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Abstract
Psychopathic personality traits are prominent risk factors for persistent and severe
expressions of antisocial behavior in youth. Historically, psychopathy in youth has been
assessed via the psychopathy checklist (PCL) model, which indexes specific antisocial
indicators such as past cruelty to others and reckless irresponsibility. Although it is
known that these behaviors can identify a subgroup of delinquent males who are at high
risk to engage in antisocial behavior, there is concern that content overlap between the
behavioral indicators of the psychopathy construct and its behavioral outcomes accounts
for too much variance in prediction. This overlap limits the validity of the PCL’s model
within populations that display lower rates of antisocial behavior (e.g., girls and
community youth). Furthermore, extant research has failed to identify a consistent factor
structure for the PCL model in youth. A novel triarchic model that employs the three trait
dimensions of meanness, boldness, and disinhibition as trait indicators of psychopathy
was recently proposed to specifically address these concerns about the PCL model.
Despite the strong theoretical basis for the triarchic model, it remains untested among
youth. Within a mixed-gender sample of community and adjudicated adolescents, the
present study found that the Boldness and Disinhibition factors of the Triarchic
Personality Measure (TriPM) were significantly associated with clinically relevant
external criterion variables but dependent variables hypothesized to be associated with
Meanness were better accounted for by Disinhibition. TriPM total scores concurrently
predicted antisocial behaviors over and above common PCL-based measures of youth
psychopathy and, independently, the TriPM accounted for a greater proportion of
variance in youth antisocial behavior than did PCL-based measures. The TriPM also
demonstrated superior internal consistency to PCL-based measures. A pilot Confirmatory
Factor Analysis did not support the putative factor structure of the TriPM, but fit was
likely impeded by sample size. Post-hoc factor analyses attempting to probe the possible
factor structure of this measure suggested possible shortcomings of the items and latent
factor meant to capture trait meanness. Altogether, this study provided first evidence for
the triarchic model as a valid means for assessing psychopathic traits in youth and
identified possible shortcomings of the TriPM for future research.
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Validation of the Triarchic Model of Psychopathy in Youth
Psychopathic personality disorder is a multifaceted syndrome understood to
confer risk for severe and persistent antisocial behavior across development (Frick, Ray,
Thornton, & Kahn, 2014). Whereas the literature has successfully highlighted the societal
and mental health significance of psychopathic characteristics, it remains divided
regarding the inherent nature and structural components of the construct itself. For
instance, although it is typically agreed that psychopathy comprises particular affective
(e.g., callousness or remorselessness), interpersonal (e.g., narcissism or
manipulativeness), and behavioral (e.g., impulsivity or irresponsibility) deficits,
substantial debate continues regarding the degree to which antisocial behavior represents
a core criterion of psychopathy versus merely a common behavioral manifestation of the
disorder. In other words, to what extent can there be psychopathic personality without
antisocial behavior?
The Psychopathy Checklist Model of Psychopathic Personality
Although not new to the literature in theory, empirical study of psychopathy did
not boom until the closing of the 20th century when the introduction of the Psychopathy
Checklist (PCL) provided a reliable means for measuring presumed indicators of
psychopathic personality. Currently in its revised version (PCL-R; Hare, 2003), the PCL
was constructed and validated based on clinical observation of adult male inmates—
essentially, those exhibiting the highest rates of antisocial behavior. Although alternative
two- and three-factor models have been proposed in the literature (see Cooke & Michie,
2001), the PCL-R has most commonly evidenced a four-factor model composed of
affective, interpersonal, antisocial lifestyle, and antisocial behavior facets (Hare, 2003).
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This model has also been replicated in the youth version of the PCL (PCL:YV; Neumann,
Kosson, Forth, & Hare, 2006). Importantly, although two of these facets are intended to
explicitly tap antisocial behavioral predictors of psychopathic personality, the items that
compose all four facets tend to be assessed through concrete, antisocial terms (e.g.,
having frequently committed premeditated crimes or engaged in proactive aggression as
indicators of callousness, having frequently lied to or conned others for personal gain as
indicators of manipulativeness, and criminal versatility or possessing poor behavioral
controls as indicators of impulsivity and irresponsibility).
This conceptualization of psychopathy has risen to the top of the field based on
the weight of the PCL’s strong descriptive abilities. For instance, approximately only 1%
of the general adult population meets PCL-R criteria for psychopathy, yet these
individuals are estimated to be between 15 and 25 times more likely to be incarcerated
for serious or violent crimes than those who do not meet this designation (Kiehl &
Hoffman, 2011). However, for all of its descriptive power, it is unclear exactly how much
predictive power the PCL model of psychopathy has to offer. On one hand, multiple
studies indicate a strong ability of the PCL model in predicting future offending. For
example, PCL:YV total scores have been shown to significantly predict violence in
adjudicated boys as much as 10 years after their first court referral, even after controlling
for diagnosis of Conduct Disorder, age of offending onset, and offending history
(Gretton, Hare, & Catchpole, 2004). Similar findings have been reproduced in numerous
independent and international studies of adult male offenders (Hare, Clark, Grann, &
Thornton, 2000). Despite these strengths, the generalizability of this model across
genders and beyond narrow samples of antisocial risk has been questioned.
2

Research examining the comparative predictive validities of the subfactors of the
PCL model is illuminating in this regard. Corrado, Vincent, Hart, and Cohen (2004)
reported that PCL:YV scores strongly predicted both general and violent recidivism in a
large sample of male adolescent offenders. Upon closer inspection, the authors observed
that it was the behavioral facet of the PCL:YV, as opposed to the interpersonal or
affective facets, that accounted for most of the variance in predicted future offending.
This in itself is not particularly novel or condemning as it may be expected that items
tapping past antisocial behavior will be most predictive of future antisocial behavior.
However, when this study was reproduced in a mixed-gender sample of adolescent
offenders, the above findings were replicated for males but none of the PCL:YV factors
predicted these outcomes for female offenders beyond chance (Vincent, Odgers,
McCormick, & Corrado, 2008). Similarly, separate research by Schmidt and colleagues
(2006) found that the PCL:YV predicted violent recidivism (but not nonviolent
recidivism) for adjudicated males but did not for their female counterparts. Odgers,
Reppucci, and Moretti (2005) expounded on this set of findings by providing evidence
that, although PCL:YV scores did not predict future recidivism or concurrent physical or
relational aggression in detained adolescent females, these outcomes were better
accounted for by participants’ histories of victimization.
The extant literature suggests that the PCL model of psychopathic personality,
although developed in adult male inmate populations, also appears to provide a viable
framework for measuring risk for antisocial or criminal outcomes within adolescent male
offender populations. However, it is not effective in this regard for adolescent female
offenders. This is a possible consequence of the PCL model’s emphasis of measurement
3

on past antisocial behavior (Walters, Knight, Grann, & Dahle, 2008), as rates of
antisocial behavior differ substantially between genders across development (Odgers et
al., 2008). Furthermore, the literature has repeatedly indicated that the forms and
functions of aggressive or antisocial behavior also differ between boys and girls (Card,
Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008; Stickle, Marini, & Thomas, 2012). Finally, some
theorists have posited that the measured behavioral phenotype of psychopathy may differ
between males and females, with psychopathic males tending towards more physically
aggressive and callous presentations and psychopathic females tending to present with
more problems of relational aggression, dysregulation, and impulsivity, even though the
core internal trait deficits are similar in both groups (Gill & Stickle, 2015; Sprague,
Javdani, Sadeh, Newman, & Verona, 2012; Verona, Sprague, & Javdani, 2012). For any
of these reasons, the available literature suggests that the PCL model of psychopathic
personality does not completely tap the same construct for girls as it does for boys.
Beyond concerns of the PCL model’s comparative validity across genders, it is
also unknown whether this model is able to detect psychopathy in non-forensic
populations. Specifically, there is reason to suspect that a model of psychopathy that is
based in antisocial behavior is less able to detect these traits in community populations in
which the base rate of antisocial behavior is relatively low. As previously suggested, part
of the PCL model’s difficulty in generalizing beyond male offender populations seems to
be rooted in its emphasis on measuring past antisocial behavior as indictors of
psychopathy and predictors of antisociality. There is concern that this content overlap
between the psychopathy construct and its outcomes accounts for too much variance in
prediction. To this point, Cooke and colleagues (2004) used structural equation modeling
4

to show that modeling antisocial behavior as an outcome of psychopathic personality
traits provides a closer and more parsimonious fit to their data than conceptualizing it as a
core criterion of the psychopathy construct.
Such a conceptualization may represent a particularly biased approach to indexing
psychopathic personality in youth. Specially, antisocial behavior is likely conflated with
exogenous, contextual variables that introduce noise when trying to measure an
individual’s true level of psychopathic traits. For instance, antisocial behavior in
adolescence may be easily amplified or buffered against by one’s peer group affiliation,
parental involvement or monitoring, or available educational and economic opportunities.
Whereas shared environmental factors are typically negligibly associated with most
forms of psychopathology, they uniquely account for approximately 20% of the variation
in antisocial behavior (Moffitt, 2005). Furthermore, these effects may be particularly
potent in adolescence when antisocial behavior is relatively normative and adaptive
(Moffitt, 1993). In sum, the available evidence suggests that the PCL model’s reliance on
past antisocial behaviors as indicators of psychopathy likely confounds its measurement
of these traits in youth and particularly reduces its predictive power in samples that
exhibit lower base rates of antisocial behavior (e.g., mixed gender or community
samples).
A final critique of the PCL model of psychopathy is that it has not evidenced a
single consistent factor structure across its many forms of measurement. As noted, in the
adult literature, the PCL-R has been historically understood within a two-factor (i.e.,
affective/interpersonal and an antisocial/lifestyle) framework (Hare et al., 1990) and has
more recently been expanded into a four-factor solution comprising separate affective,
5

interpersonal, antisocial, and lifestyle facets (Neumann, Hare, & Newman, 2007). Of
note, unique three-factor structures of the PCL-R that deliberately attempt to remove
model components that may overly confound psychopathic personality with antisocial
behavior have been proposed with some empirical support (Cooke & Michie, 2001;
Cooke, Michie, & Skeem, 2007). However, these approaches have also been criticized
for making model specifications that may have overfit the solution to the data (Neumann,
2007).
Understanding of the factor structure of the PCL model is less clear in the youth
literature, though this confusion may be largely attributed to the many different
measurement tools attempting to extend this conceptualization of psychopathic
personality to children and adolescents. Foremost is the PCL:YV which was designed to
mirror the PCL-R as closely as possible. Factor analysis of this measure tends to show
that both of the above referenced three- and four-factor models of psychopathy provide at
least moderate fit, with appropriate arguments for either existing within the literature
based upon one’s relative preference for the less saturated nature of the four-factor model
(Neumann et al., 2006) or for the three-factor model’s greater potential to differentiate
levels of psychopathic traits within groups of individuals with otherwise comparable
antisocial behavior histories (Jones, Cauffman, Miller, & Mulvey, 2006).
Beyond the PCL:YV, both the Youth Psychopathic Traits Inventory (YPI;
Andershed, Kerr, Stattin, & Levander, 2002) and the Antisocial Process Screening
Device (APSD; Frick & Hare, 2001) were developed as simpler self-report measures for
assessing the PCL model in youth. Thus, both the YPI and the APSD were designed to
correspond with the PCL’s three-factor model of psychopathy by tapping affective
6

deficits, interpersonal deficits, and behavioral (i.e., impulsivity and irresponsibility)
deficits. Colins, Bijttebier, Broekaert, and Andershed (2014) found that, in a sample of
detained adolescent females, this three-factor model replicated for the YPI but not for the
APSD. A separate study of a mixed-gender forensic sample, however, failed to achieve
fit for this three-factor model in either the YPI or APSD (Poythress, Dembo, Wareham,
& Greenbaum, 2006). Upon further examination, these authors observed that the affective
deficits factor within each of these measures evidenced particularly poor internal
consistency and therefore likely limited model fit (Poythress et al., 2006). The Inventory
of Callous Unemotional Traits (ICU; Essau, Sasagawa, & Frick, 2006) was thus
developed explicitly for the purpose of providing a more accurate and comprehensive
measure of the affective factor of the PCL model, otherwise termed callous-unemotional
(CU) traits. The ICU also further advanced the field by seeking to measure trait-level
indicators of psychopathy over antisocial indicators. It has been shown to predict future
antisocial outcomes even when controlling for previous aggressive and antisocial
behavior (Kimonis, Kennealy, & Goulter, 2016), although this study was again restricted
to a sample of adolescent male offenders. Thus, the generalizability of these findings to
more heterogeneous populations is unknown. Nevertheless, this research does suggest
that trait-based measures of psychopathy are capable of predicting antisocial outcomes
and that antisocial behaviors need not represent core criteria for the measurement of
psychopathy.
Overall, despite its numerous contributions to the literature, multiple challenges
face the PCL model as a means for assessing psychopathic personality in youth. In
particular, the model does not appear to adequately measure psychopathy in girls and is
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assumed to be less effective in populations where lower base rates of antisocial behavior
should be expected (i.e., community youth). Furthermore, construct validity concerns
arise when a single measure is used to define a disorder (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).
Finally, self-report measures of youth psychopathy like the APSD are common in the
literature due to their simplicity of administration but they consistently evidence poor
internal consistency. Ultimately, the field of research regarding psychopathy is in need of
a conceptual model of psychopathy that is equally valid across age groups, across
genders, and across groups with varying levels of antisocial behavior. In addition, a
consistent and clear factor structure would further advantage such a model over the PCL
model of psychopathy. As noted above, a primary limitation of the PCL model in these
regards is its reliance on measuring past antisocial behaviors as core criteria for the
disorder. Doing so particularly biases measurement towards environmental characteristics
that are unrelated to psychopathy and outside of the individual’s control. Therefore, the
validation of an alternative model that indexes indicators of psychopathy—independent
of overt antisocial acts—may allow for more valid measurements of this construct. Such
an advancement could facilitate the earlier detection of and the development of more
effective intervention programs for those at truest risk for future antisocial behavior.
Personality Traits as Indicators of Psychopathy
Personality traits represent promising candidates as indicators of psychopathy,
especially because psychopathy has historically been conceptualized as a personality
disorder. Though still somewhat malleable across development, personality traits are
definitionally very stable individual characteristics. In a large meta-analysis on the
stability of personality traits across development, Roberts and Delvecchio (2000)
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observed that the test-retest consistencies of Big 5 personality traits were around r = .50
in adolescence and that this finding was not affected by gender or assessment method.
Furthermore, they reported that the rank-order stability of personality traits improves
linearly throughout adolescence and adulthood (Roberts & Delvecchio, 2000). Such
findings have led researchers to declare that, “The only psychological constructs more
consistent than personality traits are measures of cognitive ability,” (Caspi, Roberts, &
Shiner, 2005, p. 466-467). Comparably, antisocial behavior in youth is notoriously
inconsistent across time, as the vast majority of adolescent antisocial offenders desist
from these acts as they enter adulthood (Moffitt, 1993). Personality traits are also
differentiated from overt behaviors as they are stable and ever-present within an
individual whereas behavior is time-varying and most measurements of it merely reflect a
snapshot moment in an individual’s history. Therefore, traits can be more reliably
assessed than discrete behaviors. Due to these matters of stability and reliabliity,
antisocial or psychopathic personality traits are conceptually and practically distinct from
antisocial psychopathic behaviors.
In addition, although any individual personality trait is likely to only account for
approximately 10% of the variance in a behavior of study, a complex constellation of
relevant traits can provide a very effective means for explaining a substantial portion of
the variance in behavior among a large group (Caspi & Shiner, 2006). In fact, these
authors specifically cited the introduction of CU traits to the literature as a successful
application of personality traits for parsing homogeneity from a heterogeneous group that
displays a similar collection of behaviors (i.e., antisocial behavior; Caspi & Shiner,
2006). Finally, psychopathic personality traits appear less likely to be affected by
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environmental factors than putative behavioral indicators of psychopathy. Taken
together, there is strong reason to anticipate that a trait-based model of psychopathy
would be able to more accurately predict future antisocial behavior in youth than a
behavior-based model such as the PCL model.
The Triarchic Model of Psychopathic Personality
The triarchic model of psychopathy was recently proposed to address several of
the above concerns associated with the PCL model. The triarchic model comprises three
partially overlapping phenotypic personality dimensions—disinhibition, boldness, and
meanness—that, in combination, are presumed to compose psychopathic personality and
to confer risk for antisocial behavior (Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009). Disinhibition is
composed of high impulsivity, behavioral activation, and low emotional restraint. This
factor is believed to be most strongly associated with disruptive behaviors and general
externalizing problems in youth. Meanness refers to an aggressive and unempathic
emotional profile highlighted by the callous disregard for others and a lack of close
relationships. Finally, boldness is defined by traits of fearlessness and social dominance
that allegedly may be adaptive or advantageous, particularly in the absence of
disinhibition or meanness. These three factors were selected to capture trait dimensions
that tap conceptually distinct neurological and developmental underpinnings of
psychopathic behavior. Such an approach is in stark contrast to the antisocial indicators
that were originally chosen to compose the PCL model through clinical observation of
criminal offenders. The trait dimension of boldness is particularly unique to the triarchic
model relative to the PCL model as it involves possibly adaptive features whereas the
PCL exclusively focuses on maladaptive or deviant behavior. Several researchers have
10

argued that traits associated with boldness (e.g., fearlessness, resilience,
venturesomeness, et cetera) are critical to the construct of psychopathy and that its
exclusion from the PCL model is a considerable weakness (see Lilienfeld et al., 2015;
Patrick et al., 2009; Esteller, Poy, & Molto, 2016). Nevertheless, even after controlling
for other psychopathic factors, boldness has been negatively associated with internalizing
psychopathology (Latzman et al., 2018) and positively associated with professional
satisfaction and material success (Eisenbarth, Hart, & Sedikides, 2018), supporting the
notion that, on its own, boldness uniquely reflects adaptive features.
Despite the strong theoretical basis behind the triarchic model, it has not yet been
subjected to substantial empirical testing. To date, the majority of peer-reviewed
examinations of the triarchic model have focused on the associations between the
Triarchic Personality Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010) and external criterion measures.
All of this research has been conducted with adults and no populations younger than
college students. The TriPM is a 58-item self-report measure created to tap the three
psychopathic trait factors of meanness, boldness, and disinhibition. Importantly, the first
reported investigations on the TriPM observed that TriPM total scores were strongly
associated with PCL-R total scores (R = .53) in a sample of adult male prisoners (Patrick,
2010). Furthermore, although each of the three individual factors were only moderately
correlated with PCL-R total scores (r = .20 - .32), they were also only modestly
associated with each other and each significantly predicted a separate facet of the PCL-R
(Patrick, 2010). These findings are also presented in Table 1, and overall, suggest that the
TriPM’s measurements of meanness, boldness, and disinhibition successfully distinguish

11

distinct trait dimensions of psychopathy while still being strongly associated with the
construct of psychopathy as it is more conventionally measured.
Sellbom and Phillips (2013) examined how the TriPM associated with 1) other
standard measures of psychopathy such as the APSD, ICU, and the Psychopathic
Personality Inventory (PPI) in undergraduate students, and 2) with correlates of
psychopathic personality such as the Sensation Seeking Scale and the Behavioral
Inhibition/Activation Scales in adult female inmates. Abbreviated findings from this
study are provided in Table 2, which displays associations among the constructs. These
results strongly suggest that the triarchic conceptualization of psychopathy effectively
accounts for a large amount of variance in these more established tools for measuring
psychopathy in both community and forensic samples. As also illustrated in Table 2,
within the correctional sample, Disinhibition was most strongly related to the Behavioral
Activation Scale and the disinhibition subscale of the Sensation Seeking Scale; Boldness
was most strongly related to narcissism, thrill and adventure seeking, experience seeking,
and low Behavioral Inhibition System scores; Meanness was most predictive of low
empathy and Machiavellianism (Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). In their undergraduate
sample, they found that Meanness was very strongly associated with PPI Coldheartedness
and ICU and APSD total scores; Disinhibition was most strongly associated with PPI
Self-centered Impulsivity and APSD Impulsivity/Conduct Problems (I/CP); Boldness was
very strongly associated with PPI Fearless Dominance but not with APSD or ICU total
scores (Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). Overall, these results are very consistent with the
theorized forms and functions of the triarchic model’s three components: meanness
seems to index trait coldness and callousness, disinhibition seems to index impulsivity
12

and behavioral activation, and boldness seems to index traits of social dominance
independently of behavior problems.
A similar study by Sellbom, Laurinavičius, Ustinavičiūtė, and Laurinaitytė (2018)
found that, within a sample of adult male Lithuanian inmates, the TriPM was associated
with the screening version of the PCL (PCL:SV; Hart, Cox, & Hare, 1995) in accordance
with their hypotheses. Specifically, TriPM Boldness was significantly associated with the
interpersonal facet of the PCL:SV, TriPM Meanness was significantly associated with the
affective facet of the PCL:SV, and TriPM Disinhibition was significantly associated with
the lifestyle and antisocial behavior facet of the PCL:SV (Sellbom et al., 2018).
Furthermore, whereas TriPM Meanness and Disinhibition were significantly correlated
with PCL:SV total scores, TriPM Boldness was not (Sellbom et al., 2018). This specific
finding importantly underscores differences between the triarchic and PCL models of
psychopathy as the former values traits of resilience and venturesomeness that are not
included in the latter. This study is also one of the few to have explored clinical correlates
of the TriPM, with its authors reporting that TriPM Meanness was associated with
measures of physical aggression and anger, TriPM Disinhibition was similarly associated
with anger, antagonism, and externalizing behavior problems, and TriPM Disinhibition
was associated with measures of interpersonal dominance and social engagement
(Sellbom et al., 2018).
Unexpectedly, the above study also found that TriPM Boldness was not
negatively associated with negative emotion and fear as hypothesized and it also
demonstrated lower internal consistency than TriPM Meanness or Disinhibition (Sellbom
et al., 2018). These findings may suggest that TriPM Boldness itself is multidimensional
13

and more strongly taps traits relating to one’s interpersonal style than those relating to
stress immunity. Indeed, in a study of the Chinese version of the TriPM among university
students, item response theory analyses found that TriPM Boldness comprised
associated-yet-distinct, affective and interpersonal items, wheareas TriPM Meanness and
Disinhibition were unidimensional (Shou, Sellbom, & Xu, 2018). In a separate study,
however, TriPM Boldness significantly predicted both baseline heartrate and heartrate
while viewing violent videos (Kyranides, Fanti, Sikki, & Patrick, 2017), suggesting that
this scale indeed indexes its affective targets of low anxiety and fear.
Stanley, Wygant, and Sellbom (2013) added to the literature’s understanding of
the triarchic model by examining associations between the TriPM and the PPI, Big Five
Inventory, Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI), and Interpersonal Reactivity Index
(IRI) in an adult inmate sample. Abbreviated results from this study are presented in
Table 3. Consistent with hypotheses, the authors reported that the PPI was significantly
correlated with all three factors of the TriPM, whereas the IRI, a self-report measure of
empathy, most strongly predicted Meanness, and the NPI, a self-report measure of trait
narcissism, most strongly predicted Boldness (Stanley et al., 2013). Regarding the big
five personality traits, the authors found that Meanness was associated with low
Agreeableness, low Conscientiousness, and low Openness, Disinhibition was associated
with low Conscientiousness and elevated Neuroticism, and Boldness was associated with
high Extroversion, Conscientiousness, Openness, and low Neuroticism (Stanley et al.,
2013). A separate study of college students by Poy and colleagues (2013) similarly found
Meanness marked by low Agreeableness and low Conscientiousness, Disinhibition by
low Conscientiousness, low Agreeableness, high Neuroticism and high Extraversion, and
14

Boldness by low Neuroticism, high Extraversion, and high Openness. Taken together,
this research supports the TriPM as a questionnaire capable of tapping relevant
personality constructs that, like big five traits, exist at varying levels across normal
personality continua. Conceptualizing psychopathy as a dimensional construct as opposed
to a taxon enables researchers to better study it across genders, developmental periods,
levels of clinical concern, and cultural groups (Lilienfeld, 1998). These studies also
provide empirical evidence for the notion that meanness and disinhibition represent sets
of personality traits conducive to dissocial behavior whereas, on its own, boldness is
associated with socially advantageous trait dimensions.
This last point is unique to the triarchic model as most conceptual models of
psychopathy have disregarded the potential benefits of psychopathic traits even though
these advantages were central to Cleckley’s (1941) original formulations of the disorder.
For example, Venables, Hall, and Patrick (2014) recently found evidence that boldness
provided incremental prediction of PCL-R scores beyond antisocial personality disorder
diagnoses or beyond disinhibition and meanness alone. This study was replicated more
recently in a large mixed-gender adult offender sample, which showed that triarchic
boldness provides incremental validity in predicting PCL-R total scores even though the
PCL-R interpersonal facet partially taps trait boldness (Murphy, Lilienfeld, Skeem, &
Edens, 2016). These findings suggest that psychopathy is indeed a multidimensional trait
construct, of which boldness is an important component, and that the PCL-R inadequately
indexes boldness. A meta-analysis by Lilienfeld et al. (2015) provided further support for
the importance of boldness as a core indicator of psychopathy, despite its presumed social
advantages, in showing that boldness is as strongly correlated with a variety of well15

validated psychopathy measures as meanness and disinhibition are. Finally, TriPM
Boldness has been found to be uniquely associated with blunted startle responses to
threatening images, a connection not previously observed with the PCL’s interpersonal
facet, suggesting that TriPM Boldness taps trait fearlessness in a way that the PCL does
not (Esteller et al., 2016). Taken together, these studies once again indicate that the PCL
model may miss certain trait components of psychopathy that, on their own, may be
associated with socially advantageous behavior instead of antisocial behavior.
As researchers’ familiarity with the triarchic model has increased, so has its use in
diverse investigations of psychopathy beyond the testing of its own validity. For example,
the TriPM has been employed to help identify primary versus secondary variants of
psychopathy through model-based cluster analysis (Drislane et al., 2015), to show that
those who score high on the TriPM are not more likely to fake bad in the context of
forensic psychological evaluations than those who score low on it (Marion et al., 2013),
and to show that meanness is uniquely associated with higher pain tolerance (Brislin,
Buchman-Schmitt, Joiner, & Patrick, 2016). Additionally, in a study of young adult
twins, Tuvblad et al. (2018) found that the etiological underpinnings (i.e., genetic versus
environmental) of TriPM scores did not differ between genders, even though men
demonstrated higher mean scores on each TriPM subscale relative to women, supporting
the notion that the personality-based triarchic model is able to identify risk factors with
less bias from social constructs. Certainly, the literature has begun to accept the triarchic
model as a valid means for conceptualizing psychopathy and for testing this construct in
adults. Nevertheless, a review of early research on the TriPM led Evans and Tully (2016)
to conclude that the literature would benefit from more frequent reporting on the
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reliability of this measure and from research that explores clinically relevant correlates of
triarchic dimensions.
Separately, the strong theoretical basis for this model and its three distinct factors
provide encouragement that a factor structure for this model with good fit to observed
data may be consistently observed. Early exploratory factor analysis on the TriPM has
already demonstrated support for a three-factor structure that is consistent with the design
of the triarchic model and is invariant across gender (Somma, Borroni, Drislane, Patrick,
& Fossati, 2018). Similarly, Drislane and Patrick (2016) showed that a three-factor
model, in which latent factors of meanness, boldness, and disinhibition were identified
via the TriPM and other self-report measures of psychopathic traits, provided good fit to
the data and outperformed alternatively hypothesized one- and two- factor models of
psychopathy. Therefore, there is reason to believe that, relative to the PCL model of
psychopathy, the triarchic model may more fully capture the multidimensional nature of
psychopathic personality disorder and provide a more accurate means for its
measurement. In turn, better identification of psychopathic personality would
consequently allow for the finer prediction of antisocial behavior regardless of sample
demographics such as age, gender, or offender status.
The Present Study
The present study addresses limitations presented by the PCL model when
looking to identify psychopathic traits among youth. This model, centered on the
measurement of past antisocial behavior as indicators of psychopathy and predictors of
further antisocial behavior, has exhibited diminished validity when applied to those
beyond the incarcerated male samples in which it was originally developed. Specifically,
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the field is in need of an alternative conceptual model of psychopathy that is able to
measure this construct as accurately for females as for males, for non-offenders as for
offenders, and across earlier stages of development. The recently proposed triarchic
model provides an exciting alternative framework for the measurement of psychopathy in
these regards as it indexes stable personality traits that are core to the psychopathy
construct rather than time-varying, overt antisocial behaviors. Doing so allows for these
measurements to be less biased by external confounding variables and is particularly
useful for measuring psychopathy in adolescence when displays of antisocial behavior
become relatively more normative. Additionally, the triarchic model offers the advantage
of incorporating adaptive trait characteristics that, despite having been shown to be
central to the psychopathy construct, are absent from the PCL modeling of psychopathic
behavior. Finally, there is encouraging initial support that the triarchic model will
evidence a more consistent and better fitting factor structure of psychopathy in youth than
the PCL model has thus far, which would indicate further that the triarchic model may
better represent the underlying nature of psychopathy in youth than does the PCL model.
This study is the first to examine the triarchic model of psychopathy in youth and
possessed four specific aims for doing so. The first aim of this study was to test the
construct validity of the triarchic model by exploring the unique associations between its
three factors (as assessed via TriPM Meanness, Boldness, and Disinhibition) and
theoretically related external validity criteria. Per recommendations by Evans and Tully
(2016), special care was made to test the TriPM against criteria associated with clinical
issues. Because meanness ostensibly reflects violent tendencies and cruelty and hostility
towards others, it was hypothesized that TriPM Meanness would be significantly and
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positively associated with aggressive behavior and with interpersonal conflict. As
boldness is meant to tap dispositional venturesomeness, stress immunity, and social
efficacy, it was hypothesized that TriPM Boldness would be significantly and negatively
associated with internalizing psychopathology and with social problems. Finally, because
disinhibition theoretically reflects impulsivity and oppositionality, it was hypothesized
that TriPM Disinhibition would significantly and positively associated with rule-breaking
behaviors and attention problems. Observations of these relationships would provide
evidence of the TriPM’s ability to appropriately index intended constructs in youth
populations.
The second aim of this study was to compare the relative abilities of the triarchic
model and the PCL model to concurrently predict antisocial behaviors, such as
aggression and rule-breaking, among a diverse sample of youth. It was hypothesized that
TriPM total scores would be significantly associated with concurrent measurements of
these behaviors even after controlling for levels of affective, interpersonal, and
behavioral deficits associated with the PCL model of psychopathy. Related to this aim, it
was hypothesized that the TriPM and its subscales would evidence greater internal
consistency than common rating scales used to assess the PCL model in youth (i.e.,
APSD and ICU). Greater internal consistency and ability to concurrently predict
antisocial behavior for the TriPM over PCL-based measures would support the theory
that the triarchic model provides a more accurate conceptualization of psychopathic
personality across ages, genders, and varying levels of offending than the PCL model.
The third aim of this study was to further test the construct validity of the triarchic
model in youth via a pilot confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the theorized three19

factor model of the TriPM. It was hypothesized that this model would provide good fit to
the data in a diverse sample of adolescents who vary by gender and by antisocial
behavior history. Good fit to the specified model would support the putative factor
structure and provide more evidence for the internal validity of the TriPM among youth.
The fourth and final aim of this study was to test the novel hypothesis that trait
boldness is only associated with antisocial behavior when meanness and/or disinhibition
are also present. Though commonly theorized, such a question has been hardly studied. In
a study of adult female offenders, Gottfried, Harrop, Anestis, Venables, and Sellbom
(2018) successfully showed that both disinhibition and meanness moderated the
relationship between boldness and prior conduct problems during childhood. Separately,
Nafatali (2018) found that boldness moderated the relationship between meanness and
reoffending risk among adults paroled from prison in New Zealand. A similar moderation
of disinhibition on reoffending was not observed (Nafatali, 2018). However, boldness
was modeled as the moderating variable in these analyses, whereas the present study
theorized that it is more likely that meanness and disinhibition potentiate the relationship
between boldness and antisocial behavior. In other words, this study hypothesized that,
consistent with findings from Gottfried et al. (2018), both TriPM Meanness and TriPM
Disinhibition would moderate the associations between TriPM Boldness and antisocial
behavior such that TriPM Boldness would only be associated with antisocial behavior
when an individual scored high on either TriPM Meanness or Disinhibition. Findings that
support meanness and disinhibition as moderators of the relationship between boldness
and antisocial behavior would give credence to the theory that boldness comprises trait
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dimensions that, despite offering potential for both adaptive and maladaptive functioning,
are fundamental components of the psychopathy construct.
Methods
Participants
64 adolescents (32 male and 32 female), ranging in age from 14 to 17 (M = 15.67,
SD = 1.01), participated in this study. 43 participants (16 males, 27 females) were
recruited from the community at two public high schools in rural New England. The
remaining 21 participants (16 males, 5 females) participated while detained in a nearby
juvenile rehabilitation center. Sampling from both forensic and community populations
allowed for the observation of a range of psychopathic traits and antisocial behavior
while importantly still capturing a representative sampling of these trait dimensions
across most youth. Including this diversity was important given that the primary aim of
this study is to test the validity of the triarchic model of psychopathy for all youth as
opposed to just those who have previously exhibited antisocial behavior.
85.9% of this sample identified as white, 3.1% as Latino, 3.1% as Asian, and
7.8% as multi-racial or of other origin. Exclusion criteria included 1) inability to provide
written consent or assent, 2) a Standard Score below 80 on the Sentence Comprehension
subtest of the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT4; Wilkinson & Robertson, 2006)
as this indicates low literacy and potentially compromised understanding of test
materials, 3) for detained youth, a stay of less than two weeks at the detention center that
would make study participation difficult, and 4) for detained youth, being identified by
staff as unsafe for a one-on-one meeting with a researcher. Only one participant was
excluded after enrollment and this was due to the individual’s reading comprehension
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score. Over two-fifths of the sample (42.2%) endorsed having ever gotten in trouble with
the law (M age at first trouble among those who endorsed = 12.78, SD = 2.82) and 32.8%
endorsed having ever been arrested (M age at first arrest among those who endorsed =
12.80, SD = 3.19). Per their reports, aggressive offenses against other persons represented
the most serious criminal charge of participants (17.2%). Twelve-and-one-half percent
reported non-aggressive offenses (e.g., theft, disorderly conduct, status offenses, et
cetera) and 4.7% reported sexual offenses as their most serious criminal charge.
Procedure
The protocol for this study was approved by university and state Human Services
Institutional Review Boards before any research was conducted. Adolescents in the
community were recruited from two local high schools and interested students obtained
signed consent from a guardian before presenting to the psychology research laboratory
for study participation. Potential participants from the juvenile rehabilitation center were
identified to researchers by staff of the center and researchers then obtained signed
consent from Department of Children and Families caseworkers, as detained youth were
under legal guardianship of the state. All youth provided written assent. All detained
youth completed participation in quiet rooms at the detention center where they could
confidentially meet with a researcher individually. Community youth completed the
protocol in the university research laboratory. Participation took approximately 45
minutes to one hour to complete and all enrolled participants received $10 gift cards to
Amazon. Participants’ responses to all questionnaires were completed in interview
format, with study staff reading questionnaire items aloud to participants before entering
responses into standardized electronic forms of each questionnaire on a laptop computer.
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Though this method is more labor intensive than pen-and-paper administration of
questionnaires, our laboratory has found that it greatly reduces entry errors and missing
data.
Measures
Demographics. Participants self-reported on their demographics and histories
through a brief structured questionnaire that was developed for this study. Assessed areas
included date of birth, gender, identified race, current grade in school, whether one has
ever gotten in trouble with the law and when, whether one has ever been arrested and
when, and one’s most serious current and past criminal charges.
Triarchic Model. The Triarchic Personality Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010) is a
self-report measure comprised of 58 items that tap the three trait factors of meanness
(e.g., “I don’t see any point in worrying if what I do hurts someone else.”), boldness (e.g.,
“I am well-equipped to deal with stress.”), and disinhibition (e.g., “I jump into things
without thinking.”). Responses are made on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (true)
to 4 (false). The TriPM is the only empirically validated assessment tool currently
available for measuring the trait dimensions that make up the triarchic model of
psychopathy. Despite the novelty of this measure, preliminary testing on it in adults has
yielded strong internal consistency, with coefficients ranging from .77 to .90 (Anderson,
Sellbom, Wygant, Salekin, & Krueger, 2014; Drislane, Patrick, & Arsal, 2014; Sellbom
& Phillips, 2013; Stanley et al., 2013). As previously discussed in depth, evidence for
convergent validity of the TriPM has also quickly emerged, often focusing on its
associations with more established measures of psychopathy and with personality traits
closely associated with psychopathy (for example, see Drislane et al., 2014; Sellbom &
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Phillips, 2013; Stanley et al., 2013). An Italian version of the TriPM has even been
developed and demonstrated strong reliability (α = .85; Sica et al., 2015), further
increasing confidence that the TriPM effectively measures psychopathy across socially
diverse samples. Early support has also been provided for the TriPM’s three-factor
structure in adults (Drislane & Patrick, 2010), although this remains to be evidenced in
youth as well.
PCL Model. As previously described, the PCL has heavily influenced the
literature into conceptualizing psychopathy as a construct comprised of affective,
interpersonal, and behavioral deficits. Participants completed two separate self-report
rating scales that were specifically developed to measure the PCL model of psychopathy
in youth: the ICU for assessing PCL-specified affective deficits in youth and the APSD
for assessing the interpersonal and behavioral deficits.
APSD. The APSD (Frick & Hare, 2001) is a 20-item self-report behavioral rating
scale that was created to provide an alternative to the time- and labor-intensive PCL:YV
interview. Items are scored on a three-point scale and the measure yields separate
subscales meant to represent three components, termed CU Traits (affective deficits; six
items), Narcissism (interpersonal deficits; seven items), and Impulsivity/Conduct
Problems (behavioral deficits; five items). As previously discussed, these three
components reflect the three-factor model commonly associated with the PCL model in
youth (e.g., as found in the PCL:YV and YPI). CFA testing has supported this model in
the self-report version of the APSD (Vitacco, Rogers, & Neumann, 2003) and, in support
of its validity, the self-report APSD has been found to be concurrently and predictively
associated with several measures of youth antisocial behavior, including police contact
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(Muñoz & Frick, 2007) and higher self-report APSD scores have been found for
adjudicated youth in maximum security detention versus those in the less restrictive
county detention (Vitacco et al., 2003). The former study also provided evidence for good
agreement of APSD scores between youth and parent reporting and for moderate stability
of self-report APSD scores over one and two years (Muñoz & Frick, 2007). A frequent
concern for or criticism of the APSD, however, has been the suspect internal consistency
reliability typically demonstrated by its subscales. Poythress et al. (2006) conducted a
meta-analysis of 11 studies that reported on the internal consistency of the self-report
APSD and found that, although the Narcissism and Impulsivity/Conduct Problems scales
tend to display at least moderate reliability in this regard (i.e., median α = .69 and .53,
respectively), poor internal consistency of the CU scale was typically observed (median α
= .46).
ICU. Since the CU factor of the APSD only contains six items and is well known
for demonstrating subpar reliability, the more comprehensive 24-item ICU (Essau et al.,
2006) was created to provide an alternative and more complete and valid measurement of
CU traits. On the ICU, youth rate responses on a scale from zero to three depending on
how well they believe each statement describes them. The internal consistency for the
ICU total scale has consistently reported as satisfactory and particularly improved over
that of the APSD CU scale. Essau and colleagues (2006) reported a coefficient alpha of
.77 in a large community sample of adolescents and similar findings have been reported
by Kimonis et al. (2008; α = .81), Ciucci, Baroncelli, Franchi, Golmaryami, and Frick
(2014; α = .81), Roose, Bijttebier, Decoene, Claes, and Frick (2010; .83) and Feilhauer,
Cima, and Arntz (2012; α = .71). Support for the ICU’s validity comes from associations
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observed between this measure and conduct disorder symptoms, aggression, and
antisocial behavior (Essau et al., 2006), delinquency and less empathy and positive affect
(Kimonis et al., 2008), less prosocial behavior in the school setting, more bullying, and
more formal warnings from school staff (Ciucci et al., 2014), and the affective factor of
the PCL:YV (Feilhauer et al., 2012). Because this more reliable and valid measure of
callous-unemotional traits exists, ICU total scores were used in place of the APSD CU
subscale in all analyses in this study that called for a measure of the PCL model’s
affective deficits factor.
Antisocial Behavior. The empirically based Externalizing Problems composite
scale from the Youth Self Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991) was used as a proxy measure
of antisocial behavior as it contains 17 items that directly measure aggressive behavior
(e.g., Mean to others, Destroys others’ things, Gets in fights, Disobedient at school, et
cetera) and 15 items that measure rule-breaking behaviors (e.g., Breaks rules, Lies or
cheats, Sets fires, Steals at home, Steals from places other than home, Drinks alcohol,
Uses drugs for non-medical purposes, et cetera). Participants rate their responses to YSR
items on a 3-point Likert scale from 0 (not at all true) to 2 (very true or often true). A
strength of the YSR is its comparison of scores versus a normative sample of 1,057
socially and geographically diverse youth in the United States. Testing of the YSR
Externalizing Problems scale in this sample yielded strong measures of internal
consistency (α = .90), agreement with parent reported Externalizing Problems (r = .56),
and stability over seven-month retesting (r = .59; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). YSR
Externalizing Problems scores have also been shown to correlate strongly with parentand teacher- reported scores from the Externalizing Problems scale of the Behavior
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Assessment System for Children (r = .74 to .88; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001), another
behavioral rating scale designed to measure aggression, acting out, and poor behavioral
controls in youth.
supporting the construct validity of this scale (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001).
External Validity. Select syndrome scales from the YSR were also used to test
the associations between TriPM subscales and theoretically relevant external variables.
The YSR Aggressive Behavior and YSR Social Problems scales were chosen as measures
of aggression and interpersonal conflict, respectively. These are empirically derived
syndrome scales composed of highly similar items (α = .86 and .74) that separately
evaluate for the presence of behaviors that harm or antagonize others (e.g., Gets in many
fights or Physically attacks others) or difficulty effectively navigating peer relationships
(e.g., Feels lonely, Does not get along with other kids, or Gets teased a lot; Achenbach &
Rescorla, 2001). Similarly, the YSR Anxiety/Depression syndrome scale was selected as
a measure of negative affect as it consistently (α = .84) measures frequency and severity
of anxious (e.g., Nervous or tense and Too fearful or anxious) and depressed (e.g., Cries
a lot and Feels worthless or inferior) feelings and behaviors (Achenbach & Rescorla,
2001). Finally, YSR Rule-Breaking and Attention Problems were used as measures of
rule-breaking and inattention. Good internal consistency has been reported for these
scales as well (α = .81 and .79, respectively) and they tap behaviors associated with
acting out or defying social norms for youth (e.g., Lies or cheats, Runs away from home,
and Cuts classes or skips school) and difficulty with sustaining focus or inhibiting
behavior beyond developmentally appropriate levels (e.g., Fails to finish things started,
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Has trouble concentrating, and Acts without stopping to think; Achenbach & Rescorla,
2001).
Reading Ability. The Sentence Comprehension subtest from the Wide Range
Achievement Test 4 (Wilkinson & Robertson, 2006) was administered to all participants
as a screening tool of reading ability. The WRAT4 is age-normed standardized test of
academic achievement for 5- to 94-year-olds that includes four subtests in the areas of
Sentence Comprehension, Word Reading, Spelling, and Math Computation. The
Sentence Comprehension subtest measures an individual’s ability to derive meaning from
words and to comprehend ideas in written sentences at an age-appropriate level by
requiring them to provide missing words for incomplete sentences. This test was
primarily used to exclude youth with Standard Scores below 80 (i.e., below the Low
Average range) on this subtest. Additionally, it was used to approximately compare the
academic abilities of the community and adjudicated youths within the present sample.
Data Analytic Plan
Data Preparation. All analyses were conducted in SPSS version 23, except for
factor analyses, which were conducted in Mplus version 7. Sum scores were used to
compute all total or subscale scores for analyses. Prior to analyses, the distributions of
total and subscale scores from the TriPM, APSD, ICU, and YSR were examined for
normality. A subscale or total score was identified as non-normally distributed if it
evidenced an absolute z-score for either skewness or kurtosis above 1.96 (i.e., distribution
was significantly different from normality, p < .05). All YSR subscales used for this
study’s analyses were found to be positively skewed, as were TriPM total scores, TriPM
Meanness, APSD total scores, and APSD Narcissism. These variables were therefore
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square root transformed, except for TriPM Meanness which required log transformation
to achieve acceptable normality. All independent variables in hierarchical regressions
(described below) were also mean-centered to reduce collinearity. There were no missing
data.
First Aim. To test the first hypothesis that the three factors of the triarchic model
would each be significantly associated with theoretically related external validity criteria,
two separate multiple linear regression analyses were conducted per each TriPM scale.
Within each of these analyses, the relevant dependent variable was regressed upon the
specific TriPM scale being tested after entering the other two TriPM scales in the prior
step of the regression to account for variance in the outcome associated with those scales.
Specifically, the YSR Anxiety/Depression syndrome scale was regressed upon TriPM
Boldness after accounting for Meanness and Disinhibition, YSR Social Problems was
regressed upon TriPM Boldness after accounting for Meanness and Disinhibition, YSR
Aggressive Behavior was regressed upon TriPM Meanness after accounting for Boldness
and Disinhibition, YSR Social Problems was regressed upon TriPM Meanness after
accounting for Boldness and Disinhibition, YSR Rule-Breaking was regressed upon
TriPM Disinhibition after accounting for Boldness and Meanness, and YSR Attention
Problems was regressed upon TriPM Disinhibition after accounting for Boldness and
Meanness.
Second Aim. To test the second hypothesis that the triarchic model would predict
concurrent antisocial behavior over and above the PCL model, a multiple linear
regression was conducted in which YSR Externalizing Problems was regressed upon
TriPM total scores and controlling for APSD Narcissism, APSD Impulsivity/Conduct
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Problems, and ICU total scores in the prior step. These three variables were entered as
covariates as distinct measures of the affective, interpersonal, and behavioral deficits,
respectively, associated with the PCL model of psychopathy in youth. Additionally,
Cronbach’s alpha values for the TriPM, APSD, and ICU were computed so that the
internal consistencies of these measures could be compared. It was hypothesized that the
TriPM would evidence superior reliability relative to the PCL-based measures.
Third Aim. To test the third hypothesis that the theorized three-factor triarchic
model provides good fit to the data in a diverse sample of adolescents, a three-factor CFA
of the TriPM was tested. Ideally, a CFA of the TriPM would follow the original design of
the TriPM, in which the 19 items from the Boldness subscale, the 19 items from the
Meanness subscale, and the 20 items from the Disinhibition subscale would each load
upon their own separate latent factors. However, because of the present study’s modest
sample size, (n = 64), model parameters were reduced through parceling per MacCallum
and colleagues’ (1999) recommendation of specifying few factors and few indicators per
factor when sample sizes are below 100. Furthermore, reducing the number of indicators
to three parcels per each latent factor resulted in the input matrix possessing fewer items
than total participants (i.e., 45 variances and covariances versus 64 cases), a sufficient
specification for maximum likelihood estimation (see MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara,
1996). This approach assumes at least moderate communality of variables to accurately
recover population factors but there is theoretical reason to believe that latent factors
account for a substantial portion of the variance in TriPM scores. Nevertheless, the
parceled CFA performed with this dataset was conducted to pilot future research and
these results should be interpreted tentatively.
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Parcels were formed by combining like items, largely based on the original source
measure scales used in construction of TriPM items (see Tables 4-6). Each TriPM factor
was created by selecting items from pre-existing rating scales that tapped constructs
consistent with boldness, meanness, and disinhibition. For instance, items from the
Fearless Dominance factor of the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI) were selected
for use as the items that make up TriPM Boldness. These items came from subscales of
the PPI that, according to Patrick (2010), tap theoretically bold interpersonal behaviors,
emotional experiences, and venturesomeness. As such, instead of having all 19 TriPM
Boldness items load onto the boldness latent factor in the present CFA, only 3 parceled
indicators (i.e., Interpersonal Behavior, Emotional Experience, and Venturesomeness)
were required.
Similarly, the items that make up the TriPM Meanness and Disinhibition scales
were sourced from the Externalizing Spectrum Inventory (ESI; Krueger, Markon, Patrick,
Benning, & Kramer, 2007). TriPM Meanness comprises items from the ESI Empathy,
Excitement Seeking, Physical Aggression, Destructive Aggression, Relational
Aggression, and Honesty subscales. Items from the ESI Physical Aggression, Destructive
Aggression, and Relational Aggression scales were combined to form a single
Aggression parcel, items from the ESI Empathy and Honesty scales were combined to
form an Empathy parcel, and items from the ESI Excitement Seeking scale were kept
together to form an Excitement Seeking parcel. Finally, TriPM Disinhibition comprises
items from the ESI Impatient Urgency, Dependability, Problematic Impulsivity,
Irresponsibility, Planful Control, Theft, Alienation, Boredom Proneness, and Fraud
subscales. Items from the ESI Impatient Urgency, Problematic Impulsivity, Planful
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Control, and Boredom Proneness scales were combined to form a single Impulsivity
parcel, items from the ESI Dependability, Irresponsibility, and Alienation scales were
combined to form a single Irresponsibility scale, and items from the ESI Theft and Fraud
scales were combined to form a single Theft/Fraud parcel. Listings of all TriPM items
and their parcel assignments are provided in Tables 4 through 6.
Because the constructs of boldness, meanness, and disinhibition should reflect
distinct but partially related trait dimensions, intercorrelations between latent factors were
also specified in the CFA model. The diagram of the final model is shown in Figure 1.
Model fit was evaluated by comparing estimated values on the comparative fit index
(CFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the root-mean-square-error of approximation
(RMSEA), and the standard root mean square residual (SRMR) to predetermined values
that are conventionally accepted as indicating goodness of fit. CFI and TLI greater than
or equal to .95 are recognized as indicating good fit whereas RMSEA and SRMR values
below .05 are similarly understood as representing good model fit (MacCallum et al.,
1996; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Finally, the χ2 fit statistic of the CFA was calculated as a
non-significant χ2 statistic would provide further evidence of good model fit. Because the
present study involved a smaller sample size than is typically utilized for CFA and
adequate fit is particularly difficult to achieve under such circumstances (MacCallum et
al., 1999), only results indicating goodness of fit would be interpreted as representative of
the TriPM’s true factor structure. In other words, poor fit in this study would not
necessarily indicate poor internal validity of the TriPM at the population level.
Fourth Aim. Finally, to test the hypothesis that triarchic boldness represents
adaptive trait characteristics in the absence of meanness or disinhibition, two multiple
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linear regression analyses were conducted. In each, YSR Externalizing Problems was
regressed upon TriPM Boldness in the first step of the regression along with either TriPM
Meanness or Disinhibition. The interaction term between Boldness and the other TriPM
factor was then included in the second step of each of these regressions. Observed
significant interactions would be probed following procedures for a continuous moderator
as outlined by Aiken and West (1991). It was predicted that both TriPM Meanness and
Disinhibition would significantly moderate the association between TriPM Boldness and
YSR Externalizing Problems, such that TriPM Boldness was positively associated with
YSR Externalizing Problems when TriPM Meanness or Disinhibition is high. These
findings would suggest that the PCL model is an incomplete conceptualization of
psychopathy as it is limited to maladaptive features primarily associated with socially
deviant behavior.
Results
Descriptive Statistics. Descriptive statistics of TriPM, APSD, ICU, and YSR
scores within this dataset are presented in Table 7. To explore likely differences in key
variables between members of the community and adjudicated subgroups of this sample,
independent samples t tests were conducted and these results can also be found in Table
7. For each of these analyses, Levene’s test for equality of variances suggested that equal
variances could be assumed between groups. As expected, adjudicated participants scored
significantly higher on all measures of psychopathy and on YSR Externalizing Problems
and significantly lower in reading ability as measured by the WRAT-4 Sentence
Completion task compared to the community high school students in this sample. These
same comparisons were also conducted between the boys and girls in this sample and the
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only significant difference that emerged was girls higher in WRAT-4 Sentence
Completion, t(62) = 2.13, p = .04, than their male counterparts.
First Aim. Tables 9, 10, and 11 summarize results from hierarchical regression
analyses in which external validity criteria were regressed upon TriPM Boldness,
Meanness, or Disinhibition after controlling for the other two subscales of the TriPM.
Consistent with hypotheses, the majority of these associations were significant. However,
TriPM Disinhibition was not significantly associated with either YSR Aggressive
Behavior or YSR Social Problems after controlling for TriPM Boldness and Meanness.
The overall models were still significant in both cases, however, TriPM Disinhibition
accounted for a greater proportion of variance in YSR Aggressive Behavior, and TriPM
Boldness accounted for a greater proportion of variance in YSR Social Problems than did
TriPM Meanness.
Second Aim. TriPM total scores were found to predict YSR Externalizing
Problems score after controlling for APSD Narcissism, APSD Impulsivity/Conduct
Problems, and ICU total scores, (β = .46, t =2.60, p = .01). The final model accounted for
59% of the variance in YSR Externalizing Problems scores (R2 = .59, F(4,59) = 20.97, p
< .01), with the addition of TriPM total scores in the second step of the regression
resulting in a change in R2 of .05. Prior to including TriPM total scores to the regression
model, APSD Narcissism (β = .63, t =3.23, p < .01), APSD Impulsivity/Conduct
Problems (β = .18, t =2.55, p = .01), and the ICU (β = .05, t =3.24, p < .01) were all
significantly associated with YSR Externalizing Problems (F(3,60) = 23.46, p < .01). For
exploratory purposes, this analysis was re-run after replacing TriPM total scores in the
second step of the analysis with the separated three subscales of the TriPM for the
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purpose of examining the relative influence of each scale on YSR Externalizing Problems
after controlling for APSD I/CP, APSD Narcissism, and ICU total scores. Results from
this analysis are shown in Table 12; of note, TriPM Disinhibition was the only TriPM
scale significantly associated with YSR Externalizing Problems in the final model (β =
.63, t =5.65, p < .01).
A final set of post-hoc analyses was run to further compare and clarify the extent
to which the TriPM may mimic or improve upon the ability of PCL-based measures of
psychopathy to account for variance in externalizing outcomes. To this end, two separate
linear regressions were conducted in which all three PCL-based measures (i.e., APSD
Narcissism, APSD Impulsivity/Conduct Problems, and ICU total scores) or all three
TriPM scales alone predicted YSR Externalizing Problems. In the first of these analyses,
the three PCL-based measures significantly predicted YSR Externalizing Problems
(F(3,60) = 23.46, p < .01) and accounted for 54% of the variance (R2 = .54). In the
second, the TriPM scales significantly predicted YSR Externalizing Problems (F(3,60) =
41.53, p < .01) but accounted for an even greater proportion of the variance (R2 = .68).
Regarding the internal consistency of psychopathy measures, the 58-item TriPM
(α = .90) exhibited better reliability than the 20-item APSD (α = .82) and the 24-item
ICU (α = .83) within this sample. Furthermore, as shown in Table 13, each subscale of
the TriPM demonstrated greater reliability than any of the subscales from the APSD and
ICU.
Third Aim. Overall, the CFA on the parceled TriPM demonstrated unsatisfactory
fit to the data. The model fit statistics for all factor analyses are provided in Table 14.
Modification indices for this model were examined for exploratory purposes and these
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indicated a possible correlation between the Venturesome parcel from the Boldness factor
and the Excitement Seeking parcel from the Meanness factor. Because this correlation
also made theoretical sense, an additional CFA that included this specification was
performed. Although this modified CFA resulted in improved model fit relative to the
original CFA, its overall fit to the data remained unsatisfactory. Because the predicted
model provided unsatisfactory fit to this study’s data, an Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) was also performed to probe the factor structure of the TriPM within this sample
when no a priori specifications are made. Within this analysis, possible one-, two-, three-,
and four-factor models were specified for exploration. The one-factor solution provided
very poor fit to the data whereas the two-factor model approached acceptable fit and the
four-factor solution demonstrated strong fit to the data (CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.10, RMSEA
= .00, SRMR = .01, χ2(6) = 2.29). Interestingly, the three-factor EFA model failed to
converge due to apparent Heywood cases (i.e., negative error terms) and this issue was
not resolved by fixing problematic error variances to a small, positive value. Fit statistics
for the three-factor EFA model are therefore unavailable.
Factor loadings that emerged from the four-factor EFA are provided in Table 15.
These data indicate that the indicators intended to tap trait boldness likely do indeed load
onto a single latent trait factor but also that the TriPM Meanness and Disinhibitions
scales may contain items that tap traits outside their respective dimensions. Specifically,
although the Empathy/Honesty and Aggression parcels from the presumed Meanness
scale loaded onto the same latent factor, a parcel that should have been associated with
Disinhibition (i.e., the Theft/Fraud parcel) also loaded onto this factor. Furthermore, the
Excitement Seeking parcel—which would be expected to load onto the same factor as
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Empathy/Honesty and Aggression—strongly loaded onto a distinct latent factor that was
not associated with any other indicators. Finally, one of the parcels presumed to be
associated with Disinhibition (i.e., Impulsivity) exhibited approximately equal loadings
between two factors.
Because the three-factor CFA provided unsatisfactory fit and the three-factor EFA
model did not converge, two additional ‘hybrid’ approaches were employed to attempt to
explore a potential three-factor solution of the TriPM: an EFA-in-CFA approach and an
exploratory structural equation model (ESEM). The EFA-in-CFA approach involves as
many model restrictions as would be found in an EFA model but allows the researcher to
specify likely anchor indicators for presumed latent factors. Alternatively, ESEM allows
estimation of cross-loadings (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009). Hopwood and Donnellan
(2010) have argued that this latter approach is ideal for testing the factor structure of
personality measures as factor intercorrelations tend to be high between personality trait
factors and can be reduced through cross-loadings of their indictors. This ability seemed
particularly useful for exploring the factor structure of the TriPM, given that the fourfactor EFA model suggested that presumed indicators of meanness and disinhibition may
load onto multiple factors. Unfortunately, however, both of these models failed to
converge, ending these specific pursuits.
In a final attempt to identify a well-fitting three-factor model of the TriPM within
the present data, the correlations between TriPM parcels that went into factor analyses
were explored. These statistics are available in Table 16 and significant positive
correlations were observed between all parcels making up presumed Boldness, Meanness,
and Disinhibition factors (e.g., Emotional Experience, Interpersonal Behavior, and
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Venturesomeness were all significantly associated with each other, et cetera). However,
several other significant correlations were observed across factors (e.g., Emotional
Experience was also significantly negatively correlated with the Impulsivity and
Irresponsibility parcels from the Disinhibition factor). Of note, Venturesomeness
(Boldness parcel) was significantly positively associated with all three Meanness parcels
and Aggression (Meanness parcel) was significantly positively associated with all three
Disinhibition parcels. Patrick and colleagues (2009) frequently discussed how triarchic
dimensions overlap and are likely correlated with each other in several cases, so a final
CFA was conducted in which all significant cross-factor correlations were specified. The
results from this analysis are provided at the bottom of Table 14 and indicate that this
final model provided good fit to the overall data.
Fourth Aim. Two separate hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to
test whether meanness and/or disinhibition moderate the relationship between boldness
and antisocial behavior. Although both overall models were significant, the inclusion of
an interaction term between TriPM Boldness and Meanness (ΔF(1,60) = .14, p = .71, ΔR2
= .00) or between TriPM Boldness and Disinhibition (ΔF(1,60) = 2.74, p = .10, ΔR2 =
.02) did not significantly improve either of these models. These results are fully reported
in Table 18. In both instances, main effects of TriPM Boldness upon YSR Externalizing
Problems were not observed. As boldness did not appear to have differential effects on
YSR Externalizing Problems at varying levels of meanness and disinhibition, no further
probing of potential interactions, as originally planned, was conducted.
Considering these null findings, exploratory analyses were conducted to better
elucidate the degree to which boldness may be associated with problem behaviors in this
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sample. To do so, levels of boldness were compared between two separate subgroups of
participants: those with borderline-clinical or clinical levels of externalizing behavior
problems per the YSR (i.e., scores on the YSR Externalizing Problems composite scale
that were equal to or greater than 1.5 standard deviations above the mean of the original
YSR referred sample) and those scoring within the normal range of these behaviors (i.e.,
scores under 1.5 standard deviations of the original YSR referred sample on this scale). 7
participants (11%) were found to have scores in the borderline-clinical or clinical range
(i.e., YSR Externalizing Problems ≥ 31.95 for girls and ≥ 32.25 for boys). This highExternalizing Problems subgroup scored significantly higher on all three subscales of the
TriPM, including TriPM Boldness, than those who did not score in the clinical range for
externalizing problems (see Table 18). Thus, levels of boldness were relatively high
among those with substantial externalizing behavior problems, even though main effects
of boldness on externalizing problems were not observed in prior analyses.
Discussion
This was the first study to apply the triarchic model of psychopathy to youth
populations. Using a mixed-gender sample of both community and adjudicated youth, it
sought to test the validity of the triarchic model by first examining associations among
the three factors of the TriPM and clinically relevant external validity criteria while
controlling for the effects of the remaining TriPM factors. Validity of the triarchic model
in youth was further examined by testing its ability to account for variation in antisocial
behavior over and above that of youth self-report rating scales that measure the dominant
PCL model of psychopathy. The internal consistency of the TriPM was also explored and
compared to that of PCL-based rating scales for youth. The hypothesis that meanness and
39

disinhibition each potentiate the relationship between boldness and antisocial behavior
was also directly tested for the first time. Finally, factor analyses were conducted to begin
to explore the factor structure of the TriPM in youth populations. Overall, the findings
from this study provide initial evidence for the validity of the triarchic model as a valid
conceptual model of the psychopathy construct in youth and identify several areas for
future study, as discussed below.
First Aim. To directly test the validity of the triarchic model among youth,
associations between each subdomain of the TriPM and two conceptually distinct
outcomes were hypothesized based on the original theory of and extant research on the
triarchic model. Clinical outcomes were intentionally chosen for these external criteria
based on the observation by Evans and Tully (2016) that more research on the clinical
utility of the TriPM was necessary to further clarify the conceptual bounds of the triarchic
model. Because the unique effects of each TriPM factor were sought, the remaining two
TriPM factors were included as covariates in each of these analyses.
It was hypothesized that TriPM Boldness would be significantly and negatively
associated with both internalizing psychopathology and social problems after controlling
for the influence of meanness and disinhibition. As predicted, TriPM Boldness was
negatively associated with scores on the Anxiety/Depression and Social Problems scales
of the YSR. This is consistent with prior research connecting boldness with fearless
dominance (Sellbom & Philips, 2013; Stanley et al., 2013), extroversion (Poy et al.,
2013; Stanley et al., 2013), low neuroticism (Poy et al., 2013; Stanley et al., 2013), and
low internalizing psychopathology (Latzman et al., 2018) in adults. Furthermore, post
hoc analysis found that youth participants who endorsed high levels of behavior problems
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(i.e., scored in the borderline or clinical range on the YSR Externalizing Problems scale)
reported significantly higher levels of boldness on the TriPM than participants with
average-range YSR Externalizing Problems scores. These results suggest that the
Boldness subscale of the TriPM appropriately taps a constellation of psychopathic traits
(i.e., emotional stability, interpersonal effectiveness, venturesomeness, et cetera) in youth
that relates to both adaptive and maladaptive functioning.
Regarding disinhibition, it was hypothesized that TriPM Disinhibition would be
significantly and positively associated with rule-breaking behaviors and attention
problems after controlling for TriPM Boldness and Meanness. Regression analyses from
the present study supported these hypotheses. Prior research has similarly demonstrated
that the Disinhibition scale of the TriPM is associated with various measures of
impulsivity (Kyranides et al., 2017; Sellbom & Philips, 2013; Stanley et al., 2013) and
externalizing behavior problems (Kyranides et al., 2017; Sellbom et al., 2018) in adults.
Therefore, this study supports disinhibition as a nexus of low behavioral restraint and
high appetite for gratification, as theoretically intended, and extends the literature’s
understanding of the TriPM as able to assess this trait dimension in youth populations.
Contrary to hypotheses, TriPM Meanness was not significantly associated with
YSR Social Problems or with YSR Aggressive Behavior while controlling for TriPM
Boldness and TriPM Disinhibition. This finding is inconsistent with previous studies that
have connected meanness with aggression (Sellbom et al., 2018) and interpersonal
antagonism or hostility (Kyranides et al., 2017; Sellbom et al., 2018) and is certainly at
odds with the original theoretical ambitions of the triarchic model’s meanness dimension.
The unexpected lack of observed relationship between meanness and social problems
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may reflect unique developmental implications of meanness during adolescence.
Specifically, a robust literature suggests that relationally aggressive adolescents tend to
be perceived by their peers as popular (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; LaFontana &
Cillessen, 2002; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003; Rose, Swenson, & Waller, 2002). Similarly,
Dodge and colleagues (1997) found that proactive aggression was not associated with
social adjustment problems and Dodge and Coie (1987) showed that proactively
aggressive boys are often viewed positively as leaders and as having a sense of humor.
Because the TriPM deliberately attempts to assess a more diverse array of aggressive
tendencies relative to PCL-based measures, it is possible that this study failed to observe
significant social problems among those who scored high on TriPM Meanness because
these traits are not as socially impairing during adolescence. A separate explanation for
this null finding could be that the Meanness scale of the TriPM may not sufficiently
assess the social relationships of dispositionally mean individuals. Certainly, the specific
items within this scale seem more oriented towards measuring levels of empathy,
aggressiveness, and excitement seeking than social functioning. Nevertheless, low
affiliative tendencies and distaste for relationships have always been a core theoretical
tenet of meanness within the triarchic model (Patrick et al., 2009), so some form of
atypical social functioning should be observable among those high on meanness. As this
is just the first study of the triarchic model in youth, future research will be needed to
elucidate whether the present finding may be associated with differential functioning of
meanness during adolescence, a weakness of the measurement, or other causes.
The present study also unexpectedly found that TriPM Meanness was not
significantly associated with YSR Aggressive Behavior after controlling for TriPM
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Boldness and Disinhibition. TriPM Disinhibition, however, was a significant predictor of
aggressive behavior within the final model of this analysis. This finding is consistent with
work by Kyranides and colleagues (2017) who found that disinhibition was the only
triarchic dimension that predicted physical and verbal aggression. It also coheres with
more broad research showing that reactive forms of aggression are more prevalent in
youth than proactive forms (Dodge et al., 1997) and that, whereas callousness is narrowly
associated with proactive and physical aggression, impulsivity is more broadly associated
with all forms of aggression (Kerig & Stellwagen, 2010). Furthermore, adolescent
antisocial behavior is more associated with disinhibition among those on adolescent-onset
trajectories whereas antisocial behavior is more associated with callousness among those
with childhood-onset of conduct problems (Mann, Paul, Tackett, Tucker-Drob, &
Harden, 2017). Therefore, the strong influence of disinhibition on aggression during
adolescence may have overpowered that of meanness in this study.
This study’s finding that TriPM Meanness was not significantly associated with
aggressive behavior after controlling for TriPM Boldness and Disinhibition may also
suggest that the meanness facet of the TriPM taps callousness in a different manner than
do previous measures of CU traits (e.g., the APSD or ICU), which are frequently
associated with aggression (e.g., Frick, Cornell, Barry, Bodin, & Dane, 2003; Kimonis et
al., 2008). For instance, TriPM Meanness may index “macho” or “tough guy” personality
traits and presentation styles (e.g., low affect, rebelliousness, and cruelty) more than traits
of disinhibition which, as discussed, may be the traits that are most associated with
aggression. Such a separation of meanness from disinhibition would follow Patrick and
colleagues’ (2009) original efforts to identify distinct personality dimensions of
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psychopathy and would help explain why TriPM Disinhibition was strongly associated
with YSR Aggressive Behavior in this study both before and after including TriPM
Meanness in regression analyses. Nevertheless, both impulsivity and callousness are
important in accounting for total variance in aggression (Stickle, Kirkpatrick, & Brush,
2009) so future research that can identify unique clinical implications of the meanness
construct will be valuable in understanding this component of the TriPM and the triarchic
model as a whole.
Second Aim. The ability to predict or account for variance in antisocial behavior
is an important test of any conceptual model of psychopathy. This is an area in which the
PCL model has historically excelled, particularly in adult forensic samples (Hare et al.,
2000) and the triarchic model also being able to do so among diverse populations would
be strong evidence for its conceptual validity and utility. Consistent with hypotheses, the
current study found that the TriPM was significantly associated with aggressive and rulebreaking behaviors, as measured by the YSR Externalizing Problems scale, over and
above that of PCL-based measures of psychopathy in youth (i.e., the APSD and ICU).
Post-hoc analyses indicated that this effect was largely driven by the Disinhibition scale
of the TriPM, which is consistent with previous analyses from this study that showed that
TriPM Disinhibition was significantly associated with YSR Rule Breaking while TriPM
Meanness was unexpectedly not associated with YSR Aggressive Behavior.
It should be noted that, before adding TriPM scores to regression analyses, APSD
I/CP, APSD Narcissism, and ICU total scores all were significantly associated with
scores on the YSR Externalizing Problems scale. This speaks to the PCL model’s wellknown ability to account for variance in deviant behavior and demonstrates its ability to
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provide a very meaningful measurement of the psychopathy construct. However, as
shown in Table 12, APSD Narcissism was the only PCL-based psychopathy scale that
significantly predicted YSR Externalizing Problems after each TriPM scale was added in
a second step as part of post-hoc analyses, possibly suggesting that ASPD Impulsivity
and the ICU share nomological space with TriPM Disinhibition and Meanness. Some
overlap between the TriPM and PCL-based measures is certainly to be suspected but
additional post hoc analyses revealed that the TriPM scales accounted for a higher
proportion of the variance in externalizing outcomes than did the PCL-based measures
(i.e., 68% versus 54%). These finding suggest that the TriPM does not merely tap the
same dimensions as the PCL model and that the unique traits captured by this measure
meaningfully add to the prediction of antisocial behavior. It is also revealing that the
TriPM continued to improve prediction of YSR Externalizing Problems even after
accounting for shared variance between the APSD, ICU, and TriPM. In sum, although
there is shared variance between the triarchic and PCL models in accounting for
externalizing behavior problems, this study demonstrates that the triarchic model can
have incremental validity over the PCL model in youth and that, used alone, it can have
equal or greater utility than the PCL model in accounting for youth antisocial outcomes.
Its ability to do so in this study while relying less on antisocial indicators and while
incorporating a new trait dimension not commonly included in youth measures of
psychopathy (i.e., boldness) provide strong evidence for the overall validity of the
triarchic model.
The internal consistency of the TriPM was compared to that of youth rating scales
commonly used to assess the PCL model as an additional test of the appropriateness of
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using the TriPM in youth populations. As predicted, TriPM total scores (α = .90)
evidenced greater reliability than that of total scores from the APSD (α = .82) or ICU (α =
.83), suggesting better unidimensionality of the triarchic model than the PCL model. The
observed internal consistency of the TriPM here is particularly impressive given the
diverse or heterogeneous nature of the present sample. Of course, alpha estimates
frequently improve as the number of items within a scale increase, so the 58-item TriPM
may possess an inherent advantage over the 20-item APSD and the 24-item ICU.
However, the TriPM continued to demonstrate good internal consistency in this study
even at the factor level (i.e., Boldness α = .79, Meanness α = .92, and Disinhibition α =
.89). These estimates are generally considered good for research purposes as alpha
coefficients over .90 often suggest redundant or not-sufficiently-distinct items (Streiner,
2003). Prior research has also observed good internal consistency of the TriPM Meanness
and Disinhibition scales but the present finding of adequate internal consistency of TriPM
Boldness suggests that there may be less covariance between items of this scale than
previously reported (Shou et al., 2018; Sellbom et al., 2018). Additional research will be
required to determine whether this is more representative of the true psychometric
properties of the TriPM, the populations sampled from for this study, or other factors.
Third Aim. Given this study’s sample size, all factor analyses were conducted for
exploratory purposes and no firm conclusions should be drawn from these analyses.
Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the primary three-factor model meant to reflect
the putative structure of the TriPM provided unsatisfactory fit to this study’s data.
However, some academics have provided evidence that CFA often underestimates model
fit for personality trait inventories (Hopwood & Donnellan, 2010). They argue that items
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written to measure complex personality traits likely introduce more error than items
tapping discrete behaviors, leading to substantial residual covariation and a level of
model misfit that misrepresents the measure’s factor structure. As they state, “Model
misfit might represent an unpleasant consequence of the complicated nature of
personality and its assessment,” (Hopwood & Donnellan, 2010, p. 334-335). This study
provided support for concerns about overlap between trait dimensions impairing factor
analyses as several significant cross-factor parcel correlations were identified and
specifying these correlations substantially improved model fit. This study also attempted
to mitigate these concerns through a series of further post-hoc analyses but,
unfortunately, this study’s small sample size and consequent parameter estimation
restrictions impeded model convergence for several of these methods (i.e., EFA-in-CFA
and ESEM). It is worth noting, however, that the substantially improving fit statistics
observed between the two- and four-factor EFA models also suggest that a three-factor
model may indeed well represent the internal structure of the TriPM.
The four-factor model that emerged from exploratory factor analysis suggested
that the boldness factor is already well distinguished but that items within the putative
meanness and disinhibitions scales of the TriPM may be poorly differentiated, with
multiple issues contributing to this overlap. First, the Excitement Seeking parcel that is
expected to load onto a meanness factor ultimately loaded onto its own unique factor,
suggesting that these items measure traits distinct from the rest of the triarchic model.
This interpretation is plausible as meanness, as a general construct, was originally
theorized as a dimension primarily comprising traits of callousness, coldheartedness, and
antagonism (Patrick et al., 2009). A separate concern identified by the four-factor CFA is
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that the Theft/Fraud parcel, which is supposed to be associated with disinhibition, most
strongly loaded onto the same latent factor as two parcel indicators associated with
meanness (i.e., Empathy/Honesty and Aggression). Within this model then, instead of
just meanness, this factor appears more associated with various traits associated with
deviance. The remaining factor was most strongly composed of the Impulsivity and
Irresponsibility parcels, suggesting that this latent factor approximates disinhibition.
However, a sizeable loading onto the meanness/deviance factor was also observed for the
Impulsivity parcel, further suggesting that this latter factor is associated with risk for
general externalizing behavior problems.
Altogether, the results from this EFA suggest that the boundaries of a meanness
factor and the indicators that best shape this factor may require better definition. This
impression is further supported by findings that all three parcels within the Meanness
factors were significantly correlated with Venturesomeness—a Boldness parcel—and that
Aggression—a Meanness parcel—was significantly correlated with all three parcels
within the Disinhibition parcel. Although perhaps only coincidentally, it is worth
considering whether these questions about the meanness factor of the TriPM impacted the
null findings related to this scale that were contrary to hypotheses from this study’s first
aim (i.e., that TriPM Meanness would be positively associated with YSR Aggressive
Behavior and YSR Social Problems after controlling for the other two TriPM sclaes). In
other words, if the items that compose TriPM Meanness do not sufficiently tap ‘mean’
traits, then these null findings more reflect issues of measurement than weaknesses of the
meanness construct. All of these concerns with the meanness scale, however, should be
approached with caution given this study’s limitations when it comes to factor analysis.
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Instead, additional research that is better equipped to conduct a range of factor analyses
upon the TriPM is needed now more than ever.
Fourth Aim. Researchers have frequently posited that the trait dimension of
boldness may, on its own, confer various social advantages (for example, see Patrick et
al., 2009 and Patrick & Drislane, 2015). Whereas boldness is often believed to be
adaptive in some contexts (e.g., charm, persuasiveness, resilience, poise and selfconfidence, etc.), it is also believed to increase risk for maladaptive behavior in other
regards (e.g., thrill seeking and diminished sensitivity to negative consequences
contributing to greater social deviance). As such, it may well be the case that boldness
comprises traits that, relative to meanness and disinhibition, are more likely to be found
in the general population and that are only uniquely associated with antisocial
characteristics when elevated levels of meanness or disinhibition are present. This study
was among the first few to test this possibility as it hypothesized that TriPM Meanness
and TriPM Disinhibition would each moderate the relationship between TriPM Boldness
and YSR Externalizing Problems. At odds with initial research in this area (see Gottfried
et al., 2018), this hypothesis was not supported by the present data, perhaps suggesting
that the boldness trait dimension belongs further outside of conceptualizations of
psychopathy.
However, additional exploratory analyses revealed that youth who scored within
the borderline-clinical or clinical ranges on the YSR Externalizing Problems scale
averaged significantly higher levels of TriPM Boldness than those with average range
YSR Externalizing Problems scores, suggesting that these traits are indeed very relevant
to youth engaging in aggressive and rule breaking behaviors. Perhaps this study’s
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findings that the boldness-antisocial behavior relationship was not moderated by
meanness or disinhibition may be attributed to underlying commonalities between all
three dimensions of the triarchic model. Specifically, in their original proposal of the
triarchic model, Patrick and colleagues (2009) theorized that the fearlessness genotype
that forms the basis for much of the boldness phenotype may also manifest as phenotypic
meanness or phenotypic disinhibition. In other words, possessing traits associated with
boldness likely increases one’s risk for possessing traits associated with meanness and
disinhibition. In such a case, the inverse is also likely true, making it particularly difficult
to isolate the unique influence of an interaction term, over and above main effects, in a
sample size as modest as this. Overlap such as this is evident in early research on the
TriPM; for instance, college students who demonstrated high levels of risk taking on a
behavioral task scored high on TriPM Boldness, as would be expected, but also scored
high on TriPM Meanness (Mills, 2018).
Strengths and Limitations. As occasionally referenced, this study contains
limitations that constrain the generalization or interpretation of its main findings.
Fortunately, many of the limitations identified below can be easily addressed through
further research in this early-emerging area. Perhaps most affecting was this study’s
sample size, which was modest for most regression analyses and insufficient for factor
analyses. It is plausible that a sample that is two to three times the size of the present one
would find that the putative factor structure of the TriPM would provide good fit to the
data and that meanness and disinhibition would indeed moderate the relationship between
boldness and antisocial behavior. The regression analyses that were conducted as part of
the first aim of this study, however, were adequately powered to detect at least medium
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effects. Therefore, the findings that boldness is negatively associated with internalizing
symptoms and social problems and that disinhibition is positively associated with rule
breaking and attention problems are likely replicable. The unexpected finding that
meanness was not significantly associated with aggressive behavior or social problems
may also replicate or may in fact reflect a sample-specific limitation of the present study:
the relative heterogeneity of participants.
Including youth from distinct backgrounds (i.e., community versus detained)
within the same sample makes this study slightly unusual within the psychopathy
literature. This was done by design, however, to address frequent criticisms within this
literature regarding the generalizability or relevance of findings when study samples
involve only high- or low-offending individuals. In addition, the present study sought to
sample from a wide range of youth because the presumably continuous nature of the
triarchic trait dimensions implies that varying levels of these traits should be present
throughout the overall population. Nevertheless, distinctly homogenous samples facilitate
interpretation of findings and have enabled valuable subgroup-specific insights within the
literature. The field would benefit from additional research that examines how the
triarchic model performs within specific youth subgroups.
Two other limitations of the present study include the primary dependent variable
used and the cross-sectional nature of analyses. Although rating scales from the
Achenbach System of Empirically Based Assessment such as the YSR and the Child
Behavior Checklist are occasionally used in the literature to assess antisocial behavior as
they reliably index a wide range of aggressive and rule-breaking behaviors (e.g.,
destroying property, getting in fights, lying and cheating, setting fires, steals, and using
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alcohol or other substances), relying on scales such as these that assess broad patterns of
functioning is not always ideal. The literature would benefit from having even more tools
specifically designed to measure adolescent antisocial behavior but, in the short term,
replicating the present results with more traditional measures of aggression (e.g., Peer
Conflict Scale; Marsee & Frick, 2007), rule-breaking (e.g., Deviant Behavior Variety
Scale; Sanches, Gouveia-Pereira, Marôco, Gomes, & Roncon, 2016), or overall
adolescent antisocial behavior (e.g., Bergen Questionnaire on Antisocial Behavior;
Bendixen & Olweus, 1999) would be valuable.
As noted, this outcome was measured cross-sectionally, limiting causal
conclusions to be drawn from the present study regarding the comparative predictive
validities of the triarchic versus PCL models of psychopathy on antisocial behavior. For
instance, though the present study provides support for relationships between triarchic
personality trait dimensions and disordered behavior during adolescence, it cannot speak
to the direction of these relationships or how these dynamics may change over time.
Despite the challenges of conducting longitudinal research, such work will be necessary
to critically advance the literature’s understanding of developmental implications of the
triarchic personality model. Chief questions related to the triarchic model that likely
require longitudinal designs include those regarding when in development triarchic
personality traits typically emerge, the stability of these traits over time and across
developmental periods, the best methods for measuring triarchic personality traits at
different stages of development, and the magnitude of these traits’ ability to prospectively
predict future antisocial behavior—individually and compared to other models of
psychopathy.
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Nevertheless, this study also possessed several strengths. Prominently, it
represents the very first time that the TriPM or, even more broadly, the triarchic model
have been explored among youth. Additionally, even within a relatively moderate sample
size, wide varieties of risk for antisocial behavior and related features were captured—
something that is frequently absent from research in this area. Such research also
frequently focuses on entirely or predominantly male samples whereas boys and girls
were equally represented within the present study. Previous research on the validity of the
triarchic model has also typically examined associations between the TriPM and other
established measures of psychopathic or general personality traits of limited clinical
utility. As such, the present study’s use of a widely understood and utilized measure of
adaptive and maladaptive behaviors—complete with age norms for clinical levels of
behavior problems—importantly helps elucidate clinical implications of triarchic
personality traits.
Conclusion. Ultimately, this study was conducted to initiate investigations on the
relevance of the triarchic model among youth populations and to compare this model’s
measurement with that of extant gold-standard measures of youth psychopathy. It
successfully demonstrated that 1) the TriPM—the primary means for assessing traits of
boldness, meanness and disinhibition—is both independently and incrementally
associated with adolescent antisocial behavior above and beyond youth measures derived
from the PCL model, 2) boldness is inversely associated with internalizing
psychopathology and social problems, 3) disinhibition is positively associated with rule
breaking and attention problems, and 4) that the TriPM evidences strong internal
consistency with adolescents. Additional work will be needed to clarify clinical correlates
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of meanness, how exactly boldness relates to behavior problems in this population, and
the overall factor structure of the TriPM.
The triarchic model being a valid conceptualization of psychopathy in youth
populations is a vital question and this study makes several important contributions to the
field. Numerous researchers have expressed concern for the limited means available for
assessing psychopathic traits—and associated risk for antisocial behavior—among youth.
Although a handful of empirically supported measures do exist for this purpose, the clear
majority were born from a single measure (i.e., the original Psychopathy Checklist).
PCL-based rating scales are valuable components of the literature but their use of past
overt antisocial behaviors as indicators of psychopathy creates problems with criterion
contamination as outcomes become conflated with measurements. The utility of models
of psychopathy that are based in antisocial behavior may also be reduced during
adolescence, a developmental period marked by typical increases in antisocial behavior.
In response to these concerns, the triarchic model of psychopathy has been proposed as
an alternative and potentially less biased approach to tapping the psychopathy construct
via trait dimensions empirically associated with psychopathy’s neurodevelopmental
underpinnings. This study provides initial evidence in support of this method of
assessment and begins to demonstrate that the triarchic conceptualization may provide a
valid and clinically useful means for indexing youth psychopathy and risk for antisocial
behavior. These findings should inspire new knowledge and research on the triarchic
model of psychopathy.
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Table 1
Regression Betas from the Prediction of PCL-R Total and Facet Scores in a Male Prisoner
Sample as Reported by Patrick (2010)
Measure

Boldness

Meanness

Disinhibition

PCL-R Total

.27*

.22*

.24*

PCL-R Interpersonal Facet

.30*

.15

.14

PCL-R Affective Facet

.08

.23*

-.01

PCL-R Lifestyle Facet

.13

.14

.36*

PCL-R Antisocial Facet

.20*

.18*

.18*

Note. PCL-R = Psychopathy Checklist, Revised.
*p < .05
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Table 2
Regression Betas from the Prediction of APSD, ICU, PPI-R, SSS, and BIS/BAS Scores in College
and Female Prisoner Samples as Reported by Sellbom & Phillips (2013)
Measure

Boldness

Meanness

Disinhibition

APSD Total a

.08

.39*

.45*

APSD CU a

-.07

.41*

.23*

APSD Narcissism a

.05

.42*

.20

APSD Impulsivity/Conduct Problems a

.11

.03

.56*

ICU Total a

-.08

.60*

.14

PPI-R Total a

.47*

.37*

.37*

PPI-R Coldheartedness a

.00

.76*

-.18

PPI-R Self-Centered Impulsivity a

-.08

.43*

.43*

PPI-R Fearless Dominance a

.81*

.08

.08

SSS Total b

.24*

.28*

.24*

SSS Disinhibition b

.13

.32*

.33*

SSS Thrill-seeking b

.32*

.01

.12

SSS Experience-seeking b

.30*

.11

.06

BIS b

-.43*

-.30*

.05

BAS Drive b

.24*

.03

.26*

BAS Fun-seeking b

.20

.06

.43*

BAS Reward Responsiveness b

.14

-.27*

.16

Note. APSD = Antisocial Process Screening Device, ICU = Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits, PPIR = Psychopathy Personality Inventory, Revised, SSS = Sensation Seeking Scale, BIS = Behavioral
Inhibition Scale, BAS = Behavioral Activation Scale
a
= College sample. b = Female prisoner sample. *p < .0008 (.05/66)
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Table 3
Regression Betas from the Prediction of BFI Subscales, NPI, and PPI-SF Scores in a Male
Prisoner Sample as Reported by Stanley, Wygant, & Sellbom (2013)
Measure

Boldness

Meanness

Disinhibition

BFI Openness

.31*

-.36*

-.05

BFI Conscientiousness

.26*

-.38*

-.31*

BFI Extroversion

.46*

-.16

.02

BFI Agreeableness

-.12

-.55*

-.15

BFI Neuroticism

-.44*

-.11

.35*

NPI Total

.47*

.36*

-.07

PPI-SF Total

.40*

.48*

.21*

Note. BFI = Big Five Inventory, NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory, PPI-SF =
Psychopathic Personality Inventory, Short Form.
*p < .002 (.05/17)
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Table 4
TriPM Boldness Item Origins and their Parcel Assignments for Confirmatory Factor Analysis
TriPM Item

Scale from
Original Measure

I’m more optimistic than not.

PPI Optimism

I have a hard time making things turn out the way I
want.

PPI Optimism

I am well-equipped to deal with stress.

PPI Resilience

I can get over things that would traumatize others.

PPI Resilience

I don’t think of myself as talented.

PPI SelfConfidence
PPI SelfConfidence

Parcel Assignment

PPI
Persuasiveness
PPI
Persuasiveness
PPI
Persuasiveness
PPI Social
Assurance
PPI Social
Assurance

Emotional
Experience
Emotional
Experience
Emotional
Experience
Emotional
Experience
Emotional
Experience
Emotional
Experience
Interpersonal
Behavior
Interpersonal
Behavior
Interpersonal
Behavior
Interpersonal
Behavior
Interpersonal
Behavior
Interpersonal
Behavior
Interpersonal
Behavior

PPI Intrepidness

Venturesomeness

I stay away from physical danger as much as I can.

PPI Intrepidness

Venturesomeness

I get scared easily.

PPI Courage

Venturesomeness

I’m afraid of far fewer things than most people.

PPI Courage

Venturesomeness

I don’t stack up well against most others.
I’m a born leader.

PPI Dominance

I don’t like to take the lead in groups.

PPI Dominance

I have a knack for influencing people.
I can convince people to do what I want.
I’m not very good at influencing people.
It’s easy to embarrass me.
I never worry about making a fool of myself with
others.
I have no strong desire to parachute out of an
airplane.

I function well in new situations, even when
PPI Tolerance for
Venturesomeness
unprepared.
Uncertainty
It worries me to go into an unfamiliar situation
PPI Tolerance for
Venturesomeness
without knowing all of the details.
Uncertainty
Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, PPI = Psychopathic Personality Inventory.
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Table 5
TriPM Meanness Item Origins and their Parcel Assignments for Confirmatory Factor Analysis
TriPM Item

Scale from Original
Measure

Parcel
Assignment

How other people feel is important to me.

ESI Empathy

Empathy

I don’t mind if someone I dislike gets hurt.

ESI Empathy

I sympathize with others’ problems.

ESI Empathy

It doesn’t bother me to see someone else in pain.

ESI Empathy

I don’t see any point if worrying if what I do
hurts someone else.

ESI Empathy
ESI Empathy

I am sensitive to the feelings of others.

Empathy
Empathy
Empathy
Empathy
Empathy

I don’t have much sympathy for others.

ESI Empathy

Empathy

I don’t care much if what I do hurts others.

ESI Empathy

Empathy

ESI Empathy

Empathy

ESI Empathy

Empathy

For me, honesty really is the best policy.

ESI Honesty

Empathy

I would enjoy being in a high-speed chase.

ESI Excitement Seeking

Things are more fun if a little danger is involved.

ESI Excitement Seeking

I enjoy a good physical fight.

ESI Physical Aggression

It’s easy for me to relate to other people’s
emotions.
It doesn’t bother me when people around me are
hurting.

Excitement
Seeking
Excitement
Seeking
Aggression

ESI Destructive
Aggression
Aggression
ESI Relational
I return insults.
Aggression
Aggression
ESI Relational
I enjoy pushing people around sometimes.
Aggression
Aggression
ESI Relational
I taunt people just to stir things up.
Aggression
Aggression
I sometimes insult people on purpose to get a
ESI Relational
Aggression
reaction from them.
Aggression
Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, ESI = Externalizing Spectrum Inventory.
I’ve injured people to see them in pain.
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Table 6
TriPM Disinhibition Item Origins and their Parcel Assignments for Confirmatory Factor Analysis
TriPM Item

Scale from Original
Measure

Parcel
Assignment

I often act on immediate needs.

ESI Impatient Urgency

Impulsivity

ESI Impatient Urgency

Impulsivity

I have a hard time waiting patiently for things I
want.
My impulsive decisions have caused problems with
loved ones.

I get into trouble for not considering the
consequences of my actions.
Others have told me they’re concerned about my
lack of self-control.

ESI Problematic
Impulsivity
ESI Problematic
Impulsivity
ESI Problematic
Impulsivity
ESI Problematic
Impulsivity

I have good control over myself.

ESI Planful Control

Impulsivity

I often get bored quickly and lose interest.

ESI Boredom
Proneness

Impulsivity

I’ve missed things I promised to attend.

ESI Dependability

Irresponsibility

I keep appointments that I make.

ESI Dependability

Irresponsibility

I have missed work/school without bothering to call
in.
I’ve gotten in trouble because I missed too much
school.
I have lost a friend because of irresponsible things
that I’ve done.
I have had problems at work/school because I was
irresponsible.

ESI Problematic
Irresponsibility
ESI Problematic
Irresponsibility
ESI Problematic
Irresponsibility
ESI Problematic
Irresponsibility

People often abuse my trust.

ESI Alienation

Irresponsibility

ESI Theft

Theft/Fraud

ESI Theft

Theft/Fraud

I have robbed someone.

ESI Theft

Theft/Fraud

I have stolen something out of a vehicle.

ESI Theft

Theft/Fraud

I have conned people to get money from them.

ESI Fraud

Theft/Fraud

I jump into things without thinking.

I have taken something from someone’s purse or
wallet without asking.
I have taken items from a store without paying for
them.

Impulsivity
Impulsivity
Impulsivity
Impulsivity

Irresponsibility
Irresponsibility
Irresponsibility
Irresponsibility

Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, ESI = Externalizing Spectrum Inventory.
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics of Key Study Variables and Subgroup Comparisons

Measure

Full sample
(n = 64)
Mean (SD)

Adjudicated
group (n = 21)
Mean (SD)

High School
Adjudicated vs.
group (n = 43)
High School
Mean (SD)

TriPM total

125.97(22.28)

144.43(22.09)

116.95(16.07)

t(62) = -5.66**

TriPM Boldness

50.72(8.69)

54.33(6.18)

48.95(9.23)

t(62) = -2.41*

TriPM Meanness

34.09(10.89)

41.67(12.91)

30.40(7.48)

t(62) = -4.42**

TriPM
Disinhibition

41.16(11.76)

48.43(12.50)

37.60(9.69)

t(62) = -3.81**

APSD total

13.00(6.03)

16.62(7.08)

11.23(4.57)

t(62) = -3.67**

APSD
Narcissism

3.48(2.44)

4.52(3.08)

2.98(1.90)

t(62) = -2.48*

APSD I/CP

4.52(2.02)

5.24(2.47)

4.16(1.69)

t(62) = -2.05*

APSD CU

3.48(2.12)

4.71(2.33)

2.88(1.74)

t(62) = -3.53**

ICU total

26.14(9.19)

31.19(9.99)

23.67(7.76)

t(62) = -3.30**

YSR
Externalizing
17.47(12.83)
25.05(11.83)
13.77(8.13)
t(62) = -4.47**
Problems
WRAT-4
Sentence
103.64(12.83) 94.67(9.34)
108.02(12.07) t(62) = 4.46**
Completion SS
Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, APSD = Antisocial Process Screening
Device, I/CP = Impulsivity and Conduct Problems, CU = Callous-unemotional traits,
ICU = Inventory of Callous-Unemotional traits, YSR = Youth Self-Report, WRAT-4 =
Wide Range Achievement Test, SS = Standard Score.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 8

—

1

—

.47**

2

—

.30*

.88**

3

—

.52**

-.12

.73**

4

—

.76**

.71**

.03

.76**

5

—

.82**

.51**

.58**

.12

.60**

6

—

.49**

.79**

.66**

.43**

-.07

.53**

7

.40**

.38**

.75**

.63**

.67**

-.01

.65**

8

.49**

.43**

.75**

.63**

.76**

-.01

.70**

9

.62**

.63**

.77**

.83**

.60**

.03

.74**

10

.22

.21

.17

.16

-.20

-.61**

-.25*

11

.20

.20

.21

.26*

-.01

-.55**

-.08

12

.52**

.63**

.70**

.72**

.53**

.03

.65**

13

.64**

.55**

.75**

.84**

.60**

.03

.75**

14

.16

.55**

.23

.39*

.45**

.16

-.28**

.21

15

.20

.58**

.62**

.39*

.48**
.51**

.93**

.46**

.07
.10

.94**

.05

.54**

-.04
-.06

.26*

.46**

.16

.42**

.57**
.60**

.17

.66**

.32**

.76**

.85**
—

—

—

—

—

.30*

—

—

—

Zero-Order Correlations Among Study Variables

1. TriPM total
2. TriPM Boldness
3. TriPM Meanness
4. TriPM Disinhibition
5. APSD total
6. APSD Narcissism
7. APSD I/CP
8. APSD CU
9. ICU total
10. YSR Externalizing
Problems
11. YSR Anxiety/Depression

12. YSR Social Problems
13.YSR Aggressive Behavior

14. YSR Rule-Breaking
15. YSR Attention Problems

Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, APSD = Antisocial Process Screening Device, I/CP = Impulsivity and Conduct Problems, CU =
Callous-unemotional traits, ICU = Inventory of Callous-Unemotional traits, YSR = Youth Self-Report,
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 9
Hierarchical Regression Analyses with External Criteria regressed upon TriPM Boldness
Dependent Variable

Independent Variables

YSR
Anxiety/Depression

Step 1

B

SE B

β

ΔR2

4.12*

.12

TriPM Meanness

-.43

.17

-.36

-2.53*

TriPM Disinhibition

.03

.01

.35

2.49*

Step 2

YSR Social
Problems

F/t

9.57**

TriPM Meanness

-.14

.16

-.12

-.86

TriPM Disinhibition

.02

.01

.16

1.23

TriPM Boldness

-.06

.01

-.50

4.26**

Step 1

2.22

TriPM Meanness

-.12

.14

-.13

-.86

TriPM Disinhibition

.02

.01

.30

2.09*

Step 2

9.36**

TriPM Meanness

.13

.13

.14

1.02

TriPM Disinhibition

.01

.01

.10

.71

TriPM Boldness

-.05

.01

-.55

4.70**

Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, YSR = Youth Self-Report.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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.21

.07

.25

Table 10
Hierarchical Regression Analyses with External Criteria regressed upon TriPM Meanness
Dependent Variable

Independent Variables

YSR Aggressive
Behavior

Step 1

B

SE B

β

ΔR2

28.29**

.48

TriPM Boldness

.00

.01

.03

.37

TriPM Disinhibition

.06

.01

.70

7.50**

Step 2

YSR Social
Problems

F/t

19.69**

TriPM Boldness

.00

.01

-.02

-.21

TriPM Disinhibition

.05

.01

.61

5.28**

TriPM Meanness

.19

.14

.16

1.34

Step 1

13.51**

TriPM Boldness

-.05

.01

-.50

-4.70**

TriPM Disinhibition

.01

.01

.18

1.64

Step 2

9.36**

TriPM Boldness

-.05

.01

-.55

-4.70**

TriPM Disinhibition

.01

.01

.10

.71

TriPM Meanness

.13

.13

.14

1.02

Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, YSR = Youth Self-Report.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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.02

.31

.01

Table 11
Hierarchical Regression Analyses with External Criteria regressed upon TriPM
Disinhibition
Dependent Variable

Independent Variables

YSR Rule-Breaking

Step 1

B

SE B

β

ΔR2

17.97**

.37

TriPM Boldness

-.02

.01

-.19

-1.81

TriPM Meanness

.76

.13

.63

5.99**

Step 2

YSR Attention
Problems

F/t

43.33**

TriPM Boldness

.00

.01

.02

.19

TriPM Meanness

.25

.11

.20

2.18*

TriPM Disinhibition

.06

.01

.70

7.72**

Step 1

5.96**

TriPM Boldness

-.02

.01

-.36

-2.94**

TriPM Meanness

.20

.08

.31

2.56*

Step 2

6.64**

TriPM Boldness

-.02

.01

-.25

-2.03*

TriPM Meanness

.06

.10

.09

.60

TriPM Disinhibition

.02

.01

.37

2.62*

Note. TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, YSR = Youth Self-Report.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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.31

.16

.09

Table 12
Post-hoc Regression Analysis Predicting YSR Externalizing Problems
Independent Variables

B

SE B

β

Step 1

F/t

ΔR2

23.46**

.54

APSD I/CP

.18

.07

.27

2.55*

APSD Narcissism

.63

.20

.32

3.23**

ICU Total

.05

.02

.34

3.24**

Step 2

23.02**

APSD I/CP

-.00

.07

-.00

-.01

APSD Narcissism

.43

.17

.22

2.47*

ICU Total

.01

.02

.08

.68

TriPM Boldness

.00

.01

.02

.29

TriPM Meanness

.46

1.38

.04

.33

TriPM Disinhibition

.07

.01

.63

5.65**

.17

Note. YSR = Youth Self-Report, APSD = Antisocial Process Screening Device, I/CP =
Impulsivity and Conduct Problems, ICU = Inventory of Callous-Unemotional traits
TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure. All independent variables are mean-centered.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 13
Observed Internal Consistency of Psychopathy Measures
Measure

Number of Items

α

95% CI

TriPM Total

58

.90

.86 - .93

TriPM Boldness

19

.79

.71 - .86

TriPM Meanness

19

.92

.89 - .95

TriPM Disinhibition

20

.89

.85 - .93

APSD Total

20*

.82

.75 - .88

APSD Narcissism

7

.70

.57 - .80

APSD I/CP

5

.56

.36 - .71

APSD CU

6

.61

.44 - .74

ICU Total

24

.83

.76 - .88

ICU Callousness

11

.70

.58 - .80

ICU Uncaring

8

.73

.62 - .82

ICU Unemotional

5

.73

.61 - .82

Note. CI = Confidence Interval, TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure, APSD =
Antisocial Process Screening Device, I/CP = Impulsivity and Conduct Problems, CU =
Callous-unemotional traits, ICU = Inventory of Callous-Unemotional traits
*APSD items #2 and #6 do not belong to APSD subscales
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Table 14
Model Fit Statistics from Factor Analyses of the TriPM
Model

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

SRMR

χ2 (df)

Parceled CFA

.84

.76

.15

.11

58.38* (24)

Modified parceled CFA

.91

.86

.12

.12

42.61* (23)

EFA one-factor solution

.56

.45

.23

.16

115.92* (27)

EFA two-factor solution

.91

.82

.13

.05

39.03* (19)

EFA four-factor solution

1.00

1.10

.00

.01

2.29 (6)

Correlated parceled CFA

.97

.90

.10

.10

19.18 (12)

Note. CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis, EFA = Exploratory Factor Analysis, CFI =
Comparative Fit Index, TLI = Tucker Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation, SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
*p < .01
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Table 15
Factor Loadings from the Four-Factor EFA Model
Parceled Indicator

F1

F2

F3

F4

Emotional Expression (B)

.94

-.03

-.12

-.42

Interpersonal Behavior (B)

.48

.19

.28

-.15

Venturesomeness (B)

.60

.39

.27

-.07

Empathy/Honesty (M)

.25

.34

.68

.19

Excitement Seeking (M)

.12

1.23

.50

.21

Aggression (M)

.14

.34

.84

.32

Impulsivity (D)

-.18

.36

.66

.70

Irresponsibility (D)

-.32

.18

.42

1.04

Theft/Fraud (D)

-.10

.19

.71

.53

Note. F1 = Factor 1, F2 = Factor 2, F3 = Factor 3, F4 = Factor 4, (B) = items intended to
tap Boldness within the putative TriPM structure, (M) = items intended to tap Meanness
within the putative TriPM structure, (D) = items intended to tap Disinhibition within the
putative TriPM structure
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Table 16

—

1

—

.40**

2

—

.39**

.51**

3

.29*

.22

.11

4

.48**

.24

-.04

5

.27*

.26*

-.03

6

.09

.07

-.31*

7

-.05

-.13

-.40**

8

.45**

.07

.13

-.23

9

.23

.21
.21

.57**

.38**
.44**

.33**

.60**

.60**
.41**

.53**

.72**

.40**
—

—

—

.55**

—

—

—

Zero-Order Correlations Among Parceled Variables for Factor Analyses

1. Emotional Experience (B)
2. Interpersonal Behavior (B)
3. Venturesomemess (B)
4. Empathy/Honesty (M)
5. Excitement Seeking (M)
6. Aggression (M)
7.Impulsivity (D)
8. Irresponsibility (D)
9. Theft/Fraud (D)

Note. Parcels represent combined items from the Triarchic Personality Measure. See Data Analytic Plan within the
Methods Section for description of parcel formation. (B) = modeled to load onto Boldness latent factor, (M) = modeled
to load onto Meanness latent factor, (D) = modeled to load onto Disinhibition latent factor.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 17
Moderation Regression Analyses Predicting YSR Externalizing Problems
Independent Variables

B

SE B

β

Step 1

F/t

ΔR2

17.26**

.36

TriPM Boldness

-.03

.02

-.21

-1.95

TriPM Meanness

.96

.16

.63

5.87**

Step 2

11.39**

TriPM Boldness

-.08

.12

-.50

-.63

TriPM Meanness

.50

1.26

.33

.39

TriPM Boldness-by-Meanness

.01

.02

.48

.37

Step 1

57.96**

TriPM Boldness

.01

.01

.07

.90

TriPM Disinhibition

.09

.01

.82

10.76**

Step 2

40.66**

TriPM Boldness

-.06

.04

-.37

-1.35

TriPM Disinhibition

.01

.05

.06

.13

TriPM Boldness-by.00
.00
.83
1.66
Disinhibition
Note. YSR = Youth Self-Report, TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure.
*p < .05, **p < .01

71

.00

.66

.02

Table 18
Independent Samples t-tests Comparing TriPM Mean Scores Between High- and AverageScoring Participants on the YSR Externalizing Problems Scale
Average-Scoring
(n = 57)

High-Scoring
(n = 7)

M

SD

M

SD

t-test

TriPM Total Score

120.37

15.67

171.57

13.89

-8.24**

TriPM Meanness

31.51

7.49

55.14

11.89

-7.35**

TriPM Boldness

49.91

8.76

57.23

4.42

-2.18*

TriPM Disinhibition

38.95

10.19

59.14

7.73

-5.05**

Note. YSR = Youth Self-Report, TriPM = Triarchic Personality Measure.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Figure 1
Diagram of the Original Parceled CFA Model
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