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The psychometric properties and factor structure of the Antisocial Process 

Screening Device self-report version in Chinese adolescents 

 

 

Abstract  

The present study examined the factor structure, internal consistency and criterion 

validity of the Antisocial Process Screening Device-Self-Report (APSD-SR) in a 

large sample of Chinese community youth with an average age of 13.89 (SD = 1.27) 

years. Both exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis supported a four factor 

solution (Impulsivity [IMP], Callous-Unemotional [CU], Narcissism [NAR], and 

Asocial behavior [ASO]). The internal consistencies of the APSD total scale and 

subscales were low to marginal, which were comparable with previous studies. 

Moreover, the APSD scores were related to criterion variables in ways consistent 

with predictions based on the new four-factor model. Our findings support the 

overall utility of the APSD-SR preliminarily for assessing antisocial behavior and 

psychopathic traits in Chinese community youth. 
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Introduction 

Psychopathy is a personality disorder consisting of interpersonal (e.g., 

manipulative, egocentric), affective (e.g., lack of empathy and emotions), and 

behavioral (e.g., impulsive, irresponsible and easily bored) traits. 

Psychopathic traits in childhood are strongly related to such traits in adulthood; both 

in regard to genetic components (Viding et al., 2005) and measurements (Burke et al., 

2007).  

The extension of the construct of psychopathy from adulthood to adolescence 

and childhood is a controversial issue (Edens & Vincent, 2008; Silk, 2008). 

Developmental theorists have doubted the stability of psychopathic tendencies in 

childhood. Moreover, there have been a number of criticisms related to using 

psychopathy measures which were originally designed for adult populations in 

child/adolescents populations (Johnstone & Cooke, 2004). However, the early 

identification of psychopathic tendencies contributes to our understanding of the 

etiology of psychopathy and thus may help to identify and elucidate who is in need 

of a unique approach to treatment (Forth et al., 1990). It is also noteworthy that the 

development of valid instruments for psychopathic traits in youth is considered 

critically important (Petrila & Skeem, 2003). However, it was not until 1990 that 

attention was given to psychopathic traits in youth. Forth, Hart and Hare (1990) first 

adapted the Psychopathy Checklist (PCL; Hare, 1991) in a sample of adolescent 

offenders; this demonstrated that psychopathic traits could be identified in 

adolescents. The subsequent growth in the application and use of psychopathic 



measurements across different age groups has steadily increased (Forth et al., 1990; 

Kotler & McMahon, 2010; Lynam, 1997; Salekin, 2006; Skeem et al., 2011). As a 

result of these efforts, the last decade has witnessed an emergence of numerous 

publications concerning youth psychopathy (Salekin & Lynam, 2010). 

 The two most widely utilized measures are the Psychopathy Checklist-youth 

version (PCL-YV, Forth, Kosson & Hare, 2003) and the Antisocial Process 

Screening Device (APSD; Frick & Hare, 2001). The PCL-YV has primarily been 

used in incarcerated samples of adolescents (aged 12 to 18) and utilizes a 60–90 min 

semi-structured interview. It is therefore, a time-consuming instrument and not 

appropriate for use in larger scale community samples.  

The APSD is a 20-item rating scale including both parent and teacher versions 

(Frick & Hare, 2001). The APSD was originally modeled after the Psychopathy 

Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 2003). However, given that scales which are 

composed of psychopathy traits include items reflecting personal feelings, it is 

questionable as to whether parents and teachers can assess them accurately. 

 Frick, Barry and Bodin (2000) indicated that “self-report becomes more 

reliable and valid as a child enters adolescence, especially for assessing antisocial 

tendencies and attitudes that may not be observable to parents and other significant 

adults” (p. 13). Thus, Caputo, Frick and Brodsky (1999) developed a self-report 

version of the APSD by converting items from the third to first person (e.g., “I blame 

others for my mistakes”). It can be administered to youths between 13 and 18 years 

old (Goodwin et al., in press). After analyzing previous studies, Munoz and Frick 



(2007) proposed four reasons as to why self-report accounts of adolescents’ affective 

and behavioral dimensions were superior to accounts put forth by others. The 

reasons included socially desirable answering by parents and teachers of adolescents 

(Edens et al., 2001), low correlations between parents and child ratings though 

regarded as high in the assessment of childhood psychopathology (Achenbach, 

McConaughy & Howell, 1987; Funder, Kolar & Blackman, 1995), less stability of 

the self-report ratings than the parents’ ratings (Frick et al., 2003), and the 

Impulsivity and Narcissism dimensions behaving quite different in parent and child 

ratings, as the antisocial behavior most strongly correlated with impulsivity in 

parent-report (Poythress, Dembo et al., 2006) but with narcissism in child-report 

(Burns, 2000). Furthermore, as noted by Falkenbach et al. (2003), some items 

written in second person (e.g., “Your emotions are shallow and fake”) may lead to an 

inconsistent or defensive responding.  

Although the APSD-SR has been widely used, there are some existing concerns. 

One such concern relates to the lack of agreement on the factor structure. Therefore 

it is important that the underlying dimensionality of this measure is examined across 

various samples in which it has been administered. Using clinical samples, Frick and 

colleagues (Frick et al., 1994) initially identified two factors within the APSD 

(teacher and parent version), Impulsivity and Conduct Problems (I/CP) and 

Callous-Unemotional traits (CU). Recently, Pechorro et al. (2013) supported the 

same two-factor solution in a Portuguese sample of community and incarcerated 

youth, utilizing the self-report version. Frick, Bodin and Barry (2000), utilizing a 



large US sample with both community and clinical children, reported a three-factor 

model; this included the CU factor in addition to factors composed of Narcissistic 

(NAR) and Impulsive (IMP) traits. Using the self-report version, the three-factor 

model has been replicated in offender samples (Spain et al., 2004; Vitacco, Rogers & 

Neumann, 2003), a Flemish community sample (Bijttebier & Decoene, 2009), and a 

sample of 4855 Finnish community adolescents (Laajasalo et al., 2014). 

Still, two- and three-factor models mentioned above are found in recent studies 

with clinical (Fite et al., 2009) and community samples (de Wied et al., 2014; 

McMahon et al., 2010). In addition, it has been suggested that the structure of the 

APSD is similar but not identical across cultures, however studies to date have mainly 

focused on samples of western countries (e.g., Bijttebier & Decoene 2009). 

To the best of our knowledge, the factor structure of the self-report version of the 

APSD has not been examined in Chinese samples. Hence, the first aim of the present 

study was to examine the factor structure of the APSD-SR in a large sample of 

Chinese youth. It is believed that a replication of the factor structure will increase 

confidence in the use of the screening device within China. 

An additional consideration of the APSD-SR relates to the internal consistency 

of its component scales (NAR, IMP and CU). Indeed, this has been questioned in 

several studies (de Wied et al., 2014; Laajasalo et al., 2014; Munoz & Frick, 2007; 

Poythress, Douglas et al., 2006). Across studies the internal consistency of the factors 

has been reported as being modest to good; this is with the exception of the 

Callous-Unemotional factor (de Wied et al., 2014; Laajasalo et al., 2014; Poythress, 



Douglas et al., 2006). Poythress, Douglas et al. (2006) however stated that it is 

unnecessary to extend the number of items which represent the Callous-Unemotional 

factor. Of note, the fifth version of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders (DSM-5; APA, 2013), specifies Callous-Unemotional features, composed 

of psychopathy, within childhood conduct disorder. This development within the 

DSM-5 embodies the importance of this body of research. Consequently, examining 

the internal consistency of the self-report version of the APSD is pertinent within the 

study of psychopathy.  

The second aim of the study was therefore to examine the internal consistency of 

the APSD-SR by computing Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and mean interitem 

correlation (MIC) for each scale in a sample of Chinese adolescents. Thus, based on 

issues highlighted herein, the aim of the present study was to examine the 

psychometric properties of the self-report version of the APSD in a community 

sample of Chinese adolescents by testing its factor structure, internal consistency and 

validity. Doing so will assess the functionality of this measure as it relates to 

predicting anti-social and delinquent behaviors in adolescents.  

 

Method 

Participants 

In the present study, two separate samples were used. The first sample was used 

for exploratory factor analysis; Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted in the 

second sample. Two samples received different versions of the inventory, which 



consist of different scales (see below). 

Sample one 

The first sample consisted of 1607 participants recruited from one middle 

school, their ages ranged from 11 to 19 years, with a mean age of 14.66 (SD = 1.64) 

years, male (n = 727, Mage = 14.74, SD = 1.59) and female (n = 720, Mage = 14.74, 

SD =1.68). With regard to racial distribution, 95.7% of the participants were Han.  

Sample two 

A total of 501 participants were recruited from another middle school, ages 

ranged from 11 to 15 years, with a mean age of 13.12 (SD = .90) years, male (n = 267, 

Mage = 13.17, SD = .92) and female (n = 231, Mage = 13.06, SD = .87), among which 

99.4% are Han. 

Procedure  

Participants completed the survey in school during a specified class period 

lasting approximately 40 minutes. Informed consent was given by parents (or legal 

guardians) prior to the administration of the self-reported questionnaires. Furthermore, 

children provided assent for their own participation. This study underwent a review by 

the Human Subjects Review Committee at Guangzhou University. 

Measures 

Antisocial Process Screening Device–Self-Report Version (APSD-SR) 

The APSD-SR (Frick & Hare, 2001) is a 20-item antisocial behavior and 

psychopathic traits measure designed for administration in youths. Each item is scored 

on a 3-point likert scale, ranging from 0 (not at all true) to 2 (definitely true). Previous 



studies have supported the validity of the APSD-SR in samples of children and 

adolescents (Colins et al., 2014; de Wied et al., 2014; Pechorro et al., 2013). The 

original scale comprised of Callous Unemotional (CU), Narcissistic (NAR) and 

Impulsive (IMP) subscales. A new factor pertaining to asocial behavior (ASO) was 

found in this study. The reliability alphas of the total scale and subscales CU, NAR, 

IMP and ASO in the current study were .637, .504, .556, .575 and .416, respectively. 

But previous studies reported higher reliability coefficients (Fite et al., 2009; Frick & 

Hare, 2001). Two samples completed this scale. 

Youth Psychopathic Traits Inventory (YPI) 

The YPI (Andershed et al., 2002) is a self-report measure designed for 

administration within youth samples. The YPI consists of 50 items, which are divided 

across 10 different sub-scales; each containing 5 items. Each item was answered on a 

4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (does not apply at all) to 3 (applies very well). 

The ten scales represent Dishonest charm, Grandiosity, Lying, Manipulation, 

Remorselessness, Unemotionality, Callousness, Thrill-seeking, Impulsiveness, and 

Irresponsibility. These 10 sub-scales reflect three broader domains; 

Callous-Unemotional, Grandiose-Manipulative, and Impulsive-Irresponsible, 

corresponding to the three dimensions of Cooke and Michie (2001; e.g., affective, 

interpersonal and lifestyle dimensions). A previous study reported good Cronbach’s 

alphas for all ten subscales with the exception of three (Grandiosity, Unemotionality, 

and Callousness). Reliability alphas ranged from .47 (Callousness) to .81 (Dishonest 

charm) (Colins et al., 2014). In the current study, internal consistency was good for 



the YPI total score (α = .892), and acceptable for most subscales, ranging from .469 

(Unemotionality) to .720 (Grandiosity), with a median of .619. Two samples 

completed this scale. 

Both the Chinese versions of the APSD-SR and YPI were translated into Chinese 

and back translated into English to ensure accuracy. To reach an agreement of the 

comprehension of all items, further discussions had been conducted several times. To 

assess the readability of the translated versions, the questionnaire was then piloted in 

samples of middle school students who were independent of formal participants. 

The Youth Self-Report (YSR) 

Two subscales from the YSR were included in the current study; Rule-Breaking 

Behavior (RB, 13 items) and Aggressive Behavior (AGG, 20 items). These questions 

were answered on a 3-point scale (0 = never true, 1 = sometimes true, 2 = always true). 

Excellent psychometric properties have been reported for the Chinese version, 

including strong test-retest reliability, inter-parent agreement, internal consistency, 

and high construct validity (Leung et al., 2006). In the present study, the Cronbach’s 

alphas for the total score of the YSR was .871, and for RB and AGG were .672 

and .841. Only sample one completed this scale. 

The Reactive–Proactive Aggression Questionnaire (RPQ)  

The RPQ (Raine et al., 2006) is a 23-item questionnaire comprising 12 items 

which assess proactive aggression and 11 items which assess reactive aggression. In 

the self-report version, people are asked about reasons of their aggressive behaviors. 

Questions are not restricted to events which have occurred in the past few months. 



Each item was answered on a 3-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 0 (never) to 2 

(often). Good internal consistency and construct validity was reported for RPQ in 

Chinese sample (Fung, Raine & Gao, 2009). Internal consistency reliability for the 

present study was good (RPQ total = .859, Reactive = .807, Proactive = .797). Only 

sample two completed this scale. 

Analytical Plan 

Given the lack of consensus within the extant literature, as it relates to the factor 

structure of the APSD, it was appropriate to first conduct exploratory factor analyses 

(EFA) and then subsequently conduct confirmatory factor analyses (CFA).  

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

Descriptive statistics and EFA were performed by the SPSS program (IBM, 

SPSS version 17, 2009). Principal components analysis with direct Oblimin rotation 

was undertaken. Loadings greater than or equal to .30 were presented. The parallel 

analysis which was thought be to the best way to decide number of factors (Fabrigar, 

Wegener, MacCallum & Strahan, 1999) as well as the scree plot and eigenvalue 

criteria was used to determine the number of factors. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

CFA was performed using Mplus7.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2010). Given 

that items have only three response categories, Maximum Likelihood (ML) 

estimation was deemed inappropriate in light of simulations studies showing that a 

minimum of five response categories are a prerequisite to the assumptions of 

continuity underlying ML estimation (DiStefano, 2002; Lubke & Muthén, 2004). 



Thus, items were treated as categorical and the robust weighted least-squares with 

mean and variance adjustment (WLSMV) estimator was used in present study (Flora 

& Curran, 2004). 

 Following generally accepted practice, we evaluated the fit of each model by 

examining multiple fit indices (Kline, 2010). We used the Chi-square, 

root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and 

comparative fit index (CFI). Conventional guidelines suggest that RMSEA values 

≤ .08 indicate acceptable model fit and ≤ .05 indicate good model fit, and CFI, TLI 

≥ .90 indicate adequate model fit (Kline, 2010).  

Results 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

The results of scree plot, parallel analysis and eigenvalue criteria suggested the 

retention of four factors. The eigenvalues of the estimated correlation matrix equals to 

the random data generated eigenvalues through the first four factors (first five 

empirical eigenvalues = 2.45, 1.47, 1.33, 1.15 and 1.10; first five random data 

eigenvalues = 1.23, 1.19, 1.17, 1.14 and 1.11), suggesting four factors should be 

considered. The four-factor solution cumulatively accounted for 37.17% of the total 

variance. All items primarily loaded on target factors, except for item 16 (thinks s/he 

is better or more important than others) which loaded on at least two factors (IMP and 

CU) with loadings of .347 and .310, respectively. After removing item 16, the 

four-factor model accounted for 38.19% of the total variance. After this change, item 

14 which loaded on CU, changed from .339 to .308. In terms of the concept and 



strength of the loading, item 14 (charming in insincere way) was included in the 

Narcissism traits. All rotated factor loadings and communalities are presented in 

Table 1. 

Items of the first factor (items 4, 17, 1, 15, 11, 13) reflected Impulsivity (e.g., act 

without thinking, engage in risky moves). The second factor (items 3, 12, 18, 7, 

reversed scored) reflected Callous-Unemotional traits (e.g., care about others feelings, 

keep promises). The third factor, described as Asocial behavior (ASO) in the current 

study, was composed of item 20, item 19 and item 9 with negative loadings, which is 

new in the study of psychopathy. And the final factor (items 10, 8, 6, 14, 2, 5) 

reflected Narcissism traits (e.g., tease others, lies skillfully). 

All items have low communalities (i.e., lower than .50) except for item 19, 

suggesting that these items have less in common, but communalities in different 

factors showed little differences, ranging from .229 to .441 for the 

Impulsivity-factor, .327 to .469 for the Callous-Unemotional factor, .257 to .493 for 

the Narcissism-factor and .349 to .543 for the Asocial factor. Strictly speaking, 

communalities for the Asocial factor were higher than the others, thereby supporting 

the robustness of this factor as a separate dimension. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

The four factor solution found in the EFA in this study, as well as the single 

factor model and the second-order model of the four-factor model, and the 

three-factor model recommended by Frick and Hare (2001) were evaluated. Items 

distributing to factors of the four-factor model were described in the EFA section. 



Items consisting of factors of the three-factor model were as followed: the NAR factor 

were composed by items 5, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15 and 16; the IMP factor consisted of items 

1, 4, 9, 13 and 17; and the CU factor included items 3, 7, 12, 18, 19 and 20. Results 

indicated that the four factor model fitted the data reasonably well (see Table 2). The 

three factor model, excluded items 2 and 6 consistent with Frick and Hare (2001), was 

then estimated, resulting in poorer fit. Factor loadings resulted from the CFA were 

also presented in Table 1. Though none of the results met the fit criteria of the CFI or 

the TLI which requires values greater than .90, to indicate good fit (Kline, 2010), the 

fit of the four-factor model was better than the other three models. 

Internal Consistency  

After identifying the most appropriate factor solution, alpha coefficients 

(Cronbach, 1951) were calculated to assess internal consistency for the total score and 

each subscale score. Given that Cronbach’s alpha depends on interitem correlations 

and number of items, we also calculated mean interitem correlations (MIC) which are 

independent of scale lengths. Clark and Watson (1995) indicated that MIC values 

should be in the range of .15 to .50. The MICs in the current study were acceptable for 

subscales of IMP (.186), CU (.204), NAR (.181) and ASO (.197), but the MIC value 

for total score of the APSD-SR was .092. 

Based on the perception that Chinese students are more conditioned to schools 

and consider all students in the same class as friends, the original meaning of item 20 

(keeps the same friends, stressing maintaining friendship) was retranslated to stressing 

and maintaining only a few of the same friends. In the current study, item 20 was not 



reversed scored, because students pay more attention to the meaning of only a few 

friends when interviewed after finishing the questionnaires. Therefore, in line with 

most studies, item 3, item 7, item 12 and item 18 were reversed scored, whereas item 

20 was positive scored.  

Internal consistencies, means and standard deviations (see Table 3) were 

computed for all APSD and criteria validity scales. The internal consistencies of most 

of the resulting scales are high, whereas the Cronbach’s alphas of the APSD-SR 

subscales are below a level of considered acceptable. For the Callousness factor of 

YPI, item 12 was removed according to the value of Cronbach’s alpha if item was 

deleted when reliability analysis was conducted. All MIC values were in the 

suggesting range of .15 to .50, except value of the total score of APSD-SR (.092). 

The internal consistency of the APSD factors was in the low to moderate range, 

with the following alphas, CU = .504, NAR = .556, IMP = .575, and total APSD 

= .637. These coefficients are generally consistent with most of previous studies 

(Munoz & Frick, 2007; Poythress, Douglas et al., 2006). 

Correlations were statistically significant among the four factors of APSD-SR 

(see Table 4), except correlation between IMP and CU factors (.036, p >.05). In the 

current study, correlations between CU factor and ASO were very low, but 

statistically significant (r = -.069, p < .01). 

Criterion Validity 

Additionally, correlations between the APSD total scores and its factors with 

external criteria are shown in Table 4. As expected, the Impulsivity factor was 



strongly correlated with traits of Thrill-seeking, Impulsiveness and Irresponsibility (r 

= .467, .555 and .419, ps < .01, respectively). The Narcissism factor showed strong 

correlations with Dishonest Charm, Lying, and Manipulation factors with the 

correlations of .466, .495 and .452, respectively. Although the Asocial factor was not 

highly correlated with psychopathic features of YPI, it was significantly correlated, 

ranging from -.050 to .241. The CU traits did not significantly correlate with 

Unemotionality (r = .026, ns) and Thrill-seeking (r = .004, ns). Meanwhile, the CU 

traits were negatively correlated with Grandiosity (r = -.02, ns). 

Further, the APSD-SR total scores and its subscales, excluding CU, showed 

significant correlations with symptoms measured by the YSR. As expected, 

correlations between Impulsivity and Narcissism factors with subscales of the YSR 

were significantly moderate to strong, ranging from .413 to .525, ps < .01. The CU 

factor had low correlations with corresponding scores on the YSR. The CU correlated 

with Rule-Breaking behavior at r = .124 (p < .01), with Aggressive behavior at r = 

-.003, and with YSR total scale at r = .04, both were non-significant. Similar to 

correlations with YPI, correlations between the Asocial factor and factors composed 

of YSR were low compared to Impulsivity and Narcissism factors, but significant (ps 

< .01).  

The total score of APSD-SR was significantly correlated with RPQ total scale 

and two subscales (r = .528, r =.397 and r =.507, ps <.01, respectively), whereas low 

and nonsignificant correlations were shown between correlations of CU with Reactive 

(r = .079, p > .05) and ASO with Proactive (r = .017, p > .05). However, CU was 



significantly correlated with proactive aggression (r = .223, p < .01), and ASO was 

significantly correlated with reactive aggression (r = .177, p <.01). The IMP and NAR 

factors were strongly correlated with factors of RPQ, ranging from .317 to .549, ps 

< .01. 

Comparison of Gender Differences 

The subscale and total scale mean scores of APSD-SR are reported in Table 5 by 

gender groups. Boys reported higher scores on the CU subscale (t = 5.95; p < .05; 

d= .30) and NAR subscale (t = 8.16; p < .05; d = .42), whereas girls reported higher 

scores on the ASO subscale (t = -3.08; p < .05; d = -.16). There were no gender 

differences in regard to the IMP subscale. 

 

Discussion 

The purpose of the current study was to test the psychometric properties and 

factor structure of APSD-SR among a relatively large sample of Chinese community 

adolescents. Our findings provide some preliminary support for the psychometric 

properties and construct validity of the APSD-SR in Chinese youth. 

Given that the factor structure of the APSD-SR was retained from the original, 

the first aim was to conduct an exploratory factor analysis. Results provided support 

for a four-factor structure within a large sample of Chinese community youths. For 

the present study, items 1, 4, 13 and 17, composed of the Impulsivity factor, were the 

same items originally used for this factor by Frick and Hare (2001) who revised the 

APSD-SR. The other two items 11 (tease or make fun of others) and 15 (becomes 



angry when corrected), composed of the Narcissism factor in the original revision, 

were loading on the Impulsivity factor, which was acceptable according to their 

concept and loadings.  

Six items (items 3, 7, 12, 18, 19 and 20) were initially attributed to the 

Callous-Unemotional factor reported by Frick and Hare (2001), of which only the 

former four items were included, namely, items 19 and 20 did not belong to this factor 

in the current study. Previous studies indicated that at least one of the items, of items 

19 and 20 were inconsistent with the CU factor, and suggestions have been made to 

either eliminate or revise them (Laajasalo et al., 2014; Eremsoy et al., 2011; Poythress, 

Dembo et al., 2006; Poythress, Douglas et al., 2006). However, for the present study, 

both item 19 and item 20 were included in the new factor, the Asocial behavior factor, 

along with item 9 (gets bored easily). Poor results of item 19 and item 20 might be 

due to the expression of those items being unclear thus participants might not have 

captured their meaning adequately. Take item 19 (shows no emotions) for example. If 

it was described as “Hiding feelings and emotions from others”, it may suggest that 

the emotional channels of communication are damaged which are associated with 

interpersonal relationships (Munoz & Frick, 2007), whereas the description of “Does 

not show emotions” might suggest a lack of reactions of emotions which one does not 

trigger or hide deliberately (Fite et al., 2009; Laajasalo et al., 2014). In the current 

study, we take the first description due to its univocal characteristic. Moreover, to 

make it easy to capture the meaning of item 20 (maintains same friends, stressing 

keeping friendship, reversed score), we retranslated it to highlight a few long-term 



friends (positive score), because it’s hard for Chinese students to tell clearly what 

friends mean to them and some might take students in the same class as their friends. 

Of note, our retranslation still indicates difficulties in attachment and distrust or 

insecurity to maintain social relationships, a potentially developmental precursor to 

psychopathy.  

Four items (items 5, 8, 10 and 14) remained in the initial factor, the Narcissism 

factor, with item 2 and item 6. Loadings attributed to relevant factors were clear and 

stable. Few changes were evident when item 16 was removed, however there was 

improvement in the total explained variance. The current study was the first to date to 

support a four-factor structure in a large sample of Chinese community youth. Further 

studies are encouraged to recruit other samples in order to extend the generalizability 

of these results. 

The second aim for the present study was to examine the internal consistency, 

estimated by Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) and mean interitem correlations 

(MIC). Results showed that the internal consistency indices of the APSD total scale 

and subscales were low to marginal, which in line with most previous studies (e.g., 

Munoz & Frick, 2007; Poythress, Douglas et al., 2006; Vitacco et al., 2003). For 

example, alphas in the study of Vitacco et al. (2003) were IMP = .53, CU = .59, NAR 

= .74, and Total = .62. It was disappointing that the internal consistency was poor 

with such a large sample, whereas other scales, measured for criteria validity 

concurrently, generally showed good to acceptable values. Although alphas for the 

APSD subscales were under the acceptable level, their MIC values were all within the 



recommended range.  

The weak reliability of the APSD-SR may be because the instrument was derived 

from the APSD, and thus initially designed to be answered by parents or teachers with 

plain description (e.g., brags about accomplishments).Therefore it might cause 

adolescents to become defensive when answering the items or it might be hard for 

youths to fully understand the concept of the items, especially for students who are 

short of social or life experience. Another possibility is the complexity of affective 

features. As it is known, behavioral features are always concrete and observable, 

whereas affective traits may depend on different conditions and it is hard to convey 

this in only a few words during a short time. 

To further examine the usefulness of the self-report measure, criteria validity was 

considered in the current study. Overall, the CU and ASO factors significantly 

correlated with each other with negative low values, and showed weak correlations 

with the criteria scales. It seems that correlations with the CU factor were low when 

compared to other subscales of the APSD-SR. For example, the CU factor showed 

lower correlations with total and subscales of the YSR. However, in terms of the CU 

traits, correlations were significant with proactive aggression and total score of 

aggression, but not with reactive aggression. In Goodwin et al.’s (in press) study, the 

APSD Callousness was significantly correlated with the two subscales of the RPQ, 

but the standardized beta weight was only statistically significant with proactive 

aggression (β = .23. p < .01). In terms of the ASO factor, correlations were significant 

with reactive aggression and total aggression, but not with proactive aggression. 



These associations may be explained that people with asocial behavior might not 

aggress others actively or instrumentally. However, when they were irritated or 

annoyed by others, they would react aggressive behavior. As the ASO factor was first 

reported, further studies should be made to further clarify our findings. 

In relation to gender differences, boys reported higher levels of CU traits, which 

is consistent with the study of de Wied et al. (2014). With regard to this result, O’ 

Kearney and Dadds (2010) proposed that girls are more inclined to share inner 

feelings with others compared to boys. Unexpectedly, boys reported lower levels of 

asocial behavior than girls. This is quite puzzling because girls are more inclined to 

share inner feelings than boys (de Wied et al., 2014). However, it can also be due to 

the sensitivity of inner feelings of girls who would regard slight changes of their 

emotions as serious. As reported by de Wied et al. (2014) and Frick et al. (2003), boys 

indicated higher scores than girls on I/CP or IMP and NAR. In the current study, the 

result of NAR on gender differences were similar. 

The current study is the first to use the APSD to report the psychopathic traits, of 

Chinese adolescents, thus more investigations are needed to further elucidate this and 

to expand on the current findings.  

Several limitations need to be declared in this study. A limitation of this study 

was its homogeneous sample. This study only examined the psychometric properties 

of the APSD-SR in  two sample of Chinese community youth. Variances of the 

obtained scores were limited, which would affect the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. 

Future studies should be made in clinic-referred and incarcerated samples to support 



its robustness. Additionally, this study relied on self-report for both APSD scale and 

other validity scales. Correlations could be inflated by shared method variance with 

all instruments being self-report. What’s more, measurements assessing psychopathy 

in self-report have often been criticized (Edens et al., 2000; Lilienfeld et al., 2006). 

However, most recent studies have shown that self-report assessments of psychopathy 

features were reliable and valid (e.g., Ray et al., 2013; Vahl et al., 2014). Future 

studies should combine multi-informant methods and compare correlations across 

different observers to exam psychopathy features. Finally, this is cross-sectional 

research which could only show associations. Longitudinal studies are needed in the 

future. 

In conclusion, the current study was the first to date to support a four-factor 

structure in a large sample of Chinese community youth. Further studies are 

encouraged to recruit other samples in order to extend their generalizability. 

Meanwhile, the present study replicated the difficulty in obtaining good internal 

consistency of the APSD-SR. 
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Table 1 

Four-Factor Principal Components Analysis and CFA Loadings for the APSD-SR 

  IMP CU ASO NAR COMM 

Item4 Acts without thinking .674(.496)    .441 

Item17 Does not plan ahead .606(.468)    .421 

Item1 Blames others for mistakes .548(.472)    .331 

Item15 Becomes angry when corrected .544(.363)    .350 

Item11 Teases other people .450(.554)    .325 

Item13 Engages in risky and dangerous behavior .403(.538)    .229 

Item16 thinks s/he is better or more important  .347 .310   .346 

Item3 Concerned about schoolwork (R)  .662(.460)   .446 

Item18 Concerned about feelings of others (R)  .611(.314)   .469 

Item12 Feels bad or guilty (R)  .569(.439)   .385 

Item7 Keeps promises (R)  .534(.733)   .327 

Item19 Does not show emotions   -.711(.580)  .543 

Item20 Keeps a few same friends   -.639(.440)  .404 



Item9 Gets bored easily   -.467(.433)  .349 

Item10 Uses or cons others    .713(.766) .492 

Item8 Brags about accomplishments    .572(.598) .346 

Item6 Lies easily and skillfully    .524(.648) .406 

Item14 Charming in insincere ways  .339  .479(.428) .333 

Item2 Engages in illegal activities    .464(.578) .257 

Item5 Shallow emotions    .410(.646) .233 

Eigenvalue  3.097 1.846 1.361 1.128  

explained Variance 15.485% 9.230% 6.807% 5.641%  

Note. Factor loadings < .30 are not shown. Values in the brackets were factor loading obtained from the results of CFA; APSD-SR = Antisocial 

Process Screening Device-Self-Report; IMP = Impulsivity; CU = Callous-Unemotional; ASO = Asocial Behavior; NAR = Narcissism; COMM 

= Communalities; R = Reverse Scored 
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Table 2 

Goodness-of-fit indices for the three tested models of the APSD-SR 

MODEL WLSMVχ2 df TLI CFI RMSEA (90% CI) 

Single factor 395.418** 152 .736 .765 .057[.050 .063] 

Three factor  348.684** 132 .709 .749 .057[.050 .065] 

Four factor  263.590** 146 .869 .888 .040[.032 .048] 

Second order  277.365** 148 .856 .875 .042[.034 .049] 

Note. ** p < .001; WLSMV = The Robust Weighted Least Squares Estimation; χ2 = 

Chi-square Value; df = Degrees of Freedom; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = 

Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 90% 

CI = 90% Confidence Interval for RMSEA. 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics of all scales included   

variables  M SD N Alpha MIC 

APSD total 10.190 3.910 19 .637 .092 

IMP 4.040 1.979 6 .575 .186 

CU 1.814 1.465 4 .504 .204 

NAR 1.330 1.461 6 .556 .181 

ASO 3.050 1.483 3 .416 .197 

YPI total 36.707 16.488 50 .892 .153 

Dishonest charm 2.100 2.429 5 .717 .360 

Grandiosity 3.160 2.780 5 .720 .347 

Lying 2.740 2.691 5 .704 .325 

Manipulation 1.700 2.139 5 .693 .327 

Remorselessness 3.250 2.551 5 .573 .212 

Unemotionality 5.710 2.633 5 .469 .152 

Callousness 3.338 2.301 4 .522 .203 

Thrill-seeking 5.380 2.975 5 .664 .279 

Impulsiveness 5.850 2.990 5 .636 .261 

Irresponsibility 2.470 2.199 5 .496 .181 

YSR total 9.330 6.927 33 .871 .180 
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RB 2.280 2.297 13 .672 .166 

AGG 7.030 5.205 20 .841 .219 

RPQ total 7.400 5.276 23 .859 .226 

Proactive 1.510 2.389 12 .807 .279 

Reactive 5.920 3.537 11 .797 .261 

Note. N=number of items; APSD = Antisocial Process Screening Device; IMP = 

Impulsivity; CU = Callous-Unemotional; NAR = Narcissism; ASO = Asocial 

behavior; YPI = Youth Psychopathic Traits Inventory; YSR = The Youth Self-Report; 

RB = Rule-Breaking behavior; AGG = Aggressive behavior; RPQ = The Reactive–

Proactive Aggression Questionnaire. MIC = Mean Interitem Correlation. 
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Table 4 

Correlations between the APSD scores and YPI, YSR, and PRQ 

 IMP CU NAR ASO APSD total 

CU .036     

NAR .404** .092**    

ASO .291** -.069** .179**   

APSD total .774** .392** .672** .565**  

Dishonest charm .320** .062** .466** .167** .429** 

Grandiosity .229** -.020 .328** .079** .255** 

Lying .395** .126** .495** .182** .505** 

Manipulation .282** .107** .452** .101** .389** 

Remorselessness .320** .155** .330** .158** .401** 

Unemotionality .176** .026 .229** .131** .230** 

Callousness .020 .364** .131** -.050* .168** 

Thrill-seeking .467** .004 .310** .223** .430** 

Impulsiveness .555** .059** .295** .230** .497** 

Irresponsibility .419** .137** .352** .216** .477** 

YPI total .524** .169** .542** .241** .614** 

RB .413** .124** .433** .158** .485** 

AGG .517** -.003 .437** .255** .521** 

YSR total .525** .040 .473** .245** .554** 
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Proactive .317** .223** .405** .017 .397** 

Reactive .549** .079 .370** .177** .507** 

RPQ total .519** .153** .437** .128** .528** 

Note. *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

APSD = Antisocial Process Screening Device; IMP = Impulsivity; CU = 

Callous-Unemotional; NAR = Narcissism; ASO = Asocial behavior; YPI = Youth 

Psychopathic Traits Inventory; YSR = The Youth Self-Report; RB = Rule-Breaking 

behavior; AGG = Aggressive behavior; RPQ = The Reactive–Proactive Aggression 

Questionnaire. 
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Table 5  

Means, standard deviations, t-test and numbers for the APSD-SR by gender groups 

 

Gender 

 Number   

 

 

Male 

 

Female 

   

 

 

Mean(SD) 

 

Mean(SD) 

 

Male Female 

 

t d 

IMP 4.13(1.96) 3.95(2.02) 776 773 

 

1.75 .09 

CU 2.07(1.51) 1.62(1.44) 774 775 

 

5.95** .30 

NAR 1.65(1.58) 1.06(1.27) 762 774 

 

8.16** .42 

ASO 3.01(1.50) 3.24(1.46) 780 782 

 

-3.08* -.16 

Total 10.84(4.04) 9.83(3.73) 735 750 

 

4.99** .25 

Note. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

APSD-SR = Antisocial Process Screening Device-Self-Report; IMP = Impulsivity; 

CU = Callous-Unemotional; ASO = Asocial behavior; NAR = Narcissism; t = value of 

t-test, d = Cohen’s d 
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