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Abstract 

Previous research has established relationships between the Triarchic model of 

psychopathy, defined by the TriPM, and aggression. However, recent research has suggested 

that the TriPM may be better conceptualised as having seven factors (the septarchic model). 

In a community sample (N = 404), we analysed measures of aggression and rule-breaking 

against the TriPM at the three-factor and seven-factor levels, differentiating by gender. 

Consistent with the septarchic conceptualisation, some factors under each of the three TriPM 

domains showed different relationships to aggression. For instance, the septarchic subscale of 

‘Enjoy Hurting’ associated with all measures of aggression while ‘Callous’ had no or weak 

relationships. The ‘Antisocial’ scale was associated with proactive aggression (but not 

reactive aggression) while the ‘Impulsive’ scale showed the opposite pattern. Few gender 

differences emerged in the relationships between psychopathy and gender. Overall, the 

septarchic model revealed relationships between psychopathy and aggression that are not 

apparent from the triarchic model and thus, may allow a more refined picture of aggression 

and psychopathy. 
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Highlights 

 Unique relationships emerged between 7-factor psychopathy subscales and aggression 

 Enjoy hurting associated with all types of aggression 

 No or weak associations were found between callous and aggression 

 There were few gender differences related to psychopathy 
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1. Introduction 

The triarchic model of psychopathy (TriPM; Patrick et al. 2009) defines psychopathy 

as comprising three domains; Boldness, Meanness and Disinhibition. Boldness represents an 

ability to bounce-back following adversity, calmness under pressure, and high self-

confidence. Meanness reflects cruelty, disdain, and a lack of empathy. Disinhibition 

represents impulsivity, a failure to plan, and focussing on immediate gratification. 

However, recent analysis of the TriPM has suggested that more factors may be  

apparent (Collison et al. 2021). In factor analysis undertaken by Roy et al. (2020), a seven-

factor model emerged. Boldness comprised of three scales: ‘leader’, relating to influencing 

and taking charge, ‘stress immunity’, representing a lack of fear and an ability to bounce 

back, and ‘positive self’, comprising optimism and self-confidence. Tri-PM Meanness 

consisted of two factors: ‘callous’, representing a lack of empathy and sensitivity towards 

others, and ‘enjoy hurting’, reflecting active aggression and cruel behaviours. Disinhibition 

also had two factors: ‘impulsive’, comprising impatience, a lack of planning and instant 

gratification, and ‘antisocial’, covering conning, theft, and irresponsibility. 

If Roy et al.’s (2020) model is correct, it may have implications for previously 

identified relationships between particular TriPM domains, and aggressive and rule-breaking 

behaviours, characteristic of the disorder (Patrick et al., 2009). Meanness and Disinhibition 

scores have consistently emerged as predictors of general, reactive/impulsive, and social 

aggression (Donnellan & Burt, 2016; Gray et al., 2019). Both have also been associated with 

premeditated aggression, and Disinhibition with impulsive aggression (Fernandez et al., 

2019; Gray et al., 2019). Contrastingly, Boldness appears protective for social aggression 

(Donnellan & Burt, 2016) and hostility (Fernandez et al., 2019), but may have unique 

associations with proactive aggression (Gray et al., 2019). Given Roy et al.’s proposed 
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model, some of these associations may be driven by particular septarchic subscales, or the 

subscales may have different external correlates than those identified in the literature.  For 

example, ‘Callous’ and ‘Enjoy Hurting’ might associate differently with different forms of 

aggression despite being grouped under ‘Meanness’ in the TriPM.  Hence, the associations 

that measures of aggression and rule-breaking behaviours have with both the TriPM and its 

septarchic version require exploration.  

The role of gender in the expression of psychopathy has attracted increasing interest 

(e.g., Gray & Snowden, 2016; Moffett et al., 2020). However, many studies report findings 

for mixed-gender samples without taking account of possible gender differences in the 

relationships between psychopathy and aggression (Donnellan & Burt, 2016; Fernandez et 

al., 2019). Where gender-specific analyses for aggressive behaviour have been undertaken, 

they suggest that men are more physically aggressive while women are more socially and 

verbally aggressive (Smith et al., 2020; Wynn et al., 2012). As this research area has received 

relatively little attention, the associations between the septarchic model of psychopathy and 

its behavioural correlates should be explored, alongside investigating whether gender 

differences exist in these associations.  

To address these research gaps and further examine the validity of the septarchic 

psychopathy model, the present study aimed to: (1) replicate the triarchic and septarchic 

factor structures in the study sample, (2) examine whether there is measurement equivalence 

between genders in the two conceptualisations of psychopathy, (3) assess the relationships 

between the scales of psychopathy and measures of aggression for both the three- and seven-

factor models, (4) examine possible gender differences in these relationships. 

2. Material and Methods 
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2.1 Participants 

An opportunistic, community-based, sample was recruited using social media. It was 

advertised as suitable for ages 18-50.  Participants who were not first language English 

speakers were excluded due to reading fluency required for the measures.  

In total, 708 participants were recruited. Those who did not complete all 

questionnaires (n = 287) or who failed any of the attention checks (n = 17) were excluded, 

leaving a remaining sample of N = 404 (258 female). The sample size for both genders 

approached or exceeded that required for point of stability for correlational analysis 

(Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013).   

The sample had a mean age of 29.50 (SD = 9.11).  Participants were White (87.4%), 

Asian or Asian British (5.2%), mixed ethnicity (2.5%) and Black or Black British (1.5%).  

43.3% of the sample held an undergraduate degree, 23.5% held postgraduate qualifications 

and 24.3% held O-Levels, A-Levels or equivalent qualifications. 

XXXXX University College of Human and Health Sciences granted ethical approval 

for the study. Testing took place between June and August 2020. Community participants 

could enter a draw to win one of fifty £20 shopping vouchers. 

2.2 Materials 

2.2.1 Triarchic Psychopathy Measure 

The TriPM (Patrick, 2010) comprises 58 items across three domains: Boldness (19 

items), Meanness (19 items) and Disinhibition (20 items). Participants respond to questions 

on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = true, 2 = mostly true, 3 = mostly false, 4 = false), each scored 

from 0 – 3. Higher domain scores indicate greater levels of that psychopathy facet.   

2.2.2 Reactive and Proactive Aggression 

The Reactive-Proactive Aggression Questionnaire (RPQ; Raine et al., 2006) consists 
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of 23 questions, 12 comprising the proactive aggression scale, and 11 the reactive aggression 

scale. Participants indicate on a three-point Likert scale (0 = never, 1 = sometimes, 2 = often) 

how frequently they undertake various forms of aggressive behaviour.  

2.2.3 Physical Aggression, Social Aggression and Rule Breaking 

The 32-item Subtypes of Antisocial Behaviour questionnaire (STAB; Burt & 

Donnellan, 2009) indexes physical aggression (10 items), social aggression (11 items), and 

rule-breaking (11 items). It uses a five-point Likert scale (1 = never, 2 = hardly ever, 3 = 

sometimes, 4 = frequently, 5 = nearly all the time) to capture how often respondents engaged 

in certain aggressive or rule-breaking behaviours in the past year. 

Each measure included an attention check question, to allow removal of careless 

responders.  

2.3 Procedure 

The study was delivered online with Gorilla Experiment Builder (www.gorilla.sc; 

Anwyl-Irvine et al., 2019). Participants were given study information on-screen and informed 

of their right to withdraw from the research throughout the study without justification. 

Demographic data was collected, participants provided information related to an 

experimental task (not reported here) and completed the TriPM, the RPQ and the STAB. 

They were debriefed on-screen and thanked for participating.  

2.4 Data Analysis 

TriPM scores were converted to septarchic scores (see Roy et al., 2020). Missing 

questionnaire items were prorated using completed subscale scores where less than 25% 

responses were missing. As with Roy et al., latent variable modelling (CFA) tested the data 

fit to the three-factor and seven-factor models. Diagonally weighted least squares estimation 

was used given the ordinal nature of the questionnaire data (Li, 2016). Acceptable model fit 
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was judged by a Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of ≥ .90 and an absolute Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA) index of ≤ .08.   

To test for measurement equivalence between genders, multi-group measurement 

invariance testing was applied using the methods suggested by Van de Schoot et al. (2012).    

The relationship between the two psychopathy models and aggression was assessed 

using two methods: simple zero-order correlations and structural equation models (SEM). All 

analyses were completed in R using lavaan (Rosseel, 2012). 

Possible gender differences in the relationship between psychopathy and aggression 

were tested by profile agreement using the intraclass coefficient correlation (double entry) 

(McCrae, 2008). Individual correlations were compared by Fisher’s r to Z transformations.  

3. Results 

Descriptive statistics and scale reliability analyses are provided in the supplemental 

materials (Table S1). 

3.1 Replicating the three- and seven-factor models 

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were completed for both psychopathy models 

(Table 1). The three-factor CFA provided only a partial fit; the RSMEA reached acceptable 

levels, but the TLI and CFI showed a poor fit. Items on two of the factors demonstrated poor 

loading, including Boldness items 4 and 47, Meanness items 14 and 39, partly consistent with 

Roy et al.’s (2020) findings. 

The seven-factor CFA produced an acceptable fit for all fit indices aside from the 

TLI.  The incremental change in CFI from the three to the seven-factor model was greater 

than .01 suggesting that the seven-factor model was an improvement in fit.  
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3.2 Gender invariance in the three- and seven-factor models 

Table 1 also displays the fit indices for both psychopathy models, separately for men 

and women. The results between genders were similar. The seven-factor model produced 

significantly better fits than the three-factor model. The similarity of fits for both models, 

across genders, suggests a degree of configural invariance (van de Schoot et al., 2012). 

To further test the invariance, the data were fit with a model allowing all parameters 

to be estimated separately by gender. Metric invariance was tested by constraining the factor 

loadings equally across the groups.  For the three-factor model the reduction in fit was 

significant (Δχ2 = 76.19, df = 55, p = .031) demonstrating a lack of metric invariance (Table 

2).  Contrastingly, in the seven-factor model, the test indicated metric invariance between 

genders (Δχ2 = 44.55, df =33, p = .086). Therefore, scalar invariance was tested for the seven-

factor model.  However, this yielded a significant reduction in fit from the metric model (Δχ2 

= 73.68, df = 33, p < .001).  The analysis identified several parameters which should be 

released to establish partial metric invariance: items 44 (Stress Immune), 14, 40 and 45 

(Enjoy Hurting), 15 and 46 (Impulsive), and 24, 34, 43 and 58 (Antisocial).  The study did 

not aim to refine the model, therefore subsequent models were not generated. 

3.3 Associations between the three- and seven-factor models and rule-breaking and 

aggression 

Next, the relationship of each psychopathy model to different types of aggression and 

rule-breaking was examined. Firstly, we used structural equation models (SEM). However, 

this analysis produces estimates of path weights based on the scale once the variance shared 

with the other scales is removed.  Hence, these ‘residualised’ scales are not the same as the 

original construct measured by the TriPM, leading to problems in interpretation (Lynam et 

al., 2006). Therefore, the zero-order coefficients are also reported as recommended by Lynam 

et al.  As these analyses produced a large number of correlations and path weights, we 
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adopted a conservative criterion (α = .001) for significance. 

Results are shown in Tables 3 and 4. For the three-factor model the results were 

similar across all the aggression measures. Boldness was not significantly related to any of 

the measures, while both Meanness and Disinhibition were positively related to aggression 

often with ‘large’ effect sizes. The only exception was the rule-breaking scale of the STAB; 

while Meanness and Disinhibition were positively related at the zero-level correlation, in the 

SEM, Meanness no longer predicted rule-breaking while the association with the 

Disinhibition increased.  

For the seven-factor model, several interesting results emerged.  Firstly, for those 

scales underneath Boldness, Positive-self was negatively associated with measures of 

aggression, with those for Reactive, Physical and Social Aggression being significant (though 

some of these effects were not present in the SEM).  The Stress Immune scale did not show 

any zero-order correlations with the measures of aggression. However, in the SEM it was 

negatively related to Social Aggression. The Leader scale was positively, though weakly, 

associated with Proactive Aggression. 

Both the Callous and Enjoy Hurting subscales underneath TriPM Meanness were 

positively associated with the measures of aggression although the effect sizes for the Callous 

scale were smaller than those for the Enjoy Hurting scale (where there were medium and 

large effect sizes). In the SEM the Callous scale was unrelated to any aggression measures. 

For the Impulsive and Antisocial scales under TriPM Disinhibition, the zero-order 

correlations with aggression were significant and positive for both scales with medium effect 

sizes. However, in the SEM some differences arose. The Impulsive scale was no longer 

predictive of Proactive Aggression (while still being predictive of Reactive Aggression), 

while the Antisocial scale was no longer predictive of Reactive Aggression or Physical 
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Aggression (while remaining predictive of Proactive Aggression). 

3.4 Gender differences in the associations between the three- and seven-factor 

psychopathy model and rule-breaking and aggression 

The data were analysed as in section 3.3 but with separate analyses for men and 

women (Tables 3 and 4) . 

 To examine if the relationship between psychopathy and aggression was the same or 

different for men and women, two analyses were performed. The first looked at overall 

‘profile agreement’. Here, the levels of zero-order correlations between the measures of 

psychopathy and the measures of aggression were compared for men and women. The 

intraclass correlation with double entry (ICCDE) was used as the measure of profile agreement 

with a score > .70 indicating that the profiles were similar (McCrae, 2008). The analysis was 

also repeated using the path weight from the SEM for each of the models. The second 

analysis compared the magnitude for each correlation (or path weight in SEM) for men and 

women between the measures of psychopathy and the measures of aggression. As this 

involved a large number of tests, we adopted a conservative alpha level for significance (α = 

.001).   

The ICCDE for the three-factor model for the zero-order correlations (ICC = .86) and 

path weightings (ICC = .81) suggested high similarity in the pattern of results between men 

and women. The comparison of the correlation coefficients showed only one significant 

result. Boldness was negatively related to Physical Aggression for women but was positively 

related for men. The comparison of the path weighting showed only one significant result. 

Disinhibition had a higher path weighting for Proactive Aggression in men than in women. 

The ICCDE for the seven-factor model for the zero-order correlations (ICC = .83) and 

path weightings (ICC = .73) suggested high similarity in the pattern of results between men 
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and women. The comparison of the correlation coefficients showed only two significant 

results. The Stress Immune scale was negatively related to Physical Aggression for women 

but positively related for men. The Positive Self scale was negatively related to Physical 

Aggression for women, but not for men. The comparison of the path weighting showed no 

significant results.  

4. Discussion 

4.1 Three-factor model 

For the overall sample, the three-factor model showed only a partial fit to the data in 

the CFA (the RMSEA was acceptable whereas the CFI was poor).  This corresponds with 

some previous research (Roy et al., 2020), but not all (Paiva et al., 2020).  Consistent with 

other findings (Donnellan & Burt, 2016; Gray et al. 2019; Paiva et al., 2020), Meanness and 

Disinhibition both related to all forms of aggression measured. They also related to rule-

breaking in the zero-order correlations, but Meanness was not associated with rule-breaking 

in the SEM, probably due to its shared variance with Disinhibition. Interestingly, Boldness 

did not show significant relationships with any of the aggression measures or rule-breaking. 

This differs to previous studies finding positive associations between Boldness and proactive 

or premeditated forms of aggression (Gray et al., 2019; Paiva et al., 2020) but none, or even 

negative associations, with reactive or impulsive aggression (Gray et al., 2019; Paiva et al., 

2020).  

The three-factor model also showed only partial fit when the data were split by 

gender, though the fits were similar in both genders suggesting some configural invariance. 

However, this model did not show metric invariance across the genders which can be 

interpreted as there being different path loadings between the items and scale between men 

and women. The relationship of the factors to aggression and rule-breaking appeared highly 
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similar for both genders. The only notable exception was for Boldness which was positively 

related to Physical Aggression for men but negatively related for women. This difference 

may explain why Boldness was not significantly related to aggression for the whole sample.   

Overall, these findings appear largely consistent with the previous literature on the 

relationships between the TriPM and aggression. 

4.2 Seven-factor model 

The seven-factor model provided a good fit to the data and was significantly better 

than the three-factor model, replicating Roy et al.’s (2020) findings. This was found for men 

and women when analysed separately. There was also metric invariance between genders 

indicating that the path loadings between items and scales was similar across genders. 

However, there was scalar invariance indicating that the intercepts differed between genders. 

Such a difference needs consideration if the data were to show differences in how the scales 

of psychopathy were related to aggression as they are not invariant for men and women.  

The major aim of this study was to examine whether the different subscales of 

psychopathy as defined by the seven-factor model had different relationships to aggression. 

This was the case. For instance, while Boldness showed no relationship to aggression, the 

Positive-Self scale was negatively related to several forms of aggression, while the Leader 

scale was positively related to proactive aggression.  

The two seven-factor scales underneath Meanness also showed different relationships 

to aggression. The Enjoy Hurting scale showed strong relationships to all forms of 

aggression. However, the Callous scale showed weaker relationships for the zero-order 

correlations and was not significant in the SEM.  

Finally, while Disinhibition was associated with all forms of aggression, more 

nuanced results emerged with the seven-factor model. The Antisocial scale was more related 
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to Proactive aggression, while the Impulsive scale was more related to Reactive aggression.  

In the SEM, only the Antisocial scale related to Proactive aggression, and only the Impulsive 

scale related to Reactive aggression. Therefore, the seven-factor model appears to provide a 

more refined view of which of the many psychopathic traits are driving aggressive and rule-

breaking behaviours. 

4.3 Gender Differences in the Relationship between Psychopathy and Aggression 

Overall, little difference emerged in the relationship between psychopathy and 

aggression between genders. However, a conservative alpha (.001) was used to minimise 

Type I errors, possibly increasing Type II errors. The most salient difference was in the 

relationship between Physical Aggression and Boldness, which was negative for women but 

positive for men. This finding also emerged in the seven-factor model as all three scales 

(Leader, Stress Immune, and Positive Self) showed gender differences (the latter two 

significant). Hence, men appear to be more aggressive if they see themselves as leaders. This 

may relate to other results in the domain of self-esteem where self-esteem related to 

perceived rank predicts aggression in young men but not young women (Canning et al., 

2017).  

4.4 Implications 

In this study the seven-factor model has revealed relationships between particular 

psychopathy traits and aggression that are not apparent from the triarchic model.  Further 

research would benefit from validating these findings in other community samples and 

exploring whether similar results emerge in forensic populations.  If they do, particular traits 

could be therapeutically targeted to reduce aggression and associated recidivism in offending 

populations.   

Notably, this study highlights sadistic tendencies as a target area for efforts to reduce 
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aggression.  In the realm of dark personality research, psychopathy and sadism are two of 

four distinct aversive constructs comprising the Dark Tetrad, alongside narcissism and 

Machiavellianism (Paulhus, 2015).  While callousness is a shared attribute, an appetite for 

cruelty is particular to sadism (Paulhus, 2015).  Our findings highlight the substantial 

contribution of such appetitive cruelty in perpetuating acts of aggression, captured in part 

here by the septarchic Enjoy Hurting subscale; it was significantly related to all types of 

aggression, for men, women, and all participants together.  Moreover, of the significant 

subscales for proactive and physical aggression, Enjoy Hurting was most strongly related for 

both.  While cruel behaviours feature in the constellation of psychopathy traits, recent work 

suggests that sadism and psychopathy appear to be related, but separate, constructs 

(O’Connell & Marcus, 2019).  Therefore, further research may wish to consider whether the 

relationship between Enjoy Hurting and aggression reflects sadism and the appetitive cruelty 

particular to the construct, or a feature of psychopathy. 

4.5 Limitations 

The main limitation of this study was the use of self-report measures. The difficulties 

of measuring psychopathy via self-report have been well-rehearsed but allow for gathering 

large amounts of data in community samples. As measuring aggression is also challenging, it 

would be interesting to use behavioural measures of aggression in relation to the TriPM.  The 

second limitation was the use of a community sample. While the TriPM was designed for 

such samples, the same relationships may not appear in forensic samples where the overall 

levels of psychopathy, and aggression, are expected to be much higher.  

4.5 Conclusions 

The septarchic model of the TriPM shows that the original three factors are not 

unidimensional, and the data is better modelled with seven-factors. The data presented here 
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illustrates that these seven-factors show different relationships to aggression than the three-

factor model, hence supporting the validity of using the seven-factor model. The seven-factor 

model also highlights particular traits to target in order to reduce aggression in offending 

populations. 
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Table 1: Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) results for the 3- and 7-factor models, by gender and for all participants. 

Sample Model RMSEA  

[90% CI] 

TLI CFI ΔCFI 

All 3-factor .070 [.067 - .072]  .79 .80  

 7-factor .052 [.048 - .055] .89 .90 .096* 

 

Men 3-factor .056 [.051 - .061] .84 .85  

 7-factor .041 [.031 - .049] .92 .92 .076* 

 

Women 3-factor .069 [.066 - .072] .79 .79  

 7-factor .052 [.046 - .057] .88 .89 .098* 

 

RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, ΔCFI  = change in CFI between 3- and 7-

factor models.  * significant ΔCFI (p < .01). 
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Table 2: Measurement invariance testing between genders 

Model Analysis Model χ2 

 

df RMSEA TLI CFI p 

3-factor Configural invariance (A) 5856.90 3184 .065 [.062 - .067] .80 .81  

 Metric invariance (B) 6287.16 3239 .068 [.066 - .071] .78 .78 .031 

 Scalar invariance (C) 6453.37 3294 .069 [.067 - .072] .78 .78 < .001 

        

7-factor Configural invariance (D) 2102.71 1438 .048 [.043 - .052] .89 .90  

 Metric invariance (E) 2254.71 1471 .051 [.047 - .056] .88 .88 .086 

 Scalar invariance (F) 2320.90 1504 .052 [.048 - .056] .88 .88 <.001 

 

χ2 = chi-square, df = degrees of freedom,  RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, CFI = Comparative Fit Index 
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Table 3: Zero-order coefficients and beta regression weights (standardised) among latent Tri-PM factors and proactive and reactive external correlates, by 

gender and for all participants 

   Proactive Aggression 

 

 Reactive Aggression 

    

Correlations (Spearman’s rho) 

 

Beta Regression Weights 

(Standardised) 

  

Correlations (Spearman’s rho) 

 

Beta Regression Weights 

(Standardised) 

 

   All Women Men All Women Men  All Women Men All Women Men 

 

TriPM Boldness  .11  .03 .16 .11 .06 .14  -.09 -.16* .03  -.10  -.14 .00 

 Meanness  .47*                         .42* .52* .20* .26* .15  .39* .39* .45* .20 .16 .25* 

  Disinhibition  .49* .43* .55* .47* .35* .59* #  .52* .50* .55* .42* .39* .48* 

                

Septarchic Leader  .15* .10 .23* .05 .11 -.04  .01 -.03 .14 .08 .04 .13 

 Stress Immune  .11 .05 .09 .01 -.04 .07  -.06 -.16* .05 -.15 -.14 -.07 

Positive Self  -.07 -.14 .06 -.02 -.12 .04  -.25* -.29* -.11 -.12 -.14 -.13 

 Callous  .20* .11 .25* .01 -.01 .03  .15* .09 .21* -.01 -.04 .08 

 Enjoy Hurting  .51* .46* .54* .36* .40* .29*  .39* .39* .46* .28* .25* .30* 

 Impulsive  .36* .35* .37* .09 .02 .22  .47* .45* .50* .40* .30* .37* 

 Antisocial  .43* .40* .47* .36* .26* .45*  .33* .33* .37* .11 .07 .16 

* differs from zero p < .001 

#  correlation or beta weight differs between genders, p < .001 
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Table 4: Zero-order coefficients and beta regression weights (standardised) among latent Tri-PM factors and physical and social aggression and rule-breaking 

external correlates, by gender and for all participants 

     Sub Types of Antisocial Behaviour Comparison 

 

   Physical Aggression 

 

 Social Aggression  Rule Breaking 

   Correlations (Spearman’s 

rho) 

Beta Regression Weights 

(Standardised) 

 Correlations (Spearman’s rho) Beta Regression Weights 

(Standardised) 

 Correlations (Spearman’s 

rho)) 

Beta Regression 

Weights (Standardised) 

 

   All Wom

en 

Men All Wom

en 

Men  All Wome

n 

Men All Wom

en 

Men  All Wome

n 

Men All Wome

n 

Men 

 

 

TriPM Boldness  

 

.01 -.14* .20*a -.01 -.11 .13  -.10 -.12 -.06 -.06 -.08 -.09  .04 -.06 .04 .04 .03 .13 

 Meanness  .50* .45* .54* .31* .22* .34* 

 

 .45* .42* .51* .31* .28* .36*  .40* .37* .29* .00 .10 -.10 

 Disinhibitio

n 

 .55* .57* .46* .39* .42* .39*  .53* .55* .49* .39* .39* .40*  .54* .53* .53* .61* .53* .70* 

                       

                        

Septarchic Leader 

 

 .06 -.02 .20* .02 -.01 .07  .06 .05 .17 .13 .12 .18  .01 -.06 .03 -.06 -.13 -.03 

 Stress 

Immune 

 .01 -.15* .17*# -.14 -.18 .08  -.11 -.15 -.09 -.24* -.28* -.14  .11 .01 .05 .10 -.03 .16 

Positive 

Self 

 -.17* -.26* .02# -.04 -.06 -.05  -.23* -.25* -.19* -.07 .01 -.21  -.13 -.14 -.15 -.02 .14 -.11 

 Callous  .22* .10 .32* .03 -.07 .16 

 

 .17* .09 .20* .05 .05 .09  .14 .06 .11 -.07 -.04 -.08 

 Enjoy 

Hurting 

 .51* .50* .47* .44* .46* .30*  .43* .44* .44* .36* .36 * .35*  .44* .44* .27* .17 .23* .06 

 Impulsive 

 

 .48* .48* .46* .26* .18 .39*  .45* .45* .41* .22* .20* .24*  .35* .36* .32* .13 .12 .19 

 Antisocial  .33* .41* .20* .08 .18 .03  .40* .38* .42* .21* .24* .19  .51* .50* .49* .52* .54* .51* 
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* differs from zero p < .001 

#  correlation or beta weight differs between genders, p < .001 

 

 


