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Psychopathic individuals’ cognitive vulnerability consists of failing to attend to
non–dominant cues (Gorenstein & Newman, 1980; Patterson & Newman, 1993).
We argue that multiple attributions and standards are activated by a given situation in
varying degrees and that attentional capacity is required to use non–dominant attri-
butions or standards. Thus, constraints in processing moderate the content that un-
derlies behavior. More specifically, we discuss how the process–based variable of
dominance can inform understanding of aggression in Antisocial Personality Disor-
der (ASPD) and negative affect in depression. Conversely, we use attributions and
standards to clarify how the process–based cognitive vulnerability associated with
psychopathy results in dysregulated violence, hostile attributions, lack of responsi-
bility, and violation of standards. We conclude that the dimension of dominance,
valuable in specifying the psychopathic cognitive vulnerability, has utility in eluci-
dating other cognitive vulnerabilities and that the content–based models associated
with aggression and depression lend specificity to process–based vulnerabilities.

This article focuses on a hypothesized cognitive vulnerability for psy-
chopathic individuals that emphasizes the role of attention. Specifically,
in their response modulation hypothesis (RMH), Newman and col-
leagues (Gorenstein & Newman, 1980; Patterson & Newman, 1993) pro-
pose that psychopathic individuals fail to attend to, and thus process,
any information that is not part of their current focus of attention. That
is, when psychopathic individuals focus their attention on “dominant
cues," they often fail to process non–dominant cues that can play an
important role in moderating behavior.
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For example, both a psychopathic and non–psychopathic individual
(with an antisocial background) might focus their attention on stealing
money from a security truck. Such a focus might include external cues
(e.g., the location of the truck) and internal cues (e.g., the “rush” associ-
ated with the prospect of becoming rich). Suppose other cues exist that
are not the current focus of attention, such as the presence of an under-
cover police officer and thoughts of getting caught and going to jail. Ac-
cording to the RMH, the psychopath’s cognitive vulnerability is charac-
terized by difficulty attending to and processing external or internal
non–dominant cues (i.e., cues that are not consistent with their current
focus). Thus, in this example, whereas a non–psychopathic individual’s
desire to steal money may be moderated by the presence of an under-
cover police officer or thoughts of going to jail, a psychopathic individ-
ual is less likely to process such cues and thus is more likely to attempt
the theft. According to the RMH, then, the callous, impulsive, and vio-
lent behavior that characterizes criminal psychopaths results from fail-
ing to access information that non–psychopathic individuals do access.
It is important to emphasize that the information psychopaths fail to
access is hypothesized to be of a particular status (i.e., non–dominant
information) rather than a particular type.

This process–based approach to psychopathy is not as readily under-
stood or intuitively appealing as competing, more content–based, ac-
counts of psychopathic behavior. For example, the hypothesis that psy-
chopathic individuals are characterized by fearlessness (e.g., Lykken,
1957; 1995) has intuitive and direct connections to the commission of
crimes. In contrast, the dominant/non–dominant dimension high-
lighted by the RMH seems complicated and its connections to violence
not easily made.

In this article, we pursue two goals related to integrating process– and
content–related variables. First, we clarify the connection between the
RMH and psychopathic characteristics using the content–rich con-
structs of attributions and standards. Second, we employ the process–re-
lated dimension of dominance from the RMH to supplement the con-
tent–related proposals associated with Antisocial Personality Disorder
(ASPD) and depression. The cross–fertilization between process– and
content–based views of cognitive vulnerability should improve both
areas of research.

To meet these goals, we first establish the empirical validity of the
RMH’s view of psychopathy by briefly reviewing key findings. To help
with the cross–fertilization of process and content variables, we adopt
neural network language to clarify the dominant/non–dominant di-
mension. We then use this translation to apply the RMH perspective to
concepts central to the cognitive vulnerability tradition—attributions
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and standards. First, we discuss how the dominance dimension can be
applied to content–based concepts such as standards and attributions in
ASPD and depression. The aggressive behavior characteristic of ASPD
provides common ground with psychopathy, whereas depression illus-
trates the potential applicability of a process–based dimension for emo-
tional dysregulation. Second, we discuss how RMH’s process–based ap-
proach to psychopathy can be clarified using the content–based
constructs of attributions and standards.

PSYCHOPATHY:
EVIDENCE FOR THE PROPOSED COGNITIVE VULNERABILITY

Since its introduction, the RMH has been tested in numerous settings,
using a variety of different laboratory tasks. Because this evidence has
been reviewed elsewhere (Newman, 1998; Newman & Lorenz, 2003), we
simply highlight some relevant examples. Poor passive avoidance has
been recognized as a valid and reliable measure of impulsivity (Lykken,
1957; Newman & Kosson, 1986; Trasler, 1978) and is one hallmark of
psychopathic behavior (Hare, 1991; Patterson & Newman, 1993). In a
typical passive avoidance task, participants are required to respond to
rewarded numbers and inhibit responses to punished numbers. Passive
avoidance errors (i.e., responding to bad numbers) are errors of commis-
sion and are regarded as impulsive. Our laboratory has found that psy-
chopathic inmates only show impulsive behavior on this task compared
to controls in situations that require shifting attention to non–dominant
cues. For example, Newman and Kosson (1986) observed poor passive
avoidance among psychopathic inmates in a condition that involved
two sets of stimuli (i.e., rewards and punishments) but did not find any
deficits in a condition that involved punishment cues alone. Newman,
Patterson, Howland and Nichols (1990) used a similar task but mea-
sured how much time a participant paused to process feedback. In a con-
dition that involved both punishment and reward stimuli, psychopaths
paused less following punishment and committed more impulsive er-
rors than controls (Study 1). Importantly, when participants were forced
to focus their attention on both reward and punishment from the outset
of the task (Study 2), there were no group differences in the time spent
processing feedback or in impulsive errors. These and other results sug-
gest that failure to process inhibitory cues plays an important role in the
impulsive behavior of psychopathic individuals. Furthermore, they
suggest that psychopaths fail to process inhibitory cues when such cues
are not their current focus of attention.

If attention allocation, rather than the content of information, accounts
for the dysregulated behavior of psychopaths, psychopaths should fail to
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attend to any non–dominant cues, even if they lack emotional signifi-
cance. Newman, Schmitt, and Voss (1997) used a computer task with
emotionally neutral dominant and non–dominant cues to test this predic-
tion. In this task, participants viewed pictures with words super–imposed
on them. If the dominant cue was a picture, a “P” preceded the trial; if the
dominant cue was a word, a “W” preceded the trial. Participants perform
better on this task if they are able to focus on the dominant cue and ignore
the other, non–dominant, cue. Thus, psychopathic individuals should
perform well on the task because they fail to shift attention to non–domi-
nant cues, whereas controls should do so automatically. Results were con-
sistent with this prediction: the irrelevant non–dominant cue interfered
less with the performance of psychopaths than controls.

CONTEXT–APPROPRIATE BALANCED ATTENTION (CABA):
A NEW TRANSLATION OF THE RMH

Though empirically robust, the dominant/non–dominant distinction
lacks clear connections to rich detail provided by content. Recently,
MacCoon, Wallace, and Newman (2003a) have translated the response
modulation hypothesis into neural network language (an approach that
relies heavily on the ideas of Cohen and colleagues [e.g., Cohen, Braver,
& O’Reilly, 1996]) and emphasized the importance of Context–Appro-
priate Balanced Attention (CABA) between dominant and
non–dominant cues.

From the CABA perspective, cognitive, emotional, and behavioral re-
sponses are represented as neural networks. When we use the term “re-
sponse,” it is meant to incorporate all three types of networks. Networks
are influential to the degree they are activated and when networks com-
pete (e.g., one network suggests an avoidance response and, another, an
approach response), the most activated network normally determines
an individual’s response. Thus, dominance is viewed as a function of ac-
tivation levels, with the most activated network being dominant and
other, less activated networks, being non–dominant.

The activation level of a particular network is determined by bot-
tom–up and top–down influences. A network can be activated automati-
cally in a bottom–up way by the presence of a relevant cue.1 For example,
the presence of money bags exposed in an unguarded security truck
might activate a behavioral approach network, whereas the presence of a
police officer might activate a network associated with inhibition. Cues
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can be external or internal. The presence of a police officer might activate
a cognitive network representing the thought, “I could get in trouble
here” which, in turn, might act as an internal cue that automatically acti-
vates another, related, network, perhaps representing the thought, “if I
go to jail, my family would be left alone.” The extent to which a network
is activated is proposed to be partly a function of the number of times the
network has been associated with a particular cue in the past. Thus, if an
individual has robbed numerous security trucks, the network represent-
ing that response is likely to be more activated than a noncriminal re-
sponse. An individual with an antisocial background is thus likely to
have more activated antisocial responses than an individual from a
normative background.

It is obvious, however, that we are not entirely at the mercy of our past
experience. Top–down, effortful, selective attention can bias the activa-
tion of its target network and thus our ultimate response. Though this
perspective was inspired by modern cognitive neuroscience, William
James (1890) captures its essence when he describes the mind as “a thea-
tre of simultaneous possibilities. Consciousness consists in the compari-
son of these with each other, the selection of some, and the suppression
of the rest by the reinforcing and inhibiting agency of attention” (p. 288).
James’s “theatre of possibilities” expresses the important assumption
we make that multiple networks—associated with different types of re-
actions—are activated in any given situation. The point can be illus-
trated with a model of Stroop interference introduced by Cohen and
Huston (1992). In this account, interference on the Stroop task occurs on
incongruent trials because two networks are activated by the combined
color–word stimulus. For example, if the word “blue” is written in green
ink, one network would represent the response “blue” while another
would represent “green." Participants are slower on these trials because
they must use attention to activate the non–dominant color response (it
is non–dominant because we are more accustomed to reading words
and ignoring color than vice versa). It is likely that other networks also
are activated even in this simple situation. For example, green–related
concepts such as “grass” or “money” may be activated. This is consistent
with the fact that interference occurs when people name the color of the
word “grass” when printed in a nongreen color (Klein, 1964).

Thus, we suggest that a particular stimulus can activate several differ-
ent types of networks (e.g., behavioral, cognitive, or emotional) as well as
multiple networks of the same type (e.g., several emotion networks). For
example, if both approach and inhibition responses are activated simulta-
neously in an individual (cued by the security truck and police officer re-
spectively), focusing attention on the inhibition network will increase its
influence and reduce the chances an individual will rob the security truck.
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It is important to note that this view does not imply that activated net-
works always compete with each other or that individuals will be aware
of these networks. Indeed, our account suggests that under certain cir-
cumstances non–dominant networks may not affect behavior in any ap-
preciable way and that dysregulation can occur as a result.

At any given moment, the activation levels of various networks are de-
termined by a combination of top–down and bottom–up influences. The
CABA perspective emphasizes the importance of a context–appropriate
balance between attending to dominant and non–dominant cues. The
best response for a particular context may be represented by the most ac-
tivated (or dominant) network or by a less activated (or less dominant)
network. In the first case, top–down attention is not needed to engage in
the best response. However, in the second case, top–down attention is
necessary for activating the non–dominant response so it can out–com-
pete the dominant—but maladaptive—response. It is in the latter situa-
tion that a psychopathic individual would appear dysregulated be-
cause, according to the RMH and CABA, a psychopathic individual fails
to attend to non–dominant networks if their top–down attention already
is committed to an alternative network.

Finally, Newman and Lorenz (2003; also see, Newman & Wallace, 1993)
have proposed two pathways that lead to a failure to process non–domi-
nant cues. One pathway involves the process–based deficit associated
with psychopathy: Psychopathic individuals fail to process any
non–dominant cue regardless of its emotional nature or their emotional
state. The other pathway emphasizes that emotion can prevent the pro-
cessing of non–dominant cues. Newman and Lorenz (2003) adopt
Scherer’s (1994) notion that as the intensity of an emotion increases, the
amount of time an individual spends evaluating responses decreases. In
network terms, as emotional intensity increases, attention will become in-
creasingly focused on fewer, more dominant, networks. Thus, with in-
creasing emotional intensity, an individual’s response is increasingly
likely to reflect the most activated networks available, without the moder-
ating influence of non–dominant networks. Such a response is less likely
to reflect accurately the demands of the current situation (Newman &
Lorenz, 2003). The theorizing about both of these pathways suggests the
relevance of the current process–based approach to non–psychopathic
populations, such as individuals with ASPD or depression.

ATTRIBUTIONS AND PERSONAL STANDARDS
AS DOMINANT OR NON–DOMINANT NETWORKS

In order to discuss the role of dominance in attributions and personal
standards, it is necessary to make the simple point that the emotional
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and cognitive content that make up various attributions or standards
can be viewed as neural networks activated by a relevant cue. Just as
with any network, it seems likely that a particular situation will activate
more than one such network. Thus, the relative activation levels of these
networks become important, as does an individual’s ability to attend to
non–dominant attributions or standards in a given situation.

APPLYING A PROCESS–RELATED VIEW TO ANTISOCIAL
PERSONALITY DISORDER (ASPD) AND DEPRESSION

To illustrate the potential value of integrating the process–related domi-
nance dimension with content–related perspectives, we apply domi-
nance to ASPD and depression, two domains in which content–related
perspectives are particularly well developed. In so doing, it is important
to emphasize that we are not proposing a new theory nor providing ade-
quate coverage of the content–related work in these areas.

ATTRIBUTIONS

Weiner (1985) suggested that when confronted with an outcome, an in-
dividual engages in a search for the causes of the outcome, making one
or more attributions for it. The nature of these attributions influences the
individual’s responses. The process of making attributions can increase
individuals’ understanding of themselves and their environment, help-
ing the individual manage his or her own reactions (Kelley, 1971).
Gilbert and colleagues (Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988) have argued that
people make relatively automatic social inferences about others and
then, if they have the necessary attentional capacity, correct these infer-
ences, in part by using contextual information. The accuracy of an indi-
vidual’s inferences may depend therefore on whether this final
correction stage occurs.

The dominance dimension is particularly relevant in considering the
nature of attributions likely to be made by an individual. In terms of net-
works, we suggest that an individual’s automatic inferences represent
the most activated network available at the moment. That is, the infer-
ence most strongly associated with the current situation is the one most
likely to influence processing in the absence of top–down attention. Such
dominant inferences can be corrected by using top–down attention to
activate non–dominant networks that represent other information. As
Gilbert has argued recently, “it makes sense to assume the usual and cor-
rect for the unusual” (Gilbert & Gill, 2000; p. 395). In our terms, it makes
sense that responses would be guided by dominant networks and then
moderated by non–dominant networks if time and capacity allow. Such
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a perspective provides a speculative mechanism for at least some cases
of “preemptive processing” in which individuals make impulsive
attributions (Costanzo & Dix, 1983).

This perspective casts new light on what variables may influence the
attributions individuals make. Specifically, if individuals lack the time
or mental capacity to activate a non–dominant attribution, they will be
more likely to use the most dominant causal explanation available. Ac-
cepting the dominant explanation for an event represents a problem
only if a non–dominant attribution is more accurate. Only in this situa-
tion will top–down attention be necessary for choosing, and then acting
on, the most context–appropriate attribution. That is, if a non–dominant
network represents the most accurate attribution for an event, time or ca-
pacity to activate this attribution should improve self–regulation. Thus,
we argue that attending to non–dominant networks often is required for
well–regulated emotions, cognitions, and behavior.

As Millon (1981) lamented, a diagnosis of ASPD is based more on the an-
tisocial behavior an individual commits than the cause of such behaviors.
He argues that the cause of an individual’s aggressive behavior is “their an-
ticipation that others will be hostile” (p. 182). This suggests a role for attri-
butions in ASPD–related aggression. We use attributions and the domi-
nance dimension to argue for at least three different causes for
ASPD–related aggression: (1) at least some cases of ASPD are due to the
presence of more aggressive content relative to non–ASPD individuals; (2)
at least some cases of ASPD may be due to similar dominant attributions
but different non–dominant attributions, a possibility that highlights the
point that (3) at least some cases of ASPD may be caused by emotion–re-
lated focusing of attention on a restricted range of possible attributions.

The content of attributions has important implications for aggression
in ASPD–related behaviors. At least in some cases of ASPD, it is likely
that aggressive behavior is due to the presence of more aggressive con-
tent relative to non–ASPD individuals. Inasmuch as these individuals
behave antisocially as children, a criteria that must be met for an ASPD
diagnosis (American Psychiatric Association, 1994), it is likely they have
developed a greater number of antisocial attributions. It has been well
documented that individuals who make hostile attributions for an ac-
tion taken by another are more likely to behave aggressively (e.g., Crick
& Dodge, 1996; Dodge & Newman, 1981; Nasby, Hayden, & DePaulo,
1980). In these accounts, it is the type of attribution made that counts: a
hostile attribution for another individual’s behavior (but not a
pro–social one) makes aggressive behavior more likely.

The dominance dimension suggests that similarly aggressive individ-
uals may have similar dominant content, but different non–dominant
content. Suppose that two individuals are confronted with the same am-
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biguous act (e.g., they are hit by a ball thrown by a peer), an event that ac-
tivates several networks suggesting different attributions for the act.
Suppose that in one individual, dominant and non–dominant networks
alike represent hostile attributions. Such a person is unlikely to benefit
from time and/or capacity to activate non–dominant networks because
even non–dominant networks suggest attributions associated with an
aggressive response (e.g., “He did it because he thinks I’m weak”). Sup-
pose that in the second individual, one or more non–dominant networks
exist that represent more adaptive attributions (e.g., “He is a friend of
mine, it was an accident”). Time and/or capacity may reduce the
likelihood of an aggressive response in this individual.

This last point suggests the involvement of a process–related variable
in antisocial aggression. The emotion pathway, specified by Newman
and Lorenz (2003; also see, Newman & Wallace, 1993), provides one set
of circumstances in which an individual will narrow his or her attention
to dominant attributions, and fail to activate non–dominant alternatives.
This perspective provides an attentional mechanism for findings that
emotional or threatening situations increase hostile attributions in ag-
gressive but not nonaggressive boys (Dodge & Somberg, 1987) and that
children confronted with a threatening situation have a higher probabil-
ity of emitting a dominant response (Harris & Siebel, 1975).

The perspective also is consistent with Rubin and Krasnor’s (1986)
suggestion that children’s solutions to social problems differ depending
on whether these solutions are based on more automatic versus more re-
flective processes. Inspired in part by this perspective, Rabiner, Lenhart,
and Lochman (1990) found evidence that this is the case. The authors
presented participants with stories in which the main character was
faced with a problem and participants were asked to generate a solution
to the problem immediately after hearing the story (a condition de-
signed to elicit more automatic responses) or after a 20 second delay (a
condition designed to elicit more reflective responses). The authors com-
pared the solutions generated by controls, nonaggressive rejected boys,
and aggressive rejected boys. According to our perspective, these
groups are likely to differ in the content of their activated attributions
with aggressive rejected boys having more aggressive non–dominant at-
tributions than nonaggressive rejected boys, who have more aggressive
non–dominant attributions than controls. Given that controls have not
been rejected as often as the other two groups, we would predict they
would be more likely than the other groups to have a non–hostile, domi-
nant attribution. We speculate that nonaggressive rejected boys have ag-
gressive behavior in their repertoire because they have experienced hos-
tility directed toward them in the past, but that networks representing
nonaggressive behavior are more accessible for these individuals com-
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pared to aggressive rejected boys. Thus, the groups should differ in how
much benefit they derive from time to consider non–dominant attribu-
tions. Though not a direct test of this interpretation, the results are con-
sistent with it. In the immediate condition, controls generated signifi-
cantly more solutions involving verbal assertiveness (but
nonaggressiveness) than either of the two rejected groups, but when
given an opportunity to reflect (the delay condition), nonaggressive re-
jected boys more closely matched controls in the numbers of these
solutions they generated. Both groups differed from the rejected
aggressive boys, who showed low levels of verbally assertive solutions
regardless of reflection time.

As another example, Dodge and Newman (1981) found that when de-
cisions are made quickly, biases are exposed. We assume that bias is a
function of failing to correct for maladaptive networks activated auto-
matically by a situation. In this light, it is interesting that aggressive boys
are likely to interpret their own behavior in terms of prior expectations,
whereas nonaggressive boys are likely to rely on information from the
current situation (Lochman & Dodge, 1998; also see, Dodge & Somberg,
1987). According to our perspective, such evidence suggests that aggres-
sive boys may rely on activated networks formed from previous experi-
ence, whereas nonaggressive boys engaged in more data–driven—and
thus, potentially more accurate—processing.

Such findings may explain why “stop and think” strategies are an im-
portant component in anger–management training (e.g., Douglas, 1972;
Kendall & Braswell, 1985). The active ingredient in this approach can be
conceptualized as giving individuals the time necessary to attend to
non–dominant networks related to a less aggressive response. Our per-
spective suggests that such strategies may not be useful for individuals
who lack adaptive networks for a given situation. This, in turn, suggests
a time–course for treatment of such individuals. Before “stop and think”
strategies can be effective, adaptive networks must be developed and
then made more dominant through practice.

The process–based dimension of dominance also has implications for
emotion regulation. The hopelessness theory of depression (Abramson,
Metalsky, & Alloy, 1989) suggests the importance of attributions for de-
pression. According to a recent reformulation of this theory, called the
Attention–Mediated Hopelessness theory (AMH; MacCoon, Abramson,
Mezulis, Hankin, & Alloy, 2006), both vulnerable and nonvulnerable in-
dividuals experience negative affect in response to a negative life event
(e.g., Metalsky, Halberstadt, & Abramson, 1987) and both use attention
to understand and attempt to remediate negative outcomes. However,
whereas nonvulnerable individuals are able to use attention to process
cognitive content that leads to decreased rumination and improved
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mood, vulnerable individuals access content that leads to increased ru-
mination and depression. That is, in contrast to nonvulnerable individu-
als, vulnerable individuals are unable to evaluate and/or correct their
initially negative reactions to a negative event.

In network terms, the vulnerable individual will need to use effortful
attention to correct excessively negative, but dominant, attributions that
increase their risk for rumination and depression. By applying the idea
of network dominance to depression, the current perspective suggests
two important variables not emphasized in the hopelessness literature.
Specifically, our perspective suggests that successful correction de-
pends on (1) the existence of adaptive, non–dominant networks and (2)
the availability of attentional resources to activate these networks to the
point where they out–compete dominant networks. The first variable
suggests the possibility that two individuals might appear to have a sim-
ilar degree of cognitive vulnerability based on their dominant attribu-
tions for a situation, but have different degrees of vulnerability based on
the full complement of available, but non–dominant, networks also acti-
vated by that situation. Measuring these non–dominant networks (by
using tasks that measure implicit processes, such as priming or lexical
decision paradigms), could increase the predictive power of the con-
struct of cognitive vulnerability as it relates to hopelessness depression.
The second variable suggests that trait– and state–related availability of
attentional capacity also can moderate the severity of an individual’s
cognitive vulnerability. For example, our perspective suggests that
cognitive load would impair the ability of vulnerable individuals to
correct their maladaptive attributions.

As a brief example, imagine two students who receive a “C” on an
exam. Both students feel depressed mood as a result of not meeting their
expectations and both try to resolve this discrepancy with attention (the
use of attention to resolve discrepancies is discussed below; also see,
MacCoon, Abramson et al., 2006). There are two possibilities for a
nonvulnerable student. Either this student has a dominant attribution
that is adaptive and suggests a way to resolve the current discrepancy
(e.g., “I didn’t study hard enough…next time I’ll study harder”), or, per-
haps more intriguingly, has an initial maladaptive dominant attribution
(e.g., “I am stupid”) that can be corrected by activating a non–dominant
attribution (e.g., “I didn’t study hard enough”). In contrast, the vulnera-
ble individual may be characterized by (1) the nonexistence of adaptive
non–dominant networks or (2) a lack of attentional resources necessary
to activate such networks. Such a perspective has implications for the
success of psychological interventions. For example, if the vulnerable
student was raised without any modeling of non–depressogenic attribu-
tions, the first stage of therapy might be characterized as the creation of
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positive networks that, over time and with practice, could compete with
negative networks. On the other hand, if the vulnerable student had ex-
perienced positive modeling, that individual simply may need practice
attending to the networks representing these adaptive attributions or be
taught techniques to increase the capacity needed to do so.

In this section, we have suggested that in a given situation several net-
works representing potential attributions may be activated simulta-
neously. In some circumstances, it is possible that a non–dominant attribu-
tion represents the most adaptive or accurate attribution for that situation.
In such cases, using top–down attention to activate the relevant non–domi-
nant attribution generally will improve self–regulation. ASPD–related ag-
gression may depend, in part, on the attributions made by an individual for
an action committed against them. We reviewed evidence suggesting that
some individuals behave less aggressively when given time to consider
their behavior and speculated that such time allows them to process
non–dominant attributions. Finally, attributions play a role in vulnerability
to depression. We have highlighted the idea that a cognitively vulnerable
group may be heterogeneous with respect to the type of non–dominant at-
tributions activated by a given event. If true, this perspective suggests
different treatment approaches for these different groups.

STANDARDS

Carver and Scheier (1998) argue that “human behavior is a continual
process of moving toward, and away from, various kinds of mental goal
representations” (p. 2). According to this perspective, individuals adjust
their behavior by comparing the effects of their behavior to a relevant
reference value or standard.2

When a discrepancy exists between the two, individuals adjust their
behavior to minimize the discrepancy either by changing their behavior
to meet the standard or shifting to a new standard (Carver & Scheier,
1998). Thus, personal standards play an important role in
self–regulation.

Paralleling our discussion of attributions, we believe it fruitful to think
about multiple standards being activated by particular situations, with
the most activated standard having greatest influence in guiding behav-
ior. As with attributions, if the dominant standard is adaptive,
top–down attention may not play a great role. However, there are at
least two situations in which top–down attention can play an important
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role: (1) if the dominant network does not represent a standard, then at-
tention is necessary to make a standard (represented by a non–dominant
network) more accessible; and (2) if two standards compete, top–down
attention can resolve the competition in favor of one of the standards.

Relevant to the first situation, several researchers have suggested that
attention can increase the salience of standards (e.g., Wicklund & Duval,
1971) and their influence on behavior (Carver & Scheier, 1998). Specifi-
cally, attention directed toward the self increases the influence of a par-
ticular standard likely to be salient at the time. For example, aggression
decreases with increased self–awareness when a nonaggressive stan-
dard is salient (Scheier, Fenigstein, & Buss, 1974), but increases when an
aggressive standard is most salient (Carver, 1975).

This suggests that attention directed toward a standard increases its
influence on behavior and that failure to attend to a standard should de-
crease or eliminate its influence. In our terms, the standard that guides
behavior is the one most dominant at that time. There is evidence that
this is the case. For example, Carver (1975) gave participants the oppor-
tunity to administer shocks to a confederate learner. In the self–focus
condition, the level of shock was predicted by the participant’s attitude
about the use of punishment (collected weeks earlier). However, under
conditions of low self–focus, participants’ shock administration was not
influenced by their personal attitudes but, presumably, by other net-
works activated by the experimental situation (e.g., the goal of
succeeding with the required training of the “student”).

As this research suggests, standards can moderate aggression. Nor-
mative beliefs for predicting aggressive behavior, defined as “individu-
alistic cognitive standards about the acceptability of behavior”
(Huesmann & Guerra, 1997, p. 409), predict teacher and peer reports of
aggressive behavior in children, perhaps because they are used by an in-
dividual to determine the acceptability of an aggressive behavior in a
given situation (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997). Thus, the existence of a
nonviolent standard and the available capacity to access it may repre-
sent important variables in regulating aggression. It seems likely that an
analogous situation exists with respect to other antisocial behaviors.

Standards are relevant for the domain of emotion regulation as well.
For example, self–discrepancy theory (e.g., Higgins, 1987; Strauman &
Higgins, 1987) has focused on the importance of personal standards as a
vulnerability factor for depression. The theory highlights the nature of
the standards that are associated with a particular situation. It distin-
guishes between representations of the actual self (the attributes indi-
viduals believe themselves to have) and the ideal self (the attributes in-
dividuals would ideally like to have). Discrepancies between actual and
ideal selves are associated with depression–related symptoms, such as
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sadness, disappointment, and dejection (e.g., Strauman & Higgins,
1987). For example, receiving a “C” on an exam might activate a network
representing the ideal standard of being an “A” student for one individ-
ual, while the same exam failure might activate the ideal standard of
“passing the class” for another. The first student is likely to become more
depressed than the latter because a “C” is discrepant from an “A." Thus,
the dominant standard can influence affect.

Adding dominance to this perspective suggests that minimizing dis-
crepancy–related negative affect should depend on (1) the existence of
more adaptive, non–dominant standards and (2) the availability of
attentional resources to activate these standards so they out–compete
dominant standards. It seems plausible that represented somewhere in
the brain of the “C–expectant” student is a network representing the
standard of being an “A” student and, similarly, that a “passing is good
enough” standard may exist in the “A–expectant” student. For the
“C–expectant” student, focusing on being an “A” student might in-
crease their motivation to improve their grades, just as focusing on a
lower standard for the “A–expectant” student might decrease their feel-
ings of depression (especially if the student is incapable of achieving an
“A” grade). If an alternative standard is not available as a non–dominant
network, our perspective suggests that such a standard must be created.

In this section, we have illustrated that antisocial aggression and de-
pression depend, in part, on the type of attributions and standards an in-
dividual accesses. To this content–rich perspective, we have added the
process–related variable of dominance, suggesting that the status of a
particular attribution or standard also may play an important role in de-
termining behavior or emotion. Specifically, two vulnerable individuals
may look identical in terms of their dominant attributions or standards,
but differ in the type of non–dominant attributions or standards acti-
vated by a given situation. We also have noted the usefulness in being
able to attend to and adopt different standards as a way of increasing
motivation or decreasing depression. In either case, the perspective em-
phasizes the potential importance of non–dominant networks. Further-
more, a process–based approach suggests that attentional capacity may
act as an important moderator for one type of individual but not another,
a view that suggests different treatment approaches for each type.

APPLYING ATTRIBUTIONS AND STANDARDS TO A
PROCESS–RELATED VIEW OF PSYCHOPATHY

We have discussed the potential value of applying the process–related
dimension of dominance to content–rich theories of antisocial aggres-
sion and depression. We now focus on applying the content–rich con-
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structs of attributions and standards to a process–related view of
psychopathy in the hopes of clarifying the connection between the dom-
inance dimension and psychopathic characteristics and behavior.

ATTRIBUTIONS

Carver and Scheier (1990) emphasize that expectancies about potential
outcomes are particularly important when impediments to a goal exist.
As this view implies, attributions may be particularly important when
outcomes are better or worse than expected. Thus, one major impetus for
making attributions is the recognition that current events are discrepant
from expectations.

We believe that psychopaths are particularly unlikely to experience a
discrepancy because non–dominant networks are unlikely to become
activated enough to compete effectively with a dominant network. Re-
member that a psychopath may be less likely, for example, to register the
conflict between an inhibitory network (cued by a police officer) and his
or her current dominant response (robbing a security truck). In this way,
psychopaths are less likely than others to experience a discrepancy that
will initiate the attributional process, and therefore, less likely to make
attributions about a particular situation. Given the importance of attri-
butions for control over oneself and the environment, this aspect of a
psychopath’s cognitive vulnerability is likely to be particularly
maladaptive. For example, if individuals do not experience their current
behavior as discrepant, they may be less likely to make causal attribu-
tions. Consequently, they would be less likely to gain insight into their
role in causing the problem or learn from the experience so that they
avoid similar mistakes in the future.

Even if a psychopathic individual does make an attribution, it is not
likely to reflect the influence of non–dominant information. There is evi-
dence that when psychopaths do make attributions, they are more likely
than nonpsychopaths to make external attributions for problems in their
lives (e.g., Harry, 1992). Wallace and Newman (2004) have argued that
this is because psychopaths tend to focus their attention on external cues
that are more salient (and thus more dominant) than on less salient inter-
nal cues or contextual information. As a consequence, psychopathic in-
dividuals may be less likely than others to attribute a particular outcome
to self–related variables and, thus, are less likely to take responsibility
for a particular outcome. The failure to take responsibility for their ac-
tions is characteristic of psychopathic individuals (Hare, 1991; Harry,
1992) and stands as a barrier to effective treatment (Wallace & Newman,
2004). Furthermore, failure to take responsibility is likely to contribute to
their lack of guilt and remorse. If an outcome is due to an external vari-
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able, why feel guilt over it? In fact, psychopathic individuals do differ
from controls in their attributions of guilt (Blair et al., 1995).

Serin (1991) found that psychopathic individuals attribute hostile intent
to others more than non–psychopathic individuals, a replicated finding
(Vitale, Newman, Serin, & Bolt, 2005; see Serin & Kuriychuk, 1994 for a
relevant model). Currently, the reasons for this phenomenon are not
known. A content–based perspective could suggest that compared to oth-
ers, psychopathic individuals have less fear of getting hurt in a potential
altercation and, therefore, are not as motivated to search for information
that suggests a non–hostile explanation for others’ behavior. It also is pos-
sible that psychopathic individuals focus on the most dominant cues
available (e.g., “I am angry”) and make the dominant attribution (e.g.,
“They are deliberately disrespecting me”) because they fail to shift their
attention to non–dominant information (e.g., an apologetic look) or expla-
nations that are non–hostile in nature (e.g., “He hit me with the ball by ac-
cident”). For example, if an individual’s dominant emotion in a situation
is anger, it is plausible that an attribution of hostile intent is likely to be
highly activated. Given that there is some evidence that psychopathic in-
dividuals report greater anger than controls in response to similar situa-
tions (Serin, 1991), we would expect psychopathic individuals to make
more hostile attributions in anger–provoking situations, an expectation
supported by empirical evidence (Serin, 1991). Of course, in this case,
these explanations are not mutually exclusive. It may be that psycho-
pathic individuals do not process non–dominant cues suggesting a
non–hostile attribution because fear does not motivate them to engage in
an effortful search as it does others. The main point here is merely to
demonstrate that a failure to process non–dominant information could
increase the likelihood of hostile attributions and aggressive behavior.

STANDARDS

It has been suggested already that personal standards, such as norma-
tive beliefs, play an important role in moderating aggressive behavior.
Recall that our perspective emphasizes standards as one of many types
of networks that can be activated simultaneously in a given situation. If
the dominant network happens to represent a standard, then behavior
will be guided by that standard. However, if the most activated network
represents another type of network, this will become most influential. In
the latter case, a standard, represented by a non–dominant network,
would become a dominant influence on behavior only if it is activated by
top–down attention in an effortful way.

Given the importance of a standard’s content (e.g., whether it is a vio-
lent or nonviolent standard) as well as its accessibility (as evidenced by
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manipulations like self–focus), it is perhaps easier to see how profound a
vulnerability it is for psychopathic individuals to fail to process
non–dominant networks. Even if a psychopathic individual possesses a
standard that would moderate his or her callous, antisocial behavior,
such an individual will not be influenced by that standard unless it hap-
pens to be the most dominant network in a given situation. Thus, even if
psychopathic individuals possess a standard suggesting their current
behavior is inappropriate, it will not influence their behavior if their at-
tention is focused elsewhere. It is easy to see how blindness to personal
or societal “shoulds” could lead to callous behavior. For example, if psy-
chopathic individuals are focused on robbing someone, they are un-
likely to focus on standards suggesting minimal violence. Examples
from Hare’s (1991) manual for the Psychopathy Checklist–Revised
(PCL–R) suggest that such an individual may “trash” a house during a
burglary or assault a victim during an armed robbery. As suggested by
the studies reviewed earlier, when attention is not focused on a
standard, an individual can be more aggressive than his or her own
standards would suggest.

Instrumental aggression, in contrast to reactive aggression, is aggres-
sion committed in the service of meeting a goal. There is evidence that
psychopathic individuals are more prone to instrumental aggression
than others (Cornell et al., 1996). Our perspective suggests a reason why:
when psychopathic individuals are focused on a goal, they are particu-
larly unlikely to attend to any cues unrelated to their goal, cues that
might otherwise moderate their aggressive impulses.

Blair (1997) recently has highlighted the distinction between moral
and conventional transgressions. One way to study the distinction is to
ask children whether a given behavior is permissible with or without the
prohibition of an authority figure (e.g., a teacher). For example, children
with a developed moral/conventional distinction would report that un-
provoked violence toward a peer is unacceptable even if a teacher says it
is permissible, whereas children without this distinction would be more
likely to view the acceptability of the behavior as dependent on the
teacher’s rule. Viewed from the dominance perspective, we speculate
that a teacher’s stated position about the acceptability of a behavior is
likely to be represented clearly and saliently in the environment,
whereas other information about its acceptability (e.g., what my parents
think, how I would feel in the same situation) will be less dominant.
From this perspective, then, children with psychopathic tendencies
should make determinations of acceptability based on dominant cues
and, thus, be less likely to exhibit a clear moral/conventional distinc-
tion. There is some evidence that this is the case (Blair, 1997). There also
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is evidence that weaker moral/ conventional distinctions are associated
with aggression and delinquency (Nucci & Herman, 1982).

The inability to attend to non–dominant networks suggests that devel-
opmental history may be more important for psychopathic individuals
than non–psychopathic individuals. Imagine two antisocial individuals.
In CABA terms, imagine that both have developed the same dominant
and non–dominant networks and that many of them are antisocial in na-
ture. From a content perspective, both individuals are made of equally
“bad stuff." Unfortunately, whereas non–psychopathic individuals can
access non–dominant networks that moderate their antisocial behavior,
psychopathic individuals cannot. Thus, from the point of view of behav-
ior, the psychopathic individual is likely to appear more violent, callous,
and antisocial than a non–psychopathic counterpart given the same
background.

Perhaps more importantly, the psychopath’s cognitive vulnerability
has serious developmental implications, irrespective of the individual’s
life experience. The failure to attend to a network in a given situation not
only affects the behavior of the moment, but also is likely to undermine
future use of that network in similar situations. Patterson and Newman
(1993) have suggested that attention to a particular cue helps to consoli-
date learning. In CABA terms, using top–down attention to activate a
network in one moment should strengthen the bottom–up activation of
that network in the future. If a psychopathic individual simply attends
to the most dominant network of a given moment, only this network is
strengthened for future bottom–up activation. Compare this to a
non–psychopathic individual who would attend to—and thus
strengthen the activation of—multiple networks. In a future situation,
the psychopathic individual’s dominant network is even more highly
activated relative to non–dominant networks than before, leading to a
vicious cycle in which non–dominant networks are even less likely to
conflict with the dominant network and call for attention, and are even
less likely to be attended to in the future. Thus, the range of networks
processed in a given situation narrows, and over time, maladaptive be-
haviors can become crystallized as a relatively inflexible, generalized
coping style, the hallmark of a personality disorder (Millon, 1981).

In such a way, the process–based cognitive vulnerability proposed by
the RMH could lead to a content–related vulnerability over time. Specif-
ically, if two children are raised in an antisocial environment in which
cues of hostility and aggression dominate, the psychopathic child will be
especially likely to process only those dominant cues and, therefore, es-
pecially likely to develop antisocial behavior unmoderated by any
non–hostile cues also present. Such an individual would develop fewer
pro–social standards than his or her non–psychopathic counterpart. If
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nonviolent standards do not exist for an individual, it is easy to see why
such an individual would rationalize their own behavior and fail to un-
derstand why his or her behavior should be viewed as particularly bad.
Such a perspective certainly would contribute to individuals’ lack of
remorse for his or her behavior, a core characteristic of psychopathic
individuals.

Even when psychopathic individuals survive their childhood with
positive, pro–social standards intact, they may be less likely to recognize
discrepancies between a given standard and a particular behavior. As a
result, psychopathic individuals would be unlikely to recognize that a
violation of their own standards has occurred.

In short, because of a simple process–based vulnerability of failing to
process non–dominant cues, psychopathic individuals will be less likely
in a given situation to access a standard, notice that their behavior vio-
lates a standard if it exists, and be less likely to have standards that com-
pete with other activated networks. As a consequence of this vulnerabil-
ity, psychopathic individuals are less likely to benefit from a pro–social
developmental environment than an individual with ASPD, because the
psychopathic individual will not process the pro–social cues unless they
are dominant.

In this section, we have suggested that as a function of failing to pro-
cess non–dominant networks, psychopathic individuals may be unable
to recognize a discrepancy, and thereby fail to make any attributions for
a given situation. Such a failure may prevent psychopathic individuals
from gaining insight into their own behavior and learning to avoid simi-
lar mistakes in the future. This deficit, in turn, may result in failures to
take responsibility for their behavior as well as failures to understand
their own lives accurately (i.e., lack of insight, as noted by Cleckley,
1976). Even if a psychopathic individual makes an attribution, it is likely
that such an individual will access only the dominant attribution for a
situation and thus will be vulnerable when a non–dominant attribution
represents the more accurate assessment of the situation. We made a
similar argument regarding standards. Psychopathic individuals
should be less likely than non–psychopathic individuals to notice when
their behavior violates personal or societal standards when those stan-
dards are non–dominant. Even if the dominant network represents a
standard, failing to process non–dominant standards can mean the
development of fewer pro–social standards over time.

INTEGRATION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have argued that the psychopath’s cognitive vulnerability involves
difficulty processing non–dominant networks. We have suggested that
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in any given situation, multiple networks are activated simultaneously
to varying degrees and that top–down attention can be used to activate
non–dominant networks. From this point of view, it is significant that
two antisocial individuals or two depressed individuals may have simi-
lar dominant standards or attributions, but that their non–dominant
standards and attributions may differ. Moreover, this perspective impli-
cates different treatment goals and yields more specific predictions
about when time and capacity will result in improved emotional and be-
havioral regulation. In particular, treatment for an individual lacking
adaptive standards or attributions may require the creation of such net-
works before time and capacity make any difference in behavior or af-
fect. In contrast, an individual with adaptive non–dominant standards
and attributions may benefit by improving his or her ability to focus
attention on these networks.

We also applied the content–rich constructs of standards and attribu-
tions to increase our understanding of the process–based cognitive vul-
nerability associated with psychopathic individuals. In particular, we il-
lustrated how a deficit in attending to non–dominant networks could
lead not only to more dysregulated violent behavior in an antisocial in-
dividual, but would prevent a psychopathic individual from learning
from his or her mistakes and assuming responsibility for his or her be-
havior. In individuals with a background in which hostility is a domi-
nant feature of their social landscape, psychopathy also could lead to in-
creased attributions of hostility because these would likely be dominant.
Even if raised in a pro–social environment, we have proposed that the
psychopathic vulnerability would prevent access to pro–social attribu-
tions, standards, and behavior, if attention is focused on antisocial cues.
A psychopath’s vulnerability may limit recognition that a discrepancy
exists between standards and behavior, limit the ability to correct
behavior to meet goals, and increase the likelihood of developing a
content–based bias over time.

In conclusion, we have applied the dimension of dominance to tradi-
tionally content–rich psychological concepts such as attributions and
standards. Our discussion of antisocial aggression and psychopathy il-
lustrated its importance to behavioral regulation, whereas our discus-
sion of depression illustrated its importance to emotion regulation.
Through these discussions, we attempted to illustrate the broad applica-
bility of the dominance dimension and give it more tangibility. In short,
the dimension of dominance is a valuable theoretical tool for predicting
the complex behavior of psychopathic individuals and describing their
cognitive vulnerability, and has utility in elucidating other cognitive
vulnerabilities as well.

CONTENT MEETS PROCESS 821



REFERENCES

Abramson, L. Y., Metalsky, G. I., & Alloy, L. B. (1989). Hopelessness depression: A the-
ory–based subtype of depression. Psychological Review, 96, 358–372.

American Psychiatric Association. (1994). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disor-
ders. Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association.

Blair, R. J. R. (1997). Moral reasoning and the child with psychopathic tendencies. Personal-
ity and Individual Differences, 22(5), 731–739.

Blair, R. J. R., Sellars, C., Strickland, I., Clark, F., Williams, A. O., Smith, M., & Jones, L.
(1995). Emotion attributions in the psychopath. Personality and Individual Differences,
19(4), 431–437.

Boldero, J., & Francis, J. (2002). Goals, standards, and the self: Reference values serving dif-
ferent functions. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 6(3), 232–241.

Carver, C. S. (1975). Physical aggression as a function of objective self–awareness and atti-
tudes toward punishment. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 11(6), 510–519.

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1990). Origins and functions of positive and negative affect:
A control–process view. Psychological Review, 97(1), 19–35.

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1998). On the self–regulation of behavior. Cambridge, UK: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Cleckley, H. (1976). The mask of sanity (5th ed.). St. Louis, MO: Mosby.
Cohen, J. D., Braver, T. S., & O’Reilly, R. C. (1996). A computational approach to prefrontal

cortex, cognitive control and schizophrenia: Recent developments and current chal-
lenges. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 1515–1527.

Cohen, J. D., & Huston, T. A. (1992). Progress in the use of interactive models for under-
standing attention and performance. In C. Umilta, & M. Moscovitch (Eds.), Atten-
tion and performance XV: Conscious and nonconscious information processing (pp.
453–476). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Cornell, D. G., Warren, J., Hawk, G., Stafford, E., Oran, G., & Pine, D. (1996). Psychopathy
in instrumental and reactive violent offenders. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psy-
chology, 64(4), 783–790.

Costanzo, P. R., & Dix, T. H. (1983). Beyond the information processed: Socialization in the
development of attributional processes. In E. T. Higgins, D. N. Ruble, & W. W.
Hartup (Eds.), Social cognition and social development: A sociocultural perspective (pp.
63–81). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Crick, N. R., & Dodge, K. A. (1996). Social information–processing mechanisms on reactive
and proactive aggression. Child Development, 67(3), 993–1002.

Dodge, K. A., & Newman, J. P. (1981). Biased decision–making processes in aggressive
boys. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 90(4), 375–379.

Dodge, K. A., & Somberg, D. R. (1987). Hostile attributional biases among aggressive boys
are exacerbated under conditions of threats to the self. Child Development, 58(1),
213–224.

Douglas, V. I. (1972). Stop, look and listen: The problem of sustained attention and impulse
control in hyperactive and normal children. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science,
4(4), 259–282.

Gilbert, D. T., & Gill, M. J. (2000). The momentary realist. Psychological Science, 11(5),
394–398.

Gilbert, D. T., Pelham, B. W., & Krull, D. S. (1988). On cognitive busyness: When person
perceivers meet persons perceived. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(5),
733–740.

822 MACCOON AND NEWMAN



Gorenstein, E. E., & Newman, J. P. (1980). Disinhibitory psychopathology: A new perspec-
tive and a model for research. Psychological Review, 87(3), 301–315.

Hare, R. D. (1991). The Hare psychopathy checklist–revised. Toronto: Multi–Health Systems.
Harris, M. B., & Siebel, C. E. (1975). Affect, aggression, and altruism. Developmental Psychol-

ogy, 11(5), 623–627.
Harry, B. (1992). Criminals’ explanations of their criminal behavior: II. A possible role for

psychopathy. Journal of Forensic Sciences, 37(5), 1334–1340.
Higgins, E. T. (1987). Self–discrepancy: A theory relating self and affect. Psychological Re-

view, 94, 319–340.
Huesmann, L. R., & Guerra, N. G. (1997). Children’s normative beliefs about aggression

and aggressive behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(2), 408–419.
James, W. (1890). The principles of psychology. New York: Dover Publications, Inc.
Kelley, H. H. (1971). Attributions in social interactions. Morristown, NJ: General Learning

Press.
Kendall, P. C., & Braswell, L. (1985). Cognitive–behavioral therapy for impulsive children. New

York: Guilford.
Klein, G. S. (1964). Semantic power measured through the interference of words with

color–naming. American Journal of Psychology, 77(4), 576–588.
Lochman, J. E., & Dodge, K. A. (1998). Distorted perceptions in dyadic interactions of ag-

gressive and nonaggressive boys: Effects of prior expectations, context, and boys’
age. Development and Psychopathology, 10(3), 495–512.

Lykken, D. T. (1957). A study of anxiety in the sociopathic personality. Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology, 55, 6–10.

Lykken, D. T. (1995). The antisocial personalities. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
MacCoon, D. G., Abramson, L. Y., Mezulis, A. H., Hankin, B. L., & Alloy, L. B. (2006). The

role of attention in connecting cognitive vulnerability to rumination: Insights from a
self–regulatory perspective. Manuscript in preparation.

MacCoon, D. G., Wallace, J. F., & Newman, J. P. (2006). Self–regulation: The context–appro-
priate allocation of attentional capacity to dominant and non–dominant cues. In R.
F. Baumeister & K. D. Vohs (Eds.), Handbook of self–regulation research. New York:
Guilford.

Metalsky, G. I., Halberstadt, L. J., & Abramson, L. Y. (1987). Vulnerability to depressive
mood reactions: Toward a more powerful test of the diathesis–stress and causal me-
diation components of the reformulated theory of depression. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 52(2), 386–393.

Millon, T. (1981). Disorders of personality: DMS III, Axis II. New York: John Wiley & Sons.
Nasby, W., Hayden, B., & DePaulo, B. M. (1980). Attributional bias among aggressive boys

to interpret unambiguous social stimuli as displays of hostility. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 89(3), 459–468.

Newman, J. P. (1998). Psychopathic behavior: An information processing perspective. In
D.J. Cooke et al. (Eds.), Psychopathy: Theory, research and implications for society (pp.
81–104). Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Newman, J. P., & Kosson, D. S. (1986). Passive avoidance learning in psychopathic and
nonpsychopathic offenders. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 95, 257–263.

Newman, J. P., & Lorenz, A. R. (2003). Response modulation and emotion processing: Im-
plications for psychopathy and other dysregulatory psychopathology. In R. J.
Davidson, K. Scherer, & H. H. Goldsmith (Eds.), Handbook of affective sciences (pp.
1043–1067). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Newman, J. P., Patterson, C. M., Howland, E. W., & Nichols, S. L. (1990). Passive avoidance
in psychopaths: The effects of reward. Personality and Individual Differences, 11(11),
1101–1114.

CONTENT MEETS PROCESS 823



Newman, J. P., Schmitt, W. A., & Voss, W. D. (1997). The impact of motivationally neutral
cues on psychopathic individuals: Assessing the generality of the response modula-
tion hypothesis. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 106(4), 563–575.

Newman, J. P., & Wallace, J. F. (1993). Diverse pathways to deficient self–regulation: Impli-
cations for disinhibitory psychopathology in children. Clinical Psychology Review,
13, 699–720.

Nucci, L. P., & Herman, S. (1982). Behavioral disordered children’s conceptions of moral,
conventional, and personal issues. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 10(3),
411–425.

Patterson, C. M., & Newman, J. P. (1993). Reflectivity and learning from aversive events:
Toward a psychological mechanism for the syndromes of disinhibition. Psychologi-
cal Review, 100(4), 716–736.

Rabiner, D. L., Lenhart, L., & Lochman, J. E. (1990). Automatic versus reflective social prob-
lem solving in relation to children’s sociometric status. Developmental Psychology,
26(6), 1010–1016.

Rubin, K. H., & Krasnor, L. R. (1986). Social–cognitive and social behavioral perspectives
on problem solving. In M. Perlmuter (Ed.), Cognitive perspectives on children’s social
and behavior development: The Minnesota symposia on child psychology . Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Scheier, M. F., Fenigstein, A., & Buss, A. H. (1974). Self–awareness and physical aggression.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 10(3), 264–273.

Scherer, K. R. (1994). Emotion serves to decouple stimulus and response. In P. Ekman, & R.
J. Davidson (Eds.), The nature of emotion: Fundamental questions. Series in affective sci-
ence (pp. 127–130). New York: Oxford University Press.

Schneider, W., & Shiffrin, R. M. (1977). Controlled and automatic human information pro-
cessing: I. Detection, search, and attention. Psychological Review, 84(1), 1–66.

Serin, R. C. (1991). Psychopathy and violence in criminals. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
6(4), 423–431.

Serin, R. C., & Kuriychuk, M. (1994). Social and cognitive processing deficits in violent of-
fenders: Implications for treatment. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 17(4),
431–441.

Shiffrin, R. M., & Schneider, W. (1977). Controlled and automatic human information pro-
cessing: II. Perceptual learning, automatic attending, and a general theory. Psycho-
logical Review, 84(2), 127–190.

Strauman, T. J., & Higgins, E. T. (1987). Automatic activation of self–discrepancies and
emotional syndromes: When cognitive structures influence affect. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 6, 1004–1014.

Trasler, G. (1978). Relations between psychopathy and persistent criminality—Method-
ological and theoretical issues. In R. D. Hare, & D. Schalling (Eds.), Psychopathic be-
haviour: Approaches to research (pp. 273–298). New York: Wiley.

Vitale, J. E., Newman, J. P., Serin, R. C., & Bolt, D. (2005). Hostile attributions in incarcer-
ated adult male offenders: An exploration of diverse pathways. Aggressive Behavior,
31(2), 99–115.

Wallace, J. F., & Newman, J. P. (2004). A theory–based treatment model for psychopathy.
Cognitive and Behavioral Practice, 11(2), 178–189.

Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and emotion. Psycho-
logical Review, 92(4), 548–573.

Wicklund, R. A., & Duval, S. (1971). Opinion change and performance facilitation as a re-
sult of objective self–awareness. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 7(3),
319–342.

824 MACCOON AND NEWMAN


	Contents
	COGNITIVE VULNERABILITY TO PSYCHOLOGICAL DISORDERS: OVERVIEW OF THEORY, DESIGN, AND METHODS
	John H. Riskind and Lauren B. Alloy 705
	Cognitive Vulnerability to Unipolarand Bipolar Mood Disorders
	Lauren B. Alloy, Lyn Y. Abramson, Patricia D. Walshaw, and Amy M. Neeren 726
	Cognitive Vulnerability to Social Anxiety
	Deborah Roth Ledley and Richard G. Heimberg 755

	The Looming Cognitive Style: A Cognitive Vulnerability for Anxiety Disorders
	John H. Riskind, Nathan L. Williams, and Thomas E. Joiner, Jr. 779
	Content meets process: Using attributions and standards to inform cognitive vulnerability in psychopathy, antisocial personality disorder, and depression
	Donal G. MacCoon and Joseph P. Newman 802








