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We conducted three studies to examine the psychometric properties of the Serbian translations of the Dark Triad
Dirty Dozen (Study 1, N = 364) and the Short Dark Triad (Study 2, N = 409), as well as their convergent and
discriminant validity in relation to basic HEXACO personality traits and empathy (Study 3, N = 443). The three-
factor structure, convergent validity, and discriminant validity were confirmed for both instruments. The main
correlates of the traits, from both instruments, were low Honesty-Humility and lack of affective empathy. Also,

alpha coefficients for scale scores were satisfactory and scale information was good, with more precision in
above-average levels of trait for some of the scales (e.g., psychopathy). Both instruments are recommended to be

used in further research.

1. Introduction

There is a “dark” thread growing in personality psychology, along
with work on the Big Five and, especially, the HEXACO personality
model. The Dark Triad traits (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) are Machia-
vellianism (i.e., manipulativeness and cynism), psychopathy (i.e., cal-
lousness, impulsivity, and lack of remorse), and narcissism (i.e., a sense
of grandiosity and entitlement). Collectively, the traits are character-
ized by limited empathy (Paulhus & Jones, 2015), especially affective
aspects of empathy (Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012), and disagreeableness,
dishonesty, and limited humility (Book, Visser, & Volk, 2015; Lee et al.,
2013; Mededovi¢, 2012). The traits are distinguished by unique re-
lationships like narcissists showing evidence of extraversion and those
high in psychopathy showing limited conscientiousness (Lee et al.,
2013). To facilitate this research, two brief measures have been de-
veloped. The first of these is the Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (DTDD;
Jonason & Webster, 2010) which was followed by the Short Dark Triad
(SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014). These measures have been translated
and validated in other languages (e.g., Ozsoy, Rauthmann, Jonason, &
Ardic, 2017), but more work is needed. We present a series of studies
that translate and adapt these two measures into Serbian and then
validates them both in a further study.

There is considerable evidence for the validity of these measures in
terms of relationships with their full-length measures, test-retest va-
lidity, internal consistency, structural properties, and efficacy in
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answering research questions (Jonason & Webster, 2010; Jones &
Paulhus, 2014). However, there are some concerns about each measure
which is unsurprising given their relative brevity in relation to the full-
length measures and other psychometric problems associated with brief
measures. One of the issues is whether there are actually three traits
captured or, instead, a narcissism factor and a combined psychopathy-
Machiavellianism factor (e.g., Carter, Campbell, Muncer, & Carter,
2015; Egan, Chan, & Shorter, 2014). However, we expect that our
measures will capture three inter-related and distinguishable traits as
evidence of their validity.

Another concern is the validity of these short measures, especially in
relation to the DTDD. This measure is so short that is might have in-
sufficient breadth to capture some aspects of psychopathy and narcis-
sism capture both vulnerable and grandiose facets (Maples, Lamkin, &
Miller, 2014). However, Jonason and Luévano (2013) have shown that
the DTDD narcissism captures six of the seven aspects of the Narcissistic
Personality Inventory, which is a measure of grandiose narcissism. In
addition, work on other traits, like those found in the HEXACO, suggest
the DTDD (Jonason & McCain, 2012) and the SD3 (Book et al., 2015)
are valid measures of the Dark Triad traits. Importantly, we can assess
the relative validity in the DTDD and the SD3 in relation to the
HEXACO and empathy. Given that the low Honesty-Humility and lack
of affective empathy represent the common characteristics of the Dark
Triad traits (e.g., Book et al., 2015; Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012), we ex-
pected that these traits would be the main correlates of dark traits from
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics and gender differences for the DTDD and SD3.
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Total sample a Men Women Sex difference
M SD MIC M SD M SD t d
Study 1 (N = 364)
DTDD Machiavellianism 10.46 5.71 0.66 0.88 11.31 6.25 10.00 5.35 2.11 0.23
Psychopathy 11.16 5.49 0.46 0.77 12.50 5.74 10.42 5.21 3.52 0.38
Narcissism 14.41 5.26 0.50 0.80 14.74 5.42 14.23 5.18 0.89 0.10
Study 2 (N = 409)
SD3 Machiavellianism 27.13 5.98 0.29 0.78 28.18 5.98 26.28 5.89 3.20 0.32
Psychopathy 19.32 5.30 0.21 0.70 20.76 5.26 18.10 5.02 5.18 0.52
Narcissism 26.08 5.20 0.21 0.70 26.75 5.14 25.56 5.23 2.29 0.23
Study 3 (N = 443)
DTDD Machiavellianism 9.67 6.02 0.69 0.90 10.52 6.60 8.81 5.24 3.02 0.28
Psychopathy 10.36 5.08 0.36 0.69 11.30 5.33 9.42 4.63 4.99 0.38
Narcissism 12.38 5.93 0.56 0.84 12.93 5.93 11.82 5.90 1.97 0.19
SD3 Machiavellianism 27.35 6.70 0.30 0.80 28.74 6.34 25.96 6.77 4.46 0.43
Psychopathy 17.54 6.11 0.27 0.77 19.55 6.42 15.52 5.03 5.77 0.70
Narcissism 24.29 6.78 0.25 0.74 25.53 6.48 23.05 6.87 3.91 0.37

Note. MIC = mean inter-item correlation, d = Cohen's d for effect size, df in Study 1 was 362, in Study 2 was 403, and in Study 3 was 441.

*p < .05.
= p < .01.
= p < .001.

Table 2
Fit indices for the DTDD and SD3.

Model DWLSy?(df) CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Study 1 (N = 364): DTDD 1 267.02 (54) 0.92 0.90 0.10 0.11
2 137.55(53) 0.97 0.96 0.07 0.08
3 84.73 (51) 0.99 0.98 0.04 0.06
Study 2 (N = 409): SD3 1 906.08 (324) 0.88 0.87 0.07 0.08
2 678.86 (323) 0.92 0.92 0.05 0.07
3 645.59 (321) 0.93 0.92 0.05 0.07

Note. 1 = 1-factor model, 2 = 2-factor model with Machiavellianism and psy-
chopathy combined, 3 = 3-factor model. All x?s were significant at p < .001.

both instruments. And as evidence of the validity of the adaptations, we
expect to find higher mutual correlations between matching-scales
(e.g., Machiavellianism scales from both instruments).

In this study, we present Serbian adaptations of the DTDD and SD3
using classical test theory (CTT) and item response theory (IRT). In
Study 1 and 2, we adapted the DTDD and the SD3 (respectively) into
Serbian and test their psychometric properties independently. In Study
3, we examine the validity of these adaptations by assessing the no-
mological network surrounding each trait in relation to a measure of
basic personality traits and individual differences in empathy.

2. Method
2.1. Participants and procedure

Study 1 included 364 students (35.4% men), aged between 18 and
28years (M = 20.73, SD = 1.76). The students participated in the
study for course credits at their respective Universities. Study 2 in-
cluded 409 participants (43.5% men, for 4 participants information
about sex was missing) from the general population, aged between 18
and 76years (M = 27.55, SD = 10.52), with 53.1% of the sample
comprised of students. Study 3 included 443 participants (50.1% men)
from the general population, aged between 19 and 49 years
(M = 28.13, SD = 6.66), different education levels. Participants from
all studies were from Serbia with Serbian as their first language. Data in
Study 2 and 3 was collected by trained undergraduate students as a part
of their pre-exam activity. Each student had to collect data from a
specific number of participants based on given sex and age quotas in
order to get a heterogeneous sample.
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2.2. Instruments

In Study 1, the Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (DTDD; Jonason & Webster,
2010) - Serbian adaptation was used (see Tables C and D in Appendix).
The DTDD consists of 12 items with a 7-point Likert scale (form
1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree), which measures three dark
traits (4 items per scale): Machiavellianism, psychopathy and narcis-
sism. In Study 2, the Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014) —
Serbian adaptation was used. SD3 consists of 27 items with a 5-point
Likert scale (fom 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), which
measure three dark traits (9 items per scale). In Study 3, both DTDD and
SD3 were used (Cronbach's alphas in all studies are presented in
Table 1) along with HEXACO-60 and ACME. HEXACO-60 (Ashton &
Lee, 2009, for Serbian adaptation see Mededovic, Colovi¢, Dini¢, &
Smederevac, 2017) is a short version of HEXACO-PI-R and contains 60
items which measure six basic lexical HEXACO traits (each per 10
items, Cronbach's alpha of scores ranged from 0.71 to 0.86). Affective
and Cognitive measure of Empathy (ACME: Vachon & Lynam, 2015)
contains 36 items (12 per scale) and measures cognitive empathy
(a = 0.90), affective resonance (o = 0.81), and affective dissonance
(a = 0.86).! Both HEXACO-60 and ACME have items with a 5-point
Likert scale (fom 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). All in-
struments were forward translated by native Serbian-speaking author,
independently, back-translated by another Serbian-speaking author,
and approved by a third, English-speaking co-author.

2.3. Data analysis

In all studies, we report descriptive characteristics, mean inter-item
correlations (MIC), Cronbach as, and sex differences were calculated
(i.e., t-tests and Cohen's d). Because multivariate normality was vio-
lated, robust diagonal weighted least squares (DWLS) estimator in CFA
was used (“lavaan” R package; Rosseel, 2012). Several fit indices were
used to determine model fit: 2, comparative fit index = CFI, Tucker-
Lewis index = TLI, root mean square error of approximation = RMSEA,
and standardized root mean residual = SRMR. Although there were no
absolute standards, determining the model fit requires a consideration

1 Because this is the first use of Serbian adaptation of ACME, a CFA was conducted and
resulted in good model fit (DWLS %%(591) = 1019.83,p < .001, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.96,
RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.07).
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Fig. 1. Information of the Dark Triad Dirty Dozen and Short Dark Triad scales as translated into Serbian.

of a range of fit indices which may evidence a good fit (e.g., RMSEA and
SRMR < 0.06, TLI and CFI > 0.95) or an acceptable fit (e.g., RMSEA
and SRMR < 0.08, TLI and CFI > 0.90, see Hu & Bentler, 1999). We
report Tucker's congruence coefficients to test whether the factor
structures differed in the sexes. In the IRT analysis (“Itm” R package;
Rizopoulos, 2006), graded response models were used and two item
parameters were analyzed: difficulty (3), which refers to the amount of
the latent trait necessary to have a 50% chance of endorsing the item,
and discrimination (a), which refers to the capability of an item to
determine people at different levels of latent trait. The key character-
istic in IRT is information, which reflects the reliability or precision of
measurement at each level of the latent trait. The nomological networks
were assessing using zero-order correlations (IBM SPSS 23.0).

3. Results

Men scored higher than women in all traits in both instruments. The
effect sizes were small, with the exception of psychopathy from SD3, which
is consistent with all studies on them (Table 1). Both DDTD and SD3 scale
scores showed adequate internal consistency and homogeneity through all
three studies. The three-factor model (with correlated factors) had good
model fit in both instruments (Table 2) and better than the one-factor
(DTDD: Ay?(3) = 182.28,p < .001; SD3: Ax*(3) = 260.49,p < .001), or
two-factor—Dark Dyad—model with Machiavellianism and psychopathy
combined (DTDD: Ax2(32) = 52.81, p < .001; SD3: AXZ(Z) = 33.27,
p < .001). Factor loadings for both instruments were high, with exception
of three reverse coded items in SD3 which had low loadings (> 0.30, see
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Tables A and B in Appendix). Tucker's congruence coefficients across sexes
were acceptable for both instruments (from 0.83 to 0.99), meaning the
same factor structure was obtained in both sexes.

Results from IRT showed that discrimination parameters of the
DTDD items were high (see Table A in Appendix). Machiavellianism
and psychopathy items tended to be “difficult” to endorse. Accordingly,
these two scales were more informative in above-average scores, while
narcissism seems to be informative across a wider range of scores
(Fig. 1, Top Panel). Discrimination of the SD3 items was high, except
for three reverse coded items (see Table B in Appendix). Psychopathy
items tended to be “difficult” to endorse and this scale delivered more
information at higher levels of trait (Fig. 1, Bottom Panel). Narcissism
and Machiavellianism from the SD3 seemed to be informative across a
wide range of scores.

In Study 3, correlations between matching scales from the DTDD
and the SD3 were high, but it was noticeable that the DTDD measure of
Machiavellianism had a higher correlation with the SD3 measure of
psychopathy (Table 3). To get insight into the overlapping variance
between the scales from two instruments, each scale from one instru-
ment was regressed on all three scales from the other instrument. The
overlapping variances were relatively close, ranging from 29 to 42%.
Honesty-Humility was the main correlate of both instruments, followed
by Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. However, the overlapping
variance with Honesty-Humility was higher in the DTDD measure
(mostly because of Machiavellianism and narcissism). Moreover, the
overlapping variance with Extraversion was higher in the SD3 measure
(mostly because of narcissism). Regarding relations with the empathy
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Construct validity correlations of the DTDD and SD3 (Study 3, N = 443).

DTDD SD3 DTDD SD3
M P N M P N R? R?
DTDD
Machiavellianism 1
Psychopathy ST
Narcissism 567 387
SD3
Machiavellianism ST 387 487 ]
Psychopathy ST 53T 327 56
Narcissism 4273261 48 4T ]
R2 3OMHE ggEEE gores ggEer gowss ggwes
HEXACO-60
Honesty-Humility SOTTT 43T L 56T L 54T L 50T 45T 51 38
Emotionality -.05 -30™" -.05 -.03 =207 18" 13 .07
Extraversion 18" .05 207 .08 A17 507057 29%
Agreeableness S25TFT 28T 24T 28T L 31T L30T 10" 13
Conscientiousness S27FL25TT 19T S 13T 337 105 09% 127
Openness -09 -07 -05 -10*  .10* .06 02" .03*
ACME
Cognitive empathy -00  -.09 .06 .02 -15™ .04 .02* .04
Affective resonance B 7/ S, 77 S I 77 M. ¥ M. M) AL R
Affective dissonance ~ -.50" -49™* 39" _40™* -2 -29™* 32" 39"

Note. M = Machiavellianism, N = narcissism, P = psychopathy, R? = variance explained by the
each scale regressed to all three scales from other Dark Triad instrument, DTDD R? = variance ex-
plained by the DTDD, SD3 R? = variance explained by the SD3.

Gray cells indicated convergent validity correlations.

*p < .05.

dimensions, scales from both instruments, especially psychopathy, had
higher, negative correlations only with affective empathy, with similar
overlapping variance.

4. Discussion

In this brief report, containing three independent datasets drawn
from community and student samples, we demonstrated the good CTT
reliability and validity, and the IRT parameters of the Serbian adapta-
tions of the DTDD and the SD3. The CFA confirmed the best model fit
for three-factor structure of both measures. This was an important re-
sult, given the concerns that Machiavellianism is a part of, and even
redundant to, psychopathy (e.g., Vize, Lynam, Collison, & Miller,
2018). Our results suggest these two traits should be separated, at least
in the case of the DTDD and the SD3 measures in Serbian. That is,
despite strong correlations, these traits are distinguishable in terms of
psychometric properties alone. We also showed that Honesty-Humility
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had the biggest overlap with the scales from both instruments, although
the overlap with the DTDD was higher. This is consistent with prior
work suggesting the “core” of the Dark Triad is dishonesty and limited
humility (e.g., Book et al., 2015). And last, dark traits on each scale,
especially psychopathy, may also be bound by affective, but not cog-
nitive empathy, consistent with prior work (Wai & Tiliopoulos, 2012).

Despite the overlap that we detected with each measure, we must
re-assert that each of the traits is likely to have unique correlates as a
result of the content of each measure and the nature of each trait itself.
The most noticeable difference was in relation to narcissism. Namely,
the SD3 measure of narcissism was more highly correlated with
Extraversion than the DTDD narcissism measure was, in line with
Maples et al. (2014). Given that the SD3 measure of narcissism was
mostly based on Narcissistic Personality Inventory, which measures
grandiose narcissism and was highly related to HEXACO Extraversion
(e.g., Lee & Ashton, 2005), this was not surprising. However, there is an
ongoing debate whether Extraversion is theoretically central to
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narcissism, along with antagonism (e.g., Miller, Gaughan, Pryor,
Kamen, & Campbell, 2009) or not (e.g., Corbitt, 2002). The DTDD
measure of narcissism is more related to affective dissonance, in-
dicating it also captures the vulnerable and not only the grandiose
narcissism. Despite these differences, we conclude that both the DTDD
and the SD3 measures in Serbian showed good convergent and dis-
criminant validity, bearing in mind their inter-correlations and re-
lationships with the HEXACO and empathy dimensions.

However, according to homogeneity coefficients, it seemed that the
content of the DTDD measure of Machiavellianism was particularly
narrow. This measure may capture only interpersonal manipulation and
not other aspects of this trait like pragmatism and cynicism as better
captured in the content of the SD3 measure. Although all items had
adequate-to-good discrimination, psychopathy items from both instru-
ments were more “difficult” to endorse, while narcissism items ade-
quately covered different trait levels. Differences between two instru-
ments emerged regarding the Machiavellianism scale, which was more
informative on a higher trait level in the case of the DTDD, while the
SD3 measure of Machiavellianism better covered all trait levels. This is
in line with previous studies using tIRT on the DTDD (Webster &
Jonason, 2013) and SD3 (Persson, Kajonius, & Garcia, 2017) measures
and makes sense given the “darker” nature of the questions being asked.

Regardless of the strong psychometric similarities with the English
versions of each scale, it is important to address some limitations. The
main limitations are that only self-report measures were used, the data
was cross-sectional in nature, we relied on modest sample sizes, and we
assessed a limited nomological network. In future studies, relations
with full-length measures of the Dark Triad traits should be explored as

Appendix

Table A

Factor loadings and IRT parameters for the DTDD (Study 1, N = 364).
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the criterion validity. Despite these limitations, the results support the
good psychometric properties of the Serbian adaptations of the DTDD
and the SD3 and these instruments can be used in a wider region re-
garding Serbian-like languages, such are Bosnian, Montenegrian, and
Croatian. Results of this study add to cross-cultural validity of both the
DTDD and the SD3 measures and both are recommended to be used in
further research when brief measure of the Dark Triad traits is required.
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Item Loading B B2 B4 Bs Bs a
M1 .76 -0.55 0.26 0.65 1.00 1.75 2.55 2.42
M2 .84 -0.33 0.59 1.01 1.29 1.80 2.30 2.97
M3 72 -0.75 0.21 0.70 0.99 1.76 2.47 2.41
M4 .93 -0.32 0.53 1.11 1.47 2.42 3.01 3.38
P5 .69 -0.59 0.30 0.71 1.02 1.55 2.37 1.99
P6 .68 -0.34 0.56 1.02 1.48 1.92 2.55 1.96
P7 .79 -0.52 0.21 0.68 0.95 1.58 1.97 3.12
P8 .57 -1.10 -0.15 0.35 0.77 1.72 2.34 1.36
N9 .81 -0.96 -0.52 -0.03 0.43 1.31 1.89 3.77
N10 .64 -1.60 -0.86 -0.34 0.14 1.05 2.03 2.67
N11 .65 -1.73 -1.10 -0.69 -0.15 0.72 1.62 2.07
N12 .73 -0.86 0.36 1.02 2.23 2.95 3.80 1.20

Note. B1—p4 — threshold parameters, a — discrimination parameter.

Table B

Factor loadings and IRT parameters for the SD3 (Study 2, N = 409).
Item Loading B1 B2 Bs B4 a
M1 .36 -5.98 -3.44 -1.52 0.97 0.83
M2 72 -0.86 0.35 1.34 2.61 1.47
M3 .68 -1.14 0.27 1.44 2.99 1.64
M4 .34 -2.16 -0.57 0.96 3.56 1.00
M5 71 -1.20 -0.32 0.49 1.67 2.82
M6 .65 -0.68 0.36 1.15 2.12 1.72
M7 42 -3.16 -1.89 -0.68 1.47 1.15
M8 .37 -3.52 -1.63 0.15 2.61 0.80
M9 .46 -3.52 -1.46 -0.05 2.39 0.91
N10 .64 -1.56 -0.23 1.25 2.53 1.54

(continued on next page)
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Table B (continued)
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Item Loading B1 B2 Bs B4 a

N11 R .38 -2.38 -0.77 0.73 2.43 1.16
N12 .56 -2.21 -0.25 1.44 3.19 1.27
N13 .61 -1.44 0.23 1.58 3.26 1.54
N14 .53 -2.84 -1.24 0.28 2.24 1.11
N15R .19 -5.97 -1.38 1.33 5.35 0.40
N16 41 -1.55 0.09 1.26 3.44 1.04
N17 R 42 -2.37 -0.54 0.70 2.21 1.15
N18 .35 -6.81 -3.33 -0.39 4.03 0.50
P19 .62 -0.98 0.52 1.50 2.24 1.67
P20 R .16 -8.21 -0.57 3.48 8.23 0.29
P21 .52 -0.31 0.87 2.20 2.93 1.33
P22 .45 -0.38 1.28 2.14 3.35 1.52
P23 .57 -1.05 0.20 0.86 2.73 1.60
P24 .70 -0.82 0.40 1.34 2.36 2.21
P25 R .12 1.05 3.37 4.46 6.39 0.43
P26 .32 0.54 2.37 4.46 6.92 0.59
P27 .56 -0.35 1.44 2.63 4.38 0.96

Note. R - reverse coded item, ;-4 — threshold parameters, a — discrimination parameter.

Table C
The Serbian adaptation of DTDD.

DTDD Machiavellianism

1. Sklon sam da manipuliSem drugim ljudima da bih dobio ono $to Zelim.

(I tend to manipulate others to get my way.)

2. Varao sam i lagao da bih dobio ono $to Zelim.

(I have used deceit or lied to get my way.)

3. Laskao sam drugima da bih dobio ono $to Zelim.

(I have used flattery to get my way.)

4. Sklon sam da iskoristim druge da bih dobio ono $to Zelim.
(I tend to exploit others towards my own end.)

DTDD Psychopathy

5. Sklon sam da ne oseéam Cesto kajanje.

(I tend to lack remorse.)

6. Ne razmiSljam previse da li je neSto moralno ili nije.
(I tend to be unconcerned with the morality of my actions)
7. Sklon sam da budem neosetljiv prema drugima.

(I tend to be callous or insensitive.)

8. Sklon sam da budem cinic¢an.

(I tend to be cynical.)

DTDD Narcissism

9. Zelim da mi se drugi dive.

(I tend to want others to admire me.)

10. Zelim da drugi ljudi obra¢aju paznju na mene.

(I tend to want others to pay attention to me.)

11. Tezim da imam visok status u grupi kojoj pripadam.
(I tend to seek prestige or status.)

12. Sklon sam da trazim posebne usluge od drugih.

(I tend to expect special favors from others.)

Note. Original items are in parenthesis.

Table D
The Serbian adaptation of SD3.

SD3 Machiavellianism

1. Nije mudro odavati svoje tajne.

(It's not wise to tell your secrets.)

2. Mora se manipulisati da bi se isteralo svoje.

(I like to use clever manipulation to get my way.)
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3. Moras uciniti Sta god je potrebno kako bi vazne ljude pridobio na svoju stranu.

(Whatever it takes, you must get the important people on your side.)

4. Treba izbegavati direktni sukob sa drugima jer ¢e ti mozda biti od koristi u buduénosti.
(Avoid direct conflict with others because they may be useful in the future.)

5. Mudro je voditi ra¢una o informacijama koje moze$ kasnije iskoristiti protiv nekoga.
(It’s wise to keep track of information that you can use against people later.)

6. Za osvetu treba sacekati povoljan trenutak.
(You should wait for the right time to get back at people.)
7. Postoje stvari koje drugi ljudi ne treba da znaju o meni.

(There are things you should hide from other people because they don’t need to know.)

8. Treba se pobrinuti da tvoji planovi koriste tebi, a ne drugima.
(Make sure your plans benefit you, not others.)

9. Veéinom ljudi se moze manipulisati.

(Most people can be manipulated.)

SD3 Psychopathy

10. Volim da se osvetim autoritetima.

(I like to get revenge on authorities.)

11. Izbegavam opasne situacije.

(I avoid dangerous situations. (R))

12. Osveta treba biti brza i okrutna.

(Payback needs to be quick and nasty.)

13. Ljudi Cesto kazu da sam van kontrole.

(People often say I'm out of control.)

14. Tac¢no je da mogu da budem zao prema drugima.

(It’s true that I can be mean to others.

15. Ljudi koji se kace sa mnom uvek zaZale zbog toga.
(People who mess with me always regret it.)

16. Nikada nisam imao problema sa zakonom.

(I have never gotten into trouble with the law. (R))

17. Uzivam da imam seks sa osobma koje jedva poznajem.
(I enjoy having sex with people I hardly know.)

18. Redi ¢u bilo $ta kako bih dobio ono §to Zelim.

(T'll say anything to get what I want.)

SD3 Narcissism

19. Ljudi me vide kao rodenog vodu.

(People see me as a natural leader.)

20. Mrzim da budem u centru paznje.

(I hate being the center of attention. (R))

21. Mnoge zajednicke aktivnosti znaju biti dosadne bez mene.
(Many group activities tend to be dull without me.)

22. Znam da sam poseban jer mi to svi neprestano govore.
(I know that I am special because everyone keeps telling me so.)
23. Volim da sklapam poznanstva sa vaznim ljudima.

(I like to get acquainted with important people.)

24. Postidim se kada me neko pohvali.

(I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me. (R))

25. Poredili su me sa slavnim licnostima.

(I have been compared to famous people.)

26. Ja sam prose¢na osoba.

(I am an average person. (R))

27. Insistiram da dobijem postovanje koje zasluzujem.

(I insist on getting the respect I deserve.)

Note. Original items are in parenthesis.

Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.06.018.
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