
AI translation ・View original & related papers at
chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063

Psychopathy and Moral Decision Making: A
Data Reanalysis Exploration
Authors: Chuanjun Liu, Jiangqun Liao, Jiangqun Liao

Date: 2021-01-14T00:00:00+00:00

Abstract
Previous research found that people with higher level of psychopathy trait would
endorse more to the harmful but beneficial action in traditional moral dilem-
mas. Three possibilities for this effect were confounded: People with higher
psychopathy trait, 1) care more about the beneficial consequences; 2) care less
about the “no harm”norms; 3) just prefer action irrespective of consequences
and norms. A multinomial processing tree model named “CNI”was developed
and claimed to dissociated these three possibilities. Four studies have applied
CNI model to study the psychopathy-moral decision relationship. However, the
CNI model presupposes the agent sequentially processes consequences-norms-
generalized inaction/action preferences, which makes the estimated parameters
biased and untenable. More recently, an alternative algorithm named “CAN”
was developed based on the same data structure to overcome the limitations of
CNI model. We applied CAN algorithm and reanalyzed the raw data of the four
studies on psychopathy-moral decision relationship. The results demonstrated
that people with higher psychopathy trait have weaker consequences and norms
sensitivities, stronger overall action preferences, stronger inaction/action pref-
erences irrespective of norms and consequences, and weaker moral principles
obedience. Furthermore, the mediation and moderation reanalysis explorations
demonstrated that instrumental harm and moral identity partly mediate the
psychopathy-moral decision relationship and that perceived societal standards
rather than personal standards when making moral decisions can alleviate the
positive effects of psychopathy on overall action preference and action prefer-
ence irrespective of norms and consequences. Present reanalysis exploration
study clarified and deepened our insights on the relationship between psychopa-
thy and moral decisions. Theoretical and methodological implications were also
discussed.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063 Machine Translation

https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063
https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063


Full Text
Preamble
Running head: Psychopathy and Moral Decision Making

Psychopathy and Moral Decision Making: A Data Reanalysis Explo-
ration

Chuanjun Liu1 and Jiangqun Liao2

1Tsinghua University
2Tsinghua University

Author Note

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Jiangqun Liao, De-
partment of Psychology, School of Social Sciences, Tsinghua University, Haidian
District, Beijing, China, 100084. E-mail: liaojq@tsinghua.edu.cn. Tel & Fax:
(86-10) 62787208.

This work was supported by the National Social Science Foundation of China
[Grant No. 18BSH114] and Tsinghua University Initiative Scientific Research
Program [Grant No. 2017THZWYY11].

Author Contribution Statement: Liu developed the idea, analyzed the data,
and drafted the manuscript. Liao commented on and revised the manuscript.

Abstract
Previous research found that individuals with higher levels of psychopathic
traits endorse harmful-but-beneficial actions more frequently in traditional
moral dilemmas. However, three possible explanations for this effect were
confounded: (1) such individuals care more about beneficial consequences;
(2) they care less about “no harm”norms; or (3) they simply prefer action
irrespective of consequences and norms. A multinomial processing tree model
called the“CNI”model was developed to dissociate these possibilities, and four
studies have applied it to examine the psychopathy-moral decision relationship.
Nevertheless, the CNI model presupposes that agents sequentially process
consequences, norms, and generalized inaction/action preferences, which biases
the estimated parameters and renders them untenable. More recently, an
alternative algorithm called “CAN”was developed based on the same data
structure to overcome the CNI model’s limitations. We applied the CAN
algorithm to reanalyze the raw data from these four studies on the psychopathy-
moral decision relationship. Our results demonstrate that individuals with
higher psychopathy traits exhibit weaker sensitivity to consequences and
norms, stronger overall action preferences, stronger inaction/action preferences
irrespective of norms and consequences, and weaker moral principle obedience.
Furthermore, mediation and moderation reanalyses reveal that instrumental
harm and moral identity partially mediate the psychopathy-moral decision
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relationship, and that making moral decisions based on perceived societal
standards rather than personal standards can alleviate the positive effects of
psychopathy on overall action preference and action preference irrespective of
norms and consequences. This reanalysis exploration clarifies and deepens our
understanding of the relationship between psychopathy and moral decisions,
with theoretical and methodological implications discussed.

Keywords: psychopathy; moral dilemma; CAN algorithm; CNI model; moral
decision-making

Introduction
The relationship between subclinical psychopathy traits and moral dilemma
decision-making has long been debated. Bartels and Pizarro (2011) found that
individuals scoring higher on psychopathy scales tend to endorse harmful-yet-
beneficial action proposals more frequently (Bartels & Pizarro, 2011). In the
trolley problem, for example, where an uncontrollable trolley threatens five work-
ers on the main track but could be diverted to a side track where it would kill
one worker, more psychopathic individuals are more likely to approve pressing
the button that sacrifices one to save five. This effect has been conceptually
replicated in numerous subsequent studies (Djeriouat & Tremoliere, 2014; Gao
& Tang, 2013; Koenigs et al., 2012; Patil, 2015; Seara-Cardoso et al., 2013; S.
Tassy et al., 2013).

In traditional moral dilemma research, endorsing harmful-but-beneficial actions
has been treated as utilitarian judgment because it maximizes overall wellbeing
(Bentham, 1996; Mill, 1872), while disapproving such actions has been treated
as deontological judgment because harmful actions violate moral norms (Kant
& Gregor, 1997). However, research on psychopathy and moral decision-making
raises a critical question: Do more psychopathic individuals genuinely care more
about overall human welfare?

Several scholars have attempted to address this question. Tassy et al. (2013)
found that individuals with higher psychopathic traits, particularly those related
to affective deficits, gave more utilitarian responses under choice perspective
but not under judgment perspective (S. Tassy et al., 2013). This suggests that
psychopathic individuals know moral rules but do not care about them (Cima et
al., 2010) due to affective deficits. Patil (2015) found that this effect was partly
mediated by reduced aversion to carrying out harmful actions (Patil, 2015).

While some researchers sought explanations for the psychopathy-utilitarianism
effect, others questioned the effect itself and the methodological paradigm. Ka-
hane argued that sacrificial judgments in hypothetical dilemmas bear little re-
lation to genuine utilitarian ethics (Kahane et al., 2015). Furthermore, they
developed a two-dimensional scale to dissociate instrumental harm from im-
partial concern in utilitarian psychology, finding that subclinical psychopathy
correlates with instrumental harm but not with impartial concern, which is more
essential to utilitarianism (Kahane et al., 2018).
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Despite Kahane’s critique, researchers continued addressing limitations of
the traditional moral dilemma paradigm. Gawronski proposed that three
possibilities are confounded when people endorse harmful-but-beneficial actions
(Gawronski & Beer, 2017): (1) they care more about consequences and find
sacrificing one to save five beneficial; (2) they care less about moral norms and
are less averse to harmful actions; or (3) they do not care about consequences
or norms at all and simply have a generalized preference for endorsing action
proposals. To dissociate these possibilities, they applied multinomial process-
ing tree modeling to develop the CNI model, which quantifies individuals’
Consequence sensitivity, Norm sensitivity, and generalized Inaction/action
preferences (Gawronski et al., 2017).

Unlike traditional moral dilemmas, the CNI model considers four comprehen-
sive scenario types. In traditional dilemmas, the proposed action is prohibited
by moral norms and benefits outweigh costs. Gawronski et al. (2017) used a
factorial design to vary norms and consequences across four editions: (1) action
prohibited by norms with benefits greater than costs (traditional dilemma); (2)
action prohibited by norms with benefits smaller than costs; (3) action advo-
cated by norms with benefits greater than costs; and (4) action advocated by
norms with benefits smaller than costs [Figure 1: see original paper]. Partici-
pants decided whether each scenario’s action was morally acceptable (judgment
framing) or whether they would perform it (choice framing).

The CNI model expands moral scenario types to include both proscriptive and
prescriptive norms, two facets of moral regulation emphasized by previous re-
searchers (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009). The C parameter reflects the extent to
which agents base decisions on action consequences, the N parameter reflects
reliance on moral norms, and the I parameter reflects general inaction/action
preferences irrespective of norms and consequences.

Four studies have examined the psychopathy-moral decision relationship using
the CNI model. Gawronski et al. (2017) found that higher psychopathy was asso-
ciated with weaker consequence sensitivity, weaker norm sensitivity, and weaker
general preference for inaction. An individual-differences study confirmed these
relationships using individual-level correlations (Korner et al., 2020). Moreover,
personal and perceived societal standards played different roles in relationships
between psychopathy and moral judgment determinants (Luke & Gawronski,
2020). These studies suggested that individuals with higher psychopathy traits
care less about moral action consequences despite endorsing utilitarian propos-
als in traditional dilemmas. A Chinese study using the CNI model found that
high psychopathy traits were associated with weaker norm sensitivity but no
significant differences in consequence sensitivity or generalized inaction/action
preferences (Li et al., 2020), suggesting possible cultural differences.

While the CNI model made outstanding theoretical contributions by expanding
moral dilemma types and quantifying decision determinants, limitations remain,
including criticism regarding omission bias (Baron & Goodwin, 2020). The most
serious limitation is its presupposition that agents sequentially consider conse-
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quences, norms, and generalized inaction/action preferences (Liu & Liao, 2021).
Although Gawronski emphasized that the hierarchical structure reflects condi-
tional parameter relations rather than temporal order (Gawronski et al., 2020),
this limitation remains fatal. As Liu and Liao (2021) analyzed, the sequen-
tial processing assumption systematically overestimates the N parameter (norm
sensitivity) and renders the I parameter (general inaction/action preferences)
untenable.

Given these issues with the CNI model’s N and I parameters, empirical re-
sults from the four psychopathy-moral decision studies should be re-examined.
Liu and Liao (2021) proposed the CAN algorithm to arithmetically quantify
agents’Consequence sensitivity, Norm sensitivity, and overall Action/inaction
preferences.

[Figure 1: see original paper] shows the CNI model’s dilemma factorial design,
where p1, p2, p3, and p4 represent the probabilities of approving action propos-
als in each scenario type. These four empirically observed probabilities serve as
input for the CAN algorithm.

The CAN algorithm computes parameters based on the same empirical data as
the CNI model:

C = (p1 –p2 + p3 –p4)/2
N = (p3 –p1 + p4 –p2)/2
A = (p1 + p2 + p3 + p4)/4

The C parameter depicts consequence sensitivity, quantifying the extent to
which agents base moral decisions on whether consequences are beneficial. The
N parameter depicts norm sensitivity, quantifying reliance on whether the ac-
tion proposal is allowed by moral norms. The A parameter depicts overall action
versus inaction preferences across the four moral scenario types, quantifying the
extent to which agents generally prefer action or inaction. Additionally, three
new parameters can be derived from the CAN algorithm.

Liu and Liao (2021) proposed that the probability of generalized inaction prefer-
ence irrespective of moral norms and consequences can be represented by (1 –p3).
Similarly, the probability of generalized action preference irrespective of norms
and consequences can be represented by p2. Moreover, (p3 –p2) represents the
extent to which agents follow moral principles. If agents exactly follow moral
principles, p3 would approach 1 (since both norms and consequences advocate
action) and p2 would approach 0 (since both oppose action). Therefore, (p3 –
p2) varies between 0 and 1, representing moral principle obedience. We term
these three parameters IrrespectiveI, IrrespectiveA, and Moral obedience.

In the present research, we used the CAN algorithm to reanalyze raw data from
previous psychopathy-moral decision studies. We pre-registered our research
plan at https://osf.io/pgw2b. This data reanalysis exploration benefited from
the Open Science Framework (OSF), with all datasets downloaded using hy-
perlinks provided in the original papers. The research was approved by the
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Institutional Review Board of the Psychology Department at Tsinghua Univer-
sity.

In Reanalysis Study 1, we examined the raw data from Gawronski et al.’s
(2017) Studies 4a and 4b to explore relationships between psychopathy traits
and moral decision parameters. In Reanalysis Study 2, we reanalyzed Korner
et al.’s (2020) data, re-examining these relationships and exploring potential
mediation processes. In Reanalysis Study 3, we investigated the moderating
roles of personal versus perceived societal standards (Luke & Gawronski, 2020).
In Reanalysis Study 4, we examined correlations between psychopathy traits
and moral decision parameters in Chinese culture (Li et al., 2020).

Reanalysis Study 1: Correlations Between Psychopathy
Trait and Moral Decision Parameters
Method

Participants and Measurement. Gawronski et al.’s (2017) Study 4a re-
cruited 184 valid participants (175 males, 9 females; aged 18-73, M = 35.05, SD
= 12.24) via Amazon’s MTurk who completed all measures and passed instruc-
tional attention checks. Psychopathy was measured using Paulhus, Neumann,
and Hare’s (2009) 30-item SRP-III Scale (Paulhus et al., 2009). In the first ses-
sion, 503 MTurk workers completed all measures. Based on their psychopathy
scores, 121 participants in the lowest quartile and 122 in the highest quartile
were selected for the second session. Participants read six moral dilemmas, each
with four variants (as shown in Figure 1), totaling 24 scenario presentations.
After each scenario, they answered a moral choice question: “Would you per-
form the described action?”After filtering invalid responses, 184 participants
remained in the final sample.

To address replication concerns, Gawronski et al. (2017) conceptually repli-
cated their studies. Study 4b recruited 198 valid participants (195 males, 3
females; aged 19-69, M = 33.35, SD = 11.11) via MTurk who completed all
measures and passed attention checks. Using the same sampling strategy, 504
participants completed the first psychopathy evaluation session. For the second
session, 138 participants with lowest-quartile psychopathy scores and 139 with
highest-quartile scores were invited. Psychopathy was measured using Levenson’
s 16-item Primary Psychopathy Scale (Levenson et al., 1995), and participants
completed the same moral dilemma tasks as in Study 4a.

Procedure. We downloaded raw data from https://osf.io/xt66w/, computed
the six parameters arithmetically, and conducted correlation analyses between
psychopathy and these parameters. As previous research demonstrated gender
differences in moral dilemma decisions (Friesdorf et al., 2015), we controlled for
gender in all analyses.
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Results

As shown in Table 1 , correlation analyses revealed that individuals with higher
psychopathy traits care less about moral consequences, care less about moral
norms underlying proposed actions, have stronger inclinations toward both in-
action and action irrespective of moral norms and consequences, and exhibit
weaker moral obedience to principles.

Table 1. Partial correlations between psychopathy and moral decision param-
eters (controlling for gender) in Gawronski et al.’s (2017) Study 4a (n = 184)
and Study 4b (n = 198).

Gawronski et al. (2017) artificially divided participants into high and low psy-
chopathy conditions based on scores, then conducted between-condition con-
trasts of moral decision parameters. We also performed MANOVA analyses
using our algorithm-derived parameters as dependent variables, condition as a
fixed factor, and gender as a control variable.

For Study 4a: C parameters did not differ significantly between low (M = 0.247,
SD = 0.202) and high (M = 0.199, SD = 0.216) psychopathy conditions, F(1,
181) = 2.48, p = .117, �p2 = 0.014. The N parameter was marginally greater
in the low (M = 0.190, SD = 0.352) versus high (M = 0.097, SD = 0.313)
psychopathy condition, F(1, 181) = 3.60, p = .059, �p2 = 0.020. A parameters
did not differ between low (M = 0.458, SD = 0.097) and high (M = 0.477,
SD = 0.106) psychopathy conditions, F(1, 181) = 1.45, p = .231, �p2 = 0.008.
IrrespectiveI parameters showed no significant difference between low (M =
0.163, SD = 0.119) and high (M = 0.190, SD = 0.110) psychopathy conditions,
F(1, 181) = 2.60, p = .108, �p2 = 0.014. However, the IrrespectiveA parameter
was significantly smaller in the low (M = 0.237, SD = 0.221) versus high (M =
0.324, SD = 0.252) psychopathy condition, F(1, 181) = 6.27, p = .013, �p2 =
0.033. Moral obedience was significantly greater in the low (M = 0.437, SD =
0.404) versus high (M = 0.296, SD = 0.403) psychopathy condition, F(1, 181)
= 5.70, p = .018, �p2 = 0.031.

For Study 4b: The C parameter was significantly greater in the low (M = 0.265,
SD = 0.208) versus high (M = 0.131, SD = 0.219) psychopathy condition, F(1,
195) = 18.00, p < .001, �p2 = 0.084. The N parameter was significantly greater
in the low (M = 0.267, SD = 0.318) versus high (M = -0.008, SD = 0.307)
psychopathy condition, F(1, 195) = 35.49, p < .001, �p2 = 0.154. A parameters
did not differ between low (M = 0.456, SD = 0.091) and high (M = 0.477, SD
= 0.134) psychopathy conditions, F(1, 195) = 1.15, p = .286, �p2 = 0.006. The
IrrespectiveI parameter was significantly smaller in the low (M = 0.140, SD =
0.109) versus high (M = 0.230, SD = 0.114) psychopathy condition, F(1, 195)
= 31.76, p < .001, �p2 = 0.140. The IrrespectiveA parameter was significantly
smaller in the low (M = 0.188, SD = 0.194) versus high (M = 0.416, SD =
0.264) psychopathy condition, F(1, 195) = 44.99, p < .001, �p2 = 0.187. Moral
obedience was significantly greater in the low (M = 0.532, SD = 0.363) versus
high (M = 0.124, SD = 0.361) psychopathy condition, F(1, 195) = 58.80, p <
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.001, �p2 = 0.232.

Discussion

In Gawronski’s original CNI model analyses, they compared C, N, and I param-
eters between artificially divided high and low psychopathy conditions, finding
that high psychopathy traits were associated with weaker consequence sensitiv-
ity, weaker norm sensitivity, and lower generalized inaction preferences. How-
ever, three methodological concerns arise. First, the samples were predomi-
nantly male. Although we controlled for gender, this sampling bias affects re-
sult reliability. Researchers have noted that psychopathy research has focused
predominantly on White male samples (Horan et al., 2015); future studies need
more female participants and diverse cultural backgrounds. Second, artificial
dichotomization may produce biased results (Altman & Royston, 2006; Austin
& Brunner, 2004). For instance, in Gawronski’s Study 4a, the C parameter
was marginally negatively correlated with psychopathy scores but showed no
significant between-group difference. Third, as Liu and Liao (2021) analyzed,
the CNI model’s N parameter is overestimated and the I parameter unten-
able. Our analyses show that psychopathy scores are marginally (Study 4a)
and significantly (Study 4b) positively correlated with the IrrespectiveI param-
eter, suggesting that higher psychopathy individuals tend toward more inaction
choices even when moral norms and consequences advocate action—opposite to
the CNI model’s conclusion.

Empirically, the IrrespectiveI parameter depicts the probability of choosing inac-
tion when both moral norms and consequences principles demand action. This
parameter more accurately describes generalized inaction preference irrespective
of moral norms and consequences than the CNI model’s I parameter.

In summary, reanalyzing Gawronski’s Studies 4a and 4b demonstrates that
individuals with higher psychopathy traits have weaker moral consequence sen-
sitivity, weaker moral norm sensitivity, stronger inaction and action preferences
irrespective of norms and consequences, and weaker moral obedience. These con-
clusions will be retested in subsequent reanalysis studies addressing sampling
bias limitations.

Reanalysis Study 2: Mediation Process Between Psychopa-
thy Trait and Moral Decision Parameters
The original CNI model does not provide individual-level parameter estimates
because 24 trials are insufficient for unbiased estimation (Gawronski et al., 2017).
Gawronski’s team expanded the dilemma set to 12 scenarios, each with four
versions based on the factorial design (2 [norms: proscriptive/prescriptive] ×
2 [consequences: benefits greater/smaller than costs]), yielding 48 scenarios for
individual-level estimation (Korner et al., 2020). However, they did not address
the sequential processing limitation, so the N parameter remains overestimated
and the I parameter untenable.
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Reanalysis Study 2 had two aims: (1) re-examine relationships between psy-
chopathy traits and moral decision parameters, and (2) explore mediating pro-
cesses, as Korner et al. (2020) measured empathic concern (Gleichgerrcht &
Young, 2013), need for cognition (Conway & Gawronski, 2013), Oxford Utilitar-
ianism Scale (Kahane et al., 2018), behavioral inhibition/activation (Moore et
al., 2011; van den Bos et al., 2011), self-importance of moral identity (Glenn et
al., 2010), and religiosity (Szekely et al., 2015)—variables previously implicated
in moral judgment.

Method

Participants. Korner et al. (2020) conducted four studies examining individual
differences in moral decisions, recruiting 161, 177, 196, and 189 valid participants
for Studies 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b, respectively. In response to the replication crisis,
Study 1b exactly replicated Study 1a, and Study 2b exactly replicated Study
2a. The only difference was that participants in Studies 1a/1b responded to
judgment framing questions (“Is it morally acceptable to perform the described
action?”) while those in Studies 2a/2b responded to choice framing questions
(“Would you perform the described action?”). Evidence shows people respond
differently to these question types (Francis et al., 2016; Patil et al., 2014; Pletti
et al., 2017; S. Tassy et al., 2013).

Given these similarities and differences, we combined Studies 1a and 1b (n =
338; 137 female, 189 male, 2 other, 4 prefer not to respond, 6 missing; aged
18-71, M = 34.77, SD = 10.39) and Studies 2a and 2b (n = 385; 192 female, 189
male, 2 other, 1 prefer not to respond, 1 missing; aged 19-72, M = 34.55, SD =
9.87).

Procedure. We downloaded Korner et al.’s (2020) raw data from
https://osf.io/ndf4w/, computed six moral decision parameters using the
CAN algorithm, and conducted two sets of analyses: (1) rechecking relation-
ships between psychopathy and moral decision parameters, and (2) exploring
potential mediating processes.

Results

Part 1: Correlations Between Psychopathy and Moral Decision Pa-
rameters. As shown in Table 2 , correlation analyses generally supported Re-
analysis Study 1’s findings. Individuals with higher psychopathy traits exhibit
weaker consequence sensitivity, weaker norm sensitivity, stronger inaction and
action preferences irrespective of moral norms and consequences, and weaker
moral obedience. Additionally, they show stronger overall action preferences.

Table 2. Partial correlations between psychopathy trait and moral decision
parameters (controlling for gender) in Korner et al.’s (2020) Study 1 (left, n =
338) and Study 2 (right, n = 385).

Part 2: Possible Mediating Processes Between Psychopathy and
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Moral Decision Parameters. We conducted mediation analyses using the
PROCESS 3.4 plug-in (Hayes, 2013) with Model 4 and 5000 bootstraps. Psy-
chopathy scores served as the independent variable; empathic concern, need for
cognition, Oxford Utilitarianism Scale: Instrumental Harm (OUSIH), Oxford
Utilitarianism Scale: Impartial Beneficence (OUSIB), behavioral inhibition
(BIS), behavioral activation (BAS), moral identity, and religiosity served as
parallel mediators; and the six moral decision parameters served as dependent
variables, analyzed separately. Because Studies 1 and 2 used different question
frames (judgment vs. choice), we conducted mediation analyses independently,
yielding 12 total models. To be rigorous, we classified mediating paths as
reliable only if significant in both judgment and choice conditions.

Figure 2 [Figure 2: see original paper] shows mediation processes for the
C parameter. Only OUSIH showed a partial mediating role in both judgment
(indirect effect = 0.033, 95% CI [0.011, 0.053]) and choice perspectives (indirect
effect = 0.026, 95% CI [0.008, 0.046]), indicating that higher psychopathy traits
increase instrumental harm inclinations, which in turn reduce consequence sen-
sitivity.

Figure 3 [Figure 3: see original paper] shows mediation processes for the
N parameter. Only OUSIH showed a partial mediating role in both judgment
(indirect effect = -0.066, 95% CI [-0.096, -0.038]) and choice perspectives (indi-
rect effect = -0.069, 95% CI [-0.096, -0.045]), indicating that higher psychopathy
traits increase instrumental harm inclinations, reducing norm sensitivity.

Figure 4 [Figure 4: see original paper] shows mediation processes for the
A parameter. Both OUSIH (judgment: indirect effect = 0.017, 95% CI [0.006,
0.029]; choice: indirect effect = 0.009, 95% CI [0.001, 0.019]) and moral iden-
tity (judgment: indirect effect = 0.019, 95% CI [0.003, 0.037]; choice: indirect
effect = 0.020, 95% CI [0.003, 0.040]) showed partial mediating roles in both
perspectives, indicating that higher psychopathy traits increase instrumental
harm inclinations and weaken moral identity, leading to greater overall action
preferences.

Figure 5 [Figure 5: see original paper] shows mediation processes for the
IrrespectiveI parameter. No significant mediating paths emerged in both per-
spectives, leaving the mediating processes between psychopathy and generalized
inaction preferences unclear.

Figure 6 [Figure 6: see original paper] shows mediation processes for
the IrrespectiveA parameter. Both OUSIH (judgment: indirect effect = 0.031,
95% CI [0.010, 0.052]; choice: indirect effect = 0.031, 95% CI [0.015, 0.048])
and moral identity (judgment: indirect effect = 0.052, 95% CI [0.025, 0.085];
choice: indirect effect = 0.047, 95% CI [0.018, 0.078]) showed partial mediating
roles in both perspectives, indicating that higher psychopathy traits increase
instrumental harm inclinations and weaken moral identity, leading to greater
action preferences irrespective of norms and consequences.

Figure 7 [Figure 7: see original paper] shows mediation processes for
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the Moral obedience parameter. Both OUSIH (judgment: indirect effect = -
0.033, 95% CI [-0.067, -0.002]; choice: indirect effect = -0.043, 95% CI [-0.070,
-0.018]) and moral identity (judgment: indirect effect = -0.068, 95% CI [-0.110,
-0.032]; choice: indirect effect = -0.058, 95% CI [-0.104, -0.012]) showed partial
mediating roles in both perspectives, indicating that higher psychopathy traits
increase instrumental harm inclinations and weaken moral identity, reducing
moral obedience.

Discussion

Reanalysis Study 2 replicated Reanalysis Study 1’s main findings, confirming
that higher psychopathy is associated with reduced concern for moral action
consequences and underlying norms, plus stronger inclinations toward action
and inaction irrespective of norms and consequences. Additionally, we found
that higher psychopathy correlates with stronger overall action preferences. Me-
diation analyses revealed that instrumental harm and moral identity partially
mediate relationships between psychopathy and some moral decision parameters.
Notably, instrumental harm mediated nearly all relationships except with Irre-
spectiveI, consistent with Kahane’s studies (Kahane et al., 2018) and deepening
our understanding of psychopathy-moral decision relationships.

Another important question concerns boundary conditions for the psychopathy-
moral decision relationship to inform intervention strategies. Luke and Gawron-
ski (2020) found that personal versus perceived societal standards moderated
relationships between psychopathy and CNI-derived N and I parameters. Specif-
ically, the negative association between psychopathy and N parameter was
stronger under personal judgment than perceived societal judgment, and the
negative association between psychopathy and I parameter was stronger under
personal than perceived societal judgment. However, as Liu and Liao (2021)
noted, CNI model parameters are overestimated or untenable. We reanalyzed
their data using the CAN algorithm to determine whether the moderating role
of personal/perceived societal standards remains.

Reanalysis Study 3: Moderating Role of Personal/Perceived
Societal Standards on Psychopathy-Moral Decision Rela-
tionships
Method

Participants and Measurement. Luke and Gawronski (2020) recruited 337
participants (165 female, 169 male, 3 prefer not to answer; aged 18-76, M =
35.53, SD = 11.22). Participants completed Levenson’s 16-item Primary Psy-
chopathy Scale (Levenson et al., 1995) and a 48-scenario moral decision task
(Korner et al., 2020). During the moral decision task, participants received
instructions to make decisions based on either personal standards (their own
opinions) or perceived societal standards (what is socially acceptable). See Luke
and Gawronski (2020) for details.
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Procedure. We downloaded Luke and Gawronski’s (2020) raw data from
https://osf.io/7nscq/, computed six moral decision parameters using the CAN
algorithm, and conducted two sets of analyses: (1) correlations between psy-
chopathy and moral decision parameters, and (2) moderating effects of per-
sonal/perceived societal standards.

Results

Part 1: Correlations Between Psychopathy and Moral Decision Pa-
rameters. As shown in Table 3 , psychopathy trait scores negatively correlated
with C and N parameters, positively correlated with A, IrrespectiveI, and Irre-
spectiveA parameters, and negatively correlated with moral obedience, regard-
less of condition.

Table 3. Partial correlations between psychopathy and moral decision parame-
ters (controlling for gender) in Luke and Gawronski (2020). Personal (n = 174)
and societal (n = 163) conditions are shown.

Part 2: Moderation Role of Personal/Perceived Societal Standards.
We conducted moderation analyses using the PROCESS plug-in (Hayes, 2013)
with Model 1 and 5000 bootstraps. Psychopathy score served as the indepen-
dent variable, personal/perceived societal standards condition as the moderator,
gender as a control variable, and each of the six moral decision parameters as
dependent variables in separate analyses.

As shown in Figure 8 [Figure 8: see original paper], the moderating effect of
personal/perceived societal standards was marginally significant for the relation-
ship between psychopathy and A parameter (𝛽 = -0.036, t(332) = -1.67, p =
.097, 95% CI [-0.078, 0.007]) and statistically significant for psychopathy and
IrrespectiveA parameter (𝛽 = -0.070, t(332) = -1.98, p = .049, 95% CI [-0.139,
-0.001]). Positive correlations between psychopathy and A/IrrespectiveA param-
eters were stronger under personal standards than perceived societal standards.

Discussion

Luke and Gawronski (2020) found that personal/perceived societal standards
moderated relationships between psychopathy and CNI-derived N and I pa-
rameters. However, we found no moderating effect using CAN-derived N and
IrrespectiveI parameters, possibly because the CNI model overestimates the N
parameter (Liu & Liao, 2021) and amplifies coefficient differences. Further-
more, the CNI model’s I parameter is untenable (Liu & Liao, 2021). When
making moral decisions under personal rather than perceived societal standards,
psychopathy more strongly predicts overall action preferences and action pref-
erences irrespective of norms and consequences. This suggests psychopathic in-
dividuals suppress action impulses when considering societal standards. These
results differ completely from Luke and Gawronski (2020), further demonstrat-
ing that CNI model parameters are unreliable.
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The reanalysis results suggest culture-related social standards may influence
psychopathy-moral decision relationships. Therefore, Reanalysis Study 4 exam-
ined data from Chinese participants.

Reanalysis Study 4: Relationship Between Psychopathy
Traits and Moral Decision Parameters Under Chinese Cul-
ture
Method

Li et al. (2020) recruited 869 valid student participants (587 female, 282 male;
aged 17-47, M = 19.03, SD = 1.71). Participants completed Levenson’s self-
report psychopathy scales (26 items total: 16-item primary psychopathy sub-
scale and 10-item secondary psychopathy subscale) and a 24-dilemma moral
decision task (Gawronski et al., 2017).

Because CNI-derived C, N, and I parameters cannot be used for correlation
analysis, Li et al. (2020) artificially divided participants into high (top 20% of
psychopathy scores) and low (bottom 20%) groups for between-group compar-
isons. They found high psychopathy individuals had significantly weaker norm
sensitivity than low psychopathy individuals, but no significant differences in
consequence sensitivity or inaction/action preferences irrespective of norms and
consequences.

Given that the N parameter is overestimated and the I parameter untenable (Liu
& Liao, 2021), we downloaded their raw data from https://osf.io/hcx5a/, com-
puted six moral decision parameters using the CAN algorithm, and conducted
correlation analyses with all 869 participants.

Results

As shown in Table 4 , among CAN-derived parameters, primary psychopathy
scores negatively correlated with N parameter and Moral obedience, and pos-
itively correlated with IrrespectiveI and IrrespectiveA parameters. Secondary
psychopathy scores positively correlated with A and IrrespectiveA parameters
and negatively correlated with moral obedience. Total psychopathy scores neg-
atively correlated with N parameter and Moral obedience, and positively corre-
lated with IrrespectiveI and IrrespectiveA parameters.

Table 4. Partial correlations between psychopathy and moral decision param-
eters (controlling for gender) in Li et al. (2020).

Discussion

We replicated Li et al.’s (2020) finding that high psychopathy individuals have
weaker norm sensitivity than low psychopathy individuals. Furthermore, we
replicated our reanalysis results that high psychopathy individuals have stronger
inaction and action preferences irrespective of norms and consequences and
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weaker moral obedience. These results are stable and cross-culturally consis-
tent.

Moreover, psychopathy subscales show different relationships with moral deci-
sion parameters. Specifically: (1) Primary psychopathy negatively correlates
with norm sensitivity while secondary psychopathy does not; (2) Primary psy-
chopathy does not correlate with overall action preferences while secondary
psychopathy positively correlates; (3) Primary psychopathy positively corre-
lates with inaction preferences irrespective of norms and consequences while
secondary psychopathy does not. Previous research indicates primary psychopa-
thy is associated with callousness, interpersonal manipulation, and selfishness,
while secondary psychopathy relates to emotional disturbance and internal con-
flict leading to antisocial behavior (Horan et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2018). These
differences may explain why primary and secondary psychopathy correlate dif-
ferently with moral decision parameters.

General Discussion
Main Results of Present Reanalysis Study

Across four reanalysis studies, we revealed a new perspective on the psychopathy-
moral decision relationship. First, studies from Gawronski’s research team
consistently demonstrated that psychopathy negatively associates with conse-
quence sensitivity, contradicting previous conclusions that psychopathic indi-
viduals care more about consequences (Bartels & Pizarro, 2011; Djeriouat &
Tremoliere, 2014; Gao & Tang, 2013; Koenigs et al., 2012; Patil, 2015; Seara-
Cardoso et al., 2013; S. Tassy et al., 2013). In fact, they do not. However,
the Chinese sample did not show this relationship, possibly due to cultural dif-
ferences, as research suggests psychopathy-antisocial conduct relationships are
moderated by country (Leistico et al., 2008) and decision-making is influenced
by individualism/collectivism (LeFebvre & Franke, 2013). Nevertheless, sam-
pling bias may confound these cultural differences, as Li et al. (2020) surveyed
college students rather than a broader age range. Future studies should exam-
ine whether and why Chinese participants’psychopathy traits fail to predict
consequence sensitivity in moral decision-making.

Second, all studies consistently demonstrated that higher psychopathy traits as-
sociate with weaker norm sensitivity. Research shows psychopathic individuals
have affective deficits making them less averse to harmful actions (Reynolds &
Conway, 2018; S. Tassy et al., 2013). Based on the dual-process model of moral
cognition (Greene, 2009; Paxton & Greene, 2010), high psychopathy individ-
uals care less about moral norms underlying proposed actions. Furthermore,
we found that higher psychopathy associates with stronger action and inaction
preferences irrespective of norms and consequences, and weaker moral obedi-
ence. These novel findings imply that high psychopathy individuals cannot
follow moral principles effectively. A meta-analysis found that psychopathic in-
dividuals fail to understand moral principles and have a different moral compass
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(Marshall et al., 2018). When both norms and consequences principles demand
action or inaction, more psychopathic individuals show stronger inclinations to
do the opposite.

Third, Korner et al.’s (2020) and Luke and Gawronski’s (2020) studies showed
that higher psychopathy positively correlates with stronger overall action pref-
erences, while the other two studies did not. If this pattern is reliable, it may
reflect psychopathic individuals’lower behavioral inhibition, which has been
linked to greater endorsement of action proposals (van den Bos et al., 2011).
However, this inconsistent effect requires future replication.

Fourth, instrumental harm and moral identity partially mediated relationships
between psychopathy and some moral decision parameters. Many studies show
psychopathic individuals respond differently to moral dilemmas under judgment
versus choice perspectives (Cima et al., 2010; Pletti et al., 2017; S. Tassy et al.,
2013), with more psychopathic individuals endorsing harmful actions to save
more people under choice but not judgment perspectives. Focusing primarily
on the choice perspective, we found instrumental harm and moral identity fre-
quently mediate psychopathy-moral decision relationships. This suggests that
higher instrumental harm inclinations and lower moral identity explain why psy-
chopathic individuals care less about consequences and norms, show stronger
overall action preferences and action preferences irrespective of norms and con-
sequences, and exhibit weaker moral obedience. Kahane et al. (2018) developed
the instrumental harm subscale and first found that subclinical psychopathy cor-
relates with instrumental harm. Our results confirm and deepen this relation-
ship. Glenn et al. (2010) found that psychopathic traits may lead to immoral
behavior partly because individuals do not construe their identities in moral
terms. Our results further support this claim, identifying moral identity as an
important mediator.

Fifth, making moral decisions under perceived societal rather than personal
standards alleviates psychopathy’s positive predictions of overall action pref-
erences and action preferences irrespective of norms and consequences. These
moderation results differ completely from the original study, demonstrating that
perceived societal standards may help suppress psychopathic individuals’action
impulses, especially when both norms and consequences principles demand in-
action. Previous research shows psychopathic individuals can make moral judg-
ments but do not care due to affective deficits (Cima et al., 2010; S. Tassy et
al., 2013), suggesting they understand societal standards. Our study clarifies
that societal standards can help suppress psychopathy-related action impulses,
reducing endorsement of action when norms and consequences demand inaction.

Methodological Contrasts Between CNI Model and CAN Algorithm

Methodology determines result credibility. As Liu and Liao (2021) discussed, the
CNI model overestimates the N parameter because it presupposes that agents
follow norm principles only if they do not follow consequence principles. This
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prerequisite is unnecessary according to the corrective dual-process model of
moral cognition (Baron & Goodwin, 2020). In contrast, the CAN algorithm
has no such prerequisite and computes N parameters algebraically, aligning
better with moral cognition literature and demonstrating that deontological
and utilitarian inclinations can be computed independently (Bago & De Neys,
2019; Greene, 2009).

Furthermore, the CNI model’s I parameter is untenable (Liu & Liao, 2021).
It claims to depict inaction/action preferences irrespective of norms and conse-
quences, meaning agents disregard norm and consequence requirements when
choosing action or inaction. However, based on the four scenario types, the
probability of endorsing a proposal in proscriptive norm scenarios where bene-
fits are smaller than costs (p2) represents action preference when both norms
and consequences demand inaction. Conversely, the probability of rejecting
a proposal in prescriptive norm scenarios where benefits exceed costs (1 - p3)
represents inaction preference when both principles demand action. Gawronski
et al. (2017) reasoned that aggregating these probabilities should equal 1, im-
plying p2 = p3—a highly improbable equality stressed by Liu and Liao (2021).
Therefore, the CNI model’s I parameter is untenable. We developed Irrespec-
tiveI, IrrespectiveA, and Moral obedience parameters using the CAN algorithm,
providing deeper insights into psychopathy-moral decision relationships.

In summary, the CAN algorithm overcomes CNI model limitations and illumi-
nates the psychopathy-moral decision relationship more clearly. Rather than
showing that psychopathic individuals are more utilitarian, we demonstrate
they are less sensitive to consequences and norms, less obedient to moral prin-
ciples, and have stronger inclinations toward overall action preferences and ac-
tion/inaction preferences irrespective of norms and consequences. We encourage
researchers to use this new method for other moral decision-making topics.

Contributions and Limitations

The most important contribution of this reanalysis research is demonstrating
that the CAN algorithm provides deeper insights into agents’moral decision
preferences. We appreciate that the CNI model expanded the scenario library
to include prescriptive norm scenarios, enabling measurement of both proscrip-
tive and prescriptive aspects of moral cognition (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009).
However, its processing tree logic is problematic, biasing parameter estimates.
Our reanalysis provides evidence for this bias, suggesting that other CNI model
research should exercise caution in data analysis and consider reanalyzing data
with the CAN algorithm.

Second, we provide new insights into psychopathy-moral decision relationships.
What is novel in this reanalysis? First, we recomputed moral decision param-
eters using the CAN algorithm, demonstrating that higher psychopathy traits
associate with reduced concern for consequences and norms, weaker moral obedi-
ence, and stronger overall action preferences and action/inaction preferences irre-
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spective of norms and consequences—findings not present in the original studies.
Second, we explored mediation processes, revealing significant roles for instru-
mental harm and moral identity—also novel. Third, we clarified the moderating
role of personal/perceived societal standards, another new contribution.

However, limitations remain. This study primarily reanalyzes existing data;
more empirical research is needed to further examine psychopathy’s effects on
moral decisions. Previous research suggests affective deficits (S. Tassy et al.,
2013), lack of empathic concern (Gleichgerrcht & Young, 2013), and anxious
emotion (Koenigs et al., 2012) may explain psychopathic individuals’different
moral decisions. Future studies should examine these factors.

Additionally, random error in parameters requires careful consideration. When
participants misunderstand scenarios and respond randomly, this error con-
founds parameters differently. C and N parameter computations involve all
four scenario types, theoretically balancing random errors through subtraction
and making these parameters convincing. However, IrrespectiveI, IrrespectiveA,
and Moral obedience parameters depend primarily on response probabilities in
scenarios where both norms and consequences advocate or prohibit action, mak-
ing them vulnerable to random error. The A parameter, aggregating action
probabilities across all scenarios, also involves random error. These four param-
eters should be interpreted cautiously.

Conclusion
Reanalyzing four datasets with the CAN algorithm revealed that individuals
with higher psychopathy traits care less about consequences and norms, ex-
hibit weaker moral obedience, but show stronger inclinations toward overall
action preferences and action/inaction preferences irrespective of norms and
consequences. Instrumental harm and moral identity are important mediators
between psychopathy and moral decisions. Perceived societal standards rather
than personal standards can alleviate psychopathy’s positive predictions of
overall action preference and action preferences irrespective of norms and con-
sequences in moral decision-making.

References
Altman, D. G., & Royston, P. (2006). The cost of dichotomising continuous
variables. BMJ, 332(7549), 1080. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.332.7549.1080

Austin, P. C., & Brunner, L. J. (2004). Inflation of the type I error rate when
a continuous confounding variable is categorized in logistic regression analyses.
Statistics in Medicine, 23(7), 1159-1178. https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.1687

Bago, B., & De Neys, W. (2019). The intuitive greater good: Testing the correc-
tive dual process model of moral cognition. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 148(10), 1782-1801. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000533

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063 Machine Translation

https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063


Baron, J., & Goodwin, G. P. (2020). Consequences, norms, and inaction: A
critical analysis. Judgement and Decision Making, 15(3), 421-442.

Bartels, D. M., & Pizarro, D. A. (2011). The mismeasure of morals: antisocial
personality traits predict utilitarian responses to moral dilemmas. Cognition,
121(1), 154-161. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2011.05.010

Bentham, J. (1996). An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation.
Oxford University Press, USA. (Original work published 1781).

Cima, M., Tonnaer, F., & Hauser, M. D. (2010). Psychopaths know right from
wrong but don’t care. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 5(1), 59-67.
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsp051

Conway, P., & Gawronski, B. (2013). Deontological and utilitarian inclinations
in moral decision making: a process dissociation approach. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 104(2), 216-235. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031021

Djeriouat, H., & Tremoliere, B. (2014). The Dark Triad of personality
and utilitarian moral judgment: The mediating role of Honesty/Humility
and Harm/Care. Personality and Individual Differences, 67, 11-16.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.12.026

Francis, K. B., Howard, C., Howard, I. S., Gummerum, M., Ganis, G.,
Anderson, G., & Terbeck, S. (2016). Virtual Morality: Transitioning
from Moral Judgment to Moral Action? PLoS One, 11(10), e0164374.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0164374

Friesdorf, R., Conway, P., & Gawronski, B. (2015). Gender differences in re-
sponses to moral dilemmas: a process dissociation analysis. Personality and So-
cial Psychology Bulletin, 41(5), 696-713. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215575731

Gao, Y., & Tang, S. (2013). Psychopathic personality and utilitarian moral
judgment in college students. Journal of Criminal Justice, 41(5), 342-349.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2013.06.012

Gawronski, B., Armstrong, J., Conway, P., Friesdorf, R., & Hutter, M. (2017).
Consequences, norms, and generalized inaction in moral dilemmas: The CNI
model of moral decision-making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
113(3), 343-376. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000086

Gawronski, B., & Beer, J. S. (2017). What makes moral dilemma judg-
ments “utilitarian”or “deontological”? Social Neuroscience, 12(6), 626-632.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2016.1248787

Gawronski, B., Conway, P., Hütter, M., Luke, D. M., Armstrong, J., & Friesdorf,
R. (2020). On the Validity of the CNI Model of Moral Decision-Making: Reply
to Baron and Goodwin (2020). Judgment and Decision Making, 15(6), 1054-
1072.

Gleichgerrcht, E., & Young, L. (2013). Low levels of empathic con-
cern predict utilitarian moral judgment. PLoS One, 8(4), e60418.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063 Machine Translation

https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0060418

Glenn, A. L., Koleva, S., Iyer, R., Graham, J., & Ditto, P. H. (2010). Moral
identity in psychopathy. Judgment and Decision Making, 5(7), 497–505.

Greene, J. D. (2009). Dual-process morality and the personal/impersonal dis-
tinction: A reply to McGuire, Langdon, Coltheart, and Mackenzie. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 45(3), 581-584. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.01.003

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional
process analysis: A regression-based approach. The Guilford Press.

Horan, J. M., Brown, J. L., Jones, S. M., & Aber, J. L. (2015). As-
sessing invariance across sex and race/ethnicity in measures of youth
psychopathic characteristics. Psychological Assessment, 27(2), 657-668.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000043

Janoff-Bulman, R., Sheikh, S., & Hepp, S. (2009). Proscriptive versus prescrip-
tive morality: two faces of moral regulation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 96(3), 521-537. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013779

Kahane, G., Everett, J. A., Earp, B. D., Farias, M., & Savulescu, J.
(2015). ‘Utilitarian’judgments in sacrificial moral dilemmas do not re-
flect impartial concern for the greater good. Cognition, 134, 193-209.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.10.005

Kahane, G., Everett, J. A. C., Earp, B. D., Caviola, L., Faber, N. S., Crockett,
M. J., & Savulescu, J. (2018). Beyond sacrificial harm: A two-dimensional
model of utilitarian psychology. Psychological Review, 125(2), 131-164.
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000093

Kant, I., & Gregor, M. J. (1997). Groundwork of the metaphysics of morals.
Cambridge University Press.

Koenigs, M., Kruepke, M., Zeier, J., & Newman, J. P. (2012). Utilitarian moral
judgment in psychopathy. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 7(6),
708-714. https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr048

Korner, A., Deutsch, R., & Gawronski, B. (2020). Using the CNI
Model to Investigate Individual Differences in Moral Dilemma Judg-
ments. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(9), 1323-1337.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220907203

LeFebvre, R., & Franke, V. (2013). Culture Matters: Individualism
vs. Collectivism in Conflict Decision-Making. Societies, 3(1), 128-146.
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc3010128

Leistico, A. M., Salekin, R. T., DeCoster, J., & Rogers, R. (2008). A large-scale
meta-analysis relating the hare measures of psychopathy to antisocial conduct.
Law and Human Behavior, 32(1), 28-45. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10979-007-
9096-6

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063 Machine Translation

https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063


Levenson, M. R., Kiehl, K. A., & Fitzpatrick, C. M. (1995). Assessing
psychopathic attributes in a noninstitutionalized population. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 68(1), 151-158. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.68.1.151

Li, S., Ding, D., Wu, Z., Yi, L., Lai, J., & Dang, L. (2020). Do High Psy-
chopaths Care More about Moral Consequences than Low Psychopaths in Chi-
nese Culture? An Exploration Using the CNI Model. Healthcare (Basel), 8(4).
https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare8040505

Liu, C., & Liao, J. (2021). CAN Algorithm: An Individual Level Approach
to Identify Consequence and Norm Sensitivities and Overall Action/Inaction
Preferences in Moral Decision-Making. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 547916.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.547916

Luke, D., & Gawronski, B. (2020). Psychopathy and Moral Dilemma Judgments:
A CNI Model Analysis of Personal and Perceived Societal Standards. Social
Cognition.

Marshall, J., Watts, A. L., & Lilienfeld, S. O. (2018). Do psychopathic indi-
viduals possess a misaligned moral compass? A meta-analytic examination of
psychopathy’s relations with moral judgment. Personality Disorders: Theory,
Research, and Treatment, 9(1), 48-58. https://doi.org/10.1037/per0000226

Mill, J. S. (1872). The Logic of the Moral Sciences. Open Court.

Moore, A. B., Stevens, J., & Conway, A. R. A. (2011). Individual differences in
sensitivity to reward and punishment predict moral judgment. Personality and
Individual Differences, 50(5), 621-625. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.12.006

Patil, I. (2015). Trait psychopathy and utilitarian moral judgement: The medi-
ating role of action aversion. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 27(3), 349-366.
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2015.1004334

Patil, I., Cogoni, C., Zangrando, N., Chittaro, L., & Silani, G. (2014). Affective
basis of judgment-behavior discrepancy in virtual experiences of moral dilemmas.
Social Neuroscience, 9(1), 94-107. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2013.870091

Paulhus, D. L., Neumann, C. F., & Hare, R. D. (2009). Manual for the self-
report psychopathy scale. Multi-Health Systems.

Paxton, J. M., & Greene, J. D. (2010). Moral reasoning: hints and allegations.
Topics in Cognitive Science, 2(3), 511-527. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-
8765.2010.01096.x

Pletti, C., Lotto, L., Buodo, G., & Sarlo, M. (2017). It’s immoral, but I’d
do it! Psychopathy traits affect decision-making in sacrificial dilemmas and
in everyday moral situations. British Journal of Psychology, 108(2), 351-368.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12205

Reynolds, C. J., & Conway, P. (2018). Not just bad actions: Affective concern
for bad outcomes contributes to moral condemnation of harm in moral dilemmas.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063 Machine Translation

https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063


Emotion, 18(7), 1009-1023. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000413

Seara-Cardoso, A., Dolberg, H., Neumann, C., Roiser, J. P., & Viding, E. (2013).
Empathy, morality and psychopathic traits in women. Personality and Individ-
ual Differences, 55(3), 328-333. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.03.011

Szekely, R. D., Opre, A., & Miu, A. C. (2015). Religiosity enhances emotion and
deontological choice in moral dilemmas. Personality and Individual Differences,
79, 104-108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.01.036

Tassy, S., Deruelle, C., Mancini, J., Leistedt, S., & Wicker, B. (2013). High lev-
els of psychopathic traits alters moral choice but not moral judgment. Frontiers
in Human Neuroscience, 7(4), 229.

Tassy, S., Oullier, O., Mancini, J., & Wicker, B. (2013). Discrepancies between
Judgment and Choice of Action in Moral Dilemmas. Frontiers in Psychology, 4,
250. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00250

van den Bos, K., Müller, P. A., & Damen, T. (2011). A Behavioral Disinhibition
Hypothesis of Interventions in Moral Dilemmas. Emotion Review, 3(3), 281-283.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073911402369

Wang, M. C., Shou, Y., Deng, Q., Sellbom, M., Salekin, R. T., & Gao, Y. (2018).
Factor structure and construct validity of the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy
Scale (LSRP) in a sample of Chinese male inmates. Psychological Assessment,
30(7), 882-892. https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000537

Note: Figure translations are in progress. See original paper for figures.

Source: ChinaXiv —Machine translation. Verify with original.

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063 Machine Translation

https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202101.00063

	Psychopathy and Moral Decision Making: A Data Reanalysis Exploration
	Abstract
	Full Text
	Preamble
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Reanalysis Study 1: Correlations Between Psychopathy Trait and Moral Decision Parameters
	Method
	Results
	Discussion

	Reanalysis Study 2: Mediation Process Between Psychopathy Trait and Moral Decision Parameters
	Method
	Results
	Discussion

	Reanalysis Study 3: Moderating Role of Personal/Perceived Societal Standards on Psychopathy-Moral Decision Relationships
	Method
	Results
	Discussion

	Reanalysis Study 4: Relationship Between Psychopathy Traits and Moral Decision Parameters Under Chinese Culture
	Method
	Results
	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Main Results of Present Reanalysis Study
	Methodological Contrasts Between CNI Model and CAN Algorithm
	Contributions and Limitations

	Conclusion
	References


