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individuals with higher scores on this trait are more likely to 
exert more effort and be proactive (Barrick et al., 1993), as 
well as be more self-disciplined and persevere in compari-
son to those scoring lower (Roberts et al., 2005).

Dark side personality

There is now a large and growing literature on what have 
been called the dark-side traits. These are essentially sub-
clinical manifestations of the personality disorders of which 
some like Narcissism, Psychopathy and Obsessive-Com-
pulsive Disorder (OCD) have attracted most attention. They 
are often considered as “derailers” in the sense that they are 
related to a range of negative behaviours in the work-place 
(Hogan et al., 2011). There exist many measures of these 
traits, some of which, like the Hogan Development Survey 
(HDS) measure all dark-side traits, while others measure 
just one trait/disorder at a time. The HDS measures eleven 
dark-side traits changing labels from clinical to sub-clinical: 
hence narcissistic is called bold, psychopathy mischievous 
and histrionic colourful.

Organizations usually focus on hiring highly consci-
entious individuals. However, there are instances where 

Introduction

The Big Five model has been the primary focus of person-
ality research across organizational psychology (Barrick et 
al., 2001). There is an abundance of research linking person-
ality to academic success (Poropat, 2009), career success 
(Judge et al., 1999), job performance (Hogan & Holland, 
2003; Salgado, 1997), leadership emergence (Judge et al., 
2002) as well as health related outcomes (Bogg & Roberts, 
2004).

Meta-analyses also confirm this, citing conscientious-
ness as the most highly correlated trait with these outcomes 
(Sackett & Walmsley, 2014): estimates of correlations 
are from r = .20 to 0.30 (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Con-
scientiousness is often used as a proxy for motivation as 
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extreme scores can be detrimental: recent research looking 
into this idea that there may be a dark side to bright side 
traits (Judge & LePine, 2007; McCord et al., 2014; Pierce 
& Aguinis, 2013; Smith et al., 2018). These studies suggest 
there may be a ‘too-much-of-a-good-thing effect’, whereby 
excessive scores of personality traits relate to negative out-
comes (Widiger et al., 2002). Others within the literature 
suggest dark side personality better seen as derailment, 
whereby stress is most often the trigger for the specified 
negative outcome (Hogan et al., 2011).

To understand causes of stress, this study draws on 
the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & 
Demrouti, 2007), which has strong longitudinal and meta-
analytic support in the literature (Lesener et al., 2019). JD-R 
views stress as arising from an imbalance between the two 
variables: job demands and job resources. Job demands are 
described by Demerouti et al., (2001, p. 501) as “physical, 
social, or organizational aspects of the job that require sus-
tained physical or mental effort and are therefore associ-
ated with certain physiological and psychological costs”. 
Common examples may include time and work pressure, 
role conflicts, or quantitative workload. Job resources are 
“those physical, psychological, social, or organisational 
aspects of the job that either/or (1) reduce job demands and 
the associated physiological and psychological costs; (2) are 
functional in achieving work goals; (3) stimulate personal 
growth, learning and development” (Demerouti et al., 2001, 
p. 501).

Dark side of conscientiousness

Conscientiousness has been shown to have a curvilinear 
relationship with performance, task performance, Organiza-
tional Citizenship Behaviours (OCB) and Counterproduc-
tive Work Behaviours (CWB) (Carter et al., 2016; Le et al., 
2011). CWB is a construct that covers a range of acts or 
behaviors, such as withholding effort, absenteeism, inter-
personal aggression, and theft which are harmful for organi-
zations and their stakeholders (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). 
Several different categorizations and measurers of counter-
productive behavior exists.

Other findings by Martocchio and Judge (1997) also posit 
how conscientiousness can lead to impaired learning via 
self-deception and self-efficacy. Interestingly, Boyce et al. 
(2010) longitudinal study of 9,570 participants also found 
higher levels of conscientiousness can result in significantly 
lower life satisfaction following unemployment, because 
conscientious people seek out a sense of personal accom-
plishment that work provides. They also value rules and 
structure to their lives usually provided in the workplace.

Furnham (2017) found a significant relationship between 
higher conscientiousness scores and higher scores on the 

dark side trait Diligence on the HDS, which is relates to 
perfectionism. Diligence is essentially a sub-clinical mani-
festation of OCD. Evidence in the same study suggests a 
relationship with the Bold, scale from the HDS also known 
as narcissism. If conscientiousness is characterised by 
detail-orientation and ambition, then derailers would logi-
cally be highly perfectionistic and narcissistic.

Conscientiousness and perfectionism

Conscientiousness’ link with perfectionism stems from sim-
ple lexical association, often with words such as ‘stringent’, 
‘overbookish’, ‘overcautious’, ‘tight’ and ‘leisureless’ 
(Coker et al., 2002). Researchers have linked conscientious-
ness to Obsessive Compulsive Disorders (OCD) (Samuel & 
Gore, 2012; Samuel & Widiger, 2011; Stairs et al., 2012). 
Those who are very high in conscientiousness may be rigid 
and inflexible, thus being less adjustable to change (LePine 
et al., 2000). High levels of conscientiousness also likely 
accompany a focus on following rules and the defined role, 
possibly resulting in less innovation and opportunity to 
learn new skills (Tett, 1998).

Perfectionism is a complex construct itself, traditionally 
viewed as having two forms (Stoeber et al., 2009; Stricker 
et al., 2019). The first is a more adaptive form of perfec-
tionism, which relates to individuals who have high per-
sonal standards for performance on themselves (Dunkley 
et al., 2012). This often is referred to as excellence-seeking 
(Harari et al., 2018), or perfectionistic strivings (Stoeber & 
Otto, 2006), as these individuals escalate in their goal set-
ting to higher and higher goals on themselves in order to 
derive self-worth. The secondary form is maladaptive form 
of perfectionism which relates more so to failure-avoiding 
(Harari et al., 2018) or perfectionistic concerns (Stoeber & 
Otto, 2006).

Overall, perfectionism is believed to have a net negative 
effect on both the individual and organization, particularly 
failure-avoiding perfectionism, and evaluative concerns 
(Harari et al., 2018; Hill & Curran, 2016). We hypothesised:

H1  Conscientiousness will be positively correlated with 
adaptive perfectionism.

H2  Conscientiousness will be negatively correlated with 
maladaptive perfectionism.

Conscientiousness and narcissism

Furnham (2017) also found a significant relationship 
between conscientiousness and the ‘bold’ construct on the 
HDS, which relates to narcissism (Furnham & Crump, 

1 3



Current Psychology

2005; Saulsman & Page, 2004) also found a slight negative 
relationship, although this may be explained to the meta-
analysis focusing on DSM criteria rather than subclinical 
traits.

Like perfectionism, Narcissism is also believed to com-
prise of two forms (Miller et al., 2011). For the purposes of 
this study, the focus is on grandiose narcissism. Vulnerable 
narcissism is more neurotic, while grandiose narcissism is 
more attention-seeking (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). This 
study hypothesizes this attention-seeking may be interpreted 
as excessive goal setting and achievement-orientation, 
hence the link between conscientiousness and narcissism.

Narcissism has been linked with negative effects such 
as engaging in more CWBs (Grijalva & Newman, 2015) 
however, narcissists believe they do not engage as often 
in such behaviours (Judge et al., 2006). In the context of 
subclinical narcissism, like perfectionism, it is not always a 
negative trait. Furnham et al. (2012) found narcissism to be 
positively related to certain areas of potential such as sales, 
while other studies have shown those scoring higher on the 
bold trait of the HDS (i.e., narcissists) are more likely to 
have shorter times to promotion (Furnham et al., 2013).

H3  Conscientiousness will be positively correlated with 
grandiose narcissism.

LMX as a Stressor

We also focus in this study on the relationship between a 
worker and his/her boss or leaders often known as Leader–
member exchange (LMX) This study conceptualises low 
Leader–member exchange as a missing job resource and 
thereby becoming a stressor drawing on the JD-R model. 
That is, a good relationship with one’s boss is benefit, but 
a bad one a stressor. LMX is a relationship-based approach 
to leadership that is centred on the two-way relationship 
between leaders and followers (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). 
LMX has been shown, through meta-analysis, to be con-
sistently positively correlated with job performance, satis-
faction (both overall and supervisory), commitment, role 
perceptions and negatively correlated with turnover inten-
tions (Gerstner & Day, 1997).

A meta-analysis by Martin et al. (2016) suggests that the 
costs of low LMX could be more significant than originally 
suspected as neglected followers may be more likely to 
engage in CWBs. Bakker et al., (2005) also demonstrated 
the effect of high-quality relationships and social support on 
buffering the impact of other stressors on individuals, sug-
gesting high LMX to be a job resource. Consequently, low 
LMX is posited to be a potential stressor. Perceived social 
support has been found to mediate the relationship with 

perfectionism, with higher support leading to lower levels 
of distress (Dunkley et al., 2000).

H4  LMX will be negatively related to adaptive and mal-
adaptive perfectionism.

Interpersonal conflict at work has been shown to nega-
tively impact self-esteem and be a stressor (De Dreu et 
al., 2002). Narcissism was shown to moderate the levels 
of CWB against the organisation and towards individuals, 
with higher narcissism resulting in higher levels of CWB 
(Meurs et al., 2013; O’Boyle et al., 2012, p.5) found that the 
relationship between narcissism and CWB was weakened in 
organizational cultures that “emphasize duty and loyalty to 
the organization and its members, cohesiveness among co-
workers and relatedness among peers”. This suggests that 
when there is a culture of high LMX, there may be a lesser 
risk of narcissism.

H5  LMX will be negatively related to narcissism.

Interactive Effects of individual differences and 
situational variables

Regarding perfectionism, conscientiousness is expected to 
be the strongest predictor of personal standards and adap-
tive perfectionism (Dunkley et al., 2012; Smith et al., 
2019; Furnham & Crump, 2005) also found this relation-
ship between self-oriented perfectionism and extraver-
sion and conscientiousness but no relationship between 
low agreeableness and self-oriented perfectionism as had 
been expected. Extraversion was expected to be positively 
related to adaptive perfectionism (Rice et al., 2007). Like 
LMX being a situational factor, extraversion is considered 
an individual difference influencing the conscientiousness 
and perfectionism relationship.

Regarding maladaptive perfectionism there is an 
expected negative relationship between extraversion with 
failure-avoiding and maladaptive perfectionism (Rice et al., 
2007; Smith et al., 2019).

H6a  Extraversion will positively moderate the LMX effect 
between conscientiousness adaptive perfectionism, as mea-
sured by the Standards subscale.

H6b  Extraversion will negatively moderate the LMX effect 
between conscientiousness and maladaptive perfectionism, 
as measured via the Discrepancy subscale.

Extraversion is strongly positively related to grandiose nar-
cissism (Trull & McCrae, 2002; Samuel & Widiger, 2008). 
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Materials

High potential traits inventory (HPTI)

The HPTI measures personality traits in the organisational 
workplace settings (MacRae & Furnham, 2020). Previous 
research has shown the HPTI relates to both objective and 
subjective measures of workplace success (Furnham & 
Impellizzeri, 2021; Teodorescu et al., 2017). There are 12 
items measuring conscientiousness with an alpha of 0.82. 
It was favoured over other measures of conscientiousness 
because it focuses specifically on behaviour at work.

Extraversion - big-five factor structure

Extraversion was measured using the Big-Five Factor I, 
which related to surgency or extraversion (Goldberg, 1992). 
This was accessed online via the International Personality 
Item Pool (IPIP) (Goldberg et al., 2006). It is a 10-item scale 
and has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87.

Leader-Member Exchange: LMX-7

Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) developed the LMX-7 measure, 
which contains a series of 7 questions in which participants 
are asked to rate their relationship with their leader or fol-
lower. Previous research shows a Cronbach’s alpha level of 
between 0.8 and 0.9 (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The total 
LMX scores can be interpreted as very high (30–35), high 
(25–29), moderate (20–24), low (15–19), and very low 
(7–14) (Hanasono, 2017).

Narcissistic personality inventory (NPI-16)

Narcissism was measured using a shortened 16 item ver-
sion of the NPI (Ames et al., 2006), which is based on the 
original scale by Raskin and Terry (1988). The NPI-16 has 
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.72, compared to the original NPI-
40’s 0.84. The NPI-16 correlates with the NPI-40 scale at 
0.90 and maintained good levels of test-retest reliability 
0.85 (Ames et al., 2006). It is essentially a measure of gran-
diose, rather than vulnerable, narcissism.

Almost perfect scale-revised (APS-R)

Perfectionism was measured using the APS-R, which con-
sists of 23 items (Slaney et al., 2001). The APS-R consists 
of three subscales: Standards (7 items), Order (4 items), 
and Discrepancy (12 items). The Cronbach’s alpha scores 
ranged from 0.85 to 0.92 on the subscales (Slaney et al., 
2001).

However, similarly to perfectionism as was discussed ear-
lier, Furnham and Crump (2014) found only a single facet 
of agreeableness to be linked with narcissism, while all the 
facets of extraversion correlated positively.

For the purposes of this study, the focus on being broad 
traits, extraversion rather than agreeableness will be used as 
a moderating variable. Extraversion has been shown to be the 
most strongly correlated personality factor of the Big Five 
with grandiose narcissism (Mathieu, 2013; Zajenkowski 
& Szymaniak, 2019). As previously discussed, grandiose 
narcissism reflects an individual who is often overconfi-
dent, attention-seeking, highly extraverted, dominant, and 
interpersonally exploitative. This echoes the description 
of extreme ends of extraversion with phrases such as self-
aggrandizing and egotistic (Coker et al., 2002). Those who 
score high on dominance and assertiveness, which is a facet 
of extraversion may be viewed as a tyrant as shown in a 
study by Ames and Flynn (2007) who found high levels of 
assertiveness were not conducive to leadership. This study 
predicts extraversion will positively moderate the relation-
ship between conscientiousness and narcissism when LMX 
is low.

H7  Extraversion will moderate the LMX effect between 
conscientiousness and grandiose narcissism.

Method

Participants

There were 716 participants: 378 females, 333 males and 
5 preferring not to say or having no data. The mean age of 
the participants were 42.36 years (SD = 10.93) for female 
participants and 44.77 years (SD = 11.23) for male partici-
pants. 78.5% of the sample were in full-time employment, 
while 7.5% were unemployed and 4.9% were in part-time 
employment. Overall, participants represented 27 indus-
tries, with the most frequently cited industries of work were 
Manufacturing (n = 87; 12.2%), followed by Business and 
Management Consultancy Services (n = 75; 10.5%), Finan-
cial Services (n = 50; 7.0%) and Hospitality (n = 43; 6.0%). 
Regarding job function, the most frequently cited were HR 
(n = 92; 12.8%), followed by General/Corporate Manage-
ment (n = 83; 11.6%), Sales (n = 75; 10.5%) and Finance 
(n = 35; 4.9%). Additionally, 35.8% of the sample were not 
in management roles, while there were 23.7% in Senior/
Executive Management roles (n = 170), while 25.3% were 
in Middle Management (n = 181) and 12.4% were in First-
Line Management roles (n = 89).
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Procedure

Participants were recruited through a UK based psycho-
metric company via email, having signed up to volunteer 
for future research projects. The questionnaire was created 
online using a university account of Qualtrics. Participants 
were sent instructional text for each section of the question-
naire and advised it would take between 10 and 15 min to 
complete. Consent was provided by all participants before 
engaging in the study at the beginning of the questionnaire.

Analyses

New codes were created for Managerial Level to transform 
the variable into ordinal data and allow for more statistical 
tests such as correlations. The new codes were 1 (Adminis-
trative), 2 (Professional/ Non-Management), 3 (First-Line 
Management), 4 (Middle Management), and 5 (Executive/ 
Senior Management). In doing this, 69 cases were excluded 
with answers such as ‘I don’t know’ and ‘Other manage-
ment’, as these could not be categorized into the ordinal 
structure and would not allow further statistical tests.

Using Rice and Ashby’s (2007) classification of scores 
on the APS-R, those with scores of 42 and above on the 
standards subscale are classified as adaptive perfectionists. 
Those with scores below 42 are considered non-perfection-
ists. Individuals with scores of 42 and above on the Stan-
dards subscale and scores of 42 and above on discrepancy, 
may be classified as maladaptive perfectionists. Similar cut-
off points were also found by Rice & Richardson (2014) 
across the groups of perfectionism in a non-university 
population.

Results

Descriptives and correlations

Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient analyses 
were run to assess relationships across all the study vari-
ables (see Table 1). It shows conscientiousness highly corre-
lated with standards and order, extraversion with narcissism, 
and standards with order and perfectionism. H1, H2 and H3 
were initially tested with correlations to investigate the rela-
tionship between conscientiousness, standards, discrepancy, 
and narcissism. In support for H1, a significant strong posi-
tive correlation was found between conscientiousness and 
standards. In support of H2, a significant negative relation-
ship was discovered between conscientiousness and dis-
crepancy. Finally, in support of H3, a significant positive 
relationship between conscientiousness and NPI scores.
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With respect to H4, mixed results were found. LMX was 
shown to have a have a significant negative relationship 
with discrepancy, which was expected. However, LMX was 
found to have a significant positive relationship with Stan-
dards, which was surprising. Interestingly, standards and 
discrepancy were positively correlated which is contrary to 
previous research showing a negative correlation (Rice et 
al., 2011). Contrary to H5, there was a significant positive 
relationship between LMX and NPI scores, compared to the 
hypothesized negative relationship. Age was also checked 
for correlations with narcissism and perfectionism, as pre-
vious research has shown a slight negative relationship 
(Twenge et al., 2008). This was to ensure age effects would 
not impact the hierarchical regressions in the next step.

Hierarchical regressions

To further investigate the relationships observed in the Pear-
son’s correlations table a series of hierarchical regressions 
were carried out to test the hypotheses. The regressions 
helped identify how interpersonal differences in extraver-
sion, as well as situational variables i.e., LMX, may predict 
the derailment above and beyond conscientiousness alone. 
Within each of the hierarchical regressions, gender and age 
were entered in the first step of each regression to establish 
if the independent variables were able to predict over and 
above the scores for gender and age.

Discrepancy

To investigate H6a, a hierarchical regression was carried out 
to assess if extraversion and LMX moderated the relation-
ship between conscientiousness and Discrepancy i.e., mal-
adaptive perfectionism. Preliminary analyses indicated that 
the assumptions required for multiple linear regression were 
met with Cook’s distance below 1, Durbin Watson statistic 
of 2.054, VIF values below 10 and Tolerance values above 
0.2. Full results are shown in Table 2.

Results of the hierarchical linear regression, shown in 
Table  2, indicated that there was a collective significant 
effect for the overall model, explaining 10% of the variance 
of maladaptive perfectionism. Step one involved inputting 
age and gender to ensure the following steps would predict 
discrepancy over and above age and gender effects. Consci-
entiousness followed in step two and was a significant posi-
tive predictor, but extraversion in step three was the largest 
predictor of the model. LMX in step four and was also a sig-
nificant predictor. At step five the interaction variables were 
entered into the model, with conscientiousness and extraver-
sion, being the only significant predictor of the three inter-
actions. Finally, the interaction between conscientiousness, 
extraversion and LMX was added in step six, which was a 
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significant predictor above and beyond the other variables 
in the model. As hypothesized there was a significant inter-
action effect between conscientiousness, extraversion and 
LMX, negatively predicting scores on discrepancy. Overall, 
support for H6a was observed.

Standards

To investigate H6b, a hierarchical regression was carried 
out (See Table 3) to assess if extraversion and LMX moder-
ated the relationship between conscientiousness and Stan-
dards (i.e., adaptive perfectionism). Preliminary analyses 
indicated that the assumptions required for multiple linear 
regression were met with Cook’s distance below 1, Durbin 
Watson statistic of 2.022, VIF values below 10 and Toler-
ance values above 0.2. Full results are shown in Table 3.

Results of the hierarchical linear regression indicated 
that there was a collective significant effect for the model, 
explaining 36.5% of the variance of standards, with con-
scientiousness accounting for the largest proportion of vari-
ance. Step one involved inputting age and gender to ensure 
the following steps and variables would predict Standards 
over and above age and gender effects. Conscientiousness 
followed in step two and was a significant predictor, while 
extraversion and LMX were added in step three and four, 
respectively. LMX was found to be a significant predictor 
while extraversion was not. At step five the interaction vari-
ables were entered into the model but were not found to be 
significant. Finally, the interaction between conscientious-
ness, extraversion and LMX was added in step six. There 
were no significant interaction effects across the model, sug-
gesting conscientiousness and LMX are independent con-
tributors to standards.

Those who are low in LMX and conscientiousness, 
appear to have lower personal standards, which suggests 
these individuals may be less motivated and driven compar-
ing to those with higher scores. By promoting and investing 
in activities to foster higher LMX levels in those with lower 
conscientiousness scores, there may be a possibility to 
improve these individual’s personal standards. Despite the 
independent contributions of conscientiousness and LMX, 
overall, support for H6b was not observed.

Narcissism

To investigate H7, a hierarchical regression was carried out 
to assess if extraversion and LMX moderated the relation-
ship between conscientiousness and narcissism. Preliminary 
analyses indicated that the assumptions required for mul-
tiple linear regression were met with Cook’s distance below 
1, Durbin Watson statistic of 1.984, VIF values below 10 
and Tolerance values above 0.2.
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Results of the hierarchical linear regression indicated 
that there was a collective significant effect for the over-
all model but that there were no interaction effects among 
the variables. Step one involved inputting age and gender 
to ensure the following steps would predict narcissism over 
and above age and gender effects. Conscientiousness fol-
lowed in step two as a significant predictor, as was extraver-
sion in step three. LMX was added in step four but was not 
found to be significant. At step five the interaction variables 
for conscientiousness and extraversion, conscientiousness 
and LMX, as well as LMX and extraversion were entered 
into the model.

Finally, the interaction between conscientiousness, extra-
version and LMX was added in step six. Conscientiousness 
and extraversion were observed to independently contribute 
to NPI scores, with higher levels of each, predicting higher 
levels of narcissism. LMX was not found to be a significant 
predictor in the model, higher. Overall, these results did not 
support the expected H7 (see Table 4).

ANOVA – perfectionism

Rather than just looking at each subscale of the APS-R in 
isolation, as was done in the regressions, participants were 
grouped using Rice and Ashby’s (2007) scoring classifica-
tion system on the APS-R for adaptive and maladaptive per-
fectionists, as well as non-perfectionists. The current study 
found a slightly higher proportion of maladaptive perfec-
tionists 30.2% maladaptive, compared to previous studies at 
26.9%. This was offset with slightly lower adaptive perfec-
tionists at 32.5% compared to 40.7% and non-perfectionist 
37.3% compared to 32.4% (Rice & Ashby, 2007). The three 
groups were then analysed via a one-way ANOVA to com-
pare differences across the three groups in each of the study 
variables.

As Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance revealed 
most variables did not have equal population variance. 
Hence, a Welch’s ANOVA was used for this reason to cal-
culate Welch’s F to ensure more accurate statistics (Crib-
bie et al., 2012). This likely arises from the unequal group 
sizes across the conditions. Despite some of the variables 
being slightly skewed, being the sample sizes were large 
enough beyond 160 cases per group to avoid issues of nor-
mality (Wilcox, 2010). Research also shows the ANOVA to 
be robust even in non-normally distributed data (Schmider 
et al., 2010).

With respect to standards, no significant difference 
was found between adaptive and maladaptive perfection-
ists. However, significant differences were found at p < .05 
between non-perfectionists, perfectionists and the other two 
groups, scoring much lower than these groups. Regarding 
order, there was no significant difference observed between 
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2012). Being discrepant relates to the concern between per-
formance and expectation. It is likely neuroticism is the 
strongest predictor of discrepancy because anxious individ-
uals would worry most about not achieving their goals and 
targets (Smith et al., 2019).

With respect to the positive relationship between consci-
entiousness and narcissism, the current results were in line 
with the literature. This suggests those who may be highly 
goal-oriented and achievement-oriented may be at more risk 
of narcissistic derailment, although the relationship is much 
weaker than for perfectionism. That is, the positive results 
of conscientiousness may lead workers to become hubristic.

Evidence of LMX as a Stressor

The major finding of the study relates to the interactive mod-
erating effect of extraversion and LMX on the relationship 
of conscientiousness and discrepancy. Support was found 
for the hypothesis that LMX moderates the relationship 
between personality and discrepancy, particularly at lower 
levels of conscientiousness and extraversion. These results 
may suggest that introverts may be more prone to maladap-
tive perfectionism and even with higher levels of consci-
entiousness if there are lower LMX levels. Conversely, at 
higher levels of conscientiousness and extraversion, higher 
LMX is observed to further reduce the levels of discrep-
ancy, suggesting this social support may have a buffering 
effect on maladaptive perfectionism. This is in line with 
what was hypothesized utilizing the JD-R model (Bakker 
& Demrouti, 2007), that by providing better job resources 
such as improved LMX, it may be possible to reduce mal-
adaptive perfectionism.

This suggests greater care may be advised for managers 
in organisational settings who have introverted yet highly 
conscientious team members. On the outward appearance 
they may be seen as hard-working and driven colleagues 

adaptive and maladaptive perfectionists. Significant differ-
ences were found at p < .05 between non-perfectionists and 
the other two groups, scoring lower than both adaptive and 
maladaptive perfectionists. For discrepancy there were sig-
nificant differences at p < .05 found across all three groups 
with maladaptive perfectionists scoring significantly higher 
than both other groups and adaptive perfectionists scoring 
the lowest compared to non-perfectionists.

Next to LMX, no significant difference was found 
between non-perfectionists and maladaptive perfection-
ists. However, significant differences at p < .05 were found 
between adaptive perfectionists and the other two groups, 
scoring much higher than the others. Regarding narcissism, 
there was no significant difference found between adaptive 
and maladaptive perfectionist groups. There were signifi-
cant differences found at p < .05 between non-perfectionists 
and the others, with non-perfectionists scores lower than 
both groups.

Discussion

As expected, conscientiousness did show a positive rela-
tionship with both standards subscale and narcissism, which 
is in line with previous research. Individuals who may be 
described as highly diligent, industrious, and thorough are 
also likely to derail through excessively high personal stan-
dards and perfectionistic strivings (Stoeber & Otto, 2006). 
Conscientiousness was also found to have a negative rela-
tionship with the discrepancy subscale, which was as antici-
pated based on previous studies. This may be explained at 
the facet level of conscientiousness, with higher levels of 
competence and self-discipline shown to be the main driver 
of this negative association as these individuals are totally 
focused and confident in their ability, and hence less prone 
to the perfectionist or evaluative concerns (Dunkley et al., 

Table 5  Welch’s ANOVA Illustrating Perfectionism Group Differences Across Variables
Maladaptive 
perfectionists

Adaptive perfectionists Non-perfectionists  

N = 216  N = 233  N = 267
M SD M SD M SD df F ω2

CON 73.57 8.42 76.05 6.48 66.06 8.11 2, 461.71 120.51*** 0.250
EXT 34.53 8.25 38.04 6.81 34.05 7.01 2, 458.58 23.28*** 0.059
LMX 25.05 5.47 26.53 5.85 24.15 5.92 2, 470.27 10.32*** 0.025
STAN 45.37 2.56 45.18 2.41 36.89 4.41 2, 467.79 405.75*** 0.531
ORD 22.74 4.33 23.06 4.10 20.35 4.39 2, 468.12 29.65*** 0.074
DISC 57.77 10.83 30.00 6.93 41.57 13.02 2, 443.68 524.29*** 0.594
PERF 125.88 13.06 98.24 7.93 98.81 14.97 2, 439.38 380.16*** 0.514
NPI 5.38 3.05 6.03 3.23 4.26 2.83 2, 460.90 22.20*** 0.056
Note. N = 716. CON - Conscientiousness; ADJ – Adjustment; COMP – Competitiveness; EXT – Extraversion; LMX – Leader-Member Exchange; 
STAN – Standards; ORD – Order; DISC – Discrepancy; PERF – Perfectionism Total Score; NPI – Narcissism
*** p < .001
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relationship observed, which was contrary to the hypoth-
esis. This is surprising as research has shown those higher in 
narcissism are likely to have lower levels of concern for oth-
ers, hold a negative view of others, often with a tendency to 
focus on dominating others and their adversarial orientation 
towards them (Paulhus, 2001). It is suggested that narcis-
sists reject intimacy, lack empathy, and seek applause and 
when threatened tend to derogate others (Stucke & Sporer, 
2002). Bushman and Baumeister’s (1998) study, which 
examined interpersonal interactions between narcissists 
and other individuals, found a positive relationship between 
narcissism and hypervigilance to threats, which then led to 
aggressive behaviours.

However, much of this research often focuses on vul-
nerable narcissism, which involves a higher level of other-
oriented narcissism rife with neuroticism (Zajenkowski & 
Szymaniak, 2019). Hence, the more grandiose narcissism 
may view LMX as a positive reflection on the individual, 
and there may be under-reporting of problems in LMX 
much like the underreporting of workplace deviance (Judge 
et al., 2006). Perhaps as this study used the NPI-16, thereby 
not being able to look at the facet level of narcissism and 
identify potential relationships with LMX such as Leader-
ship/Authority facets which were related to social support in 
Rhodewalt and Morf’s (1995) study. This may be a promis-
ing future research study to investigate the facet level of 
narcissism alongside the facet level conscientiousness.

The results of the current study show a different pattern 
compared to a clinical population, which tend to show nar-
cissism to be mainly linked with low trait agreeableness, 
whereas this study showed the narcissist to be conscientious 
and extraverted. This is in line with previous suggestions 
that the subclinical narcissism measure may be tapping into 
the profile of what may be a successful manager (Furnham, 
2010; Howard & Howard, 2001). Further to this, Furnham 
et al. (2016) found narcissism was positively linked with 
management and sales potential. Others have also linked 
narcissism to leadership emergence (Brunell et al., 2008).

Extraversion was found to be a key factor in linking con-
scientiousness with perfectionism and narcissism. In the 
case of socially prescribed perfectionism, higher extraver-
sion reduced the discrepancy scores and chances of mal-
adaptive extraversion. However, high extraversion and high 
conscientiousness individuals may be more at risk for nar-
cissism derailment. This highlights how it is important to not 
view derailers, personality traits and outcomes in isolated 
siloes (Penney et al., 2011), rather it is better to acknowl-
edge where strengths in one area may become risks in other 
areas. Research has linked narcissism with forms of perfec-
tionism, so it is possible the two can manifest together and 
are not necessarily discrete. The observed positive relation-
ship between narcissism and the standards subscale was in 

who get on with their tasks, but they may be susceptible 
to socially oriented maladaptive perfectionism behaviours, 
ruminating on perceived standards of others, while not seek-
ing out help and interaction with their manager to resolve 
matters and the manager being oblivious to the situation. 
Lesener et al. (2019) suggest fostering environments that 
create a resource-oriented working environment including 
regular feedback sessions with managers, more cooperative 
working conditions, proactive promotion of learning oppor-
tunities, variety in job tasks, and an increase of autonomy 
for both individual and team.

Positive relationship of LMX with Derailers

Conscientiousness was shown to account for a large propor-
tion of the variance of Standards link to adaptive perfection-
ism, which is in line with previous findings (Smith et al., 
2019). In this circumstance LMX does not appear to be a 
stressor, but in fact a positive predictor of personal standards. 
This may be explained as managers are likely to promote 
and reward these types of behaviours displayed by consci-
entious individuals in organizational settings, whereby the 
higher personal standards may result in a more engaged 
LMX relationship (Stoeber & Damian, 2016). However, it 
was surprising that extraversion was not related as it was 
hypothesized that higher extraversion would relate to higher 
standards via the assertiveness and high energy associated 
with extraversion, which in turn would be related to moti-
vational intentions for status striving (Barrick, Mitchell & 
Stewart, 2003; Barrick , Mount & Gupta, 2003). One reason 
maybe that the measure of extraversion in this study differed 
from those in others studies by having more emphasis on 
affective rather than arousal needs. That is extraversion has 
different facets which some questionnaires emphasise more 
than others (Furnham, 2008). Similarly, highly conscien-
tious, and highly extraverted persons are often described as 
ambitious, serious, and purposeful, which is similar to what 
one may imagine to be adaptive perfectionists (Hofstee et 
al., 1992; Johnson & Ostendorf, 1993).

Overall, the findings of this positive relationship suggest 
LMX has mixed support as a stressor. It raises the question 
that LMX may in fact be a product of the high standards 
and performance of an adaptive perfectionist. Clearly there 
are different aspects of an LMX which could in part be gov-
erned by both corporate culture as well as the nature of the 
work activity.

The findings concerning narcissism are in line with even 
the early work of Emmons (1987) who suggested it corre-
lates positively with self-esteem, extraversion, dominance, 
and independence; and negatively with abasement, self-ideal 
discrepancy, neuroticism, and social anxiety, In terms of the 
moderating effect of LMX, there was a significant positive 
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