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Sexual aggression is pervasive inAmerican society and affects deleteriously the lives ofmen andwomen. Twopo-
tential predictors sexual assault are psychopathic personality (psychopathy) traits and rape myth acceptance
(RMA), although there is a paucity of research on the relation between RMA and psychopathic traits.We adopted
amulti-measure approach to the associations among all three variables in two racially diverse college undergrad-
uate samples (overall N = 608). Consistent with our predictions, most psychopathy features significantly pre-
dicted RMA, and relations were most pronounced for subdimensions reflecting callousness, antagonism, and
lack of empathy (rs ranged from 0.34 to 0.46). In contrast, boldness features were not significant predictors of
RMA (rs ranged from 0.01 to 0.12). Gender moderated the relations between coldheartedness and RMA, such
that effects were significantly stronger for females. Taken together, our findings demonstrate that the traditional,
maladaptive aspects of psychopathy were moderate predictors of RMA, with effects being strongest for cold and
guiltless psychopathy features, followed by disinhibition. These findings raise the possibility that RMA may be
onemechanism by which psychopathy influences sexual aggression given that RMA is regarded as an attitudinal
precursor to these outcomes.

© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
Keywords:
Psychopathic personality
Rape myths
Sexual aggression
1. Introduction

Psychopathy (psychopathic personality) is a constellation of inter-
personal, affective, and behavioral personality features, such as superfi-
cial charm, grandiosity, lack of empathy, lack of guilt, poor impulse
control, and social deviance (e.g., Hare, 2003). Limited research (e.g.,
Mouilso&Calhoun, 2013) suggests that psychopathic traits are associat-
ed with the acceptance of rape myths (RMA), which are defined as ste-
reotyped and false beliefs concerning rape, rape victims, and rape
perpetrators (Burt, 1980). Given that both psychopathy and RMA ap-
pear to predict those who go on to sexually offend (Greendlinger &
Byrne, 1987; Seto & Lalumiere, 2010), the extent towhich psychopathic
traits predict RMA is of theoretical and practical importance. Thus, we
sought to expand upon previous research and elucidate the relation be-
tween psychopathy subdimensions and RMA among two large, racially
diverse college undergraduate samples, using multiple indices of both
overarching constructs.

An estimated 84,041 reported rapes, according to the legal definition,
occurred in the United States during 2014 alone (FBI Uniform Crime
Report, 2014). These numbers probably underestimate the prevalence
Eliana Rabinovitz for their help
of sexual assault given that rape is among the most underreported
crimes (Sable, Danis, Mauzy, & Gallagher, 2006). Compared with other
age groups, college-aged individuals are especially likely to become
both the victims and perpetrators of rape. For instance, college-aged fe-
males consistently represent the demographic most at risk for rape and
sexual assault victimization (Sinozich& Langton, 2014), and13 to 35% of
college-aged males reported perpetrating some form of sexual assault
while in college (Voller & Long, 2009). These statistics point to under-
graduate culture as a potentially crucial point of intervention for sexual
assault (e.g., Stewart, 2014). Among a number of widely-studied risk
factors associated with the perpetration of sexual assault, individual
differences in personality among perpetrators may be of particular
importance. Two relevant individual differences may be psychopathy
and RMA.
1.1. Psychopathy

Growing data suggest that psychopathy is a combination or even
configuration of multiple traits that may give rise to numerous pheno-
typic presentations (e.g., Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian, 1989). In their influ-
ential triarchic model of psychopathy, Patrick, Fowles, and Krueger
(2009) proposed that prototypical psychopathy is composed of three
separable traits. According to this model, psychopathy consists of Bold-
ness, conceptually related to the construct of Fearless Dominance;
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Disinhibition, conceptually related to the construct of Self-centered Im-
pulsivity; and Meanness, conceptually related to the construct of Cold-
heartedness, although marked by a more pronounced component of
antagonism (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005). Boldness ostensibly reflects
a relative insensitivity to threat signals, and comprises interpersonal
dominance, reduced stress reactivity, physical harm avoidance, and
thrill seeking. Disinhibition is a predisposition toward deficits in im-
pulse control marked by a lack of planfulness, foresight, and affect reg-
ulation. Finally, Meanness is marked by a lack of empathy and social
attachment, guiltlessness, disdain toward others, and rebelliousness
(Patrick et al., 2009).

Moreover, psychopathy's subdimensions often diverge sharply in
terms of their relations with external criteria, including internalizing
and externalizing symptomology and normal-range personality
(Lilienfeld, Watts, Smith, Berg, & Latzman, 2015). These findings may
extend to sexual attitudes and behaviors. For instance, limited research
suggests that meanness psychopathy features may best predict the use
of violent force in sexual acts (Kosson, Kelly, & White, 1997), whereas
disinhibition features may best predict broader sexual aggression,
such as sexual coercion and attempted rape (e.g., O'Connell & Marcus,
2016). These preliminary findings raise the possibility that psychopathy
dimensions relate differentially to RMA and various forms of sexual
aggression.
1.2. Rape myth acceptance

RMA is amultidimensional construct comprising implicit and explic-
it attitudes that blame victims of rape or sexual assault, deny harm to
the victim, reject rape as a legitimate crime, or all three (Burt, 1980);
high scores on RMA measures typically reflect harsh attitudes toward
rape victims. Measures of RMA include content ranging from victim
blaming to trivializing the seriousness of rape and include attitudes
like “all women secretly want to be raped” and “men cannot control
their desire.” Undergraduate and community males with higher levels
of RMA consistently report more sexual misconduct (e.g., Hersh &
Gray-Little, 1998) and sexually deviant practices than those with
lower RMA (Malamuth, 1986).
1.3. Psychopathy and RMA

Although a substantial body of research indicates that psychopathy
is strongly associated with sexual aggression, less is known
psychopathy's relationship with rape attitudes. Three studies have ex-
amined this association (Abbey, Jacques-Tiura, & LeBreton, 2011;
Debowska, Boduszek, Dhingra, Kola, & Meller-Prunska, 2014; Mouilso
& Calhoun, 2013), all of which relied exclusively on the widely-used
Hare Self-Report Psychopathy Scale, third version (SRP-III; Paulhus,
Neumann, & Hare, in press). In these studies, psychopathy factors relat-
ed differentially to rape attitudes: the meanness (i.e., callous) features
were moderately positively associated with harsh rape attitudes, and
the disinhibited features were positively associated with such attitudes
to a lesser extent.

Mouilso and Calhoun (2013) found that psychopathy total scores
correlated significantly with 6 of the 7 subscales of the Illinois Rape
Myth Acceptance scale (Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999) but that
psychopathy subdimensions preferentially predicted different aspects
of RMA. Meanness features were positively associated with rape
myths that directly blame the victim, whereas the disinhibited features
were weakly correlated with these subscales. Additionally, all psychop-
athy features were positively correlated withmyths serving to trivialize
rape or depict the victim as dishonest. Collectively, these findings sug-
gest that psychopathy relates broadly to RMA, with some psychopathy
factors potentially relatingmore strongly to RMA than others, especially
when specific features of RMA are isolated.
1.4. Current study

The literature on psychopathy and rape myths, although useful, is
marked by several limitations. First, although studies point tomoderate
relations between psychopathy and RMA, it is unclear which features of
psychopathy are most related to RMA. Second, the role of gender in
these associations requires clarification. Althoughmales typically exhib-
it higher mean levels of psychopathic traits and RMA than do females
(e.g., Chapleau, Oswald, & Russell, 2008), no research has examined
the extent to which the relations among these constructs vary by gen-
der. In fact, two of the studies that examined the relations between psy-
chopathy and RMA have used all-male samples, rendering the extent to
which their findings extend to females unclear. Although all-male stud-
ies benefit from pronouncedmean levels of psychopathy and RMA, they
do not address the extent to which the correlational finding may differ
in males and females. This issue is of theoretical and pragmatic impor-
tance givennumerous suggestions that at least somepsychopathic traits
are differentially expressed in males versus females (see Verona &
Vitale, 2006, for a review). At the same time, the evidence for such dif-
ferential manifestations has been mixed and inconsistent (e.g., Miller,
Watts, & Jones, 2011).

Herein, we examined these issues using two large undergraduate
samples with diverse demographic backgrounds and multiple indices
of both psychopathy and RMA to better understand which features of
psychopathy are most strongly associated with harsher attitudes to-
ward rape and rape victims. To address the limitations of existing re-
search, we adopted multiple psychopathy measures that differ in their
coverage of these traits. Given that a burgeoning literature suggests
that psychopathy is a constellation or configuration of several largely
distinct features, it is imperative to examine these features' independent
correlates.

Consistent with previous findings (e.g., Abbey et al., 2011), we hy-
pothesized that psychopathic traits broadly construed would positively
correlatewith RMA, suggesting that psychopathic individuals hold loos-
er attitudes toward the permissibility of rape and are more likely to ex-
ternalize responsibility for rape onto victims. More specifically, we
predicted that both the mean (or cold) and disinhibited features
would predict RMA, but that relations would be strongest for the
mean features, reflecting the strongest relations for the features com-
prising callous affect and lack of empathy. We did not expect boldness
to relate significantly to RMA, as this subdimension is not typically relat-
ed to maladaptive attitudes and behaviors. Lastly, we predicted that re-
lations between psychopathy and RMA would be consistent across
gender given the overall lack of evidence for gender differences in the
manifestation of psychopathy among Western samples (Miller et al.,
2011).

2. Method

2.1. Participants and procedure

Participantswere undergraduates enrolled in one of two universities
in the Southeastern United States, one a large, racially-diverse public
university (n = 308) and the other a mid-sized private university
(n = 300). Sample (dummy-coded as a dichotomous variable) did not
moderate any of the relations between psychopathy and RMA, suggest-
ing replication in ourmajor findings across the two samples. As such,we
combined these two samples for the remaining analyses (N=608). The
combined sample largely comprised females (73%; nfemales = 444,
nmales = 164) who were mostly freshmen (38%), sophomores (29%),
or juniors (22%) in college. Participants from the mid-sized private uni-
versity were predominantly of Caucasian (47%), Asian (33%), or African
American (9%) descent, and participants from the large public universi-
ty were predominantly of Caucasian (35%), African American (35%), or
Asian (20%) descent. The mean age for the former sample was
19.13 years (SD = 1.20). Age data for the latter were not available,
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2 We also examined the unique contribution of each psychopathy dimension in statisti-

cally predicting RMA. Controlling for the coldhearted or mean psychopathy features re-
duced the other subdimensions' relations with
RMA, indicating that the disinhibited features' relationswith RMAwere due in part to the
overlap with the interpersonal and affective features of psychopathy.
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although previously published studies using students from this univer-
sity have reported mean ages similar to the other sample included in
this study (e.g., Hecht, Berg, Lilienfeld, & Latzman, 2016).

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Psychopathy
Participants completed threewell-validated self-report psychopathy

measures, the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010), the
Psychopathic Personality Inventory-Revised (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005),
and the Levenson Self-report Psychopathy Scale (Levenson, Kiehl, &
Fitzpatrick, 1995). The TriPM assesses the constructs of the Triarchic
model of psychopathy, which comprises Boldness (α = 0.81), Disinhi-
bition (α = 0.84), and Meanness (α = 0.89). The PPI-R yields a total
score; eight lower-order subscale scores, including Coldheartedness
(C; subscale αs ranged from 0.84 to 0.87); and scores on two higher-
order factors, Fearless Dominance (FD;α=0.89) and Self-centered Im-
pulsivity (SCI; α = 0.91). Boldness and Disinhibition largely overlap
with PPI-R FD and SCI, respectively. Meanness differs somewhat in con-
tent from PPI-R Coldheartedness, with the former placing a stronger
emphasis on antagonism and the latter on emotional detachment. In
contrast to the TriPM and PPI-R, the LSRP yields scores on two factors
that are not directly aligned conceptually with those of the triarchic
model: Factor 1 (F1; α = 0.87) measures selfish, uncaring, and manip-
ulative postures toward others, whereas Factor 2 (F2; α = 0.74) mea-
sures impulsivity and self-defeating lifestyle behaviors.

2.2.2. Rape attitudes
Participants completed two self-report measures assessing attitudes

toward rape victims and RMA, the Attitudes Toward Rape Victims Scale
(ARVS; Ward, 1988) and the Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (RMAS), the
latter of which is a composite of common rape myths from two widely
used and well-validated measures designed by Burt (1980) and Payne
et al. (1999). The ARVS is a 25-item scale intended to assess favorable
and unfavorable attitudes toward rape victimswith a particular empha-
sis on victim blame, credibility, and trivialization. Items include: “A
raped woman is a less desirable woman,” and “Sexually experienced
women are not really damaged by rape” (α = 0.84).

The RMAS is 53-item scale that examines the degree to which an in-
dividual holds a victim accountable for rape. The first 51 items yield a
total RMAS composite score in addition to scores on seven subscales
(α = 0.87). The subscales range in content, and include attitudes
assessing the following broad attitudes: She asked for it; It wasn't really
rape; He didn't mean to; She wanted it; She lied; Rape is a trivial event;
and Rape is a rare event. In addition, participants self-reported the per-
centage ofwomen they believe falsely report rape (a) out of anger to get
back at the accused perpetrator, and (b) after becoming pregnant to
protect their reputation, given that these two items are not included
in any of the aforementioned subscales, we examined these questions
as standalone indices of attitudes toward rape victims. The ARVS and
RMAS scores were highly correlated (r = 0.83, p b 0.001), supporting
that harsher attitudes toward rape victims and RMA are strongly inter-
related. Given the large degree of overlap between these two indices,
we heretofore refer to these measures using the same umbrella terms
(i.e., RMA, rape attitudes).

2.2.3. Data analysis
In addition to examining the zero-order relations between psychop-

athy and RMA, we examined the proportionate contribution of each
psychopathy subdimension relative to the other subdimensions in
predicting R2. We did so by conducting relative importance analyses
(Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2014) which decompose the predicted vari-
ance in the outcome explained by each predictor, taking into account
each predictor's direct effect and its combined effect with the other pre-
dictors. In addition to the zero-order correlations, we present the raw
weights for each predictor within measure in addition the rescaled
raw weights, the latter of which rescales the raw weights into the pro-
portion of predicted variance accounted for by each predictor. We con-
ducted these analyses within as opposed to across measures given the
high degree of overlap between constructs across measures (i.e., PPI-R
SCI and TriPM Disinhibition). Lastly, to explore gender differences in
the relations between psychopathy features andRMA,we conducted hi-
erarchical regression analyses in which the psychopathy-by-gender in-
teraction term was entered after the mean-centered psychopathy and
gender main effects using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012).

3. Results

3.1. Relations between psychopathy and RMA

Table 1 displays descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations be-
tween psychopathy and rape attitudes. By and large, psychopathy
subdimensions and factors were consistently positively associated
with the various indices of rape attitudes (i.e., the ARVS and RMAS),
with the exception of boldness features, whichwere typically not signif-
icantly associated with these attitudes. The relations for boldness were
generally very small to small in magnitude (rs ranged from 0.01 to
0.12 for total rape attitudes scores). Of the PPI-R FD subscales, however,
Fearlessness but not Stress Immunity or Social Influencewas consistent-
ly positively associated with rape attitudes (rs ranged from 0.14 to
0.22),1 suggesting that this aspect of boldness predicted maladaptive
rape attitudes.

Disinhibition andmeanness features generallymanifestedmoderate
to medium-sized relations with rape attitudes, indicating a robust rela-
tionship between psychopathy and the endorsement of rapemyths and
negative attitudes toward rape victims (rs ranged from 0.27 to 0.46). As
predicted, with regards to the relative importance analyses, meanness-
related psychopathy features accounted for the overwhelming portion
of the predicted variance in rape attitudes (accounting for between 49
and 76% of the variance in RMA outcomes depending on measure),
followed by the disinhibited features (accounting for between 23 and
48%). Boldness features were not significant predictors of rape attitudes
after taking into account the cold/mean and disinhibited psychopathy
features (i.e., their confidence intervals contained zero). In contrast,
both coldness/meanness and disinhibition features significantly pre-
dicted rape attitudes after accounting for the unique prediction of
each subdimension.2

With regards to psychopathy's differential relations with specific
components of rape myths, the RMAS subscales typically exhibited
low discriminant validity, with a few notable exceptions. For instance,
psychopathy subdimensions were mostly unrelated to RMA implying
that the perpetrator “did not mean to do it,” whereas psychopathy
subdimensionswere typically most strongly related to RMA that trivial-
ize rape. In addition, although PPI-R FD was typically not significantly
associated with RMAS subscales, it was moderately positively associat-
ed with “she wanted it” rape attitudes, indicating that PPI-R FD predict-
ed rape attitudes that trivialized the significance of rape by suggesting
that women enjoy forceful sexual encounters.

3.2. Gender differences

Consistent with existing research, males exhibited higher levels of
psychopathy and RMA compared with females, with one exception
(ps b 0.01; with the exception of LSRP F2, ds ranged from 0.29 [TriPM
Disinhibition] to 0.73 [TriPM Meanness]); there were no gender



Table 1
Correlations between psychopathy and rape attitudes.

M (SD) ARVS total RMAS total RMAS items RMAS subscales

r RW RS-RW r RW RS-RW Angry Pregnant She asked
for it

Not
rape

Didn't
mean to

She
wanted
it

Lied
about it

Trivial
event

Deviant
event

PPI-R Fearless
Dominance

110.78
(18.01)

0.12a 0.01⁎ 2.53 0.11 0.00⁎ 3.06 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.17 0.11 0.11 0.09

PPI-R Self-centered
Impulsivity

142.67
(23.27)

0.38 0.10⁎ 48.27⁎ 0.35 0.09⁎ 64.97⁎ 0.19 0.21 0.25 0.37 0.10 0.34 0.30 0.42 0.31

PPI-R
Coldheartedness

31.15
(7.49)

0.38a 0.10⁎ 49.20⁎ 0.27a 0.05⁎ 31.97⁎ 0.13 0.12 0.22 0.29 0.03 0.26 0.21 0.35 0.25

TriPM Boldness 49.78
(8.57)

0.01 0.00⁎ 0.20 0.02 0.00⁎ 0.19 −0.05 −0.06 0.01 −0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 −0.01 −0.02

TriPM Disinhibition 38.23
(9.32)

0.29a 0.04⁎ 23.49⁎ 0.20a 0.02⁎ 14.80⁎ 0.11 0.16 0.13 0.27 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.29 0.17

TriPM Meanness 33.53
(9.66)

0.43a 0.14⁎ 76.30⁎ 0.38a 0.12⁎ 85.02⁎ 0.22 0.24 0.30 0.41 0.10 0.33 0.29 0.45 0.36

LSRP Factor 1 31.78
(8.54)

0.46 0.16⁎ 72.18⁎ 0.42 0.14⁎ 75.12⁎ 0.26 0.28 0.35 0.44 0.17 0.37 0.34 0.47 0.39

LSRP Factor 2 20.46
(5.02)

0.34 0.06⁎ 27.81⁎ 0.29 0.05⁎ 24.88⁎ 0.21 0.23 0.23 0.32 0.12 0.27a 0.24a 0.35 0.26a

Note: Bolded is p b 0.001, italicized is p b 0.05. RW=Relative weights, which represent the proportion of variance attributed to each predictor; RS-RW=Rescaled relativeweights, which
represent the percentage of predicted variance attributed to each predictor.

a Denotes a significant gendermoderation effect. LSRP= Levenson Self-report Psychopathy Scale; PPI= Psychopathic Personality Inventory; TriPM=Triarchic PsychopathyMeasure;
ARVS= Attitudes Toward Rape Victims; RMAS= Rape Myths Acceptance Scale; Angry = Refers to the following RMAS item: “The percentage of women who falsely report rape”; Preg-
nant = Refers to the following RMAS item: “The percentage of women who report rape after becoming pregnant to protect their own reputation.”
⁎ Indicates that the RW and RS-RW confidence intervals are statistically significant at p b 0.05.
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differences for LSRP F2 scores (p=0.13; d=0.11).With regards to gen-
der differences in the relations between personality pathology and rape
attitudes, 16 zero-order correlations between psychopathy and RMA, 7
were significantly moderated by gender (denoted in Table 1). Broadly,
the relations between the callous and antagonistic psychopathy features
and RMAwere often moderated by gender, and there was one instance
in which disinhibition and RMA were moderated by gender.

More specifically, the relations between (a) PPI C, TriPM Meanness,
and TriPM Disinhibition, and (b) both RMA indices (i.e., ARVS and
RMAS), were stronger for females. For instance, whereas the relation
between PPI C and ARVS was small and nonsignificant for males (r =
0.10, p = 0.25), the relation was moderate and significant for females
(r=0.28, p b 0.001). Thesefindings indicate thatwomenwho endorsed
higher levels of RMAweremore coldhearted andmean, and potentially
more disinhibited although the lone effect did not replicate across psy-
chopathy measures, than their male counterparts.

Indeed, of the significant gender moderation effects, there was only
one instance in which the relation was stronger for males (i.e., TriPM
Boldness predicting RMAS); this relation was not significant for either
gender. Furthermore, the addition of the psychopathy-by-gender inter-
action term accounted for a small but significant amount of the variance
in RMA above and beyondpsychopathy and RMAmain effects (R2Δs for
allmoderation analyses ranged from0.00 to 0.02). Taken together, there
was consistent support for gender differences in the relations between
psychopathy andRMA in the domain of coldheartedness andmeanness;
in contrast, gender differences in this association did not emerge for
other psychopathy features.

4. Discussion

Consistent with our predictions, most psychopathy features signifi-
cantly predicted RMA in two large undergraduate samples. This was
particularly the case for the psychopathy features that reflect callous-
ness, lack of empathy, and antagonism; it was also true but to a lesser
extent for the disinhibitory features of psychopathy. These results
were consistent with the existing literature (e.g., Debowska et al.,
2014; Mouilso & Calhoun, 2013), albeit with one important exception;
we included multiple psychopathy measures that included both the
adaptive and maladaptive aspects of psychopathy, and found that only
the traditionally maladaptive psychopathy features predicted RMA.
As predicted, although both the meanness-related and disinhibited
psychopathy features significantly predicted RMA, relative importance
analyses revealed that the meanness-related features accounted for
the overwhelmingmajority of the predicted variance in these attitudes.
In contrast, boldness featureswere essentially unrelated to RMA, consis-
tentwith the view that they reflect largely interpersonally adaptive fea-
tures, such as venturesomeness and immunity to stress. Taken together,
the callous and antagonistic features of psychopathy best predicted
RMA. Counter to our expectations, however, psychopathy
subdimensions did not typically discriminate in terms of their relations
with specific aspects of RMA, although psychopathy was typically unre-
lated to rape attitudes that suggest that theperpetrator did not intend to
commit rape.

Although most of our gender moderation analyses were nonsignifi-
cant and consistent with the existing literature (Miller et al., 2011),
they yielded an interesting and unpredicted pattern of results. Namely,
the relations between (a) coldheartedness andmeanness, both ofwhich
reflect callousness, and (b) RMA, were stronger among females than
males. These findings suggest that women who harbor negative atti-
tudes toward rape victims, most of whom are themselves female
(CDC, 2012),may be particularly callous in their attitudes regarding sex-
ual assault relative to males. Furthermore, these findings are of impor-
tance because the literature typically focuses on exclusively or
predominantly male samples, and perhaps incorrectly assumes that
these relations are most relevant for males compared with females.

5. Conclusion

Despite its strengths, our study was characterized by several limita-
tions. First, althoughwidespread claims that the validity of self-reported
psychopathy is diminished by social desirability response styles appear
to be largely unsupported (Watts, Smith, & Lilienfeld, 2015), our exclu-
sive reliance on self-reportedmeasures renders our findings susceptible
to mono-method bias. Future research should examine informant re-
ports of our target constructs in addition to self-reports to provide
stronger corroboration of the findings. Second, we relied exclusively
on undergraduate samples to examine these relations. Further research
should examine the generalizability of our findings in other samples,
such as community or prison samples. Lastly, we were only able to as-
sess how psychopathy relates to rape myth attitudes and beliefs. Future
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studies should examine how these constructs relate to behavior, includ-
ing sexually aggressive acts and rape perpetration.

The finding that certain psychopathic traits relate to rape attitudes
can be situated within Malamuth's Confluence Model (Malamuth,
2003). According to this model, certain distal factors, such as psycho-
pathic traits, may combine with proximal factors, such as negative atti-
tudes toward rape victims, to place individuals at increased risk for
committing sexual assault. Given that psychopathic traits are associated
with both hostile attitudes toward women and impersonal sexual en-
counters, psychopathic traits may be one important predictor of the
perpetration of sexual assault in part via attitudinal variables.

Although our results do not speak to this issue directly, they raise the
possibility that RMA is one possible mechanism by which psychopathic
features – particularly the mean and disinhibited features – relate to
sexual assault. This possibility is supported by a substantial body of re-
search. For instance, Burt (1980) argued that RMA acts as a “psycholog-
ical neutralizer” (p. 134) that supports sexual violence by means of
justification on the part of the perpetrator and Ward, Polaschek, and
Beech (2006) posited that RMA was one of the most – if not the most
– likely constructs to give rise to sexual aggression or sexual offending.
In the same vein, Walters and Geyer' (2004) well-validated measure of
criminal thinking styles contains content assessing blame externaliza-
tion and denial of harm to victims, both of which are present in mea-
sures of rape attitudes, suggesting that these are widespread cognitive
distortions among people prone to engaging in criminal behavior.

The possibility that psychopathy relates to sexual assault by means
of RMA highlights the potential need for prevention and intervention
programs targeted at individuals who endorse high levels of RMA. If
this hypothesis is borne out by strong tests of mediation, prevention
programs may ultimately wish to focus restructuring attitudes toward
women, who are most at-risk for being victims of sexual assault, as
well as attitudes toward romantic and sexual relationships (see Abbey
et al., 2011, for a discussion). More broadly, future research should con-
tinue to better understand psychopathic individuals' attitudes toward
coercive sexuality and sexual aggression, and how these attitudes trans-
late into damaging, even dangerous, real-world behaviors.
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