In psychopa-
thy, only the PPI-CH did not report a significant relation-
ship with positive indicators of subjective well-being.
Lastly, for Machiavellianism, the negative association
with positive indicators of subjective and psychological
well-being was higher for the MACH (k=2), while the
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positive relationship with negative affect was greater for
the DD (k=6).

Table S4 presents the results of the moderation analy-
ses. Studies with a mean age ranging from 18 to 42 years old
moderated positively the relationship between grandiose
narcissism and negative affect. Likewise, age moderated
negatively the relationship between positive indicators of
subjective well-being and vulnerable narcissism, neurotic
narcissism, and disinhibition. Gender (a higher percent-
age of females than males in the samples) moderated pos-
itively the relationship between grandiose narcissism and
psychological well-being, and between general psychop-
athy and negative affect. Conversely, gender moderated
negatively the relationship between general psychopathy
and positive indicators of subjective well-being. In all these
cases, the regression coefficients were very low, suggesting
that increases in the sample size and in the percentage of
females were slightly related to changes in the associations
between the Dark Triad traits and indicators of well-being.
It is also worth noting that disinhibition and general psy-
chopathy explained a substantial amount of the differ-
ences in true effect sizes in their relationship with positive
indicators of subjective well-being (R*=93.25; I*=39.64)
and negative affect (R*=99.97; I*=0.05), respectively.

4 | DISCUSSION

With the increasing interest in understanding the psycho-
logical factors tied to individuals’ subjective evaluations of
their lives and the scientifically based roots of personality
in these evaluations, it is paramount to investigate how
different traits can account for the experience of well-
being. Although several lines of evidence are available
concerning the role of normal personality traits, there is
still much to investigate regarding the role that antago-
nistic forms of personality have in well-being. In seeking
answers to these questions, we meta-analyzed the existing
studies addressing the link between the Dark Triad traits
and subjective and psychological well-being.

4.1 | Narcissism and well-being

The results of the current meta-analysis support the claim
that narcissism is a hierarchical and multidimensional
construct (Miller et al., 2021). At the dimension-level,
we found strong evidence that grandiose narcissism was
positively linked solely to positive indicators of subjective
well-being, whereas vulnerable narcissism was negatively
related to these indicators and to psychological well-being,
and positively related to negative affect. These results
are congruent with previous findings in that vulnerable

narcissism is characterized by elevated levels of neuroti-
cism, high psychological distress, and general psychologi-
cal fragility (Miller, Lynam, et al., 2017; Rogoza, Crowe,
et al., 2022).

The differentiation of narcissistic facets shed further
light onto these associations. While agentic and neu-
rotic narcissism presented a similar pattern of associa-
tions with well-being to those of grandiose and vulnerable
narcissism, respectively, antagonistic narcissism reported
a slightly different pattern. Antagonistic narcissism (when
controlling for effect size dependency) was unrelated to
all indicators of well-being. Nevertheless, the number of
effect sizes analyzed for antagonistic narcissism was fewer
than for the other facets, which constraints more in-depth
comparisons.

Although there seems to be an association between
grandiose narcissism and desirable outcomes, it is import-
ant not to fall under the certainty that narcissism entails
psychological adjustment. For example, Zuckerman and
O'Loughlin (2009) found that improvements in well-being
predicted higher narcissism over time, whereas increases
in grandiose narcissism did not predict gains in well-being.
Individuals scoring high on grandiose narcissism seek
continuous bolstering from the people they try to exploit
as a means to endorse their self-esteem and achieve their
goals (Back, 2018). Given that narcissism could be consid-
ered as a process that fluctuates from feeling agentically
to neurotically narcissistic (e.g., Back, 2018; Edershile &
Wright, 2021), the changes in the perception of well-being
might be part of the same process, fluctuating together
with the changes from feeling momentarily agentic to
neurotic.

Our results informed that the relationship between
narcissism and well-being depended on the measure used
to assess the Dark Triad traits. More specifically, we found
that two of the narcissism scales deviated from the general
pattern of associations. The DD and the PNI-G were unre-
lated to positive indicators of subjective well-being, while
all the remaining grandiose narcissism measures were
positively related to them. Furthermore, we observed that
the DD was positively related to negative affect (as con-
fronted to the nonsignificant relations of other grandiose
narcissism measures). Likewise, we found mixed results
regarding psychological well-being, as the NPI was unre-
lated, the SD3 was positively related, and the PNI-G was
negatively related to it.

The discrepancies between the DD and the PNI-G are
somewhat unsurprising. In fact, extant research revealed
that the nomological network of the DD deviates from
traditional measures of narcissism (Maples et al., 2014;
Miller, Lynam, et al., 2017). Similarly, the content of the
PNI-G as pure indicator of grandiose narcissism was also a
subject of discussion (Miller et al., 2016). Recent research
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has revealed that, within the structure of narcissistic per-
sonality, the PNI-G is the only scale of grandiose narcis-
sism that shares a considerable amount of variance with
vulnerable narcissism (Rogoza, Cieciuch, et al., 2022). Our
results replicated this finding, highlighting the elevated
negative relationship between the PNI-G and psycholog-
ical well-being. Summing up, these findings build upon a
body of research pointing out that grandiose narcissism,
as typically studied in the context of the Dark Triad traits,
only captures a specific amount of variance that does not
exhaust the breadth of narcissistic personality (Miller
et al., 2021). Thus, researchers should take into account
the multidimensional structure of narcissism in order to
advance the study of the Dark Triad.

4.2 | Psychopathy and well-being
Psychopathy, in its broadest sense, was a negative corre-
late of well-being, as it showed negative relations to posi-
tive indicators of subjective and psychological well-being,
and positive relations to negative affect. Nevertheless,
when differentiated from more specific aspects, we found
a corresponding pattern of associations only for disinhi-
bition. Antagonism, although related to elevated levels of
negative affect, was unrelated to subjective and psycho-
logical well-being. Furthermore, the boldness/dominance
facet revealed contradictory results. Unlike any other psy-
chopathy facet, it related positively to positive indicators
of subjective and psychological well-being, and negatively
to negative affect. This finding confirms that this facet cap-
tures qualitatively different aspects of psychopathy (Evans
& Tully, 2016; Lynam & Miller, 2012; Patrick, 2022). The
results of the current meta-analysis support the concerns
raised by Miller and Lynam (2012), and further reinforced
by Crowe et al. (2021), regarding the inappropriateness
of including boldness/dominance within the structure of
psychopathy. Notwithstanding, similar to the case of nar-
cissism, the results of the current meta-analysis supported
the importance of acknowledging the multidimensional
nature of psychopathy.

4.3 | Machiavellianism and the
issue of redundancy

Although psychopathy is perceived as the most malevo-
lent trait within the Dark Triad, the considerable overlap
shared with Machiavellianism has led researchers to argue
about their redundancy (McHoskey et al., 1998; Miller,
Lynam, et al., 2017; Rogoza & Cieciuch, 2019). Indeed,
psychopathy and Machiavellianism tap similar antagonis-
tic content, but psychopathy seems to be more robust in

its assessment (Rogoza, Crowe, et al., 2022). The associa-
tions between Machiavellianism and well-being expect-
edly replicated most of the findings observed for general
psychopathy. The results of the current meta-analysis are
no different from those of previous self-report studies;
therefore, future research should use multidimensional
measures of Machiavellianism matching the expert rat-
ings (Miller, Lynam, et al., 2017) in efforts to move the
field forward (Collison et al., 2018).

Machiavellianism, as it is currently measured, seems
to lack complexity as compared to narcissism and psy-
chopathy. This is evidenced by the expert ratings of the
basic personality traits profiles of a prototypical case of
Machiavellianism (Miller, Lynam, et al., 2017). Compared
to psychopathy, theoretical ratings of experts marked
Machiavellianism with, for instance, lower impulsiveness
and sensation seeking and higher self-discipline and du-
tifulness. However, empirical results suggested that the
existing Machiavellianism measures are more closely re-
lated to the expert profiles of psychopathy (Miller, Lynam,
et al., 2017). There were some recent attempts to move this
issue forward (e.g., through the development of the Five-
Factor Machiavellianism Inventory; Collison et al., 2018),
but the lack of empirical data did not allow us to analyze
this question more in-depth.

4.4 | The whole picture: What is the
footprint of antagonistic traits on
well-being?

Overall, we can highlight two general patterns that can
explain the associations between the Dark Triad traits and
well-being. First, based on research showing that the ex-
perience of positive affect is linked positively to well-being
and negatively to psychopathology (Watson et al., 1988),
the tendency to feel negative emotions in a recurrent way
(vulnerable and neurotic narcissism, psychopathy, and
Machiavellianism) regardless of serving as a means to
accomplish goals (e.g., avoiding trust on others) can be
detrimental to well-being. Second, problems with social
connections can serve as a basis that precludes well-being,
which is especially viable for vulnerable and neurotic
narcissism (Rogoza & Danieluk, 2021). Extant research
demonstrated that healthy relationships are a prominent
predictor of mental health and a necessary component of
well-being (Keyes, 1998; WHO, 2001). In fact, social func-
tioning problems are highlighted as the foremost features
of personality disorders in DSM-5 Section III (American
Psychiatric Association, 2013). Nevertheless, the fact that
vulnerable narcissism showed the greatest associations
with negative affect and psychological well-being is un-
surprising given the neurotic tendency and psychological
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fragility that characterize this trait, as well as the defi-
cits in interpersonal relations that it can further catalyze
(Miller et al., 2021; Rogoza, Cieciuch, et al., 2022).

This combination of findings increases the need to
promote strategies focused on being overt to nurturing
healthy relationships with others (Lucas & Diener, 2001),
maximizing pleasant experiences (Jose et al., 2012), or
self-generating positive emotions (Fredrickson, 2001) as
prescriptive pathways to enhance well-being. Although
personality traits are considered fairly stable over
time (McCrae & Costa, 1990), it is possible to mod-
ify them in an attempt to boost well-being (Margolis &
Lyubomirsky, 2019). According to this, and in light of our
findings, the negative influence of some Dark Triad traits
may, to some extent, be targeted and attenuated through
strategies aimed at promoting well-being.

4.5 | Limitations and future avenues
Despite the significance of the present findings, our in-
vestigation has several limitations. Meta-analyses were
based on correlational studies, preventing interpretations
about causality. Research might benefit from exploring
this question in longitudinal studies. The inclusion cri-
teria were restrictive to studies measuring subjective and
psychological well-being. In view of the academic debates
regarding the conceptual divergence between indicators
of well-being, the results should be interpreted in light of
the chosen features. The small number of studies included
in some of the meta-analyses (e.g., antagonistic narcissism
or boldness/dominance) can be hindered by the fact that
small ks can influence random-effect model estimates of
heterogeneity (Viechtbauer, 2005). Additionally, the Dark
Triad traits measures are frequently criticized as a result
of measurement and validity issues (Maples et al., 2014;
Miller, Lynam, et al., 2017; Persson et al., 2019; Rogoza
& Cieciuch, 2019). The results obtained from the meta-
analysis warrant caution when interpreting them because
of the sample variability of the included studies. Hence,
an interesting line of inquiry would be to investigate
whether other variables, such as the year of publication or
country, can moderate the relationship between the Dark
Triad traits and well-being. Future studies on these links
are needed to draw firmer conclusions.

FUNDING INFORMATION
The work of Radostaw Rogoza was supported by National
Science Centre, Poland (2020/39/B/HS6/00052).

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Ana Blasco-Belled developed the research idea. Radostaw
Rogoza and Carles Alsinet supervised the development

of the research. Ana Blasco-Belled and Claudia Tejada-
Gallardo searched, cleaned, and analyzed the data. Ana
Blasco-Belled, Claudia Tejada-Gallardo and Radostaw
Rogoza drafted the manuscript and completed the revi-
sions. Carles Alsinet edited and refined the manuscript.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data and code associated with the analysis are avail-
able at https://osf.io/c5xmt/.

ETHICS STATEMENT
No ethical approval was needed to conduct this research.

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE MATERIAL
FROM OTHER SOURCES

No permission to reproduce material was needed to con-
duct this research.

ORCID

Ana Blasco-Belled @ https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-0641-0169
Claudia Tejada-Gallardo
org/0000-0002-2867-7561
Carles Alsinet (2 https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9353-3591
Radostaw Rogoza © https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-4983-9320

https://orcid.

ENDNOTE

! We separately meta-analyzed the effects on negative affect be-
cause, despite being defined as a component of subjective well-
being, it is considered a negative indicator of this construct and it
deviates from the results of the positive indicators.

REFERENCES

American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic and statistical
manual of mental disorders (5th ed.).

Anglim, J., Horwood, S., Smillie, L. D., Marrero, R. J., & Wood, J. K.
(2020). Predicting psychological and subjective well-being from
personality: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 146(4),
279-323. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000226

Back, M. D. (2018). The narcissistic admiration and rivalry concept. In
Handbook of trait narcissism: Key advances, research methods, and
controversies (pp. 57-67). Springer International Publishing.

Back, M. D., Kiifner, A. C., Dufner, M., Gerlach, T. M., Rauthmann, J.
F., & Denissen, J. J. (2013). Narcissistic admiration and rivalry:
Disentangling the bright and dark sides of narcissism. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 105(6), 1013-1037. https://
doi.org/10.1037/20034431

Balduzzi, S., Riicker, G., & Schwarzer, G. (2019). How to perform a
meta-analysis with R: A practical tutorial. BMJ Mental Health,
22,153-160. https://doi.org/10.1136/ebmental-2019-300117

85U8017 SUOLLLOD 3ATER1D 3 (dedl|dde sy} Aq peusenob ase ss(oie YO ‘8sn JO S9N 10} ARiqiT8uljuQ AB]IAN UO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBI LD A |IM AlRIq 1 BU1UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB | 841 88S [£202/50/0] Uo ArigiTauliuo A8|IM ‘(-uleAnde ) sqnopesy Aq £582T Adol/TTTT OT/10p/Wwoo" A3 (1M Aelq 1 BulUO//SAny Woly pepeo|umod ‘0 “v619/9%T


https://osf.io/c5xmt/
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0641-0169
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0641-0169
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0641-0169
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2867-7561
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2867-7561
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2867-7561
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9353-3591
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9353-3591
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4983-9320
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4983-9320
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4983-9320
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000226
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034431
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034431
https://doi.org/10.1136/ebmental-2019-300117

il—Wl LEY

BLASCO-BELLED ET AL.

Christie, R., & Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in Machiavellianism.
Academic Press.

Cicolini, G., Comparcini, D., & Simonetti, V. (2014). Workplace em-
powerment and nurses' job satisfaction: A systematic litera-
ture review. Journal of Nursing Management, 22(7), 855-871.
https://doi.org/10.1111/JONM.12028

Cleckley, H. (1941). The mask of sanity. Mosby.

Coburn, K. M., & Vevea, J. L. (2019). Package ‘weightr’. Estimating
Weight-Function Models for Publication Bias.

Cohen, J. (1992). Statistical power analysis. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 1(3), 98-101.

Collison, K. L., Vize, C. E., Miller, J. D., & Lynam, D. R. (2018).
Development and preliminary validation of a five factor model
measure of Machiavellianism. Psychological Assessment, 30(10),
1401-1407. https://doi.org/10.1037/PAS0000637

Crowe, M. L., Carter, N. T., Campbell, W. K., & Miller, J. D. (2016).
Validation of the Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale and creation of
reduced item variants. Psychological Assessment, 28, 1550-1560.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000281

Crowe, M. L., Lynam, D. R., Campbell, W. K., & Miller, J. D. (2019).
Exploring the structure of narcissism: Toward an integrated
solution. Journal of Personality, 87, 1151-1169. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jopy.12464

Crowe, M. L., Weiss, B. M., Sleep, C. E., Harris, A. M., Carter, N. T,
Lynam, D. R., & Miller, J. D. (2021). Fearless dominance/bold-
ness is not strongly related to externalizing behaviors: An item
response-based analysis. Assessment, 28(2), 413-428. https://
doi.org/10.1177/107319112090795

Cummings, G., & Estabrooks, C. A. (2003). The effects of hospital
restructuring that included layoffs on individual nurses who re-
mained employed: A systematic review of impact. International
Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 23(8/9), 8-53. https://doi.
0rg/10.1108/01443330310790633

Di Sarno, M., Zimmermann, J., Madeddu, F., Casini, E., &
Di Pierro, R. (2020). Shame behind the corner? A daily
diary investigation of pathological narcissism. Journal of
Research in Personality, 85, 103924. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jrp.2020.103924

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95(3),
542-575. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, D., Oishi, S.,
& Biswas-Diener, R. (2010). New measures of well-being:
Flourishing and positive and negative feelings. Social Indicators
Research, 39, 247-266.

Diener, E. D., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The
satisfaction with life scale. Journal of Personality Assessment,
49(1), 71-75. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13

Durand, G., & Lobbestael, J. (2023). The relationship between psy-
chopathic personality, well-being, and adaptive traits in under-
graduates. Personality and Individual Differences, 204, 112050.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.112050

Edershile, E. A., & Wright, A. G. (2021). Fluctuations in grandiose
and vulnerable narcissistic states: A momentary perspective.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 120(5), 1386-1414.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000370

Egger, M., Smith, G. D., Schneider, M., & Minder, C. (1997). Bias in
meta-analysis detected by a simple, graphical test measures of
funnel plot asymmetry. BMJ, 315(7109), 629-634. https://doi.
org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629

Evans, L., & Tully, R. J. (2016). The Triarchic Psychopathy Measure
(TriPM): Alternative to the PCL-R? Aggression and Violent
Behavior, 27, 79-86. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.AVB.2016.03.004

Fisher, Z., & Tipton, E. (2015). robumeta: An R-package for robust
variance estimation in meta-analysis. arXiv:1503.02220. https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1503.02220

Fredrickson, B. (2001). The role of positive emotions in positive psy-
chology. The broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions.
The American Psychologist, 56(3), 218-226.

Gallagher, M. W., Lopez, S. J., & Preacher, K. J. (2009). The hierarchi-
cal structure of well-being. Journal of Personality, 77(4), 1025-
1050. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00573.x

Geukes, K., Nestler, S., Hutteman, R., Dufner, M., Kiifner, A. C. P,
Egloff, B., Denissen, J. J. A., & Back, M. D. (2017). Puffed-up but
shaky selves: State self-esteem level and variability in narcis-
sists. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 112(5), 769-
786. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000093

Hare, R. D. (1985). Comparison of procedures for the assessment
of psychopathy. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
53(1), 7-16. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.53.1.7

Hare, R. D. (1991). Manual for the revised psychopathy checklist.
Multi-Health Systems.

Hare, R. D.,, & Neumann, C. S. (2008). Psychopathy as a clin-
ical and empirical construct. Annual Review of Clinical
Psychology, 4, 217-246. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinp
$y.3.022806.091452

Hedges, L. V., Tipton, E., & Johnson, M. C. (2010). Robust variance
estimation in meta-regression with dependent effect size es-
timates. Research Synthesis Methods, 1(1), 39-65. https://doi.
org/10.1002/jrsm.5

Hedges, L. V., & Vevea, J. (2005). Selection method approaches.
Publication Bias in Meta-Analysis: Prevention, Assessment and
Adjustments, 145-174. https://doi.org/10.1002/0470870168

Hendin, H. M., & Cheek, J. M. (1997). Assessing hypersensitive
narcissism: A reexamination of Murray's Narcissism Scale.
Journal of Research in Personality, 31(4), 588-599. https://doi.
org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2204

Huta, V., & Waterman, A. S. (2014). Eudaimonia and its distinction
from hedonia: Developing a classification and terminology for
understanding conceptual and operational definitions. Journal
of Happiness Studies, 15, 1425-1456. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10902-013-9485-0

Jonason, P. K., Baughman, H. M., Carter, G. L., & Parker, P. (2015).
Dorian gray without his portrait: Psychological, social, and
physical health costs associated with the Dark Triad. Personality
and Individual Differences, 78, 5-13. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
paid.2015.01.008

Jonason, P. K., & Webster, G. D. (2010). The dirty dozen: A concise
measure of the dark triad. Psychological Assessment, 22(2), 420
432. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019265

Jones, D. N., & Paulhus, D. L. (2014). Introducing the short dark triad
(SD3) a brief measure of dark personality traits. Assessment,
21(1), 28-41. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191113514105

Jose, P., Lim, B. T., & Bryant, F. B. (2012). Does savoring increase hap-
piness? A daily diary study. The Journal of Positive Psychology,
7(3), 176-187. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2012.671345

Joshanloo, M. (2016). Revisiting the empirical distinction between
hedonic and eudaimonic aspects of well-being using explor-
atory structural equation modeling. Journal of Happiness

85U8017 SUOLLLOD 3ATER1D 3 (dedl|dde sy} Aq peusenob ase ss(oie YO ‘8sn JO S9N 10} ARiqiT8uljuQ AB]IAN UO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBI LD A |IM AlRIq 1 BU1UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB | 841 88S [£202/50/0] Uo ArigiTauliuo A8|IM ‘(-uleAnde ) sqnopesy Aq £582T Adol/TTTT OT/10p/Wwoo" A3 (1M Aelq 1 BulUO//SAny Woly pepeo|umod ‘0 “v619/9%T


https://doi.org/10.1111/JONM.12028
https://doi.org/10.1037/PAS0000637
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000281
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12464
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12464
https://doi.org/10.1177/107319112090795
https://doi.org/10.1177/107319112090795
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443330310790633
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443330310790633
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2020.103924
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2020.103924
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.112050
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000370
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.AVB.2016.03.004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1503.02220
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1503.02220
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00573.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000093
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.53.1.7
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091452
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.5
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.5
https://doi.org/10.1002/0470870168
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2204
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2204
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9485-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9485-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019265
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191113514105
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2012.671345

BLASCO-BELLED ET AL.

WILEY-2

Studies, 17(5), 2023-2036. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1090
2-015-9683-z

Kashdan, T. B., Biswas-Diener, R., & King, L. A. (2008). Reconsidering
happiness: The costs of distinguishing between hedonics and
eudaimonia. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 3(4), 219-233.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760802303044

Keyes, C. L. M. (1998). Social well-being. Social Psychology Quarterly,
61(2), 121. https://doi.org/10.2307/2787065

Kowalski, C. M., Rogoza, R., Saklofske, D. H., & Schermer, J. A.
(2021). Dark triads, tetrads, tents, and cores: Why navigate (re-
search) the jungle of dark personality models without a com-
pass (criterion)? Acta Psychologica, 221, 103455. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2021.103455

Krizan, Z., & Herlache, A. D. (2018). The narcissism spectrum
model: A synthetic view of narcissistic personality. Personality
and Social Psychology Review, 22(1), 3-31. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1088868316685018

Levenson, M. R., Kiehl, K. A., & Fitzpatrick, C. M. (1995). Assessing
psychopathic attributes in a noninstitutionalized population.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68(1), 151-158.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.1.151

Lilienfeld, S. O., Patrick, C.J., Benning, S. D., Berg, J., Sellbom, M., &
Edens, J. F. (2012). The role of fearless dominance in psychop-
athy: Confusions, controversies, and clarifications. Personality
Disorders: Theory, Research, and Treatment, 3(3), 327-340.
https://doi.org/10.1037/20026987

Lilienfeld, S. O., Widows, M. R., & PAR Staff. (2005). Psychopathic
personality inventory TM-revised. Social Influence, 61(65), 97.

Limone, P,, Sinatra, M., & Monacis, L. (2020). Orientations to happiness
between the Dark Triad traits and subjective well-being. Behavioral
Sciences, 10(5), 90. https://doi.org/10.3390/bs10050090

Lin, L., Chu, H., Murad, M. H., Hong, C., Qu, Z., Cole, S. R., & Chen,
Y. (2018). Empirical comparison of publication bias tests in
meta-analysis. Journal of General Internal Medicine, 33(8),
1260-1267. https://doi.org/10.1007/S11606-018-4425-7

Lucas, R. E., & Diener, E. (2001). Understanding extraverts' enjoy-
ment of social situations: The importance of pleasantness.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81(2), 343-356.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.343

Lynam, D. R., Gaughan, E. T., Miller, J. D., Miller, D. J., Mullins-
Sweatt, S., & Widiger, T. A. (2011). Assessing the basic traits as-
sociated with psychopathy: Development and validation of the
Elemental Psychopathy Assessment. Psychological Assessment,
23(1), 108-124. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021146

Lynam, D. R., & Miller, J. D. (2012). Fearless dominance and psy-
chopathy: A response to Lilienfeld et al. Personality Disorders:
Theory, Research, and Treatment, 3, 341-353.

Lynam, D. R., & Miller, J. D. (2015). Psychopathy from a basic
trait perspective: The utility of a five-factor model approach.
Journal of Personality, 83(6), 611-626. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jopy.12132

Lyubomirsky, S., & Lepper, H. S. (1999). A measure of subjective
happiness: Preliminary reliability and construct validation.
Social Indicators Research, 46, 137-155.

Maples, J. L., Lamkin, J., & Miller, J. D. (2014). A test of two brief
measures of the dark triad: The dirty dozen and short dark
triad. Psychological Assessment, 26(1), 326-331. https://doi.
org/10.1037/A0035084

Margolis, S., & Lyubomirsky, S. (2019). Experimental manipula-
tion of extraverted and introverted behavior and its effects on

well-being. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 149(4), 719-
731. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000668

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1990). Personality in adulthood.
Guilford Press.

McHoskey, J. W., Worzel, W., & Syzarto, C. (1998). Machiavellianism
and psychopathy. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
74(1), 192-210.

Miller, J. D., Back, M. D., Lynam, D. R., & Wright, A. G. C. (2021).
Narcissism today: What we know and what we need to learn.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 30(6), 519-525.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214211044109

Miller, J. D., & Campbell, W. K. (2008). Comparing clini-
cal and social-personality conceptualizations of narcis-
sism. Journal of Personality, 76(3), 449-476. https://doi.
0rg/10.1111/J.1467-6494.2008.00492.X

Miller, J. D., Few, L. R., Seibert, L. A., Watts, A., Zeichner, A., &
Lynam, D. R. (2012). An examination of the Dirty Dozen mea-
sure of psychopathy: A cautionary tale about the costs of brief
measures. Psychological Assessment, 24(4), 1048-1053. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0028583

Miller, J. D., Hyatt, C. S., Maples-Keller, J. L., Carter, N. T., & Lynam,
D. R. (2017). Psychopathy and Machiavellianism: A distinction
without a difference? Journal of Personality, 85(4), 439-453.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12251

Miller, J. D.,, & Lynam, D. R. (2012). An examination of the
Psychopathic Personality Inventory's nomological network: A
meta-analytic review. Personality Disorders: Theory, Research,
and Treatment, 3(3), 305-326. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024567

Miller, J. D., Lynam, D. R., & Campbell, W. K. (2016). Measures
of narcissism and their relations to DSM-5 pathological
traits: A critical reappraisal. Assessment, 23, 3-9. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1073191114522909

Miller, J. D., Lynam, D. R., Vize, C., Crowe, M., Sleep, C., Maples-
Keller, J. L., Few, L. R., & Campbell, W. K. (2017). Vulnerable
narcissism is (mostly) a disorder of neuroticism. Journal of
Personality, 86(2), 186-199. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12303

Moeyaert, M., Ugille, M., Beretvas, S. N., Ferron, J., Bunuan, R.,
& Van den Noortgate, W. (2017). Methods for dealing with
multiple outcomes in meta-analysis: A comparison between
averaging effect sizes, robust variance estimation and multi-
level meta-analysis. International Journal of Social Research
Methodology: Theory & Practice, 20(6), 559-572. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189

Moher, D., Shamseer, L., Clarke, M., Ghersi, D., Liberati, A.,
Petticrew, M., Shekelle, P., Stewart, L. A., Estarli, M., Barrera,
E. S. A., Martinez-Rodriguez, R., Baladia, E., Agiliero, S. D.,
Camacho, S., Buhring, K., Herrero-Lopez, A., Gil-Gonzdlez, D.
M., Altman, D. G., Booth, A., ... Whitlock, E. (2015). Preferred
reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis proto-
cols (PRISMA-P) 2015 statement. Systematic Reviews, 4(1), 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1

Ng, E. C. W,, & Fisher, A. T. (2013). Understanding well-being in
multi-levels: A review. Health, Culture and Society, 5(1), 308-
323. https://doi.org/10.5195/hcs.2013.142

Patrick, C. J. (2022). Psychopathy: Current knowledge and future
directions. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 18, 387-415.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-072720-012851

Patrick, C. J., Fowles, D. C., & Krueger, R. F. (2009). Triarchic
conceptualization of psychopathy: Developmental origins
of disinhibition, boldness, and meanness. Development and

85U8017 SUOLLLOD 3ATER1D 3 (dedl|dde sy} Aq peusenob ase ss(oie YO ‘8sn JO S9N 10} ARiqiT8uljuQ AB]IAN UO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBI LD A |IM AlRIq 1 BU1UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB | 841 88S [£202/50/0] Uo ArigiTauliuo A8|IM ‘(-uleAnde ) sqnopesy Aq £582T Adol/TTTT OT/10p/Wwoo" A3 (1M Aelq 1 BulUO//SAny Woly pepeo|umod ‘0 “v619/9%T


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-015-9683-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-015-9683-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760802303044
https://doi.org/10.2307/2787065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2021.103455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2021.103455
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316685018
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316685018
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.1.151
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026987
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs10050090
https://doi.org/10.1007/S11606-018-4425-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.343
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021146
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12132
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12132
https://doi.org/10.1037/A0035084
https://doi.org/10.1037/A0035084
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000668
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214211044109
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-6494.2008.00492.X
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1467-6494.2008.00492.X
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028583
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028583
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12251
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024567
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191114522909
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191114522909
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12303
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2016.1252189
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1
https://doi.org/10.5195/hcs.2013.142
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-072720-012851

16 BLASCO-BELLED ET AL.
“LwiLey
Psychopathology, 21(3), 913-938. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954 Ryff, C. D. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explorations on
579409000492 the meaning of psychological well-being. Journal of Personality

Paulhus, D. L., Neumann, C. S., & Hare, R. D. (2016). Manual for the
self-report psychopathy scale. Multi-Health Systems.

Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The Dark Triad of personal-
ity: Narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Journal of
Research in Personality, 36(6), 556-563. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0092-6566(02)00505-6

Persson, B. N., Kajonius, P. J., & Garcia, D. (2019). Revisiting the
structure of the Short Dark Triad. Assessment, 26(1), 3-16.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191117701192

Pincus, A. L., Ansell, E. B., Pimentel, C. A., Cain, N. M., Wright,
A. G. C, & Levy, K. N. (2009). Initial construction and valida-
tion of the Pathological Narcissism Inventory. Psychological
Assessment, 21(3), 365-379. https://doi.org/10.1037/A0016530

Raskin, R., & Hall, C. S. (1979). The narcissistic personality inven-
tory. Psychological Reports, 45(2), 590. https://doi.org/10.2466/
pr0.1979.45.2.590

Raskin, R., & Novacek, J. (1989). An MMPI description of the nar-
cissistic personality. Journal of Personality Assessment, 53(1),
66-80.

Rauthmann, J. F., & Will, T. (2011). Proposing a multidimen-
sional Machiavellianism conceptualization. Social Behavior
and Personality, 39(3), 391-404. https://doi.org/10.2224/
SBP.2011.39.3.391

Rogoza, R., & Cieciuch, J. (2019). Structural investigation of the
Short Dark Triad questionnaire in Polish population. Current
Psychology, 38(3), 756-763. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1214
4-017-9653-1

Rogoza, R., & Cieciuch, J. (2020). Dark Triad traits and their struc-
ture: An empirical approach. Current Psychology, 39(4), 1287-
1302. https://doi.org/10.1007/S12144-018-9834-6/TABLES/8

Rogoza, R., Cieciuch, J., & Strus, W. (2022). Vulnerable isolation
and enmity concept: Disentangling the blue and dark face of
vulnerable narcissism. Journal of Research in Personality, 96,
104167. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JRP.2021.104167

Rogoza, R., Crowe, M. L., Jamison, L., Cieciuch, J., & Strus, W.
(2022). Support for the three-factor model of narcissism and its
personality underpinnings through the lens of the network psy-
chometrics. Psychological Assessment, 34(9), 880-890. https://
doi.org/10.1037/pas0001149

Rogoza, R., & Danieluk, B. (2021). Linking adolescent and adult
narcissism research: A contribution by the narcissistic admira-
tion and rivalry concept. Journal of Research in Personality, 93,
104129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j,jrp.2021.104129

Rogoza, R., Kowalski, C. M., & Schermer, J. A. (2019). Dark Triad
traits within the framework of the Circumplex Model of
Personality Metatraits. Journal of Individual Differences, 40(3),
168-176. https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/2000289

Rose, P. (2002). The happy and unhappy faces of narcissism.
Personality and Individual Differences, 33(3), 379-391. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00162-3

Rosenthal, S. A., Hooley, J. M., Montoya, R. M., van der Linden,
S. L., & Steshenko, Y. (2020). The Narcissistic Grandiosity
Scale: A measure to distinguish narcissistic grandiosity from
high self-esteem. Assessment, 27(3), 487-507. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1073191119858410

RStudio Team. (2021). RStudio: Integrated development environment
for R. RStudio, PBC.

and Social Psychology, 57(6), 1069-1081. https://doi.org/10.103
7/0022-3514.57.6.1069

Ryff, C. D., & Keyes, C. (1995). The structure of psychological well-
being revisited. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
69(4), 719-727.

Sharpe, B. M., Collison, K. L., Lynam, D. R., & Miller, J. D. (2021).
Does Machiavellianism meaningfully differ from psychopa-
thy? It depends. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 39(5), 663-677.
https://doi.org/10.1002/BSL.2538

Steel, P., Schmidt, J., & Shultz, J. (2008). Refining the relationship be-
tween personality and subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin,
134(1), 138-161. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.1.138

Tipton, E. (2015). Small sample adjustments for robust variance es-
timation with meta-regression. Psychological Methods, 20(3),
375-393. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000011

Tkach, C., & Lyubomirsky, S. (2006). How do people pursue happi-
ness? Relating personality, happiness-increasing strategies, and
well-being. Journal of Happiness Studies, 7(2), 183-225. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10902-005-4754-1

Trahair, C., Baran, L., Flakus, M., Kowalski, C. M., & Rogoza, R.
(2020). The structure of the Dark Triad traits: A network analy-
sis. Personality and Individual Differences, 167, 110265. https://
doi.org/10.1016/J.PAID.2020.110265

Truhan, T. E., Wilson, P., Méttus, R., & Papageorgiou, K. A. (2021).
The many faces of dark personalities: An examination of the
Dark Triad structure using psychometric network analysis.
Personality and Individual Differences, 171, 110502. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/J.PAID.2020.110502

Viechtbauer, W. (2005). Bias and efficiency of meta-analytic vari-
ance estimators in the random-effects model. Journal of
Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 30(3), 261-293. https://
doi.org/10.3102/10769986030003261

Viechtbauer, W. (2010). Conducting meta-analyses in R with the
metafor package. Journal of Statistical Software, 1(3), 1-48.
https://doi.org/10.18637/js5.v036.103

Vitterso, J. (2016). Handbook of eudaimonic well-being. Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42445-3_1

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Carey, G. (1988). Positive and negative af-
fectivity and their relation to anxiety and depressive disorders.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 97(3), 346-353. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0021-843X.97.3.346

Wink, P. (1991). Two faces of narcissism. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 61(4), 590-597. https://doi.org/10.1037/002
2-3514.61.4.590

Womick, J., Foltz, R. M., & King, L. A. (2019). “Releasing the
beast within”? Authenticity, well-being, and the Dark Tetrad.
Personality and Individual Differences, 137, 115-125. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.022

World Health Organization. (2001). World Health Report 2001:
Mental health: New understanding, new hope.

Wright, A. G., & Edershile, E. A. (2018). Issues resolved and unre-
solved in pathological narcissism. Current Opinionin Psychology,
21, 74-79. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.COPSYC.2017.10.001

Zillig, L. M. P., Hemenover, S. H., & Dienstbier, R. A. (2002). What do
we assess when we assess a Big 5 trait? A content analysis of the
affective, behavioral, and cognitive processes represented in Big 5
personality inventories. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
28(6), 847-858. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289013

85U8017 SUOLLLOD 3ATER1D 3 (dedl|dde sy} Aq peusenob ase ss(oie YO ‘8sn JO S9N 10} ARiqiT8uljuQ AB]IAN UO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBI LD A |IM AlRIq 1 BU1UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB | 841 88S [£202/50/0] Uo ArigiTauliuo A8|IM ‘(-uleAnde ) sqnopesy Aq £582T Adol/TTTT OT/10p/Wwoo" A3 (1M Aelq 1 BulUO//SAny Woly pepeo|umod ‘0 “v619/9%T


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579409000492
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579409000492
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191117701192
https://doi.org/10.1037/A0016530
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1979.45.2.590
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1979.45.2.590
https://doi.org/10.2224/SBP.2011.39.3.391
https://doi.org/10.2224/SBP.2011.39.3.391
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-017-9653-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-017-9653-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/S12144-018-9834-6/TABLES/8
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JRP.2021.104167
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0001149
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0001149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2021.104129
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/a000289
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00162-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00162-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191119858410
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191119858410
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.6.1069
https://doi.org/10.1002/BSL.2538
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.1.138
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-005-4754-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-005-4754-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.PAID.2020.110265
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.PAID.2020.110265
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.PAID.2020.110502
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.PAID.2020.110502
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986030003261
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986030003261
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42445-3_1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.97.3.346
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.97.3.346
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.4.590
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.4.590
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.COPSYC.2017.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289013

BLASCO-BELLED ET AL.

WILEY-2

Zuckerman, M., & O'Loughlin, R. E. (2009). Narcissism and well-
being: A longitudinal perspective. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 39(6), 957-972. https://doi.org/10.1002/EJSP.594

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this
article.

How to cite this article: Blasco-Belled, A.,
Tejada-Gallardo, C., Alsinet, C., & Rogoza, R.
(2023). The links of subjective and psychological
well-being with the Dark Triad traits: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Personality, 00, 1-17. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12853

85U8017 SUOLLLOD 3ATER1D 3 (dedl|dde sy} Aq peusenob ase ss(oie YO ‘8sn JO S9N 10} ARiqiT8uljuQ AB]IAN UO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBI LD A |IM AlRIq 1 BU1UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB | 841 88S [£202/50/0] Uo ArigiTauliuo A8|IM ‘(-uleAnde ) sqnopesy Aq £582T Adol/TTTT OT/10p/Wwoo" A3 (1M Aelq 1 BulUO//SAny Woly pepeo|umod ‘0 “v619/9%T


https://doi.org/10.1002/EJSP.594
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12853
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12853

	The links of subjective and psychological well-­being with the Dark Triad traits: A meta-­analysis
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	1.1|The Dark Triad of personality
	1.2|The Dark Triad traits and their associations with well-­being
	1.3|Current study

	2|METHODOLOGY
	2.1|Search strategy
	2.2|Selection of studies
	2.3|Data extraction
	2.4|Quality assessment
	2.5|Analytic approach

	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Selection of studies and quality assessment
	3.2|How do the Dark Triad traits relate to well-­being?
	3.3|Associations between narcissism and indicators of well-­being
	3.4|Associations between psychopathy and indicators of well-­being
	3.5|Associations between Machiavellianism and indicators of well-­being
	3.6|Publication bias
	3.7|Subgroup and moderator analyses

	4|DISCUSSION
	4.1|Narcissism and well-­being
	4.2|Psychopathy and well-­being
	4.3|Machiavellianism and the issue of redundancy
	4.4|The whole picture: What is the footprint of antagonistic traits on well-­being?
	4.5|Limitations and future avenues

	FUNDING INFORMATION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	ETHICS STATEMENT
	PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE MATERIAL FROM OTHER SOURCES
	REFERENCES


