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ABSTRACT 
 

This study aimed to determine personality traits that are associated with a variety of 

different problematic externalizing behaviors among college students versus personality traits 

that are selectively associated with one or more specific types of externalizing behavior. In order 

to do this, a wide range of personality traits and externalizing behaviors (e.g. alcohol and drug 

use, risky driving, aggressive acts, sexual promiscuity and relationship infidelity, academic 

misconduct, etc.) typical among an undergraduate population were examined in conjunction. 

Furthermore, this examination was conducted using the recently proposed personality model for 

the DSM-5, a model that aligns well with existing personality models but is in need of further 

research. The sample included 257 college undergraduates who responded to the Personality 

Inventory for the DSM-5, a self-report personality survey designed to be representative of the 

DSM-5 model, as well a variety of self-report inventories measuring externalizing behaviors. 

Results revealed that externalizing behavior is best associated with the domain level trait 

Antagonism and to a lesser degree Disinhibition. In addition certain facet level traits (i.e. 

Deceitfulness and Risk-taking) were also associated with a variety of externalizing criteria while 

a few facet level traits (i.e., Hostility) were associated primarily with a particular type of 

externalizing behavior. Implications are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Dimensional personality traits have long been used as one method to understand, explain, 

and conceptualize behavior. Dimensional personality traits, also known as individual difference 

variables, have a profound effect on quality of life. For instance, personality traits are of equal 

importance as cognitive ability and socioeconomic status in terms of predicting mortality, 

divorce, and occupational attainment (Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007). In 

other words, personality traits have extensive predictive validity. Certain individual differences 

have been associated with a host of outcomes across the life span. For example, children who 

demonstrate low self-control and impulsivity are more likely to, as adults, have poorer health, 

earn less money, and commit more crimes (Moffitt et al., 2005). Personality traits tend to be 

fairly stable across time, and have been shown to remain stable even when the associated 

expressions of these traits change, which indicates that the relationship between personality and 

the behavioral expression of personality may be directional, not reciprocal (Warner et al., 2004).  

The Purpose of the Current Study 

Given the important role that personality traits play in understanding behavior, the 

current study examined the relationship between personality traits and a variety externalizing 

behaviors commonly found among college students. Exploring the behavior of college students 

allows for the study of externalizing behavior within a sample that can provide a broad range of 

response variability, more so than would be found in a sample selected specifically for its 

externalizing tendencies, such as an inmate population. Much of the research conducted on 

personality traits and externalizing behavior has focused on populations that have a high 
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concentration of participants demonstrating extreme forms of the behavior in question, such as 

criminal or clinically diagnosed samples. Many externalizing behaviors are not exclusive to such 

samples, and yet it has not been fully explored how personality traits may relate specifically to 

these more commonplace forms of externalizing behavior such as alcohol use and abuse, risky 

driving, and relationship infidelity. Increasing our understanding of more typical forms of 

externalizing can help us to better understand this type of behavior as a whole.  

Furthermore, the research that does exist on more common forms of externalizing 

behavior, such as research on problematic tendencies related to drinking, driving, or 

relationships, tends to limit the research question to only a few types of externalizing behaviors 

in relation to a either a variety of personality traits (e.g., Karim, Zamzuri, & Nor, 2009; Pinto, 

Carvalho, & Nobre, 2013), or only a select few personality traits (e.g., Cyders, Flory, Rainer, & 

Smith, 2009). The current study examined a wider variety of common externalizing behaviors 

that one would expect to find among college students (i.e., substance use, risky driving, 

academic cheating) in relation to a broad model of personality, rather than focusing attention on 

only a few specific personality traits or a few specific behaviors. This more comprehensive 

multivariate approach is important in order to have a more complete understanding of the 

complex relationship that exists between personality traits and externalizing behavior.  

The DSM-5 Model of Maladaptive Personality Traits 

There are a variety of personality models in existence and they all generally converge 

well (e.g., Markon, Krueger, & Watson, 2005; Wright & Simms, 2014). In addition, it is 

generally agreed that personality traits are continuous rather than categorical, that these traits can 

be structured in a hierarchical fashion (e.g., Markon & Krueger, 2005) and that clinical and non-

clinical samples share the same broad personality dimensions (O’Connor, 2002). Existing 
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models typically represent personality as being made up of either three (e.g., Eysenck, 1947; 

Tellegen, 2000), four (Widiger & Simonsen, 2005, 2006), or five (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1990; 

Goldberg, 1990; Harkness & McNulty, 1994) broad trait domains that define personality. These 

broad domains can be further broken down into specific trait facets that assist in providing a 

more nuanced characterization of an individual’s personality profile (e.g., Eysenck & Eysenck, 

1985; Widiger & Simonsen, 2005).  

One of the most recent proposed models was developed by the DSM-5 work group on 

personality disorders with the intent to better unite the fields of personality research and clinical 

psychology (e.g., Krueger et al., 2011a, 2011b). It measures traits within a pathological range 

and could therefore be useful in predicting maladaptive behavior. One measure that was 

developed to operationalize the DSM-5 model is the Personality Inventory for the DSM-5 (PID-

5; Krueger, Derringer, Markon, Watson, & Skodol, 2012), and the development and analyses of 

these measure’s scale scores led to further elaboration and finalization of the DSM-5 personality 

trait model (Krueger et al, 2011a).  

The PID-5 was developed specifically for the fields of clinical psychology and 

psychiatry, in which personality is studied primarily in relation to mental disorders. This field is 

only recently beginning to consider a move away from the long-standing categorical model that 

is currently being used to conceptualize 10 personality disorders (PDs) in the Diagnostic and 

Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM; American Psychiatric Association, 2013). The 

most recent edition of this clinical manual, the DSM-5, was updated one year ago to reflect the 

most current research on the psychological disorders included within its pages. The PID-5 was 

developed to aid clinicians in assessing maladaptive personality traits, which may or may not 
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constitute a PD (Krueger et al., 2012; see also Hopwood & Sellbom, 2013 and Krueger, 

Hopwood, Wright, & Markon, 2014).  

Developers of the PID-5 conducted a review of existing personality models, and the 

assessment measures that operationalize these models, to identify broad commonalities between 

them. Ultimately, these researchers identified 25 traits that load on five broad domains, which 

are believed to adequately canvas maladaptive personality as it is currently defined by a wide 

selection of existing personality models. The five broad domains included on the PID-5 are: 

Negative Affect, Detachment, Antagonism, Disinhibition, and Psychoticism (Krueger et al., 

2012; see Table 1). This model, designed to integrate and be representative of the current state of 

research on dimensional personality, was proposed for inclusion in the DSM-5. 
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Table 1. 
 
PID-5 trait domains and facets. 
 
Trait Domain Trait Facets 

Negative 

Affectivity 

Emotional labilitya, Anxiousnessa, Separation insecuritya, 

Perseveration, Submissiveness, Hostilityb, (lack of) Restricted 

affectivityb 

Detachment  Withdrawala, Anhedoniaa, Intimacy avoidancea, Restricted 

affectivityb, Depressivityb, Suspiciousnessb 

Antagonism Manipulativenessa, Deceitfulnessa, Grandiositya, Attention 

seeking, Callousness, Hostilityb 

Disinhibiton Irresponsibilitya, Impulsivitya, Distractibilitya, Risk taking, (lack 

of) Rigid perfectionism 

Psychoticism Unusual beliefs & experiencesa, Eccentricitya, Cognitive & 

perceptual dysregulationa 

a Facets combined for domain score (note: formal PID-5 scoring only makes use of three 

core facets for each domain) 

b Facets appear on more than one domain 
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The dimensional personality model that is operationalized by the PID-5 was included in 

the DSM-5, but not as a replacement to the pre-existing categorically defined section on 

personality disorders. Rather, the dimensional model was included in Section III, a section 

dedicated to alternative systems or disorders determined to be in need of further research. 

Despite the reluctance of some to move away from categorical diagnoses, extant research on the 

DSM-5 personality model shows that it has promise as a unifying model of dimensional 

maladaptive personality traits, and those in the field of personality research are rapidly 

conducting further research on this model (e.g., Anderson, Snider, Sellbom, Krueger, & 

Hopwood, 2014; Anderson et al., 2013; Morey, Krueger, & Skodol, 2013; Thomas et al., 2013; 

Wright et al., 2012). 

The proposed model, made up of pathological traits, has been shown to be convergent 

with the well-validated five-factor model of personality (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1990) for 

normative personality traits (Thomas et al., 2013; Wright & Simms, 2014). The FFM is an 

extremely popular and well-known model against which many other personality models have 

been compared (Church, 1994; McCrae & John, 1992; Widiger & Simonsen, 2005). For a visual 

representation of how the FFM, DSM-5, and two major three-factor models compare see Table 

2. 
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Table 2. 
 
A comparison of personality models 

3 factors 5 factors 
Tellegen Eysenck Costa & McCrae (FFM) DSM-5 

Measures 
MPQ EPQ-R NEO-PI-R PID-5 

Domains 
Negative  
Emotionality 

Neuroticism Neuroticism Negative affect 

Positive  
Emotionality 

Extraversion Extraversion  Detachment 

  Agreeableness Antagonism 
Constrainta Psychoticisma   
  Conscientiousness Disinhibition 
Absorptionb  Opennessc Psychoticism 
aEysenck’s Psychoticism and Tellegen’s Constraint domains lie between the FFM domains 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. 

bAbsorption is the only lower level scale in the MPQ model that does not load onto any of the 

three higher-order scales (Negative Emotionality, Positive Emotionality, or Constraint). 

cThere is debate surrounding the degree to which FFM Openness and Psychoticism correlate 

with one another, with some research supporting their alignment (De Fruyt et al., 2013; Gore & 

Widiger, 2013; Thomas et al., 2013) and others offering evidence that the relationship between 

these two scales is complex (Chmielewski, Bagby, Markon, Ring, & Ryder, 2014). 
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Externalizing Behavior 

 Defined in terms of psychopathology, externalizing is the general predisposition to 

engage in antisocial behaviors and to abuse alcohol and other substances (Krueger, Markon, 

Patrick, & Iacono, 2005). In other words, externalizing is viewed as the predilection to express 

distress outwards as opposed to internalization, or the tendency to express distress inward 

(Krueger, McGue, & Iacono, 2001). Vulnerability to externalizing behavior is highly heritable 

(Hicks, Krueger, Iacono, McGue, & Patrick, 2004; Krueger et al., 2002), consistent across race 

and gender (Hopwood & Moser, 2011), and related to underlying core processes (Krueger, 

1999b; Nelson, Patrick, & Bernat, 2011; Patrick & Bernat, 2009), such as personality traits. 

Numerous studies have attempted to delineate personality traits associated with externalizing 

behavior. For example, high sensation seeking has been associated with both drug abuse and 

risky sexual behavior (Bardo, Donohew, & Harrington 1996; Roberti, 2004). More generally, 

aggression and impulsivity, traits that are both within the larger domain of disinhibition, have 

been consistently linked to externalizing behavior (Krueger, Markon, Patrick, Benning, & 

Kramer, 2007). 

Criminal and mental health samples. Understanding externalizing is important, 

because this type of behavior can have a significant impact on society, most notably when it 

manifests in criminal behavior. In fact, a large body of the existing research on the relationship 

between personality traits and externalizing behavior is conducted within offender populations. 

The inherent nature of externalizing behavior tends to result in legal trouble, especially for those 

liable to engage in extreme forms of this behavior. This makes the use of criminal samples a 

convenient method for studying high concentrations of people who are likely to engage in high 

levels of externalizing behavior. Research using a criminal sample has shown, for instance, that 
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negative emotionality and impulsivity are correlated with drug and alcohol problems among 

offenders (Magyar, Edens, Lilienfeld, Douglas, & Poythress, 2011).  

The mental health population has also received much attention from researchers 

interested in the link between personality traits and externalizing behavior. Clinical diagnoses 

based on DSM criteria for disorders such as oppositional defiant disorder, conduct disorder, 

attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder, intermittent explosive disorder, antisocial personality 

disorder, borderline personality disorder and substance abuse are often used as a way of 

operationally defining various externalizing behaviors, as DSM criteria tend to be based on 

observable (i.e., behavioral) features of a disorder. It has been shown that these clinical 

disorders, which are marked by externalizing behavior, are associated, at the most general level, 

with trait disinhibition in both men and women. This association is unsurprising, given that 

disinhibition, a broad higher-order personality trait that encompasses more specific lower-order 

traits, is defined as “a tendency to engage in risky behavior, to act on impulse, and to endorse 

non-traditional values” (Krueger, McGue, & Iacono, 2001, p. 1248). 

In one study which examined clinical disorders and personality features, Krueger (1999a) 

found that the broad personality traits negative emotionality and disinhibition were able to 

predict which adolescents would develop antisocial personality disorder and substance abuse in 

young adulthood, regardless of their levels of these disorders in adolescence. In a similar study, 

subjects diagnosed with either substance abuse or conduct disorder were identified as having a 

personality profile that distinctly differed from those without a diagnosis. Their personality 

profile was characterized by impulsivity, aggression, and alienation, defined as a tendency to be 

mistrustful of and feel victimized by others (Krueger, Caspi, Moffitt, Silva, & McGee, 1996).  
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For obvious reasons, maladaptive externalizing behavior has often been studied in 

samples in which this behavior is likely to be frequently demonstrated, with prison and clinical 

samples being prime examples. Although studies conducted in samples where externalizing 

behavior is prevalent has generated a wealth of useful information, studying externalizing only at 

its peak expression ignores the full continuum of externalizing behavior. Even normative 

externalizing behavior can be risky to the individual engaging in such behavior, as well as 

disruptive to society.  

College samples. Like other human behavior, the tendency to engage in externalizing 

behavior is not limited to specific (i.e., criminal) populations or settings, but rather it exists on a 

spectrum within the general population as well. Although externalizing behavior has often been 

studied through the lens of criminality and psychopathology, it is important to note that not all 

forms of externalizing behaviors are necessarily illegal, nor do all acts of externalizing behavior 

coincide with a clinical disorder, so it makes sense to expand our knowledge of how 

externalizing manifests beyond these less generalizable populations.  

Studying this type of behavior in a college sample provides a few specific advantages. 

The college setting is likely to influence higher base rates of a broad range of externalizing 

behavior. It is commonly accepted that certain behaviors are more widely engaged in by young 

people, and thus such behavior (binge drinking, drug use, reckless driving, etc.) are likely to 

occur at higher rates when there is a greater concentration of young adults, such as on a college 

campus, compared to the general community. However, not all students engage in such behavior. 

In other words, there is greater variability in externalizing behavior on a college campus, so there 

should be a greater range in the responses obtained from college students. This provides a 

statistical advantage because it should somewhat ease the problem of range restriction.  
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Externalizing behaviors that were selected for this study were chosen based on behaviors 

that were suspected to be prevalent on a college campus. These include: abuse of alcohol and 

other substances, infidelity in romantic relationships, academic cheating and other problematic 

work and school behavior, poor driving, and aggressive behavior. Furthermore, these behaviors 

warrant study because substance abuse, drug use, relationship infidelity, academic cheating, 

risky driving, and aggression can contribute to academic failure, relationship problems, and risks 

to personal safety. For example, it has been shown that among college students, alcohol 

intoxication is one factor that significantly contributes to physical fighting (Swett, Marcus, & 

Reio, 2005) and also contributes to behaviors that would lead to poor academic performance, 

such as missing class and getting behind in schoolwork (Perkins, 2002). Research among college 

students has shown that approximately half of sexually active college students have engaged in 

casual sex and almost a quarter of those students engaging in casual sex were in a relationship 

with someone else at the time (Grello, Welsh,  & Harper, 2006). Students engaging in casual sex 

were more likely to have used drugs or alcohol prior to the encounter and students who were in a 

relationship at the time were significantly more likely to regret their casual sex encounter (Grello 

et al., 2006). Previous research on these types of externalizing behavior has indicated there are 

likely associations between personality traits and these behaviors. However, it should be noted 

that a number of these studies consider the relationship between a select subset of personality 

traits and just one or two externalizing behaviors in isolation, rather than considering a broader 

array of variables in unison. Much of the available research on externalizing behavior and 

personality traits has utilized the five-factor model (FFM). For a visual summary of the 

associations between FFM personality traits and externalizing, see Table 3. 
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Table 3. 
 
FFM domains represented in the literature on externalizing behavior 
 
FFM Domain Associated Externalizing Behavior 
Neuroticism Higher among alcohol users and alcohol and drug abusers 

High among cocaine and heroin users 
Higher among sexually compulsive males 
Lower among students plagiarizing via the internet 
Higher among those engaging in provoked aggression 

Extraversion Lower among alcohol and drug abusers 
Higher among the sexually promiscuous 

Agreeableness Lower among alcohol users 
Low among marijuana users 
Lower among sexually compulsive males 
Lower among students not practicing safe sex 
Lower among the sexually promiscuous and those committing infidelities  
Lower among those engaging in unprovoked aggression 

Conscientiousness Lower among alcohol users and alcohol and drug abusers 
Low among cocaine, heroin, and marijuana users 
Lower among students not practicing safe sex 
Lower among the sexually promiscuous and those committing infidelities  
Lower among students plagiarizing via the internet 
Lower among students engaging in premeditated cheating on exams 
Lower among those who have been in a greater number of car accidents 

Openness Higher among alcohol and drug abusers 
High among marijuana users 

 

Alcohol abuse. A meta-analysis of 20 studies revealed an association between alcohol 

use and the five-factor model of personality (FFM) such that alcohol users tend to be lower in 

conscientiousness and agreeableness and higher in neuroticism (Malouff, Thorsteinsson, Rooke, 

& Schutte, 2007). In an attempt to delineate different components present within impulsivity, 

researchers using more precise measures found that sensation seeking in particular, a trait related 

to excitement seeking on the FFM Extraversion domain, was related to drinking frequency 

among first-year college students (Cyders et al., 2009). Using the FFM, Trull and Sher (1994) 

demonstrated that among young adults who abuse alcohol and among those who abuse drugs, 

both groups scored significantly higher in neuroticism and openness, and significantly lower in 
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extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. The similarity in the profiles of these two 

groups is supported by findings showing that personality traits associated with alcohol abuse do 

not differ from traits associated with other, non-alcohol substance abuse (Hopwood et al., 2007). 

This same study also revealed few differences between recovered and current alcohol abusers, 

indicating that these traits likely represent an underlying tendency toward alcohol abuse alcohol 

rather than the circumstantial effects of ongoing substance abuse (Hopwood et al., 2007). 

Drug use. In addition to previous research demonstrating that drug and alcohol use tend 

to be associated with very similar personality profiles, the FFM has been used to examine the 

trait profiles of those using specific illicit drugs. Compared to those who have never used drugs, 

those who use cocaine or heroin score very high on neuroticism and very low on 

conscientiousness. Marijuana users tend to be high on openness and low on agreeableness and 

conscientiousness (Terracciano, Löckenhoff, Crum, Bienvenu, & Costa, 2008). 

Sexual behavior. Among a sample of male college students, FFM traits of higher 

neuroticism and low agreeableness were found to be associated with sexual compulsiveness. 

However, psychoticism, measured as a state rather than a personality feature, was found to 

account for a greater percent of the difference between sexual compulsivity among these students 

(Pinto et al., 2013).  Research has shown Agreeableness and Conscientiousness to be positively 

correlated with safer sex behavior among college students (Ingledew & Ferguson, 2007). In a 

study that included participants from 52 countries throughout the world, these same two FFM 

traits were found to be negatively associated with relationship infidelity. In the same study, these 

two traits were also negatively associated with sexual promiscuity, although promiscuity was 

more highly associated with Extraversion (Schmitt, 2004). 
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Academic cheating. Studies have found that among college students, plagiarizing from 

the internet is negatively associated with FFM neuroticism and conscientiousness (Karim et al., 

2009) and premeditated cheating on exams is negatively associated with conscientiousness and 

positively associated with excitement-seeking, a lower-order facet of extraversion (De Bruin & 

Rudnick, 2007). Conversely, other researchers have found no significant associations between 

FFM personality traits and academic cheating (Nathanson, Paulhus, & Williams, 2006).   

Risky driving. In one study that used an alternative five factor model of personality, the 

Zuckerman-Kuhlman model, it was found that among college students, risky driving was 

associated with aggression-hostility, but this relationship was only significant for males 

(Zuckerman & Kuhlman, 2000). It has also been demonstrated that conscientiousness, and not 

driving knowledge, is significantly negatively correlated with number of car accidents (Arthur & 

Doverspike, 2001). However, other studies have found no relationship between FFM personality 

traits and number of accidents (Salgado, 2002). In addition, sensation-seeking, a personality trait 

similar to impulsivity, has been shown to be associated with self-reported risky driving behavior 

(Dahlen & White, 2006).  

Aggressive behavior. A meta-analytic review of research on personality traits related to 

aggression showed that unprovoked aggression was most closely associated with antagonism or 

low agreeableness, whereas aggression under provoking circumstances was most closely 

associated with neuroticism (Bettencourt, Talley, Benjamin, & Valentine, 2006). 

The Current Study 

This study examined an overarching constellation of externalizing behaviors as a gauge 

for externalizing behavior as a whole, within the context of the newly proposed DSM-5 Section 

III personality trait model. This endeavor is especially timely given the push toward adopting a 
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dimensional model of personality within the field of clinical psychology and the importance of 

validating the new model. 

 This study examined to what degree certain broad personality trait domains (e.g., PID-5 

Disinhibition and Negative Affectivity) are associated with a number of different forms of 

externalizing behavior in a college population. This study also examined preferential patterns of 

association between personality traits and types of externalizing behavior to see whether certain 

lower-order personality traits preferentially associate with only specific types of externalizing 

behavior.  

Based on previous research, it was hypothesized that the PID-5 domains Negative 

Affectivity, Disinhibition, and Antagonism would be significantly associated with a wide range 

of externalizing behaviors among college students. It is also expected that the PID-5 facet 

Impulsivity would be associated with most, if not all, forms of externalizing behavior. These 

predictions are based on the aforementioned research showing that low emotional stability or 

high neuroticism (i.e., Negative Affectivity), high impulsivity and low conscientiousness (i.e., 

Disinhibition), and low agreeableness (i.e., Antagonism) are correlated with a variety of 

externalizing behaviors (i.e., drug and alcohol abuse, risky/promiscuous sexual activity, risky 

driving, academic misconduct) among college students and young adults (Arthur & Doverspike, 

2001; Dahlen & White, 2006; De Bruin & Rudnick, 2007; Hopwood et al., 2007; Ingledew, & 

Ferguson, 2007; Karim, Zamzuri, & Nor 2009;  Pinto at al., 2013; Trull & Sher, 1994; 

Zuckerman & Kuhlman, 2000).  

It is also expected that there would be a significant preferential pattern of association 

between the behaviors measured in this sample and the lower-order traits measured by the PID-5. 

Certain personality characteristics were predicted to discriminate between certain types of 



 

16 

externalizing behavior. These predictions were of a more exploratory and conceptual nature 

rather than being grounded in empirical research.  

Specifically, scholastic cheating was expected to be preferentially associated with the 

PID-5 facet scales Deceitfulness, low Perseveration, and low Rigid Perfectionism. Cheating is 

inherently deceitful and students who are likely to find themselves in a position of needing to 

cheat are not expected to be persistent or perfectionistic by nature. Perseveration appears on the 

Negative Affectivity domain, which is akin to neuroticism. Low neuroticism has been previously 

shown to be associated with a greater likelihood of plagiarism (Karim, Zamzuri, & Nor 2009). 

Substance abuse (alcohol and other drugs) is expected to be differentially associated with PID-5 

Emotional Lability, as substance abuse is often comorbid with clinical disorders indicative of 

emotional instability (Grant et al., 2008). Illicit drug use is predicted to be differentially 

associated with PID-5 Risk-taking, low PID-5 Anxiousness and low PID-5 Submissiveness, as 

this is the primary illegal behavior being measured in this study. It is expected that people 

willing to take the risks necessary to engage in this type of behavior would be rather rebellious 

and lacking in fear of possible repercussions. Promiscuous sex and infidelity is predicted to be 

preferentially associated with the PID-5 scales Risk-taking, Attention Seeking, Intimacy 

Avoidance, Manipulativeness, Separation Insecurity, and low Withdrawal. Those engaging in 

this type of behavior are not likely to avoid people, though they might avoid emotional intimacy. 

It is also suspected that those engaging in promiscuous sex may be seeking attention, be using 

sexual behavior as a means of obtaining control, or fear being alone. The PID-5 Psychoticism 

domain is also expected to be preferentially associated with this type of externalizing behavior, 

based on a previous study that found state (although not trait) psychoticism to be associated with 

sexual compulsivity among college students (Pinto, Carvalho, & Nobre, 2013).  Risky driving is 
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predicted to be preferentially associated with PID-5 Distractibility and PID-5 Risk-taking based 

on the idea that either inattentiveness, overconfidence in driving ability, or feelings of 

invincibility may contribute to risk taking behind the wheel. Aggressive behavior in general is 

predicted to be preferentially related to PID-5 scales Hostility, Callousness, and Emotionally 

Lability. Additionally, specifically relational aggression, which consists of controlling or 

insulting acts that are not physical in nature, is hypothesized to be differentially associated with 

PID-5 Manipulativeness. These four trait facets load onto one or both of the domains, FFM 

neuroticism (PID-5 Negative Affectivity) and FFM low agreeableness (PID-5 Antagonsim), 

which previous research has shown to be linked to aggression (Bettencourt et al., 2006). 
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METHOD 

Participants 

This study used archival data collected from a sample of 285 (92 male) undergraduate 

students at a large University in the southeast United States. However, 28 participants were 

removed based on profile validity information obtained from their responses to the MMPI-2-RF, 

which suggested inconsistent and exaggerated responding. Elevations on these scales were scores 

that fell above the following cutoffs: Variable Response Inconsistency (VRIN) ≥ 80T, True 

Response Inconsistency (TRIN) ≥ 80T, F ≥120T, Fp ≥ 100T. These cutoffs are based on the 

guidelines within the MMPI-2-RF manual (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2008) and are liberal enough 

that it is unlikely that a participant from the sample who put forth reasonable effort to respond 

honestly to the questionnaire would have elevated these scales to the level of the cutoffs. This 

exclusion percentage (9.8%) is not unusual in these types of college samples. For example, 

studies that have similarly used the MMPI-2-RF to screen for invalid responding within an 

undergraduate sample have excluded, respectively, 18.5% and 14.3% of their original samples 

(e.g., Kastner & Sellbom, 2012; Sellbom, Anderson, & Bagby, 2013).  

The resulting (final) dataset consisted of 257 (78 male) participants. Additionally, four 

participants did not complete the MMPI-2-RF. These participants were included in the final 

dataset, but analyses involving the MMPI-2-RF scales do not include these participants. Chi-

square (for race and gender) and t-test (for age and grade point average [GPA]) analyses 

demonstrated that the participants who were removed based on invalid responding did not 

significantly differ in terms of race or age. Analyses did reveal that the 28 participants who were 
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removed significantly differed in that they were disproportionately male (15% of the male 

sample vs. 7% of the female sample),  χ² (1, n = 285) = 4.46, p < .05, and had lower GPAs (M = 

2.92, SD = .60), t (214) = -3.53, p < .01, than participants in the final sample (M = 3.30, SD = 

.51).  

The final sample ranged in age from 18 to 46 (M = 19.19, SD = 2.25). The racial/ethnic 

breakdown of this sample was 79.4% Caucasian, 14.4% African American, and 6.2% of other or 

mixed ethnic backgrounds. This is fairly representative of the student population as a whole, 

which the university reports to be approximately 12% African American and 5% other or mixed 

ethnic backgrounds. GPAs in this sample ranged from 1.50 to 4.19 (M = 3.30, SD = .51). 

Participants completed a series of self-report measures.  

Measures 

 For descriptive statistics and reliability information pertaining to the measures used in 

this study see Table 4. 
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Table 4. 
 
Descriptive statics for measures 
 Min Max Mean SD Skew Kurtosis ∝ AIC 

Anhedonia .00 2.75 .65 .53 1.33 2.24 .82 .38 

Anxiousness .11 2.89 1.27 .67 .33 -.70 .86 .40 

Depressivity .00 2.57 .38 .44 1.80 4.02 .90 .42 

Emotional Lability .00 3.00 .90 .65 .79 .16 .84 .43 

Hostility .00 2.60 .80 .54 .76 .47 .84 .35 

Perseveration .00 2.78 .95 .55 .19 -.39 .82 .34 

Rigid Perfectionism .00 3.00 1.12 .69 .49 -.32 .90 .46 

Separation Insecurity .00 2.71 .92 .65 .44 -.51 .80 .35 

Submissiveness .00 3.00 1.19 .75 .06 -.96 .83 .54 

Suspiciousness .00 2.43 .88 .44 .33 .07 .52 .15 

Withdrawal .00 2.90 .65 .54 1.05 1.40 .87 .41 

Attention Seeking .00 2.88 1.14 .64 .22 -.34 .86 .44 

Callousness .00 1.93 .37 .35 1.34 1.90 .81 .28 

Deceitfulness .00 2.30 .70 .54 .82 .31 .85 .37 
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 Min Max Mean SD Skew Kurtosis ∝ AIC 

Grandiosity .00 2.67 .74 .56 .80 .26 .75 .34 

Manipulativeness .00 3.00 .95 .69 .49 -.18 .82 .48 

Intimacy Avoidance .00 2.83 .51 .55 1.53 2.41 .79 .39 

Restricted Affectivity .00 2.71 .89 .66 .69 -.32 .83 .40 

Distractibility .00 2.78 1.12 .65 .26 -.61 .88 .44 

Eccentricity .00 2.77 .89 .71 .57 -.66 .94 .57 

Cognitive & Perceptual 
Dysregulation 

.00 1.83 .54 .42 .84 .13 .79 .26 

Risk Taking .29 3.00 1.51 .51 .21 -.19 .86 .30 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 

.00 2.00 .49 .47 .96 .16 .75 .29 

Impulsivity .00 2.83 .87 .65 .60 -.12 .85 .48 

Irresponsibility  .00 2.86 .47 .43 1.23 2.94 .70 .25 

Negative Affectivity .04 2.63 1.03 .54 .51 -.07 .75 .50 

Detachment .00 2.56 .60 .43 1.25 2.11 .73 .47 

Antagonism .00 2.32 .79 .50 .53 -.13 .77 .53 

Disinhibition .00 2.23 .82 .47 .43 -.28 .71 .48 
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 Min Max Mean SD Skew Kurtosis ∝ AIC 

Psychoticism .00 1.96 .64 .46 .56 -.63 .80 .64 

AGG 37.00 86.00 48.50 11.00 .82 .23 .78 .31 

Physical Aggression .00 2.43 .25 .47 2.35 5.65 .77 .33 

Destructive Aggression .00 2.57 .19 .43 2.95 9.41 .76 .31 

Relational Aggression .00 2.38 .61 .62 1.00 .11 .72 .25 

Theft .00 1.63 .18 .34 2.38 5.69 .69 .21 

Fraud .00 2.50 .41 .49 1.51 2.61 .55 .19 

Relationship Cheating .00 59.00 2.70 7.23 4.59 25.65 .56 .46 

SOI 6.00 339.67 35.55 37.98 4.07 23.96 .80 .37 

Drug Use .00 2.50 1.21 .39 .63 .86 .48 .17 

Drug Problems 
 

.00 1.64 .12 .28 2.81 8.25 .79 .26 

Street Drugs 1.00 4.67 1.14 .52 4.49 21.62 .56 .25 

Hallucinogens 1.00 5.00 1.16 .57 4.22 18.91 .83 .49 

Prescriptions 
 

1.00 6.00 1.36 .83 2.97 10.19 .70 .38 

Alcohol Use .56 2.56 1.60 .42 -.05 -.92 .51 .12 
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 Min Max Mean SD Skew Kurtosis ∝ AIC 

Alcohol Problems .00 2.44 .37 .46 1.60 3.06 .77 .28 

Alcohol 1.00 24.00 9.41 5.77 -.00 -.99 .68 .58 

SUB 41.00 85.00 53.38 12.11 .67 -.49 .72 .26 

Marijuana Use .00 2.43 .48 .51 .70 -.14 .87 .48 

Marijuana Problems .00 1.71 .27 .42 1.64 1.83 .68 .27 

Marijuana 
 

1.00 10.00 3.04 2.47 .96 -.38 .39 .20 

JCP 40.00 77.00 47.82 9.03 1.05 .68 .70 .30 

High School 
Problematic Behavior 

.00 120.00 7.00 13.39 5.89 42.85 .43 .29 

College 
Problematic Behavior 

.00 14.00 2.44 2.79 1.43 2.14 .48 .13 

Work 
Problematic Behavior 

.00 12.00 .67 1.75 3.89 17.15 .36 .19 

Academic Cheating 18.00 72.00 37.42 10.54 .58 -.38 .83 .23 

Aggressive Violations, 
Driving 

1.00 6.00 2.03 1.07 1.67 3.20 .83 .62 

Ordinary Violations, 
Driving 

1.00 5.38 2.56 .79 .36 .59 .76 .29 

Errors, Driving 1.00 4.25 1.79 .65 1.01 1.23 .84 .40 

Lapses, Driving 1.00 6.00 2.09 .76 1.08 2.68 .79 .35 
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Note. PID-5 facet scales are the first 25 scales listed, not italicized. PID-5 domain scales are italicized. Behavioral criteria scales 
follow the PID-5 domain scales and are as follows: MMPI-2-RF scales = AGG (Aggression scale), SUB (Substance Abuse scale), 
JCP (Juvenile Conduct Problems scale); ESI scales = Physical Aggression, Destructive Aggression, Relational Aggression, Theft, 
Fraud, Drug Use, Drug Problems, Alcohol Use, Alcohol Problems; CMBS scales = Relationship Cheating (Infidelity scale), Street 
Drugs (measures involvement with Cocaine/Crack, Heroin, and Methamphetamine), Hallucinogens (measures involvement with 
LSD/Acid, MDMA, and Mushrooms), Prescriptions (measures illegal use of non-prescribed prescription medications), Alcohol, 
Marijuana, High School Problematic Behavior, College Problematic Behavior, Work Problematic Behavior (Problematic behavior 
scales measure being late, absent, feigning illness, and receiving disciplinary action in their respective settings); DBQ scales (which 
assess driving behavior) = Aggressive Violations, Ordinary Violations, Errors, Lapses; SOI = Sexual Orientation Inventory 
(sexually promiscuous attitudes/behaviors); Academic Cheating = Self Report Cheating Survey (SCS); N = 253 for AGG, JCP, and 
SUB; N = 257 for all other scales. 
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Personality Inventory for the DSM-5 (PID-5). The PID-5 (Krueger et al., 2012) is a 

220-item self-report inventory developed to index the five proposed DSM-5 personality domains 

and their respective facets. Item responses are based on a Likert scale ranging from 0 (mostly 

false) to 3 (mostly true). The American Psychiatric Association, the publisher of the DSM-5, has 

approved it for use to assess the proposed DSM-5 personality trait domains. Research has 

replicated the factor structure of the PID-5 in large undergraduate samples (Wright et al., 2012) 

and has shown that the constructs measured by PID-5 have good convergent validity with those 

measured by other personality assessment tools in both undergraduate (Griffin & Samuel, 2014; 

Gore & Widiger, 2013; Thomas et al., 2013) and psychiatric samples (Quilty, Ayearst, 

Chmielewski, Pollock, & Bagby, 2013). Table 1 provides a list of PID-5 domains and associated 

trait facets. Internal consistency for the PID-5 domain and facet scales in this sample were 

acceptable, with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .71 to .94, with the exception of the facet scale 

Suspiciousness, which had a Cronbach’s alpha of .52. The average interitem correlation (AIC) 

for this facet, however, was .15, which is generally considered acceptable (Clark & Watson, 

1995). See Table 4 for Cronbach’s alpha and AIC for all scales used in this study, as well as all 

descriptive statistics. 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2-Restructured Form (MMPI-2-RF).  

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

consisting of 338 true or false items. This measure includes numerous scales that conform to a 

hierarchical structure. Three Specific Problem scales were used as indicators of certain 

externalizing behaviors: Substance Abuse (SUB); Juvenile Conduct Problems (JCP); and 

Aggression (AGG). There is substantial empirical support for the reliability and construct 

validity of these scales (Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2008) and there is evidence of good construct 
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validity and reliability of the Specific Problem scales within a college sample in particular 

(Forbey, Lee, & Handel, 2010). Internal consistencies for the three Specific Problem scales used 

in this sample were acceptable, with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .70 to .78.  

Furthermore, the validity scales embedded in the MMPI-2-RF provided a way to screen 

that participants were appropriately attending to the questions being asked and were responding 

in an honest and straightforward manner. The MMPI-2-RF was the final measure administered in 

this study, with the assumption that participants’ vigilance would be most likely to wane toward 

the end of the study rather than the beginning. The VRIN, TRIN, F, and Fp scales were the 

specific validity scales used to screen for inattentive or biased response styles. The VRIN scale is 

designed to detect participants who respond randomly to questions, without regard for item 

content. The TRIN scale is designed to detect participants who respond in a fixed manner, more 

heavily favoring one of the two possible response directions (true or false). The F and the Fp 

scales are both designed to detect overreporting of psychopathology symptoms.  

Externalizing Spectrum Inventory (ESI). The short form of the ESI (Patrick, Kramer, 

Krueger, & Markon, 2013) is a 160-item self-report inventory that measures a range of 

externalizing behaviors including theft; fraud; physical, destructive, and relational aggression; 

and marijuana, alcohol, and other drug use and problems. Item responses are based on a four-

point Likert scale. Participants rate how accurately a statement reflects them, choosing between 

“True,” “Somewhat true,” “Somewhat false,” or “False.” Several studies have used this or the 

similar long form measure in research, both with college students (e.g., Nelson et al., 2011) and 

vulnerable populations (i.e., prisoners; Venables & Patrick, 2012). Recent research has shown 

that within prisoner and student samples, the brief form of ESI yields similarly reliable results as 

the longer measure (Patrick et al., 2013) that has also been demonstrated to have acceptable 
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construct validity (Venables & Patrick, 2013). Internal consistency for eight of the 11 ESI scales 

used in this sample were acceptable, with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .68 to .87. Drug use 

and Fraud scales (∝ = .48 and .55, respectively) had an acceptable AIC above the .15 cutoff 

recommended by Clark & Watson (1995). The Alcohol Use scale was the only ESI scale that did 

not demonstrate acceptable internal consistency (∝ = .51, AIC = .12) in our sample.  

Sexual Orientation Inventory (SOI). The SOI (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008) is a brief 8-

item self-report inventory designed to index an individual’s sexual behaviors and also his or her 

attitudes towards sexual encounters. It has been validated in previous research with college 

students (e.g., Gaither & Sellbom, 2003). This scale had good internal consistency (∝ = .80) in 

our sample. 

Manchester Driver Behavior Questionnaire (DBQ). The Manchester Driver Behavior 

Questionnaire (Reason, Manstead, Stradling, Baxter, & Campbell, 1990; adapted by Lajunen, 

Parker, & Summala, 2004) is a 28-item self-report measure designed to assess the frequency of 

driving errors and violations. One item related to driving while intoxicated was not included. 

One item related to driving in a specific gear was also not included, due to the prevalence of 

automatic transmissions. This resulted in a 26-item measure for this study. Item responses are 

recorded based on the frequency of engaging in specific driving behaviors using a six-point 

Likert scale that ranges from “Never” to “Nearly all the time.” Research that compared DBQ 

scores to actual driving performance found that those scoring high on the DBQ drove faster, 

changed lanes more frequently, and accelerated more suddenly (Zhao et al., 2012). Internal 

consistency for the four DBQ scales used in this sample (Aggressive Violations, Ordinary 

Violations, Errors, and Lapses) was acceptable, with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .76 to .83.  
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Self-Report Cheating Scale (SCS). The SCS (Paulhus, Williams, & Nathanson, 2004) is 

a two-part 52-item measure that measures cheating behaviors and attitudes. Part 1 on the 

measure asks the individual to acknowledge the degree to which descriptions of various types of 

cheating behaviors accurately depict actions the individual has performed during high school. 

Item responses are based on a five-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to 

“Strongly Agree.” Part 2 asks the individual to identify reasons for cheating. This study used 

only Part 1 of the SCS, which is a 32-item measure consisting of 18 items related to scholastic 

cheating and 14 distracter items, which were not scored. Previous research has demonstrated that 

this measure has good reliability when used with college students (Williams, Nathanson, & 

Paulhus, 2010). Furthermore, these researchers found cheating to be associated with 

psychopathic personality traits regardless of whether self-report or objective measures of 

cheating were used (Williams, Nathanson, & Paulhus, 2010). This scale had good internal 

consistency (∝ = .83) in our sample. 

College Student Maladaptive Behavior Survey (CMBS). The College Student 

Maladaptive Behavior survey is a 27-item self-report inventory designed for the purposes of this 

study to index a variety of externalizing behaviors that were expected to be somewhat common 

among college students. It asks about frequency of drug use for a number of illicit drugs. It also 

asks about whether students have personally purchased or sold these drugs and whether either 

has led to trouble with law enforcement. The survey asks about binge drinking and underage 

drinking behaviors. The survey contains questions about infidelity in romantic relationships, and 

irresponsible behavior in academic and employment settings. Internal consistency was 

acceptable (∝ = .68 to 83) for three (Alcohol, Hallucinogens, and Prescriptions) of the nine 

CSMB scales in this sample. Five of the nine scales (Relationship Cheating, Street Drugs, 
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Marijuana, High School Problematic Behavior, Work Problematic Behavior) had Cronbach’s 

alphas that fell below .60, but demonstrated acceptable AIC (.19 to .46). The scale measuring 

College Problematic Behavior (e.g. skipping or attending class late, receiving a citation for a 

conduct violation, etc.) was the only CMBS scale that did not demonstrate acceptable internal 

consistency (∝ = .48, AIC = .13) in our sample.  

Procedure 

 Data was collected from the sample in a group format with up to 10 participants at a time. 

All data was collected using surveys that were completed on a computer. When participants 

arrived at the computer lab, a research assistant assigned each participant an identification 

number that was used to link together the data from the questionnaires, but was not linked to any 

of the participant’s identifying information, making the data collection anonymous. Participants 

in this study earned credit toward the fulfillment of a course requirement for the introductory 

psychology course in which they were enrolled. The University of Alabama’s Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) approved this data collection (see Appendix).  

Data Analysis 

Zero-order bivariate correlations were calculated to examine all 25 PID-5 facet traits as 

well as the 5 PID-5 domain scales and their association with the measures of externalizing 

behavior. Facet traits that were selected for further regression analyses were chosen based on the 

results of the zero-order correlation. Traits that had at least a medium effect size (r ≥ .30) were 

determined to be significantly and meaningfully associated with the behavior in question. 

Bonferroni correction was not used as all traits and domains with a correlation coefficient of .30 

or greater were significant at the p < .001 level, making the inclusion criteria for zero-order 

correlations much stricter than the accepted alpha level of p < .05.   



 

30 

Multiple regression analyses were conducted to provide supplementary information to the 

zero-order correlations, as these analyses consider personality traits of interest in conjunction 

with one another to determine which traits uniquely predict the externalizing behavior in 

question. Each distinct behavioral scale was regressed onto the five PID-5 domains and was also 

regressed onto a limited selection of relevant PID-5 facet traits. PID-5 facet traits were selected 

for inclusion in the regression analyses if they met the cutoff (r ≥ .30) for a medium effect size in 

relation to the behavioral scale being regressed. 

As a final step, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) that included all of the criterion 

variables was conducted. This data reduction technique was utilized in order to see if some of 

these presumably related behaviors would congregate together in conceptually meaningful 

patterns. Maximum likelihood estimation, parallel analysis, and scree plot results were 

considered in order to determine the optimal number of factors. Factor loadings from the optimal 

model were saved, and zero-order correlation and regression analyses were conducted to 

examine associations between the resulting behavioral factors and the PID-5 personality 

variables1. This was done in the same manner as was previously described for individual 

criterion variables. 

                                                
1 Other strategies, namely exploratory structural equation modeling and canonical correlation were initially 
employed for this purpose, but these techniques were problematic in that when PID-5 facet traits were added to the 
model common method variance caused the traits to cluster in a way that made little conceptual sense. Saving the 
criterion factor loadings and correlating these factors with PID-5 facet traits presents a more conceptually sound 
depiction of the relationship between externalizing and personality. 
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RESULTS 

Factor analysis 

 Based on the aforementioned criteria, a six-factor model was determined to be the best 

fitting model. All factors had eigenvalues greater than one, and the scree plot (see Figure 1) 

supported a six-factor solution and parallel analysis supported a six-factor model. The first six 

eigenvalues (13.24, 6.04, 3.21, 2.72, 2.05, 1.83) exceeded the 95th percentile random 

eigenvalues, whereas the seventh eigenvalue (1.65) was below the eigenvalue randomly 

generated through parallel analysis (1.66). See Table 5 for pattern loadings for these six factors 

and the percent of variance explained by each. The six-factor model accounted for 64% of the 

total variance. The factors were named based on the behavior variables that meaningfully loaded 

onto each factor (i.e., loadings ≥ .40). Correlation and regression results demonstrating the 

relationship between the six factor loadings and the personality variables showed similar results 

(see Table 6) as the regression analyses and zero-order correlations. PID-5 Deceitfulness, PID-5 

Risk-taking, and PID-5 Irresponsibility were associated with the majority of externalizing 

factors. Aggression was preferentially associated with PID-5 Callousness, more so than PID-5 

Hostility. Alcohol, marijuana, and other drug factors were not easily differentiated from one 

another, with all three factors being primarily characterized by PID-5 Risk-taking, PID-5 

Deceitfulness, and somewhat less so by PID-5 Irresponsibility. Problematic behavior (a factor 

which encompasses scales characterized by being late, absent, feigning illness, and receiving 

disciplinary action during high school, college, and on the job, as well as academic cheating, and 

endorsing conduct problems as a juvenile) was also most closely associated with PID-5 Risk-



 

32 

taking and PID-5 Irresponsibility. The driving factor, in addition to being associated with PID-5 

Irresponsibility, was preferentially associated with PID-5 Separation insecurity and PID-5 

Attention seeking, two traits that do not have significant associations with any other 

externalizing criterion variables. 
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Figure 1. Scree plot from EFA analysis 
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Table 5. 
 
Pattern matrix for factor loadings 
 Aggression “Hard” Drugs Alcohol Marijuana Problem Bx Driving 
Des Agg .84      

Phys Agg .84      

Rel Agg .77      

Theft .70      

Fraud .65      

AGG .47    .34  

Rel. Cheating .32      

SOI       

Street Drug  .84     

Hallucinogens  .84     

Prescriptions  .83     

Drug Use  .52  .33   

Drug Problems .33 .44  .37   

Alcohol Use   .88    

Alcohol Problems .34  .57  -.29  
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 Aggression “Hard” Drugs Alcohol Marijuana Problem Bx Driving 
Alcohol   .85    

SUB   .62    

Marijuana Use    .83   

Marijuana Problems    .83   

Marijuana    .77   

JCP     .64  

High School Problems     .51  

College Problems       

Work Problems     .46  

Academic Cheating     .49  

Agg. Driving Violat.      .41 

Ord. Driving Violat.      .64 

Driving Errors      .88 

Driving Lapses      .71 

Percentage of Variance 33.55 8.58 7.11 5.62 5.24 3.98 

Note. N = 253 
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Table 6. 
 
Factor loadings correlated with PID-5 facets and domains 
 Aggression “Hard” Drugs Alcohol Marijuana Problem Bx Driving 
Anhedonia .19 .03 .03 .10 .03 .16 

Anxiousness .09 .01 .07 .08 .02 .24 

Depressivity .21 .09 .08 .17 .05 .22 

Emotional Lability .20 .04 .09 .05 .03 .37/.13 

Hostility .48/.11 .18 .24 .16 .31/.11 .35/.03 

Perseveration .21 .11 .16 .17 .15 .35/.03 

Rigid Perfectionism .04 -.05 -.04 -.07 -.03 .16 

Separation Insecurity .08 .11 .18 .17 .09 .34/.15* 

Submissiveness -.02 -.06 -.02 -.09 -.18 .17 

Suspiciousness .29 .07 .11 .17 .21 .20 

Withdrawal .16 -.01 -.11 .02 .00 .11 

Attention Seeking .31/.05 .22 .27 .20 .17 .38/.16* 

Callousness .57/.26*** .21 .27 .22 .36/.08 .18 

Deceitfulness .62/.36*** .37/.19* .47/.33*** .41/.26*** .41/.09 .41/.14 
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 Aggression “Hard” Drugs Alcohol Marijuana Problem Bx Driving 
Grandiosity .29 .16 .15 .15 .22 .18 

Manipulativeness .45/-.12 .25 .33/-.08 .27 .36/.01 .31/.04 

Intimacy Avoidance .15 .03 .03 .01 .01 .12 

Restricted Affectivity .22 .08 .08 .13 .11 .10 

Distractibility .18 .13 .18 .14 .16 .36/.03 

Eccentricity .29 .17 .19 .24 .25 .24 

Cognitive & Perceptual 
Dysregulation 

.37/.18* .17 .23 .29 .22 .31/-.00 

Risk Taking .39/.18** .35/.25** .42/.31*** .36/.24*** .45/.39*** .19 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 

.31/-.08 .16 .17 .22 .24 .23 

Impulsivity .38/-.05 .30/-.03 .36/-.04 .27 .32/-.12 .27 

Irresponsibility .42/.04 .34/.18* .40/.18* .33/.14 .36/.19** .41/.16* 

R2 .49 .20 .31 .23 .31 .33 

Negative Affectivity .15/.00 .07/-.05 .14/.02 .12/.01 .06/-.08 .39/.30*** 

Detachment .20/.06 .02/-.07 -.02/-.14* .05/-.09 .02/-.11 .16/.02 

Antagonism .54/.44*** .31/.21** .38/.28*** .33/.22** .40/.28*** .36/.26*** 

Disinhibition .39/.14 .30/.23** .38/.26** .29/.12 .33/.20* .42/.19** 
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 Aggression “Hard” Drugs Alcohol Marijuana Problem Bx Driving 
Psychoticism .36/.07 .19/.02 .23/.01 .29/.16 .27/.12 .29/-.05 

R2 .32 .13 .21 .15 .20 .28 

Note. Where two numbers are listed, the first is the Pearson R and the number after the forward slash is the standardized beta 
weight. For regression beta weights, ***p ≤ .001,  **p ≤ .01, *p ≤ .05. For the 25 trait facets, only traits with a Pearson R ≥ .30 
(bolded) were entered into the regression equation. For trait domains (italicized) all five domains were entered into the 
regression but only R ≥ .30 is bolded. Aggression = Factor 1, characterized by aggressive acts against others, see Table 5; 
“Hard” drugs = Factor 2, characterized by illicit drug use other than marijuana, see Table 6; Alcohol = Factor 3, characterized by 
alcohol use, see Table 7; Marijuana = Factor 4, characterized by marijuana use, see Table 8; Problem Bx = Factor 5, 
characterized by problem behaviors across multiple settings, see Table 9; Driving = Factor 6, characterized by risky driving 
behaviors, see Table 10. N = 253. 
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Correlations  

In addition, to correlating PID-5 traits with the six behavioral factors from the EFA 

results, zero-order correlations clarified which PID-5 personality scales were preferentially 

associated with individual externalizing behavior scales. See Tables 7 – 12 for Pearson’s 

correlation coefficients from the zero-order correlations, which are listed before the forward 

slash. The tables were grouped according to externalizing behaviors that EFA results determined 

to be conceptually similar.  
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Table 7. 
 
Aggression and acts against others, Factor 1 
 
 AGG Phys  

Agg 
Des 
Agg 

Rel 
Agg 

Theft Fraud Rel. 
Cheating 

SOI 

Anhedonia .21 .11 .10 .23 .04 .23 .05 .05 

Anxiousness .08 .01 .01 .13 -.01 .13 -.03 -.05 

Depressivity .19 .14 .11 .19 .11 .18 .07 .05 

Emotional Lability .20 .11 .10 .15 .08 .24 .08 -.02 

Hostility .54/.34*** .42/.18** .31/.05 .51/.20** .08 .24 .16 .17 

Perseveration .22 .11 .11 .25 .07 .23 .01 .01 

Rigid Perfectionism .15 .03 -.01 .05 -.05 .09 -.03 -.04 

Separation Insecurity .11 .02 .01 .06 -.05 .13 -.02 .00 

Submissiveness -.10 -.09 .01 .02 -.10 .07 -.07 -.18 

Suspiciousness .34/.06 .26 .12 .29 .21 .21 .14 .14 

Withdrawal .19 .15 .08 .19 .08 .18 .08 -.05 

Attention Seeking .17 .17 .22 .27 .24 .24 .15 .14 

Callousness .52/.27*** .52/.38*** .42/.25** .55/.19** .34/.06 .46/.15* .22 .25/.14 
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 AGG Phys  
Agg 

Des 
Agg 

Rel 
Agg 

Theft Fraud Rel. 
Cheating 

SOI 

Deceitfulness .43/.11 .39/-.02 .42/.22* .60/.27** .48/.49*** .57/.33*** .33/.33*** .23/.06 

Grandiosity .26 .20 .15 .27 .24 .26 .21 .11 

Manipulativeness .33/-.08 .29 .30/-.12 .48/-.01 .30/-.17* .45/.05 .21 .17 

Intimacy Avoidance .14 .12 .09 .12 .07 .12 .06 .02 

Restricted Affectivity .16 .15 .14 .27 .12 .21 .01 .04 

Distractibility .13 .09 .08 .20 .10 .16 -.03 -.08 

Eccentricity .26 .16 .20 .25 .21 .29 .11 .04 

Cognitive & 
Perceptual 
Dysregulation 

.26 .22 .23 .30/.02 .30/.15* .35/.14* .10 .09 

Risk Taking .27 .32/.17** .31/.13 .33/.12* .30/.18* .24 .18 .28/.21** 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 

.28 .19 .15 .28 .24 .29 .10 .06 

Impulsivity .26 .21 .32/.10 .35/-.05 .28/-.04 .30/-.01 .18 .14 

Irresponsibility  .22 .20 .26 .43/.11 .27/-.07 .40/.09 .25 .18 

R2 .37 .32 .25 .45 .27 .36 .11 .11 

Negative Affectivity .16/.07 .06/-.02 .05/-.06 .14/.00 .01/-.11 .20/.10 .01/-.03 -.03/-.05 

Detachment .22/.10 .16/.08 .11/.02 .22/.11 .08/-.04 .22/.07 .08/.04 .01/-.02 
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 AGG Phys  
Agg 

Des 
Agg 

Rel 
Agg 

Theft Fraud Rel. 
Cheating 

SOI 

Antagonism .41/.35*** .35/.31*** .35/.26*** .54/.45*** .40/.31*** .51/.44*** .29/.29*** .20/.21** 

Disinhibition .24/-.02 .20/.03 .26/.14 .39/.17* .26/.08 .34/.05 .15/.04 .09/.02 

Psychoticism .31/.09 .22/.04 .23/.05 .31/-.04 .28/.15 .35/.06 .12/-.03 .07/-.01 

R2 .20 .13 .14 .33 .18 .29 .09 .04 

Note. Where two numbers are listed, the first is the Pearson R and the number after the forward slash is the standardized beta weight. 
For regression beta weights, ***p < .001,  **p < .01, *p < .05. For the 25 trait facets, only traits with a Pearson R ≥ .30 (bolded, p < .001) 
were entered into the regression equation. For trait domains (italicized) all five domains were entered into the regression but only r ≥ 
.30 is bolded. The exception to this is the SOI scale, in which no correlation coefficients reached the .30 level, and therefore a cutoff 
of r ≥ .20 is used. AGG = Aggression scale (subscale from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2-Restructured Form); 
Phys Agg = Physical aggression scale (subscale from the Externalizing Spectrum Inventory [ESI]); Des Agg = Destructive aggression 
scale (ESI); Rel Agg = Relational aggression scale (ESI); Theft = Theft scale (ESI); Fraud = Fraud scale (ESI); Rel. Cheating = 
Relationship cheating score (subscale from the College Maladaptive Behavior Survey); SOI = Sexual Orientation Inventory, N = 253 
for AGG; N = 257 for all other behavioral scales. 
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Table 8. 
 
Illicit drug use, Factor 2 
 
 Drug Use Drug Prob Street Drug Hallucinogens Prescriptions 

 
Anhedonia -.03 .09 .02 -.02 -.01 

Anxiousness .01 .05 .01 -.04 -.03 

Depressivity .01 .17 .04 -.00 .04 

Emotional Lability .06 .07 .04 .01 -.02 

Hostility .05 .20 .15 .04 .21 

Perseveration .06 .11 .04 .07 .05 

Rigid Perfectionism -.08 -.01 -.07 -.10 -.01 

Separation Insecurity .10 .10 .06 .07 .03 

Submissiveness -.12 -.07 -.07 .00 -.08 

Suspiciousness .05 .13 .06 -.02 .06 

Withdrawal -.05 .06 -.04 -.04 .00 

Attention Seeking .14 .22 .12 .12 .21 

Callousness .06 .26 .21/.08 .04 .20 
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 Drug Use Drug Prob Street Drug Hallucinogens Prescriptions 
 

Deceitfulness .27/.13 .38/.29*** .24/.03 .21/.14* .32/.23*** 

Grandiosity .08 .20 .13 -.00 .20 

Manipulativeness .16 .24 .16 .10 .24 

Intimacy Avoidance .03 .09 -.06 .02 .04 

Restricted Affectivity -.04 .13 .02 .06 .08 

Distractibility .07 .10 .06 .14 .07 

Eccentricity .11 .18 .09 .08 .12 

Cognitive & Perceptual 
Dysregulation 

.07 .24 .09 .09 .09 

Risk Taking .27/.18* .23 .25/.16* .22/.17* .32/.23*** 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 

.10 .23 .08 .07 .11 

Impulsivity .25/.02 .20 .23/.03 .19 .26 

Irresponsibility  .24/.11 .33/.16* .24/.14 .17 .27 

R2 .11 .16 .08 .07 .15 

Negative Affectivity .07/-.00 .09/-.00 .04/-.03 .01/-.08 -.01/-.10 

Detachment -.02/-.08 .10/-.01 -.03/-.09 -.01/-.05 .02/-.04 
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 Drug Use Drug Prob Street Drug Hallucinogens Prescriptions 
 

Antagonism .20/.14 .33/.25*** .21/.15* .12/.03 .30/.24** 

Disinhibition .22/.19* .24/.07 .21/.18* .21/.24** .24/.20* 

Psychoticism .11/-.02 .24/.09 .10/-.02 .09/-.00 .13/-.04 

R2 .07 .12 .07 .05 .11 

Note. Where two numbers are listed, the first is the Pearson R and the number after the forward slash is the 
standardized beta weight. For regression beta weights, ***p < .001,  **p < .01, *p < .05.  For the 25 trait 
facets, only traits with a Pearson R ≥ .30 (bolded, p < .001) were entered into the regression equation. For 
trait domains (italicized) all five domains were entered into the regression but only R ≥ .30 is bolded. For 
three scales in which no correlation coefficients reached the .3 level (Drug Use, Street Drug, 
Hallucinogens), a cutoff of R ≥ .20 is used (bolded). Drug use = Drug use scale (subscale from the 
Externalizing Spectrum Inventory [ESI]); Drug Prob = Drug problems scale (ESI); Street Drug = 
Aggregate score representing the use of cocaine, heroin, and methamphetamine (subscale from the College 
Maladaptive Behavior Survey [CMBS]); Hallucinogens = Aggregate score representing the use of LSD, 
magic mushrooms, and MDMA (CMBS); Prescriptions = Aggregate score representing the use of any 
prescription pills not prescribed to the participant (CMBS), N = 257.
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Table 9. 
 
Alcohol, Factor 3 
 
 Alc Use Alc Prob Alcohol SUB 
Anhedonia .01 .14 -.07 .03 

Anxiousness .01 .12 -.01 .09 

Depressivity .02 .19 -.05 .12 

Emotional Lability .02 .17 .04 .08 

Hostility .13 .24 .18 .19 

Perseveration .09 .19 .06 .16 

Rigid Perfectionism -.07 -.01 -.05 -.03 

Separation Insecurity .06 .15 .16 .20 

Submissiveness -.06 .09 -.09 .01 

Suspiciousness .10 .13 .05 .10 

Withdrawal -.14 .01 -.21 -.06 

Attention Seeking .13 .22 .22 .25 

Callousness .22 .25 .22 .21 

Deceitfulness .31/.18* .44/.27*** .37/.25*** .41/.21** 

Grandiosity .05 .12 .11 .13 

Manipulativeness .18 .29 .29 .27 

Intimacy Avoidance .04 .13 -.05 .05 

Restricted Affectivity .04 .18 .04 .04 

Distractibility .15 .23 .11 .16 

Eccentricity .12 .25 .07 .23 
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 Alc Use Alc Prob Alcohol SUB 
Cognitive & Perceptual 
Dysregulation 

.18 .27 .12 .24 

Risk Taking .28 .29 .44/.34*** .37/.25*** 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 

.15 .15 .06 .21 

Impulsivity .26 .37/.15* .29 .33/-.03 

Irresponsibility  .32/.22** .40/.17* .27 .38/.20** 

R2 .13 .24 .24 .25 

Negative Affectivity .04/-.09 .18/.03 .07/.03 .16/.03 

Detachment -.04/-.12 .12/.01 -.14/-.21** .01/-.13 

Antagonism .21/.09 .34/.20** .31/.28*** .32/.20** 

Disinhibition .29/.28*** .40/.30*** .27/.21** .34/.21** 

Psychoticism .16/.05 .26/-.01 .09/-.07 .26/.10 

R2 .11 .19 .17 .17 

Note. Where two numbers are listed, the first is the Pearson R and the number after the 
forward slash is the standardized beta weight. For regression beta weights, ***p < .001,  
**p < .01, *p < .05.  For the 25 trait facets, only traits with a Pearson R ≥ .30 (bolded, p 
< .001) were entered into the regression equation. For trait domains (italicized) all five 
domains were entered into the regression but only R ≥ .30 is bolded. Alc use = 
Alcohol use scale (subscale from the Externalizing Spectrum Inventory [ESI]); Alc 
Prob = Alcohol problems scale (ESI); Alcohol = Alcohol use score (subscale from the 
College Maladaptive Behavior Survey); SUB = Substance abuse scale (subscale from 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2-Restructured Form), N = 253 for SUB; 
N = 257 for all other behavioral scales. 
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Table 10. 
 
Marijuana, Factor 4 
 
 Marij Use Marij Prob Marijuana  
Anhedonia .08 .09 .08 

Anxiousness .05 .06 .03 

Depressivity .12 .15 .13 

Emotional Lability .03 .07 -.03 

Hostility .18 .18 .11 

Perseveration .08 .17 .13 

Rigid Perfectionism -.10 -.05 -.09 

Separation Insecurity .10 .08 .16 

Submissiveness -.11 -.05 -.15 

Suspiciousness .18 .19 .11 

Withdrawal .03 .04 -.02 

Attention Seeking .17 .17 .13 

Callousness .23 .25 .19 

Deceitfulness .37/.37*** .38/.22** .33/.22*** 

Grandiosity .18 .16 .10 

Manipulativeness .22 .24 .23 

Intimacy Avoidance -.01 .01 -.04 

Restricted Affectivity .10 .15 .11 

Distractibility .11 .16 .08 

Eccentricity .17 .20 .22 
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 Marij Use Marij Prob Marijuana  
Cognitive & Perceptual 
Dysregulation 

.22 .27 .22 

Risk Taking .26 .37/.26*** .37/.28*** 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 

.13 .24 .16 

Impulsivity .23 .28 .23 

Irresponsibility  .28 .30/.11 .28 

R2 .14 .21 .18 

Negative Affectivity .07/-.01 .09/-.04 .07/-.04 

Detachment .04/-.05 .06/-.06 .01/-.10 

Antagonism .30/.23** .30/.18** .26/.17* 

Disinhibition .24/.12 .30/.17* .23/.11 

Psychoticism .15/-.01 .09/-.07 .23/.15 

R2 .11 .13 .10 

Note. Where two numbers are listed, the first is the Pearson R and the 
number after the forward slash is the standardized beta weight. For 
regression beta weights, ***p < .001,  **p < .01, *p < .05. For the 25 trait 
facets, only traits with a Pearson R ≥ .30 (bolded, p < .001) were entered 
into the regression equation. For trait domains (italicized) all five 
domains were entered into the regression but only R ≥ .30 is bolded. 
Marij use = Marijuana use scale (subscale from the Externalizing 
Spectrum Inventory [ESI]); Marij Prob = Marijuana problems scale 
(ESI); Marijuana = Marijuana use score (subscale from the College 
Maladaptive Behavior Survey), N = 257. 
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Table 11.  
 
 Problem behaviors, Factor 5 
 
 JCP High 

School 
College Work Ac. 

Cheating 
Anhedonia .08 -.05 .08 .03 .04 

Anxiousness .10 -.05 .01 .14 -.03 

Depressivity .15 -.05 .05 .02 .07 

Emotional Lability .17 -.07 .06 -.01 -.00 

Hostility .30/.06 .09 .15 .18 .16 

Perseveration .22 .11 .10 .10 .15 

Rigid Perfectionism -.01 -.05 -.10 .05 -.06 

Separation 
Insecurity 

.107 -.01 .08 .07 .07 

Submissiveness -.10 -.10 -.05 -.04 -.06 

Suspiciousness .28 .01 -.02 .08 .14 

Withdrawal .06 -.05 .00 .05 -.01 

Attention Seeking .18 .04 .14 .04 .21 

Callousness .33/.06 .16 .22 .11 .27 

Deceitfulness .42/.16 .19 .38/.19* .16 .42/.21* 

Grandiosity .19 .13 .11 .13 .19 

Manipulativeness .31/-.10 .22 .30/.08 .12 .37/.06 

Intimacy Avoidance .08 -.00 -.05 .05 .02 

Restricted 
Affectivity 

.15 .11 .03 .04 .17 

Distractibility .26 .14 .19 .06 .16 

Eccentricity .35/.13 .10 .16 .05 .24 
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 JCP High 
School 

College Work Ac. 
Cheating 

Cognitive & 
Perceptual 
Dysregulation 

.34/.00 .09 .14 .04 .25 

Risk Taking .37/.28*** .29 .22 .11 .43/.29*** 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 

.35/.13 .11 .06 .06 .24 

Impulsivity .33/-.07 .17 .24 .07 .36/.01 

Irresponsibility  .39/.15* .30/.30*** .35/.21** .21/.21** .33/.10 

R2 .30 .09 .17 .05 .27 

Negative Affectivity .16/-.04 -.05/-.17** .06/-.04 .08/.07 .01/-.15* 

Detachment .09/-.09 -.04/-.09 .01/-.05 .05/.03 .02/-.11 

Antagonism .36/.17* .22/.12 .32/.24** .16/.16* .39/.26*** 

Disinhibition .40/.21** .24/.26** .31/.27** .12/.06 .34/.23** 

Psychoticism .40/.26** .11/.02 .14/-.07 .06/-.09 .28/.14 

R2 .24 .10 .14 .04 .22 

Note. Where two numbers are listed, the first is the Pearson R and the number after the 
forward slash is the standardized beta weight. For regression beta weights, ***p < .001,  
**p < .01, *p < .05.  For the 25 trait facets, only traits with a Pearson R ≥ .30 (bolded, p 
< .001) were entered into the regression equation. For trait domains (italicized) all five 
domains were entered into the regression but only R ≥ .30 is bolded. The exception to 
this is the Work scale, in which no correlation coefficients reached the .30 level, and 
therefore a cutoff of R ≥ .20 is used. JCP = Juvenile conduct problems scale (subscale 
from Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2-Restructured Form); High 
School = High school problems scale (subscale from the College Maladaptive 
Behavior Survey [CMBS]); College = College problems scale (CMBS); Work = Work 
problems scale (CMBS); Ac. Cheating = Academic cheating (total score from the Self-
Report Cheating Scale), n = 253 for JCP; N = 257 for all other behavioral scales. 
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Table 12. 
 
Risky driving behavior, Factor 6 
 
 Agg. Violat. Ord.Violat. Errors Lapses 
Anhedonia .01 .09 .15 .12 

Anxiousness .06 .05 .21 .29 

Depressivity .00 .11 .22 .20 

Emotional Lability .14 .22 .33/.10 .32/.10 

Hostility .39/.39*** .29 .22 .24 

Rigid Perfectionism .10 .13 .12 .17 

Perseveration .01 .18 .30/.02 .38/.18* 

Separation Insecurity .10 .21 .33/.17** .26 

Submissiveness -.11 .10 .18 .18 

Suspiciousness .25 .12 .12 .16 

Withdrawal .03 .03 .08 .14 

Attention Seeking .21 .28 .32/.18** .22 

Callousness .24 .20 .06 .08 

Deceitfulness .16 .30/.30*** .28 .29 

Grandiosity .22 .19 .07 .09 

Manipulativeness .12 .29 .18 .26 

Intimacy Avoidance .06 .01 .10 .12 

Restricted Affectivity -.03 .04 .073 .13 

Distractibility .09 .19 .32/.05 .35/.07 

Eccentricity .00 .15 .18 .25 
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 Agg. Violat. Ord.Violat. Errors Lapses 
Cognitive & Perceptual 
Dysregulation 
 

.06 .10 .26 .31/.05 

Risk Taking .12 .27 .10 .07 

Unusual Beliefs & 
Thoughts 
 

.11 .05 .18 .24 

Impulsivity .14 .18 .21 .21 

Irresponsibility  .14 .24 .34/.19** .34/.18** 

R2 .15 .09 .23 .20 

Negative Affectivity .12/.12 .20/.18* .35/.27*** .35/.24*** 

Detachment .04/.01 .05/-.01 .14/.03 .16/.02 

Antagonism .20/.20** .32/.32*** .21/.11 .26/.13* 

Disinhibition .15/.08 .25/.11 .35/.20** .37/.17* 

Psychoticism .06/-.13 .12/-.15 .23/-.05 .30/.05 

R2 .06 .14 .18 .20 

Note. Where two numbers are listed, the first is the Pearson R and the number after the 
forward slash is the standardized beta weight. For regression beta weights, ***p ≤ .001,  
**p ≤ .01, *p ≤ .05. For the 25 trait facets, only traits with a Pearson R ≥ .30 (bolded, p 
≤ .001) were entered into the regression equation. For trait domains (italicized) all five 
domains were entered into the regression but only R ≥ .30 is bolded. Agg. Violat. = 
Aggressive violations scale (subscale from Manchester Driver Behavior Questionnaire 
[DBQ]); Ord. Violat. = Ordinary violations scale (DBQ); Errors = Errors scale (DBQ); 
Lapses = Lapses scale (DBQ), N = 257.
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There were a few select externalizing behaviors (5 of 29) in which no effect sizes reached 

the r ≥ .30 level and an effect size of r ≥ .20 was used instead. The criterion variables that did not 

demonstrate a medium effect size with any of our personality trait variables were Problematic 

Work Behaviors; ESI Drug Use (which assess drug use for drugs other than marijuana); CMBS 

Street Drugs (a scale assessing specifically the use of cocaine, heroin, and methamphetamine); 

CMBS Hallucinogens (a scale assessing specifically the use of LSD, magic mushrooms, and 

MDMA); and the Sexual Orientation Inventory (SOI; a scale which assessed sexually 

promiscuous attitudes and behaviors of the participant). It is likely that these scales failed to 

demonstrate a medium effect size due to range restriction resulting from too few participants 

endorsing many of the items on these scales. 

In terms of domain level traits, PID-5 Antagonism was widely associated with 20 of the 

29 different externalizing behavior scales. The nine externalizing scales that were not 

meaningfully correlated with PID-5 Antagonism at the zero-order level were: Relationship 

Cheating, CMBS Hallucinogens, Alcohol Use, CMBS Marijuana, CMBS High School 

Problematic Behavior, CMBS Work Problematic Behavior, and driving Errors, Lapses, and 

Aggressive Violations. PID-5 Disinhibition showed meaningful zero-order correlations with 

thirteen behavioral scales: Relational Aggression, Fraud, Drug Use, CMBS Street Drugs, CMBS 

Hallucinogens, Alcohol Problems, MMPI-2-RF Substance Abuse (SUB), Marijuana Problems, 

MMPI-2-RF Juvenile Conduct Problems (JCP), CMBS College Problematic Behavior, 

Academic Cheating, and driving Errors, and Lapses. PID-5 Psychoticism showed significant 

zero-order correlation and meaningful effect sizes with five behavioral scales: MMPI-2-RF 

Aggression (AGG), Relational aggression, Fraud, MMPI-2-RF JCP, and driving Lapses. PID-5 

Negative Affectivity showed significant zero-order correlations of a meaningful effect size with 
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only driving Lapses and Errors. PID-5 Detachment was not significantly associated with any of 

the behavioral scales. 

At the PID-5 facet level, PID-5 Hostility was meaningfully correlated with MMPI-2-RF 

AGG, as well as Physical Aggression, Destructive Aggression, Relational Aggression, MMPI-2-

RF JCP, and Aggressive Violations while driving. PID-5 Callousness was associated with those 

same variables other than Aggressive Violations while driving and with the addition of SOI and 

CMBS Street Drugs. PID-5 Manipulativeness was similarly associated with MMPI-2-RF AGG, 

Destructive Aggression, Relational Aggression, Theft, Fraud, JCP, CMBS College Problematic 

Behavior, and Academic Cheating. PID-5 Deceitfulness was correlated with the majority of the 

behavioral scales. PID-5 Risk-taking and PID-5 Irresponsibility were correlated with just over 

half of the behavioral scales. PID-5 Impulsivity was correlated with nine externalizing behavior 

scales: Destructive Aggression, Relational Aggression, Fraud, Drug Use, CMBS Street Drugs, 

Alcohol Problems, MMPI-2-RF SUB, MMPI-2-RF JCP, and Academic Cheating. 

Multiple Regression 

Although the correlation results clarified preferential patterns of association between 

PID-5 traits and individual externalizing behavioral scales, zero-order correlation results are 

unable to account for overlap between some of these variables making it so that some of the PID-

5 variables, when considered in the context of all significantly correlated PID-5 variables, might 

be redundant predictors of externalizing behavior that do not actually account for unique 

variance in externalizing behavior.  To account for which PID-5 variables were uniquely 

associated with specific externalizing behavior scales in a multivariate model, regression 

analyses were conducted. The standardized beta weights from the regression analyses illustrated 

relative effect sizes for predictor variables and are listed after the forward slash on Tables 7 – 12. 
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Overall coefficients of determination (i.e., R2) indicated the amount of variance a linear 

combination of traits accounted for in each criterion variable. For facet scales, a beta weight is 

listed only for those facets that were entered into regression analyses (typically zero-order 

correlations of medium effect size, bolded), whereas all PID-5 domains (italicized) were entered 

into regression analyses and have beta weights listed. For the five externalizing behavior scales 

for which no PID-5 facets reached a zero-order correlation of r ≥ .30, facets that had an effect 

size of r ≥ .20 were included in the regression analyses. 

In terms of domain level traits, PID-5 Antagonism was associated with all but five of the 

29 externalizing behavior scales. Six of the behavioral scales that were not meaningfully 

correlated with PID-5 Antagonism at the zero-order level were significant when entered into the 

regression model. One externalizing behavioral scale, Drug Use, was meaningfully correlated 

with PID-5 Antagonism at the zero-order level, but was no longer significantly associated with 

PID-5 Antagonism when included in the regression model. Rather, PID-5 Disinhibition was the 

only domain trait associated with the Drug Use scale.  

PID-5 Disinhibition was associated with over half of the externalizing behavior scales, 

and these scales were primarily the same as those which were zero-order correlated with PID-5 

Disinhibition. However, Fraud, which had been meaningfully correlated with Disinhibition, was 

no longer significant when entered into the regression equation. The Alcohol Use, CMBS 

Alcohol, CMBS Prescription, and CMBS Problematic High School Behavior all were not 

correlated with Disinhibition at the zero-order level, but were significant when included in the 

regression equation. PID-5 Disinhibition was generally associated with externalizing acts other 

than those that could be best characterized as actions against others, such as aggression, theft, 

fraud, and infidelity/promiscuity.  
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PID-5 Negative Affectivity was not generally associated with the externalizing criterion 

variables, with the exception of being linked to absentminded driving (Errors and Lapses) as well 

as showing a negative association with Academic Cheating, despite that there was no meaningful 

zero-order correlation between these two variables. PID-5 Detachment showed a negative 

association with CMBS Alcohol, despite there being no zero-order correlation between these two 

variables. The PID-5 Detachment domain was not significant in any of the other regression 

equations. PID-5 Psychoticism was only a significant predictor for one behavioral scale, the JCP 

scale, and was the domain trait most strongly associated with that particular scale. 

PID-5 Deceitfulness was the facet level personality trait that was most widely associated 

with a number of different externalizing behaviors. More specifically, PID-5 Deceitfulness was 

associated with alcohol use, a wide range of drug use, aggressive acts, as well as theft, fraud, and 

infidelity. Aside from deceitfulness, PID-5 Risk-taking was also widely associated with a variety 

of externalizing acts. People who are risk-taking had a higher likelihood of being physically 

aggressive, having promiscuous sexual attitudes, using substances including alcohol, marijuana, 

and other drugs, engaging in academic misconduct, and endorsing problems as a juvenile.  

PID-5 Hostility on the other hand, was preferentially associated with aggression, whether 

in the form of aggressive driving violations, physical aggression, or relational aggression. PID-5 

Callousness was similarly preferentially associated with aggression. While PID-5 Deceitfulness 

and PID-5 Risk-taking were the two traits most closely associated with alcohol and drug use in 

general (for marijuana these are the only two associated personality traits), PID-5 Risk-taking 

was more strongly associated with drug use than alcohol use. In contrast, PID-5 Irresponsibility 

was better associated with alcohol behavior than with drug behavior. In addition, PID-5 

Irresponsibility was also associated with problematic behavior across a variety of settings and 
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ages (as a juvenile, during high school, during college, and on the job). PID-5 Impulsivity 

showed statistically significant zero-order relationships of a meaningful effect size with a variety 

of different externalizing behaviors. However, once other trait variables were included in 

regression analyses, PID-5 Impulsivity associations were mostly accounted for by other traits. 
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DISCUSSION 

The major aim of this study was to examine a range of externalizing behaviors in relation 

to a recently developed model of maladaptive personality within a college setting. Goals were to 

examine patterns of association between a comprehensive array of personality traits and a 

breadth of externalizing behavior in order to better discern which personality traits and domains 

were linked to externalizing behavior generally and which might help differentiate certain types 

of externalizing acts from one another. PID-5 Antagonism and PID-5 Disinhibition were the two 

trait domains that were found to be associated with externalizing behavior generally. The other 

three domains were not predominantly associated with externalizing. Our findings were 

generally in concordance with previous literature on alcohol and drug use (Malouff et al., 2007; 

Hopwood et al., 2007), sexual behavior (Ingledew & Ferguson, 2007; Schmitt, 2004), academic 

cheating (Karim et al., 2009; De Bruin & Rudnick, 2007) and driving (Arthur & Doverspike, 

2001).  

It was hypothesized the PID-5 domains Negative Affectivity, Disinhibition, and 

Antagonism would be significantly associated with a broad spectrum of externalizing behavior. 

This was true for Antagonism and Disinhibition but not for Negative Affectivity. In fact, low 

levels of Negative Affectivity were linked to problematic behavior during high school and also to 

academic cheating, although Disinhibition had a stronger association with these behaviors.  

Negative Affectivity showed the strongest association of any of the five domains with 

absentminded driving mistakes (errors and lapses). Overall, the Negative Affectivity domain was 

relatively unimportant for externalizing behavior within this sample. Although previous literature 
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that has shown elevations in neuroticism, a conceptually similar trait to negative affectivity, to be 

related to a host of externalizing behavior, including drug and alcohol use, sexual behavior, 

academic misconduct, and aggressive reactions to provocation (Bettencourt et al., 2006; Karim et 

al., 2009; Malouff et al., 2007; Pinto et al., 2013; Terracciano et al., 2008; Trull and Sher, 1994) 

this was not the case in our sample.  

Negative Affectivity contains some aspects of anger (i.e., Hostility) and other aspects of 

emotional instability (i.e., Emotional Instability, Anxiousness, and Separation Insecurity). These 

latter three facet traits are the three that make up the Negative Affectivity domain score. It is 

likely that the anger aspects of Negative Affectivity would be better associated with 

externalizing. In support of this hypothesis, Hostility, separate from Negative Affectivity, was an 

important facet level trait for distinguishing aggressive acts from other types of externalizing 

such as drug and alcohol use.  

Although drug and alcohol use may result from to emotional instability (i.e., Negative 

Affectivity), in this sample the Antagonism domain accounted for most of these findings, 

suggesting that participants in this sample were more likely acting out against societal rules, 

rather than self-medicating. Findings from within a college sample show that students endorse 

multiple motives for drinking and are more likely to drink at home than out of the home when in 

a low mood (Mohr et al., 2005). Drinking to manage low mood is thought to be an index of 

genetic risk for alcoholism (Prescott, Cross, Kuhn, Horn, & Kendler, 2004). Drinking that was 

motivated by a desire to regulate low mood is the type of drinking that would be expected to be 

associated with PID-5 Negative Affectivity. 

As the personality domains generally offered little in terms of discriminating one type of 

externalizing from another, it was necessary to look at personality facets to fine-tune our 
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understanding of personality variables associated with externalizing. PID-5 Deceitfulness and 

PID-5 Risk-taking were generally associated with a range of externalizing acts, rather than 

specific types of externalizing. Because these personality traits characterized people who 

engaged in an array of externalizing behaviors, they were not effective discriminators for 

predicting what types of externalizing behaviors a person might engage in. In other words, a 

person who was deceitful and risk-taking was likely to be engaging in some potentially 

problematic behaviors, but it would be challenging to use these two personality traits to predict 

exactly which behaviors those might be.  

PID-5 Callousness and PID-5 Hostility differentiated aggressive acts and acts that 

typically have victims (theft, fraud, infidelity) from acts that are more self-destructive in nature 

(alcohol and drug use, as well as problematic behavior in a variety of settings). This is consistent 

with research showing that callous-unemotional (CU) traits in children are well associated with 

aggressive and antisocial behavior, and these traits remain relatively stable across childhood and 

adolescence (Frick & White, 2008). CU traits in children differentiated from among a group of 

children with significant conduct problems, whereas impulsivity did not. In that sample, children 

with CU traits had more and more varied conduct problems, as well as more police contact 

(Christian, Frick, Hill, Tyler, & Frazer, 1997).  

It was predicted that the facet trait impulsivity would be associated with a wide-range of 

externalizing variables and PID-5 Impulsivity was indeed correlated with a diverse assortment of 

externalizing criteria at the zero-order level. However, when PID-5 Impulsivity was examined in 

conjunction with other personality traits, any association between impulsivity and externalizing 

was largely accounted for by other personality traits (i.e., PID-5 Deceitfulness and Risk-taking). 

In addition to PID-5 Deceitfulness and Risk-taking scales, the PID-5 Irresponsibility scale, but 
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not PID-5 Impulsivity, accounted for specific externalizing behaviors, especially behaviors that 

loading onto factor 5, the Problematic Behavior factor. The decreased importance of impulsivity, 

relative to other traits, is an important finding to be further explored in future research. If 

impulsivity is studied in relative isolation alongside externalizing criteria, an association is likely 

to be found. When other variables, such as risk-taking, deceitfulness, and irresponsibility are 

included, impulsivity may be relatively less important.  

Perhaps then, college students’ decisions to engage in these types of behavior are not 

impromptu, but rather intentional acts that are better explained by a propensity to take risks and 

hold socially nonconforming attitudes. Although these results would need to be replicated in 

other college samples to be generalized, if drinking, drug use, academic misconduct, and 

aggressive acts are premeditated and not spontaneous, this could influence prevention strategies 

used to discourage such actions in college students. For example, the bulk of intervention 

research involving college students has focused on alcohol related behavior. Previous literature 

has shown that intervention strategies which increase students’ awareness about high-risk 

drinking situations are effective at reducing the amount of alcohol consumed by first-year 

college students and interventions which provide concrete suggestions, like alternating between 

alcoholic and non-alcoholic drinks reduced heavy drinking (Scott-Sheldon, Carey, Elliott, Garey, 

& Carey, 2014). Taken together, this suggests that college students are acting in premeditated 

ways that are amenable to cognitive intervention strategies, and the opportunity for intervention 

could extend beyond alcohol consumption.  

An additional unexpected finding was the broad association between PID-5 Deceitfulness 

and most of the externalizing criteria. It was hypothesized that deceitfulness would be associated 

with scholastic cheating. It is also unsurprising that deceitfulness was associated with fraud and 
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relationship infidelity, as these are inherently deceitful acts. However, it was unforeseen that 

deceitfulness would be associated with drug and alcohol use or aggression. Because the results 

are correlational, it cannot be discerned from the data whether people who are deceitful are more 

likely to engage in externalizing behaviors or whether people who are engaging in externalizing 

behaviors have a greater need to lie in order to avoid consequences. Engaging in illicit drug use 

and acts that cause harm to others might necessitate lying to some degree. Furthermore, although 

alcohol use is legal for those 21 years of age or older, the average age of our sample is 19 years 

old, meaning that for many in our sample, alcohol use is an illegal behavior. Data from a large 

sample of 9 year old twin boys revealed that there is a substantial genetic overlap between 

aggressive and deceitful behavior (Barker et al., 2009), so perhaps the underlying genetic 

predisposition to both types of behavior accounts for some of this overlap in our sample as well. 

Furthermore, a recently developed scale designed to conceptualize disinhibition (Dindo, 

McDade-Montez, Sharma, Watson, & Clark, 2009) includes a factor that encompasses deceitful 

and manipulative behavior. It is possible therefore that the association between externalizing and 

PID-5 Deceitfulness is related to the relationship between deceit and a broader disinhibition 

factor (see also Markon, Krueger, & Watson, 2005). 

It is interesting to note that relationship infidelity and promiscuous sexual attitudes and 

behaviors, two seemingly related behaviors, could be differentiated from one another, due to 

sexual promiscuity’s association with PID-5 Risk-taking and relationship infidelity being more 

closely associated with PID-5 Deceitfulness. Individuals who recognize that they have sexually 

promiscuous attitudes and wish to behave accordingly might tend to avoid being in committed 

romantic relationships, thus eliminating the possibility of relationship infidelity and subsequent 

lying. In accordance with this, prior research has shown that higher promiscuity is associated 
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with a tendency to engage in actions intended to ensure that encounters with partners remain 

sexual in nature rather than develop into a more serious dating relationship (Jonason & Buss, 

2012). In addition, previous research has shown that sexually promiscuity influences partner 

choice, in that those higher in promiscuity are more likely to choose romantic partners who are 

attractive and have high social status over partners who are responsible, loyal, and affectionate 

(Simpson & Gangestad, 1992) and who thus might be better suited for a committed relationship. 

In summary, hypotheses about the role that would be played by antagonism and 

disinhibition in the occurrence of externalizing behavior were as predicted. Negative affectivity 

was not linked to externalizing behavior of participants in this sample in the manner that would 

have been expected. Furthermore, a few facets (deceitfulness, risk-taking, irresponsibility) were 

associated with a wide range of externalizing behaviors. Most of the predicted differential 

associations proved to be non-significant after accounting for the role of personality traits that 

were associated with a breadth of externalizing behavior. This suggests that personality traits can 

be used to predict which college students are likely to engage in externalizing behaviors, but not 

which specific behaviors they are most likely to engage in. Furthermore, it may suggest that the 

same students are engaging in a number of these types of behaviors indiscriminately. In other 

words, it is possible that students who externalize do so in a variety of ways, and those who 

refrain from such behavior refrain almost entirely. This is consistent with research finding that 

with regard to violence in college undergraduates, 7.8% of the student sample was identified as 

being people who intentionally seek out violence and this subset accounted for 26% of the total 

violence reported (Swett, et al., 2005). 

These findings demonstrate the importance of considering a range of behaviors and 

personality traits simultaneously. These traits and behaviors do not exist in a vacuum from one 
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another. For example, studies that examine impulsivity and a number of externalizing behaviors 

in isolation, would likely find associations. However, it is only when considering a range of 

personality traits and behaviors that we can see that other personality traits may play a more 

important role in externalizing in general. If personality traits were used to identify which 

college students are likely to engage in externalizing behavior, and this externalizing behavior is 

better associated with risk-taking and irresponsibility than impulsivity, this information should 

be taken into account when designing college campus interventions. Students more prone to 

engage in such behaviors could be monitored more closely and interventions could be targeted to 

students most in need of this type of extra support. 

This study is not without its limitations. One limitation that may be addressed by future 

studies is the impact of cultural factors. We did not ask participants to report their country or 

state of origin so we cannot consider any potential geographically influences on externalizing 

behavior. However, at this particular institution, 49% of undergraduate students are native to the 

state in which the university is located and only 5% of students are international students, 

making it presumable that these findings pertain to the southeastern region of the United States. 

Furthermore, students were not asked to report their declared major, which is a variable that 

future research may wish to consider. Although participant’s declared or intended majors are not 

known, all of these data were collected in an introductory psychology course. It is possible that 

differences in personality influence a student’s choice of major. Perhaps students in diverse 

fields of study might demonstrate differences in personality trait distribution and externalizing 

tendencies.  

In addition, although numerous externalizing behavior criteria were considered, there are 

other variables likely worthy of consideration. For example, although bullying was likely 
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accounted for by measures of physical, relational, and destructive aggression, future research 

studies may also consider addressing externalizing behavior that take place via the Internet, such 

as cyberbullying, which was not a behavior that was directly addressed by this study.  

An additional limitation of the current research is our inability to address potential 

differences between men and women, and to examine gender as a potential moderator. Although 

it may have been enlightening to conduct regressions moderated by gender, the size and gender 

imbalance of our sample precluded us from doing so. Despite this limitation, separate 

correlations were conducted and although there were some differences, the same general patterns 

emerged among men and women. These differences are not reported in this paper, as it is 

possible that slight differences are likely due in part to the unequal divide between our male and 

female participants. Even though analyzing male and female participants together misses some 

of the potential nuances that a gender moderated analysis might reveal, analyzing the total 

sample together allows for greater generalizability of our results. Future research, however, 

should be conducted within a sample that contains roughly equal numbers of men as women, so 

that the role of gender can be explored. 

Furthermore, although there were some advantages to using a university sample as 

mentioned previously, it must be remembered that the findings from this study are representative 

of a specific part of the population and might not be generalizable to other populations. Our 

sample was mostly limited to a narrow age range of participants with relatively limited life-

experience, and this might have influenced our results (Peterson, 2001; Sears, 1986). In order for 

these results to be extrapolated outside of the realm of university students, they would need to 

first be replicated in other population samples. 
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 Finally, it is important to note that all of our data was collected using self-report 

questionnaires. This introduced shared-method variance that could impact results through 

variance attributable to the measures themselves instead of the constructs the measures were 

intended to assess. Furthermore, one of the self-report measures used, the College Maladaptive 

Behavior Survey, was created for the purposes of this study and was previously untested. 

Because this measure has not been used previously, it is possible that it was not measuring the 

intended constructs in the most precise manner possible. Validity data supporting the utility of 

these scales in samples other than this one was unavailable. Nevertheless, some of the scales 

from this measure (i.e., Alcohol, Marijuana, and other drug scales) assess constructs similar to 

those that were also assessed using the ESI, a measure that has been well-validated in previous 

literature. Correlations from related scales on the CMBS and the ESI show similar patterns of 

correlation with PID-5 variables, offering some preliminary support for the soundness of the 

CMBS measure. 

Despite these limitations, these results add to the literature on personality and 

externalizing behavior. These results could be utilized to improve interventions designed to 

target problem behavior occurring on college campus. Better understanding the type of 

individual who engages in such behavior is an important first-step to creating interventions that 

are more effective. For example, because these results indicate that deceit is closely related to a 

variety of externalizing behavior, it bolsters support for increased utilization of potentially more 

reliable collateral sources (e.g., parents, professors) rather student self-report when gathering 

intervention relevant information such as events that precipitated incidents and intervention 

compliance. In addition, the results add to the growing body of literature on a relatively new 

model of personality that is under consideration for addition to the DSM, which is widely used 
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by practicing clinicians as well as psychological researchers. Future research can continue to 

build on these findings by attempting to replicate them in other samples and by exploring gender 

as a possible moderator. Future researcher may wish to more closely examine the relationship 

between deceitfulness and externalizing behavior in general, in order to determine if this finding 

is replicable and what other possible explanations might explain this result. 
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