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ABSTRACT

~nThis‘study”was concerned with‘the relaﬁions between
repreéenﬁations of psyéhOpatﬁy énd interbé:sonal
‘péfceptions; From 147iihmétes;seen in a fedeial mediumf
seCUfity*QriSon, 79 of the men provided complete daté for
comparisongl Groups were défihed’unaer ctiteriévfrom (1)
the PéychOpathy'CheékiiStW(PC) (Hare, 1985b), or (2) |
American Psychiatric‘ASSOCiatiOn 11950, 1987) butlinés
for‘Aﬁtisociél Personality Disorder (APD),“Méasures were
deii?ed froﬁ the Interpersonal Adjecfive Scales:Revised‘
(IAS-R) (Wiggiﬁs,'Trapnell, and Phillips, 1988) which
relate interpefsonal1y definéd pér¢eptibns of-personality
“as loCations‘Within7a circump1ex space--Interpersonal
~c1fc1e'(wiggins; 1979, 1980). Self-iatings were ébtained
as déscriptive‘df‘(l) self, (2) ideal self, (3) self as
'thpﬁght~3eeh by[é“friends, and (4) self as thought75een'
'by;arspecific7mémber of‘theyihétitutionél‘staff, ‘A rating
- was also Obtained}frOm:the specific staff memberé as
;°desériptive of the‘partitulat inmates. |

 Comparisons were also‘madekWifh respect to the
speCificity and sehSitivity'okoMPI‘profiles~considered
kreleVant to'psychopathy; ‘Supplementary compériéons
USed‘Selected'séales from‘thé~Adje¢tive:Checklist (ACL)"

(Gough and Heilbruu, 1980) andkRosenbérg's,(1965),Self—
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esteem Scale. These comparisons pro?ided'manipulation
checks of the consistenoy of the data and contributed to
the interpretive generalizability of'thevresults.

| The primary hypotheses were‘that a group~of
‘individuals;defined~as psychopathic would show'differences
in representétions obtaioed from Self?rated and other-
‘reted descriptions, with respect to circumplex location
end'derived‘differenoe scores from the IAS—R,‘ih
comparisoﬁ;to groups‘cons1dered,nOnepsychopathic;

| ReSults inaicated differentialeperceptiohs,
particolarlyyby’steff‘members, which provided good
discriﬁinations of groﬁps based‘onsthe PC but not for
‘“groups'defjned‘by APD. CirCumpleX‘looations‘of
opsyohopaths defined bykthe;PQ‘werefconsistent With
expectationsffot the Ioterpersonal Circ?e;_ The
discriminetive utilify of groUp differences was mueh"
higher,fot'the PC-defined groups than fot APD relative
to theobaSe rates foi’these different categOrizations,

The results‘are‘discuSSed iﬁotetms of (1) their

kcontributioo to the nomological netWOrk for the oonoept
kof‘psychopathy éslrepresehted'by the PC, (2) specific
1imitations of the study, and (3);the‘evideot oonfusion‘
which can result from the ﬁse'of‘measutesfassumea to
to relate;to;the lp’s-:yt\:hop.aith,“'but"that rely on primarily

behavioural descriptions.
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INTRODUCTION

,'This~3tﬁdy prbvideé~an evaldation of a varieﬁy of'asSessment
,strategies With respeC£;t6,the identificatién‘and'
‘,characterization of the]péychopath;in~a sample_Of'incarceratéd
adult,malekOffendérs, A,partiCular,focus*is~the,uSe of an
ihterpérédnalvmoaélkof personality~assessment,:designed~td, amohg
other“tbings, evalﬁateﬁdissimulationgin~self—repott Obtaihéd from
,Such'a‘Sample; The‘primary~interest is in tbe;pptential
differences among seif;ratea agd,otheﬁfrateandescriptidns of
"gﬁoups fdfméd by differing diagnoStié ¢ri£éria onvmea5ure§
dérivedAfrom a personality assessment sttatégy notlprevidusly
uSed in criminalfpopulations.,‘ThekbuIPOSe is to test
expectations bésed,on the Intenéersdnal Circle--a ¢ircumplex'
~model. of personality fKiesler, 1985; Leary,{1957; Wiggins,.l979;
/1980,-1982)——with respe¢t to groupS;cléSSified~by,the'criteria of
the‘Psychopéthy*Chééklist (Hare,f1980,'1985a;'1985b) or by the
; diégnosis of antiédciél personality‘disordér‘défined,by the
Américan PsychiétrickAssociétion'(APA,"1980, 1987) . ‘
 ‘k:Ps¥chopathy reptésenté a partichlarly problemaﬁic
pérsonality disorder in terms of noso1§gical reference;k~

theoreticaljunderStanding,‘and~efforts for‘intervention. MIt is



perhaps,the most baffling“and pOOrlykUnderstood~personality
disorder, and is seen to be partlcularly res1stant tok
interventlons,*whether‘correctlonal, medlcal, or psychologlcal

(e.g., Cleckley, 1982; Hare, 1970, 1981; Hart, Kropp,f&-Hare,,

- 1987; Weiss,'1986).~‘The development'Of further insights into the

formfandfnature of:this7disorder‘requires continued effortSyto
systematiCally,delineate the'eSSential characteristics of the

psychopath and develop approprlate assessment strategles. In

;th1s way, steps may be made toward more meanlngful management of,

'the psychopathlc personallty as he (to date 11tt1e research haS"'

1nvolved females) ~may  be encountered in correct10na1 or treatment

Settings.

,DescriptiVely, there is’good‘consenSUS‘for‘the;concept~of

psyChopathy in terms‘of'an apparent~incapacity:to fOrmfmeaningfu1~

relatlonshlps with others and. 1mpu151ve antlsoc1al behav1our

devoid of conscience or remorse (Buss,fl966; Cleckley, 1982;

‘Hare, 1970, 1979, 1982 1986; Hare & Cox, 1978; Maher, 1966;

McCord & McCord 1964— Mlllon, 1969‘ 1981-;weiss, 1986) .
However, there has been cons1derab1e debate over the relat1ve

importance Of the psychological aSpects‘of the disorder'(e;g.,j

‘lack of empathy) versus the behav1oura1 manlfestatlons of
'antlsoc1a1 acts or‘dellnquency. Pichot (1978) prov1des an

~interesting historical perspective of the development of this

debate.nge concludes that the rift derived from independentv

"nosologies of German and Anglo-French origins. Historically,



"psychopathies"frepresentedla class'of disorderskakin to.current
" conceptions of the personality disorders, with reference to the

broader usage of "psychopathy“uas,any disease . of the mind (e,g.,;

’Dorland's Illustrated Medical Dictionary, 26th Ed., 1981).
'Gradually, the reference to the psychopathic personallty came to
focus on the" expre531on of antlsoc1a1 behav1our in- the absence of~
any obvious mental ‘defect. ‘In England, the early‘conceptxonh
attributedﬂto Pritchard'in~1835’as‘"mora1 ihsanity"femphasized‘a
"congenital deficiency of moral sehse"~(Pichot, 1978; p. 56) and
was echoed by the French;in,1866 as “réaSoning;insanity.“ Both-
focussed on behavioar as-the manifeStatiOn,othhevdisorder:and
related'"perverse instincts" or ‘"depraved feellngs as the hasis
’ of it5~eXpreSSion‘, As’the~usage evolved the German‘conceptlon N
vretalned the emphasis on a "personality: disorder" focu531ng‘upon
the characterological aspects belleved to underlle the behav1our,
whlle the Engllsh and French ¢onceptions have favoured "moral
1nsan;ty" aS'deflned by "abnormally aggress1ve or~ser10usly

irresPonsiblewcondUctk" (MentalkHealth Act:for‘Englandfand Wales, :

1959} .

,Curreot manifestations of this debate‘maykbe seen in the
reliance of,some~authors on behavioural patterns as selective
criteria'(e}g., American‘PSYGhiatric Aesociation (APA), 1980,
1987; Robins; 1966) or in an emphasis‘onkpersonalityq
‘charaCteristics (e.gs, McCord &’McCord, 1964) . - Others provide

“-an ‘integrated approach, giving relatively equal weight to both
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characterolog1cal d1sp051t10ns and behav1oural expres51ons (e. g.,
Buss, 1966; Hare, 1980; Maher, 1966) Arguments Stlll recur as
to whlch are of relatlve prlmacy or. Af both are necessary for
c1a551f1cat10n (es g., Blackburn & Maybury, l985). Generally,

however, there 1s agreement on. the: fundamental role of

kpersonallty as the core of psychopathy and that ant15001a1

behaviour 1s the typ1ca1 expre551on of that core (e:ig., Cleckley,
1982; Hare, 1986' MCCord'&mMCCord 1964)~ S1m1larly, Itkshould
be agreed that conceptual dlscontlnu1ty w1ll result where

behav1our is emphas1zed to the exclu51on of cons1derat10n of the

‘personallty or 1nterpersonal style.,'Behav1our may constltute the

most:: tanglble aspect of - the psychopath but 1t 1s not suff1c1ent

- for the d1agnos1s, its nece551ty may also be a po1nt of debate.,

1'CIearly, similar patterns of behaviour may. occur w1th qu1te

dlfferent motlvatlons and, mOreover, 1nd1v1duals who may possess

a "psychopathlc" relatlonshlp with their environment do not

fnecessar1ly eXhlblt the pattern of poorly 1ntegrated antlsoc1al

’behav1ourvcommon:to'rncarcerated;samples (cf, Hare, 1986 M1llon,

1981). A basic complaint, however, has/been the dlffrculty of
reliably and validly assessing the "personality" of the
psychopath

Conseguently,rcharaCterization of this disorder haS‘proven'

qproblematic~due to the application of different emphases and the

apparent loss of focus. This point,has been one of concern and

confusion for research with thefpsychopath (Hare, 1979, 1980,



1986; Hare'&kCox,‘l978;kMillon,’1981), where assessments with
adult males have relied upon’various'definitions such as single
or composite'5cale profiles from'the‘MinneSOta‘Mu1tiphasic
Personality Inventory (MMP1), behaviouralichecklists,'self—reportc
SCales,‘or'the criteriakfor‘Antisocial Personality,Disorder |
'(APD),r(APA, 1980,VDSM?lll).b As outlined by Hare and CoX (1978),
this var1ety of - assessment contrlbutes to the confus1on of |
antlsoc1al behav1our’or cr1m1nalrty per se . in place of the more
c11n1cally meanlngful concept of psychopathy empha5121ng a lack
of consc1ence or empathy. |

Problems in reaching some clear'consensus forlresearch
ypurposes‘are‘exemplified~in (but by no means unique to) a\recent
artlcle by Blackburn and Maybury (1985) concernlng the
,homogenelty of samples deflned by var1ous cr1ter1a. Although
recognlzlng the apparent sources of confu51on in 1dent1fy1ng
"the" psychopath Blackburn and Maybury argue aga1nst the pr1macy
of affect1ve characterlst1cs and assert a need to apply cr1ter1a
1nvolv1ng both affectlve and 1mpu151ve aggre551ve behav1our |
character1st1cs in order to obtaln a more homogeneous sample. It
1s llkely that such a sample may be more homogeneous in terms of
thelr behav1our, but also Likely that they do not adequately’or‘
unlquely representfthe psychopath1c_character. Another frequent
point‘of confusion ln the literature, and: whlch also arises in
Blackburn,and'Maybury'siartlcle, relates to the experience of

anxiety and the suggestion of the primary vs. secondary



psychopath,askbeing free oflanxiety or subject to anxiety,sre—
tspectively; It’has,been responded to mosthsuccinctly by Hare and
Hatpur (1986) who,vinvreferencesto‘the "Secondary,psychopath,"~
,stated° "They may be neurot1c, anxious, socially Withdrawn’or
psychotlc crlmlnals, but they are not psychopaths (p. 150).

- The ut111ty of the c0ncept ln‘applled settlngs;isysimilarly
,confusea ‘as 1nd1cated by a recent newspaper artlcle (Still
1987 May,21) in whlch a psychlatrlst w1th some expertlse 1n
foren51c consultatlons apparently dlsmlssed the prognostlc |
‘usefulness of a dlagn051s of "psychopath" w1th a comment to the‘
‘effect that three out of. four Federal (Canadian) prlsoners,are
psychopathlc. Thls estlmate is clearly out‘of‘keepingHWith more
rlgorous deflnltlons of the psychopath (Hare, 1983, 1985a),>and
w1th the potentlal pred1ct1ve utility w1th respect to such
behavlogr as parole v1olat10ns (Hart, Kropp, and Hare, 1988).
'Thesehprobiems‘typically derive from the enphasis’placed‘upon‘an
indi?idualfs‘current,antisocial behaviour and,historyyofk
oelinquency, which’arejindeed common'in‘incarcerated,samplesr
k'The'problem thus'beches,'from the point: of viewtOf assessment,
the ability'to make valid and reliablefoiscriminations with suchl
popu1ations'based upon SOme’coherent theoretical framekof
reference, ‘ | |

~Although perhaps not Widely,aCknOWledged, and‘occasionally
; misrepresented (e.g‘, Blackburn &‘Maybury, 1985); Hervey‘cleckley
~(1941/1982 6th ed ) prov1des a most. coherent representatlon of

the psychopathlc personallty. Cleckley acknowledges the llkely



tendency of the'PSYchopath to come to public attention as a
'result of his behaviour, but;argueskthere is a;morehremarkable
affective def1c1t at the core of the psychopathlc personal1ty.
051ng the analogy of a "semantic apha31a" in accountlng for the:
lack of emotional relatlonshlp with the world Cleckley suggests
that'theppsychopath‘can lntellectually'relate to others but lacks
understanding of the emotlonal connotative meaningfof |
communication5~and~‘hence; lacks the capa01ty to value others.

It should be noted that th1s affect1ve def1c1t appears distinct,'
from the blunted Or flattened affect assoc1ated w1th
'schlzophren1a' the psychopath is. capable of a range of affectlve
expre551on.. Rather, thlS def1c1t refers more to a restrlcted or
shallow affective capac1ty 1n whlch self- 1nterests are almostr”n
always placed above the feellngs of others (cf. Raine, 1986);
~C1eckley refers to the psychopath s ab111ty to vocalize
approprlate affective relatlonshlps but with an apparent"
shallonness or absence'ofhfeeling, lihening fa reflex machine
rthat;can mimic therhunan‘personality’perfectIY" (Cleckley; 1982;
p.‘228),f He notes‘that’the basic demonstratiOn of the
pSychopathls inability to relate emotronally is the fallure to
hehave by any appropriate standards. . This lack 15 thus descrlbed
in terms‘of interpersonal attachment or s;ncerlty, related as- - a
failure to appreciate the emotiOnal experience of others,
kCleckley S cr1ter1a are listed in Table 1.

The pr1n01pal interest of the present research is to further
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TABLE |

Cleckley's characteristics of the psychopath (Cleckley, 1982)

superf|C|aI charm and good "mtelhgence

~absence of delusnons and other signs of irrational thmklng,

absence of "nervousness" or psychoneurotlc mamfestatlons

, unrehablllty,

untruthfulness or msmcerlty,
lack of remorse or shame;
madequately motivated antisocial behaviour;

poor judgement and failure to learn from experience;

. ,pathologic *egocentrici\ty and 'inca‘pa'c‘ity for love‘;

general poverty in major affective relatlons

~specific loss of insight;

_unresponsiveness in general interpersonal relations;:

fantaSti‘c and uninViting,behaviour with drink and sometimes f
without; . ' ‘ B

suicide rarely carried out;

“sex life impersonal, trivial, and poorly integrated;

failure to follow any life plan.



flesh out this characterolog1cal/1nterpersonalyaspect of
psychopathy w1th an assessment strategy based upon a model of the
1nterpersonal domaln. the Interpersonal Circle (IPC) (Freedman,’
’Leafy, Coffey,,& OsSario, 1951- Klesler, l985°5Leary,,l957'
‘Wigginsjpl980y‘l982). The application of this model is of
interest'for seyeral‘reasons. In terms of theory and conceptual
development, psychopathy is clearly an 1nterpersona1 dlsorder,
the IPC may allow a means of mapplng the self— and- other rated
yperceptlons of thls 1nterpersona1 style. = The demonstratlon ofa

. congruence. between ratlngs of psychopathy and expectatlons for.
1ts representatlon on the IPC will thus contrlbute to construct
‘valldlty. -Moreover,~the’;Pthas beenkrecommended as a structural
'foundation for a possibile revision‘of the dfagnOsis*oﬁ the;'
PerSOnality‘DisOrdersyas;presented in,bSM‘III' Axis II’(APA,
1980),(Kiesler;,1985;kohemore &kBenjamin, 1979; Widiger &_
‘~FranCes,'1985) and its performance'with respeet;to ascriminal
populationkiS*alsokOf'inte:est.' on the'practical_o:fappliedt
kSide, thekIPCfmay‘provide a means. of reliably assessing the
personallty aspects of psychopathy con51dered so e1u31ve by those
- who assert that only behav1our is approprlate for assessment. It
may also.allow-a better means to_approach populatlons other thanu
the incarcerated‘criminal,',FurtherydiscuSSion of'thesehissues
and a reviem of the psychometric qualities of one format of the
IPC w111 be presented shortly.

A previous- attempt to assess. psychopathy in terms of
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interpersonal styleewas made by~Blackburn;and0Maybury,(19855.
"Although their method was rather idiosyncratic, it suggests that
the c1rcump1ex may be useful ‘in the assessment of the G
rpsychopathlc'personallty. Desplte procedural problems——a sample

of‘mentally disordered inmates‘of the Broadmoor HOSpltal

o observat10na1 ratlng scales w1th 1nterrater rel1ab111t1es varylng

from .32 to ;66, and factor analyses of 36 varlables based on 57
subjects-=Blackburn and‘Maybury'(1985).obtalned,a'2—dlmen51onal
representation;of‘interperSOnaletyles approximating the |

l circumpleéx of interest‘here}i'The~present'researchﬁwill:attempt
to expandﬁon’this“approach using assessment technioues with some

~demonstrated psychometric stability.

kAssessment Technlques Relevant to the Present Research

The M1nnesota ‘Multiphasic¢ Personal1ty Inventory (MMPI)

The MMPI has a long,hlstory’of~use and contrlbutes to‘akVaSt
literature;‘the‘use‘of the MMPl as a oriterion‘or_dlscriminative‘f
measure in reSearchnWith delinquent’YOuth and‘adult'Offenders~f’
spans some forty years. An early~SUmmary of research with'
del1nquents was prov1ded by Hathaway and Monaches1 in 1953 Morel
‘recent uses w1th adults are exemplified by Brown and Gutsch
'(1985) who- use scale 4 elevations to 1dent1fy the psychopath or -
by Megargee (1977, 1984) who uses the MMPI as the ba31s for a -
typology in cr1m1nal populatlons. |

As outlined by Dahlstrom, Welsh and'Dahlstrom“(l972), scale
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4 (Pd = psychopathlc dev1ate) is intended to address the "amoral
and asoc1al subgroup of persons ‘with psychopatblc personallty

dlsorders"'(p. 195).  Thus, scalefprofllesrlnvolv1ng scale 4 as -a

high p01nt are typically regarded as representlng psychopathy.

However, some secondary scale elevatlons (e.g., 1 -

HypoChondlasls,;Z'—‘Depre351on,“3 nysteria, 5 - Masculinityéd
: Femininity, 7 = Psychaethenia)3are~c0neidered to diminish rhe
ylikelyfexpression of antisocial~behaviour‘or ecting oup,rwhereas
the 1nvolvement of scales 6 (Paran01d), k“(SChiZophreniaS,*and:Q
'(Hypoman1a) 1n~part1cular, are con51dered to 1ncrease the
llkellhood of antlsoc1a1 behav1our (Lachar,“1978) The two—point
code "49" is con51dered the "c1a551c psychopath" by Dahlstrom,;k

Welsh, ‘and Dahlstrom (1972) and has shown some dlscrlmlnatlve

~ability with psychopathic/non-psychopathic criminals (Hare,
1970). Lacher’(1978) refers to the\49 profile‘as‘a‘likely
'sooiopathic perSonality, andusuggeetsntnat.the,48f§rofile is
~representativekof "Classical'psychOpaths“‘(p; 85). |
Ma]or descrlptlve features attrlbuted to-scale 4

elevatlons are con51stent w1th current deflnltlons of

psychopathy, 1nclud1ng,flagrant;dlsregard,for soc1a1’va1ues;
inability to‘profit from punishing experiences;kandfemOtionai
shallowness in reietions with others. nThe*involyement ofkecale 9!'
is considered to increase;ectivity,level and theflikelihood,of
actlng out, sCale’8uinvolvement maywreflect'therinterpersonal

w1thdrawal assoc1ated w1th schizoid tendencies, Wthh may be
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conSidered«similar to thekemotional detachment Qf:the'PSYChOPaﬁh,
It is apparent that the‘MMPi:has some utility; but its broad
’application in Various popuietions, its reliability over tiﬁe
" and, more particﬁlarly, itsevalidity‘ih idehtifying;the
psychopath may be questloned B

The development of scale 4 was organlzed‘w1th respect to 1ts
'ahillty to dlscrlm;nate a criterion group of dellnquent youth;
~ffom:h0rmati§e grOups‘Qf addlts“used in_the MMPI’standardiéation
sample and‘from aVSamplefOf COllege~etudeﬁts; The relevahce’df
the criterion‘group, “fa1rly young people, with more g1rls in the
‘group then boys" (Dahlstrom, Welsh - & Dahlstrom, 1972, ps 196),

" with a history of¢delianenCy (“amOrai and eeoeial" behavieur?e
primarily minor crime and status offences), to the pSychopath as
currently defined‘ishelearly debatable. ‘Moreover,‘the'
1nterpretat10n of this scale wvaries w1dely dependlng upoh the
mpopulatlon to wh1ch it 1s applled and various factot patterns
have:been‘propOSed based on 1ntercorrelations among items‘on‘the
scale (e.g.)’Aetih, 1959, Cerey,fl958). fAmOng nQrmél malese‘
sédrihg‘high'onkSCale 4; such positive’attributes'as adventureusf
’and”courageous; eociable,,enthusiastie; geod—tempered;,generOUS,
and fair-minded have beehhapplied:eother normal samples(have beeni
deSciibed as‘aggreseiVe,kimmaﬁure, irritable,‘leieurely, andef
ﬁnemOtional (DahlStrOm,'Welsh,k& DehIStrom, 1972); 'Ih‘hormal
college males, scelef4 mey'be cbnsidered:an index of

"rebelliousness," reflecting difficultyﬁwith'authdiity.
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In'correctional populations, scale 4 elevations would appear
“to be the most common aspect~of MMPI profiles. Tables proyided |
 in Dahlstrom,’Welsh, and Dahlstromk(l972:r'Appendix M, pp- 438—‘
f448)~outline the proportions of two—point codes fOund‘in various
populations., In'axsample offmale‘youthful offendersy(N=l83),:48%’
of the profilesdobtained;had scale 4 as the high point‘and
'another 20.1% involved scale'4‘as the'secondary peak (McMahon,
1970, cited‘in Dahlstrom et al., 1972)." Similarly,Va sample of
male military prisoners (N=2,126) exhibitedrscale 4 as the peaky
in 41 4% of the profiles and- 1nvolved scale 4 as the secondary
peak ‘in another 215 6% (Brodskey,~l967 c1ted in Dahlstrom et al.,
1972). The more discrlmlnative 49/94 two- p01nt codes accounted
for:24,6% in the youth samplefand 22. 6%fof the military males.
Comparatlve samples of normal -adult Minnesota males (N=258)
provide scale 4 as a primary or secondary peak in 21, 4% of
obtained profiles, with 49/94 profiles seen in 6. 2% (Hathaway &
Meehl,,l951,kc1ted,in Dahlstrom et al., 1972); a'samplekof
COllege,freShmenf(Nﬁl,537)rprovide scale 4 as a,primary‘or
| - secondary peakvin 29.1% of’the profiles, with 49/94 profiles seen
in:9.5% (Dahlstrom & Reifler, l970, cited in Dahlstrom et als,
_1972); Dahlstrom et al. (1972) also note that scale 4 peaks are
,prominent in. profiles from alcoholic samples, homeless vagabonds,;
delinquent subgroups, disc1pllnary and sexual offenders w1th1n a
prison System, drivers‘w1th high frequencies of violations and

:accidents,‘and‘various drug abuse groups (p. 270).
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& Bohn, 1977; Megargee & Dorhout, 1977; Meyer & Megargee, 1977)

have developed an MMPI typologyewithin‘prison‘samples (males, age

194275years) which provides data;egggesting the relationship of
the previously mentioned scale profiles,(i}e;,'4, 49, 48)-with

characteristics of the psychopath. Megargeelempirically derived

‘groups based on a cluster analysis of profiles; ten profiles,
‘obtainediwith,relatively specific selection criteria, accounted
for 87% of the sample.  However, seven of ‘the ten profiles

involved elevations on scale 4 with~differentiation'provided‘by

seCondary peaks and relative elevations. ‘These'seven“profiles

‘ accounted for 62% of the sample or 71% of the class1f1ed

~profiles., As mlght be expected correlated self report and. other

descrlptlve data wh1ch would relate to "psychopathlc

characteristicspwerefdistributed among-these seven groups, some
being described as cold and aggressive, others as glib and
superficial in relationships, and others as pleasant'but

manipulative. Problems with this typology may also derive from

~1nstab111ty.' Simmons,“Johnson, GOuvier, and Muzyczka (1981)
prov1ded retestlng of 50 inmates prev1ously c1a551f1ed on the~”
Megargee MMPI typology at an average follow -up 1nterva1 of ten

months.  They found that only 14 of ‘the 50 retalned thelr

original group’classification. 'Con31der1ng that retest
reliabilities of MMPI scale scores range from .44 to .73 with

,intervals'on,theforder of eight moﬁths (Dahlstrom, Welsh, &
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Dahlstrom, 1975), such ‘a result is not entlrely unexpected. As a
"clinical" 1nventory, MMPI- proflles should be expected to change
"over time.' Further, the moreﬁspecific rules become, the leSS‘
‘llkely it is that proflles will prove rellable.

An additional dlfflculty w1th the MMPI and "cookbook" rules
foraproflle identification (e.g;, Gllberstadt & Duker, 1954, or
Marks & Seeman, 1963)'is that thefmore«specific,rules for code .
types generally fail to c1aSSify aysignificant portion of tardet
populatlons (Butcher & Tellegen, 1978"Payne:&'Wiggins, 1968) .
Cla551f1cat10n strategles used by Megargee resulted in |
cla551f1catlon rates varylng from 63%. to 96% (Dorhout &

Megargee, 1977); Hare (L985a),1using standard "cookbook" rules
as named ab0ve; found few profdles,meeting.the‘criteria;'rHigher
‘rates of inclusion can be'Obtained'withjsome relaxation of cOde
criteria (Hare, lQBSa; Payne & Wiggins, 1958), and may be more
-readily obtained where only the one- or two high'point‘peaks‘are
nsed to identify’the profile;(e.g., Dahlstrom, Welsh, | |
Dahlstrom, 1972).  Another difficulty’ndt’often epecifically
addressed is the raté,of ocCurrence'of‘invalid profiiee, |
particularly among correctional;populations in‘Which!individuals‘
are "required" to COmplete’the forn. ‘Although the MMPI allows
identification of different approaches‘to dissimulation on thee
test, suchkprofiles,are not'usually included in research.
gTheralidity,okoMPI codea in~identifying~the psychopath:as

defined by Cleckley criteria has been qUestioned,primarily by
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"Hare and his associates. Relatively poor overlap of MMPI

profiles related to. the “psychopathic‘personality" has‘been

‘obtained in research comparing definitional criteria (e.qg., Hare,

1980, 1985a). Further confusion is likely to'result from
researchers using elevatlons on one Or two scales (e g., 4, or 4

and 9) in 1solatlon from the overall scale profiles to "deflne"‘

the psychopath (e. g., Ray & Ray,~1982) It is apparent that

scale 4 appears as a high point in.various populatlons w1th'

various descriptive associations. ‘Perhaija'mOre basic

correspondence of antlsoc1al behav1our, drug or alcohol use, or

confllct w1th authorlty or parental flgures,‘eXplainstthe~common
occurrence of scale 4 elevatlons in cr1m1nal‘samples.

In view of the above problems, a relat1ve1y stralghtforward

~ _approach to classifying obta1ned‘MMPI proflles has been applled

for the purposes~of thiS'research. Eleven prOfiles are proposed

under thlS system' three 1ncorporate 1nva11d proflles, three

w1dent1fy the typlcal‘"psychopathlc" prof11es, four are other

readlly dlscrlmlnable profiles, and one is "normal. -Crlterra
for theSetprofiles are‘outlined in Table IT. Profiles within
group lO ("other“) may 1nclude elevat1ons 1nvolv1ng scale 4 with

secondary elevations -on scales 1, 2, 3,5, 0 7. These proflles

~are not 1ncluded among "psychopath1c“ profiles as the

k1mpl1cat10ns of gu11t,,remorse, anx1ety, or contr1t1on whether

s1tuat1onal or otherw1se are further confounds to an already

tenuous repreSentation of‘the‘psychopath using the MMPI. This




TABLE 11

MMPI Group Definitions .

Caiegory Criterion Rules
Grocﬂi Invalid ~_raw scores
1 S = 1>30
2 - =F>230r
Lo  F-K>1s
3 e - Lz9and
‘ ' K -F>15

‘ Sociopath Scale Elevations

B ~ 4 is only scale2 70T
5 _ ‘ ’ = 4 +9 dnly"scales 2 710T; =
6 - W48 270T; 9¢&/or 6
' ‘ ‘ may also be 2 70T
Other
7 . mvolvmg 1or more of scales

1,2,3,7 as only scales 2 70T
8 e = scales 6 8/or 8 are only 2 70T

_or are hlghest elevations by 10T

9 % scale 9 only elevatlon 2 75T
V and scale 2,< 50T
10 = fails to me'e>t any of above, but

has scale elevations 2 70T

Normal

11 - no scale elevationz 70T
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Implication-

test avoidance.

'fake bad'

~'fake good"

'spike 4 - antisocial'

"syocio'path'

'psychopath'

'neurotic'
'psychotic’
'hypomanic'

‘other!

‘normal’
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strategy -is intended to simplify the~informat10nﬁavai1able‘from

the MMPI‘profiles obtained and to focus more specxflc interest

on the "psychopath1c" proflles and thelr overlap with crlterlon

groups otherwlse defined.

Antisocial Personality Disorder (APD)
‘Diagnoses of APD'using the:criteria of the Diagnostic and

Statlstlcal Manual of Mental Dlsorders, 3rd ed. (DSM=IITI: APA,d

'1980)'and 1ts recent‘rev131on (DSM~ III R' ‘APA, 1987);1were basedd

on data availableffrOm interv1ew, case,hlstory; and file~

information.~ Criteria for APD have focussed upon antlsoc1a1

behaviour as the "essentlal feature" of thls disorder, and

basically provide a checklist of ohildhood eod'adult‘behaViour.‘d
'CommonfChildhood‘signs areflisted as “ljing,VStealing, truancy,
‘vandalism, inifiatihg’fights; running away from home, ahd
phySical cruelty?’(APA;‘l987, p. 342). The patternvmust persist
into adulthood and wouldyincludeTfihancial, yocationai,'or
"parebtal‘iifespoosibility; commission of"ects WhiCh would be
groonds fot‘atrest;jirritabiiity,ahd aggressiveneSSj
kredkleSsnese; imbulsivitj, and/or‘prOmiecuity. Althoogh alluding
’to 1nterpersona1 characterlstlcs as-a “markedly 1mpa1red capac1ty
to susta;nflastlng,fclose, ‘Wwarm, and respon51b1e relat10nsh1ps"’
(APA,'1980, pw‘318;'APA, 1987,1p. 343), the applioation of the
diagnosis may requiteflitt1e~or‘no consideration of this aspect.

Asfprevioﬁsly suggested, the DSM-ITII criteria have been
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’fau1ted fOr;being’too iiberal (Frances, 1980;‘Hare,‘1980, 1981,
1983, 1985a; Millon, 1981). The'relianeebon behayiounai
, descriptions'of~a delinquent history prior toeége 15,>and,
,ﬁecurrent'ant;social«behaviour since age 18 dees not'providena‘e
distinction betWeen,"persietent criminality" (Traslet, 1978) and
thefremorselessness or lack of enpathy~eonsidered eentral to the
psychopath. | |

Ha:ef(l981)'has Qutlined the potential for confusion between
APDfend psychopathy,;and demonstrated'ﬁhekextent of agreement
with various Criteiia. ~Hare (1983),reported “generally good"
,agreement" between extreme group‘essiqnments efipsychepathic and
‘APD dlagnoses w1th a EEEBE coeff1c1ent of 583; howevef,ythe |
tendency for over1nc1u51veness with APD is reflected in the
relatlve,rates of dlagn05151, 39% APD vs. 22% psychopathlc by a
“checkliSt assessment. Hare (1985a) obtalned more. 51m11ar rates
offdiagnoeis‘in;aesample,of 229 federal 1nmates, 38% ‘APD vs. 33%
epsychdpefhic, and also showed a high;cengruence of the diagnoses,
however, only wifh the extreme’groups (giggg‘= S79) 4

vSomevmodest c¢hanges héve‘been made to the criterié for APD
under the new DSM-III-R (APA, 1987) ;. however; there is little
reason to suspect the ehanges,will’significantly affect the
“frequency or distribntion of thekdiagnoeis in ineaicerated'
 isamp1es. The annotated comparative listing of changes from DSM-—

ITI to DSM-III-R (Appendix D, DSM-III-R) only notes the addition

of an item to express the absence of guilt or remorse, provided
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in reSponse to "frequent criticiSm“ of the DSMeIII ¢ériteria for
APD. HoWever, the‘addedvitem—éﬁlackskremorse (feels justified‘in
having‘hurt,’miStreated, or stolenyfrom‘another)" (APA, 1987,>p;
346)--is oniy included as the tenth of a set of ten aspects of
adult behaviourffrom which any fonr satisfy the criterion. - This

addition ObviouSIY does little tohrealign the APD diagnosis‘with

respect to psychopathy as there remain many (actually 126) wayS‘k

an 1ndlv1dual might meet’ the crlterla w1th1n that sectlon without
1nc1u51on of a remorseless attltude. The empha51s for dlagn051s
contlnues to be. 1rrespons1h1e and’ antlsoc1a1 behav1our as the
ﬁessentlaljfeature for both: DSMeIII~and DSM—IIIeR.~ Other
changes withinythe critefia under DSM—IIIéRharé basically only
changes'invwording ortemphaeis;~honever,Lacademic‘difficulties or

problems at school have been dropped from the adolescent sub-

'sectiOn,“which may serve to tighten the ctiteriaffor addleSCence,

and the crlterla for a: pattern of adult behaviour has had the age

crlterlon reduced:to 15 years, The only other changes of

‘ p0551ble consequence——and this to increase the appllcatlon of the

dlagn051s——are the omission of the continuity crlterlon, i e.,
that there has been no’ perlod of five years or more since age 15
without ev1dence of anthoc1a1 behav1our, and the relaxatlon of
the overlap of other mental dlsorders, iae., that behav1our is
now‘"not exclus1ve" to a course- of Schlzophrenlc or Manlc
dlsorder rather than "not due to" such a ‘disorder.

The overlap of APD with the other crlterla used in this
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study was assessed, as was the agreement of the~APD diagnosis

‘under DSM-III (APA, 1980) and the DSM-III-R (APA, 1987).

The Psychopathy Checklist (PC)

The7PC haS‘been developed by Hare and his colleagues as -a

" means- of standardizing research cr1ter1a to 1dent1fy the

psychopath w1th1n 1ncarcerated male samples. ,Con51der1ng that

Cleckley had provided the most influential conception of the‘

;psychopath, early7effbrts were given to globally ratihg‘inmates ,

based on interview end file information as to how well they met

Cleckley‘s criteria~(Hare & Cox, 1978). With the;perCeption

'that thls prov1ded a very ‘useful and conceptually based approach

to asse331ng the psychopath attentron was glven‘to standardlzlng

~a checklist‘format which~could be more readily utilized by other

researchers. A 22-item checklist was developed which provided

good ccrrespondence with pre&idus global ratings (Hare, 1979),

and outlinesawere provided for its‘applicaticn (Hare &

Frazelle, 1980) “Two items were subsequently dropped (previous'

'dlagn051s as a psychopath and'drug and alcohOl abuse‘nct;direct

cause of antlsoc1a1 behav1our) with ev1dence that -they

~ contributed little\to the discriminative power of‘the~checklist

(Hare, 1986). The'current;ZO-itemychecklist is shown in~Table

IIT. The PC incorporates case;history data allowing longitudinal
evaluation of problem behaviour and'characterOIOgical~inferences

from,interview which'in'total provide a more chplete profile in
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TABLE TH

ltems of the Psyc-hop‘athy;C’heck;lis‘t (Hare, 1985b)

‘inbneSs/supe‘rﬁcial charm;

grandiose sense of self-worth;

need for stlmulatlon/proneness to boredom

- pathologlcal lying; -

conmngk/‘mampu!atlve';
lack of remorse or quilt;

:shallow affect

. callous/lack of empathy,
~ parasitic lifestyle;

 poor behavioural controls;

promiscuous sexual behaviour;

. early behaviour problems;

lack of rea;lis"t‘ic, long-term goals; - '
impulsivity; '

lrresponSIblhty,

_failure to accept. responsnblllty for own actions;"

many short-term marital relatlonshlps

juvemle delmquency,

~reVOcat|on of conditional release;

criminal versatility.
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keeping withcthe'clinicalycOncept of psychopathy.
sAdminiStration of the‘checklist requires about one—andeonef 
half hours for,review of avaiiable institutional files plus 3

approximately two hours for a structured interview. Items are

rated on-a threeepointeSCale (o, 1, 2 where O indicates that the

item does not apply,:l indicates that its‘application is

questlonable, and 2 1nd1cates the 1tem deflnltely applles),

scores for the 20-item checkllst thus may range from 0 to 40. If

‘1nformat10n is lacklngyfor completlon offa partlcular item, the

item may be omitted and the score prorated; ‘Rather than assuming

- the measure to represent a continuum, i.e., a range of.

psychopathic tendencies, for research,pnrposes theﬁScale’is used

with cut—off:scores tosprovide diagnostic‘discontinuity.
Individuals ﬁith scores falling approximately 1 standard
deviation above the range (e.g., 5‘30) are considered to be
psychopaths. Those in the lower range (e.g., { 20)‘are
COnsiderea;nOn—psychopathlc, and those in the mlddle range may be‘
inquestionablehstatns.' |

In use w1th adult male inmates, the checkiist;has beén-
demonstrated to yleld hlgh rellab111ty across (,84 tos 91) and

Wlthln (-85,to . 93) raters, good test-retest rellab111ty (. 89),;‘

and‘high internal consistency (.90) (Schroeder, Schroeder, &

Hare, 1983). Consideration of the validity of the PC is somewhat

more problematic in that there is the question of "Compared to

what?". Other‘asSessments‘related to psychopathy may be faulted
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for being too broad or based on questionable criterion groups.

However, the evidence israt least consistent. In most instances

adult male prlson inmates 1dent1f1ed as psychopathlc by :the PC

are also con31dered psychopathlc by other assessments (or as APD
by DSM—III),.although‘the converse is not ‘necessarily true, i.ed,
those identified‘as “psYchOpathic",by’other‘devlces (or as APb):
may not‘be identified'asdpsyohopathic by the PC (cf. Hare,’1983;

1985a, 1986; Schroeder et al., 1983). These results affirm the

. more strlngent cr1ter1a afforded by the PC. Apart from the
- convergence w1th other assessments, demonstration of'the'validity
of the checkllst may ‘be taken from 1ts apparent ut111ty in

prov1d1ng clearly dlscr1m1nable groups for psychophy51olog1cal

research (Hare, 1979 Hare & Cox, 1978), and the pred1ct1ve

‘validity in the contexts of parole performance (Hart et al;,

1987) ortresponse to treatment (wOng, 1985).
Thepfactor structure of the PC (Harpur, Hakstian, & Hare,
1988a) reflects 1ts psychometrlc stab111ty across samples and the

1mportance of evaluatlng personal1ty character1st1cs in

‘1dent1fy1ng the psychopath. Harpur et al (l988a) cons1dered a
2= factor solutlon to best represent data obtalned from five

‘samples prov1dlng a total subjectnpool of 982. - 'The obtalned

soldtion was not orthogonal but oblique, reflecting the

hlnterrelatlonshlp of behav1oural expre531on and "core"

'psychologlcal attrlbutes. Factor I, conta1n1ng the 1tems‘

gl1bness/superf1c1a1 charm, egocentr1c1ty/grandlose sense of
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self- worth, pathologlcal 1y1ng and deceptlon, connlng/lack of
51ncer1ty, lack of remorse or gullt, 1ack of affect and emotlonal‘
depth; callous/lack of empathy, and fallure to acceptr s
resoonsibll;ty foryOWn actions, reflectskthe‘personality
characteristics:conSidered central to}psychopathy.\rFactor\II
isolated the’behaviOUral‘items,‘reflectingjakchronically‘unstable ix
'1ifesty1e“and the expresSiOn of antisocial‘behaviour; |
Differential relationshipsfare’seen with Factors I and II
and external'variables (Harpur, et'al.rfl988b), again reflecting
the dlstlnctlon of the personallty and behav1oura1 aspects of
psychopathy and moresbroadly, cr1m1na11ty. For example, APD
diagnosis correlated more- hlghly W1th Factor II:(E =7.5 ) than'
y with Factor I K£;= .42)'(é = 2. 90, p < .OOS), cons1stent w1th thel
;mpreSs1on (Hare, 1985a) that the congruence obta1ned between the
PC and;AED dlagnoses relates to the common aspects of ant15001a17
behaviour. The relatlonshlp of Factor I, as‘a more:- spec1f1c |
measure of perSonallty attrlbutes, t0‘the 1nterpersonal
assessment strategy to be outl1ned next 1s a pr1nc1pal 1nterest

: of thls study.

The;InterpersonallAdjective SCaies (iAS/and IAS—ReviSed)
A line of eﬁquiry which'hassnot been’previously pursued in
h1s context and whlch may serve several 1nterests w1th respect'
;to the characterlzatlon of the psychopath 1nvolves an |
1nterpersonal assessment strategy evolving from the c1rcump1ex‘

model of Leary (1957}, asycurrently developedvby,Wrgglns {1979;
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Wiggins, & Broughton,‘1985; Wiggins,pirapnell,'&.Phillips, in
press) The major values of this,orientation to:the assessment
of psychopathy are th'at‘: (1) psy«Chopathye i"s'clearly an o
"interpersonalﬁ dlsorder, (2) defined scales'of the'circumplex
prelate directly to the descrlptlve aspects of  the psychopathlc
profile; (3)kthe IAS,and IAS=R assessment have goodkpsychometrlc
properties; and (4);with‘additional research, this strategyfmay
be more generally applicabie to assessment settings other than
correctional'institutions;: ﬁ | |

P5ych0pathysiskreadily‘characterizedeas‘an interpersonal
disorder: it is‘the'apparent remorselessness and saperficiality
1n relatlonshlps w1th others that constltute the ba51s of this .
personallty disorder. As such~A1t is the- fallure of the
pSYChopathfto form affective interpersonal relatlonshlps or to
behave in keeplng w1th soc1a1 values that deflnes the disorder.
These personallty aspects form a strong component in: the factor
structure of Hare‘s checklist (Hare, 1979”Harpur~et al., 1988a),'
and it is these aspects for Wthh the" c1rcump1ex model” for the
’,assessment of 1nterpersonal behav1our ‘may be partlcularly well—
Suited.‘ ’ |

The development~of>the circumplexpmodel oftinterpersonal
‘hehaVionr, and'Wiggins' interperSOnal adjective scales in
particular, is describedfby~Wigginsk(l979;k1980, 1982;‘Wiggins,
Trapnell, & Phillips,;in press). The basis of the‘modelras

developed by WigginS‘provides eight adjeCtival scales. which; by
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the‘nature of their intercorrelatiohs,scan be related as . a
Vcircumplex5oriehted in a”two—dimensional space‘(see Figure 1)
‘The dimensions'are defined by two orthogonal compohents» |
represented as Status (dominance) and Love (affiliation)g
;corresponding‘to?the'theoretical‘definition?of interpersonal
events as "dyadlc 1nteract10ns that have relatlvely clear cut
social - (status) and emotlonal (love) consequences for both |
particrpants (self and other)" (Wiggins, 1979,fp. 398). The
,underlylng structure of th1s c1rcumplex is~related to the elght
comblnatlons derlved from the grantlng or denylng of love and/or
‘status to oneself and/or the respective other. Thus,yln terms of -
the 1nterpersonal 01rcumptex, psychopathy can he‘conceiVed of as
the grantihg ofyiove and/or‘status to~0neseff‘whi1e’denying bOth
love and status.to“the;other;-an arrogant,‘cold,bcalculatihg
personallty. |

The ad]ectlval scales expected to relate to psychopathy and'
other measures correlated to them can be seenvto concur~well wlth
preyious,defihitions of -the psychopathic charactert‘ The
arrogant—calcuiatiug profile (Qariable label,BC)} has been used‘
by ngglns to characterize the narcissistic personallty dlsorder
’of DSM=ITI (Kelsler,el985; Wiggins, 1982), however, the content
and correlates of this scaie have obVious application to‘the
pSychopath; As discussed by‘Wiggihs (1982), nateissism is ah
exaggerated?characterizatiou of the,BCrprofile iuVolving

grandiosity, lack of empathy for others, acting out,tfeelings of
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Circumplex structure of the IAS-R (Wiggins, ,Trapnell
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special entitlement, and‘exploitativefrelations with others. fThe’
adjacent var1able (DE), characterlzed;as cold ‘quarrelsome, or
»cold hearted behaviour, has been:irelated to the paran01d
personallty,dlsorder as—representlng;excesslve susplc1ousness,
Ahypervigilance, hyperSensitivity to the behaviour of others, and
restriCted affectivityy(cold,and unemotional)‘(Wiggins; 1982);
The expected placement of personallty dlsorders w1th1n the IPC by‘
Leary and Coffey (19557 01ted in W1d1ger & Kelso, 1983) located
‘ the psychopath1c and sadlstlc personalltles at the. DE pole.} From
‘studles relatlng the IAS to contemporary 1nventor1es assesslng :
\Murray 'S (1938) taxonomy of needs, correlates and analys1s of
content commonalltles serve to further deflne the scales (ngglns

& Broughton, 1985) |
Correlates of BC (arrogant calculat1ng) empha31ze
aggre531veness,‘1mpulslv1ty, rat10na11zat1on of behav1our,'
conflict with authority,'and‘exploitiveness. Item~factor
'loadings reflect‘arrogance, explo1t1veness, ready“eXpressiOn of
’anger (verbal), and competitiveness. Variables related to DE
’(cold quarrelsome), depict man1pulat1veness and the absence of
\ warmth; cooperation, or‘nurturant behaviour. The;adjectlves
‘cOmprising these‘tWO scales (BC and DE) of thevIAS—R'are listed
“in Table V. ‘It can be seen that the content of these scales
relates well to the characterlzatlon of the psychopath and it is‘
the thant bounded by these two scales whlch’can ‘be hypotheslzed

to capture:the pSychopathic profile as Obtained from ratings by
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TABLEIV‘~i

Adijectives of scales BC/DE from the 1AS-R (Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, in press)

* | (BC) Arrogaht;ca‘lculating ; ‘(DE)‘ Cold-hearted

cocky , ’ ; rUthIess

;’c‘rafty S S : L _inv'c)nhea;rt,ed
cunning : b " o | hardhearted
boastful o ST f unc‘haritab‘le
wily ' ‘ s cold:hearted

calculating , : cruel

tricky R unsympathetic |

sly S warmthless.
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others.  In that dissimulation,of self—report may be expectéd‘as'

the norm rather than the exception for a psychopathic group,

rself-teport‘profiles were ekpectéd to be:of interest more for the

‘relatiye disparity of self versus others' ratings across grOUPs‘
rather than fOr Véracity of sélf-deéictidn., Psychopaths were‘
expected‘to pioﬁide édreipositive self-éﬁaluationé in gfeatet
disparity to:the,pe;ceptions of~others‘when compafed with simiiar
kratiﬁgs'for other inmate groﬁps. This effecffmay,;of~course, be
moderated by the manipulative facility and superficial charm of
Fhe ihdividual, with,the resﬁlt tﬁat the most‘successful
;péychopath may escape:identifiCatioh~in this:asséssment (or the
éheckliSt) by having convinéed others of hiswbasic sincerity‘and
good .intentions. :An assesément'sﬁratégy in-whiCh the IAS-R
,provides~severa1,derived measures of~disparitie$~which may
cOunter‘SUCh résults‘will be oﬁtlined;presently."

In.discussing the/psychometricgproperties of ‘the IAS,

Wiggins (1979) presents data which support general;constfuct
,validity,facknowledgesfa confound, andgsuggestsxhigh intetnal

VCOnsistency for the scales. Sex difference data reveal =

statistically significant (p < .03 = .0001, N > 600) differences
ih a pattern ﬁhat,sUggésts an even split of thercircumpléX'With“an
line rotated,élightly‘CIOCkwise:from the’érincipal‘dimensiOn.of
status. Interestingly,lthe dimension thatlis orthogdnal‘to‘thié
lihe passes thfdugh4the bctant of interest here, BC/DE, |

postulated to contain thé psychopathic profile. The mean
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differences across’scales suggest‘small~sex~differences
(approx1mately .255) ‘with respect to seelng (1dent1fy1ng) oneself
as eltheryself—assured (domlnant), or unassured (subm1351ve), but
relatively'large differences’(.5§~— ;755) where ascrlblng t
characteristics'to seIf‘as’arroganty calculating, cold, and
Quarrelsome’(maies >{females)‘or warm, agreeable; unassuming,
1ngenuous (females > males) (Wiggins, 1979)f ”Thesetdifferences
are sllghtly attenuated but retaln the same pattern when using
'the,rev1sed scales;(IAS-R)t(ngglns,‘Trapnell, & Phillips, in
,press) | |

These dlfferences may be" 1nterpreted in relatlon‘to the;
apparent ‘confound w1th social des1rab111ty 1n respondlng 1nherent
to self report with evaluatlve words (ngglns, 1979) In that
the de51rab111ty in thlS 1nstance seems'to involve portrayalyof
sociai sexual stereotypes}“high scores‘on‘the BC/DEfscales may
also result from-a tendency of males to endorse 1tems con51dered
mascullne. This confound has 1mp11cat10ns for the present
research.‘fIn that scales BC/DE demonstrate asSchated negative’
characteristics;(see’Wiggins & BroughtOn; 1985) as correlations
with‘"hegative masculinity"m(M—; Spence; Helmreich, é Holahan,‘
1979)]anchaChiavellianism‘(MACH; Christie andsGeis,’1970), it
is;expected'that psychopaths, as more sophisticatedrrespondents,
would minimize these endorsementsfin~favour of seif-pOrtrayalsias
more‘affabie and easy—going. This supposition led to’the |

expeCtation that psychopaths would score lower (by self-
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‘description) on scalés BC/DE than other inmate‘groups; and would
score,higher on scales JK/LM which denict the individual as more
modest»and agreeable.~

Internal con51stency estimates for the eight scales of. the .
~IAS‘over a,combrnedvsample of~un1verslty,students (N'= 610) all

"meet a reasonably stringent requirement of internal;consistency
(%> .,so)"/‘ (Wiggki‘ns(k~l97k9, p 408). The alpha coefficients for

the~Scales of interest here,,obtained’over four subsamples of the :

: student populatlon (N's range 100 152) , ranged from .845 to ;889;~A
These results support the 1nternal cohes1veness of these scales.
‘The rev1sed scales demonstrate s1m11ar levels of rellablllty,
rwith alphas'ranging from .749 to .856 in a totalusample of 1161
(Wiggins, Trapnell & Ph1111ps, in-press). L |

External val1dat1on of the scales is well demonstrated in

‘recent research by Buss, Gomes,: H1gg1ns, and Lauterbach (1987)

In an effort to demonstrate dlfferences among 1nd1v1duals in the

- use of 1nterpersona1 "tactlcs of manlpulatron andfthekrelatlon

of situationalraspectsuand personality variables, Buss et al.
(1987) fonnd good congruence between;lnterpersonal styles,and
fhdifferent’scales,from~the‘IAS\circumplex.‘ That is, different'
tactics were.  found to’correlate With scales from the IAS in~a{way
lthat is. consistent w1th interpretation of the scales. Of |
part1cular interest was ‘the man1pu1at1ve capac1ty demonstrated by'
those 1dent1f1ed w1th1n octant BC (Arrogant Calculat1ng) These

,1nd1v1duals were more 11kely to use all of the identified
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manipulative tactics, rather than rely on one or two as was more
‘ typical or‘other‘groupS~defined‘by the 1aS scales. ‘Such a result
1s certalnly consistent w1th the character1zat10n of a '
"calculatlng interpersonal style. Gifford and o' Connor (19875
‘have demonstrated 51m11ar patterns of behav1our con31stency in
relation to scales frdm the IAS, w1th a. more subtle:measurekof
interpersonal distance.

The‘potential utility‘Of‘thiS‘aSSessmentlof'personality
evolves from its development and structural characterlst1cs and
“its ease of admlnlstratlon. The IAS R is a 64 adjectlve list;
respondents are 1nstructed to rate each ad]ectlve on an 8—p01nt
scale,rranglng £rom (l),extremely 1naccurate to (8) extremely
‘aceurate,‘as to how well the word‘describes ‘them (or some other
designated target)f Completion time'for the list is generally
,'qulte brlef on the order of. ten to f1fteen mlnutes. |

A potent1a1 problem, however, for the use of adjectlve llsts
w1th1n the populatlon of 1nterest here is that some words may be
,too d1ff1cu1t.~ Not all words may represent a 31mllar level of
fdiffichlty (ng., "klnd" vs. "unauthorltatlve") or famlllarlty of
usage (e g., ﬁoutgoing" vs "perky") For the purposes of this
research a glossary was' appended to ‘the adjectlve l1st providing
deflnltlons in terms of 1nterpersonally orlented tendenc1es
(e. g.; "cunn1ng" = skillful “in man1pu1at1ng others) or 51mp1e
synonyms (eig., "jov1al“,— happy, good sense of humour) ’The'

glossary was prov1ded in order to better standardlze the word
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k presentation and level of understandinggfor'individualszho may

Otherwise have been nncertain of a wOrd's meaning. Itpalso
serves to orient the respondents to the 1nterpersonal intent of
the words, suggestlng styles of relatlng to others rather than
intrapersonal qualltles or CharacterlstlcS.

Once oompleted, ‘the list~oan:be:scored to yield eight
independent (no itens_overlap)‘5cales, and thesefsoaleS~combined
to provide‘two;cooroinates corresponding‘to thefdimensions of

Love andeominance'(e.g., Laforge,v1977),or,polar coordinates

within the circumplex (Phillips;f19835.f‘Either computation

results inkSummarizing,the scale results as a.point:in a 2-
dimensional space whioh isplocated within a particular octant of
;he cirglg and at a’certainrdistanCe frOm'the centre. The k |
octant identifies the individual‘s 1ikely interperSOnaltstyle,
and‘the,distance from the oentre'(vector 1ength)mmay be taken

as the strength of assoc1at10n w1th1n that octant as a functlon
of'respOnse variability across the elght scales.p Vector length
is also. 100ked'np0n as a potential measure of relatlve'pathology
or'rlgldlty of 1nterpersonal style (e. ERY Chartler, 1984; |
Kiesler, 1985- W1d1ger & Frances, 1985 W1gg1ns, 1982; ngglns,
Phllllps, &;Trapnell, in press), partlcularly within a g1ven
octant. | |

The scoringuand interpretation of point locationsJWithin,the

~circumplex offers a mOdel for representations~of personality

disorders. Hypothetical plaCements of - the yarious'personality
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disorders have been suggested (e.g., Kiesler, 1985; Leary &

Coffey, 1955; Wiggins; 1982), and some research has related

ratingS~ofppersonality disorders to the‘circumplex‘strUCture

R Plutchik &‘Platman, 1977). Widiger and Kelso (1983)

p01nt to the advantages of the Interpersonal Circle in prov1dlng

,structure to the organlzatloniof the personallty dlsorders,sand

hin~affording diagnosticrflexibility‘With respect to dimensional

measures and'protOtYpic representations rather than the
assumptions of discreet, classical categories. ~Thesel

characterlstlcs of" the scales have appeal here  in prov1d1ng a

5 means to organize the conceptual coherence of dlfferent

approaches to the psychopath w1th respect to perceptlons (by self

and othexrs) of the psychopath s 1nterpersona1 style.‘ An obv1ous

limitatiOn‘lies in the actual representations of these

perceptions as’ obtained~by‘self—report;

‘In addition to obta1n1ng a bas1c proflle of - self reported
selffperceptlon uslngnthe IAS—R, it was felt to be of some’

tactical value and potential theoretical interest to pursue a

,slightly more - compliCated set of self—report profiles. .Four
'self rating profiles were obtained with the IAS- R. 1) describe
nyourse1f° 2) describe your 1deal self——the person you would best

‘\like to be; 3) descr1be yourself as you think your friends would

descrlbe you, 4) descrlbe yourself as you think Meeeess™ (a

~spe01f1c member) of the 1nst1tut10na1 staff would descrlbe you.‘

The tactical value is in the aim of being able to counter
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~the efforts of evasive respondents attempting to dlstort the

self-report. Because lt was expected 1nd1v1duals would elect to-
hias reSponse‘toward more:favourable representations[ the utlllty‘
of differentninstrnotional setsewas‘to provide'oontrasts of
relative'diScrepanoies or difference scores’among the dlfferent
p;ofiles acrosslérouos.‘_This strategy was-hoped to provide~a

pattern,of measures;that could discriminate across groups

kalthopgh'the'content‘ofkself—representation~may betless,than

Veridical.~,TheoretiCally intereSting results would'also derive
from dlscrepan01es among representat1ons of self as they may
relate to self- perceptlon and insight 1n the psychopath

An addltlonal source- for further compar1sons of dlscrepant~

'hrat1ngs was also obtalned from others ratlngs«of the 1nmates. '

Instltutlonal staff reasonably famlllar with the 1nmates as

individuals provided,ratings on the IAS-R whlchscould‘be

‘contraSted~With;the self—reportfprofiles. The possible

interpretations and implications of these contrasts will be

discussed shortly.

Supplementary Assessments

In order to prov1de comparatlve analyses with the responses

to the;IAS—R, the‘AdJect1Ve~Checkllst‘(ACL, ‘Gough & Heilbrun, -

1980)/andkR05enberg‘s,Self‘Esteem Sca1e:(Rosenberg, 1965) were

'also-obtained as Self—report.

The ACL has an extensive research~ba¢kground, as is’
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reflected ‘in its having attained 26th position in Buros' (1978)

- 8th Mental'Measurements Yearbook list of‘the;lOO’most used and

most often referenced assessment devices in psychology. The ACL
is an alphabetiCal list of 300 adjectives. "Respondents simply

check off those adjectives which they consider to be self-

tdeScriptive; ‘The'currentcACL‘Manual (Gough & Heilbrun, 1980)

‘outl1nes 37 ‘scales which may be scored with reference to

normatlve‘data. Analyses by Wiggins and Broughton (1985) have
demonStrated‘that several of the ACL subscales have high
COmmonalities within the circumplexrspace of the IAS and provide

hUmerous zero—crder ccrrelates‘with the IAS scales of interest

here. ~In the interest‘of providing‘adequate‘repreSentation,‘yet

keeplng the overall number of scale,comparisons within reason; a

spec1f1c subset of ACL scales was selected w1th reference to

‘~their demonstrated relat1ons to the IAS. ‘To compare self-.
‘descriptions,,ACL scales were selected which best represented the

‘IAS octants of interest here: PA (assured=dominant); BC

(arrogant-calculating); DE (cold—hearted); HI (unassured-

subm1551ve), JK (unassuming- 1ngenuous), and LM (warm= agreeable).

‘Nlne ACLvscales were selected, three modus operandl' (MO)

scales: Total Checked, Number Favourable, and Number
Unfavcurable;'and six Scales considered representative of

Mutrray's needs: AchieVement;‘Dominance, Autonomy, ‘Aggression,

-~ Abasement, and Deference.

‘The first of these scales (Total Checked) " provides bcth a-
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meaSure of "loguacity" and‘ahCriterion‘against which the other
'scales are standardized for scoring (Gough & Heilbrun, 1980).
- Standard score transformsfare‘prQVided in‘the égE.Manual,based
upon differingrtendencies to endorse few or‘many adjectivesfk’
broken'into five groups. 'The‘remaining scales are scored with
referencefto these standardiZed group seores.

Megargee*(1984) has found the ACL to prOVide discriminative
d1fferences of adjectlve endorsements and scale scores when
contrasted across 1nmate groups formed on the ba31s of hls MMP I
typology. OVerall"responsesMWereinotable for the rates of’
pp031t1ve self- descrlptlons. Sutker; De Santo, and Allain1(l985)
commentedsupon 51m11ar‘responsehstYIes‘With the~ACL seen in a |
‘sample of‘antisocial men and women'participating in a drug abuse
'program. ‘Sutker ethalr (1985), hoWever; did not proVide'the;more‘
typlcal scale score results.“with respect tofthe*ACL’scales
selected here, Megargee‘(1984) found'that; overall; his inmate
groups scored essentlally at the mean of the normatlve range, but
,some pronounced dlfferences were apparent when the 1nmates self-
ratings were compared to ratlngs of the inmates prov1ded by
~institutional staff psychologlsts. Large dlscrepanc1es were
'ev1dent with the scales Number Favourable, Number Unfavourable,
hAggre531on, Achievement,’and Domlnance, where1n the inmates'
self-ratings all reflected more pos1t1ve descrlptlons than those
made by staff. |

These results supplement the pattern of results expected
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with the IAS—R, and comparative analyses and correlations of

“scale representations will serve to enhance the interpretive

generalizability of results obtained. A problem remains,

* however, in the functional vocabulary reguired~to adequately'

completekthe ACL."GiVen'a list of 300 adjectives; it was not

pract1cal to prov1de a glossary as'was done w1th the IAS. The
con51stency of results may be affected by differences of word
usage ‘in an inmate sample as compared to student samples.

The Rosenberg self esteéeem scale uas chosen as a 51mple scale'

(10 1tems) prov1d1ng an addltlonal ‘measure of p051t1ve self-=

'regard whlch can be compared with the ACL and IAS -R results, and

‘1ncludedr1n contrasts’of,crlterlon groups.~ The scale has

demonStrated reasonable,reliabiiity and,valfdity (ROSenberg,

1965; Silber & Tippett, 1965) as a measure of "selffacceptancE,"

-.and ispattractive'in its brevity andreaSefof administration. It

is usefui here as a supplementary “manipulatiOn check" or test of

‘con31stency in responding across the self~ report proflles. 1f

‘the proflles are con51stent and mean1ngfu1 one would expect to

see a'reaSonable correlatlon betWeenfthe Rosenberg'scale and a
measure of. the dlscrepancy between representatlons of self and an
ideal (e,g., 1ow self- esteem should correspond to a greater;
discrepancy); Campos (1986) has presented data suggestlng a

relation. of ‘self- esteem w1th congruence of deplctlons of self and

an ideal-=self.
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'PURPOSE

The purpose of this research was to 1nvest1gate
characteristics of 1nterpersona1 style in 1ncarcerated cr1m1na1

psychopaths u51ng,the~64—ad}ect1ve format of‘the;Interpersonal

 Adjective Scales=Revised (IAS-R) (Wiggins,'Phillips & Trapnell,

in press; Wiggins,'Trapnell v&'Phillips; in press)f Additional :
self- report proflles were obtalned w1th the 300+ word Adjectlve

Check L;st (ACL) (Gough & Heilbrun, 1980) and the Rosenberg Self-

esteem Scale~KRosenberg,“1965).‘ Psychopathy'wasvdeflned by the

~20-=item PSychopathY'Checklist (PC) (Hare; 1985b), andtcomparisons

made w1th the Minnesota Multlpha31c Personallty Inventory (MMPI)

(Hathaway &,McKlnley, 1951) and the d1agnost1c cr1ter1a for

~Antisocial Personality Disorder of the DSM-1IT (aPA, 1980) and

the DSM-III-R (APA, 1987).

‘Although the IAS-R has not been used specifically with
clinioal samples,;the theoretical struCture of the scales allows.

for spec1f1c expectatlons ‘regarding the locatlon of the

. psychopath within the clrcumplexrspace. It 1s also possible to

compare the relative locations of groups defined under the

various diagnostic ¢riteria. 1In this way differences can be

assessed in the construct validity of the various criteria as
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providing‘groups which can be meahingfully“distinguished‘from one
~another. Do men identified,asVPSYChopathiC‘by the PC criteria
idiffer fromomen cOnsidered non-psychopathic, and is the‘
‘repreSentation’of~the‘psychopath conSistent with expectations?
Arelmenrhho'meet‘the‘criteria for APD or APD?R different from
those,not:meetihg the'criteria? These gquestions are central to
thisrresearch. ‘

The concurrent validity of the dlagnost1c assessmeht
strategles can be organlzed w1th respect to groups formed over
the;range of’PC scores.. Theégroup~def1nedfas psychopathlc by the
PC«constituted the'criterion‘againstVWhich the congruehce'of APD
diagnosis ahd MMPI profiies was assesséd.  Although this
represents~an‘essentially nomihalnchoice, it is not entirely
harb1trary.~ The focus of thls research is to 1nvest1gate an
'1nterpersonal representatlon of the psychopath as 1dent1f1ed by
the‘PC,s It is apparent from the review of the 1iteraturefthat
there continues to be considerable debate over:what criteria
,adeqoateiy represents the psychopathf thisfresearch also affords
 the:opportunity to further assess. the COngruence,of~different
"dlagnostlc criteria and to compare the 1nterpersonal ’
representatlons a53001ated with these criteria. Of 1nterest also
are comparlsons of dlagnostlc congruence when the crlterlon 1sk
replaced by hlgh scores in Factor T of the PC——the remorseless'
~,charaCterW (Hare, 1979; Harpur, Hare, & Hakstlan, 1988a).

‘Each of these diagnostic assessments can be taken as
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independent‘definitions of’criterion groups under which the
IAS-R, the ACL, and the Rosenberg scales can be evaluated with
respect to the dlscr1m1nat10n of the resultant groups.‘ The IASQR
profiles .for groups def1ned by the PC and PC Factor I scores are.
of: prlmary 1nterest.’

leen the prev1ously descrlbed structure of the IAS-R as a
2= dlmen51onal c1rcumplex yleldlng p01nt locatlons’as prof11e

summaries, it is possible to compute and,compare Euclldean‘

distances between points,representing different profiles

(ngglns, 1982).‘ HoWever, simple Euclidean distance loses
1nformat10n which is bas1c to the c1rcumplex model i.e.,‘octant

location,»and~re1atiVe.distance fromrthe or1g1n. Thus,~more

‘1nformat10n could also. be obtalned from the contrast of polar

coordlnates, y1e1d1ng a dlfference between angles and- relatlve

vector lengths.. This coord1nate system is the. ba31s of an

‘ analysis program devised by Phllllps (1983) Madlson and Paddock‘

(1983), in ‘reviewing Leary's (1957) approach to the analy51s of
var1ab111ty in 01rcumplex models, recommend adoptlng a. system

similar‘to the‘use of polar coordinates relatlng relatlve

‘dlstance from the origin-but using the arc segment between p01nts

rather than the relatlve angular locatlons.‘ S1nce the
calculatlon of the arc.is rather more compllcated and would not
prov1de a dlrectlonal orientation, the use of angles was
con51dered the more reasonable choice.

These two approaches, Euclldean distance and polar
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coordinates, provide two ways-to énalysekthe contrasts between
points. The Euclidean distaUCe‘meaSUre*can be used to summarize

the simple linear distances between points and forms the basis of

the contrasts following, while polar coordinates can be,uséd to

summarize~octant'10cations and vector lengths which are more
relevant to the description of'intérperéonal styles identified by
the circumplex. The principal interest was in thé‘compatisbn‘,

across grOups‘of the relative distances between points

‘corresponding to five conditions:

1)  self versus ideal self;

2) . 'self versusfself;gg'thihk friends see;

“3) 'self versus self gg think institutional staff see;

4) self versus self as seen by others (institutional
staff); and

,5)‘,se1f gg‘think'Staff see‘versus‘se1f‘gg'seen by

staff.

Based“bn expectafions for the psyChOpathic Character,‘patferns of
;differencesfémong‘thgse'disténcé @easures Qefe éxpected for the
gfoups., a central‘queStion withfréspect to:assessment‘withfthe
psYchbpath~conCerns dissimulation with Self—répoft.'.variQUS’
expectations mayfeffect’different interpretationssqf}pétterns‘
across;theSQ,distance measures.

With réspect to the - first measuré,‘gglg versus’ideal §§l£,
therpsychépath was expected to show lesser distance"betwéen‘thesé

points than other respondents for at least two reasons: (1) as
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facile and'manipulative,,sensitivé to impression management, it
was expected that he (all subjects‘are male) would portray
himself in a favourable way both as self-descriptive and ideal

deScriptive; and (2) it is consistent with the egocentric view of

“the psychopath that he may see self as ideal. ‘The second

measure,'gglg.versus«self as think friends see, was also éxpected
to show lesser distance than other groups in the belief‘that the'
psYchOpéfh, more so thankothers,kwould wish to portray himSelf aé
wéll liked by @thers,with whom he ShOuid be ‘expected to have good
relations. | B | |

Conversely, with the third measure, self versus self as

think institutional Staff séey~the psychopathic group was
expected to show greater distance than other groups as a result

of 'a performance pressiure to consider the perceptions of others,

i.e., in thefknowledge that certain staff would make ratings of
 them andkmay'not think well of them. The fourth measure, self

versus self as seen by staff, if consistent with the pattern

proposed, should also be a max imum for"the'psychopathic‘g:Oup.‘7

The last distance measure, self gg think staff see versus

éelf g§~seen gz_staff; has interesting implicationsffof‘the«self—A

insigbt'orfsdcial awareness of the psychopath; i,e}, is the

‘PSYChopath aware of how he comes across to others? It was. '

expected that the psychopathic group~wou1d‘respOnd to a task

,pteSehted as a challenge--could they accurately predict how they

are seen by a particular member of the institutional staff? To
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the extent that the psychopathic group’can provide orofiles
'cohgruent with the perCeptionseof others, it may he‘argued that "~
they can at least articulate‘the'effect their behaviour has‘onv
the perceptions\of others. Although not‘represehtative of
‘empathy)‘it is relevant,tO'role—taking——an hypothesized deficit
in the’ psychopath (Gough, 1948). |

The capacity of psychopaths to merely,understand or grasp
‘the perceptiohs‘of others or the effeCts their behéﬁiohr~may have
on the feelings of~others'is not clear. - Does the;psychopath
blithely pursue,his own‘ends in the absence of any understanding
‘for‘others‘[as ihbelieve Cleckley conceived]~or;does he act in
self—ihterest-despite his uhderStanding“of others' reactions? -
That  the psychopath can vetball&ypresent anfuhderstanding‘of
social roieshand“expectations is'generally agreed (i.e., Buss,
~1966"C1eck1ey, 1982'\Hare, 1970, 1978°>Trasler,'l978).

However, the fore901ng hypotheses need also be considered
ew1th respect to other 1nterpretat10ns of: the p0551ble motivations
for thevdlstortlon of self—report.; At least four 1nterpretat10nss
U may be con51dered relevant- ‘firSt, in keeplng with Cleckley s'
formulatlon, an 1nab111ty to appreciate the perceptlons of others
(a~spec1f1c loss of 1n51ght), second the obv1ous effects of
de31rab111ty on self~= report, third; egocentric distortion or, -in
effect, the denial of negatlve characterlstlcs, or, foorth,
egocentric manipulation or the“de51re to "con" others. It is

probably the case that we cannot know which of these conditions
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hoid;ras~the~interp1ay of these~possible'motivations may provide;
alternative explanations to all the foregoingteipectations.
HOweveri‘the‘test of a‘postulated pattern‘of disparities’amongt

perspectives was expected to reflectfbetter for one

interpretation than‘another.

It would be-of con81derab1e 1nterest to have a means to .

approach Cleckley's "semantic aphasia, " the defect postulated to

'account for the inability of‘thefpsyChopath;to appreciate the

meaning of principles of,behaviourk(althOUQh able to verbalize

-~apparent understandlng) and the resu1t1ng 1oss of 1n51ght as “to

the effects of hls behav1our on others.~ This concept, in

relatlon‘to the foregoing hypotheses, suggests that psYchopath

provides representations of himself based on his egocentric self-

“view rather than the interpreted perceptions of others. The

expectation here would have‘the psychopath providing a consistent.

appraisal,offhimself without regard to the instructed‘

‘perspéctive, thus, the'psychopath’s discrepancy scores shouldﬁbe

‘the 1east across groups for. all contrasts of self-= rated proflles.

~Réceént research has pursued;psychophy51olog1ca1 correlates

of lexical analysis in male offenders and psychopaths in an

attempt tofidentify differences in language ‘processing which may

be related~to‘psychopathy (see,Hare, Williamson,~and Harpur,

fl988) | Con51derable data have accumulated across studies using

~various technlques and modalities. demonstratlng dlfferences in

the'language proce351ng of psychopaths which may relate to
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fdifferences‘in cerebral organization or utilization (Hare et al.,
1988). In that differences have been shown in the responses to

affective words and connotative meanings, one may expect this to

affect the psychopath's capacity to organize his responses to

" self-description with evaluative words.

In this instance, similar to that just outlined,

‘inconsistencies in the psychopath's approach to the task would be

réflected"in'the absence of ‘any identifiable pattern - of

'reSponses.f That 1s, with the IAS. prof11es ‘psychopaths would be

expected to fall toward the centre of the c1rcump1ex (no

discriminations of descr1pt1on) and show minimum distances across

" the sets of self—descriptioos. Similarly; one would expect no -

‘partlcular differences with:the ACL "MO™ scales of favourable and

unfavourable adjectlves if the psychopaths were, - in fact, to
ascribe no 51gn1f1cance ‘to the words. However,,lteappears, as is

p01ntedwoutgby Hare et al. (1983) and others, that the psychopath

does ‘make use of the usual literal meanlng of words - and has the

. capacity to use them in a systematic way (e.g., to manipulate

others). The difference with the psychopath seems a more subtle

;ohe; likened to "knowing the words but not the music," in which

he~generally makes'appropriate‘use of words but does not‘show

consistency between his words and his behaviour~(cf; Hare'et‘alr,

1988). | ' | |
Aoother”interpretatiOn of the psychopath's,tendencyrto’

distort self-report may be related to the manipulation of
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desirability,which cOuldkoperate in three ways. First, as sinple
social desirability; the psychopath's‘responsesocan be seen as
reactive'to‘their‘perceptions of - the valuestof others (i.e.,
fellow‘inmates). The pattern of‘fesults under this conditlon'may

show relatively lesser dlstances between’self and ideal,. and self

and self as ‘think friends see than the other groups; but no

: difference from others with réespect to: the contrast of self .and

self as think staff sece in the absence‘of‘any~Vested~interest in

the staff~perceptions; A second desirability mechanism may be
seen‘as egocentric denial of negativeatraits; ThiskprOCessfmay

have~moreﬂimpact On.therportrayal of self and ideal than on the

perCeptions of‘othersyand as a conseqnence would'yield akpattern
of d1screpanc1es whereln the dlstance between self and 1deal

would be minimized relative to the other: groups, but the -

~contrasts~of‘self and self as seen gy others‘(frlends‘and staff)

Qould both show no difference across groups, The suggestion here

is that psychopaths think well of themselves desplte the

, ,understandlng ‘that others may not th1nk wellyof‘them. The third

desirability distortion can be seen as;an,egocentric, pro-active
response style in an effort to manipulate or "con" the system
(i.e.; the researcher).

This last desirability‘manipulation iS'interesting in'that

it 1mp11es the psychopath sees hlmself as one who can be seen by

others as affable and sincere (i.e., to expect the "con" to work)

~-and by corollary, “to possess some "1ns1ght" into behav1our and
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his effeot\On others, i,e.,hknow how to behave in order to be

seen as a "nice guy." This obv1ously suggests, then, the
psychopath to be aware of and respon51ve to pr1n01ples ofr

approprlate‘behavlour but to reject them in favour of more\ L

iégoCentric'purSuits of immediate goals. The consideration of the

' psychopath as one who rejects social values and authority is also

mentioned by Buss (1966 p. 433) and bnyarason (1978 p. 304).

' ~Thls 1mp11cat10n is also: con51dered tentat1ve1y by Cleckley

(1982, pp. 229, 238+239) with respect to the,issue of culpability

for behaviOurr It is obv1ously a central issue as to whether the‘

psychopath elects to act in the knowledge of potent1al

consequences or actS»w1thout,the capac1ty to "understand"

appropr1ate behav1our. Hare~(l970)hpoints out'that the

'psychopath may be untroubled by d1screpanc1es between his

behaVioUr;and social expectations, but that does‘not‘mean he is

unaware of such diScrepancies.

A summary of the hypothe51zed relat1onshlps among ‘the 1IaS

‘response sets under the expectatlon of dlss1mu1at1on and three

;alternatlve 1nterpretatlons is prov1ded in Table V.

; Asrcanlbe seen from Tahle,V; dlsCrimination among'the
alternative sets of hypotheses regardlng distance measures should
also derlve from the correspondlng relatlons of polar |
coordlnates.‘ With the exception of dlfferentlal octant
lOCatione, the polar coordinates shouldkprovidekdifferences

across groups even if the distance measures fail to do so.



- TABLE V

Hypotheses and pgssib]e a]terhative relations.

1 {Bas1c expectat1ons - d1ss1mu1ated 5e1f -report

, DISTANCES
Self vs. ideal

Self vs. :as friend
Self vs. as staff
Self vs. by staff
As staff vs.
~ - staff

javliov i vy}
SVIVIA A

by

P ~

<

NP, M

NP,M

NP,M
NPLM

NP ,M

II Alternatiye re]ati6ns

 POLAR COORDINATES
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Angle - Octants Vector Length
Self P > 270 'HI/JK P>NP,M
~Ideal P > 270 HI/JK P>NP,M
As friend P > 270 HI/JK P>NP,M
A5~staff‘P <180  PA/BC ; P:>NP,M':
By staff P < 180 BC/DE P> NP,M

Ao Egocentric se]ffyiew’(ﬁsemantic aphasia"),‘

- DISTANCES

ostaff

"~ Self wvs, ideal
Self vs. as friend
Self vs. as staff
Self vs. by staff
As staff vs.

by

P

0 U o
VA ALA

>

NP M

NP,M
NP ;M
NP,M

NP,M

POLAR COORDINATES
“Angle

~ Dctant

Self P
Ideal P

As friend P
As staff P

By staff P

VOV VLV

<

270

270
270
270

270

H1/JK
HI/JK
HI/JK.
HI/JK

CHIZIK

B. Fa11ure to d1scr1m1nate ("exical indifferehte")

‘DISTANCES

As staff v
staff

- Self vs. ideal
Self vs. as friend
Self vs. as staff
Self vs. by staff .

- by

'POLAR COORDINATES
- Octant

-Angle

Self ---

Ideal”

As friend ---
As staff =-- -

By staff ---

c. Socia1,manipu]atidn ("the effecpive"con'")

"DISTANCES

staff

© Self vs. ddeal
Self vs. as friend

- Self vs. as staff
Self vs. by staff -
As staff vs,

by

pelaciiacRav}

"o,

AN AN A

NP,M
NP, M
NP,M

NP,M

NP,M

POLAR COORDINATES

~'Angle

Octant

Self P

As friend P
As staff P

By staff P

>

Ideal P >

>
>
>

>

270
270

270
270

270

JK/LM
JK/LM
JK/LM

JK/LM

JK/LM

~ Vector Length

P> NP M
;P>NPM
P> NP,M
P> NP,M

P> NPM.

Veétor Length

P< NP,M

~P< NPM

P< NP,M
P<‘NP;M

P> NP,M

~Vector Length

P>NP,M
P> NP,M
P>NP,M
P> NP,M

P> NP,M
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Psychopaths,’particularlykas characterized by staff ratings;‘are

expected to be tepresented in the upper‘leftkquadrant of the

circumplex, the‘psychopathiclgroup‘haVing most and the non-

~psychopathic group least. Vector length may itself provide, some

basis for discriminatiOns. ‘As outlined by Wiggins, Phillips, and

: Trapnell (in press), vector length may be expected to apply best

as ‘a measure of extremlty or "rlg1d1ty" w1th1n a glven octant'

hdwever, there is as yet little information on the relation of

vectOf length alone to outside measures of\deviance~ot general
ppsychopathology,
The IAS-R may, thus, prove useful to further development in

the asseSsment and'characteriZahion of the psychopath. ' To the

extent that group profiles can be obtained which demonstrate

discrimihative dtility among the groups to be assessed here,

there is the potential for future research to;pursue the -

asSessﬁent'of‘psychopathy in‘populations other than incarcerated
cr1m1na1 or- mentally dlsturbed of fender groups. The emphasis of
Cleckley's portrayal of the psychopath has focussed more on the

callous superflclal1ty of the character than on unlawful

behav1our and, given the abilities of Cleckley s "true“
psychopath to av01d prolonged .contact with legal or psychlatrlc
1ntervent1on, the opportunltles to develop assessment prof11es,
are rare (cf. ‘Widom, 1978). Such’opportun1t1es,may, of course,k
remaihkrare in the absence of more methods to flag a profile with

instruments that may be used in more general assessment settings.
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~In summary, the principal objectives of this research*are to

‘evaluate the concurrent validity of assessments provided by

_Hare's (1985b) checklist, DSM-III, and DSM-III-R, and the MMPI

for the identification of the psychopath within an incarcerated

adult malé pbpulation and ‘to eValuate thefutility of~the

“Interpersonal Adjectivé;Scales -,Rev(Sed‘(Wiggins, Trapnell, and

Phillips, in press) in discriminating amOng the §btained

classified groups.
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METHOD

”Subjectsi
| Subjects were obtained from among the inmates of Matsqui
tCorrectionalVInStitution—-a medium security Canadian federal
‘facility for~men~serving sentences,rangingffrom,two~years'to
life,;’With "cascade" through,the federal‘correctional system ==
moving,men'down‘the~security 1evels of variOus institotions—sthe,
,men may have been convicted of ‘crimes ranginc from‘break and
enter‘or theft(to morder. |
Participants«were s011c1ted by word of -mouth, posters, and
advertisements in the 1nmate newsletter. Explanatlon of the
general research interests was made to the ‘Inmate: Commlttee in an
ffort to fac111tate understandlng of the 1ndependence of the
 research from any afflllatlon with correctlonal authorities and
to prov1de assurances of confldentlallty. The men were offered
$5 .00 per session for their tlme as. an addltlonal 1ncent1ve.
Formal consent was obtained . when a subject was seen in the
first sesSion. A;brief explanation was g;ven of the researchk
interest as‘emanating from the University of British Columbia
Department of Psychology and’that,all information,gainedrwould

remain completely confidential. A consent form was provided
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prior to beginning the interview which againwoutlined the basic
research,intereSt in obtaining~systemetic data concerning‘life
history. Inmates acknowledgedyconSent‘by,signature to
paﬁticipate in the interView; have the inter§iew videotaped;

provide access to institutional case management ahdfpsychological

"files; and complete the questionnaires for this research. It was

made clear assurances of confidentiality were limited bY‘the
communication of likely harm to self or others. The men were
informed;thatjthey could withdraw from thelfesearchiat any time
without: consequence, apd,thatrneithervtheir participetion nor

their withdrawal would have any effect on their status within the

~institution.

'For'the:purpOSes here, inmates-completing the'qUestiOnnaires

had to have a minimum grade 8 education witthnglish as their

primary language.

Aftei:13‘monthsfof dataecoilection,fl47 men had participated
in the ihitial diagnostic interview. From these 147 complete
IAS—R‘protoeels~wete‘obteined for 79 individuals. Data
collectioh’waS‘stepped at this pOint as,~baSed‘on expectatiens‘
for the potentlal 31ze of mean differences seen 1n the ngglns,
Trapnell and Phillips (1n press) normative data, power
calculations suggested a group size of n 2 25 .t0 be good.“The
sample of 79 could also ‘be . con51dered adequate for mult1var1ate,
analyses based on a rule-of-thumb as a ratio of subjects to -

variables exceedlng 5. Although estimates of ‘that ratio for an
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optimal test might be considered 30 to 1 or more (cf. Anderson,

~1958),‘practical considerations'must also hold‘some weight.  An

additional 18 provided complete IAS-R self—ratings, but

'identifiedfstaff members failed to complete ratings for tbem.
Another 16 men completed IAS-R ratings for sets 1, 2, and 3 but

"either refused (6), failed to appear for subsequent appointments

(9).; or were "unable"™ (1) to complete set 4 which asked for a
rating from~the perspective of a specific staff member. These
additional individuals with,incomplete’IAS¥R protocols were

retained for ana1YSesrinVOlving'the data which ‘they did provide,.

yielding a total sample of 113 for some comparisons.

Thirty-four men providedfno data for the present purposes:
ll‘refused;k22 were omitted due to education less than Grade 8

(ll), inadequate English (6), transfer from the institution (3),

~or an 1nab111ty to complete a 51gn1f1cant portion of the’ material

‘(2); and one 1nd1v1dual asked to have hlS data removed from the

study. See Table VI for a breakdoWn of non—partlc;pants

',categorlzed by the Psychopathy Checkllst (pC). 'Based on simple

“tests of proportlons (Glass and Stanley, 1970), the groups did

not differ in terms of thelr rates of non-participation.
‘The 113 men prov1d1ng usable data were an average age of
29.94 years (SD = 7.57), w1th a range of 19 to 53 years. Their

avetagesedUCation was 10.60 years (SD = 1.67),’rang1ng-from 8 to

16 years. The sample of 79 men who provided complete IAS-R

protocols were 30.13 years (SD = 7.46) of age on the average,
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‘With an age range of 19 to 53 years. Their average education was

10.70 years (§2_= 1.60), ranging from S'to 16 years. Of the.

groups formed by the different classification criteria

(PsYChopathy‘Checklist (PC), PC‘FactOI I scotes;,APD under:ﬁSM
lll, or-APD ‘under DSM=ITI=R (APD;R), dn1y thé groups fofmed with
réfgfence to APD and APD-R éhoWed‘differenCQS‘in age‘and/0£
eduCétidnk(See:Table VII).\’In,Ehe samPle:of 113, the 66 men

‘meeting APD-R criteria tended to be younger (M = 28.65, S = 7.02"

= 2.18z p < .025) and to have

(111) ;
slightly less educatiqn (M =-10.33, SD = 1.56 versus M = 10.98,
SD = 1.75; t = 2.06, p < .025) than the men not meeting the =

= =(111) 7
‘same criteria. UndervAPD,by DSM-III, the 75 men meeting the

criteriakdid not differ in age but tended to have somewhat less
education (M ='10.35,‘§Q,='1;43 versus ﬂ‘= 11.10, SD =-1.98;

t(111) = 2.33, p < .025). From the subsample of 79, the 47 men

meeting the APD-R criteria did not différ‘in”age but:tendéd to

have less education (M = 10.30, SD = 1.35 versus M = 11.28, SD =

1.78; t (77)

"= 2.79, p < .005). Under APD-R by DSM-III, the 52
men meeting the criteria similarlyvdid not differ in age but

tended to have less education (M‘=‘10.36/'SD =.1.34 versus

M = 11.33, SD ¥'1.88;:£_(77)= 2.64, p < .0l) ﬁhahuthOSé not
meeting the criteria. | |

Overall, thé:men“participating ih this“reseafch Weré‘quité
cOoperativékand’interested;"A good rapport waé,generaliy .

established with the men sééh- ‘Once accepted aS*representing a
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,reeearch interest independent of the Correetions Service: or other
authorities, the men were typically quite willing to previde
deﬁailed life histories end c0mp1ete the questionnaires‘provided;
':Assuraqces,Of confidentiality'servedytokremove any threat of
persohelyconsequehce and many men appeared to ehjoy the
OPporthitieS~fdr‘conversetion, Ae such, theeassessment
,situation mayehave comp:omised geperalization to;an‘institutionél
aesessment’and~may‘ﬁot reflect the reSpdnsesﬁgiven in an applied;

context.

Settihg

S Matsqui is a relatively opeh,institutioe., Inmates within
the generalrpopulation haVe,free,moVement beeween thewliyinge
~unit, grounds, vocatienal‘tfaihingVCentre, aCademie centre for
upgradingldr university courseWork, and-work settihgs:during moet
daytime hoﬁrs with the‘exception‘of couhts,before 1uﬁch and |
dihne¥ Wﬁenkall‘inﬁates muSt-befaccoanﬁed er; After the dihner
hour, inmates mey only have ecceSSbto a more limitedapertion of
the'facilities, including the‘gymnasium,'hdbby~shops,;library, or
games robmyunless Specifically;prQVided with a;pass.'"inmetee 
within the segregated ﬁnit‘have~1ittle'ot no ‘access to'the reSt'
of the inStitution,'and times for their appointments generelly
'hed to be,teetricted'to the‘evening hours'when the general

: ?Opulation was under more restricted access. |

Security staff (men and women) are highly'Vieible within the
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institution, but are not armed. - Major control'points, such. as
the 11v1ng unit t1ers or main entrance, are run from secure rooms
‘w1th‘electron1c gate controls. The perlmeter of the 1nst1tut10n
is fenced by a double series of 12-foot chain,links topped\by
barbed Wire‘and Watched”by video~surveillance andeperimeter
guards. - ’ ’ |

InterVieWS and testing fcr the currentrresearCh‘were,'
cdonducted.in a room proVided‘for thisepurpose within the
_institution's Health Care Centre. Appointment times Were‘set,in:
advance and passes’provided on the,daY'prior to the appointment,
'The room was - qulte comfortable, approx1mate1y 15 feet” square, |
w1thwcarpet1ng,,b11nds, plants, and wall posters. Offlce
furnlture con51sted of a desk three chalrs,ia filing cabinet,
and a table ‘with"a computer and monltor. Interviews were

videotaped withfa camera and recorder placed beside the desk.

Personneif

The research personnel cons1sted of one female ‘and two male
graduate students ‘ranging in age from 25 to: 35 years, and two
female research ass1stants aged 27 and. 32. - As projects other
,than this,one,were_belng“conducted concurrently,,inmates
participating could see up to four different individualsfin
connection with various asgects ef the research program.
Interviews were ccnducted hy alldreSearch personnel; the self-

report questionnairerspecific~to this research were all




.62

kadmlnistered by the author.

Materials
Rating forms were completed for'the PC and APD criteria.

: The PC (Hare, 1985Db) consistedVOf’ZC itemskrated~on a'three—point

scale (062)~as‘to‘how well the'inmate’met the'deSCriptiOn for
each‘item. The APD diagnoses were completed with reSpect’to
criteria provided in DSM-III (APA, 1980) and DSM-TII-R (APA,

5 1987).  Self reports were obtalned w1th the IAS-R, ACL, ROSenberg ‘
scale, and MMPI. The IAS-R (Wiggins, Trapnell, and Phlllips,‘in ‘
‘press)his a“64—adjectiVe liSt»completed;byﬁrating each adjective
~on an 8-point scale (1—8)has to its accuracy of@describtion. The:
ACL (Gough andiﬂeilbrun, 1980)«ls an alphabetic~liSt of 300 |
‘adjectives completed hy.Simply indicating which adjectives are
ccOnsldered‘appropriate‘for the’descriptive task,‘ The‘Rosenberg

Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) ls a'ten-item questionnaire~in which each,
item is endorsed on a four -point scale (l 4) as to agreement with

hthe statement‘presented. The‘MMPI (Hathaway and'McKlnley, 1947)

was the'556—item booklet format,'each statement beingkresponded_

to as true or false.

Procedure
Men participating‘in the research were first~interviewed
with a sem1 structured protocol outllnlng educatlonal and work .

hlstor1es,~psychologlcal or health problems, fam1ly and other
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relatlonshlps; drug use, juven1le and adult crlmlnal hlstory, and
general questlons relatlng to attitudes and perceptlons regardlng
self and others (see,Appendlx A).,‘The 1nterv1ew was v1deotaped
for’subsequent review. At the conclusiOn of the interview, the
interviewer noteddimpressions regarding the inmate‘With respect
to verbal;style,:behaviour, and attltudes.

Institutional case‘management, medlcal andkpsychological

files were reviewed for,informationfrelating to past history,

criminal record,fstaff impreSSions, psychiatric contacts; and

psycholog1ca1 testlng or- reports.
“The 1nterv1ewer completed PC ratlngs and APD crlterla on the
ba31s of 1nterv1ew and ava1lable file. 1nformat10n.~ A~second

1ndependent ratlng of the PC and APD criteria was made on the

‘ba31s of - the v1deotape of the interview and from f11e

1nformat10n.
At the completlon of the 1nterv1ew, thefinmate was bookedf

for a. subsequent app01ntment for the completlon of the IAS-R, ACL

,and Rosenberg scale. Presentat1on of these questionnaires was

f1Xed, and a standard 1ntroduct1on prov1ded- N
What I would 11ke you to do today is complete
a few questlonnalres, word lists actually,:
describe yourself in a few different ways. All
together these questionnaires take about an hour
to complete. The first thing I need is a bit of
rbackgrounds 1nformat10n, o e r r

The inmate's agey. blrthdate, education and upgrading achieved,

, any hlstory of ‘or current readlng dlfflCUltleS, and recent

employment;h1story were requested. VThe IAS~ R was then presented




four times,in a;fiXed order with both’a written and verbal'
instrUCtionai~set. The. inmate was prov1ded w1th a glossarydfor
;,5‘ ; ,reference if he was unsure of the meanlng of a word (see
Appendlx A)

The IAS R sequence was presented as. fcllows.

Here is the flrst one, please read the

instructions . and then I will explain it a bit-

« « + « What I would like you to do here is.
“describe yourself as an individual, on average,
not just here in the institution but you as a
person, by rating each of these words on the
“list below as to how accurately it describes you.
Use the numbers from the scale at the top° 1
‘means the word is extremely inaccurate'--it
doesn't describe you at all, or some number

over to~8 which means the word is 'extremely
accurate'--it fits you to a 'T.' So the idea

~.is to rate how a¢curate the word is in descrlblng

you as a person. If you are unsure of the meaning
of a word;, you can look it up on this other 1list,
which gives you an: explanatlon of how the word"

is ‘meant. - Some of the words are a bit odd so 1f
you're not sure please look it up. If you're
still not sure, ask and I'll try to explain it.
Any questions about it? 0.K., go ahead.

At the completion of‘the first set, it was taken away and
the second set prov1ded w1th a wrltten and verbal 1ntroduct10n,«

Thls is the same list of words agaln, but this t1me
1 would like you to describe an ‘'ideal self;’

a perfect character for you, sort of the person

you would most like to be. So this time rate the
words as to how accurately they would descrlbe a
perfect character for you.

At the completlon of the second set, it was takentaway~and the

third set prov1ded with verbal and written 1nstruct10ns-

~O;K., thlS is the same list agaln, but th;s
time .I1'd like. you to.describe yourself as you
think a friend of yours would describe‘you. Think
of someone who knows you pretty well and I'd like
you to rate the words as you think they would
~describe you.




65

At the completion‘of the third‘set,~it was taken away and the

fourth set prov1ded w1th verbal and wrltten 1nstruct1ons.f

0.K., last tlme for thls one, same list agaln,
but this time sort of like the last one but a bit
more specific. This time I'd like you to describe
i yourself as you think some member of the institution
oo , staff would describe you. 1'd-like you to think of
o someone in particular who has some knowledge of you;
J254 ,I know you don't have a lot of -opportunity or
: interest to talk to staff, or that they necessarily
know you; but perhaps your ‘casemanager or Work :
supervisor or someone else you can think: of is
likely to have an impression of you based on what
‘they see of.you. I'd:1like you to think of someone
in particular and note their name, so that for

.the flip side of thls, I can send the same form

to the person you name to have them descr1be you.

‘~‘Once;the anate had indicated~someone, the instruction continued: -

0. K., ‘good, so now describe yourself as you
think he'll/she'll describe you, and then I'll
send one to them and ask them to describe you.
You won't see theirs and they won't see yours;
-just try to describe yourself as you think they
will, as accurately as you can.

HAt the completlon of the fourth set,'it was taken away and
the ACL was prov1ded w1th verbal and wrltten 1nstruct10ns.

04 K., thanks, this next one is-a dlfferent
list of words and this time you don't have to
rate the words, just indicate with a check or an
'X' which words describe you.f‘§n this is to
:describe yourself agaln, as you think you are, -as

L an individual, on average, not just in here. Go
through the list and check off those words which
describe you and leave them blank if they don ts
Some of these words are a bit odd, so if you're
not sure of a word please ask and I"1ll try to
explain it.

'Upon completion of the ACL, it was taken away and the
Rosenberg scaie'presented'with,the'f01lowing verbal instructions:

O K., here's the 1ast one; just indicate how
you'd agree with each of these statements
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With ‘the completion 0f the RoSenherg scale, the inmate was
thanked for his-participation and queried as to whether he would

be available at anotherftime_for another questionnaire if"

necessary.

“Staff’ratings of the inmate were obtained by sending the

particular’staff member, named by the‘inmate, forms'in a

'returnable,envelope usingfthe institution mail;; The staff member

thus received a-copy of the IAS-R and glossary w1th written
1nstruct10ns and a.cover 1etter 1nd1cating the 1nterest 1n having
him/her rate the 1nd1cated person; that the 1nd1V1dua1 named was
aware ‘of: 1t belng sent and had given his consent, and that all
responses would remain confidential.

| At the conclus1on of the research, a representatiVe sample
othtafffrespOndentS‘was selected~and,theSetindividuals were
asked to prov1de a hypothet1ca1 descriptlve rating of the .
"average inmate ‘seen at this institution, based on their own

experience. Responses were received from eight staff members:

six men and two women, representing:case management personnel,

vocational instructors, .and secur1ty staff. These responses~were
pooled to prov1de a descr1pt1ve reference p01nt for staff
perceptlons which may be related as an inmate "stereotype.

The MMPI was administered at a separate time as 1t requ1red
approximately,l 1/2 hours to complete. As the‘MMPI was also
routinely administered as part of psychological testing with

induction to the'institution,'it was given‘again only .to those
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‘inmates who did hot have one on.file {(had refused testing) or, if

it was on file, the prev1ous administration was more than six

monthslpfior‘tolthefcurrent assessment. ~ Inmates completing the
MMPI were provided with the 566-item format, hand scorable
True/False answer sheets, and written and verbal instructions:

This questionnaire .is a. bit longer, but

looks worse than it is. -It takes about 1 1/2

hours to finish. You may have seen it before.
This one is a list of" statements with which you
‘might agree or not as being true for you. The
statements range from simple preferences like 'I
like mechanics magazines' to other statements of
beliefs, problems, or concerns. So the idea ‘is to
read. . the statement and consider it, on average, as
being true or false for you. They don't require
‘much -thought, so you can go through it quite
quickly. If you have any question as you go
through, please ask. 0 K ? Go ahead.

,Throughout the administration of these qﬂestionnaires, the
administrator remained. in the room and read while the inmate

completed the forms.

Scoring

The,PC,totals forltwo‘raterSVWere averaged and the averaged

tbtals~greater than or equal to 30 were classified as the

pSychopathicicriterion group; The averaged totaldehich*were\
less than or equal to 20 were cla551f1ed as ‘non- psychopathic, and

those greater than 20 and ‘less than 30 constituted ‘the mid-range

“or mixed group. The PC totals averaged for two raters. were ' also

retained,fOf‘COxrelational analyses. The 1ndependent ratingsg

provide assessment of interrater reliability. Where ratings were
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discrepant by more than five points, a third independent rating

"was scored and,paired to the closest of the discrepant two.

:xTotals for the PC items comprising‘Factor I (Harpur, et~al,,
1988a) Were“summed over the tw0~ratets. Totals could thus range
to a maximdmhof 36. ~Total scores ranging from 28 to 36 inclusive
constitute the high group (psychopathic), from‘ZO“to 28,the mid-"
range, and less than 20 the low group {(non- psychopathlc)., These
total scores’were also retalned for correlation analyses.

APD ratlngs*were completedfas 3, 2,‘l‘where 3,1ndlcates not

APD, 2 indicates possible APD, and"lyindicates definite APD under

“the criteria'for each of DSM—III and;DSM—III—R;‘ The use of

"p0551ble" wasiused here to 1ndlcate those men who may meet all

but one of ‘the criteria in elther set A or set B as deflned by

~ the APA (1980,71987) for the diagnoses. These three point

ratings were used to assess the congruence of APD ratings across
both criteria, as well as collapsed criterion ratings of 303, 2)

or 1 (1) indicating‘not or definite APD., Interrater

’sreliabilities were taken,from a subset of the total sample.

The IAS-R results were entered into a computer for scoring

'point"profile summaries, polar coordinates, and calculation of
~distances between points across the different instructional sets.

 The point coordinates (Dominance, Love) and polar coordinates are

based on the raw scale scores standardized with reference to the

means and standard deviations obtained from the cumulative sample

of 1,162!Co11ege~students reported by Wiggins,'Traphell, ahd
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Phillips (in ‘press). " The Dominance -and Love coordinates are

derived as,weignted linear combinations of‘the standardized scale

S CO‘r,e‘S H
‘pom = (.3PA + .212 BC + .212'No - .212 FG - .212 JK - .3HI)
Lov = (.296LM + .209 NO + .209 JK -;;209 FG - .209 BC- .296 DE)

'endrthe polar coordinates calculated with respect to the obta1ned
| point locations (Phillips, 1983).; The ACL was handscored for the
’scales Total Checked,anmber FaVourable;\NumberfUnfaVOUrable;
Achievement, DOminance,‘Aggression, Autonomy,~Abasement; end d
Deference;~vThése scaleLSCores (with theqexception of Total
Checked)‘were tnen~transformed,to standerdQSCOres:according to.
the'nOrme provided'infGougb and Heilbrun (1980). The raw score
Total Checked and’the;stendardined scale ecores Were;entered for
comparat1ve and correlatlonal analyses.,

| s The Rosenberg Scale was totalled with respect to low self—
esteem, i.e., approprlate*;tem~Sc0reslwere reflected so~that{h1gh
score totale~WOu1d correspond to low Self-esteem; chores~cOuldl
range from 10 to. 40.  The MMPI profiles obtained‘werefclassified
to groups on the basis of prev1ously deflned cr1ter1a (Table II,
p« 17).  Thus, group membershlp was used as the basis for' 
enélysis using the MMPI as a criterion. Interratervreliability
cofﬁcategorical assignment'wes aSseSsed for a subset of the

sample;f
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RESULTS

DIAGNOSTIC CRITERIA
This 'section will outline the obtained distributions of the‘
diégndstic criterion groups; the following section will examine

diagnostic agreement ‘across criteria.

PsYchopathy Check1;st'(PC)

_Group assignments under the PC were made with respect to the

average of checklist scores obtained from two raters. ‘These~

scores rangedbfrOm 3.5t0-37 (méximUm‘= 40)'withfa mean of 23.84
(8D =7.26) in théksample of 113, and a mean of 23}96~(§Q =:7.85)
in' the sub-sample of 79. The "adjusted" (use of a thitd \

independent rater when the other two differed by more than 5

‘ points) interrafer reliability was .896 for the sample of 113 and

.903 fot‘the'SUbésample‘off79. The overall unadjusted interrater

ieliability for an N of 142 was .780. (A‘Subsequent analysis of
the intraclass’correlation over 5 pairs of 4‘raters’was‘aiso_.780,
with an N of 174). i L

in keeping with classificatioh<guidelines provided by Hare

(1985b), men with averaged scores equal to or greater .than 30

 were'categorized'as psychopaths, men with averaged scores less

~than or équal;to 20 were categorized as non—psYChopaths,.and the
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belance constituted the mid-range. The sample of 113 men divided

into groups as follows: 31 psychopaths, 47 mid-range, and 35
;non—psychopathic; the sub-sample of 79 provided groups of 27, 27,

and 25

PC Factor I sScores

The men Were also-scored from the PC with respect- to Factor
T item score totalse(Harpur, et al.;, l988a) summed for the two

raterss ScoreS‘could range from O to 36. «Men with scores equal

to or greater than 28 were classified as. psychopaths by: this

' criterion; those With scores less than- orvequal to-19 -were non-

pSychopathic, and the rest constituted the mid-range. Obtained

SCoresfranged from 5 to 34 Withwa~mean of 21,62 (SD

6.89) in
the sample of 113, and a mean of 21.91 (SD = 7.24) in the sub-
eample of 79.  The sample of 113 provided groups as follows: 31

psychopaths, 29 mid-range, and 53 non-psychopathic; the

~subsamp1e of 79 yielded groups of 25, 20 and 34 as defined by the

”'Factor I score crlterlon.

Antisocial PersOnality Disorder (APD and APD-R)

: Dlagnostlc assignments of APD were made using the criteria

specified in DSM-III (APA, 1980) and APD-R by DSM-III-R (APA,~

1987) with information provided from the interview and available

institutional files. Ratings were made.which”resulted‘in 3-group

‘(not APD, possible APD, definite APD) or 2—group {not APD,
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‘definite APD) assignments. In the;latterfcase, "not APD"

‘f,corresponds to the collap51ng of the "not" and "poss1ble

'categorles of the 3—group set. Interrater agreements for the 2-
group ass1gnments were calculated on a subsample for whom two |
independent ratlngs were ava;lable, results were fair. w1th Kappa ﬁ
coefficients of .62 for APD’and .55 for APD-R.  The following |
’results'are based on diagnoses prOvided~by‘one rater only.

In the'sample'of 113, 75 men:met the'criteria for definite
APD‘ano 66 met. the criteria for definite APD-R, 10 were
~ ‘consideredprSsible APD andeO'poSSible APD-R,IZS men were
1categorized as not APD>and~27‘as not APD-R. Whentonly-z—group
a551gnment poss1b111t1es were used, 38 of 113 men d1d not meet
the cr1ter1a for APD ‘and- 47 did not meet the criteria for APD-R.

In the subsample of 79, 52 men met the cr1ter1a for def1n1te
'APD and 47 for def1n1te APD =R, 8 were con51dered poss1ble APD and'
13 poss1ble APD R, 19 were categorlzed as not APD and 19 as not
:APD R. Thus, as 2- group a351gnments, 27 of 79 men dld not meet

‘crlterla for APD and 32 dld not meet the ¢criteria for APD-R.

Minnesota~Multiphasic PerSonality Inventory‘(MMPI)

MMPI prof1les were obta1ned from 89 of the sample of 113 men
and 64 of the sub-sample of 79 (see Tables VIII and IX for the
distribution of MMPI groups prev1ously defined). For the
purposes of this research the proflles commonly con51dered to be

related to the psychopathic personal1ty are of primary interest.
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TABLE VIII

, For the Parent Sample (N 143).

0vera]1 Frequency D1str1but1ons of MMPT Group Categor1es

1

“missing” "omits"

—_ oW MNoOMN

oW &

U Aow

2 3 k,4s s 6 7
"Fake "Fake '

“bad* good“ "Sp1ke 4" -4/9 4/8 "Neurotic" “Psychotic" ~manic"’ "Other"

a1 9 6 5 0
1 0 4 2 2 0
2 0 3 2 3 0
1 1 2 2 0 0
10 4 2 2 0
| 0 2 2 3 -0
2 1 3 2 .0 0
4 5 4 4 0
0 0 2 0 0 0
0 0 2 2 1 0
3 1 8 3.4 0
10 0 10 0
0 0 1 21 0

~see Table II for def1n1tions’of the MMPI

group classifications are def1ned as 1=
3 ="non=-psychopathic.:

group classifications are def1ned as. 1
3= Not APD.. ‘

8 9 10
| "Hypo-

48
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19
19
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8
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28
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28
5
15
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GrOup4categories. R
Psychopathic, 2 = midrange,

Definite APD, 2 = Possible APD,
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 vTABLE‘IX'

0vera11 Frequency sttr1but1ons of MMPI Group Categor1es‘
- For the Sub- ~Sample (N ) o ,

o 1 2 3 a4 s & 7o 89 0

MMPI , B ~ "Fake "Fake "hypo-
GROUP? ) ; "missing" "omits"  bad" good“ "sp1ke 4 4/9 4/8 “neurot1c" "psychot1c" man1c" "other "normal"
N=179 (n - SR ; | ‘
overall =~ 15 2 2 1 8 34 0 2 v 4 32 6
p 1(2n) 5 0 0 422 0 0 2 S0 1
PC GROUP® 2 (27) 5 2 10 2 0 2 0 0 1 1" 3
3 (25 5 0 0 1 2 10 0 2 1 1 2
1 (25) 5 0 1 0 4 2 2 0 0 3 7 1
PACR T 2 (20) 3 0 0 02 0o 2z 0 0 IR 2
3 (34) 7 2 1 1 2 10 0 2 0 15 3
. 1 (52) 10 2 2 1 5 2 3 0 0 2 20 5
APD 2 (8) 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
3 (19) 2 0 0 0 1 11 0 2 2 9 1
o1 9 2 2 1 8 103 0 0 . 2 14 5
APD-RS 2 (13) 3 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 9 0
3 (19) 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 9 1

NOTES:  (a) see Table 1I for definitions of the MMPI group categories.
‘ ~(b) group classifications are defined as 1 = Psychopathic, 2 = Midrange,
, 3= Non-Psychopathic. ‘ ‘ ,

(c) .group classifications are defined as 1 = Definite APD, 2

3 = Not APD.

Possible APD; -

vL

il
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Thus, groups 4 ("spike’4"), 5 (49/94)7 and 6 (48/84,with 9~and/or
6)dare the focus here. In the sample of 113 (89 proflles) 20
profiles fit one of these groups (9 in group 4 6 in groupfS,,andgl
5 1n~group 6); the sub—sample ofr79’(64 proflles);yielded lS |
~fitting‘one,of these groups (8 in group 4, 3 in group 5, and 4 in
‘group,G).‘ As can be seen from Table VIII, group 10 ("other")——
prof1les failing to meet more stra1ghtforward cr1ter1a——was the
most common, constltut;ng 53.9% of the 1arger sample and 50% of
the subésample. Interestingly, group 7 (a> "neurotlc" proflle)
was not represented ~Interrater agreement for group ass1gnments

‘ was 100% for a sub sample of 55 prof11es.

iDIAGNOSTIC CONGRUENCE

Comparlsons of d1agnostlc congruence ‘have: been “made us1ng
flambda (k)‘coefflcientS'(Hays, 1973) of predlctlve assoc1at1on;
:when contrast1ng 3 group crlterla and Kappa coeff1c1ents for
d1agnost1c agreement for collapsed two group sets. Comparlsons
‘1nvolv1ng the MMPI are based on tests of proportlons of the
relevant MMPI'groups;across each,contrasted'dlagnostrc set, as
vmell’as lambda coeffiCients,based on,the overall distributions of
MMP T proflles. ,it is also possible to conSider the Specificity
and sens1t1v1ty of the relevant MMPI profiles in comparison to.
a351gnments made by other cr1ter1a, part1cularly the PC.

The ten p0551b1e pa1rw1se contrasts of the five d1agnost1c

criteria will be outllned in the order 11sted in Table x, first




TABLE X

, Lambda (a) Coeff1c1ents of Predictive Association and Kappa (K) Coeff1c1ents
of Diagnostic Agreement Across the D1fferent Cr1ter1a Based on_ the Parent Samp]e (N “113)

, COOEFICIENT b . simple
‘XAB g BEST . K . | Agree
DIAGNOSTIC CONTRASTS | . R
-PC vs. Factor I- 524 - (—PC)..545 - .778 ~ 91.2%
vs. APD .183 ~ (== APD) .211 0183 © 59.3%
vs. APD=R © 115 : C(—PCY 120 14 ‘ 56.6%
Factor I vs. APD  .012 (= FI) .017 .076 . 54.0%
vs. APD-R 0.0 00 079 54.9%
APD vs. APD-R 471 (= APD) .500 529 77.9%
: ' ‘ : - Test df d- l ~ ~ Test of
 MMPI CONTRASTSY Vo | . Proportions® ~ Proportions
' , o Specificity _(Approx. ) Sens1t1v1ty (Approx. )
MMPI vs. PC .038 (—pPC) 076 40% SIS 4 25.9% .54
vs Factor I .- .056 (—FI1) 117 40% 0.99 S 25.9% 2.01
. APD. 019 (—APD) .053. 65% 4.22 S 17.8% . -0.86
VS. APD-R . -.018 - (—>APD-R) .043 75% ' 7..98 : k 22.7%’ i 0.86
NOTES: '”(a)' Lambda coefficients are based on 3x3 gfeup comparisons, Kappa and simple

agreements are -based on 2x2 comparisons; A pg refers to the symmetric aver-
age, ‘refers to the best predictive relation with the associated de—
e penden% var1ab1e in parenthesis.
~(b) MMPI contrasts prov1d1ng Lambda coeff1c1ents are based on the overa]]
: MMPI disribution.
. (c) Specificity refers to the proport1on of re]evant MMPI _profile groups
~(i.e., 4, 5, and 6) accounted for by the target cr1ter1on group
Co (e, psychopath1c or definite APD).
(d) Test of proportions of extreme groups within the d1agnost1c category. -
(e) - Sensitivity refers to the proportion of the target criterion group
. .accounted for by the relevant MMPI profile groups.
(f) Test of proportions of extreme groups within the diagnostic category.

9L
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,comparlng the PC to Factor I, APD APD R, and so. forth for

comparlsons based on the parent sample of 113 men.,,As can be

,seen from Table X, the PC and the derlvatlve Factor I scores

prov1de the h1ghest level of. agreement (Kappa = ,778) and-
pred1ct1ve assoc1at10n (k = 524) It is 1nterest1ng to. note,

however, that the correspondence is less than perfect and ‘that

Factor I scores are a better predlctor (2=best = .545) of the PC

totals than the converse.

The correspondence between the PC - cla551f1cat1on and

‘dlagnoses of APD and APD-R is clearly poor (Kappas = .183 and

.114 respectlvely), and much lower than has been reported,
preV1ously by Hare (l981~ 1983 l985a) - The dlfferences here
llkely derlve from hav1ng used the complete data set in a
collapsed 2 X 2 comparlson of those meet1ng or not. meetlng the
cr1ter1a,;rather than the assoc1at1on of - extreme groups w1thout

1nclus1on of the mid- range as was reported by Hare (e g., 1985a)

bfThe relatlons of the Factor I categor1es to APD and APD-R are

bsomewhat worse still (Kappas = .076 and 079 respect1vely) and,

w1th1n thls data set at least, it is apparent that knowledge of
an 1nd1v1dua1 s status w1th respect to APD R dlagn051s tells you
noth1ng about hlS p0551b1e Factor I group membershlp and vice |
versa. The level of agreement evident between APD and APD R 1s

surprisingly low~(Kappa = ,529) and may reflect the,eﬁfectrof

'tightening the adolescent criteria for the APD-R diagnosis as

‘well as potential rater variability.
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‘The MMPI profile;group identifiedrpreviously contribute |
little to the prediction of the other diagnostic group categories
,(seegTahle‘X). _The more circumscrrbed‘set of profile:groupshé,
‘5, and 6 (total 20) do,~however; showga modest: level of
' correspondence to the specific diagnostic criterion groups;
partlcularly APD-R. 'Comparisonsfhere are ‘based on the
Spec1f1c1ty of these proflles——deflned for the purposes‘here as
the proportlon accounted for by the spec1f1c crlterlon group, and
the sen51t1v1ty——def1ned here as the proportlon of a spec1f1c
crlterlon group hav1ng the relevant proflles.‘ The proportlons
‘Wlthln the varlous dlagnostlc groups werertested:as an o
fapproximate Z';statistice(Glass’and Stanley,'1970) comparing‘thek
extreme groups of" each diagnostic set. fteis apparent theSe
‘proflles are quite- spec1f1c to the APD= R dlagn031s (75% of the
'nobtalned proflles), but are’ ev1dent 1n only a small proport1on
(22 7%) of those rece1v1ng the dlagn051s. The assoc1at10n of
"psychopathlc" MMPI proflles to the PC or Factor 1 psychopathlc
group is rather modest, 40% of the proflles belng spec1flc to
-these crlterlon groups and 25.9% of the crlterlon groups
’exhlbltlng the: relevant profiles. ’

‘Table XI prov1des the same dlagnostlc comparlsons for the
subsample of 79. The relatlonshlps among the various cr1ter1a
maintain the‘same pattern as seen in the'parent;sample although
the absoiute magnitude appears marginaliy,greater for all
comparative measures.c This suggests that the‘smailer sample is’a

good representation of the parent sample and that theidata remain




TABLE XI

Lambda (x) Coeff1c1ents of Predictive Association and Kappa (K) Coefficients of
D1agnost1c Agreement Across the Different Cr1ter1a for the Sub- Samp]e (N 79)

COEFFICIENTa ; R
' o T , Lk : Simple ~
: DIAGNOSTIC CONTRASTS }9AB ik BEST _E* ' | | “Agree' EL_; | ‘fd.f, 2
PC vs. Factor T .608 ;‘( PC) .635 771 B o 89.9% 73,3 4 < ,00005
vs. APD S 3040 ( < PC) 327 2317 SO 65.8% 28.7 4. < ,00005
vs. ‘APD-R 2800 (PC) .269 238 - 62.0% 24.9° 4 .0001
~ FACTOR I v's APD  .097  (  FACI) .15  .215 o 60.8% 13.6 4 .0088
‘ . APD-R. .078 (- FACI) 133 .183 o 59.5% 0.1 4 .0388
APD vs. APD R ‘f 859 (- APD-R) .563 ~.648 "‘~ 83.5 71.3 4 <. ;00005
Test of Ad ' DR Test~ofk
: b R i~ Proportions -~ Sensi-_ Proportions
MMPI CONTRASTS® X 8 -~ X BEST. Spec1f1c1ty (Approx. Z) P Ctivitys - (Approx. Z) P
MMPI vs. PC .081  ( PC) .154 53.3% 159 >.05  29.6% 1.55
vs. Factor I ~-.087 ( - FACI) .178 53.3% 1.59 32.0% 2,26 .02
vs. APD .027 (- APD) .074 67.7% : 2.64 <01 19.2% +0.318 -
vs. APD=-R. 025 (  APD-R) .063 80.0% - / ‘3;72 o< 25.8% . ¥.34
NOTES: (a) Lambda coefficients are based on 3)3 group comparisons, Kappa and s1mp]e
' agreements are based on 2x2 comparisons; Apg refers to the symmetric aver-
'age, AgesT refers to the best predictive re1at1on with the associated de-
, pendent variable in parenthesis. .
(b) ' MMPI contrasts providing Lambda coefficients are based on the overall -
' - MMPI ‘disribution.
(c)- Specificity refers to the proport1on of relevant MMPI prof1]e groups
~(i.e., 8,5, and 6) accounted ‘for by the target: cr1ter1on group.
: (iie., pSychopath1c or-definite APD}. : '
(d) ~ Test of: proport1ons of extreme groups within the d1agnost1c category.
- (e) Sensitivity refers to the proportion of the target cr1ter1on group

accounted for by the relevant MMPI profile groups.
~ (f) Test of proport1ons of extreme groups within the d1agnost1c category..

6L
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quite robust despite the loss of 30% of the sample.

DEPENDENT MEASURES .

InterpersonalyAdjective Soales;— ReviSed”(IAS—R)

Aé,a‘preliminarykevaluation of the,adeQUacy of‘the:iASfﬁ
data; a p:incipalfoompOnents‘analYSis of the self;desctiptiohs
(seEol) was conducted for the sahplé‘of 113 men, ~The data were
coosisteht withfa 2=component solutioo (eigénvaluos of 3.26 ahd
2.57, all others < .7; accounting for 72.8% of the oéfiahce)
which provided a good‘distribution of the,écalés sUggestioo a
cifoumpleX‘spocé (see’Figure 2) . ~The same analysio;for the
éubsamplé of 79 was Similaﬁiy encouraging, with‘ﬁhe 2—component
solotion‘éocounting,for 69.7% of’the’vorianoe. : =

;~Sioce complete'IASfR protocols (sets 1 through 5) were only

 obtained for the subsample of 79, the following outline of the,o

"descriptive aspects'of the IAS—R measures is based on that

SUbsample; ;Table‘XII provides. the summaty statiétics derived
from‘standardized scores (see,p;'69) yieldingothe DOM ond LOV
ooordinateo,opolar coordinates expréssed as’the,angle
correépondihg to the mean Domoand Lo& coordinates with the

associated vector length; and the modal octant 1océtibhs~for the’

Sample of~79‘across the five IASeR‘representations. A

manipulation check, or test of the adoption of different

Perspeotives as instructed for the different IAS-R

'repreéentations, is afforded by the assessment of the main effect
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Figure 2

‘Obtained 2-factor solution for the c1r‘cump1ex
based on N = 113.

Note: The obtained scale locations provide a
clockwise rotation, conventlon reflects to
counter—clockwnse. :




TABLE XII

Summary Stat15t1cs for the Overall D1str1but1ons of Point Coord1natesk
and Moda] Octant Locat1ons for: the Sample N = 79

'kIAS—R , : : Standard o '
SET. s Coordjnates Mean . Deviation ~"Minimum - Maximum
-Dom S .304 1,064 ~3.020 3,250
Love - =511 1,336 - =3.230 " 2.800
1. Self Angle? 149.25 .- 3.000 342,000
Vector Length 1.615 .796 ; +.090 4.35
Modal Octant  (BC) 2(21.5%)  --- , Camm L
Dom - . 982  .837 . . =770 3.190.
- Love L4200 1.499 =3.060 3.700
2, Ideal Angle - 66.84 s 1.000 360.000
Vector Length ' 1.812 .881 , .080 4,420
Modal Octant (NO) 8(26.6%) --- = =-- e
-~ Dom 478 - 1.133 -2.890 3.270
i Love ©o=.461 - 1.653 - =3.900 - 3.430
3. AsFriend Angle ~ ~ 133.96 = --- 4,000 - 359.000
- Vector Length - 1.889 .920 - .240 4,320
I  Modal Octant (DE) 3(24.1%) . -== . -e- oo
5 : Dom , 432 7,906 : -2.140 2.850
; e : Love ~1.180 1.831 ' ~7.060 2.96
4. As Staff Angle - . 159.89 “s= , 7.000 347.000
Vector Length 2.003 . 1.307 .080 ~7.080
_ Modal Octant (DE) 3(38.0%) == eee e
T s - Dom. . o125 1.103 : ~1.640 - 2.540
e ' “ - Love o =1.377 1.582 . =5.310 2.090
5, By Staff Angle - 174.81 e 45,000~ 350.000
: ~ Vector Length - 2.027 1.143 370‘ . 5.440

»MOdal‘octantL'(DE) 3(35.44) me= e e

Staff Rat1ng of "Average Inmate" (N 8) |
 Mean SD e M1n o Maxo

Dom .34 .480 —.63 1,00
Love = —4.00 , 1,399 ~ —6.66 -1.98
Angle 175.08 —-- 168.00 188.00
Vector Length 4.04 C1.403 . 99  6.67

Modal Length V(DE) 3 (100%) =T TR

NOTE: (a) ANGLE is derived as ARCTAN DOM/LOV using the mean
g DOM, LOV coordinates obtained for each set.
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“for the’obtained Dom and Lov coordinates withinla‘repeated |
measures MANOVA; that test‘is’highly significant‘(p.'< +0005) .
Fignre 3 provides the point‘representations‘of the~different’
ﬁprofiles,obtained from the Sample‘of”79, and Figures 4 through 7
show‘the'prOfiles obtained for the various group'criteria."
Overall, the aVerage self—deSCription provided by‘these men
is surprls1ngly negatlve in: that they tend to endorse adjectlval
: descriptions placing them clearly‘within the "arrogant-
calculat1ng/cold hearted" octants (BC/DE) of the IAS-R. Howeyer,
- as 1nd1cated by the ranges of obta1ned coordlnates (Table XII),t
:there is con51derable var1ab111ty in the group as a whole. From
: rev1ew of the scatter plots for: these prof11es it 1s d1ff1cu1t to"
say that ‘the var1ab111ty der1ves from a few d15t1nct outliers
versus ‘a broad range of~se1f-descr1pt10ns. There is an apparent
;9051t1ve Shlft for the representation of an 1dea1 -self, with‘most
comlng to occupy octant NO and ascrlblng to p051t1ve
'character1st1cs as warm and outgoing. Thepdeplct1ons of
perceptlons ‘as a frlend or as a staff member, as well as the
ratings prov1ded by staff ‘are relatively consistent and re--
empha51ze the negative aspects of a cold and aloof 1nterpersona1
'style, perce1ved both by staff and the 1nmates themselves. The‘
’descrlptlon of an "average 1nmate" prov1ded by a sample of the
‘staff respondents y1elds some suggestion of a staff percelved
inmate stereotype. The relative locat1on of  this 'stereotype" is

interesting for its descriptive associations and in making it
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S = sel.ir
1 = ldeal
“AF = as friend
- AS = as staff
90° ‘BS = by staff
PA L
—4
é‘;’f 450
2
I
ER : i
'average inmafe' , A.S SAQF'
- BS P
1800 l—— | . I
DE -4 o5 o
<2
FG W
225 | 3150
Ja
HI
2700
F:igurek 3

Mean Dom and- Lov coordinate locations of

(N.=

79)

IAS-R response sets for the overall sample
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S = self
: I = ldeal
° : AF = as friend
?3% o AS = as staff
‘ : BS = by staff

: ‘Psyc‘hopaths ‘ k
AMidrange

. , ‘ | e B Non-psychopaths

: 18%5 o e . e 45°

DE -2 ‘ B‘g-i

225 | . S K

’ ...J;.z
270°

Figure 4

Mean Dorﬁ and L‘ov coodinate locations' of
IAS-R response sets for the PC groups.
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Hi
270°

Figure 5

Mean Dom and Lov coordinate locations of
IAS=-R response sets for the Factor | groups.

S .= self
cL I = ldeal
Ao - AF ='as friend
QP?A AS =as.staff
y BS = by staff
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: W Non-psychopaths
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S = self
90° 1 = ldeal
AF = as friend
5 PA AS = as staff
) BS ='by staff
® APD
‘ M not APD
° >
135 450
BC NO
i+
| AF
[ 1= [ ] CAF
AS ° a
; ms ,
- 8 | As @ 4 2.
’ 180 - ;I — ) | oo
- DE ~—2. ; -1 ) M
-1
FG XK
225° 315°
B
HI
270°
, anure 6
Mean Dom and. Love coordinate Iocatlons of
IAS-R responsé sets for the APD (DSM=111)
groups. ;
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S = self
1 =1deal ;
ane AF =as friend
o : , ; 90 , : -2 AS.=as staff
S S ;, o - PA  BS = by staff

R e T , - ' @ APD-R

. ‘ gy | S ~ ENot APD-R
135° , o 1| Lo ' 450
8C S

e AF

"1800 e ’~ | “ ; , 5 | 2 o‘
DE = | P TR Fo 10

ERE 2050 R f 340

270°

Figure 7

Mean Dom and Lov coordinate locatlons off,
IAS-R response sets for the APD-R .
(DSM-111-R) groups
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evident that staff are prov1d1ng reasonable discriminations among
the 1nmates on. an 1ndxv1dual ba51sr o |

An lndlcatlon of the potentlal relatlon of vector length to

relatlve psychopathy is prov1ded by the correlatlons obtalned

‘between the PC scores and’ vector length and Factor I scores and

vector length in the sample of 79 When' taken from~self—
descrlptlon, vector length correlates;.235_Q2‘= .019)'with PC
scores'and ;248,<h'= .Ol4)»with:Factor I scOres; When taken from
rat1ngs of the 1nmates prov1ded by staff members, vector length

correlates 461 (E < .0001) w1th the PC scores and .437

(g < -0001) with Factor 1 scores.

Adjective‘Checklist,(ACL)'and Rosenberg Scale‘

The overall“distributiOns;of the selected ACL soales,are

,guite congruent with the standardizing population‘of'males'

reported in the ACL Manual (Gough and Hellbrun, 1980), and are

summar1zed in Table XIII for the subsample of 79 Although

~eVidently somewhat skewed"anfadeqUate distributiOn,wasfalSO

obtalned for the Rosenberg scale. ‘Correlations of “the IAS-R‘
scales obtained from self descrlpt1on w1th the selected ACL
scales and the Rosenberg scale are reported 1n Table XIV for the
total sample of “113 and. Table XV- for the subsample of 79. ',As can
be seen in these tables,~substant1al correlations consistent with
the expected relations for these scales were obtained and reflect

a good level of consistency in self—report.’
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TABLE X111 - ‘

Summary Statistics for Selected Scales of the Adjective Check]1st
and the: Rosenberg Sca]e Obta1ned from Self- Descr1pt1on (N=79)

Standard

Mean Deviation : ﬂiﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁ, © Maximum

acLtor® 131}747 a0 s 213
FAV s0.152 7813 29 65
UNFAV 51266 10629 3 ;s
ACH - 49.810 8662 3 66

AT oS08 1073 19 o
DOM  50.519 0.229 a 70
AGG - o 50;671" : - 10,123 1‘~‘:29 . n
ABA 49.025 L7 Y
DEF ~49.367 'k‘ ©10.855 16 R
b g3 500 0 30

© ROSEN

NOTESf' (a) ACLTOT refers to the simple total number of adjectives endorsed,
: 5 the rema1n1ng ACL scale scores are T-scores taken from male norms
g prov1ded in the ACL Manual (Gough & He11brun, 1980). -

o (b) The Rosenberg scale is scored so that h1gh scores reflect low
: self-esteem ?max1mum score = 40).



THE SELECTED ACL SCALES (AND THE ROSENBERG SCALE) (N = 113)

FAV

 TABLE XIV

CORRELATIONS OF IAS-R SCALES FROM SET 1 WITH

_AUT

_AGG

-DEF

ROSEN

- estimated as .05/80 = .0006; asterisks indicate correlations-significant at
- that level or less ; numbers in parentheses -are -the associated probabilities.

ACLTOT UNFAV  ACH DM ABA
PA .193 274 =165 570% . .646*  L413* (375%  —.644%  —.434* . 530*
AL (.02) (.002)  (.04)  (.0000) (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0000)  (0000) (.0000)
ac| o113 —119 A an 193 .367* 284 —.327% —.383*  —.109
(.118) ©(.105) (.033)  (.122)  (.020) (.0000)  (.0012)  (.0000)  (.0000)  (.1255)
Cog| -084 —.475* 472 =153 .288 .559* .462%  _,288 —.498* .198
| (.286) (.0000)  (.0000) (.053) (.381) (.0000) ~ (.0000)  (.0010)  (.0000 (.018)
el 001 —.587* .493%  —.403*  —.463* ' .213 068 .185  —.123 .516*
(.496) (.0000)  (.0000) (.0000)  (.0000) = (.012) (.237) ~ (.025)  (.097) (.0000)
| =032 - —.359% .202 —.547%  —.720% —.358%  —.395% 667F  .435% .594%
(.368) (.0000)  (.016) ~ (.0000) ~ (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0000) (.0000)  (.0000) (.0000)
_— ~.034 102 =108 - —.150 —.229  —.284 —.299 .323% - .351% .107
| (.360)  (.141)  (.136)  (.056)  (.0074)  (.0012)  (.0007)  (.0002) ~ (.0001)  (.130)
ol o222 A73* 0 —.863* 156 —.020 —.484%  _.427* .301% .495% —.226
| (.009) (.0000)  (.0000) (.050) (.415) (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0006)  (.0000) (.0080)
No | -012 .559% . 526% AR .458%  —190  —.147 —.220 104 —.623*%
| (.142) (.0000)  (.0000) = (.0000)  (.0000)  (.022)  (.060) (.0095)  (.137) (.0000)
~NOTE: For a tablé of 80 cofré1ation5, a conSefvative level of significance may be

16



‘ TABLE XV

CORRELATIONS OF IAS-R SCALES FROM SET 1 WITH

THE SELECTED ACL SCALES (AND THE ROSENBERG SCALE) (N = 79).

- ABA

'ROSEN

numbers in parentheses are the associated probabilities.

ACLTOT FAV UNFAV COACH DOM AUT MGG DEF
o | 150 43 015 .4sa%  .581%  .425% 432%  _.563* —.407* _.406*
(.093) (1108)  (.447) (.0000) - (.0000) (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0000) ~ (.0001) (.0000)
ac | -103 _.212 .276 128 .206 .393* 0 .374% 0 3200 —.409%  —.097
“ | (182) (.031)  (.007)  (.130) (.034)  (.0002)  (.0003)  (.0020) (.0001)  (.199)
of | +053 _.451% .428%  —.059 119 .564%  .523*  _.364%  —507% = .146
| (0322) (.0000)  (.0000)  (.304) (1147)  (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0005)  (.0000)  (.099)
ce | 037 _.511% .386% —.284 _.468* 187 —.008 .71 —.100 .430%
| (373) (.0000)  {.0002)  (.006) (.0000) (.049)  (.471)  (.065) - (.191) (.0000)
up | -007 _.261 093 —.457% _.695% . _.366%  —.477* . .631* .416* .528*
L1 (la76) (1010)  (i208) (.0000) ~ (.0000) (.0005)  (.0000) ~ (.0000)  (.0001)  (.0000)
| -008 203 —.198 —.164 _.257 312 —.429% 336 .384* .089
(.472) (.037)  (.081)  (.075) (.011)  (.003)  (.0000)  (.001) (.0002)  (.217)
(M| .248 .398% 341 _.002 _AS1 . —.495% _.444% 443 .517% —.074
(.014) (.0001)  (.001) (.498) (.092)  (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0000)  (.0000)  (.259)
~0~ .088 .432%  —.376% 258 A81% 165 ~.064 ~191 .079 ~.567*
| (.222) (10000)  (.0003)  (.011) (.0000) (.073)  (.286)  (.086)  (.244) (.0000)
NOTE: ‘Asterisks indicate correlations significant at p 5‘.05/80 #~.0006;

6



TABLE XVI

Overall Frequency D1str1but1ons of Octant Ass1gnments
. < Across the IAS-R Rat1ng Sets (N = 79)

TasR ~ octant S B
RATING -2 (BC) 3(DE) 4(FG) 5(HI) 6(JK) 7(LM) 8(NO) 1(PA)
1. self 215 203 13.9 6.3 5.4 12.7 8.9 11.4
2. Ideal 25.3 6.3 3.8 1.3 0.0 21.5 26.6 15.2

3. As Friend  21.5 24.1 7.6 5.1 6.3 12.7 8.9 13.9

4. As Staff  29.1 38.0 3.8 2.5 6.3 5.1 8.9 6.3

5. By Staff 20,3 35.4 16.5 7.6 6.3 2.5 3.8 7.6

NOTE: Frequehciesyare expreséed as-Percentageswof_the'Samp1e,l~

93




94

COMPARISONS OF IAS-R DESCRIPTIONS WITHIN DIAGNOSTIC GROUPS

Octant Locatlons

The most ba51c summary descrlptlve 1nformat10n derlved from
the IAS—R 1s'glven by'the Octant locat1ons of the proflle_901nts
obtained; the overall frequen01es obta1ned are outllned in Table
XVI.”‘For the’purposes here, comparisons were made of the
frequenoy distrlbutions of proflle p01nts falllng 1nto gquadrants
of the c1rcump1ex formed by adjacent octants as 2/3 (BC/DE) =
arrogant—caloulat;ng, cold-hearted; 4/5t(FG/HI) -~ aloof-
‘introverted,munassuredfsubmissivej 6/7 (JK/LM) -“unassuming—
ingehudus;~marmea9reeable; and 8/1 (NO/PA) - gregarious—
extroverted; assured—dominant. ‘As previOust’outlined,,it was to
‘be expected that ‘octants 2 (BC) and 3 (DE)‘w0u1d‘eapture then
psychopathlc proflle, partlcularly from others" de5criptiona‘ The
,obtalned frequenc1es mere tested by Ch1 square for each of the
'def1n1t1ona1 cr1ter1a u51ng the 1nmates self descrlptlon and the
staff ratlngs.~ G1ven two ratlngs and four sets of
cla351flcatlons, each Chi- square was assessed at the ( 05/8) .006
“level of 51gn1flcance.nd
“The frequenc1es of quadrant 1ocat10n for self descrlptlons
g and staff descriptions'of'the men categorlzed by the Pcuare

outlined in Table‘XVII.q It is surprising, given the expectatione
for d1$51mu1at10n ‘in thls populatlon, that the selfedeseriptions

~of these men show a. modest tendency for dlfferentlal ass1gnment




TABLE XVII | |
Proportions of PC Groups Occupying IAS-R Adjacent paired Octy‘ah;t‘s, o
Assigned from Self-Description and Staff Description (N =79)
| R R, IAS-R ADJACENT OCTANT PAIRS |
PCGROUP ~ n Self Description (Set 12 . ~ Staff Description (Set 5)0
o 2345 6/7 8/1 2/3 4/5 6/T  8/1
(BC/DE)  (FG/HI)  (JK/LM)  (NO/PA)  (BC/DE) ~ (FG/HI)  (JK/LM) ~ (NO/PA)
Psychopathic 27 . 62.9%  7.4%  11.1%  18.5%  85.1% 7.4 0.0%  7.4%
Midrange 27  37.0  29.6 M. 22,2 51.8 29.6 3.7 14.8
Non-Psycho~ 5 w0 240 '3é,0‘  £6~0 286 60 a0 12.0
pathic T e ’ . ’ ) g ‘ ‘. . ‘ . . U ‘.
; : B B i R
NOTES, () x(g) = 1278, P <1055 Mg = 183, A pey = .23
: 2 i S _
:(b)  X(e) T 2301, p < 0015 g = 195, A, pey = 288

56
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in which those identified as psychopaths by the checklist tend to

~ identify with octants 2/3 (overall X2, . = 12.78, p < .05). As

(6)

expected, staff descriptions show a strong tendency to place

‘psychopaths in octants 2/3 (X2 = 23.01, p < .001l), with 85%

(6) -

(23 of 27) of the,psychopathic group so placed, compared with

51.8% (l4yof,27)‘o£ the mid—range and 28% of the non-psychopathic
group. | k ’ |
; When grouped w1th respect to scores on Factor I of ‘the PC,

(see Table XVIII) there is no ev1dent differential assortment by

;self report *X (6) = 10. 36 p > lO), but staff descriptions
again- show a strong tendency to locate psychopaths in octants 2/3
(X?(G) ='21.57,,p < ;OQS)‘placlng'88% (22 of 25) compared to

50% (10 of 20) of the‘mid—rangeiand 35.8% (IZIOf'34),of;the non- -

pSychopathicygroup.,

Classification by the DSM%III (aPa, 1980) criteria for APD

(Table XIX) showed no difference between‘the groups meeting or

~not‘meeting the~criteria‘when~compared on self report

r(XZA = 0.83, p > .50), butgafstrOng trend in‘staff

(3)

Vdescrlptlons (X 2‘ = 15,63, P < .002) to place those 1dent1f1ed

(3)

-as APD in octants 2/3 (69.3%: 36 of 52) versus those not
1dent1f1ed as APD (29.6%; 8 of 27). Under APD by DSM-III-R (APA,
hl987), (Table XX)rgroups‘did not differ by self report

(X,(B) = 2.74, p > .40) and showed a somewhat less robust trend

by staff descr1pt1ons (X2(3) = 10. 35' P <'.02),‘with 66. 1% (32

kof 47) of those’ ldentlfled as APD( -R) fa111ng in octants 2/3




FACTOR I GROUP

PSychopathic
Midrange

Non-Psycho-
pathic

NOTES: (a) %,

f‘TABtE'XVIII

Proport1ons of Factor I Groups 0ccupy1ng AdJacent Pa1red Octants
Ass1gned from Self- Descr1pt1on and Staff Descr1pt1on (N =79)

, IAS R ADJACENT OCTANT PAIRS v
Self Description (Set 1)2 Staff Descr1pt1on (SetVS)b,

N 2/3 4/5 6/7  8/1 2/3 455 61 8/
(BC/DE)  (FG/HI)  (JK/LM) ~ (NO/PA)  (BC/DE)  (FG/HI)  (JK/LM)  (NO/PA)
25 52.04  8.0%  12.04  28.0%  88.0%  0.04  4.04  8.0%
20 55.0 20,0 10.0  15.0  50.0  25.0 5.0 20.0
3 26.5  29.4 2.5  17.6  35.3 412 14.7 8.8

10.36, B.> 105 AABZ = .066, A(,+ F1)=;'111

; (b);’; x? i

(6) = 21:562 p < 005, Apg = 2163, Ay F1) - 244

L&



TABLE XIX

Proportions of APD Groups Occupying Adjacent Paired Octants
Assigned them from Self-Description and Staff Description (N = 79)

~ IAS-R ADJACENT OCTANT PAIRS -

’ ~,Se1f—Descriptj0n (Set 1)2 , Staff De5cr1ption (Set S)b
APD GROUP  n . 2/3 4/5  6/7 8/1 2/3  4/5 6/
:  (BC/DE)  (FG/MI)  (JK/LM) ~ (NO/PA) (BC/DE) ~ (FG/HI)  (JK/LM)  (
Meet APD 52 44.3%  21.2%  15.3%  19.2% 69.3%  21.2%  1.9%
Not Meet APD 27 37.0 18,5  22.2  22.2  29.6 296 222
2

~ NOTES:  (a) X(3) = 0.83 p>.50; g = 0“0”5(—5'Apb) =0.0

(b) x?(3);= 15.63, p < .002; Apg = .097, l(ea'APb)'= 222

-8/

NO/PA)
7.7%

18.5

86



- TABLE XX

Pkoportions;of APD-R Groups Occupyihg Adjacent Paired Octants
Assigned from Self-Description and Staff Description (N = 79)

. IAS-R ADJACENT OCTANT PAIRS

Sl ‘Se1f-lescr1pt10n (set 1)? ' LR ;Staff~Descrjption (Set S)b ,
APD-R GROUP  n  2/3  _4/5 6/7  8/1 2/3 4/5 6/7 8/1
e ~ (BC/DE)  (FG/HI) - (JK/LM)  (NO/PA) ~ ~ (BC/DE)  (FG/HI) ~ (JK/LM)  (NO/PA)
Meet APD-R 47  42.5%  25.5%  14.9%  17.1% 68.1%  21.3% 2.1%  8.3%
Not Meet 35 4006 125 21,9 25.0 375 28.1  18.8 15.6

APD-R

NOTES: ~ (a) ¥

(3) 2.74; R> .40\, )\AB = Oyfoy’f)\(_,a APD—R) ='0'Q'
2 i

1]
—

B < R
w
[83]

S
o
A
[l
~N
s
>

b3

(o)

1

= .09, A(_, ppp-R) = -188.

- 66
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versus 37.5% (12 of 32) of those not identified as APD(-R).

In terms of the more utilitarian”idea'of predictive

dassoeiation, knowledge of an individual's quadrant location does
'contribhte‘to,a reduction in the probabilitykof error in

~predicting group hembershipSQWithin each of the diagnostic

categories,~particu1ar1y'When*osing the staff”descriptions.

- Lambda coefficients under each of “the above conditions are noted

io Tables XVII-XX. The predictive utility of self reports ranges
from,zerOxwith‘bOth APD grOups, tof;23lfor‘a”23 1%~reduCtion in:

the probablllty of error ‘when predlctlng PC group membershlp

given an 1nd1v1dual s-octant locatlon. Staff reports do somewhat~

'better,;ranglng,from' 188 (an 18 8% reductlon) for predlctlng

APDfRoto~ 288 for the predlctlon of PC groups.’

COORDINATE DISTRIBUTIONS AND GROUP ANALYSES (MANOVAs)

Comparisons were made of ‘the Dom and Lov coordinate values

‘,over all of the IAS-R sets across groups defihed by'the'various
criteriauusinb repeated'measures MANOVA“designs(’ Slgnlflcant

vMANOVA_results,(p < 025) were followed by unlvarlate ANOVAs with

significance,set;at p < .005 (.OS/IO)@iand these'were followed by

post-hoc tomparisons using Tukey's HSD at 'p <~505 end‘Scheffe's

‘comparisons at p < .Ol.

Based'on the'averaged\multivariate tests of significance for
group differences w1th1n a repeated measures de31gn, only the PC

groups (Wllk s F(4 150)' 4 75 P <'.OOl) and the Factor I groups,
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(Wilk's E = 4.96, p < .001) yielded significant

(4 150) ;
dlfferences across the Dom and Lov coordlnates. Univariate

kcomparlsons for the PC groups 1ndlcated only the Dom and Lov
CQOrdlnates obtalned'from staff ratlngs to~d1ffer atp < 005

(Dom5:: E,(Z 76) =;lQ.6, p =\.OOOl LovS: F (2 76) =.9.4,

‘p = ,0002);‘ Post hoc contrasts by Tukey s HSD at p < .05
indicated~the psychopathlc group was scored h1gher~on Dom~than
either the mid-range or non=- psychopathlc groups and lower than
‘both other groups on Lov;d Scheffe s contrasts at' p <‘;Oi |
”indicated thehdifferences*to be retalnedaonly for thep
'pSychopathictversus nonQpSYChopathic groups. lThe‘resuits‘for the
‘PC groups ‘are summarlzed 1n Table XXI.

Table XXIT outllnes the results from the Factor I groups.
Un1var1ate comparlsons were most s1gn1f1cant for the coordlnates

~;obta1ned fromistaff ratlngs (DomS: F = 14f59~ p~< .OOOOS?‘;

‘ (2 76)
_(2 76) =:7"63; p‘= .0001) Post hoc contrasts by Tukey's

‘hovsz
HSD at p < .05 1nd1cated that both the m1d range and psychopathlc
groups were scored hlgher by staff on Dom and that the‘
’psychopathlc group was scored lower than both the mid- range and
non- psychopathlc groups on Lov. Scheffe" '8 contrasts at p < .01

‘ retalned these dlfferences only between the psychopathlc and non—‘
cpsychopathlc groups. ‘Asdlfference was also evldent across groups
for self ratlngs of 1deal on the dlmen51on LOV'ﬁ

(LovZ g_ =‘6,ll, p < .004) . Post hoc comparisons here

(2,76)

were significant only at the .05 level and indicated both the
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TABLE XXI

MEANS (AND SDS) OF DOM AND Lov COORDINATES ACROSS
‘ - GROUPS DEFINED BY.THE PC

102

e aRoup? | |
COORDINATES P (n2) M (n=2D) NP (n=25)
SELE DOM 1 .644 ( .984) 172 (1.285) 080 ( .800)
3\ Lov 1 —.886 (1.410)  —.657 (1.271) .053 (1.171)
ogaL DOM 2 1,072 ( .902) .951 ( .842) 918 ( .783)
DR Lov2 —.017 (1.446) 238 (1.561) 1.090 (1.295)
As DOM 3 .780 ( .929) .411 (1.292) .226 (1.118)

FRIEND  LOV 3 —.664 (1.741)  —.618 (1.667) ~  —.071 (1.533)
AS  DOM4  .639 ( .767) .480 (1.000) 57 (.903)
f’STAFF LOV 4 —1.550 (1.985) —1.355 (1.672) —.589 (1.745)
BY  DOM5  .740 (1.117)  —.008 ( .849) ~.395 ( .688)
STAFF  LOV 5 —2.258 (1.439) —1.271 (1.395)  —.539 (1.472)
COMPARISONS |
A Unfvaﬁaté 'Tukeyff HSD Scheffe
COORDINATES F(2,76)  (p<.05) (p < .01)
' I DOM‘1 2.21; P - 117 Sy s
COSELF T povie 3069, p < .03 PN --
o poM2 0.2 Sl -
(DAL yov 2 416, p o< .02 P < NP Zes
AS - DOM3 1.65 . cin
~,FRIEND Lov 3  1.02 Zst Six
AS DOM4  1.94 —=- —--
STAFF  LOV 4  2.03 —-- .
BY  DOM5  10.61, p = .0001 P> M, NP P > NP
STAFF ~ LOV5  9.43, p = .0002 P <M, NP P < NP
NOTE: (a) Groups are: P o= Psychopatmc M = M1drange, .
NP = Non- Psychopatmc ; ,




- TABLE XXII

MEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF DOM AND LOV -

~ COORDINATES ACROSS GROUPS DEFINED BY FACTOR 1

103

© NP = Non-Psychopathic.

. GROUP?
COORDINATES P (n=25) M (n=20) NP (n=34)
SELF DOM 1 .749 ( .968) .438 (1.096) —.101 ( .987)
- LOV 1 —.814 (1.445)  —.893 (1.086) ~.063 (1.288)
peaL DM 2 1.038 ( .901) .938 ( .766) 966 ( .850)
LoV 2 .052 (1.446)  —.189 (1.424) 1.050 (1.374)
AS . DOM3 .87 ( .955)  .656 (1.000) 125 {1.249)
FRIEND  LOV 3 .398 (1.632)  .—1.186 (1.401) ~.081 (1.708)
AS DOM 4 .644 ( .739)  .447 (1.045) 268 .923
STAFF LOV 4 —1.468 (2.089)  —1.219 (1.347) ~.944 (1.893)
BY DOM 5 792 ( .891)  .248 (1.108) —.438 ( .684)
STAFF -~ LOV 5  —2.311 (1.511)  —1.092 (1.275) —.857 (1.526)
COMPARISONS
S L Univariate Tukey HSD Scheffe
 COORDINATES F(2.76) (p < .05) (p < .01)
_ poM1  5.33,p<.007  P>N PN
SELF Lovt 359, p< .04 - —
‘opa DOM 2 0.09 e s
IDEAL oy 2 6.11, p<.008 P, M<NP i
AS  DOM3  3.18,p <.05  --- el
FRIEND  LOV 3 2.99 . -
AS DOM 4 1.25 AL —--
STAFF LoV 4  0.59 wge ---
BY DOM 5 14.59, p < .00005 P, M > NP P> NP
STAFF ~ LOV S5  7.63, p=.001 P <M, NP P < NP
NOTE: (a) GroupS are: P = Psychopathic, M‘i‘Midrange,k
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psychopathic and mid-range groups to have scored lower than the
non—pSYChopathic group. . One‘other measure approached

significance (E (5 7¢) = 5.33, p < .007) suggesting the |

Apsychopathlc group to S¢ore hlgher than the non= psychopathlc

, group (p. < .Ol) on the Dom dlmen51on taken from self -description.

The‘overall MANOVA for the Factor 1 groups also revealed»a

signigicant interaction (Wilk's E(jg 138) = 2-53, B < .002)

dkreflecting the alternate directions of group differences across

the‘significant oOntrasts,outlined, and‘the?inconsistent
relationship of the mid—range group.

The Dom and Lov coordinates and unlvarlate Fs obtalned for
the APD and ‘APD-R groups are outllned 1n Tables XXIII and XX1IV;
no overall comparxsons reached s1gn1flcance.f

Dlscrlmlnant analyses based on the Dom and Lov coordlnates

provided an overall hit rate of 58.4% for the three group
i‘classlflcataonS‘under the PC, andkperformed_bestyforgthe,

, psyChopathic group'in‘correctlyfclassifying 70.4%. As‘expected

based on the post- hoc compar1sons from: the foregorng MANOVAS, the'

, coordlnates obta1ned from the staff descrlptlons contrlbuted most

to the dlscrlmlnatlon.~ Pooled w1th1n group correlatlons to the

first:discriminant;functiOn were -.643 for the Dom5 coordinate
and .606 for Lov5.

The ana1y51s for the Factor I groups prov1ded a. ‘hit rate of

'65,8% overall, and correctly c1a551f1ed 729 of the psychopathlc

group.‘fAgain_the~Dom'and Lov coordlnates'obtalned from staff



TABLE XX111

Means  (and Standard Dev1at1ons) of DOM and- LOV Coord1nates

- Across Groups Defined by APD (DSM-III- III

APA,

1980)

COORDINA

SELF -

TES

“DOM

Lov

DOM

. IDEAL

AS
~FRIEND

AS
STAFF

BY
,STAFF

- NOTES:

Lov

DOM
LOV.

DoM
Lov

DOM
LoV

PR N

~(a)

GRroup?

A20-R {n-52)

357
—.632

.966
- .363

519
—.598

510
~1.408
252
1,897

(1

(1

'Groups are APD =
D1sorder, not APD =

.083)

/376)

.867

544

.026)
.ne) -

.896)
1.894)

.060)
1440}

Not APD (n=27)

.203 -

~.277

~1:012

.531

401
198

.283
-.740

Z.120
—376

51;040)

(~.790)
(1.432)

(1.332)

(1.514)

( .923)

(1.647)

(';882)

(1.363) i

105

~ Univariate EP(1;77)

~.,369

.26
.054
220

.189
04

A2
41

> 10
.55 % <

.00005

meet DSM-IT1 cr1ter1a for Antisocial Persona]1ty

do nof me eet the cr1ter1a

(b) Univariate E.for‘Z groups corresponds to a T-test as

tv2)

'J E(v1,v2)"




TABLE XXIV

Means (and Standard Deviations) of DOM and LOV Coordinates
Across Groups Defined by APD-R (DSM—III-R;iAPA, 1987)

COORDINATES

. DOM
SELF Loy
, DOM
IDEAL oy
AS  DOM

~ FRIEND LOV
AS DOM
STAFF  LOV
BY  DOM
STAFF  LOV
NOTES:

GrROUP?

. APD=R (n=47)
1 .271 (1.028)
1 —.606 (1.368)
2 .81 ( .890)
2 - .314  (1.569)
3 .429 (.977)

3 —.676 (1.684)

4 .469  ( .885)

4 -1.588 (2.034)

5 .350 (1.09)
5 -1.875 (1.506)

Not APD-R (n=32)

383
371

1.144
576

5562

—. 144

379
~.648

~.205.
—.645

(1
@]

.130)
.297)

.736)
401)

1.343)
577)

947)
.342)

.780)
A15)

106
i ) 5
Univariate F~(1,77)
R R B
. .588
2.06
577
223
2.00
187
4.83 p< .04
6.07 p< .02
13.33 p = .0005

(a) Groups are APD-R = meet criteria fdr ahtisocia] persona]ity‘
~disorder (DSM-I11-R).not APD-R = do not meet the criteria.

(b) Univariate F for 2~groups correspohds to a T-Test as

) -

,v[ii:;t;;}
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ratings‘COntributed,most} and cbrrélated .610 aﬁd —,418 to the
firét diécriminant~function; The Lov3 (as’friend):and Lov2
(ideai) ddordinates codfributed best tovthe~second[discrimihant 
: function,”corrélating .638 ana'}575;4althbughfthe’seCOnd~fupétion
contribdted’relatively little té group discrimination, accounting
only'for‘thé rémaining 14%,0f the‘variancé after the firsf
functioh. | : |

Interestingly, élthough‘not achieVing signifiéance in the
foregbinngANOVA, the disCriminant‘function‘based'on the Dom and :
Lov coordinates for the two group discrimination~of Yés/NoMAPDéR

did reach significance (Z?~ = 21.80, p < .02). Here Lov5

, (10)
(staff rating) contributed¢most:to the discrimination,
cérteiating ;7007followed\by Doms (= ,472)‘énd~LOV4 (as;stéff:
;421). This prdvidéd an ové;allihit rafebof 68;4%) and correctly
’c1assifiédx68.l% Qf~those‘categorized as*APD—R. Thé discriminant
ﬁUncﬁions;fOr,the:APD groupé‘did not~ﬁea¢h significanCe

(12 = L8-55,fg~< .05) within-this set of analyses.

(10)

Distance Measures

The comparisons,of primary intereSt to this research:relate
tofthekhYpothesized diffefences expected'across the-sets‘of IAS-R
reéponses for ‘the variouS'Critérion groups, paftiéularly‘fof |

‘those‘defiﬁed by the PC and Factor I chfes. Figgre 3'(p. 84)
~sh6ws.the~lbca£ioh‘of the¢profiles for*fhe total subsample of 79’

men.
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The pattern of dlstance measures taken among the five sets
of responses were analyzed in a oneway between groups MANOVA
design. Although demonstratingtdifferencesfin the obtained
coordlnates of the 2- dlmenslonal system for the PC and Eactor T
‘groups, no s1gn1f1cant results were obtained for the pattern of
‘distances betWeen the pOint locations,for anlef theidefined
ngups;,;ﬁ : . . : | |

Figures 4fto,7 (pp. 85-88) show the point locations based on
the‘meanvDOm,and Lov coordinates,obtained”fOr‘the sets of IAS-R
proflles for the dlfferent dlagnostlc cr1ter1on groups, and the
'pmeans and standard dev1at10ns are shown in Tables XXV through
XXIX. Although it might be suggested that the means d1splay a
relatlvely d1fferent proflle pattern,'lt is apparent that the‘;
’contrasts,suffer,from thekhlgh var1ab1lity obtained;k Indeed;
only'thchomparisons‘for the APb groups Survived the multivariate
BOX-M test for;hOmogeneity oflthe dispersion matrices;

\,HOWever, reSults of some interest are‘apparent’in the
patterns of within cell correlations obtained for these,distance
meaSuresfaorOSS the various‘groupstutlined'in the tables.
:Inspeotion of the correlations signlficant at p < .001 suggests
;differential patterns in‘the'abilities of members of the various
groupskto’consider the'perspectives of others and, in partioular;‘
to pred1ct the perceptions of specific staff members.

For example, Table XXVI contains the w1th1n cell

‘correlations among thegd;stance measures,obtalned,for,the'groups




~ Summary Statistics of Disténce Measures

For the Overall Sample (N = 79)

‘Distance

Self vs. Ideal (SVSI)

Self vs,‘as Friend
(SVSF)

Self vs. as Staff
(SVSSo) - -

Self vs. by Staff
(svso) :

As Staff vs. by Staff

"~ (s0Vs0)

“Mean -

1.543

1.001

1350
2.060

1.798

Standard -
Deviation

1.034
0.656

1.377

1.232

- 1.056

Minimum:

109

Maximum

4,83 .
3.55
17.81

6.90

~ 5.5




PC GROUP

1. Psychopathic

2. Midrange

3. - Non-Psycho- .

pathic

Psychopathic (n=27)

- SvsI
SVSF.207
SVSSO —.238
SVSO  —.024
SOVS0 .070

NOTE: (a)

SVST SVSF SVSSO-
~Mean 1.500 1.147 1.344
SD ( .877) ( .714) (1.457)
Mean - 1.623 .927 1.546
sD (1.309) ( .628) (1.488).
Mean ~  1.502 .924 1.148
sD ( .881) ( .618) (1.172)
WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONSP
. Midrange: (n=27) ;
SVSF SVSSO  SVSO  SVSI  SVSF  SVSSO  SVSO
| 68T
476 .405  .479
—.079  .227 : 001 .280°  .605**
000 .215  L719%% 060  .154 .28

- TABLE XXVI

MEANS' AND- STANDARD DEVIATIONSHOF DISTANCE MEASURES AND

SVSI

S¥s0

WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONS FOR THE PC GROUPS

i

Self vs. Ideal; SVSF = Self vs./Ffiend; SVSSO ="Self vs.

_DISTANCE?

.155

SVSO

2.451

(1;302)

2.025

1.676

- ( .786)

SOVSO
2.064

(1.276)

1.68%1 -
(.825)

1.636
(1.001)

Non=Psychopathic (n=25)k‘

Svsl
.449
.010

o
~.048

Self vs. By Staff; SOVSO = As Staff vs. by Staff.
(b) Asterisks indicate correlations significant at *p < .01, ** p < .001

SVSF

~.198

.422

SVSSO SVS0 -
=100 —.034
.281 .524*
as Staff;

0TT -



TABLE XXVII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS'OF’DISTANCE'MEASURES AND
WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONS FOR THE FACTOR 1 GROUPS

FACTOR 1 GROUP

NHE

1. Psychopathic  Mean 1.495

' | - SD ( .907)
2. Midrange Mean 1.219
o SD (.9t

3. Non-Psycho-  Mean 1.768
pathic ~~  SD - (1.155)

1Psychopathic (n=25)

SYSI  SVSF  SVSSO  SVSO
SVSF .22t |
SVSSO  —. 260 486
SVS0 —;040‘ —.040 .23
SOVSO  .056  .037 237

NOTE:  (a) SVSI
VS0

inn

DISTANCE®

SVSF
1.127

( .752)

768
('+395)

1.046
(.685)

~ WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONS

oy

SVSSO -

1.401.
(1.504)
.937

( .596)

1.555
(1.575)

b

Midrange (n=20)

SVSI  SVSF
276
.079 162

- —.073  .424
L747** 060 .509

SVSSO  SVSO

214

013 .577*

SVSO

2.419
(1.399)

1.819

(.838)

1.938
(1.271)

SOVSO

2.001
© (1.359)

1.599
“(.652)

1.765
( .995)

Non-Psychopathic (n=34)

.631%*

.283  .436

003 070
- 111 -.186

'SVSI SVSF SVSSO VSO

.447%
.193 .238

Self vs. Ideal; SVSF = Self vs. Friend; SVSSO”; Self vs. as Staff;,k
Self vs. by Staff; SOVSO = As Staff vs. by Staff.

(b) Asterisks indicate~corre1ations,significant at *p < .01, ** p < .001.

ITT



APD GROUP

1. Definite APD

2. Not APD

SVSF
SVSSO
VS0

| Sovso~

TABLE XXVIII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF DISTANCE MEASURES AND
WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONS FOR APD VS. NOT APD

,DISTANCE
SVSI ~ SVSF SVSSO VSO SOVS0
Mean . 1.626 1.053 1.447 2,209 1.881
- SD (1.032) ( .700) (1.399) (1.388) - (1.125)
Mean  1.382 902 1161 1.774 1.636
SD (1.038) - (.561) (1.337)  (.804) ( .906)
WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONS®
~ Definite APD (n=52) e Not APD (n=27)
SVSI SVSF SVSSO VSO SVSI SVSF SVSSO SVS0
T ‘ S .512%
012 a2 Loy | .314 .507*
-2 .06 382 232 .323 360
~.001 =019 .185  .566** _.090  .065  .334 -.314
(a) SVSI = Self vs. Ideal; SVSF = Sé]f'vs. ‘Friend; SVSSO = Self vs. as Staff;
SVSO = Self vs. by Staff; SOVSO = As Staff vs. by Staff. e

NOTE:

(b) Asterisks indicate correlations significant at *p < .01

, %% p o< 001,

Ztr



© TABLE XXIX

~ MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF DISTANCE MEASURES AND
WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONS FOR APD-R vs. NOT APD-R

APD-R GROUP o orsTaneE® | |
| e o osvsI o SVSE o susSo . svso o sovso
1. Definite APD-R Mean  1.521  1.022 10523 2,226 1.964
, . sbo o (1.057) (.710) (1.524) (1.426) (1.213)
2. Not APD-R  Mean  1.574 972 1.0 1.819  1.554

SD - (1.015) co(.577) (1.099)  ( .839) (.720)

WITHIN CELL CORRELATIONS®

Definite APD-R (n=47) e Not APD-R (n=32)
SVSI~ SVSF SVSSO  SVSO . SVSI  SVSF  SVSSO  SVSO-

o SVSF .548** | .399
SUSSO L510%kL475% o os .444 :
SVSo L2609 - .225 - .570%% oazs 2256
SOVSO 088 .083  .085 502 —.045  —018  .221  .507*
NOTE: (a) ‘sVsl - self vs. 1dea1;~sVSF - Self vs. Fr{énd; sVsSo_= Self vs. as Staff;
T SVSO = Self vs. by Staff; SOVSO = As Staff vs: by Staff. :

“(b). " Asterisks 1ndicate correlations significant at *p < .01, ** < .001.
; : ! ; P -2 =

€11
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:defined by the PC. Given that staff show a tendency to rate the

- members of the psychopathic group most extremelyf(highest Dom

score ‘and lowest Lov score)‘asgpreviously outlined; and that the

distance measures for self ratings. versus staff ratings have a

relatively high magnitude, it may- be taken that the low

correlation (.227) between self versus. as. staff (sVss0) and self
versus bysstaff‘(SVSQ) seen in the psychopathlc group and the. -
same’group'sfnotably‘h1ghkcorrelatlon e 719) between self versus‘k
by'staffs(SVSO)~and'as‘staff versus by,staff (SOoVsS0) reflect a
particularly poor ability,for;memberstof this group;to’predict

the‘staff perceptiOns of~them., By the same 11ne of reasonlng,

‘the mid-range group under the PC shows the best fac111ty for

"pred1Ct1ng staff perceptlons,kand the non~psychopath1C~group"

takes a rather middling position suggestive,of,poor prediction,of~
the‘staff perceptions. ‘For- the groups formed by Factor 1 (Table -
XXVII),,the psychopathlc group retains the pattern suggestlng a

poor predlctlon of  the staff perceptlons of them' however, the

'mld range and non- psychopathlc groups do not retaln ‘the same.
,relatlons as~seen with the PC groups. The changes in these

-‘latter groups llkely reflect the changed group membershlp‘

effected by the different crlterla, and suggests the non=

psychopathlc group to be relatlvely best (although not good) at

: pred1ct1ng staff perceptlons. The,relatlve magnltudes,and

patterns of correlatlons are not nearly as strlklng for the

' groups defined;bytAPD and APD—R (Tables XXVIII and XXIX)
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COMPARISONS USiNG THE SELECTED ACL SCALES

=

\Means:andhstandard deviations of the~obtained scale scores

based on‘self—deSCription for the groups defined by the PC,

Factor I, APD, and APD-R are shown in Tables XXX through XXXIII

‘frespectively.‘ Overali differences were noted only for the PC

groups; however, rather anomalous results were obtained for the

Factor I groups in which evidently significant univariate

Wdifferences'Were not reflected»in the overall test by MANOVA.

A oneway MANOVA 1nd1cated significant~differences

(Wllk s F (20 134) = 1. 86 p < .020) for’self—descriptiOns among

'the~se1ected‘ACL‘scales acrOss,thetgroupsfdefined‘by the PC.

Subsequent univariate analees at p < .005 (.05/10) indicated

'dlfferences among the groups on the number .of unfavourable

ad]ectlves,(UNFAV)~endorsed,(2(2 76) = 8.1 P OOl),'and the
. ‘ . o’
'7AutonOmy (g(z 56) = 7.59), p < .001), and Deference‘
. I ; . g
(E‘(2 76) = 9.32, p < .0005) scales; Post hoc contrasts using

Tukey's HSD at'p_< .05 and Scheffe s at p < .0l 1ndlcated the

":psychopathlc group to ‘have scored hlgher than both the mid-range

iand non- psychopathlc groups on the Unfavourable Adjectlve Scale

'at\pp< .05, but to differ only from ‘the non- psychopathlc group at

p. <. 1. leferences on the Autonomy scale were ev1dent only
between the psychopathlc and non- psychopathlc groups in wh1ch the
former group scored hlgher (p < .01l). On the Deference scale,

both the psychopathlc and mid- range groups scored 1ower than ‘the
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AR , - ~ TABLE XXX

Means and Standard Dev1at1ons of the Selected ACL Scales
and Rosenberg Sca]e for the PC Groups

GROUP

AR a Psychopathic | ~Midrahge : Non—PSychopathicf
ACL SCALES™ - Mean SD  Mean  SD . Mean - SD
; R (n=27) R (n=27) ; (n=25)
ACL Total  139.15 41.77 116.85  29.94 0 139.84  35.48
Favourable . = 49.48  8.62 49.85 8.46 - 51,20 6.46
‘Unfavourable 57,04 11.69 50.11 9.94 . 46,28 6.88
‘Achievement 49,52  7.43 49.41 10.12 , 50.56 8.50
~ Dominance 53.52 8.58 49.63 - 11.31 : 48.24 10.25
Autonomy 55,78 10.91 50,56 10,10 45,04 8,52
Aggression 55.22 10.86 49,56 . 9.32 oo 46,96 8.50
Abasement 44,67 10,76 48,37 12,145 54.44 9.58
~ Deference 43.89 10.95 - 49.00 9.82 55.68 8,56
Rosenberg  17.70 475 1770 5.8 1952 4.2
COMPARISONS®
Univariate o Tukey HSD ~ Scheffe
F (2 76) {p < ;05) {p < .01)
: ACL Total 3.50, p< .04 e e
; Favourable ~  0.33 o A e -
7 Unfavourable 8.15, p < .001 P> M, NP P > NP
i Achievement ~~ 0.14 ' Lot S =
. Dominance - 1.93 e o o ==
g Autonomy - 7.59, p < .001 P > NP P > NP
s Aggression 5.05, E_<r.009~ P 3 NP S
] Abasement 5.28, p < .007 P > NP P < NP
P Deference 9.32, p < .0005 P, M< NP P < NP
| Rosenberg 113 S —é— FIEa ==
§ NdTES:'(a) ACL Tota] refers to the tota] number of ad3ect1ves endorsed
(max = 300), the remaining ACL scales are T scores taken with
respect to male norms obtained from the ACL MANUAL (Gough &
~Heilbrun, 1980). : :
(b) - The overall MANOVA was s1gn1f1cant at p< .02,




TABLE XXXI

Means and Standard Deviations of the Selected ACL Scales
and Rosenberg Scale For the Factor 1“Groups‘

- e L GROUP

NOTES: (a) ACL Total refers to the total number of adgect1ves endorsed
‘ (max = 300), the remaining ACL scales are F scores taken
with respect to male norms obtained from the ACL MANUAL ~
(Gough & Heilbrun, 1980). e

(b)  The overall MANOVA did not reach’significance (p> ¢05)
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ALL SCALES? Psychopathic Midrange . Non- Psychopath1c
, o Mean ' SD = Mean ~ SD - . Mean 5D
- (n=25) ~(n=20) (n=34) -
~ ACL Total 128.04  39.35 134.55 40.21 132.82 34.63
~ Favourable  49.84 8.54 52.00 . 7.26 : 49.29 7.76
“Unfavourable 55.68 . 12.10 49,70 9.92 - 48,94 9.06
Achievement 50,20 7.57 50.85 ~ 8.89 ~ 48.91 9.4
Dominance 53,62 8.98 52.65 11.25 47.06 9.70
Autonomy 54.64 10.41 ; 52.90- 12,22 146,27 - 8.
Aggression-  53.80 . 10.85 51,30 11.57 : 48.00 - 8.03
Abasement 44 .48  10.37 47.35 12.22 - 53.35  10.56
Deference - 44,00 . 10.76 49,50 11.54 ‘ 53.24 9.04
~ Rosenberg 16.60 4.47 18.20 6.25 19.56 4.27
COMPARISONSb
Univariate : ‘ Tukey HSD -~ Scheffe
F (2,76) (< 05) ; (p < .01)
ACL Total . 0.19 o : e : S ===
Favourable 0.77. : --= 8 T
Unfavourable 3.38, p < .04 P>NP e
Achievement 0.35 S --- ‘ ~ ---
Dominance 3.69, p < .03 P > NP ; et
Autonomy 5.59, p < .005 P > NP P > NP
Aggression - 2.5 - X == : : ===
" Abasement 5.05, p < .009 P NP o : et
- Deference ~ 5.87, p < .004 e P NP , o P< NP
Rosenberg- 2,63 , --- ‘ -=-
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TABLE XXXII

Means and Standard Dev1at1ons of the Se]ected ACL
~Scales and Rosenberg Scale for the APD Groups

s

CACL SCALES®  APD - Not APD _ SRR
SR Mean SD - Mean - SD ~ ~Univariate
(n=52) n=21) R (L)

AL Total  132.06 39;881 ',,'131.i5 I RTE. oo
| Favourable  49.69 8.5 50.04 6.44 s
 Unfavourable 53.60 10,95  46.78 847 797, p < 006
k‘Achiévément  49.44 856 5052 | sos | 027
bbmiﬁancé | ‘56.98: 10;12 e 087 0.31
Autonomy  52.50 12.00 4693 TR o s.04

Aggression 5215 10.91  47.81 7.81 3.36

 ppasement  47.14 12.27 52,67 8.94 4.29

Deference  47.04 11.70  53.85 7.30 759
Rosenberg ~ 17.98 4.95 18.85  5.13 . 0.54

NOTES: (a) ACL Total refers to the total number of adjectives.
: : ~endorsed (max = 300), the remaining ACL scales are
F-scores taken with respect to male norms obtained

from the ACL MANUAL (Gough & Heilbrun, 1980).

(b)’,The overall MANOVA did not reach significance (p> .15)
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TABLE XXXIII

~ “Means and Standafd Deviations of the Selected ACL
_Scales and Rosenberg Scale for the APD-R Groups

Sl ‘ ~ GRoUP EReER |
. ACL SCALE® APD-R  Not APD-R “Univariate? -
a ~Mean SD  Mean D F (1,77)

ACL Total ~  129.79 38.02 134.63  36.39 0.32
FAVOURABLE ~ 49.81 8.16  50.66 7.54 0.22
UNFAVOURMBLE  53.11 10.54 48,56  10.32  3.60

ACHIEVEMENT ~ 48.81 8.61  51.28  8.67 1.56
DOMINANCE ~  50.85 10.00  50.03  10.70 0.12

AUTONOMY ~ 52.40 10.45 47.94  10.76  3.40
AGGRESSION ~ 51.72 10.00 - 49.13  10.26  1.26

CABASEMENT  46.72 11.51  52.41  10.76 4.89
DEFERENCE 4713 10.14  52.66 1119 5.20, > .02

ROSENBERG ~ 17.36 4.70  19.63 519 4.05

NOTES: (a) ACL Total refers to the total number of adjectives
: S endorsed (max = 300), the remaining ACL scales are
F-scores taken with respect to male norms obtained
from the ACL MANUAL (Gough & Heilbrun, 1980).

(b)'kThe overall MANOVAuwas,notysignificant (p > .04).
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non= psychopathlc group at p < OS\ but the dlfference was only
eretalned for the psychopathlc vVS. non- psychopathlc groups at

50

p < «01. . Two other scales, Aggresslon and Abasement, app:oached
significance,(g‘< +009 and p < .007, respectiveiY) in“the
uhivariate anelyses‘fefléctingWa p < 05 dlfference on Aggreselon
~with the psychopathlc group scoring hlgher than the non-
,psychopathic group; and a p < .0l difference Oanbasement with
the pSYchopathic‘étoup scoring lower than the non-psychopathic
group.: Thus, cOmpared‘tQ'thefnen—psychopathic group, the
TPQYChopaths éS'defined by‘theﬂPC~described tﬁemSeives with more
~unfav0urab1e adﬁectives,\and as more‘autonomous‘and;iess‘
:deferteﬁt;nmodest'trends also Suggestfthem to describe themselvee
es more aggresSivekand‘less abaeing.' Theéefresultsfére agein |
‘surprising in appearingth‘be'rather reaiistic,self—appraisals,e
gquite inconsistent with'theiexpectation for dissimulatiéneoh
self—feportse‘MoreOVer,’these results do'not evoive from simple
differences.iﬁ‘"1oquacity"fas ﬁheréeWas no evident group
- differehce in the tbta1 number of adjectives endorsed |
(F (2;76) 553.50;'2 <~;035; no sighificéntepostfhoc centtast),
. As mentiOned the multivariate analysis for the groups
formed by the Factor I- criterion did not reach 81gn1f1cance

{ 1.57, p < .05), ‘and only two of the ten un1var1ate

E‘(20 134)
‘contrasts met p £ .005 (Autonomy andeDeference). The
multivariate group comparisons for APD and‘APD—R were not

significant and no univariate contrasts met p £ .005,.
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Discriminant Analyses with the ACL Scales

Discriminant~analysis for the PC groups using the ACL scales
did not perform as well as the IAS-R coordlnate system, yleld;ng
a 57% overall hit rate and best identifying‘the non-psychopathic
group’members at 68%. Scales contribnting most. to the
diSCrimination, in Order, were Deference, Number”UhfaVourable,
Autonomy, Ahasement,aand Aggreesion; | B ‘

‘None of the funct1ons for class1f1cat10n of the other

criterion groUps were significant.

‘SUPPLEMENTARY ANALYSES

Polar Coord1nates

ﬁ USe_of polar coordinates’(nector lengthiand,angular
placement) as a‘bivariate sYstem proved to be‘problematic for
analys1s, given that the full c1rcu1ar array of angles cannot be
used to derlve 31mple arithmetic means and standard dev1at10ns.r
Considered individually,~vector 1ength for‘the drfferent IAS{R

perspectiveSiaoross the criterion group sets did not reach

csignifioance for any Of the comparisons made, although, as

,previOUSIY mentioned vector length did show an apprec1able

correlat1on with PC scores, partlcularly when taken from’ staff
descr1pt1ons'(rf= .461, n = 79). See Tables XXXIV- XXXVII for

summaries of the vector lengths obtained for the different

ﬁgroups.

Similarly, tests of "angular preference" or a tendency to a




TABLE XXXIV

Means and (Standard Deviations) of Vector Length
Across Psychopathy Checklist Groups-(N = 793

f Psychopathic
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S Midrange ~ Non-Psychopathic Overall .
Vector Length Vector Length-- .. - Vector Length Vector Length
x TASROSE (n = 27) (=21 (n = 25) |
1. "Self" 1.769 1.747  1.306 1615
ey (-.760) (.505) A .796)
2. "ldeal® - 1.752 1.785 1.908 1.812
= o .954) ( .914) - ( .785) ( .881)
3. "As Friend" 1.950 1.989 1.714 1889
- (1.017) : (.958) ( .773) (.920)
4. “As Staff®  2.253 2063  1.668 2003
, (1.475) (1.238) (1.162) (1.307)
5. "By Staff"  2.763 1.777 1,502 2.027
' o (aee)

(1.033) (.869)

(1.143)
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TABLE XXXV

Means and (Standard Deviations) of Vector Léngth
Across Factor I Groups (N = 79)

Psychopathic  Midrange W ‘Non-Psychopathic
nier ~Vector Length Vector Length ~ Vector. Length
ISR SET (n=25) (n=20) (n=34)

1. "Self 1.811 1614 | 1.472
- .941) | (.824) ( .643)

2. "Ideal" .73 1.615 1.986
- (.947) o 9) o (.803)

3. "As Friend" 1.864 . 1.929 1.8t
e t (.903) . (.990) o (.918)
4. "As Staff"  2.212. - 1.850 1,940
o o (1.579) (1.038) o (1.245)

5. "By Staff" 2756 . 1.808 1,619
‘ - (a9 o (.8%%) (1.025)




Meansfand (Standard DeViationS) of Vector Length
Across APD versus NOT APD (N =79)

TABLE XXXVI

IAS-R SET
1. Self
2. ldeal

3. As Friend
4. As Staff

5. By Staff

 MEET APD

Vector Length

(n=52)
663
.884)
.802

.905
;970)‘

.180
.353)
.337
.167)

NOT MEET APD
Vector Length

:  (n=27),

522
1595)

1.832
.740)

857
.832)

663
.161)
‘428

"825)
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TABLE XXXVII

Means and (Standard Deviations) of Vector Length

~IAS-R SET

1. Self

2. ldeal

3. As Friend

4. As Staff

5. By Staff

_Across APD-R versus NOT APD-R (N = 79)

MEET APD-R
Vector Length

(n;47)

.664

.741)

173
.957)

.903
.863)

311

369
.206)

’NOTVMEET«APD-R
Vector Length

.456)

(n=32)

543
879)

.870
L767)

.868
.013)

.550
.891)

.523
.830)
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particular angular orientation within samples based on.the

‘Rayleigh test (attributed to Lord Rayleigb circa'l880;”Norcliffe,

1977):did not provide any positiVe,reshlts, The,problem'here méy
be’rélatéd to tﬁe small sample sizés within groups'felative‘to
the~potential digspersion of specificrangles.

; HAndfhér basic‘testibf thefangular distributions‘for groups
hasﬁalreédy'been-outlinéd inuréference t0'octant‘locations‘which
correspond to the relative‘freqUencieskof angles'within érc— 

segments of the circle and tested by Chi-square (cf. Mardia,

1972; Norcliffe, 1977). It was shown that tendencies for
‘differential assortment across adjacent octant pairs was guite

,evident, particularly with reference to the Staff:ratings and

groups,férmed by the Factor 1 criterion.

Self Esteem and “Sélf"fversus "Ideal"

As.a simple SuPplementaty test of the adequacy: or

'Consistency'of the obtained data and the derived distancé:Scores;

a correlation was computed between: the Rosénberg scale as a

measure of self-esteem and the distance measure "self versus

ideal" (SVSI). This result (.342 with N = 79; .469 with N = 113)

suggests an adequate léVel of correspondence‘consistent_with the =

idea that lower self-esteem (a higher score) relates to a larger

disparity between one's view of self versus a self ideal, and

‘reflects reasonably well on the consistencY of the~data;obtained

from the self-reports.
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-+ DISCUSSION

Overview and Basic;Methodological Issues

kAlthough notﬁwholly Supp0rting the specific expectationsfand
hypotheses considered of central interest to this study, the
results were generally: con51stent conceptually in p01nt1ng to
dcharacteristics of the psychopath which are assessable with the
IAS-R. As such “the results contribute to both the conceptual
validity of the psychopath as’ 1dent1f1ed by the Psychopathy
Checklist -and the construct validity of the c1rcump1ex structure
of the IASf-Rgj The results demonstrated differences in the
' discriminative utility,of interpersonal descriptions 1dent1fiedh
by the IAS~R in relation‘to groupsffOrmed by the PC yersus those
based on APD categories, and showed placement of those
1ndiv1duals 1dent1f1ed as psychopaths by the PC where they were
to be expected within the Interpersonal space deflned by the
IAS-R. . T w111 return to further discu551on of the diagnostic and
theoretical implications of these results follow1ng con31derat10n
of the limitations of this studys 0 | | |

Perhaps the most ba51c ‘threat to the 1nterpret1ve validity

of any study is its generalizability tofpopulations more or less

similar to the sample targeted by the study. The present study
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‘is affected to some extent by the characteristics of the men seen

and by the circumstances under which they were séen. These

confounds will have’the'greatest'effect‘on any anticipatéd

practical application of the assessment used here.

The foremost charatteristic of the‘men‘seen for this study

was their willingness to participate. ‘Compared to others not

_seen, theseé men may be considered to be relatively more active in

‘programs and other opportunities for'actiVitieskot interests

within the institution, to be more open to participation in

psychological: research oriented to criminality, and/or to be less

engaged by*thé "con code" ot'iﬁStitutional ethic proscribing any

. manner OfJCOopetétiOn withﬂ"theaSYStem.":'Through efforts'to

solicit volunteers and negdtiatelwith'indivfduals and groups such

as the Inmate Committee, it became'clear that sdch partiCipation

was not considered trivial by many of the men within the

‘institutién;'”Considerable effort was given to assuring the

inmates of the confidentiality of any material Obtainéd'in

rrelatfon'to'anY‘particular‘individual,kand,of the independence of

theé research interest from any association with the institution
o::kother‘au'tho:itie‘s. ‘Also, offering the menmbney' fotjtheiir |
participétion mist be cbnsidered to have affected their
motivatibn ahd‘interest. The seleétion]of”subjecté‘was also

affecﬁed by the need for education and English\language criteria

‘in otdér‘to‘complete the adjective lists.

: Thus, at basis, the sample of men seen for this research is.
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'not necessarily representative of the general population of

correctional‘inmates, or even of the population specific to this

‘particular institution. It is not known, for’example,,how others
'may‘differ in the relative prevalence of diagnostic catégoriés

fused‘here. Based on research with the PC, the prevalence of

psychopathy within inmate samples has been found to be

~approximately 22-27%, but may vary as fdnctions‘offthe

distribution of-scores,obtainedHand;selected cut—offs; We'.do not

knOW'whethe; psychopaths may be more or less likely than:other

‘inmates to choose to participate in the‘reseatch,programs

offerea.‘ HoweVér, comparable distributions of scores have been
shown by,Wong‘(l985)_wi£h §'rahdo¢‘sample of inmates using
scdring based on file»informatién alOne.  
VA/furtﬁer,COHEOUnd’t¢lthe possible‘practical utility of the
éSserment strategy used here derives from the setting or |

circumstances in which. the men were seen; this may also be

“conSidered to have affected'thé;obtained distance measures which
“formed the priharyuhypotheses,fo::this study. As was mentioned,

considerable effort was given to assurances of-confidentiality

and independence from correctional authorities; as such, the
obtained‘self—reports may not refleCt the response styles to be

obtained when the men,belieVe their responses to be of some.

‘conseguence within the system. If so, this may have worked .

against the(expectatiOnsyfor dissimulated self-reports. In the

absence of "threat" or some perceived consequence resulting from
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how'theyychoée tb,portray themselves, thése individuals may have
felt‘ndfpartiCUIar pressure toidepict‘theﬁselves in a more
favodrable way. ~Therefore, one~might,stiil”assume that
i’différehtial patterns of dissimulation wOuid~resﬁltkif'thekmen,
Partidqiariy the psYCh6§aths, believed the éssessment’to have
'sémefeffeCt within‘thé instiﬁﬁfional setting;”

’;Staﬁistical;influenCes on the~resu1ts’are‘seen to derive-
‘from high and hetérogeneoUS‘variability aCross groups and across.
thé dependent:measures which‘may“tehd to~obséure~90tentia1

differencéskat the'higher'leV§ls of analysis (iie;, MANOVA) ,
’particularly whén contrastiﬁg.the‘more;specifiékderived meaSUfes.
SeVeral;SOQrcesfdf~Variabi}ity may békseéﬁ to operate~onithe'
respOnsés‘obtéined'with the'Wora lists,'nbt.the ieast of'which is’,
‘the basic moﬁivatiOn of the'individual'tokrespond’ih some' 
reasonably meaningful way;T The‘bOntent of_the~adjective scales:
themselVes7aﬁd the 1¢Vel of uhdérétahding ofkthevword'usage}whiqh
~thé menfmay possess‘wasfén initiai concerh which Was moderated to
‘some extént?for'the IAS=R byrthe'provisiOn of a'gléssary.l That
the glosSarjyitself did‘novparticular violénce;td thefinteht of
the~IAS—R was suppbrted by tﬁe7resu1ts of,thefobtainéd‘ciréumplex
fme the self déscfiptiQe profile} and the fésulting oétant’
placements.of thé profiles beiﬁg,consistept‘with;theoretical
kéxpeCtaﬁions; ‘ | | ’ ‘

"Approach~t6:the task by individual subjeéts fanged'from very

fast rates of,completion‘of the adjective lists with, one may
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suspect, very superficial 1evéls of attention,ftofsgch
Tpainstakihgfefforts that two subjects,weteICOnsideréd unable to
complete the task. Personal expectatiéns aﬁdfthé roléfof
stereotypes'are also 1ikelyito influeéence the responses offetéd,

‘ particula:ly when asked to consider the perspective of a member
of £he,inStitutiona1 staff. ;One~may expéct an inméte to consider
himselfuto be seen by staff aé a "bad ass"\as; to’many, this is
what the system demands. Similarly, it was expectéd:that;staff,
too,kwdhldfsuffer from stefeotypedkperceptions; ‘To asséss this,
a”:atihé of -™an average‘inﬁafe" was‘requested at the cdhclﬁéion
of theyStudytfrbm a répresentati?e'sample of the Staff~who had
~been askedlto\pr6vide ratings §f~inmates~partiéipating in the
study; This anchor point’descfiption was séén'to'fall at
esséﬁtially the;DE;pole'of‘the circumplex and COnstituted a far
';more extreme rating than_Was‘obtaihed on average as staff ratings:
vaindividual inmates. This would suggest the staff to be |
cognjzaﬁt of a stereotyped. "average inmate" and to generally have
made ratings>df individualyinmateS~Whi¢h were not ﬁnduiy
influenced by the stereotypé; ‘Moreover, tﬁe results indiéated
’that fhe staff’ratings provided the basis Qf group diéc;imination
pbtainéd'with the IAS-R.

~Two additional considerations might be raised wifhf:espeét‘:j'
'to~£he inmates' completioﬁaof the ‘instructed self—repbr£ksets and
their selectionyof“staff: differential effeCts,of,memOry'

abilities on the consistency of self-report, and systematic
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selection bias. With tespact‘to theifirst, memory effects;
concurrent data were available‘providing measures of intellectual
and mémoryifﬁnction collected for a different‘résearch iﬁterest.
'Comparisons‘of thesé meashres (Hare -and Forth,‘l988)~shoﬁed ho
group differenceé for the groups‘defihéd;hereiarand‘support~the
¢ontentiohAthatkthete were no differential abilities to remember
and manipulate responses acrosafthe instructed sets.. AlthoUgh‘
not’speCifically assessed,'sélectiOnfbiaskwas~not~expected’to be
évident across groups as~the inmates tgpiéally complainédfof"
iittlefoPPOItunity'or interest\in'telating,to staff -and genetally
-~ expected-a negative‘parception from them. - It was also ¢onsidered
‘tthat the dérived measures ﬁould fefléct,the ability to predict
ataff perceptions,'and, as»such} did not reiy“on a patticularn
consistency of negative or positive expectation.

Given the above'considerations,offpbtential‘variabiiity and
ina¢CuraCiestin the data, the obtained resdlts may beisean as
quite’promisingQ On'the'mOre~globa1 lavel of the octanth

rdistributiOns~obtained‘fdr the criterioh grOuPS'ana the overall
‘ consiStent‘pattern/of,depeﬁdent-measures, the’data are quite
‘godd. InitiaIVCOnsideration for the power of thé tests’was put
at,approximately .80 fot groups of‘25, based on mean differences
seen inithe‘data teportea'by wiggins,~Trapneli, and;Phillips
(in;press), using‘simplé'contrasts and a Type i errorurateiof
:;025.~ That the multivariate comparisons,of the Dom. and va

coordinates for groups based on the PC_resulted,in differences
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51gn1f1cant at p < .00l suggests that the IAS-R may.prove
frultful for further research.

3 further- con51derat1on in the 1nterpretat10n of the results
is the number of comparlsons made and the consequent overall Type

I error.rate. As an exploratory study, aorelatively‘liberal‘

‘alpha level was used (.01), taken in relatlon to each of the

dependent comparisons of interest.. Thus,,each of the der1ved

_measures used in_ the MANOVAs--Dom and Lov coordinates,

interprofile»distances, and‘Vector‘length—;Werekconsidered
independently, and comparisons of the defined criterion groups
(by PC, Factor I, APD, and APD-R):were;eaeh'evaluated at p < .025
(;10/4). Althdugh this:would suggest~a nominal experiment-wise
TypefI error rate of .30 for the MANOVAs alone}‘it may be seen
that the nomlnal alpha levels are qu1te arbltrary and that the
Same. pattern of results would be retalned even if the alpha
levelS'were set lower. Comparisons were not made for groups

which may be defined under Factor 2 in order to avoid further

'inflation~of'theyoverall alpha level and in the expectation,that

Factor 2 shows considerable overlap with APD (see Appendix B).

Given the interests of the study in comparing profiles across

dlagnOstic;sets, it was felt heuristic value would'be'better'
served by a SYStematic use of a relatively‘mOreyliberaly
statistieal eriterion. The consistent‘pattern of'resultS'ranging
from the more global non—parametrlc comparlsons, through s1mp1e

correlatlons; to the more spec1flc*contrasts“based on- the MANOVASs



134
and'subSeguent post-hoc coﬁparison5~may cqntribufe more to the,
inferential process and suggéstions for further‘research than a
simple Yea'or'nay baséd on MANOVAS ét a more Stringenf level of'
significance.

Given the abdve consideratiohé, it is possibie‘to/teview'the
VStrengthskéf the presénf research. With respect to iSSues;of
yéeneralizability,'ﬁhe results have inhéteht‘limitétibns but,até
not atypical of other studies in which consehting volunteers are
‘Obtained from~a‘correCtional;institution‘sémple.\ As such,~a‘
‘saﬁple withkdefined\charaéteristi¢s~was obtained whichkprovides
'the basis for compariSOnszof diagnostic criteria Within(the
éample, andfwhidh demonstrateSVpattefns of‘differehces on
SeleCted;dependent measures~thét~3h0wfreasoﬁable,levels of
statistical reliability and good c0nceptual congruity.  1 shall

‘now :return to ‘a disCussionfoflthe implications of these results.

Diagnostic Considerations

The éentral iséﬁes foﬁ«diagnostic‘usage with”the psychopath
feléte to the p00t consensus. for definitional Criteria and the
potential for misappliCatiob where "psychopathic chatacteristics"
, éré assumed to apply despiﬁé the use ' of inappropriate or
‘ iﬁcdmbléte criteria. Current literature continues to provide’
'exampieé where speéific reférence is made to research with
"psychopaths" when, in fact, the basiskaf'inclusion is diagnosis

of APD by DSM-ITI (APA, 1980) or more or less significant



135
elevationsfon Scale 4 (Pd - psychopathlc devxate) of‘themMMPI.
Such continued mlsappllcatlon contrlbutes to on901ng

mlslnterpretatlon of the meaning of these terms and»cohtinued

confusion in,the'interpretation/of research with “thee

psychopath."

Comparisons of the base rates of individuals meeting the

criteria under the PC or APD are a basic illustration of the

potentialyfor confusion. Based on the total sample of 113

’subjeets,*27.4% were identified~as psyéhopaths:by both‘the PCkand
~the Factor I crlterla, whereas 66. 4% met the criteria for APD by
 DSM IIT and 58 4% as APD by DSM-ITI-R. The subsample of 79

' demonstrates the,more usual convention with research involving

| the PC in whlch approx1mate thlrds of the. obtalned dlstr1butlon
of scores are taken to fac111tate group comparlsons,‘here 34.2%

. met. the PC criterionfand 31.7%~met the“Factor I score Cut—off.

_.The APD oriteria for DSM-III were met by 65.8% and by 59.5% for

DSM-III-R criteria. Although these rates result from diagnoses

made by one rater only and may be somewhat high compared to

the rates where two raters agree, they are generally consistent

with paSt,research (e.g-,'Hare, 1981, 1983,;1985a) and point

'agaihfto the fact that, although,most, if not all, of the

individuals meeting the PC criterion also meet the criterion for

APD, the converse is far from true-—-APD cannot be considered

synonymous with psychopathy as a more rigorously defined concept.

_ The more.speoific measures of concordance rates and
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contributions to the prediction of group membership across
criteria,underscore the above base rate differences. sPOor rates

of agreement',Were,‘obtained_betw’ee’n the PC and APD criteria for =

heither’DSM—III or,DSM~IIIfR (Kappas of .183 and°.ll4,'k
respeotively). ‘These rates are’much lower than have been
‘previous1y reported (e;g., Hare,'l983 '1985a) and, asfmentioned,
may relate to the inclusion of all sub]ects (here;‘lll) rather
than: agreement for the extreme groups only. ~Indeed'~results here
~cou1d appear much more favourable if based only on:the extremes,
‘y1eld1ng Kappas of~.621 with APD by DSM III or .527 by DSM—III—R.
The rates of agreement were somewhat worse still when comparlng
the APD cr1ter1a to groups based on the Factor 1 scores, and may
further‘emphas1ze;the’conceptua1~differences ofdAPD as grounded
in'persistentoantiSOcialfbehaviour,versus psychopathy as
emphaSizing,the laok of empathy‘

VContributions to the predictions»Of'group membership:based
on knOwledge of membership under another criterion again reflect
the poortlevelsfof association‘seen,between~theyéc oriteria andr
‘APD.;~SYmmetric lambda~coefficients1ranged‘from 0 between'the
Factor 1 groups and APD-R to .183 between the PC and APD, |
’1ndlcat1ng l1tt1e reduct1on in the probablllty of error for such
predlctlons- ’Although somewhat better relations were seen in the
subsample of 79 (cOmpare Tables X and XTI, Pps 76~and>79), the»‘
overall results refleCt‘poorylevels of association and emphasize

theimiSIepresentation inherent in assuming the diagnosis of APD
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Jto be equiValent to,psyChopathytaS‘identified bykthe PCy

The utlllty of the MMPI in deflnlng the psychopath is seen
to be part1cular1y poor. The. low rates of profiles conforming to‘
specificVCriteriaf(e,g,,~GilbertStad & Duker, 1965; or Marks
& Seeman, 1963) precluded group comparlsons. Comparisons were
1nstead made with. respect to the .specificity and sens1t1v1ty of
proflles cons1dered typlcalrgf\the psYchOpath,ln relation to the;'
f other’criterion grOups. The sample of 113 men provlded only. 89
 MMPT prof1les of whlch 20 .were considered relevant to the typlcal
assoc1at10n‘of "psychopathy“ (i.e., elevatlons > 70 T on scale
4';,psy¢hopath1c deviate--alone, or with ecales 9 = hypomania,
8 - schizoohrenia,’or‘Gk— paranoia). These 20 profiles were then
sorted hy their‘specificity+-the proportionTheing‘specific to the
- crlterion‘group of interest (dee, psyChopathic bytthe PC or
definite APD), and their sensitivity=-how many of the relevant
‘crlter1on group actually had the proflle. It was found that the
‘ prof11es were most spec1f1c to: APD R (75% versus 40% for PC
,psychopathy), ‘and m1ght be suggested.to reflect the
correSpOndence of‘common behavioural'elements—-famlly problemn,
confllct with authorlty, poor school performance, substance
mabuse; and so0 forth. Overall the proflles show little
nSensitiVity and appear~in only 23.2% of those definite APDs‘who
prov1ded profiles, -up to 34 8% of thoseyldent1f1ed as -
psychopathi¢ by:the PC or Factor I criteria and who prov1ded a

profile. Although thejpsychopathlc group defined by Factor I‘
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~demonstrated a signifieantly different‘proportion\

(&“? 2.26, p < .02) with a relevant proflle than among the non-

‘ psychopathlc group, it is still to bé seen that more than 65% of

the 1nd1v1duals in the psychopathlc group did not. prov1de a
PIOflle COnSLdered "diagnostic",of psychopathy. Vaers shown in

Table XI (p. 79),\sh0w‘re1ative1y larger proportions relating the

f relevant,profiles (15) obtained in the subsample of 79, but the

5

same patternrof'results can be seen.
It: would appear that MMPI proflles a55001ated w1th

"psychopathy“ have a- 51m11ar relat10nsh1p to more strlngent

- criteria-as seen between APD and the PC criteria. That is, the

majority of relevant profiles may be common to the other

~criterion: (here, APD), butftheimajority of the criterion group do

not exhibit the relevant profiles. The MMPI is seen to be a
particularly poor'representation of psYchOpathy as defined by the
PC.

- From the foregoing~it~shduld be clear that failure tdk

xdiscriminatefbetween APD, 'MMPI criteria,~and‘pSYChopathy as

identified by the PCﬁcan only contribute,to confusion in efforts

for reSearch with the psychopath‘as'was noted ten years ago by

‘Hare and Cox’(1978)., Theré are obvious problems in‘assuming APD

or-MMPI scale 4 eleVations to be equivalent tofp5ychopathy, as it

is quite unlikely that one is relating to a common population.

‘Continued misuse of these terms contributes to a "halo" effect

common to categorical assignments wherein one assumes all
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associated features are present, given the diagnosis, when in

fact“only a minimum subset required to meet the‘criteria~are
actually applicable. ‘This is particularly evident with APD under
DSM+iII-R“(APA; 1987) wherein the inclusion ofka feature reiatiné
to a remorseless attltude is somehow considered to make the |

dlagn051s more consonant w1th the concept of psychopathy. It is

,qulte apparent in “the structure of the dlagnostlc*cr1ter1a that

pthls feature need not be con51dered in order to apply the

diagn051s. fInd1v1duals receiving such diagnoses may be better.

served if spec1f1c reference were made to the features considered

present for the app11cat10n. In correctional andpforensic

treatment settings particular care should be given to avoid

attributing a "psychopathic" label on the basis of loose

criteria..

,Relat1ons of the Dependent Measures to the PC and APD

~Descriptive dlfferences were obtalned w1th the IAS-R in

relatlon to the PC and Factor I groups. whlch ‘are con31stent w1th

the'concept of psychopathy and which were not ev1dent in

comparisons with the APD criteria.

‘The mOSt basicylevel of analYSisrutilizing thefcircumplex

structure of the IAS-R derives from the relatlve frequenc1es of

‘octant locations seéen for the,varlous groups. - As out11ned inthe

introduction, it was expected that octants 2 and 3 (BC/DE) would

capture the psychopathlc prof1le, partlcularly from staff
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éeScriptiohs, This was shown‘to be the‘casé for the PC groups;
with staff déscriptidns'demonStrating significanﬁ differential
assortment across groups; plaCing 85.1% of £he‘psych09athic‘
group in octanES~2 and 3, versus 28.0% of the nOn-psyChopathic‘
group’and 51.8% of the mid—range. 'intereétingly,;there‘Was a
modeét trehd‘(g_<;;05)'f0rfthg groups to be differentiaily‘sorted
by selffdescription, with 62.9% of thé psychopathiC‘group fallihg
in,dctants_2,and,3\versus 24.0% of the non—psychopathic’ggoup and
37.6% of the mid-range. Similar results were obtained with staff
deSCriptiOns.fér fhe Factor I“groupS“with~88%qu the psychopathic
grqupfbeing'plabed in octants 2 and 3, QerSus 35;3% of the non-
p#Ychopétﬁs‘and 50%‘of thé mid-range. There were no eVident‘ ‘
diffeﬁences'by selffdescription‘by theyfactdr i,groups.

‘Staff descriptions also demonstrated different131 
'assignmehts for the individuals meeting‘DSM—III criteria for APD,.
pléciﬁg“69 3% of thé définite‘APDs in octants~2 and 3 versus
29.6% of those not- meetlng the - crlterla. HoweVet,’it mightibe 
argued that there is some element of confound here in that 26 of
‘the 52 men 1dent1f1ed;as‘APD were also seen,aS'psychopathlc by
‘the'PCg ‘Thus, in ‘essence, only 10 of. the remaining;26'(38.5%)'
wéré placéd to dctants<2 and 3. Under the DSM-III-R criteria,
VStaff\showed a tendency {p < .02):to place more ofithe‘APDs‘in
octants 2 and 3 (68.1% versus~37 5%),‘but theksame ¢Onfound'
applles with 22 of the 47 APD-Rs also belng 1dent1f1ed as.

psychopaths by the PC. Thus, here 40% (10 of remalnlng .25) of
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those meeting APDfRncriteria but not the PC ¢riteria were -placed

in octants 2;and‘3,'
Thus, -at this point there are evident differences in the

perceptions of others relating'to the interpersonal

fcharacterlstlcs of the men 1dent1f1ed as psychopaths by the PC

yersus those rece1v1ng:afd1agn051s oquPD. Psychopaths as
ieentified.by‘the PC are more likely to be associated with such
characteristicsnasegrandibsity, lack\ofkempathy with,others,
attitudesfofVSpecial'entitlement,;restrictedkaffect‘Qr‘an absence
of warmth ‘and exp101tat1ve relatlons with others,faspects; \
cons1dered central to. the psychopathlc personallty. ‘It is
1nterest1ng to note~thatfthese,descr1pt1Ve characteristics’are
also‘cemm’on td‘the narcisSisticﬁcharacter’as falling;within;
octahtrBC'(Kiesler, 1985; Wiggins, l982) of the circumplex space.

These resultskperhaps reflect the dichotOmy of the clihical

concept'of,psyChopathy as a psYchological construct versus the
behaviOural aspects,of antisocial adjustment more typically
a55001ated w1th the APA (1970, 1987) definition~of Antisocial

?personallty,; (A ba51s for the analy51s of this dlchotomy has

been pursued 1n recent research by Harpur, et al. (1988b)

investigating external correlates of Factors I and 2 of the

,Psychopathy Checkllst (see Appendlx B).)

The results are relterated and given a stamp of relatively

better statistical reliability, in the repeated,measures analyses

ef,the Dom and Lov coordinates. Post-hoc comparisons also allow
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more specific identification of group differences on these

measures. From these analyses dlfferences were. evident among the

groups deflned by the pC and Factor I crlterla, but Were not seen

for the APD or APD R groups. For the PC groups, dlfferences

der1ved from the Dom and Lov coordlnates of the staff ratlngs,

post—hoc contrasts at p <-.05 1nd1cated the psychopathlc group to

kbe scored hlgher on the Dom dlmenslon and lower on the Lov

dlmen51on than either of the m1d range or . non= psychopathlc

ngroups, however, these dlfferences were retalned only for the

extreme groups at o] < .01

Groups formed by the Factor I criterion also showed

~differenCes on ‘the Dom and Lov coordinates‘of‘the staff‘ratings,

but here both~the'mid—range and psychopathic groupskwere scored

hlgher
(p < .05)- ‘than the non- psychopathlc group on the Dom dlmen51on

and the psychopathlc group was scored 1ower (p < .05) than both

‘the mld range and non psychopath1c groups on the Lov dimension.

‘Agaln, these dlfferences were only retalned for the extreme -

groups at p < .0l. The Factor I'groups also dlffered on the Lov
d1mens1on for representatlon of an 1dea1 self ,withhboth the~mid4
range :and psychopathlc groups scorlng lower (p < .05) than the
non- psychopathlc group.  One other measure suggested a k
51gn1f1cant trend in whrch the psychopathlc group scored hlgher

than the'non—psychopathlc groupgon the’Dom dimension for self-

“description.
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Thus, the results’basedionkthe dimensional structurekof the
iAS—Rfrefiect the ddfferentiai perceptions of others in‘mhich
PSY¢hOPathS are guite distinct from nonfpsychopaths at least, as
heing more dominant and assuredaand 1ess,warm]or,affiiiatiVe} a
‘pattern~suggestive of an arrogant,,e01d.and'calculating inter-
PerSonai StYIe.‘ The additional;differences’seen,in the/Factor I
group suggest some reflnement in whlch the non-= psychopathlc group
comes to dlffer in terms of the deplctlon of a. more nurturant or
afflllatlve 1dea1 relatlve to the others, and the extreme groups
kreflect a dlfference in self- percelved domlnance or soc1a1 |
status;’ | E | |

Comparisons'based:on‘the derived’distance‘measures taken
between’the point representations of the IASJR proto¢ols‘were
, diSappointing; no differential patterns,were‘evident in any of
the cr1terlon group comparlsons. ,As outlined in the
Introductlon, expectatlons here were predlcated upon assumptlons
'1ncorporat1ng d1$51mu1atlon 1n the response proflles,
"partlcularly for self descrlptlon in the psychopathlc group
fideflned by the PC and Factor I crlterla. Rev1ew of Tables XXVI -
XXIX prov1d1ng the -group means and standard dev1at10ns of the
dlstance measures, and Flgures 5 = 7 deplctlng ‘the p01nt
slocatlons suggests that,‘although the groups appear to occupy
‘relatlvely dlfferent locatlons in the space (as seen for the PC
and Factor I groups in the DOM/LOV analyses outllned above), the-
pattern of . dlstances between points is qulte s1m11ar.‘

As. already suggested one implication here is that the
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,psychopathic:group naSVSurptisingly candid. It is quite apparent
that, on.average, thepmen in‘this,group endorse self-descriptions
which inoorpOrate the characteristics of octants BC/DE, contrary
to -the ekpectations of them denYing~such attributes; This nay be
;interpreted{in,either of two nays: Tfirst;‘that‘given the
researchnsituation with aSSUrances of COnfidentiality, theSekmen
felt no partiCular'preSSUIe to portray thenselves in a more
ffavoutabie way;'or, alternatiVeiy, that they responded in keeping
w1th a‘sex role stereotype of exaggerated (negatlve)~mascu11n1ty,‘
Thls latter aspect was outlined in theyIntroduction:with respect
: tO»seX'diffe:ences andvsoc1alhdesirability outlined’in‘Wiggins
‘(1979) and‘Wiggins and~Broughton~(l985); however,\the‘expectation
’was that- psychopaths would: tend to avoid this pattern.:,The
,obtalned result ‘may.: be a comblnatlon of the above
1nterpretat1ons, and the suggestlon repeated that this pattern
pmaysnot Obtain‘if these ind1v1dua15‘be11eved thelr‘responsesjto’
“have some" personal consequence.; |

Another problem ev1dent in the- analyses of these measures:
stems from the hlgh and. heterogeneous varlab111ty ‘which- tends to
overwhelm the dlfferences obtalned. “This aspect,mxght be'
‘ﬂmoderated‘with:a,moredsantantialhsample size.'

The distance measures did, howevet, yield some results of
‘interest'with~inspectiondof=the within cells correiation;matrices
for these measures‘aorossrgroupsw Patterns;evident aﬁOﬂQ these

matrices for the PC and Factor 1 groups appear consistent with
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: Googh‘s (1948) hypothe31s of-a def101t of role- taklng 1n the

‘psychopath. It would appear that those identified as psychopaths

here show a;partlcular inability to predict staff percept;ons of
them, despite their own‘telatiVely negative self—deSCriptions;

Thus, even though appearing rather candld in thelr

representatlons of self (“1n51ght“°) psychopaths may" Stlll not

apprec1ate how poorly they may be seen by others. Agaln, thesef
dlfferenCes,Were not evident for,thOSetmen identified as APD.

| Gronp comparisons with,scales fton/thé ACL taken as self~
description were alSo’intereSting and also‘only~provided
demonstrable differencesfamong the g:oups‘forned with the PC.
Here, too, reSults suggested rather,realistic‘self—éppraisels by'
the psychopathic group, differing'(p < .0l) from the nonQ
psYchopathic(group in endorSing~mote unfayourable adjectives,
scoring‘higher'on Autonomy, and lowercon'Defetence and Abasement;
an additional near difference suggested:a'higher score (p < .05)
on AgéfeSsion. BasedVOnidescriptiVe associations'provided in the
ACL Manual (Gough and Hellbrun, 1980), this proflle of relatively

hlgh and. low scores suggests characteristics"” such as pe551mlst1c,

,changeable mood, quick to take offense, feellngs of b1tterness

and‘hostility toward others, indifference for the feellngs of
others, egotistic, headstrong, a view of others as rivals to be
yanquished, riskétak;ng, and 1mpu151ve behav1our which frequently
leads to conflict with others, Such charactetlstlcs~are quite

consistent with perceptions of the psychopath; however, it should
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he noted that the. differences obtained were only relative to the
inonepSyChopathic group‘in particular‘and,do not reflect extreme
scores on the scaleS'deecribed. Overali, the‘scale score'resuits‘\
were within the normative'range suggested by;Gough andaHeiihrun_
(1980,'p-’485 as lying between 40T and 60T; the maximum seen for
the psychopathiC~group'was,57T (UNFAV) and thepminfmum,43.9T
(DEF)h(SeekTable XXX, p. 116). . | |

As has been SUggestedk thefobtained'results arennotablekin
:7be1ng qulte spec1f1c to the psychopath as def1ned by the PC and-
Factor I crlterra. Groups defined by the cr1ter1a for APD as
defined by either DSM-III (APA, 1980) or DSM-ITI-R (APA, 1987) do
not show similar descrlptlve dlfferences. ,This speeificity' |
contr1butes to the view that APD ‘does not capture "persona11ty"
‘attrlbutes whether self- descrlbed or percelved by others, but.
appears~more generally~toereflect:an;1nd1v1dual s tendency to
criminal behav1our. |

‘The performance of. dlscrlmlnatlve functlons based on ‘the
‘IAS—R coordinates,in,differentiating,the groups deflned by the PC
or APD criteria further illustrates these differences. It was
seen that'the’IAS—R Dom/Lov coordinates provided an overa11’58;2%
hit‘rate\and correctly predioted 70.4% of the psychopathic group.
While these’results are not particularly'high, it is a
substantlal 1mprovement over the base rate for the psychopathlc
group of'some;34%. The false pos1t1ve rate of 37. 6% pr1mar11y

‘resulted from the mld—range group (29.6%),,the rate for members
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of the non- psychopathlc group’ predlcted to be psychopaths was

guite low (8% ':2 of 25). The‘dlscrlmlnatlon of the Factor I

groups was somewhat better with an overall h1t rate of 65.8% and

correct prediction of 729 of the psychopathlc group. ,The‘false

positive rate was redUcedkto 25.9%; and incorreotly predicted

“f'only 5.9% (2 of 34) of the‘non-psychopaths‘as psychopaths.

Although the nhmbers appear good. for the discrimination of

the APD groups~—an overall hit rate of 70:9% for APD and 68.4%

/for‘APD-R—~they do not represent~much gainyovér the basé,rates‘

'for these dlagnoses——65 8% APD and 59.5% APD-R. Moreover, it

should be recalled ‘that much of the dlscrlmlnatlon may derlve

from the fact that 26 of the 52 APDs were psychopaths by the PC,

:as were 22 of the ‘47 BAPD-Rs.

Overall, it becomes gquite clear: that the,data obtained are

,supportive'of the conceptual‘validity of the psychopath as

assessed by the PC in having identifiable ihterpersonal

characteristics not seen in those receiving a diagnosis of

Antisocial,PetSonality. Similarly (if circuitously), these

‘results support the constrUCt~Validity and-potential utility'of

the IASAR as an assessment strategy for use in this typically

problematic population.

Practical Implications and Theoretical Considerations
As indicated, the obtained results suggest someé potential-

utility for the IAS-R as an assessment strategy for use with
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‘criminal populations.“However, it is apparent-that the
differences seen derive primarily from staff pérceptiOns~of the

inmates and not from readily discriminable differences based on

simple self-report. Moreover, the differences are relative
across groups and do not, at this point, lend themselves to ready

or likely replicable cut-off scores for identification of,the

"p5ychopath.‘,A,possible‘application might'be in the use-of the

IAS-R for staff ratings,; helping to characterize and standardize
interpersonal perceptions of individual inmates in assessment

contexts where the desire to identify such attributes is quite

salient, e.g., treatment progress or pre-release reviews.

Indtermsfof.théoretical issues, it is apparent the IAS-R
does contribute to the characterization of Ehe,“average"
psychopath in identifying'a discIiminab1e interpersonal style,

and that its location within the definéd,lnterpersonal Circle is

VCOnsiStent'with expectations for this personality type. There

has been‘debate régérding this location, however, with Leary and

- Coffey (1955) expecting the DE pole to represent the sadistic and
‘pSyéhopathic personalities, and Kiesler (1985) arguing against

VOCtant BC as representative of the psychopath. It was considered

here, however, that BC/bE'(CD?) would provide a moré likely
locatién as represehting'both‘cold—héarﬁed and manipu1ative
characteristics. It is interesting to note that the staff
déscription of'the‘"aﬁerage inmate" feli atkthe bE'poIe

(coordinates Dom: 0.34, Lov: -4.0) suggesting a criminal
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.stereotype as “cold-hearted" and essentially without a relative

interpersonal status. The psychopath, however, was clearly seen

as one who 'is both cold—hearted,aﬁd domineéring,(manipulative),

~reflecting characteristics in common with the narcissistic

personality defined by APD (1980, 1987).

Anothét aspect of the cirgumplex représentation that is of
interest‘relates:td the‘conceptﬁaliZatiOn of vector length or the
distance‘of a:pbint répresentation from7therbrigin,‘énd‘its
apbliéability as,an_index;of péthdlqu or rigidity of
interpersénal~styie (see Wigginsi Phillips,’abd T£apne11,kin
press)d 'Tofthe extent'that~the SCGres onythe PC maykbe
conéidered“a continuumfofyésYChopathQIOQY; this‘interpretation of
vector length is consistehf heré}'démonétrafing~a‘COrrelétion of’

.461 between PC scores and the vector length obtained from staff

| ’ratingskOf the inmates taken over the sample of 79 mén._u
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

”From 147 mengseen over 13 months of data collectiOn, 79
provided complete data for the analySes of‘interest here. Issues
of generallzablllty have been dlscussed but the sample may.. be
con31dered adequate for the- purposes of dlagnostlc comparlsons
and: the assessment of dlfferences among the descrlptlve aspects
derlved from the dependent measures as they apply to the‘
d1fferent dlagnostlc groups. These .latter d1fferences reflected

staff;perceptlons of 1nterpersonalycha:acteristics as described

by the IAS-R which provided reasonably good discrimination of

groups based on the PC and Factor I~criteria‘butnnot for groups
defined for APD. The diSCIiminatiVe'utility‘of these diffetences

was seen to “be much hlgher for ‘the PC and Factor 1 groups than‘

the APD ‘and APD-R groups relatlve to the base rates for these

‘dlfferent;categor1zat10ns.‘

~Thus, these results contribute to the nomological network

for the'construct‘validity of the Psychopathy:Cheoklist and

reflect well on potential applications of thegIASéR in clinical

samples.
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?} ‘ Speculations and Suggestionskfor'Further'ReSearch

gf' With respect to the population targeted here, and‘the
'ihterest in the representation of IAS-R inter-profile point
'distances;relying'on expectations‘offdifferential patterns~of
dissimulation, it is sUggestedjthat such patterns may still
obtain in{a different context for. the aSsessnent. That is,

gr : particularly for the psychopathic group, thefpresent context with.

§, - assurances of confldent1a11ty and no consequence from their.

j‘part1c1pat1on may have resulted in a relatlvely more forthrlght

pattern of descrlptlon that,would result from an 1nst1tut10na1

'assessment w1th assumed- consequences resultlng from their self—.
presentatlons. Thls ralses an issue for informed consent for
research in such settings where the goaltmayibe 1n,develop1ng an
assessment strategytw1th'practica1 applications. 'Asl"research"
thereﬂis an ethical'onus to‘inform subjects. as. to - the interests
Of’the research’and their own freedom:from,any obligation or

VVCOnsequenCe'in participating. As an’applied interest,‘however,

there is a desire to know how the results of assessment may be 3

expected to obtaln in the context of 1ts appllcatlon. This 1ska,
general 1ssue for assessment ‘and also affects the use of the
~Psychopathy Checklist‘in‘contexts other‘than its research"
applications, | | v

There is also interest in obtaining more informationﬂ

concerning the differentialyapplicatiOn OE’the Factor T items of
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the PC versus the total PC in the assessment of psychopathy. As

has been suggested, Factor I may assess the characterological

aspects considered central to psychopathy and, as less depeéendent

on behaviours common to incarcerated samples, may have broader

xutility in,contéxts beyond: correctional institutions. Research
investigatingfthe relationkof other measures of narbissismkto

Factor 1 andVIAS+R results ‘within ihcatcerated'and‘other

populatidnSjwould also be bf interest.

Further research using the IAS-R in crinical samples would

provide information necessary to assess the potential

differential utility of IAS-R profiles’in various c¢linical
populations,'and whethér‘such;profilesfmayfdiffer frdm thosé seen

here. It may be seen that ratings provided by‘reiatively

~familiat'but‘objeCtive others could be useful in the
'CharaCterizatidn of interpersonal pérceptions,related'to other .

’personality dr;pSYChiatric'disorders, and contribute to

"prdtotypeﬁ deVelopmént of the petsOnélity disorders in relation

to the Interpersonal Circle.
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SUBJECT CONSENT

A title for this research'could be "Self-perception in adult male
offenders.“ This research is belng conducted by persons affiliated w1th the

Department of Psychology at UBC. The coordinator for thlS research project is

: Mike. Foreman who can be'reached at 228 5581,

The. purpose of this research is to investigate how 1nd1v1duals who have

'had problems w1th the law see themselves and see themselves in relatlon to
others. In order to do thls, we wish to have you complete three different

questlonnalres.

’ All 1nformat10n whlch you prov1de 1s confldentlal and will not be

identifled to~anyone nor entered in “to any file ox record kept by‘the police
or the'institution. our fileskWill'be coded and not identified by your name.
Theé total time to be expected of~ you is about 3 hours which may not

happen all at‘once. You will be- pald $5. OO (flve dollars) for the completion

,of the questlonnalres. If you have any questlons about the procedures please

ask, and I w1ll explaln further to be sure you fully understand what is

expected of you and what the program lnvolves.k -
If you . do decide . to part1c1pate and change your ‘mind later, you ‘may

withdraw from the program at any tlme w1thout consequence. Refusal to

partlclpate or w1thdrawa1 from the program will in no way affect your status

or standlng in the Correctional centre.

I have read thls form-and agree to part1c1pate in this study and

understand that T may w1thdraw at any time w1thout consequence.

Signature

Date

Witness
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INTRODUCTION TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questionnaires are being used as a means of measuring how

individuals‘Such as yourSelfrin Matsqui think about themselves. The results

of this study will be used to make suggestions for future research into how

: psycholégical Services ‘may make a better contribution to the Corrections

system.

Since the questlonnalres rely on your self- report, they can only be as
accurate as you will allow. The information galned is confidential
(1dent1flcatlon is coded and w111 be used only for the purposes of this

Yesearch) and will not reflect on you as -an 1nd1v1dual.~,0ur interest is in

the overall average response,of a large group of peopleyto which you are one .

contrlbutor. B ’
Please respond ‘to the items as best you can: so as to provide an
accurate representatlon of what you . actually belleve.

Altogether, the questlonnalres take: about 1 “hour to complete, although

you may beAasked to do another questlonnalre whlch takes about 1 to 1 1/2

hours. ’

~You may w1thdraw from thls program at any ‘time w1thout any consequence
or effect on your status ln the 1nst1tut10n. If ‘the questlonnalres are
completed it will be assumed that you have agreed to participate in the study.

When completlng the word llsts, if you are uncertaln of the meaning of

..@ word ask to have it explalned to you. Please- be sure to prov1de a response

to-all the words 1lsted as dlrected in the 1nstructlons whlch follow.

Thank you for your cooperatlon.
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IAS SET 1

’ On the page that follows, you w111 flnd a list of words that are used
to descrlbe people s personal characterlstlcs. Thefnext,two,pages prov1de
explanatlons of the words in- the list. If you are,uncertain~about the meaning -
of a word in the~llst, look up the explanation for that word to see if that
Wmakes it more clear.. If you are stillyunsure‘about the meaning, ‘ask to have
the word explained to you; '

For each word in the llst, 1ndlcate how accurately you thlnk the word

descrlbes you.

The accuracy w1th whlch a word descrlbes you is to be judged on the

following gcalé:

12 3 4 5 6 7 8
extremely very quite slightly slightly. gquite - ‘very ' extremely
1naccurate inaccurate lnaccurate inaccurate accurate accurate accurate accurate

For example, consider the word BOLD. How accurately do
S you think BOLD describes you as a-person?. k

CIf syou: think thls word is a qulte accurate descrlptlon of you,

'wrlte the number "6" to the left of the word: g BOLD

If you think this word is a slightly accurate description of

_you, write the number "5" next to it; if very inaccurate,,write

the number "2", ‘and so forth.
Rate the accuracy of all the words in the list as to how

well you think they. descrlbe you.
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E T ; . ' : - IAS SET 2

é - .On the pages that follow, you will find the same list of

? ~ . words used to describe people's personal characteristics, and

1 : . : B T R ‘

; the: .glossary which helps to explain them.

% This time, rate the words as to how'accufatelthhey

%, R o ‘describe‘yourkideal self - the person you would best like

: ; EQVES. \ R , :

g Rate the acéuracy'of the words’ as before with the

% ~w... + following scale::

! T 2 3 4 5 & .7 8
| ‘extremely very quite - slightly slightly 'quite very extremely

inaccurate inaccurate. inaccurate inaccurate accurate accurate accurate ‘accurate

Rate all the words in the list as to how well they
 describe your'ideal self = the person you. would like to

be.
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IAS SET 3

The following pages provide the same list of words and
their explanation.‘ ‘
. This time, for each word in thé'list indicate how

accurately the word describes you'g§ you think"Your

 ffiends WOuld‘describe‘zdu,

The;accuraCy~with‘which a word may deséribe how you
-think yourkfriends see you is-to be judged on the same

scale as before:. -
1 2 ‘ 3 ‘ c4 5 ) 7 . 8

extremely‘ very quite slightly - slightly quite - very extremely
inaccurate inaccurate inaccuratefinaccurate’accuraté accurate accurate ‘accurate



4
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s . : ; ‘ IAS SET 4

B  ‘ ' On the following pages you will find the same 1list of
; ,words,again. This time,‘tate each word in the list as to
how accurately the word describes you as you think a

member of the institutional staff that knows you (for

example, your case manadger) would describe you.

1 2 3 4 [ RO 7 8

“extremely very .- ‘quite ‘slightly‘ slightly quite Lovery extremely
inaccurate "inaccurate inaccurate inaccurate,accurate accurate accurate acCurate

Indicate the staff member that you are thinking of:




~Extremely Very

1

2 3

Quite

4 5

Slightly = Slightly - Quite
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6 7 8

Very

Inaccurate inaccurate inaccurate inaccurate accurate -accurate accurate accurat

L

(001)

__ (002)
__ (003)
__ (oo4)
_ (005)
____ (006)
_____;(007)

r4(oosy
_(009)
__(010)

___(011)

(012)
. (013)

__(014)
___ (015)
(016)

017
___(o18)

(019)
(020)

;(021)1

(022)

(023)

(024)

__(025)

(026)

(027)
(028)‘

(029)

(030)..

. (o31)
‘ _(032)

introverted‘

undemanding

~dssertive

unauthoritative

uncalcUIating
accommodating

kind

°¢haritable‘
~shy
vuncunnihg ’

~ cold-hearted
 ruthless‘ ”
 dischial

tender-hearted

soft-hearted
cheerful
dominant

antisocial

‘iron-hearted

enthusiastic -

self—aséured

“cruel -

unsparkling

cunning

meek

uncharitablé
unsly

unaggressive

jovial

crafty

boastless

.domineering

(033)
(034)
(035)

(036)

(037)

‘ (038)
(039)

LT (040)

' (041)

S (042)

__ (043)
(044)

_ (045)

(046)
(047)

(048)
) (049)

k(OSO)
(051)

(052)

_(053)

_____(054)
: "(055)

___(056)
' (057)

___ (058)
(059)

(060).

~ (061)

(062)

‘ (063)

. (064)

unargumentative
tender 
unSympéthetic“
timid L
unbold

forceful -

unwily

‘extroverted

gentle-hearted

‘persistent

perky
friendly

unneighbourly

‘self-confident

outgoing

~boastful

bashful
firm
uncrafty

unsociable

hard-hearted

wily‘
calculating
uncheery

sly
neighbourly
warmthless,"

distant

“cbcky

- sympathetic

forceless

tricky

Extreme



01

02

03

04

05
06"

o7

08

09

10

11

15
a3
s
15
16.
17

18

19

20

21
22
23

24
25
26,

27

. 28

29
30

“31

32
33
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Glossary for the 64 item IAS=R

1ntroverted - feel more comfortable by yourself; are less 1nterested

in other people ’
undemanding - don't .demand or expect much from others
assertive - tend~t0~bekaggressive and out-=spoken ‘with others
uhauthoritative = don't try t6 influence others; go With other's opinions
uncalculating - don't try to manipulate others or maximize your own gain
accommodating = obliging, tend to dovfavonrs'for others '
kind - thoughtful,and caring for others
charitablef— generous, like to help’othersa

shy —«lackgof'selficonfidence,‘tend;to'be uncomfortable around others

VUnCunning = not~crafty‘or sly, tend“tOfbe straightforWard with others

cold-hearted = have little warmth or feeling for others

ruthless ~.pursue your own 1nterests regardless of the effect on others
dlSSOClal - don't care for the company of others

tender-hearted - easily feel love, pity, or. sorrow‘for others
soft-hearted = tend to be easy- gorng or gentle w1th others

cheerful - happy, usdally in good spirits

,dominant - tend to ‘lead:or control others~'

antisocial =~ dislike the company of others; behavicur not affected by
. social conventions

iron—hearted = tend to. be stern or harsh with others

enthuSiastic,- enjoy active 1nvolvement w1th others

f‘self—assured - confident know yourself to usually be right

cruel = can-cause pain:and suffering to others

unsparkling,f not .lively: or entertaining with others
cunningfekcraftyVor sly, skillful in manipulating others

meek = show little spirit or courage; mild mannered 3
uncharitable f~don1t;like to-help others;‘judge‘others severely;
unsly - not tricky or cunning; tend to be honest and sincere_

unaggressive - not forceful

jovial - happy., good sense ‘of "humour

crafty ~ can mislead or manipulate others for your own purpose

boastless - don't. ‘like to brag

fdomlneering =-tend to control or manipulate others

unargumentative - tend to av01d arguments or fights
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34 ;tender = warm and lov1ng with others

35 unsympathetlc - unable to understand or unlnterested ‘in the feellngs of
' others '
36, timid - tend to be fearful or uncomfortable around others

37 unbold = not darlng or courageous

38 forceful - tend to take charge oxr assert control
39 unw1ly = not trlcky or crafty ,f
- 40 extroverted = enjoy the,company*ofVOthers
41 gentle—hearted - Kind- or warm with others
42 persistent - don't give up even if others ‘think ‘you are wrong
43 perky - llvely or v1gorous, enthusiastic w1th others v
= k 44 friendly - pleasant toward others
k 45 unneighbourly - unfriendly, avoid contact with others around you
46 self—confldent - self—assured, trust your own feellngs or oplnlons’
47 out—g01ng - enjoy meeting other people : :
48 boastful - tend t6 brag ' ’ ' ;
49 bashful - tend to shy away from public attention

50 firm -'steady”or~steadfast; haVe~others do’ things your way

ij: = : 51 uncrafty - not trlcky or sly ‘when ‘dealing- with others | ;

‘ 52‘ ungociable - don't enjoy meetlng people or being in the company of others
53 hard—hearted = have no feeling for others

54 w1ly = crafty, cagey, or trlcky V

55, calculatlng = tend to use or-manipulate others to your own advantage

56 uncheery - not llvely or brlght with others

57 ‘sly - crafty, secretlve, or: cunnlng when deallng w1th others

- 58 nelghbourly - frlendly,pget~1nvolved w1th~people around-you
. 59 warmthless - have no feelings of,affection'or pleasure for‘others
60 distant - tend to be cold toward others;;avoid relationships
61 cocky - cOnceited,'self—Centred7 think highly of:your own abilities
: 62‘ﬁsympathetic - able to shareYOr’understand the interests or.feelings‘of,
| others » - ’
63 'forceless - tend to be timid or weak; prefer the‘leadership of others

64 tricky = able to fool or deceive others




The enclosed form is being forwarded to‘you as part of a
~.research pro;ect regardlng self—perceptlon among male inmates:
One aspect of self—perceptlon 1nvolves how one belleves oneself
kto be seen by ‘others, which the 1nmate has been asked«to
‘complete w1th respect to a partlcular member of the 1nstltutlonal
staff whom they may choose.

As a basis for comparlson lt is 1mportant to have a ratlng
completed by that staff member of the inmate. I would very much

'appreciate your. completing this form at~youf earliest opportunlty

171

.and returning it to me, Mike FOreman;uc/o thé institution hospital.

All,informatioh obtained is confidential and wiil not. be
made available to the inmate involved. He is, h’o’w‘ex}er', aware of
this questionhaire being sent ‘to you and'has”given his -consent
to have it completed. e
' If you have any questlons please ‘contact me by 1eav1ng a
message with the nurse s station at the ‘institution Hospltal.

- Thank’ you for your cooperation.
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RATING BY OTHERS

On the pages that follow, you will find a llSt of words.
that are used to descrlbe people's personal characterlstlcs,

and a glossary to help explaln thelr meaning. -~ For each word:

in. the list, please 1nd1cate how accurately you thlnk the word

describes . " yging the following"

scale: ' ' '

; 2 S 4 5 6 7 8
extremely very . quite slightly slightly quite . very extremely

inaccurate inaccurate dinaccurate inaccurate accurate accurate accurate accurate

For~example,'ccnsider the word BOLD.f’How'accurately does

that word describe,him as,a'perscn? “If you think'that this;&ord

is a quite accurate descrlptlon of hlm, write the number g to

the left of the word: 6 BOLD

If you think that this word is a slightly inaccurate

description cf'him;/write'the number 4" next to it; if .a

very inaccurate description write the number "2", etc..

If‘a word seems odd . (some are).or if you are unsure
of its meaning, please look it"up in the list on

“pages 3. and 4.
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’ Harpur; Hare?'and Hakstian (1988b) have analyzed data
demOnstrating differentialfrelationships‘of Factors 1 and 2

(characterologlcal vs. behav1oura1 1tem compos1t10n) to

; externalpvarlables. The pattern of dlfferences seenk
nnderscores the integratlon of bothfpersonallty andr

“‘behav1oural aspects of psychopathy as assessed by the PC, andh

gtp’ points to the tendency of most other measures to empha51ze

| 'dthe behav1oural aspects w1thout capturlng the persona11ty
‘features con51dered central to the concept of psychopathy,

;Correlatlons of the Factors with the varlables relevant toc'

‘thls research have been excerpted w1th perm15510n, for a

complete presentatlon the reader is referred to Harpur, Hare,

‘and ‘Hakstian (l988b)




%» CORRELATIONS OF THE FACTORS AND PC TOTAL SCORES
| , o R S :
I | : ,
: WITH SELECTED SELF-RERORT SCALES
Al | FACTORS . PCL |

\ SCALE N R B TOTAL Z-statisticd
: MMPL ~ o o :
; Pd 138 110 .31 .25 2.55
- . pdb 106 05 .28 .19 2.65%
= : Mab 138 .16 .32 .21 2.05
4 M , .10 Q4 . Q.56
L Pd + Ma 1% - S .18 ; ;.il ~.§§ 8.28#
. Ppd+Mab 206 .10 .30 .23 2.63*
| ~Pd - Soc 117 .08 .49 .33 5.07%*
3 . Soc 223 -.06  -.44 =31 6.38%x
Lo vIAS R - SELF AND OTHER REPORTS  " ‘
S * SELF-RATING ; ‘ U &
- bM o113 .35 -0l .19 4,19%*
b vy 113 -.26 =29 -.30 10.32
o STAFF RATING , - T
[ DOM 79 .53 32 .45 - 2.40

LoV 79 0 -.81 -.42 -.46 - 0.08

WITH APA DIAGNOSTIC CRITERIA ~ | e
CAPDE - 80 .34 .66 .61 3.36%* .
APD-Rd 176 .32 .63 - .54 5.,06%*
‘NOTE ‘ a. Test of the difference betweeh‘the:correlations of Factor 1 and

-Factor 2 with the given sca]e
b. Data from an 1ndependent sample;
“Ci kAPD d1agnos1s was dec1ded by joint agreement of two raters

d. Approx1mate1y 55% of the samp]e were assessed by two raters, the
rema1nder by one rater on]y

*p < 005 ?*kp < .0001. MMPI Minnesota Multiphasic PérsOnaiity

Inventory. Pd = Psychopathic deviate scale. Ma = Hypomania scale,
- CPL = Ca11forn1a Psycho]og1ca1 Inventory. Soc = Socialization
- scale, : ‘
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