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ABSTRACT 

 The present study revisited the foundational assumption of empathy deficits in 

psychopathy by addressing three considerations: (1) a two-componential operationalization of 

empathy as the congruence between perceiving a target’s emotional state (perceived target 

emotion) and expressing that emotional state for the target (vicarious emotion); (2) the 

heterogeneity of empathic emotional expressions; and (3) the multidimensionality of 

psychopathy. I hypothesized that only fearless dominance/antagonism dimensions would be 

related to lower scores on empathy components—perceived target emotion and vicarious 

emotion—only for distress-based emotions (sadness and fear), not for anger. I also hypothesized 

that all psychopathy dimensions would approach zero relations with empathy indices.  

 First, participants self-reported two-factor, “Triarchic,” and four-factor psychopathy. 

Next, they read four empathy scenarios each describing a situation in which a target experiences 

an unfortunate outcome. Each scenario accompanied two distinct resolutions designed to evoke 

either empathic distress or empathic anger. After reading each resolution, participants rated 

situational appraisals and empathy components vis-à-vis sadness, fear, and anger. Empathy 

indices were operationalized by two difference scores: (1) the relative difference between 

vicarious emotion and perceived target emotion and (2) the absolute correspondence between the 

two empathy components, such that higher scores represent more empathic responding. 

 Results appeared to be best synthesized by grouping psychopathy dimensions under four 

classifications: interpersonal antagonism (primary psychopathy, meanness, interpersonal
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manipulation), risk-taking propensity (boldness, erratic lifestyle), impulsive antisociality 

(disinhibition, antisocial behavior), and callous affect. Consistent with hypotheses, interpersonal 

antagonism and callous affect dimensions were generally related to lower scores on empathy 

components aggregated across resolutions, but inconsistent with hypotheses, were also related to 

lower scores on empathy difference scores. Somewhat inconsistent with hypotheses, risk-taking 

propensity dimensions manifested generally weaker patterns on empathy components—including 

very weakly positive relations to perceived target anger—but similar patterns on empathy 

difference scores. Somewhat inconsistent with hypotheses, impulsive antisociality dimensions 

were generally related to lower scores on empathy components but very weakly related to 

empathy difference scores. All associations remained nearly unchanged after controlling for 

gender. In summary, the present data are consistent with empathy deficits in psychopathy but 

also highlight the complexity of this psychopathy-empathy link.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 Historical allusions to psychopathy have intimated affective dysfunction as a core feature 

(e.g., Prichard, 1837/1973), and leading clinical conceptions of psychopathy include 

“callous/lack of empathy” as an assessment criterion (Cleckley, 1941; Hare, 2003). Some claims 

have even suggested that empathy deficits typify the core of psychopathy (Blair 1995, 2007b). 

Given the emphasis on empathic deficits in conceptualizations of psychopathy, theories abound 

that are relevant to explicating these empathy deficits. For example, a violence inhibition model 

(Blair, 1995, 2001) postulates that psychopathic people are devoid of a violence inhibiting 

mechanism (VIM) that is sensitive to detecting distress cues, which otherwise facilitates 

empathic expressions. A low fear model (Lykken, 1957, 1995) is compatible with a VIM 

assumption and postulates that fear insensitivity is an antecedent to interpersonally-harmful 

psychopathic behavior. An alternative to these models is the response modulation hypothesis 

(RMH; e.g., Gorenstein & Newman, 1980; Patterson & Newman, 1993), which postulates that a 

dominant response set inhibits the processing of environmental cues responsible for behavior 

modulation. In more simplistic terms, RMH essentially argues that psychopathic people develop 

a narrowed attentional focus on goal-directed behavior and, hence, become inattentive to 

feedback functioning to suppress socially-aversive behaviors. In addition to these etiological 

accounts, neurocognitive accounts posit that specific brain regions, such as the ventromedial   
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prefrontal cortex and the amygdala, associated with empathic processing (e.g., emotion 

regulation, processing distress cues, emotion responsivity) are impaired in psychopathic people 

(Blair, 2003, 2007a, 2007b; Glenn, Raine, & Schug, 2009). Although these models have 

important distinctions, they converge on the assumption that psychopathic people have impaired 

cognitive processing of environmental cues which are pivotal to “normal” emotional expression. 

Based on this common assumption, deficient empathic responding is one possible outcome in 

psychopathy. 

Notwithstanding, the empirical evidence supporting the link between empathy deficits 

and psychopathy is more nuanced and complex than most theory has appreciated. I argue that 

one critical reason why this empirical support might be misleading or incomplete is because of 

the ambiguity surrounding extant conceptualizations and operationalizations of empathy. The 

most basic conceptual definition of empathy is “feeling what others feel” (e.g., Eisenberg & 

Strayer, 1987; Jordan, Amir, & Bloom, 2016; Wondra & Ellsworth, 2015). This definition is a 

departure from “feeling concerned for others” which most closely approximates sympathy, 

compassion, or “empathic concern” (Jordan et al., 2016; Wondra & Ellsworth, 2015). That is, 

empathy occurs when one experiences the same emotional states—both in magnitude and 

emotion type—perceived to be experienced in others, whereas concern occurs when one cares 

about the welfare of others (Jordan et al., 2016). Thus, the former requires emotional congruence 

with a target, but the latter does not. Given this distinction, concern might have a stronger moral 

orientation than empathy (for this argument, see Bloom, 2017). For example, empathic distress—

a possible expression of empathy resulting from feeling others’ perceived distress— can activate 

egoistic motives to reduce one’s personal distress, thereby inhibiting prosocial responding 
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(Batson, Fultz, & Schoenrade, 1987). The implication is that empathy need not be a prosocial or 

moral motivation (Bloom, 2017).  

Although empathy and empathic concern are conceptually and empirically distinct 

(Jordan et al., 2016), they are sometimes erroneously used interchangeably. Alas, studies on 

psychopathy and “empathy” (e.g., Almeida et al., 2015; Seara-Cardoso et al., 2012; White, 

2014), which observe evidence of an inverse relationship, sometimes operationalize dispositional 

empathy using the empathic concern subscale of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 

1983). This distinction between empathy and empathic concern presages an interpretive 

challenge to conceptualizations of psychopathy. Does callous/lack of empathy refer to a lack of 

concern for others (low empathic concern) or an inability to match emotional responses to 

perceived emotional cues (low empathy)?  

Table 1 (Appendix A) tabulates items from some common psychopathy scales which are 

purported to index a callous/lack of empathy facet. Scrutiny of these items suggests that this 

facet, across different conceptual models of psychopathy, is more emblematic of a lack of 

concern than empathy deficits, per se. Consider the items “I don't have much sympathy for 

people” from the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009) or 

“People sometimes say that I’m cold-hearted” from the Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short 

Form (SRP-SF; Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, 2016). If assessments of psychopathy are developed 

to capture “callousness” and “lack of concern,” then this begs the question of whether the 

assumption of empathy deficits underlying psychopathy is a fallacy. The present research aims to 

revisit this assumption using a more nuanced and complete conceptualization of empathy, one 

which better appreciates the essential interplay between the two components of empathy: (1) 

appraisal of emotional cues and (2) expression of the corresponding emotional state. Consistent 
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with theorization in Blair (2007a), I advance the thesis that certain dimensions of psychopathy 

are associated with an insensitivity to distress cues (sadness and fear) but not negatively-

valanced self-enhancement cues (anger), which should correspond with the muted expression of 

distress-inducing emotions but non-muted expression of self-enhancement-inducing negative 

emotions. Based on my proposed conceptual model of empathy, this cue-expression 

correspondence implies that empathic responding is generally unimpaired (i.e., no more/less 

impaired than the average observer) across emotional states.  

Moreover, my thesis implies that this insensitivity to cues and muted emotional 

expression in psychopathy is selective to distress-inducing emotions (e.g., sadness and fear). To 

better illuminate these phenomena, I tested my thesis under an appraisal-based theoretical 

framework (e.g., Wondra & Ellsworth, 2015), which suggests that the two componential 

empathic responses are determined by how the observer appraises the target’s situation. Smith 

and Ellsworth (1985) delineated the situational appraisals which differentiate sadness and fear 

from anger. According to their dimensional model, sadness and fear correspond to appraising the 

situational control as high (i.e., people are unable to control the situation), whereas anger 

corresponds to appraising the situational control as low and other-agency as high (i.e., someone 

else is controlling and responsible for the situation). Because people higher is psychopathy 

should be less sensitive to processing distress cues (i.e., cues signaling high situational control), 

they should be less likely to assume that others experience sadness and fear in unfortunate 

situations.  In contrast, because they should have unimpaired sensitivity for processing 

negatively-valanced self-enhancement cues (i.e., cues signaling low situational control and high 

other-agency), they should be equally capable of inferring that others experience anger. I refer to 

these ideas as a distress insensitivity hypothesis. 



5 
 

A requisite assumption underpinning the distress insensitivity hypothesis is that 

psychopathic people infer others’ emotional states based on their own subjective processing of 

situational cues. That is, they engage in egocentric reasoning1, wherein they apply their own 

simulated states to others. This assumption is reasonable because it is a default state of mind that 

serves heuristic value for navigating uncertainty in interpersonal contexts (see Nickerson, 1999). 

For example, if someone—the observer—is asked how a stranger—the target—would feel in a 

particular situation, the possibilities abound. The observer’s immediate reaction assumes the 

most likely outcome is that the target would feel how the self would feel, in part, because the 

evaluator believes their reaction is normative (Nickerson, 1999). As the observer has little to no 

knowledge about the target or his/her response tendencies, adjustments to this initial evaluation 

are unlikely.  

Conceptualizing and Operationalizing Empathy: A Dynamic Model 

According to Wondra and Ellsworth (2015), empathy can be conceptualized as 

encompassing two components: 1) the observer’s perception of the target’s emotional state 

(“perceived target emotional response”) and 2) the observer’s emotional response for the target 

(“vicarious emotional response”). Empathy is distinguishable from “empathic accuracy.” 

According to Batson (2011), empathic responding manifests based on one’s perception of the 

target’s internal state (see also, Darwall, 1997), irrespective of its accuracy. For example, if an 

observer thinks a target is angry and, in turn, feels angry for the target, empathy should 

theoretically occur, even if the target subjectively reports feeling sad. In contrast, empathic 

                                                 
1 Egocentrism has been conceptualized as an inhibitor to perspective-taking. For example, Piagetian theory argues 
that egocentrism is an instantiation of a perspective-taking failure in which a child fallaciously assumes that others 
possess the same knowledge as the self when they, in fact, do not (Wadsworth, 1996). Thus, egocentrism can hinder 
empathic accuracy but need not interfere with subjective empathy, which is the focus of the present work. More on 
this distinction is discussed in the Introduction. 
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accuracy is a match between an observer’s perception of the target’s internal state and the 

target’s actual internal state. I will henceforth refrain from discussing empathic accuracy because 

only perception-based empathy is material to the present research. 

Inspired by these conceptualizations, I proposed an operational definition of empathy 

which is the smallest absolute difference between the perceived target emotional response and 

vicarious emotional response. Consequently, empathy is only one of several possible outcomes 

in scenarios akin to the one described above and is most likely to occur when the difference 

between each component approaches zero. To visually illustrate this concept, I created a 

dynamic conceptual model depicted in Figure 1 (Appendix B). Empathy is denoted by the 

diagonally sloped arrow. Any value on the arrow represents perfect “emotional congruence” 

between the perceived target emotional response and vicarious emotional response, suggesting 

the occurrence of empathy. Thus, an empathic response can vary from low intensity (composed 

of low perceived target emotion and low vicarious emotion) to high intensity (composed of high 

perceived target emotion and high vicarious emotion). As values deviate further away from this 

diagonal arrow, they represent greater empathic failures (i.e., “mismatched” cases). Values that 

fall below the diagonal arrow represent what I denominate vicarious emotional insensitivity, 

wherein the vicarious emotional response is less than the perceived target emotional response; 

values that fall above the diagonal arrow represent what I denominate vicarious emotional 

sensitivity, wherein the vicarious emotional response is greater than the perceived target 

emotional response. 

The Heterogeneity of Empathic Emotional Expressions 

One advantage of a dynamic model of empathy is that it easily accommodates the 

heterogeneity of empathic emotional expressions. In theory, empathy can manifest via any 
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emotional state (e.g., sadness, fear, anger, happiness; see Wondra & Ellsworth, 2015). For 

example, although feeling sad for a target who is perceived to feel sad is perhaps most felicitous 

to lay schemas of empathy, feeling angry for a target who is perceived to feel angry or 

embarrassed for a target who is perceived to feel embarrassed also represent instantiations of 

empathy. Distinguishing between the various emotional expressions of empathy is theoretically 

meaningful to psychopathy. Blair (1995, 2003, 2007a) argued that psychopathy is linked to an 

impaired responsivity system to novel affective stimuli that function to deter behavior (“aversive 

unconditioned stimuli”), such as expressions of sadness and fear. Conversely, psychopathy 

should link to intact responsivity system to affective stimuli indicative of violating social norms 

or expectations, such as expressions of anger. Some evidence supports the notion that 

psychopathy is associated with muted responsivity to sadness-inducing (Lishner et al., 2012) and 

fear-inducing (Blair et al., 2002; Montagne et al., 2005; Seara-Cardoso et al., 2012) stimuli.  

Hoppenbrouwers, Bulten, and Brazil (2016) further indicated that psychopathy is linked to 

deficits in threat detection and responsivity but not the subjective experience of sadness or fear, 

per se. Through the lens of a dynamic model of empathy, this evidence can be reevaluated. 

Although this evidence suggests that psychopathy is likely linked to reduced perceived target 

distress (sadness and fear) and vicarious distress (sadness and fear), this evidence alone does not 

suggest that this reduced perceived target distress should be incongruous with vicarious distress, 

preserving the possibility of generally intact empathy within psychopathic people. 

The Multidimensionality of Psychopathy 

 Thus far, psychopathy has been discussed as a unitary construct, but extant models 

generally conceptualize psychopathy as multidimensional. Conceptual definitions of 

psychopathy highlight the multidimensionality of the construct: severe behavioral deviancy with 
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underlying affective and interpersonal features (Cleckley, 1941, Patrick, 2018). Notwithstanding 

its multidimensional consensus, precisely identifying what these features of psychopathy should 

entail and how they should be structurally codified has provoked a contentious debate (e.g., 

Lynam & Miller, 2012; Lilienfeld et al., 2012, 2016). Two-factor (Benning, Patrick, Hicks, 

Blonigen, & Krueger, 2003; Hare, 2003; Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian, 1989; Levenson, Kiehl & 

Fitzpatrick, 1995; Williams & Paulhus, 2004), three-factor (Cooke & Michie, 2001; Patrick et 

al., 2009; Sellbom, 2011), and four-factor models (Hare, 2003; Williams, Paulhus, & Hare, 

2004) seem to have gained the most traction and represent the majority of structural models, and 

some of these models conceptualize more complex hierarchical structures (e.g., Benning et al., 

2003; Hare, 2003). Below, I briefly discuss some of these multidimensional models of 

psychopathy in a more historical context.  

First, I discuss two-factor models. The Psychopathy Checklist (PCL; Hare 1980) was 

introduced as a diagnostic tool for assessing psychopathy in adult criminal samples and was 

largely based on clinical criteria codified in Cleckey (1941). The PCL represents a two-factor 

conceptualization, distinguishing between Factor 1 and Factor 2 psychopathy (Hare, 2003; 

Harpur et al., 1989). Factor 1 typifies narcissistic personality traits (e.g., glibness; superficial 

charm; manipulativeness), critically including callousness/lack of empathy, whereas Factor 2 

typifies impulsivity and delinquent/criminal behavior. At least empirically, the subtypal 

conceptualization popularized by Karpman (1941) of primary psychopathy (emotional 

detachment) and secondary psychopathy (impulsivity) respectively correspond to Factors 1 and 

2. The Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy (LSRP; Levenson et al., 1995) is predicated on this 

conceptualization. The Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996), a 

trait-based assessment of psychopathy originally represented in eight dimensions, is similarly 
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designed, in part, to capture clinical criteria in Cleckley (1941) and yields a two-factor solution 

(Benning et al., 2003). Despite their structural similarities, these two-factor models have 

discriminant properties and should not be viewed as isomorphic or empirically interchangeable 

(Benning, Patrick, Salekin, & Leistico, 2005; Derefinko & Lynam, 2006; Miller, Gaughan, & 

Pryor, 2008).  

 Next, I discuss three-factor models. Patrick and colleagues (2009) advanced a response to 

previous two-factor conceptualizations: the “Triarchic model” of psychopathy. The Triarchic 

model distinguishes three phenotypic dimensions: boldness (e.g., dominance, intrepidness), 

disinhibition (e.g., impulsivity, propensity for theft), and meanness (e.g., “lack of empathy,” 

aggression). Perhaps the most notable deviation from a PCL two-factor conceptualization is its 

greater emphasis on boldness features. Boldness as a construct is also captured by the broader 

fearless-dominance factor of the PPI (Benning et al., 2003), and scholarly discourse sometimes 

references these terms (virtually) interchangeably (e.g., Lilienfeld et al., 2012). Cooke and 

Michie (2001) proposed a three-factor modification to a PCL two-factor conceptualization, 

which essentially bifurcates Factor 1 into interpersonal and affective components. An analogous 

modification has been applied to a LSRP two-factor conceptualization, which respectively 

bifurcates primary psychopathy into egocentricity and callousness (Brinkley, Diamond, 

Magaletta, & Heigel, 2008; Sellbom, 2011). However, this three-factor modification to the LSRP 

might not be psychometrically preferable to its two-factor counterpart (Salekin, Chen, Sellbom, 

Lester, & MacDougall, 2014). 

 Finally, I discuss four-factor models. Just as Factor 1 has been bifurcated into lower-

order facets, Factor 2 has also been bifurcated. A revision to the original PCL (PCL-R; Hare, 

2003) decomposes Factor 1 into interpersonal and affective features as well as Factor 2 into 
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lifestyle and antisocial features. A recent self-report instrument has been developed and validated 

to capture this four-factor conceptualization (Paulhus et al., 2016). Lynam and colleagues (2011) 

have also proposed a four-factor model that distinguishes antagonism (e.g., manipulation, 

callousness), emotional stability (e.g., unconcern, invulnerability), disinhibition (e.g., urgency, 

thrill-seeking), and narcissism (e.g., dominance, arrogance). 

The implications of decomposing dimensions (e.g., factors, facets) of psychopathy are 

likely less critical for analyzing empathy deficits but potentially meaningful for analyzing the 

components of empathy. For instance, under the Triarchic model, meanness is strongly inversely 

related to empathic concern (suggesting lower feelings of sadness), and boldness is about 

strongly inversely related to empathic personal distress (suggesting lower feelings of fear and 

likely sadness) (e.g., Almeida et al., 2015). In contrast, disinhibition is weakly inversely related 

to empathic concern and weakly positively related to empathic personal distress (Almeida et al., 

2015), suggesting competing influences on emotional responding. Thus, dimensions that 

subsume or typify fearless dominance and callousness might be uniquely affected for perceiving 

a target’s distress and expressing distress for a target. 

The Present Study 

 To test my novel perspective, I first administered self-report measures of two-, three-, and 

four-factor psychopathy for conceptual coverage. Next, using a vignette-based methodology, 

participants read scenarios each describing an empathy-evoking situation in which a target 

endures an unfortunate outcome. Vignettes were designed to conceptually evoke “empathic 

distress” vs. “empathic anger.” Because my theoretical interests did not require differentiating 

expressions of distress-based emotions (sadness vs. fear), I devised scenarios such that 

situational appraisals were distress-eliciting vs. anger-eliciting (per Smith and Ellsworth, 1985). 
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This conceptual distinction between distress sensitivity vs. anger sensitivity is consistent with 

theorizing on psychopathy and empathy (Blair, 1995, 2003, 2007a). After each vignette, 

participants rated how they think the target would feel (perceived target emotional response) and 

how they feel for the target (vicarious emotional response) vis-à-vis distress-based (i.e., sadness 

and fear) and anger concepts. From these ratings, I also derive two indices of empathy: vicarious 

sensitivity (i.e., the relative difference between vicarious emotion and perceived target emotion) 

and “emotional congruence” (i.e., the absolute correspondence). 

Our rationale for assessing only distress-based and anger emotion concepts was threefold. 

First, my thesis specified comparing distress vs. self-enhancement cues in the context of negative 

emotions. Second, although some research has investigated the links between psychopathy 

dimensions and other empathic emotional expressions (e.g., empathic happiness; Lishner et al., 

2012; Seara-Cardoso et al., 2012), theorizing on these other emotions has been both less clear 

and less prevalent relative to the proposed negative emotions. Third, specifically in regards to 

positive emotions, adding another layer of complexity to the present study (i.e., valence) could 

obfuscate theory testing (i.e., is valence or situational appraisals influencing effects?). 

Nonetheless, I acknowledge that the present investigation cannot assess all emotional 

expressions of empathy and, hence, theory testing is necessarily limited.   

 The following are designated as confirmatory hypotheses (across conditions). Effect sizes 

were interpreted based on benchmarks recommended in Funder and Ozer (2019), which 

suggested that extremely small/weak, small/weak, medium/moderate, large/strong, and very 

large/strong effects typically correspond with rs of .05, .10, .20, .30, and .40 or greater, 

respectively. For Hypothesis #1, I predicted that psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless 

dominance or antagonism (i.e., primary psychopathy, boldness, meanness, interpersonal features, 
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and affective features) would be the only dimensions to be inversely related (weakly-to-

moderately) to perceived target emotion vis-à-vis sadness and fear but positively related 

(extremely weakly and approaching zero) to perceived target emotion vis-à-vis anger. For 

Hypothesis #2, I predicted that only these dimensions would be inversely related (weakly-to-

moderately) to vicarious emotion vis-à-vis sadness and fear but positively related (extremely 

weakly and/or approaching zero) to vicarious emotion vis-à-vis anger. Hypotheses for potential, 

but extremely weak, relations between these psychopathy dimensions and anger outcomes were 

motivated by theorizing and research indicating that psychopathy dimensions are associated with 

experiencing other-directed negative states (e.g., contempt, spite) which function to promote 

antagonism (Garofalo, Neumann, Zeigler-Hill, & Meloy, 2018). Anger and contempt are part of 

the same emotion classification (“other-critical moral emotions;” Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & 

Haidt, 1999) and are statistically strongly related (Schriber, Chung, Sorensen, & Robins, 2017). 

Thus, positive relations between psychopathy dimensions and anger outcomes might be sensible, 

even if their strength also depends on situational context. For Hypothesis #3, I predicted that all 

psychopathy dimensions would be inversely related (extremely weakly and/or approaching zero) 

to vicarious sensitivity across emotion concepts. Likewise, for Hypothesis #4, I predicted that all 

psychopathy dimensions would be extremely weakly related and approaching zero relations to 

emotional congruence, meaning that no strong evidence is anticipated for empathy to vary across 

psychopathy scores.  

I ran four sets of exploratory analyses. First, I explored confirmatory analyses (i.e., 

Hypotheses 1-4) controlling for gender. Although psychopathy is subject to gender differences 

(i.e., men score higher, on average, on psychopathy dimensions than women; Miller, Watts, & 

Jones, 2011), I was devoid of a strong theoretical rationale to assume that my current 
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conceptualization of empathy is similarly subject to gender differences. Thus, these analyses 

were most sensibly considered exploratory. Second, I explored whether relations vis-à-vis 

perceived target emotion and vicarious emotion would be moderated by whether the scenarios 

conceptually evoke empathic distress vs. empathic anger. In particular, relations between 

hypothesized psychopathy dimensions and empathy components of sadness and fear might be 

(slightly) stronger for empathic-distress scenarios relative to empathic-anger scenarios. This 

moderation would be consistent with the distress insensitivity hypothesis. In the context of these 

analyses, I also explored interactions between psychopathy dimensions and empathy scenarios 

on empathy components of anger. Third, I explored whether relations testing Hypotheses 1 and 2 

can be independently explained by appraisals of situational contexts (e.g., the degree to which 

the unfortunate outcome was situationally-determined vs. self-determined). For example, relative 

situational control is a cognitive appraisal in which people perceive a target (relative to the 

situation) as exerting lesser influence over the target’s outcome. Under an appraisal-based 

theory, this appraisal results from perceiving distress cues. Because psychopathic people should 

be less sensitive to distress cues (for a variety of possible reasons), people higher in psychopathy 

dimensions indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism might perceive lesser sadness or fear 

in targets and feel lesser sadness or fear for targets because they perceive a target as having 

relatively greater, not lesser, control over the target’s outcome. Fourth, certain hypotheses were 

developed based on conceptually grouping psychopathy dimensions into two classifications: (1) 

fearless dominance/antagonism and (2) behavioral disinhibition. Although this classification 

scheme was theoretically motivated (especially in the context of empathy), I explored what 

classification scheme might best synthesize the data. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants & Design 

The study used a repeated measures design. I manipulated empathy scenario as a within-

participants factor, such that participants responded to both empathic-distress and empathic-

anger scenarios. Our conceptual rationale for this design was simple. People are seldom 

spectators to only one type of event in everyday life. Evaluating multiple types of unfortunate 

situations may be beneficial for increasing ecological validity. Our statistical rationale for this 

design was twofold. First, manipulating empathy scenario within- vs. between-participants is 

more economical in terms of sample size. Second, effect sizes of empathy scenario might be 

strengthened (e.g., error variance might be minimized; the juxtaposition between scenario types 

might increase their distinguishability), which is desirable for testing Hypotheses 5-6.  

Sample size determinations were based on results in Schönbrodt and Perugini (2013), 

which indicated that parameter estimates for correlations typically stabilize around N = 250. 

Because some correlations in the present study comprise difference scores and might require 

larger sample sizes to ensure reliable estimation, I aimed to recruit at least 300 undergraduates 

from the University of Alabama’s participant pool. I collected an even larger sample of 347 

participants to account for potential exclusions due to attrition and/or spurious cases. I excluded 

participants who (a) failed to complete the study (n = 9) or (b) failed more than one of three 

attention checks interspersed throughout the study (see Appendix C for items; n = 18), which 
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suggests apathetic responding. Thus, my final sample (Mage = 18.752; SDage = 1.15) comprised 

320 participants with the following demographic composition: 79.4% Caucasian, 12.5% African 

American, 2.8% Hispanic, 2.8% Asian, 0.6% Native American, 0.3% Pacific Islander, and 1.6% 

identified as “other.” In an effort to increase the generalizability of my sample and increase 

precision in exploring correlations controlling for gender, I recruited a roughly equal number3 of 

males (N = 161; 50.3%) and females (N = 158; 49.4%). All participants were compensated with 

partial course credit in their introductory psychology course. This study was approved by The 

University of Alabama’s Institutional Review Board (Appendix D) and was preregistered at 

https://osf.io/3dz8g/ 

Procedure 

Participants consented to an online study purported to investigate how people judge 

social situations. The study comprised two parts which were completed in succession. In Part 1, 

participants completed two-factor, Triarchic (three-factor), and four-factor measures of 

psychopathy, as well as a popular index of dispositional empathy (see Appendix E for items).  

In Part 2, I employed a vignette-based approach to assess empathic responding (for this 

approach in a similar context of assessing perceived target emotional responses, see Tiedens, 

Ellsworth, & Mesquita, 2000). For generality, I composed four vignettes (Appendix F), each 

depicting an empathy-evoking story detailing an unfortunate situation that befalls a target with a 

gender-neutral designation. Scenario endings were modified, based on an appraisal-based 

framework (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985), to evoke “empathic distress” vs. “empathic anger.” For 

empathic-distress scenarios, I manipulated the story’s resolution so that the unfortunate situation 

                                                 
2 One participant’s age did not factor into this computation due to a likely invalid value.  
3 One participant’s gender was indicated as “other.” This participant did not factor into exploratory analyses which 
controlled for gender. Thus, these exploratory analyses had a sample size of N = 319. 

https://osf.io/3dz8g/
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would be perceived to be beyond anyone’s control (e.g., “Sam soon finds out that the reason s/he 

is being fired is because of poor economic conditions that have disproportionately affected 

people with Sam’s specialized skills.”). This situation should stimulate an affect responsivity 

system that, according to Blair (2003), is sensitive to distress (e.g., fear and sadness) expressions. 

For empathic-anger scenarios, I manipulated the story’s resolution so that the unfortunate 

situation was not beyond anyone’s control and someone other than the target was responsible for 

causing it (e.g., “Sam soon finds out that the reason s/he is being fired is not because of bad 

economic conditions but, instead, because Sam’s boss was envious of Sam and wanted to 

sabotage Sam’s career.”). This situation should stimulate an affect responsivity system that, 

according to Blair (2003), is sensitive to stimuli indicative of violating social norms or 

expectations. 

 Participants read each vignette with each story ending. After each ending, participants 

rated appraisals of relative other-agency and relative situational control primarily as 

manipulation checks for the empathy scenario manipulation (Appendix F). Participants also rated 

a) the extent to which they perceived the target would feel angry, sad, and afraid (i.e., perceived 

target emotional responses) and b) the extent to which they felt angry, sad, and afraid for the 

target (i.e., vicarious emotional responses) (Appendix F). I computed variables that index the 

relative difference between the latter and former (i.e., vicarious emotional sensitivity) and the 

absolute difference between the latter and former multiplied by the value of -1 (i.e., emotional 

congruence). Finally, participants were debriefed after completing a demographics questionnaire 

(Appendix G).  
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Measures 

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

item two-factor measure of psychopathy which summates items into primary psychopathy (PP; 

e.g., “I enjoy manipulating other people's feelings.”) and secondary psychopathy (SP; e.g., “I 

find myself in the same kinds of trouble, time after time.”). Factor-analytic evidence has 

supported this two-factor structure (e.g., Salekin et al., 2014). Participants rated (dis)agreement 

with each statement (1 = disagree strongly, 4 = agree strongly). 

Triarchic Personality Measure (TriPM; Patrick et al., 2009). The TriPM is a 58-item 

three-factor measure of psychopathy which summates items into Triarchic dimensions of 

boldness (e.g., “I can get over things that would traumatize others.”), disinhibition (e.g., “I often 

act on immediate needs.”), and meanness (e.g., “I don't care much if what I do hurts others.”). 

Participants rated the extent to which each statement described them (1 = true, 4 = false).  

Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form (SRP-SF; Paulhus et al., 2016). The 

SRP-SF is a 29-item four-factor measure of psychopathy which summates items into 

psychopathic features of interpersonal manipulation (IM; e.g., “A lot of people are ‘suckers’ and 

can easily be fooled.”), callous affect (CA; e.g., “I never feel guilty over hurting others.”), 

erratic lifestyle (EL; e.g., “I rarely follow the rules.”), and antisocial behavior (AB; e.g., “I have 

assaulted a law enforcement official or social worker.”). The SRP-SF is an abbreviated version 

of the full 64-item SRP and is conceptually analogous to the four-factor structure of the PCL-R 

(Hare, 2003). Participants rated (dis)agreement with each statement (1 = disagree strongly, 5 = 

agree strongly). 

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

multidimensional index of dispositional empathy which summates items into four subscales: 
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fantasy (FS; e.g., “I really get involved with the feelings of the characters in a novel.”), empathic 

concern (EC; e.g., “I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person.”), perspective-

taking (PT; e.g., “Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their 

place.”), and personal distress (PD; e.g., “Being in a tense emotional situation scares me.”). I 

included this measure to establish some convergent and discriminant validity with my novel 

indices of situational empathy and its components. Participants rated the extent to which each 

statement described them (0 = does not describe me well, 4 = describes me very well). 

Relative other-agency appraisals. For one of my manipulation checks, I adapted items 

from Smith and Ellsworth (1985) to assess, by condition, the extent to which (1 = not at all, 7 = 

extremely) participants believed that (1) someone other than the target was responsible for the 

target having [endured the unfortunate outcome] in this situation (other-agency) and (2) the 

target was responsible for having [endured the unfortunate outcome] in this situation (self-

agency). Items were averaged across vignettes to create aggregate indices. I computed a 

difference score by subtracting self-agency from other-agency, thereby creating an index of 

relative other-agency appraisals. Positive scores denote stronger appraisals of other-agency 

compared to self-agency.  

Relative situational control appraisals. For my other manipulation check, I adapted 

items from Smith and Ellsworth (1985) to assess, by condition, the extent to which (1 = not at 

all, 7 = extremely) participants believed that (1) circumstances beyond anyone’s control were 

controlling whether the target [endured the unfortunate outcome] in this situation (situational 

control) and (2) the target had the ability to influence whether s/he [endured the unfortunate 

outcome] in this situation (self-control). Items were averaged across vignettes. I computed a 

difference score by subtracting self-control from situational control, thereby creating an index of 
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relative situational control appraisals. Positive scores denote stronger appraisals of situational 

control compared to self-control.    

 Perceived target emotional responses. Participants rated the extent to which (1 = not at 

all, 7 = extremely) the target would feel the following “emotion concepts”: anger (treated 

unfairly, angry, boiling inwardly), sadness (a sense of loss, sad, helpless), and fear (uncertain, 

afraid, a desire to avoid). Inspired by the framework in Frijda (1986), each emotion concept 

encompasses an item representing the cognitive-structural component, the feeling component, 

and the action tendency, respectively. According to Frijda, Kuipers, and ter Schure (1989), an 

emotional state may be incomplete without considering all three components. 

 Vicarious emotional responses. Participants rated the extent to which (1 = not at all, 7 = 

extremely) they felt the following “emotion concepts” for the target: anger (treated unfairly, 

angry, boiling inwardly), sadness (a sense of loss, sad, helpless), and fear (uncertain, afraid, a 

desire to avoid).  

 Vicarious emotional sensitivity. I computed “relative difference scores” by subtracting 

perceived target emotional responses from the corresponding vicarious emotional responses, 

thereby creating indices of vicarious emotional sensitivity for each emotion. Positive scores 

represent vicarious emotional sensitivity (i.e., the vicarious response is greater than the perceived 

target’s response), whereas negative scores represent vicarious emotional insensitivity (i.e., the 

perceived target’s response is greater than the vicarious response). 

 Emotional congruence. I computed “absolute difference scores” by taking the absolute 

value of each index of vicarious emotional sensitivity and multiplying the result by -1 (for a 

similar approach to computing empathy, Kraus, Côté, & Keltner, 2010). Thus, higher scores 

denote greater emotional congruence and, hence, approach greater “empathy.” 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Psychometric Checks of Empathic Scenarios 

 Validity. I submitted scores comparing relative other-agency appraisals and relative 

situational control appraisals within each empathy scenario condition to separate paired-samples 

t-tests. Participants rated perceiving greater relative other-agency in empathic-anger scenarios (M 

= 3.95, SD = 2.12) compared to empathic-distress scenarios (M = 1.42, SD = 2.65), t(319) = 

24.26, p < .001, d = 1.36. Further, participants rated perceiving lower relative situational control 

in empathic-anger scenarios (M = 0.25, SD = 1.50) compared to empathic-distress scenarios (M = 

2.28, SD = 2.91), t(319) = -17.83, p < .001, d = 1.00. Both analyses yielded large effect sizes. 

These results suggest that the empathic-anger scenarios elicit the theoretically-appropriate 

situational appraisals relative to empathic-distress scenarios and vice versa, according to an 

appraisal-based framework (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985).  

 Reliability. For each empathy outcome, I computed mean inter-scenario correlations 

(MISC) amongst vignettes to assess the reliability of the empathic scenarios. According to 

guidelines recommended in Clark and Watson (1995), mean inter-item correlations between .15 

and .50 are considered desirable. Because I assessed mean inter-scenario correlations wherein 

the same item/construct is being tested but across different scenarios, I anticipated high values 

that might likely exceed this desirable range. Table 2 presents the mean inter-scenario   
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correlations, in addition to means and standard deviations, for each empathy outcome. For 

empathic-anger scenarios, empathy outcomes, on average, had large mean inter-scenario 

correlations (mean MISC = .53), ranging from .41 to .62. For empathic-distress scenarios, 

empathy outcomes had, on average, large mean inter-scenario correlations (mean MISC = .52), 

ranging from .41 to .65. In sum, the decision to aggregate empathy-related outcomes across 

empathic-anger scenarios or empathic-distress scenarios was strongly corroborated. Thus, items 

were averaged across vignettes for each empathy-related outcome. 

Data Screening Procedures 

Univariate normality. I examined the assumption of univariate normality for 

psychopathy dimensions, situational appraisals, and empathy outcomes aggregated across 

scenarios. I employed a two-step approach. First, I visually inspected histograms and examined 

normality statistics (i.e., skewness and kurtosis indices) for each variable. According to Kline 

(2011), problematic skewness may exceed |3|, and problematic kurtosis may exceed |10|. Second, 

I tested for probable univariate outliers. I applied Tukey’s method (Tukey 1977) by computing 

the interquartile range (IQR) for each z-scored psychopathy dimension and z-scored empathy 

outcome. IQRs are computed by subtracting the first quartile (Q1) from the third quartile (Q3). 

Probable outliers were likely if they fell outside outer fences determined by multiplying the IQR 

by a constant of 3 and adding/subtracting the resultant value to/from Q3/Q1, respectively.  

 First, psychopathy dimensions appeared to be normal (see Table 3 for descriptives and 

intercorrelations amongst psychopathy dimensions). Histograms depicted relatively normal 

distributions with, on average, slight positive skewness (M = 0.43, SD = 0.36) and slight 

platykurtic patterns (M = -0.26, SD = 0.70), none of which exceeded the range of normality. 
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According to Tukey’s method, no probable outliers were detected, such that all data points fell 

within their respective outer fences.  

Second, all situational appraisals and empathy outcomes appeared to be generally normal 

(see Tables 2 and 4 for descriptives and intercorrelations amongst empathy outcomes, 

respectively). Histograms depicted relatively normal distributions for other-agency appraisals 

with, on average, slight negative skewness (skewness = -0.48) and near-zero kurtosis (kurtosis = 

-0.04). Histograms depicted relatively normal distributions for situational control appraisals with, 

on average, near-zero skewness (skewness = 0.04) and near-zero kurtosis (kurtosis = -0.05). 

Histograms depicted relatively normal distributions across perceived target emotion indices with, 

on average, slight negative skewness (M = -0.78, SD = 0.42) and slight leptokurtic patterns (M = 

0.28, SD = 0.64). Histograms depicted relatively normal distributions across vicarious emotion 

indices with, on average, slight negative skewness (M = -0.38, SD = 0.21) and slight platykurtic 

patterns (M = -0.39, SD = 0.12), none of which exceeded the range of normality. Histograms 

depicted, on average, relatively higher negative skewness (M = -1.60, SD = 0.06) and leptokurtic 

patterns (M = 3.21, SD = 0.30) across vicarious emotional sensitivity indices, revealing that most 

participants’ scores clustered just below or around zero (which was near the higher end of this 

variable’s scale range). Similarly, histograms depicted, on average, relatively higher negative 

skewness (M = -1.98, SD = 0.09) and leptokurtic patterns (M = 4.50, SD = 0.78) across emotional 

congruence indices, revealing that most participants’ scores clustered just below zero (which was 

near the higher end of this variable’s scale range). Still, these values on indices of normality did 

not exceed problematic thresholds for any of the empathy-based difference scores. According to 

Tukey’s method, no probable outliers were detected for situational appraisals and empathy 

outcomes, such that all data points fell within their respective outer fences. 
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Characteristics of empathy-based difference scores. Difference scores as a viable 

analytic technique has been a controversial topic (e.g., Cronbach & Furby, 1970). In brief, the 

most common concerns about using difference scores are that (a) they are inherently error-laden 

and unreliable and (b) they have interpretive ambiguity. However, neither of these limitations 

need be true, provided that additional steps are taken to scrutinize their psychometric properties 

(e.g., Griffin, Murray, & Gonzalez, 1999). When these analytic precautions are carefully 

considered, difference scores can be a valuable analytic technique for assessing change (e.g., 

Collins, 1996; Williams & Zimmerman, 1996). 

One of these analytic precautions is examining the psychometric and descriptive 

properties of the constituent elements comprising the difference score. I performed these 

examinations above for the empathy components (i.e., perceived target emotion and vicarious 

emotion) comprising each empathy-based difference score (i.e., vicarious emotional sensitivity 

and emotional congruence indices). To better contextualize the interpretation of these empathy-

based difference scores, I examined their bivariate correlations with each corresponding empathy 

component (Table 4). The results suggested that vicarious emotional sensitivity indices are 

predominantly driven by vicarious emotion (empathic anger scenarios: mean convergent |r| = 

.65; empathic distress scenarios: mean convergent |r| = .65) and relatively less so by perceived 

target emotion (empathic anger scenarios: mean convergent |r| = .18; empathic distress scenarios: 

mean convergent |r| = .20). Similarly, the results suggested that emotional congruence indices are 

predominantly driven by vicarious emotion (empathic anger scenarios: mean convergent |r| = 

.65; empathic distress scenarios: mean convergent |r| = .63) and relatively less so by perceived 

target emotion (empathic anger scenarios: mean convergent |r| = .13; empathic distress scenarios: 
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mean convergent |r| = .17). Notably, emotional congruence indices were extremely highly related 

to vicarious emotional sensitivity indices (mean convergent r = .95).  

Descriptives (Table 2) and the distribution patterns of the empathy components 

illuminate why these empathy-based difference scores were predominately driven by vicarious 

emotion. Relative to vicarious emotion indices, perceived target emotion indices had more 

constrained variability (mean SD = 1.04) evidenced by a more concentrated distribution pattern 

near the higher end of the scale. In fact, one SD above the mean nearly maxes out the scales for 

perceived target anger (+1SD: M = 6.53) and sadness (+1SD: M = 6.89). In contrast, vicarious 

emotion indices revealed relatively more normal patterns with fairly centered, less concentrated 

scores (mean SD = 1.37). Although these distinctions are not necessarily problematic for data 

analysis and may appear trivial, they do help contextualize the nature of the empathy-based 

difference scores in the current sample. Essentially, most participants could strongly perceive 

others' emotions, but the extent to which they felt them for others was more variable. Thus, one’s 

vicarious emotion score was more influential in determining one’s empathic response. 

Convergent and Discriminant Validity of Empathy and Empathy-Related Outcomes  

 A critical advancement in this study for assessing the psychopathy-empathy link was 

creating a novel operationalization of empathic responding that should better approximate the 

congruence between perceived target emotion and vicarious emotion. To garner some evidence 

of convergent and discriminant validity, I tested the relationships between IRI subscales and the 

empathy outcomes aggregated across scenarios (Table 5). One observation is that my indices of 

emotional congruence were, on average, only weakly to moderately related to each IRI subscale. 

These results are desirable because they are, at least, consistent with the notion that some 

common empathic element is being absorbed by each index, but they are meaningfully distinct 
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empathy constructs. Indeed, my operationalizations of empathy should be related to, but far from 

being statistically redundant with, dispositional operationalizations of empathy dimensions.  

A second observation is that of all the empathy outcomes assessed in the present study, 

each IRI subscale manifested its strongest correlation4 with vicarious emotions (in particular, 

vicarious sadness). Specifically, IRI - Empathic Concern was very strongly related to vicarious 

sadness but only moderately-to-strongly related to emotional congruence for sadness. Insofar as 

the current operationalization of empathy is valid, these results support the claim that IRI – 

Empathic Concern might be a more appropriate index of “concern” (a similar construct to 

vicarious sadness) than empathy per se. Findings provide preliminary validation evidence for the 

current operationalizations of empathy. 

Confirmatory Analyses  

Data analytic plan. In accordance with guidelines proposed in Amrhein, Trafimow, and 

Greenland (2019), I addressed the limitation of statistical significance dichotomization (via null 

hypothesis significance testing; NHST) by instead focusing discussion of the data on parameter 

estimates (i.e., effect sizes based on recommendations in Funder and Ozer, 2019). Adjunctive 

statistical information pertaining to the compatibility with the null hypothesis (dimensional p-

values for correlations) and compatibility of effect sizes within the current sample (95% 

confidence intervals for indirect effects) are also presented for richer insight into the data. Thus, 

no inferences about “statistical significance” were drawn. Although scholars recognize the merits 

of various data-analytic approaches (e.g., a Bayesian approach, applying more stringent 

statistical thresholds of significance; Benjamin et al., 2018), no single approach is a panacea to 

addressing the perils of NHST. For its broader accessibility and ease of interpretability, I favor 

                                                 
4However, IRI-PT was equally strongly related to relative other-agency appraisals as to vicarious sadness. 



26 
 

the combined approach of an effect size emphasis supplemented with dimensional p-value 

information in the present work. 

I preface each confirmatory hypothesis test by first examining bivariate outliers and 

normality. To evaluate whether any regression data point exerted undue influence on the simple 

regression line, I tested for bivariate outliers using Cook’s distance (CD). CD indexes the degree 

to which any excluded data point would change the regression coefficient. According to Cook 

and Weisberg (1986), a CD > 1 should be flagged as potential outliers. I further evaluated 

bivariate normality beyond the univariate normality tests previously described. First, I visually 

examined scatterplots regressing empathy outcomes on psychopathy dimensions to evaluate the 

assumption of linearity. Second, I visually examined standardized regression residuals regressed 

on standardized psychopathy dimensions to evaluate the assumption of homoscedasticity (i.e., 

uniform variances). These visual inspections of scatterplots are simple and effective methods for 

detecting non-linear patterns (Kline, 2011). Unless otherwise specified, I proceeded to run zero-

order correlations between psychopathy dimensions and the given empathy outcome aggregated 

across empathy scenarios. Table 6 presents correlation coefficients, and Table 7 presents the 

respective p-values. 

 Hypothesis #1: Psychopathy dimensions and perceived target emotion. No datum 

was unduly influential on the relationship between psychopathy dimensions and perceived target 

emotion indices (mean CD = .07, maximum CD = .16). Visual inspections of standard and 

residual plots revealed linear and homoscedastic patterns. One plot—the relationship between 

disinhibition and perceived target anger—suggested the possibility of a weak quadratic trend but 

only at relatively high scores above the sample mean on disinhibition. Given the scarcity of 

absolutely high disinhibition scores in my sample, relatively high scores are particularly 
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susceptible to greater deviation from the linear regression slopes. In sum, the reliability of this 

possible quadratic trend seemed tenuous, and thus, I failed to obtain tenable evidence of non-

linear trends in my data. 

The first set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 1 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism (primary psychopathy, boldness, meanness, 

interpersonal manipulation, and callous affect) would be related to lesser perceived target 

emotion—one of the two empathy components—vis-à-vis sadness and fear but approach zero, 

positively-trending relations with perceived target anger. Support for this set of hypotheses was 

mixed. Consistent with hypotheses, lesser perceived target sadness was, on average, weakly-to-

moderately related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.18; SD = 0.09). Correlations 

ranged from near zero (boldness) to moderate-to-strong (callous affect). Somewhat consistent 

with hypotheses, lesser perceived target fear was, on average, only very weakly related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.08; SD = 0.04). Correlations ranged from approaching zero 

(primary psychopathy) to weak (callous affect). Consistent with hypotheses, perceived target 

anger was, on average, very weakly related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.06; SD 

= 0.09), but inconsistent with hypotheses, the direction of these correlations trended negatively. 

The only positive correlation, albeit weak, to manifest was with boldness; otherwise, correlations 

ranged from very weak (interpersonal manipulation) to weak (primary psychopathy, callous 

affect, meanness). 

The second set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 1 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of behavioral disinhibition (secondary psychopathy, disinhibition, erratic lifestyle, and 

antisocial behavior) would approach approximately zero correlations with perceived target 

emotion indices. Overall, results did not support this set of hypotheses. Perceived target sadness 
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was, on average, moderately and inversely related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -

.22; SD = 0.17). Correlations ranged from very weak (erratic lifestyle) to very strong (antisocial 

behavior). Perceived target fear was, on average, very weakly and inversely related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.07; SD = 0.09). Correlations ranged from approaching zero 

(secondary psychopathy, erratic lifestyle) to moderate (antisocial behavior). Perceived target 

anger was, on average, weakly related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.13; SD = 

0.15). Correlations ranged from very weakly positive (erratic lifestyle) to strongly negative 

(antisocial behavior).  

Hypothesis #2: Psychopathy dimensions and vicarious emotion. No datum was 

unduly influential on the relationship between psychopathy dimensions and vicarious emotion 

indices (mean CD = .05, maximum CD = .11). Visual inspections of standard and residual plots 

revealed linear and homoscedastic patterns. 

The first set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 2 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism would be related to lesser vicarious emotion—

the second of the two empathy components—vis-à-vis sadness and fear but approach zero, 

positively-trending relations with vicarious anger. Support for this set of hypotheses was mixed. 

Consistent with hypotheses, lesser vicarious sadness was, on average, moderately-to-strongly 

related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.28; SD = 0.09). Correlations ranged from 

weak (boldness) to very strong (callous affect). Also consistent with hypotheses, lesser vicarious 

fear was, on average, weakly related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.14; SD = 

0.07). Correlations ranged from very weak (primary psychopathy, meanness) to moderate-to-

strong (callous affect). Inconsistent with hypotheses, vicarious anger was, on average, weakly-to-
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moderately and inversely related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.18; SD = 0.07).  

Correlations ranged from weak (boldness) to moderate-to-strong (callous affect). 

The second set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 2 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of behavioral disinhibition would approach approximately zero correlations with 

vicarious emotion indices. Overall, results did not support this set of hypotheses. Vicarious 

sadness was, on average, moderately and inversely related to these psychopathy dimensions 

(mean r = -.22; SD = 0.09). Correlations ranged from weak (secondary psychopathy) to strong 

(antisocial behavior). Vicarious fear was, on average, weakly and inversely related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.11; SD = 0.06). Correlations ranged from very weak 

(secondary psychopathy) to weak-to-moderate (antisocial behavior). Vicarious anger was, on 

average, weakly and inversely related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.15; SD = 

0.07). Correlations ranged from weak (secondary psychopathy, disinhibition, erratic lifestyle) to 

moderate (antisocial behavior). 

Hypothesis #3: Psychopathy dimensions and vicarious emotional sensitivity. Recall 

that vicarious emotional sensitivity represents the relative statistical difference between 

constituent variables of vicarious emotional response and the respective perceived target 

emotional response. No datum was unduly influential on the relationship between psychopathy 

dimensions and perceived target emotion indices (mean CD = .11, maximum CD = .17). Visual 

inspections of standard and residual plots revealed linear and homoscedastic patterns. Some plots 

involving primary psychopathy and antisocial behavior suggested the possibility of weak 

quadratic trends but again only at relatively high scores above their respective sample mean. I 

invoke the same rationale for dismissing the viability of these possible quadratic trends that I did 
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for the relationship between disinhibition and perceived target anger. Thus, I failed to obtain 

tenable evidence of non-linear trends in my data. 

The first set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 3 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism would be extremely weakly related to and 

approach zero correlations with vicarious emotional sensitivity indices with negatively-trending 

patterns, meaning slightly greater perceived target emotion relative to vicarious emotion. 

Overall, support for this set of hypotheses was weak. Inconsistent with hypotheses, lesser 

vicarious sadness sensitivity was, on average, weakly-to-moderately related to these psychopathy 

dimensions (mean r = -.18; SD = 0.06). Correlations ranged from weak (meanness) to moderate-

to-strong (callous affect). Somewhat inconsistent with hypotheses, lesser vicarious fear 

sensitivity was, on average, weakly related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.11; SD 

= 0.06). Although, as predicted, some correlations were only very weak (primary psychopathy, 

meanness), others were weak (boldness, interpersonal manipulation) and even moderate (callous 

affect). Inconsistent with hypotheses, lesser vicarious anger sensitivity was, on average, weakly-

to-moderately related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.16; SD = 0.06). Correlations 

ranged from about weak (meanness) to moderate (callous affect).  

The second set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 3 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of behavioral disinhibition would be extremely weakly related to and approach zero 

correlations with vicarious emotional sensitivity indices with negatively-trending patterns. 

Support for this hypothesis was strongest for secondary psychopathy, disinhibition, and 

antisocial behavior and poor for erratic lifestyle. Lesser vicarious sadness sensitivity was, on 

average, very weakly related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.07; SD = .09). 

Correlations ranged from very weak and approaching zero (secondary psychopathy, 
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disinhibition, antisocial behavior) to about moderate (erratic lifestyle). Lesser vicarious fear 

sensitivity was, on average, very weakly related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.07; 

SD = .06). Correlations ranged from very weak and approaching zero (secondary psychopathy, 

disinhibition, antisocial behavior) to weak-to-moderate (erratic lifestyle). Lesser vicarious anger 

sensitivity was, on average, very weakly related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.07; 

SD = .09). Correlations ranged from very weak and approaching zero (secondary psychopathy, 

disinhibition, antisocial behavior) to moderate (erratic lifestyle).  

Hypothesis #4: Psychopathy dimensions and emotional congruence. Recall that 

emotional congruence—my operationalization of empathy—represents the absolute 

correspondence between constituent variables of vicarious emotional response and the respective 

perceived target emotional response. No datum was unduly influential on the relationship 

between psychopathy dimensions and perceived target emotion indices (mean CD = .12, 

maximum CD = .20). Visual inspections of standard and residual plots revealed linear and 

homoscedastic patterns. The plots involving primary psychopathy and antisocial behavior for 

vicarious emotional sensitivity indices revealed similar patterns for emotional congruence 

indices: the possibility of weak quadratic trends only by virtue of relatively high scores above 

their respective sample mean. Once again, I concluded that I failed to obtain tenable evidence of 

non-linear trends in my data. 

The first set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 4 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism would be extremely weakly related to and 

approach zero correlations with emotional congruence indices. Overall, results did not support 

this set of hypotheses. Inconsistent with hypotheses, lesser sadness congruence approached, on 

average, being moderately related to these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.19; SD = .06). 



32 
 

Correlations ranged from weak (meanness) to moderate-to-strong (callous affect). Somewhat 

inconsistent with hypotheses, lesser fear congruence was, on average, weakly related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.10; SD = .05). Although, as predicted, one correlation was 

very weak and approached zero (meanness), others were about weak (boldness, primary 

psychopathy, interpersonal manipulation) and even about moderate (callous affect). Inconsistent 

with hypotheses, lesser anger congruence was, on average, weakly-to-moderately related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.18; SD = .06). Correlations ranged from weak (meanness) 

to moderate-to-strong (callous affect).  

The second set of hypotheses for Hypothesis 4 predicted that psychopathy dimensions 

indicative of behavioral disinhibition would be extremely weakly related to and approach zero 

correlations with emotional congruence indices. Support for this set of hypotheses was strongest 

for disinhibition, moderate secondary psychopathy and antisocial behavior, and poor for erratic 

lifestyle. Lesser sadness congruence approached, on average, being only weakly related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.09; SD = .08). Correlations ranged from very weak and 

approaching zero (secondary psychopathy, disinhibition, antisocial behavior) to about moderate 

(erratic lifestyle). Lesser fear congruence was, on average, very weakly related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.07; SD = .07). Correlations ranged from very weak and 

approaching zero (secondary psychopathy, disinhibition, antisocial behavior) to weak-to-

moderate (erratic lifestyle). Lesser anger congruence was, on average, weakly related to these 

psychopathy dimensions (mean r = -.11; SD = .08). Correlations ranged from very weak and 

approaching zero (secondary psychopathy, disinhibition) to moderate (erratic lifestyle).  

 

 



33 
 

Exploratory Analyses 

Partial correlations. I ran partial correlations between all bivariate relations examined in 

confirmatory analyses (i.e., Hypotheses 1-4) whilst controlling for gender. These analyses allow 

me to explore whether bivariate relations between psychopathy dimensions and empathy 

outcomes might be confounded with gender. To better contextualize the confound effects, I first 

examined their constituent relations. Table 8 presents mean comparisons on psychopathy 

dimensions by gender, and Table 9 presents mean comparisons on empathy outcomes by gender. 

Although women, on average, reported lower psychopathy dimension scores than men (mean |r| 

= .26; mean |d| = 0.56), gender was, on average, only very weakly related to empathy outcomes 

(mean |r| = .09; mean |d| = .18). Thus, if controlling for gender does not yield robust changes to 

the bivariate relations, it is likely due to a general lack of gender differences on empathy 

outcomes.  

Table 10 presents partial correlation coefficients, and Table 11 presents the respective p-

values. To evaluate the extent to which any observed changes in magnitude between zero-order 

and partial correlations are meaningful, I competed Cohen’s q for each comparison as an effect 

size estimate (Table 12). Guidelines for interpreting these effect sizes were extrapolated based on 

recommendations in Funder and Ozer (2019). Overall, controlling for gender had extremely 

minimal, and arguably negligible, effects on the correlations between psychopathy dimensions 

and empathy outcomes. For psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless dominance or 

antagonism, effect sizes approached zero (mean Cohen’s q = -.02) and ranged from -.05 on 

vicarious sadness (interpersonal manipulation) to .01 on perceived target anger (callous affect).  

For psychopathy dimensions indicative of behavioral disinhibition, effect sizes approached zero 

(mean Cohen’s q = -.01) and ranged from -.03 on perceived target sadness (erratic lifestyle), 
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vicarious sadness (disinhibition, erratic lifestyle), and vicarious fear (erratic lifestyle) to 

approximately zero on perceived target anger (secondary psychopathy, disinhibition, erratic 

lifestyle). Thus, the current evidence suggests that gender is not confounded with relations 

examined in Hypotheses 1-4.  

 Moderation analyses. I ran zero-order correlations between psychopathy dimensions and 

computed difference scores between anger and distress-based empathy scenarios on empathy 

component outcomes. These analyses allow me to explore whether relationships between 

psychopathy dimensions and empathy outcomes might be moderated by empathy scenario. 

Consistent with a distress insensitivity hypothesis, the negative correlations between 

psychopathy dimensions and empathy components (i.e., perceived target emotion or vicarious 

emotion) of sadness and fear might be stronger in empathic-distress scenarios relative to 

empathic-anger scenarios. Therefore, a positive correlation between a psychopathy dimensions 

and difference score indicates that as a psychopathy dimension score increases, empathy 

component scores in response to anger scenarios decrease to a lesser degree relative to scores in 

response to distress-based scenarios, which implies some degree of moderation between the 

psychopathy dimension and empathy component. Table 13 presents zero-order correlation 

coefficients across all empathy outcomes, and Table 14 presents the respective p-values. Again, I 

focus on correlations vis-à-vis the empathy components.  

First, I discuss results for psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless dominance or 

antagonism. Negative correlations with sadness components were very weak and approaching 

zero (perceived target sadness: mean r = -.07; vicarious sadness: mean r = -.03), suggesting poor 

evidence of moderation. Surprisingly, correlations with fear components were weak-to-moderate 

and also negative (perceived target fear: mean r = -.13; vicarious fear: mean r = -.18), suggesting 
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some evidence of moderation but in an unanticipated direction; the negative correlations between 

these psychopathy dimensions and fear components appeared stronger in empathic-anger 

scenarios (perceived target fear: mean r = -.11; vicarious fear: mean r = -.18) than in empathic-

distress scenarios (perceived target fear: mean r = -.03; vicarious fear: mean r = -.09). 

Correlations with anger components were weak and also negative (perceived target anger: mean 

r = -.13; vicarious anger: mean r = -.10), suggesting some evidence of moderation; the negative 

correlations between these psychopathy dimensions and anger components appeared stronger in 

empathic-anger scenarios (perceived target anger: mean r = -.13; vicarious anger: mean r = -.21) 

than in empathic-distress scenarios (perceived target anger: mean r = .01; vicarious anger: mean 

r = -.11). Overall, these findings were not consistent with a distress insensitivity hypothesis. 

Next, I discuss results for psychopathy dimensions indicative of behavioral disinhibition. 

Findings generally paralleled those observed for psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless 

dominance or antagonism. Negative correlations with sadness components approached zero 

(perceived target sadness: mean r = -.03; vicarious sadness: mean r = -.03), suggesting poor 

evidence of moderation, as expected. Surprisingly, correlations with fear components were about 

weak-to-moderate and also negative (perceived target fear: mean r = -.09; vicarious fear: mean r 

= -.16), suggesting some evidence of moderation; the negative correlations between these 

psychopathy dimensions and fear components appeared stronger in empathic-anger scenarios 

(perceived target fear: mean r = -.09; vicarious fear: mean r = -.14) than in empathic-distress 

scenarios (perceived target fear: mean r = -.04; vicarious fear: mean r = -.06). Correlations with 

anger components were weak and also negative (perceived target anger: mean r = -.13; vicarious 

anger: mean r = -.15), suggesting some evidence of moderation; the negative correlations 

between these psychopathy dimensions and anger components appeared stronger in empathic-
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anger scenarios (perceived target anger: mean r = -.19; vicarious anger: mean r = -.21) than in 

empathic-distress scenarios (perceived target anger: mean r = -.04; vicarious anger: mean r = -

.07). As theoretically anticipated, findings were not consistent with a distress insensitivity 

hypothesis for these psychopathy dimensions, but some evidence of moderation did emerge. 

Mediation analyses. Theoretically, an appraisal-based framework of empathy (Wondra 

& Ellsworth, 2015) suggests that empathic expressions depend on how observers appraise the 

target’s situation. Empirically, I observed that psychopathy dimensions, on average, were 

inversely related to relative other-agency appraisals (mean r = -.14)—appraising the target, 

relative to others, as being more responsible for the target’s outcome—and relative situational 

control appraisals (mean r = -.18)—appraising the target, relative to the situation, as exerting 

greater control over the target’s outcome— across empathic scenarios. I further observed that, as 

theoretically anticipated, relative other-agency appraisals were positively related to anger 

components and relative situational control appraisals were positively related to sadness and fear 

components (Table 4). Thus, I had a strong theoretical and empirical rationale for exploring 

whether relative appraisals independently mediated relations between psychopathy dimensions 

and a relevant empathy component.  

I ran simple mediation analyses using the PROCESS macro in SPSS (model 4; Hayes, 

2012). Each model was specified as follows: (1) a psychopathy dimension was the exogenous 

variable; (2) either relative other-agency appraisals or relative situational control appraisals was 

the mediator; (3) a relevant empathy component was the endogenous variable. Although relative 

other-agency appraisals were only very weakly positively related to relative situational control 

appraisals, they were not examined simultaneously in the same mediation model (i.e., multiple 

mediation). This decision was guided by the assumption that relative appraisals should be 
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theoretically allowed to covary (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Completely standardized indirect 

effects (abcs) were estimated based on a 10,000 bootstrap sampling procedure with percentile 

bootstrap 95% CIs. I applied loose effect-size benchmarks of small (.01), medium (.09), and 

large (.25) per Kenny (2012). 

Exploratory mediation results are presented in Table 15. First, I discuss results for 

psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism. The indirect effects of 

these psychopathy dimensions on lower anger component scores via appraising lower other-

agency relative to self-agency were, on average, small (mean abcs = -.04). These indirect effects 

ranged from small and approaching zero (boldness) to medium (primary psychopathy on 

perceived target anger). The indirect effects of these psychopathy dimensions on lower sadness 

and fear component scores via appraising lower situational control relative to self-control were, 

on average, small (mean abcs = -.04). These indirect effects ranged from small and approaching 

zero (primary psychopathy, boldness, meanness, interpersonal manipulation, and callous affect 

on vicarious fear) to medium (primary psychopathy on perceived target sadness). Thus, I 

obtained some evidence that as scores on psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless 

dominance or antagonism increased, participants (a) perceived targets (vs. others) as being more 

responsible for the target’s outcome and (b) perceived targets (vs. the situation) as exerting 

greater control over the target’s outcome, and, in turn, these variables independently predicted 

lower scores on empathy components.  

Next, I discuss results for psychopathy dimensions indicative of behavioral disinhibition. 

Findings generally paralleled those observed for psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless 

dominance or antagonism. The indirect effects of these psychopathy dimensions on lower anger 

component scores via appraising lower other-agency relative to self-agency were, on average, 



38 
 

small (mean abcs = -.05). These indirect effects ranged from near zero (erratic lifestyle) to 

medium (antisocial behavior on perceived target anger). The indirect effects of these 

psychopathy dimensions on lower sadness and fear component scores via appraising lower 

situational control relative to self-control were, on average, small (mean abcs = -.03). These 

indirect effects ranged from small and approaching zero (secondary psychopathy, disinhibition, 

erratic lifestyle, and antisocial behavior on vicarious fear) to approaching medium (antisocial 

behavior on perceived target sadness). Thus, I obtained some evidence that as scores on 

psychopathy dimensions indicative of behavioral disinhibition increased, participants (a) 

perceived targets (vs. others) as being more responsible for the target’s outcome and (b) 

perceived targets (vs. the situation) as exerting greater control over the target’s outcome, and, in 

turn, these variables independently predicted lower scores on empathy components.  

 Profile analyses. Although my conceptual classification scheme of psychopathy 

dimensions—fearless dominance or antagonism vs. behavioral disinhibition—was theoretically 

motivated, deviation indices (i.e., standard deviations and ranges) pertaining to bivariate 

relations between psychopathy dimensions and empathy outcomes indicated potentially 

noteworthy intra-classification variability. The variability between psychopathy dimensions 

within a classification suggests that a better classification scheme might exist which can better 

synthesize the data. Therefore, I ran exploratory profile similarity analyses to assess the 

concordance amongst psychopathy dimensions across all 12 empathy outcomes listed in Table 6. 

I computed double-entry intraclass correlations (ICCsDE), which represent an omnibus index of 

profile similarity by accounting for the three profile characteristics (Furr, 2010): elevation (the 

strength of the correlation coefficient), scatter (the deviations amongst the correlation 

coefficients), and shape (the pattern of correlation coefficients). ICCsDE are essentially Pearson rs 
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and, hence, can range between -1 and 1. To interpret effect size then, I applied the same 

guidelines used to interpret Pearson rs that have been used throughout data analysis.   

 Profile similarity comparisons are presented in Table 16. Results suggested that the 

following four-classification scheme was most sensible, based on the strength of the ICCsDE: 

interpersonal antagonism (primary psychopathy, meanness, interpersonal manipulation), risk-

taking propensity (boldness, erratic lifestyle), impulsive antisociality (disinhibition, antisocial 

behavior), and callous affect (callous affect only). Comparisons between convergent and 

discriminant ICCsDE corroborate this classification scheme. Interpersonal antagonism dimensions 

manifested extremely similar profiles (mean convergent ICCsDE = .77) and manifested, on 

average, only moderately similar profiles with other psychopathy dimensions (mean discriminant 

ICCsDE = .24). Risk-taking propensity dimensions manifested extremely similar profiles 

(convergent ICCsDE = .91) and manifested, on average, non-convergent profiles with other 

psychopathy dimensions (mean discriminant ICCsDE = -.06). Impulsive antisociality dimensions 

manifested extremely similar profiles (convergent ICCsDE = .66) and manifested, on average, 

non-convergent profiles with other psychopathy dimensions (mean discriminant ICCsDE = -.02). 

Finally, callous affect did not clearly fit any aforementioned classification and manifested, on 

average, non-convergent profiles with other psychopathy dimensions (mean discriminant ICCsDE 

= .02). Perhaps isolating callous affect into its own classification is sensible in the present 

context given that it has the strongest conceptual overlap with empathy concepts. Secondary 

psychopathy also did not clearly fit any aforementioned classification and manifested, on 

average, weakly similar profiles with other psychopathy dimensions (mean discriminant ICCsDE 

= .11). Although it manifested relative strong similarity with two psychopathy dimensions, 
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meanness and disinhibition, they were each assigned to separate classifications and, hence, 

secondary psychopathy was not considered as its own classification, unlike callous affect.  
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

 The present study aimed to revisit the notorious empathy deficits in psychopathy through 

a more rigorous and nuanced investigation. Three considerations were critical in pursuit of a 

more complete understanding of the psychopathy-empathy link. The first consideration was 

examining the relationship via the lens of my proposed dynamic conceptual model of empathy. 

Inspired by an appraisal-based framework of empathy (Wondra & Ellsworth, 2015), a dynamic 

model acknowledges the complex interplay between two empathy components: perceived target 

emotional responses and vicarious emotional responses. To accurately assess “empathy” per se, I 

created a novel operationalization which represents the congruence between these empathy 

components across various empathy-inducing situations. The second consideration is that 

empathy is heterogeneous in its emotional expression. Consistent with prior theorizing, I argued 

that people higher in psychopathy might be less sensitive to distress-based expressions of 

empathy but not anger expressions. The third consideration is that psychopathy is 

multidimensional. Certain psychopathy dimensions should conceptually reflect empathy-related 

deficits (dimensions indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism), whereas other dimensions 

should not (dimensions indicative of behavioral disinhibition).  
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Summary of Findings 

Hypotheses were formulated and data were analyzed by conceptually grouping 

psychopathy dimensions across various multidimensional models into two broader 

classifications: fearless dominance-antagonism (primary psychopathy, boldness, meanness, 

interpersonal manipulation, callous affect) vs. behavioral disinhibition (secondary psychopathy, 

disinhibition, erratic lifestyle, antisocial behavior). The motivation for grouping psychopathy 

dimensions using this classification scheme was to provide a more parsimonious way to 

understanding the psychopathy-empathy link across psychopathy models. However, clues 

gleaned from the data suggested that the relations between psychopathy dimensions within a 

classification and empathy outcomes contained a potentially considerable amount of intra-

classification variability. Post hoc profile similarity analyses corroborated this intra-classification 

variability and suggested a better classification scheme: interpersonal antagonism (primary 

psychopathy, meanness, interpersonal manipulation), risk-taking propensity (boldness, erratic 

lifestyle), impulsive antisociality (disinhibition, antisocial behavior), and callous affect (callous 

affect only). To arrive at a clearer, more parsimonious understanding of the data, I summarize the 

findings with reference to this revised classification scheme.  

 Empathy components. As expected, interpersonal antagonism dimensions generally 

related to lower scores on each distress-based (sadness and, to a lesser extent, fear) empathy 

component: lesser perceived sadness/fear in targets and lesser vicarious sadness/fear for targets. 

Callous affect revealed a similar, albeit stronger, pattern of relations on empathy components.  

These findings are sensible because these are the psychopathy dimensions which, theoretically, 

should be most insensitive to distress cues in others (e.g., Blair, 2007a). Nonetheless, the 

findings underscore the notion that people higher in these psychopathy dimensions are not 
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merely emotionally callous toward others’ misfortunes; they also subjectively register less 

distress cues in others or expect others to feel less distressed by distress-inducing situations.  

 Some findings pertaining to the individual empathy components were unexpected. First, 

the notion that people higher in psychopathy are less sensitive to distress-based expressions but 

not less sensitive to anger-based expressions (Blair 1995, 2003, 2007a) failed to garner general 

and compelling support. In fact, only risk-taking propensity dimensions related to greater 

perceived (but not vicarious) anger, but these correlations were extremely weak and should be 

replicated in future studies to ascertain their reliability. Otherwise, all psychopathy dimensions 

related to lesser perceived target anger and lesser vicarious anger. Second, on empathy 

components, interpersonal antagonism, callous affect, and impulsive antisociality dimensions 

were, on average, fairly undifferentiated in terms of pattern and magnitude. In fact, of all 

psychopathy dimensions, perceived target responses appeared to be most insensitive for 

impulsive antisociality dimensions, namely antisocial behavior. Indeed, the magnitude of these 

relations for antisocial behavior even exceeded those for callous affect (the most patently callous 

dimension). In certain respects, the observed relations between perceived target emotion and 

antisocial behavior are theoretically logical given that people with proclivities for impulsive 

antisocial behavior may experience attention, recognition, and other cognitive-based deficits that 

are critical to perceiving emotional cues (e.g., Dolan & Fullam, 2004; Smith & Lilienfeld, 2015). 

Third, the convergence between boldness and erratic lifestyle on empathy components—

characterized by positive trends on perceived target anger, negative trends approaching zero on 

perceived target sadness and distress, and negative relations on vicarious emotions—was 

unanticipated. An equifinality explanation might posit that their shared risk-taking propensity 

results in similar hindrances to processing interpersonal/environmental stimuli despite occurring 
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via different mechanisms. For example, people higher in boldness might be insensitive to harm 

cues, whereas people higher in erratic lifestyle might lack the concentration to focus on relevant 

environmental cues. In theory, both can occasion risk-taking behaviors (e.g., Snowden, Smith, & 

Gray, 2017), and both might reflect an interference in processing environmental cues. 

 Exploratory analyses further illuminated the nature of these associations between 

psychopathy dimensions and empathy components. First, I observed some evidence of 

moderation by empathy scenario. A distress insensitivity hypothesis postulates that psychopathic 

people are less sensitive to distress cues, so they are less prone to distress-based cognitive and 

emotional expressions. Insofar as this explanation is valid, I should have observed weaker 

relations between psychopathy dimensions and distress-based empathy components under 

conditions in which distress cues were less salient (anger scenarios) vs. more salient (distress-

based scenarios). Aggregated across psychopathy dimensions, this hypothesis did not receive 

support. Specifically, I observed poor evidence of moderation for sadness components and some 

evidence of moderation for fear components but in the direction which is inconsistent with the 

distress insensitivity hypothesis. I am reluctant to completely dismiss the veracity of this 

hypothesis, however. One possible explanation for the lack of support for this hypothesis is that 

the empathic-distress scenarios were particularly effective at universally honing participants into 

distress cues. The implication would be that psychopathic people can be, at least somewhat, 

honed into fear cues in situations in which relative situational control is perceived to be high. I 

also observed some evidence of moderation for anger components, such that psychopathy 

dimensions were related to lower anger-component scores in anger scenarios relative to distress-

based scenarios. Therefore, the collective evidence suggests that on fear and anger outcomes, 
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psychopathic people were actually more insensitive to empathic-anger scenarios relative to 

empathic-distress scenarios.  

 According to an appraisal-based framework of empathy (Wondra & Ellsworth, 2015), 

situational appraisals should elicit cognitive-affective responses to a target. I observed evidence 

that across psychopathy dimensions, on average, lower relative other-agency appraisals—

situational appraisals which should occasion anger-based responses—explained some of the 

variance in the negative associations between psychopathy dimensions and anger components of 

empathy. Two exceptions included risk-taking propensity dimensions. Empirically, these 

dimensions were the only psychopathy dimensions to yield positively-trending associations with 

perceived target anger, suggesting that (lower) relative other-agency appraisals are not inhibiting 

perceived target anger. Indeed, the relations between relative other-agency appraisals and either 

boldness (r = .01) or erratic lifestyle (r = .001) approached zero. Furthermore, across 

psychopathy dimensions, on average, lower situational control appraisals—situational appraisals 

which should elicit sadness and/or fear responses—explained some of the variance in the 

negative associations between psychopathy dimensions and distress-based components of 

empathy. Effect sizes were extremely small and approached zero for vicarious fear as the 

outcome, suggesting at least two possibilities which are not mutually exclusive. One possibility 

is that another mechanism not accounted for in modeling is responsible for the reductions in 

vicarious fear associated with psychopathy dimensions. A second possibility is that the empathic 

scenarios failed to activate high degrees of uncertainty pertaining to the target’s situation. 

Uncertainty is a key differentiator of distress-based emotions of fear vs. sadness (Smith & 

Ellsworth, 1985), which could explain why relative situational control appraisals were a stronger 

explanatory mechanism for sadness components vs. fear components. Indeed, although relative 
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situational control appraisals were comparably predictive of sadness and fear components in 

empathic-anger scenarios, they did not appear predictive of fear components in empathic-distress 

scenarios (see Table 4). 

Emotional congruence. Perhaps the principal tests of interest were examining the 

congruence of the two empathy components in relation to psychopathy dimensions, which 

represent truer proxies of “empathy” as is conceptually defined. Notably, vicarious sensitivity 

indices—the relative difference between vicarious emotion and perceived target emotion—and 

emotional congruence indices—the absolute correspondence between vicarious emotion and 

perceived target emotion—were extremely highly related, and their patterns of relations with 

psychopathy dimensions were highly paralleled. In the interest of brevity, I will only discuss 

relations for emotional congruence indices, with the understanding that a vicarious insensitivity 

contextualizes the negative associations observed between psychopathy dimensions and 

emotional congruence indices. Recall, though, that greater vicarious insensitivity was largely a 

product of lesser vicarious emotional responding to a target and perceived target emotions 

exerted a comparatively minimal influence on this difference score. Thus, in the current sample, 

vicarious emotions were considerably more influential than perceived target emotions in 

determining a person's empathic response. 

Contrary to expectations, psychopathy dimensions, on average, did relate to lesser 

emotional congruence between empathy components for anger, sadness, and fear. In other words, 

people higher in psychopathy reported disproportionately weaker vicarious responses relative to 

perceived target responses, albeit this evidence was extremely weak for impulsive antisociality 

dimensions. These observations are consistent with the foundational theoretical assumption that 

psychopathy is characterized by a lack of empathy (Hare, 2003). Furthermore, these findings 
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cohere with research indicating that psychopathy dimensions relate to self-reporting a lower 

ability to detect and manage others’ emotional responses (e.g., emotional intelligence; Ali, 

Amorim, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2009), supporting the notion that psychopathic people have 

some degree of insight into the self (e.g., Miller, Jones, & Lynam, 2011).  

Some additional observations are noteworthy, which suggest heterogeneity and/or nuance 

in the psychopathy-empathy link. First, and theoretically anticipated, the negative associations 

with emotional congruence were generally stronger for interpersonal antagonism and callous 

affect dimensions compared to impulsive antisociality dimensions. Second, and also theoretically 

anticipated, callous affect manifested the strongest negative associations with emotional 

congruence relative to all other psychopathy dimensions. Third, and perhaps surprisingly, risk-

taking propensity dimensions manifested negative associations that were roughly comparable in 

size to those for interpersonal antagonism dimensions. This comparison highlights how lower 

empathy is not simply an antagonistic emotional response but, more accurately, an incongruence 

between mental states. Finally, I failed to observe compelling evidence that associations between 

psychopathy dimensions and emotional congruence indices—or any empathy outcomes for that 

matter—could be explained by gender. Although women reported lower psychopathy scores than 

men across psychopathy dimensions, gender was, on average, only very weakly related to 

empathy outcomes. This lack of evidence is meaningful given the roughly equal gender 

composition of the current sample.  

Advancements in Understanding Psychopathy 

 Theoretical considerations. The present study helped elucidate the nature of lower 

empathy in psychopathy, which is characterized by disproportionately weaker vicarious 

responses relative to perceived target responses. This instantiation of an “empathic failure” is 



48 
 

theoretically consistent with the categorical portrayal of the callous psychopath who is morally 

depraved and emotionally impoverished (e.g., Cleckley, 1941; Kraepelin, 1915). From a 

multidimensional perspective, the dimension of callous affect—what should be the purest 

operationalization of psychopathic affective deficits—yielded the strongest negative associations 

with lesser emotional congruence. Thus, the question posed in this Introduction pertaining to 

callousness underlying psychopathy is not a matter of either/or: is it characterized by a lack of 

concern or a lack of empathy? Based on the present data, psychopathic callousness appears to be 

characterized by both lower concern (e.g., lesser vicarious emotional responses for a target) and 

lower empathy (lesser emotional congruence), which is theoretically consistent with the 

conceptualization of a conjoined callous/lack of empathy facet (Hare, 2003). 

 However, the inference of lower empathy in psychopathy was not exclusive to the callous 

affect dimension or even interpersonal antagonism dimensions. These inferences were also 

extended to risk-taking propensity dimensions (boldness and erratic lifestyle). Whether lower 

empathic tendencies should be a shared characteristic amongst these psychopathy classifications 

might be a subject of debate. On the one hand, lower empathy as a relatively pervasive 

psychological phenomenon across psychopathy classifications might be desirable if lower 

empathy truly underlies psychopathy. Recall, though, that impulsive antisociality dimensions 

revealed extremely weak evidence of lower empathy. On the other hand, multidimensional 

conceptualizations of psychopathy might contend that lower empathy should be uniquely 

isolated in the dimension(s) purported to capture it. Based on this argument, lower empathy 

associated with risk-taking propensity dimensions might warrant further consideration given that 

it is less manifestly implicated in these psychopathy dimensions. I discuss some of these 

theoretical considerations below. 
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  At the forefront of the contentious debate about psychopathy’s conceptualization is the 

suitability of boldness, or fearless dominance, as a defining feature of psychopathy (Lynam & 

Miller, 2012; Lilienfeld et al., 2016). While proponents have championed its inclusion 

(Lilienfeld et al., 2016), other scholars have prescribed its demise (Lynam & Miller, 2012). One 

major concern is that psychopathic boldness, on its own, is an adaptive feature that merely 

approximates psychological health (Lynam & Miller, 2012), which can be problematic for 

representing a maladaptive personality construct5. For example, boldness is very strongly 

correlated and manifests nearly identical personality profiles with self-esteem (Miller, Sleep, 

Crowe, & Lynam, 2020), an index of psychological health. According to Miller and colleagues 

(2020), this evidence, along with an absence of observed associations with assessed maladaptive 

personality features, further supports the claim that boldness approximates psychological health. 

The present findings do not vitiate this claim but do challenge it. Boldness related to lesser 

emotional congruence (and vicarious emotion), and effect-size ranges approached small to 

medium. Insofar as empathy can be considered generally, but not always, an adaptive process, 

the present data present one possible case in which boldness does not always appear 

psychologically healthy. 

 In contrast to the putative adaptive functioning of boldness, erratic lifestyle is generally 

believed to be maladaptive. Thus, from an adaptivity perspective, the observation that erratic 

lifestyle and boldness manifested the strongest concordance across empathy outcomes might 

initially seem counterintuitive without considering their shared risk-taking core. Indeed, erratic 

lifestyle might be best conceptually subsumed under the classification of disinhibitory 

                                                 
5 This statement should not be misconstrued as suggesting that adaptive functioning does not belong in maladaptive 
personality. Of course, even largely maladaptive personality constructs can encompass some adaptive components. 
Case in point, conceptual models of narcissism, another antagonistic personality construct, have postulated the 
presence of adaptive features (e.g., Ackerman et al., 2011; Back et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2016).  
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externalizing problems, which is closely related to the classification of impulsive antisociality (as 

represented in the present study). Although a dimension defined by impulsivity and poor 

regulatory functioning could (and perhaps should) conceivably be related discrepancies between 

perceiving environmental cues and expressing emotional states, cognate dimensions in the two-

factor (secondary psychopathy), Triarchic (disinhibition), and four-factor (antisocial behavior) 

models revealed mostly very weak and nearly zero associations. The divergence of erratic 

lifestyle from these dimensions—and its convergence with boldness—further underscores the 

complexity in comparing/contrasting different models of psychopathy but also the necessity in 

assessing multiple models of psychopathy to draw richer conclusions. 

Practical considerations. One common reason researchers might study empathy is to 

illuminate understanding about prosocial dispositions (Eisenberg et al., 2002). People scoring 

lower in empathy are often deemed less prosocial by extension. Thus, a temptation might be to 

conclude that psychopathic people are poor prosocial actors, based on the present evidence. This 

inference would be specious. Although empathy is generally an adaptive process, it need not be a 

prosocial one. Empathic processing can engender feelings of (empathic) concern or (empathic) 

distress (Batson et al., 1987), which can motivate different interpersonal responses in some 

contexts. Whereas the former is theorized to motivate prosocial responding, the latter may 

actually inhibit prosocial responding, especially when it is costly to the self (Batson et al., 1987; 

Eisenberg et al., 2002). 

Given this knowledge, the interplay between empathy (namely, a vicarious emotional 

insensitivity), prosocial behavior, and psychopathy is an intriguing puzzle to study. Indeed, some 

theoretical formulations have built upon the idea that the lack of empathy assumed to underlie 

psychopathy might contribute to greater prosocial responding. As one example, Tortoriello, 
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Hart, and Breeden (2020) reasoned that psychopathic people should be more equipped to help 

others in highly-distressing moral dilemmas, in part, because they are more immune to certain 

aversive consequences that might otherwise deter helping execution (e.g., the potential harm 

caused to the target). As another example, Tortoriello and Hart (2019) reasoned that people 

higher in psychopathy have an interpersonal orientation of “unmitigated agency”—prioritizing 

agency (getting ahead) over communion (getting along)—so they should perceive agentic-based 

helping strategies (inducing anger and contempt in helping targets) vs. communal-based helping 

strategies (inducing love and self-worth in helping targets) as more beneficial. Each of these 

theoretical formulations has garnered empirical support, and they lend credence to the possibility 

that personality constructs defined by a vicarious emotional insensitivity and lesser concern for 

others are not always inhibitors to prosocial behavior. Notwithstanding, this program of research 

is still nascent, and the possibilities of “psychopathic prosociality” have yet to be fully realized.   

Interpretive Challenges 

 Lower empathy scores: Evidence of empathy deficits? I would be remiss if I did not 

acknowledge some interpretive challenges to the data that preclude unequivocal conclusions. 

One challenge is the subjectivity of interpreting lower empathy scores. The prevailing rhetoric 

surrounding the psychopathy-empathy link has often framed negative correlations as evidence of 

empathy “deficits” (e.g., Ali et al., 2009; Heym et al., 2019; Jonason & Krause, 2013). Thus, one 

important question is whether a similar claim can be substantiated based on the present data. In 

theory, absolute empathy occurs when the perceived target emotion and vicarious emotional 

response perfectly match. Accordingly, an assumption is that a zero score on an emotional 

congruence index operationalizes absolute empathy. An examination of means on emotional 

congruence indices (Table 2) implies that for all associations, participants scoring above the 
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mean on a given psychopathy dimension (i.e., relatively high scorers in psychopathy) will never 

achieve this perfect emotional congruence. Only participants scoring below the mean on a given 

psychopathy dimension would eventually achieve zero scores on emotional congruence indices. 

This inference is critical because it spoils the veracity of the alternative interpretation that less 

psychopathic people are merely hypersensitive to empathy scenarios. Therefore, the evidence 

does suggest that psychopathic people not only express lower empathy but more specifically 

express low empathy. While the temptation exists to characterize low empathy as empathy 

deficits, I instead prescribe that the data are simply interpreted as people higher in psychopathy 

having a greater vicarious emotional insensitivity toward the misfortunes of others. This 

language is more precise, more descriptive, and less subject to bias.   

 Psychopathy and anger expressions in empathy scenarios. Another challenge is 

interpreting the generally negative correlations between psychopathy dimensions and anger-

based empathy outcomes. Anger-based empathy outcomes appeared to be heavily confounded 

with sadness-based empathy outcomes. Across empathy scenarios, the mean correlation between 

an anger outcome and its respective sadness outcome was extremely large (mean r = .84). This 

potential of statistical redundancy could have obfuscated detection of predicted positive 

correlations between some psychopathy dimensions and empathic anger components. Indeed, 

when each empathic anger component was residualized from its respective empathic sadness 

component, I observed some evidence6 consistent with greater anger expressions for 

psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism. Nevertheless, this 

                                                 
6Consistent with hypotheses, perceived target anger residualized from perceived target sadness was, on average, 
weakly and positively related to psychopathy dimensions indicative of fearless dominance or antagonism (mean r = 
.13). Similarly, vicarious anger residualized from vicarious sadness was, on average, weakly and positively related to 
these psychopathy dimensions (mean r = .11). Correlations with psychopathy dimensions indicative of behavioral 
disinhibition were also positively trending but weaker (residualized perceived target anger: mean r = .09; 
residualized vicarious anger: mean r = .07). 
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evidence could still contain some interpretive ambiguity given the extent of the overlap between 

anger and sadness components. That is, what exactly is an anger component once over 60% of its 

shared variance with sadness is partialled out? A reasonable interpretation might be that the 

removed variance represents a general, negative-valenced, affective response (e.g., 

unpleasantness) that conflates the discrete emotions. If so, partialling the emotion concepts 

would be desirable for more deriving more precise operationalizations. In sum, I cannot 

definitively rule out the possibility that certain psychopathy dimensions may actually be 

positively linked to empathic anger components, but the present study may not be best suited to 

address this particular issue.  

Vicarious emotional insensitivity: Lack of ability or motivation? A final challenge is 

interpreting whether vicarious emotional insensitivity linked to psychopathy reflects an ability-

driven or motivational process. The importance of this issue can be gleaned from other 

psychopathy literature in the contexts of empathy specifically (e.g., Kajonius & Björkman, 2020) 

and other interpersonal-affective processes (e.g., moral reasoning; Glenn, Koleva, Iyer, Graham, 

& Ditto, 2010). One theory of interpersonal-affective deficits in psychopathy is that psychopathic 

people are capable of these processes (i.e., have intact cognitive ability) but are unconcerned at 

engaging in them (i.e., have diminished motivation). The plausibility of this theory should not be 

readily dismissed by the present data. Although the temptation might be to interpret lower 

emotional congruence scores as symptomatic of a lower empathic ability, this interpretation need 

not be true. Recall that I observed evidence of moderation on empathic fear components, such 

that negative relations between psychopathy dimensions and fear components were attenuated to 

very weak and near-zero magnitudes in empathic-distress vs. empathic-anger scenarios. This 

evidence implies that psychopathic people may be capable of being honed into distress cues, 
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which is consistent with an intact-ability argument. Furthermore, the study methodology allowed 

for deliberate motivational processing by virtue of the amount of time participants were 

permitted for responding to each scenario and the salience of what was being assessed.  

Insofar as a motivational account has merit, the question then becomes how to motivate 

psychopathic people to engage in empathic processing. One moderator candidate is perceived 

similarity. Consider that most empathic scenarios, including the ones created for the present 

study, portray nondescript targets. If anything, scenarios might tacitly insinuate that targets are 

emotionally sensitive to their current misfortunes (e.g., because misfortunes will produce 

devastating consequences), which is conceptually incongruent with a psychopathic disposition. 

Indeed, some research suggests that grandiose narcissism, a personality construct with a shared 

antagonistic core to primary psychopathy (Miller et al., 2010), is related to a lower sensitivity to 

perceiving successes and failures for the self and others (Hart, Tortoriello, & Richardson, 2020). 

Perhaps then, psychopathic people struggle to identify with targets portrayed in these empathic 

scenarios. Future studies which manipulate target identity might motivate psychopathic people to 

engage in more empathic responding when the target is portrayed as psychopathic (i.e., 

activating perceived similarity) vs. non-psychopathic (i.e., activating perceived dissimilarity).  

Additional Limitations and Future Directions 

 In addition to the aforementioned interpretive challenges, the present study had other 

limitations that should be addressed by future research. The first limitation is that data were 

sampled from a college population, which yields a low representation of absolutely high 

psychopathy dimension scores. Although a positive collateral effect of collecting a gender-

balanced sample is an increase in psychopathy dimension scores (due to males scoring higher, on 

average, than females; Miller et al., 2011), three considerations are still noteworthy here. First, 
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findings may not generalize to clinical populations comprising absolutely high scorers on 

psychopathy measures. Second, restricted ranges on variables can result in the attenuation of 

correlations, so a lack of absolutely high psychopathy dimension scores represented in the 

current sample may underestimate the observed effect sizes. Indeed, the observed effect sizes in 

my study were generally small. Third, empathy-based difference scores appeared predominantly 

driven by vicarious emotions in the current sample. Perhaps more pathological samples might 

struggle more to perceive or simulate target emotions than in a relatively "normal" sample, so the 

essence of empathy (i.e., how the difference score manifests based on its constituent 

components) might take on a different meaning depending on the population. From a 

measurement perspective at least, this reasoning suggests that empathic concern as an index of 

dispositional empathy might be moderately valid in college samples. To address these potential 

issues, future studies should examine the psychopathy-empathy link in clinically-based samples 

with a larger representation of absolutely high psychopathy scorers.  

 The second limitation is that empathy outcomes were self-report data. Because empathy, 

by definition, arises from subjective states (Batson, 2011), a self-report methodology provides a 

strong test of the psychopathy-empathy link. However, the limitations of self-report data, namely 

the potential for manufacturing socially-desirable responses, might be concerning in the context 

of studying psychopathy. Basically, are psychopathic people lying? Meta-analytic evidence 

indicates that primary psychopathy is unrelated to socially-desirable responding (“faking good”), 

and secondary psychopathy is actually inversely related to socially-desirable responding (Ray et 

al., 2013). In fact, this same evidence indicates that secondary psychopathy is positively related 

to socially-undesirable responding (“faking bad”). Thus, if psychopathic people are lying, it 

might be embellishing a disreputable identity, which is consistent with a motivational account. 
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To address these uncertainties, future research should examine the psychopathy-empathy link 

using alternative methodological approaches (e.g., behavioral-physiological).  

 The third limitation is the scope of the study. Although I assessed multiple conceptual 

models of psychopathy, an array of empathy scenarios, and multiple emotional expressions of 

empathy, the scope of this investigation could be broadened in future studies. One obvious future 

direction is considering the ecological boundaries of the present effects. Indeed, the present study 

applied a vignette-based methodology due to its advantage of assessing a variety of empathy 

scenarios and, in particular, standardizing the salience and type of situational cues. One 

disadvantage of this approach is that it may artificially direct attention to empathy-related cues 

which might otherwise be undetected. This concern is especially germane to the study of 

psychopathy given etiological accounts—for example, VIM or RMH—which postulate 

attentional inhibitions (e.g., Blair, 1995, 2001; Gorenstein & Newman, 1980; Patterson & 

Newman, 1993), so revisiting the psychopathy-empathy link in real-world empathy scenarios is 

critical. A second example of future work might compare positively-valenced expressions of 

empathy in relation to psychopathy, such as empathic happiness (low effort and high certainty 

appraisal) vs. empathic hope (neutral effort and low certainty appraisal), under an appraisal-

based framework (Wondra & Ellsworth, 2015). A third example of future work might assess 

other conceptually-related outcomes, such as (a) time latencies between empathy stimuli and 

responses or (b) the frequency and characteristics of empathy-related content via open-ended 

responses. While these outcomes would address research questions distinct from the present 

research question, they would also help bolster convergent validity. 
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Concluding Remarks 

 One of the hallmark characteristics of psychopathy is assumed to be a (relative) lack of 

empathy. Based on the current evidence, this assumption appears generally true. But inquiries 

into the psychopathy-empathy link are far from settled. A plethora of questions remain 

unanswered about the nature of lower empathy—specifically, a greater vicarious emotional 

insensitivity—in psychopathy, such as its malleability, context dependency, and behavioral 

implications in interpersonal interactions, to only identify a few. Further clues into these 

questions should help to penetrate this complex relationship between psychopathy and empathy.
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APPENDIX A: TABLES 
 

Table 1 

Items from Psychopathy Scales in the Proposed Study Intended to Assess (Lack of) Concern/Empathy 

Psychopathy 
Scale Factor Item 

Closest 
Construct? 

LSRP Primary Psychopathy Success is based on survival of the fittest; I am not concerned about the losers. Concern 
LSRP Primary Psychopathy I would be upset if my success came at someone else's expense.[-] Concern 
LSRP Primary Psychopathy  I make a point of trying not to hurt others in pursuit of my goals.[-] Concern 
LSRP Primary Psychopathy I feel bad if my words or actions cause someone else to feel emotional pain.[-] Concern 
TriPM Meanness  How other people feel is important to me.[-] Concern 
TriPM Meanness  I don’t mind if someone I dislike gets hurt. Concern 
TriPM Meanness  I sympathize with others’ problems.[-] Concern 
TriPM Meanness  It doesn’t bother me to see someone else in pain. Concern 
TriPM Meanness  I don't see any point in worrying if what I do hurts someone else. Concern 
TriPM Meanness  I am sensitive to the feelings of others.[-] Concern 
TriPM Meanness  I don't have much sympathy for people. Concern 
TriPM Meanness  I don't care much if what I do hurts others. Concern 
TriPM Meanness  It’s easy for me to relate to other people’s emotions.[-] Concern 
TriPM Meanness  It doesn’t bother me when people around me are hurting. Concern 
SRP-SF Callous Affect People sometimes say that I’m cold-hearted. Concern 
SRP-SF Callous Affect I don’t bother to keep in touch with my family any more.   Concern 
SRP-SF Callous Affect I never feel guilty over hurting others.  Concern 
SRP-SF Callous Affect I sometimes dump friends that I don’t need any more.  Concern 
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Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale 
IV – Short Form. [-] indicates reverse-coded items in the respective psychopathy scale. 
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Table 2 

Descriptives Amongst Empathy Outcomes  

  Empathic-Anger Scenarios   Empathic-Distress Scenarios 
Outcomes M SD MISC   M SD MISC 
Perceived Target Anger 6.17 0.98 .53 

 
4.98 1.19 .47 

Perceived Target Sadness 5.79 1.10 .51 
 

5.97 1.02 .54 
Perceived Target Fear 4.77 1.24 .50 

 
4.82 1.16 .48 

Vicarious Anger 5.30 1.40 .58 
 

4.03 1.52 .57 
Vicarious Sadness 4.97 1.43 .62 

 
4.98 1.41 .65 

Vicarious Fear 3.98 1.49 .62 
 

3.88 1.42 .62 
Vicarious Sensitivity – Anger -0.88 1.15 .54 

 
-0.94 1.18 .45 

Vicarious Sensitivity – Sadness -0.83 1.18 .52 
 

-0.99 1.21 .55 
Vicarious Sensitivity – Fear -0.79 1.09 .40 

 
-0.94 1.10 .41 

Emotional Congruence – Anger -0.95 1.09 .54 
 

-1.09 1.05 .43 
Emotional Congruence – Sadness -0.95 1.08 .54 

 
-1.05 1.15 .60 

Emotional Congruence – Fear -0.94 0.96 .41   -1.05 0.99 .41 
Note. MISC = mean inter-scenario correlation. 
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Table 3 

Descriptives and Intercorrelations Amongst Personality Dimensions 

Personality 
Dimensions M SD MIIC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1.LSRP-PP 30.94 7.16  .23 

            2.LSRP-SP 20.45 4.75  .20  .47 
           3.TriPM-B 28.45 4.78  .17  .24 - .07 

          4.TriPM-D 22.38 8.99  .23  .48  .42  .05 
         5.TriPM-M 22.58 9.27  .32  .57  .41  .17  .66 

        6.SRP-SF-IM 13.77 5.28  .43  .63  .48  .23  .45  .58 
       7.SRP-SF-CA 14.17 5.46  .37  .63  .49  .29  .45  .62  .79 

      8.SRP-SF-EL 15.27 5.72  .44  .50  .57  .32  .42  .52  .67  .70 
     9.SRP-SF-AB 11.85 3.95  .31  .49  .32  .10  .53  .49  .45  .51  .35 

    10.IRI-FS 2.43 0.82  .37 - .22 - .03 - .07 - .17 - .22 - .05 - .13 - .01 - .22 
   11.IRI-EC 2.79 0.70  .35 - .56 - .29 - .15 - .31 - .49 - .41 - .54 - .27 - .43  .43 

  12.IRI-PT 2.55 0.67  .32 - .38 - .28 - .01 - .31 - .38 - .22 - .31 - .20 - .28  .30  .52 
 13.IRI-PD 1.58 0.63  .24  .00  .19 - .45  .10 - .12 - .11 - .20 - .13  .03  .10  .15  .03 

Note. LSRP-PP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy – Primary Psychopathy; LSRP-SP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy – 
Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM-B = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure – Boldness; TriPM-D = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure – 
Disinhibition; TriPM-M = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure – Meanness; SRP-SF-IM = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form 
– Interpersonal Manipulation; SRP-SF-CA = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form – Callous Affect; SRP-SF-EL = Self-
Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form – Erratic Lifestyle; SRP-SF-AB = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form – 
Antisocial Behavior; IRI-FS = IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity Index – Fantasy; IRI-EC = IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity Index – 
Empathic Concern; IRI-PT = IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity Index – Perspective Taking; IRI-PD = IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity 
Index – Personal Distress. MIIC = mean inter-item correlation. 
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Table 4 

Intercorrelations Amongst Relative Situational Appraisals and Empathy Outcomes by Empathy Scenario 

 Outcomes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1.Relative Other-Agency Appraisals — .29 .35 .29 .20 .24 .20 .16 -.05 -.02 .00 .00 .01 .00 
2.Relative Situational Control Appraisals .08 — .07 .35 .05 .03 .22 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.10 .00 -.01 -.07 
3.Perceived Target Anger .61 .07 — .65 .69 .64 .43 .49 -.18 -.05 -.09 -.16 -.02 -.11 
4.Perceived Target Sadness .27 .23 .69 — .59 .34 .55 .32 -.22 -.20 -.21 -.19 -.15 -.21 
5.Perceived Target Fear .01 .27 .46 .68 — .53 .47 .66 -.01 .05 -.21 -.04 .07 -.20 
6.Vicarious Anger .38 .08 .58 .38 .36 — .74 .83 .63 .58 .52 .60 .59 .49 
7.Vicarious Sadness .14 .19 .42 .59 .57 .78 — .75 .52 .71 .47 .53 .73 .46 
8.Vicarious Fear -.07 .19 .24 .40 .70 .63 .81 — .57 .60 .60 .53 .61 .56 
9.Vicarious Sensitivity – Anger -.06 .04 -.15 -.13 .04 .72 .58 .57 — .79 .75 .93 .78 .74 
10.Vicarious Sensitivity – Sadness -.09 .01 -.13 -.21 .06 .59 .66 .61 .83 — .73 .78 .98 .71 
11.Vicarious Sensitivity – Fear -.11 -.05 -.20 -.23 -.19 .46 .45 .57 .72 .76 — .73 .71 .95 
12.Emotional Congruence – Anger .02 .05 -.06 -.08 .06 .76 .61 .57 .97 .81 .71 — .78 .75 
13.Emotional Congruence - Sadness -.06 .04 -.09 -.15 .08 .61 .67 .60 .82 .95 .73 .83 — .71 
14.Emotional Congruence – Fear -.07 -.08 -.18 -.21 -.17 .47 .45 .53 .73 .73 .93 .73 .75 — 
Note. Empathic-anger scenarios = bottom-left portion of matrix; Empathic-distress scenarios = top-right portion of matrix. 
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Table 5 

Zero-Order Correlations Between IRI Subscales and Study Outcomes Aggregated Across Empathy Scenarios 

  Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) 

Composite Outcomes Fantasy 
Empathic 
Concern 

Perspective 
Taking 

Personal 
Distress 

Relative Other-Agency Appraisals .25 .29 .31 -.02 
Relative Situational Control Appraisals .11 .33 .16 .05 
Perceived Target Anger .20 .22 .19 .06 
Perceived Target Sadness .17 .30 .18 .06 
Perceived Target Fear .07 .18 .15 .16 
Vicarious Anger .29 .32 .26 .18 
Vicarious Sadness .26 .42 .31 .21 
Vicarious Fear .15 .23 .19 .19 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger .18 .19 .15 .17 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness .16 .23 .21 .20 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear .13 .12 .09 .08 
Emotional Congruence - Anger .21 .22 .18 .14 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness .18 .26 .23 .19 
Emotional Congruence - Fear .15 .12 .07 .05 
Note. Bolded coefficients denote the strongest correlation associated with each IRI subscale. 
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Table 6 

Zero-Order Correlations Between Psychopathy Dimensions and Empathy Outcomes Aggregated Across Empathy Scenarios 

  LSRP   TriPM   SRP-SF 
Composite Outcomes PP SP   B D M   IM CA EL AB 
Perceived Target Anger -.11 -.09 

 
.09 -.19 -.12 

 
-.05 -.12 .07 -.29 

Perceived Target Sadness -.21 -.12 
 

-.01 -.28 -.21 
 

-.19 -.26 -.06 -.43 
Perceived Target Fear -.04 -.01 

 
-.05 -.07 -.07 

 
-.08 -.15 -.01 -.20 

Vicarious Anger -.18 -.11 
 

-.10 -.12 -.16 
 

-.16 -.28 -.12 -.25 
Vicarious Sadness -.29 -.14 

 
-.17 -.20 -.25 

 
-.27 -.41 -.20 -.35 

Vicarious Fear -.08 -.05 
 

-.12 -.07 -.09 
 

-.15 -.27 -.12 -.18 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger -.12 -.05 

 
-.19 .02 -.09 

 
-.16 -.24 -.21 -.05 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness -.16 -.05 
 

-.20 .01 -.11 
 

-.16 -.27 -.19 -.04 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear -.07 -.06 

 
-.11 -.02 -.05 

 
-.11 -.20 -.16 -.03 

Emotional Congruence - Anger -.16 -.08 
 

-.16 -.02 -.12 
 

-.19 -.27 -.22 -.10 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness -.19 -.07 

 
-.19 -.01 -.12 

 
-.18 -.28 -.21 -.08 

Emotional Congruence - Fear -.10 -.07   -.09 -.02 -.04   -.10 -.19 -.17 -.03 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic 
Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; 
IM = Interpersonal Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior. 
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Table 7 

P-Values Associated with Zero-Order Correlations Between Psychopathy Dimensions and Empathy Outcomes Aggregated Across 

Empathy Scenarios 

  LSRP   TriPM   SRP-SF 
Composite Scores PP SP   B D M   IM CA EL AB 
Perceived Target Anger .04 .09 

 
.12 .00 .03 

 
.39 .04 .24 .00 

Perceived Target Sadness .00 .03 
 

.81 .00 .00 
 

.00 .00 .31 .00 
Perceived Target Fear .50 .85 

 
.39 .21 .22 

 
.16 .01 .91 .00 

Vicarious Anger .00 .06 
 

.09 .03 .00 
 

.00 .00 .03 .00 
Vicarious Sadness .00 .02 

 
.00 .00 .00 

 
.00 .00 .00 .00 

Vicarious Fear .14 .35 
 

.03 .19 .11 
 

.01 .00 .03 .00 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger .04 .41 

 
.00 .79 .10 

 
.01 .00 .00 .39 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness .00 .34 
 

.00 .81 .05 
 

.00 .00 .00 .45 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear .21 .29 

 
.05 .71 .40 

 
.05 .00 .00 .59 

Emotional Congruence - Anger .01 .14 
 

.00 .74 .03 
 

.00 .00 .00 .07 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness .00 .19 

 
.00 .91 .03 

 
.00 .00 .00 .14 

Emotional Congruence - Fear .08 .18   .09 .69 .53   .08 .00 .00 .57 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic 
Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; 
IM = Interpersonal Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior. 
P-values < .005 were rounded down to .00. 
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Table 8 

Mean Comparisons on Psychopathy Dimensions by Gender 

  Males (N = 161)   Females (N = 158)   Test statistics   Effect sizes 
Psychopathy Dimensions M SD   M SD   t p   d r 
LSRP 

           Primary Psychopathy 32.70 7.07 
 

29.16 6.84 
 

4.53 .00 
 

0.51 .25 
Secondary Psychopathy 21.14 4.39 

 
19.72 5.00 

 
2.70 .01 

 
0.30 .15 

            TriPM 
           Boldness 32.76 8.03 

 
28.47 8.09 

 
4.75 .00 

 
0.53 .26 

Disinhibition 23.89 9.09 
 

20.89 8.67 
 

3.02 .00 
 

0.34 .17 
Meanness 25.23 8.79 

 
19.95 9.00 

 
5.30 .00 

 
0.59 .29 

            SRP-SF 
           Interpersonal Manipulation 15.86 5.14 

 
11.66 4.57 

 
7.71 .00 

 
0.86 .40 

Callous Affect 16.65 5.11 
 

11.66 4.62 
 

9.14 .00 
 

1.02 .46 
Erratic Lifestyle 16.60 5.31 

 
13.91 5.84 

 
4.30 .00 

 
0.48 .24 

Antisocial Behavior 12.56 3.94   11.13 3.85   3.27 .00   0.37 .18 
Note. Test statistics are based on comparing males to females. P-values < .005 were rounded down to .00. 
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Table 9 

Mean Comparisons on Empathy Outcomes by Gender 

  Males (N = 161)   Females (N = 158)   Test statistics   Effect sizes 
Composite Scores M SD   M SD   t p   d r 
Perceived Target Anger 5.58 0.99 

 
5.57 0.94 

 
0.03 .97 

 
0.00 .00 

Perceived Target Sadness 5.75 1.01 
 

6.01 0.99 
 

-2.28 .02 
 

-0.26 -.13 
Perceived Target Fear 4.73 1.12 

 
4.86 1.17 

 
-1.04 .30 

 
-0.12 -.06 

Vicarious Anger 4.55 1.33 
 

4.78 1.33 
 

-1.60 .11 
 

-0.18 -.09 
Vicarious Sadness 4.73 1.42 

 
5.21 1.29 

 
-3.14 .00 

 
-0.35 -.17 

Vicarious Fear 3.76 1.37 
 

4.10 1.42 
 

-2.18 .03 
 

-0.24 -.12 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger -1.03 1.12 

 
-0.79 1.07 

 
-1.98 .05 

 
-0.22 -.11 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness -1.02 1.22 
 

-0.80 1.05 
 

-1.73 .09 
 

-0.19 -.10 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear -0.97 1.07 

 
-0.76 0.98 

 
-1.82 .07 

 
-0.20 -.10 

Emotional Congruence - Anger -1.10 1.05 
 

-0.94 0.95 
 

-1.48 .14 
 

-0.17 -.08 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness -1.09 1.17 

 
-0.92 0.97 

 
-1.37 .17 

 
-0.15 -.08 

Emotional Congruence - Fear -1.06 0.99   -0.93 0.84   -1.22 .22   -0.14 -.07 
Note. Test statistics are based on comparing males to females. P-values < .005 were rounded down to .00. 
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Table 10 

Partial Correlations Between Psychopathy Dimensions and Empathy Outcomes Aggregated Across Empathy Scenarios Controlling 

for Gender 

  LSRP   TriPM   SRP-SF 
Composite Scores PP SP   B D M   IM CA EL AB 
Perceived Target Anger -.12 -.10   .09 -.19 -.12   -.05 -.13 .07 -.29 
Perceived Target Sadness -.18 -.11 

 
.02 -.26 -.18 

 
-.15 -.23 -.03 -.42 

Perceived Target Fear -.02 .00 
 

-.03 -.06 -.05 
 

-.06 -.14 .01 -.19 
Vicarious Anger -.16 -.09 

 
-.08 -.11 -.14 

 
-.14 -.27 -.10 -.23 

Vicarious Sadness -.26 -.12 
 

-.13 -.17 -.20 
 

-.22 -.38 -.16 -.33 
Vicarious Fear -.05 -.03 

 
-.09 -.05 -.06 

 
-.11 -.24 -.10 -.16 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger -.09 -.03 
 

-.17 .03 -.06 
 

-.12 -.22 -.19 -.03 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness -.14 -.04 

 
-.18 .03 -.09 

 
-.13 -.25 -.17 -.03 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear -.05 -.04 
 

-.09 -.01 -.02 
 

-.08 -.17 -.14 -.01 
Emotional Congruence - Anger -.14 -.07 

 
-.15 -.01 -.10 

 
-.17 -.26 -.21 -.09 

Emotional Congruence - Sadness -.18 -.07 
 

-.18 .01 -.10 
 

-.16 -.28 -.20 -.07 
Emotional Congruence - Fear -.08 -.06   -.08 -.01 -.02   -.08 -.18 -.15 -.02 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic 
Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; 
IM = Interpersonal Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior. 
Gender is binary-coded (0 = males, 1 = females). 
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Table 11 

P-Values Associated with Partial Correlations Between Psychopathy Dimensions and Empathy Outcomes Aggregated Across 

Empathy Scenarios Controlling for Gender 

  LSRP   TriPM   SRP-SF 
Composite Scores PP SP   B D M   IM CA EL AB 
Perceived Target Anger .04 .09 

 
.11 .00 .03 

 
.35 .02 .23 .00 

Perceived Target Sadness .00 .05 
 

.71 .00 .00 
 

.01 .00 .62 .00 
Perceived Target Fear .67 .97 

 
.54 .27 .33 

 
.28 .01 .90 .00 

Vicarious Anger .00 .10 
 

.18 .05 .01 
 

.01 .00 .07 .00 
Vicarious Sadness .00 .04 

 
.02 .00 .00 

 
.00 .00 .00 .00 

Vicarious Fear .33 .55 
 

.10 .33 .28 
 

.06 .00 .09 .00 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger .10 .60 

 
.00 .55 .25 

 
.03 .00 .00 .61 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness .01 .46 
 

.00 .58 .12 
 

.02 .00 .00 .66 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear .40 .44 

 
.12 .92 .71 

 
.17 .00 .01 .83 

Emotional Congruence - Anger .01 .21 
 

.01 .93 .07 
 

.00 .00 .00 .11 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness .00 .24 

 
.00 .88 .07 

 
.00 .00 .00 .21 

Emotional Congruence - Fear .14 .26   .15 .83 .74   .16 .00 .01 .72 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic 
Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; 
IM = Interpersonal Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior. 
Gender is binary-coded (0 = males, 1 = females). P-values < .005 were rounded down to .00. 
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Table 12 

Cohen’s q Effect Sizes Comparing Zero-Order Correlations Between Psychopathy Dimensions and Empathy Outcomes Aggregated 

Across Empathy Scenarios and Partial Correlations Controlling for Gender 

  LSRP   TriPM   SRP-SF 
Composite Scores PP SP   B D M   IM CA EL AB 
Perceived Target Anger .00 .00 

 
.00 .00 .00 

 
.00 .01 .00 .01 

Perceived Target Sadness -.03 -.01 
 

-.03 -.02 -.03 
 

-.04 -.03 -.03 -.01 
Perceived Target Fear -.01 -.01 

 
-.01 -.01 -.01 

 
-.02 -.01 -.01 -.01 

Vicarious Anger -.02 -.01 
 

-.02 -.01 -.02 
 

-.02 -.01 -.02 -.01 
Vicarious Sadness -.03 -.02 

 
-.04 -.03 -.04 

 
-.05 -.04 -.03 -.02 

Vicarious Fear -.03 -.02 
 

-.03 -.02 -.03 
 

-.04 -.03 -.03 -.02 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger -.02 -.02 

 
-.02 -.02 -.03 

 
-.03 -.03 -.02 -.02 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness -.02 -.01 
 

-.02 -.02 -.03 
 

-.03 -.02 -.02 -.02 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear -.02 -.02 

 
-.02 -.02 -.03 

 
-.03 -.03 -.02 -.02 

Emotional Congruence - Anger -.02 -.01 
 

-.02 -.01 -.02 
 

-.02 -.01 -.01 -.01 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness -.01 -.01 

 
-.01 -.01 -.02 

 
-.02 -.01 -.01 -.01 

Emotional Congruence - Fear -.01 -.01 
 

-.01 -.01 -.02 
 

-.02 -.01 -.01 -.01 

            Mean: All Outcomes -.02 -.01   -.02 -.01 -.02   -.03 -.02 -.02 -.01 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic 
Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; 
IM = Interpersonal Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior. 
Gender is binary-coded (0 = males, 1 = females). 
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Table 13 

Zero-Order Correlations Between Psychopathy Dimensions and Difference Scores Comparing Empathic-Anger and -Distress 

Scenarios on Empathy Outcomes 

  LSRP   TriPM   SRP-SF 
Difference Scores PP SP   B D M   IM CA EL AB 
Perceived Target Anger -.19 -.08 

 
-.10 -.19 -.18 

 
-.08 -.08 -.10 -.15 

Perceived Target Sadness .00 -.01 
 

-.06 .03 -.03 
 

-.14 -.11 -.12 -.01 
Perceived Target Fear -.11 -.02 

 
-.06 -.10 -.14 

 
-.18 -.14 -.12 -.13 

Vicarious Anger -.22 -.11 
 

-.02 -.20 -.12 
 

-.06 -.07 -.08 -.21 
Vicarious Sadness .05 -.01 

 
-.06 .00 -.03 

 
-.04 -.05 -.09 -.02 

Vicarious Fear -.15 -.12 
 

-.14 -.14 -.16 
 

-.22 -.21 -.22 -.15 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger -.07 -.06 

 
.10 -.03 .06 

 
.01 .01 .00 -.12 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness .06 -.01 
 

.00 -.03 -.01 
 

.10 .06 .03 -.02 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear -.05 -.11 

 
-.09 -.05 -.03 

 
-.04 -.08 -.11 -.03 

Emotional Congruence - Anger -.05 .04 
 

.02 -.02 .08 
 

.08 .02 .03 -.08 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness .05 -.01 

 
-.05 .00 .04 

 
.11 .10 .05 .03 

Emotional Congruence - Fear -.07 -.12   -.07 -.03 .00   -.03 -.08 -.08 .00 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic 
Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; 
IM = Interpersonal Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior. 
Positive/negative correlation coefficients denote lower/higher correlations in empathic-distress scenarios relative to empathic-anger 
scenarios. 
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Table 14 

P-Values Associated with Zero-Order Correlations Between Psychopathy Dimensions and Difference Scores Comparing Empathic-

Anger and -Distress Scenarios on Empathy Outcomes 

  LSRP   TriPM   SRP-SF 
Difference Scores PP SP   B D M   IM CA EL AB 
Perceived Target Anger .00 .15 

 
.09 .00 .00 

 
.14 .14 .09 .01 

Perceived Target Sadness .95 .90 
 

.26 .65 .65 
 

.01 .04 .03 .88 
Perceived Target Fear .06 .71 

 
.31 .08 .02 

 
.00 .01 .04 .02 

Vicarious Anger .00 .05 
 

.77 .00 .03 
 

.26 .24 .14 .00 
Vicarious Sadness .38 .81 

 
.28 .97 .56 

 
.50 .39 .13 .66 

Vicarious Fear .01 .03 
 

.01 .01 .00 
 

.00 .00 .00 .01 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Anger .25 .28 

 
.07 .55 .32 

 
.80 .87 .94 .04 

Vicarious Sensitivity - Sadness .33 .89 
 

.97 .63 .86 
 

.09 .28 .62 .75 
Vicarious Sensitivity - Fear .34 .06 

 
.13 .37 .61 

 
.49 .15 .05 .64 

Emotional Congruence - Anger .38 .52 
 

.66 .69 .16 
 

.18 .67 .60 .16 
Emotional Congruence - Sadness .41 .86 

 
.35 .96 .50 

 
.05 .07 .37 .64 

Emotional Congruence - Fear .19 .03   .23 .60 .99   .59 .17 .18 .98 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic 
Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; 
IM = Interpersonal Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior. P-values < .005 were 
rounded down to .00. 
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Table 15 

Completely Standardized Indirect Effects of Psychopathy Dimensions on Empathy Components 

via Relative Situational Appraisals 

Mediation path abcs SEcs 95% CIPM 
LSRP:    
PP→ROA→PT-Anger -0.10 0.03 -.158, -.050 
PP→ROA→V-Anger -0.05 0.02 -.090, -.017 
PP→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.09 0.02 -.137, -.054 
PP→RSC→PT-Fear -0.05 0.02 -.093, -.016 
PP→RSC→V-Sadness -0.05 0.02 -.091, -.013 
PP→RSC→V-Fear -0.01 0.02 -.052, .022 
SP→ROA→PT-Anger -0.07 0.03 -.119, -.019 
SP→ROA→V-Anger -0.04 0.02 -.071, -.008 
SP→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.03 0.02 -.070, .005 
SP→RSC→PT-Fear -0.02 0.01 -.042, .002 
SP→RSC→V-Sadness -0.02 0.01 -.049, .004 
SP→RSC→V-Fear -0.01 0.01 -.023, .006 
TriPM: 

   B→ROA→PT-Anger 0.01 0.02 -.041, .048 
B→ROA→V-Anger 0.00 0.01 -.024, .029 
B→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.04 0.02 -.086, -.002 
B→RSC→PT-Fear -0.02 0.01 -.045, -.001 
B→RSC→V-Sadness -0.03 0.01 -.057, -.001 
B→RSC→V-Fear -0.01 0.01 -.024, .009 
D→ROA→PT-Anger -0.08 0.03 -.142, -.029 
D→ROA→V-Anger -0.04 0.02 -.090, -.012 
D→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.04 0.02 -.080, -.002 
D→RSC→PT-Fear -0.02 0.01 -.049, -.001 
D→RSC→V-Sadness -0.03 0.02 -.058, .000 
D→RSC→V-Fear -0.01 0.01 -.030, .007 
M→ROA→PT-Anger -0.08 0.03 -.141, -.031 
M→ROA→V-Anger -0.04 0.02 -.085, -.012 
M→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.08 0.02 -.119, -.039 
M→RSC→PT-Fear -0.04 0.02 -.075, -.012 
M→RSC→V-Sadness -0.04 0.02 -.082, -.015 
M→RSC→V-Fear -0.01 0.02 -.042, .017 
SRP-SF: 

   IM→ROA→PT-Anger -0.04 0.03 -.102, .011 
IM→ROA→V-Anger -0.02 0.02 -.056, .006 
IM→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.07 0.02 -.108, -.028 
IM→RSC→PT-Fear -0.03 0.02 -.067, -.008 
IM→RSC→V-Sadness -0.04 0.02 -.075, -.011 



83 
 

IM→RSC→V-Fear -0.01 0.01 -.037, .015 
CA→ROA→PT-Anger -0.04 0.03 -.095, .007 
CA→ROA→V-Anger -0.02 0.01 -.051, .003 
CA→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.07 0.02 -.110, -.033 
CA→RSC→PT-Fear -0.03 0.02 -.066, -.007 
CA→RSC→V-Sadness -0.03 0.02 -.067, -.009 
CA→RSC→V-Fear 0.00 0.01 -.029, .024 
EL→ROA→PT-Anger 0.00 0.02 -.047, .045 
EL→ROA→V-Anger 0.00 0.01 -.028, .026 
EL→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.05 0.02 -.094, -.005 
EL→RSC→PT-Fear -0.02 0.01 -.054, -.002 
EL→RSC→V-Sadness -0.03 0.02 -.065, -.004 
EL→RSC→V-Fear -0.01 0.01 -.028, .010 
AB→ROA→PT-Anger -0.12 0.03 -.180, -.072 
AB→ROA→V-Anger -0.06 0.02 -.108, -.018 
AB→RSC→PT-Sadness -0.07 0.02 -.108, -.039 
AB→RSC→PT-Fear -0.04 0.02 -.070, -.004 
AB→RSC→V-Sadness -0.04 0.02 -.079, -.010 
AB→RSC→V-Fear 0.00 0.02 -.039, .030 
Note. LSRP = Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy; PP = Primary Psychopathy; SP = Secondary 
Psychopathy; TriPM = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure; B = Boldness; D = Disinhibition; M = 
Meanness; SRP-SF = Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form; IM = Interpersonal 
Manipulation; CA = Callous Affect; EL = Erratic Lifestyle; AB = Antisocial Behavior; ROA = 
Relative Other-Agency Appraisals; RSC = Relative Situational Control Appraisals; PT = 
Perceived Target (emotion); V = Vicarious (emotion).  
cs denotes “completely standardized” values; PM denotes using a bootstrap “percentile method.” 
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Table 16 

Profile Similarity Comparisons Amongst Psychopathy Dimensions Across Empathy Outcomes 

  Intraclass Correlations (ICCs) 
Profile Comparisons PP M IM B EL D AB CA SP 
Interpersonal Antagonism          
Primary Psychopathy (PP) — 

        Meanness (M) .83 — 
       Interpersonal Manipulation (IM) .83 .64 — 

      
  

        Risk-Taking Propensity          Boldness (B) .24 .01 .47 — 
     Erratic Lifestyle (EL) .35 .01 .57 .91 — 

    
  

 
 

      Impulsive Antisociality   
 

      Disinhibition (D) .24 .56 -.03 -.65 -.60 — 
   Antisocial Behavior (AB) .37 .51 .19 -.52 -.51 .66 — 

  
  

    
 

   Callous Affect (CA) .19 -.10 .26 -.05 .10 -.42 .07 — 
 

          *Secondary Psychopathy (SP) .20 .41 -.07 -.17 -.13 .45 .06 .10 — 
Note. Conceptual classifications are bolded. ICCs based on profile comparisons within their conceptual classifications are highlighted 
in grey.  *The profile of secondary psychopathy yielded strong similarity to both meanness and disinhibition profiles, so secondary 
psychopathy was not assigned to a distinct classification. 
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APPENDIX B: FIGURES 

Figure 1. A dynamic conceptual model of empathy. 
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APPENDIX C: ATTENTION CHECKS 

1. I am paying attention in this study, so I will select '2 = somewhat true' for this item. 
2. I am paying close attention in this survey, so I will select '4 = agree' for this item. 
3. Are you reading each question carefully during this survey? 
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APPENDIX D: IRB APPROVAL FORM 
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APPENDIX E: PERSONALITY MEASURES 

Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy (LSRP; Levenson et al., 1995) 

1. Success is based on survival of the fittest; I am not concerned about the losers.  
2. For me, what's right is whatever I can get away with.  
3. In today's world, I feel justified in doing anything I can get away with to succeed.  
4. My main purpose in life is getting as many goodies as I can.  
5. Making a lot of money is my most important goal.  
6. I let others worry about higher values; my main concern is with the bottom line.  
7. People who are stupid enough to get ripped off usually deserve it.  
8. Looking out for myself is my top priority.  
9. I tell other people what they want to hear so that they will do what I want them to do.  
10. I would be upset if my success came at someone else's expense.  
11. I often admire a really clever scam.  
12. I make a point of trying not to hurt others in pursuit of my goals.  
13. I enjoy manipulating other people's feelings.  
14. I feel bad if my words or actions cause someone else to feel emotional pain.  
15. Even if I were trying very hard to sell something, I wouldn't lie about it.  
16. Cheating is not justified because it is unfair to others.  
17. I find myself in the same kinds of trouble, time after time.  
18. I am often bored.  
19. I find that I am able to pursue one goal for a long time.  
20. I don't plan anything very far in advance.  
21. I quickly lose interest in tasks I start.  
22. Most of my problems are due to the fact that other people just don't understand me.  
23. Before I do anything, I carefully consider the possible consequences.  
24. I have been in a lot of shouting matches with other people.  
25. When I get frustrated, I often "let off steam" by blowing my top.  
26. Love is overrated. 

 
Triarchic Personality Measure (TriPM; Patrick et al., 2009) 

1. I’m optimistic more often than not. 
2. How other people feel is important to me. 
3. I often act on immediate needs. 
4. I have no strong desire to parachute out of an airplane. 
5. I've often missed things I promised to attend. 
6. I would enjoy being in a high-speed chase. 
7. I am well-equipped to deal with stress.  
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8. I don’t mind if someone I dislike gets hurt. 
9. My impulsive decisions have caused problems with loved ones. 
10. I get scared easily. 
11. I sympathize with others’ problems. 
12. I have missed work without bothering to call in. 
13. I'm a born leader. 
14. I enjoy a good physical fight. 
15. I jump into things without thinking. 
16. I have a hard time making things turn out the way I want. 
17. I return insults. 
18. I've gotten in trouble because I missed too much school. 
19. I have a knack for influencing people. 
20. It doesn’t bother me to see someone else in pain. 
21. I have good control over myself. 
22. I function well in new situations, even when unprepared. 
23. I enjoy pushing people around sometimes. 
24. I have taken money from someone's purse or wallet without asking. 
25. I don't think of myself as talented. 
26. I taunt people just to stir things up. 
27. People often abuse my trust. 
28. I'm afraid of far fewer things than most people. 
29. I don't see any point in worrying if what I do hurts someone else. 
30. I keep appointments I make. 
31. I often get bored quickly and lose interest. 
32. I can get over things that would traumatize others. 
33. I am sensitive to the feelings of others. 
34. I have conned people to get money from them. 
35. It worries me to go into an unfamiliar situation without knowing all the details. 
36. I don't have much sympathy for people. 
37. I get in trouble for not considering the consequences of my actions. 
38. I can convince people to do what I want. 
39. For me, honesty really is the best policy.  
40. I've injured people to see them in pain. 
41. I don’t like to take the lead in groups. 
42. I sometimes insult people on purpose to get a reaction from them. 
43. I have taken items from a store without paying for them. 
44. It's easy to embarrass me. 
45. Things are more fun if a little danger is involved. 
46. I have a hard time waiting patiently for things I want. 
47. I stay away from physical danger as much as I can. 
48. I don't care much if what I do hurts others. 
49. I have lost a friend because of irresponsible things I've done. 
50. I don't stack up well against most others. 
51. Others have told me they are concerned about my lack of self-control.  
52. It’s easy for me to relate to other people’s emotions. 
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53. I have robbed someone. 
54. I never worry about making a fool of myself with others. 
55. It doesn’t bother me when people around me are hurting. 
56. I have had problems at work because I was irresponsible. 
57. I’m not very good at influencing people. 
58. I have stolen something out of a vehicle. 

 
Self-Report Psychology Scale IV – Short Form (SRP-SF; Paulhus et al., 2016) 

1. I’m a rebellious person.  
2. I have never been involved in delinquent gang activity.  
3. Most people are wimps.  
4. I’ve often done something dangerous just for the thrill of it.  
5. I have tricked someone into giving me money.  
6. I have assaulted a law enforcement official or social worker.  
7. I have pretended to be someone else in order to get something.  
8. I like to see fist-fights.  
9. I would get a kick out of ‘scamming’ someone.  
10. It's fun to see how far you can push people before they get upset.  
11. I enjoy doing wild things.  
12. I have broken into a building or vehicle in order to steal something or vandalize.  
13. I don’t bother to keep in touch with my family any more.  
14. I rarely follow the rules.  
15. You should take advantage of other people before they do it to you.  
16. People sometimes say that I’m cold-hearted.  
17. I like to have sex with people I barely know.  
18. I love violent sports and movies.  
19. Sometimes you have to pretend you like people to get something out of them.  
20. I was convicted of a serious crime.  
21. I keep getting in trouble for the same things over and over.  
22. Every now and then I carry a weapon  
23. You can get what you want by telling people what they want to hear.  
24. I never feel guilty over hurting others.  
25. I have threatened people into giving me money, clothes, or makeup.  
26. A lot of people are “suckers” and can easily be fooled.  
27. I admit that I often “mouth off” without thinking.  
28. I sometimes dump friends that I don’t need any more.  
29. I purposely tried to hit someone with the vehicle I was driving.  

 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1980) 

1. I daydream and fantasize, with some regularity, about things that might happen to me.  
2. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me.  
3. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the "other guy's" point of view.  
4. Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for other people when they are having problems.  
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5. I really get involved with the feelings of the characters in a novel.  
6. In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease.  
7. I am usually objective when I watch a movie or play, and I don't often get completely caught 

up in it. 
8. I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I make a decision.  
9. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards them.  
10. I sometimes feel helpless when I am in the middle of a very emotional situation.  
11. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their 

perspective. 
12. Becoming extremely involved in a good book or movie is somewhat rare for me.  
13. When I see someone get hurt, I tend to remain calm.  
14. Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal.  
15. If I'm sure I'm right about something, I don't waste much time listening to other people's 

arguments. 
16. After seeing a play or movie, I have felt as though I were one of the characters.  
17. Being in a tense emotional situation scares me.  
18. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don't feel very much pity for them.  
19. I am usually pretty effective in dealing with emergencies.  
20. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen.  
21. I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both.  
22. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person.  
23. When I watch a good movie, I can very easily put myself in the place of a leading character.  
24. I tend to lose control during emergencies.  
25. When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to "put myself in his shoes" for a while.  
26. When I am reading an interesting story or novel, I imagine how I would feel if the events in 

the story were happening to me. 
27. When I see someone who badly needs help in an emergency, I go to pieces.  
28. Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place.
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APPENDIX F: EMPATHY VIGNETTES AND MEASURES 

Empathy Vignettes 

Vignette 1 
"Sam has worked for the same company for the past 10 years. Sam is known as a hard-working 
and talented employee at the company. Sam loves his/her job and has demonstrated a selfless 
commitment to helping the company grow and thrive. Unfortunately, Sam just learned that s/he 
will be laid off at the end of the month. Sam’s unemployment will likely have a devastating 
impact on Sam and Sam’s family, such that they will struggle to pay bills and have enough food 
to eat." 
 
Empathic-Distress Scenario Ending: “Sam soon finds out that the reason s/he is being fired is 
because of poor economic conditions that have disproportionately affected people with Sam’s 
specialized skills.”  
 
Empathic-Anger Scenario Ending: “Sam soon finds out that the reason s/he is being fired is 
because Sam’s boss was envious of Sam and wanted to sabotage Sam’s career” 
 
 
Vignette 2 
 “Taylor is a talented and hard-working track athlete. Taylor has been training all of his/her life 
to be an Olympic track athlete. Due to hard work and dedication, Taylor has been named as the 
next rising star to run in the Olympics. Unfortunately, Taylor tripped and fell during the Olympic 
qualifiers, finishing in last place. Taylor did not qualify for the Olympics and must wait four 
more years to attempt another Olympic qualifier. Taylor will lose all of his/her endorsements, 
which is most of Taylor’s annual income.” 
 
Empathic-Distress Scenario Ending: “Taylor soon finds out that the reason s/he tripped and fell 
was because it rained the night before, making the track extremely slick in Taylor’s inside lane 
which was collecting water.” 
 
Empathic-Anger Scenario Ending: “Taylor soon finds out that the reason s/he tripped and fell 
was because a rival had poured a slippery liquid in Taylor’s lane before the race in order to take 
Taylor’s spot on the qualifying team.” 
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Vignette 3 
“Morgan owns a thriving steakhouse. Morgan is completely dedicated to his/her restaurant, 
putting in long hours and a considerable amount of money into keeping the restaurant running. 
Morgan’s reputation has attracted attention from elite restaurant reviewers who have decided to 
review Morgan’s restaurant. This is an incredible opportunity for Morgan. Unfortunately, 
Morgan’s staff served steak that made all of the customers – including the reviewers – violently 
ill. The incident became public, and the Department of Public Health was forced to shut down 
Morgan’s restaurant due to health violations. Morgan lost his/her cherished restaurant.” 
 
Empathic-Distress Scenario Ending: “Morgan soon finds out that the reason customers got sick 
was because of a local, unpreventable salmonella outbreak in one of their recent beef 
shipments.” 
 
Empathic-Anger Scenario Ending: “Morgan soon finds out that the reason customers got sick 
was because a rival restaurateur tainted Morgan’s beef supply.” 
 
 
Vignette 4 
 “Jamie is a hard-working professional. Jamie’s dream has been to move his family into a 
beautiful, Victorian-style house in the neighborhood. Over the past 10 years, Jamie has been 
working overtime and multiple, part-time jobs. Finally, Jamie was able to save enough money to 
finally move his/her family into the new house. Unfortunately, the house caught fire one night 
and burned to the ground, just weeks after Jamie and his/her family moved in. Although nobody 
was injured, all of the family’s possessions were destroyed in the fire, including treasured and 
irreplaceable family heirlooms. Jamie’s insurance policy application had not yet been 
processed, so insurance will not cover Jamie for the losses.” 
 
Empathic-Distress Scenario Ending: “Jamie soon finds out that the reason Jamie’s house burned 
down was because of a freak, unavoidable gas leak that ignited the fire.” 
 
Empathic-Anger Scenario Ending: “Jamie soon finds out that the reason Jamie’s house burned 
down was because of a neighborhood delinquent who set fire to the home as a cruel prank.” 
 
 

Empathy Measures 
 

Relative Other-Agency Appraisals 

1. In this situation, rate the extent to which you believe someone other than [the target] was 
responsible for [the target] having [endured the unfortunate outcome]. 

2. In this situation, rate the extent to which you believe the target was responsible for Sam 
having [endured the unfortunate outcome]. 
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Relative Situational Control Appraisals 

1. In this situation, rate the extent to which you believe circumstances beyond anyone's 
control were controlling whether [the target endured the unfortunate outcome]. 

2. In this situation, rate the extent to which you believe [the target] had the ability to 
influence whether [the target endured the unfortunate outcome]. 

 
Perceived Target Emotional Responses 
In this situation, rate the extent to which [the target] would feel… 

1. treated unfairly 
2. angry  
3. boiling inwardly  
4. a sense of loss  
5. sad  
6. helpless  
7. uncertain  
8. afraid  
9. a desire to avoid  

 

Vicarious Emotional Responses  
In this situation, rate the extent to which you would feel…for [the target]. 

1. treated unfairly 
2. angry  
3. boiling inwardly  
4. a sense of loss  
5. sad  
6. helpless  
7. uncertain  
8. afraid  
9. a desire to avoid 
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APPENDIX G: DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

What is your gender? 
o Male 
o Female 
o Other 

 
What is your age? 
 
What is your race? 

o White/Caucasian 
o African American 
o Hispanic 
o Asian 
o Native American 
o Pacific Islander 
o Other 

 


