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ABSTRACT
Although highly debated, the notion of the existence of an adaptive side to psychopathy is supported by
some researchers. Currently, 2 instruments assessing psychopathic traits include an adaptive component,
which might not cover the full spectrum of adaptive psychopathic traits. The Durand Adaptive
Psychopathic Traits Questionnaire (DAPTQ; Durand, 2017) is a 41-item self-reported instrument assessing
adaptive traits known to correlate with the psychopathic personality. In this study, I investigated in 2
samples (N D 263 and N D 262) the incremental validity of the DAPTQ over the Psychopathic Personality
Inventory–Short Form (PPI–SF) and the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM) using multiple criterion
measures. Results showed that the DAPTQ significantly increased the predictive validity over the PPI–SF
on 5 factors of the HEXACO. Additionally, the DAPTQ provided incremental validity over both the PPI–SF
and the TriPM on measures of communication adaptability, perceived stress, and trait anxiety. Overall,
these results support the validity of the DAPTQ in community samples. Directions for future studies to
further validate the DAPTQ are discussed.

Modern theories of psychopathy stem primarily from the early
work of Cleckley (1941), who defined psychopathy as a multifa-
cet disorder, including interpersonal, affective, and behavioral
components, such as an absence of anxiety and fear, a prone-
ness to lying, a lack of sincerity and remorse, having little to no
empathy, and being emotionally detached. Through time, one
of the most prominent definitions of psychopathy came from
the work of Hare (1991), who developed the Psychopathy
Checklist (PCL) and Psychopathy Checklist–Revised (PCL–R;
Hare, 1991, 2003). Originally, the authors of the PCL conceptu-
alized psychopathy as a two-factor disorder, consisting of inter-
personal and affective deficits, and antisocial behaviors
(Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian, 1989). Later, a three-factor solution
was proposed, consisting of interpersonal, emotional, and life-
style facets (Cooke & Michie, 2001). The most current model of
the PCL–R has included a fourth facet, assessing impulsivity
and aggression (Hare, 2003). While the PCL–R is vastly recog-
nized as the gold standard in psychopathy assessment, there
are a lot of controversies regarding core features of psychopa-
thy. Although all psychopathy models include lack of empathy
and remorse as key components, there are several debates
regarding the inclusion of criminal tendencies or aggression as
central components in psychopathy, which is considered by
some as a consequence of the disorder rather than a criterion
(Berg et al., 2013; Cooke & Michie, 2001; Gao & Raine, 2010).

Despite the majority of early research in the field of
psychopathy focusing on forensic populations, it has been

argued early on that psychopaths might not always be mal-
adaptive (Cleckley, 1941). Cleckley (1988) proposed a set of 16
characteristics representing psychopaths, namely superficial
charm, absence of delusion and irrational thinking, absence of
nervousness, unreliability, untruthfulness, lack of remorse or
shame, inadequately motivated antisocial behavior, poor judg-
ment, pathologic egocentricity, poverty in major affective reac-
tions, specific loss of insights, unresponsiveness in general
interpersonal relations, fantastic and uninviting behavior with
or without drinks, low suicide rate, impersonal and imbalanced
sexual life, and a lack of life plan (pp. 338–339). Although
many of these characteristics are fully maladaptive, many
traits, such as anxiety resilience and social charm, can arguably
be considered adaptive. Additionally, there is no inclusion of
criminal behaviors or criminal tendencies in the original list of
common traits in psychopaths proposed by Cleckley. More
recently, several literature reviews examining characteristics
associated with “successful” psychopathy have emerged. Gao
and Raine (2010) developed a theoretical model of successful
psychopathy using findings from five types of samples (com-
munity, employment agencies, college students, industrial, and
serial killers). The authors proposed that, although all psycho-
pathic individuals share similarities in lack of emotional empa-
thy, arousal, and sensation seeking, successful psychopaths
display better decision making, enhanced executive function-
ing, and superior cognitive empathy, and will favor relational
aggression over physical aggression.
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Whereas the aforementioned authors moderated the benefits
of successful psychopaths, other authors reviewed a wider range
of benefits associated with traits central to successful psychopa-
thy. Lilienfeld, Watts, and Smith (2015) reviewed findings
pertaining to three models of successful psychopathy, namely
the differential-severity model, the moderated-expression
model, and the differential-configuration model. The differen-
tial-severity model assumes that psychopathy is a unitary con-
struct, and that successful psychopathy is a milder form of
psychopathy. In the moderated-expression model, successful
psychopathy is conceptualized as an atypical manifestation of
psychopathy due to the emergence of protective factors, which
temper the effect of maladaptive outcomes in the disorder of
psychopathy. As opposed to the first two models, the differen-
tial-configuration model presumes that psychopathy is not a
unitary construct, but rather multidimensional, and that suc-
cessful and unsuccessful psychopathy, although sharing key
features, also possess uniquely distinctive features from one
another. Across a wide range of research, multiple authors
found distinctive personality traits in successful psychopathy,
such as higher extraversion, higher conscientiousness, and
lower agreeableness, but also found other adaptive traits, such
as leadership abilities, communication abilities, willingness to
take risks, and immunity to stress and anxiety (Lilienfeld et al.,
2012; Mullins-Sweatt, Glover, Derefinko, Miller, & Widiger,
2010; Smith, Watts, & Lilienfeld, 2014).

Although the PCL–R does not assess adaptive traits, two
well-validated measures of psychopathic traits include an adap-
tive component in their definition of psychopathy. For
instance, the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI) divides
eight psychopathic traits into two major factors, namely PPI–I
(fearless dominance) and PPI–II (impulsive antisociality; Lil-
ienfeld & Widows, 2005). Whereas PPI–II assesses negative
personality traits, as enumerated previously, PPI–I focuses on
adaptive characteristics, such as social charm, stress and anxiety
immunity, and fearlessness. Although the relationship between
PPI–I and the concept of psychopathy is highly debated (Berg
et al., 2013; Blonigen, 2013; Lilienfeld et al., 2012; Lynam &
Miller, 2012), a vast amount of research support the benefits of
high PPI–I traits due to its relation with adaptive personality
traits, such as superior attentional control (Baskin-Sommers,
Zeier, & Newman, 2009); lower provoked violence (Camp,
Skeem, Barchard, Lilienfeld, & Poythress, 2013); higher levels
of self-esteem and stable happiness (Durand, 2016, 2018);
stress, fear, and anxiety resilience (Dindo & Fowles, 2011;
Durand & Plata, 2017); and emotional stability (Uzieblo,
Verschuere, Van den Bussche, & Crombez, 2010). However, as
noted previously, many experts have associated the construct
of successful psychopathy with conscientiousness. Considering
that fearless dominance is largely unrelated to conscientious-
ness, the factor might not be able to fully explain successful psy-
chopathy (Lilienfeld et al., 2015).

An alternative measure to the PPI developed by Patrick
(2010), the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM), defines
psychopathy on a three-factor model: disinhibition, meanness,
and boldness (Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009). Disinhibition
and meanness assess the maladaptive side of psychopathy,
whereas boldness refers to adaptive characteristics, such as
social charm, fearlessness, and stress resilience. Validation of

the scales revealed correlations between PPI–I and boldness
(r D .82) and PPI–II and both disinhibition (r D .66) and
meanness (r D .54; Hall et al., 2014). Similar to the PPI, the
TriPM adaptive component, boldness, was found unrelated to
conscientiousness, which might not be able to explain success-
ful psychopathy better than the PPI (Blagov, Patrick, Oost,
Goodman, & Pugh, 2016).

In addition to the lack of association between PPI–I and
boldness with conscientiousness, the spectrum of adaptive traits
measured by those two instruments is limited. Some character-
istics proposed by Cleckley as common traits observed in
psychopaths, which could be considered adaptive, are not
assessed by PPI–I or boldness (i.e., absence of delusions and
absence of irrational thinking). Although detailed under the
section regarding absence of delusions, Cleckley (1988) further
expanded on common related traits seen in psychopaths, such
as an absence of depression, mood swings, or worries (p. 339).
Due to the limited number of adaptive traits assessed with the
PPI and the TriPM, it is possible that the predictive value of
these instruments, to identify successful psychopathic individu-
als, might not be optimal and could benefit from an extension
assessing a wider range of adaptive psychopathic traits.

Although the PPI and the TriPM focus on both adaptive and
maladaptive traits, these instruments solely assess core traits of
the psychopathic personality. The Durand Adaptive Psycho-
pathic Traits Questionnaire (DAPTQ; Durand, 2017) is a self-
report instrument assessing nine adaptive personality traits
that have shown previous associations with the psychopathic
personality. During the development of the DAPTQ, the author
identified all the constructs considered adaptive, defined as “a
trait maximizing an individual’s survival probability within a
set environment,” which have shown a significant association
with a measure of psychopathy or psychopathic traits in
healthy adults. Subsequently, a pool of 19 distinct constructs
emerged, described through 190 items. Following two elimina-
tion rounds of items through examination of internal consis-
tency reliability, and an exploratory factor analysis using a
parallel analysis, an 11-factor solution emerged. Additional val-
idation studies excluded two factors due to a lack of association
with the total score, leaving a final solution of 41 items distrib-
uted into nine factors (leadership, logical thinking, composure,
creativity, fearlessness, money smart, focus, extraversion, and
management). The DAPTQ is not used to diagnose psychopa-
thy, nor does it identify highly psychopathic individuals.
Instead, the DAPTQ focuses on a wide range of adaptive traits
theorized to be centrally, or peripherally, related to the “suc-
cessful” psychopath, and should be seen as a detailed extension
to PPI–I and boldness.

During its development phase, the DAPTQ was compared
to the Five-Factor Model (FFM), as assessed by the Big Five
Inventory (BFI; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991). The Big Five
refers to the five major components of personality: Extraver-
sion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and
Openness. The results supported a positive correlation with all
factors (r D .29–.51), with the exception of a negative correla-
tion with Neuroticism (r D –.67). Although the FFM is one of
the most commonly used models to validate new instruments
to personality traits, a recent model of personality, the
HEXACO, has been investigated thoroughly in the field of
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psychopathy due to its addition of a sixth factor, assessing hon-
esty and humility (Jonason & McCain, 2012; Lee & Ashton,
2004; Witt, Donnellan, Blonigen, Krueger, & Conger, 2009).
Multiple studies confirmed a strong negative correlation
between the presence of psychopathic traits and the honesty-
humility factor of the HEXACO model (Jonason & McCain,
2012; Lee & Ashton, 2005). Dishonesty and a lack of humility
can arguably be considered maladaptive personality traits. Con-
sidering this factor’s strong association with psychopathy, and
considering that the DAPTQ was developed by investigating
traits known to correlate with psychopathic traits, it is impor-
tant to validate the DAPTQ using the HEXACO to examine if
a negative relationship exists between the DAPTQ and the hon-
esty-humility factor, which could demonstrate an overlap
between the DAPTQ and maladaptive psychopathic traits,
hence decreasing the validity of the instrument. Additionally, a
significant association with conscientiousness and other meas-
ures of psychopathy would further increase the validity of the
DAPTQ as an extension of fearless dominance or boldness in
predicting adaptive features in the field of psychopathy.

The first study investigated the relationship between the
DAPTQ, the HEXACO, and the PPI–Short Form (PPI–SF).
Based on previous investigations between the DAPTQ and the
FFM, I expected a positive correlation between all factors of the
HEXACO model and the DAPTQ, with the exception of an
expected negative association with the emotionality factor, which
corresponds to the neuroticism factor of the FFM, and with the
exception of a lack of correlation with honesty-humility. The
purpose was to replicate the relationship between the DAPTQ
and the FFM, as well as to extend the findings to the unique
component of the HEXACO (honesty-humility). Additionally, I
expected the DAPTQ to provide incremental validity over the
PPI–SF on the HEXACO on all factors, with the exception of
honesty-humility. A second study investigated the incremental
validity of the DAPTQ over both the PPI–SF and the TriPM on
various measures associated with successful psychopathy (anxiety
and stress resilience, and communication skills). In the DAPTQ
development article, the DAPTQ was compared to measures of
analytical thinking, risk taking, and anxiety and stress resilience
(Durand, 2017). By comparing the DAPTQ to a measure of
communication skills, it will be possible to broaden the range of
adaptive psychopathic characteristics associated with the
DAPTQ. Furthermore, although the DAPTQ has previously
been compared to measures of anxiety and stress, it is unknown
to what extent the DAPTQ provides incremental validity over
the PPI–SF or the TriPM on the aforementioned variables.

Study 1

Methods

Participants
Two hundred seventy-five (N D 275) participants were
recruited on social media and Web sites dedicated to research
in psychology (e.g., callforparticipants.com, onlinepsychre-
search.co.uk, facebook.com). There were no missing data for
any of the responses. Inclusion criteria for the study were to be
over 18 years old and be fluent in English. Using the stem-and-
leaf plot analysis from SPSS v.23, 12 participants were classified

as outliers and removed from the study. To identify additional
outliers, I examined the Variable Response Inconsistency
(VRIN) of the PPI–SF. This statistical procedure examines the
inconsistencies within 10 pairs of highly correlated items from
the PPI–SF (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005). For each pair, a score
is obtained by subtracting the two items, and the difference of
the 10 pairs is summed. A higher score signifies greater vari-
ability within questions expecting similar answers. A cutoff of
7, which corresponds to 3 SDs of the VRIN score above the
mean (M D 2.37, SD D 1.55), was used to identify additional
outliers. Of the remaining 263 participants, the highest VRIN
score was 6, so no further participants were removed. The sam-
ple consisted of 127 males and 136 females. Most participants
reported being located in North America (46%), followed by
Europe (37%), Asia (11%), Oceania (3%), South America (2%),
or Africa (1%). In terms of ethnicity, the majority of partici-
pants reported being White (74%) or Asian (16%). A third of
the participants were currently enrolled as full-time university
students (36%). Regarding their current marital status, most
participants reported being single (42%), followed by married
(27%), in a relationship (13%), with a common law partner
(13%), or other (5%). Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to
65 years old, with a mean age of 32.7 (SD D 12.37).

Measures

Durand Adaptive Psychopathic Traits Questionnaire. The
DAPTQ (Durand, 2017) is a 41-item self-reported question-
naire assessing adaptive traits known to correlate with psycho-
pathic personality traits. The DAPTQ uses a 6-point Likert
scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). In
this study, the internal consistency reliability ranged from
a D .74 to .90.

HEXACO–PI–R–60. The 60-item version of the HEXACO
(HEXACO–PI–60–R; Ashton & Lee, 2009) is a self-reported
questionnaire using a 5-point Likert scale, evaluating six
domains of personality: honesty-humility, emotionality, extra-
version, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness. The
HEXACO–60 has been shown to be a reliable alternative to the
HEXACO–100, and possesses similar construct validity and
reliability as the full version (Ashton & Lee, 2009). In this study,
Cronbach’s alpha of the six scales ranged from a D .74 to .84.

Psychopathic Personality Inventory–Short Form. The PPI–SF
(Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) is a 56-item self-report question-
naire assessing psychopathic traits on a 4-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (false) to 4 (true). The subscales are divided
among two factors. PPI–I is composed of the Stress Immunity,
Social Potency, and Fearlessness subscales. PPI–II consists of
the Blame Externalization, Machiavellian Egocentricity,
Carefree Nonplanfulness, and Impulsive Nonconformity sub-
scales. The Coldheartedness subscale does not load on either of
the two factors (Benning, Patrick, Hicks, Blonigen, & Krueger,
2003). In its development phase, the DAPTQ total score corre-
lated positively with PPI–I (r D .66) and PPI–SF total (r D .46),
but was not significantly associated with PPI–II (r D –.04;
Durand, 2017). In this study, Cronbach’s alpha for the total
score and two scales was a D .79.

INCREMENTAL VALIDITY OF THE DAPTQ 495



Results

Correlations between the DAPTQ, the HEXACO, and
the PPI–SF. Descriptive data from both samples on all ques-
tionnaires can be found in the Appendix. Scores on the
DAPTQ were not correlated with honesty-humility, were nega-
tively correlated with emotionality, and were positively corre-
lated with all four other factors (Table 1). Although PPI–I
scores were also not significantly correlated with honesty-
humility, scores on both PPI–II (r D –.41) and PPI–SF total (r
D ¡.27) were significantly negatively correlated with the afore-
mentioned factor. Additionally, scores on PPI–I did not show
any significant correlation with conscientiousness. Examination
of scores on the DAPTQ subscales shows moderate to strong
positive correlations between the DAPTQ total score and scores
on its subscales (r D .32–.77). There were several strong corre-
lations between scores on the DAPTQ subscales and the HEX-
ACO. Leadership was associated with extraversion. Logical
thinking was associated with conscientiousness. Composure
was negatively associated with emotionality and positively with
agreeableness. Creativity was associated with openness. Fear-
lessness was negatively associated with emotionality. Extraver-
sion was associated with extraversion. Finally, management
was associated with extraversion and conscientiousness.

Incremental validity of the DAPTQ over the PPI–SF in predict-
ing HEXACO factors. In addition to examining correlations of
the DAPTQ and the PPI–SF with the HEXACO, I also exam-
ined the incremental validity of the DAPTQ over the PPI–SF in
predicting HEXACO factors. All analyses were computed twice,
once with PPI–SF in Block 1 and DAPTQ in Block 2, and a sec-
ond time with DAPTQ in Block 1 and PPI–SF in Block 2.
Table 2 reports the value in Block 1 and its related p value

when PPI–SF was in Block 1, when DAPTQ was in Block 1, the
outcome of the second variable in Block 2, and the adjusted R2

change and its significance from PPI–SF to DAPTQ and from
DAPTQ to PPI–SF. When the DAPTQ was added in Block 2,
with the exception of honesty-humility, the DAPTQ added
incrementally to the prediction of every measure, increasing
the amount of explained variance from .09 (agreeableness) to
.38 (openness). When PPI–SF was added in Block 2, it provided
significant incremental validity to honesty-humility (.36), but
provided smaller R2 change on all other variables, with the
exception of agreeableness, where the PPI–SF R2 change is .03
superior to the DAPTQ.

To determine if all of the DAPTQ subscales provide incre-
mental validity, I examined the significance of all DAPTQ sub-
scales for each correlate (p < .05). For honesty-humility, no
DAPTQ subscale was significant. For emotionality, logical
thinking, composure, creativity, fearlessness, and management
were significant. For extraversion, leadership, composure, fear-
lessness, extraversion, and management were significant. For
agreeableness, leadership, composure, and creativity were sig-
nificant. For conscientiousness, logical thinking, composure,
creativity, fearlessness, focus, and management were significant.
For openness, creativity, fearlessness, and management were
significant. Overall, all of the DAPTQ subscales, with
the exception of money smart, increased the predictive value of
the PPI–SF in one of the five significant components of the
HEXACO.

Study 2

Methods

Participants. Two hundred eighty-seven (N D 287) participants
were once again recruited on social media andWeb sites dedicated
to research in psychology. There were no missing data for any of
the responses. Inclusion criteria for the study were to be over
18 years old and be fluent in English. Using the stem-and-leaf plot
analysis, 15 participants were classified as outliers and removed
from the study. Similar to Study 1, a VRIN cutoff of 7 to the PPI–
SF was applied, identifying 10 additional outliers. Of the remain-
ing 262 participants, 141 were males and 121 were females. Most
participants reported being located in North America (62%), fol-
lowed by Europe (24%), Oceania (6%), Asia (5%), or other (3%).
In terms of ethnicity, the majority of participants reported being
White (82%) or Asian (9%). Half of the participants were cur-
rently enrolled as full-time university students (50%). Regarding
their current marital status, most participants reported being sin-
gle (46%), followed by in a relationship (23%), in a common law
partnership (15%), married (14%), or other (2%). Participants age
ranged from 18 to 63 years old, with a mean age of 26.1 (SD D
6.79).

Measures. In addition to the DAPTQ and the PPI–SF from
Study 1, the following instruments were also used in Study 2.
Internal consistency for the DAPTQ ranged from a D .76 to
.89, and ranged from a D .77 to .78 for the PPI–SF.

Triarchic Psychopathy Measure. The TriPM (Patrick, 2010) is
a self-report questionnaire containing 58 items assessing

Table 1. Correlations between the Durand Adaptive Psychopathic Traits Question-
naire (DAPTQ) the HEXACO, and the Psychopathic Personality Inventory–Short
Form (PPI–SF).

Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DAPTQ
DAPTQ total
Leadership .62 ¡.17 ¡.20 .63 ¡.07 .04 .00 .56 .11 .41
Logical thinking .37 .04 ¡.39 .02 .08 .55 .06 .04 ¡.35 ¡.12
Composure .77 .08 ¡.63 .58 .37 .01 .05 .54 ¡.21 .27
Creativity .36 .20 ¡.13 .21 .27 .13 .66 .19 ¡.05 .07
Fearlessness .55 ¡.02 ¡.57 .24 .17 ¡.25 ¡.02 .66 .23 .61
Money smart .32 .14 ¡.18 .01 .11 .42 .08 ¡.08 ¡.33 ¡.21
Focus .59 .12 ¡.26 .30 .14 .43 .00 .23 ¡.20 .06
Extraversion .68 ¡.08 ¡.25 .77 .13 ¡.07 .19 .64 .05 .42
Management .66 .13 ¡.23 .50 .15 .52 .01 .30 ¡.39 ¡.05

HEXACO
Honesty Humility .07
Emotionality ¡.60 ¡.04
Extraversion .70 ¡.01 ¡.19
Agreeableness .30 .31 ¡.28 .26
Conscientiousness .24 .21 ¡.04 .06 .03
Openness .21 .22 ¡.03 .19 .26 .21

PPI–SF
PPI–I .69 ¡.02 ¡.55 .59 .20 ¡.09 .17
PPI–II ¡.17 ¡.41 .06 ¡.15 ¡.33 ¡.45 ¡.14 .11
PPI–SF total .38 ¡.27 ¡.44 .24 ¡.09 ¡.33 ¡.03 .73 .70

Note. N D 263. For values shown in bold, p < .001, two-tailed. 1 = DAPTQ Total;
2 = Honesty Humility; 3 = Emotionality; 4 = Extraversion; 5 = Agreeableness;
6 = Conscientiousness; 7 = Openness; 8 = PPI-I; 9 = PPI-II; 10 = PPI-SF Total.
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psychopathic traits. Items are rated on a 4-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (true) to 4 (false). The scale is divided into three
subscales, namely boldness, meanness, and disinhibition.
Boldness refers to the adaptive component seen in psycho-
pathic individuals, and encompasses characteristics such as
charisma, fearlessness, anxiety, and stress immunity. Meanness
refers to the aggressive aspect of psychopathic individuals,
including characteristics such as violent behavior, lack of empa-
thy, and enjoyment through destruction. Disinhibition refers to
the behavioral deficits seen in psychopathic individuals, and
contains characteristics such as impulsive behaviors, lack of
planning, and overall behavioral restraint deficiency (Patrick
et al., 2009). In this study, Cronbach’s alpha for the total score
and the two scales ranged from a D .83 to .88.

Communicative Adaptability Scale. The Communication
Adaptability Scale (CAS; Duran, 1983) is a 30-item instrument
measuring six dimensions of communicative adaptability,
which Duran (1983) defined as “The ability to perceive socio-
interpersonal relationships and adapt one’s interaction goals
and behaviors accordingly” (p. 320). The six dimensions of the
scale are social experience, social confirmation, social compo-
sure, appropriateness, articulation, and wit. Social experience
refers to the experience of the communicator who adapts to
various social situations. Social confirmation refers to the com-
bination of empathy and rewarding impression. Social compo-
sure refers to a calm and composed communicator who shows
little to no communication anxiety in social situations. Appro-
priateness refers to the skill of the communicator to recognize
what the appropriate disclosure is. Articulation consists of cor-
rect pronunciation, fluent speech, adequate word choice, and
proper sentence construction. Finally, wit refers to the ability to
use humor to reduce or diffuse anxiety and tension during a
conversation. The items are answered on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (never true of me) to 5 (always true of me). A
high score on the CAS or its subscales indicates a high level of
adaptability. Because the participants in this study were
recruited across the world, and the language requirement was
fluency in English rather than English as mother tongue, I
excluded the five items related to the articulation subscale. In
this study, Cronbach’s alpha of the five scales ranged from a D
.65 to .85.

Perceived Stress Scale–10-Item version. The Perceived Stress
Scale–10 Item version (PSS–10; Cohen & Williamson, 1988) is
a revised version of the Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen,

Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). The PSS–10 is a 10-item
self-reported instrument assessing perceived stress in everyday
situations. The questionnaire is rated on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (very often), where a higher score
indicates higher levels of perceived stress. Previous studies sup-
port its validity when compared to other measurements of
stress (Cohen et al., 1983; Lee, 2012). In this study, Cronbach’s
alpha was a D .60.

STAI–Y2–Trait Anxiety subscale. The State–Trait Anxiety
Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970) is a
self-reported questionnaire with 40 items divided into two
equivalent subscales, assessing state anxiety and trait anxiety.
The STAI–Y2 subscale measures trait anxiety (e.g., how a par-
ticipant feels in everyday life). Previous findings support the
validity and internal consistency of the STAI (Vigneau &
Cormier, 2008). In this study, Cronbach’s alpha was a D .93.

Results

Correlations between the DAPTQ, the PPI–SF, the TriPM,
the CAS, the PSS, and the STAI–Y2
Table 3 provides the correlations between scores on the
DAPTQ, the PPI–SF, the TriPM, the CAS, the PSS, and the
STAI–Y2, and Table 4 provides the correlations between scores
on the DAPTQ subscales and the aforementioned variables.
Scores on the DAPTQ were strongly correlated with PPI–I (r D
.71) and boldness (r D .84), while being moderately correlated
with PPI–SF total (r D .45) and TriPM total (r D .42). Scores
on the DAPTQ showed moderate correlations with the CAS (r
D .47), as well as strong negative correlations with the PSS (r D
–.58) and the STAI–Y2 (r D –.69). Although the TriPM pro-
vided a stronger correlation than the DAPTQ with the CAS,
the association between scores on the DAPTQ and the PSS or
the STAI–Y2 was stronger than the PPI–SF or the TriPM.

Examination of the DAPTQ subscales shows that similar
to Study 1, scores on all subscales correlated moderately to
strongly with the DAPTQ total score. Additionally, scores on
all of the DAPTQ subscales, with the exception of money
smart, correlated positively with either PPI–I or boldness.
Although money smart was not positively correlated, it was
moderately negatively correlated with PPI–II, and strongly neg-
atively correlated with disinhibition. In terms of significantly
strong correlations, composure scores were negatively associ-
ated with PSS and STAI–Y2 scores, extraversion was positively

Table 2. Incremental validity of the Durand Adaptive Psychopathic Traits Questionnaire (DAPTQ) over the Psychopathic Personality Inventory–Short Form (PPI–SF).

Criterion Block 1: PPI–SF R2 p value in Block 1: DAPTQ R2 p value in
PPI–SF /DAPTQ

Block 2
R2 change PPI–SF

to DAPTQ P
R2 change DAPTQ

to PPI–SF p

Honesty-humility .45 < .001 .09 < .001 .45 .00 .521 .36 < .001
Emotionality .57 < .001 .62 < .001 .71 .14 < .001 .09 < .001
Extraversion .63 < .001 .74 < .001 .79 .16 < .001 .05 < .001
Agreeableness .25 < .001 .22 < .001 .34 .09 < .001 .12 < .001
Conscientiousness .48 < .001 .56 < .001 .65 .17 < .001 .09 < .001
Openness .16 < .001 .45 < .001 .54 .38 < .001 .09 < .001

Note. All analyses were run twice, once with PPI–SF subscales in the first block and DAPTQ subscales in the second block, and once with the DAPTQ subscales in the first
block and the PPI–SF subscales in the second block. PPI–SF/DAPTQ Block 2 refers to the value of Block 2 when the other scale was in Block 1. R2 change PPI–SF to
DAPTQ refers to the adjusted R2 difference when PPI–SF was analyzed as Block 1 and DAPTQ was analyzed as Block 2. R2 change DAPTQ to PPI–SF refers to the opposite,
when DAPTQ is Block 1 and PPI–SF is Block 2.

INCREMENTAL VALIDITY OF THE DAPTQ 497



associated with CAS total, and management scores were nega-
tively associated with PSS and STAI–Y2.

Incremental validity of the DAPTQ over the PPI–SF in
predicting the CAS, the PSS, and the STAI–Y2
Similar to Study 1, the incremental validity of the DAPTQ
over the PPI–SF in predicting various adaptive traits was
performed through a series of hierarchical linear regres-
sions. Once again, all analyses were computed twice, once
with PPI–SF in Block 1 and DAPTQ in Block 2, and a sec-
ond time with DAPTQ in Block 1 and PPI–SF in Block 2.
As shown in Table 5, when the DAPTQ was added in Block
2, the DAPTQ provided an increase over the PPI–SF in
terms of predictive validity on all scales of the CAS, with
the exception of social confirmation. The greatest

improvements in incremental validity of the DAPTQ over
the PPI–SF were on measures of perceived stress (.22) and
trait anxiety (.23). When PPI–SF was added in Block 2, it
only provided greater adjusted R2 change than the DAPTQ
on the CAS social confirmation scale.

Similar to Study 1, scale-by-scale significance of the DAPTQ
was verified to determine if all its subscales helped increase the
predictive validity of the PPI–SF in one or multiple correlates.
Only four of the DAPTQ subscales, namely composure, money
smart, focus, and extraversion, were significant predictors on
one or multiple of the CAS subscales. For the PSS total, compo-
sure and management were the only significant predictors.
Finally, composure, creativity, focus, extraversion, and manage-
ment were the only significant predictors of STAI–Y2. Overall,
all DAPTQ subscales but three, namely leadership, logical
thinking, and fearlessness, provided incremental validity over
the PPI–SF over one or multiple subscales of the CAS, the PSS,
or the STAI–Y2.

Incremental validity of the DAPTQ over the TriPM in
predicting the CAS, the PSS, and the STAI–Y2
To confirm the results presented earlier, I examined the incre-
mental validity of the DAPTQ over the TriPM, using the same
technique as previously mentioned. As shown in Table 6, when
the DAPTQ was added in Block 2, it provided a notable
increase in incremental validity on social experience, social
composure, and overall communicative adaptability. A modest
increase was also observed on the wit subscale. Finally, the
DAPTQ provided a significant increase in incremental validity
over the TriPM for perceived stress (.18) and trait anxiety (.18).
Alternatively, when the TriPM was added to Block 2, it pro-
vided a significant greater adjusted R2 than the DAPTQ only
on the social confirmation scale of the CAS.

Scale-by-scale examination of the DAPTQ was once again
used to determine if all subscales helped increase the predictive
validity of the TriPM. Three of the DAPTQ subscales—leader-
ship, composure, and extraversion—were significant predictors
in one or multiple of the CAS subscales. For the PSS total, com-
posure and management were the only significant predictors.
Finally, composure, focus, extraversion, and management were
the only significant predictors of the STAI–Y2. Overall, all
DAPTQ subscales but four, namely fearlessness, logical think-
ing, creativity, and money smart, provided incremental validity
over the TriPM over one or multiple subscales of the aforemen-
tioned constructs.

Discussion

The purpose of these studies was to further validate the
DAPTQ and establish its incremental validity over the PPI–SF
and the TriPM over adaptive personality characteristics related
to the psychopathic personality in community samples. As
reported in its development phase, DAPTQ was negatively cor-
related with emotionality, and positively correlated with other
personality traits of the Big Five, and not associated with hon-
esty-humility. The incremental validity of the DAPTQ over the
PPI–SF when predicting the Big Five was supported, with an
additional 9% to 38% of the variance explained when adding
the DAPTQ to the PPI–SF. In addition, with the exception of

Table 3. Correlations between the Durand Adaptive Psychopathic Traits Question-
naire (DAPTQ), the Psychopathic Personality Inventory–Short Form (PPI–SF), the
Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM), the Communication Adaptability Scale
(CAS), the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS), and the State–Trait Anxiety Inventory - Trait
Anxiety subscale (STAI–Y2).

Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

DAPTQ total
PPI–SF
PPI–I .71
PPI–II ¡.06 .14
PPI–SF total .45 .73 .73

TriPM
Boldness .84 .75 ¡.01 .49
Meanness .25 .31 .50 .62 .26
Disinhibition ¡.31 ¡.04 .60 .33 ¡.11 .34
TriPM total .42 .53 .53 .72 .61 .80 .58

CAS
CAS total .47 .45 ¡.12 .15 .55 ¡.13 ¡.05 .20

PSS
PSS total –.58 –.34 .26 ¡.10 –.50 ¡.11 .35 ¡.15 –.25

STAI–Y2
STAI–Y2 total –.69 –.43 .36 ¡.10 –.61 .00 .43 ¡.12 –.42 .79

Note. N D 262. For values shown in bold, p < .001. 1 = DAPTQ Total; 2 = PPI-I;
3 = PPI-II; 4 = PPI-SF Total; 5 = Boldness; 6 = Meanness; 7 = Disinhibition;
8 = TriPM Total; 9 = CAS Total; 10 = PSS Total.

Table 4. Correlations between the Durand Adaptive Psychopathic Traits Question-
naire (DAPTQ) subscales, the Psychopathic Personality Inventory–Short Form (PPI–
SF), the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM), the Communication Adaptability
Scale (CAS), the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS), and the State–Trait Anxiety Inventory
- Trait Anxiety subscale (STAI–Y2).

DAPTQ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

DAPTQ Total .68 .45 .75 .32 .45 .38 .54 .62 .65
PPI–SF
PPI–I .53 .18 .54 .19 .65 .06 .23 .52 .26
PPI–II ¡.04 ¡.21 ¡.07 .07 .35 ¡.32 ¡.17 .03 ¡.30
PPI–SF total .30 .04 .36 .14 .65 ¡.13 .08 .34 .01

TriPM
Boldness .72 .26 .64 .26 .48 .11 .28 .62 .50
Meanness .13 .13 .28 ¡.09 .45 ¡.07 .03 .07 .09
Disinhibition ¡.09 ¡.46 ¡.24 .04 .19 ¡.53 ¡.42 .05 ¡.50
TriPM Total .40 ¡.01 .37 .11 .57 ¡.23 ¡.04 .39 .07

CAS
Total .55 .00 .31 .17 .09 ¡.06 .04 .69 .26

PSS
Total ¡.31 ¡.37 ¡.67 ¡.03 ¡.08 ¡.25 ¡.33 ¡.28 ¡.55

STAI–Y2
Total ¡.43 ¡.38 ¡.72 ¡.10 ¡.11 ¡.34 ¡.31 ¡.44 ¡.58

Note. ND 262. 1D leadership; 2D logical thinking; 3D composure; 4D creativity;
5 D fearlessness; 6 D money smart; 7 D focus; 8 D extraversion; 9 D manage-
ment. For values shown in bold, p < .001.
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honesty-humility and agreeableness, the PPI–SF did not pro-
vide more variance to the DAPTQ than the DAPTQ to the
PPI–SF, further supporting the predictive abilities of the
DAPTQ to measure facets related to the Big Five. Correlations
and regression analyses in Study 2 further support the conver-
gent and incremental validity of scores on the DAPTQ over the
two most commonly used assessments of psychopathic person-
ality including an adaptive component.

Examination of the association between the DAPTQ and the
HEXACO scores from Study 1 reveals compelling results. First,
despite multiple studies supporting a strong negative correla-
tion between psychopathy and honesty-humility, the DAPTQ
total score did not show a correlation with the aforementioned
construct (Jonason & McCain, 2012; Lee & Ashton, 2005;
Visser, Ashton, & Pozzebon, 2012). This absence of correlation
might be due to the discriminant validity between the DAPTQ
and psychopathy. Despite the correlation observed between the
DAPTQ and the PPI total score (r D .38), as well as the correla-
tion previously observed between the honesty-humility and PPI
total score (r D –.35), the DAPTQ and the honesty-humility
scale do not share any significant variance with one another
(Visser et al., 2012). The five other factors assessed in the HEX-
ACO gave similar results to the correlations observed between

the DAPTQ and the BFI during its development phase
(Durand, 2017).

As previouslymentioned, conscientiousness appears to be cen-
tral to the concept of successful psychopathy (Lilienfeld et al.,
2015). However, the findings reported here support that PPI–I is
unrelated to conscientiousness, and the DAPTQ shows a weak
associationwith the construct. The logical thinking,money smart,
focus, and management subscales of the DAPTQ appear to be
particularly related to conscientiousness. From a subjective per-
spective, these subscales encompass rational thinking. Although
Cleckley (1988) was referring to the lack of irrational thinking as
a common characteristic of psychopathic individuals, the findings
suggest that it is the presence of rational thinking that could be
related to successful psychopathic individuals.

Examination of the adjusted R2 difference between the PPI–
SF and the DAPTQ on the HEXACO support the incremental
validity of the DAPTQ in predicting various personality traits.
Among all traits, the largest predictive variance increase was
seen on openness. Openness refers to the enjoyment of beauty
in art and in nature, the tendency to seek information, a prefer-
ence for innovation, and a tendency to accept the unusual (Lee
& Ashton, 2004). Considering previous studies found nonsig-
nificant to weak correlations between the presence of

Table 5. Incremental validity of the Durand Adaptive Psychopathic Traits Questionnaire (DAPTQ) over the Psychopathic Personality Inventory–Short Form (PPI–SF) and
vice versa.

Criterion Block 1: PPI–SF R2 p value in Block 1: DAPTQ R2 p value in
PPI–SF /DAPTQ

Block 2
R2 change PPI–SF

to DAPTQ p
R2 change DAPTQ

to PPI–SF p

CAS
Social experience .42 < .001 .54 < .001 .56 .14 < .001 .02 D .010
Social composure .48 < .001 .60 < .001 .62 .12 < .001 .02 D .004
Appropriateness .05 D .010 .07 D .001 .10 .05 D .008 .03 D .062
Wit .12 < .001 .17 < .001 .17 .05 D .003 .00 D .642
Social confirmation .30 < .001 .07 D .001 .30 .00 D .402 .23 < .001
Total .47 < .001 .50 < .001 .57 .10 < .001 .07 < .001

PSS
Total .30 < .001 .52 < .001 .52 .22 < .001 .00 D .172

STAI–Y2
Total .47 < .001 .64 < .001 .70 .23 < .001 .06 < .001

Note. CASD Communication Adaptability Scale; PSS D Perceived Stress Scale; STAI–Y2 D State–Trait Anxiety Inventory - Trait Anxiety subscale. All analyses were run
twice, once with PPI–SF subscales in the first block and DAPTQ subscales in the second block, and once with the DAPTQ subscales in the first block and the PPI–SF sub-
scales in the second block. PPI–SF/DAPTQ Block 2 refers to the value of Block 2 when the other scale was in Block 1. R2 change PPI–SF to DAPTQ refers to the adjusted R2

difference when PPI–SF was analyzed as Block 1 and DAPTQ was analyzed as Block 2. R2 Change DAPTQ to PPI–SF refers to the opposite, when DAPTQ is Block 1 and
PPI–SF is Block 2.

Table 6. Incremental validity of the Durand Adaptive Psychopathic Traits Questionnaire (DAPTQ) over the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM) and vice versa.

Criterion Block 1: TriPM R2 p value in Block 1: DAPTQ R2 p value in
TriPM /DAPTQ

Block 2
R2 change TriPM

to DAPTQ p
R2 change DAPTQ

to TriPM p

CAS
Social experience .33 < .001 .54 < .001 .57 .24 < .001 .03 D .001
Social composure .37 < .001 .60 < .001 .61 .24 < .001 .01 D .025
Appropriateness .05 D .001 .07 D .001 .07 .02 D .079 .00 D .316
Wit .12 < .001 .18 < .001 .19 .07 < .001 .01 D .057
Social confirmation .31 < .001 .07 D .002 .33 .02 D .134 .26 < .001
Total .40 < .001 .50 < .001 .56 .16 < .001 .06 < .001

PSS
Total .34 < .001 .52 < .001 .52 .18 < .001 .00 D .142

STAI–Y2
Total .50 < .001 .64 < .001 .68 .18 < .001 .04 < .001

Note. CASD Communication Adaptability Scale; PSS D Perceived Stress Scale; STAI–Y2 D State–Trait Anxiety Inventory - Trait Anxiety subscale. All analyses were run
twice, once with TriPM subscales in the first block and DAPTQ subscales in the second block, and once with the DAPTQ subscales in the first block and the TriPM sub-
scales in the second block. TriPM/DAPTQ Block 2 refers to the value of Block 2 when the other scale was in Block 1. R2 change TriPM to DAPTQ refers to the adjusted R2

difference when TriPM was analyzed as Block 1 and DAPTQ was analyzed as Block 2. R2 change DAPTQ to TriPM refers to the opposite, when DAPTQ is Block 1 and TriPM
is Block 2.
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psychopathic traits and openness, and considering openness
can be classified as an adaptive trait, it is unsurprising that the
DAPTQ predicts the aforementioned construct over two times
better than the PPI–SF (Maples et al., 2014; Ross, Benning, Pat-
rick, Thompson, & Thurston, 2009).

Although all DAPTQ subscales were based on previous
findings associating adaptive constructs with psychopathy,
money smart was not positively associated with the PPI–SF
or the TriPM in Study 2, despite its association with the
coldheartedness (r D .22) and stress immunity (r D .17)
factors of the PPI–SF in its development (Durand, 2017).
Originally, money management was not part of the selected
adaptive construct to develop the DAPTQ. Instead, the
three items now included in the subscale were originally
part of the cautiousness (low impulsivity) construct. During
the development of the DAPTQ, examination of the scale
Cronbach’s alpha and factor analysis removed the other
items of the cautiousness domain (e.g., I plan my future
carefully, I am a very spontaneous person, I am always
thinking about multiple things at once), leaving only the
money-management-related items (e.g., I have a tendency
to buy objects I do not need, I have always considered
myself to be smart with money). Theoretically, the three
items associated with the money smart subscale could be
linked with the management subscale. However, statistical
analyses show that merging the items of the money smart
subscale with the management subscale would lower the
internal consistency of the new management subscale, and
reduce the strength of its correlation with measures of psy-
chopathic traits. Henceforth, evidence shows that, although
money smart emerged from the factor analysis as an adap-
tive trait, it is not related to the concept of successful psy-
chopathy. However, the strong negative correlations with
disinhibition (r D –.53) and the weak negative correlation
with the TriPM total (r D –.23) indicate that highly psycho-
pathic individuals have difficulties managing money. Never-
theless, the results suggest removing the items related to the
money smart subscale, as the purpose of the DAPTQ is not
only to investigate adaptive traits, but rather to assess adap-
tive traits in the field of successful psychopathy.

Incremental validity of the DAPTQ over the PPI–SF and the
TriPM was also examined in Study 2 on traits related to suc-
cessful psychopathy. The DAPTQ provided a similar increase
in predictive values over both instruments of psychopathic
traits. Changes were particularly salient on measures of per-
ceived stress and trait anxiety, with the DAPTQ significantly
improving the prediction of both constructs over the PPI–SF
and the TriPM. Stress and anxiety immunity, being hallmarks
of successful psychopathy, demonstrate the usefulness of the
DAPTQ in extending the predictive value of PPI–I (Lilienfeld
et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2014). The DAPTQ also appears to
provide increased predictive value over the PPI–SF and the
TriPM on social experience and composure, appropriateness,
and wit. These characteristics are part of the common traits
proposed by Cleckley. Indeed, Cleckley (1988) considered psy-
chopaths as often witty (p. 349), appropriate (p. 369), and with
excellent social (although considered superficial) abilities (p.
339). Taken together, these characteristics further support the

relationship between the DAPTQ and the clinical profile of suc-
cessful psychopathic individuals.

Repeating the analyses on the TriPM provided similar
results regarding the incremental validity of the DAPTQ. Once
again, the DAPTQ provided a stronger R2 change on social
experience and social composure than on the PPI–SF. Once
more, the DAPTQ provided a noticeable increase in predictive
value on perceived stress and trait anxiety, increasing the R2 on
both constructs by 18%. These results confirm the results
obtained previously, supporting that both PPI–I and boldness,
although capturing a wide range of adaptive traits in psychopa-
thy, do not capture the full spectrum of adaptive traits in the
field. The DAPTQ provides an opportunity to take into account
a wider range of adaptive traits, increasing the predictive value
of both PPI–I and boldness.

Excluding money smart, the DAPTQ contains a few sub-
scales assessing traits never included in instruments assess-
ing psychopathy, such as creativity. As described in the
article on the DAPTQ development, multiple studies found
weak correlations between psychopathy and creativity (r D
.13–.22; Akhtar, Ahmetoglu, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2013;
Galang, Castelo, Santos, Perlas, & Angeles, 2016; Jonason,
Richardson, & Potter, 2015; Salekin, Neumann, Leistico, &
Zalot, 2004). Additionally, highly psychopathic individuals
tend to be rated more highly in terms of innovation and
creativity by their peers (Babiak, Neumann, & Hare, 2010).
Although the association between creativity and psycho-
pathic traits is significantly weaker than other constructs,
such as logical thinking, composure, or management
abilities, its positive association with boldness in this study
suggests that, although minor, creativity is indeed related to
the construct of successful psychopathy.

Limitations and conclusion

There are several limitations to consider. First, the participants
were excessively heterogeneous. Recruitment was performed
online, and no eligibility criteria were set regarding location,
education, and current marital status. Although this type of
community sample offers a broader view of individuals in
general, differences might be observable in specific populations,
such as college graduates, children, or forensic populations.
Second, although self-reported questionnaires are commonly
used in the field of personality, experimental evidence is
necessary to support the validity of the DAPTQ to assess adap-
tive traits. For instance, future work should focus on DAPTQ
measurements and stress resilience in an experimental task as
measured by physiological factors. Nevertheless, this study gave
several insights regarding the validity of the DAPTQ in a com-
munity sample, as well as further evidence of its incremental
validity over the PPI–SF and the TriPM in assessing adaptive
traits known to correlate with psychopathy and psychopathic
traits.
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Appendix: Descriptive data

Sample 1 Sample 2

M SD M SD Cohen’s d with normative sample

DAPTQ
Leadership 13.92 4.25 14.44 4.36 0.25/0.12
Logical thinking 21.73 4.12 22.00 4.05 0.03/0.10
Composure 18.98 7.17 18.09 6.82 0.25/0.39
Creativity 15.18 4.87 15.20 4.86 0.04/0.03
Fearlessness 18.46 5.87 17.85 6.62 0.69/0.75
Money smart 12.59 3.15 12.11 3.75 0.22/0.07
Focus 13.01 4.15 11.34 4.12 0.02/0.43
Extraversion 18.65 6.64 18.81 6.91 0.21/0.18
Management 11.53 3.23 11.48 3.48 0.01/0.01
Total 144.06 24.75 141.35 24.66 0.32/0.43

PPI–SF
PPI–I 49.97 8.95 50.75 8.83 0.37/0.30
PPI–II 60.60 9.57 58.14 9.13 0.30/0.52
Total 125.40 14.59 123.27 14.53 0.47/0.57

HEXACO
Honesty-humility 34.07 6.57 — — 0.34
Emotionality 31.23 6.87 — — 0.16
Extraversion 29.60 7.44 — — 0.60
Agreeableness 31.41 6.38 — — 0.14
Conscientiousness 35.87 5.81 — — 0.02
Openness 37.40 6.61 — — 0.23

TriPM
Boldness — — 47.68 9.39 0.25
Meanness — — 32.81 9.00 0.13
Disinhibition — — 35.87 8.38 0.24
Total — — 116.37 17.84 0.05

CAS
Social experience — — 15.38 3.83 Unavailable
Social composure — — 15.90 3.51 Unavailable
Appropriateness — — 18.40 2.78 Unavailable
Wit — — 15.75 3.53 Unavailable
Social confirmation — — 19.12 3.01 Unavailable
Total — — 84.58 10.66 Unavailable

PSS
Total — — 18.87 4.80 0.09

STAI–Y2
Total — — 47.36 11.86 0.14

Note. Values to the left and right of the slash sign indicate Sample 1 and Sample 2, respectively. The normative sample of the DAPTQ was taken from Study 2 of the article
on the development of the DAPTQ (Durand, 2017). The normative sample of the PPI–SF was taken from Lilienfeld, Latzman, Watts, Smith, and Dutton (2014), as their
sample is one of the largest and most recent community samples using the PPI–SF. The normative sample of the HEXACO was taken from a study investigating a com-
munity sample (Grieve, 2012). The normative sample for the TriPM was from a community sample (Durand, Plata, & Arbone, 2017). The normative sample for the PSS
and STAI–Y2 were from a community sample (Durand & Plata, 2017).
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