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The Expanded Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy scale (E-LSRP; Christian & Sellbom, 2016) 

was developed to improve upon the psychometric properties of scores on the Levenson Self-

Report Psychopathy scale (Brinkley et al., 2008; Levenson et al., 1995). Using university and 

community samples, Christian and Sellbom (2016) demonstrated that E-LSRP scores exhibited 

good internal reliability, that a three-factor structure was the best fit for the data, and that 

associations between E-LSRP scale scores and external criteria were supportive of convergent 

and discriminant validity. To date, only one study has attempted to externally validate E-LSRP 

scores (Maheux-Caron et al., 2018). Specifically, results from a community sample demonstrated 

that E-LSRP scores exhibited good internal reliability and provided further support for the 

construct validity of E-LSRP scores. However, the generalizability of these studies’ findings was 

limited by the use of university and community samples, suggesting that it is unknown whether 

these findings are applicable to individuals with higher levels of psychopathy – such those found 

in correctional facility. As such, the current study aimed to address this limitation by 

investigating the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP in a sample of 533 male inmates. 

Results provided support for the reliability (α’s from .75-.88) and construct validity of E-LSRP 



E-LSRP IN A CORRECTIONAL SAMPLE   3 
 

scores. Specifically, Confirmatory factor analysis results demonstrated acceptable fit for a three-

factor model (RMSEA = .070 [.066 - .074]). Additionally, results from Pearson’s r correlations 

and multiple regressions provided evidence supporting the convergent and discriminant validity 

of E-LSRP scores (Convergent: r’s = .30-.65, p < .002; Discriminant: r’s < .30, p > .002). 

Overall, these findings extend Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ 

(2018) findings by establishing that E-LSRP scores demonstrate fidelity in assessing 

psychopathy in correctional settings and thus, may be a useful tool for the detection and 

assessment of psychopathy in these settings. 
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An Investigation into the Construct Validity of Scores on the E-LSRP in a Correctional Sample 

Introduction 

Psychopathy is characterized by a constellation of personality traits that broadly include 

deficits in interpersonal and emotional functioning as well as dysfunctional behavior (Hare & 

Neumann, 2008; Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009; Sellbom, Wygant, & Drislane, 2015). 

Psychopathy often has long-lasting expensive and damaging effects at the individual, societal, 

and occupational levels (Hare & Neumann, 2008; Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger, 2009; Selbom & 

Wygant, 2015; Skeem, Polaschek, Patrick, & Lilienfeld, 2011). Specifically, it has been 

associated with the recidivism of violent and sexual crimes (Hare, McPherson, & Forth, 1988; 

Harris, Rice, & Cormier, 1991; Leistico, Salekin, DeCoster, & Rogers, 2008; Vitacco, Neumann, 

& Pardini, 2014), various types of interpersonal aggression, such as proactive and reactive 

aggression (Cima, & Raine, 2009; Reidy, Shelley-Tremblay, & Lilienfeld, 2011), and a series of 

maladaptive behaviors, such as risky sexual behaviors and substance misuse (Hemphill, Hart, & 

Hare, 1994; Kastner & Sellbom, 2012; Walsh, Allen, & Kosson, 2007). In addition, research also 

suggests that the expensive and damaging effects that relate to psychopathy may also extend to 

the workplace, as psychopathic personality traits have been demonstrated to be associated with 

workplace deviance, counterproductive workplace behaviors, and workplace bullying behaviors 

(Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013; Valentine, Fleischman, & Godkin, 2018). Given the associations that 

have been demonstrated between psychopathic personality traits and tendencies towards 

criminality, interpersonal harm, and workplace deviance, it is evident that there is a need for 

assessment instruments that can accurately and reliably assess an individual’s levels of 

psychopathy.  
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Self-report instruments may pose as a potential solution to this need. Specifically, self-

report instruments allow us to assess constructs, such as psychopathy, in a manner that is not 

only accurate and reliable, but also efficient and economical. Indeed, self-report measures 

provide a unique insight from the test taker and they have been demonstrated to provide 

incremental validity to assessments of a construct when used in conjunction with other forms of 

information (Hare, Neumann, & Mokros, 2018; Meehl, 1959; Sechrest, 1963). In addition, self-

report measures are economical in terms of time and labor to administer and they are often easily 

accessible across a variety of settings (Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, & McCrary, 2018). 

Additionally, despite some concerns that have been raised regarding the utility of self-report 

instruments for constructs that include dishonesty and interpersonal manipulation within their 

core features (like psychopathy) (Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, & McCrary, 2018), previous 

research suggests that individual’s high on psychopathic traits are not more likely to engage in 

impression management or to engage in ‘faking good behaviors’ than individuals lower on these 

clusters of traits (Gamache et al., 2018; Ray et al., 2013; Savard et al., 2017; Verschuere et al., 

2014). Thus, it is clear that self-report instruments are important assessment tools that allow us to 

gather information from individuals in a way that is both timely and cost-effective.   

Given the benefits of employing self-report instruments to assess psychopathic 

personality traits, it should come as no surprise that a well-established literature on self-report 

psychopathy measures has been developed. These include measures such as the Hare Self-Report 

Psychopathy Scale (SRP; Hare, 1985), the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI; Lilienfeld & 

Andrews, 1996), the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010), and the Elemental 

Psychopathy Assessment (EPA; Lynam et al., 2011). While each of these measures are host to a 

considerable body of research, none of them are as commonly researched as the Levenson Self-
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Report Psychopathy Scale (LSRP; Levenson et al., 1995), which makes the LSRP a self-report 

instrument of particular interest for use in assessing psychopathy (Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, & 

McCrary, 2018). The LSRP is a 26-item Likert-type self-report instrument that was developed to 

detect levels of psychopathy in non-institutional samples. Respondents are asked to indicate the 

degree to which they agree with each statement ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly 

agree). The LSRP assesses a two-factor conceptualization of psychopathy, where factor one 

corresponds to Cleckley (1941/1988) and Karpman’s (1948) primary psychopathy and factor two 

corresponds to secondary psychopathy. Specifically, primary psychopathy is psychopathy 

characterized by a general lack of empathy, low levels of negative emotionality, 

disagreeableness, aggression, and fearlessness. Secondary psychopathy is psychopathy 

characterized predominantly by impulsivity, sensation seeing, and antisocial behaviors, such as 

high levels of criminality (Levenson et al., 1995; Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, & McCrary, 

2018).  

Previous research has provided good evidence in support of the convergent and 

discriminant validity of scores on the LSRP. Specifically, scores on the LSRP have been 

demonstrated to align with scores on other measures of self-reported psychopathy, such as the 

PPI (Wilson et al., 2011) and the SRP-4 (Seibert et al., 2011). Additionally, scores on the LSRP 

have demonstrated relations with scores on a variety of measures assessing personality traits 

relevant to both of its factors. Relevant to aspects of primary psychopathy, the LSRP has 

demonstrated positive associations with scores on measures assessing aggression and has 

demonstrated negative associations with scores on measures assessing agreeableness, negative 

emotionality, and self-conscious affect (Levenson et al., 1995; McHoskey et al., 1998; Salekin et 

al., 2014). Relevant to aspects of secondary psychopathy, scores on the LSRP have demonstrated 
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positive relations with scores on measures assessing sensation seeking and criminality (Lynam et 

al., 1999; McKoskey et al., 1998). Each of these studies has also demonstrated that scores on the 

LSRP did not demonstrate associations with scores on measures that were not theoretically 

related (e.g. measures of internalizing related difficulties), providing support for the discriminant 

validity of scores on the LSRP.  

While the findings just discussed provide convincing evidence to support the convergent 

and discriminant validity of scores on the LSRP, researchers have questioned the reliability of 

scores on the LSRP Factor Two subscale (Brinkley et al., 2008; Christian & Sellbom, 2016; 

Levenson et al., 1995; Lynam, Whiteside, & Jones, 1999; Sellbom, 2011). Specifically, the 

Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability estimates for scores on the LSRP factor two subscale 

generally range between .60 - .70, which does not meet the typical minimum standards for scales 

developed for used for research or applied purposes (Clark & Watson, 1995; Nunnally, 1978). 

Furthermore, given that reliability estimates necessarily set the upper limit for the magnitude of a 

scale scores’ validity estimates (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2009), these internal reliability estimates 

for scores on the LSRP factor two subscale lend further concern to the overall validity of scores 

on this subscale.   

In addition to the concerns expressed regarding reliability estimates for scores on the 

LSRP factor two subscale, others have questioned whether the LSRP was best represented by a 

two or a three-factor structure (Brinkley et al., 2008; Brinkley, Schmitt, Smith, & Newman, 

2001). Indeed, several studies demonstrated superior fit for a three-factor LSRP structure that 

included 19 of the measure’s original 26 items (Brinkley et al., 2008; Salekin et al., 2014; 

Sellbom, 2011). The three-factor structure demonstrated in these studies aligned more closely 

with Cooke and Michie’s (2001) interpersonal, affective, and behavioral model of psychopathy, 
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rather than the primary/secondary model of psychopathy presented earlier. Specifically, within 

the three-factor structure it appeared that the first factor, ‘egocentric’, encapsulated the 

interpersonal, narcissistic, Machiavellian, and antagonistic components of psychopathy 

(Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Few, Miller, & Lynam, 2013; Salekin et al., 2014; Sellbom, 2011). 

The second factor, ‘callous’, seemed to encapsulate the affective, diminished empathy, fearless, 

and cold-hearted components of psychopathy (Anderson, Sellbom, Wygant, & Edens, 2013; 

Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Salekin et al., 2014; Sellbom, 2011). Finally, the third factor, 

‘antisocial’, appeared to encapsulate the behavioral components of psychopathy associated with 

impulsivity, violence history, and antisocial behaviors (Brinkley et al., 2008; Christian & 

Sellbom, 2016; Salekin et al., 2014; Sellbom, 2011). 

While the new three-factor structure of the LSRP demonstrated superior fit to the two-

factor structure, subsequent work investigating scores on the LSRP called into question the 

reliability as well as the construct validity of scores on the shortened 19-item version of this 

measure. Specifically, reliability estimates for scores on the callous and antisocial subscales were 

low, often around .60 in university and correctional samples (Anderson et al., 2013; Brinkley et 

al., 2008; Few, Miller, & Lynam, 2013; Sellbom, 2011; Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, & McCrary, 

2018; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). Additionally, the presence of associations between scores on 

the callous subscale and scores on measures of empathy were inconsistent (Salekin et al., 2014). 

Further, contrary to theoretical expectations, scores on the callous subscale demonstrated 

positive associations with scores on measures of fearfulness and negative emotionality (Few et 

al., 2013; Salekin et al., 2014). Finally, scores on the antisocial subscale demonstrated 

associations with scores on measures of distress, negative emotionality, and fearfulness that were 
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of a higher magnitude than would be expected, leading Sellbom (2011) to suggest that there was 

an oversaturation of these elements within this scale.  

Given the persisting limitations of scores on the 19-item three-factor version of the 

LSRP, Christian and Sellbom (2016) aimed to expand the item content of the callous and 

antisocial subscales in an attempt to improve both the internal reliability estimates and construct 

validity of scores on this instrument. Specifically, in a two-study design, Christian and Sellbom 

(2016) first used a university sample to expand upon the item content of the LSRP via a 

combination of researcher generated items, items from self-report psychopathy measures, and 

items from measures assessing constructs relevant to psychopathy, such as callousness. They 

added 16 new items to the existing items on the 19-item LSRP. Seven of these items were 

generated by Christian and Sellbom (2016) in an attempt to expand upon the construct coverage 

currently provided by the antisocial and callous subscales, three of these items were directly 

copied from other measures, and six of these items were paraphrased from other measures. The 

addition of these 16 items resulted in a final 36-item Expanded-Levenson Self-Report 

Psychopathy Scale (E-LSRP; Christian & Sellbom, 2016).  

After adding items to create the E-LSRP, Christian and Sellbom (2016) used a second 

sample recruited from the community to assess the reliability and construct validity of this 

scale’s scores. Specifically, to assess the reliability of E-LSRP scores, they calculated 

Cronbach’s alpha, average item intercorrelations, and McDonald’s omega estimates for scores on 

each of the subscales. Additionally, to assess the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP they 

examined the factor structure of the measure as well as correlations demonstrated between scores 

on the E-LSRP and scores on theoretically relevant collateral measures. Overall, results 

suggested the authors were successful in their attempt to improve the internal reliability 
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estimates and the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP. Specifically, Christian and Sellbom 

(2016) found increased internal reliability estimates for scores on the E-LSRP when compared to 

scores on the 19-item LSRP. This was evidenced by the fact that total E-LSRP scores 

demonstrated internal consistency reliability estimates equal to .88, E-LSRP egocentric scores 

demonstrated internal consistency reliability estimates equal to .82, E-LSRP callous scores 

demonstrated internal consistency reliability estimates equal to .79, and E-LSRP antisocial 

scores demonstrated internal consistency reliability estimates equal to .76. These internal 

consistency reliability estimates were considerably higher than those demonstrated by scores on 

the 19-item LSRP which were .83, .82, .61, and .56, respectively.  

Additionally, Christian and Sellbom (2016) found that a three-factor structure 

representing ‘egocentric’, ‘callous’, and ‘antisocial’ factors was an optimal fit for their data. 

Specifically, they found that after modifying their confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model (as 

directed by model modification indices) to allow for the correlations of item residuals in cases 

where the items 1) appeared within the same factor or 2) shared a meaningful conceptual relation 

beyond their shared underlying latent factor, a three-factor solution was superior to both a one 

and two-factor solution (i.e., root mean-square error of approximation’s [RMSEA’s] = .057, 

.063, and .068 for the three, two, and one factor models, respectively). Additionally, they found 

that the three-factor CFA solution from the E-LSRP demonstrated superior indices of model fit 

when compared to the 19-item LSRP (i.e., RMSEA = .057 for E-SLRP scores and RMSEA = 

.069 for 19-item LSRP scores). Thus, this provided further support for the three-factor structure 

of the E-LSRP and suggested that the E-LSRP was indeed an improvement upon the 19-item 

LSRP.  



E-LSRP IN A CORRECTIONAL SAMPLE   12 
 

In further support of the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP, results from 

Christian and Sellbom’s (2016) secondary study demonstrated that E-LSRP total scores were 

positively associated with total scores and with scores on the meanness and disinhibition 

subscales from another measure of psychopathy (r’s ranging from .56 to .72).  Results also 

suggested that E-LSRP subscale scores demonstrated theoretically expected relations with scores 

on collateral measures. Specifically, scores on the E-LSRP egocentric subscale demonstrated 

theoretically expected positive associations with scores on a measure of narcissism (r = .26). 

Additionally, scores on the E-LSRP callous subscale were negatively associated with scores on 

measures assessing constructs such as fearfulness and empathy (r’s ranging from -.25 to -.62) 

and were positively associated with scores on measures assessing meanness (r = .67). Lastly, 

scores on the E-LSRP antisocial subscale were positively associated with scores on measures 

assessing constructs such as impulsivity, sensation seeking, disinhibition, antisocial behaviors, 

and negative emotionality (r’s ranging from .19 to .64). Additionally, they found that scores on 

the E-LSRP antisocial subscale demonstrated associations with scores on measures of negative 

emotionality and distress to a lesser magnitude than scores on measures assessing impulsivity, 

sensation seeking, and antisocial behaviors (r’s ranging from .08 to .44 with scores on measures 

of negative emotionality and r’s ranging from .19 to .64 with scores on measures of impulsivity, 

sensation seeking, and antisocial behaviors). As such, this finding suggested that there was no 

longer an oversaturation of distress and negative emotionality being assessed by scores on the 

antisocial subscale of the E-LSRP. Overall, Christian and Sellbom’s (2016) results suggest that 

scores on the E-LSRP demonstrate improved internal consistency reliability estimates and 

provide good evidence of construct validity when compared to earlier iterations of the measure.     
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To date, only one study has attempted to replicate Christian and Sellbom’s (2016) 

findings regarding E-LSRP scores. Specifically, Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018) conducted 

an examination of the construct validity of scores on a French-adapted version of the E-LSRP 

using a sample of 432 French Canadian participants from the community. Their study had 

several goals. First, they aimed to adapt the E-LSRP for use in the French language. Second, they 

aimed to investigate the reliability and construct validity of scores on the French-adapted version 

of the E-LSRP by examining Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability estimates, the E-LSRP’s factor 

structure, and a series of correlations demonstrated between scores on the E-LSRP and scores on 

theoretically relevant collateral measures. Third, they aimed to compare the psychometric 

properties of the French-adapted E-LSRP with those of the 19-item French-adapted LSRP.  

After successfully adapting a French version of the E-LSRP (see Maheux-Caron and 

colleagues [2018] for specific details regarding this process), results from their investigation into 

the reliability of scores on the E-LSRP demonstrated that the improved internal consistency 

reliability estimates found for E-LSRP scores by Christian and Sellbom (2016) were maintained. 

Specifically, Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency reliability estimates for total scale scores in 

this sample were equal to .88, estimates for egocentric scores were equal to .84, estimates for 

callous scores were equal to .77, and estimates for antisocial scores were equal to .81. 

Furthermore, results from their investigation into the factor structure of scores on the E-LSRP 

suggested that, after allowing for the residuals of specified items to correlate (according to 

guidelines set forth by Christian and Sellbom [2016]), CFA and exploratory structural equation 

modeling (ESEM) results from Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ (2018) study demonstrated that a 

three-factor structure was an adequate to good fit for the data (CFA: RMSEA = .063; ESEM: 
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RMSEA = .053). Thus, their results further supported the three-factor egocentric, callous, and 

antisocial structure examined by Christian and Sellbom (2016).  

Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ (2018) investigation into the convergent and discriminant 

validity of scores on the E-LSRP provided strong evidence of both convergent and discriminant 

validity. Specifically, scores on the egocentric subscale demonstrated theoretically expected 

positive associations with scores on measures assessing narcissism and Machiavellianism (r’s 

ranging from .35 to .65). Additionally, scores on the callous subscale demonstrated theoretically 

expected negative associations with scores on measures assessing empathy and personal distress 

(r’s ranging from .19 to .74). Finally, scores on the antisocial subscale demonstrated theoretically 

expected positive associations with scores on measures assessing impulsivity and substance use 

(r’s ranging from .23 to .70) and demonstrated negative associations with scores on measures 

assessing cognitive empathy (r’s ranging from -.18 to -.36). However, scores on the antisocial 

subscale were more strongly associated with scores on a measure of vulnerable pathological 

narcissism when compared to scores on the egocentric scale. While unexpected, the authors 

posited that this may be due to a conceptual overlap between the constructs of egocentricity and 

antisociality (as assessed by the E-LSRP) and the construct of vulnerable narcissism (VN) (as 

assessed by the Pathological Narcissism Inventory [PNI; Schoenleber, Roche, Wetzel, Pincus, & 

Roberts, 2015]). Specifically, they suggested that this may be because VN contains components 

of both egocentricity (i.e., an underlying sense of self-entitlement [Dickinson & Pincus, 2003; 

Pincus & Lukowitsky, 2010]) and antisociality (i.e., anger-hostility and reactive aggression 

[Krizan & Johar, 2015]). Despite this unexpected finding, the authors concluded that their results 

generally provided overarching support for the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP.  
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Lastly, in their investigation comparing the psychometric properties of the French-

adapted E-LSRP and the French-adapted 19-item LSRP,  Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018) 

concluded that scores on the E-LSRP provided incremental convergent validity above and 

beyond scores demonstrated by the 19-item LSRP. This is because model fit statistics 

demonstrated for scores on the E-LSRP were superior to those demonstrated for scores on the 

19-item LSRP (RMSEA = .063 for E-LSRP scores versus RMSEA = .079 for 19-item LSRP 

scores). Additionally, the magnitude of associations demonstrated between E-LSRP scores and 

scores on measures of theoretically related collateral measures (described earlier) were higher 

than the magnitude of scores demonstrated by 19-item LSRP scores (r’s for E-LSRP scores 

ranged from -.10 to .70 and r’s for LSRP scores ranged from .11 to .67). 

Current Study 

Taken as a whole, the results demonstrated by Christian and Sellbom (2016) and 

Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018) have provided strong evidence for the utility of the E-

LSRP as a measure of psychopathy. However, it is important to note that their findings were 

limited by the use of university and community samples. This is a limitation because relying on 

the use of these samples could restrict the generalizability of both studies’ findings to individuals 

with higher levels of psychopathy. Previous research has suggested that individuals with high 

levels of psychopathic personality traits have been estimated to comprise approximately 15-20% 

of incarcerated samples (Hare, 1996). Thus, extending these findings to individuals in a 

correctional sample could assist in supporting the validity of this measure’s scores in populations 

with higher base rates of psychopathy. Therefore, the current study aimed to further investigate 

the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP in individuals in a correctional setting.  
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Based on the research described above, several hypotheses were generated to investigate 

the construct validity of scores on the E-SLRP. These hypotheses are listed below.  

Internal Consistency 

1) Given that results from Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ 

(2018) studies demonstrated a pattern of internal consistency reliability estimates where 

total and egocentric scores were the highest and callous and antisocial scores were the 

lowest, I hypothesized that internal consistency reliability estimates in this sample would 

demonstrate a similar pattern of results.    

Factor Structure 

2) Given that results from Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ 

(2018) studies demonstrated that a three-factor structure best fit scores on the E-LSRP, I 

hypothesized that a three-factor structure would provide good to acceptable fit for scores 

on the E-LSRP in the current sample. 

Convergent Validity 

3) Given that total E-LSRP scores have previously demonstrated associations with scores on 

other measures assessing psychopathy (Christian & Sellbom, 2016) as well as scores on 

measures related to psychopathy (i.e., scores on scales assessing narcissism, meanness, 

disinhibition, antisocial behaviors, etc.; Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Maheux-Caron et al., 

2018), I hypothesized that total E-LSRP scores would demonstrate significant and 

meaningful (p < .05, r ≥ .30; Cohen 1988) positive associations with scores on collateral 

measures assessing psychopathy as well as scores on collateral scales assessing 

constructs related to psychopathy.  
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4) Given that egocentric subscale scores have previously demonstrated associations with 

scores on other measures assessing grandiose types of narcissism (Christian & Sellbom, 

2016; Maheux-Caron et al., 2018), I hypothesized that E-LSRP egocentric subscale 

scores would demonstrate a significant and meaningful positive association with scores 

on a measure of grandiose narcissism. Additionally, I hypothesized that egocentric 

subscale scores would predict scores on this measure with a higher magnitude than scores 

on the callous or antisocial subscales. 

5) Given that callous subscale scores have previously demonstrated associations with scores 

on other measures assessing meanness (Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Maheux-Caron et al., 

2018), I hypothesized that callous subscale scores would demonstrate a significant and 

meaningful positive association with scores on a measure assessing meanness. 

Additionally, I hypothesized that callous subscale scores would predict scores on this 

measure with a higher magnitude than scores on the egocentric or antisocial subscales.  

6) Given that antisocial subscale scores have previously demonstrated associations with 

scores on other measures assessing disinhibition, a history of antisocial behaviors, 

distress, negative emotionality, and vulnerable narcissism (Christian & Sellbom, 2016; 

Maheux-Caron et al., 2018), I hypothesized that E-LSRP antisocial subscale scores would 

demonstrate significant and meaningful positive associations with scores on measures 

assessing disinhibition, a history of antisocial behaviors, emotional distress, anger related 

to negative emotionality, and vulnerable narcissism. Additionally, I hypothesized that 

antisocial subscale scores would predict scores on these measures with a higher 

magnitude than scores on the egocentric or callous subscales.  

Discriminant Validity 
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7) Given that psychopathy is not related to internalizing disorders, I hypothesized that total 

E-LSRP scores as well as scores on all three of the E-LSRP subscales would not 

demonstrate significant or meaningful relations with scores on scales assessing common 

symptoms of internalizing disorders, such as insomnia, lethargy, panic, and avoidance 

(among others).   

Method 

Participants 

The current study’s sample consisted of 533 adult male incarcerated offenders from a 

midwestern correctional facility. Participants were mostly Caucasian (51%, 33% Black, 16% 

Another race), between the ages of 18 and 98 (M = 33, SD = 9.74), and most identified their level 

of education as equivalent to a high school diploma or GED (36.2%, 26.8% some college, 25% 

no high school diploma or equivalent, 8.3% unknown, 3.6% bachelor’s degree or higher-level 

education). To account for measurement invariance, I excluded cases where individuals did not 

answer 10% or more of a measure’s item content. This resulted in a final sample of 393 

participants. Within this final sample, the majority of participants still identified their race as 

White (55%, 30%, Black, 15% Another race), their ages still ranged between 18 and 98 (M = 

33.41, SD =10.24), and the majority of participants still identified their level of education as 

predominantly equivalent to a high school diploma or GED (37.4%, 29.1% some college, 22.1% 

no high school diploma or equivalent, 7.10% unknown, 4.30% bachelor’s degree or higher-level 

education).  

Chi-square and t-test analyses were conducted to ensure that there were no significant 

differences in case validity by sample demographic variables. Specifically, Chi-square difference 

tests were conducted to examine whether there were significant differences in case validity by 



E-LSRP IN A CORRECTIONAL SAMPLE   19 
 

the sample’s race and education level. Results from these analyses demonstrated that there were 

no significant differences in case validity by race (χ2 (3) = 9.19, p > .05) or education level (χ2(5) 

= 13.14,  p > .05). Additionally, a t-test was conducted to examine whether there were significant 

differences in case validity by sample age. Results from this analysis demonstrated that there 

were no significant differences in case validity by age (t(439) = -1.61, p > .05). Furthermore, 

given the realities of data collected from a naturalistic setting, the current sample’s n varied 

throughout the data analysis process, as some participants failed to complete all measures in the 

study. As such, n’s deviating from the total study valid cases sample of 393 are reported where 

necessary. 

Procedure 

 Data for the current study was archival. The original data were collected as a part of a 

larger study conducted by researchers at Eastern Kentucky University (EKU) and the Ohio 

Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. The initial study’s aim was to examine the 

construct validity of scores on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2-Restructured 

Form (MMPI-2-RF; Ben-Porath & Tellegen 2008/2011; Tellegen & Ben-Porath, 2008/2011) in a 

correctional sample. As a part of this larger study, participants completed the E-LSRP as well as 

a series of collateral measures (see Appendix A) in the span of one testing session. Standards for 

the ethical collection of data were followed and the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at EKU 

and the corresponding body at the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction reviewed 

and approved the larger study. As part of the original study’s informed consent, participants 

provided permission for their data to be anonymously archived and used in future studies.  Ball 

State University’s IRB approved use of the archival data for use in the current study.  

Measures 
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 The following are descriptions of measures used in the current study. Specific hypotheses 

made between E-LSRP scale scores and collateral scale scores can be seen in Table 4. 

Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency reliability estimates for scores on measures in this sample 

are provided in Table 1.  

Expanded Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Questionnaire (E-LSRP; Christian & Sellbom, 

2016; Levenson et al., 1995)  

The E-LSRP, as well as evidence supporting the reliability and construct validity of its 

scores, was described in the introduction earlier.     

Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010) 

The TriPM is a 58-item Likert-type self-report inventory assessing an individual’s levels 

of psychopathic personality traits according to the Triarchic Model of Psychopathy (Patrick, 

Fowles, & Krueger, 2009). The TriPM consists of three subscales assessing individuals’ levels of 

meanness, boldness, and disinhibition, as well as a total score. Previous research has provided 

support for the construct validity of scores on the TriPM by demonstrating associations between 

TriPM scores and scores on other measures of psychopathic personality traits (i.e., aggression, 

impulsivity, etc.) (Drislane et al., 2014; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013).  

Antisocial Behavior Questionnaire (ABQ; Sellbom & Verona, 2004; Sellbom et al., 2012) 

The ABQ is a 16-item self-report checklist that assesses engagement in various antisocial 

behaviors. Scores on the ABQ are summed to obtain a total score, where higher scores on the 

ABQ reflect greater engagement in antisocial behaviors. Scores on the ABQ have been 

associated with scores on other measures assessing a variety of antisocial behaviors (i.e., 

substance use, history of criminal behaviors, etc.) (Kastner & Sellbom, 2012; Wall et al., 2013).  

Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale (NGS; Rosenthal, Hooley, & Steshenko, 2007) 
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The NGS is a 16-item Likert-type self-report measure used to assess grandiose 

narcissism. Scores on the NGS can be summed to obtain a total score, where higher scores are 

indicative of higher levels of grandiose narcissistic personality traits. Scores on the NGS have 

demonstrated evidence of construct validity by demonstrating associations with scores on other 

measures of narcissism (Miller, Gentile, Wilson, & Campbell, 2013).  

Hypersensitive Narcissism Scale (HSNS; Hendin & Cheek, 1997) 

The HSNS is a 20-item Likert-type self-report measure that assesses core aspects of 

vulnerable narcissism (i.e., hypersensitivity, anxious self-preoccupation, emotional distress, etc.). 

Scores on the HSNS are summed to obtain a total score, where higher scores on the HSNS reflect 

greater levels of vulnerable narcissistic personality traits. Scores on the HSNS have 

demonstrated evidence of construct validity through associations with scores on other measures 

of narcissism as well as scores on measures of theoretically relevant personality traits (i.e., 

hypersensitivity, anxious self-preoccupation, emotional distress, etc.) (Arble, 2008).  

Inventory of Depression and Anxiety Symptoms - Second Version (IDAS-II; Watson, 2011) 

The IDAS-II is a 99-item Likert-type self-report inventory that assess a variety of 

internalizing symptomology. The IDAS-II is comprised of 15 subscales: dysphoria, well-being, 

insomnia, lassitude, panic, ill-temper, suicidality, traumatic intrusions, traumatic avoidance, 

appetite loss, appetite gain, ordering, mania, checking, and euphoria. Scores on the IDAS-II have 

demonstrated evidence of construct validity through their associations with scores on other 

measures assessing a variety of symptoms related to depression and anxiety (Stasik-O’Brien et 

al., 2018; Watson et al., 2007).  

Data Analyses 



E-LSRP IN A CORRECTIONAL SAMPLE   22 
 

To examine the reliability of scores on the E-LSRP, Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability 

estimates were calculated for E-LSRP total, egocentric, callous, and antisocial scores. In an 

effort to examine the model fit of the E-LSRP’s three-factor structure, a CFA with mean and 

variance adjusted weighted least squares (WLSMV) estimation was used, as the item 

distributions were ordered and categorical (Brown, 2015; Muthén & Muthén, 2010). Global 

model fit was evaluated using standard fit indices. Specifically, RMSEA values less than or 

equal to.06 indicated good model fit, RMSEA values between .061 and .079 indicated acceptable 

model fit, and RMSEA values greater than or equal to .08 indicated poor model fit (Browne & 

Cudeck, 1992; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). 

Additionally, standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) values of .08 or lower indicated 

good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Further, given the sample size of the current data set, Chi-

square (χ2) tests of significance are reported but not interpreted, as they were likely not good 

indicators of model fit (Brown, 2015). Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis Index 

(TLI) values were not reported, as a calculation of the RMSEA of the null model demonstrated 

that this value was less than .158, meaning that these values would not be able to reach an 

adequate level of fit even with an RMSEA value that demonstrated acceptable fit (Kenny, 2014). 

Differences in global model fit between nested models were compared using the DIFFTEST 

function in MPlus. Local model fit was evaluated by examining both the inter-factor correlations 

and the magnitude of the item loadings onto their specified factors. Item loadings of .30 or higher 

were considered meaningful (Christian & Sellbom, 2016). Finally, all CFA analyses were 

conducted using MPlus version 7.31 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015).  

A series of Pearson’s r correlations and multiple regressions were conducted to examine 

the associations between scores on the E-LSRP and scores on collateral measures. Multiple 
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regression analyses were only conducted if a moderate to large significant correlation was 

demonstrated between E-LSRP subscale scores and scores on collateral measures. Due to the 

large number of analyses conducted, a Bonferroni correction was applied to both the correlation 

and multiple regression analyses. This resulted in a significance value of p < .002 (.05 / 21) for 

statistical significance in correlation coefficient interpretations and a significance value of p < 

.007 (.05 / 7) for statistical significance in multiple regression interpretations. Additionally, in an 

effort to account for shared method variance between scores across self-report measures 

(Campbell & Fiske, 1959), only statistically significant and meaningful results (i.e., results of a 

moderate effect size: r ≥ .30; R2 ≥ .13; Cohen, 1988) were interpreted. Furthermore, comparisons 

of the E-LSRP subscale scores’ magnitudes of prediction in the multiple regression analyses 

were evaluated first by comparing the standardized regression coefficients (β) for scores on each 

subscale in each model. Within these models, higher standardized regression coefficients equated 

to stronger prediction magnitudes. Second, to determine whether differences in magnitude 

between standardized regression coefficients were significant, comparisons between 

hypothesized regression coefficients were conducted using the ‘linearHypothesis’ function from 

the ‘car’ package in RStudio (RStudio Team, 2019). Due to the large number of significance 

tests conducted, a Bonferroni correction was calculated and applied to interpretations of 

significance. This resulted in a significance value of p < .004 (.05 / 14) for significance in 

differences between regression coefficients. All correlation and multiple regression analyses 

were conducted using RStudio (RStudio Team, 2019).  

Results 

Internal Consistency 
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 Results from Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency reliability estimates are presented in 

Table 1. Overall, results from these analyses supported hypothesis one that internal consistency 

reliability estimates in this sample would demonstrate a similar pattern of results to those 

presented by Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018). 

Specifically, as seen in Table 1, Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency reliability estimates were 

highest for E-LSRP total and egocentric scores (.88 and .83, respectively) and were lowest for 

callous and antisocial scores (.75 and .80, respectively).  

Factor Structure 

 Results from confirmatory factor analyses are presented in Tables 2 and 3. Two models 

were tested for factor analyses: an initial CFA with three correlated factors (Model 1) and a 

modified CFA with three correlated factors allowing for correlations between residuals (Model 

2). A test of improvement in model fit between these nested models was conducted.   

Overall, results supported hypothesis two, that a three-factor structure would demonstrate 

acceptable model fit. Specifically, global fit for Model 1 was associated with acceptable model 

fit statistics (see Table 3). Given the adequate global fit of Model 1, modification indices were 

consulted in an effort to determine whether correlations between item residuals would improve 

model fit, as they did for the CFA analyses conducted by both Christian and Sellbom (2016) and 

Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018). Item residuals were allowed to correlate according to two 

criteria: 1) if they belonged to the same factor (as set forth by Christian and Sellbom [2016] and 

Maheux-Caron and colleagues [2018]) and 2) if they were conceptually related beyond that 

explained by their shared latent factor (i.e., nonplanfullness, antagonism, etc.) (as set forth by 

Christian and Sellbom [2016], and Maheaux-Caron and colleagues [2018]). According to the 

latter criteria, the residuals for item pairs 7 and 6 and 5 and 8 on the egocentric factor were 
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allowed to correlate. Additionally, the residuals for item pairs 16 and 12, 17 and 15, 19 and 18, 

and 21 and 16 on the callous factor were allowed to correlate. Finally, the residuals for item pairs 

28 and 27, 33 and 32, 35 and 30, 32 and 30, 34 and 32, and 24 and 26 on the antisocial factor 

were allowed to correlate. These modifications resulted in Model 2, which demonstrated 

acceptable global model fit statistics that were a significant improvement upon those seen in 

Model 1 (see Table 3 for model fit statistics and DIFFTEST χ2 change).  

In terms of local fit, correlations between the latent factors were as follows: callous with 

egocentric: r = .67, antisocial with egocentric: r = .73, antisocial with callous r = .58. 

Additionally, as seen in Table 2, with the exception of one item (item 31 “I usually can't keep out 

of trouble for too long” [λ = .224]), all egocentric, callous, and antisocial items loaded 

significantly and meaningfully onto their respective factor, providing good evidence of local 

model fit.  

Convergent Validity 

Results from Pearson’s r correlations and multiple regressions between scores on the E-

LSRP and scores on collateral measures are presented in Tables 4, 5, and 6. Results for total E-

LSRP scale scores generally supported hypothesis three that total E-LSRP scores would 

demonstrate significant and meaningful positive associations with scores on collateral measures 

assessing psychopathy scores as well as scores on collateral scales assessing constructs relevant 

to psychopathy. Specifically, as seen in Table 4, there were significant moderate to large positive 

associations demonstrated between total E-LSRP scores and aspects of psychopathy assessed by 

scores on other measures of psychopathy, vulnerable narcissism, and anger related to negative 

emotionality (r’s ranging from .35 with HSNS scores to r = .65 with TriPM meanness scores). 

However, unexpectedly, there were no significant or meaningful associations demonstrated 
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between E-LSRP total scores and scores on a measure of grandiose narcissism (r = .16 with NGS 

scores) or distress (r = .19 with IDAS-II dysphoria scores).  

Results for E-LSRP egocentric subscale scores supported hypothesis four that E-LSRP 

egocentric subscale scores would demonstrate a significant and meaningful positive association 

with scores on a measure of grandiose narcissism and that scores on this subscale would predict 

scores on this measure with a higher magnitude than scores on the callous or antisocial subscales. 

Specifically, as seen in Table 4, there was a significant moderate positive relation demonstrated 

between E-LSRP egocentric subscale scores and scores on a measure of grandiose narcissism (r 

= .30 with NGS scores). Further, results from a multiple regression analysis demonstrated that 

scores on the egocentric subscale significantly predicted scores on this scale with a higher 

magnitude (β = .31, p’s < .004) than scores on either the callous (β = .01) or antisocial subscales 

(β = -.17) (see Tables 5 and 6).    

In addition to our hypothesized relations, scores on the egocentric subscale also demonstrated 

a significant large positive association with scores on a measure of meanness (r = .50 with 

TriPM meanness scores) and a significant moderate positive association with scores on a 

measure of disinhibition (r = .31 with TriPM disinhibition scores; see Table 4). However, results 

of multiple regression analyses suggested that callous scores (β  = .36, p < .004), not egocentric 

scores (β = .24), were the strongest predictor of meanness scores, as hypothesized (see Tables 5 

and 6). Additionally, results of multiple regression analyses suggested that antisocial scores (β = 

.53, p < .004), not egocentric scores (β = .06),  were the strongest predictor of disinhibition 

scores, as hypothesized (see Tables 5 and 6).  

Results for E-LSRP callous subscale scores supported hypothesis five that callous 

subscale scores would demonstrate significant and meaningful positive associations with scores 
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on a measure assessing meanness and that scores on this subscale would predict scores on this 

measure with a higher magnitude than scores on the egocentric or antisocial subscales. 

Specifically, as seen in Table 4, there was a significant and large positive association 

demonstrated between scores on the callous subscale and scores on a measure of meanness (r = 

.55 with TriPM meanness scores). Furthermore, results from a multiple regression analysis 

demonstrated that scores on the E-LSRP callous subscale significantly predicted scores on this 

scale with a higher magnitude (β = .36, p’s < .004) than scores on the egocentric (β = .24) or 

antisocial (β = .24) subscales (see Tables 5 and 6).  

Results for E-LSRP antisocial subscale scores supported hypothesis six that E-LSRP 

antisocial subscale scores would demonstrate significant and meaningful positive associations 

with scores on measures assessing disinhibition, a history of antisocial behaviors, emotional 

distress, anger related to negative emotionality, and vulnerable narcissism, and that scores on this 

subscale would predict scores on these measures with a higher magnitude than scores on the 

egocentric or callous subscales. Specifically, as seen in Table 4, there were significant moderate 

and large associations demonstrated between scores on the E-LSRP antisocial subscale and 

scores on measures assessing a history of antisocial behaviors, emotional distress, anger related 

to negative emotionality, vulnerable narcissism, and disinhibition (r’s ranging from .36 with 

IDAS-II dysphoria scores to .56 with TriPM disinhibition scores). Furthermore, results from 

multiple regression analyses demonstrated that scores on the antisocial subscale significantly 

predicted scores on these scales with a higher magnitude (βABQ = .41; βIDAS-II Dysphoria = .42; βIDAS-

II ill-temper = .40; βHSNS = .33; βTriPM Disinhibition = .53, p’s < .004)  than scores on the egocentric (βABQ 

= .08; βIDAS-II dysphoria = -.09; βIDAS-II ill-temper = .03; βHSNS = .17; βTriPM Disinhibition = .06)  or callous 
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(βABQ = .05; βIDAS-II dysphoria = -.05; βIDAS-II ill-temper = .08; βHSNS = -.07; βTriPM Disinhibition = .01) 

subscales (see Tables 5 and 6).  

In addition to our hypothesized relations, scores on the antisocial subscale demonstrated a 

significant moderate positive association with scores on a measure of meanness (r = .44 TriPM 

meanness scores; see Table 4). However, results of a multiple regression analysis suggested that 

callous scores (β = .36, p < .004), not antisocial scores (β = .24), were the strongest predictor of 

meanness scores, as hypothesized (see Tables 5 and 6).  

Discriminant Validity 

Results for E-LSRP total, egocentric, callous, and antisocial scores generally supported 

hypothesis seven that total E-SLRP scores, as well as scores on all three of the E-LSRP 

subscales, would not demonstrate significant or meaningful relations with scores on scales 

assessing common symptoms of internalizing disorders. Specifically, as seen in Table 4, E-LSRP 

total, egocentric, and callous subscale scores did not demonstrate significant or meaningful 

relations with scores on measures assessing common symptoms of internalizing disorders (r’s < 

.30 with IDAS-II scale scores). There were also no significant and meaningful associations 

demonstrated between internalizing scale scores and antisocial scores, with two exceptions. 

Specifically, as seen in Table 4, scores on the antisocial subscale did demonstrate unexpected 

significant moderate positive associations with scores on measures of mania and panic (r = .32 

with IDAS-II mania scores; r = .30 with IDAS-II panic scores).  
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Discussion 

  Previous research has provided good evidence in support of the reliability and construct 

validity of scores on the E-LSRP in university and community samples (Christian & Sellbom, 

2016; Maheux-Caron et al., 2018). However, the reliability and construct validity of scores on 

the E-LSRP had yet to be investigated among individuals in a correctional setting, where it was 

likely that there would be a higher base-rate of individuals with high levels of psychopathic 

personality traits. As such, the current study investigated the construct validity of scores on the 

E-LSRP in individuals in a correctional sample. Overall, the current study’s findings extend 

Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ (2018) findings by providing 

further support for the reliability and construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP, suggesting that 

E-LSRP scores demonstrate fidelity in assessing psychopathy in correctional settings.   

In support of this conclusion, results from my examination of the internal consistency of 

E-LSRP scores aligned with my hypothesis that reliability estimates in the current study’s 

sample would demonstrate a pattern of findings that were similar to those presented by Christian 

and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018). Specifically, internal consistency 

reliability estimates from this sample demonstrated the highest reliability estimates for E-LSRP 

total and egocentric scale scores and demonstrated the lowest reliability estimates for E-LSRP 

antisocial and callous subscale scores (α’s ranging from .75 to 88). As such, these findings 

suggest that reliability estimates demonstrated by these subscales’ scores appear to be relatively 

stable across a variety of samples. Moreover, results from the current study also supported the 

conclusions drawn by previous research (Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Maheux-Caron et al., 2018) 

that reliability estimates for scores on the E-LSRP’s antisocial and callous subscales were an 

improvement upon those demonstrated by these subscales on the 19-item LSRP. Specifically, the 
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Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability estimates for scores on the callous and antisocial subscales 

in this sample were .75 and .80, respectively, which are higher than those previously described 

for scores demonstrated by the 19-item LSRP in correctional settings (Anderson et al., 2013; 

Brinkley et al., 2008; Few, Miller, & Lynam, 2013; Sellbom, 2011; Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, 

& McCrary, 2018; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013). As such, these results suggest that reliability 

estimates for scores on the E-LSRP appear to be an improvement upon those demonstrated by 

scores on the 19-item LSRP across a variety of samples.  

 In addition to findings supporting the improved reliability of scores on the E-LSRP, 

results from my investigation into the factor structure of the E-LSRP also support the conclusion 

that E-LSRP scores demonstrate fidelity in assessing psychopathy in correctional settings. This is 

because, much like the factor analyses presented by Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-

Caron and colleagues (2018), global fit statistics from the first factor analysis model were 

adequate, but the model was significantly improved by allowing the item residuals to correlate 

according a specific set of criteria (discussed earlier). Specifically, similar to the findings 

demonstrated by Mahuex-Caron and colleagues (2018), these modifications resulted in a second 

model that demonstrated an acceptable level of global fit that was a significant improvement 

upon that demonstrated by the first model. 

One potential explanation that may help to describe why my model was only able to 

reach an acceptable level of model fit could be the high latent factor intercorrelations 

demonstrated in this sample. Specifically, with the exception of the factor intercorrelations 

between callous and egocentric scores presented by Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018) (r = 

.75), the factor intercorrelations between E-LSRP factors in the current study were considerably 

higher than those demonstrated previously (Christian & Sellbom, 2018; Maheux-Caron et al., 
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2018). I conducted post-hoc bi-factor analyses to examine two potential causes for these 

intercorrelations, namely that of a dominant first factor or a method-variance factor resulting 

from reverse scoring on some items (Rodriguez, Reise, & Haviland, 2016a, 2016b; Johnson, 

Rosen, & Djurdjevic, 2011)1. However, neither of these bi-factor models supported these 

possible explanations for the high factor intercorrelations demonstrated in this sample. 

Specifically, results from a bi-factor model investigating the potential presence of a dominant 

first factor demonstrated adequate fit (RMSEA = .061 [.057 - .066]) but a calculation of the 

Omega Hierarchical (OmegaH) value for this model’s general factor did not meet the 

recommended cut off value of .80 or higher (current study’s OmegaH = .76) that would have 

supported the presence of an overarching first factor (Rodriguez, Reise, & Haviland, 2016a, 

2016b). Additionally, results from bi-factor models that included either a one- or two-factor 

latent variable to account for method variance demonstrated adequate model fit (RMSEAone-factor 

= .076 [.072 - .080]; RMSEAtwo-factor = .068 [.063 - .072]). However, E-LSRP items in these 

models demonstrated no coherent pattern of factor loadings that would have provided support for 

the presence of a method-variance factor(s) (Johnson, Rosen, & Djurdjevic, 2011). Further, to 

my knowledge there is no theoretical reason why the latent factors represented by the E-LSRP’s 

egocentric, callous, and antisocial factors would be generally more intercorrelated in a 

correctional sample than they were in university or community samples. However, given the 

implications of these intercorrelations for model fit, future research should continue to explore 

the nature and ramifications of these factor intercorrelations in correctional settings.  

 
1 Post-hoc bi-factor analyses were conducted using MPlus version 7.31 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015). OmegaH 
was calculated using the “BifactorIndicesCalculator” package in RStudio (RStudio Team, 2019). Results of these 
analyses are available from the author. 
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Additionally, another potential explanation that may help to describe why my model was 

only able to reach an acceptable level of model fit could be the fact that item 31 did not load 

meaningfully onto the antisocial factor. Specifically, it is possible that participant’s responses to 

item 31 (“I usually can’t keep out of trouble for too long”) in the current study may have been 

affected by a restriction of range that inhibited this item from meaningfully loading onto its 

respective factor. Indeed, an examination of participant’s responses to item 31 provided some 

evidence to support this hypothesis, as approximately 60% of participants answered either agree 

or strongly agree to this question. Furthermore, it is important to note this issue does not appear 

to be unique to the current study, as results from both Christian and Sellbom (2016) and 

Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ (2018) studies suggested that at least one item from the antisocial 

and egocentric factors, respectively, failed to load onto their factors at a meaningful level. As 

such, this finding leads me to echo the conclusions drawn by Maheux-Caron and colleagues 

(2018) that “adding items to the instrument might have entailed both benefits and costs: It not 

only allowed [the E-LSRP] to capture a broader range of attitudes and behaviors pertaining to the 

construct, especially for the Callous and Antisocial scales, but it also reduced its homogeneity 

and parsimony” (p.7). As such, future research should further investigate the functioning of the 

E-LSRP’s items across a variety of samples using a method such as Item Response Theory to 

ensure that each of the E-LSRP’s items contains adequate fidelity to assess the psychopathic 

personality traits across a variety of samples.  

Despite potential concerns about global model fit, factor intercorrelations, and item 

loadings, other aspects of our results suggested strong support for the construct validity of the E-

LSRP. Specifically, an examination of other aspects of local model fit, such as standardized item 

loadings, suggested that items were loading onto the factors at a level that was comparable to 
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that seen in Christian and Sellbom’s (2016) original study2. Specifically, the average item 

loading for items on the egocentric scale in the current study was .64, whereas the average item 

loading for this scale was .62 in Christian and Sellbom’s (2016) study. Additionally, the average 

item loading for items on the callous scale in the current study was .52, whereas the average item 

loading for this scale was .55 in Christian and Sellbom’s (2016) study. Lastly, the average item 

loading for items on the antisocial scale in the current study was .47, whereas the average item 

loading for this scale was .46 in Christian and Sellbom’s (2016) study. These indications of local 

model fit suggest that the high factor intercorrelations demonstrated in our sample are likely not 

impacting the E-SLRP items’ ability to assess their respective latent constructs.  

Additionally, in terms of convergent validity, results demonstrated by the associations 

between scores on each of the E-LSRP subscales and scores on collateral measures provide 

convincing evidence to suggest that scores on the egocentric, callous, and antisocial subscales 

are accurately operationalizing the latent constructs that they are meant to assess. Specifically, in 

line with previous research (Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Maheux-Caron et al., 2018) the 

association demonstrated between E-LSRP egocentric scores and scores on a measure assessing 

grandiose narcissism suggest that egocentric scores may be adequately capturing the 

interpersonal component of Cook and Michie’s (2001) interpersonal, affective, and behavioral 

model of psychopathy. This is due to the fact that the grandiosity and superficiality posited by 

Cooke and Michie (2001) describes the subtype of narcissism highlighted by the construct of 

grandiose narcissism (Pincus & Lukowitsky, 2010).  

Additionally, in line with previous research (Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Maheux-Caron 

et al., 2018), the association demonstrated between E-LSRP callous scores and scores on a 

 
2 Average item loadings could not be calculated for Maheux-Caron and colleagues’ [2018] study, as they only listed 
the range of the item factor loadings for each factor.  
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measure assessing meanness suggest that callous scores may be adequately capturing the 

affective component of Cooke and Michie’s (2001) model. This is because the ‘deficient 

affective experience’ posited by Cooke and Michie (2001) describes the aggression without 

regard to others (a combination of antagonism and diminished empathy) that is highlighted by 

the construct of meanness (Patrick, Fowels, & Krueger, 2009).  

Furthermore, in line with previous research (Christian & Sellbom, 2016; Maheux-Caron 

et al., 2018), the associations demonstrated between E-LSRP antisocial scores and scores on 

measures assessing disinhibition and antisocial behaviors suggest that antisocial scores may be 

adequately capturing the behavioral component of Cooke and Michie’s (2001) model. This is 

because the ‘impulsive’ and ‘irresponsible’ behaviors highlighted by Cooke and Michie (2001) 

describe the difficulties with impulse control and reckless behaviors that are captured by the 

constructs of disinhibition and antisociality (Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009; Sellbom et al., 

2012). Moreover, in addition to capturing these elements of psychopathy, E-LSRP antisocial 

scores also appear to be capturing the anger-prone and personally distressed components of 

psychopathy discussed by Lilienfeld (1994) and Sellbom (2011). This is because E-LSRP 

antisocial subscale scores demonstrated associations with scores on measures assessing 

vulnerable narcissism, distress, and anger related to negative emotionality. Moreover, due to the 

fact that the magnitude of associations demonstrated between antisocial scale scores and scores 

on measures assessing vulnerable narcissism, distress, and anger related to negative emotionality 

(r’s = .40, .36, & .43, respectively) were lower than those demonstrated between this scale and 

scores on measures assessing disinhibition and antisociality (r’s = .56 & .46, respectively), these 

findings suggest that while scores on this subscale may be capturing the anger-proneness and 

personal distress components of psychopathy, there is not an oversaturation of this element being 
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assessed by these subscale scores. Thus, these findings maintain the conclusions drawn by 

Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018) that the convergent 

validity of E-LSRP antisocial subscale scores is a strong improvement upon that demonstrated 

by scores on the 19-item LSRP’s antisocial subscale, as there is no longer an oversaturation of 

distress or negative emotionality being assessed by these subscale scores. Taken as whole, the 

current study’s findings present strong evidence for the construct validity of scores on the E-

LSRP in correctional samples.   

Results from my investigation into the discriminant validity of the E-LSRP subscale 

scores also provide evidence to suggest that scores these subscales are not measuring constructs 

that they are not meant to operationalize. Specifically, in terms of discriminant validity, the lack 

of significant and meaningful associations demonstrated between E-LSRP total, egocentric, 

callous, and antisocial subscale scores and scores on scales assessing a variety of internalizing 

symptoms generally provides good evidence for the discriminant validity of E-LSRP subscale 

scores. This suggests that scores on these subscales do not assess constructs related to 

internalizing psychopathology. One exception to this general finding of support for discriminant 

validity was the significant and meaningful association demonstrated between scores on the E-

LSRP antisocial subscale and scores on the IDAS-II Panic subscale. This finding warrants future 

investigation, as previous research has suggested that as an individual’s levels of disinhibition 

increase, their startle response habituation rate increases as well (LaRowe, Patrick, Curtin, & 

Kline). This means that individuals with high levels of disinhibition often experience less 

feelings related to panic. This past work suggests that any relation demonstrated between these 

constructs as a result of their shared variance with disinhibition would theoretically have been a 

negative relation, as opposed to the positive relation demonstrated in this study (r = .30). It is 
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also possible that due to the high number of correlations conducted in this study, this finding 

may have been due to a Type I error. Nonetheless, future research should continue to investigate 

the nature of this relation as well as its ramifications for the E-LSRP antisocial subscale’s 

discriminant validity.  

There were several additional unexpected findings in the current study, all of which 

appear to be related to the unintended assessment of higher-order constructs by the egocentric 

and antisocial subscales. Specifically, scores on both the egocentric and antisocial E-LSRP 

subscales demonstrated unexpected significant and meaningful associations with scores on a 

measure of meanness, suggesting that an underlying level of antagonism may be captured by 

scores on both the egocentric and antisocial subscales. These associations make conceptual sense 

when considered through the lens of modern models of personality and psychopathology, such as 

the Hierarchical Taxonomy of Psychopathology (HiTOP; Kotov et al., 2017). This model 

suggests that personality pathology characterized by high levels of grandiose narcissism (e.g., 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder) are a result of a disposition toward ‘antagonistic-externalizing’ 

behavior, which is also hypothesized to contribute to antisocial behavior disorders (e.g., 

Antisocial Personality Disorder). Thus, the relations demonstrated between scores on the 

egocentric and antisocial subscales and scores on a measure of meanness may reflect variability 

in these scales that is reflective of this shared spectrum. Nonetheless, despite these relations and 

the challenge they pose for the discriminant validity of scores on the E-LSRP subscales, results 

from the multiple regression analyses demonstrated that neither of these subscales’ scores 

significantly predicted meanness scores at a higher magnitude than callous subscale scores – 

which were the scores hypothesized to be the strongest predictor of meanness (β’s for egocentric 

and antisocial = .24 versus β for callous = .36, p’s < .004). As such, while these results suggest 
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that there may be an underlying component of antagonism captured by scores on the egocentric 

and antisocial subscales, there is not an oversaturation of this element being assessed by scores 

on these subscales that would warrant concern about their distinction from callous scores. 

However, future research should continue to consider the discriminant validity of these subscales 

for assessing aspects of meanness, such as aggression and a lack of remorse.  

The remaining two unexpected findings, that of associations between egocentricity and 

disinhibition and antisociality and mania, may have a similar cause. However, in this case, the 

underlying higher-order factor is related to broad tendencies toward externalizing behaviors. 

Previous research has suggested that scores on measures assessing impulsivity (a construct 

enveloped within the externalizing liability) have demonstrated relations with scores on 

measures assessing mania (Watson et al., 2012). Given that antisociality is also a construct 

enveloped within the broader externalizing liability construct, it makes conceptual sense that 

scores on the antisocial subscale would demonstrate some overlapping variance with scores on a 

measure of mania.  

Furthermore, the association demonstrated between egocentric scores and scores on a 

measure assessing disinhibition make conceptual sense, as they were likely also due to the shared 

influence of the higher order construct of externalizing. Specifically, as suggested by the HiTOP 

framework, psychopathology characterized by high levels of egocentricity (e.g., Narcissistic 

Personality Disorder) and high levels of disinhibition (e.g., Antisocial Personality Disorder) are 

both connected by a disposition towards externalizing behaviors (Kotov et al., 2017). However, 

as with the possibility of antagonism acting as an underlying source of shared variance to explain 

the relation between E-LSRP antisocial scores and meanness scores, there does not appear to be 

an oversaturation of disinhibition being assessed by scores on the egocentric subscale. This is 
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due to the fact that scores on this subscale did not significantly contribute to predictions of 

disinhibition when compared to scores on the antisocial subscale – which was hypothesized to be 

the strongest predictor of disinhibition scores (Egocentric β = .06 versus Antisocial β = .53, p < 

.004). Nevertheless, future research should likely attempt to replicate this finding to ensure that 

there is maximum discrimination between scores on the E-LSRP’s egocentric and antisocial 

subscales.    

There are two additional limitations in the current study that warrant mention. First, the 

current study was limited by its reliance on self-report measures. This is a focal limitation to 

address because it is important to ensure that the evidence of construct validity demonstrated by 

the E-LSRP’s scores in this study also extend to other methods of measuring the constructs of 

egocentricity, callousness, and antisociality, such as neuropsychological indicators of these 

constructs (Patrick, et al., 2013). As such, one potential direction for future research could be to 

continue to investigate the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP using a wide variety of 

assessment instruments (e.g., electroencephalogram, functional magnetic resonance imaging, 

clinical interviews, cognitive tasks, behavioral tasks, etc.) as collateral measures. 

Second, the current study was also limited by its entirely male sample. This is an 

important limitation to address because previous research suggests that there may be differences 

in the phenotypic expressions of psychopathy across males and females (Cale & Lilienfeld, 

2002; Strand & Belfrage, 2005). Given that this study was the first to examine the construct 

validity of scores on the E-LSRP in a correctional setting, it is also important to ensure that these 

scores continue to demonstrate evidence of construct validity in their assessment of psychopathy 

when used in a female correctional sample. As such, another potential direction for future 
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research could be to investigate the construct validity of E-LSRP scores in a female correctional 

sample. 

Conclusion 

Overall, results from the current study provide support for the reliability and construct 

validity of scores on the E-LSRP in a correctional sample. Specifically, results from my 

investigation into the reliability of scores on the E-LSRP in a correctional sample were 

comparable to those demonstrated by Christian and Sellbom (2016) and Mahuex-Caron and 

colleagues (2018) in university and community samples. Additionally, results from my 

investigation into the construct validity of scores on the E-LSRP suggested that despite only 

demonstrating an acceptable factor structure, scores on the egocentric, callous, and antisocial 

subscales appear to be accurately operationalizing the constructs that they were intended to 

assess. As such, results from this study suggest that the E-LSRP may be a useful tool for the 

detection and assessment of psychopathy in correctional settings.  

Moreover, results from the current study support the conclusions drawn by Christian and 

Sellbom (2016) and Maheux-Caron and colleagues (2018) that the E-LSRP does indeed appear 

to be an improvement upon the 19-item LSRP. First, this is because scores on the E-LSRP 

callous and antisocial subscales appear to have demonstrated higher reliability estimates than the 

19-item LSRP across a variety of samples. Second, this is because scores on the E-LSRP callous 

subscale demonstrated significant and large positive associations with scores on a measure 

assessing an individual’s tendency to be mean without regard for others (capturing both 

antagonism and diminished empathy). Third, this is because scores on the E-LSRP antisocial 

subscale no longer appear to be riddled with an oversaturation of elements of distress and 

negative emotionality. Thus, results from this study not only demonstrate that the E-LSRP may 
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be a useful tool for the detection and assessment of psychopathy in correctional settings, but that 

it does indeed appear to be an improvement upon the 19-item LSRP. 
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Table 1. 
Descriptive Statistics for Measures. 
           Measure    M   SD n α 
E-LSRP Total     2.26     .44 393 .88 
E-LSRP Egocentric     2.09     .63 393 .83 
E-LSRP Callous     2.04     .50 393 .75 
E-LRSP Antisocial     2.35     .54 393 .80 
     
TriPM Total 140.89 18.87 368 .85 
TriPM Meanness   36.32   9.44 368 .86 
TriPM Disinhibition   50.92 11.11 368 .84 
     
ABQ  33.30   7.23 391 .87 
     
NGS    2.77     .81 343 .97 
     
HSNS    2.69     .64 343 .71 
     
IDAS-II Dysphoria  21.55    6.93 380 .85 
IDAS-II Well-Being  23.60    6.72 380 .84 
IDAS-II Insomnia  15.00    5.86 380 .87 
IDAS-II Lassitude  11.47    4.27 380 .80 
IDAS-II Panic  11.54    4.16 380 .83 
IDAS-II Ill Temper    9.75    4.45 380 .87 
IDAS-II Suicidality    8.18    3.66 380 .85 
IDAS-II Traumatic Intrusions    8.13    3.89 380 .86 
IDAS-II Traumatic Avoidance  10.59    4.16 380 .85 
IDAS-II Appetite Loss    5.53    2.17 380 .56 
IDAS-II Appetite Gain    6.74    2.50 380 .64 
IDAS-II Ordering  11.72    4.86 380 .74 
IDAS-II Mania  10.64    4.46 380 .84 
IDAS-II Checking    6.83    3.02 380 .83 
IDAS-II Euphoria  10.69    4.26 380 .78 
Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; n = sample size; α = Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability estimate; E-LSRP = 
Expanded-Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; TriPM = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure; ABQ = Antisocial Behavior 
Questionnaire; NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; HSNS = Hypersensitive Narcissism Scale; IDAS-II = Inventory of 
Depression and Anxiety Symptoms Second Edition.  
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Table 2. 
E-LSRP Items and Model 2 Factor Loadings from CFA 

Egocentric λ SE 
1. Success is based on survival of the fittest; I am not concerned about the 

losers. 0.493 0.047 
2. People who are stupid enough to get ripped off usually deserve it. 0.602 0.042 
3. I tell other people what they want to hear so that they will do what I 

want them to do. 0.685 0.035 
4. I often admire a really clever scam. 0.718 0.032 
5. In today’s world, I feel justified in doing anything I can get away with 

to succeed. 0.775 0.029 
6. Making a lot of money is my most important goal. 0.558 0.043 
7. My main purpose in life is getting as many goodies as I can. 0.644 0.035 
8. For me, what’s right is whatever I can get away with. 0.776 0.031 
9. I enjoy manipulating other people’s feelings. 0.754 0.034 
10. I let others worry about higher values; my main concern is with the 

bottom line. 0.554 0.044 
11. Looking out for myself is my top priority. 0.475 0.045 

Callous   
12. I make a point of trying not to hurt others in pursuit of my goals. 0.546 0.057 
13. Cheating is not justifiable because it is unfair to others.  0.506 0.052 
14. Even if I were trying very hard to sell something, I wouldn’t lie about 

it.  0.383 0.055 
15. I feel bad if my words or actions cause someone else to feel emotional 

pain.  0.445 0.049 
16. I tend not to think about other people’s feelings. 0.575 0.044 
17. People are too emotional at funerals. 0.440 0.053 
18. When people are sad around me, I feel sad myself. 0.452 0.049 
19. I’m not a very emotional person. 0.457 0.049 
20. I tend to cry in sad movies. 0.440 0.048 
21. I feel bad when I do something wrong. 0.660 0.039 
22. My friends consider me a warm person. 0.762 0.037 
23. I would be upset if my success came at someone else’s expense. 0.620 0.040 

Antisocial   
24. I have been in a lot of shouting matches with other people. 0.377 0.054 
25. I find myself in the same kinds of trouble, time after time. 0.567 0.053 
26. When I get frustrated, I often “let off steam” by blowing my top. 0.473 0.053 
27. I am often bored. 0.589 0.049 
28. I quickly lose interest in tasks I start. 0.567 0.045 
29. I am a bit of a rebel. 0.702 0.041 
30. I like planning things out. 0.322 0.056 
31. I usually can’t keep out of trouble for too long. 0.226 0.061 
32. Before I do anything, I carefully consider the possible consequences. 0.619 0.043 
33. I know rules are there, but I don’t tend to follow them. 0.300 0.054 
34. I often do things before thinking them through. 0.561 0.045 
35. I don’t plan anything very far in advance. 0.382 0.052 
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36. Getting into trouble doesn’t bother me. 0.462 0.050 
Note. E-LSRP = Expanded-Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale.; λ = standardized factor loading; SE = Standard Error. 
Parameters calculated using weighted least squared means and variance adjusted confirmatory factor analysis. All factor 
loadings were significant p < .001.  

  

  



E-LSRP IN A CORRECTIONAL SAMPLE   56 
 

Table 3. 
Model Fit Statistics for E-LSRP Models with WLSMV Estimation. 

Models χ2 RMSEA (90% CI) SRMR DIFFTEST 
Model 1 1762.77*** .073 (.069 - .077) .096 -- 
Model 2 1628.82*** .070 (.066 - .074) .092 241.31*** 
Note. E-LSRP = Expanded-Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; WLSMV = weighted least squared means and variance 
adjusted; χ2 = Chi-squared; RMSEA = root mean square residual; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; DIFFTEST 
= χ2 difference test for nested models.  
***p < .001.  

 

  



E-LSRP IN A CORRECTIONAL SAMPLE   57 
 

Table 4. 
Pearson’s r Correlations Between E-LSRP Scale Scores and Collateral Scale Scores 
Collateral Scales Hypotheses Total E C A 
TriPM Meanness Total & C   .65*   .55*   .55*   .44* 
TriPM Disinhibition Total & A   .44*   .31* .17   .56* 
TriPM Total Total, E, C, & A   .60*   .50*   .40*   .51* 
      
ABQ Total Total & A   .40*   .29*   .20*   .46* 
      
NGS Total Total & E .16   .30* .14 -.01 
      
HSNS Total Total & A   .35*   .23* .12   .40* 
      
IDAS-II Dysphoria Total & A   .19* .08 .01   .36* 
IDAS-II Wellbeing Discriminant    -.11 .02    -.10 -.20* 
IDAS-II Insomnia Discriminant   .21* .13 .06   .29* 
IDAS-II Lassitude Discriminant .16 .09 .06   .23* 
IDAS-II Panic Discriminant   .25* .17 .14   .30* 
IDAS-II Ill Temper Total & A   .38*   .26*   .20*   .43* 
IDAS-II Suicidality Discriminant .17 .11 .07   .23* 
IDAS-II Traumatic Intrusions Discriminant .16 .12 -.02   .28* 
IDAS-II Traumatic Avoidance Discriminant .10 .09 -.03 .16 
IDAS-II Appetite Loss Discriminant   .18* .16 .11 .17 
IDAS-II Appetite Gain Discriminant .11 .12 .01 .13 
IDAS-II Ordering Discriminant .13 .12 .03 .16 
IDAS-II Mania Discriminant   .24* .17 .08   .32* 
IDAS-II Checking Discriminant .16 .15 .02   .19* 
IDAS-II Euphoria Discriminant   .19*   .20* .10 .15 
Note. E-LSRP = Expanded-Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; HA = E-LSRP scale score(s) hypothesized to 
correlate with specified collateral scale score; E = E-LSRP Egocentric Scale; C = E-LSRP Callous Scale; A = E-LSRP 
Antisocial Scale; TriPM = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure; ABQ = Antisocial Behavior Questionnaire; NGS = Narcissistic 
Grandiosity Scale; HSNS = Hypersensitive Narcissism Scale; IDAS-II = Inventory of Depression and Anxiety Symptoms 
Second Edition. TriPM n = 368; ABQ n = 391; NaGS n = 343; HSNS n = 343; IDAS-II n = 380.  
Bold text indicates moderate to large effect size. 
Bonferroni Correction applied: .05 / 21 = .002; *p < .002. 
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Table 5. 
Multiple Regressions Between E-LSRP Scales and Collateral Measures 
Collateral Measure E-LSRP Scales F(df)   R2    B   SE  t   β 
Egocentric        

NGS  37.01(3, 387)* .22     
 Egocentric      .90   .68   1.32*   .31 
 Callous      .73   .78   .94   .01 
 Antisocial      .86   .68   1.11* -.17 
        

Callous        
TriPM Meanness  93.77 (3, 364)* .44     

 Egocentric    3.60   .77   4.66*   .24 
 Callous    6.71   .89   7.51*   .36 
 Antisocial    4.26   .79   5.40*   .24 
        

Antisocial        
TriPM 

Disinhibition  54.88 (3, 364)* .31     
 Egocentric       .97 1.00   .96   .06 
 Callous       .19 1.16   .16   .01 
 Antisocial   10.98 1.03 10.71*   .53 
        

ABQ  37.01 (3, 387)* .22     
 Egocentric      .90   .68 1.32   .08 
 Callous      .73   .78   .94   .05 
 Antisocial    5.55   .68   8.20*   .41 
        

IDAS-II Dysphoria  21.16 (3, 376)* .14     
 Egocentric   -1.04   .69  -1.52 -.09 
 Callous     -.66   .80  -.83 -.05 
 Antisocial     5.41   .70   7.77*   .42 
        

IDAS-II Ill Temper  30.69 (3, 376)* .20     
 Egocentric      .22   .43   .51   .03 
 Callous      .73   .50 1.48   .08 
 Antisocial    3.28   .43   7.58*   .40 
        

HSNS  24.08 (3, 339)* .18     
 Egocentric   .17   .07   2.63*   .17 
 Callous   -.09   .08  -1.15  -.07 
 Antisocial   .41   .07   5.92*   .33 

Note. E-LSRP = Expanded-Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; TriPM = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure; ABQ = Antisocial 
Behavior Questionnaire; NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; HSNS = Hypersensitive Narcissism Scale; IDAS-II = Inventory of 
Depression and Anxiety Symptoms Second Edition. TriPM n = 368; ABQ n = 391; HSNS n = 343; IDAS-II n = 380.  
Bolded values indicate the E-LSRP scale and β with the highest magnitude of association with the collateral measure.  
Bonferroni Correction applied: .05/7 = .007; *p < .007. 
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Table 6. 
Comparisons Between Regression Coefficients 
Collateral Measure E-LSRP Regression Coefficients Under Comparison F(df) 
Egocentric   

NGS   
 Egocentric vs. Antisocial 44.00(1)* 
 Egocentric vs. Callous 45.49(1)* 
   

Callous   
TriPM Meanness   

 Callous vs. Egocentric 109.90(1)* 
 Callous vs. Antisocial 69.23(1)* 

Antisocial   
TriPM 

Disinhibition   
 Antisocial vs. Egocentric 49.25(1)* 
 Antisocial vs. Callous 19.66(1)* 
   

ABQ   
 Antisocial vs. Egocentric 33.91(1)* 
 Antisocial vs. Callous 16.93(1)* 
   

IDAS-II Dysphoria   
 Antisocial vs. Egocentric 16.88(1)* 
 Antisocial vs. Callous 15.55(1)* 
   

IDAS-II Ill Temper   
 Antisocial vs. Egocentric 22.22(1)* 
 Antisocial vs. Callous 19.41(1)* 
   

HSNS   
 Antisocial vs. Egocentric 38.17(1)* 
 Antisocial vs. Callous 11.71(1)* 

Note. E-LSRP = Expanded-Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale; TriPM = Triarchic Psychopathy Measure; 
ABQ = Antisocial Behavior Questionnaire; NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; HSNS = Hypersensitive 
Narcissism Scale; IDAS-II = Inventory of Depression and Anxiety Symptoms Second Edition. TriPM n = 368; 
ABQ n = 391; HSNS n = 343; IDAS-II n = 380. 
Bonferroni Correction applied: .05 / 14 = .004; *p < .004.  
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Appendix A 

Complete list of measures used in the original study of which the archival study was based on.  

 MMPI-2-RF-EX (Ben-Porath/Tellegen, 2008/2011; Tellegen/Ben-Porath, 2008/2011) 

 Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERS; Gratz & Roemer, 2004) 

 E-LSRP (Christian & Sellbom, 2016) 

 TriPM (Patrick, 2010) 

 ABQ (Sellbom & Verona, 2004; Sellbom et al., 2012) 

 NGS (Rosenthal, Hooley, & Steshenko, 2007) 

 HSNS (Hendin & Cheek, 1997) 

 IDAS-II (Watson, 2011) 


