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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Over the past several decades, several different conceptualizations of psychopathy have 

emerged. These conceptualizations have had some common themes (e.g., a tendency to use 

others, lack of empathy), but have also differed in terms of how they include or emphasize 

particular features related to psychopathy (e.g., criminal behavior, positive adjustment features). 

The Triarchic model of psychopathy (Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009) is a relatively new 

conceptualization which attempts to synthesize many of these previous models, measured 

specifically in the three domains: Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition. The current study 

sought to elaborate on the Triarchic model by investigating its internal structure, criterion 

validity, and construct validity in a community sample.  

Results of a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) indicated the factor structure of the 

Triarchic model (as measured by the Triarchic Personality measure [TriPM]) showed acceptable 

(although not excellent) fit in the current sample. In terms of criterion validity, the CFA 

indicated that each TriPM domain loaded on a separate factor with conceptually-relevant 

subscales of two other self-report psychopathy measures. Construct validity was examined by 

conducting correlation and regression analyses between the TriPM domains (and combinations 

thereof) with various psychological, neuropsychological, and psychosocial external criteria. 

Results indicated Boldness was associated with positive adjustment features (e.g., lack of 

psychopathology, fearlessness), poor facial emotion identification, cognitive flexibility and 

planning, and higher socioeconomic status. Meanness was associated with Narcissistic 
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Personality Disorder, lack of empathy, lack of aggression, and better decision-making skills 

when under stress. Disinhibition was associated with antisocial and impulsive behavior, negative 

emotionality, history of outpatient mental health treatment, substance abuse, poor planning, 

history of being fired, and better identification of emotions. Combinations of TriPM domains 

also showed differential associations with external criteria (e.g., high Boldness and high 

Meanness was associated with increased aggression).   

These results indicate acceptable fit of factor structure and good convergent and 

discriminant validity for the Triarchic model in a community sample. Therefore, the present 

study suggests that this model appears to capture a wide range of features present in previous 

conceptualizations (e.g., positive adjustment features and antisocial behavior), and lends itself to 

examination of psychopathy subtypes based on combinations of psychopathy domains.  
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Introduction 

 

 Individuals with a high degree of psychopathic traits tend to manipulate and con others 

around them, and have little regard for the welfare or feelings of other people (Hare, 1996). They 

may appear to be charming, and often engage in thrill-seeking and impulsive behavior (Hare, 

1996). Furthermore, they are responsible for a large proportion of violent crime, as well as 

violent recidivism (Salekin, Rogers, & Sewell, 1996; Leistico, Salekin, DeCoster, & Rogers, 

2008; Walters, 2003). Psychopaths have been of much interest to professionals in a variety of 

fields (e.g., psychology and law enforcement) due to the widespread destruction they typically 

cause. Because they tend to cause a significant amount of harm to those around them, it is vital 

that psychologists (and professionals in other fields) are able to identify these individuals.  

However, questions and debate continue to arise regarding what features define the 

psychopathic personality, and how these characteristics should be measured. Over time, various 

scholars have developed different conceptualizations in an effort to describe psychopathic 

individuals. One of the most recent conceptualizations, the Triarchic model of psychopathy 

(Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009), attempts to integrate historical models and provide a 

comprehensive theory of psychopathy. This model is still in its infancy, and further investigation 

of its construct validity is needed in order to determine how it relates to factors commonly 

associated with other conceptualizations of psychopathy.  

Historical Conceptualizations and Measurement of Psychopathy 

 The construct of psychopathy has been present in psychological literature since the early 

nineteenth century. Early descriptions of the psychopath mention manie sans delire (“insanity 
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without delirium”) (Pinel, 1801), “moral depravity” (Rush, 1812), and “moral insanity” 

(Prichard, 1835).  A detailed conceptualization of psychopathy was first presented by Cleckley 

(1941/1976), who outlined sixteen characteristics that he believed differentiated psychopathic 

patients from other psychiatric patients. He described the psychopathic individual as unreliable 

and showing a lack of remorse or shame; however, he also highlighted positive adjustment 

factors, such as absence of delusions and lack of nervousness. Patrick (2006) described these 

sixteen characteristics in terms of three overarching categories: positive psychological 

adjustment (e.g., good intelligence and social charm, absence of delusions, absence of 

nervousness, and lack of suicide attempts), chronic behavioral deviance (e.g., antisocial 

behavior, poor judgment, unreliability, impersonal/trivial sex life, failure to follow a life plan, 

and fantastic/uninviting behavior with or without drink), and emotional-interpersonal deficits 

(e.g., untruthfulness, lack of remorse, poverty of affective reactions, egocentricity, loss of 

insight, and unresponsiveness in interpersonal reactions). Cleckley’s (1941/1976) model has 

served to influence all other conceptualizations of psychopathy which have been developed over 

the past several decades. 

 Various individuals have built upon or modified Cleckley’s original model of the 

psychopathic personality. McCord and McCord (1964) placed a greater emphasis on viciousness 

and aggressive behavior as being central to the psychopathic personality. Hare’s (1996) model of 

psychopathy combines elements of both McCord and McCord’s representation and Cleckley’s 

model. Hare bases his model on Cleckley’s work, and describes psychopathy as a combination of 

affective-interpersonal features (e.g., callousness and lack of empathy) and impulsivity and 

antisocial behavior (e.g., sensation-seeking and lack of responsibility). Hare’s model focuses 
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more on McCord and McCord’s inclusion of viciousness than did Cleckley’s model, and also 

does not explicitly measure the lack of anxiety.  

Latent Trait Models 

Examining the factor structure of a measure gives an indication of the different 

components of a construct that the measure assesses. A particular construct (e.g., psychopathy) 

may be better explained by examining underlying latent traits (e.g., callousness, sensation-

seeking, impulsivity, and grandiosity). Factor analysis is a statistical technique which can be 

used to investigate how these lower-level traits are associated with one another. A group of traits 

which are highly associated with each other would load on one factor while another group of 

traits which are more highly associated with each other would compose another factor. For 

example, Hare’s (1996) model which describes affective-interpersonal and impulsive and 

antisocial features would be described as a two-factor model. Instead of looking at psychopathy 

as a construct composed of a variety of personality traits and behaviors, a two-factor model, 

clusters individual traits and behaviors into groups (e.g., affective-interpersonal features and 

antisocial behaviors). When examining the construct validity of a model, it is helpful to examine 

the factor structure to determine what groupings or types of things constitute the model.  

 Various instruments designed to assess psychopathy have focused on different numbers 

of factors. As highlighted above, Hare’s model incorporates a two-factor structure. Hare’s 

Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991) is the current “gold standard” of 

psychopathy measurement. This measure was designed for use with incarcerated populations and 

includes both interview and record review in rating an individual on twenty criteria. The original 

PCL-R manual (Hare, 1991) specified a two factor model: affective-interpersonal features (PCL-

R-Factor I) and impulsive/antisocial behavior (PCL-R-Factor II). The affective-interpersonal 
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factor includes items such as grandiosity, manipulativeness, and callousness, while the 

impulsive-antisocial behavior factor includes items such as impulsivity, irresponsibility, juvenile 

delinquency, and criminal versatility. Later studies have broken these down further, such as 

Cooke and Michie’s (2001) three-factor model (affective, interpersonal, and lifestyle) and Hare’s 

(2003) four-factor structure (Cooke’s three factors plus antisocial behavior).  

 Although the PCL-R has been validated and is widely used in research and clinical 

practice, it is not always practical or appropriate for use in all situations. The PCL-R was 

designed for use with incarcerated populations, several items on the PCL-R require a history of 

criminal behavior, and it may not capture all of Cleckley’s positive adjustment features. For 

instance, Hare’s model does not explicitly include items such as “good intelligence” or “absence 

of nervousness.” In addition, much of the debate surrounding the construct of psychopathy has 

involved the degree to which criminal behavior should be taken into consideration when 

describing or measuring psychopathy. Although many parties involved seem to agree that 

criminal behavior is not central to psychopathy (e.g., Hare & Neumann, 2010; Skeem & Cooke, 

2010), one concern can be the degree to which measures include antisocial items. This is because 

of the tautology that can result when trying to forecast antisocial behavior based on measures of 

psychopathy (that include antisocial items). Moreover, given that psychopathic personality may 

be present in the general community, with limited overt antisocial behavior, there has been a 

concern that such measures may be less well suited to community settings.    

In light of these issues, development of self-report instruments to assess psychopathy has 

increased in an effort to measure psychopathic traits in non-incarcerated populations. The Self-

Report Psychopathy Scale – Third Edition (SRP-III; Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, in press) 

assesses four factors similar to the PCL-R. The Interpersonal Manipulation factor measures a 
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grandiose interpersonal style and related behaviors (e.g., conning others); the Callous Affect 

factor measures deficits in emotion (e.g., lack of empathy); the Erratic Lifestyle factor measures 

impulsivity and irresponsibility; and the Criminal Tendencies factor assesses more overt 

antisocial behaviors. This four-factor structure has been shown to have good criterion-related, 

convergent, and discriminant validity when predicting conceptually-relevant external criteria 

(Neal & Sellbom, 2012). And, a clear four-factor personality solution was also found with the 

SRP-II that even more closely aligns with Cleckley’s model for psychopathy (see Lester, 

Salekin, & Sellbom, 2013). Another measure is Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy Scale 

(Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995). This measure originally had a two-factor structure, 

which showed moderate correlations with the two factors of the PCL-R (e.g., Brinkley, Schmitt, 

Smith, & Newman, 2001). More recent studies have indicated that a three-factor structure 

(Egocentricity, Callousness, and Antisociality) is more appropriate (Brinkley, Diamond, 

Magaletta, & Heigel, 2008; Sellbom, 2011), although some research suggests that the two-factor 

model may still have some merit (Salekin, Chen, Sellbom, Lester & MacDougall, in press). With 

respect to the three factor model, the Antisociality scale measures content similar to the PCL-R’s 

Factor II (Antisocial Behavior); however, the Callousness and Egocentricity scales of the LSRP 

appear to capture different information than the PCL-R’s Factor I (Affective-Interpersonal 

features), although when the scales are combined they may improve their relation to relevant 

extra-test criteria (Salekin et al., in press). Another example of a self-report instrument is the 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996), which assesses 

psychopathic traits which are reflected on eight specific subscales which load primarily on two 

factors: Fearless Dominance (PPI-FD) and Impulsive Antisociality (PPI-IA). The subscales 

Social Influence, Stress Immunity, and Fearlessness load on Fearless Dominance; the subscales 
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Machiavellian Egocentricity, Rebellious Nonconformity, Carefree Nonplanfulness, and Blame 

Externalization load on Impulsive Antisociality; and the subscale Coldheartedness loads on 

neither factor. Benning, Patrick, Hicks, Blonigen, and Krueger (2003) found that a two-factor 

structure was supported for the PPI, with the Coldheartedness subscale not loading on either 

factor. The revised version of the PPI (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) includes the subscales 

which load on the Fearless Dominance and Impulsive Antisociality, but separates 

Coldheartedness into a third factor. Research indicates that PPI-Fearless Dominance is associated 

with positive social and psychological adjustment, unlike PCL-R-I, and thus is likely to be more 

appropriate for assessing psychopathic traits in non-incarcerated populations. Thus, PPI-Fearless 

Dominance would seem to assess psychopathic traits which are potentially adaptive, such as 

stress immunity and assertiveness (e.g., “I am easily flustered in pressured situations.” [False], “I 

sometimes have difficulty standing up for my rights in social situations” [False]). While the 

PCL-I also assesses some of these positive adjustment characteristics it also contrasts them with 

many negative adjustment features on the same scale. And, the description for each of the 

positive adjustment items presents the personality feature (e.g., superficial charm) as negative.  

 Given that various numbers of factors are reported for different measures of psychopathy, 

it is apparent that debate regarding what constitutes psychopathy still persists (e.g., Hare & 

Neumann, 2010; Skeem & Cooke, 2010). It appears as though a significant part of the 

differences in these models is related to the degree to which criminal behavior is included in the 

definition of psychopathy. The fact remains that there is still no clear consensus in the field of 

psychopathy regarding what set of traits should actually be measured. Furthermore, some of the 

historical conceptualizations described above tend to take a unitary approach to examine 

psychopathy (e.g., Cleckley’s model). This ignores the potential that there are various 
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manifestations or “types” of psychopaths. For example, Hicks and colleagues (2004) examined 

different subtypes of psychopaths based on a cluster analysis of personality characteristics, and 

highlighted “emotionally stable” and “aggressive” psychopaths. Karpman (1941) described 

“primary” psychopaths (e.g., those with affective deficits) and “secondary” psychopaths (e.g., 

those displaying greater anxiety and antisocial behavior). Even within the construct of 

psychopathy, different constellations of the latent trait dimensions could yield different 

manifestations of psychopathy that might otherwise be ignored if psychopathy is examined from 

a unitary approach. Given the significant differences in the various conceptualizations of 

psychopathy which are described above, it is apparent that no consensus has yet been reached in 

the field as to what exactly constitutes the construct of psychopathy.  

Triarchic Model of Psychopathy 

 A recent model of psychopathy, the Triarchic model proposed by Patrick, Fowles, and 

Krueger (2009), seeks to integrate historical conceptualizations of psychopathy, while also 

expanding on such models. Whereas historical conceptualizations of psychopathy have focused 

on establishing features of a unitary construct, the Triarchic model asserts that there are distinct 

phenotypic domains of psychopathy that need to be considered in conjunction. The Triarchic 

conceptualization seeks to integrate differing historical perspectives and current measurement 

modalities of psychopathy by focusing on recurring themes. The model highlights three distinct 

phenotypic themes or domains: Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition. Patrick and colleagues 

(2009) indicate that these three domains are related, such that a psychopathic individual would 

likely have an underlying, persistent level of Disinhibition. This domain would then be coupled 

with emotional detachment, which is characterized as Boldness and/or Meanness. Thus, the 

combination of features an individual exhibits may influence manifestation of distinctly different 
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phenotypic expressions of the disorder. In comparison to other models of psychopathy, the PCL-

R focuses primarily on features related to Meanness (Factor I) and Disinhibition (Factor 2), 

whereas the PPI is more highly associated with Disinhibition and Boldness (Patrick et al., 2009). 

Each of the three Triarchic domains incorporates a variety of characteristics commonly 

associated with psychopathy. 

Boldness 

 Boldness is characterized by a broad sense of fearlessness across social, emotional, and 

behavioral areas (Patrick et al., 2009). Patrick and colleagues (2009) describe individuals high on 

Boldness as being socially dominant, egocentric, and self-assured. These individuals are likely to 

be charming and persuasive, and may tend to deceive others. They are likely to be calm under 

pressure and recover well from stress. These individuals are unlikely to experience anxiety or 

fear, and tend to be impervious to punishment. When examining Boldness in relation to other 

measures of the construct of psychopathy, Sellbom and Phillips (2013) found that this domain is 

associated with PPI-Fearless Dominance, which indexes a dispositional fearlessness, but is 

generally weakly or uncorrelated with antisocial or impulsive behavior (e.g., Disinhibition). 

Regression analyses indicated that Boldness was the best predictor of narcissism, thrill and 

adventure seeking, experience seeking, and (lack of) behavioral inhibition (Sellbom & Phillips, 

2013).  Anderson, Sellbom, Wygant, Salekin, & Krueger (in press) reported significant 

associations between Boldness and PPI-Fearless Dominance and the risk-taking trait facet of the 

DSM-5 Section III (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) model of personality disorders
1
.  

 

 

                                                 
1
 Section III of the DSM-5 includes an alternative dimensional model of personality disorders that was not included 

for formal diagnosis; however, once further scientific evidence has accumulated, it may be included in future 

revisions of the DSM.  
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Meanness 

 Patrick and colleagues (2009) report that individuals high on Meanness tend to have little 

or no regard for others, but interact aggressively with their environment to obtain what they 

desire. Individuals high on Meanness tend to be emotionally cold and antagonistic. They tend to 

lack close interpersonal relationships, and may even have disdain for such close attachments. 

These individuals may be cruel and engage in premeditated, proactive aggression toward others. 

In terms of child and adolescent research, Meanness is best represented by callous-unemotional 

traits (e.g., lack of empathy, coldheartedness). When examining Meanness in relation to other 

measures of the construct of psychopathy, this domain is most closely associated with PCL-R-I, 

PPI Coldheartedness (e.g., Anderson et al., in press), and some features of PPI- Impulsive 

Antisociality (i.e., Machiavellian Egocentrism; Marion et al., 2012).  Sellbom and Phillips (2013) 

reported that of the three Triarchic domains, Meanness was the best predictor of 

Machiavellianism, (lack of) empathy, general sensation seeking, and boredom susceptibility. 

Meanness was also a strong predictor of a lack of behavioral inhibition, or motivation to change 

behavior in response to punishment. Anderson and colleagues reported significant relationships 

between Meanness and several trait facets of the DSM-5 Section III (American Psychiatric 

Association, 2013) model of personality disorders: deceitfulness, callousness, manipulativeness, 

restricted affectivity, and grandiosity.  

Disinhibition  

 Disinhibition as described by Patrick and colleagues (2009) is a lack of restraint in the 

domains of behavioral and emotional functioning. Patrick and colleagues (2009) further describe 

the Disinhibited individual as one who is impulsive, explosive, reckless, and irresponsible. 

Individuals high on Disinhibition are likely to engage in substance abuse and other behaviors 
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(e.g., crime) with potential for negative consequences. These individuals tend to exhibit a lack of 

planfulness in their behavior, and engage in more reactive forms of aggression. They also tend to 

have difficulty regulating their affect, and may experience symptoms of internalizing 

psychopathology. Anderson and colleagues (in press) reported significant associations between 

Disinhibition and the following trait facets of the DSM-5 Section III (American Psychiatric 

Association, 2013) model of personality disorders: impulsivity, irresponsibility, emotional 

lability, and distractibility. Disinhibition (or impulsivity and irresponsibility in general) is present 

in some sense in virtually all previous conceptualizations and operational definitions of 

psychopathy. Sellbom and Phillips (2013) found that Disinhibition was the strongest predictor of 

all three Triarchic domains for measures of Disinhibited sensation-seeking behavior and 

behavioral activation (e.g., fun seeking). Patrick and colleagues (2009) indicate that most 

psychopaths would share a broad, underlying vulnerability toward Disinhibition. However, 

others (e.g., Poythress & Hall, 2011) have argued that some types of psychopathic individuals 

(e.g., successful or non-criminal psychopaths) may not exhibit these types of characteristics.  

Research to Date on the Triarchic Conceptualization 

 Two studies have elaborated on the construct validity of the Triarchic model, using 

offenders (Stanley, Wygant, & Sellbom, 2013), as well as female offenders and undergraduate 

students (Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). In both samples, the domains of the Triarchic model were 

found to be associated differentially with conceptually-relevant external criteria measuring a 

range of personality and psychopathology features. Another study focusing on psychopathic 

traits and response bias in forensic psychological evaluations indicated that the Triarchic factors 

seemed to converge via multiple measures of psychopathy (e.g., the LSRP and PPI-R) (Marion et 

al., 2012). An investigation of the DSM-5 Section III (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) 
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model of personality disorders in relation to the Triarchic model and PPI found significant 

associations between the Triarchic model and relevant trait facets of this model (e.g., 

manipulativeness, callousness, deceitfulness, etc.) (Anderson et al., in press). The other primary 

sources of information regarding the Triarchic model are an unpublished manual for the 

Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010) and an unpublished doctoral dissertation 

by Hall (2009), which examined the construct validity of Boldness. 

 In light of the dearth of research to date on the Triarchic model, it is important to examine 

its internal structure and criterion-related validity in additional populations. Determining whether 

the factor structure of the TriPM conforms to the three-factor structure proposed by Patrick and 

colleagues (2009) in a variety of samples would be useful to determine its utility with a wider 

range of populations. Furthermore, examining the associations between the TriPM and various 

other measures of psychopathy would be useful to determine whether the TriPM assesses all of 

the components of psychopathy incorporated in other models and to what degree each domain is 

emphasized in these measurement models. Finally, no study to date has examined the 

nomological network associated with the Triarchic domains. Before the specific approach to be 

used in this study to establish such a network can be described, the basis for such a nomological 

network must first be reviewed broadly.   

Nomological Network 

 In addition to examining the Triarchic conceptualization by comparing it to other 

psychopathy models, it is possible to examine the Triarchic conceptualization in relation to other 

features commonly associated with psychopathy and externalizing psychopathology. Although a 

complete review of the nomological network associated with psychopathy is beyond this 
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document, I will provide some general overview of common correlates that are separated into 

three areas: psychological features, neuropsychological features, and psychosocial features.  

Psychological Features 

As highlighted above, psychological features commonly associated with psychopathy 

include a lack of empathy, deceitfulness, grandiosity, narcissism, interpersonal difficulties (or 

lack thereof), fearlessness, impulsivity, substance abuse, and criminal behavior (e.g., Cleckley, 

1941, 1976; Hare, 1996). In terms of measurement of psychopathy according to differing 

measurement models, “Factor I” measures (e.g., PCL-R Factor I, PPI-Fearless Dominance, SRP-

III Affective, SRP-III Interpersonal, LSRP Egocentricity, and LSRP Callousness) index a variety 

of traits associated with emotional detachment, while “Factor 2” measures (e.g., PCL-R Factor 

II, PPI- Impulsive Antisociality, SRP-III Erratic Lifestyle, SRP-III Criminal Tendencies, and 

LSRP Antisociality)  focus more on the social deviance aspect of psychopathy. These measures 

are correlated with different sets of traits associated with the psychopathic personality.  

Emotional detachment.  Factor I measures of psychopathy have been shown to be 

associated with a variety of emotional detachment traits. Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian (1989) found 

that Factor I of the PCL-R was associated with traits such as egocentricity, superficial charm, 

lack of remorse, untruthfulness, an impersonal sex life, narcissism, and lack of anxiety in a 

sample of male prison inmates. The PCL: Screening Version (PCL:SV; Hart, Cox, & Hare, 

1995) Affective and Interpersonal facets have been shown to be associated with low 

Agreeableness in terms of the Five Factor Model (FFM) of personality, as measured by the 

NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992) (Vachon et al., 2012). In terms of the Personality 

Psychopathology Five (PSY-5; Harkness & McNulty, 1994) model, which corresponds closely 

to the personality domains proposed for the DSM-5, the PCL:SV Interpersonal and Affective 
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facets were most highly associated with Aggressiveness and Neuroticism/Negative Emotionality 

(Wygant & Sellbom, 2012). When examined in a sample of undergraduate students, the 

Interpersonal Manipulation subscale of the SRP-III was related to traits such as (lack of) honesty, 

alienation, aggression, fraud, narcissism, and blame externalization, and the Callous Affect 

subscale was most strongly related to callousness, (lack of) empathy, and disaffiliativeness (Neal 

& Sellbom, 2012). In terms of the PPI, the Fearless Dominance factor was found to be negatively 

associated with internalizing symptoms and fearlessness, and positively related to thrill and 

adventure seeking, sociability, and narcissism in samples of undergraduate men and women and 

incarcerated men (Benning, Patrick, Blonigen, Hicks, & Iacono, 2005).  Sellbom and colleagues 

(2012) reported that PPI-Fearless Dominance was specifically characterized by scales measuring 

dysfunctional negative emotions, aberrant (bizarre) experiences, hypomanic activation, (lack of) 

multiple specific fears, (lack of) interpersonal passivity, (lack of) social avoidance, (lack of) 

shyness, and disaffiliativeness. A recent meta-analysis found that PPI-Fearless Dominance was 

also found to be negatively associated with neuroticism, negative emotionality, introversion, and 

behavioral inhibition, and positively related to positive emotionality, novelty seeking, 

assertiveness, and extraversion (Miller & Lynam, 2012).  

 Social deviance. Factor II measures of psychopathy have been shown to be related to a 

variety of traits reflecting social deviance. Factor II of the PCL-R has been associated with 

characteristics such as failure to follow a life plan, antisocial behavior, unreliability, 

egocentricity, poor judgment, Antisocial Personality Disorder, and sensation-seeking behavior 

(Harpur et al., 1989). The PCL:SV Lifestyle facet is related to low Extraversion, and the 

Antisocial facet is related to low Agreeableness (Vachon et al., 2012). When investigating the 

four-factor structure of the SRP-III, Neal and Sellbom (2012) found that Factor 3 (Erratic 
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Lifestyle) was the best predictor for measures of (lack of) planful control, (lack of) 

dependability, boredom proneness, excitement seeking, and disconstraint/impulsivity. They also 

found that Factor 4 (Criminal Tendencies) was the strongest predictor of measures of aggression 

and theft. Substance abuse was most strongly predicted by Erratic Lifestyle and Criminal 

Tendencies.  Social deviance psychopathy traits as indexed by the PPI- Impulsive Antisociality 

factor have been associated with externalizing symptoms, impulsivity, disinhibition, and 

boredom susceptibility (Benning et al., 2005); antisocial behavior and hypomanic activation 

(Sellbom et al., 2012); and general externalizing dysfunction, aggressiveness, substance abuse, 

antagonism, disinhibition, impulsivity, and Antisocial Personality Disorder (Miller & Lynam, 

2012). 

Neuropsychological Features 

 In terms of neuropsychological factors, psychopaths typically show a lack of affective 

processing and deficits in executive functioning, particularly response inhibition (Raine & Yang, 

2006; Sellbom & Verona, 2007). Some research regarding psychopathy has focused on 

measuring activity in specific brain areas to determine whether activation differs between 

individuals high on psychopathic traits and those low on such traits. Overall, the brain areas 

associated with psychopathy appear to be the prefrontal cortex, temporal cortex, amygdala-

hippocampal complex, corpus callosum, and angular gyrus (Raine & Yang, 2006). Differences in 

processing in these various areas have been connected to deficits in affective functioning and 

executive functioning. Due to the goals of the current study, I will focus on deficits in 

functioning, rather than structural deficits.  

Affective functioning. Decreased activation in the amygdala-hippocampal complex has 

been associated with psychopathy during tasks which involve processing of negative affective 
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stimuli (e.g., Kiehl et al., 2001; Muller et al., 2003).  Blair (2006) describes deficits in amygdala 

functioning as being related to dysfunction in processing of sadness and fear, as well as 

decreased stimulus-reinforcement learning. Increased prefrontal cortex activation has also been 

associated with psychopathy during tasks which require processing of negative affective stimuli 

(e.g., Intrator et al., 1997; Muller et al., 2003) and affective memory (e.g., Kiehl et al., 2001).  

In addition to these studies which looked at activation in specific brain regions, links 

between psychopathic traits and brain function can also be investigated by examining processing 

of affective stimuli. For example, psychopathy has been examined in terms of reaction times to 

emotional versus neutral words. In a lexical decision-making task in which individuals are asked 

to determine whether a string of letters is a word or not, inmates high on psychopathy (as 

measured using the PCL-R) failed to show a significant difference in reaction time when 

processing emotional versus neutral words (e.g., Day & Wong, 1996; Lorenz & Newman, 2002; 

Williamson et al., 1991). Individuals lower on psychopathic traits tend to take longer to respond 

to emotional words, indicating that they consider more affective information when making a 

decision. In regard to emotion recognition, a recent meta-analysis showed that individuals high 

on psychopathy showed deficits in comparison to those low on psychopathy when attempting to 

identify various emotions (e.g., anger, disgust, fear, happiness, sadness, and surprise) by 

examining others’ faces, voices, and postures (Dawel, O’Kearney, McKone, & Palermo, 2012). 

These studies indicate that psychopaths are worse at processing emotional cues than are control 

subjects. Individuals high on psychopathy have also evidenced poor response to distress cues 

(e.g., pictures of faces of individuals in distress or pictures of threatening objects) compared to 

individuals low on psychopathic traits, indicating that poor empathic response is associated with 

psychopathy (e.g., Blair, Jones, Clark, & Smith, 1997; House & Milligan, 1976). Although few 
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studies have examined emotion recognition deficits in terms of specific psychopathy factors, 

deficits in emotion recognition have been associated with PPI-Fearless Dominance (Gordon, 

Baird, & End, 2004). 

On tasks where individuals are administered punishment (e.g., an electric shock) in an 

effort to have them learn how to complete a task (e.g., a maze), psychopaths tend to commit 

more passive avoidance errors (i.e., incorrect responses even after punishment) than controls 

(e.g., Lykken, 1957).  Hare (1966) reported that psychopathic individuals preferred a delayed 

shock during a task, while individuals lower on psychopathy preferred to have an immediate 

shock. This suggests that psychopathic individuals have a deficit in terms of fear conditioning, 

especially anticipatory fear. Aniskiewicz (1979) found that psychopaths (identified using scores 

from the MMPI and Activity Preference Questionnaire) showed reduced autonomic arousal (as 

indicated by galvanic skin response) when watching individuals whom they believed were 

receiving electric shocks. The startle response paradigm has been preferred as a more specific 

measure of fear responsiveness. Adults high on psychopathic traits have evidenced reduced eye-

blink startle response reflexes compared to those low on psychopathic traits when presented with 

stimuli designed to induce fear (i.e., when presented with a frightening image, psychopathic 

individuals showed a slower startle response, as measured by eye-blink) (Benning, Patrick, & 

Iacono, 2005; Fowles & Dindo, 2006; Levenston, Patrick, Bradley, & Lang, 2000; Patrick, 1994; 

Patrick, Bradley, & Lang, 1993; and Vanman, Mejia, Dawson, Schell, & Raine, 2003). Patrick 

(1994) indicated that this deficit is related primarily to Factor I of the PCL-R. Benning and 

colleagues (2005) reported that this deficit in eye-blink startle response is associated primarily 

with the Fearless Dominance factor of the PPI.  
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Executive cognitive functioning. Executive cognitive functioning, or the ability to 

organize and control behaviors and engage in planning and problem solving, is primarily 

associated with the prefrontal cortex (e.g., Gorenstein & Newman, 1980; Miller & Cohen, 2001; 

Sellbom & Verona, 2007). Some research has indicated that individuals high on psychopathic 

traits typically show dysfunction in executive functioning (Raine & Yang, 2006).  

On neuropsychological tests which are associated with planning and cognitive flexibility, 

results regarding psychopathy are conflicted. For example, Hart, Forth, and Hare (1990) found 

that there was no significant difference on a trail-making task between inmates who scored high 

on the PCL-R versus those who scored low on the PCL-R. However, Smith, Arnett, and 

Newman (1992) found that individuals who were high on psychopathy and low on anxiety 

performed worse than control subjects on a trail-making task.  Tasks which assess general 

executive cognitive functioning (e.g., the Wisconsin Card Sorting Test [Heaton, 1981; Lapierre 

et al., 1995], and number of attempts to correctly complete a maze [Roussy & Toupin, 2000]), 

primarily related to the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, have not been shown to have any 

significant relationship with psychopathy as measured by the PCL-R.   

However, despite some conflictual evidence on some measures of executive functioning, 

psychopathic individuals consistently show deficits in the specific area of response inhibition 

(e.g., the ability to inhibit or terminate a prepotent or previously rewarding response) (e.g., 

LaPierre et al., 1995; Raine & Yang, 2006; Roussy & Toupin, 2000; Sellbom & Verona, 2007). 

LaPierre and colleagues (1995) found that inmates high on psychopathic traits (as measured by 

the PCL-R) performed more poorly than those low on such traits on various tasks measuring 

orbitofrontal cortical functioning.  They found that those higher on psychopathy committed more 

qualitative errors (e.g., breaking the rules by cutting corners or going down dead ends) during 
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completion of mazes. Pham and colleagues (2003) and Roussy and Toupin (2000) reported 

similar findings in samples of incarcerated juveniles and incarcerated adults, respectively, 

regarding maze performance, indicating that those higher on psychopathic traits as measured by 

the PCL-R had deficits in response inhibition compared to those lower on such traits. LaPierre 

and colleagues (1995) also found that on a go-no-go task in which individuals are asked to press 

a button if a particular letter flashes on the screen but refrain from pressing the button if it is a 

different letter, psychopathic individuals engage in more commission errors as compared to non-

psychopathic individuals, even when provided repeated feedback that their responses were 

incorrect. These results were also found by Sellbom and Verona (2007) and Roussy and Toupin 

(2000). In a non-incarcerated sample, Sellbom and Verona (2007) examined scores on a battery 

of neuropsychological tests in comparison to the PPI, and found that PPI-Total scores were 

significantly related to response inhibition, but not to general executive cognitive functioning. 

This study, which is one of the very few that has looked at separate psychopathy factors in terms 

of executive functioning, indicated that at the factor level, higher scores on PPI-Fearless 

Dominance were associated with significantly better executive functioning, specifically on tasks 

measuring cognitive flexibility and planning, and were not significantly associated with response 

inhibition. Higher scores on PPI- Impulsive Antisociality were negatively associated with 

general executive cognitive functioning and response inhibition, indicating poorer performance 

across the board on the neuropsychological tests.  

Newman and Kosson (1986) found that individuals high on psychopathy showed 

impairment in passive avoidance learning (i.e., adapting a response strategy to avoid 

punishment). In a computer task, individuals were instructed to press a button when presented 

with “reward” stimuli and earned money and heard a tone if they did so correctly. If they pressed 
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the button for a non-reward (“punishment”) stimulus, they lost money and heard a different tone. 

Individuals high on psychopathic traits had more passive avoidance errors (commission errors of 

pressing the button when not supposed to) than individuals low on psychopathic traits. 

Psychopaths also tend to perform poorly on a gambling task, wherein they do not modify their 

reward-seeking behavior based on punishment cues (Mahmut et al., 2008; Mitchell, Colledge, 

Leonard, & Blair, 2002). Participants were presented with four decks of cards on a computer 

screen, and told that each time they pick a card they will win some money. However, they 

occasionally lose some money as well; the goal of the task is to maximize winnings while 

minimizing losses. Individuals high on psychopathic traits do not modify their behavior 

adequately based on the punishment cue (i.e., losing money).  

Psychosocial Features 

Various psychosocial factors are also associated with psychopathic traits. In terms of 

specific psychosocial factors, socioeconomic status (SES), family size during childhood, 

unemployment, and years of education have been shown to be associated with psychopathic 

traits (e.g., Benning et al., 2003; Ray & Ray, 1982; Vachon et al., 2012; Walsh & Kosson, 2007).  

Psychopathy has been associated with various family background variables, such as harsh 

discipline and abuse; physical neglect; disrupted family; and maternal depression (see 

Farrington, 2006, for a review). Such factors experienced in childhood are significant predictors 

of psychopathy in adulthood. However, as these variables are typically assessed during 

childhood and may be difficult to assess accurately via self-report of adults, the current study 

will focus primarily on variables that are easily assessed in adulthood.  

Interpersonal relationships in adulthood can be negatively impacted by individuals high 

on psychopathic traits. For example, psychopathy has been associated with grandiose/narcissistic 
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traits (e.g., Häkkänen-Nyholm, 2012) and deceiving dating strategies (e.g., Seto, Khattar, 

Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 1997). Häkkänen-Nyholm (2012) indicates that such difficulties could be 

related to an impulsive lifestyle and deception. 

Studies regarding psychopathy and SES are inconclusive to date. Psychopathy has been 

shown to be a predictor of criminal recidivism among low SES European Americans, but not for 

higher SES European Americans, suggesting that psychopaths with lower SES status may be 

more likely to commit multiple criminal acts (or at least be more likely to get caught doing so) 

(Walsh & Kosson, 2007). Benning and colleagues (2003) found that PPI- Impulsive Antisociality 

was negatively associated with SES, but that PPI-Fearless Dominance was positively related to 

SES. Childhood SES has been shown to be a significant predictor of some facets of psychopathy 

in adulthood (PCL:SV Lifestyle and Antisocial facets), but not for other facets (PCL:SV 

Affective and Interpersonal facets) (Vachon et al., 2012). However, Frick and colleagues (1994) 

found that Antisocial Personality Disorder was associated with SES, but psychopathy was not. 

Also, Yang and colleagues (2005) found that there was no significant difference in SES between 

unsuccessful (criminal) psychopaths, successful (non-criminal) psychopaths, and controls.  

Large family size has been shown to be a predictor of criminal convictions, with one 

study indicating that 58% of men who were part of a large family in childhood had criminal 

convictions by age 32 (Farrington, 1993). Individuals with larger family size also had higher 

rates of reoffending (e.g., Farrington & West, 1993) and psychopathic traits (e.g., Farrington, 

2006). 

Unemployment has also been shown to be associated with psychopathy. Vachon and 

colleagues (2012) investigated the proportion of time that an individual had spent since age 

eighteen in school, incarcerated, and unemployed. They found that the proportion of time since 
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age 18 that an individual had been unemployed was a significant, positive predictor of 

psychopathy (as measured by the PCL:SV). Patrick (1994) reported that individuals high on 

social deviance features of psychopathy had higher rates of unemployment or employment in 

only non-professional positions (e.g., construction work) compared to individuals high on 

emotional detachment features of psychopathy or those low on psychopathic traits.   

Higher levels of psychopathic traits have also been shown to be associated with less 

education (Ray & Ray, 1982). Time spent in school after age 18 has been shown to be a 

significant, negative predictor of psychopathy (Vachon et al., 2012).  

The Current Investigation 

 To date, no studies have examined the construct validity of the Triarchic 

conceptualization of psychopathy by elaborating on a nomological net associated with these 

theoretical constructs. To address this gap in the literature, the current investigation examined 

how the Triarchic model domains (Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition) relate to external 

variables of features commonly associated with psychopathy as just reviewed. This study 

focused on a wide variety of conceptually relevant variables, which were grouped into 

psychological, neuropsychological, and psychosocial factors. By examining what features the 

Triarchic domains are and are not associated with (i.e., convergent and discriminant validity, 

respectively), I am able to provide a picture of how the Triarchic domains relate to each other as 

well as how they are distinct. The current study also examined the internal structure of the 

Triarchic model within a community sample, and assessed its associations with other models of 

psychopathic traits.  
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Hypotheses 

1) Internal structure. I expected that a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using the 

TriPM items would indicate that the best model fit in the current sample is a three factor 

structure (i.e., Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition) (e.g., Patrick et al., 2009).  

2) Criterion validity. Given the descriptions of each of the Triarchic domains outlined 

by Patrick and colleagues (2009), as well as previous factor analyses in different samples (e.g., 

Marion et al., 2012; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013), I expected that the three factors of the Triarchic 

model would be associated with conceptually-relevant factors and subscales of other 

psychopathy measures. I examined this nomological network using Exploratory Factor Analysis 

(EFA) to see how various subfactors converge and diverge in multivariate latent space. I 

expected that Boldness would be most strongly associated with PPI-R-Fearless Dominance and 

its related subscales (Stress Immunity, Social Potency, and Fearlessness) (e.g., Marion et al., 

2012; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). Meanness would be primarily associated with PPI-R-

Coldheartedness and the Machiavellian Egocentricity subscale of PPI-R- Impulsive 

Antisociality, as well as the LSRP Callousness and Egocentricity factors (e.g., Marion et al., 

2012; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). Disinhibition would be most strongly related to three of the 

four PPI-R- Impulsive Antisociality subscales (Blame Externalization, Rebellious 

Nonconformity, and Carefree Nonplanfulness), as well as the Antisocial factor of the LSRP (e.g., 

Marion et al., 2012; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013).  

3) Construct validity.  (Note: An overview of these hypotheses is shown in Table 1.)  
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Table 1.  

Hypothesized Relationships between Triarchic Domains and Broad Domains of External Psychological, Neuropsychological, and 

Psychosocial Factors 

 

 Boldness Meanness Disinhibition 

Psychological Positive Adjustment Factors 

- internalizing psychopathology (-) 

- interpersonal difficulties (-) 

Social Dominance (+) 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder (+) 

Sensation seeking (+) 

Fearlessness (+) 

Cold/Callous Interpersonal Style (+) 

Deceitfulness (+) 

Antagonism 

- interpersonal difficulties (+) 

Disaffiliativeness 

Impulsivity (+) 

Substance Abuse (+) 

Criminal Behavior (+) 

Negative Emotionality (+) 

Boredom Susceptibility (+) 

Antisocial Personality Disorder (+) 

Irresponsibility (+) 

Aggression (+) 

Neuropsychological Affective Processing 

- correct identification of emotions 

(-) 

Executive Cognitive Functioning 

- cognitive flexibility and planning 

(+) 

- intelligence (+) 

- executive functioning (+) 

Affective Processing 

- correct identification of 

emotions (-) 

- empathy (-) 

Executive Cognitive Functioning 

- emotional, disinhibited 

decision making (+) 

- response inhibition (-) 

Psychosocial Socioeconomic Status (+) 

 

Relationship status (-) Socioeconomic Status (-) 

Years of Education (-) 

Large Family in Childhood (+) 

Unemployment (+) 

Relationship Status (-) 

 

Note: (+) = high on Triarchic domain and high on external factor. (-) = high on Triarchic domain and low on external factor 
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A) Boldness.  In regard to psychological factors, I expected that Boldness would be 

positively associated with social dominance, lack of fear, sensation seeking, and Narcissistic 

Personality Disorder (e.g., Benning et al., 2005; Miller & Lynam, 2012; Sellbom et al., 2012, 

Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). I also expected a positive relationship between Boldness and positive 

adjustment indicators (e.g., a lack of internalizing psychopathology and a lack of interpersonal 

difficulties) (e.g., Patrick et al., 2009; Sellbom et al., 2012). In terms of neuropsychological 

factors, I expected that Boldness would be positively associated with executive functioning (e.g., 

cognitive flexibility and planning ability) and intelligence (e.g., Sellbom & Verona, 2007). I 

expected negative relationships between Boldness and measures of affective processing, such as 

recognition of fearful faces (e.g., Dawel et al., 2012). For psychosocial factors, I expected that 

Boldness would be positively associated with socioeconomic status (e.g., Benning et al., 2003). 

B) Meanness. In regard to psychological factors, I expected that Meanness would be 

positively associated with callous affect, coldheartedness, deceitfulness, and antagonism (e.g., 

Neal & Sellbom, 2012; Patrick et al., 2009; Sellbom, 2011; Sellbom et al., 2012; Sellbom & 

Phillips, 2013). In terms of neuropsychological factors, I expected that Meanness would be 

negatively related to affective processing and emotion recognition (particularly sadness and fear) 

(e.g., Patrick, 1994). Given some indication by Häkkänen-Nyholm (2012) that interpersonal 

difficulties could be related to emotional detachment features of psychopathy, I also expected 

that indices of interpersonal problems (e.g., divorce, separation, lack of close relationships) 

would be associated with Meanness.  

C) Disinhibition. In regard to psychological factors, I expected that Disinhibition would 

be positively associated with impulsivity, sensation seeking, substance abuse, criminal behavior, 

and negative emotionality (e.g., anger) (e.g., Benning et al., 2005; Miller & Lynam, 2012; Neal 
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& Sellbom, 2012; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013).  In terms of neuropsychological factors, I expected 

that Disinhibition would be negatively associated with response inhibition (e.g., Sellbom & 

Verona, 2007). For psychosocial factors, I expected that Disinhibition would be negatively 

associated with socioeconomic status (e.g., Benning et al., 2003; Walsh & Kosson, 2007), large 

family size during childhood (e.g., Farrington 1993; 2006), and years of education (e.g., Vachon 

et al., 2012). I expected to see a positive relationship between Disinhibition and unemployment 

(e.g., Patrick, 1994; Vachon et al., 2012). I also expected that employment problems (i.e., 

terminations) would be associated with Disinhibition, given the propensity of these individuals to 

act impulsively. Also related to impulsivity is the propensity for individuals high on 

psychopathic traits to engage in short-term or multiple relationships (e.g., Häkkänen-Nyholm, 

2012), so I expected that variables such as marital status (e.g., divorced or separated) would be 

associated with Disinhibition.  

Based on the above hypotheses regarding the individual domains of the Triarchic model, 

I also formed the following three hypotheses regarding combinations of these domains: 

D) Boldness and Meanness.  I expected that individuals who are high on both Boldness 

and Meanness would show a lack of fear processing. Both of these domains are related to 

emotional detachment features and “Factor I” measurements (e.g., PCL-R Factor I and PPI-

Fearless Dominance) of these traits (e.g., Patrick et al., 2009; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013) 

E) Meanness and Disinhibition.  I expected that individuals high on both Meanness and 

Disinhibition would exhibit an antagonistic interpersonal style and a lack of behavioral control. 

Individuals high on Meanness tend to have little concern for others, and individuals high on 

Disinhibition tend to exhibit impulsive and antisocial behavior. Based on this information, I 

expected that an individual high on both of these domains would tend to not care about other 
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people, and would exhibit very little control over behaviors which could antagonize others. Thus, 

individuals higher on Meanness and Disinhibition would be more likely than those low on these 

two domains to have interpersonal difficulties and lack of control over their behavior.  

F) Disinhibition and Boldness. I expected that individuals high on both Boldness and 

Disinhibition may have some tendencies to engage in risky behavior. The combination of 

fearlessness and impulsivity indicates that these individuals would likely be less inhibited in 

terms of engaging in potentially dangerous behavior or activities that could have negative 

consequences (e.g., Kastner & Sellbom, 2012; Rock, Sellbom, Ben-Porath, & Salekin, 2013). I 

expected that individuals high on both Disinhibition and Boldness would be more likely than 

those low on these two domains to engage in sensation-seeking behavior.   
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Method 

 

Participants   

 Based on power analyses for the proposed Confirmatory Factor Analysis, which requires 

the most subjects for adequate statistical power of 0.80, the minimum sample size needed for this 

project was 178 participants. This is a conservative estimate based on recommendations by 

MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara (1996). They report that for a CFA with df = 100, 178 is the 

necessary sample size to enable the researcher to reject or accept the overall model. The current 

CFA had df = 1592, indicating that a sample size lower than 178 would still have adequate 

statistical power.   

 This study utilized data from a larger data collection (n = 240). The final sample included 

men (n = 140) and women (n = 100) with ages ranging from 18 to 75 (M = 26.91, SD = 10.07). 

These individuals were primarily Caucasian (58.8%) or African American (32.5%), with the rest 

being Asian American (2.5%), Hispanic (1.3%), American Indian (0.8%), or of other or mixed 

ethnicities (4.2%). Years of education ranged from 10 to 23 (M = 14.45, SD = 2.24). The 

majority of participants had never been married (77.9%), with the rest being married (10.0%), 

divorced (7.5%), separated (2.5%), partnered (1.3%), or widowed (0.8%). Most participants 

reported having no children (75.4%) or one child (10.4%), with the remaining 14.2% having 

more than one child. Of those with children, 17.2% reported having been involved in legal 

proceedings regarding custody. Approximately 10.9% of the participants were unemployed, and 

19.7% of the sample reported previously being fired from a job at least once. Approximately 
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13.8% of the sample reported being arrested as a juvenile, and 25% reported being arrested as an 

adult.  

Interviews 

 Background History Interview. This interview was designed for the larger data 

collection project. Participants were asked a series of questions regarding demographic 

information, family history, medical history, mental health history, substance abuse history, and 

legal history. See Appendix A.  

 Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV Axis II Disorders (SCID-II). The 

Antisocial Personality Disorder (APD) and Narcissistic Personality Disorder (NPD) modules 

from the SCID-II (First, Gibbon, Spitzer, Williams, & Benjamin, 1997) were administered. 

These brief, structured interviews include questions specifically related to diagnostic criteria. 

These instruments are copyrighted, and therefore cannot be included in the appendices.  

Self-Report Measures 

 Although the gold-standard of psychopathy measurement, the PCL-R, is an interview-

based assessment, a recent study by Seibert, Miller, Few, Zeichner, and Lynam (2011) indicates 

that self-report assessment adequately captures the affective-interpersonal and behavioral 

characteristics associated with psychopathy. Indeed, self-report instruments appear to focus less 

on overt antisocial or criminal behavior that is assessed by the PCL-R, and may thus be more 

appropriate for community samples, such as in the current study. Jones and Miller (2012) 

reported that self-report psychopathy measures actually show greater utility in assessing 

psychopathy than did informant report in non-forensic settings such as this community sample.  

When relying on self-report measures, there is the potential for distortion in responding 

on the part of the participant. Some individuals may wish to present themselves in an overly 
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positive or negative light, or may respond randomly (Rogers, 2008). To assist with detecting 

such biased response patterns, some self-report inventories include so-called “validity scales,” 

which can be used to detect inaccurate or random responding based on comparison to normative 

samples (Sellbom & Bagby, 2008). Two of the self-report measures in the current study, the 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996) and the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory – 2 – Restructured Form (MMPI-2-RF; Ben-Porath & 

Tellegen, 2008) have validity scales with utility in detecting response bias (e.g., Anderson, 

Sellbom, Wygant, & Edens, 2013; Marion et al., 2012).  

 Triarchic Personality Measure. Patrick’s (2010) Triarchic Personality Measure 

(TriPM) is a 58-item measure designed to assess the three separate facets of Boldness, Meanness, 

and Disinhibition presented in the Triarchic conceptualization of psychopathy (Patrick et al., 

2009). Participants are asked to respond using a 1 (True) to 4 (False) scale to indicate how much 

each item describes them. Initial research results have been promising in terms of the reliability 

and validity for this measure (Patrick, 2010). Internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alpha) for this 

sample were .76 (Boldness), .87 (Meanness), and .83(Disinhibition). This inventory is included 

in Appendix B.  

 Psychopathic Personality Inventory. The PPI is a 187-item self-report questionnaire 

designed to measure psychopathic personality traits in both clinical and non-clinical (e.g., 

student, community) populations. Participants respond using a 1 (false) to 4 (true) scale to 

indicate how much they agree with each statement. It yields a total score, two factor scores 

(Fearless Dominance and Impulsive Antisociality), and eight subscales. Fearless Dominance 

assesses Social Potency, Fearlessness, and Stress Immunity. Impulsive Antisociality measures 

Carefree Nonplanfulness, Impulsive Nonconformity, Machiavellian Egocentricity, and Blame 
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Externalization. Research has indicated the Coldheartedness subscale shows poor factor loadings 

for either Fearless Dominance or Impulsive Antisociality (e.g., Benning et al, 2003). Internal 

consistencies (Cronbach’s alphas) for this sample ranged from .78 (Coldheartedness and Stress 

Immunity) to .93 (PPI Total). See Appendices C and P. 

 Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy Scale. The LSRP (Levenson et al., 1995) is a 26-

item self-report measure designed to assess psychopathic personality traits in nonincarcerated 

samples. Several studies have provided support for its construct validity (e.g., Levenson et al., 

1995; Lynam, Whiteside, & Jones, 1999; Sellbom, 2011). In addition to a total score, the LSRP 

generates three factor scores: Callousness, Egocentricity, and Antisocial Behavior (e.g., Sellbom 

2011). Internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alphas) for this sample were .87 (Total), .85 

(Egocentricity), .70 (Callousness), and .69 (Antisociality). This instrument is included in 

Appendix D.  

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory - 2 - Restructured Form (MMPI-2-

RF). The MMPI-2-RF (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2008) is a more efficient version of the MMPI-2 

(Butcher, et al., 2001). It consists of 338 true/false items which assess a wide range of 

personality characteristics and symptoms of psychopathology. Extensive reliability and validity 

information for the MMPI-2-RF is provided in the technical manual (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 

2008). For the purposes of the current study, I focused on scales which index a variety of 

internalizing and externalizing symptoms and traits, including aggressiveness, psychoticism, 

negative emotionality, disconstraint, introversion, low positive emotionality, stress/worry, 

anxiety, anger proneness, behavior-restricting fears, multiple specific fears, juvenile conduct 

problems, substance abuse, family problems, interpersonal passivity, social avoidance, shyness, 

and disaffiliativeness. Internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alphas) for this sample ranged from .21 
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(Helplessness/Hopelessness) to .85 (Dysfunctional Negative Emotions). All internal 

consistencies are included in Appendix P. This measure is copyrighted, and therefore cannot be 

included in the appendices.  

 Antisocial Behavior Questionnaire (ABQ). The ABQ (Sellbom et al., 2012) is a 16-

item questionnaire which was designed through modification of a self-report delinquency 

questionnaire (Hirschi, Hindelang, & Weis, 1980; Lynam et al., 1999). The ABQ assesses an 

antisocial or delinquent history. Subjects rate the degree of their participation in a variety of 

behaviors on a 3-point scale (1 = “no,” 2 = “yes, but only once,” and 3 = “yes, more than once”). 

Items assess both non-violent (e.g., drunk driving, shoplifting, drug trafficking) and violent (e.g., 

assault, robbery, date rape) antisocial behavior. This measure has shown significant correlation 

with PPI Total and PPI- Impulsive Antisociality scores (e.g., Sellbom et al., 2012). Internal 

consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) was .83 for the current sample. See Appendix E.  

 Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI). The IRI (Davis, 1980; 1983) is a 28-item measure 

of dispositional empathy. This inventory focuses on both cognitive and affective components of 

empathy, including perspective taking, empathic concern, personal distress, and 

fantasy/identification. Construct validity of this measure has been supported for measuring 

empathy in a sample of substance users (Alterman, McDermott, Cacciola, & Rutherford, 2003), 

and this measure has previously been used as an external criterion measure in psychopathy 

research studies (e.g., Mullins-Nelson, Salekin, & Leistico, 2006; Zagon & Jackson, 1994). 

Internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alphas) for this sample were .76 (Perspective Taking), .74 

(Fantasy), .76 (Empathic Concern), and .72 (Personal Distress). See Appendix F. 
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Intellectual Tasks 

 Wide Range Achievement Test – Fourth Edition (WRAT-4) – Word Reading 

Subtest. For the Word Reading Subtest of the WRAT-4 (Wilkinson & Robertson, 2004), 

participants were asked to read a list of 55 words and the number of words correctly read was 

used to estimate reading ability and intelligence. Numerous research studies indicate that, albeit 

not perfect, word reading tests provide for acceptable estimates of intellectual functioning (e.g., 

Boekamp, Strauss, & Adams, 1995). See Appendix G.  

Executive Functioning Tasks 

 Go-No-Go Flanker Task (GNG). This is a modified version of the original flanker task 

(Eriksen & Eriksen, 1974) and was used to gauge behavioral disinhibition. This computer task 

consists of 4 blocks of 40 trials, with each trial consisting of a string of 5 letters (i.e., HHHHH; 

SSHSS; SSSSS; HHSHH) presented for 500ms in white script on a black background (the inter-

trial interval varied from 1500-2500ms). Participants are instructed to press a button when the 

middle letter is the target (H) and to not press the button if the middle letter is a non-target (S). A 

dominant response (e.g., respond to target) is required in 80% of the trials. The participants are 

further instructed to ignore the flanker (surrounding) letters. Across the whole task, a greater 

number of commission errors (i.e., pressing the button to non-targets) is typically reflective of 

deficits in response inhibition (LaPierre et al., 1995). Furthermore, flanker compatibility can be 

used to assess attentional control (see Sellbom & Verona, 2007). See Appendix H.  

 Porteus Mazes.  For this task (Porteus, 1965), participants must trace a path through 

several mazes without entering any blind alleys. The quantitative score, a measure of planning 

abilities and visuospatial working memory, is based on the number of trials required to 

successfully complete a total of 10 mazes. The qualitative score, on the other hand, is arrived at 
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by noting rule-breaking errors (i.e., instances of careless and uncritical responding). Increased 

qualitative scores are typically associated with impulsivity and externalizing psychopathology 

(e.g., LaPierre et al., 1995; Pham et al., 2003). See Appendix I.  

 Trail Making Test Parts A and B. This task is a measure of visual motor tracking and 

speed (Part A) as well as cognitive flexibility and planning (Part B) (Lezak, 1995). Participants 

are asked to connect various points, each labeled with a number (Part A) or a number or a letter 

(Part B). The amount of time (in seconds) it takes the participant to complete the task is 

recorded. Higher scores on time to completion (i.e., slower times) represent worse performance. 

See Appendix J. 

 Controlled Oral Word Association Test (COWAT). The COWAT (Benton, 1968) is a 

verbal fluency task that was used to assess the participant’s ability to update working memory 

and the flexibility of the participant’s verbal thought processes. Participants are given one minute 

to retrieve words that begin with each of the letters F, A, and S, without using proper nouns. 

Scoring is based on the number of words retrieved for each letter minus the number of proper 

nouns. Higher scores on verbal fluency tasks appear to be particularly related to more effective 

executive functioning, including problem solving (Parker and Crawford, 1992). See Appendix K.  

 Iowa Gambling Task (IGT). The IGT (Bechara et al., 1994, 1999) is designed to 

simulate real-life emotional decision-making. It is a hybrid cognitive/affective task, as patients 

with both amygdala and orbitofrontal cortex lesions show impairment on this task (Bechara et 

al., 1999; Bechara, Damasio, Tranel, & Anderson, 1998). Participants are presented with four 

decks of cards and asked to choose a card from any deck. Every time the participant picks a card 

by clicking on a deck, a message is displayed on the screen indicating the amount of money that 

the participant wins or loses. The participant should learn to avoid Decks A and B because they 
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cost more in the long run and, instead, learn to respond to Decks C and D because they resulted 

in an overall gain in the long run. Deficits on this test are associated with externalizing 

psychopathology, particularly psychopathy (e.g., Blair et al., 2001; Mitchell et al., 2002). See 

Appendix L.  

Affective Processing Tasks 

 Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy Task – 2 (DANVA-2). The DANVA 

(Nowicki & Duke, 1994) is a computerized affective processing task that uses facial stimuli. This 

series contains examples of four different emotional expressions (happy, sad, angry, or fearful 

[scared]) in differing degrees of intensity. The participants are instructed that they will see facial 

expressions and body postures and hear voice samples (all reading the same sentence, with 

different emotional expressions). Participants are instructed to choose which of the four emotions 

best describes each example. This measure was designed for use with children, but construct 

validity has also supported this measure for use in adult populations (e.g., Nowicki & Canton, 

1993) and it has been used in psychopathy research with young adults (e.g. Mullins-Nelson, 

Salekin, & Leistico, 2006).  

 Lexical Decision Making Task. This task (Williamson, Harpur, & Hare, 1991) measures 

the participant’s processing of affective stimuli. Individuals are presented with a series of letters 

on a computer screen, and asked to identify whether or not the letters form a word. The 

difference in reaction time in response to emotional vs. neutral words is the main variable of 

interest. See Appendix M.  

Procedure 

Individuals were recruited from primarily from the city of Tuscaloosa and surrounding 

areas by advertisements (see Appendix N) seeking “adventurous, fearless, charming, and 
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carefree people who’ve led exciting lives.” I expected, based on previous research using this type 

of advertisement (e.g., DeMatteo et al., 2005; Widom, 1977; Widom & Newman, 1985), that this 

strategy would result in recruitment of a sample that had a significantly higher proportion of 

psychopathic individuals as compared to a random sampling of the community. I did not expect 

that all individuals in this sample would be high on psychopathic traits, but rather that the 

variance of psychopathic traits would be higher than is found in the general population. The 

recruitment flyer included traits that are relevant to psychopathy, but are by no means exclusive 

to psychopathy. Furthermore, participants self-identified as having traits listed on the flyer, and 

were not screened to make sure that they had psychopathic traits. PPI scores were higher and had 

a larger range than a community sample (Blonigen, Carlson, Krueger, & Patrick, 2003). 

Although the current sample only had five individuals who met criteria for Narcissistic 

Personality Disorder (2% of the total sample), that is more consistent with a clinical sample rater 

than the .05% to 1% seen in community settings (e.g., American Psychiatric Association, 2000). 

Furthermore, the rate of individuals who met criteria for Antisocial Personality Disorder in the 

current sample (n = 14; 6%) is significantly higher than the typical rate of this disorder in the 

general population (e.g., .06%) (Lenzenweger, Lane, Loranger, & Kessler, 2007).  

Participants responded to contact information provided in the advertisements and were 

scheduled for an individual session with a trained graduate student. Participants were informed 

that the study would take approximately five hours and that they would receive $75.00 in 

appreciation for their time. Participants’ responses were linked using unique user-generated 

identification numbers, so that data was not linked to their name or contact information.  Upon 

arriving at the session, participants provided informed consent (see Appendix O) and completed 

face-to-face interviews (i.e., the background interview and SCID-II modules) and WRAT-4 with 
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the graduate student. They then completed some of the neuropsychological tasks in paper/pencil 

form (i.e., the Porteus mazes, Trails A and B, and COWAT).  Other neuropsychological tasks 

(i.e., Lexical Decision-Making task, Go-No-Go Flanker task, Iowa Gambling Task, and 

DANVA-2) were administered by computer. All self-report questionnaires were administered by 

computer.  
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Results 

 

 Descriptive statistics (e.g., M, SD, minimum, maximum, Cronbach’s alpha, and type of 

regression model) for each instrument/subscale used in the following analyses are included in the 

codebook in Appendix P.  

Internal Structure 

To examine factor structure of the Triarchic model, I conducted a Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) using all items of the TriPM to determine if the items loaded in the expected 

domains in the current sample. Because each of the items have only four response options, I used 

robust weighted least squares estimation (WLSMV) to account for ordered categorical data. The 

CFA was conducted using Mplus 6.12 (Muthén & Muthén, 2011). Model fit was evaluated using 

Confirmatory Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA), and chi-square statistics. Values for CFI and TLI greater than 0.90 

indicate acceptable fit, along with RMSEA values equal to or less than 0.08 (e.g., Kline, 2010). 

The model fit statistics for the current sample were poor (CFI = .612; TLI = .597; RMSEA = 

.079, 90% confidence interval = .076 - .082; and χ
2
 = 7580.79, p < .001). Although these CFI and 

TLI values are typically considered consistent with poor model fit, these two measures of model 

fit are considered less useful with item-level data, as with the current analysis (e.g., Hopwood & 

Donnellan, 2010; Marsh, Hau, & Grayson, 2005; Neal & Sellbom, 2012). In cases with 

numerous indicators, as is often the case with item-level analysis, Kenny (2014) recommends 

calculating the RMSEA for the null model (a model of the worst possible fit, in which variables 

have variation but are constrained to have no correlation with each other). He recommends that if 
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the null model RMSEA is less than 0.158, measures of incremental fit (e.g., TLI, CFI) are not 

informative. The RSMSEA for the null model in this case was .122. Therefore, if relying on chi-

square and RMSEA alone, the Triarchic model appears to have mediocre (although not 

excellent) fit in the current sample. I attempted to consider improving model fit by examining 

suggested modification indices in Mplus; however, even implementation of multiple cross-

loadings did not increase fit statistics to acceptable levels. Furthermore, suggested modification 

indices did not appear to be conceptually relevant to the second factor which they may load 

upon. Because of these issues, as well as the fact that the primary goal of this study is to examine 

the existing Triarchic model, the original Triarchic scoring and model were used in the following 

analyses. However, implications of the internal structure in the current sample will be discussed 

below.  

Criterion Validity 

To determine how the Triarchic model is associated with other models of psychopathy, I 

first examined zero-order correlations between the TriPM domain scores and the LSRP total and 

factor scores, and between the TriPM domain scores and the PPI total, factor, and subscale 

scores. These results are presented in Table 2.  

Table 2. 

 

Zero Order Correlations of Triarchic Scales with LSRP and PPI Scales 

 

 Triarchic 

Boldness 

Triarchic 

Meanness 

Triarchic 

Disinhibition 

Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (LSRP) 

LSRP Total .10 .71 .67 

   LSRP Egocentricity .18 .62 .47 

   LSRP Callousness .03 .50 .45 

   LSRP Antisociality -.03 .49 .66 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI) 

PPI Total .52 .71 .64 

   PPI Fearless Dominance .79 .27 .13 
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      PPI Social Potency .67 .08 .05 

      PPI Fearlessness .54 .40 .30 

      PPI Stress Immunity .60 .10 -.21 

   PPI Impulsive Antisociality .13 .68 .77 

      PPI Machiavellian Egocentricity .26 .71 .59 

      PPI Rebellious Nonconformity .28 .36 .44 

      PPI Blame Externalization -.13 .34 .56 

      PPI Carefree Nonplanfulness -.10 .47 .64 

   PPI Coldheartedness  .15 .45 .13 

Note: Bolded r = significant at the .03 level (.05/15). 

I also conducted an Exploratory Factor Analysis to examine the relationship of all 

psychopathy subscales in multivariate latent space. This method is an efficient way to examine 

how these measures converge and diverge in latent space. I used all subscales of the psychopathy 

measures: the three scales of the TriPM; the three factor scales of the LSRP; and the eight 

subscales of the PPI. I used maximum likelihood estimation, and the resulting structure was 

rotated according to an oblique promax method. I used IBM SPSS Statistics Grad-Pack 22.0. To 

determine the optimal number of factors, I entered all subscales into the factor analysis and 

examined resulting factor solutions in which all factors met the Kaiser (1960) criterion of an 

eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater. Because no psychopathy model has indicated the appropriateness 

of more than four factors, a maximum of four factors was considered for the EFA. I expected 

that a three-factor model (as outlined in the CFA) would be the best fit. Criterion validity was 

examined by determining which subscales loaded on factors with each of the Triarchic domains. 

For example, each of the three TriPM domains should load on a separate factor, and 

conceptually-related subscales should load with each of these domains.  

 Eigenvalues for the first four unrotated factors were 4.98, 2.68, 1.66, and .93, 

respectively. For the two-factor structure, Boldness and conceptually-relevant subscales (PPI 

Social Potency, PPI Stress Immunity, and PPI Fearlessness) loaded on one factor, while 

Meanness, Disinhibition, and the rest of the scales loaded on the second factor (see Table 3).  
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Table 3.  

Initial Two-Factor Model Eigenvalues Percentages and Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor 

Analysis of Psychopathy Scales 

  Factor 1 

 (35.57%) 

Factor 2 

 (19.15%) 

Triarchic Disinhibition .84  

PPI Machiavellian Egocentricity .80  

Triarchic Meanness .78  

LSRP Antisociality .75  

PPI Carefree Nonplanfulness .63  

LSRP Egocentricity .63  

PPI Blame Externalization .58  

LSRP Callousness .55  

PPI Rebellious Nonconformity .50  

PPI Coldheartedness   

Triarchic Boldness  .94 

PPI Social Potency  .70 

PPI Stress Immunity  .68 

PPI Fearlessness .38 .52 

Note: Only factor loadings equal to or greater than .30 are shown. 

 

Notably, PPI Coldheartedness did not load on either factor. This fits with previous literature 

indicating that PPI Coldheartedness did not load on the Fearless Dominance or Impulsive 

Antisociality factors of the PPI (e.g., Benning et al., 2003). Indeed, Lilienfeld and Widows’ 

(2005) Psychopathic Personality Inventory – Revised (PPI-R) includes scoring for the Fearless 

Dominance and Impulsive Antisociality factors, and Coldheartedness is scored as a third factor 

by itself.  

 The initial three-factor model did not result in factors with conceptually relevant 

subscales loading together on the same factor (see Table 4).  



 

41 

 

Table 4.  

Initial Three-Factor Model Eigenvalue Percentages and Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor 

Analysis of Psychopathy Scales 

  Factor 1 

(35.56%) 

Factor 2 

(19.15%) 

Factor 3 

(11.86%) 

Triarchic Disinhibition .84   

Triarchic Meanness .79  .35 

PPI Machiavellian Egocentricity .79   

LSRP Antisociality .77   

PPI Carefree Nonplanfulness .64   

LSRP Egocentricity .62   

PPI Blame Externalization .60   

LSRP Callousness .55  .32 

PPI Rebellious Nonconformity .50  -.30 

Triarchic Boldness  .93  

PPI Social Potency  .71  

PPI Stress Immunity -.33 .64  

PPI Fearlessness .37 .59  

PPI Coldheartedness    .90 

Note: Only factor loadings equal to or greater than .30 are shown. 

 

The PPI Coldheartedness subscale loaded essentially on a factor by itself, while the TriPM 

domains and relevant subscales were split between the other two factors (e.g., Meanness and 

Disinhibition loaded on the same factor). While not expected, this model still fits with previously 

cited literature indicating that Coldheartedness did not load on the Fearless Dominance or 

Impulsive Antisociality factors of the PPI.   

 A four-factor model was not considered, due to the fact that the eigenvalue for the fourth 

factor was below the 1.00 cutoff. Thus, the model which made the most conceptual sense was the 

three-factor model without PPI Coldheartedness (see Table 5).  
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Table 5.  

Modified Three-Factor Model (without PPI Coldheartedness) Eigenvalue Percentages and 

Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis of Psychopathy Scales 

  Factor 1 

(37.95%) 

Factor 2 

(20.40%) 

Factor 3 

(8,48%) 

Triarchic Meanness .81   

LSRP Egocentricity .86   

PPI Machiavellian Egocentricity .75   

LSRP Callousness .63   

Triarchic Boldness  .92  

PPI Social Potency  .69  

PPI Stress Immunity  .68  

PPI Fearlessness  .52 .51 

Triarchic Disinhibition .44  .45 

PPI Rebellious Nonconformity   .91 

LSRP Antisociality   .54 

PPI Carefree Nonplanfulness   .44 

PPI Blame Externalization   .44 

Note: Only factor loadings equal to or greater than .30 are shown. 

 

Although I initially expected PPI Coldheartedness to load on a factor with Meanness, it appears 

this scale is significantly different enough from the TriPM scales and all of the other 

psychopathy scales included in this analysis such that it did not load with any other scales. 

However, when PPI Coldheartedness was removed from the EFA, the emerging pattern of factor 

loadings was consistent with theoretical expectations.   

Construct Validity 

Correlation analyses. To elaborate on the construct validity of the Triarchic model, I 

conducted zero-order correlations between the TriPM total and factor scores and the previously 

described psychological, neuropsychological, and psychosocial factors. Pearson correlation 
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coefficients are provided for linear and binary variables, and Spearman correlation coefficients 

for ordinal variables (see Tables 7-11). Bonferroni corrections were applied for the number of 

correlations.  

Regression analyses. I also conducted regression analyses to determine unique 

associations of the TriPM domains with these factors. Each of the psychological, 

neuropsychological, and psychosocial variables were regressed onto the TriPM domains. 

Continuous factors were analyzed with ordinary least squares regression (OLS), count factors 

were analyzed with Poisson distribution regression, factors with a binary outcome were analyzed 

using binary logistic regression, and categorical, ordered factors were analyzed using ordinal 

logistic regression. For continuous factors analyzed with OLS regression, a Shapiro-Wilks test 

was conducted to determine normality. If this assumption was violated (i.e., [W] p < .001), an 

OLS model with robust standard errors was used to help account for this issue. A description of 

all factors and type of regression model used with each factor is included in the codebook (see 

Appendix P). Bonferroni corrections were applied based on the number of predictors (e.g., .05 

divided by the three TriPM domains = .017). Full results are presented in Tables 6-10.  

Table 6.  

 

Psychological External Criteria: Correlations and Linear Regressions 

 

 Boldness Meanness Disinhibition  

Ordinary Least Squares Regression 

 r/β r/β r/β R2 

MMPI-2-RF Scales     

   Uncommon Virtues -.08/-.04 -.21/-.18 -.15/-.03 .05 

   Adjustment Validity .18/.20 -.19/.01 -.36/-.37 .17 

   Behavioral/Externalizing Dysfunction .29/.22 .58/.21 .64/.49 .50 

   Demoralization -.26/-.27 .15/-.05 .37/.41 .21 

   Low Positive Emotions -.41/-.43 .01/.12 .03/-.02 .18 

   Cynicism .05/.02 .28/.04 .39/.36 .15 

   Antisocial Behavior .19/.15 .49/.09 .64/.58 .44 

   Dysfunctional Negative Emotions -.27/-.27 .12/-.04 .30/.33 .17 
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   Hypomanic Activation .25/.20 .44/.20 .44/.30 .27 

   Helplessness/Hopelessness -.08/-.11 .26/.07 .36/.32 .14 

   Self-Doubt -.30/-.30 .06/-.04 .20/.24 .13 

   Inefficacy -.29/-.28 .02/-.16 .25/.36 .17 

   Stress/Worry -.18/-.17 .07/-.08 .22/.28 .09 

   Anxiety -.06/-.26 .09/.00 .21/.23 .11 

   Anger Proneness -.17/-.08 .23/.00 .37/.38 .15 

   Behavior-Restricting Fears -.38/-.16 .01/-.04 .09/.12 .04 

   Multiple Specific Fears -.37/-.33 -.19/-.24 .01/.18 .17 

   Family Problems -.19/-.22 .24/.07 .37/.32 .18 

   Interpersonal Passivity -.37/-.38 -.17/.05 -.19/-.21 .17 

   Social Avoidance -.38/-.40 -.04/.16 -.09/-.18 .16 

   Shyness -.46/-.45 -.13/-.07 -.02/.04 .21 

   Disaffiliativeness -.02/-.06 .24/.22 .19/.04 .06 

   Juvenile Conduct Problems .13/.10 .39/-.01 .58/.58 .35 

   Substance Abuse .24/.22 .33/.04 .41/.37 .22 

   Aggressiveness 38/.34 .36/.17 .31/.19 .24 

   Psychoticism -.11/-.14 .27/.08 .38/.33 .16 

   Negative Emotionality -.26/-.25 .11/-.07 .31/.36 .16 

   Disconstraint .42/.38 .52/.17 .54/.42 .48 

   Introversion -.33/-.34 -.06/.08 -.07/-.12 .12 

Interpersonal Responsivity Index     

   Perspective Taking .03/.14 -.53/-.49 -.42/-.11 .31 

   Fantasy -.11/-.09 -.17/-.11 -.13/-.06 .04 

   Empathic Concern -.12/.02 -.61/-.72 -.31/.15 .39 

   Personal Distress -.54/-.51 -.08/-.19 .20/.34 .36 

Poisson Distribution Regression 

 r/ ebStdX r/ ebStdX r/ ebStdX R2 

Antisocial Behavior Questionnaire .23/1.05 .43/1.04 .49/1.10 .02 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder .11/1.02 .38/1.07 .34/1.04 .02 

Antisocial Personality Disorder .21/1.03 .47/1.03 .53/1.08 .05 

Note: Bolded zero-order correlation coefficients are significant at the .001 level (.05/36). Bolded standardized beta-

weights are significant at the .017 level (.05/3). r = Pearson correlation coefficient. β = standardized beta-weight. . 

e
bStdX

 = standardized beta-weight representing the change in expected count of dependent variable for a one standard 

deviation increase in predictor. 

 

Table 7.  

 

Psychological External Criteria: Logistic Regressions 

 

 Boldness  Meanness  Disinhibition   

              

Binary Logistic Regression 

 r B OR  r B OR  r B OR  R2 

Psych Hospitalization -.12 -.07 .93  .11 .02 1.02  .15 .05 1.05  .10 

Outpatient Treatment -.12 -.03 .97  .05 -.03 .97  .20 .07 1.07  .09 
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Juvenile Arrest .05 .02 1.01  .14 -.01 1.00  .24 .08 1.08  .10 

Juvenile Delinquent  .03 .01 1.01  .10 -.01 1.00  .16 .07 1.07  .06 

Juvenile Commitment  .04 .03 1.03  .02 -.06 .94  .12 .10 1.10  .08 

Adult Arrest .00 .00 1.00  .07 -.05 .96  .25 .09 1.10  .12 

Adult Conviction -.02 -.01 .99  .19 -.02 .98  .34 .12 1.13  .21 

Adult Incarceration -.08 -.05 .95  .17 -.03 .97  .33 .16 1.17  .27 

Ordinal Logistic Regression 

 ϱ β   ϱ β   ϱ β   R2 

History of Alcohol Use .18 .15   .22 .03   .31 .27   .05 

History of Cannabis Use .18 .18   .29 .01   .37 .36   .07 

History of Cocaine Use .09 .11   .18 .00   .26 .35   .07 

History of Meth Use .00 -.03   .12 -.04   .16 .49   .11 

History of Heroin Use .02 -.07   .11 -.08   .11 -.07   .05 

History of LSD Use .10 .16   .16 .01   .22 .33   .08 

History of Ecstasy Use .12 .18   .08 -.14   .19 .37   .06 

History of Narcotic Use .13 .20   .04 -.26   .19 .41   .06 

Recent Alcohol Use .13 .09   .22 .16   .19 .09   .03 

Recent Cannabis Use .19 .22   .16 -.04   .20 .24   .04 

Recent Cocaine Use .02 .06   .01 -.27   .08 .39   .04 

Recent LSD Use .03 .09   .04 .11   .00 -.10   .01 

Recent Ecstasy Use .10 .24   .07 .24   .03 .04   .05 

Recent Narcotic Use .06 .12   .05 -.19   .13 .40   .06 

Note: Bolded zero-order correlation coefficients are significant at the .002 level (.05/22). Bolded beta-weights are 

significant at the .017 level (.05/3). Nagelkerke R
2
 estimation was used for binary logistic regression. r = Pearson 

correlation coefficient. ϱ = Spearman’s rho. β = standardized beta-weight. B = unstandardized beta-weight. OR = 

odds ratio. 

 

Table 8.  

 

Neuropsychological External Criteria: Correlations and Linear Regressions 

 

 Boldness Meanness Disinhibition  

Ordinary Least Squares Regression 

 r/β r/β r/β R2 

WRAT-IV Word Reading Grade Level .15/.13 -.01/.11 -.14/-.22 .05 

Trails A T-Score .08/.09 -.04/-.06 -.03/.00 .01 

Trails B T-Score .07/.12 -.16/-.24 -.06/.09 .04 

COWAT T-Score .05/.06 -.02/-.04 -.01/.01 .00 

DANVA-2     

   % Happy Face Incorrect .06/.06 -.02/.02 -.07/-.09 .01 

   % Angry Face Incorrect .08/.09 -.07/-.08 -.07/-.02 .01 

   % Sad Face Incorrect .11/.15 -.16/-.18 -.13/-.02 .05 

   % Fearful Face Incorrect .07/.07 -.03..02 -.09/-.10 .01 

   % Low Intensity Face Incorrect .13/.14 -.10/-.01 -.18/-.17 .05 

   % High Intensity Face Incorrect .10/.14 -.13/-.21 -.06/.07 .04 

   % Happy Low Intensity Face Incorrect .05/.05 -.04/.02 -.09/-.11 .01 

   % Happy High Intensity Face Incorrect .07/.07 .07/-.02 .11/.12 .02 
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   % Angry Low Intensity Face Incorrect .10/.11 -.05/-.04 -.08/-.05 .02 

   % Angry High Intensity Face Incorrect -.04/-.02 -.06/-.10 .01.07 .01 

   % Sad Low Intensity Face Incorrect .02/.05 -.11/-.15 -.03/.06 .01 

   % Sad High Intensity Face Incorrect .13/.15 -.13/-.12 -.14/-.06 .04 

   % Fearful Low Intensity Face Incorrect .07/.05 -.02/.09 -.12/-.18 .03 

   % Fearful High Intensity Face Incorrect  .02/.05 -.03/-.14 .06/.15 .01 

   % Happy Voice Incorrect .07/.11 -.16/-.19 -.11/.01 .04 

   % Angry Voice Incorrect .15/.19 -.06/-.19 .02/.14 .04 

   % Sad Voice Incorrect .04/.05 -.08/-.02 -.12/-.11 .02 

   % Fearful Voice Incorrect .12/.11 -.05/.04 -.16/-.19 .04 

   % Low Intensity Voice Incorrect .10/.15 -.14/-.24 -.05/.10 .04 

   % High Intensity Voice Incorrect .12/.13 -.09/.02 -.20/-.21 .06 

Iowa Gambling Task      

   Net Total -.06/-.01 .07/.22 -.05/-.17 .03 

   Total Money .06/.02 .11/.20 -.02/-.15 .03 

   Block Discrepancy .06/.08 -.10/-.08 -.11/-.07 .02 

Go-No-Go Flanker Task     

   Overall Commission Errors .08/.10 -.11/-.04 -.17/-.16 .04 

   Overall Omission Errors .10/.10 -.01/.04 -.08/-.12 .02 

   Overall Commission Incongruent Errors .08/.11 -.11/-.04 -.17/-.16 .04 

   Overall Commission Congruent Errors .07/.10 -.11/-.03 -.17/-.17 .04 

   Overall Omission Incongruent Errors .13/.11 .09/.09 .02/-.05 .02 

   Overall Omission Congruent Errors .03/.05 -.11/-.03 -.18/-.17 .03 

   Block Discrepancy: Commission Errors .01/.02 -.02/-.06 .02/.06 .00 

   Block Discrepancy: Omission Errors -.01/.02 -.09/-.12 -.01/.06 .01 

   Block Discrepancy: Commission Incongruent Errors .02/.02 -.01/-.01 .02/-.02 .00 

   Block Discrepancy: Commission Congruent Errors -.01/.00 -.03/-.11 .07/.13 .01 

   Block Discrepancy: Omission Incongruent Errors -.05/-.03 -.07/-.10 .00/.06 .01 

   Block Discrepancy: Omission Congruent Errors .05/.07 -.06/-.09 .03/.02 .01 

Lexical Decision-Making Task     

   Discrepancy: Neutral-Negative -.02/-.05 .11/.13 -.07/-.01 .02 

   Discrepancy: Neutral-Positive -.02/.00 -.04/-.18 .10/.21 .03 

   Discrepancy: Nonword-Negative .00/-.04 .15/.18 .07/-.04 .02 

   Discrepancy: Nonword-Positive .03/.01 .09/.09 .06/.00 .01 

Poisson Regression 

 r/ ebStdX r/ ebStdX r/ ebStdX R2 

Porteus Mazes     

   Number of Trials -.12/.97 .06/.97 .23/1.08 .01 

   Crossed Lines -.04/.92 .10/1.10 .11/1.10 .01 

   Pencil Lifts -.09/.88 .04/.90 .15/1.32 .03 

   Cut Corners -.07/1.12 .07/.93 .13/1.28 .02 

   Change Directions -.11/.91 -.08/.73 .10/1.40 .04 

DANVA-2     

   Total Face Errors .02/.89 -.05/1.02 .13/1.16 .04 

   Happy Face Errors .05/1.19 .01/.90 .01/1.02 .01 

   Angry Face Errors -.07/1.01 .05/.89 .15/1.06 .01 
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   Sad Face Errors .12/1.23 -.09/.80 .02/1.09 .02 

   Fearful Face Errors .00/1.11 -.05/.84 .13/1.09 .01 

   Happy High Intensity Face Errors .09/1.39 .14/1.20 .14/1.32 .04 

   Happy Low Intensity Face Errors .03/1.18 -.02/.88 -.03/1.00 .01 

   Angry High Intensity Face Errors -.03/1.00 .08/.78 .16/1.24 .01 

   Angry Low Intensity Face Errors -.03/1.09 .08/.92 .16/1.03 .01 

   Sad High Intensity Face Errors .13/1.27 -.09/.83 -.01/1.01 .02 

   Sad Low Intensity Face Errors .03/1.18 -.07/.76 .06/1.23 .01 

   Fearful High Intensity Face Errors -.06/1.08 -.02/.75 .12/1.34 .02 

   Fearful Low Intensity Face Errors .03/1.12 -.05/.88 .04/1.02 .01 

   High Intensity Face Errors .02/1.16 -.08/.80 .09/1.14 .02 

   Low Intensity Face Errors .02/1.12 -.03/.88 .10/1.05 .01 

   Total Voice Errors -.15/.89 .15/1.06 .20/1.11 .04 

   High Intensity Voice Errors .01/1.11 -.05/.91 .02/.99 .01 

   Low Intensity Voice Errors -.04/1.10 .01/.84 .16/1.10 .01 

   Happy Voice Errors -.06/1.08 -.08/.82 .10/1.08 .01 

   Angry Voice Errors .06/1.17 .04/.84 .14/1.17 .01 

   Sad Voice Errors .03/1.09 .00/.89 .09/1.04 .01 

   Fearful Voice Errors .01/1.09 .04/.96 -.01/.96 .01 

   Total Posture Errors -.10/.96 -.08/1.00 -.06/.98 .00 

   Happy Posture Errors -.03/.97 -.08/.93 -.01/1.02 .00 

   Angry Posture Errors -.21/.90 .06/1.06 .05/1.00 .01 

   Sad Posture Errors .07/1.08 -.03/1.11 -.05/.86 .01 

   Fearful Posture Errors -.08/.97 -.08/.96 -.11/.97 .00 

   Happy High Intensity Posture Errors .02/.96 .03/1.07 .01/.95 .00 

   Happy Low Intensity Posture Errors -.06/.98 -.13/.84 -.02/1.07 .01 

   Angry High Intensity Posture Errors -.10/.93 .11/1.11 .06/.97 .01 

   Angry Low Intensity Posture Errors -.17/.87 .02/.99 .02/1.04 .01 

   Sad High Intensity Posture Errors .08/1.16 -.08/.93 .02/1.06 .01 

   Sad Low Intensity Posture Errors -.02/.98 -.03/1.39 -.12/.65 .01 

   Fearful High Intensity Posture Errors -.08/96 -.25/.91 -.20/.91 .01 

   Fearful Low Intensity Posture Errors -.04/.98 .06/1.01 .03/1.01 .00 

   Total High Intensity Posture Errors -.04/.97 -.10/1.01 -.08/.97 .00 

   Total Low Intensity Posture Errors -.11/.95 -.02/.99 -.02/.99 .00 

Iowa Gambling Task     

   Deck A -.06/.98 .05/.98 .14/1.07 .01 

   Deck B -.01/1.02 .16/.90 .03/1.06 .02 

   Deck C .01/1.00 .08/1.04 .07/1.02 .00 

   Deck D .02/1.00 .04/1.07 -.09/.92 .01 

Note: Bolded zero-order correlation coefficients are significant at the .001 level (.05/89). Bolded standardized beta-

weights are significant at the .017 level (.05/3). r = Pearson correlation coefficient. β = standardized beta-weight. . 

e
bStdX

 = standardized beta-weight representing the change in expected count of dependent variable for a one standard 

deviation increase in predictor. 
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Table 9.  

 

Psychosocial External Criteria: Correlations and Linear Regressions 

 

 Boldness Meanness Disinhibition  

Ordinary Least Squares Regression 

 r/β r/β r/β R2 

Years of Education .07/.09 -.16/-.07 -.20/-.16 .05 

Poisson Regression 

 r/ ebStdX r/ ebStdX r/ ebStdX R2 

Number of Siblings -.10/.95 -.02/.96 .06/1.06 .01 

Note: Bolded zero-order correlation coefficients are significant at the .025 level (.05/2). Bolded standardized beta-

weights are significant at the .017 level (.05/3). ). r = Pearson correlation coefficient. β = standardized beta-weight. . 

e
bStdX

 = standardized beta-weight representing the change in expected count of dependent variable for a one standard 

deviation increase in predictor. 

 

Table 10.  

 

Psychosocial External Criteria: Logistic Regressions 

 

 Boldness  Meanness  Disinhibition   

   Binary Logistic Regression 

 r  B OR  r B OR  r B OR  R2 

Previously Fired .01 .01 1.01  .03 -.04 .96  .17 .07 1.07  .07 

Relationship Problems -.01 .00 1.00  .04 .00 1.00  .07 .03 1.02  .01 

Unemployed -.19 -.08 .93  .00 .02 1.02  .02 .00 1.00  .05 

   Ordinal Logistic Regression 

 ϱ β   ϱ β   ϱ β   R2 

Socioeconomic Status .17 .17   .01 -.08   .03 .08   .01 

Note: Bolded correlation coefficients are significant at the .013 level (.05/4). Bolded beta-weights and odds ratios 

are significant at the .017 level (.05/3). Nagelkerke R
2
 estimation was used for logistic regression. r = Pearson 

correlation coefficient. ϱ = Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient. β = standardized beta-weight. B = unstandardized 

beta-weight. OR = odds ratio.  

 

A summary of the regression results is presented as follows, separated by TriPM domain. 

Results are further broken down by the type of criterion measure (i.e., psychological, 

neuropsychological, and psychosocial).  

Boldness. Results indicated significant positive and negative associations between 

Boldness and external criteria.  
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Psychological criteria. Higher scores on Boldness significantly predicted higher scores 

on indices of under-reporting (i.e., the MMPI-2-RF under-reporting validity scales), 

externalizing and antisocial behavior, and substance abuse (primarily marijuana). Higher scores 

on Boldness significantly predicted lower scores on indices of demoralization and negative 

emotionality (e.g., stress/worry, anxiety), interpersonal effectiveness, and fearfulness.  

Neuropsychological criteria. Higher scores on Boldness significantly predicted a higher 

number of errors on identifying angry voices and errors on interpreting facial emotions 

(particularly sadness). Higher scores on Boldness significantly predicted lower scores on 

qualitative (impulsive) errors on mazes, as well as errors in identifying emotions of voices 

(except anger).  

Psychosocial criteria. Higher scores on Boldness predicted higher socioeconomic status. 

Higher scores on Boldness significantly predicted lower rate of unemployment.  

Meanness. Results indicated significant positive and negative associations between 

Meanness and external criteria.  

Psychological criteria. Higher scores on Meanness significantly predicted higher scores 

on indices of externalizing behavior and Narcissistic Personality Disorder. Higher scores on 

Meanness significantly predicted lower scores on indices of empathy (e.g., perspective taking 

and concern for others) and fearfulness.  

Neuropsychological criteria. Higher scores on Meanness significantly predicted higher 

scores on decision-making under emotional stress. Higher scores on Meanness significantly 

predicted lower scores on errors in identification of emotional voices (particularly anger and 

happiness), errors in identification of emotional faces (particularly sadness), and cognitive 

flexibility/planning.  



 

50 

 

Psychosocial criteria. No significant predictive associations (positive or negative) were 

found between Meanness and external psychosocial criteria.   

Disinhibition. Results indicated significant positive and negative associations between 

Disinhibition and external criteria.  

Psychological criteria. Higher scores on Disinhibition significantly predicted higher 

scores on measures of externalizing and antisocial behavior, negative emotionality (e.g., stress, 

anxiety, demoralization, hopelessness), anger, family problems, psychoticism, impulsivity, and 

rates of previous outpatient mental health treatment and substance use (including alcohol, 

marijuana, cocaine, methamphetamine, LSD, Ecstasy, and narcotics). Higher scores on 

Disinihibition significantly predicted lower scores on indices of under-reporting.  

Neuropsychological criteria. Higher scores on Disinhibition were associated with higher 

numbers of quantitative and qualitative maze errors, errors on identifying emotional faces and 

voices, and poor emotional decision-making. Higher scores on Disinhibition significantly 

predicted lower reading grade level and lower number of errors on identifying sad postures. 

Psychosocial criteria. Higher scores on Disinhibition were significantly predictive of 

higher rates of being previously fired from a job.  

Hierarchical regression analyses. To examine combinations of TriPM domains, I 

conducted separate hierarchical regression analyses to enter mean-centered interaction terms into 

the regression models. For example, for the interaction term between Boldness and Meanness, I 

subtracted the mean Boldness score from each participant’s Boldness score, and subtracted the 

mean Meanness score from each participant’s Meanness score. I then multiplied these scores 

together to produce a centered interaction term. This method helps reduce the potential for 

multicollinearity (correlation between the interaction term and the main effects variables)(e.g., 
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Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). In the first step of each regression model, I entered the 

TriPM domains separately as predictors of each psychological/neuropsychological/psychosocial 

variable. In the second step, I entered the mean-centered interaction term between pairs of TriPM 

domains (e.g., Boldness*Meanness, Meanness*Disinhibition, and Disinhibition*Boldness). In 

the third step, I entered a three-way interaction term between Boldness, Meanness, and 

Disinhibition. The presence of a significant interaction effect for a specific step indicated unique 

variance explained by a combination of TriPM domains within that step. Significant interaction 

effects were determined by the following criteria for all regression models: 1) ∆R
2
 > .02 (Cohen, 

1998), and 2) significant beta-weight for one or more interaction terms within that step at the 

.007 level (Bonferroni correction, .05/7). Logistic regressions (binary and ordinal) had the 

additional following criterion: significant Δ
2 

change at the .03 level (Bonferroni correction, 

.05/3). Therefore, within each step which evidenced a significant ∆R
2
 (and Δ

2
, if applicable), 

individual beta-weights were examined to determine the specific combination of TriPM domains 

with a significant interaction. Results of these analyses are presented in Tables 11-15. 
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Table 11.  

 

Psychological External Criteria: Hierarchical Linear Regressions 

 

  

Boldness 

 

 

Meanness 

 

 

Disinhibition 

 

Bold 

X 

Mean 

Bold 

X 

Dis  

Mean 

X 

Dis 

Bold X 

Mean X  

Dis 

   

Ordinary Least Squares Regression 
 β β β β β β β R

2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b 

MMPI-2-RF Scales           
   Uncommon Virtues -.04 -.17 -.12 -.21 .04 .22 -.01 .05 .07 .00 
   Adjustment Validity .26 .00 -.41 -.08 -.02 .17 -.12 .17 .04 .01 
   Behavioral/Externalizing Dysfunction .22 .19 .54 .13 -.05 -.08 .02 .50 .01 .00 
   Demoralization -.32 -.03 .43 .02 .07 -.15 .09 .21 .03 .00 
   Low Positive Emotions -.52 .21 -.10 -.21 .28 -.08 .09 .18 .05 .00 
   Cynicism .02 -.01 .45 .24 -.12 -.12 .06 .15 .05 .00 
   Antisocial Behavior .14 .06 .62 .15 -.04 -.05 .06 .44 .02 .00 
   Dysfunctional Negative Emotions -.33 -.03 .38 .05 -.01 -.19 .10 .17 .04 .01 
   Hypomanic Activation .17 .15 .39 .17 -.16 -.11 .10 .27 .03 .01 
   Helplessness/Hopelessness -.15 .06 .34 .10 .02 -.06 .10 .14 .02 .01 
   Self-Doubt -.33 .00 .26 .01 .09 -.18 .03 .13 .04 .00 
   Inefficacy -.29 -.11 .37 -.01 .12 -.16 -.01 .17 .04 .00 
   Stress/Worry -.28 -.05 .28 -.07 .06 -.14 .18 .09 .03 .02 
   Anxiety -.28 -.01 .23 -.03 -.05 .01 .05 .11 .00 .00 
   Anger Proneness -.17 .00 .38 -.01 .02 -.07 .19 .15 .01 .02 
   Behavior-Restricting Fears -.19 -.03 .14 -.01 .01 -.08 .03 .04 .01 .00 
   Multiple Specific Fears -.32 -.26 .19 .07 -.04 .03 -.01 .17 .00 .00 
   Family Problems -.26 .111 .30 -.06 .12 -.05 .05 .18 .01 .00 
   Interpersonal Passivity -.38 .11 -.32 -.13 .26 .10 -.06 .17 .05 .00 
   Social Avoidance -.41 .25 -.25 -.13 .24 -.08 -.07 .16 .04 .00 
   Shyness -.47 -.02 .02 -.02 .14 -.11 -.01 .21 .03 .00 
   Disaffiliativeness -.06 .24 -.01 -.04 .10 .09 -.02 .06 .01 .00 
   Juvenile Conduct Problems .08 -.04 .61 14 -.02 -.01 .08 .35 .02 .01 
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   Substance Abuse .20 .03 .42 .08 -.05 -.11 .05 .22 .02 .01 
   Aggressiveness .36 .09 .30 .21 -.26 -.06 .04 .24 .04 .00 
   Psychoticism -.19 .10 .32 -.13 .01 -.06 .07 .16 .02 .00 
   Negative Emotionality -.33 -.04 .37 -.02 .07 -.15 .15 .16 .03 .01 

   Disconstraint .38 .16 .47 .08 -.06 -.12 .02 .48 .02 .00 

   Introversion -.35 .18 -.22 -.18 .30 .01 -.08 .12 .05 .00 

Interpersonal Responsivity Index           

   Perspective Taking .19 -.50 -.08 .07 -.07 .01 -.10 .31 .00 .01 

   Fantasy -.15 -.13 -.08 -.04 -.02 .07 .14 .04 .00 .01 

   Empathic Concern .00 -.73 .16 -.08 -.10 -.01 .03 .39 .02 .00 

   Personal Distress -.58 -.21 .37 -.08 -.11 -.09 .12 .36 .03 .01 

Poisson Regression 

 ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX R
2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b 

Antisocial Behavior Questionnaire 1.05 1.02 1.11 1.02 .97 1.01 1.01 .07 .00 .00 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder .99 1.05 1.05 1.01 .98 1.01 1.05 .04 .01 .01 

Antisocial Personality Disorder 1.03 1.02 1.08 1.02 .98 1.03 1.02 .08 .00 .00 

Note: Bolded zero-order correlation coefficients are significant at the .001 level (.05/34). Bolded standardized beta-weights are significant at the .007 level 

(.05/7). ). β = standardized beta-weight. . e
bStdX

 = standardized beta-weight representing the change in expected count of dependent variable for a one standard 

deviation increase in predictor. ΔR
2
a = change in R

2
 between Step 1 (Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition entered) and Step 2 (Boldness X Meanness, 

Meanness X Disinhibition, Disinhibition X Boldness entered). ΔR
2

b = change in R
2
 between Step 2 and Step 3 (Boldness X Meanness X Disinhibition entered).  

 

Table 12.  

 

Psychological External Criteria: Hierarchical Logistic Regressions 

 

  

Boldness 

 

 

Meanness 

 

 

Disinhibition 

 

Bold 

X 

Mean 

Dis  

X  

Bold 

Mean  

X  

Dis 

Bold X 

Mean X  

Dis 

     

Logistic Regression 
 B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR R

2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b Δ2

a Δ2
b 

Previous 

Psychiatric 

Hospitalization 

-.07/.93 .05/1.05 .09/1.10 .00/1.00 .00/.99 -.01/1.00 .00/1.00 .10 .03 .01 2.19 .56 

Outpatient -.05/.95 -.02/.98 .07/1.07 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .09 .01 .00 1.43 .43 
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Treatment 

Juvenile Arrest -.01/.99 -.02/.98 .06/1.06 -.01/.99 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .10 .01 .02 1.82 2.98 

Juvenile 

Delinquent  

.02/1.02 .01/1.01 .06/1.07 -.01/.99 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .06 .07 .01 6.20 .66 

Juvenile 

Commitment  

.00/1.00 .08/.98 1.39/1.08 2.05/.99 .23/1.00 .78/1.00 .20/.99 .08 .08 .00 4.70 .21 

Adult Arrest .02/1.02 -.06/.94 .10/1.09 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .12 .05 .00 8.71 .15 

Adult Conviction .00/1.00 -.04/.96 .13/1.14 -.01/.99 -.01/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .21 .03 .01 4.84 1.63 

Adult 

Incarceration 

.00/1.00 -.07/.93 .15/1.17 .00/1.00 -.01/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .27 .03 .00 3.54 .01 

Ordinal Regression 
 β β β β β β β R

2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b Δ2

a Δ2
b 

History of 

Alcohol Use 
.18 .02 .35 .12 -.08 -.15 -.08 .05 .01 .00 5.09 .94 

History of 

Cannabis Use 
.19 .04 .41 -.11 -.03 -.19 -.06 .07 .02 .00 13.03 .67 

History of 

Cocaine Use 
.17 -.01 .38 -.02 -.02 -.09 -.01 .07 .01 .00 1.86 .02 

History of Meth 

Use 
-.18 -.21 .38 -.38 .26 .10 .26 .11 .01 .02 1.19 1.70 

History of 

Heroin Use 
.26 .33 .37 -.22 -.35 -.23 .23 .05 .06 .03 1.89 1.04 

History of LSD 

Use 
.20 .11 .29 -.06 -.08 .10 -.16 .08 .01 .01 1.39 1.93 

History of 

Ecstasy Use 
.14 -.11 .36 -.06 -.03 .04 .05 .06 .00 .00 .24 .13 

History of 

Narcotic Use 
.16 -.22 .40 -.11 -.04 .03 .06 .06 .00 .00 .62 .27 

Recent Alcohol 

Use 
.11 .13 .15 .09 -.09 -.10 -.01 .03 .01 .00 2.55 .03 

Recent 

Cannabis Use 
.18 .03 .29 -.12 -.22 -.05 .12 .04 .02 .00 7.16 1.05 

Recent Cocaine 

Use 
.01 -.20 .39 -.04 -.12 .04 .02 .04 .01 .00 .34 .01 
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Recent LSD 

Use 
.09 .19 -.14 -.15 -.36 .21 -.24 .01 .04 .01 3.20 .57 

Recent Ecstasy 

Use 
.18 -.01 .13 .26 .15 -.32 .14 .05 .04 .01 2.84 .54 

Recent Narcotic 

Use 
.01 -.13 .29 -.33 .07 .17 .08 .06 .02 .00 1.67 .23 

Note: Bolded zero-order correlation coefficients are significant at the .004 level (.05/14). Bolded beta-weights are significant at the 

.007 level (.05/7). B = unstandardized beta-weight. β = standardized beta-weight.  Nagelkerke R
2
 estimation was used for logistic 

regression. ΔR
2

a = change in R
2
 between Step 1 (Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition entered) and Step 2 (Boldness X Meanness, 

Meanness X Disinhibition, Disinhibition X Boldness entered). ΔR
2

b = change in R
2
 between Step 2 and Step 3 (Boldness X Meanness 

X Disinhibition entered). Δ
2

a = change in 
2
 between Step 1 and Step 2. Δ

2
b = change in 

2
 between Step 2 and Step 3. Bolded Δ

2 

significant at the .03 level (.05/3). 

 

 

 

Table 13.  

 

Neuropsychological External Criteria: Hierarchical Linear Regressions 

 

  

Boldness 

 

 

Meanness 

 

 

Disinhibition 

 

Bold 

X 

Mean 

Bold 

X 

Dis 

Mean 

X 

Dis 

Bold X 

Mean X  

Dis 

   

Ordinary Least Squares Regression 
 β β β β β β β R

2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b 

WRAT-IV Word Reading Grade Level .14 .10 -.20 .07 -.02 -.03 -.01 .05 .00 .00 
Trails A T-Score .12 -.06 .03 .07 -.05 -.01 -.06 .01 .00 .00 
Trails B T-Score .10 -.25 .13 .02 -.11 -.05 .04 .04 .01 .00 
COWAT T-Score .08 -.03 -.01 -.09 .06 -.01 -.06 .00 .01 .00 

DANVA-2           

   % Happy Face Incorrect .10 .01 -.03 .09 -.09 -.11 -.08 .01 .01 .00 

   % Angry Face Incorrect .12 -.04 -.03 .00 .10 -.06 -.07 .01 .01 .00 

   % Sad Face Incorrect .16 -.20 .04 .17 -.07 -.07 .01 .05 .02 .00 

   % Fearful Face Incorrect -.04 .03 -.15 -.07 .09 .04 .22 .01 .01 .03 
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   % Low Intensity Face Incorrect .11 .00 -.17 .08 .06 -.06 .07 .05 .02 .00 

   % High Intensity Face Incorrect .15 -.20 .10 .04 -.02 -.08 -.02 .04 .00 .00 

   % Happy Low Intensity Face Incorrect .09 .00 -.04 .10 -.10 -.10 -.07 .01 .01 .00 

   % Happy High Intensity Face Incorrect .08 .01 .12 -.02 .06 -.09 -.04 .02 .01 .00 

   % Angry Low Intensity Face Incorrect .14 -.03 -.04 .06 .06 -.06 -.07 .02 .01 .00 

   % Angry High Intensity Face Incorrect -.04 -.05 .03 -.14 .13 -.03 -.02 .01 .01 .00 

   % Sad Low Intensity Face Incorrect .05 -.18 .1- .16 -.05 -.04 .03 .01 .02 .00 

   % Sad High Intensity Face Incorrect .17 -.14 -.02 .10 -.04 -.06 -.01 .04 .01 .00 

   % Fearful Low Intensity Face Incorrect -.07 .12 -.25 -.10 .15 .06 .24 .03 .02 .04 

   % Fearful High Intensity Face Incorrect  .05 -.16 .17 .04 -.09 -.01 .01 .01 .00 .00 

   % Happy Voice Incorrect .09 -.21 .05 .13 -.07 -.08 .06 .04 .01 .01 

   % Angry Voice Incorrect .16 -.19 .12 -.03 .03 .01 .06 .04 .0 .00 

   % Sad Voice Incorrect .07 .01 -.12 .05 .12 -.04 -.04 .02 .01 .00 

   % Fearful Voice Incorrect .13 .03 -.15 .15 -.03 -.04 -.01 .03 .02 .00 

   % Low Intensity Voice Incorrect .12 -.23 .12 .00 -.02 -.08 .04 .04 .01 .00 

   % High Intensity Voice Incorrect .15 .01 -.19 .21 .03 -.02 -.01 .06 .04 .00 

Iowa Gambling Task            

   Net Total20 -.15 .20 -.19 -.06 -.01 -.04 .09 .03 .01 .00 

   Total Money .08 .21 -.12 .16 .04 -.14 -.08 .03 .04 .00 

   Block Discrepancy .11 -.08 -.05 .06 -.01 -.04 -.03 .02 .00 .00 

Go-No-Go Flanker Task           

   Overall Commission Errors .07 .00 -.20 .00 .14 -.08 .03 .04 .02 .00 

   Overall Omission Errors .06 .05 -.12 -.14 .00 -.07 .05 .02 .02 .00 

   Overall Commission Incongruent 

Errors 

.08 .00 -.19 .00 .13 -.09 .04 .02 .02 .00 

   Overall Commission Congruent Errors .07 .01 -.20 .00 .14 -.08 .03 .04 .02 .00 

   Overall Omission Incongruent Errors .06 .09 -.03 -.10 -.01 -.12 .07 .02 .03 .00 

   Overall Omission Congruent Errors .03 -.02 -.19 -.14 .02 .02 .01 .02 .03 .00 

   Block Discrepancy: Commission Errors -.01 -.07 .02 -.05 .02 .08 .06 .00 .01 .00 

   Block Discrepancy: Omission Errors -.06 -.10 -.01 -.06 .10 -.07 .12 .01 .01 .01 

   Block Discrepancy: Commission 

Incongruent Errors 

-.01 .00 -.07 -.09 .07 .06 .06 .00 .01 .00 

   Block Discrepancy: Commission -.01 -.13 .12 .01 -.05 .09 .05 .01 .01 .00 
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Congruent Errors 

   Block Discrepancy: Omission 

Incongruent Errors 

-.08 -.09 .06 .06 .03 -.10 .10 .01 .01 .01 

   Block Discrepancy: Omission 

Congruent Errors 

.01 -.05 -.06 -.20 .14 .02 .07 .01 .02 .00 

Lexical Decision-Making Task           

   Discrepancy: Neutral-Negative .03 .10 .10 .15 -.23 -.16 -.15 .01 .04 .02 

   Discrepancy: Neutral-Positive -.02 -.18 .19 .08 .03 .08 .06 .02 .00 .00 

   Discrepancy: Nonword-Negative -.05 .22 -.02 .02 .07 -.13 -.02 .02 .02 .00 

   Discrepancy: Nonword-Positive -.05 .14 -.01 .00 .15 -.09 .08 .01 .00 .04 

Poisson Regression 

 ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX R
2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b 

Porteus Mazes           

   Number of Trials .98 .97 1.08 1.00 .98 1.00 1.00 .01 .00 .00 

   Crossed Lines .90 1.12 1.13 .88 .97 .88 1.04 .01 .02 .00 

   Pencil Lifts .79 .90 1.22 .66 1.22 1.07 1.08 .03 .03 .00 

   Cut Corners 1.12 .88 1.35 1.05 .86 1.02 1.12 .02 .00 .00 

   Change Directions .93 .76 1.41 1.23 1.05 .88 1.04 .04 .02 .00 

DANVA-2           

   Total Face Errors .89 1.02 1.13 .92 1.00 1.02 .98 .04 .01 .01 

   Happy Face Errors 1.21 .92 1.05 .95 .98 .81 .87 .01 .01 .00 

   Angry Face Errors 1.08 .91 1.06 1.01 1.05 .94 .99 .01 .00 .00 

   Sad Face Errors 1.22 .80 1.09 1.13 1.01 .86 1.05 .02 .01 .00 

   Fearful Face Errors 1.06 .84 1.07 .96 1.02 .99 1.08 .01 .00 .00 

   Happy High Intensity Face Errors 1.52 2.95 2.32 .45 .89 .18 2.72 .04 .06 .02 

   Happy Low Intensity Face Errors 1.21 .87 1.04 .97 .95 .83 .85 .01 .01 .00 

   Angry High Intensity Face Errors .91 .84 1.15 .75 1.22 .88 .98 .01 .01 .00 

   Angry Low Intensity Face Errors 1.11 .92 1.04 1.07 1.02 .96 .99 .01 .00 .00 

   Sad High Intensity Face Errors 1.27 .83 1.01 1.008 1.03 .88 1.01 .02 .00 .00 

   Sad Low Intensity Face Errors 1.16 .76 1.24 1.19 .99 .83 1.10 .01 .01 .00 

   Fearful High Intensity Face Errors 1.06 .70 1.35 .90 .92 1.02 1.03 .02 .00 .00 

   Fearful Low Intensity Face Errors 1.06 .89 .98 .97 1.07 .96 1.13 .01 .00 .00 

   High Intensity Face Errors 1.15 .82 1.13 .97 1.03 .92 .99 .02 .00 .00 



 

58 

 

   Low Intensity Face Errors 1.11 .88 1.05 1.05 1.02 .93 1.03 .01 .00 .00 

   Total Voice Errors .87 1.05 1.06 .89 1.01 1.06 1.04 .04 .01 .00 

   High Intensity Voice Errors 1.11 .89 .99 1.11 1.02 1.04 1.04 .01 .01 .00 

   Low Intensity Voice Errors 1.07 .84 1.10 .97 1.00 1.00 1.06 .01 .00 .00 

   Happy Voice Errors 1.06 .80 1.09 1.09 .97 .99 1.08 .01 .00 .00 

   Angry Voice Errors 1.10 .82 1.14 .90 1.02 1.10 1.13 .01 .00 .00 

   Sad Voice Errors 1.12 .91 1.01 1.04 1.08 1.00 .97 .01 .00 .00 

   Fearful Voice Errors 1.08 .94 .96 1.07 .99 1.03 1.05 .01 .00 .00 

   Total Posture Errors .98 1.02 .97 .94 1.01 1.04 .93 .01 .00 .01 

   Happy Posture Errors 1.05 .93 1.04 .97 .94 1.03 .82 .00 .00 .01 

   Angry Posture Errors .90 1.09 .98 .91 1.04 1.01 .95 .01 .00 .00 

   Sad Posture Errors 1.13 1.16 .81 .92 1.09 1.21 .92 .01 .01 .00 

   Fearful Posture Errors .98 .98 .97 .96 1.01 1.01 .96 .00 .00 .00 

   Happy High Intensity Posture Errors 1.07 1.07 .98 1.05 .97 1.06 .82 .00 .00 .00 

   Happy Low Intensity Posture Errors 1.03 .85 1.08 .90 .92 1.00 .80 .01 .00 .01 

   Angry High Intensity Posture Errors .93 1.12 .97 .96 .98 1.01 .99 .01 .00 .00 

   Angry Low Intensity Posture Errors .87 1.05 1.00 .84 1.11 1.01 .91 .01 .00 .00 

   Sad High Intensity Posture Errors 1.20 .94 .97 .92 1.16 1.32 .93 .01 .02 .00 

   Sad Low Intensity Posture Errors .99 1.44 .65 .94 .94 1.11 .91 .03 .00 .00 

   Fearful High Intensity Posture Errors .98 .90 .96 1.01 .96 1.03 .95 .01 .00 .00 

   Fearful Low Intensity Posture Errors .98 1.06 .98 .91 1.07 .98 .96 .00 .00 .00 

   Total High Intensity Posture Errors .99 1.01 .97 .99 .99 1.06 .95 .00 .00 .00 

   Total Low Intensity Posture Errors .96 1.03 .97 .90 1.03 1.01 .91 .00 .01 .00 

Iowa Gambling Task           

   Deck A .96 .98 1.07 .94 .98 1.05 1.02 .01 .00 .00 

   Deck B .98 .89 1.04 .95 .99 1.07 1.07 .02 .02 .01 

   Deck C 1.00 1.06 1.00 .98 1.07 .94 .98 .00 .01 .00 

   Deck D 1.02 1.06 .94 1.07 .98 .97 .96 .01 .01 .00 

Note: Bolded standardized beta-weights are significant at the .007 level (.05/7). β = standardized beta-weight. ebStdX = standardized 

beta-weight representing the change in expected count of dependent variable for a one standard deviation increase in predictor. ΔR
2

a = 

change in R
2
 between Step 1 (Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition entered) and Step 2 (Boldness X Meanness, Meanness X 

Disinhibition, Disinhibition X Boldness entered). ΔR
2
b = change in R

2
 between Step 2 and Step 3 (Boldness X Meanness X 

Disinhibition entered). 
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Table 14.  

 

Psychosocial External Criteria: Hierarchical Linear Regressions 

 

  

Boldness 

 

 

Meanness 

 

 

Disinhibition 

 

Bold 

X 

Mean 

Mean  

X 

Dis 

Dis  

X  

Bold 

Bold X 

Mean X  

Dis 

 

R
2
 

 

ΔR
2

a 

 

ΔR
2

b 

Ordinary Least Squares Regression 
 β β β β β β β R

2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b 

Years of Education .05 -.08 -.14 -.01 -.05 -.05 .06 .05 .01 .00 

Poisson Regression 

 ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX ebStdX R
2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b 

Number of Siblings .96 .96 1.05 .99 1.01 1.05 .99 .00 .00 .00 

Note: Bolded standardized beta-weights are significant at the .007 level (.05/7). β = standardized beta-weight. ebStdX = standardized 

beta-weight representing the change in expected count of dependent variable for a one standard deviation increase in predictor. ΔR
2

a = 

change in R
2
 between Step 1 (Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition entered) and Step 2 (Boldness X Meanness, Meanness X 

Disinhibition, Disinhibition X Boldness entered). ΔR
2
b = change in R

2
 between Step 2 and Step 3 (Boldness X Meanness X 

Disinhibition entered).  

 

Table 15.  

 

Psychosocial External Criteria: Hierarchical Logistic Regressions 

 

  

Boldness 

 

 

Meanness 

 

 

Disinhibition 

 

Bold 

X 

Mean 

Mean  

X 

Dis 

Dis  

X  

Bold 

Bold X 

Mean X  

Dis 

     

Binary Logistic Regression 
 B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR B/OR R

2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b Δ2

a Δ2
b 

Relationship 

Problems 
-.01/.99 .01/1.01 .02/1.02 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .01 .01 .00 2.29 .25 

Previously Fired .00/1.00 -.04/.96 .08/1.08 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .04 .02 .01 2.97 1.95 
Unemployed -.11/.89 .01/1.01 -.03/.97 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .00/1.00 .05 .05 .00 6.50 .52 
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Ordinal Logistic Regression 
 β β β β β β β R

2
 ΔR

2
a ΔR

2
b Δ2

a Δ2
b 

Socioeconomic 

Status 
.19 0.94 .95 .94 .12 .95 -.04 .01 .01 .00 4.20 .17 

Note: Bolded zero-order correlation coefficients are significant at the .013 level (.05/4). Bolded beta-weights are significant at the .007 

level (.05/7). B = Unstandardized beta-weight. OR = odds ratio. β  = standardized beta-weight. Nagelkerke R
2
 estimation was used for 

logistic regression. ΔR
2

a = change in R
2
 between Step 1 (Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition entered) and Step 2 (Boldness X 

Meanness, Meanness X Disinhibition, Disinhibition X Boldness entered). ΔR
2
b = change in R

2
 between Step 2 and Step 3 (Boldness X 

Meanness X Disinhibition entered). Δ
2

a = change in 
2
 between Step 1 and Step 2. Δ

2
b = change in 

2
 between Step 2 and Step 3. 

Bolded Δ
2 

significant at the .03 level (.05/3). 
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Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition. Significant three-way interactions were found 

for some psychological and neuropsychological factors. Low Boldness/low Meanness/high 

Disinhibition was predictive of higher Stress/Worry and Anger Proneness scores (see Figures 1 

and 2).  

Figure 1. Three-way interaction of Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition in predicting 

Stress/Worry (STW).   
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Figure 2. Three-way interaction of Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition in predicting Anger 

Proneness (ANP).  

 

  
Low Boldness/low Meanness/low Disinhibition was predictive of an increased percentage of 

errors when attempting to identify fearful faces, particularly those of low intensity (see Figures 3 

and 4).  
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Figure 3. Three-way interaction of Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition in predicting errors in 

identification of total fearful faces. 

 

 
 

Figure 4. Three-way interaction of Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition in predicting errors in 

identification of low intensity fearful faces. 
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High Disinhibition/high Meanness/high Boldness was predictive of increased use of Deck B in 

the Iowa Gambling Task (see Figure 5).  

Figure 5. Three-way interaction of Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition in predicting use if 

Deck B in the Iowa Gambling Task.  

 

 
 

Boldness and Meanness. Significant two-way interactions between these two TriPM 

domains were found for psychological and neuropsychological external criteria. No significant 

two-way interactions were revealed for psychosocial external criteria.  

Psychological criteria. A combination of low Boldness/high Meanness was predictive of 

higher scores on Low Positive Emotions (see Figure 6).  
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Figure 6. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting Low Positive Emotions 

(RC2). 

 

 
 

A combination of high Boldness/high Meanness was predictive of higher scores on 

Aggressiveness (see Figure 7).  

Figure 7. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting Aggressiveness (AGGR-

r).  
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A combination of either high Boldness/high Meanness, or low Boldness/low Meanness was 

predictive of higher scores on Cynicism (see Figure 8). 

Figure 8. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting Cynicism (RC3). 

 

 
Neuropsychological criteria. High Boldness/high Meanness was predictive of a higher 

percentage of errors when presented with a high intensity voice, a higher number of pencil lift 

errors on mazes, a higher number of change direction errors on mazes, higher overall number of 

errors in identifying facial emotions, higher overall number of errors in identifying voice 

emotions, and increased use of decks B and D
2
 in the Iowa Gambling Task (see Figures 9-15). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2
 Notably, although individuals high on Boldness and Meanness used Deck B (one of the cost decks), they also used 

Deck D (one of the gain decks). Due to the fact high scores on these two Triarchic domains were not associated with 

a decrease in overall gain or level of money at the end of the task, it does not appear there is a significant deficit in 

decision-making associated with this interaction.  
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Figure 9. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting percentage of errors 

when presented with a high intensity emotional voice. 

 
Figure 10. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting number of pencil lift 

errors on maze task. 
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Figure 11. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting number of change 

directions errors on maze task. 

 

 
 

Figure 12. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting errors in identifying 

facial emotions 

. 
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Figure 13. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting errors in identifying 

vocal emotions 

 

 
Figure 14. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting use of Deck B in the 

Iowa Gambling Task.  
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Figure 15. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Meanness in predicting use of Deck D in the 

Iowa Gambling Task.  

 

Boldness and Disinhibition. Significant two-way interactions between these two TriPM 

domains were found for psychological and neuropsychological external criteria. No significant 

two-way interactions were revealed for psychosocial external criteria.  

Psychological criteria. A combination of low Boldness/low Disinhibition was predictive 

of lower scores on Aggressiveness, as well as higher scores on Low Positive Emotions, 

Interpersonal Passivity, Social Avoidance, and Introversion (see Figures 16-20).   
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Figure 16. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Disinhibition in predicting Aggressiveness 

(AGGR-r).  

 
Figure 17. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Disinhibition in predicting Low Positive 

Emotions (RC2). 
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Figure 18. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Disinhibition in predicting Interpersonal 

Passivity (IPP).  

 

 
 

Figure 19. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Disinhibition in predicting Social Avoidance 

(SAV).  
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Figure 20. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Disinhibition in predicting Introversion (INTR-

r). 

 

 
 

 

Neuropsychological criteria. High Boldness/high Disinhibition was predictive of 

increased use of Deck C in the Iowa Gambling Task (see Figure 21).  

Figure 21. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Disinhibition in predicting use of Deck C in the 

Iowa Gambling Task.  
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High Boldness/low Disinhibition was associated with shorter reaction time when identifying 

negative words as opposed to neutral words on the lexical decision-making task (see Figure 22).  

Figure 22. Two-way interaction of Boldness and Disinhibition in predicting reaction time when 

identifying negative vs. neutral words on the Lexical Decision-Making Task.  

 

Meanness and Disinhibition. Significant two-way interactions between these two TriPM 

domains were found for psychological and neuropsychological external criteria. No significant 

two-way interactions were revealed for psychosocial external criteria.  

Psychological criteria. A combination of low scores on Meanness and Disinhibition were 

predictive of higher scores on the two MMPI-2-RF under-reporting scales (Uncommon Virtues 

and Adjustment Validity) (see Figures 23 and 24).  
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Figure 23. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting Uncommon Virtues 

(L-r). 

 

 
 

Figure 24. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting Adjustment 

Validity (K-r). 
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Low Meanness/high Disinhibition was predictive of higher scores Self-Doubt, Inefficacy, and 

Dysfunctional Negative Emotions (see Figures 25-27).  

Figure 25. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting Self-Doubt (SFD). 

 

 
Figure 26. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting Inefficacy (NFC). 
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Figure 27. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting Dysfunctional 

Negative Emotions (RC7).  

 

 
Neuropsychological criteria. High Disinhibition/high Meanness was predictive of a 

higher overall number of voice errors, a higher number of errors when identifying a high 

intensity sad postures, and increased use of Decks B, C, and D
3
 in the Iowa Gambling Task (see 

Figures 28-32). 
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 Although individuals high on Meanness and Disinhibition used two of the cost decks, they also used one of the 

gain decks and did not evidence a significant decrease in overall gain or level of money at the end. 
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Figure 28. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting number of errors in 

identifying vocal emotions.  

 
Figure 29. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting number of errors in 

identifying sad postures. 
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Figure 30. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting use of Deck B in 

the Iowa Gambling Task.  

 

 
Figure 31. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting use of Deck C in 

the Iowa Gambling Task.  
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Figure 32. Two-way interaction of Meanness and Disinhibition in predicting use of Deck D in 

the Iowa Gambling Task.  
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Discussion 

 

 This study focused on investigation of a nomological net associated with the Triarchic 

conceptualization of psychopathy. No published studies have examined the construct validity of 

the Triarchic model in terms of a wide range of external variables. Results of this study elaborate 

on associations between the three Triarchic domains (Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition), as 

measured by the TriPM, and a variety of psychological, neuropsychological, and psychosocial 

variables. To accomplish this goal, the current study investigated the internal structure, criterion 

validity, and construct validity of the Triarchic domains.   

 Regarding the internal structure of the Triarchic model in the current sample, the current 

CFA was the first such analysis published at the present time. In the current sample, the three-

factor Triarchic model evidenced mediocre fit. Consideration of item cross-loadings did not 

significantly improve model fit. Although this three-factor model is the model specified in 

scoring of the Triarchic Personality Measure, it is possible that the more hierarchical structure 

(Disinhibition, underpinned with underlying factors of Boldness and/or Meanness) described by 

Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger (2009) may prove to have better fit if investigated in future studies. 

However, regarding the three-factor model, Hopwood and Donnellan (2010) recommend that 

strict reliance on CFA cutoffs should not be applied when evaluating the internal structure of 

personality inventories such as the TriPM; rather, emphasis should be placed on EFA and 

convergent/discriminant validity (as discussed below).  

 In terms of criterion validity, the EFA results revealed that a three-factor solution, 

including PPI scales, LSRP scales, and Triarchic scales, had the best fit for the current sample. 
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However, PPI Coldheartedness did not appear to load with any of the Triarchic domains (even 

Meanness), and was removed from the EFA in an attempt to obtain acceptable fit for the model. 

A callous interpersonal style lacking in empathy (e.g., that which should be assessed by PPI 

Coldheartedness and Meanness) is conceptually linked to psychopathy. Closer examination of 

the actual items included on the PPI Coldheartedness scale (e.g., “I often feel very nostalgic 

when I think back to peaceful moments in my childhood,” “I often hold on to old objects or 

letters just for their sentimental value,” and “I am so moved by certain experiences [e.g., 

watching a beautiful sunset, listening to a favorite piece of music] that I feel emotions that are 

beyond words.”) indicates that perhaps this scale measures more of a sense of sentimentality and 

personal preferences, rather than a (reversed) callous lack of empathy. Therefore, greater 

emphasis should be placed on evaluating the construct validity of Meanness based on its 

association with the external criteria described below, rather than on the fact that it did not load 

with PPI Coldheartedness in the EFA.  

Once PPI Coldheartedness was removed from the EFA, loadings with other psychopathy 

measures occurred in a pattern consistent with the literature (e.g., Marion et al., 2013; Sellbom & 

Phillips, 2013).  The three Triarchic domains loaded on separate factors, along with 

conceptually-relevant subscales of other self-report psychopathy measures. Boldness loaded with 

other scales assessing interpersonal effectiveness and ability to manipulate others, an ability to 

respond well when under stress, and fearlessness. Meanness loaded with factors assessing a 

callous and egocentric personality style. Disinhibition loaded with factors assessing antisocial 

and impulsive behavior. These results are all consistent with the conceptualizations of each 

Triarchic domain described by Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger (2009). This indicates that each of 

the domains appears to be assessing some unique components of psychopathy. For example, 



 

83 

 

factors assessing an egocentric, callous personality style (i.e., LSRP Egocentricity, PPI 

Machiavellian Egocentricity, LSRP Callousness) only loaded with Meanness and not with either 

of the other two Triarchic domains.  

Furthermore, the Triarchic domains appear to capture components assessed by the two 

other self-report measures of psychopathy, which indicates the Triarchic conceptualization is 

capturing information accepted by these previous models as being part of the psychopathic 

personality. This is consistent with findings from Stanley, Wygant, and Sellbom (2013, who 

reported that the Triarchic domains showed differential associations with the PPI-Short Form 

(PPI-SF) (Lilienfeld & Hess, 2001) factors. For example, they reported regression results 

indicating that Boldness was the only significant predictor for PPI-SF Fearless Dominance, and 

Disinhibition was the strongest predictor for PPI-SF Impulsive Antisociality. Results from the 

current EFA and correlation analyses are also consistent with findings from Drislane, Patrick, 

and Arsal (2013), who reported that Boldness was the only significant predictor of PPI-Fearless 

Dominance, while Disinhibition was the strongest predictor of PPI-Impulsive Antisociality. 

Moreover, Boldness has never evidenced a significant predictor of any LSRP scales (Drislane et 

al., 2013; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013), which is consistent with current findings. The Triarchic 

model appears to not only capture information assessed by the LSRP, but some additional 

information related to Boldness. 

 The construct validity of the Triarchic model was further assessed through a series of 

correlation and regression analyses to determine which Triarchic domains were associated with 

external criteria recognized within the literature as being relevant to other conceptualizations of 

psychopathy.  For example, all three domains were associated with general externalizing 

behavior, which is consistent with Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger’s (2009) description that the 
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three domains are all associated with an underlying level of problematic behavior. Further results 

are discussed in terms of convergent and discriminant validity for each of the Triarchic domains, 

as well as combinations thereof.  

Boldness 

 Boldness was associated with a variety of psychological factors. The overall pattern 

indicated Boldness was characterized by positive adjustment features of psychopathy, such as a 

lack of internalizing psychopathology and lack of interpersonal problems, social dominance, and 

fearlessness. This pattern is consistent with results from Drislane et al. (2013), who found links 

between Boldness and social potency, feelings of wellbeing, and lack of stress reactivity. 

Furthermore, Patrick et al. (2009) describe an individual high on Boldness as being particularly 

fearless and socially dominant, with the ability to recover well from stress and not experience a 

significant degree of anxiety. Benning and colleagues (2005) and Miller and Lynam (2012) also 

found previous associations between PPI-Fearless Dominance and lack of internalizing 

psychopathology, social dominance, and lack of fear; given the strong relationship between 

Boldness and PPI-Fearless Dominance in the current sample, it is consistent with those studies to 

see the same relationships between Boldness and such external criteria. The current results are 

also consistent with those from Anderson and colleagues (in press), who reported relationships 

between Boldness and indices of risk taking, manipulativeness, grandiosity, attention seeking, 

(lack of) anxiousness, (lack of) emotional lability, (lack of) irresponsibility, and (lack of) 

submissiveness. Although Boldness was associated with marijuana use, it is likely that this 

behavior is more strongly linked to sensation-seeking behavior related to Boldness (Sellbom & 

Phillips, 2013), rather than a pattern of risky, pervasive substance abuse (as will be discussed in 

relation to the Disinhibition domain). These results are consistent with those from Sellbom and 
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Phillips (2013), who reported a significant relationship between Boldness and sensation-seeking 

behavior. Furthermore, the current results indicated a weak (albeit significant) association 

between Boldness and overt antisocial behavior, also consistent with similar findings from 

Sellbom and Phillips (2013) and Wall, Sellbom, and Goodwin (2013). Interestingly, Boldness 

did not show significant association with criteria of Narcissistic Personality Disorder; rather, 

Meanness was the strongest predictor of such criteria. This is inconsistent with other studies that 

have indicated Boldness was a strong predictor of grandiosity (e.g., Drislane, Patrick, & Arsal, 

2013; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). Narcissistic Personality Disorder, as clinically assessed in the 

current sample, is a measure of actual personality psychopathology, whereas these other studies 

have assessed narcissism as more of a normal-range personality construct assessed by a self-

report personality questionnaire (e.g., the Narcissistic Personality Inventory). Therefore, while 

both Boldness and Meanness appear to be associated with narcissism, it is possible that 

Meanness is more strongly related to the more extreme, pathological manifestation, whereas 

Boldness is more strongly related to a sense of confidence and self-assurance.  

 In terms of neuropsychological factors, Boldness was associated with poor performance 

in recognizing sad and angry faces; however, Boldness was associated with better performance 

on recognizing emotions of voices (except anger). Boldness did not appear to be significantly 

associated with either poor or better performance at recognizing other emotions in faces, or at 

recognizing emotional postures.  These results are somewhat consistent with previous results 

(e.g., Gordon, Baird, & End, 2004), which indicated a link between PPI Fearless Dominance and 

deficits in emotional recognition. It is also partially consistent with previous results from Dawel 

and colleagues (2012), who found deficits in emotional identification among those high on 

psychopathic traits (but reported no examination as to factors of psychopathy). Boldness was 
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also associated with cognitive flexibility and planning abilities, as evidenced by the negative 

relationship between Boldness and qualitative (rule-breaking) maze errors. Individuals higher on 

Boldness were better able to take their time and plan a route through the maze, and follow the 

rules while doing so. This is consistent with previous literature which has indicated a positive 

association between PPI Fearless Dominance and cognitive flexibility and planning (e.g., 

Sellbom & Verona, 2007). Although I hypothesized Boldness would be associated with 

intelligence (as estimated by the WRAT-4 Word Reading subscale), the current results indicated 

no significant association for this variable. Such estimations of intellectual functioning are 

acceptable but not perfect (e.g., Boekamp, Strauss, & Adams, 1995), and it is possible the lack of 

finding here is related to the estimate of intelligence used, rather than a measure of intelligence 

obtained from a more extensive assessment procedure. However, it should be noted that the 

effect size was similar to those found for PPI Fearless Dominance and intelligence in another 

study (Sellbom & Verona, 2007), but the more stringent alpha level employed in this study could 

have resulted in Type II error. Boldness appears to be associated with some indications of higher 

adaptive functioning (e.g., interpersonal effectiveness, employment, higher SES), which are 

typically associated with higher intelligence. Thus, although the current results indicated no 

significant result with intelligence, those high on Boldness did evidence higher levels of adaptive 

functioning (as evidenced by conceptually relevant external criteria).  

 Regarding the psychosocial factors, Boldness was associated with higher SES. This is 

consistent with previous results from Benning and colleagues (2003) who examined PPI Fearless 

Dominance. Boldness was also associated negatively with unemployment, indicating that 

individuals higher on Boldness are more likely to be employed and have a higher SES than 

individuals higher on Meanness or Disinhibition. Boldness was not associated with other 
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psychosocial factors, such as a history of being fired or having relationship problems (e.g., being 

divorced or separated), which is consistent with Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger’s (2009) 

description of an individual high on Boldness. These individuals are able to manage their 

environment (and those around them) effectively enough to be at least moderately successful in 

life (e.g., having a job and money). This ability, coupled with the lack of antisocial behavior, 

appears to lead to more adaptive outcomes from an individual high on Boldness (e.g., lack of 

arrests and family problems).  

The overall pattern of external criteria associated with Boldness is consistent with 

descriptions provided in the literature (e.g., Drislane, Patrick, & Ansal, 2013; Patrick, Fowles, & 

Krueger, 2009). Individuals high on Boldness tend to have a combination of positive adjustment 

features and negative/maladaptive features of psychopathy. For example, these individuals may 

be charming and able to interact well with others to get what they want (e.g., through 

manipulation), and they tend not to experience a significant degree of fear or internalizing 

psychopathology (e.g., anxiety, hopelessness, depression). While they may engage in some 

antisocial behavior, they either do not get caught or are significantly less likely (say, than those 

high in Disinhibition) to have a criminal record. This is consistent with literature regarding so-

called “successful” psychopathy, which refers to individuals high on psychopathic traits who are 

able to manipulate others and have little regard for those around them, but are able to function in 

society without any significantly negative outcomes (e.g., arrest). In fact, Wall, Sellbom, and 

Goodwin (2013) advocated the use of “non-criminal” psychopathy to characterize such 

individuals. For example, Babiak (1995) describes individuals high on psychopathy who con 

others, cheat in school, and backstab others in business arrangements in order to advance in life. 
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Although individuals high on Boldness may engage in sensation-seeking behavior (e.g., 

substance use), they do not tend to have a pervasive pattern of polysubstance abuse.  

Meanness 

 In terms of psychological factors, Meanness was associated with traits of Narcissistic 

Personality Disorder (NPD) and lack of empathy. The relationship between Meanness and NPD 

is possibly inconsistent with some previous results, which have indicated Boldness is more 

strongly linked to NPD than is Meanness (Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). However, the current study 

relied on measurement of NPD traits based on DSM-IV-TR ratings made by a graduate student 

researcher with clinical experience, whereas the previous results relied on self-report measures. 

As previously discussed, the relationship between Boldness and narcissism appears to be focused 

on the confident, grandiose, self-assured manifestation of narcissism (as measured by self-report 

personality questionnaires). From the current results, it appears the relationship between 

Meanness and narcissism may be focused more on the pathological level of narcissism (e.g., the 

antagonistic, grandiose manifestation of narcissism) (measured by clinical significance). In fact, 

Anderson and colleagues (in press) found a stronger relationship between the DSM-5 Section III 

trait facet of grandiosity and Meanness, as compared to the relationship between grandiosity and 

Boldness. The relationship between Meanness and lack of empathy is consistent with other 

studies (e.g., Anderson et al., in press; Drislane, Patrick, & Ansal, 2013; Sellbom & Phillips, 

2013; Stanley et al., 2013) and with the description of Meanness provided by Patrick, Fowles, 

and Krueger (2009). The current results indicate individuals high on Meanness tend to lack the 

ability to take the perspective of others around them. They also tend to lack empathic concern for 

those around them. Meanness was not significantly associated with other psychological factors 

such as antisocial behavior, impulsivity, substance abuse, or internalizing psychopathology, 
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which is also consistent with the literature cited above. Although Patrick, Fowles, & Kreuger 

(2009) described an individual high on Meanness as being aggressive for personal gain, current 

results did not indicate an association between Meanness and either proactive aggression or 

reactive aggression. This counter-intuitive (given the literature) finding could be because of the 

interaction effect described below between Boldness and Meanness. Those high on both domains 

tend to engage in proactive aggression, most likely due to deficits in caring about those around 

them and a tendency to use others for their own personal gain. Although Meanness by itself was 

not predictive of proactive aggression, Boldness may moderate the relationship between 

Meanness and proactive aggression. 

 Meanness was significantly associated with some neuropsychological factors in the 

current study. Meanness had a positive relationship with emotional decision-making, indicating 

that individuals high on Meanness have an increased ability to make effective decisions even 

when under pressure (e.g., when they have the chance for personal gain associated with the 

decision-making process). Meanness had a negative relationship with errors in identification of 

anger, happiness, and sadness. These results of better performance on emotional identification 

are contrary to previous literature. Given deficits in affective processing and emotion recognition 

indicated by Patrick (1994), it was hypothesized that individuals high on Meanness would 

actually have poor performance on tasks of emotion recognition. This inconsistency between the 

literature and current results could be attributable to a potential adaptive function of individuals 

high on Meanness to simply recognize emotions in others (although they may then have no 

empathy for others or experience a significant degree of emotionality themselves). This is 

consistent with literature regarding the difference between “cognitive empathy” (knowing the 

emotions) and “affective empathy” (feeling the emotions). For example, Dadds and colleagues 
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(2009) reported that as males high on psychopathic traits mature in adolescence, deficits in 

affective empathy remain but deficits in cognitive empathy decrease, allowing them to “talk the 

talk” even though they lack the actual affective connection with others. Although the literature 

did not indicate any previous examination of the relationship between Meanness and measures of 

cognitive flexibility and planning, current results indicated that Meanness was associated with 

lower scores on a measure of cognitive flexibility and planning. Although it was hypothesized 

that Meanness would be negatively related to affective processing, no such association was 

found in the current sample. This could at least partially be due to the type of task used. For 

example, Patrick (1994) reported deficits in eye-blink startle response reflex when an individual 

high on psychopathic traits was presented with fear-inducing stimuli. Perhaps this deficit in 

response is related to lack of actual affective experience associated with fear (and other 

emotions) due to inattention, instead of lack of ability to process such emotion (e.g., Dadds et al., 

2009).  

 Regarding psychosocial factors, Meanness was not significantly related with any of the 

external criteria in the current study. Thus, those higher on Meanness were not found to have a 

significantly high or low SES or education status, and did not have a significant degree of 

relationship problems. This last result conflicts with the suggestion from Häkkänen-Nyholm 

(2012) that interpersonal difficulties could be related to emotional detachment features of 

psychopathy.  

 The overall picture of an individual high on Meanness is that such an individual tends to 

be cold and aloof from others. Such an individual likely has a particularly high view of him- or 

herself, to the point where this grandiosity reaches a pathological level. Furthermore, someone 

high on Meanness does not care about the feelings of others around them. Thus, although they 
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may be able to identify that someone around them is “angry” or “sad”, the individual high on 

Meanness is unable to experience an empathic awareness of the other individual’s feelings. 

However, Meanness was not significantly associated with interpersonal/family problems in the 

current study.  It is possible the lack of effect here is partially related to one of the measures of 

interpersonal problems, which was related to divorce/separation. Due to the fact divorce and 

separation are quite normative events in current United States society, it is possible that this 

measure of interpersonal problems would show no effect with psychopathy. In addition to this 

possibility, the lack of association between Meanness and interpersonal problems is perhaps an 

indication that those high on Meanness are able to learn over time how to effectively respond to 

the emotions of others, even if they do not share those feelings (e.g., Dadds et al., 2009). Along 

this same line, Salekin, Chen, Sellbom, Lester, and MacDougall (in press) reported an 

association between the LSRP Callousness scale (designed to assess a cold personality style with 

lack of empathy) and higher emotional intelligence and better interpersonal relationships. 

Although it is possible that the LSRP simply does not capture lack of empathy and 

coldheartedness, perhaps it is also tapping into this adaptive ability to recognize the emotional 

states of others and use that to help with interpersonal relationship (even if such interactions are 

only shallow on part of the individual high on psychopathy). Although individuals high on 

Meanness do not tend to be particularly impulsive or risk-taking, they also do not have strengths 

in cognitive flexibility and planning as evidenced in those high on Boldness. The “mean” 

individual does not tend to engage in overtly antisocial behavior (or simply does not get caught 

doing so), and does not appear to have a significant degree of negative life events (e.g., being 

previously fired or incarcerated).  
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Disinhibition 

 Disinhibition was significantly associated with a variety of psychological factors, 

including antisocial behavior, negative emotionality (e.g., anxiety, depression, stress, anger, 

interpersonal problems, psychoticism, impulsivity, substance abuse, and mental health treatment. 

These results are largely consistent previous studies (e.g., e.g., Anderson et al., 2013; Benning et 

al., 2005; Miller & Lynam, 2012; Neal & Sellbom, 2012; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013; Stanley et 

al., 2013), as well as with Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger’s (2009) description of the Disinhibited 

individual as being particularly likely to engage in antisocial/criminal behavior and substance 

abuse and experience a significant degree of emotional distress. The finding regarding psychosis 

is notably not necessarily a relationship between Disinhibition and hallucinations or negative 

symptoms of psychosis (e.g., catatonia, apathy); rather, it could be an association between 

Disinhibition and delusional beliefs or lack of ability to maintain clear thinking when under 

stress (e.g., Ben-Porath, Corey, & Stewart, 2011). Disinhibition was negatively associated with 

scores on under-reporting, indicating that individuals high on Disinhibition were willing to be 

open and honest about their faults.  

 In terms of neuropsychological factors, Disinhibition was associated with poor 

quantitative and qualitative scores on the mazes, indicating that individuals high on Disinhibition 

were likely to be impulsive and have poor planning abilities and were unlikely to follow the rules 

when completing the task. Individuals high on Disinhibition showed good performance on 

identifying facial and vocal emotions, which is contrary to previous research which indicated 

deficits in emotion identification among those high on psychopathic traits (e.g., Dawel et al., 

2012). Disinhibition was also associated with poor emotional decision-making, which is 

consistent with findings cited above that indicate individuals high on Disinhibition experience a 
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significant degree of negative emotions (e.g., stress, anxiety). This propensity to experience 

negative emotions (and likely not deal with them in an effective manner), coupled with 

impulsivity, likely influence decision-making skills when under stress. I hypothesized that 

Disinhibition would be associated negatively with response inhibition, but a statistically 

significant relationship between Disinhibition and response inhibition was not revealed in the 

current analyses. It is possible that the lack of finding here is related to the strict Bonferroni 

correction used due to the high number of analyses conducted in this study. Sellbom and Verona 

(2007) reported similar effect sizes between PPI-Impulsive Antisociality and measures of 

response inhibition as were found in the current study. Those effect sizes were statistically 

significant, although they were not in this study due to the Bonferonni correction. 

 Results regarding the psychosocial factors were limited, with the only significant 

association being a positive relationship between Disinhibition and a history of being fired. This 

is consistent with the relationship between Disinhibition and impulsivity. Disinhibition was not 

significantly associated (negatively) with SES, years of education, or relationship status, as 

hypothesized. This is inconsistent with literature indicating associations between psychopathy 

and short-term or multiple relationships (e.g., Häkkänen-Nyholm, 2012), lower SES (e.g., 

Benning et al., 2003; Walsh & Kosson, 2007), and years of education (e.g., Vachon et al., 2012). 

As discussed above with Meanness, the lack of association between Disinhibition and 

relationship status could be related to the variable itself, which relied heavily on 

divorce/separation as being indicative of relationship problems. Due to the fact that these 

relationship problems are actually quite common in society, they may not be a maladaptive 

outcome associated with psychopathy. Therefore, future studies should address the link between 
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other maladaptive relationship variables, such as multiple partners and many short-term 

relationships.  

The lack of relationships in the current study between Disinhibition and SES and years of 

education could be related to the specific demographic makeup of the current sample. For 

instance, Benning and colleagues (2003) and Walsh and Kosson (2007) measured SES by a 

combination of income, educational attainment, and other factors, whereas the current study 

measured SES only by income. Vachon and colleagues did not report the mean years of 

education for their study; however, it is possible the range is somewhat different in the current 

sample.  Disinhibition was also not significantly associated (positively) with number of siblings 

or unemployment, which is inconsistent with previous literature linking psychopathic traits with 

large family size during childhood (e.g., Farrington, 1993; 2006) and unemployment (e.g., 

Patrick, 1994; Vachon et al., 2012). Previous studies which indicated large family size in 

childhood was associated with later development of psychopathy also found that poor parenting 

was associated with psychopathy (e.g., Farrington, 1993; 2006). Therefore, it is possible that 

large family size in childhood in the Farrington studies was associated with poor parenting 

(perhaps due to overwhelmed or neglecting parents), and this result was not captured in the 

current study because it did not examine parenting or childhood neglect. The current study 

included only 26 individuals who were unemployed; therefore, there may not have been enough 

variability to detect a significant effect for this specific predictor.  

 Thus, those high on Disinhibition are likely to be impulsive and engage in a variety of 

risky and/or criminal behaviors and substance abuse. Such a person would demonstrate deficits 

in handling stress and other emotional problems, which could affect their decision-making 

abilities.  
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Boldness and Meanness 

 A combination of high Boldness and high Meanness was associated with an increased 

tendency to be aggressive (particularly in a calculated, proactive manner) and cynical, and 

evidenced deficits in emotion identification (vocal and facial) and rule-breaking behavior (but 

not crime). Such individuals may not care about those around them (at least partially because 

they have deficits in interpreting emotions of others), even to the point of feeling distrustful of 

others, and may engage in minor rule-breaking, calculated aggression, or other manipulation of 

others to get what they want. Such is consistent with Hare’s (1996) description of psychopathic 

individuals in business situations who actively take advantage of others in the pursuit of their 

own personal gain, without consideration for the negative impact on those around them. 

Furthermore, the lack of emotion identification was consistent with other results regarding lack 

of fear processing (e.g., Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013).  

 A combination of low Boldness/high Meanness was associated with lack of positive 

emotions. Those who lack both the positive adjustment features (e.g., social potency, stress 

immunity, and fearlessness) associated with Boldness, and are particularly coldhearted and 

lacking in empathy, do not tend to experience significantly less positive emotions (e.g., 

happiness) than those who do not have this specific combination of traits. This appears to be 

consistent with Cleckley’s (1941) description of positive adjustment features, such that they act 

as a sort of protective factor for some of the more maladaptive traits associated with psychopathy 

(e.g., lack of empathy, lack of emotional experience).  

Boldness and Disinhibition 

 A combination of high scores on Boldness and Disinhibition was associated with 

increased success in emotional decision-making. Whereas individuals high on just Disinhibition 



 

96 

 

tended to perform more poorly in this area, when high Disinhibition scores are coupled with high 

Boldness (perhaps indicating some stress immunity), an ability to make better decisions while 

under pressure was noted. This is consistent with Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger’s (2009) 

description of Boldness, such that the stress immunity associated with Boldness allows for more 

clear-headed processing of information when under stress. Perhaps the added distractibility 

associated with Disinhibition acts as an adaptive feature, in that it allows the individual to not 

become too overwhelmed with emotional information, but just to follow through on the task 

without becoming too stressed.  

 A combination of high Boldness and low Disinhibition indicated an increased ability to 

process affective stimuli. Shorter reaction time when responding to negative vs. neutral words 

was indicative of decreased processing time on emotional information. The low distraction and 

impulsivity associated with low scores on Disinhibition, coupled with the positive adjustment 

features of Boldness (e.g., social skills) may point to an adaptive ability to process emotions 

quickly and accurately. This is at least partially consistent with positive adjustment features 

described by Cleckley (1941), such that the social adeptness/manipulativeness of Boldness may 

help an individual gauge the emotions of others, while low distractibility (Disinhibition) 

increases the ability to process information quickly.  

Meanness and Disinhibition 

 A combination of high Meanness and high Disinhibition was associated with decreased 

ability to identify emotions (particularly voices and sad postures). Individual effects for 

Meanness and Disinhibition actually indicated better performance on identification of emotions; 

however, the combination together interacted to result in poor performance. Thus, although an 

individual high on either Meanness or Disinhibition might be able to identify emotions well, an 
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individual high on both domains is likely to have a deficit in this area. Perhaps those who are 

only high on Meanness are coldhearted and not particularly emotional, impulsive, or easily 

distracted, and were better able to focus on the task and have been better able in interpersonal 

interactions to learn emotion recognition, whereas those on Disinhibition are impulsive and may 

not pay attention to the task or those around them, but tend to experience a significant degree of 

emotions themselves and thus likely are able to recognize emotions. However, an individual who 

lacks experience with emotions and is impulsive may have difficulty in this area. This is 

consistent with literature regarding empathy, attention, and psychopathy in children. Dadds, 

Jambrak, Pasalich, Hawes, and Brennan (2010) and Dadds and colleagues (2006) report that 

emotion recognition deficits in children with psychopathic traits are associated with deficits in 

attention, specifically in lack of eye contact with others. Thus, an individual high on Meanness 

and Disinhibition may not pay attention to emotional cues of others and may not be able to 

compensate for deficits in empathy associated with Meanness.  

 Low Meanness and high Disinhibition were associated with feelings of self-doubt and 

inefficacy, as well as experience of negative emotions (e.g., anxiety, sadness). Thus, the 

increased propensity for individuals high on Disinhibition to experience feelings of interpersonal 

ineffectiveness and negative emotions is heightened when the individual is also low on 

Meanness. Although Boldness (at a face-valid level) appears to be associated with positive 

adjustment features described by Cleckley (1941) (e.g., stress immunity, fearlessness, lack of 

psychopathology), it is possible that Meanness has some adaptive value for certain situations. 

For example, an individual high on Disinhibition is predisposed to experience negative emotions. 

If this individual perhaps was also high on Meanness, this may perhaps counteract some of the 
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negative emotionality. However, the lack of Meanness results in little protection from negative 

emotionality for the Disinhibited individual.  

 Low scores on both of these Triarchic domains were associated with higher scores on 

under-reporting, indicating individuals who are low on both domains may be more concerned 

than those high on these domains regarding how they appear to others. Such individuals may 

wish to present themselves in a positive light because they also likely have stronger empathy 

skills and interpersonal relationships, and likely make an effort to behave in a socially-accepted 

manner. This is consistent with discussion by Hare (1996) regarding the tendency of those high 

on psychopathic traits to have little regard for the opinions or feelings of others. Conversely, 

perhaps those low of Meanness and Disinhibition are so far on the opposite end of this 

continuum of regard for the thoughts of others that they make extreme efforts to look favorable 

to others. 

Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition 

 Individuals low on Boldness and Meanness but high on Disinhibition were significantly 

more likely to experience higher levels of stress and anger. These individuals lack the stress 

immunity of Boldness, as well as the emotional detachment of Meanness, which likely 

contributes to this increased emotionality. Individuals low on all three domains had significant 

deficits in identifying fear. The two-way interaction between Meanness and Disinhibition in 

recognizing emotions appears to make sense (and be consistent with literature) regarding 

combined deficits in emotion and attendion. Perhaps fearlessness associated with Boldness 

makes this effect even stronger, because Bold individuals have less experience with fear and may 

thus have difficulty recognizing it in others. Individuals high on all three domains evidenced a 

tendency toward poor decision-making skills under emotional stress. This is consistent with 
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Mahmut, Homewood, and Stevenson (2008) and Mitchell and colleagues (2002), who found that 

overall high scores on psychopathy were associated with poor emotional decision-making skills. 

Although individuals high only on Meanness may have an increased ability in this area due to 

lack of emotion, when all three domains are high the individual is perhaps more willing to take 

risks, thinks they are going to perform well no matter what (narcissism) and thus make less of an 

effort to do so, and answers impulsively, thus lowering their performance in this area.  

General Discussion 

 The above results are generally consistent with Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger’s (2009) 

description of the Triarchic model. The convergent and discriminant validity analyses 

summarized above indicate the Triarchic domains are associated with external criteria related to 

each specific domain. This provides very promising evidence for the validity of this model, at 

least in a community sample.  

These results are also largely consistent with some conceptualizations of psychopathy, 

including Cleckley’s (1941/1976) description and self-report measures of psychopathy (e.g., the 

PPI). These results indicate consistency with deficits or maladaptive functioning typically 

described as psychopathic (e.g., lack of empathy, impulsivity, antisocial behavior, 

manipulativeness), as well as some of the positive adjustment features described by Cleckley 

(e.g., social charm, lack of nervousness).  

These results are somewhat inconsistent with McCord and McCord’s (1964) 

conceptualization of psychopathy, which asserted that aggressive, vicious behavior was a central 

component of psychopathy. Hare’s conceptualization also incorporates this vicious aggression, 

although to a lesser extent than McCord and McCord’s model. As evidenced by the current 

results, the Triarchic model incorporates antisocial and criminal behavior, and even appears to 
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capture some proactive aggression; however, the Triarchic domains were not all associated with 

violence, especially in this community sample, possibly due to base rates of such behavior.  

The results indicating differential associations with external criteria based on 

combinations of Triarchic domains appear somewhat consistent with Hicks and colleagues 

(2004) cluster analysis of different “types” of psychopaths. Their results indicated some support 

for “emotionally stable” and “aggressive” psychopaths. Similarly, the current results seem to 

indicate high scores on Boldness and Meanness (but not Disinhibition) are indicative of 

aggression and manipulation of others, while high scores on Boldness and Disinhibition (but not 

Meanness) were indicative of better performance in making decisions while under stress.  

Although psychopathy has typically been considered a unitary construct from the 

perspective of other models (e.g., an overarching “psychopathy” measurement further delineated 

by factors), the current findings highlight the importance of considering traits separately and at 

times in conjunction (e.g., Boldness, Meanness, and Disinibition) rather than an overarching 

construct. Patrick, Fowles, and Kruger (2009) suggested the Triarchic conceptualization of 

psychopathy is characterized by a sort of hierarchical model, such that an individual would need 

an underlying level of Disinhibition, underpinned with Boldness, Meanness, or both, in order to 

be considered psychopathic. However, the current results indicated clinically and conceptually 

relevant associations with external criteria for a combination of Boldness and Meanness (without 

Disinhibition). Based on these associations, it appears as if an individual high on Boldness and 

Meanness could present as a “successful” or “non-criminal” psychopath, even without the 

underlying level of Disinhibition. Further study is needed in this area to investigate the utility of 

this hierarchical model presented by Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger (2009), as well as the utility of 
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considering psychopathy a unitary construct as compared to looking at individual traits (or 

combinations thereof).  

Overall, the current results appear to provide support for the construct validity of the 

Triarchic model. However, the current study is not without limitations. Expected results were not 

found with some of the neuropsychological tasks (e.g., the Go-No-Go task and the Lexical 

Decision-Making Task), which could have been at least partially related to the stringent 

Bonferroni corrections employed in the tables (especially in terms of the neuropsychological 

tests). This may have resulted in false negatives (Type II error). The effect sizes from the current 

study are in the same range as observed neuropsychological effect sizes in other studies (e.g., 

Sellbom & Verona, 2007); however, I used a stringent alpha level in the current study and 

therefore may not have had sufficient power to detect these effects. The TriPM is a self-report 

measure and, although research supports utility of such methods in community samples (e.g., 

Jones & Miller, 2012), the TriPM could still be limited in its assessment of psychopathy due to 

lack of other- or clinician-ratings. In terms of the sample itself, individuals self-referred based on 

the traits included in the advertisement. Although the sample does appear to have a broader range 

of traits/behaviors related to psychopathy than would a typical community sample, it is possible 

that some individuals were not honest in this referral process since there was not a formal 

screening process. The recruitment process utilized in this study focused on (and attracted) 

individuals higher on particular traits/behaviors than those in the general community; thus, 

results are not completely generalizable to a general community population. Individuals who 

responded and completed the study were given monetary compensation for their time. This could 

have produced bias in the sample, such that only those motivated to receive the money would 

have completed the study. Furthermore, the current study only examined one sample. Multiple 
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samples will need to be examined in future research to replicate the current findings with other 

types of individuals.  

In spite of these limitations, the current study did have significant strengths. Participants 

were recruited specifically based on subclinical traits of psychopathy, and the sample appears to 

have captured more prevalent levels of Boldness, Antisocial Personality Disorder, and 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder, that would be present in a general community sample. It 

employed a large sample size that was more than sufficient for the analyses run (though see 

aforementioned comment about Bonferroni-correction). Furthermore, as most psychopathy 

research has been based on correctional or student samples, this study is one of the few to utilize 

a community sample. Data was collected using a variety of techniques (e.g., clinician ratings, 

interview, self-report measures, computer tasks, paper and pencil tasks), which is useful in 

reducing mono-method bias. 

Future studies should focus on replicating the current results, as well as exploring 

additional external criteria to investigate the validity of the Triarchic model. Particular emphasis 

should be placed on investigating combinations of Triarchic domains, because this might prove 

to be a useful way for conceptualizing and assessing various differential manifestations of 

psychopathy. In addition to the historical measures utilized in the current study (e.g., history of 

substance use and incarceration), examination of the different domains and combinations of 

domains in regard to treatment modalities could be particularly useful. Furthermore, due to the 

potential for Type II error (e.g., potentially due to the very stringent Bonferroni correction 

applied), additional investigation of the associations between Triarchic domains and external 

criteria (particularly intelligence and neuropsychological factors) should be conducted. The 

replication of effects across studies will likely prove more meaningful than statistical 
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significance in itself, which is sample dependent. Regarding practical application of these results, 

there is some debate in the field as to whether or not psychopathic traits can be effectively 

treated; however, examination of different domains and manifestations of psychopathic trait 

combinations may be useful in clarifying this issue. Furthermore, examination of this 

conceptualization in terms of risk assessment may prove useful to clinicians, particularly those in 

forensic settings. For example, patients with high levels of Disinhibition may tend to engage in 

problematic behavior within a secure setting and identification of a high Disinhibition score may 

help a clinician determine appropriate security management techniques in such a facility. In 

terms of discharge from an inpatient or secure forensic setting, various Triarchic domains and/or 

combinations thereof may be associated with differential risk predictions in the community (e.g., 

those high on Disinhibition may tend to have difficulty following rules/laws, while those high on 

Boldness may tend to take advantage of those around them [e.g., at a group home facility with 

vulnerable, mentally ill clients]). 

Conclusion 

The current study provides support for the Triarchic model based on analysis of internal 

structure, criterion validity, and construct validity. The Triarchic model appears generally 

consistent with previous models of psychopathy and other relevant external criteria. It also 

appears to provide utility in measuring some information above and beyond other self-report 

psychopathy measures (e.g., positive adjustment features of psychopathy) and also appears to 

lend itself to the examination of combinations of domains of psychopathic traits. The Triarchic 

model appears to have promise in terms of utility as a self-report measure of psychopathy, and 

future investigation of this measure will likely prove useful to developing the global construct of 

psychopathy and how it should be assessed.  
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Appendix A 

Background History Interview 

BACKGROUND INTERVIEW 
1. Participant ID _____________   

 

2. Date of Participation ______________________ 

 

 

Demographic Information: 

 

3.    Date of Birth _________________  

  

4.    Age _________________  

 

5.   Sex  (1) ___ Male (2) ___ Female 

 

6.  Birth order and number of siblings: #_____ out of _____ siblings 

 

7.  Ethnicity: (1) ___ Caucasian (3) ___ African-American  (5) ___Hispanic 

(2) ___ Asian-American (4) ___ Native American  (6) ___ Other/Mixed 

 

8. Sexual orientation:  (1) ___ Heterosexual (2) ___ Homosexual   (3) ___ Bisexual   (4) ___ Asexual 

 

9.  Number of Years of Education Completed ______; if less than 12, has the participant completed the  

     GED?  __ yes  __ no 

 

10.  Marital Status:  (1) ___ married  (4) ___ widowed  

   (2) ___ partnered  (5) ___ divorced  

   (3) ___ separated   (6) ___ never married 

 

11. Children: 

 Number of children: ________ 

 How many of these children under age 18 currently live with the participant? ________ 

 Has the participant ever been involved in legal proceedings regarding custody? ___ Yes   ______ No 

  If so, what was the outcome? 

   (1) ___ full custody  (3) ___ supervised visits 

   (2) ___ joint custody  (4) ___ termination of parental rights 

 

12.  Current Employment Status (More than one may be checked if appropriate): 

 

   (1)___ full-time  (4)___ part-time  (7)___ unemployed 

 (2)___ retired  (5)___ student  (8)___ self-employed 

 (3)___ disabled  (6)___ on leave  (9)___ homemaker 

 

13.  Current Occupation:  __________________________________________ 

 

14. Have you ever been fired from a job before? ___ Yes   ___ No 

 If so, how many times? _________ 

 

15.  Spouse’s/Partner’s Occupation __________________________________________ 

 

16. Total Family Income: 
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 (1)    less than $20,000 per year  (4)   $70,000 - $100,000 per year 

 (2)     $20,000 - $40,000 per year  (5)    more than $100,000 per year 

 (3)    $40,000 - $70,000 per year (9)    unknown 

         

 

17. If graduate student, total income for family of origin: 

(1)    less than $20,000 per year  (4)   $70,000 - $100,000 per year 

 (2)     $20,000 - $40,000 per year  (5)    more than $100,000 per year 

 (3)    $40,000 - $70,000 per year (9)    unknown 

         

Medical History: 

 

18. Have you ever been in an accident in which you required surgery?    (0) no   (1) yes 

 

 If yes, nature of injury:           

 

19. Are you currently receiving any treatment for medical illness or injury?  (0) no   (1) yes 

 

If yes, list illness/es/:           
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Juvenile Legal History: 

 

20. Have you ever been arrested (regardless of conviction) for a criminal offense as a juvenile (below age 18)?  

(0)  no (1)  yes   (9)  refused to disclose 

 

21. IF YES: 

 

Crime Age of arrest Found delinquent? Committed? 
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Adult Legal History: 

 

22. Have you ever been arrested (regardless of conviction) for a criminal offense as an adult (age 18 or older)?  

(0)  no (1)  yes   (9)  refused to disclose 

 

23. IF YES: 

 

Crime Age of arrest Convicted? Incarcerated? 
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Mental Health History: 
24. Previous psychiatric hospitalizations? 

         (1) ___ yes (2) ___ no 

 

25. If yes, how many? _____ 

 

26. Does participant have history of outpatient psychological or psychiatric treatment? 

           (1) ___ yes (2) ___  

 

27.   Psychotropic medications client is taking at present time (check all that apply): 

 

(1) ___ antipsychotic (e.g., Risperdal, Seroquel)  (4) ___ antidepressant (e.g., Prozac, Zoloft, Effexor) 

(2) ___ mood stabilizer (e.g., Lithium, Depakote)  (5) ___ antianxiety (e.g., Xanax, Ativan) 

       (3) ___ stimulant (e.g., Ritalin, Concerta, Adderall) (6) ___ other (specify) _______________________ 

 

Substance Use History   

28.   Indicate substance use/abuse by the participant at any time during his/her life: 

 

  No  No  Some  Possible  Definite 

  Info.  Use  Use  Abuse  Abuse 

 

Alcohol               _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Marijuana           _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Cocaine               _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

(includes crack)  

Crystal Meth      _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Heroin               _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

LSD/Acid          _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Ecstasy             _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Narcotics          _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Other (specify)  _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

__________________________ 

__________________________  

29.  Indicate substance use/abuse by the participant at any time during the past six months: 

 

  No  No  Some  Possible  Definite 

  Info.  Use  Use  Abuse  Abuse 

 

Alcohol               _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Marijuana           _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Cocaine               _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

(includes crack)  

Crystal Meth      _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Heroin               _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

LSD/Acid          _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Ecstasy             _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Narcotics          _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

Other (specify)  _____  _____  _____  _____  _____ 

__________________________ 

__________________________  

 

30.  How much confidence do you have that the information provided by the participant during the interview is 

accurate and reliable? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

none very little little some a great deal 
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Appendix B 

Triarchic Inventory 

ID#      

  

TI 

 

Instructions:  Please respond to each item as honestly as you can.  There are no right or 

wrong answers, and your answer will be completely anonymous. Using the scale below, place 

your response in the space provided next to each item on the answer sheet. 

  
True 

1 

Somewhat True  

2 

Somewhat False  

3 

False 

4 

 

1.  I’m optimistic more often than not. 

2.  How other people feel is important to me. 

3.  I often act on immediate needs. 

4.  I have no strong desire to parachute out of an airplane. 

5.  I've often missed things I promised to attend. 

6.  I would enjoy being in a high-speed chase. 

7.  I am well-equipped to deal with stress. 

8.  I don’t mind if someone I dislike gets hurt. 

9.  My impulsive decisions have caused problems with loved ones. 

10.  I get scared easily. 

11.  I sympathize with others’ problems. 

12.  I have missed work without bothering to call in. 

13.  I'm a born leader. 

14.  I enjoy a good physical fight. 

15.  I jump into things without thinking. 

16.  I have a hard time making things turn out the way I want. 

17.  I return insults. 
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18.  I've gotten in trouble because I missed too much school. 

19.  I have a knack for influencing people. 

20.  It doesn’t bother me to see someone else in pain. 

21.  I have good control over myself. 

22.  I function well in new situations, even when unprepared. 

23.  I enjoy pushing people around sometimes. 

24.  I have taken money from someone's purse or wallet without asking. 

25.  I don't think of myself as talented. 

26.  I taunt people just to stir things up. 

27.  People often abuse my trust. 

28.  I'm afraid of far fewer things than most people. 

29.  I don't see any point in worrying if what I do hurts someone else. 

30.  I keep appointments I make. 

31.  I often get bored quickly and lose interest. 

32.  I can get over things that would traumatize others. 

33.  I am sensitive to the feelings of others. 

34.  I have conned people to get money from them. 

35.  It worries me to go into an unfamiliar situation without knowing all the details. 

36.  I don't have much sympathy for people. 

37.  I get in trouble for not considering the consequences of my actions. 

38.  I can convince people to do what I want. 

39.  For me, honesty really is the best policy. 

40.  I've injured people to see them in pain. 

41.  I don’t like to take the lead in groups. 

42.  I sometimes insult people on purpose to get a reaction from them. 

43.  I have taken items from a store without paying for them. 

44.  It's easy to embarrass me. 
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45.  Things are more fun if a little danger is involved. 

46.  I have a hard time waiting patiently for things I want. 

47.  I stay away from physical danger as much as I can. 

48.  I don't care much if what I do hurts others. 

49.  I have lost a friend because of irresponsible things I've done. 

50.  I don't stack up well against most others. 

51.  Others have told me they are concerned about my lack of self-control. 

52.  It’s easy for me to relate to other people’s emotions. 

53.  I have robbed someone. 

54.  I never worry about making a fool of myself with others. 

55.  It doesn’t bother me when people around me are hurting. 

56.  I have had problems at work because I was irresponsible. 

57.  I’m not very good at influencing people. 

58.  I have stolen something out of a vehicle. 
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Appendix C 

Psychopathic Personality Inventory 

This test measures differences in personality characteristics among people – that is, how people 

differ from each other in their personality styles. Beginning on the next page, read each item 

carefully, and decide to what extent it is false or true as applied to you. Then mark your answer 

on the scantron provided using the scale below. 

 

1) False 2) Mostly False 3) Mostly True 4) True 

 

 Even if you feel that an item is neither false nor true as applied to you, or if you are 

unsure about what response to make, try to make some response in every case. If you cannot 

make up your mind about an item, select the choice that is closest to your opinion about whether 

it is false or true as applied to you.  

 

 

1) With one smile, I can often make someone I just met interested in getting to know me 

better.  

 

2) I like my life to be unpredictable, even a little surprising 

 

3) Members of the opposite sex find me “sexy” and appealing. 

 

4) I am very careful and cautious when doing work involving detail. 

 

5) Physically dangerous activities, such as sky-diving or climbing atop high places, frighten 

me more than they do most people. 

 

6) I tend to have a short temper when I am under stress. 

 

7) Even when others are upset with me, I can usually win them over with my charm. 

 

8) My table manners are not always perfect. 

 

9) If I’m at a dull party or social gathering, I like to stir things up. 

 

10) I weigh the pros and cons of major decisions carefully before making them. 

 

11) Being rich is much less important to me that enjoying the work that I do. 

 

12) I have always considered myself to be something of a rebel. 

 

13) I sometimes worry about whether I might have accidentally hurt someone’s feelings. 

 

14) I find it difficult to make small talk with people I don’t know well. 
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15) I think a fair amount about my long-term career goals. 

 

16) I would not mind wearing my hair in a “Mohawk.” 

 

17) I occasionally forget my name. 

 

18) I rarely find myself being the center of attention in social situations. 

 

19) It might be fun to belong to a group of “bikers” (motorcyclists) who travel around the 

country and raise some hell. 

 

20) I tell many “white lies.” 

 

21) I often hold on to old objects or letters just for their sentimental value. 

 

22) I am a good conversationalist. 

 

23) A lot of people in my life have tried to stab me in the back. 

 

24) I am so moved by certain experiences (e.g., watching a beautiful sunset, listening to a 

favorite piece of music) that I feel emotions that are beyond words. 

 

25) I often find myself resenting people who give me orders. 

 

26) I would find the job of a movie stunt person exciting. 

 

27) I have always been extremely courageous in facing difficult situations. 

 

28) I hate having to tell people bad news. 

 

29) I think it should be against the law to seriously injure another person intentionally. 

 

30) I would be more successful in life had I not received so many bad breaks. 

 

31) It bothers me (or it would bother me) quite a bit to speak in front of a large group of 

strangers. 

 

32) When I am faced with a decision involving moral matters, I often ask myself, “Am I 

doing the right thing?” 

 

33) From time to time I really “blow up” at other people.  

 

34) Many people think of me as a daredevil. 

 

35) It takes me a long time to get over embarrassing or humiliating experiences. 
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36) I usually feel that people give me the credit I deserve. 

 

37) I’ve never really cared much about society’s so-called “values of right and wrong.” 

 

38) If someone mistreats me, I’d rather try to forgive him or her than to get even. 

 

39) It would bother me to cheat on an examination or assignment even if no one got hurt in 

the process. 

 

40) I become deeply upset when I see photographs of starving people in Africa. 

 

41) I rarely monopolize conversations. 

 

42) Making a parachute jump would really frighten me.  

 

43) At times I have been very envious of someone. 

 

44) I become very angry if I do not receive special favors or privileges that I feel I deserve. 

 

45) I often find myself worrying when a friend is having serious personal problems. 

 

46) I pride myself on being offbeat and unconventional. 

 

47) Keeping in touch with old friends is very important to me. 

 

48) I usually strive to be the best at whatever I do. 

 

49) I almost always feel very sure of myself when I am around other people.  

 

50) I look down at the ground whenever I hear an airplane flying above my head. 

 

51) I could make an effective “con artist” if the situation required it. 

 

52) I wouldn’t mind spending my life in a commune and writing poetry. 

 

53) I have had “crushes” that were so intense that they were painful. 

 

54) I like to stand out in a crowd. 

 

55) I’m not intimidated by anyone. 

 

56) Before I say something, I first think about it for a while. 

 

57) I would enjoy hitch-hiking my way across the United States with no pre-arranged plans. 
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58) I am a guilt-prone person. 

 

59) I bet that it would be fun to pilot a small airplane alone. 

 

60) When I want to, I can usually put fears and worries out of my mind. 

 

61) Never in my whole life have I wished for anything that I wasn’t entitled to. 

 

62) I generally prefer to act first and think later. 

 

63) I am easily flustered in pressured situations. 

 

64) I often make the same errors in judgment over and over again. 

 

65) I always look out for my own interests before worrying about those of the other guy. 

 

66) I smile at a funny joke at least once in a while. 

 

67) People have often criticized me unjustly (unfairly). 

 

68) I almost always promptly return items that I have borrowed from others. 

 

69) I sometimes have difficulty standing up for my rights in social situations. 

 

70) If I want to, I can influence other people without their realizing they are being 

manipulated. 

 

71) My opinions are always completely reasonable. 

 

72) I become embarrassed more easily that most people. 

 

73) When I’m in a frightening situation, I can “turn off” my fear almost at will. 

 

74) It bothers me greatly when I see someone crying. 

 

75) Frankly, I believe that I am more important than most people. 

 

76) In frequently have disturbing thoughts that become so intense and overpowering that I 

think I can hear claps of thunder or crashes of cymbals inside my head.  

 

77) If I do something that causes me trouble, I’m sure to avoid doing it again. 

 

78) I often place my friends’ needs above my own. 

 

79) I like having my vacations carefully planned out. 
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80) People whom I have trusted have often ended up “double-crossing” me. 

 

81) I often become deeply attached to people I like. 

 

82) I’ve been the victim of a lot of bad luck in my life.  

 

83) I have at times eaten too much. 

 

84) I sometimes question authority figures “just for the hell of it.” 

 

85) When my life becomes boring, I like to take some chances to make things interesting.  

 

86) I tend to be “thin-skinned” and overly sensitive to criticism. 

 

87) I’ve quickly learned from my major mistakes in life. 

 

88) When someone is hurt by something I say or do, I usually consider that to be their 

problem. 

 

89) I like to dress differently from other people.  

 

90) If I really wanted to, I could convince most people of just about anything. 

 

91) I get restless and dissatisfied if my life becomes too routine. 

 

92) I generally feel that life has treated me fairly. 

 

93) Ending a friendship is (or would be) very painful for me. 

 

94) When I am under a lot of stress, I often see large, red, rectangular shapes moving in front 

of my eyes. 

 

95) I often do favors for people even when I know that I will probably never see them again. 

 

96) I have sometimes “stood up” a date or a friend because something that sounded more fun 

came up. 

 

97) I haven’t thought through much about what I want to do with my life. 

 

98) Looking down from a high place gives me “the jitters.” 

 

99) I feel that few people in my life have taken advantage of me. 

 

100) I can’t imagine being sexually involved with more than one person at the same time. 
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101) I’m never concerned about whether I’m following the “rules” in social situations; I just 

make my own rules. 

 

102) I find it easy to go up to someone I’ve never met and introduce myself. 

 

103) I often feel very nostalgic when I think back to peaceful moments in my childhood. 

 

104) When I go to a restaurant, I carefully look over the menu before deciding what to order. 

 

105) Some people seem to have gone out of their way to make life difficult for me. 

 

106) I have always been completely fair to others. 

 

107) I get a kick out of startling or scaring other people. 

 

108) I generally try to pay attention when someone important speaks to me directly. 

 

109) I feel very bad about myself after telling a lie. 

 

110) I enjoy watching violent scenes in movies. 

 

111) I would not enjoy being a race car driver. 

 

112) I am very careful about my manner when other people are around. 

 

113) I feel that very few people ever understood me. 

 

114) I’m hardly ever the “life of the party.” 

 

115) I have occasionally felt discouraged about something. 

 

116) I agree with the motto, “If you are bored with life, risk it.” 

 

117) I am a squeamish person. 

 

118) I enjoy (or would enjoy) participating in sports involving a lot of physical contact (e.g., 

football, wrestling). 

 

119) I do not enjoy loud, wild parties and get-togethers. 

 

120) I often push myself to my limits in my work. 

 

121) I am easily “rattled” at critical moments.  

 

122) In school or at work, I sometimes try to “stretch” the rules a little bit just to see how 

much I can get away with. 
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123) On occasion, I’ve had to restrain myself from punching somebody. 

 

124) I wouldn’t mind belonging to a group of people whom “drift” from city to city, with no 

permanent home. 

 

125) I have at times been angry with someone. 

 

126) If I grew up during the 1960’s, I probably would have been a “hippie” (or I was a 

“hippie” during the 1960’s). 

 

127) When a friend says hello to me, I generally either wave or say something back. 

 

128) While watching a sporting even on TV, I sometimes wince when I see an athlete get 

badly injured. 

 

129) I’m good at flattering important people when it’s useful to do so. 

 

130) I sometimes become deeply angry when I hear about some of the injustices going on in 

the world. 

 

131) I’m not very good at talking people into doing favors for me. 

 

132) Seeing a poor or homeless person walking the streets at night would really break my 

heart. 

 

133) When someone tells me what do to, I often feel like doing exactly the opposite just to 

spite them. 

 

134) I always tell the entire truth. 

 

135) I prefer rude, but exciting people to nice, but boring people. 

 

136) I can remain calm in situations that would make many other people panic. 

 

137) I usually enjoy seeing someone I don’t like getting into trouble. 

 

138) When I’m in a group of people who do something wrong, somehow it seems that I’m 

usually the one who ends up getting blamed.  

 

139) People are almost always impressed with me after they first meet me. 

 

140) I like to (or would like to) wear expensive, “showy” clothing. 

 

141) In the past, people who were supposed to be my “friends” ended up getting me into 

trouble. 
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142) I might enjoy flying across the Atlantic in a hot-air balloon. 

 

143) I don’t take advantage of other people even when it’s clearly to my benefit. 

 

144) I’m the kind of person who gets “stressed out” pretty easily. 

 

145) Sometimes I’m a bit lazy. 

 

146) I sometimes like to “thumb my nose” at established traditions. 

 

147) During the day, I generally see the world in color rather than in black-and-white. 

 

148) When I am doing something important (e.g., taking a test, doing my taxes) I usually 

check it over at least once or twice to make sure it is correct. 

 

149) When I’m among a group of people, I rarely end up being the leader. 

 

150) To be perfectly honest, I usually try not to help people unless I think there is some way 

that they can help me later. 

 

151) Many people probably think of my political beliefs as “radical.” 

 

152) I sometimes lie just to see if I can get someone to believe me. 

 

153) I have to admit that I’m a bit of a materialist. 

 

154) I think there might almost be exciting to be a passenger on a plane that appeared certain 

to crash, yet somehow managed to land safely. 

 

155) In social situations, I sometimes act the same way everyone else does because I don’t 

want to appear too different. 

 

156) Never in my whole life have I taken advantage of anyone. 

 

157) I can hold up my end of a conversation even if the topic is something I know almost 

nothing about. 

 

158) I often tell people only the part of the truth they want to hear. 

 

159) When I’m with a group of people who are having a serious conversation, I occasionally 

like to say something wild or outrageous just to be noticed. 

 

160) I tend to get crabby and irritable when I have too many things to do. 

 

161) I’m sure that some people would be pleased to see me fail in life. 
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162) I frequently find that the way others react to my behavior if very different from what I 

had expected. 

 

163) Some people probably think of me as a “hopeless romantic.”  

 

164) When a task gets too difficult, I don’t mind dropping it and moving on to something else. 

 

165) I often get blamed for things that aren’t my fault. 

 

166) I often lose my patience with people to whom I have to keep explaining things. 

 

167) Some people have made up stories about me to get me in trouble. 

 

168) I occasionally have periods of several days or more during which I am uncertain whether 

I am awake or asleep. 

 

169) I sometimes get myself into a state of tension and turmoil as I think of the day’s events. 

 

170) To be honest, how much I like someone depends a lot on how useful that person is to me. 

 

171) I have sometimes felt slightly hesitant about helping someone who asked me to. 

 

172) I occasionally do something dangerous because someone has dared me to it. 

 

173) I sometimes try to get others to “bend the rules” for me if I can’t change them any other 

way. 

 

174) I am a “freewheeling,” spontaneous person. 

 

175) I sometimes become so involved in my daydreams or fantasies that I momentarily forget 

about everything else. 

 

176) Some people have told me that I make too many excuses for myself. 

 

177) I am an ambitious person. 

 

178) Fitting in and having things in common with other people my age has always been 

important to me. 

 

179) I quickly become very annoyed at people who do not gave me what I want. 

 

180) I have never felt that I was better than someone else. 

 

181) If I were a firefighter, I think that I might actually enjoy the excitement of trying to 

rescue someone from the top floor of a burning building. 



 

133 

 

 

182) I will sometimes break a promise if it turns out to be inconvenient to keep. 

 

183) People who know me well regard me as reliable, dependable, and trustworthy. 

 

184) I watch my finances very closely. 

 

185) I think that I would make a very good actor. 

 

186) I often put off doing fun things so that I can finish my work. 

 

187) I think that holding the same job for most of my life would be dull. 
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Appendix D 

Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy Scale 

LSRP 

Instructions:  Please respond to each item as honestly as you can.  There are no right or wrong answers, and 

your answer will be completely anonymous. Using the scale below, fill in the bubble for your response. 

Remember to answer all of the items. 

Disagree Strongly 

1 

Disagree Somewhat 

2 

Agree Somewhat 

3 

Agree Strongly 

4 

1. Success is based on survival of the fittest; I am not concerned about the losers. 

2.  For me, what’s right is whatever I can get away with. 

3.  In today’s world, I feel justified in doing anything I can get away with to succeed. 

4.  My main purpose in life is getting as many goodies as I can. 

5.  Making a lot of money is my most important goal. 

6.  I let others worry about higher values; my main concern is with the bottom line. 

7.  People who are stupid enough to get ripped off usually deserve it. 

8.  Looking out for myself is my top priority. 

9.  I tell other people what they want to hear so that they will do what I want them to do. 

10. I would be upset if my success came at someone else’s expense. 

11. I often admire a really clever scam. 

12. I make a point of trying not to hurt others in pursuit of my goals. 

13. I enjoy manipulating other people’s feelings. 

14. I feel bad if my words or actions cause someone else to feel emotional pain. 

15. Even if I were trying very hard to sell something, I wouldn’t lie about it. 

16. Cheating is not justified because it is unfair to others. 

17. I find myself in the same kinds of trouble, time after time.  

18. I am often bored. 
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19. I find that I am able to pursue one goal for a long time. 

20. I don’t plan anything very far in advance. 

21. I quickly lose interest in tasks I start. 

22. Most of my problems are due to the fact that other people just don’t understand me.  

23. Before I do anything, I carefully consider the possible consequences. 

24. I have been in a lot of shouting matches with other people. 

25. When I get frustrated, I often ‘let off steam’ by blowing my top. 

26. Love is overrated. 
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Appendix E 

Antisocial Behavior Questionnaire 

Read each statement below and indicate on your answer sheet whether you have acted in the 

manner described (“NO”, “YES, BUT ONLY ONCE”, or “YES, MORE THAN ONCE”). There 

are no right or wrong answers.  For each item, choose the response on your answer sheet that 

best describes you. 

 

Use the following scale to record your answers on your answer sheets. 

 

(1) No   (2) Yes, but only once  (3) Yes, more than once 

          

 

1. Stolen anything worth more than $50? 

 

2. Breaking and entering into others’ private properties? 

 

3. Robbed someone? 

 

4. Possessed or sold drugs? 

 

5. Committed fraud (examples: forging checks, forging someone else’s signature)? 

 

6. Physically assaulted someone? 

 

7. Forced someone to engage in sexual activity with you? 

 

8. Possessed a weapon (gun or knife – not a pocket knife)? 

 

9. Set fires on purpose to cause serious damage? 

 

10. Deliberately destroy other people’s property? 

 

11. Violated probation or other court orders or failed to appear in court? 

 

12. Driven intoxicated or high (even if you did not get caught)? 

 

13. Engaged in physical fights? 

 

14. Made money through an illegal activity or job? 

 

15. Stolen a vehicle or car-jacked someone to get their vehicle? 

 

16. Hit or pushed your spouse or dating partner? 
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Appendix F 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index 

The following statements ask about your thoughts and feelings in a variety of situations.  For 

each item, show how well it describes you by choosing the appropriate number on the scale at 

the top of the page:  1, 2, 3, 4, or 5.  When you have 

decided on your answer, fill in the letter in the blank next to the item.  READ EACH ITEM 

CAREFULLY BEFORE  

RESPONDING.  Answer as honestly and as accurately as you can.  Thank you. (Italics are 

reverse scored items) 

 

ANSWER SCALE: 

  1       2          3             4    5 
            DOES NOT                  DESCRIBES 

            DESCRIBE                ME VERY WELL 

            ME WELL 

 

__   1.   I daydream and fantasize, with some regularity, about things that might happen to me. 

__   2.   I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. 

__   3.   I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the “other guy’s” point of view. 

__   4.   Sometimes I don’t feel very sorry for other people when they are having problems. 

 __   5.   I really get involved with the feelings of the characters in a novel. 

__   6.   In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease. 

__   7.   I am usually objective when I watch a movie or play, and I don’t often get completely 

caught up in it. 

__   8.   I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision. 

__   9.   When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards them. 

__ 10.   I sometimes feel helpless when I am in the middle of a very emotional situation. 

__ 11.   I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their 

perspective. 

__ 12.   Becoming extremely involved in a good book or movie is somewhat rare for me. 

__ 13.   When I see someone get hurt, I tend to remain calm. 

__ 14.   Other people’s misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal. 

__ 15.   If I’m sure I’m right about something, I don’t waste much time listening to other 

people’s arguments. 
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__ 16.   After seeing a play or movie, I have felt as though I were one of the characters. 

__ 17.   Being in a tense emotional situation scares me. 

__ 18.   When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don’t feel very much pity for 

them. 

__ 19.   I am usually pretty effective in dealing with emergencies. 

__ 20.   I am often quite touched by things I see happen. 

__ 21.   I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both. 

__ 22.   I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. 

__ 23.   When I watch a good movie, I can very easily put myself in the place of a leading 

character. 

__ 24.   I tend to lose control during emergencies. 

__ 25.   When I’m upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in his shoes” for a while. 

__ 26.   When I’m reading an interesting story or novel, I imagine how I would feel if the events 

in the story were happening  to me. 

__ 27.   When I see someone who badly needs help in an emergency, I go to pieces. 

__ 28.   Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place. 



 

139 

 

Appendix G 

Wide Range Achievement Test Word Reading Subtest 

 

A       B       O       S       E       R       T      H       U       P       I       V      Z       J       Q 

 

 

see  red milk was then jar letter 

 

 

city between  cliff listen wrap plot 

 

 

grunt sour huge privilege  license  humidity 

 

 

gadget  tough residence urge clarify rancid 

 

 

suspicion conspiracy deny miscellaneous quarantine 

 

 

deteriorate concoct  coincide  mosaic  debris         rudimentary 

 

 

novice  longevity rescinded audacious extemporaneous 

 

 

protuberance diminutive factitious regime  predilection 

 

 

lubrication sanguine  puerile  internecine ubiquitous 

 

 

regicidal  inefficacious epithalamion synecdoche  
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Appendix H 

Go-No-Go Flanker Task 

 

 

HHHHH 

 

 

HHSHH 

 

 

SSSSS 

 

 

SSHSS 
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Appendix I  

Porteus Mazes 
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Appendix J 

Trail Making Task 

 

Trail Making Task – Part A 
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Trail Making Task – Part B 
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Appendix K 

Controlled Oral Word Association Test 

COWAT 

Please list as many words as you can that begin with the letter ____. Be sure not to say proper 

nouns, such as names. You have 60 seconds. 

 

 

F A S 
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Appendix L  

Iowa Gambling Task 
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Appendix M 

Lexical Decision-Making Task  

LDMT 

Read the following: “Words are really different in how they make us feel. Some words, when we 

think about them, make us feel good, other words make us feel bad, and some words make us 

feel nothing at all. You are to rate certain words on how good or bad they make you feel. The 

higher the score, the better the word makes you feel. For example, warmth might seem very 

pleasant to you, and would thus receive a higher score than a word that does not make you feel as 

good, such as death. The score that you give each word will range from 1 to 5, where 1 

represents those words that make you feel the worst, like death, and 5 represents those words that 

make you feel the best, like warmth. Words that do not make you feel good or bad should receive 

a score of 3. Notice that above each of the numbers is a picture of a face that shows how you 

might feel about a word. Use the pictures to help you pick the number that describes how that 

word makes you feel. Feel free to use different numbers for different words. In addition, do not 

be concerned about how often you use a particular number. Use your best judgment.” 

 

     

dove 1 2 3 4 5 

heaven 1 2 3 4 5 

vigor 1 2 3 4 5 

murder 1 2 3 4 5 

shotgun 1 2 3 4 5 

slave 1 2 3 4 5 

bowl 1 2 3 4 5 
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custom 1 2 3 4 5 

algebra 1 2 3 4 5 

figment 1 2 3 4 5 

event 1 2 3 4 5 

hound 1 2 3 4 5 

sanseb 1 2 3 4 5 

kasp 1 2 3 4 5 

shorm 1 2 3 4 5 

vubtim 1 2 3 4 5 

hushage 1 2 3 4 5 

dapil 1 2 3 4 5 

jide 1 2 3 4 5 

visbel 1 2 3 4 5 

gilhery 1 2 3 4 5 

mipeege 1 2 3 4 5 

urtay 1 2 3 4 5 

floan 1 2 3 4 5 

errand 1 2 3 4 5 

code 1 2 3 4 5 

salute 1 2 3 4 5 
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lecture 1 2 3 4 5 

gallery 1 2 3 4 5 

piano 1 2 3 4 5 

victim 1 2 3 4 5 

gore 1 2 3 4 5 

devil 1 2 3 4 5 

prayer 1 2 3 4 5 

charm 1 2 3 4 5 

tribute 1 2 3 4 5 

dreetor 1 2 3 4 5 

inean 1 2 3 4 5 

wermah 1 2 3 4 5 

musert 1 2 3 4 5 

timp 1 2 3 4 5 

shech 1 2 3 4 5 

dief 1 2 3 4 5 

roflen 1 2 3 4 5 

cesram 1 2 3 4 5 

sigmunt 1 2 3 4 5 

vatuem 1 2 3 4 5 
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sepil 1 2 3 4 5 

profile 1 2 3 4 5 

deed 1 2 3 4 5 

edition 1 2 3 4 5 

mileage 1 2 3 4 5 

array 1 2 3 4 5 

plain 1 2 3 4 5 

misery 1 2 3 4 5 

shock 1 2 3 4 5 

hostage 1 2 3 4 5 

sunset 1 2 3 4 5 

kiss 1 2 3 4 5 

creator 1 2 3 4 5 

truyer 1 2 3 4 5 

puve 1 2 3 4 5 

fiddess 1 2 3 4 5 

indary 1 2 3 4 5 

glive 1 2 3 4 5 

perdiry 1 2 3 4 5 

kurm 1 2 3 4 5 
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abition 1 2 3 4 5 

alumbra 1 2 3 4 5 

salthur 1 2 3 4 5 

hoent 1 2 3 4 5 

picno 1 2 3 4 5 

foam 1 2 3 4 5 

reflex 1 2 3 4 5 

vessel 1 2 3 4 5 

vacuum 1 2 3 4 5 

sulpher 1 2 3 4 5 

pupil 1 2 3 4 5 

warmth 1 2 3 4 5 

ocean 1 2 3 4 5 

goddess 1 2 3 4 5 

injury 1 2 3 4 5 

tomb 1 2 3 4 5 

perjury 1 2 3 4 5 

vetor 1 2 3 4 5 

tradute 1 2 3 4 5 

teeven 1 2 3 4 5 
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nirder 1 2 3 4 5 

garm 1 2 3 4 5 

shodgus 1 2 3 4 5 

gewl 1 2 3 4 5 

fectare 1 2 3 4 5 

etrund 1 2 3 4 5 

epatino 1 2 3 4 5 

trafile 1 2 3 4 5 

sidute 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix N 

Recruitment Flyer 
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Appendix O  

Informed Consent 

 

The University of Alabama 
Informed Consent to Participate in a Research Study Phase 1 

 

 

Study title: Construct and Predictive Validity of the MMPI-2-RF in a Diverse Community 

Sample 

 

 

You are being asked to take part in a research study.  

 

This study is called “Construct and Predictive Validity of the MMPI-2-RF in a Diverse 

Community Sample”.  The study is being done by Dr. Martin Sellbom, an assistant professor at 

the University of Alabama, and Dr. Randall Salekin, an associate professor at the University of 

Alabama at the University of Alabama.  

 

Is the researcher being paid for this study? 

This study is supported by Dr. Sellbom’s new faculty startup funds provided by the College of 

Arts & Sciences and Department of Psychology at The University of Alabama. These funds 

cover supplies, equipment, and compensation for research participants. Because the investigator 

does not ordinarily work during the summer, these funds also pay the investigator’s summer 

salary to oversee the study, as well as tuition and stipend for one graduate research assistant.    

 

Is this research developing a product that will be sold, and if so, will the investigator profit 

from it?  

The principal investigator (Dr. Sellbom) receives financial support to conduct the research, but 

will not profit from it in any way.    

 

Does the investigator have any conflict of interest in this study? 

No.  

 

What is this study about?  What is the investigator trying to learn?  

This study is being conducted to find out how participants with certain personality characteristics 

(i.e., adventurousness, fearlessness, charm, etc.) will perform on a series of computer tasks and 

personality questionnaires. More specifically, we will be looking at how people with different 

personality styles experience emotions and solve problems differently. We are also interested in 

learning how well these different personality styles can predict future life outcomes. 

 

Why is this study important or useful?  

By learning about how people perform on these computer tasks and questionnaires, we hope to 

be able to improve people’s understanding of how various personality characteristics and 
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problem solving skills lead to different outcomes in their lives. We will also have a better 

understanding how thinking skills (attention, concentration, memory, problem solving) are 

related to different types of personality characteristics.  

 

Why have I been asked to be in this study? 

You have been invited to be in this study because you are a member of the community or are a 

graduate student at The University of Alabama, and have responded to a posted advertisement 

for this study.  

 

How many people will be in this study?  

Approximately 300 other individuals, 19 years of age or older, will participate in this study. 

Individuals will be members of the community and various graduate schools at The University of 

Alabama. 

 

What will I be asked to do in this study?  

If you are at least 19 years old and agree to be in this study, you will be asked to complete a 

series of computer tasks and questionnaires. These tasks ask about a number of different 

personality characteristics (such as sociability and boldness),  things that scare you,  how you 

relate to other people, reading, emotion skills, attention skills, motor skills, memory, and 

decision making skills.  We will also ask questions about criminal activity and substance use.  If 

you are uncomfortable about answering these or any other questions, you may skip them.  You 

will not put your name on any of the papers, so we will not be able to identify you and connect 

you to your answers.   

 

How much time will I spend being in this study?  

Completion of Phase 1 (computer tasks and questionnaires) will take approximately 5 hours. 

During the course of this experiment, you will receive breaks (as needed) and refreshments 

(drinks, snacks) will be available to you.  

 

Will being in this study cost me anything?  

The only cost to you from this study is your time (approximately 5 hours).  

 

Will I be compensated for being in this study? 
In appreciation of your time, you will receive $15.00 per hour of the study that you begin. This 

means that you could receive as little as $15.00 (if you participate for 1 hour) or as much as 

$75.00 (if you participate for 5 hours). You will receive compensation for time completed even if 

you elect to withdraw prior to finishing the study.  

 

Can the investigator take me out of this study?  
The investigator may take you out of the study if he or she believes that the study is upsetting 

you.  

 

What are the risks (dangers or harms) to me if I am in this study?  

Some participants may be uncomfortable answering some questions.  You may skip questions 

that you do not want to answer.  However, if you experience any significant distress or anxiety as 

a result of answering these questions, please contact the experimenter immediately, and he or she 
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will provide you with referral information to our Psychology Clinic. All of your responses will 

be kept anonymous. We will not be able to trace back your answers to your name.  

 

What are the benefits (good things) that may happen if I am in this study?  

There are no direct benefits to you beyond the financial compensation indicated earlier.  

 

What are the benefits to science or society? 

This study will help us better understand how various personality traits, thinking skills, and 

problem solving abilities can lead to different life decisions and outcomes. We will also have a 

better understanding how thinking skills (attention, concentration, memory, problem solving) are 

related to different types of personality characteristics.  

 

How will my privacy and confidentiality be protected? 

You will complete the study in a private room, with only you and the investigator present.  We 

will take extreme precautions and not publicly disclose any of the information (including names 

and contact information) you have provided us in the study. No one will be aware of your 

participation in this study unless you volunteer that information yourself.  Other than this 

statement, your name will not appear on any of the questionnaires that you complete for us. We 

will use an experiment ID number to link your data together instead of using your name. All data 

collected during this study will be kept completely anonymous and protected by the primary 

investigator. It will remain in a locked cabinet (or on a password protected computer) within a 

locked room. Only the investigators will have access to your information. When you signed up 

for this study, you provided contact information so we could schedule your session. This 

information will also be kept confidential and protected by the primary investigator, and will not 

be used in the future to contact you. If you choose to participate in Phase 2, you will complete a 

separate Consent Form and provide additional contact information at that time.  

 

We are required by law to report evidence of child, spouse, or elder abuse or any threats or other 

information to reasonably suggest that you are in imminent danger of harming yourself or 

another person. 

 

What are the alternatives to being in this study?  Do I have other choices? 

The alternative to being in this study is not to participate.  

 

What are my rights as a participant in this study? 

Taking part in this study is voluntary.  It is your free choice. You can refuse to be in it at all. If 

you start the study, you can stop at any time.  Refusal or early withdrawal will have no effect on 

your relations with the University of Alabama. 

 

The University of Alabama Institutional Review Board (“the IRB”) is the committee that 

protects the rights of people in research studies. The IRB may review study records from time to 

time to be sure that people in research studies are being treated fairly and that the study is being 

carried out as planned.  
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Who do I call if I have questions or problems?  

If you have questions about the study right now, please ask them. If you have questions, 

concerns, or complaints about the study later on, please call the primary investigator, Dr. Martin 

Sellbom, at (205) 348-9936.  

 

If you have questions about your rights as a person in a research study, call Ms. Tanta Myles, the 

Research Compliance Officer of the University, at 205-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066. 

 

You may also ask questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB 

Outreach website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html  or email us at 

participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu.  

 

After you participate, you are encouraged to complete the survey for research participants that is 

online at the outreach website  or you may ask the investigator for a copy of it and mail it to the 

University Office for Research Compliance, Box 870127, 358 Rose Administration Building, 

801 University Boulevard, Tuscaloosa, AL 35487. 

 

I have read this consent form. I have had a chance to ask questions. I agree to take part in it.  

I will receive a copy of this consent form to keep. 

 

 

___________________________________________________                 _______________ 

Signature of Research Participant      Date 

 

 

___________________________________________________                 _______________ 

Signature of Investigator       Date 

 

Phase 2 

 

We would like to contact you in about one year for a follow-up session (Phase 2).   

 

If you decide to participate in Phase 2, you will be asked to complete a follow-up interview 

one year after completion of Phase 1. You will be asked questions about your life 

experiences during that year, including questions about life events (i.e., arrests, divorce, 

termination of employment, etc.).  You will also complete two personality questionnaires. It 

will take approximately 2 hours to participate. The only cost to you from this study is your 

time (up to 2 hours). In appreciation of your time, you will receive $15 per hour of the 

study that you begin, up to $30.  

 

 By checking this box, I give my permission to be contacted in one year regarding 

participation in Phase 2.  At that time, I will be provided with more information about 

Phase 2, and can decide whether or not I wish to participate.  

 

 

http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html
mailto:participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu
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Appendix P 

Codebook 

 
Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Triarchic Measure        

   Boldness  55.81 8.22 27.00 75.00  .76 

   Meanness  36.04 9.82 19.00 67.00  .87 

   Disinhibition  39.03 9.54 21.00 74.00  .83 

PPI Total Psychopathic Personality Inventory 387.13 43.17 284.00 535.00  .93 

   Fearless Dominance Factor 51.03 7.00 36.00 67.33  .90 

      Social Potency Subscale 68.88 10.45 38.00 91.00  .84 

      Fearlessness Subscale 51.68 11.47 21.00 75.00  .88 

      Stress Immunity Subscale 32.54 5.78 16.00 44.00  .78 

   Impulsive Antisociality Factor 45.45 7.41 28.25 66.25  .92 

      Machiavellian 
Egocentricity 

Subscale 66.84 13.58 37.00 113.00  .87 

      Rebellious 
Nonconformity 

Subscale 39.73 8.96 19.00 63.00  .81 

      Blame Externalization Subscale 37.82 10.11 19.00 67.00  .88 

      Carefree 
Nonplanfulness 

Subscale 37.42 7.99 21.00 61.00  .81 

   Coldheartedness Factor 45.76 8.76 23.00 73.00  .78 

LSRP TOTAL Levenson’s Self-Report Psychopathy 
Scale 

34.00 8.48 17.00 67.00  .87 

   Egocentricity Subscale 15.65 4.86 6.00 32.00  .85 

   Callousness Subscale 7.81 2.87 4.00 16.00  .68 

   Antisociality Subscale 10.54 3.26 5.00 19.00  .67 

MMPI-2-RF Scales        

   L-r Uncommon Virtues (under-reporting)  55.67 10.56 37.00 91.00 OLS* .57 

   K-r Adjustment Validity (under-reporting) 49.30 9.57 28.00 72.00 OLS* .65 

   BXD Behavioral/Externalizing Dysfunction 56.54 11.74 32.00 89.00 OLS .82 
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

   RCd Demoralization 53.31 9.95 37.00 81.00 OLS .87 

   RC2 Low Positive Emotions 45.49 9.47 34.00 88.00 OLS* .66 

   RC3 Cynicism 57.15 11.55 34.00 83.00 OLS .80 

   RC4 Antisocial Behavior 56.04 11.28 34.00 93.00 OLS .79 

   RC7 Dysfunctional Negative Emotions 51.11 11.01 34.00 83.00 OLS .85 

   RC9 Hypomanic Activation 57.03 12.05 28.00 85.00 OLS .82 

   HLP Helplessness/Hopelessness 48.21 8.56 40.00 79.00 OLS* .21 

   SFD Self-Doubt 49.80 9.90 42.00 76.00 OLS* .70 

   NFC Inefficacy 50.93 8.80 36.00 80.00 OLS .62 

   STW Stress/Worry 53.06 10.46 36.00 81.00 OLS .57 

   AXY Anxiety 54.23 12.49 44.00 91.00 OLS* .43 

   ANP Anger Proneness 52.23 10.70 39.00 80.00 OLS* .73 

   BRF Behavior-Restricting Fears 51.30 10.51 43.00 86.00 OLS* .46 

   MSF Multiple Specific Fears 47.39 8.40 36.00 78.00 OLS* .70 

   FML Family Problems 51.70 11.45 37.00 90.00 OLS* .72 

   IPP Interpersonal Passivity 44.04 8.45 34.00 81.00 OLS* .70 

   SAV Social Avoidance 45.46 8.33 36.00 80.00 OLS* .72 

   SHY Shyness 46.13 8.47 37.00 75.00 OLS* .69 

   DSF Disaffiliativeness 53.41 11.85 44.00 96.00 OLS* .48 

   JCP Juvenile Conduct Problems 53.42 11.80 40.00 84.00 OLS* .67 

   SUB Substance Abuse 56.88 13.60 41.00 93.00 OLS* .75 

   AGGR-r Aggressiveness 57.67 11.77 32.00 88.00 OLS .75 

   PSYC-r Psychoticism 55.39 13.40 38.00 100.00 OLS* .84 

   NEGE-r Negative Emotionality 51.82 10.15 32.00 80.00 OLS .75 

   DISC-r Disconstraint 57.40 12.14 31.00 85.00 OLS .75 

   INTR-r Introversion 44.37 9.18 32.00 87.00 OLS* .75 

Antisocial Behavior 
Questionnaire 

Total Score is a count of antisocial 
behaviors 

21.20 5.29 16.00 43.00 Poisson .83 

Interpersonal Responsivity 
Index 
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

   Perspective Taking  14.56 5.23 2.00 24.00 OLS .76 

   Fantasy  14.71 5.25 1.00 25.00 OLS .74 

   Empathic Concern  13.62 4.17 .00 20.00 OLS .76 

   Personal Distress  9.95 5.30 1.00 24.00 OLS .72 

Antisocial Personality 
Disorder 

Count of criteria for diagnosis 11.30 2.92 8.00 23.00 Poisson  

Narcissistic Personality 
Disorder 

Count of criteria for diagnosis 26.79 5.26 22.00 56.00 Poisson  

Previous Psych 
Hospitalization 

Yes (n = 14) 
No (n = 226) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Previous Outpatient 
Treatment 

Yes (n = 60) 
No (n = 180) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Juvenile Arrest Yes (n = 33) 
No (n = 207) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Juvenile Delinquent  Yes (n = 18) 
No (n = 222) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Juvenile Commitment  Yes (n = 8) 
No (n = 232) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Adult Arrest Yes (n = 60) 
No (n = 180) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Adult Conviction Yes (n = 32) 
No (n = 208) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Adult Incarceration Yes (n = 18) 
No (n = 222) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

History of Alcohol Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 12) 
Some Use (n = 116) 
Possible Abuse (n = 55) 
Definite Abuse (n = 57) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

History of Cannabis Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 91) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Some Use (n = 75) 
Possible Abuse (n = 29) 
Definite Abuse (n = 45) 

History of Cocaine Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 190) 
Some Use (n = 37) 
Possible Abuse (n = 6) 
Definite Abuse (n = 7) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

History of Meth Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 230) 
Some Use (n = 6) 
Possible Abuse (n = 0) 
Definite Abuse (n = 4) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

History of Heroin Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 235) 
Some Use (n = 5) 
Possible Abuse (n = 0) 
Definite Abuse (n = 0) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

History of LSD Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 204) 
Some Use (n = 32) 
Possible Abuse (n = 4) 
Definite Abuse (n = 0) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

History of Ecstasy Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 207) 
Some Use (n = 26) 
Possible Abuse (n = 6) 
Definite Abuse (n = 1) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

History of Narcotic Use (Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 199) 
Some Use (n = 30) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Possible Abuse (n = 4) 
Definite Abuse (n = 7) 

Recent Alcohol Use Past 6 months 
(Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 47) 
Some Use (n = 131) 
Possible Abuse (n = 42) 
Definite Abuse (n = 20) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

Recent Cannabis Use Past 6 months 
(Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 161) 
Some Use (n = 47) 
Possible Abuse (n = 17) 
Definite Abuse (n = 18) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

Recent Cocaine Use Past 6 months 
(Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 230) 
Some Use (n = 10) 
Possible Abuse (n = 0) 
Definite Abuse (n = 0) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

Recent LSD Use Past 6 months 
(Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 228) 
Some Use (n = 11) 
Possible Abuse (n = 1) 
Definite Abuse (n = 0) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

Recent Ecstasy Use Past 6 months 
(Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 233) 
Some Use (n = 6) 
Possible Abuse (n = 0) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Definite Abuse (n = 1) 

Recent Narcotic Use Past 6 months 
(Graduate Student Clinician Rating) 
No Use (n = 224) 
Some Use (n = 16) 
Possible Abuse (n = 0) 
Definite Abuse (n = 0) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal 
Logistic 

 

WRAT-IV Word Reading  Grade Level 11.40 2.30 3.0 12.9 OLS*  

Trails A  T-Score 46.96 11.67 2.00 79.00 OLS  

Trails B  T-Score 47.53 10.83 19.00 81.00 OLS  

COWAT  T-Score 49.58 11.12 21.00 83.00 OLS  

Porteus Mazes        

   Number of Trials Count of trials taken to complete 
mazes 

10.65 2.72 6.00 22.00 Poisson  

   Crossed Lines Count of errors by crossing a line 2.24 3.25 .00 23.00 Poisson  

   Pencil Lifts Count of errors by lifting pencil 2.42 3.52 .00 26.00 Poisson  

   Cut Corners Count of errors by cutting a corner 1.82 3.20 .00 25.00 Poisson  

   Change Directions Count of errors by changing direction 1.73 2.45 .00 21.00 Poisson  

DANVA-2        

   % Happy Face Incorrect % of incorrect responses when 
presented with happy face 

8.40 14.96 .00 100.00 OLS  

   % Angry Face Incorrect % of incorrect responses when 
presented with angry face 

30.14 21.96 .00 100.00 OLS*  

   % Sad Face Incorrect % of incorrect responses when 
presented with sad face 

19.41 18.44 .00 100.00 OLS  

   % Fearful Face Incorrect % of incorrect responses when 
presented with fearful face 

24.96 20.91 .00 100.00 OLS*  

   % Low Intensity Face 
Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with low intensity face 

59.98 31.70 .00 100.00 OLS  

   % High Intensity Face 
Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with high intensity face 

22.93 19.22 .00 100.00 OLS*  
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

   % Happy Low Intensity 
Face Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with happy, low intensity 
face 

7.98 14.75 .00 100.00 OLS  

   % Happy High Intensity 
Face Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with happy, high intensity 
face 

.42 2.38 .00 20.00 OLS  

   % Angry Low Intensity 
Face Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with angry, low intensity 
face 

26.01 19.83 .00 100.00 OLS*  

   % Angry High Intensity 
Face Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with angry, high intensity 
face 

4.13 7.99 .00 37.50 OLS  

   % Sad Low Intensity Face 
Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with sad, low intensity face 

6.42 10.48 .00 50.00 OLS  

   % Sad High Intensity 
Face Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with sad, high intensity 
face 

12.99 14.67 .00 100.00 OLS  

   % Fearful Low Intensity 
Face Incorrect 

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with fearful, low intensity 
face 

19.58 18.69 .00 100.00 OLS  

   % Fearful High Intensity 
Face Incorrect  

% of incorrect responses when 
presented with fearful, high intensity 
face 

5.39 9.92 .00 50.00 OLS  

   Total Face Errors Count of errors total faces 5.08 3.38 .00 17.00 Poisson  

   Happy Face Errors Count of errors when presented with 
happy face 

.52 .77 .00 5.00 Poisson  

   Angry Face Errors Count of errors when presented with 
angry face 

1.83 1.42 .00 6.00 Poisson  

   Sad Face Errors Count of errors when presented with 
sad face 

1.24 1.29 .00 6.00 Poisson  

   Fearful Face Errors Count of errors when presented with 1.50 1.40 .00 6.00 Poisson  
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

fearful face 

   Happy High Intensity 
Face Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
happy, high intensity face 

.04 .21 .00 2.00 Poisson  

   Happy Low Intensity Face 
Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
happy, low intensity face 

.48 .70 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Angry High Intensity Face 
Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
angry, high intensity face 

.33 .66 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Angry Low Intensity Face 
Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
angry, low intensity face 

1.50 1.06 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Sad High Intensity Face 
Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
sad, high intensity face 

.79 .84 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Sad Low Intensity Face 
Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
sad, low intensity face 

.45 .74 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Fearful High Intensity 
Face Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
fearful, high intensity face 

.38 .72 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Fearful Low Intensity 
Face Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
fearful, low intensity face 

1.12 .97 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   High Intensity Face Errors Count of errors when presented with 
high intensity face 

1.54 1.52 .00 8.00 Poisson  

   Low Intensity Face Errors Count of errors when presented with 
low intensity face 

3.54 2.29 .00 11.00 Poisson  

   Total Voice Errors Count of total voice errors 5.74 3.53 .00 14.00 Poisson  

   High Intensity Voice 
Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
high intensity voice 

2.77 1.85 .00 9.00 Poisson  

   Low Intensity Voice Errors Count of errors when presented with 
low intensity voice 

2.98 2.21 .00 9.00 Poisson  

   Happy Voice Errors Count of errors when presented with 
happy voice 

1.83 1.37 .00 5.00 Poisson  

   Angry Voice Errors Count of errors when presented with 
angry voice 

1.02 1.00 .00 5.00 Poisson  

   Sad Voice Errors Count of errors when presented with 1.23 .99 .00 4.00 Poisson  
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

sad voice 

   Fearful Voice Errors Count of errors when presented with 
fearful voice 

1.66 1.45 .00 6.00 Poisson  

   % Happy Voice Incorrect % incorrect when presented with 
happy voice 

26.87 19.60 .00 100.00 OLS*  

   % Angry Voice Incorrect % incorrect when presented with 
angry voice 

13.94 12.50 .00 57.14 OLS  

   % Sad Voice Incorrect % incorrect when presented with sad 
voice 

18.59 15.97 .00 100.00 OLS  

   % Fearful Voice Incorrect % incorrect when presented with 
fearful voice 

22.68 17.02 .00 66.67 OLS*  

   % Low Intensity Voice 
Incorrect 

% incorrect when presented with low 
intensity voice 

40.73 26.00 .00 100.00 OLS*  

   % High Intensity Voice 
Errors 

% incorrect when presented with high 
intensity voice 

41.36 26.22 .00 100.00 OLS*  

   Total Posture Errors Count of total posture errors 7.63 3.03 1.00 18.00 Poisson  

   Happy Posture Errors Count of errors when presented with 
happy posture 

1.48 1.33 .00 6.00 Poisson  

   Angry Posture Errors Count of errors when presented with 
angry posture 

2.54 1.30 .00 6.00 Poisson  

   Sad Posture Errors Count of errors when presented with 
sad posture 

.77 1.14 .00 6.00 Poisson  

   Fearful Posture Errors Count of errors when presented with 
fearful posture 

2.83 1.33 .00 6.00 Poisson  

   Happy High Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
happy, high intensity posture 

.76 1.30 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Happy Low Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
happy, low intensity posture 

.90 .91 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Angry High Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
angry, high intensity posture 

1.41 .82 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Angry Low Intensity Count of errors when presented with 1.13 .90 .00 3.00 Poisson  
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Posture Errors angry, low intensity posture 

   Sad High Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
sad, high intensity posture 

.68 1.79 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Sad Low Intensity Posture 
Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
sad, low intensity posture 

.70 2.01 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Fearful High Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
fearful, high intensity posture 

1.44 .83 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Fearful Low Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
fearful, low intensity posture 

1.39 .88 .00 3.00 Poisson  

   Total High Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
high intensity posture 

3.84 1.65 .00 9.00 Poisson  

   Total Low Intensity 
Posture Errors 

Count of errors when presented with 
low intensity posture 

3.78 1.96 .00 9.00 Poisson  

Iowa Gambling Task         

   Net Total  8.23 19.70 -1.00 64.00 OLS*  

   Total Money Total money in dollars at end of task -
464.24 

1,387.69 -
4,305.00 

3,360 OLS  

   Block Discrepancy Average of Blocks 1 and 2 subtracted 
from Blocks 3 and 4 (learning) 

-.63 4.51 -38.17 19.50 OLS*  

   Deck A Raw score, number of times person 
clicked on Deck A 

14.58 5.93 0 34 Poisson  

   Deck B Raw score, number of times person 
clicked on Deck B 

27.96 12.02 0 60 Poisson  

   Deck C Raw score, number of times person 
clicked on Deck C 

23.35 12.22 0 60 Poisson  

   Deck D Raw score, number of times person 
clicked on Deck D 

34.11 15.00 2 60 Poisson  

Go-No-Go Flanker Task        

   Overall Commission 
Errors 

Participant chose “yes” when it was 
actually a “no” 

.97 .13 .00 1.00 OLS*  

   Overall Omission Errors Participant chose “no” when it was .88 .11 .13 1.00 OLS*  
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

actually a “yes” 

   Overall Commission 
Incongruent Errors 

Participant chose “yes” when it was 
actually a “no” surrounded by 
incongruent flankers 

.97 .13 .00 1.00 OLS*  

   Overall Commission 
Congruent Errors 

Participant chose “yes” when it was 
actually a “no” surrounded by 
congruent flankers 

.97 .13 .00 1.00 OLS*  

   Overall Omission 
Incongruent Errors 

Participant chose “no” when it was 
actually a “yes” surrounded by 
incongruent flankers 

.84 .13 .25 1.00 OLS*  

   Overall Omission 
Congruent Errors 

Participant chose “no” when it was 
actually a “yes” surrounded by 
congruent flankers 

.91 .11 .00 1.00 OLS*  

   Block Discrepancy: 
Commission Errors 

Participant chose “yes” when it was 
actually a “no”; Blocks 1-2 subtracted 
from Blocks 3-5 

.01 .04 -.22 .20 OLS  

   Block Discrepancy: 
Omission Errors 

Participant chose “no” when it was 
actually a “yes”; Blocks 1-2 
subtracted from Blocks 3-5 

.01 .12 -.38 .38 OLS*  

   Block Discrepancy: 
Commission Incongruent 
Errors 

Participant chose “yes” when it was 
actually a “no” surrounded by 
incongruent flankers; Blocks 1-2 
subtracted from Blocks 3-5 

.01 .04 -.28 .25 OLS  

   Block Discrepancy: 
Commission Congruent 
Errors 

Participant chose “yes” when it was 
actually a “no” surrounded by 
congruent flankers; Blocks 1-2 
subtracted from Blocks 3-5 

.01 .04 -.19 .19 OLS*  

   Block Discrepancy: 
Omission Incongruent 
Errors 

Participant chose “no” when it was 
actually a “yes” surrounded by 
incongruent flankers; Blocks 1-2 
subtracted from Blocks 3-5 

.03 .19 -.50 .50 OLS*  
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Variable 

 
Description 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Regression 
Model  

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

   Block Discrepancy: 
Omission Congruent Errors 

Participant chose “no” when it was 
actually a “yes” surrounded by 
congruent flankers; Blocks 1-2 
subtracted from Blocks 3-5 

-.01 .14 -.63 .50 OLS*  

Lexical Decision Task        

   Discrepancy: Neutral-
Negative 

Difference in reaction time between 
response to neutral word and 
response to negative word 

.02 .02 .00 .10 OLS*  

   Discrepancy: Neutral-
Positive 

Difference in reaction time between 
response to neutral word and 
response to positive word 

.03 .02 .00 .10 OLS*  

   Discrepancy: Nonword-
Negative 

Difference in reaction time between 
response to nonword and response 
to negative word 

.08 .05 .00 .33 OLS  

   Discrepancy: Nonword-
Positive 

Difference in reaction time between 
response to nonword and response 
to positive word 

.09 .05 .00 .33 OLS  

Years of Education Years of completed education 14.45 2.24 10 23 OLS*  

Number of Siblings Number of siblings as a child 3.24 2.01 0 13 Poisson  

Relationship Problems Yes (separated or divorced) (n = 24) 
No (married, never married, 
widower/widowed) (n = 216) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Ever Fired from Job Yes (n = 47) 
No (n = 192) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Unemployed (currently) Yes (n = 26) 
No (n = 213) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Binary 
Logistic 

 

Socioeconomic Status < $20,000 per year (n = 65) 
$20,000 – 40,000 per year (n = 44) 
$40,000 – 70,000 per year (n = 35) 
$70,000 – 100,000 per year (n = 30) 
> $100,000 per year (n = 33) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Ordinal  
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Appendix Q 

IRB Certification 

 


