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A Third Hierarchical Level of Narrower Traits for the DAPP-BQ

Abstract

Current dimensional taxonomies of personality disorder show a stronger 
empirical grounding than categories, but may lack the necessary level of detail to make 
accurate predictions and case formulations. We need to further develop the lower levels 
of the hierarchy until reaching the building blocks of personality pathology. The 
Dimensional Assessment of Personality Pathology (DAPP-BQ) is well-suited to this 
purpose due to its multilayered structure and its agreement with the official dimensional 
classifications. We disaggregated the 18 DAPP-BQ mid-level facets through 
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis in a sample of 3,233 community subjects 
and outpatients. We obtained a set of 72 clinically relevant, narrower subfacets which 
were reliable, well-fitted to the data, and invariant between clinical and community 
subjects and between the sexes. This third level of abstraction increases by 4.7% the 
capacity to predict DSM categorical personality disorders, gives a particular advantage 
in capturing dependent, histrionic, paranoid, obsessive, and schizoid features, and can 
provide the detailed information that clinical decisions demand.

Key words: DAPP-BQ; personality disorder; personality hierarchy; narrow traits.

Introduction
Transition to dimensional taxonomies of personality disorder (PD) seems 

irreversible, due to their superior empirical grounding over categorical systems and their 
greater fidelity to the continuous nature of personality variation.1 This does not entail 
that we have a wholly accepted or flawless classification, and the dimensional systems 
of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders–Fifth Edition (DSM-5) 2 
and the International Classification of Diseases–11th revision (ICD-11) 3  have received 
judicious criticisms. 4,5

A recurrent claim is that available dimensional systems may reflect personality 
pathology with an insufficient level of detail, if compared with the apparent descriptive 
richness of traditional categories. The proposed DSM-5 and ICD-11 domains —
negative emotionality, detachment, dissociality/antagonism, disinhibition, psychoticism, 
and anankastia— have shown to capture a considerable proportion of the information 
provided by diagnostic categories and to outperform them in predicting external 
variables. 6,7 However, not all categories seem to receive the same coverage —some 
borderline, histrionic, narcissistic, and antisocial features have been particularly pointed 
out in this respect 4,8— and a significant amount of variance is unavoidably left 
unexplained. Optimizing comprehensiveness could help take full advantage of 
dimensional systems. 

An obvious solution is expanding the hierarchy of personality pathology. 
Personality presents a pyramidal architecture, with narrower traits at its basis being 
subsumed into progressively broader constructs. 9 Although higher-order domains have 
proven robust across studies, 10,11 they may not suffice for all purposes. In particular, 
normal and pathological personality facets from the lower regions of the hierarchy 
double in some studies the predictive capacity of domains and show incremental 
validity when added to them. 12-14 This might be equally true for the prediction of DSM 
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diagnostic categories, 15-19 though other evidence suggests that higher-order factors can 
suffice for this purpose. 7 Furthermore, given that dimensional and categorical systems 
do not cover different traits but arrange them differently, 20 coming down to the 
fundamental building blocks of personality pathology may be a feasible way to 
reconcile both approaches. Finally, whereas personality assessment should guide 
treatment planning, broad domains tend to produce coarse case formulations, such as 
‘interpersonal problems’, ‘self-pathology’, or 'internalizing'. 21,22 A better resolution 
may enable clinicians to refine their diagnoses and treatment targets. 23 Even more, due 
to masking and cancellation effects within domains, ignoring facets may lead to 
misconceptions. 24,25 For example, we might fail to appreciate that negative emotionality 
facets such as anxiousness, insecure attachment, hostility, and submissiveness carry 
different consequences for life and demand specific treatments 26.

Not all dimensional taxonomies cover the lower regions of the hierarchy. The 
ICD-11 has limited its classification to five broad dimensions for the sake of simplicity. 
3 In contrast, the DSM-5 has proposed a second layer of 25 lower-order facets beneath 
domains, following the footsteps of previous systems as the Dimensional Assessment of 
Personality Pathology – Basic Questionnaire (DAPP-BQ) 27 and the Schedule for 
Nonadaptive and Adaptive Personality (SNAP). 28 The evidence that facets are fairly 
consistent across models is compelling regarding normal-range personality, 29 and is 
suggestive but more limited for pathological traits. 28,30 Furthermore, only the recent 
Five-Factor Personality Inventory for ICD-11 (FFiCD) has unfolded a third level of 
specificity for pathological personality, consisting of 47 nuances located beneath facets. 
31 Even if the FFiCD validation process has just begun, and if its 121 items do not allow 
to unfold nuances for all facets, the endeavor makes sense. On the one hand, the very 
existence of a third layer reveals that remarkable heterogeneity still remains within 
facets. This could reduce the validity and utility of assessment 32 and has been identified 
as one of the major shortcomings of traditional categories. 1 On the other hand, nuances 
could increase predictive capacity with respect to domains and facets. 33

The DAPP-BQ is particularly well suited to this purpose. It pioneered the 
dimensional assessment of PDs, so it has been extensively used and its psychometric 
properties are well-known. 27,34 It roughly mirrors the taxonomic structures of the DSM-
5 and ICD-11 systems. 30,35 It is long enough (290 items) to accommodate an additional 
level of reliable lower-order constructs. Finally, it comes from a previous outsized 
instrument, the DAPP-Differential Questionnaire (DAPP-DQ), 27,34 which encompassed 
a total of 69 lower-order scales, so that its facets have retained vestigial 
multidimensionality. Despite all this, no attempts have been made at recovering a usable 
third level of abstraction, even if the second-level facets have proven to be genetically 
heterogeneous. 23

We aim to contribute to an exhaustive, fine-grained, and maximally useful 
diagnostic system by extending downwards the hierarchy of personality. We will 
disaggregate the 18 DAPP-BQ facets through exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analyses in a sample of 3,233 outpatients and community subjects. We expect to 
provide a psychometrically robust set of subfacets which can increase predictive 
capacity and provide clinicians with as detailed information as their task demands.

Method
Participants

The sample included 3,233 subjects. Of them, 2,089 were community subjects of 
mean age 38.4 years (SD 15.8; range 14-85), 55.9% women, recruited from students 
and their acquaintances at five universities in Spain. The other 1,144 subjects were 
outpatients with average age 35.0 years (SD 11.0; range 16-74), 53.3% women, 
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consecutively referred to the mental health units of three Spanish hospitals. Some 
patients presented a depressive disorder (24.1%), an adjustment disorder (15.2%), an 
anxiety disorder including phobias (13.9%), and other diagnoses —eating disorders, 
substance-related disorders, somatoform or dissociative disorders—with frequencies 
below 5%. Parts of the community and clinical samples have been studied elsewhere. 
30,36 The study was approved by the ethical committees of the respective centers.
Measures

The Dimensional Assessment of Personality Pathology—Basic Questionnaire 
(DAPP-BQ) 27 is a self-reported questionnaire with 290 Likert-type items rated on a 5-
point scale. It was obtained through the factorization of 100 pathological personality 
descriptors that finally converged in 18 traits (see Table 1, ‘Facets’ column). These are 
in turn organized into four higher-order domains: Emotional Dysregulation, Dissocial 
Behavior, Inhibition, and Compulsivity. The DAPP-BQ has been widely studied and 
has a validated Spanish version. 36

The Personality Diagnostic Questionnaire-4+ (PDQ-4+) 37, a 99-item true/false 
report, was chosen because of its easy administration and its close correspondence with 
the DSM PD criteria. It provides the ten DSM-IV official PD diagnoses plus 
negativistic and depressive and it has shown suitable psychometric properties in its 
Spanish version 38 . The PDQ-4+ was administered in 1,032 subjects of the clinical 
sample.
Data Analysis

The assignation of DAPP-BQ items to the 69 original DAPP-DQ subfacets was 
never published nor was available from the authors. Even if it had been, the reduction 
from 560 to 290 items would compromise any chance of rebuilding the original 
structure, with many subfacets being disappeared or underrepresented in the new 
instrument. Consequently, an item-level Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was 
performed first for each of the 18 facets in order to obtain clinically interpretable and 
psychometrically sound subfacets. Due to the ordinal nature of items, unweighted least 
squares extraction (ULS) based on the polychoric correlation matrix was used. 39 
Factors were rotated to oblimin under the assumption that scales are interrelated. 

The sample was randomly split into an exploratory (n = 1,623) and a 
confirmatory subsample (n = 1,610). For each facet, solutions from one to five factors 
were successively extracted in the former subsample and their properties examined in 
the latter. We chose the solution that had the maximum possible number of factors that 
were substantive, internally consistent, well-fitted, and invariant. Substantiveness was 
defined as the presence of at least two primary loadings above .30 that formed an 
interpretable scale. Internal consistency was measured through ordinal alpha (α), ordinal 
omega (ω), and item-scale correlations (ri-s). Goodness-of-fit was tested through 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the EFA-based models. Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) above .95, and Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR) below .08 
were considered good fit. Measurement invariance was tested by imposing increasing 
equality constraints across men and women and across clinical and community subjects 
on five model parameters: factor structure (configural invariance), factor loadings 
(metric invariance), thresholds (scalar invariance), and residual variances and means 
(strict invariance). 40 

The DAPP-BQ three levels —domains, facets, and subfacets—, were examined 
separately as for their capacity to predict the traditional PD categories (PDQ-4+) 
through multiple linear regression. In order to avoid overfitting, bootstrap resampling 
procedures were applied extracting 2,000 random samples with replacement, so that 
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95% CIs were obtained for both regression weights and R2 coefficients. 41 
Complementarily, domains, facets, and subfacets were introduced in three sequential 
steps to examine the incremental contribution of each level over the higher ones. All 
analyses were performed through SPSS 21 and the R packages 'psych' 42 and 'lavaan'. 43

Results
Usual criteria for deciding the number of factors to retain differed from each 

other: Velicer's MAP based on the polychoric matrix suggested from 1 to 3 factors per 
facet, BIC suggested from 3 to 5, and parallel test from 4 to 6. In consequence, one to 
five factors were successively retained in EFA. After applying acceptance criteria —
substantiveness, internal consistency, fit, and measurement invariance—, a total of 72 
subfacets remained: Six out of the 18 facets had three subfacets each, another six facets 
had four, and the remaining six facets had five (Table 1). Twenty-one solutions with a 
greater number of factors did not converge, mainly in coincidence with empty factors or 
singlets. Four more solutions showed pairs of factors whose content was conceptually 
indistinguishable (full results in Supporting Information, Tables S1 to S18). 

The final subfacets had from two to eight items, with mean 4.1. Internal 
consistency was generally good, with mean ordinal alpha .77 (range .47 to .98), mean 
ordinal omega .80 (range .56 to .98), and mean item-scale correlation .52 (range .31 to 
.82). EFA-based models obtained good fit in CFA, with mean CFI .990 (range from 
.954 to 1.00), TLI .988 (.945 to 1.00), RMSEA .039 (.007 to .074), and SRMR .039 
(.021 to .067) for the ULS estimator, and CFI .989 (range .953 to .999), TLI .986 (.943 
to .999), RMSEA .044 (.023 to .075), and SRMR .037 (.020 to .063) for the robust ULS 
variant. Finally, all the 18 solutions showed excellent configural, metric, and scalar 
invariance across groups. Most of them, however, showed marginal or poor strict 
invariance between the community and clinical subsamples, which are expected to 
obtain differing means in psychopathology measures. Figure 1 provides the full three-
layered hierarchy of the DAPP-BQ, together with the correlations between levels. A 
brief description of each subfacet can be found in Supplementary Table S19.

Regression analyses performed in the clinical sample showed an enhanced 
predictive capacity for the DAPP-BQ after adding a third level of abstraction (Table 2). 
Whereas the four domains were able to explain 41.8% of the variance of PDQ-4+ scores 
on average, the 18 facets explained 49.8% (8.0% more) and the 72 subfacets 54.5% 
(4.7% more than facets). Dependent, histrionic, paranoid, obsessive, and schizoid PDs, 
with gains ranging from 5.4% to 8.9%, particularly benefited from the addition of a 
layer of narrower scales. Complementary hierarchical regressions evidenced that facets 
still contributed 9.0% of additional variance above and beyond the effect of domains, 
and subfacets 3.9% beyond facets.

Discussion
We factorized each of the 18 facets of the DAPP-BQ in a total sample of 3,233 

subjects. Neither EFA nor CFA did favor unidimensionality for any facet, but rather 
three- to five-dimensional structures. We obtained a total of 72 lower-order interpretable 
subfacets that were internally consistent, well-fitted, and invariant between clinical and 
community subjects and between the sexes. With an average of four subfacets per facet, 
this means significant gains in specificity with no increase in the number of items. 
Although our results fall near the original number of subfacets, 34 agreement as for 
content could not be determined because the initial assignation of DAPP-BQ items was 
unavailable. However, the fact that 11 out of 18 facets obtained either fewer or more 
subfacets than expected suggests that agreement is moderate at best. This was to be 
expected, as item pruning during DAPP-BQ development resulted in many constructs 
losing critical numbers of items, so that in our analysis they gave place to singlets or 
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collapsed into broader superordinate scales.
The 18 DAPP-BQ facets appear to show varying degrees of heterogeneity. Some 

are made of a multidimensional constellation of traits with quite diverging clinical 
implications. For example, Conduct Problems includes subfacets for Antinormativity, 
Juvenile Violence, current Interpersonal Violence, and Alcohol Abuse, so that the 
global score might be misleading without additional inquest. Self-Harm also 
differentiates Self-Injury, Suicidal Ideation, and Suicide Attempts, whose clinical 
distinction is essential. 44 In a similar vein, Intimacy Problems holds different subfacets 
for Avoidant Attachment and Inhibited Sexuality; Stimulus Seeking for Impulsivity and 
Recklessness; Rejection for Dogmatism/Intolerance, Dominance/Bossiness, and 
Pugnacity; and Compulsivity for Orderliness, Effortfulness, and Perfectionism, among 
others. In these cases, apparently unitary facets mix quite different traits together, and 
their disaggregation is expected to lead to more reliable, valid, and clinically pertinent 
constructs. 32 In contrast, facets such as Affective Lability and Insecure Attachment 
appear quite homogeneous: Though they can be factorially unfurled, the resulting 
subfacets are conceptually more undifferentiated, and therefore clinically less helpful. 

The labeling of subfacets also deserves some commentary. The original 
denominations 34 were retained whenever possible, but were combined or changed if 
they did not reflect content accurately. For example, within Cognitive Distortion, the 
Depersonalization scale was considered to really measure Derealization, Schizotypal 
Cognition rather reflects Fuzzy Thinking, and Brief Stress Psychosis more specifically 
describes Perceptive Distortions. Grandiosity was relabeled as Fantasies of Success, for 
it does not reflect an inflated sense of self-importance but rather fantasizing about being 
famous and successful, which can equally be associated with low self-esteem. Also, 
Rigid Cognitive Style from Rejection was more accurately renamed as 
Dogmatism/Intolerance, and one Suspiciousness subfacet was explicitly said to reflect 
Persecutory Ideas rather than simply Suspiciousness. 

Analyses sometimes required achieving a fair balance between clinical utility 
and psychometric adequacy. In a few cases, subfacets showing suboptimal reliabilities 
of around .50 were accepted provided that the structure was well-fitted and invariant 
across subsamples and that the scales reflected clearly differentiated constructs at face 
value. This was the case of Ineffectiveness, Mercilessness, Hypervigilance, and 
Unplanned Behavior. Also in Identity Problems, the five-factor solution was preferred, 
even if the last factor was a singlet and could not be considered a subfacet. This was 
because all other solutions mixed anhedonia, pessimism, and feelings of emptiness, 
which may be clinically confusing. Measurement invariance between groups was 
particularly considered indispensable in this balance, both due to the greater difficulty 
of replicating lower-order structures and to the need for a classificatory system to work 
well in normal and clinical populations. 45 However, it is worth noting that most 
subfacets were clinically significant and psychometrically robust at once.

At the very core of our study is the long-debated trade-off between the 
bandwidth of an instrument and its fidelity. 13 On the one hand, narrower and more fine-
grained measures have been shown to be better predictors of specific outcomes and to 
increase explained variance more globally. 12,14 On the other, broad measures are more 
informative about the general organization of personality and are often sufficient to 
predict criteria from any level of abstraction, whereas the alleged advantages of lower-
order measures might be due to statistical artifacts such as model overfitting. 7,46-49 
Having a multi-layered, hierarchically organized model circumvents this trade-off to a 
large extent, as all tiers are available at once at no additional cost for the patient. Such a 
structure not only allows the breadth of the criterion to determine the appropriate level 
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of the predictor if necessary, 49 but enables us to empirically examine the relative merits 
of each level, thus contributing to shed light on this old psychometric dilemma. 

In our study, facets explain 8.0% more variance of DSM diagnoses than 
domains, and subfacets 4.7% more than facets, which is not a huge gain. However, 
unfolding the DAPP-BQ structure seems valuable beyond explanatory power. Whereas 
three quarters of the explained variance are held by domains alone, knowing that every 
categorical PD, and by extension every patient, is characterized by varying degrees of 
emotional dysregulation, dissociality, and inhibition it is of little practical use. To take 
an example, Table 2 identifies emotional dysregulation as a robust but quite unspecific 
predictor of almost all personality disorders, just like it is an imprecise descriptor of 
most patients. At the subfacet level, by contrast, paranoid is chiefly characterized by 
distrust, schizoid by indifference to rejection, schizotypal by derealization, histrionic by 
attention seeking, narcissistic by fantasies of success, borderline by instability and 
suicide, avoidant by shyness, and so on. This shows that modest increases in explained 
variance are accompanied by considerably greater descriptive specificity and precision. 
Such a level of resolution may be critical in everyday clinical assessment and decision 
making, as it is easily noticed if one tries to guess which categorical disorder is 
predicted by each of the DAPP-BQ domain-level models (Table 2, first column), 
compared with doing the same at the subfacet level. Thus, regarding the lower regions 
of the hierarchy, it may not be explanatory power but discriminant capacity what makes 
a difference.

Some limitations of our study warrant mention. First, DAPP-BQ facets were not 
designed to be further factor-analyzed. In consequence, some original subfacets may 
have lacked sufficient indicators as to give rise to independent factors. Second, we 
obtained “pure” subfacets, which mix specific variance with common variance 
belonging to the upper facet. Residualized subfacets, only containing unique variance, 
would have been more suitable for comparing between levels. 48 However, residuals are 
hard to interpret and would have done a disservice to clinicians. Third, many decisions 
in factor analysis are unavoidably subjective, so that we have endeavored to obtain a 
maximally robust structure and have substantiated our choices as far as possible. 
Despite this, we are aware that the use of different constructs or methods may lead to 
diverging results, and that there is probably no ultimate truth on the structure of 
personality. Finally, DSM categorical diagnoses have been used as the criterion against 
which the different DAPP-BQ levels are compared. Given the well-known drawbacks 
of categories, this should not be interpreted as a test of the validity of the DAPP-BQ 
constructs, but as a simple examination of how much variance of traditional clinical 
heuristics the DAPP-BQ is able to capture at different levels of abstraction.

In sum, we have obtained a robust three-layered hierarchical structure for the 
DAPP-BQ. Contrary to traditional categories, this substantial level of detail has been 
attained empirically, lies on reliable, well-fitted, and invariant constructs, and can 
hopefully contribute to achieving more exhaustive and fine-grained assessments and 
more precise treatment plans. Our findings also hold the promise of greater predictive 
power for our personality pathology models. However, greater specificity has not 
always proved better, 46-50, so the relative validity and utility of the different levels of 
abstraction need to be further explored. 
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Table 1. The 72 DAPP-BQ Subfacets: Item Composition, Reliability (Polychoric α) and Goodness of Fit.

Facets Subfacets Items α Fit

Affective Instability/Intensity 4, 73, 64, 55, 147, 208, 188 .88

Irritability/Anger 57, 197, 227, 208, 47, 93 .84

Affective Overreactivity 19, 230, 188 .71

Affective 
Lability

Generalized Hypersensitivity 193, 192, 230 .75

CFI = 
.993

RMSEA = 
.040

Worry/Rumination 162, 173, 215, 190, 67, 58, 110, 167 .92
Guilt Proneness 131, 40, 272, 13, 255 .88Anxiousness
Indecisiveness 209, 95, 117, 167 .79

CFI = 
.998

RMSEA = 
.022

Derealization 17, 20, 245, 2, 287, 52 .87

Fuzzy Thinking 238, 225, 102, 52 .80

Perceptive Distortions 248, 257, 70 .79
Cognitive 
Distortion

Speech Derailment 118, 181, 125, 176 .72

CFI = 
.988

RMSEA = 
.051

Anhedonia/Boredom 7, 79, 3, 29, 171, 267 .91
Lack of Incentive 264(r), 62(r) .67
Pessimism 285, 195, 148 .84

Identity 
Problems

Emptiness 135, 284, 290 .85

CFI = 
.998

RMSEA = 
.029

Desire for Improved 
Relationships 222, 280, 216 .81

Social Avoidance 129, 175, 41, 32, 28 .83

Fears of Rejection 202, 140, 74, 216 .85

Shyness 54, 24, 28 .75

Social 
Avoidance

Social Anxiety 253, 24, 278 .75

CFI = 
.993

RMSEA = 
.043

Intolerance of Aloneness 187, 229, 189, 269 .85
Separation Protest 78, 42, 180, 200, 189 .87
Clinginess 252, 161, 198 .66
Fear of Abandonment 221, 279 .72

Insecure 
Attachment

Security Seeking 59, 112, 80 .74

CFI = 
.997

RMSEA = 
.031

Suggestibility 1, 48, 152, 16, 177, 50, 220, 53 .82

Gullibility 205, 213, 224 .78Submissiveness

Delegation of Decisions 133, 124, 77, 256 .86

CFI = 
.995

RMSEA = 
.032

Need for Approval 61, 39, 169, 143, 34, 151, 68, 92 .88
Fantasies of Success 146, 191, 71, 160, 92, 68 .82Narcissism
Attention Seeking 97, 106, 103, 242 .83

CFI = 
.989

RMSEA = 
.049

Oppositionality Procrastination/Slowness 101, 282, 88, 138 .75 CFI = 
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Lack of Drive 228, 201, 271 .81

Lack of Effort 235, 274, 107 .75

Ineffectiveness 10, 51, 239 .57

Demotivation/Passivity 132, 159, 239, 138 .64

.995
RMSEA = 

.032

Cruelty 281, 219, 246 .77
Egoism 85, 104 .60
Mercilessness 128, 137 .51
Lack of Empathy/Guilt 165, 268, 194 .70

Callousness

Utilization/Exploitation 206, 236, 114 .72

CFI = 
.996

RMSEA = 
.026

Dogmatism/Intolerance 45, 37, 276, 254 .68

Judgmental Attitude 260, 241, 130, 139, 12 .69

Pugnacity 275, 249 .58
Rejection

Dominance/Bossiness 120, 243, 82, 12 .70

CFI = 
.985

RMSEA = 
.043

Persecutory Ideas 123, 89, 49, 185, 283, 18 .90
Hypervigilance 261, 30, 270 .56Suspiciousness
Distrust 150, 166, 38, 170, 25 .85

CFI = 
.995

RMSEA = 
.037

Interpersonal Violence 184, 156, 286, 210 .87

Alcohol Abuse 109, 179, 27, 141 .93

Theft/Illegal Behavior 237, 223, 168, 273 .82

Juvenile Violence 211, 273, 231 .78

Conduct 
Problems

Contempt for Norms 145, 168, 96 .67

CFI = 
.993

RMSEA = 
.043

Recklessness 158, 250, 154, 164, 91, 212(r), 142, 
5 .86

Impulsivity 105, 121, 277, 22 .83
Sensation Seeking 149, 144, 164, 142 .76

Stimulus 
Seeking

Unplanned Behavior 94, 207 .47

CFI = 
.982

RMSEA = 
.053

Avoidant Attachment 226, 289, 81, 196, 46, 153(r), 136(r) .83

Inhibited Sexuality 204(r), 11, 214, 126(r), 43 .84Intimacy 
Problems

Lack of Desire for Attachment 265(r), 288(r), 218(r), 15(r), 136(r), 
153(r) .79

CFI = 
.954

RMSEA = 
.074

Restricted Emotional 
Expression 108, 44(r), 66 .72

Restricted Expression of 
Anger 56, 100, 113, 174(r) .59

Self-Reliance 240, 251(r) .63

Restricted 
Expression

Reluctant Self-Disclosure 90, 232, 21, 182, 234 .80

CFI = 
.988

RMSEA = 
.041
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Restricted Expression of 
Affection 26, 8, 44(r) .69

Orderliness 178, 258, 23, 36 .86
Effortfulness 172, 35, 84, 14, 65 .81
Perfectionism 157, 163, 122, 233, 116 .79

Compulsivity

Thoroughness 6, 233, 65, 14 .75

CFI = 
.986

RMSEA = 
.052

Suicidal Ideation 60, 31, 86, 72, 266, 247, 115 .98
Suicide Attempts 111, 259, 99 .93Self-Harm
Self-Injury 134, 186 .70

CFI = 
1.00

RMSEA = 
.007

(r)  The item is reverse-scored.
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Table 2. Separate Multiple Linear Regressions of PDQ-4+ Scores onto DAPP-BQ Domains, Facets, and Subfacets (n = 1,032).
Domain-Level Facet-Level Subfacet-Level

PDQ-4+ Domain β (95% CI) Facet β (95% CI) Subfacet β (95% CI)

Paranoid Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .393 [.353/430] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .557 [.521/.588]
 ∆R2 = .164

Adj.R2 [95% CI] = .614 [.577/.639] 
∆R2 = .057

Emotional Dysregulation 
Dissocial Behavior 
Compulsivity 
Inhibition 

.363

.325

.170

.123

(.305/.424) 
(.267/.379) 
(.123/.218) 
(.072/.173)

Suspiciousness 
Callousness 
Affective Lability 

.587

.120

.113

(.534/.636) 
(.072/.165) 
(.062/.165)

Distrust
Persecutory Ideas 
Mercilessness 
Indecisiveness 
Reluctant Self-Disclosure 

.283

.242

.155

.118

.116

(.213/.350)
(.171/.310)
(.106/.207)
(.068/.167) 
(.068/.162)

Schizoid Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .356 [.317/.395] Adj.R2 (95% CI) =.438 [.396/.472]
 ∆R2 = .082

Adj.R2 [95% CI] = .492 [.447/.520]
 ∆R2 = .054

Inhibition 
Emotional Dysregulation 

.542

.128
(.487/.594)
(.079/.179)

Intimacy Problems 
Narcissism 
Identity Problems 
Restricted Expression 
Callousness 

.326
-.234
.222
.179
.145

(.271/.386)
(-.288/-.172)
(.156/.287)
(.120/.237)
(.083/.207)

Fears of Rejection 
Avoidant Attachment 
Anhedonia/Boredom 
Inhibited Sexuality 
Social Avoidance 

-.325
.243
.158
.153
.120

(-.397/-.248)
(.172/.308)
(.088/.228)
(.101/.209)
(.033/.207)

Schizotypal Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .383 [.343/.420] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .512 [.472/.543]
 ∆R2 = .129

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .563 [.523/.590]
 ∆R2 = .051

Emotional Dysregulation
Inhibition
Dissocial Behavior
Compulsivity 

.381

.268

.182

.160

(.327/.437)
(.218/.318)
(.125/.231)
(.110/.207)

Suspiciousness 
Cognitive Distortion 
Social Avoidance 

.380

.327

.204

(.325/.433)
(.255/.398)
(.141/.269)

Derealization 
Social Avoidance 
Hypervigilance 
Persecutory Ideas 
General. Hypersensitivity 
Social Anxiety 
Speech Derailment 
Distrust 

.205

.187

.169

.133

.129

.126

.119

.116

(.144/.268) 
(.112/.261)
(.112/.226)
(.061/.204)
(.060/.197)
(.047/.205)
(.048/.185) 
(.040/.192)
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Histrionic Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .367 [.326/.404] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .423 [.380/.456]
 ∆R2 = .056

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .503 [.461/.533]
 ∆R2 = .080

Emotional Dysregulation 
Inhibition 
Dissocial Behavior 

.446
-.298
.261

(.390/.499)
(-.346/-.250)
(.201/.316)

Narcissism 
Restricted Expression 
Sensation Seeking 
Anxiousness 
Affective Lability 
Social Avoidance 
Insecure Attachment

.325
-.185
.143
.131
.130

-.109
.106

(.263/.391)
(-.249/-.123)
(.082/.201)
(.047/.213)
(.049/.205)
(-.189/-.027)
(.047/.165)

Attention Seeking 
Restricted Emot. Express. 
Impulsivity 
Suggestibility 
Social Anxiety 
Affective Overreactivity 

.328
-.192
.192
.117

-.108
.107

(.270/.388)
(-.257/-.129)
(.140/.245)
(.060/.174)
(-.176/-.045)
(.048/.166)

Narcissistic Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .345 [.306/.384] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .384 [.342/.420]
 ∆R2 = .039

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .404 [.360/437]
 ∆R2 = .020

Dissocial Behavior 
Emotional Dysregulation 

.489

.185
(.414/.543)
(.116/.230)

Narcissism 
Suspiciousness 
Rejection 
Callousness 
Sensation Seeking 

.268

.164

.143

.124

.123

(.211/.327)
(.097/.228)
(.081/.206)
(.041/.203)
(.067/.181)

Persecutory Ideas 
Fantasies of Success 
Dominance/Bossiness 
Attention Seeking 
Impulsivity 
Utilization/Exploitation 

.181

.178

.157

.121

.114

.111

(.118/.243)
(.113/.243)
(.094/.218)
(.048/.190)
(.054/.172) 
(.038/.179)

Borderline Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .569 [.535/.602] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .686 [.656/.709]
 ∆R2 = .117

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .731 [.701/.748]
 ∆R2 = .045

Emotional Dysregulation 
Dissocial Behavior 

.633

.197
(.592/.678)
(.150/.243)

Identity Problems 
Affective Lability 
Self-Harm 
Conduct Problems 
Sensation Seeking 

.320

.271

.185

.130

.109

(.267/.373)
(.221/.326)
(.141/.231)
(.090/.172)
(.068/.150)

Irritability/Anger 
Emptiness 
Suicide Attempts 
Affect. Instability/Intensity 
Anhedonia/Boredom 
Derealization 

.259

.152

.151

.150

.147

.124

(.204/.315)
(.091/.210)
(.107/.202)
(.079/.220)
(.077/.217)
(.078/.172)
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Antisocial Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .447 [.408/.483] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .524 [.486/.556]
 ∆R2 = .077

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .572 [.533/.599]
 ∆R2 = .048

Dissocial Behavior 
Compulsivity 

.634
-.131

(.582/.683)
(-.179/-.083)

Sensation Seeking 
Conduct Problems 
Identity Problems 

.364

.357

.116

(.313/.416)
(.291/.418)
(.055/.174)

Impulsivity 
Theft/Illegal Behavior 
Recklessness 
Interpersonal Violence 

.269

.254

.247

.106

(.215/.325)
(.197/.306)
(.188/.301)
(.040/.171)

Avoidant Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .503 [.465/.537] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .589 [.552/.617]
 ∆R2 = .086

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .624 [.588/.649]
 ∆R2 = .035

Emotional Dysregulation 
Inhibition 
Dissocial Behavior 

.699

.153
-.127

(.653/.748)
(.110/.198)
(-.175/-.079)

Social Avoidance 
Narcissism 
Anxiousness 

.529

.132

.125

(.466/.591)
(.074/.192)
(.061/.191)

Shyness 
Fears of Rejection 
Need for Approval 
Social Anxiety 

.241

.188

.151

.129

(.167/.319)
(.112/.265)
(.082/.219)
(.048/.211)

Dependent Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .491 [.453/.527] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .517 [.477/.548]
 ∆R2 = .026

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .606 [.571/.633]
 ∆R2 = .089

Emotional Dysregulation 
Inhibition 
Compulsivity 

.751
-.116
-.114

(.658/.847)
(-.159/-.063)
(-.153/-.062)

Insecure Attachment 
Narcissism 
Oppositionality 
Identity Problems 
Anxiousness 
Social Avoidance 
Rejection 

.305

.240

.161

.130

.128

.120
-.100

(.253/.356)
(.180/.302)
(.100/.222)
(.053/.203)
(.052/.211)
(.054/.185)
(-.154/-.043)

Delegation of Decisions 
Security Seeking 
Intolerance of Aloneness 

.355

.121

.114

(.286/.423)
(.059/.183) 
(.046/.182)
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Obsessive Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .260 [.220/.297] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .318 [.276/.354]
 ∆R2 = .058

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .372 [.326/.404]
 ∆R2 = .054

Emotional Dysregulation 
Compulsivity 
Dissocial Behavior 
Inhibition 

.358

.249

.163

.107

(.295/.424)
(.196/.305)
(.102/.221)
(.049/.169)

Compulsivity 
Rejection 
Oppositionality 
Restricted Expression 
Anxiousness 

.298

.232

.201

.161

.140

(.236/.360)
(.173/.294)
(.122/.275)
(.102/.217)
(.069/.213)

Perfectionism 
Ineffectiveness 
Distrust 
General. Hypersensitivity 
Effortfulness 
Hypervigilance 
Fuzzy Thinking 
Judgmental Attitude

.228

.199

.153

.141

.131
-.130
.115
.114

(.152/.303)
(.144/.257)
(.087/.221)
(.077/.207)
(.068/.197)
(-.196/-.064)
(.046/.181)
(.056/.173)

Negativistic Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .401 [.361/.438] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .438 [.396/.472]
 ∆R2 = .037

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .468 [.426/.500]
 ∆R2 = .030

Emotional Dysregulation 
Dissocial Behavior 

.482

.231
(.431/.532)
(.173/.291)

Identity Problems 
Affective Lability 
Suspiciousness 
Compulsivity 
Rejection 

.296

.180

.162
-.128
.113

(.228/.358)
(.107/.256)
(.104/.218)
(-.184/-.074)
(.049/.170)

Persecutory Ideas 
Irritability/Anger 
Anhedonia/Boredom 
Thoroughness 

.222

.200

.180
-.126

(.166/.279)
(.139/.262)
(.109/.255)
(-.182/-.070)

Depressive Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .497 [.460/.533] Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .584 [.548/.613]
 ∆R2 = .087

Adj.R2 (95% CI) = .593 [.555/.620]
 ∆R2 = .009

Emotional Dysregulation 
Dissocial Behavior 

.767
-.133

(.719/.815)
(-.184/-.083)

Anxiousness 
Identity Problems 
Affective Lability 

.435

.342

.132

(.354/.519)
(.271/.415)
(.059/.207)

Worry/Rumination 
Guilt Proneness 
Anhedonia/Boredom 
Social Anxiety 
Emptiness 
Lack of Incentive 
Social Avoidance 

.262

.254

.126

.121

.110

.108
-.102

(.197/.325)
(.184/.329)
(.048/.201)
(.053/.186)
(.034/.187)
(.047/.173)
(-.165/-.034)

Mean Adj.R2 = .418 Adj.R2 = .498 (∆R2 =.080) Adj.R2 = .545 (∆R2 = .047)

Note. β = beta standardized coefficients. 95% CI = confidence intervals based on bootstrapping. Only coefficients > .100 are shown.
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Figure 1. The Three-Layered DAPP-BQ Hierarchy with Correlations Between Levels.



 



 1 
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL: A Third Hierarchical Level of Narrower Traits for the DAPP-BQ 

 

Supplementary Table S1. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Affective Lability. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 4   .69  .54 -.22  .81 .10 -.03  .71 -.01 .01 .08  .60 .03 .07 .01 .22 

Item 73   .75  .37 -.45  .76 -.09 -.15  .56 -.20 -.09 .18  .68 -.12 -.02 .06 .05 

Item 64   .73  .62 -.18  .60 -.07 .20  .50 -.13 .27 .02  .35 -.10 .30 -.02 .22 

Item 55   .64  .57 -.14  .61 .01 .13  .50 -.07 .20 .03  .19 -.07 .14 .02 .44 
Item 147   .70  .62 -.16  .62 -.03 .17  .48 -.09 .25 .06  .07 -.12 .15 .05 .59 

Item 208   .81  .22 -.68  .63 -.33 -.19  .41 -.41 -.13 .24  .52 -.35 -.06 .13 .03 

Item 57   .63  -.09 -.80  -.09 -.85 .03  .04 -.84 .01 -.12  .13 -.78 .04 -.12 -.06 
Item 197   .69  -.03 -.81  .02 -.80 .02  .02 -.77 .03 .03  -.04 -.77 -.00 .05 .12 

Item 227   .65  -.03 -.76  .13 -.65 -.06  .11 -.64 -.05 .06  .05 -.64 -.07 .07 .14 

Item 47   .71  .32 -.47  .38 -.36 .08  .22 -.36 .13 .17  .34 -.31 .21 .09 -.06 
Item 93   .40  .08 -.36  .07 -.35 .07  -.14 -.30 .12 .24  -.03 -.30 .13 .21 -.05 

Item 19   .33  .50 .13  .04 -.09 .54  .03 -.03 .56 -.07  -.03 -.01 .60 -.07 .02 

Item 230   .68  .76 .00  .54 .00 .39  .13 .05 .55 .35  .11 .04 .57 .28 .10 

Item 188   .73  .72 -.10  .60 -.04 .30  .32 -.05 .39 .23  .18 -.05 .39 .18 .24 
Item 193   .73  .44 -.36  .72 -.06 -.07  .19 .00 .01 .71  .39 .00 .10 .54 -.03 

Item 192   .61  .29 -.38  .55 -.13 -.09  .15 -.12 -.02 .48  .04 -.14 -.08 .50 .26 

Reliability                      
Ordinal Alpha   .92  .89 .88  .91 .84 .51  .88 .84 .71 .75  .85 .84 .78 .68 .61 

Ordinal Omega   .92  .90 .89  .91 .84 --  .88 .84 .73 .76  .85 .84 .78 -- -- 

Mean ri-s   .57  .58 .58  .61 .56 .34  .61 .56 .48 .52  .61 .56 .53 .51 .44 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    

Χ2   717 1882  367 989  293 808   332 911    -- --    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- --    

CFI  .982 .981  .992 .991  .994 .993   .993 .991    -- --    
TLI  .980 .978  .991 .989  .993 .991   .991 .989    -- --    

RMSEA  .061 .064  .041 .046  .036 .041   .040 .045    -- --    

SRMR  .058 .055  .041 .039  .037 .035   .039 .037    -- --    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    

Configural  .985 .976  .994 .990  .996 .993   .995 .991    -- --    

Metric  .983 .973  .992 .989  .995 .991   .994 .989    -- .994    

Scalar  .968 .964  .988 .983  .993 .984   .991 .984    -- .989    
Means  .957 .754  .968 .773  -- .779   .969 .783    .972 .779    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean ri-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge.  
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Supplementary Table S2. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence and Goodness-of -Fit for Anxiousness. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 162   .82  .76 -.07  .86 -.08 -.09  .80 -.11 -.13 -.13  .83 -.09 -.12 -.08 .13 
Item 173   .81  .81 -.01  .81 -.04 .00  .79 -.01 -.09 -.05  .84 -.12 -.01 -.05 .04 

Item 215   .74  .83 .08  .76 .04 .06  .71 .05 -.14 -.01  .68 .01 .01 -.15 .03 

Item 190   .80  .80 -.02  .72 -.07 .06  .75 .06 -.03 -.03  .66 .24 .03 -.10 .04 
Item 67   .78  .79 -.01  .72 -.05 .06  .84 .05 .06 .06  .79 .00 .11 .06 -.04 

Item 58   .73  .58 -.18  .52 -.21 .06  .68 .05 .15 -.06  .59 .08 .14 .12 .09 

Item 110   .74  .58 -.18  .44 -.21 .15  .63 .15 .19 -.04  .51 .26 .24 .12 .05 
Item 131   .81  .01 -.87  .05 -.80 .05  .00 .02 .01 -.86  .07 -.10 .07 .04 .81 

Item 40   .77  -.02 -.85  .02 -.79 .04  -.05 .01 -.01 -.87  -.01 -.02 .04 -.02 .81 

Item 272   .78  .04 -.81  .06 -.75 .06  .00 .03 -.01 -.82  .06 -.05 .07 .00 .75 

Item 13   .70  .18 -.56  .22 -.54 .00  .20 -.01 .00 -.56  .03 .34 -.07 -.10 .65 
Item 255   .73  .39 -.38  .27 -.37 .15  .29 .14 .03 -.35  .30 -.01 .18 .01 .33 

Item 209   .70  .76 .05  .17 .09 .75  .09 .73 -.16 .01  .11 .02 .58 -.29 .00 

Item 95   .62  .52 -.12  .01 -.12 .60  .05 .59 .02 -.09  .07 -.07 .60 -.06 .08 
Item 117   .57  .39 -.20  -.09 -.21 .55  .01 .61 .18 -.08  -.02 .04 .64 .05 .09 

Item 167   .65  .74 .09  .38 .07 .42  .13 .47 -.39 -.09  .14 .02 .25 -.53 .10 

Reliability                      
Ordinal Alpha   .94  .93 .88  .92 .88 .79  .91 .79 -- .88  .92 -- .76 -- .88 

Ordinal Omega   .95  .93 .88  .92 .88 .79  .91 .79 -- .88  .92 -- .76 -- .88 

Mean ri-s   .65  .64 .64  .67 .64 .54  .69 .54 -- .64  .68 -- .54 -- .64 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   391 1537  266 1066  179 740   179 --    150 --    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- --    -- --    

CFI  .994 .993  .997 .995  .998 .997   .998 --    .999 --    
TLI  .994 .992  .996 .995  .998 .996   .998 --    .999 --    

RMSEA  .042 .047  .032 .039  .022 .031   .023 --    .020 --    

SRMR  .043 .040  .035 .033  .029 .027   .029 --    .026 --    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .996 .993  .998 .996  1.00 .998   .999 .998    1.00 .999    

Metric  .995 .991  .997 .995  .999 .997   .999 .996    .999 .997    

Scalar  .992 .984  .994 .989  .996 .991   .996 .990    .999 .973    
Means  .984 .827  .987 .833  .989 .835   .988 .835    .989 .838    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S3. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Cognitive Distortion. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 17   .66  .82 -.16  .89 -.12 -.04  .88 -.12 -.05 .01  .10 .02 .04 .08 -.87 
Item 20   .72  .80 -.07  .89 -.02 -.06  .87 .02 -.02 -.06  .66 -.04 .00 -.04 -.28 

Item 245   .77  .77 .03  .66 .09 .12  .66 .07 .10 .06  .61 .00 .09 .04 -.16 

Item 2   .71  .68 .06  .55 .12 .15  .55 .07 .09 .11  .55 .00 .09 .07 -.11 

Item 287   .72  .70 .05  .51 .10 .21  .51 .11 .20 .04  .54 .03 .19 .00 -.08 
Item 52   .69  .46 .33  .40 .37 .05  .40 .32 .04 .09  .66 .17 -.03 .05 .07 

Item 238   .57  -.04 .88  .04 .90 -.12  .02 .90 -.03 .00  .09 .86 .00 .00 -.02 

Item 225   .52  -.05 .81  -.05 .80 -.02  -.06 .77 .05 .04  .00 .75 .07 .05 .00 
Item 102   .70  .39 .44  .26 .47 .13  .26 .37 .06 .19  .45 .26 .02 .16 .04 

Item 248   .62  .72 -.10  .02 -.13 .85  .00 -.06 .80 .06  .09 -.08 .73 .08 .03 

Item 257   .64  .68 -.03  .04 -.04 .76  .01 .07 .80 -.02  -.06 .11 .86 -.03 -.03 
Item 70   .69  .66 .06  .29 .09 .42  .29 .08 .35 .13  .19 .07 .36 .14 -.14 

Item 118   .60  .41 .28  -.01 .30 .46  -.05 -.07 .06 .78  -.01 -.05 .07 .75 .00 

Item 181   .54  .21 .46  .02 .48 .20  .01 .17 -.12 .61  -.03 .20 -.08 .60 -.08 

Item 125   .57  .45 .18  .11 .20 .38  .11 -.02 .11 .48  .14 -.02 .12 .43 -.03 
Item 176   .54  .41 .19  .12 .21 .32  .12 .07 .14 .32  .30 -.01 .11 .27 .07 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .91  .91 .81  .87 .82 .81  .87 .80 .79 .72  .86 .76 .79 .68 -- 
Ordinal Omega   .91  .91 .81  .88 .82 .81  .88 .80 .79 .72  .86 -- .79 .68 -- 

Mean ri-s   .52  .53 .54  .59 .53 .45  .59 .56 .45 .42  .55 .62 .45 .41 -- 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   1190 1975  720 1204  545 935   494 860    570 --    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- --    

CFI  .966 .965  .981 .980  .986 .985   .988 .986    .985 --    

TLI  .961 .960  .977 .976  .983 .982   .985 .983    .981 --    
RMSEA  .081 .083  .062 .064  .053 .056   .051 .053    .056 --    

SRMR  .074 .070  .058 .055  .050 .048   .048 .045    .051 --    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .967 .963  .981 .978  .986 .983   .988 .984    .986 .984    

Metric  .967 .961  .981 .976  .986 .981   .988 .983    .986 .983    

Scalar  .960 .926  .978 .965  .985 .970   .987 .976    .984 .972    

Means  .960 .885  .974 .901  .980 .906   .982 .908    .980 .908    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S4. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Identity Problems. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 7   .74  .78 .00  .81 .00 -.05  .86 .04 .03 -.12  .90 -.01 -.01 .12 .05 
Item 79   .80  .67 .19  .74 .19 -.08  .79 -.01 .07 .07  .72 .01 .08 -.08 -.01 

Item 3   .79  .73 .11  .74 .10 .01  .81 .04 .05 -.01  .65 -.04 -.02 -.18 .05 

Item 29   .81  .78 .08  .81 .07 -.03  .80 .02 -.03 .04  .59 -.13 .05 -.17 .02 

Item 171   .75  .61 .19  .63 .17 .02  .63 .03 .01 .15  .45 -.08 .10 -.22 .03 
Item 267   .86  .63 .30  .60 .27 .10  .58 .07 -.04 .30  .38 -.11 .22 -.27 .06 

Item 264   .69  .86 -.15  .79 -.17 .12  .58 .06 -.44 .09  .23 -.57 .19 -.11 .05 

Item 62   .61  .74 -.11  .71 -.12 .04  .53 .02 -.29 .07  .27 -.38 .11 -.13 .01 
Item 285   .73  .20 .64  .14 .56 .22  -.08 .06 -.15 .88  -.10 -.11 .88 -.03 .04 

Item 195   .70  .17 .62  .14 .56 .16  .09 .06 .00 .66  .15 .05 .68 .03 .05 

Item 148   .81  .41 .48  .36 .42 .19  .31 .10 -.04 .51  .21 -.06 .43 -.19 .09 
Item 135   .86  .49 .45  .45 .40 .15  .50 .09 .06 .37  .03 -.07 -.05 -.89 .07 

Item 284   .84  .35 .60  .35 .56 .09  .41 .04 .11 .51  .04 .02 .13 -.78 .01 

Item 290   .76  .33 .52  .10 .44 .46  .25 .29 .11 .42  .13 .07 .25 -.34 .28 

Item 199   .48  .37 .14  -.01 -.03 .77  -.04 1.03 .02 -.04  -.01 .02 -.01 .01 1.02
*
 

Item 262   .36  -.08 .51  -.02 .52 -.06  .08 -.06 .21 .38  .13 .23 .24 -.17 -.06 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .94  .94 .90  .94 .88 .65  .94 -- -- .90  .91 .67 .84 .85 -- 
Ordinal Omega   .94  .94 .90  .94 .89 --  .94 -- -- .90  .91 -- .84 .86 -- 

Mean ri-s   .63  .66 .63  .68 .61 .49  .68 -- -- .63  .68 50 .63 .65 -- 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   546 1829  368 1269  281 986   366 --    163 717    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- --    -- .000    

CFI  .991 .990  .994 .993  .996 .995   .994 --    .998 .997    

TLI  .990 .988  .993 .992  .995 .994   .993 --    .997 .996    
RMSEA  .052 .056  .042 .047  .035 .041   .043 --    .029 .036    

SRMR  .050 .048  .041 .039  .036 .034   .041 --    .031 .030    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .992 .985  .996 .990  .997 .996   .995 --    .999 .997    

Metric  .991 .979  .994 .986  .996 .989   .994 .987    .999 .995    

Scalar  .990 .970  .994 --  .996 --   .994 --    .999 .991    

Means  .990 .814  .994 --  .996 --   .994 --    .998 .831    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. * Fit was tested without this factor. 
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Supplementary Table S5. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Social Avoidance. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 222   .69  .44 .35  -.03 .03 -.89  .00 -.06 -1.0 -.01  1.04 -.03 -.05 -.03 -.03 
Item 280   .64  .44 .29  .08 .04 -.68  .02 .07 -.50 .26  .53 .07 .07 .20 .00 

Item 216   .61  .21 .53  .04 .41 -.34  .12 .39 -.38 -.11  .40 .05 .39 -.09 -.05 

Item 129   .61  .80 -.18  .82 -.08 .08  .78 -.08 .03 .02  -.03 .82 .01 .00 .05 

Item 175   .73  .88 -.13  .92 -.02 .10  .96 -.04 .01 -.09  .01 .75 -.01 -.10 -.24 
Item 41   .73  .82 -.05  .74 -.03 -.10  .61 .00 -.06 .20  .09 .53 .01 .17 -.14 

Item 32   .54  .59 -.03  .56 .01 -.02  .55 .01 -.05 .01  .07 .44 .03 .04 -.09 

Item 28   .74  .70 .09  .55 .05 -.24  .36 .08 -.11 .36  .13 .38 .10 .35 -.03 
Item 202   .56  -.12 .90  -.10 .89 -.02  -.08 .88 -.05 -.06  .04 -.08 .88 -.06 -.01 

Item 140   .61  .07 .72  .11 .78 .06  .10 .77 .02 -.02  -.03 .10 .78 -.03 -.02 

Item 74   .60  .05 .74  .05 .74 -.02  -.03 .76 .02 .12  -.02 -.01 .75 .10 -.02 
Item 54   .61  .60 .05  .39 -.06 -.36  .07 -.02 -.13 .62  .18 .16 -.05 .50 -.06 

Item 24   .76  .53 .32  .44 .30 -.16  .23 .35 -.01 .38  .02 -.04 .24 .41 -.42 

Item 253   .68  .64 .09  .65 .16 .03  .63 .15 -.02 -.01  .06 .22 .03 -.06 -.60 

Item 278   .78  .62 .24  .51 .22 -.18  .39 .24 -.11 .21  .13 .12 .15 .21 -.40 
Item 87   .51  .42 .14  .35 .12 -.12  .25 .14 -.06 .18  .05 .26 .17 .19 .00 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .91  .90 .86  .89 .85 .79  .87 .85 .81 .75  .81 .83 .85 .75 .75 
Ordinal Omega   .91  .90 .86  .89 .85 .80  .87 .85 .82 .75  .82 .83 .85 .75 .75 

Mean ri-s   .54  .55 .59  .55 .60 .54  .58 .60 .59 .52  .59 .55 .62 .52 .51 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   1731 3911  951 2181  511 1223   379 992    299 808    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- .000    

CFI  .950 .948  .974 .972  .987 .985   .990 .988    .993 .991    

TLI  .942 .940  .969 .967  .984 .982   .987 .985    .990 .988    
RMSEA  .099 .101  .073 .075  .052 .055   .048 .052    .043 .047    

SRMR  .090 .085  .066 .063  .049 .046   .045 .042    .040 .037    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .951 .938  .975 .968  .988 .984   .991 .988    .994 --    

Metric  .951 .936  .975 .966  .988 .982   .991 .986    .993 .990    

Scalar  .943 .913  .969 .949  .982 .968   .987 .973    .989 .978    

Means  .943 .842  .967 .873  .980 .889   .983 .885    .986 .890    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S6. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Insecure Attachment. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 187   .67  -.16 .89  -.07 .84 -.06  -.02 .72 -.14 -.13  .52 -.03 .10 -.13 -.22 
Item 229   .78  .15 .68  .18 .72 -.04  .15 .52 -.16 -.28  .47 -.20 .03 -.26 -.11 

Item 189   .80  .24 .63  .27 .70 -.08  .32 .52 -.17 -.14  .42 -.34 -.01 -.14 -.17 

Item 269   .58  .06 .57  .12 .59 -.07  .10 .43 -.15 -.19  .40 -.15 .00 -.17 -.08 

Item 78   .71  .89 -.12  .78 .04 .07  .91 -.08 .00 .01  -.11 -.85 -.09 -.02 -.13 
Item 42   .64  .72 -.04  .60 .10 .09  .75 .04 .03 .07  -.02 -.70 .02 .05 -.10 

Item 180   .72  .72 .05  .57 .18 .12  .63 .08 .03 -.10  .16 -.68 .11 -.05 .12 

Item 200   .74  .65 .13  .51 .25 .12  .54 .13 .02 -.16  .20 -.59 .12 -.11 .10 
Item 252   .57  .44 .16  .08 .06 .65  .06 .14 .45 -.33  -.08 -.05 .55 -.28 .00 

Item 161   .59  .63 .00  .26 -.10 .70  .31 .02 .52 -.21  -.21 -.26 .54 -.18 -.02 

Item 198   .40  -.02 .45  -.18 .37 .30  -.06 .52 .24 .06  .20 .03 .46 .10 -.12 
Item 221   .72  .48 .29  .31 .34 .22  -.01 .02 .03 -.84  .13 -.01 .05 -.75 .00 

Item 279   .65  .47 .22  .29 .26 .23  .07 .03 .07 -.64  .01 -.02 .04 -.64 -.11 

Item 59   .68  .25 .49  .17 .49 .13  .21 .42 .03 -.15  .04 -.12 .04 -.21 -.50 

Item 112   .64  .05 .64  -.04 .59 .19  .12 .67 .11 .07  .19 -.07 .28 .04 -.46 
Item 80   .63  .27 .41  .20 .43 .11  .21 .33 .01 -.18  .07 -.15 .03 -.23 -.36 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .92  .88 .87  .86 .88 .66  .87 .87 .65 .75  .85 .87 .66 .72 .74 
Ordinal Omega   .93  .88 .87  .86 .89 .68  .87 .87 -- .76  .85 .87 .68 -- .75 

Mean ri-s   .58  .59 .57  .62 .57 .42  .61 .57 .49 .52  .61 .64 .42 .56 .51 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   613 1743  451 1284  276 811   -- --    231 692    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- --    -- .000    

CFI  .988 .986  .991 .990  .995 .993   -- --    .997 .995    

TLI  .986 .984  .990 .988  .993 .992   -- --    .996 .994    
RMSEA  .056 .059  .046 .050  .038 .043   -- --    .031 .037    

SRMR  .053 .050  .046 .043  .038 .036   -- --    .033 .031    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    

Configural  .988 .989  .992 .993  .995 .996   -- --    .998 .997    
Metric  .988 .985  .992 .991  .995 .994   -- --    .998 .995    

Scalar  .982 .979  .987 .984  .993 .990   .993 .990    .995 .993    

Means  .973 .964  .978 .969  .980 .975   .982 --    .984 .976    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S7. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Submissiveness. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 1   .54  .65 -.14  .74 -.08 .08  .64 -.05 .06 .17  .03 -.02 .06 .59 .19 
Item 48   .74  .75 .00  .72 .07 -.04  .72 .06 -.07 -.02  .08 .09 -.07 .63 .02 

Item 152   .68  .63 .09  .61 .15 -.02  .73 .10 -.02 -.19  -.05 .06 -.08 .78 -.21 

Item 16   .61  .71 -.13  .56 -.09 -.17  .42 -.05 -.19 .27  .06 .18 .05 .40 .30 

Item 177   .57  .52 .10  .55 .16 .04  .50 .17 .02 .06  .03 .01 -.17 .47 .07 
Item 50   .40  .46 -.08  .42 -.05 -.05  .43 -.06 -.07 -.05  .12 .06 .05 .36 -.04 

Item 220   .55  .49 .11  .39 .15 -.11  .31 .17 -.12 .12  .15 .11 -.17 .22 .12 

Item 53   .57  .59 -.01  .39 .01 -.23  .33 .02 -.25 .08  1.01 -.01 -.02 -.01 -.04 
Item 205   .40  -.02 .71  -.04 .74 .03  .01 .70 .03 -.09  .04 -.04 -.70 .01 -.11 

Item 213   .55  .13 .72  .03 .73 -.07  -.05 .81 -.05 .12  .00 .05 -.81 -.05 .14 

Item 224   .65  .39 .44  .21 .46 -.18  .23 .44 -.19 -.05  .00 .22 -.43 .21 -.04 
Item 133   .73  .68 .10  -.05 -.01 -.87  -.05 .00 -.86 .01  .03 .85 .02 -.05 -.01 

Item 124   .73  .64 .16  -.04 .08 -.79  -.00 .04 -.84 -.13  -.02 .86 -.02 -.00 -.12 

Item 77   .71  .68 .06  .11 .00 -.66  .09 .00 -.67 .03  .02 .70 .01 .05 .04 

Item 256   .68  .64 .07  .21 .04 -.50  .08 .08 -.52 .21  .08 .52 -.06 .06 .18 
Item 155   .46  .41 .09  .23 .09 -.21  .17 .12 -.21 .10  -.01 .23 -.12 .14 .14 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .91  .90 .78  .82 .78 .86  .82 .78 .86 --  -- .86 .78 .80 -- 
Ordinal Omega   .91  .90 .79  .83 .79 .86  .83 .79 .86 --  -- .86 .79 .80 -- 

Mean ri-s   .54  .55 .53  .50 .53 .64  .50 .53 .64 --  -- .64 .53 .51 -- 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   536 1252  274 647  228 568   -- --    171 --    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- --    -- --    

CFI  .986 .984  .994 .992  .995 .993   -- --    .996 --    

TLI  .983 .981  .993 .991  .994 .992   -- --    .994 --    
RMSEA  .051 .055  .033 .038  .032 .038   -- --    .032 --    

SRMR  .050 .047  .036 .034  .035 .033   -- --    .032 --    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .986 .983  .995 .992  .996 .994   .996 .994    .995 .993    

Metric  .986 .981  .994 .991  .996 .992   .996 .992    .995 .992    

Scalar  .981 .978  .989 .988  .991 .989   .991 .989    .990 .988    

Means  .978 .930  .957 .940  .989 .939   .989 .939    .987 .937    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S8. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Narcissism. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 61   .65  .85 -.15  .80 -.02 -.03  .77 -.03 -.08 -.01  .51 .12 -.07 .35 .16 
Item 39   .50  .76 -.23  .76 -.09 .04  .75 -.11 -.03 .08  .13 -.08 -.07 .69 -.08 

Item 169   .74  .81 .00  .64 .03 -.23  .60 .07 -.17 -.26  .79 -.01 -.07 .02 .04 

Item 143   .61  .71 -.04  .61 .02 -.11  .60 .08 .01 -.38  .75 -.10 .08 .05 -.05 

Item 34   .62  .56 .13  .37 .08 -.28  .35 .09 -.29 -.06  .39 .06 -.25 .04 .16 
Item 151   .76  .61 .25  .40 .21 -.29  .38 .21 -.29 -.06  .18 -.26 -.30 .25 .02 

Item 68   .61  .45 .24  .41 .31 -.03  .42 .29 -.09 .15  .16 -.03 -.12 .24 .35 

Item 146   .60  -.06 .86  -.15 .80 -.13  -.15 .81 -.10 -.08  .08 -.47 -.09 -.23 .37 
Item 191   .70  .10 .79  .01 .78 -.10  -.00 .81 -.05 -.14  -.01 -.80 -.04 .02 .11 

Item 71   .45  -.06 .65  -.04 .70 .06  -.02 .68 .02 .18  -.03 -.13 -.02 -.09 .68 

Item 160   .69  .19 .66  .10 .65 -.11  .08 .68 -.06 -.15  .04 -.78 -.03 .08 .00 
Item 92   .70  .41 .40  .41 .51 .04  .42 .49 -.02 .14  .07 -.27 -.07 .31 .35 

Item 97   .69  .44 .35  -.10 -.02 -.91  -.10 -.03 -.92 .02  -.06 -.01 -.88 -.04 .00 

Item 106   .70  .50 .30  .06 .03 -.71  .06 .02 -.73 .02  .05 -.02 -.73 .02 .01 

Item 103   .76  .56 .31  .17 .09 -.63  .16 .06 -.70 .11  -.02 -.03 -.71 .15 .09 
Item 242   .53  .38 .22  .09 .05 -.47  .05 .08 -.41 -.24  .29 -.15 -.34 -.13 -.09 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .92  .91 .87  .88 .82 .83  .88 .83 .83 --  .84 .85 .85 .73 .70 
Ordinal Omega   .92  .91 .88  .88 .83 .83  .88 .83 .83 --  .84 .85 .85 .75 .71 

Mean ri-s   .55  .59 .57  .59 .53 .58  .59 .56 .58 --  .61 .64 .59 .49 .42 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   1364 3379  650 1661  476 1224   514 --    465 1258    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- --    -- .000    

CFI  .963 .962  .984 .982  .989 .987   .988 --    .989 .988    

TLI  .958 .956  .981 .979  .987 .985   .985 --    .986 .984    
RMSEA  .088 .090  .059 .063  .049 .053   .053 --    .051 .055    

SRMR  .080 .075  .055 .052  .047 .045   .049 --    .047 .044    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .966 .962  .986 .983  .991 .988   .990 .987    .991 .989    

Metric  .965 .958  .985 .980  .990 .986   .989 .985    .990 .988    

Scalar  .957 .937  .983 .967  .988 .976   .987 .973    .987 .981    

Means  .954 .891  .976 .913  .981 .919   .980 .918    .980 .928    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S9. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Oppositionality. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 101   .62  .46 -.24  .09 -.06 -.66  -.02 -.11 -.75 .12  .75 -.10 .02 -.12 .08 
Item 282   .61  .62 -.08  -.02 .12 -.62  .06 .16 -.55 -.01  .45 -.06 -.10 .22 -.02 

Item 88   .51  .57 -.01  -.08 .10 -.58  .05 .13 -.50 -.07  .42 -.03 -.09 .18 -.08 

Item 138   .76  .34 -.50  .44 .09 -.34  .18 .14 -.32 .32  .32 -.09 -.13 .15 .32 

Item 228   .71  .28 -.51  .54 .26 -.06  .15 .30 -.09 .40  .02 -.90 -.01 .03 -.01 
Item 201   .77  .26 -.60  .58 .17 -.17  .32 .24 -.11 .34  .10 -.35 -.27 .13 .18 

Item 271   .70  .25 -.52  .51 .18 -.13  .27 .24 -.08 .31  .06 -.32 -.25 .16 .15 

Item 235   .66  .04 -.70  .60 -.15 -.27  .72 -.09 -.07 .16  .02 -.14 -.72 -.12 .13 
Item 274   .74  .24 -.58  .47 -.09 -.44  .40 .00 -.31 .22  .27 -.06 -.35 .06 .26 

Item 107   .65  .55 -.19  .15 .20 -.43  .32 .30 -.27 -.07  .22 -.14 -.33 .27 -.11 

Item 10   .43  .52 .03  .04 .53 -.05  -.11 .53 -.08 .09  .07 -.07 .10 .51 .05 
Item 51   .35  .48 .08  -.01 .46 -.05  .03 .51 .01 -.06  -.04 -.03 -.03 .50 -.04 

Item 239   .72  .43 -.37  .42 .41 -.07  .11 .47 -.06 .32  .02 -.10 -.05 .50 .34 

Item 132   .43  -.18 -.66  .65 -.02 .13  .17 -.01 .09 .52  -.09 -.02 -.12 -.00 .60 

Item 159   .44  .06 -.42  .39 .04 -.08  -.05 .02 -.17 .44  .17 -.08 .05 .02 .39 
Item 83   .45  .38 -.13  .07 .07 -.39  .21 .13 -.27 -.06  .23 .12 -.20 .23 .08 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .90  .83 .87  .87 .57 .83  .81 .75 .79 .83  .75 .81 .75 .57 .64 
Ordinal Omega   .90  .83 .87  .87 .58 .83  .81 .76 .79 .83  .75 .81 .75 .58 .65 

Mean ri-s   .51  .49 .56  .55 .34 .52  .54 .46 .51 .53  .49 .59 .48 .34 .37 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   388 842  271 588  220 488   127 292    207 471    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- .000    

CFI  .989 .987  .994 .992  .995 .993   .998 .996    .995 .993    

TLI  .988 .985  .993 .990  .994 .992   .997 .995    .993 .990    
RMSEA  .041 .045  .032 .037  .028 .034   .020 .027    .032 .037    

SRMR  .042 .040  .035 .033  .032 .030   .026 .024    .033 .031    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .992 .988  .996 .993  .997 .994   .999 .998    .997 .993    

Metric  .990 .985  .994 .990  .996 .991   .998 .995    .995 .991    

Scalar  .979 .964  .984 .978  .988 .983   .994 .989    .990 .987    

Means  .978 .828  .983 .836  .985 .838   .988 .831    .985 .829    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S10. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Callousness. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 281   .70  .18 -.58  .02 -.38 -.48  .33 -.20 -.33 .26  .52 -.06 -.20 .10 .14 
Item 219   .70  .27 -.49  .15 -.32 -.38  .31 -.07 -.29 .25  .51 .11 -.15 .08 .07 

Item 246   .63  .03 -.66  -.05 -.48 -.35  .12 -.12 -.29 .42  .38 -.02 -.19 .27 .02 

Item 85   .50  .60 .05  .66 -.03 .12  .12 .53 -.07 .18  -.02 .72 -.02 .10 -.05 

Item 104   .54  .75 .15  .71 .09 .00  .24 .47 -.18 .02  -.05 .52 -.14 -.01 .16 
Item 128   .47  .33 -.17  .14 .04 -.50  -.03 .06 -.65 -.03  .03 .05 -.63 -.02 -.01 

Item 137   .44  .29 -.18  .10 .02 -.48  -.01 .03 -.57 -.01  -.02 -.01 -.61 .01 .02 

Item 165   .46  -.03 -.53  .08 -.62 .17  -.07 .11 .08 .66  -.08 .08 .02 .67 .03 
Item 268   .58  -.10 -.75  -.04 -.70 -.05  -.02 -.03 -.07 .69  .12 -.04 -.08 .60 .04 

Item 194   .70  .18 -.58  .19 -.51 -.13  .30 -.02 -.07 .45  .27 .07 -.03 .33 .21 

Item 206   .55  .57 -.04  .49 -.04 -.11  .55 .09 -.04 -.03  .00 .10 -.06 .00 .50 
Item 236   .66  .58 -.14  .51 -.13 -.13  .75 .01 .04 -.01  .01 .00 -.01 .03 .71 

Item 114   .62  .53 -.15  .47 -.14 -.11  .71 -.00 .05 .01  -.05 -.06 -.01 .05 .75 

Item 9   .49  .06 -.47  .10 -.44 -.03  .16 -.00 -.01 .40  .23 .08 .03 .29 .07 

Item 69   .40  .41 -.03  .36 -.02 -.07  .31 .12 -.06 .02  .21 .24 .01 -.07 .14 
Item 76   .43  .35 -.12  .30 -.10 -.11  .41 .01 -.02 .03  .16 .09 .00 -.01 .28 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .88  .78 .83  .77 .83 .76  .82 .60 .63 .76  .77 .60 .51 .70 .72 
Ordinal Omega   .88  .78 .83  .77 .83 .77  .82 -- .63 .77  .77 -- -- .70 .72 

Mean ri-s   .42  .41 .42  .42 42 .41  .43 .43 .35 .38  .44 .43 .34 .37 .45 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   434 560  253 331  231 303   236 307    116 178    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- .000    

CFI  .983 .982  .991 .990  .993 .992   .993 .992    .996 .995    
TLI  .981 .979  .990 .988  .992 .990   .991 .990    .994 .993    

RMSEA  .045 .046  .034 .036  .029 .032   .030 .033    .026 .030    

SRMR  .045 .042  .036 .034  .033 .031   .033 .031    .028 .027    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .980 .983  .989 .991  .992 .993   .992 .993    .996 .997    

Metric  .975 .982  .984 .990  .988 .992   .990 .992    .994 .996    

Scalar  .969 .966  .978 .979  .983 .982   .984 .983    .991 .989    
Means  .924 .964  .934 .977  .936 .975   .936 .975    .936 .980    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S11. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Rejection. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 

Item 45   .58  .77 -.15  .75 -.09 -.04  .68 -.12 -.02 -.15  .63 -.08 -.16 -.02 -.15 
Item 37   .58  .75 -.13  .65 -.08 -.14  .64 -.04 -.13 -.01  .63 -.02 -.05 -.12 -.03 

Item 276   .46  .51 -.02  .48 .04 -.03  .49 .07 -.05 .03  .58 .07 .10 -.00 .04 

Item 254   .41  .33 .12  .36 .18 .07  .35 .14 .07 -.08  .33 -.12 .07 .07 -.07 

Item 260   .59  .06 .64  .00 .64 -.07  .07 .67 -.10 .02  .10 -.10 .62 -.08 .01 
Item 241   .43  -.01 .52  -.08 .49 -.10  -.02 .49 -.13 .00  .03 -.03 .50 -.10 .01 

Item 130   .53  .18 .43  .21 .51 .10  .25 .44 .07 -.08  .16 -.30 .26 .04 -.08 

Item 139   .55  .25 .37  .23 .41 -.01  .25 .34 -.02 -.10  -.06 -1.00 -.02 -.06 .04 
Item 12   .36  -.07 .51  -.08 .51 .01  -.11 .32 .04 -.30  -.08 -.00 .35 .07 -.30 

Item 275   .53  .45 .13  .08 .00 -.62  .09 .08 -.70 .05  .09 -.03 .07 -.68 .07 

Item 249   .54  .41 .18  -.03 .02 -.75  -.03 .01 -.59 -.21  -.06 -.05 .00 -.64 -.18 
Item 120   .65  .47 .25  .29 .25 -.26  .13 -.09 -.12 -.67  .13 -.03 -.07 -.13 -.64 

Item 243   .61  .37 .31  .20 .30 -.23  .05 .00 -.11 -.62  .07 .01 .03 -.10 -.61 

Item 82   .59  .31 .36  .23 .38 -.10  .12 .11 .01 -.51  .10 -.11 .08 -.01 -.49 

Item 217   .58  .32 .33  .12 .30 -.29  .12 .26 -.27 -.13  .15 -.03 .26 -.26 -.12 
Item 183   .52  .40 .17  .26 .17 -.19  .27 .16 -.18 -.07  .29 -.02 .15 -.17 -.07 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .86  .83 .78  .68 .78 .58  .68 .69 .58 .70  .68 .57 .60 .58 .70 
Ordinal Omega   .86  .83 .78  .68 .78 --  .68 .70 -- .72  .68 -- .60 -- .72 

Mean ri-s   .44  .45 .44  .42 .44 .41  .42 .40 .41 .43  .42 .40 .36 .41 .43 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   889 1554  598 1064  439 772   272 499    205 387    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- .000    

CFI  .955 .953  .972 .969  .972 .970   .985 .983    .990 .987    

TLI  .948 .945  .966 .963  .966 .970   .980 .977    .986 .983    
RMSEA  .069 .071  .056 .059  .056 .058   .043 .046    .036 .040    

SRMR  .064 .061  .053 .050  .051 .048   .040 .038    .035 .033    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .954 .954  .973 .971  .973 .971   .986 .985    .991 .989    

Metric  .952 .949  .969 .969  .972 .968   .985 .983    .990 .988    

Scalar  .941 .934  .961 .954  .959 .952   .977 .970    .984 .976    

Means  .909 .905  .927 .923  .916 .908   .928 .929    .934 .934    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S12. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Suspiciousness. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 123   .80  .89 -.15  .86 -.09 -.04  .86 -.10 -.09 -.03  .78 -.11 -.06 -.12 .00 
Item 89   .67  .68 -.01  .81 .06 .15  .77 .07 .00 -.11  .72 -.04 .08 .06 -.01 

Item 49   .80  .83 -.05  .71 .01 -.12  .71 .03 .03 .14  .68 -.02 -.04 -.04 -.27 

Item 185   .84  .91 -.12  .67 -.06 -.25  .70 -.10 -.16 .12  .69 -.15 -.14 -.07 .01 

Item 283   .63  .62 .02  .52 .06 -.10  .53 .09 .05 .12  .62 .08 -.10 .15 .12 
Item 18   .75  .75 .01  .49 .05 -.26  .51 .07 .00 .25  .48 -.02 -.15 .03 -.26 

Item 261   .23  -.06 .51  -.05 .53 .04  -.04 .52 -.01 -.02  -.04 .01 -.00 .52 .01 

Item 30   .58  .32 .46  .20 .50 -.10  .20 .49 -.06 .10  .16 -.09 -.03 .48 -.14 
Item 270   .53  .29 .43  .08 .44 -.21  .10 .35 -.26 .05  .13 -.27 -.03 .36 .03 

Item 150   .74  .77 -.04  .02 -.10 -.85  .05 -.10 -.10 .78  -.01 -.02 -.97 -.06 .04 

Item 166   .76  .70 .12  .12 .11 -.62  .18 .02 -.37 .33  .24 -.34 -.27 .04 -.05 
Item 38   .62  .57 .09  .04 .07 -.58  .03 .10 .00 .63  .08 -.02 -.47 .14 -.13 

Item 170   .74  .59 .26  .15 .26 -.47  .00 .05 -.95 .01  -.01 -.98 -.02 .02 .00 

Item 25   .67  .52 .26  .14 .27 -.40  .16 .27 -.08 .36  .08 -.12 -.21 .24 -.39 

Reliability                      
Ordinal Alpha   .93  .92 .56  .90 .56 .85  .90 .56 .74 .81  .90 .74 .62 .56 -- 

Ordinal Omega   .93  .93 .56  .90 .56 .85  .90 .56 -- .81  .90 -- -- .56 -- 

Mean ri-s   .59  .60 .32  .62 .32 .59  .62 .32 .58 .55  .62 .58 .47 .32 -- 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    

Χ2   308 840  366 912  230 579   204 510    171 --    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- --    
CFI  .992 .991  .991 .989  .995 .994   .996 .994    .997 --    

TLI  .990 .989  .989 .987  .994 .992   .994 .993    .995 --    

RMSEA  .049 .053  .050 .053  .037 .041   .035 .040    .031 --    

SRMR  .046 .043  .047 .044  .037 .035   .035 .033    .032 --    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    

Configural  .993 .992  .992 .990  .996 .995   .997 .995    .998 .996    

Metric  .992 .991  .991 .989  .996 .993   .997 .994    .998 .995    
Scalar  .989 .986  .988 .984  .994 .991   .995 .992    .996 .993    

Means  .979 .980  .977 .979  .982 .984   .983 .985    .984 .986    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S13. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Conduct Problems. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 184   .71  .83 .09  .89 -.02 -.10  .89 -.01 -.08 .02  .88 -.01 -.03 .01 .00 
Item 156   .70  .83 .11  .87 .00 -.08  .90 .02 -.06 .05  .80 .02 -.05 -.02 .10 

Item 286   .66  .78 .10  .77 .01 -.01  .75 .01 .02 -.01  .75 .01 .05 -.02 -.01 

Item 210   .80  .74 -.12  .63 -.18 .12  .57 -.21 .14 -.12  .54 -.22 .14 -.16 -.04 

Item 109   .64  -.02 -.90  -.08 -.89 .06  -.08 -.90 .04 .03  -.03 -.90 .05 .05 -.02 
Item 179   .69  .05 -.86  .03 -.88 .00  .01 -.90 -.02 -.01  .07 -.90 .02 .03 -.06 

Item 27   .60  -.04 -.86  -.08 -.85 .05  -.09 -.86 .03 .03  -.11 -.85 .01 .00 .06 

Item 141   .72  .18 -.74  .22 -.81 -.10  .18 -.84 -.11 -.05  .11 -.83 -.11 -.08 .03 
Item 237   .60  .47 -.19  -.08 -.02 .84  -.06 -.03 .81 .07  .07 -.04 .76 .04 .07 

Item 223   .66  .59 -.11  .10 .03 .76  .01 -.02 .77 -.19  .03 -.04 .64 -.29 .00 

Item 211   .63  .77 .12  .64 .07 .16  .49 -.01 .18 -.45  .16 .00 .02 -.72 .05 
Item 273   .72  .71 -.06  .38 -.01 .46  .23 -.09 .51 -.35  .05 -.09 .34 -.53 .06 

Item 231   .65  .66 -.02  .50 -.04 .22  .41 -.08 .23 -.19  .25 -.08 .13 -.33 .09 

Item 145   .58  .54 -.08  .44 -.11 .11  .46 -.10 .13 .06  .09 -.07 -.11 -.24 .53 

Item 168   .60  .41 -.27  .06 -.18 .51  .13 -.13 .55 .28  -.02 -.12 .35 .05 .50 
Item 96   .47  .38 -.13  .20 -.10 .26  .29 -.04 .28 .29  .18 -.04 .15 .12 .38 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .92  .91 .93  .89 .93 .82  .88 .93 .82 .49  .87 .93 .82 .78 .67 
Ordinal Omega   .92  .91 .93  .90 .93 .83  .88 .93 .83 --  .87 .93 .83 .78 .68 

Mean ri-s   .49  .47 73  .48 .73 .50  .47 .73 .50 .34  .55 .73 .50 .35 .39 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   2345 2258  861 829  371 364   319 --    363 398    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- --    -- .000    

CFI  .941 .941  .980 .980  .992 .992   .993 --    .993 .993    

TLI  .932 .932  .977 .977  .990 .990   .991 --    .991 .990    
RMSEA  .117 .116  .068 .068  .046 .046   .043 --    .043 .044    

SRMR  .104 .099  .063 .060  .044 .042   .041 --    .041 .039    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .931 .942  .974 .980  .989 .990   -- .992    .990 .993    

Metric  .928 .937  .972 .974  .988 .986   .990 .989    .988 .989    

Scalar  .920 .916  .964 .955  .983 .976   .988 .981    .984 .983    

Means  .894 .914  .940 .953  .957 .975   .960 .979    .959 .978    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S14. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Stimulus Seeking. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 

Item 158   .76  .79 .04  .80 .11 .05  .79 .08 .07 .04  .63 .07 -.02 .04 -.33 
Item 250   .69  .68 .07  .68 .13 .06  .66 .13 .09 -.01  .63 .14 .15 .00 -.04 

Item 154   .71  .68 .10  .62 .14 .14  .60 .14 .17 .01  .52 .14 .16 .02 -.14 

Item 164   .79  .82 .05  .60 .07 .37  .55 .12 .43 -.04  .42 .11 .35 -.04 -.26 

Item 91   .57  .70 -.09  .51 -.07 .32  .50 -.14 .26 .16  .35 -.15 .16 .15 -.30 
Item 212   .24  .32 -.07  .41 -.02 -.12  .41 -.02 -.10 -.02  .42 -.01 -.03 -.01 .05 

Item 5   .46  .29 .23  .29 .25 .03  .31 .15 -.02 .16  .29 .15 .01 .16 -.03 

Item 105   .64  -.02 .83  .05 .82 -.04  .03 .82 .02 -.01  .02 .82 .01 -.01 -.04 
Item 121   .59  -.09 .85  -.05 .81 .01  -.07 .80 .05 .03  -.05 .80 .07 .03 .03 

Item 277   .56  -.07 .79  .03 .79 -.11  .02 .78 -.05 -.01  .04 .78 -.03 -.01 .02 

Item 22   .59  .17 .53  .19 .54 .01  .21 .42 -.03 .18  .14 .41 -.09 .18 -.16 
Item 149   .53  .57 .00  .24 -.07 .60  .19 -.03 .61 .03  .17 -.03 .72 .03 .03 

Item 144   .41  .31 .15  -.03 .06 .60  -.09 .09 .61 .05  -.13 .08 .51 .05 -.13 

Item 142   .66  .59 .14  .37 .13 .38  .34 .12 .37 .06  -.03 .07 .03 .00 -.83 

Item 94   .42  .08 .42  .01 .39 .16  .04 .02 -.11 .73  .04 .01 -.08 .72 .01 
Item 207   .43  .12 .38  -.11 .33 .40  -.11 .08 .24 .50  -.11 .07 .23 .50 .00 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .89  .86 .80  .85 .80 .78  .86 .83 .76 .47  .84 .83 .70 .47 .76 
Ordinal Omega   .89  .86 .80  .86 .80 .78  .86 .84 .76 --  .85 .84 .71 -- .77 

Mean ri-s   .49  .51 .51  .53 .51 .47  .52 .61 .50 .31  .52 .61 .45 .31 .49 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   1444 2753  579 1051  358 683   522 988    319 635    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- .000    

CFI  .940 .938  .976 .975  .987 .985   .982 .980    .988 .987    

TLI  .929 .927  .972 .970  .983 .981   .977 .975    .984 .982    
RMSEA  .098 .099  .059 .061  .046 .049   .053 .056    .045 .048    

SRMR  .087 .082  .055 .052  .043 .041   .049 .047    .041 .039    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .943 .941  .978 .977  .988 .988   .984 .982    -- .990    

Metric  .939 .938  .975 .973  .986 .985   .981 .979    -- .988    

Scalar  .928 .903  .968 .961  .982 .975   .977 .970    -- .979    

Means  .927 .883  .963 .920  .975 .934   .969 .932    .976 .936    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S15. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Intimacy Problems. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 226   .51  .39 -.23  .72 .02 -.10  .64 .00 -.11 .19  .63 .04 -.03 .17 -.03 
Item 289   .62  .45 -.31  .63 -.11 .03  .66 -.13 -.07 .02  .64 -.08 .03 .01 -.06 

Item 81   .59  .43 -.29  .63 -.09 .02  .71 -.10 -.13 -.05  .81 -.02 .01 -.13 .02 

Item 196   .61  .59 -.15  .63 .02 .19  .47 .01 .31 .38  .28 -.01 .18 .42 -.27 

Item 46   .54  .29 -.38  .59 -.18 -.11  .37 -.19 .04 .43  .28 -.21 -.04 .43 -.12 
Item 153   .61  .65 -.10  .50 -.01 .35  .61 -.02 .20 -.11  .16 -.08 -.05 -.04 -.67 

Item 204   .60  .03 -.77  .07 -.78 .06  -.01 -.79 .11 .10  -.05 -.80 .06 .11 -.05 

Item 11   .52  -.12 -.85  .17 -.75 -.19  -.00 -.77 -.06 .26  .06 -.77 -.06 .24 .11 
Item 214   .59  .01 -.78  .16 -.73 -.04  .12 -.73 -.03 .05  .10 -.73 -.04 .05 -.02 

Item 126   .48  .08 -.53  -.10 -.64 .24  .01 -.65 .13 -.21  -.11 -.67 .06 -.19 -.18 

Item 43   .37  -.08 -.57  -.04 -.60 .00  -.00 -.60 -.05 -.09  .08 -.58 .02 -.11 .10 
Item 265   .31  .55 .17  .02 .07 .66  -.03 .07 .76 .09  .00 .10 .80 .15 .01 

Item 288   .50  .60 -.02  .14 -.10 .63  .11 -.11 .66 .07  .02 -.10 .56 .11 -.19 

Item 218   .45  .62 .06  .18 .00 .60  .43 .01 .37 -.38  .22 .02 .34 -.30 -.33 

Item 15   .20  .29 .05  -.21 -.12 .55  -.12 -.11 .50 -.14  -.03 -.08 .57 -.14 .07 
Item 136   .52  .73 .09  .43 .12 .48  .50 .11 .38 -.05  -.05 .04 .05 .06 -.82 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .86  .82 .82  .83 .84 .79  .83 .84 .78 .55  .78 .84 .74 .55 .74 
Ordinal Omega   .86  .83 .83  .83 .84 .79  .83 .84 .78 .71  .78 .84 .74 .71 .75 

Mean ri-s   .42  .42 .48  .46 .56 .46  .45 .56 .44 .24  .53 .56 .46 .24 .47 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   2980 4101  2252 2962  943 1290   888 --    758 1117    

p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- --    -- .000    

CFI  .834 .833  .884 .882  .954 .953   .957 --    .964 .962    

TLI  .807 .805  .863 .861  .945 .943   .944 --    .953 .951    
RMSEA  .144 .144  .116 .117  .074 .075   .074 --    .068 .070    

SRMR  .126 .119  .103 .098  .067 .063   .065 --    .060 .057    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  ..854 .839  .891 .894  .956 .958   .959 --    .965 .970    

Metric  .852 .835  .890 .891  .956 .953   .958 .957    .964 .968    

Scalar  .811 .806  .876 .863  .949 .942   .953 .947    .961 .957    

Means  .811 .806  .849 .859  .918 .922   .920 --    .927 .936    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S16. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Restricted Expression. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 108   .77  .76 .03  .80 .05 -.05  .69 .11 .01 -.12  .43 .10 .07 -.26 .28 

Item 44   .55  .65 -.16  .67 -.15 -.03  .70 -.08 .02 .05  .40 -.09 .09 -.07 .33 

Item 66   .65  .63 .06  .53 .07 .14  .41 .11 .18 -.13  .30 .09 .24 -.24 .08 
Item 56   .25  -.07 .61  -.07 .61 .01  -.06 .63 .01 .03  -.10 .63 -.01 .07 .11 

Item 100   .33  .01 .61  -.00 .60 .03  -.09 .57 .02 -.13  -.02 .55 .02 -.14 -.06 

Item 113   .36  .11 .47  .06 .47 .08  -.01 .45 .08 -.11  -.06 .44 .07 -.10 .06 
Item 174   .21  .04 .32  .07 .32 -.06  .14 .36 -.05 .09  .22 .36 -.01 .05 -.04 

Item 240   .57  .55 .04  -.06 .01 1.03  -.11 .00 1.05 .00  -.15 .00 1.07 .02 -.08 

Item 251   .43  .44 -.01  .15 -.02 .45  .16 .01 .48 .05  .07 .01 .51 .03 .05 
Item 90   .60  .56 .08  .54 .10 .03  .08 .01 .02 -.69  -.07 .00 -.01 -.75 .03 

Item 232   .56  .51 .11  .49 .12 .02  .04 .04 .00 -.68  -.06 .03 -.02 -.74 -.03 

Item 21   .62  .57 .08  .57 .10 .01  .31 .08 .04 -.35  .16 .07 .06 -.44 .09 

Item 182   .73  .76 -.05  .76 -.03 .01  .51 -.02 .05 -.31  .26 -.03 .09 -.43 .20 
Item 234   .66  .63 .06  .55 .07 .12  .33 .07 .15 -.28  .19 .06 .18 -.38 .08 

Item 26   .59  .59 -.00  .57 .01 .03  .47 .05 .08 -.11  -.13 .05 .02 -.04 .77 

Item 8   .60  .63 -.04  .64 -.03 -.01  .63 .04 .04 -.00  .15 .04 .04 -.03 .57 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .87  .88 .59  .87 .59 .63  .86 .59 .63 .77  .72 .59 .63 .80 .69 

Ordinal Omega   .87  .88 .59  .87 .59 --  .86 .59 -- .77  .74 .59 -- .80 .69 

Mean ri-s   .49  .53 .32  .54 .32 .46  .55 .32 .46 .51  .49 .32 .46 .53 .43 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    

Χ2   475 1071  562 1087  430 842   339 671    342 693    
p  -- .000  -- .000  -- .000   -- .000    -- .000    

CFI  .979 .977  .977 .975  .984 .981   .988 .986    .988 .985    

TLI  .976 .973  .974 .971  .981 .978   .985 .982    .984 .981    
RMSEA  .057 .060  .053 .056  .045 .048   .040 .044    .041 .045    

SRMR  .053 .050  .051 .048  .044 .042   .039 .037    .040 .038    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    

Configural  .979 .979  .977 .978  .983 .985   .988 .990    .987 .990    
Metric  .975 .974  .971 .970  .978 .978   .983 .983    .983 .983    

Scalar  .968 .963  .962 .950  .971 .962   .977 .968    .977 .969    

Means  .929 .935  .919 .924  .927 .931   .931 .937    .932 .936    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 
Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S17. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Compulsivity. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 178   .72  .84 -.06  .82 -.06 .12  .81 -.02 .12 .03  .80 -.03 .13 -.02 .03 
Item 258   .69  .79 -.04  .79 -.04 .09  .78 -.05 .08 -.02  .77 -.06 .07 -.05 -.03 

Item 23   .64  .72 -.02  .77 -.03 .03  .77 .01 .04 .05  .76 .01 .05 -.02 .05 

Item 36   .65  .46 .27  .69 .27 -.18  .70 .16 -.20 -.17  .70 .19 -.18 .02 -.15 

Item 172   .47  -.03 .64  .02 .63 -.04  .03 .79 .05 .16  .03 .70 .05 -.11 .14 
Item 35   .47  -.14 .80  .01 .78 -.16  .03 .71 -.11 -.10  .04 .77 -.05 .06 -.05 

Item 84   .56  -.05 .79  -.02 .78 -.02  .01 .65 .02 -.17  .01 .65 .04 -.04 -.14 

Item 14   .53  .07 .60  -.02 .60 .11  -.00 .38 .09 -.31  .00 .38 .10 -.04 -.30 
Item 157   .60  .57 .09  .00 .11 .70  -.01 .10 .72 -.03  -.02 .11 .74 .01 -.01 

Item 163   .52  .54 .03  -.04 .05 .70  -.04 .00 .69 -.09  -.04 -.01 .66 -.05 -.09 

Item 122   .57  .75 -.14  .27 -.12 .60  .25 -.03 .64 .12  .25 -.03 .65 .00 .12 
Item 116   .53  .53 .06  .27 .08 .32  .27 .03 .31 -.08  .27 .02 .29 -.05 -.08 

Item 6   .45  .14 .41  .07 .41 .09  .08 .03 -.01 -.58  .07 .04 -.03 -.05 -.57 

Item 233   .73  .57 .24  .20 .26 .46  .19 -.05 .39 -.46  .19 -.07 .35 -.10 -.47 

Item 65   .62  .18 .57  -.02 .59 .24  -.01 .31 .21 -.41  -.01 .33 .22 -.01 -.38 
Item 244   .44  .23 .28  .09 .29 .18  .09 .26 .20 -.04  -.01 .01 -.05 -1.01 .00 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .89  .88 .82  .86 .82 .79  .86 .81 .79 .75  .86 .81 .79 -- .75 
Ordinal Omega   .89  .87 .82  .86 .82 .80  .86 .82 .80 .75  .86 .82 .79 -- .75 

Mean ri-s   .51  .57 .52  .65 .52 .53  .65 .54 .53 .50  .65 .54 .55 -- .50 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    
Χ2   1683 3873  823 1957  614 1510   407 1063    387 --    

p  -- .000  -- --  -- .000   -- .000    -- --    

CFI  .936 .934  .969 .967  .978 .975   .986 .984    .986 --    

TLI  .927 .924  .963 .961  .973 .970   .982 .979    .981 --    
RMSEA  .098 .100  .072 .075  .062 .065   .052 .054    .051 --    

SRMR  .089 .084  .066 .062  .057 .054   .046 .044    .045 --    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    
Configural  .938 .940  .971 .970  .979 978   .987 .987    .988 .988    

Metric  .937 .938  .970 .969  .979 .978   .988 .986    .988 .988    

Scalar  .921 .924  .957 .962  .972 .973   .983 .982    .984 .984    

Means  .920 .924  .956 .957  .965 .965   .974 .974    .974 .977    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Supplementary Table S18. Factor Solutions From One to Five Factors, Reliability, Congruence, and Goodness-of -Fit for Self-Harm. 

Factor Solutions  F1.1  F2.1 F2.2  F3.1 F3.2 F3.2  F4.1 F4.2 F4.3 F4.4  F5.1 F5.2 F5.3 F5.4 F5.5 
Item 60   .91  .95 -.27  1.05 -.02 -.11  1.03 -.06 .02 .07  1.01 -.01 .01 .00 .06 
Item 31   .90  .93 -.23  .97 .03 -.09  .96 -.05 -.04 .08  .97 .00 -.04 .02 .08 

Item 86   .92  .94 -.20  .94 -.09 .10  .93 .11 .05 .04  .77 .10 -.00 .03 -.19 

Item 72   .92  .94 -.17  .89 .03 .03  .87 .04 -.06 .03  .69 .04 -.11 .05 -.24 

Item 266   .92  .93 -.13  .85 .03 .09  .80 .03 -.01 -.28  .62 .05 -.06 -.35 -.09 
Item 247   .92  .92 -.05  .69 .14 .14  .64 .07 -.15 -.26  .45 .08 -.21 -.29 -.14 

Item 115   .89  .89 -.01  .61 .16 .18  .58 .13 -.19 -.11  .30 .10 -.26 -.09 -.36 

Item 111   .88  .85 .27  -.02 1.07 -.08  -.01 -.06 -1.06 .05  .02 -.06 -1.04 .05 .03 
Item 259   .87  .84 .28  .11 .72 .13  .05 .05 -.78 -.17  -.03 .04 -.82 -.17 -.04 

Item 99   .78  .76 .26  .06 .69 .12  .06 .10 -.74 .06  .05 .06 -.77 .07 -.03 

Item 134   .64  .62 .19  .03 -.01 .78  .01 .90 .01 .02  -.01 1.03 .02 .02 .02 
Item 186   .80  .78 .24  .10 .23 .61  .14 .44 -.33 -.09  .09 .35 -.41 -.12 -.04 

Reliability                      

Ordinal Alpha   .97  .97 --  .98 .93 .70  .98 .70 .93 --  .98 .70 .93 -- -- 

Ordinal Omega   .97  .97 --  .98 .94 --  .98 -- .93 --  .98 -- .93 -- -- 
Mean ri-s   .74  .74 --  .82 .71 .55  .82 .55 .67 --  .82 .55 .67 -- -- 

CFA  uls ulsm  uls ulsm  uls ulsm   uls ulsm    uls ulsm    

Χ2   219 860  -- --  55 261   -- --    -- --    
p  -- .000  -- --  -- .000   -- --    -- --    

CFI  .997 .997  -- --  1.00 .999   -- --    -- --    

TLI  .997 .996  -- --  1.00 .999   -- --    -- --    
RMSEA  .044 .049  -- --  .007 .023   -- --    -- --    

SRMR  .042 .039  -- --  .021 .020   -- --    -- --    

Invariance (cfi)  Sex Spl  Sex Spl  Sex Spl   Sex Spl    Sex Spl    

Configural  .998 .995  -- --  1.00 .999   -- --    -- --    
Metric  .997 .994  -- --  1.00 .998   -- --    -- --    

Scalar  .996 .988  -- --  1.00 .995   -- --    -- --    

Means  .996 .972  -- --  .999 .980   -- --    -- --    

Note. uls = unweighted least squares estimator, ulsm = robust unweighted least squares estimator, mean r i-s = mean corrected item-scale correlation, CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standarized Root Mean Residual, -- The coefficient could not be 

calculated or the model did not converge. 
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Table S19. The 72 DAPP-BQ Subfacets With Descriptors. 

 

Affective Lability 

 Affective Instability/Intensity Has strong emotions and moods; emotions change frequently and 

suddenly, are unpredictable, and overpower him/her 

Irritability/Anger Irritable, experiences intense anger, loses temper easily, over-reacts to 
minor troubles 

Affective Overreactivity Emotional, demonstrative, feels and expresses emotions intensely 

Generalized Hypersensitivity Sensitive, moods change by small things. 

Anxiousness 

 Worry/Rumination Is always worrying about something; cannot stop thinking about minor 

troubles, like a broken record; feels overwhelmed by problems 

Guilt Proneness Tends to feel guilty, often with little reason; broods over past mistakes 

Indecisiveness Has difficulty taking decisions; changes his/her mind frequently, rethinks 

his/her decisions  

Cognitive Distortion 

 Derealization Sometimes perceives situations and things around him/her as unreal 

Fuzzy Thinking Cannot think clearly when stressed or pressured; feels confused for short 

periods 

Perceptive Distortions Feels people brushing against him/her; hears voices 

Speech Derailment Loses his/her train of thought when in conversation; sometimes makes no 

sense 

Identity Problems 

 Anhedonia/Boredom Never enjoys him/herself; things do not give him/her satisfaction; is 

always bored 

Lack of Incentive Does not find life fun or full of interesting things 

Pessimism Expects things will not work for him/her, or they will change for the 

worse 

Emptiness Feels a void inside him/her; feels unsure of what he/she really is like 

Social Avoidance 

 Desire for Improved 

Relationships 

Would wish greater ease at socializing and making friends 

Social Avoidance Avoids contact with people unless absolutely necessary; spends most time 

alone 

Fears of Rejection Worried about being rejected or people not liking him/her 

Shyness Sees him/herself as timid; feels insecure with other people 

Social Anxiety People makes him/her nervous; does not know how to act 
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Insecure Attachment 

 Intolerance of Aloneness Anxious or in panic when alone; imagines dreadful things; has difficulty 
keeping going 

Separation Protest Upset and resented when the person closest to him/her is away 

Clinginess Clings to his/her loved ones when things are going badly 

Fear of Abandonment Intense fear of being abandoned by his/her main attachment figure 

Security Seeking Feels safe and comfortable only in presence of his/her loved ones 

Submissiveness 

 Suggestibility Unassertive, gives in under pressure; follows others' suggestions and 

wishes; agrees to avoid arguments 

Gullibility Naive, easily fooled or trampled upon by others 

Delegation of Decisions Doubts his/her own capacity to take decisions; needs advice to know what 

to do 

Narcissism 

 Need for Approval Wants to be liked; needs to ensure that people approve and accept 

him/her; seeks recognition 

Fantasies of Success Has fantasies of unlimited power and success; dreams of being admired 

Attention Seeking Seeks to be noticed; needs to be the center of attention 

Oppositionality 

 Procrastination/Slowness Delays unappealing tasks; works slowly or gets sidetracked in works 

he/she dislikes 

Lack of Drive Lacks the energy to get going or accomplish tasks 

Lack of Effort Reluctant to do tasks that require effort 

Ineffectiveness Unable to do what has planned, or to finish things or be ready on time 

Demotivation/Passivity Does not set personal objectives; just drifts through life; fails to fulfil 

obligations 

Callousness 

 Cruelty Likes scaring others; sometimes enjoys seeing people in trouble; 
contemptuous of soft-hearted people 

Egoism Sees his/her own needs as most important and puts them first  

Mercilessness Thinks being ruthless or deceptive is necessary for getting ahead 

Lack of Empathy/Guilt Rarely helps people in trouble; unconcerned about others' problems 

Utilization/Exploitation Makes friends who can be useful; can be dishonest or use people to 

achieve his/her aims 
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Rejection 

 Dogmatism/Intolerance Thinks he/she alone is right; rejects others' opinions; reluctant to admit 

his/her own errors or to give in 

Judgmental Attitude Points out others' mistakes and faults; corrects or reproaches people 

Pugnacity Challenges people and argues a lot  

Dominance/Bossiness Tends to taking the lead; tries to reach positions of authority 

Suspiciousness 

 Persecutory Ideas Thinks people stand against him/her and are trying to trick or damage 

him/her 

Hypervigilance Aware of all little changes around him/her; watches out for menaces 

Distrust Perceives bad intentions behind kind attitudes; becomes suspicious and 

defensive 

Conduct Problems 

 Interpersonal Violence Violent attitude; threatens to hit people; involved in fights 

Alcohol Abuse Has used alcohol to excess; drinking has got him/her into trouble 

Theft/Illegal Behavior Has participated in thefts and other illegal acts 

Juvenile Violence Has damaged properties or picked on other people when younger 

Contempt for Norms Can break rules when it suits it; does not respect fair play 

Stimulus Seeking 

 Recklessness Takes chances; attracted by thrills, risky activities and danger; foolhardy 

Impulsivity Often acts without thinking of the consequences 

Sensation Seeking Likes variety and stimulating activities 

Unplanned Behavior Enjoys spontaneity; does not like making plans 

Intimacy Problems 

 Avoidant Attachment Avoids getting attached; finds close relationships uncomfortable; does not 
need someone to love 

Inhibited Sexuality Does not enjoy sex; rarely becomes sexually excited 

Lack of Desire for Attachment Does not feel the need of having an intimate relationship or sharing 

his/her life with someone 

Restricted Expression 

 Restricted Emotional 
Expression 

Does not show his/her feelings 

Restricted Expression of Anger Does not react when angry, smothers anger 

Self-Reliance Does not turn to other people for help or support 

Reluctant Self-Disclosure Cautious or uneasy about giving personal information, even among 

friends; inscrutable 
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Restricted Expression of 

Affection 
Avoids expressing or receiving affection 

Compulsivity 

 Orderliness Cannot bear the clutter or things out of place; needs to put everything in 
its proper place 

Effortfulness Always does his/her best, even if not expected or required 

Perfectionism Spends much time trying for exactitude or perfection 

Thoroughness Does jobs systematically and thoroughly 

Self-Harm 

 Suicidal Ideation Has chronic suicidal ideation; sometimes sees ending his/her life as the 
only way out 

Suicide Attempts Has tried to kill him/herself 

Self-Injury Has intentionally hit or otherwise hurt him/herself 
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