Appendix 1 – Confirmatory factor analysis
Data analysis plan
	Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) in R (R Core Team, 2023). For model estimation, we used the robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLM) to ensure that model fit statistics and standard errors are robust for data that violate the normality and independence assumptions. 
For model evaluation, the package provides multiple goodness-of-fit measures. The overall goodness-of-fit chi-square test tends to be sensitive to deviation from multivariate normality, unfavorable to complex model (e.g., with many variables), heavily influenced by sample size (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). Thus, in addition to chi-square, various goodness-of-fit indices are considered: the ratio off the chi-square to the degree of freedom (Χ2/df), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), the confirmatory fit index (CFI). First, while Χ2/df is as dependent on sample size as the original chi-square, it reflects the complexness of the model. It is recommended that a ratio below 5 indicates reasonable fit (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). Second, RMSEA is an absolute fit index, measuring how far the user model is from the perfect model. RMSEA smaller than .05 indicate good fit, between .05 and .08 indicate reasonable fit. Third, SRMR is also an absolute fit index. It is defined as the standardized difference between the observed correlation and the predicted correlation, a value below .08 is generally considered a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Fourth, CFI is an incremental fit index, comparing the user model with the null model. Values above .95 indicate good fit, between .90 and .95 indicate adequate fit, and below .90 indicate poor fit (Brown, 2015). In addition, Little (2013) suggested that values between .85 and .90 indicate mediocre fit (e.g., for item-level model, it is difficult to improve substantially the null model based on item-level correlation). Besides, Kenny (2015) noted that an incremental measure of fit may not be that informative if the RMSEA for the null model is smaller than .158. Given the RMSEA for the user model is .05, having a RMSEA smaller than .158 for the null model must result in a CFI less than .90. 
First, we estimated a CFA model that includes all personality scales to evaluate for the discriminant validity, ensuring the scales can discriminate from one another. Due to the complexity of the model, we combined data from Study 1 and Study 2 to estimate this model. Referencing to the guideline proposed by Rönkkö and Cho (2022), we are adopting the CICFA(sys) technique to assess discriminant validity. Instead of having a dichotomous (yes/no) cutoff, this technique utilizes a classification system. It based on the 95% confidence interval (CI) of the covariances between factors in the standardized factor solution. By inspecting the absolute value (UL) of the upper (for positive factor correlations) or the lower bound of the CI (for negative factor correlations), it divides into four categories. For instance, whether there is a severe (1 ≤ UL), moderate (.9 < UL < 1), marginal (.8 < UL < .9), and no problem (UL < .8). 
Then, we estimated four separate CFA models for personality variables based on their respective framework (i.e., HEXACO, psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism) to derive factor scores for each subscale per participant. 
Results
CFA: Discriminant validity 
The CFA model included all personality variables. First, the RMSEA of the null model is .08, which is below .158. As suggested by Kenny (2015), incremental measure of fit (e.g., CFI) may not be very informative. To evaluate the model fit, it yielded Χ2 = 22756.13 (df = 8908), Χ2/df = 2.55, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .07, and CFI = .69. Both RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999) indicate the model is a good fit to data. 
The covariances between factors and their 95% CI are presented in Table A1. Most measures can be discriminated from one another, except two pairs of variables – honesty-humility and primary psychopathy are negatively correlated (-.79, 95% CI [-.84, -.75]); and self-sufficiency and superiority are positively correlated (.82, 95% CI [.77, .87]). Both cases suggested a marginal discriminant validity problem. Nonetheless, interpreting these scales as distinct constructs is considered as safe (Rönkkö & Cho, 2022). 
CFA: Study 1
Table A2 summarized the goodness-of-fit indices of the CFA models. 
The HEXACO model. When all six factors were simultaneously fitted to the data, the RMSEA of the null model is .10, which is below the .158 cutoff (Kenny, 2015). Thus, CFI may not be very informative. The model yielded Χ2 = 3335.62 (df = 1671), Χ2/df = 2.00, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .08, and CFI = .79. CFI is of similar level to other previous studies that fitted all factors of HEXACO in one model (García et al., 2021). Turning to RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999), both indicate the model is a good fit to data. 
To complement the evaluation of the factor structure of HEXACO, CFA was conducted to each of the factor. The overall structure of each factor was generally supported. For honesty-humility, Χ2 = 61.45 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 1.98, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .05, and CFI = .96. For emotionality, Χ2 = 80.70 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 2.60, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .04, and CFI = .95. For extroversion (allowing the error terms of social boldness and sociability to covary), Χ2 = 151.14 (df = 30), Χ2/df = 5.04, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .06, and CFI = .92. For agreeableness, Χ2 = 93.44 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 3.01, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .05, and CFI = .94. For conscientiousness, Χ2 = 114.80 (df =31), Χ2/df = 3.70, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .06, and CFI = .90. For openness to experience, Χ2 = 102.05 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 3.29, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .06, and CFI = .93. All indicate a good to moderate fit of the models. 
The Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale. A two-factor model was fitted with the data (i.e., primary and secondary psychopathy). The RMSEA of the null model is .156 (i.e., below .158; Kenny, 2015). Thus, CFI may not be very informative. The model (allowing the error terms of some items to correlate[footnoteRef:1]) yielded Χ2 = 710.03 (df = 289), Χ2/df = 2.46, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .07, and CFI = .88. Both RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999) indicate the model is a good fit to data. [1:  For primary psychopathy, the error terms of item 2 and 3, 4 and 5, 10 and 14, 10 and 12, 13 and 14, 14 and 16, 15 and 16 were allowed to correlate. For secondary psychopathy, the error terms of item 2 and 5, 8 and 10 were allowed to correlate. These terms were added after consulting the modification indices, wording of the items, and cross-crossing with the correlated errors identified by Lynam et al. (1999). ] 

The Narcissistic Personality Inventory. A seven-factor model was fitted with the data (i.e., authority, self-sufficiency, superiority, exhibitionism, exploitativeness, vanity, and entitlement). The model yielded Χ2 = 1957.51 (df = 719), Χ2/df = 2.72, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .08, and CFI = .86. RMSEA and SRMR indicate a good fit of the data; CFI indicates a mediocre fit considering that it is a multi-facets and item-level model. In conjunction, it indicates an adequate fit of the model. 
The Two-Dimensional Mach-IV. A two-factor model was fitted with the data (i.e., Machiavellian tactic and view). The model yielded Χ2 = 116.68 (df = 34), Χ2/df = 3.43, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .06, and CFI = .91. It indicates a good fit of the model.
CFA: Study 2
The HEXACO model. When all six factors were simultaneously fitted to the data, the RMSEA of the null model is .09 (i.e., below .158). Thus, CFI may not be very informative (Kenny, 2015). The model yielded Χ2 = 3257.41 (df = 1671), Χ2/df = 1.95, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .07, and CFI = .73. CFI is of similar level to other previous studies that fitted all factors of HEXACO in one model (García et al., 2021). Both RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999) indicate the model is a good fit to data. 
To complement the evaluation of the factor structure of HEXACO, CFA was conducted to each of the factor. The overall structure of each factor was generally supported. For honesty-humility, Χ2 = 90.89 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 2.93, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .06, and CFI = .91. For emotionality, Χ2 = 45.01 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 1.45, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .04, and CFI = .98. For extroversion (allowing the error terms of social boldness and sociability to covary), Χ2 = 146.23 (df = 30), Χ2/df = 4.87, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .08, and CFI = .88. For agreeableness, Χ2 = 92.34 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 2.98, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .05, and CFI = .90. For conscientiousness, Χ2 = 114.82 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 3.70, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .06, and CFI = .87. For openness to experience, Χ2 = 68.04 (df = 31), Χ2/df = 2.19, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .04, and CFI = .95. All indicate a good to moderate fit of the models.
The Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale. A two-factor model was fitted with the data. The RMSEA of the null model is .13 (i.e., below .158). Thus, CFI may not be very informative (Kenny, 2015). The model (allowing the error terms of same error items to correlate as om Study 1) yielded Χ2 = 616.13 (df = 289), Χ2/df = 2.13, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .07, and CFI = .86. Both RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999) indicate the model is a good fit to data.
The Narcissistic Personality Inventory. A seven-factor model was fitted with the data. The RMSEA of the null model is .14 (i.e., below .158). Thus, CFI may not be very informative (Kenny, 2015). The model yielded Χ2 = 1685.60 (df = 719), Χ2/df = 2.33, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .07, and CFI = .84. Both RMSEA and SRMR (Hu & Bentler, 1999) indicate the model is a good to moderate fit to data.
The Two-Dimensional Mach-IV. A two-factor model was fitted with the. The model yielded Χ2 = 75.73 (df = 34), Χ2/df = 2.23, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06, and CFI = .93. It indicates a good fit of the model.
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	Table A1. Covariances among personality traits in Study 1 (N = 400) 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	1. HH 
	−
	[.01, .19]
	[-.22, -.04]
	[.31, .49]
	[.15, .34]
	[-.02, .16]
	[-.84, -.75]
	[-.50, -.32]
	[-.47, -.33]
	[-.37, -.20]
	[-.53, -.38]
	[-.61, -.49]
	[-.63, -.50]
	[-.47, -.32]
	[-.65, -.52]
	[-.71, -.57]
	[-.64, -.48]

	2. Emo
	.10
	−
	[-.38, -.21]
	[-.24, -.05]
	[-.10, .08]
	[.03, .21]
	[-.37, -.21]
	[.07, .26]
	[-.26, -.10]
	[-.38, -.21]
	[-.12, .05]
	[-.08, .09]
	[-.38, -.21]
	[-.28, -.12]
	[-.02, .15]
	[-.24, -.07]
	[-.09, .09]

	3. Extra
	-.13
	-.30
	−
	[.07, .26]
	[.16, .33]
	[.01, .17]
	[.02, .19]
	[-.48, -.31]
	[.65, .75]
	[.56, .70]
	[.49, .63]
	[.29, .43]
	[.27, .42]
	[.40, .53]
	[.25, .42]
	[-.19, -.02]
	[-.23, -.05]

	4. Agree
	.40
	-.15
	.16
	−
	[.01, .20]
	[.10, .28]
	[-.46, -.31]
	[-.67, -.52]
	[-.31, -.13]
	[-.14, .07]
	[-.20, -.01]
	[-.33, -.17]
	[-.36, -.18]
	[-.08, .10]
	[-.43, -.26]
	[-.40, -.22]
	[-.48, -.31]

	5. Consci 
	.25
	-.01
	.25
	.11
	−
	[-.04, .14]
	[-.32, -.16]
	[-.78, -.66]
	[.19, .36]
	[.30, .47]
	[.03, .21]
	[-.19, -.02]
	[-.13, .05]
	[-.09, .08]
	[.01, .19]
	[-.40, -.22]
	[-.42, -.25]

	6. Open
	.07
	.12
	.09
	.19
	.05
	−
	[-.27, -.12]
	[-.16, .03]
	[.03, .20]
	[-.10, .09]
	[.08, .25]
	[-.01, .16]
	[.02, .19]
	[-.04, .12]
	[-.05, .12]
	[-.17, .02]
	[-.20, -.01]

	7. P. Psy.
	-.79
	-.29
	.11
	-.39
	-.25
	-.19
	−
	[.41, .57]
	[.29, .42]
	[.28, .44]
	[.35, .49]
	[.41, .54]
	[.51, .64]
	[.30, .44]
	[.47, .60]
	[.46, .60]
	[.54, .68]

	8. S. Psy.
	-.41
	.16
	-.39
	-.59
	-.72
	-.07
	.49
	−
	[-.14, .04]
	[-.26, -.06]
	[-.04, .16]
	[.22, .39]
	[.15, .34]
	[-.09, .09]
	[.15, .33]
	[.26, .44]
	[.49, .66]

	9. Auth a
	-.40
	-.18
	.70
	-.22
	.27
	.12
	.35
	-.05
	−
	[.68, .79]
	[.62, .72]
	[.45, .56]
	[.51, .63]
	[.36, .49]
	[.60, .71]
	[-.02, .14]
	[.04, .22]

	10. Suff a
	-.29
	-.29
	.63
	-.03
	.38
	-.01
	.36
	-.16
	.73
	−
	[.77, .87]
	[.28, .44]
	[.43, .58]
	[.47, .61]
	[.54, .69]
	[-.15, .04]
	[.07, .27]

	11. Super a
	-.46
	-.04
	.56
	-.10
	.12
	.17
	.42
	.06
	.67
	.82
	−
	[.55, .66]
	[.43, .57]
	[.54, .65]
	[.68, .79]
	[.04, .22]
	[.13, .31]

	12. Exhib a
	-.55
	.00
	.36
	-.25
	-.11
	.07
	.47
	.30
	.51
	.36
	.60
	−
	[.43, .56]
	[.44, .56]
	[.54, .66]
	[.18, .35]
	[.15, .32]

	13. Exploit a
	-.56
	-.30
	.35
	-.27
	-.04
	.10
	.58
	.25
	.57
	.51
	.50
	.49
	−
	[.33, .47]
	[.46, .60]
	[.22, .38]
	[.26, .43]

	14. Van a
	-.39
	-.20
	.47
	.01
	-.01
	.04
	.37
	-.00
	.43
	.54
	.59
	.50
	.40
	−
	[.43, .56]
	[.07, .25]
	[.03, .20]

	15. Enti a
	-.58
	.07
	.34
	-.35
	.10
	.04
	.53
	.24
	.66
	.61
	.74
	.60
	.53
	.50
	−
	[.10, .27]
	[.26, .44]

	16. Mach. TH.
	-.64
	-.15
	-.11
	-.31
	-.31
	-.08
	.53
	.35
	.06
	-.06
	.13
	.26
	.30
	.16
	.18
	−
	[.23, .42]

	17. Mach. V.
	-.56
	.00
	-.14
	-.39
	-.34
	-.10
	.61
	.58
	.13
	.17
	.22
	.23
	.34
	.12
	.35
	.32
	−

	Note. HH = Honesty-humility; Emo = Emotionality; Extra = Extraversion; Agree = Agreeableness; Consci = Conscientiousness; Open = Openness to experience; P. Psy. = Primary psychopathy; S. Psy. = Secondary psychopathy; Auth = Authority; Suff = Self-sufficiency; Super = Superiority; Exhib = Exhibitionism; Exploit = Exploitativeness; Van = Vanity; Enti = Entitlement; Mach. T. = Machiavellian Tactics; Mach. V. = Machiavellian views
a = subscales of Narcissism
Below the diagonal are the covariance between factors; Above the diagonal are the 95% CI of the covariance between factors






	Table A2. Model fit statistics of the CFA models

	
	Χ2
	df
	Χ2/df
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	CFI
	Null RMSEA

	Study 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEXACO
	3335.62
	1671
	2.00
	.05
	.08
	.79
	.10

	Honesty-humility
	31.45
	31
	1.98
	.05
	.05
	.96
	.21

	Emotionality
	80.70
	31
	2.60
	.06
	.04
	.95
	.23

	Extroversion
	151.14
	30
	5.04
	.10
	.06
	.92
	.29

	Agreeableness
	93.44
	31
	3.01
	.07
	.05
	.94
	.23

	Conscientiousness
	114.80
	31
	3.70
	.08
	.06
	.90
	.21

	Openness 
	102.05
	31
	3.29
	.07
	.06
	.93
	.22

	Psychopathy
	710.03
	289
	2.46
	.06
	.07
	.88
	.16

	Narcissism
	1957.51
	719
	2.72
	.06
	.08
	.86
	.16

	Machiavellianism 
	116.68
	34
	3.43
	.08
	.06
	.91
	.22

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEXACO
	3257.41
	1671
	1.95
	.05
	.07
	.73
	.09

	Honesty-humility
	90.89
	31
	2.93
	.07
	.06
	.91
	.19

	Emotionality
	45.01
	31
	1.45
	.03
	.04
	.98
	.20

	Extroversion
	146.23
	30
	4.87
	.10
	.08
	.88
	.23

	Agreeableness
	92.34
	31
	2.98
	.07
	.05
	.90
	.19

	Conscientiousness
	114.82
	31
	3.70
	.08
	.06
	.87
	.19

	Openness 
	68.04
	31
	2.19
	.05
	.04
	.95
	.20

	Psychopathy
	616.13
	289
	2.13
	.05
	.07
	.86
	.13

	Narcissism
	1685.60
	719
	2.34
	.06
	.07
	.84
	.14

	Machiavellianism 
	75.73
	34
	2.23
	.05
	.06
	.93
	.18




Appendix 2 – Latent profile analysis 
Data analysis plan
	First, LPA was used to identify homogeneous latent subpopulations that present different configurations based on the set of personality indicators described above. Following the recommendation of Meyer and Morin (2016), standardized factor scores were saved from a preliminary measurement model of a confirmatory factor analysis, and subsequently used to fit latent profile models. This alternative approach constrains measurement error, as factor scores are essentially weighted composite scores, giving more weight to items with less measurement error. 
LPA was conducted using the tidyLPA package (Rosenberg et al., 2018) in R (R Core Team, 2023). The tidyLPA package uses the EM algorithm (through the mclust package) for maximum likelihood estimation. Multiple models were estimated with four different parameterizations (Model 1, 2, 3, and 6). While means were allowed to vary freely across profiles in all models, variances and covariances were either constrained to be zero, equal, or vary across profiles depending on the specific parameterizations. Six models, from one-profile to six-profile, were estimated with three of the four parameter settings (Model 1, 2, and 3), and three models, from one-profile to three-profile, were estimated with Model 6. Given the complexity of the model parameterization of Model 6, which demands great computational resources, model estimation did not proceed further after consulting the fit indices for one- to three-profile solutions that showed obvious misfit of the models.
	For model selection, fit indices (i.e., AIC, CAIC, BIC, and SABIC), bootstrapped likelihood ratio test (BLRT), profile size, entropy, uniqueness and interpretation of different profiles for each solution were considered when deciding on the final model. Fit indices are descriptive, with smaller values indicating better fit of the model. BLRT compares the goodness-of-fit of a relatively complex model with a simpler model, a significant p-value indicates the k+1 profiles model fits better than k profile(s) model. Additionally, the uniqueness and interpretability of the profiles should also be considered to ensure the profiles are meaningful and represent distinct subpopulations. When interpreting the profiles, a point to note is that small profiles that contain less than 5% of the sample are often considered as spurious, possibly due to over-extraction. While entropy should not be used as a core selection tool in evaluating the suitability of solutions, it provides useful information on the accuracy of classifying individuals into profiles. Entropy ranges from 0 to 1, with a higher value indicating fewer classification errors. 
	Second, after selecting the best-fitting profile solution, a multivariate logistic regression was used to examine whether gender and age effects exist in profile memberships. In addition, a series of ANOVAs were conducted to examine whether personality profiles relate differently to the criterion variables (i.e., deviant behavior, moral identity, prosocial tendencies, and empathy). Significant ANOVAs were followed by pairwise comparisons, in which Tukey adjustments were made to prevent inflated Type I error arising from multiple testing. 
Results 
Study 1
In this study, six latent profile models were specified per each of the Model 1, 2, and 3 parameterizations, and three latent profile models were specified with the Model 6 parameterizations (Table A3). 
For Model 1 and 2, the fit indices generally decrease as the number of profiles increase. The lowest AIC, CAIC, and SABIC were associated with the six-profile solution. For Model 3, the lowest AIC and SABIC was associated with six-profile solution, but the lowest CAIC and BIC were associated with the one-profile solution. For Model 6, the lowest CAIC and SABIC were associated with the one-profile solution, suggesting that this more complex model parameterization did not fit the data well, thus, profile solutions from Model 6 will not be discussed further. 
To select the best fitting model, percentage change in BIC was calculated across profiles for each model parameterization. The percentage change signals the decrease in BIC of that particular profile solution compared to one-profile solution. For Models 1 and 2, the largest percentage change is associated with the five-profile solution and the six-profile solution respectively. The decrease after five-profile was marginal in Model 1. Examining both Model 1’s five-profile and Model 2’s six-profile solutions, four of the profiles are similar in composition, and the proportion of the sample assigned to the smallest and largest profile were within the acceptable range (Model 1’s five-profile solution: 0.15 – 0.27; Model 2’s six-profile solution: 0.09 – 0.21). Considering that two of the profiles in the six-profile solution are level-different, the five-profile solution is then easier to interpret, and therefore, selected as the final model that fits the data best. The entropy of the five-profile solution is 0.91. The composition of each profile was illustrated in Figure 1 – showcasing a shape-differentiated personality profile solution (i.e., profiles are qualitatively different from each other), and the mean of each trait was reported in Table 2.
Study 2
In this study, six latent profile models were specified per each of the Model 1, 2, and 3 parameterizations (Table A4). 



	Table A3. Model fit indices for all the LPA model estimated in Study 1 (N = 400)

	Model
	Profiles 
	AIC
	CAIC
	BIC
	% in BIC
	SABIC
	Entropy
	Min. Prob.
	Max. Prob. 
	N min.
	N max. 
	BLRT (p)

	1
	1
	14987.74
	15157.45
	15123.45
	N/A
	15015.56
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	N/A

	1
	2
	13684.12
	13943.67
	13891.67
	-0.08
	13726.67
	0.89
	0.96
	0.97
	0.49
	0.52
	.01

	1
	3
	12978.71
	13328.11
	13258.11
	-0.12
	13036.00
	0.89
	0.94
	0.96
	0.32
	0.35
	.01

	1
	4
	12580.54
	13019.79
	12931.79
	-0.14
	12652.56
	0.91
	0.93
	0.96
	0.19
	0.32
	.01

	1
	5
	12230.41
	12759.51
	12653.51
	-0.16
	12317.16
	0.91
	0.93
	0.96
	0.15
	0.27
	.01

	1
	6
	12138.95
	12757.89
	12633.89
	-0.16
	12240.43
	0.89
	0.89
	0.96
	0.09
	0.21
	.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	1
	14987.74
	15157.45
	15123.45
	N/A
	15015.56
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	N/A

	2
	2
	13553.79
	13898.20
	13829.20
	-0.09
	13610.26
	0.92
	0.97
	0.98
	0.41
	0.60
	.01

	2
	3
	12849.12
	13368.23
	13264.23
	-0.12
	12934.23
	0.91
	0.95
	0.98
	0.30
	0.37
	.01

	2
	4
	12472.81
	13166.62
	13027.62
	-0.14
	12586.56
	0.93
	0.93
	0.98
	0.18
	0.36
	.01

	2
	5
	11943.39
	12811.91
	12637.91
	-0.16
	12085.80
	0.93
	0.94
	0.98
	0.10
	0.29
	.01

	2
	6
	11763.04
	12806.26
	12597.26
	-0.17
	11934.09
	0.93
	0.94
	0.98
	0.09
	0.21
	.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	1
	10139.78
	10988.33
	10818.33
	N/A
	10278.91
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	N/A

	3
	2
	10145.33
	11083.73
	10895.73
	0.01
	10299.19
	0.69
	0.90
	0.93
	0.45
	0.55
	.80

	3
	3
	10104.84
	11133.08
	10927.08
	0.01
	10273.43
	0.77
	0.89
	0.93
	0.28
	0.43
	.01

	3
	4
	10103.73
	11221.82
	10997.82
	0.02
	10287.05
	0.77
	0.82
	0.92
	0.12
	0.44
	.45

	3
	5
	10059.17
	11267.11
	11025.11
	0.02
	10257.22
	0.84
	0.87
	0.92
	0.06
	0.48
	.01

	3
	6
	10041.57
	11339.35
	11079.35
	0.02
	10254.35
	0.81
	0.84
	0.95
	0.06
	0.27
	.13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	1
	10139.78
	10988.33
	10818.33
	N/A
	10278.91
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	N/A

	6
	2
	10112.86
	11814.94
	11473.94
	0.06
	10391.93
	0.81
	0.92
	0.96
	0.34
	0.66
	.01

	6
	3
	10081.38
	12637.01
	12125.01
	0.12
	10500.40
	0.89
	0.92
	0.99
	0.15
	0.51
	.16

	Note. Model 1 = Equal variances and covariances fixed at zeros; Model 2 = Varying variances and covariances fixed at zeros; Model 3 = Equal variances and equal covariances; Model 6 = Varying variances and varying covariances; % in BIC = Percentage decrease in BIC compared to one–profile solution; Min. Prob. = Minimum probability that participants are assigned to profiles that they belong to; Max. Prob. = Maximum probability that participants are assigned to profiles that they belong to; N Min. =  Proportion of the sample assigned to the smallest class; N Max. = Proportion of the sample assigned to the largest class



	Table A4. Model fit indices for all the LPA model estimated in Study 2 (N = 392)

	Model
	Profiles 
	AIC
	CAIC
	BIC
	% in BIC
	SABIC
	Entropy
	Min. Prob.
	Max. Prob. 
	N min.
	N max. 
	BLRT (p)

	1
	1
	13152.57
	13311.65
	13279.65
	N/A
	13178.11
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	N/A

	1
	2
	12166.62
	12410.21
	12361.21
	-0.07
	12205.74
	0.85
	0.95
	0.96
	0.48
	0.52
	0.01

	1
	3
	11819.51
	12147.61
	12081.61
	-0.09
	11872.20
	0.86
	0.93
	0.95
	0.20
	0.51
	0.01

	1
	4
	11656.53
	12069.15
	11986.15
	-0.10
	11722.79
	0.82
	0.87
	0.95
	0.20
	0.30
	0.01

	1
	5
	11427.97
	11925.10
	11825.10
	-0.11
	11507.80
	0.85
	0.85
	0.96
	0.07
	0.28
	0.01

	1
	6
	11353.56
	11935.19
	11818.19
	-0.11
	11446.96
	0.85
	0.82
	0.97
	0.08
	0.21
	0.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	1
	13152.57
	13311.65
	13279.65
	N/A
	13178.11
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	N/A

	2
	2
	12159.22
	12482.36
	12417.36
	-0.06
	12211.11
	0.85
	0.95
	0.96
	0.49
	0.51
	0.01

	2
	3
	11754.50
	12241.69
	12143.69
	-0.09
	11832.74
	0.87
	0.92
	0.96
	0.19
	0.51
	0.01

	2
	4
	11591.69
	12242.92
	12111.92
	-0.09
	11696.27
	0.86
	0.91
	0.95
	0.21
	0.31
	0.01

	2
	5
	11321.93
	12137.22
	11973.22
	-0.10
	11452.85
	0.90
	0.92
	0.96
	0.09
	0.28
	0.01

	2
	6
	11263.48
	12242.82
	12045.82
	-0.09
	11420.74
	0.90
	0.90
	0.96
	0.07
	0.26
	0.01

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	1
	10268.86
	11024.49
	10872.49
	N/A
	10390.20
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	N/A

	3
	2
	10254.76
	11094.90
	10925.90
	0.00
	10389.67
	0.76
	0.92
	0.94
	0.40
	0.60
	0.09

	3
	3
	10228.57
	11153.23
	10967.23
	0.01
	10377.05
	0.88
	0.93
	0.97
	0.06
	0.56
	0.01

	3
	4
	10209.67
	11218.83
	11015.83
	0.01
	10371.72
	0.89
	0.92
	0.96
	0.03
	0.53
	0.01

	3
	5
	10214.58
	11308.26
	11088.26
	0.02
	10390.21
	0.83
	0.85
	0.97
	0.02
	0.38
	0.66

	3
	6
	10194.67
	11372.86
	11135.86
	0.02
	10383.86
	0.86
	0.80
	0.99
	0.02
	0.36
	0.04

	Note. Model 1 = Equal variances and covariances fixed at zeros; Model 2 = Varying variances and covariances fixed at zeros; Model 3 = Equal variances and equal covariances; % in BIC = Percentage change in BIC compared to one–profile solution; Min. Prob. = Minimum probability that participants are assigned to profiles that they belong to; Max. Prob. = Maximum probability that participants are assigned to profiles that they belong to; N Min. =  Proportion of the sample assigned to the smallest class; N Max. = Proportion of the sample assigned to the largest class





Appendix 3 – Profile classification probabilities 
The studies focused on comparing profile memberships as categorical variables. However, with LPA, the probability of classification into different profiles were also estimated. The average classification probability for all profiles were above .90. Specifically, the average classification probability is .92 for P.1 (the ‘dark social recluse’), .93 for P.2 (the ‘social narcissist’), .95 for P.3 (the ‘socially considerate’), .95 for P.4 (the ‘all-round malevolent’) and .96 for P.5 (the ‘emotional dysregulate’). The high average probability shows confidence in the profile membership as individuals are assigned to the profile that they have the highest probability among others. 
Moreover, the classification probability for each profile correlate with the outcome variables in an expected manner (Table A5). Take P.2 (the ‘social narcissist’) as an example, its classification probability is negatively correlated with interpersonal (r = -.15, p = .002) and organizational workplace deviance (r = -.13, p = .008); while positively correlated with perspective taking (r = .26, p < .001), empathetic concern (r = .22, p < .001), anonymous prosocial tendency (r = .19, p < .001), and moral identity (r = .26, p < .001). In contrast to P.4 (the ‘all-round malevolent’), its classification probability is positive correlated with interpersonal (r = .32, p < .001) and organizational workplace deviance (r = -.25, p < .001), and public prosocial tendency (r = .44, p < .001); while negatively correlated with perspective taking (r = -.25, p < .001), empathetic concern (r = -.29, p < .001), anonymous prosocial tendency (r = -.18, p < .001) and altruism (r = -.46, p < .001). Hence, supporting the profile classification can capture (to some extent) the variability of individuals, and its relationship with self-rated deviance and prosocality.




	Table A5. Correlations between profile classification probability and outcome variables in Study 1 (N=400) 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1. P.1 Classification Probability
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. P.2 Classification Probability
	-0.33***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. P.3 Classification Probability
	-0.29***
	-0.26***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. P.4 Classification Probability
	-0.24***
	-0.22***
	-0.25***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. P.5 Classification Probability
	-0.25***
	-0.25***
	-0.20***
	-0.20***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Deviance (personal)
	 0.21***
	-0.15** 
	-0.24***
	 0.32***
	-0.13** 
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Deviance (organizational)
	 0.23***
	-0.13** 
	-0.28***
	 0.26***
	-0.08   
	 0.57***
	−
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Perspective taking
	-0.26***
	 0.26***
	 0.28***
	-0.25***
	-0.04   
	-0.33***
	-0.14** 
	−
	
	
	
	

	9. Empathetic concern
	-0.19***
	 0.22***
	 0.24***
	-0.29***
	-0.01   
	-0.34***
	-0.17***
	 0.51***
	−
	
	
	

	10. Prosocial (public)
	 0.03   
	-0.07   
	-0.20***
	 0.44***
	-0.18***
	 0.20***
	 0.21***
	-0.19***
	-0.26***
	−
	
	

	11. Prosocial (anonymous)
	-0.17***
	 0.19***
	 0.15** 
	-0.18***
	 0.00   
	-0.17***
	-0.13*  
	 0.23***
	 0.27***
	-0.18***
	−
	

	12. Prosocial (altruism)
	-0.14** 
	 0.09   
	 0.33***
	-0.46***
	 0.16** 
	-0.24***
	-0.24***
	 0.28***
	 0.37***
	-0.58***
	 0.20***
	−

	13. Moral identity
	-0.15** 
	 0.26***
	 0.13*  
	-0.06   
	-0.20***
	-0.17***
	-0.13*  
	 0.42***
	 0.45***
	-0.02   
	 0.28***
	 0.09   

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001





Appendix 4 – Confirmatory Latent Profile Analysis 
In order to examine whether the optimal profile solution obtained in Study 1 would replicate in an independent sample of similar size, we used data from Study 2 (N =392) for this additional analysis. This particular analysis was conducted with Mplus (Version 8.8). The models were estimated using the Maximum Likelihood Estimator.  
	For the constrained model, we used the parameters (i.e., means and variances) from the optimal five-profile solution in Study 1 as the starting values, for the estimation of each of the five profiles. For the unconstrained model, we used 500 randomly generated starting values to estimate the optimized solution (i.e., same procedures as to estimate latent profile exploratorily). Then, by comparing the fit of the constrained model with that of an unconstrained model, we evaluate the replicability of the five-profile solution (Table A6). Specifically, the AIC and SABIC of the constrained model were smaller than the unconstrained model, the decreases in the fit indices of the constrained model were treated as evidence that the constrained model fit better than the unconstrained model. Thus, it is suggesting that using the parameters obtained from the optimal five-profile solution in Study 1 as the starting values can reach a viable solution in a separate independent sample. 
	Table A6. Comparison of constrained and unconstrained models of an independent sample 

	
	Log-likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	SABIC

	Constrained model 
	-5186.04
	10720.08
	11411.08
	10858.99

	Unconstrained model  
	-5283.37
	10778.74
	11199.70
	10863.36



	Appendix 5 – Supplementary tables
	Table S1. Correlations among personality traits in Study 1 (N = 400) 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16

	1. Honesty–Humility 
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Emotionality
	 .02   
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Extraversion
	-.03   
	-.15** 
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Agreeableness
	 .37***
	-.09   
	 .19***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Consciousness 
	 .24***
	-.07   
	 .27***
	 .16** 
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Openness
	 .14** 
	 .01   
	 .10*  
	 .15** 
	 .13*  
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. P. Psychopathy
	-.60***
	-.24***
	 .03   
	-.36***
	-.25***
	-.22***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. S. Psychopathy
	-.32***
	 .12*  
	-.34***
	-.43***
	-.58***
	-.12*  
	 .42***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Authority a
	-.24***
	-.07   
	 .66***
	-.09   
	 .31***
	 .12*  
	 .23***
	-.12*  
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Self–sufficiency a
	-.05   
	-.22***
	 .47***
	 .03   
	 .35***
	 .04   
	 .20***
	-.15** 
	 .56***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Superiority a
	-.27***
	 .03   
	 .47***
	 .01   
	 .11*  
	 .15** 
	 .24***
	-.01   
	 .56***
	 .47***
	−
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Exhibitionism a
	-.41***
	 .01   
	 .37***
	-.16** 
	-.10*  
	 .05   
	 .44***
	 .25***
	 .47***
	 .24***
	 .59***
	−
	
	
	
	

	13. Exploitativeness a
	-.36***
	-.14** 
	 .35***
	-.20***
	 .04   
	 .15** 
	 .41***
	 .13** 
	 .51***
	 .38***
	 .43***
	 .51***
	−
	
	
	

	14. Vanity a
	-.25***
	-.09   
	 .36***
	 .02   
	-.03   
	 .04   
	 .28***
	 .02   
	 .34***
	 .28***
	 .45***
	 .50***
	 .34***
	−
	
	

	15. Entitlement a
	-.34***
	 .05   
	 .29***
	-.22***
	 .13*  
	 .05   
	 .36***
	 .12*  
	 .58***
	 .44***
	 .57***
	 .52***
	 .42***
	 .38***
	−
	

	16. Mach. Tactics
	-.49***
	-.12*  
	-.14** 
	-.33***
	-.29***
	-.13** 
	 .47***
	 .30***
	-.02   
	-.12*  
	 .07   
	 .21***
	 .15** 
	 .13*  
	 .11*  
	−

	17. Mach. Views
	-.40***
	-.01   
	-.14** 
	-.34***
	-.35***
	-.15** 
	 .51***
	 .46***
	 .04   
	 .08   
	 .08   
	 .19***
	 .19***
	 .05   
	 .17***
	 .27***

	Note. P. Psychopathy = Primary psychopathy; S. Psychopathy = Secondary psychopathy; Mach. Tactics = Machiavellian Tactics; Mach. Views = Machiavellian views
a = subscales of Narcissism
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001






	Table S2. Raw means and f–statistics of validation variables (N = 400)

	
	P.1
(the ‘dark social recluse’)
	P.2
(the ‘social narcissist’)
	P.3
(the ‘socially considerate’)
	P.4
(the ‘all-round malevolent)
	P.5
(the ‘emotional dysregulated’)
	
	F (4, 395)

	DDO
	2.44
	1.89
	1.65
	2.59
	1.97
	
	19.09***

	DDP
	1.95
	1.46
	1.30
	2.20
	1.42
	
	19.18***

	PT
	3.38
	3.99
	4.05
	3.32
	3.62
	
	26.17***

	EC
	3.67
	4.16
	4.18
	3.46
	3.87
	
	18.58***

	Pub
	2.17
	1.99
	1.73
	3.05
	1.73
	
	26.48***

	Anon
	3.21
	3.74
	3.66
	3.13
	3.46
	
	9.86***

	Altruism
	3.71
	4.02
	4.37
	3.08
	4.18
	
	39.55***

	MI
	3.44
	3.89
	3.75
	3.51
	3.31
	
	13.00***

	Note. DDO = Organizational destructive workplace deviant behavior; DDP = Interpersonal destructive workplace deviant behavior; PT = Perspective taking; EC = Empathetic concern; Pub = Public prosocial tendencies; Anon = Anonymous prosocial tendencies; Altruism = Altruistic prosocial tendencies; MI = Moral identity
*** p < .001




	Table S3. Post–hoc pairwise comparison between profiles in relations to validation variables (N = 400)

	Contrast
	DDO
	DDP
	PT
	EC
	Pub
	Anon
	Altruism
	MI

	1 – 2 
	0.55***
	0.50***
	-0.61***
	-0.49***
	0.18
	-0.53***
	-0.30*
	-0.44***

	1 – 3 
	0.78***
	0.65***
	-0.66***
	-0.51***
	0.44**
	-0.46***
	-0.66***
	-0.31**

	1 – 4 
	-0.16
	-0.24
	0.07
	0.22
	-0.87***
	0.08
	0.63***
	-0.06

	1 – 5 
	0.47**
	0.54***
	-0.23
	-0.20
	0.45*
	-0.26
	-0.47***
	0.13

	2 – 3 
	0.24
	0.15
	-0.05
	-0.02
	0.26
	0.07
	-0.36***
	0.14

	2 – 4 
	-0.70***
	-0.74***
	0.68***
	0.71***
	-1.06*
	0.61***
	0.94***
	0.38***

	2 – 5 
	-0.08
	0.04
	0.38**
	0.29
	0.27
	0.27
	-0.16
	0.58***

	3 – 4 
	-0.94***
	-0.90***
	0.73***
	0.73***
	-1.31***
	0.54***
	1.29***
	0.24

	3 – 5 
	-0.31
	-0.12
	0.43***
	0.31*
	0.01
	0.20
	0.19
	0.44***

	4 – 5 
	0.63***
	0.78***
	-0.30*
	-0.42**
	1.32***
	-0.34
	-1.10***
	0.20

	Note. DDO = Organizational destructive workplace deviant behavior; DDP = Interpersonal destructive workplace deviant behavior; PT = Perspective taking; EC = Empathetic concern; Pub = Public prosocial tendencies; Anon = Anonymous prosocial tendencies; Altruism = Altruistic prosocial tendencies; MI = Moral identity 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001




	Table S4. Correlations among personality traits in Study 2 (N = 392) 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	1. Honesty–Humility 
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Emotionality
	-.00   
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Extraversion
	-.07   
	-.14** 
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Agreeableness
	 .21***
	-.10*  
	 .08   
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Consciousness 
	 .06   
	 .09   
	 .04   
	-.09   
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Openness
	 .02   
	 .08   
	 .10   
	 .15** 
	-.06   
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. P. Psychopathy
	-.64***
	-.17***
	-.02   
	-.26***
	-.15** 
	-.15** 
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. S. Psychopathy
	-.22***
	 .06   
	-.25***
	-.29***
	-.46***
	-.02   
	 .37***
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Authority a
	-.34***
	-.07   
	 .49***
	-.25***
	 .14** 
	 .10*  
	 .29***
	-.00   
	−
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Superiority a
	-.40***
	 .16** 
	 .25***
	-.12*  
	 .06   
	 .09   
	 .29***
	 .13** 
	 .47***
	−
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Exhibitionism a
	-.43***
	 .10   
	 .17***
	-.17***
	-.11*  
	 .06   
	 .37***
	 .28***
	 .36***
	 .54***
	−
	
	
	
	

	12. Exploitativeness a
	-.39***
	-.19***
	 .24***
	-.12*  
	-.04   
	 .12*  
	 .42***
	 .17***
	 .47***
	 .39***
	 .34***
	−
	
	
	

	13. Vanity a
	-.26***
	-.04   
	 .23***
	 .06   
	-.02   
	-.00   
	 .23***
	-.03   
	 .25***
	 .45***
	 .42***
	 .24***
	−
	
	

	14. Entitlement a
	-.46***
	 .17***
	 .17***
	-.25***
	 .06   
	 .03   
	 .38***
	 .18***
	 .48***
	 .56***
	 .45***
	 .39***
	 .34***
	−
	

	15. Mach. Tactics
	-.44***
	-.07   
	-.12*  
	-.18***
	-.13** 
	 .05   
	 .41***
	 .24***
	 .04   
	 .12*  
	 .14** 
	 .20***
	 .05   
	 .11*  
	−

	16. Mach. Views
	-.37***
	 .04   
	-.13** 
	-.20***
	-.05   
	-.04   
	 .43***
	 .29***
	 .14** 
	 .20***
	 .16** 
	 .25***
	 .08   
	 .31***
	 18***

	Note. P. Psychopathy = Primary psychopathy; S. Psychopathy = Secondary psychopathy; Mach. Tactics = Machiavellian Tactics; Mach. Views = Machiavellian views
a = subscales of Narcissism
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001






	Table S5. Means of indicators for each profile (N = 392)

	
	P.1
(the ‘dark social recluse’)
	P.2
(the ‘social narcissist’)
	P.3
(the ‘socially considerate’)
	P.4
(the ‘all-round malevolent’)
	P.6
(the ‘communal’)

	Age
	20.60
	20.47
	20.79
	20.53
	20.63

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Honesty–Humility
	3.02
	3.12
	3.62
	2.36
	3.67

	Emotionality
	3.03
	3.07
	2.90
	3.02
	3.11

	Extraversion
	3.37
	3.89
	3.69
	3.62
	2.94

	Agreeableness
	2.97
	3.14
	3.40
	2.83
	3.24

	Conscientiousness
	3.58
	3.76
	3.70
	3.55
	3.58

	Openness
	3.37
	3.63
	3.50
	3.49
	3.46

	Primary Psychopathy
	2.62
	2.27
	1.93
	3.07
	1.97

	Secondary Psychopathy
	2.55
	2.31
	2.06
	2.73
	2.47

	Authority (Nar)
	3.48
	4.00
	3.39
	4.12
	2.75

	Superiority (Nar)
	2.98
	3.56
	2.94
	3.92
	2.15

	Exhibitionism (Nar)
	2.21
	2.57
	2.04
	3.14
	1.66

	Exploitativeness (Nar)
	3.15
	3.40
	2.87
	3.68
	2.42

	Vanity (Nar)
	2.67
	3.32
	2.91
	3.62
	1.50

	Entitlement (Nar)
	3.07
	3.51
	2.77
	3.94
	2.04

	Machiavellian Tactics 
	2.55
	2.09
	2.03
	2.84
	2.29

	Machiavellian Views
	2.96
	2.53
	2.22
	3.08
	2.41





	Table S6. Raw means and f–statistics of criterion variables in Study 2 (N = 392)

	
	P.1
(the ‘dark social recluse’)
	P.2
(the ‘social narcissist’)
	P.3
(the ‘socially considerate’)
	P.4
(the ‘all-round malevolent’)
	P.6
(the ‘communal’)
	
	F (4, 387)

	DDO
	2.19
	2.25
	1.98
	2.66
	1.80
	
	14.07***

	DDP
	1.92
	1.92
	1.62
	2.42
	1.58
	
	10.08***

	PT
	3.55
	3.74
	3.81
	3.46
	3.96
	
	8.11***

	EC
	3.40
	3.80
	3.72
	3.47
	3.82
	
	7.79***

	Pub
	2.28
	2.14
	1.91
	2.67
	1.79
	
	11.75***

	Anon
	2.99
	2.89
	2.83
	2.73
	3.19
	
	2.34

	Altruism
	3.69
	3.95
	4.18
	3.33
	4.11
	
	20.89***

	MI
	3.34
	3.61
	3.55
	3.41
	3.32
	
	4.00**

	Note. DDO = Organizational destructive workplace deviant behavior; DDP = Interpersonal destructive workplace deviant behavior; PT = Perspective taking; EC = Empathetic concern; Pub = Public prosocial tendencies; Anon = Anonymous prosocial tendencies; Altruism = Altruistic prosocial tendencies; MI = Moral identity
** p < .01, *** p < .001



	Table S7. Post–hoc pairwise comparison between profiles in relations to criterion variables in Study 2 (N = 392)

	Contrast
	DDO
	DDP
	PT
	EC
	Pub
	Anon
	Altruism
	MI

	1 – 2 
	-0.06
	0.01
	-0.19
	-0.40***
	0.13
	0.09
	-0.26
	-0.27*

	1 – 3 
	0.20
	0.31
	-0.26*
	-0.33**
	0.36*
	0.16
	-0.50***
	-0.21

	1 – 4 
	-0.47***
	-0.50**
	0.10
	-0.07
	-0.39*
	0.25
	0.36**
	-0.07

	1 – 6 
	0.39*
	0.34
	-0.41**
	-0.42**
	0.48*
	-0.21
	-0.42*
	0.02

	2 – 3 
	0.27
	0.30
	-0.07
	0.07
	0.23
	0.07
	-0.23
	0.06

	2 – 4 
	-0.41**
	-0.50**
	0.29*
	0.33**
	-0.52***
	0.16
	0.62***
	0.20

	2 – 6 
	0.46*
	0.33
	-0.22
	-0.02
	0.35
	-0.30
	-0.16
	0.29

	3 – 4 
	-0.68***
	-0.81***
	0.35***
	0.26
	-0.75***
	0.09
	0.86***
	0.14

	3 – 6 
	0.19
	0.03
	-0.15
	-0.10
	0.12
	-0.37
	0.08
	0.22

	4 – 6 
	0.87***
	0.84***
	-0.51***
	-0.35*
	0.87***
	-0.46
	-0.78***
	0.09

	Note. DDO = Organizational destructive workplace deviant behavior; DDP = Interpersonal destructive workplace deviant behavior; PT = Perspective taking; EC = Empathetic concern; Pub = Public prosocial tendencies; Anon = Anonymous prosocial tendencies; Altruism = Altruistic prosocial tendencies; MI = Moral identity
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001





	Table S8. Descriptive f–statistics of the continuous variables by profiles in Study 3

	
	P.1
(the ‘dark social recluse’)
	
	P.2
(the ‘social narcissist’)
	
	P.3
(the ‘socially considerate’)
	
	P.4
(the ‘all-round malevolent’)
	
	P.5
(the ‘emotional dysregulated’)
	F-value

	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	
	M
	SD
	

	Dishonesty (MT)
	0.83
	1.11
	
	0.93
	1.12
	
	0.46
	0.89
	
	0.98
	1.31
	
	0.49
	0.74
	3.24*

	Competitiveness
	4.08
	1.20
	
	4.69
	1.37
	
	4.10
	1.40
	
	4.74
	1.19
	
	2.82
	1.26
	18.57***

	Winning
	3.90
	1.10
	
	4.28
	1.50
	
	3.40
	1.32
	
	4.94
	1.28
	
	3.15
	1.27
	15.63***

	Risk–taking (CG)
	53.49
	27.37
	
	60.17
	24.57
	
	47.79
	28.50
	
	55.07
	24.57
	
	56.67
	25.53
	2.03

	Overconfidence (CG)
	 2.16
	30.44
	
	14.40
	31.31
	
	-0.87
	31.04
	
	17.48
	34.08
	
	 1.88
	28.67
	4.25**

	SVO 
	27.44
	14.18
	
	25.43
	14.35
	
	30.97
	12.67
	
	22.94
	14.35
	
	31.64
	10.74
	3.99**

	Note. NM = Number matrix task; CG = Contest Game
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001



	Table S9. Post–hoc pairwise comparison in Study 3

	Contrast
	Dishonesty (MT)
	Competitiveness
	Winning
	Risk–taking (CG)
	Overconfidence (CG)
	SVO 

	1 – 2
	-0.10
	-0.61*
	-0.38
	-6.68
	-12.24
	2.01

	1 – 3
	0.37
	-0.01
	0.50
	5.70
	3.03
	-3.52

	1 – 4
	-0.15
	-0.66*
	-1.04***
	-1.57
	-15.32
	4.50

	1 – 5
	0.34
	1.26***
	0.75**
	-3.18
	0.28
	-4.20

	2 – 3
	0.47
	0.59
	0.88***
	12.38*
	15.27*
	-5.54

	2 – 4
	-0.05
	-0.06
	-0.66
	5.11
	-3.08
	2.49

	2 – 5
	0.44
	1.87***
	1.13***
	3.50
	12.52
	-6.21

	3 – 4
	-0.52
	-0.65
	-1.54***
	-7.27
	-18.35*
	8.02**

	3 – 5
	-0.03
	1.27***
	0.25
	-8.88
	-2.75
	-0.68

	4 – 5
	0.49
	1.92***
	1.79***
	-1.61
	15.60
	-8.70**

	Note. MT = Number matrix task; CG = Contest Game
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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