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EVIDENCE FOR ENDORSEMENT OF A TRAIT-ORIENTED APPROACH TO THE 

EXAMINATION OF PSYCHOPATHY 

 

By Katheryn M. Bermann 

 

Researchers have long assumed that psychopathic traits are associated with lower 

endorsement and adherence to moral values (Koch, 1891; Cleckley, 1941). This 

assumption is emphasized in fictional depictions of psychopathy (Furham, Daoud, & 

Swami, 2009), but modern empirical studies suggest a more complex state of affairs. In 

particular, the some studies suggest that psychopathy is generally associated with low 

levels of moral value endorsement (Jonason et al., 2014), whereas others find evidence of 

positive and negative associations, depending o the specific types of values assessed 

(Djeriouat & Trémolière, 2014). The present study seeks to provide clarification on how 

psychopathy relates to value endorsement by examining how the common four factors of 

psychopathy (Hare & Neuman, 2008) are individually related to value endorsement. Data 

were analyzed from 531 participants who completed the Moral Foundations 

Questionnaire, the Portrait Values Questionnaire, and the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-

III on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk website. Correlations and hierarchical regressions 

revealed a general trend toward alignment with lay theories of psychopathy, but notable 

exceptions emerged. Findings are examined with respect to the dimensionality of 

psychopathy, research methodology, and the importance of replication. Implications of 

the results and proposed directions for future research are also discussed.  
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Introduction 

 

 One of the earliest conceptualizations of psychopathy was proposed by Koch 

(1891), in which he argued that psychopathy was distinct from idiocy and insanity, the 

two most common psychological diagnoses at the time. Koch proposed two different 

types of psychopathy: congenital and acquired. The former was thought to be more 

biologically-based whereas the latter developed over time. However, each of these types 

shared the same three-part definition. First, there was disposition, which referred to a 

“recognizable infirmity,” or something that was defined as “obviously abnormal 

behavior” (Koch, 1891, p. 41). The second proposed component of psychopathy was 

belastung, a German word that has no direct translation but is closest in meaning to 

English terms such as strain, load, and stress. Belastung referred to abnormalities in 

mood, erratic behavior, and impulsivity. The last component of psychopathy was labeled 

degeneration, or a chronic absence of either intelligence or morality. 

 The first modern conceptualization of psychopathy was proposed by Cleckley 

(1941). Based on his work with adult males with high levels of psychopathy who had 

been institutionalized, he argued that individuals high in psychopathy were outwardly 

normal, and were not easily distinguished as mentally ill in public based solely on 

behavior. Privately, however, they were masters of deception. In reality they possessed 

no ethical or moral restraints whatsoever. Cleckley’s (1941) work led to both fascination 

and fear among the general public. People wanted to be able to detect these “hidden 
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psychopaths” and although he offered some guidelines as to how to detect those who 

were high in psychopathy, he offered no recommendations for treatment. 

 

Conceptualizations of Psychopathy 

 Factor Models. Karpman (1941) was the first modern researcher to coalesce 

these early ideas into a factor model that attempted to operationalize the concept of 

psychopathy. He hypothesized that psychopathy was characterized by two components, 

which he named primary psychopathy (or Factor 1 psychopathy) and secondary 

psychopathy (or Factor 2) psychopathy. Primary psychopathy was characterized by 

emotional callousness (EC), selfishness, and manipulative attitudes. Secondary 

psychopathy entailed high impulsivity, emotional instability, and a self-destructive 

lifestyle. Karpman theorized that those high in secondary psychopathy displayed such 

erratic behavior because they suffered from neurotic disorders that stimulated 

impulsivity. He also proposed that those high in primary psychopathy would be more 

successful in their antisocial acts because they were free from the neuroticism of 

secondary psychopathy. Indeed, he conceptualized primary psychopaths as relatively 

healthy from a mental health standpoint. Such hypothesized clear-headedness, he 

thought, was what allowed many of those high in primary psychopathy to escape 

punishment for their deviant acts. 

 Later, Cooke and Michie (2001) branched off of this work and proposed a three-

factor model of psychopathy. The first factor in their model, arrogant and deceitful 

interpersonal style, bears a resemblance to Cleckley’s (1941) conception of “hidden 
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psychopaths.” It also recalls the degeneration component in Koch’s (1891) work, 

specifically an impairment in the moral realm. The second part of Cooke and Michie’s 

(2001) model, deficient affective experience, again calls to mind the emotional 

callousness present in primary psychopathy (Karpman, 1941). It also refers to 

impairments in empathy and intimacy. Finally, the third factor in their model, impulsive 

and irresponsible lifestyle, refers mainly to the disinhibited behavior first described by 

Koch (1891) as belastung. 

 Currently, the most popular model within the psychopathy literature is the Four 

Factor model proposed by Vitacco, Neuman, and Jackson (2005). Recently Hare and 

Neuman (2008) conducted an analysis of the model’s validity. They found that the four 

main factors of the model consisted of either four or five additional sub-factors. The 

Interpersonal component, for instance, housed a sub-factor they named glib/superficial, 

which again calls to mind Cleckley’s (1941) work on the subject. The Affective 

component houses the emotional callousness that has been present in most conceptions of 

psychopathy. Lifestyle encompassed the irresponsible and erratic behavior displayed by 

psychopathic individuals, and Antisocial referred to the tendency of individuals high in 

psychopathy to engage in socially deviant and interpersonally aggressive behavior. A 

further breakdown of the Four Factor Model (Hare & Neuman, 2008) is displayed in 

Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: The Four Factor Model of Psychopathy 

 

Operationalizations and Instruments 

Because the present discussion focuses on psychopathy as a social construct, the 

following operationalizations will be primarily non-clinical in nature. Interested readers 

are invited to consult existing literature (Hare, 1985; Gacono, 2015) to examine those 

instruments. However, the Hare Psychopathy Checklist Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991) 

deserves a brief mention, for while it is typically used like a clinical measure, it was not 

intended as a diagnostic tool. In addition, the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (currently in 

its third version; Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, 2009) was designed to have the same 

underlying dimensional structure as the PCL-R. In particular, the PCL-R is often viewed 

as the instrument of choice for measuring psychopathic personality disorder. It utilizes 

the classic two-factor model, with eight of its 20 items assessing Factor 1 traits, such as 

callousness and selfishness. Nine items measure Factor 2 traits, such as unstable and 
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chronically unstable lifestyle, and three items load on neither trait (Cooke & Mitchie, 

1997). 

The Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-III (SRP-III; Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, 

2009) is a self-report scale designed for use with community samples. It uses a Four 

Factor Model similar to the one proposed by Vitacco et al. (2005). The model includes 

interpersonal manipulation (resembling the first factor in the Four Factor model), callous 

affect (the second factor), erratic lifestyle (the third factor), and criminal tendencies 

(Mahmut, Menictas, Stevenson, & Homewood, 2011). This last component of the SRP-

III does not exactly capture the same construct as the Antisocial factor in the Four-Factor 

model, although there is a large degree of overlap (e. g. with items such as “yelled at a 

teacher” on the SRP-III). The SRP-III contains 40 items, uses a Likert-scale scoring 

system, and has demonstrated good reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .86; Mahmut et al., 

2011) and validity (Gordts, Uzieblo, Neumann, Van den Bussche, & Rossi, 2015). 

The Dark Triad (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) is another popular approach to the 

measurement of “dark” personalities. These personalities are so named because they have 

been conceptualized as the most socially aversive non-clinical personality types. The 

Dark Triad uses 60 items to sample narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism by 

combining elements of the NPI-40 (Raskin & Terry, 1988), the SRP-III, and the Mach-IV 

(Christie & Geis, 1970). Short forms of the Dark Triad are available, consisting of 12 (the 

Dark Triad Dirty Dozen; Jonason & Webster, 2010) and 27 (the Short Dark Triad or 

SD3; Jonas & Paulhus, 2014) items. 
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Modern Research on Psychopathy 

 Empirical Studies. Psychopathy has been the topic of psychological studies for 

some time, but the directions of many recent studies investigate previously unexplored 

territory in relation to psychopathy. For example, Book et al. (2015) conducted a study 

branching off of Cleckley’s (1941) concept of “hidden psychopaths.” The study aimed to 

discover how individuals high in psychopathy are able to appear normal in public. 

Participants included individuals who had been hospitalized due to mental illness, 

community members, and students. They were asked to watch a series of four videos in 

which people either expressed true remorse or feigned remorse over something for which 

they should have felt guilty, but did not. Participants then judged the genuineness of the 

remorse displayed by the people in the videos. Results indicated that primary 

psychopathy was positively associated with higher genuineness ratings. The researchers 

hypothesized that Factor 1 psychopathy may be associated with a greater capacity to 

feign emotionality and therefore appear “normal” in public. 

 Lishner, Swim, Hong, and Vitacco (2011) investigated how psychopathy related 

to the degree of ability emotional intelligence (AEI) in undergraduate participants. 

Participants completed the MSCEIT (Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003), 

which consists of eight emotional tasks. These tasks sample the four facets of AEI: 

perceiving, using, understanding, and managing emotions. They found that psychopathy 

was negatively associated with overall AEI, and it was negatively correlated with 

perceiving, using, and managing emotion; however, it was not correlated with 

understanding emotion. They also found that many other associations between 
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psychopathy and AEI were eliminated after controlling for gender. The association 

between primary psychopathy and perceiving emotion remained significant, as did the 

negative associations between both primary and secondary psychopathy and managing 

emotion, though this latter association only remained significant among male 

participants. The researchers did not however control for psychological disorders that 

may present in a similar manner as psychopathy. 

 Continuing this line of research regarding stereotypes surrounding psychopathy, 

Ficks, Dong, and Waldman (2014) examined sex differences in psychopathy prevalence 

among children. Their sample consisted of 885 twin pairs born in the USA who 

completed the APSD (Frick & Hare, 2001), a screening tool for psychopathy. They found 

no sex differences in underlying influences of the three trait dimensions of psychopathy 

(impulsivity, narcissism, and emotional callousness), indicating that neither sex was more 

likely to develop psychopathic traits. However, they did find significant sex differences 

in the manifestation of all three traits, with males displaying the traits more frequently 

than females. While this study seems to support the common notion that individuals high 

in psychopathy tend to be male (Furnham, Daoud, & Swami, 2009), it also illustrates that 

environmental influences are important in the development of psychopathic traits.  

 In another study, Lishner, Vitacco, Hong, Mosley, Miska, and Stocks (2012) 

tested the popular assumption that psychopathy is related to impairments in experiencing 

affective empathy. Their participants completed an affective empathy task in which they 

viewed emotion faces and read a story about those in need. Emotional responses were 

then measured. Psychopathy was not significantly correlated with empathic concern for 
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either faces or stories about those in need in an undergraduate sample. However, 

psychopathy was positively related to empathic concern for those in need in an 

institutionalized sample. And in a follow-up study conducted with a larger sample, 

Lishner, Hong, Jiang, Vitacco, and Neuman (2015) reliably found that the only 

psychopathic trait associated with affective empathy impairment was emotional 

callousness. There was little evidence of affective empathy impairment for the other three 

traits. This study illustrates that while associations between psychopathy and 

emotionality exist, they are linked to specific traits (i. e. they are very facet-specific). 

Some drawbacks to this study, again, are that no assessment of potentially comorbid 

disorders or confounding demographic variables were conducted, thereby limiting the 

external validity of the results. 

 Clearly, the literature on Factor 1 traits is mixed, and the literature on empathy 

and AEI goes against what the general public has in mind when discussing psychopathic 

individuals. These results seem to indicate the facet-specific nature of associations 

between emotionality and psychopathy (Lishner at al., 2011), with the only constant 

association occurring between emotional callousness and other constructs (Lishner et al., 

2015). However, usually in the course of everyday conversation, individuals high in 

psychopathy are described as male, habitually violent, valueless, and emotionally and 

empathically impaired (Polaschek, 2014). According to many modern studies though 

(Lishner et al., 2011; Lishner et al., 2012; Ficks, Dong, & Waldman, 2014; Lishner et al., 

2014; Book et al., 2015), this impression may be overstated, and so may contribute to the 

stigma that surrounds antisocial individuals and the term “psychopath.” One need look no 
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further than how psychopathic individuals are portrayed and talked about in everyday 

conversation in order to discover that these stereotypes are still quite prominent, though 

they may not be completely accurate. 

 

Popular Conceptions and Portrayals of Psychopaths 

As mentioned by Cleckley (1941), the notion of “hidden psychopaths” is 

inherently intriguing, because the behavior of such individuals is so far removed from 

what the general public considers normal. This impression has been perpetuated by such 

television shows as Dexter, in which the protagonist is an ostensibly “normal,” 

functioning member of society, but is in reality a serial killer. In fact, psychopathic 

individuals, both in fiction and in reality, tend to be portrayed as serial killers (Furnham, 

Daoud, & Swami, 2009). Some well-known examples of the “psychopathic serial killer” 

archetype include Charles Manson and Jeffrey Dahmer, and they are joined by such 

fictitious characters as Patrick Bateman from American Psycho and Joe Carrol from the 

television series The Following.  

One of the defining traits of these particular individuals is a seemingly complete 

(or near-complete) absence of empathy. As previously mentioned, emotional callousness 

has been thought to be a hallmark trait of psychopathy (Cleckley, 1941; Karpman, 1941; 

Cooke & Mitchie, 2001; Vitacco, Neuman, & Jackson, 2005; Lishner et al., 2014). Yet 

various clusters of personality traits may manifest as emotional callousness. A recent 

study (A. Jones et al., 2010) comparing the affectivity and emotionality of boys with 

autism spectrum disorders (ASDs) with boys who displayed psychopathic characteristics 
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demonstrated that though both groups may appear uncaring, each has its own unique 

underlying cause of emotional callousness. Boys with psychopathic tendencies displayed 

more difficulties reacting to the distress of others, whereas boys with ASDs had trouble 

knowing what others were thinking due to an underdeveloped theory of mind. 

Regrettably though, the overt behavior of both groups may label them as emotionally 

callous. This study clearly demonstrates that though emotional callousness is thought to 

be a defining characteristic of psychopathy, not everyone who displays overt emotional 

callousness is psychopathic. 

 In addition, there is a prominent network of beliefs associated with the concept of 

psychopathy. The three most common notions are that (a) criminal psychopaths cannot 

change their nature, (b) treatment does not reduce their potential for criminality, and (c) 

when treatment is attempted, criminal psychopaths tend to misuse it. More often than not 

though, none of these assumptions hold, and individuals with criminal psychopathy are 

quite capable of successful rehabilitation (Polaschek, 2014). The overarching notion 

behind these assumptions seems to be that once someone has been declared psychopathic, 

he or she will stay that way. But in fact, recent literature has been finding that many 

psychopathic traits wax and wane. Blonigen et al. (2006) found that Impulsive 

Antisociality tended to decrease across the lifespan, while Fearless Dominance remained 

relatively constant. Similarly, Harpur and Hare (1994) discovered that mean scores on 

Factor 2 traits declined with age, and in fact the prevalence of Antisocial Personality 

Disorder also declined with age. Scores on Factor 1 traits seemed to be fairly constant. 

These results suggest that psychopathy may change in presentation over time and can 
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present in different ways. These studies would seem to point to a need for a spectrum 

approach when assessing psychopathy. They are also main reasons behind a recent book 

(Garbarino, 2015) in which the author postulates that rather than being “born” a certain 

way, individuals develop psychopathic traits over time according to their life experiences 

and the environments in which they grow up. 

As has been demonstrated, most of the impressions the general public and the 

media have about psychopathy are simply inaccurate. Individuals higher in psychopathy 

seem to be capable of understanding emotion (Lishner et al., 2011) and showing 

empathic concern (Lishner et al., 2011; Lishner et al., 2015). In addition, the presence of 

Factor 2 psychopathic traits tends to decrease with age (Harpur & Hare, 1994; Blonigen 

et al., 2006), and many criminal psychopaths are capable of rehabilitation (Polaschek, 

2014). Evidently the bulk of popular conceptions about psychopaths leave something to 

be desired in terms of realism. Though it is true that some psychopathic individuals do 

conform to stereotypes, the majority do not. This large outpouring of literature debunking 

popular notions of psychopathy begs the question of whether or not psychopaths are truly 

as valueless as the public and the media make them out to be.  

  

Psychopathy and Value Endorsement 

 A preliminary examination of available literature on PsychINFO using the key 

words “psychopathy” and “value endorsement” yielded no results, so the latter key word 

was shorted to the more general term “values.” These criteria yielded 222 studies, which 

were narrowed down to 120 after excluding studies published more than ten years ago, 
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when stereotypes about psychopathy may have been more prominent. Of those 120, four 

were chosen for further elaboration based on their findings. These studies nicely 

demonstrate recent trends in the research in psychopathy and provide the background 

knowledge necessary for a complete understanding of the present study. 

Research addressing value endorsement and psychopathy has relied heavily on 

two value measures—the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2011; 

see also Appendix E) and the Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz et al., 2001).  

The MFQ is a 32-item measure that samples degree of endorsement of five values 

(Harm/Care, Authority/Respect, In-group/Loyalty, Purity/Sanctity, Fairness/Reciprocity). 

Participants rate each item using a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly 

agree). Content of items comprising the Harm/Care facet emphasizes caring for the weak 

or defenseless, being cruel, and valuing compassion. Authority/Respect examines the 

degree to which individuals emphasize maintaining order and tradition, teaching children 

to respect authority, believing that men and women have different roles to play in society, 

and doing things because “it is your duty.” In-group/Loyalty examines emphasis on 

performing actions that show love for one’s country, not betraying one’s group, being 

loyal, being proud of the history of one’s country, being loyal to one’s family members 

even if they commit transgressions, and believing that it is more important to be a team 

player than to express oneself. Purity/Sanctity refers to a belief in standards of purity, that 

some things are inherently “disgusting,” that one should act “in a way that God would 

approve of,” emphasis on chastity, and that some actions are wrong because they are 

“unnatural.” Finally, Fairness/Reciprocity refers to a believe that everyone should be 
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treated the same way, no one should be denied their rights, governments should make 

laws ensuring that everyone is treated fairly, and that justice is one of the most important 

requirements for a society. As the five constructs sampled for by the MFQ refer to broad 

ideas about what should be important in society and how society should be governed, 

these values will henceforth be referred to as “moral values.” 

The PVQ was proposed as a cross-cultural 40-item instrument that samples 

endorsement of ten values. These values are: Power, Achievement, Tradition, Security, 

Conformity, Benevolence, Universalism, Self-Direction, Stimulation, and Hedonism. 

Participants rate each item using a 6-point scale (1 = very much like me, 6 = not like me at 

all). Power refers to an emphasis on being rich, being in charge, telling others what to do, 

wanting to be the one who makes decisions, and wanting people to do as one asks. 

Achievement refers to wanting to show one’s abilities, be admired, be successful, show 

how capable one is, and strive to do better than others. Tradition describes an emphasis 

on not asking for more than what one has, trying to do what one’s religion requires, 

following customs one has learned, and being humble and modest. Security captures an 

emphasis on wanting to live in secure surroundings, keep things organized and clean, 

have a stable government, avoiding getting sick, and being concerned that the social 

order be protected. Conformity refers to believing people should do as they’re told, that 

one should always behave properly and show respect to one’s parents and other elders, 

trying to avoid doing anything that may be labeled as “wrong,” and being polite to others 

at all times. Benevolence is described as helping those around you, being loyal to friends, 

caring for others, responding to the needs of others, and forgiving others and not holding 
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grudges. Universalism involves listening to those who are different, treating everyone 

justly, promoting peace among groups, and caring for and adapting to nature. Self-

Direction refers to an emphasis on thinking up new ideas, being interested in many 

things, relying on oneself and being independent, and doing things in one’s own original 

way. Stimulation describes an emphasis on doing and trying many different things in life, 

enjoying surprises, and actively looking for adventures. Finally, Hedonism refers to 

seeking out chances to have fun, putting an emphasis on enjoying life’s pleasures, liking 

to “spoil” oneself, and wanting to have a “good time.” Given that the 10 constructs 

sampled for by the PVQ refer to constructs and ideas prioritized by the participant and 

not necessarily over-arching beliefs about morality, these 10 values will henceforth be 

referred to as “personal values.” 

 Studies that examined the relation between psychopathy and the MFQ include 

three conducted by Jonason et al. (2014). These studies involved American participants 

recruited via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (study 1), American students recruited from a 

university in the western United States (study 2), and male German participants recruited 

via unipark.de (study 3). MTurk has been found to yield participant pools that are not 

only as reliable as those yielded by traditional methods, but also more diverse and 

representative than traditional methods (which usually utilize American undergraduate 

students; Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011) In all studies, participants completed the 

Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (Jonason & Webster, 2010) as a measure of psychopathy, as well 

as the MFQ. They found that psychopathy was a negative predictor (all p’s < .05) of 

endorsement of all five moral values contained in the MFQ. The association between 
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Ingroup and psychopathy, however, was not significant in study three (p > .05). Put 

briefly, this means that participants high in psychopathy tend to not feel loyalty toward 

ingroups, show less concern with whether people are treated fairly, show less respect for 

authority, show less concern for the suffering of people, and tend to believe it’s 

permissible for people to do things that may be deemed “unnatural” or “disgusting.” 

These results would seem to support the psychopathic stereotype.  

 Noser et al. (2015) assessed the associations between psychopathy and value 

endorsement by surveying American community members via MTurk. These participants 

completed the PID-5 (Krueger et al., 2012) as a measure of psychopathy and the MFQ as 

a measure of value endorsement. After conducting a factor analysis of the MFQ, they 

found that it loaded onto two higher-order factors. They labeled the first one 

“individuating values” (values pertaining mainly to oneself) and the second one “binding 

values” (values pertaining mostly to others). Among other things, this study found that 

Detachment, Antagonism, Disinhibition, Callousness, and Psychoticism were all 

negatively associated (all p’s < .001) with individuating values, and furthermore 

Detachment, Disinhibition, and Psychoticism were all negatively associated with binding 

values. Importantly, the dimensions of Antagonism and Callousness appear to reflect 

Factor 1 traits, and Disinhibition would seem to allude to Factor 2 psychopathy. Using 

this interpretation, individuals with higher degrees of Factor 1 traits appear to harbor 

fewer individuating values, and individuals with Factor 2 traits appear to harbor fewer 

binding values. This study seems to indicate that the types of values endorsed by 
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individuals depend upon the type and degree of psychopathic traits those individuals 

possess. 

 In a similar vein, consider the results obtained by Djeriouat and Trémolière 

(2014). They conducted a survey study exploring value endorsement by recruiting 

participants via MTurk. The majority of these participants were from North America, but 

some were also from the United Kingdom, Germany, and Sweden. Participants then 

completed the Short Dark Triad (SD3; D. Jones & Paulhus, 2014) as an 

operationalization of psychopathy. Participants also completed the HEXACO-PI-R (an 

instrument that taps six major areas of personality; see Ashton & Lee, 2009), the MFQ, 

and a series of moral judgment tasks adopted from Bartels (2008) and Bartels and Pizarro 

(2011). These moral judgment tasks consisted of 11 footbridge-like dilemmas that 

involved a trade-off; participants could either choose a utilitarian response (“Yes, I would 

kill one person to save five”) or a deontic response (“No, I would not kill one person to 

save five”). These response choices were placed on a continuum, with -2 indicating a 

complete deontic choice and 2 indicating a complete utilitarian choice. Psychopathy was 

found to be positively correlated (all p’s < .001) with utilitarian judgement and negatively 

correlated with the Harm/Care component of the MFQ and the Honesty/Humility 

component of the HEXACO-PI-R. These last two results would seem to support the 

stereotypical notions that claim psychopaths are very cold, indifferent, and valueless. In 

contrast, the positive association between utilitarian judgment and psychopathy may be 

interpreted as indicating that individuals with a high degree of psychopathy make 
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decisions based more on rationality or “cold logic,” and less on empathic concern and 

emotionality. 

Furthermore, the results of two studies conducted by Kajonius, Persson, and 

Jonason (2015) may indicate that a more in-depth understanding of psychopathy is 

needed. The first study utilized a Swedish student sample, whereas the second study 

surveyed an American sample recruited via MTurk. In both instances, participants 

completed the SD3 and the PVQ. The researchers found that psychopathy was positively 

associated (all p’s < .01) with Stimulation, Achievement, Hedonism, and Power, and 

negatively associated (all p’s < .01) with Security, Tradition, Conformity, Benevolence, 

Universalism, and Self-Direction.  

Taking these results one at a time, the positive associations indicate that those 

participants higher in psychopathy enjoy taking risks and doing a variety of different 

things; being ambitious, successful, and spoiling themselves; and being in charge. The 

negative associations indicate that they tend to put less emphasis on living in safe 

environments, following traditions, behaving properly, responding to the needs of others, 

treating others justly, and being curious and innovative. Putting this together, those 

higher in psychopathy show a tendency for risk-taking and nonconformity, and do not 

regard creativity as very important. These are not inherently aversive notions, though the 

fact remains that they do not think they should have to treat others justly. It is also true 

that the results of this study align with the two-factor approach taken by Noser et al. 

(2015) regarding administration of the MFQ, with positive associations occurring for 

individuating values and negative associations occurring for binding values. This would 
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indicate a trend of self-focus among those higher in psychopathy. However, self-focus is 

not a defining characteristic of psychopathy according to all factor models that have been 

proposed so far. Clearly, there are shortcomings in the literature regarding psychopathy 

and value endorsement. The present study sought to identify and remedy these 

limitations. 

 

Present Study 

 Goals. The main over-arching goal of the proposed study was to address some 

gaps found within the psychopathy literature. First, most work on psychopathy had been 

conducted with forensic populations. The use of this population may have contributed to 

the tendency of researchers to take an “all or nothing” approach to the examination of 

psychopathy. Such an approach would dictate that one either is or is not a psychopath, 

with no “middle ground” being possible. The present study instead took a more 

dimensional approach to psychopathy by viewing it as a continuum, as modern 

researchers have begun to do by using the SRP-III and other related instruments. That 

way, researchers could ask the question of how varying degrees of psychopathy influence 

peoples’ actions. In addition, the term “psychopathy” itself is somewhat ambiguous, as 

psychopathy consists of multiple factors or traits (Vitacco, Neuman, & Jackson, 2005), 

all of which may or may not be present in a person labeled as a psychopath. They may 

also be present in varying amounts, resulting in many different potential presentations of 

psychopathy (Noser et al., 2015). Finally, there has been little examination of how the 

presence of psychopathy relates to peoples’ values. Despite the fact that members of the 



19 

 

 

general public tend to view individuals high in psychopathy as cold and valueless 

(usually as serial killers; see Furnham, Daoud, & Swami, 2009), few studies had been 

conducted investigating the relationship between psychopathy and value endorsement. 

There had also been no study conducted up to this point that examined how particular 

factors of psychopathy related to value endorsement. 

The present study branched off of the work that had already been conducted 

regarding psychopathy and value endorsement (Noser et al., 2015; Djeriouat & 

Trémolière, 2014; Jonason et al., 2014; and Kajonius, Persson, & Jonason, 2015). It also 

provided a more in-depth look at how specific traits of psychopathy related to value 

endorsement by using an instrument that evaluated the presence of the four factors of 

psychopathy (the SRP-III). By using this particular instrument, psychopathy was assessed 

on a continuum, instead of as a fixed condition. Such methodological modifications 

resulted in a more nuanced understanding of psychopathy and its relationship to value 

endorsement (Furnham, Daoud, & Swami, 2009). 

Hypotheses. The overarching hypothesis of the present study was that value 

endorsement would be associated with psychopathy. This study conceptualized 

psychopathy as a continuous variable in order to further examine associations between 

factors and values. To specify, hypotheses addressing value endorsement as measured by 

the PVQ are in line with the findings of Kajonius, Persson, and Jonason (2015). That is, 

psychopathy is hypothesized to be positively associated with Stimulation, Achievement, 

Hedonism, and Power, and negatively associated with Security, Tradition, Conformity, 

Benevolence, Universalism, and Self-Direction. Regarding the MFQ, hypotheses are 
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based on the findings of Jonason et al. (2011): psychopathy is anticipated to be negatively 

associated with each of the five moral values (Ingroup, Fairness, Authority, Harm, and 

Purity) on each of the two parts (relevance and judgment) of the MFQ. 

Finally, since only a small number of studies up until this point had investigated 

correlations between specific psychopathic traits and value endorsement, there were few 

sources in the literature from which to draw in order to formulate hypotheses about 

relationships between factors and values. This component of the study was exploratory. 

Its purpose was to examine the specific nature of these associations. Future work on the 

subjects of psychopathy and value endorsement will be able to further refine and perhaps 

model the interplay between these two constructs. 
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Method 

 

Participants 

 A total of 543 participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) online study database. This number represents 24 participants who completed a 

pilot version of the study and 519 participants who completed the study in its final form. 

Of this final participant sample, only 531 participants were included in the final data 

analysis (see Preliminary Analyses for exclusion criteria in the Results section). Power 

analyses revealed that for a hierarchical multiple regression with one predictor in the first 

block, four predictors in the second block, and an uncorrected α = .05, power would be 

approximately .64, .94, and .99 to detect population standardized beta effects of β = .1, β 

= .15, and β = .20, respectively. For a corrected α = .0008, power would be 

approximately .14, .54, and .91 to detect population standardized beta effects of β = .1, β 

= .15, and β = .20, respectively. Participants received a small monetary reward ($1 USD) 

upon completion of the study. This reward was deposited into their online MTurk 

accounts. 

 

Apparatus 

 The apparatus of this study was a survey that participants completed online. It was 

first constructed on Qualtrics and then transferred to MTurk. This survey contained the 

Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-III (SRP-III; see Appendix B), the Portrait Values 

Questionnaire (PVQ; see Appendix C), and the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ; 
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see Appendix D). The SRP-III is a 64-item instrument that assesses the presence of four 

factors of psychopathy (Emotional Callousness, Interpersonal Manipulation, Erratic 

Lifestyle, and Criminal Tendencies). Participants rate each item using a 5-point scale (1 = 

disagree strongly, 5 = agree strongly). All PVQ items were reverse coded so that higher 

scores represented greater endorsement of values. Both the MFQ and PVQ were used not 

only for ease of comparison to previous work but also to examine differences in moral 

and personal values held by participants in order to gain a more complete picture of the 

types of values emphasized by individuals with varying degrees of psychopathy. Other 

inventories unrelated to the present thesis that sampled alternative conceptualizations of 

psychopathy and measures of deviant behavior were also included in the survey. For all 

three inventories, factor or value subscale scores were computed by averaging across all 

relevant items after reverse coding any oppositely-worded items.  

In total, the survey contained 385 items, including ten attention-check questions 

(ACQs). The ACQs varied in nature. Some were fairly standard, for example: “I will 

answer ‘not at all relevant’ on this question (please answer not at all relevant)” where the 

“correct” answer was the response choice associated with “not at all relevant.” Others 

however were more eccentric, as in “I have eight arms and twelve legs (please answer 

disagree strongly).” An informed consent form preceded the survey, and the survey 

concluded with 14 demographic questions sampling constructs such as political party 

affiliation, annual income, and level of education. A debriefing questionnaire was 

presented upon completion of the demographics questionnaire, the latter of which was 
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always completed last. The order of all other instruments was counterbalanced across 

participants. 

 

Procedure 

 Potential participants logged into their MTurk accounts and selected the “HITs” 

tab at the top of their screens in order to display all active studies. Given that some of the 

questionnaires on the survey asked about sexual behaviors and other adult material, only 

Workers 18 or older were requested. Therefore, the present study’s title was listed as 

“Value Endorsement and Behavior Study (WARNING: This HIT may contain adult 

content. Worker discretion is advised.)” It had an expiration date of September 5, 2016, 

and was described as, “Fill out a survey about values people endorse and different 

behaviors related to those values.” Its keywords were “survey,” “values,” and “behavior.” 

 If participants decided to proceed with the study, they were first presented with a 

screen containing the contact information of the researchers involved, as well as a brief 

description of the questionnaires and how to complete them. A sample informed consent 

form is presented in Appendix A. They were then given the option to either agree to the 

terms of the informed consent form or to not complete the study. If they chose to 

participate, they had 90 minutes to complete the survey. Upon completion of the surveys, 

they were thanked for their participation and paid via their MTurk accounts.  
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Results 

 

Preliminary Analyses 

 As no procedural changes were made to the study between the pilot and final 

versions, the 24 participants who completed the pilot study were retained in the present 

analysis. A pattern emerged in the distribution of failed ACQs, with ten participants 

missing three ACQs and only one or two participants missing each sequential amount of 

ACQs (i. e. one participant missed four ACQs, two missed five, etc.). Prior literature 

suggests that Mturk workers tend to be more attentive than participants from a traditional 

subject pool (Hauser & Schwarz, 2016) and that creative ACQs, such as those that are 

unusual or amusing, tend to result in increased engagement by Mturk workers (Marshall 

& Shipman, 2013). ACQs used in the present study could be labeled as such, for example 

“I have eight arms and twelve legs (please answer disagree strongly)” and “How often do 

alligators sing and dance (please answer never)?” This fact coupled with the use of ACQs 

in general may have facilitated attentiveness in low-reputation workers, resulting in 

higher-quality data (Peer, Vosgerau, & Acquisti, 2014). Therefore, a conservative 

exclusionary criterion of four or more missed ACQs was used in the present study, and 

data from nine participants were excluded using this criterion. No participants missed 

four or more ACQs during the pilot study. Three participants also completed both the 

pilot and final studies. Only these participants’ pilot data were retained in the following 

analyses. This resulted in a sample size of 531 for use in the analyses. 
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 A cursory examination of statistical assumptions was conducted prior to analysis. 

The survey was constructed in such a way that participants had to provide an answer to 

every questionnaire item. Therefore, there were no missing values in the dataset. Several 

variables included in the analyses showed evidence of  skewness due to some outliers. To 

evaluate whether this might influence results, participants whose scores were +/- 2 

standard deviations from the mean on one these variables were excluded and multiple 

regression analyses similar to those reported below were conducted.  Results revealed 

little change in beta weights when these outliers were excluded from analyses. Thus, all 

participants were included for the primary analyses discussed below. Finally, 

multicollinearity was examined via the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). The highest VIF 

yielded by a hierarchical regression with any of the 15 values entered as the dependent 

variable (see Results for more information about how regressions were conducted) was 

2.13, suggesting that multicollinearity was not a concern in the present study.  

 

Demographics 

Demographic information is presented in Table 1. For the variable of biological 

sex, males were coded as “0” and females recoded as “1.” One participant was excluded 

from the age analysis due to reporting an age of “1991.” Means and standard deviations 

on all measures of interest according to participants’ reported biological sex are presented 

in Table 2.  

As can be seen in Table 2, males tended to score higher on measures of 

psychopathic characteristics than did females. This finding is in line with previous 
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literature suggesting a sex difference in the reporting of psychopathic characteristics, with 

males reporting higher amounts of psychopathic traits than females (Ficks, Dong, & 

Waldman, 2014). No other notable differences emerged in descriptive analyses. Males 

and females reported similar levels of value endorsement on both measures of interest.  

 

Bivariate Associations 

Bivariate correlation coefficients were examined to provide preliminary 

examinations of the data. Correlations describing the relationship between sex, the four 

dimensions of the SRP, and the MFQ are presented in Table 3. Correlations describing 

the relationship between sex, the four dimensions of the SRP, and the PVQ are presented 

in Table 4. Finally, correlations describing the relationship between sex, the four 

dimensions of the MFQ, and the PVQ are presented in Table 5. Cronbach alphas for all 

measures of interest are displayed in parentheses along the diagonals of Tables 3-5. 

 

Hierarchical Multiple Regressions 

 Models. Hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted in order to examine 

whether the trait dimensions of psychopathy predicted value endorsement. Two models 

were analyzed. Model 1 contained only biological sex as a predictor of value 

endorsement, whereas Model 2 contained sex as well as the four trait dimensions of 

psychopathy as predictors of value endorsement. These models were evaluated for all 15 

value measures. R2 values for both models are presented in Table 6. Regarding the MFQ 

values, Model 1 was significant for Harm/Care, F(1, 529) = 33.768, p < .05, R2 = .060; 



27 

 

 

Authority/Respect, F(1, 529) = 6.819, p < .05, R2 = .013; and Fairness/Reciprocity, F(1, 

529) = 9.148, p < .05, R2 = .017. Model 2 was significant for all five values of the MFQ, 

all R2 > .061, Fs(5, 525) > 4.768, ps < .05. Regarding the PVQ values, Model 1 was 

significant for Power, F(1, 529) = 5.580, p < .05, R2 = .010; Stimulation, F(1, 529) = 

6.768, p < .05, R2 = .013; Security, F(1, 529) = 7.688, p < .05, R2 = .014; Conformity, 

F(1, 529) = 3.975, p < .05, R2 = .007; Benevolence, F(1, 529) = 10.598, p < .05, R2 = 

.020; and Universalism, F(1, 529) = 19.574, p < .05, R2 = .036. Model 1 was not 

significant for the other four PVQ values, all R2 < .007, Fs(1, 529) < 3.975, ps > .05. 

Model 2 was significant for all 10 values of the MFQ, all R2 > .029, Fs(5, 525) > 3.140, 

ps < .05.  

 Associations between psychopathy trait scores and MFQ scores. Standardized 

beta weights for Model 2 were examined to evaluate trait-specific associations between 

psychopathy and values. These beta weights can also be interpreted as effect sizes. For 

each beta weight, both an uncorrected and Bonferroni corrected alpha value was applied. 

The latter was conducted to account for inflation of the experimentwise alpha level 

produced by conducting multiple statistical tests. Given a total of 60 relevant statistical 

tests (4 psychopathy trait scores predicting 15 values sores for a total of 60 tests), the 

Bonferroni corrected alpha level was set at .0008 (.05/60). Table 7 displays values and 

statistical significance of all 60 beta weights of interest.  

Regarding the MFQ, four beta weights retained significance upon application of a 

Bonferroni correction. These were the associations between Harm/Care and Callous 

Affect, β = -.447, t(525) = -8.47, p < .0008; Fairness/Reciprocity and Callous Affect, β = 
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-.280, t(525) = -4.73, p < .0008; Authority/Respect and Erratic Lifestyle, β = -.244, t(525) 

= -4.17, p < .0008; and Purity/Sanctity and Erratic Lifestyle, β = -.238, t(525) = -4.03, p < 

.0008). Six additional associations were significant at the uncorrected alpha level. These 

associations occurred between Harm/Care and Interpersonal Manipulation, β = -.116, 

t(525) = -2.25, p < .05; Harm/Care and Erratic Lifestyle, β = .108, t(525) = 2.13, p < .05; 

Harm/Care and Criminal Tendencies, β = -.125, t(525) = -2.76, p < .05; 

Fairness/Reciprocity and Interpersonal Manipulation, β = -.126, t(525) = -2.18, p < .05; 

In-group/Loyalty and Erratic Lifestyle, β = -.154, t(525)= -2.58, p < .05; and 

Fairness/Reciprocity and Criminal Tendencies, β = -.086, t(525)= -1.70, p < .05. No other 

beta weights reached significance for the MFQ, all |β|s < .119, ts(525) < 1.942, ps > .05. 

 Associations between psychopathic traits and PVQ scores. To conclude the 

analysis of the present study, upon examination of the PVQ, 15 beta weights remained 

significant upon application of a Bonferroni correction. These associations occurred 

between Benevolence and Callous Affect, β = -.548, t(525) = -10.07, p < .0008; 

Universalism and Callous Affect, β = -.401, t(525) = -7.07, p < .0008; Universalism and 

Interpersonal Manipulation, β = -.211, t(525) = -3.80, p < .0008; Tradition and 

Interpersonal Manipulation, β  = -.223, t(525) = -3.88, p < .0008; Achievement and 

Interpersonal Manipulation, β = .321, t(525) = 5.43, p < .0008; Power and Interpersonal 

Manipulation, β = .354, t(525) = 6.16, p < .0008; Universalism and Erratic Lifestyle, β = 

.220, t(525) = 4.04, p < .0008; Stimulation and Erratic Lifestyle, β = .643, t(525) = 12.47, 

p < .0008; Hedonism and Erratic Lifestyle, β = .468, t(525) = 8.32, p < .0008; Security 

and Erratic Lifestyle, β = -.281, t(525) = -4.97, p < .0008; Conformity and Erratic 
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Lifestyle, β = -.354, t(525) = -6.51, p < .0008; Tradition and Erratic Lifestyle, β = -.286, 

t(525) = -5.08, p < .0008; Stimulation and Criminal Tendencies, β = -.168, t(525) = -3.64, 

p < .0008; Tradition and Criminal Tendencies, β = .196, t(525) = 3.88, p < .0008; and 

Hedonism and Criminal Tendencies, β = -.221, t(525) = -4.37, p < .0008. 

 Additionally, nine beta weights were significant at a more traditional cutoff. 

These were the beta weights for the comparisons between Achievement and Callous 

Affect, β = -.121, t(525) = -2.01, p < .05; Self-Direction and Callous Affect, β = -.136, 

t(525) = -2.17, p < .05; Conformity and Interpersonal Manipulation, β = -.133, t(525) = -

2.39, p < .05; Benevolence and Interpersonal Manipulation, β = -.136, t(525) = -2.56, p < 

.05; Benevolence and Erratic Lifestyle, β = .149, t(525) = 2.86, p < .05; Self-Direction 

and Erratic Lifestyle, β = .174, t(525) = 2.90, p < .05; Achievement and Erratic Lifestyle, 

β = .163, t(525) = 2.83, p < .05; Achievement and Criminal Tendencies, β = -.163, t(525) 

= -3.14, p < .05; and Self-Direction and Criminal Tendencies, β = -.112, t(525) = -2.07, p 

< .05. No other beta weights reached significance, p > .05. 
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Discussion 

 

The purpose of this study was to assess psychopathy at a trait level in order to 

provide a more detailed picture of how individual trait dimensions of psychopathy are 

associated with endorsement of various moral and personal values. Broadly speaking, the 

results of the present study suggest that the associations between psychopathy and value 

endorsement are generally consistent with what might be expected given prevailing 

assumptions about psychopathy. Table 6 in particular suggests that higher levels of 

psychopathic traits as a set are generally associated with endorsement of all fifteen moral 

and personal values investigated in this study. Moreover, examination of Table 7 suggests 

that psychopathic traits are generally associated with lower endorsement of moral values 

reflecting concern for others (maximizing or minimizing harm/care toward others, 

benevolence) and higher endorsement of more self-focused moral values (e.g., 

stimulation, hedonism). 

Referring back to the hypotheses proposed at the beginning of the study, 

psychopathy as a whole was anticipated to be negatively associated with all five moral 

values of the MFQ. Regarding the PVQ, psychopathy was thought to be positively related 

to Power, Hedonism, Achievement, and Stimulation, and negatively associated with the 

other six personal values. An examination of Table 7 shows that this pattern was present 

in the findings, but that frequently one or two trait-level associations were responsible for 

the overall significance. For example, Authority/Respect is in fact negatively related to 

psychopathy, but this relationship stems entirely from the significant association between 
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Authority/Respect and Erratic Lifestyle, as associations between this value and the other 

three factors are non-significant (p > .05). In some cases the relationship between 

psychopathy as a whole and a particular value is in an opposite direction as some of the 

trait-level associations. In particular, Criminal Tendencies is positively associated with 

Hedonism even with application of an alpha correction, but a larger, positive beta weight 

can be found describing the relationship between Erratic Lifestyle and Hedonism. 

Therefore, simply examining the relationship between psychopathy as a whole and 

Hedonism may fail to capture trait-level associations involved in determining the 

direction of the general association. These patterns, as well as others that can be found in 

Table 7, show that though the findings of the present study tend to align with 

expectations, a closer examination of these general associations is warranted in order to 

more accurately understand the contributions of the four factors to value endorsement. 

 Regarding the relationship between the factors of psychopathy and value 

endorsement in the present study, again, many general trends seem to be due to trait-

specific associations between psychopathy and values. For example, the beta weight 

describing the relationship between Power and Callous Affect did not reach significance. 

In fact, the only beta weight pertaining to Power that did so related to Interpersonal 

Manipulation. Given stereotypical portrayals of psychopaths in media, it may seem 

counterintuitive that Power was not significantly associated with either Callous Affect, 

Erratic Lifestyle, or Criminal Tendencies. The present data would seem to suggest that 

individuals who possess Callous Affect are not necessarily power-seekers, or at least do 

not report power as being a priority. Additionally, the construct of Erratic Lifestyle 
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demonstrates a pattern of associations that may be counterintuitive. This pattern suggests 

an emphasis on hedonic and stimulating pursuits while also increasing endorsement of 

many socially acceptable moral values (e.g. Universalism). The positive association 

between Tradition and Criminal Tendencies was also unexpected. It is counterintuitive to 

suppose that an increased emphasis on traditionalism would result in a reported increase 

in engagement in criminal activity. In a similar manner, some trait-level associations 

occurred in the opposite direction of what may have been expected given prior literature. 

The negative association between Stimulation and Criminal Tendencies, for example, 

may have been expected to be positive given the results of Kajonius, Persson, and 

Jonason (2015). These findings all illustrate that the relationships between psychopathic 

traits and value endorsement do not always occur in anticipated directions. 

Table 7 also suggests that one or two strong trait-level associations may 

sometimes explain significant associations between “psychopathy” and other constructs. 

In particular, the data from the present study would suggest that the positive relationship 

found between psychopathy and Power by Kajonius, Persson, and Jonason (2015) may 

manifest due to the relationship between Power and Interpersonal Manipulation (p < 

.0008) and the non-significant (p > .05) nature of the relationships between the remaining 

factors and Power. The findings also support the existence of Karpman’s (1941) two-

factor approach to psychopathy, as associations tended to occur between value 

endorsement and either Factor 1 or Factor 2 psychopathy. Additionally, the findings 

reveal that trait-value relationships frequently occur in opposite directions for a single 

value. For example, Universalism is positively associated with Erratic Lifestyle but 
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negatively associated with Interpersonal Manipulation. Similarly, Hedonism is positively 

associated with Erratic Lifestyle but negatively associated with Criminal Tendencies. In 

fact, Security is the only value for which associations with psychopathic traits occur in 

strictly one direction.  

When the analysis is focused primarily on the four factors of psychopathy, 

definite trends emerge when one considers the moral and personal value associations as a 

whole. Callous Affect appears to be related to a low concern for others, something 

generally viewed as undesirable by society. Its associations with Harm/Care, 

Fairness/Reciprocity, Benevolence, and Universalism would seem to suggest that an 

individual who reports a high amount of Callous Affect would, as the name of the 

construct suggests, be unconcerned with the welfare of others or at least report low levels 

of such concerns. Interpersonal Manipulation seems to be related to “unconventional” 

power-seeking, or methods of power-seeking generally looked upon as unfavorable. The 

high levels of Power and Achievement reported by these individuals would suggest 

aspirations of some kind, but the low levels of Traditionalism, Conformity, Universalism, 

and Fairness/Reciprocity may contribute to them engaging in power-seeking behavior 

that harms others. The presence of high levels of Erratic Lifestyle, again, would seem to 

suggest high levels of “unconventional” stimulation-seeking. According to the high 

Stimulation, Hedonism, Self-Direction; and low Conformity, Traditionalism, 

Authority/Respect, and Purity/Sanctity reported by these individuals, a priority for them 

may be seeking out new experiences, which by itself is not necessarily an undesirable 

pursuit. However, as with Interpersonal Manipulation, the methods by which these 
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individuals choose to pursue fulfillment may be frowned upon by society. Interestingly, 

Criminal Tendencies seems associated with low aspirations, but not necessarily with a 

desire to engage in deviant activity (high Traditionalism but low Stimulation, Hedonism, 

Self-direction, and Achievement). Both Erratic Lifestyle and Criminal Tendencies seem 

largely unrelated to concern for others or a desire to have power over them. It seems to be 

the Factor 1 traits that tend to be associated with “bad” or frowned-upon moral and 

personal value endorsement. Taken together, these varied associations would seem to 

illustrate the dimensionality of psychopathy and highlight the advantages of a trait-based 

approach to its examination. 

 Traditionally survey research of this nature has tended to be susceptible to method 

biases (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) that may influence results. For 

example, participants may possess implicit theories as to the relatedness of certain survey 

items, resulting in common rater effects (e. g. one type of criminal behavior may be 

interpreted as being related to other types, causing similar responses across criminality 

items). In addition, individuals may note that questionnaires are sampling behavior that 

tends to be seen as undesirable. Therefore, they may respond in such a way as to make 

themselves appear to be engaging in desirable behavior more often than what is actually 

the case. However, since the present study addressed psychopathy at the trait level, this 

potential limitation was deemed less worrisome than it may have otherwise been. The 

beta weights presented in Table 7 were obtained by conducting hierarchical multiple 

regression, parsing out individual traits and thereby assisting in controlling for item and 

rater biases. This minimizes the shared biases that may manifest if psychopathy is used as 
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an umbrella term. Therefore, the beta weights of the present study may more accurately 

reflect population effects, as the hierarchical approach controls for such biases. The 

contrast between Tables 6 and 7 serves to illustrate the statistical advantages in taking 

such an approach. Model 2 viewed psychopathy as a single construct and evaluated over 

all its effects, which may have resulted in vulnerability to biases and an inaccurate 

impression of the effects of varying levels of psychopathic traits on value endorsement. 

Conversely, Table 7 showed the trait-level associations and was therefore less susceptible 

to effects of response biases that may have been present if the umbrella term 

“psychopathy” had been used. 

 

Limitations 

 Two potential concerns with the present findings are whether one or more 

significant associations are instances of Type I error and whether one or more 

nonsignificant associations are instances of Type II errors. While the ideal goal of most 

research is to minimize the occurrence of both types of errors, this is difficult to do in a 

single study for several reasons. In this research the traditional significance criterion of p 

< .05 may result in an increased susceptibility to one or more Type I errors due to the 

high number of statistical tests conducted for the various psychopathic trait-value beta 

weights (60 total). For instance, assuming population associations for all 60 beta weights 

are equal to zero, then using the traditional cutoff of p < .05 would be expected to result 

in 3.2 Type I errors. Use of the corrected p < .0008 cutoff addresses this potential 

limitation. However, use of the corrected p-value dramatically increases the likelihood of 
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making a Type II error in the event a beta weight samples a non-zero population 

association. For example, if all 60 beta weights in the sample were in reality non-zero 

population associations, then using the corrected p-value would result in approximately 

51.6, 33.6, or 3.6 errors based on population associations of .10, .15, and .20, 

respectively. Thus, based on the sample size used in the present study, only for detecting 

population associations of approximately β = .20 or higher would both Type I and Type 

II errors be equally low.  

These analyses illustrate the complex challenge of balancing statistical error rate 

inflation with the strength of the theoretical conclusions one can draw from findings 

based on null hypothesis significance testing. It also reinforces the importance of direct 

replication in scientific research. Direct replication can help minimize both statistical 

errors because the same Type I errors are unlikely to repeat, and aggregation across 

studies (e.g., via meta-analysis) can increase total power and decrease Type II errors (c.f., 

Lishner, 2015; Schimmack, 2012). In addition to direct replication, conceptual replication 

using alternative psychopathy and value endorsement measures may assist in increasing 

confidence in the accuracy of findings that successfully replicate across different 

operationalizations of the constructs under investigation. Therefore, future researchers are 

encouraged to conduct both direct and conceptual replications of the present study in 

order to more fully investigate the validity of the factor-based approach to the 

examination of psychopathy and its relation to moral and personal values. 
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Implications and future directions 

To summarize, the primary implication of the present study is that psychopathy is 

multi-dimensional and that taking this into account can provide better understanding of 

its relation to moral and personal values. As illustrated, relationships between reported 

degrees of value endorsement and psychopathic traits generally tend to align with 

expectations, but there are important exceptions to this pattern. Some reported 

associations might even imply relationships between factors and values that are counter-

intuitive. Future researchers who investigate psychopathy are encouraged to use the trait-

level approach in order to account for these differences. Finally, using trait measures to 

simultaneously predict outcomes measures of interest will allow researchers to better 

control for shared method biases between trait measures and outcome measures. 

Additional implications may be drawn for clinicians and those who work 

frequently with individuals who engage in deviant behavior. As the results of the present 

study show, psychopathy is a multidimensional construct. Therefore, use of the umbrella 

term “psychopathy” to guide treatment plans may not be the most optimal way in which 

to approach this phenomenon. Frequently only one or two factors of psychopathy are 

present to a significant degree when one examines values endorsed by these particular 

individuals. Furthermore, previous literature has shown that Factor 2 traits tend to 

decrease over time. This would seem to indicate that a more nuanced clinical approach 

may be best for the treatment of clinically psychopathic individuals, given that its 

multidimensional nature has presently been illustrated. Ideally, this treatment should be 

geared toward specific traits of psychopathy, rather than at psychopathy as a whole.   
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Finally, individuals who are employed in mass media occupations are advised to 

use caution when depicting the phenomenon of psychopathy. Stereotypes of high-

psychopathy individuals as serial killers abound, but as mentioned previously in this 

section, the presence of psychopathic factors may not necessarily imply engagement in 

deviant behavior. Criminal Tendencies in particular seems to capture apathy given how it 

relates to the moral and personal values. Furthermore, the presence of certain moral 

values themselves does not indicate that an individual engages in behavior reflective of 

those values. A high endorsement of a certain value merely indicates high endorsement; 

similarly, the presence of a high amount of a factor of psychopathy simply reflects a high 

presence of that particular trait. Mass media employees are encouraged to depict the 

phenomenon of psychopathy in various ways in order to more accurately reflect its 

observed multidimensionality. Ideally future depictions of psychopathy in media will 

become more nuanced and not perpetuate the “psychopath as serial killer” stereotype to 

such a degree as it is at present. 

Future researchers are encouraged to examine the manifestation of psychopathy 

over time and the environmental factors that play a role in such processes. The present 

study sampled participants at one point in time; therefore, an examination of how 

psychopathic traits vary longitudinally would be informative. To postulate, Broken 

Window Theory (Wilson & Kelling, 2015) suggests that if a neighborhood is already in a 

state of disarray, then citizens may view additional destruction as more acceptable than if 

the neighborhood were well-maintained. It seems logical to suppose that individuals may 

display higher rates of Criminal Tendencies if they reside in unkempt neighborhoods for 
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an extended period of time. It may also be worthwhile to examine Garbarino’s 2015 

novel Listening to Killers, in which he explores the development of psychopathy within 

the larger contexts of anthropology, environment, and culture, as well as psychology. 

Exploring psychopathy from a multitude of perspectives will likely result in a more 

nuanced picture of the phenomenon. Ideally, this continued examination of the nature of 

psychopathy at a more detailed level will allow for a more refined definition of what is 

meant when an individual is labeled as psychopathic, and in time may also enable the 

general public to form a more complete and accurate understanding of the term 

“psychopath.” 
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Informed Consent 
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Value Endorsement and Behavior Study: Informed Consent 
University of Wisconsin Oshkosh 

 

 The Department of Psychology supports the practice of protecting human 

participants in research. The following information is provided so that you can decide 

whether you wish to participate in the present study. Your participation is solicited but is 

strictly voluntary. We assure you that your name and responses will remain confidential.  

     

If you decide to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete 

questionnaires that assess your beliefs, attitudes, behavior, and the types of values you 

endorse. 

 

Participation in this study will last approximately 1 hour. Some questions contain 

content that may create strong emotion for some readers. Although participation in this 

study will not directly benefit you, we believe that the information you provide will be 

useful in furthering our understanding of how people behave and the kinds of values they 

endorse. 

 

If you agree to participate, you will be free to withdraw at any time. If you decide 

not to participate in this study, please exit out of the study. If you do decide to withdraw 

from the study, any information collected from you up to that point will then be 

destroyed. 

 

Please be aware that any work performed on Amazon MTurk® can potentially be 

linked to information about you on your Amazon public profile page, depending on the 

settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be accessing any personally 

identifying information about you that you may have put on your Amazon public profile 

page. We will store your MTurk® worker ID separately from the other information you 

provide to us. If you do choose to provide your e-mail address for a summary of the 

results, it will not be connected with your survey responses in any way. 

  

Once data have been collected from you via MTurk®, the researchers will take 

the following step to ensure anonymity: The researchers will assign you a participant ID 

number. All further handling and analysis of the data will only involve this ID number. 

This will ensure that the data cannot be linked to you. We will not release information 

about you in any way or form that could identify you. 

     

If you have any questions, please ask us or contact: 

 

Katheryn Bermann, B.S. 

David A. Lishner, Ph.D. 

Department of Psychology 

University of Wisconsin Oshkosh 

Oshkosh, WI 54901 
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lishnerd@uwosh.edu 

920-915-2014 
 

If you have any complaints about your treatment as a participant in this study, 

please call or write: 

 

Chair, Institutional Review Board for  

Protection of Human Participants 

c/o Grants Office 

UW Oshkosh 

920-424-1415 
 

Although the chairperson may ask for your name, all complaints are kept in confidence.  

 

Consent Statement: By clicking “Submit,” I am confirming that I am at least 18 years 

old and have received an explanation of the study. I agree to participate. I understand that 

my participation in this study is strictly voluntary, and that I may withdraw at any time. 

 

SUBMIT 
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APPENDIX B 

The Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-III 
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The Self-Report Psychopathy Scale-III 
 

Directions: Please rate the degree to which you agree with the following statements 

about you using the scale below. You can be honest because your name will not be 

associated with your answers. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

Strongly 

 

_____ 1. I’m a rebellious person.  

_____ 2. I’m more tough-minded than other people.      

_____ 3. I think I could "beat" a lie detector.  

_____ 4. I have taken illegal drugs (e.g., marijuana, ecstasy).      

_____ 5. I have never been involved in delinquent gang activity. 

_____ 6. I have never stolen a truck, car or motorcycle. 

_____ 7. Most people are wimps.  

_____ 8. I purposely flatter people to get them on my side.  

_____ 9. I’ve often done something dangerous just for the thrill of it.  

_____ 10. I have tricked someone into giving me money. 

_____ 11. It tortures me to see an injured animal.       

_____ 12. I have assaulted a law enforcement official or social worker.  

_____ 13. I have pretended to be someone else in order to get something.   

_____ 14. I always plan out my weekly activities.        

_____ 15. I like to see fist-fights.  

_____ 16. I’m not tricky or sly.       

_____ 17. I’d be good at a dangerous job because I make fast decisions.  

_____ 18. I have never tried to force someone to have sex. 

_____ 19. My friends would say that I am a warm person.     

_____ 20. I would get a kick out of ‘scamming’ someone.  

_____ 21. I have never attacked someone with the idea of injuring them. 

_____ 22. I never miss appointments.  

_____ 23. I avoid horror movies. 
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_____ 24. I trust other people to be honest. 

_____ 25. I hate high speed driving. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Neutral Agree Agree  

Strongly 

 

_____ 26. I feel so sorry when I see a homeless person.    

_____ 27. It's fun to see how far you can push people before they get upset.  

_____ 28. I enjoy doing wild things.  

_____ 29. I have broken into a building or vehicle in order to steal something or 

vandalize.    

_____ 30. I don’t bother to keep in touch with my family any more.      

_____ 31. I find it difficult to manipulate people.       

_____ 32. I rarely follow the rules.   

_____ 33. I never cry at movies.   

_____ 34. I have never been arrested.   

_____ 35. You should take advantage of other people before they do it to you.   

  

_____ 36. I don’t enjoy gambling for real money.       

_____ 37. People sometimes say that I’m cold-hearted.   

_____ 38. People can usually tell if I am lying.        

_____ 39. I like to have sex with people I barely know.  

_____ 40. I love violent sports and movies.    

_____ 41. Sometimes you have to pretend you like people to get something out of them. 

_____ 42. I am an impulsive person.   

_____ 43. I have taken hard drugs (e.g., heroin, cocaine).   

_____ 44. I'm a soft-hearted person.         

_____ 45. I can talk people into anything.   

_____ 46. I never shoplifted from a store.   

_____ 47. I don’t enjoy taking risks.         
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_____ 48. People are too sensitive when I tell them the truth about themselves.  

 _____ 49. I was convicted of a serious crime. 

_____ 50. Most people tell lies every day.    

_____ 51. I keep getting in trouble for the same things over and over.  

_____ 52. Every now and then I carry a weapon (knife or gun) for protection.  

_____ 53. People cry way too much at funerals.  

1 2 3 4 5 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Neutral Agree Agree  

Strongly 

 

_____ 54. You can get what you want by telling people what they want to hear.  

_____ 55. I easily get bored. 

_____ 56. I never feel guilty over hurting others.  

_____ 57. I have threatened people into giving me money, clothes, or makeup. 

_____ 58. A lot of people are “suckers” and can easily be fooled.  

_____ 59. I admit that I often “mouth off” without thinking.  

_____ 60. I sometimes dump friends that I don’t need any more.   

_____ 61. I would never step on others to get what I want.     

_____ 62. I have close friends who served time in prison. 

_____ 63. I purposely tried to hit someone with the vehicle I was driving. 

_____ 64. I have violated my probation from prison.  
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APPENDIX C 

The Portrait Values Questionnaire 
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The Portrait Values Questionnaire 

 

Directions: The goals, aspirations and wishes of some people are briefly described 

below. Please read each description and think how much each person is or is not like you. 

Then write your response in the space next to the statement using the following scale: 

 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

Very much 

like me 

Like me Somewhat like 

me 

A little like 

me 

Not like me Not like me 

at all 

 
 

     

There are no right or wrong answers. Your initial impressions and feelings are 

important. 

 

How much like you is this person? 

_____1. Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important to this person. This 

person likes to do things in his/her own original way. 

_____2. It is important to this person to be rich. This person wants to have a lot of 

money and expensive things. 

_____3. This person thinks it is important that everyone in the world be treated equally. 

This person believes everyone should have equal opportunities in life. 

_____4. It is very important to this person to show his/her abilities. This person wants 

people to admire what he/she does. 

_____5. It is important to this person to live in secure surroundings. This person avoids 

anything that might endanger his/her safety. 

_____6. This person thinks it is important to do lots of different things in life. This 

person always looks for new things to try. 

_____7. This person believes that people should do what they are told. This person 

thinks people should follow rules at all times, even when no one is watching. 

_____8. It is important to this person to listen to people who are different from him/her. 

Even when this person disagrees with them, he/she still wants to understand 

them. 

_____9. This person thinks it is important not to ask for more than what you have. This 

person believes that people should be satisfied with what they have. 

_____10. This person seeks every chance he/she can to have fun. It is important to this 

person to do things that give him/her pleasure. 
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6 5 4 3 2 1 

Very much 

like me 

Like me Somewhat like 

me 

A little like 

me 

Not like me Not like me 

at all 

 
 

     

_____11. It is important to this person to make his/her own decisions about what he/she 

does. This person likes to be free to plan and to choose his/her activities for 

himself/herself. 

_____12. It is very important to this person to help the people around him/her. This 

person wants to care for their well-being. 

_____13. Being very successful is important to this person. This person likes to impress 

other people. 

_____14. It is very important to this person that his/her country be safe. This person 

thinks the state must be on watch against threats from within and without. 

_____15. This person likes to take risks. This person is always looking for adventures. 

_____16. It is important to this person always to behave properly. This person wants to 

avoid doing anything people would say is wrong. 

_____17. It is important to this person to be in charge and tell others what to do. This 

person wants people to do what he/she says. 

_____18. It is important to this person to be loyal to his/her friends. This person wants to 

devote himself/herself to people close to him/her. 

_____19. This person strongly believes that people should care for nature. Looking after 

the environment is important to this person. 

_____20. Religious belief is important to this person. This person tries hard to do what 

his/her religion requires. 

_____21. It is important to this person that things are organized and clean. This person 

really does not like things to be a mess. 

_____22. This person thinks it is important to be interested in things. This person likes to 

be curious and to try to understand all sorts of things. 

_____23. This person believes all the worlds’ people should live in harmony. Promoting 

peace among all groups in the world is important to this person. 

_____24. This person thinks it is important to be ambitious. This person wants to show 

how capable he/she is. 
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_____25. This person thinks it is best to do things in traditional ways. It is important to 

this person to keep up the customs he/she has learned. 

6 5 4 3 2 1 

Very much 

like me 

Like me Somewhat like 

me 

A little like 

me 

Not like me Not like me 

at all 

 
 

     

_____26. Enjoying life’s pleasures is important to this person. This person likes to ‘spoil’ 

himself/herself. 

_____27. It is important to this person to respond to the needs of others. This person tries 

to support those he/she knows. 

_____28. This person believes he/she should always show respect to his/her parents and 

to older people. It is important to this person to be obedient. 

_____29. This person wants everyone to be treated justly, even people he/she doesn’t 

know. It is important to this person to protect the weak in society. 

_____30. This person likes surprises. It is important to this person to have an exciting life. 

_____31. This person tries hard to avoid getting sick. Staying healthy is very important to 

this person. 

_____32. Getting ahead in life is important to this person. This person strives to do better 

than others. 

_____33. Forgiving people who have hurt him/her is important to this person. This person 

tries to see what is good in them and not to hold a grudge. 

_____34. It is important to this person to be independent. This person likes to rely on 

himself/herself. 

_____35. Having a stable government is important to this person. This person is 

concerned that the social order to be protected. 

_____36. It is important to this person to be polite to other people all the time. This 

person tries never to disturb or irritate others. 

_____37. This person really wants to enjoy life. Having a good time is very important to 

this person 

_____38. It is important to this person to be humble and modest. This person tries not to 

draw attention to himself/herself. 
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_____39. This person always wants to be the one who makes the decisions. This person 

likes to be the leader. 

 

_____40. It is important to this person to adapt to nature and to fit into it. This person 

believes that people should not change nature. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

The Moral Foundations Questionnaire 
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Moral Foundations Questionnaire 

 

Section 1. When you decide whether something is right or wrong, to what extent are the 

following considerations relevant to your thinking? Please rate each statement using this 

scale: 

 

[0] = not at all relevant (This consideration has nothing to do with my judgments of right  

and wrong) 

[1] = not very relevant 

[2] = slightly relevant 

[3] = somewhat relevant 

[4] = very relevant 

[5] = extremely relevant (This is one of the most important factors when I judge right and 

wrong) 

  

______ 1. Whether or not someone suffered emotionally  

______ 2. Whether or not some people were treated differently than others 

______ 3. Whether or not someone’s action showed love for his or her country 

______ 4. Whether or not someone showed a lack of respect for authority  

______ 5. Whether or not someone violated standards of purity and decency 

______ 6. Whether or not someone was good at math 

______ 7. Whether or not someone cared for someone weak or vulnerable 

______ 8. Whether or not someone acted unfairly 

______ 9. Whether or not someone did something to betray his or her group 

______ 10.Whether or not someone conformed to the traditions of society  

______ 11. Whether or not someone did something disgusting 

______ 12. Whether or not someone was cruel 

______ 13. Whether or not someone was denied his or her rights 

______ 14. Whether or not someone showed a lack of loyalty 

______ 15. Whether or not an action caused chaos or disorder 
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______ 16. Whether or not someone acted in a way that God would approve of 

 

Section 2. Please read the following sentences and indicate your agreement or 

disagreement: 

 [0]  [1]  [2]  [3]  [4]  [5] 

       Strongly      Moderately         Slightly         Slightly      Moderately       Strongly 

       disagree        disagree         disagree           agree           agree         agree 

______ 1. Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue. 

______ 2. When the government makes laws, the number one principle should be 

ensuring that everyone is treated fairly. 

______ 3. I am proud of my country’s history. 

______ 4. Respect for authority is something all children need to learn. 

______ 5. People should not do things that are disgusting, even if no one is harmed.  

______ 6. It is better to do good than to do bad. 

______ 7. One of the worst things a person could do is hurt a defenseless animal. 

______ 8. Justice is the most important requirement for a society. 

______ 9. People should be loyal to their family members, even when they have done 

something wrong.   

______ 10. Men and women each have different roles to play in society. 

______ 11. I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that they are unnatural. 

______ 12. It can never be right to kill a human being. 

______ 13. I think it’s morally wrong that rich children inherit a lot of money while poor 

children inherit nothing. 

______ 14. It is more important to be a team player than to express oneself. 

______ 15. If I were a soldier and disagreed with my commanding officer’s orders, I 

would obey anyway because that is my duty. 

______ 16. Chastity is an important and valuable virtue. 
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Debriefing Information 
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Value Endorsement and Behavior Study: Debriefing Information 

 
Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose of this form is to provide 

you with more in-depth information about the study. This study was developed to 

examine the association between personality traits and religious and/or spiritual beliefs, 

social values, and lifestyle behavior. To examine this, participants completed several 

questionnaires designed to assess an individual’s religious beliefs, social values, lifestyle 

behaviors, personality characteristics, and demographic information. 

We realize that you might feel a bit uncomfortable about some of the questions 

that were asked.  It is important to remember that there is no correct or incorrect response 

to any of the questionnaires in this study, and that your responses are anonymous. This 

means that your identity cannot be connected to any of your responses. However, if you 

still have any concerns about this study, then please contact Dr. David Lishner 

(lishnerd@uwosh.edu). He will be more than happy to discuss any concerns you may 

have. 

Again, thank you very much for your participation. We value the time and the 

energy you spent in this study and it is our hope that the data you have provided will help 

us to better understand human psychology. 

Once your responses have been saved, you will receive a code. Please 

write this code down and keep it for your records. When prompted, enter the 

code in order to confirm that you have participated. Once you have entered 

your code, you will be compensated for your time. 
 

Please be aware that you are being compensated for completing the 

study only once. Should you decide to complete the study again, you will 

not be compensated a second time. Only one set of responses will be 

retained and analyzed for the purposes of this study. Additional completions 

will therefore not result in more data for the researchers, nor will they result 

in additional compensation.  
 

We ask that you please not discuss this research with anyone else at least until the 

end of summer, so that they can participate in a genuine way as well.  

 

    Again, thank you very much for your participation. We value the time and energy you 

spent in this study and it is our hope that the data you have provided will help us to better 

understand human psychology. 

 

 

 

 

mailto:lishnerd@uwosh.edu
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APPENDIX F 

 

Statistical Analyses 
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