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Abstract
This work extends the Directional Vector hypothesis of psychopathy theory into attachment theory. The tenets 

of the Adaptive Psychopathy hypothesis are developed within evolutionary psychology, which posits that birthright 
equips the human being with a psychopathic modular mind, in addition to the innate capacity to empathise. According 
to theory, territorial incursion by perceived ‘predatory’, invading morally deviant outsiders, elicits a survival threat, 
activating the psychopathic mind, resulting in elevations in state psychopathy levels. Extended to an attachment 
framework, territoriality over children and child-rearing practices implicates directional, quarantined psychopathy with 
protective care of offspring and with care of significant others. Five directional hypotheses were developed, one for 
each of the five-factors of the Feeney and Noller attachment measure, with significant implications for the Directional 
Vector hypothesis. Participants’ confidence in their close loved ones did not change under the psychopathy induction, 
but their attachment confidence decreased for others who were moral deviants. Strong evidence of quarantining and 
directionality was observed, because psychopathy induction concurrently decreased attachment need for approval in 
one’s close loved ones, whilst also increasing a sense that relationships are secondary. However, rousing territorial 
survival threat also reduced discomfort in close personal relationships, whilst stabilising attachment preoccupation. 
Findings suggest that increases in state levels of psychopathy, result in self-focussed, survival-based thinking, which 
has concurrent self-soothing effects of attachment cognition. Attachment processes for survival-based thinking 
converge with the psychopathy literature in a definable way. For normal range psychopathy, despite increased self-
focus, a survival threat increases capacity for attachment intimacy, and preserves capacity for empathy. Results 
have implications for the hyper-activation hypothesis of attachment theory. Implications note that Directional Vectors 
for self and other, collapsed in current anxiety and avoidance measures, may run in varied or opposing directions. 
Thus, hyper-activation under psychopathy induction may preserve or even enhance attachment security, preventing 
disengagement strategies, whilst also preventing hyper-activation of anxiety. Implications are summarised under the 
Fortified Cognition hypothesis.
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Introduction
This paper conjoins the psychopathy and attachment literature 

under revised assumptions. In prior work Mihailides et al. revised 
theory about psychopathy and empathy and redefined assumptions. 
The 2017 paper dismantled the assumption of deficit, pointing out 
the theoretical basis for the Adaptive Psychopathy Hypothesis. 
Psychopathic cognition in the normal range was likened to a targeting 
scanner that sweeps socio-cultural, socio-affective, socio-spiritual 
and socio-sexual environments scanning for territorial incursion 
and eliciting survival threat. Theoretical revisions were developed 
within an evolutionary psychology framework [1-7]. Psychopathy was 
defined as the consequences of sexual selection, and as a facultative 
adaptation, which is one that varies in its expression, contingent upon 
environmental influences. Facultative adaptations imply that the 
composition of social environments varies over time, which means 
that collective psychopathy levels should change as relevant cultural 
trends affecting survival threat alter in societal timelines. Subsequently, 
the directional empathy hypothesis was tested in Mihailides et al. [8]. 
Findings established that empathic orientation can be maintained, 
directionally, where empathy was retained for close loved ones but shed 
for morally deviant territorial invaders. It was found that empathy and 
psychopathy are not mutually exclusive for normal-range psychopathy 
[9]. The current research extends the directional vector hypothesis, 
by conjoining attachment theory with assumptions in theory about 
psychopathy. Experimental hypotheses bridging attachment concepts 
to theory about psychopathy are developed within the boundaries of 
the directional vector hypothesis.
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The directional vector hypothesis
Mihailides et al. [8] demonstrated that manipulating survival 

threat elevates psychopathy levels. Theory likened the psychopathic 
modular mind to a targeting scanner, which has a quarantined vector 
reserved for psychopathic cognition. The psychopathic module of 
human psychological nature operates upon particular input and strips 
internal representations or schemas of the affective-spectrum from 
the empathic, warm range. Psychopathic cognition results in highly 
objectified output, laden with affect from the psychopathic spectrum, 
which is cold heartedness, baseness, the instinct to slay, cruelty, 
pleasure at suffering, and ghoulish humor. Revised theory posits that 
the stripping of targets of empathic affect and imbuing those with 
psychopathic-spectrum affect, enables participants to perpetrate any 
behaviour, however base, upon particular maligned targets. Theory also 
defined collective psychopathy trends as those where large numbers of 
people can adopt a shared focus and shared objectification of affected 
target groups. Collective psychopathy levels appear to vary for different 
periods in a culture’s history.
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Mihailides et al. [9] characterized the directionality of processing 
in the psychopathic targeting scanner under terms from evolutionary 
psychology [1-7]. Within evolutionary theory, a contingent shift in 
environmental conditions for a transition from a risk-averse to a 
risk-taking environment predisposes psychopathy levels to rise. A 
contingent shift towards a risk-taking environment can involve any 
territorial incursion of physical, social, socio-sexual, or socio-spiritual 
environments (or any combination of them). During territorial 
incursion, quarantined psychopathy levels are predicted to rise for the 
groups in dead-locked conflict. Such a risk-phase transition occurs in 
genocide, during war, and during conflict over ownership of actual and 
symbolic territory. Conflicts may be over territorial rights for goods, for 
land, for food, for primary, literal resources, then also for socio-sexual 
or socio-spiritual rights, laws, freedoms and resources. Such contingent 
shifts are about access to and governance of environments. A risk-
phase transition occurs when the underlying, fundamental survival and 
human territorial instincts are roused [8,9].

There are implications in revised ideas about psychopathy for 
theories of child rearing [10-13]. Survival and territorial instincts of the 
psychopathic modular computational mind are expected to subsume 
protective capacities for child rearing. That is, in part, the protective 
capacities of collective psychopathy are expected to be expressed as 
territoriality over offspring. Incursion of parental territoriality by 
perceived aliens is predicted to rouse strong elevations in psychopathy 
levels. Protective instincts in this modelling enable state change in 
psychopathy levels in attachment figures, in order to protect offspring 
or close loved ones from harm, with deadly force, if necessary. Thus, 
it is predicted that there is an expression of the survival instinct in 
protective child rearing responsibilities, and that this occurs in all 
human populations. However, there are expected variations in how 
psycho-affective, psycho-sexual and psycho-spiritual features of 
attachment and child-rearing practices elevate psychopathy. Therefore, 
collisions in directional vectors are expected in cross-cultural contexts. 
Revised theory predicts that directional-vector conflicts about child-
rearing should be implicated in a psychopathic targeting scanner that 
sweeps environments scanning for territorial threat. In a situation 
where protective care of vulnerable children is involved, sexuo-affective 
conflicts in child-rearing ideas should rouse considerable psychopathy. 
These variations in territorial incursion occur at the nexus between the 
psychopathic modular mind and human attachment processes. They 
imply service, protection and preservation of offspring. Therefore, 
attention is turned towards attachment theory, and some of its core 
features in order to conjoin attachment theory to innovations in theory 
about psychopathy.

Attachment theory core constructs for bridging with 
the adaptive psychopathy hypothesis

Attachment theory is one about the lifespan, affect, bonding and 
distress regulation in human relationships [11-13]. Bowlby’s theory 
states that humans evolved innate mechanisms for procreation, survival 
and adaptation of the species. The three functions of proximity seeking, 
safe haven, and secure base occur as part of behavioural regulation 
in relationships, but also as responses to distress, and sensing danger 
regarding the safety of one’s self or of one’s attachment figures. Attachment 
theory also has origins in the study of child-parent interactions [10]. 
In original theory, infants were identified as either secure, anxious or 
avoidant in their attachment styles, based on their behaviours whilst 
their mothers were present, absent, and upon reunification with their 
mother, after a period of separation in the Ainsworth Strange Situation 
[10]. Ways of habitually relating and expressing emotions, typical 

of these early attachment styles, were suggested by Bowlby [13] as 
providing working models for other close relationships and have been 
extended to understanding adult attachment by Hazen and Shaver [14]. 
Adult attachment style is understood as the extension of childhood 
attachment bonding patterns with parents to close others, including 
romantic partners.

There have been several significant developments in measurement 
dynamics of attachment theory, two of which are discussed for their 
relevance to the Adaptive Psychopathy Hypothesis. The first was by 
Bartholomew and Horowitz [15] who posited a two-dimensional model 
of attachment. This variation defined the intersection of the dimensions 
of self and other to form 2 X 2 quadrants and thus four attachment styles 
in adulthood, in a model where self and other views can be positive or 
negative. Secure attachment was defined by positive self and positive 
views of others, Dismissing by positive self and negative views of others, 
preoccupied attachment with negative views of self and positive views 
of others. Fearful attachment was defined with both negative self and 
other views. In infancy and childhood the Fearful category is presaged 
by what some have termed disorganized attachment, which arises in the 
context of traumatic childhood exposure to unpredictable, hostile and 
neglectful environments [16].

Preoccupied and fearful attachment has generally been thought of 
as an emotional regulatory style associated with elevations in worry and 
anxiety about the reliability of attachment figures. Fearful attachment 
predisposes avoidance of proximity to attachment figures, which is a 
function shared with avoidant attachment. However, the latter evidences 
less anxiety and worry than preoccupied or fearful attachment, with 
attachment avoidance thought of as having a disengagement and bond 
attenuation function [14,15,17-22].

A second significant shift in the attachment literature occurred 
with the reductionism that grew out of theory from the activation 
hypothesis [23-26] and how it was applied to attachment theory. When 
the attachment system is activated under conditions of perceived threat 
significant difficulties emerge, such as disruption of attachment bonds, 
conflict, emotional difficulties and abandonment. The conditions that 
trigger activation of the attachment system could elicit hyperactivation 
as relating to the anxious response. During hyperactivation one 
heightens the attempts to elicit care from the caregiver and heightening 
of emotional distress and urgency of attempts to seek proximity, and 
gain attention from the caregiver. Whereas the avoidant response, 
when the apparent caregiver is unavailable and/or will not respond, 
then the child deactivates the seeking of proximity to and care from 
the caregiver with a de-escalation of overt emotional distress. This 
identification of anxiety and avoidance regarding close relationships 
as fundamental underlying dimensions of attachment had only been 
partially elaborated by various attachment measures, until Brennan, 
Clark and Shaver undertook their more comprehensive examination. 
Using exploratory factor analysis upon a pool of 323 items from a 
series of adult attachment measures they labelled the underlying factors 
anxiety and avoidance.

Activation of the attachment system in an anxious-ambivalent 
attachment style is thought to trigger a hyperactivated attachment 
response characterized by urgent proximity seeking, due to fears about 
abandonment. The activation is associated with the seeking of contact 
for confirmation of attachment and comfort from the attachment 
figure. By contrast, activation of the attachment system in those with 
an avoidant style results in deactivation and to reduce, block or inhibit 
distress roused by proximity, and results in disengagement strategies in 
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relationships. Li and Chan [27], in a meta-analytic study have examined 
how attachment anxiety and avoidance impact the cognitive, emotional 
and behavioural indications of relationship quality differently. Both 
anxious and avoidant attachment styles, however, are thought of as 
detrimental to relationship quality, but through two different activation 
pathways.

The psychopathy and attachment literature has attempted some 
bridging of theory which, for example, looks at the developmental 
antecedents thought to result in psychopathic personality. For example, 
Bailey and Shelton [28] have proposed that clinical psychopathy should 
imply pathology for precursor infant-parent attachment relationships. 
Slight evidence, however, was found that «…severed or emotionally 
detached parental–child relationships influence adult male criminal 
psychopathy as reported by the incarcerated individual». The Bailey 
and Shelton [28] looked at factors that undermine the development 
of healthy parental-child bonds, such as occurs during imposed adult-
child separation, exposure to abuse, neglect and family violence, 
with such factors found to be more prolific in male psychopathic 
offenders. Similarly, early childhood separation from parents, and 
imposed institutionalization has association with elevations in clinical 
psychopathy. Taubner et al. [29] noted deficits in secure attachment that 
impeded development of metallization for capacity to relate to others. 
They found that deficits in mentalisation capacities were significantly 
associated with psychopathic traits and proactive aggression. 
Metallization was described as a moderator of a relationship between 
psychopathy and expression of proactive, not reactive aggression. For 
psychopathic individuals, those high in metallization capacity did not 
display increased proactive aggression.

However, extending earlier theory to the Adaptive Psychopathy 
Hypothesis, the question is not focussed upon the conditions of 
child-rearing that result in clinical high-end psychopathic personality 
development. Instead, the primary focus is upon the impacts of 
territorial incursion eliciting survival threat, and how this alters 
attachment-related cognition in adults, not children for those with 
normal-range psychopathy. Such a focus has no precedent in either of 
the psychopathy or attachment literatures. This is a question, therefore, 
to put to the State Psychopathy Hypothesis, given findings of Mihailides 
et al. [8,9]. This research manipulated survival threat and demonstrated 
significant rises in psychopathy levels [8]. Prior research also reported 
altered empathic process, but only directionally where empathic 
capacity was retained for one’s close people, but sacrificed for morally 
deviant, invading, outsiders. Revocation of empathy in the quarantined 
vector would imply that there should be qualitative shifts in attachment 
processing for any affected target [8,9].

In the same way, we expect that particular facets of attachment 
cognition should be preserved, directionally, and also simultaneously 
altered during psychopathy induction, but only directionally. Theory 
predicts that attachment cognition should be most affected for 
morally deviant targets that are quarantined, through the activities of 
the psychopathic targeting scanner. Therefore, a split in attachment 
beliefs, behaviours and affect, in particular vectors of directionality are 
anticipated by the Adaptive Psychopathy Hypothesis.

The dimensions of attachment anxiety and avoidance could be used 
to formulate hypotheses about their relationship with survival threat 
in a psychopathy induction. That would involve developing arguments 
about attachment anxiety and avoidance, and how those were expected 
to vary, directionally under induction. However, the move to the 
reductionism in attachment theory that removed the focus upon 
attachment views of self and other cost measurement of attachment 

processes a valuable degree of freedom. The anxiety and avoidance 
dimensions of attachment theory sacrifice valuable information about 
the directional nature of participants’ attachment-related cognition for 
self and others, by collapsing items bearing self- and other-focus in 
them. Directionality is aggregated into an average and it is lost in total 
scores. Therefore, an attachment-psychopathy experiment for anxiety 
and avoidance is the subject of a second experiment, where considered 
restructure of a measure of anxiety and avoidance is first required. After 
such a process, clearly defined vectors of directionality in anxiety and 
avoidance items, such a measure could ask questions about quarantined 
psychopathy and about anxiety for whom, and avoidance of whom.

Further, some earlier measures viewed attachment relationships 
more broadly than asking about how one feels in response to one’s 
romantic partner. There was, for example, recognition that attachment 
style could vary by context [30], with this line of attachment theory 
demonstrating that variation in attachment style occurred for 
individuals in different relationships—one could function, for example, 
securely in one relationship, but not in another. More recently, Fraley 
et al. [31] have explicitly examined such variations in attachment style 
across close relationships in large scale samples of adults. This aspect 
of attachment theory points towards directionality of impacts of 
social context upon attachment functioning which is subsumed by the 
Directional Vector Hypothesis of psychopathy theory.

Therefore, in keeping with the original broader epistemology of 
attachment measures, this work restores this dimension of theory in 
the experimental induction. The primary emphasis of our work is to 
demonstrate the impacts of directional, quarantined psychpoathic 
cognition upon attachment responding to close loved ones versus 
how responses will vary when targets are to morally deviant invading 
outsiders. The Feeney et al. [21] attachment formulation is amenable 
to these research questions [32-36]. The five Feeney attachment 
subscales are Confidence, Discomfort with Closeness, Relationships 
as Secondary, Preoccupation and Need for Approval. Directionality 
is expected for responses on each subscale, when thinking about one’s 
close people versus morally alien territorial invaders. Territoriality for 
this context has two implications for attachment theory. One emphasis 
is the extension of protective care to close loved ones during periods 
of survival threat. The second emphasis would predict the opposite—
affect from the psychopathic spectrum, rather than the warm, empathic 
spectrum, towards target invading morally deviant outsiders (with 
this psychopathic affect also directed to their children and loved ones) 
[37,38].

Aims
This work extends the Directional Vector Hypothesis by bridging 

the Adaptive Psychopathy Hypothesis to attachment theory. The 
research defines impacts of psychopathy induction upon attachment 
cognition. Therefore, research adapts the moral inversion methodology 
[8] to an extension of the Directional Vector hypothesis. New theory 
expects that psychopathy induction should cause measurable impacts 
and directional responding to the domains of attachment, such as those 
domains on the Feeney questionnaire. In particular, territorial incursion 
and survival threat are expected to impact upon one’s experience of 
others, but directionally [39-42]. Responses towards one’s close loved 
ones should diverge from responses towards morally deviant, territorial 
invaders in predictable ways.

Hypotheses
Five directional hypotheses were formulated, one for each of the 
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five Feeney attachment subscales, namely, Confidence, Discomfort 
with Closeness, Relationships as Secondary, Preoccupation and Need 
for Approval. Any target being judged and who falls inside the effects 
of quarantined psychopathic cognition is expected to be objectified, 
symbolically distinct, and to be seen as living a mutually exclusive 
lifestyle. Therefore, participants should view those targets as disposable. 
It is hypothesized that psychopathy induction will decrease attachment 
confidence in morally deviant others but not ones’ close loved ones. 
(H1). For the second hypothesis, psychopathy induction is expected to 
elicit elevations in participants’ discomfort with closeness, but towards 
moral deviant outsiders, not one’s close loved ones, after a survival 
threat was roused by territorial incursion of morally deviant outsiders 
(H2). After psychopathy induction, participants are also hypothesized 
to view their relationships with morally deviant outsiders as more 
secondary than their relationships with close loved ones (H3). For the 
fourth Feeney scale, participants are expected to be less preoccupied 
with relationships, but only those of moral deviants, not close loved 
ones after psychopathy induction (H4). Similarly, participants’ need 
for approval by others is expected to diminish, directionally, for moral 
deviant others who are territorial invaders, but not towards close loved 
ones after psychopathy induction, (H5). Interaction hypotheses that 
focussed upon impacts of psychopathy induction upon view of close 
loved ones, members of the community and moral deviants were 
formulated as exploratory-only for the study. Those were for measuring 
impacts of psychopathy induction upon moral deviants versus their less 
maligned variants, which were defined as members of one’s community, 
in ordinary life.

Method
Study 1

Participants: Participant inclusion criteria were adults with normal 
levels of psychopathy. Participants were 68 people, 34 of whom were 
students from the Department of Psychological Sciences at Swinburne 
University (38% were male, M=22.08 years, SD=2.53 years and 62% 
were female, M=25.33 years, SD=8.33 years). Thirty four of the 68 
participants were adults from a local community radio station (35% 
were male, M=29.33 years, SD=8.27 years, and 65% were female, 
M=29.18 years, SD=6.10 years). One case was suspended from the test 
group for experimental analyses due to incomplete data.

Materials: Participants were subjected to psychopathy induction 
of the moral inversion method, as described in Mihailides et al. [9]. 
Therefore, prior to psychopathy induction, participants’ idiographic 
data for their moral choice attributes were generated, as described in 
Mihailides et al. [8].

The Idiographic component of research: Generating participants’ 
moral choice attributes

During Session 1, participants were asked to classify their most 
morally unacceptable terms from seven pull-down menus. The pull-
down menus contained forced-choice items and participant were 
required to select the item that represented the most immoral term for 
each pull-down menu. The categories for the pull-down menus were as 
follows:

1. <Immoral political ideology> : e.g. fascist

2. <Immoral sexual/romantic practice>: e.g. bisexual marriage

3. <Immoral sexual recreation>: e.g. group sex

4. <Immoral Method of Handling>: e.g. abduction

5. <Immoral Punishment>: e.g. enslaving

6. <Immoral Rewards>: e.g. money 

7. <Profession most immoral when misused>: e.g. police

Participants’ choices were their Moral Choice Attributes from 
Session 1, which were reserved for utilization in the psychopathy 
induction during Session 2.

Baseline measures: During Session 1, Participants were given the 
Triarchic Personality Measure (TriP) modified for the present tense 
(with minor edits, such as ‘was’ becomes ‘is’), in order to match tense 
to the vignette context for the pending manipulation of territorial 
survival threat. The Triarchic Personality Measure is a 59 item measure 
comprising three subscales termed Boldness (TriP_Bold, e.g. I am well-
equipped to deal with stress), Meanness (TriP_Mean e.g. How other 
people feel is important to me R) and Disinhibition (TriP_Dis, e.g. I 
often act on immediate needs). Items are measured on a 5-point Likert-
Type scale where 1=not at all like me and 5=very much like me.

During session 1, participants were also given a measure of 
attachment, the Feeney and Noller [21] Attachment Questionnaire, a 25 
item scale, measuring five subscales termed Discomfort with Closeness 
(e.g. I would like to have closer relationships but getting close makes me 
feel vulnerable), Relationships as Secondary (e.g. I feel smothered when 
a relationship takes too much time away from my personal pursuits), 
Confidence (e.g. I am confident that other people will like me), Need 
for Approval (e.g. Pleasing myself is much more important to me than 
getting along with other- reversed) and Preoccupation (e.g. I worry a 
lot about the well-being of my relationships). Items are measured on 
a 5-point Likert-Type scale where 1=strongly disagree and 7=strongly 
agree. Participants were asked to respond to each item, twice, for two 
response contexts. One response context was for «my close people» and 
the second was for «members of the community».

Procedure: During session 2, participants were subjected to the 
psychopathy induction, administered the Triarchic Psychopathy 
Questionnaire (as per Mihailides et al.), then readministered the 
Attachment Questionnaire.

Psychopathy induction: The ‘moral inversion’ induction

A vignette was pre-recorded and administered in the oral mode, 
by headset, together with imagery presented by computer in a slide 
show of the Holocaust, of Abu Ghraib, the Cambodian genocide and 
the Brixton Riots. The slide show had subtitles such as «Emergency 
Broadcast» and «State of Emergency» interspersed between imagery. 
The participant’s name was administered during the oral in order to 
personalise a message to them. The vignette reads as follows:

Jenny, your society has a new social mandate that embraces a new 
social order. They have adopted a <Immoral Political> ideology. They 
and their millions of supporters have subverted power, taken control 
of the country’s financial machinery, secured military assets and 
they have a tight hold of control over the country. Society’s new laws 
esteem <Immoral Romantic Practice> in a new mode of relationships. 
They value <Immoral Recreational Activity> as a social recreation. 
International commentators have named members of this new society 
moral deviants. They also have new laws making it a criminal offence 
to live by society’s old laws. As such, what moral deviants term a ‘social 
dissident’ is anyone of the old world order. People of the old order are 
considered Enemies of the State. <Immoral Method of Handling> may 
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be freely used by a moral deviant against anyone who is an Enemy of 
the State in order apprehend them. A moral deviant who hands over an 
Enemy of the State to authorities is guaranteed an <Immoral Reward>. 
Once detected, Enemies of the State are forcibly subjected to a reality 
TV conversion process. If they do not convert and openly become a 
moral deviant, they are punished under new moral deviant laws and are 
<Immoral Punishment>. Once converted, a new social deviant must 
prove their fidelity to the State and its new laws, by six months service 
as a volunteer to the <Immorally used Vocation>. You are caught in this 
new social revolution, surrounded by it, and are trying to decide what 
your choices are, and if you should escape to another country.

A vignette is prepared for each participant, with each moral choice 
attribute derived from Session 1. The term moral deviant is referenced, 
repeatedly during the vignette induction to emphasize culpability of 
the ‘alien other’ in terms of their ‘moral incapacitation’. After vignette 
induction, prose was presented to participants as follows:

These are questions concerning your thoughts and feelings about 
yourself in relation to moral deviants. In particular, please think about 
forming an escape plan to escape from your community and flee to 
safety. Please read each statement carefully and whilst imagining acting 
on your escape plan, and decide how much the statement is generally 
true of you on a 1 (Not True) to 6 (Very True of Me) scale. Be sure to 
answer every item and try to be as honest and accurate as possible in 
your responses.

The TriP measure was subsequently readministered. After induction, 
participants were readministered the Attachment Questionnaire, and 
as was the case in Session 1, participants were asked to respond to each 
item, twice, for two response contexts. One response context was for 
«my close people» and the second was for «moral deviants».

Results
Overview of analyses

A control group, not exposed to vignette induction, tested the 
temporal consistency of psychopathy scores. Thirty-four participants’ 
psychopathy scores were measured on two occasions, with no less than 
24 hours between the two test trials. Participants’ psychopathy levels 
were measured on the Triarchic Psychopathy Questionnaire (TriP_Tot) 
total scores.

Psychopathy levels in the control group did not vary significantly 
across the two times the data were sampled (F(1,33)=0.01, p=0.99). 
Psychopathy levels also did not vary significantly between the control 
group and the experimental group, pre induction (F(1,66)=0.30, p=0.59). 
Results are summarised in Table 1.

Triarchic Psychopathy (TriP_Tot) total scores, rose significantly after 
psychopathy induction (F(1,31)=47.39, p<0.001). Tables 2 summarises 
means and standard deviations for the psychopathy induction.

Hypotheses were tested with a 2 (Psychopathy Condition) x 2 
(Attachment For) x 5 (Attachment Subscale) multivariate repeated 
measures analysis of variance statistical model. The dependent variables 
for the hypotheses were participants’ attachment levels as Attachment 

For (pre-induction others as Close Loved Ones versus post-induction 
Close Loved Ones; pre-induction others as Members of the Community 
versus post-induction others as Moral Deviants. Tables 3 summarises 
means and standard deviations on the attachment dimensions for the 
within-subjects factors.

Experimental analyses

The multivariate main effect of Psychopathy Induction on the 
attachment dimensions overall was not significant (Wilks=1.00, 
F(1,32)=001, ns). It was masked by a significant 3-way interaction of 
Psychopathy Induction X Attachment For X Attachment Subscale 
(Wilks=0.24, F(4,29)=23.42; p<0.001). Therefore, data were split into 
five different groups, one for each attachment subscale (Confidence, 
Discomfort with Closeness, Relationships as Secondary, Preoccupation 
and Need for Approval), in order to conduct hypothesis testing.

Hypothesis H1: Attachment confidence: The main effect of 
psychopathy induction upon overall attachment Confidence was 
significant (F(1,32) 48.82, p<0.001 η2 =0.50), but the main effect was 
qualified by a significant interaction (F(1,32)=75.65, p<0.001 η2 =0.70). 
After induction, participants’ Confidence levels did not change for 
their Close Loved Ones (F(1,32) = 2.60, ns). By contrast, participants’ 
Confidence levels after psychopathy induction were significantly lower 
for Moral Deviants compared to their Confidence for Members of 
the Community before induction (F(1,32)=114.18, p<0.001 η2 =0.78). 
Participant’s pre-induction Confidence were significantly greater for 
their Close Loved Ones than was their Confidence for Members of 
the Community before induction (F(1,32)=188.78, p<0.001 η2 =0.73). 
Findings are presented in Figure 1.

Hypothesis H2: Discomfort with closeness: The main effect of 
psychopathy induction upon overall Discomfort with Closeness was 
not significant (F(1,32)=10.49, ns), although there was a main effect 
for the Directional Vector Attachment For (F(1,32)=14.31, p<0.001 
η2=0.31), but the main effects were qualified by a significant interaction 
(F(1,32)=5.91, p<0.05 η2 = 0.16). Participants’ Discomfort with Closeness 
after psychopathy induction towards their Close Loved Ones showed 
a non-significant trend to fall slightly (F(1,32)=0.85, ns). By contrast, 
comparing participants’ pre-induction Discomfort with Closeness for 
Members of the Community, there was a significant post-induction 
rise in Discomfort with Closeness of participants for Moral Deviants 

Attachment 
Subscale

Attachment 
For (Pre) Attachment For (Post)

My Close 
People

Members of the 
Community

My Close 
People

Moral 
Deviants

 M SD M SD M SD M SD
Confidence 34.6 5.6 26.2 5.2 34.2 5.6 16.5 4.7
Discomfort 33.1 5.6 35.6 5.6 31.9 6.5 38.7 7.6
Secondary 13.5 4 18.2 5.9 17.7 6.1 30.6 6.2

Preoccupation 26.9 5.7 23.7 5.5 26.2 5.2 22.4 4.5
Need for App 24.3 6.8 22.4 6.9 21.7 5.7 18.6 6

Table 3: Attachment scores pre and post psychopathy induction by attachment 
directional vector.

Group
Psychopathy Score (Time 1) Psychopathy Score (Time 2)

M  SD M  SD 
Control (n=34) 139.88 22.48 140.21 23.00

Test (n=34) 141.76 22.28 N/A

Table 1: Control group psychopathy scores.

 
Psychopathy Score

Pre Post
Measure M SD M SD
Tri_P_Total* 141.9 22.6 183.1 34.3
N=33; *p<0.001

Table 2: Psychopathy levels (Tri_P_Total, Tri_P_Bold, Tri_P_Mean, Tri_P_Disin), 
pre and post psychopathy induction.
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Hypothesis H3: Relationships as secondary: The main effect of 
psychopathy induction upon overall participant scores for Relationships 
as Secondary was significant (F(1,32)=77.70, p<0.001 η2 =0.71). There 
was also a main effect of the Directional Vector, Attachment For 
(F(1,32)=105.26, p<0.001 η2 =0.78). However, the main effects were 
qualified by a significant interaction of Psychopathy Induction X 

(F(1,32)=4.83, p<0.05 η2 =0.13). While there was significantly less 
Discomfort with Closeness for Close Loved Ones compared to 
members of the community pre induction (F(1,32)=12.85, p<0.001 η2 
=0.29) this difference became more extreme post induction. Findings 
are presented in Figure 2.

Figure 1:  Effects of psychopathy induction upon participant attachment 
confidence.

Figure 3:  Effects of psychopathy induction upon participant relationships as 
secondary scores.

Figure 4:  Effects of Psychopathy Induction upon participant preoccupation levels.
Figure 2:  Effects of psychopathy induction upon participant discomfort with 
closeness. 
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Attachment For (F(1,32)=36.25, p<0.001 η2 =0.53). Interpreting the 
interaction, participants’ rated their relationships for their Close Loved 
Ones after induction as more secondary (F(1,32)=14.11, p<0.001 η2 
=0.31) than pre induction. The greater effect was observed in a shift in 
ratings of others who were not close loved ones. Participants rated their 
relationships with Moral Deviants post induction as more secondary 
than their relationships with Members of the Community pre induction 
(F(1,32)=89.16, p<0.001 η2 =0.74). Findings are presented in Figure 3.

Hypothesis H4: Attachment preoccupation: The main effect of 
psychopathy induction upon overall attachment Preoccupation was 
not significant (F(1,32)=0.99, ns). There was a main effect was of the 
Directional Vector Attachment For (F(1,32)=17.73, p<0.001 η2 =0.36). 
Participants were significantly more preoccupied with thinking 
about Close Loved Ones than they were about others. The univariate 
interaction of Preoccupation X Attachment For was not significant 
(F(1,32)=3.03, ns).

Hypothesis H5: Need for approval : The main effect of psychopathy 
induction upon overall Need for Approval scores was significant 
(F(1,32)=8.77, p<0.05 η2 =0.22), indicating that participants’ Need for 
Approval falls with psychopathy induction. The main effect of the 
Directional Vector Attachment For was also significant (F(1,32)=10.99, 
p<0.05 η2 =0.26). Participants’ Need for Approval from Moral Deviants 
is lower than their Need for Approval from their Close Loved Ones. The 
2-way interaction of Psychopathy Induction X Attachment For was not 
significant (F(1,32)=0.83, ns). Findings are presented in Figure 5.

Discussion
Findings of the current study support the tenets of the Directional 

Vector hypothesis as it was adapted to attachment theory. Psychopathy 
induction was shown to impact attachment responses, directionally, 
with distinct impacts upon attachment views of one’s close loved ones 
versus attachment views of morally deviant, territorial invaders. There 
were directional effects of psychopathy induction for all attachment 

subscales save the Preoccupation scale, with interaction effects on 
three, namely Confidence in Relationships, Discomfort with Closeness 
and Relationships as Secondary. A main effect was observed for Need 
for Approval in relationships in that it dropped both for Close Loved 
Ones, and Moral Deviants post-induction. Psychopathy induction 
did not affect confidence in one’s close loved ones while it decreased 
confidence in others, especially Moral Deviants. As was expected, 
participants’ Discomfort with Closeness evidenced directionality, with 
participants reporting a trend of less discomfort for close loved ones, 
after induction, and increasing discomfort in closeness with moral 
deviants. By contrast, psychopathy induction resulted in people seeing 
relationships with the close loved ones as more secondary [43-47]. 
Further, overall, in a strong directional effect, participants saw their 
relationships with others, as secondary for members of the community, 
with a steep increase in their sense of relationships as secondary for 
moral deviants, post induction. Psychopathy induction did not impact 
participants’ degree of Preoccupation with Relationships, however, 
overall, participants were more preoccupied with their relationships of 
close loved ones than with others. By contrast, psychopathy induction 
impacts upon Need for Approval directionally, decreasing it, overall. In 
addition, participants had a greater Need for Approval from their close 
loved ones, in comparison to others.

In the same way psychopathy and empathy are not mutually 
exclusive [8,9] attachment was found to have directionality associated 
with it as well. As developed in theory, the output of processing of 
the psychopathic modular mind is associated with affect from the 
psychopathic spectrum, such as the instinct to slay, cold heartedness, 
baseness, cruelty, pleasure at suffering, and ghoulish humour. The 
current research demonstrates that a quarantined psychopathic vector 
of processing impacts attachment-related thinking about particular 
affected targets. Thinking about close loved ones attracted distinct 
processing after induction of survival threat by territorial incursion 
[48]. As was the case for empathy, there are indications that empathic 
thinking about close attachment figures can be sustained even whilst a 
distinct vector of territorial processing is neither warm nor empathic.

However, the experiment also revealed that psychopathy 
induction impacts two attachment domains quarantined inside, not 
outside, the psychopathy quarantined zone. The findings on Need 
for Approval and Relationships as Secondary are most affected, with 
a significant interaction effect for the latter but not the former. For 
the latter, a territorial, survival threat increased the sense overall that 
relationships are secondary, especially for moral deviants, although 
relationships became more secondary for close loved ones as well, 
though to less degree by comparison to moral deviants. The overall 
concurrent lowered need for approval probably implies increased 
self-focus in attachment thinking when survival is threatened. This 
is in accordance with psychopathy theory, egocentricity features in 
the clinical condition [32,33]. It is noteworthy, however, that there 
is a trend towards concurrent decrease in discomfort with one’s 
significant close relationships. This combination of findings is strong 
support for directionality in attachment cognition for the context of a 
territorial incursion implicated in survival threat. In further support of 
directionality, confidence for one’s close loved ones is retained when 
state psychopathy is elevated, whilst that confidence is sacrificed for 
deviant threatening others. Elevations in psychopathy also seem to 
prevent the anxiety inherent in preoccupation from rising [49,50]. This 
does seem to imply adaptive bolstering of attachment-based thinking, 
for human beings facing survival threats. It means that psychopathy at 
normal levels is protective, or that it fortifies attachment cognition for 
certain contexts. Without crippling the sense of confidence in our loved 

Figure 5:  Effects of psychopathy induction upon participant need for 
approval scores.
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ones, and whilst also fortifying capacity for intimacy by decreasing 
discomfort with closeness, state elevations in psychopathy can procure 
increased survival likelihood.

In one further fascinating adjunct, state elevations in psychopathy 
roused by territorial incursion, also have implications for the 
activation hypothesis of attachment theory [23-26]. Although results 
are preliminary (because a second experiment is required to test 
attachment anxiety and avoidance), state elevations in psychopathy 
might facilitate increases in directional heightening of anxiety and 
avoidance responses, yet without compromising secure attachment. 
That is, it seems possible, that anxiety and avoidance have opposing 
directionality subsumed within each scale, invisibly collapsed by way of 
lost information about self and other. This may also have implications for 
avoidant, preoccupied, and fearful attachment styles. Results point out 
that human thinking is paradoxical, where survival threat can stabilise 
bonds, ensuring that empathy for one’s close loved ones is retained, 
but whilst increasing survival-based self-centredness, concurrently 
stabilising anxiety, in a lowered need for approval. We summaries this 
preliminary find in the fortified-cognition hypothesis [51,52].

We suspect that the instincts to protect children and close loved ones 
are deeply implicated with human territoriality and with the survival 
instinct. That is, during survival threats through territorial incursions, 
child rearing and close bonding with loved ones are preserved. Core 
empathy and attachment processes are preserved, but only for those 
who are not alien, and who are not territorially threatening. Empathy 
and its associated affect from the warm spectrum, as well as attachment 
and bonding processes for loved ones is sustained. At the same time, 
directional psychopathy is elevated for select targets. Theory states 
that focussing upon deposing a common shared enemy, an ‘invading 
deviant’, when it is a collective focus, has potential to augment collective 
empathy and relationship processes. In regards to children of the 
morally alien culture, it is unclear from this study how attachment 
cognition for the offspring of aliens is impacted. We suspect that the 
survival instincts thinking about mutual exclusivity or young children 
would be less impacted by psychopathic cognition than it is for adults 
[53,54].

Research also warns that people may respond on the two 
dimensions of attachment of self and other, contingently. There are 
factors of context from the person’s sexuo-emotional and socio-cultural 
background that impact upon activation of attachment processes. 
When faced with a territorial incursion based on sexuo-emotional and 
socio-cultural vector conflicts, responses on attachment items changed 
for participants. It follows that how relationships form, evolve, devolve 
and end, is based substantially upon sexuo-emotional, and socio-
cultural conflict, harmony and context. In particular, the activities 
of the targeting scanner of the psychopathic modular mind, and its 
response to threats in a socio-cultural context, mean it has capacity to 
impact how one reads and interprets their close relationships. Survival 
threat then and attributions borne of the psychopathic modular mind 
influence, for example, one’s self focus, whilst predisposing people to 
relegate relationships as secondary, especially for those who are not 
close loved ones.

Within revised theory, mixed socio-cultural compositions mean 
that predicting trends in collective psychopathy can be achievable 
by coding directional vectors, deliberately in future research. How 
individuals experience socio-cultural, socio-affective, socio-spiritual 
and socio-sexual conflicts vary. Individual differences in prominence of 
one or other vector of influence means that idiographic assessment and 

measurement practices can be defined that assist to isolate which vectors 
are more influential for individual thinkers. We term the capacity for 
relative weighting of vector conflicts vector-grounding theory, which 
is to be developed in subsequent research. Means of measuring the 
strength, weight or resistance of a territorial hold over an attachment 
concept has important implications for understanding change.

Conclusions
We anticipate that future attachment research that matches 

participants on socio-sexual and socio-spiritual vectors, in particular 
has potential for greatest psychopathy induction, wherever moral 
deviants are counter-opposed most obviously on these two domains. 
Further, any territorial vector locked to ideas about a deity are expected 
to be the most pernicious and resistant to change, if they are grounded 
in territorial, survival threat. That is because territoriality over child 
rearing practices is most obviously elicited when parenting adults 
face spiritually alien peoples, especially where an alien spirituality 
espouses serious differences in deity-sponsored and deity-condemned 
sexual practices. Future research should also consider how to interpret 
adaptive facility for attachment-related thinking and behaviour. Means 
of understanding which vectors most easily break a territorial hold over 
sexuo-affective conflicts are of especial significance in future research. 
Another important area of research should formulate variations in 
theory, within theories of hyper-activation and attachment.
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