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A B S T R A C T   

The goal of the present research was to develop a short, valid, and reliable rating measure of psychopathy: the 
Short Psychopathy Rating Scale (SPRS). To achieve this, we conducted three studies. In Study 1 (N = 485), the 
participants from a community sample rated persons they know well on items that assess psychopathy. By 
conducting the Factor Analysis, we selected the items that depict three psychopathy characteristics: Deceitful-
ness, Emotional coldness, and Recklessness. In Study 2, the raters provided estimates of these three psychopathy 
measures on the target individuals (N = 429). Furthermore, we collected self-report measures from the target 
persons, which were used to establish the validity of the new psychopathy scales: Psychopathic Personality Traits 
Scale (PPTS), short version of the Triarchic Personality Measure (TriPM), impulsiveness, physical aggression, 
Positive self-view, short-term mating, moral disgust, and substance use. Expected latent structure was obtained 
from this data as well; furthermore, psychopathy scales had high reliabilities. Finally, the correlations with self- 
report measures provided evidence for convergent and divergent validity of SPRS scales. In study 3 we obtained 
positive associations between SPRS scales, aggression, and risk assessment regarding criminal behavior in a 
sample of prisoners (N = 290) thus confirming the validity of the scales in a forensic context. In sum, the results 
of the present research showed evidence that SPRS is a valid and reliable measure of psychopathy which can be 
easily administered and informants can be both professionals and laymen as well; hence, it is an important 
addition to the psychopathy assessment, both in research and practical contexts.   

1. Introduction 

1.1. Psychopathy in different life contexts 

The construct of psychopathy is a frequent topic of practitioners and 
researchers in the fields of clinical and forensic psychology, but also in 
the area of general individual differences. The reason for this is that 
psychopathy depicts an intriguing set of traits which puzzles psycholo-
gists and legal experts: dishonesty, charm, lack of guilt, shame, insight 
and learning by experience, egocentricity, inability to follow long-term 
goals, antisocial behavior, but also an absence of psychopathological 
symptoms (Cleckley, 1941, 1976). The examination of psychopathy was 
first localized in the clinical context, where psychopathy was viewed as 
an unusual personality disorder which appeared to present itself by an 
appearance of sanity and well-organized psychological functioning. 
However, the links between psychopathy and criminal behavior trans-
ferred the construct into the field of forensic and legal psychology, 
which became the dominant arena for psychopathy exploration. Indeed, 
empirical findings showed that psychopathic individuals tend to express 

a stable and consistent criminal behavior (Leistico et al., 2008), and 
their crimes are characterized by specific attributes like premeditation 
and lack of emotional motivation for the offence (Woodworth & Porter, 
2002). Some scholars claimed that psychopathy was the most important 
behavioral disposition for understanding antisocial behavior (DeLisi, 
2009). 

Finally, in two recent decades, psychopathy was explored in the 
general population as well. This research direction started with the 
notion that psychopathic traits are present in the general population and 
not necessarily related to behavioral dysfunctions and criminal 
behavior. However, the data frequently show that psychopathy is 
related to socially aversive outcomes, such as aggressiveness (Porter 
et al., 2018), violence (Gray et al., 2003), lying (Porter et al., 2012), and 
others. Nevertheless, there are indications that psychopathy may be 
related to some functional behaviors as well. These aspects of psy-
chopathy are labeled as “successful psychopathy” (Lilienfeld et al., 
2015) and they may be the reason why psychopathic traits can be more 
present in certain professional niches like corporate management 
(Babiak et al., 2010). 
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1.2. The measurement of psychopathy 

Quantitative assessment of psychopathy started with a rating method 
operationalized via Psychopathy Check-List and its revised version 
(Hare, 1991/2003; Harpur et al., 1988). This protocol (PCL-R) is based 
on a structured interview which must be conducted by a trained pro-
fessional. Furthermore, the target individuals usually belong to the 
prisoners or forensic populations, as the rating process involves objec-
tive information about the target individuals which are collected from 
institutional files and dossiers. Finally, the interviewer rates the target 
person on 20 psychopathy indicators, ranging from 0 to 2. This enables 
the calculation of the summary score on the scale, but also on two broad 
factors and four narrow psychopathy facets: Factor 1 is consisting of 
Manipulative (lying, manipulation, and elevated sense of self-worth) 
and Affective traits (lack of guilt and empathy, followed by general 
emotional superficiality), while Factor 2 encompasses Lifestyle (prob-
lems with behavioral control, irresponsibility, lack of long-term plans) 
and Antisocial characteristics (early onset of criminal behavior, criminal 
versatility). PCL-R has its derivatives, which include the scale’s short 
form (Hart et al., 1995) and the version of the scale which can be applied 
to the measurement of psychopathy in adolescents (Forth et al., 2003). 
PCL-R and its derivatives are currently the best known rating scales 
(based on informants’ evaluations) with adequate reliability and val-
idity that are used to measure psychopathy. Another rating measure of 
psychopathy is the Comprehensive Assessment of Psychopathic Per-
sonality Symptom Rating Scale (CAPP SRS: Cooke et al., 2020). It is 
based on the CAPP psychopathy model (Cooke et al., 2012) that en-
compasses six domains: Attachment (lack of empathy and care), 
Behavioral (impulsive, disruptive, and aggressive behavior), Cognitive 
(suspiciousness, lack of planning and concentration), Dominance 
(manipulative, deceitful, arrogant behavior), Emotional (lack of anxiety, 
remorse, and emotional depth), and Self domain (narcissism and self- 
centeredness). The CAPP SRS is a rating measure administered by an 
expert observer; a semi-structured interview and an observational rating 
scale of behavior are available to help in scoring target individual on 33 
symptoms of psychopathy. Finally, there are attempts to construct 
prototypical informants-based measures, however these are not multi- 
item scales but prototypical descriptions of narrower traits which are 
commonly evaluated via single items (Lowman et al., 2021); hence, their 
psychometric characteristics are necessarily lower than full multi-item 
scales. 

In contrast to the rating measures of psychopathy, there are several 
self-report questionnaires for assessing this construct (the following list 
is not exhaustive, but we believe that it well represents the existing in-
ventories and various operationalizations of psychopathy traits). Firstly, 
there are self-report instruments which are also derivatives of PCL-R. 
The first one is the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (LSRP: 
Levenson et al., 1995). It operationalizes psychopathy via two scales: 
primary (selfishness, lack of care, and manipulation) and secondary 
psychopathy (impulsiveness and quick temper). The second one is the 
Self Report Psychopathy (Paulhus et al., 2016). The latest version of this 
scale (SRP-4) has a structure that closely resembles the four factors of 
PCL-R; these are Interpersonal, Affective, Lifestyle, and Antisocial psy-
chopathy traits. Other instruments were constructed on a different 
conceptual basis. Notably, they exclude the separate trait depicting 
antisocial behavior, because several empirical studies showed that it is 
not a core psychopathy trait, but a correlate, or a potential behavioral 
outcome of psychopathy (Cooke et al., 2004; Cooke et al., 2007; 
Međedović et al., 2015). The most prominent of these measures are 
Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI: Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996) 
and Triarchic Personality Measure (Patrick, 2010). The revised version 
of Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI-R) describes psychopathy 
via three traits labeled as Fearless Dominance, Self-centered Impulsivity, 
and Coldheartedness. Similarly, TriPM has three subscales as well - 
Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition. Comprehensive Assessment of 
Psychopathic Personality model has a self-report version of the 

inventory as well (CAPP-SR: Sellbom et al., 2019) and it measures the 
same six domains of psychopathy as abovementioned rating instrument. 
Finally, the latest self-report operationalization of psychopathy 
excluded impulsive and reckless behavior from the definition of psy-
chopathy; this is the Psychopathic Personality Traits Scale (PPTS: Bod-
uszek et al., 2016) and it assesses psychopathy via four traits: Affective 
and Cognitive responsiveness, Manipulation, and Egocentricity. Appar-
ently, these self-report measures capture slightly different constructs, 
but the examined traits are still quite similar, which is expressed in 
positive correlations between different inventories (e.g., Seibert et al., 
2011). 

1.3. Goals of the present research 

It is quite surprising that the methodology of psychopathy rating 
measurement is limited to only two instruments; there are several rea-
sons why this state of affairs is unwarranted. Firstly, rating measures are 
indispensable tools in the measurement of personality-related con-
structs. They provide valuable information regarding individual differ-
ences, which help in understanding behavioral traits and improve the 
prediction of relevant outcomes. This is why major personality in-
ventories regularly have rating versions (e.g., Costa Jr. & McCrae, 1992; 
Lee & Ashton, 2018). Secondly, PCL-R, as a major rating measure of 
psychopathy, has several limitations that undermine its use in the 
research context: 1) the rater must be a trained professional; 2) the 
assessment is time-consuming, as it demands over one hour interview 
with the participant; 3) its application is limited, because the method 
demands additional information about the participant which is 
commonly extracted from institutional dossiers; 4) some items of the 
scale (mostly belonging to Interpersonal and Affective subscales) have 
been found difficult to estimate as they are not easily visible in the 
behavior (Rufino et al., 2011). Finally, psychopathy represents a 
construct that has manipulation and deceitful behavior as its core traits. 
Researchers frequently expressed concerns that psychopathic in-
dividuals may intentionally provide false results on self-report in-
ventories, both by generating socially desirable (MacNeil & Holden, 
2006) and undesirable impressions (Rogers et al., 2002; however, note 
that others believe that response distortion does not diminish the val-
idity of self-report measures of psychopathy: Ray et al., 2013; Watts 
et al., 2016). 

It seems that the field of psychopathy assessment would highly 
benefit if another rating scale were added to its methodological set; one 
that is easily applicable (i.e., the raters can be laymen), requires a small 
amount of time to obtain ratings, and can be applied to everyone and in 
various settings (i.e., target individuals do not need to be institutional-
ized persons). Construction of such a scale was the main goal of the 
present research. We conducted three studies in order to develop such an 
instrument, which we labeled as the Short Psychopathy Rating Scale 
(SPRS). By analyzing three sets of empirical data, we will show the 
findings regarding the scale’s construction, its latent structure, reli-
ability, and validity. All three studies were approved by the Ethic 
Committees of the Faculty of media and communication and Institute of 
criminological and sociological research in Belgrade. 

2. Study 1 

2.1. The goal of study 1 

The goal of Study 1 was to develop the rating items for SPRS and to 
evaluate their latent structure. 

2.2. Constructing the SPRS items 

Firstly, we constructed the items for the new psychopathy scale. In 
the process of items composing, we were guided by the existing forms of 
rating-based personality inventories (Costa Jr. & McCrae, 1992; Lee & 
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Ashton, 2018): we formulated the items which are easy to understand 
and capture behavior that can be observed in social interaction; the 
content of the items was determined by the existing depictions and 
characterizations of psychopathy. Furthermore, we had a priori con-
ceptual expectations regarding the number and the content of the psy-
chopathy traits that should structure the new model. By examining 
several prominent models of psychopathy and their respective measures 
(SRP-4: Paulhus et al., 2016; PPI: Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996; LSRP: 
Levenson et al., 1995; TriPM: Patrick et al., 2009; CAPP: Cooke et al., 
2012; PPTS: Boduszek et al., 2016), we concluded that most of them 
comprise three psychopathy traits: some form of manipulation and 
exploitation of others, emotional shallowness and callousness, and a lack 
of behavioral control (only PPTS does not operationalize the last trait). 
In line with the previous research (Cooke et al., 2004, 2007; Međedović 
et al., 2015) we did not construct the items that tap behavioral dispo-
sition toward antisocial behavior – we view this behavioral tendency as 
a correlate of psychopathy not the core psychopathic trait. Hence, our 
model was conceived to have three narrow psychopathy characteristics. 

While we had in mind the common core of all prominent psychop-
athy models (affective callousness, manipulation, and disinhibition), we 
were particularly oriented to the Hare’s (2003) model of psychopathy. 
There are several reasons for this: it is based on the rating method on 
assessing psychopathy, it is constructed using comprehensive clinical 
observations of psychopathy conducted by Cleckley (1941, 1976), and it 
is proven to be reliable and robust predictor of various phenomena 
associated with psychopathy. The PCL-R method is based on a relatively 
long interview, but in contrast, most of the 20 indicators that compose 
PCL-R are common markers of human behavior; hence, we believe that 
they are adequate for layman to observe and estimate the magnitude of 
their expressions in other individuals. For example, one of the indicators 
of PCL-R’s Interpersonal factor is labeled as “Glibness/superficial 
charm”. We converted this psychopathic indicator into: “He/She uses 
charm to get what he/she wants from other people.” Another example is 
the indicator “Poor behavioral control” that belongs to the PCL-R’s 
Lifestyle factor; we simply converted this into “He/She lacks self-con-
trol.” Once again, we would like to emphasize that these indicators are 
in fact present in all analyzed models of psychopathy in very similar 
formulations. It is important to highlight that this was not the first 
research aimed to construct SPRS, previous studies were conducted in 
which the smaller, initial pool of the SPRS items was tested (Međedović 
& Petrović, 2018); therefore, we already empirically tested some of the 
items aimed to operationalize SPRS and former data helped us to make 
the SPRS items that were evaluated in the present research. In total, we 
developed 41 items aimed to measure psychopathy: all items, together 
with the constructs they were intended to operationalize are shown in 
the Supplementary material. 

2.3. Method 

2.3.1. Sample and procedure 
The data for Study 1 was collected via online research. The survey 

was set on the Google forms platform and distributed online, mostly via 
snowball sampling. Initial distributers included the researcher and a 
small group of students who attended the course on individual differ-
ences at the Faculty of media and communications in Belgrade, Serbia. 
The students participated voluntarily in this study and they distributed 
the survey link via social networks and emails; informed consent was 
presented on the first page of the survey. The sample for Study 1 was 
comprised of 485 participants (Mage = 29.32; SD = 10.93; 68 % fe-
males). Almost half of the respondents were attending college at the time 
of data collection (47.1 %), a large proportion of the participants had 
finished college (38.3 %), while the rest of the participants had sec-
ondary school education (14.6 %). The participants were asked to rate 
an individual they knew very well on psychopathy items. Hence, there 
were 485 target individuals as well (Mage = 38.83; SD = 11.80; 56.9 % 
females) and the analysis was conducted on these scores. 

2.3.2. Measures 
We collected the ratings on 41 items in total. The items have a 5- 

point Likert-type scale for responding, where 1 stands for “Completely 
disagree” and 5 denotes “Completely agree”. 

2.4. Results 

2.4.1. The latent structure of SPRS psychopathy items 
We conducted a Maximum Likelihood Factor Analysis (MLFA) on the 

psychopathy indicators. Firstly, we conducted Parallel Analysis in order 
to estimate the optimal number of factors that should be retained in the 
analysis. Three empirically extracted factors had the following eigen-
values: 6.52, 3.83, and 2.21; random egienvalues were: 1.58, 1.51, and 
1.46. However, the fourth empirical factor had eigenvalue of 1.14 while 
the eigenvalue of the fourth random factor was 1.42. Hence, Parallel 
Analysis suggested that the three-factor solution is the optimal one. 
When analyzing the pattern matrix of the three-factor solution we 
excluded the items that had low loadings on the latent factors (<0.30) or 
they had high loadings on several factors. The final model was obtained 
with 25 SPRS items. We repeated MLFA on this subsample of items 
(Parallel Analysis advised the three-factor solution once again); extrac-
ted factors explained the following percentages of the original in-
dicators’ variation, respectfully: 20.89 % (λ = 5.22), 8.31 % (λ = 2.08), 
and 6.57 (λ = 1.64). The loadings of items on extracted factors are 
shown in Table 1. 

The first factor is saturated with the indicators depicting impul-
siveness, lack of deliberation and long-term plans, risk proneness, and 
quick temper – it has been labeled as Recklessness. The second factor 
depicts manipulative tendencies, conning, impression management, 
moral relativism, and high opinion about self; it was named Deceitful-
ness. Finally, the third factor taps a lack of compassion toward others, 
lack of anxiety, and emotional shallowness – it was labeled as Emotional 
coldness. Due to the tendency of reversely coded items to construct 
separate latent factors, Deceitfulness and Recklessness do not have 
reversely coded items, while Emotional coldness has four items which 
were previously reversely coded. There was only one deviation from our 
a priori expectations of how the items should be loaded on their 
respective factors: we assumed that the item “He/She believes that one 
should take care of him/herself first, even if it means that someone else 
is hurt” primarily assesses Emotional coldness psychopathy trait; how-
ever, its primary loading was on Deceitfulness, although it had a sec-
ondary loading on Emotional coldness, as expected. 

2.4.2. Reliabilities, sex differences, and correlations between psychopathy 
traits 

Using the information obtained from MLFA we calculated the mean 
scores on three psychopathy traits. In Table 2 we showed descriptive 
statistics, reliabilities, and the correlations between the psychopathy 
measures. We also analyzed sex differences in psychopathy character-
istics but we did not detect any significant differences. As we can see in 
Table 2, all psychopathy traits have high reliabilities. Deceitfulness and 
Recklessness are moderately positively correlated while the correlations 
between Emotional coldness and the remaining traits are positive and 
low in magnitude. 

2.5. Discussion 

In Study 1, we administered the initial pool of rating items intended 
to measure psychopathy. From a set of 41 items, we obtained a model 
containing 25 statements about the target individuals. These items 
loaded on three latent factors interpreted as Deceitfulness, Emotional 
coldness, and Recklessness. The content of extracted factors was a priori 
predicted, because a majority of psychopathy models identify traits 
depicting manipulation and conning, emotional superficiality and 
shallowness, and impulsiveness and lack of deliberation (Boduszek 
et al., 2016; Cooke et al., 2012; Levenson et al., 1995; Lilienfeld & 
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Andrews, 1996; Patrick et al., 2009; Paulhus et al., 2016). The analysis 
also showed that emotional superficiality and lack of empathy was the 
trait that is the most difficult to measure, especially with the items that 

directly assess this trait - this is why this factor was more loaded with the 
markers of its opposite pole. Furthermore, most of the discarded items 
were the ones that were intended to measure Emotional coldness, hence, 
this trait turned to be most difficult to operationalize. This finding is in 
line with the previous data showing that affective psychopathy traits 
indeed pose the greatest problem for the observers and are the most 
difficult to rate (Rufino et al., 2011). To sum up, Study 1 provided an 
initial model for SPRS which was further developed and tested in the 
subsequent study. 

3. Study 2 

3.1. The goals of study 2 

Leaning on the initial model of SPRS, Study 2 had several goals. 
Firstly, we further developed the measure itself, especially the 
Emotional coldness scale, since it had a smaller number of items in the 
initial model. Secondly, we once again evaluated the latent space of 
SPRS indicators; the scales’ reliabilities, sex differences in SPRS mea-
sures and correlations between them are evaluated as well. Finally, we 
explored the validity of the new scales: the target individuals provided 
self-report measures on the short TriPM scales (Boldness, Meanness, and 
Disinhibition), PPTS scales (Affective and Cognitive responsiveness, 
Manipulation, and Egocentricity), impulsiveness, aggressiveness, Posi-
tive self-view, short-term mating, moral disgust, and substance use. Our 
hypotheses on expected relations between the SPRS scales and validity 
measures were as follows: Deceitfulness should be most closely related 
to Boldness, Manipulation, Egocentricity, Positive self-view, and a lack 
of moral disgust (Falkenbach et al., 2013); Emotional coldness is ex-
pected to have highest associations with Meanness, and Affective and 
Cognitive responsiveness; finally, Recklessness was assumed to associate 
with Disinhibition, impulsiveness, aggressiveness, short-term mating, 
and substance use (García-Forero et al., 2009; Grant & Chamberlain, 
2014; Walsh et al., 2007; Wygant & Sellbom, 2012). Hence, these ana-
lyses were aimed to test several types of validity regarding new scales: 
the associations between SPRS measures and other psychopathy scales 
(Short TriPM and PPTS) were used to establish convergent and divergent 
validity; the links with the remaining measures (impulsiveness, 
aggressiveness, Positive self-view, short-term mating, moral disgust, and 
substance use), estimated primarily via regression models were used to 
test the criterion validity of the new scales. 

3.2. Method 

3.2.1. Sample and procedure 
Study 2 was also conducted via online surveys using the Google 

forms platform. The raters in Study 2 were psychology students from the 
Faculty of media and communications in Belgrade, Serbia (N = 228; 82 
% females). The sample size of observers was markedly lower in Study 2 
compared to Study 1; hence we asked the observers to rate two in-
dividuals of opposite sex (i.e., target individuals) with whom they are 
well acquainted on SPRS items in order to have both sexes of target 
individuals equally represented in the sample. The rating was performed 
as a part of practice in the course on individual differences. Target in-
dividuals provided self-report data on the measures we used to validate 
SPRS scales. Participation was not mandatory, neither for the raters, or 

Table 1 
The pattern matrix of the extracted factors (Study 1).**   

Recklessness Deceitfulness Emotional 
coldness 

He/She is hasty. 0.89   
He/She lacks self-control. 0.65   
He/She makes decisions quickly 

without much thought. 0.63   
He/She is impatient. 0.63   
He/She often says something 

without first thinking about it. 0.61   
He/She is a person who bursts 

easily. 0.55   
He/She takes unnecessary risks. 0.45   
He/She often gets into trouble. 0.40   
He/She lives day by day, with no 

long-term plans. 0.33   
He/She is skilled at getting others 

to do what he/she wants.  0.77  
He/She often finds ways to make 

things turn out the way he/she 
wants.  0.75  

He/She uses charm to get what 
he/she wants from other 
people.  0.58  

He/She has a high opinion of 
him/herself.  0.55  

He/She tries to present him/ 
herself to others in the best 
possible light.  0.54  

He/She believes that person must 
do anything which is necessary 
in order to succeed in life.  0.49  

He/She is a cunning person.  0.46  
His/Her view is that one should 

not criticize people because 
they can be useful to us in the 
future.  0.44  

He/She believes that people are 
gullible and that they are easy 
to manipulate.  0.44  

He/She believes that one should 
take care of him/herself first, 
even if it means that someone 
else is hurt.  0.40 0.30 

He/She often worries not to hurt 
others with his actions.rc   0.72 

He/She is sad when he/she hears 
that someone has been struck 
by bad luck.rc   0.66 

When he/she makes a mistake he/ 
she deeply regrets it.rc   0.65 

He/She often worries about 
things.rc   0.60 

He/She does not care how other 
people feel.   0.44 

He/She is an emotionally cold 
person.   0.37 

Notes: only the loadings above 0.30 are shown in the table. 
** p < .01. 
rc Reversely coded. 

Table 2 
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations between the SPRS scales (Study 1).*   

M(SD) α M(SD)males M(SD)females t 1. 2. 

1. Emotional coldness 2.20(0.71) 0.76 2.13(0.68) 2.23(0.73) − 1.36   
2. Deceitfulness 2.96(0.75) 0.78 2.94(0.71) 2.96(0.77) − 0.21 0.28**  
3. Recklessness 2.54(0.77) 0.81 2.61(0.74) 2.50(0.78) 1.52 0.24** 0.41**  

* p < .05. 
** p < .01. 
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for the target individuals; informed consent was present on the first page 
of the survey. As a consequence, some observers rated only one person 
(but since the target individuals were close others, this was very rare - 
only 4 observers rated 1 person). Raters were instructed to conceive a 
code (any code was permitted, there were no specific instructions for 
constructing it) and to provide target individuals with the same code, so 
the data from the raters and the target persons could be integrated. 
There was a total of 432 target individuals (48.4 % females; Mage =

30.20 years; SD = 11.92). Many of target individuals were attending 
college at the time of data collection (43.3 %), others had already 
finished college (37.3 %) or had secondary education (19.4 %). The 
raters identified most of the target individuals as friends (39.5 %), fol-
lowed by family members or other biological relatives (37.6 %), and 
romantic partners (22.9 %). 

3.2.2. Measures 
We used the same items for SPRS as the ones which were presented in 

Table 1 (the 25 items selected by factor analysis). However, we added 
two more items for the Emotional coldness scale, the ones which are 
reflected toward higher psychopathy: “He/She rarely shows guilt” and 
“He/She rarely shows compassion for other people.” These items are 
included due to their association with the PCL-R model of psychopathy; 
hence they are also based on the work of Hare (2003). Thus, we 
administered 27 items in total, all SPRS scales are comprised of nine 
items. 

Psychopathic Personality Traits Scale (Boduszek et al., 2016; for 
Serbian adaptation see Međedović, Bulut, et al., 2018) was used for 
assessing self-reported psychopathic characteristics. It has 20 items, 
equally distributed in four scales: Affective and Cognitive responsive-
ness, Manipulation, and Egocentricity. 

We could not administer the whole TriPM scale (Patrick, 2010), 
because we wanted the pay attention to the total length of the survey. 
Hence, we collected data via the Short TriPM scale (Međedović & Dam-
janović, 2018). The items for this inventory are taken from the original 
TriPM; Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition are operationalized via 5 
items in this questionnaire. Previous findings showed that the short 
scales have expected latent structure, high convergence with the original 
scales, they show the expected relations with general personality traits 
and other outcomes conceptually related to psychopathy (Međedović, 
2019; Međedović & Damjanović, 2018). 

To measure Impulsiveness, we administered ten items from the Barratt 
Impulsiveness Scale 15 (BIS 15: Spinella, 2007). These items assess non- 
planning (5 items) and motor impulsivity (5 items). The total mean score 
on these items is used in the analyses. 

Physical aggression was measured by the same-labeled scale from the 
Aggression Questionnaire (AQ: Buss & Perry, 1992; for Serbian adap-
tation see Dinić & Janičić, 2012). This scale measures the physical 
manifestation of aggressiveness via nine items. 

Positive self-view was assessed via the same-labeled scale from the Big 
Five Plus Two questionnaire (Smederevac et al., 2010). The scale has 
eleven items and it measures various positive impressions about self, 
including traits such as charm, talent, wisdom, and others. 

Short-term mating was measured using five items taken from the Short 
Term Mating Orientation scale (Jackson & Kirkpatrick, 2007), which is a 
part of the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (Simpson & Gangestad, 
1991). These five items describe thoughts, attitudes, and motivations 
toward short-term sexual relations. The scale has been used previously 
in the samples of Serbian participants (Međedović, 2021). 

Moral disgust was measured using the same-labeled scale from the 
Three Domains of Disgust Scale (TDSS: Tybur et al., 2009). It has seven 
items which explore the magnitude of a disgust reaction to various 
immoral actions, such as lying, shoplifting, deceiving, academic cheat-
ing, and others. The scale was previously administered in Serbian lan-
guage (Bulut, 2021). 

Finally, we measured Substance use as well. We asked the participants 
how often (measured by the 6-point scale where 1 stands for “Never” 

and 6 for “Everyday”) they consume the following substances: beer, 
wine, strong liquors, cannabis, ecstasy (MDMA), amphetamines, and 
hallucinogenic drugs. The first factor extracted from these items showed 
that all items have >0.30 positive loadings on it (λ = 2.89; 41.34 % of 
the original indicators’ variation explained); this result provided a 
rationale to calculate the total average score on all items. 

The participants used a 5-point Likert-type scale to respond their 
agreement (1 stands for “Completely disagree” and 5 for “Completely 
agree”) to all of the self-report items (except for the Substance use scale). 
Higher scores on all scales indicate higher expressions of the measured 
variables. 

3.3. Results 

3.3.1. Latent space of SPRS indicators 
First we examined the latent structure of SPRS items in the present 

data once again. We used MLFA as in Study 1, with three factors a priori 
set and rotated in the promax position. Fit indices of the obtained model 
were high: χ2(273) = 768.62; p < .01; CFI = 0.93; GFI = 0.97; RMSEA =
0.066. However, the item “He/She believes that one should take care of 
him/herself first, even if it means that someone else is hurt” once again 
had higher loading on Deceitfulness than on Emotional coldness, simi-
larly as in Study 1 (the table of factor loadings can be seen in Supple-
mentary material – Table S1). Therefore, we excluded this item from 
further analyses. The fit of the model remained almost exactly the same 
when this item was removed: χ2(250) = 745.07; p < .01; CFI = 0.94; GFI 
= 0.97; RMSEA = 0.069. Hence, the final model has 9 items per 
Deceitfulness and Recklessness, and 8 items measuring Emotional 
coldness. 

3.3.2. Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, sex differences, and inter- 
correlations of the SPRS scales 

In Table 3, we showed descriptive statistics, reliabilities, sex differ-
ences, and intercorrelations of the SPRS scales. We can see that all scales 
have high reliabilities. Furthermore, the mean scores of all three psy-
chopathy measures were significantly higher in males than in females, 
although the effect sizes were small. Finally, the correlation analysis 
(Pearson’s correlation coefficients are calculated) showed that Deceit-
fulness and Emotional coldness were modestly positively associated; 
Recklessness had lower positive correlations with the two former scales. 

3.3.3. The relations between SPRS and validity scales: bivariate 
associations and regressions 

In Table 4 we showed correlations between the SPRS scales with the 
validity measures, the table also contains descriptive statistics and re-
liabilities of validity scales. We can see that the PPTS traits generally 
positively correlate with the SPRS scales, but Cognitive and Affective 
responsiveness showed the highest associations with Emotional cold-
ness, while Manipulation and Egocentricity had the highest relations 
with Deceitfulness. Impulsiveness positively correlated only with 
Recklessness. The TriPM scales also showed the hypothesized associa-
tions with the SPRS traits: Meanness showed to be the most congruent 
with Emotional coldness; Boldness with Deceitfulness, and Disinhibition 
with Recklessness. Physical aggression was positively associated with all 
SPRS scales, but mostly with Recklessness. Positive self-view correlated 
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exclusively with Deceitfulness. Short-term mating was associated mostly 
with Emotional coldness, while substance use positively correlated with 
Recklessness. Finally, moral disgust was negatively associated with all 
psychopathy traits, but the highest correlations were the ones with 
Recklessness once again.1 

In order to facilitate the analysis of the SPRS scales’ divergent and 
criterion validity we conducted multiple linear regression analyses with 
SPRS measures as predictors and validity scales as the criteria measures. 
The results of regression models are shown in Table 5. We can see that 
they closely mirrored bivariate associations. Emotional coldness posi-
tively predicted Affective, Cognitive, and Egocentricity PPTS scales, 
Meanness, and Short-term mating. Deceitfulness had significant positive 
contribution to the prediction of Manipulation, Egocentricity, Boldness, 
and Positive self-view; it was a sole predictor in the models that had 

Boldness and Positive self-view as the criteria measures. Finally, Reck-
lessness positively predicted Affective, Manipulation, Meanness, Short- 
term mating; furthermore, it was the only SPRS scale that significantly 
predicted Disinhibition, Impulsiveness, Aggressiveness, Substance use, 
and Moral disgust (with negative coefficient in the prediction of the last 
criterion measure). 

3.4. Discussion 

Factor analysis of the SPRS items showed the expected structure, 
hence, we can conclude that this solution is a stable one. The first 
indication of the SPRS scales’ validity obtained in the present data is 
reflected in sex differences: the existing data shows that psychopathy is a 
set of traits that is more highly expressed in males compared to females 
(Lilienfeld & Hess, 2001; Međedović, Wertag, et al., 2018). We repli-
cated these findings in the present study. Certainly, the direct data 
regarding validity stem from the associations between the self-report 
measures collected from the target individuals and rating psychopathy 
measures (some of the self-report measures have reliabilities below 0.70; 
however, note that these are short scales and that these reliabilities, in 
fact, represent adequate internal consistencies for the scales consisting 
of small number of items). The pattern of associations confirmed our 
expectations and thus showed the validity of the SPRS scales. Firstly, and 
perhaps the most importantly, rating psychopathy measures showed 
convergence with the self-report psychopathy measures: PPTS and 
TriPM. Furthermore, the highest associations were detected between the 
traits which are conceptually similar and share the same content. 
Divergent validity was established as well: the clearest examples were 
the regression functions where Cognitive traits (predicted solely by 
Emotional coldness), Boldness (predicted only by Deceitfulness) and 
Disinhibition (predicted solely by Recklessness) were the criteria mea-
sures. Finally, the regression models suggested that new scales met the 
conditions of criterion validity as well. The findings of positive relations 
between physical aggressiveness, substance use, and Recklessness are 
congruent with the existing literature – these forms of behavior in part 
can be generated by low behavioral control and impulsiveness (García- 
Forero et al., 2009; Grant & Chamberlain, 2014; Walsh et al., 2007; 
Wygant & Sellbom, 2012). The only exception was the prediction of 
moral disgust: we anticipated that the lack of moral disgust will be 
explained primarily by Deceitfulness – individuals who manipulate and 
exploit others should not be prone to feel disgust when engaging in 
immoral behavior. While the correlation analysis showed negative as-
sociations between all three SPRS traits and moral disgust, the regres-
sion model still pinpointed Recklessness as the crucial predictor. The 
result of elevated self-view in individuals who exhibit manipulative and 
deceitful behavior is also in line with theory and the existing data 
(Falkenbach et al., 2013). Individuals with high Emotional coldness are 
more oriented toward short-term partner relations, probably because of 
their positive attitude to unrestricted sexual behavior and low 
commitment in romantic relationships (Ali & Chamorro-Premuzic, 
2010). Hence, correlation and regression analyses showed that SPRS 
scales have both convergent and divergent validity. All the obtained 
correlations were low to moderate in effect sizes, but this could be ex-
pected, because there was no covariation which emerges from the same 
method of measurement. Importantly, the correlations between the 

Table 3 
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, sex differences, and correlations between the SPRS scales (Study 2).   

M(SD) α M(SD)females M(SD)males t d 1. 2. 

1. Emotional coldness 2.19(0.77) 0.83 2.07(0.77) 2.33(0.75) − 3.48** 0.34   
2. Deceitfulness 3.09(0.75) 0.80 2.97(0.72) 3.23(0.76) − 3.64** 0.35 0.42**  
3. Recklessness 2.55(0.89) 0.85 2.47(0.84) 2.64(0.92) − 2.01* 0.19 0.20** 0.27** 

Notes: d - Cohen’s d (effect size). 
* p < .05. 
** p < .01. 

Table 4 
Correlations between validity measures, psychopathy in the raters, and SPRS 
scales (Study 2).   

M(SD) α Emotional 
coldness 

Deceitfulness Recklessness 

Affective 
(PPTS) 

2.01 
(0.76) 0.72 0.39** 0.19** 0.20** 

Cognitive 
(PPTS) 

2.14 
(0.64) 0.65 0.24** 0.08 0.12* 

Manipulation 
(PPTS) 

2.63 
(0.93) 0.75 0.13** 0.29** 0.18** 

Egocentricity 
(PPTS) 

2.91 
(0.57) 0.64 0.23** 0.29** 0.15** 

Meanness 
(TriPM-short) 

1.90 
(0.76) 0.82 0.40** 0.23** 0.19** 

Boldness 
(TriPM-short) 

3.31 
(0.83) 0.74 0.23** 0.44** 0.07 

Disinhibition 
(TriPM-short) 

1.98 
(0.74) 0.64 0.03 0.15** 0.38** 

Impulsiveness 
2.58 
(0.68) 0.78 − 0.05 − 0.05 0.30** 

Aggressiveness 
2.20 
(0.82) 0.83 0.17** 0.21** 0.38** 

Positive self- 
view 

3.77 
(0.60) 0.86 0.06 0.23** − 0.02 

Short-term 
mating 

2.96 
(1.12) 0.85 0.15** 0.07 0.14** 

Substance use 
1.96 
(0.61) 0.67 0.08 − 0.01 0.12* 

Moral disgust 
3.85 
(0.80) 0.74 − 0.14** − 0.16** − 0.20**  

* p < .05. 
** p < .01. 

1 Readers can find several other analyses regarding the Study 2 data in the 
Supplementary material: the final outline of the SPRS scale, the data regarding 
the shape of SPRS scales’ distribution (skewness, kurtosis, and normality tests) 
and graphical representations of distributions, eigenvalues and pattern matrix 
of the Maximum Likelihood Factor Analysis,the regression models where SPRS 
scales were set as the criteria measures while validity scales were set as the 
predictors, and the hierarchical regression models where incremental contri-
bution of SPRS above and beyond other psychopathy scales (PPTS and Short 
TriPM) in the prediction of the remaining validity scales is analyzed. 
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traits that share similar content are ≈ 0.40, which represents an 
adequate level of congruence. 

4. Study 3 

4.1. The goals of study 3 

Psychopathy is frequently used in the forensic and penal context, 
both for scientific and practical purposes, as a risk assessment for 
criminal behavior and recidivism. The main reason for this is that psy-
chopathy represents a reliable predictor of consistent criminal behavior 
and criminal relapse (Leistico et al., 2008; Walters, 2003). In fact, the 
construct of psychopathy helped psychologists and criminologists to 
gain deeper understanding of criminal behavior and delinquency, and 
some researchers believe it is the most important construct from the field 
of individual differences for understanding crime (DeLisi, 2009). 
Therefore, the main goal of this study was to provide additional evi-
dence of SPRS’ validity in the one of the most important context where it 
is aimed to be administered – penitentiary institutions. We explored the 
relations between SPRS, offenders’ risk assessment, and the narrow as-
pects of aggressiveness as a personality trait. The associations between 
SPRS and aggressiveness were analyzed to obtain convergence validity 
(having in mind conceptual overlap between psychopathy and aggres-
sion) while the links with the risk of reoffending can be viewed as a 
further evidence of criterion validity. Based on the previous data, posi-
tive associations between all measures are expected. This research was 
conducted as part of a larger project (PrisonLIFE: https://prisonlife. 
rs/en/). 

4.2. Method 

4.2.1. Sample 
The participants in this study were prisoners from all major peni-

tentiary facilities in Serbia: Penitentiary facilities of Sremska Mitrovica, 
Požarevac, Nǐs, Zabela, and Belgrade. Therefore, although not repre-
sentative, the sample was largely heterogenous and comprehensive 
regarding the prisoners’ population in Serbia. Participation in the 
research was on a voluntary base and the prisoners that participated (N 
= 290; 23.2 % females; Mage = 40.22[SD = 10.41]) needed to have only 
the basic reading skills- they provided responses on the measures of 
aggressiveness. Most of the participants finished secondary school (64.3 
%) followed by the ones with primary school diploma (22.7 %) with only 
small percentages of participants that had high education (6.3 %), 
incomplete primary education (5 %) or no formal schooling whatsoever 
(0.7 %). The raters were members of the Treatment service, i.e., em-
ployees in the Penitentiary facilities, and they were asked to fill in SPRS 
items for the prisoners they work with (the raters were mostly psy-
chologists and other specialists for offenders’ education and rehabili-
tation). Informants were instructed to assess only the prisoners that they 

are confident they can validly describe on SPRS items; for example, if a 
prisoner was only recently started to serve a sentence and a treatment 
officer was not been able to observe him/her for a long enough time, the 
SPRS assessment was not conducted. 

4.2.2. Measures 
SPRS was administered on a basis from the Study 2 results (see 

Supplementary material for the exact items); Deceitfulness and Reck-
lessness were measured via 9 items while Emotional coldness was assessed 
via 8 items. 

Aggressiveness was measured by the Aggressiveness Questionnaire 
(Buss & Perry, 1992; for Serbian adaptation see Dinić & Janičić, 2012), 
but in difference to Study 2, the complete inventory was administered 
here. It assesses four narrow aspects of aggression - Physical Aggression (9 
items), Verbal Aggression (5 items), Anger (7 items), and Hostility (8 
items), together with the inventory’s total score. The response scale has 5 
degrees where 1 stands for “Completely disagree” while 5 stands for 
“Completely agree”. 

Risk assessment was obtained by the total score on Offender Assess-
ment System (OASys: Home Office, 2002; for the Serbian version see 
Ministry of Justice: The Administration for the Enforcement of Penal 
Sanctions, 2013, 2013a; Vujičić & Karić, 2020); higher scores on this 
measure indicate an elevated risk of a subsequent criminal offending. 
OASys represents a broad and comprehensive system of offenders’ 
assessment that combines actuaries and dynamic indicators of antisocial 
behavior risk (including Accommodation, Employment, Training and 
employability, Relationships – family, friends, and romantic partners, 
Lifestyle and associates, Drug and Alcohol misuse, Thinking and 
behavior – impulsivity, aggressiveness, problem solving, and Attitudes - 
pro-criminal attitudes, attitudes toward staff). OASys is conducted by 
the Penitentiary Facility staff (using the interviews with prisoners 
accompanied by the information from courts, police officers, and social 
workers) and it is a part of every prisoner’s dossier, and these data are in 
fact taken from the participants’ prison dossiers. The range of points on 
OASys is from 0 to 160; the higher score represents higher risk for 
reoffending. It is important to mention that OASys scores are provided 
by the penitentiary facility staff that work in an admission of prisoners to 
the institution; hence the individuals who estimated risk of reoffending 
are not the same who provided ratings on SPRS. 

4.3. Results 

4.3.1. Latent space of SPRS indicators 
We conducted MLFA on the SPRS items, i.e., we applied the same 

method as in Study 1 and Study 2. This time we obtained the perfect 
factor structure – all items loaded on their expected factors; furthermore, 
neither of SPRS items had even secondary loadings with magnitude 
>0.30. (the table of factor loadings can be seen in Supplementary ma-
terial – Table S5). This solution was supported by Parallel analysis as 

Table 5 
SPRS scales as the predictors of the validity measures (Study 2).   

Affective Cognitive Manipulation Egocentricity Meanness Boldness Disinhibition 

Emotional coldness 0.39(0.05)** 0.25(0.05)** 0.02(0.07) 0.14(0.04)** 0.39(0.05)** 0.04(0.05) − 0.08(0.05) 
Deceitfulness − 0.03(0.05) − 0.06(0.05) 0.25(0.07)** 0.21(0.04)** 0.02(0.05) 0.44(0.06)** 0.08(0.05) 
Recklessness 0.13(0.04)** 0.08(0.04) 0.11(0.05)* 0.07(0.03) 0.10(0.04)* − 0.06(0.04) 0.38(0.04)** 
F 30.11** 9.88** 14.74** 16.78** 31.70** 34.63** 25.26** 
R2 0.18 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.18 0.20 0.15   

Impulsiveness Aggressiveness Positive self-view Short-term mating Substance use Moral disgust 
Emotional coldness  − 0.09(0.05) 0.06(0.06) − 0.06(0.04) 0.16(0.08)** 0.09(0.05) − 0.09(0.06) 
Deceitfulness  − 0.10(0.05) 0.08(0.06) 0.29(0.04)** − 0.03(0.08) − 0.09(0.05) − 0.07(0.06) 
Recklessness  0.34(0.04)** 0.34(0.04)** − 0.09(0.03) 0.12(0.06)* 0.12(0.04)* − 0.16(0.05)* 
F  17.90** 26.17** 9.84** 5.75** 3.27* 8.72** 
R2  0.11 0.16 0.07 0.04 0.02 0.06 

Notes: standardized estimates are shown in the table with standard errors in the parentheses. 
** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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well; the percentages of real vs. random explained variance of SPRS 
items were as follows: 38.22 % vs. 8.07 % for the first factor, 13.88 % vs. 
7.53 % for the second, 9.95 % vs. 7.10 % for the third, and 4.75 % vs. 
6.74 % for the fourth factor (thus showing that only first three extracted 
factors explain more variation than random factors). Importantly, this 
latent solution had excellent fit indices: χ2(250) = 385.92; p < .01; CFI 
= 0.99; GFI = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.043. Having in mind relatively low 
sample size in this study we believe that the fit indices of the SPRS’s 
latent space showed that the factors’ structure is a robust one. 

4.3.2. Correlations between the examined measures 
The main goal of this study was examining the associations between 

SPRS, aggressiveness, and risk assessment; therefore, we calculated 
Pearson’s coefficients of correlations between the administered mea-
sures. These correlations, together with the descriptive statistics and 
scales’ reliabilities are shown in Table 6. We can see that all scales had 
high coefficients of internal consistency. Psychopathy measures are 
moderately positively correlated between themselves. Furthermore, 
SPRS scales are systemically positively associated with aggressiveness 
facets (although three of all associations were not statistically signifi-
cant) and the total score on aggression inventory. Finally, and most 
importantly, Emotional coldness and Recklessness are positively related 
to Risk assessment; the former scale showed higher association with the 
probability of future antisocial behavior – in fact, this association was 
higher than any correlations between aggression traits and Risk 
assessment. 

4.4. Discussion 

Psychopathy is a construct that originated from clinical tradition 
(Cleckley, 1941, 1976); the first psychometrically-sound operationali-
zations of psychopathy have been made by rooting it in a forensic and 
penal context (Hare, 1991/2003). Psychopathic set of traits gained 
much attention as a fruitful heuristic tool in explaining criminal 
behavior due to its potential to explain and predict antisocial behavior 
and delinquency, and especially criminal recidivism (Leistico et al., 
2008; Walters, 2003). This is why we explored the associations between 
SPRS, aggressiveness, and overall index of criminal behavior which in-
cludes future risk of antisocial behavior estimated by correctional offi-
cers that work with prisoners. The data from this study confirmed 
findings from Study 2 regarding the associations between SPRS and 
aggressiveness and expanded them by showing robust associations be-
tween psychopathy and aggressiveness. The links between psychopathy 
and aggression are captured in a vast number of existing empirical 
research (e.g., Garofalo et al., 2021; Warren & Clarbour, 2009). A lack of 
empathy and guilt, narcissistic view of own abilities, together with a 
lack of behavioral control represent facilitators toward aggressive 
behavior, both premeditated and reactive forms (Feilhauer et al., 2012; 
Wilson et al., 2011). Furthermore, Emotional coldness and Recklessness 
showed positive associations with overall index of criminal behavior and 
risk of future recidivism. Shallow emotions, lack of care for others, 

disinhibition, and impulsiveness are associated with the risk of future 
antisocial behavior. This result confirmed previous findings of positive 
associations between psychopathy scores and general score on OASys 
(Sellbom et al., 2021), thus showing once again the utility of psychop-
athy in predicting the risk assessment of criminal behavior and behavior 
associated to delinquency in general. 

5. General discussion 

5.1. Short psychopathy rating scale – reliability, factor structure, and 
validity 

Psychopathy is a frequently investigated construct which has an 
important place in clinical and legal contexts, as well as in the psy-
chology of individual differences. It can help us understand the dispo-
sitions toward immoral and antisocial behavior and their consequences. 
In order to build scientific knowledge about psychopathy, or to use this 
construct for practical purposes, first we need to measure it in a valid 
and reliable manner. And indeed, there are many self-report inventories 
which assess psychopathy as a multidimensional construct (Boduszek 
et al., 2016; Levenson et al., 1995; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996; Patrick 
et al., 2009; Paulhus et al., 2016) and even several short scales that use a 
single score to describe individual differences in psychopathy (Jonason 
& Webster, 2010; Jones & Paulhus, 2014). However, the rating mea-
sures of psychopathy are limited to the PCL-R instrument and CAPP-SRS. 
While PCL-R has several advantages as a method for psychopathy esti-
mation, it has various limitations as well - it requires a professional 
interviewer (this stands for CAPP-SRS as well), it is time-consuming, and 
its applicability to general population is limited, because it is con-
structed to be primarily clinical/forensic instrument. This is why we 
wanted to construct a rating measure of psychopathy that could over-
come these limitations - the one which is short, suitable for laymen as 
raters, and applicable to all target individuals; additionally, our goal was 
to construct the measure that would fulfill all relevant psychometric 
criteria, such as construct and external validity, and reliability. 

The data from the three studies we conducted suggest that we largely 
succeeded in this task. The SPRS consists of 26 statements that assess 
psychopathy in target individuals. These items measure three psycho-
pathic traits that have a consistent support in empirical literature about 
psychopathy: Deceitfulness (manipulation, exploitation of others, 
inflated self-view), Emotional coldness (lack of emotional empathy, care 
for others, guilt, and fear), and Recklessness (impulsiveness, quick 
temper, and proneness to risk-taking). Our data showed that these 
measures are reliable, they have the expected latent structure (all items 
from Study 2 and Study 3 loaded at their respectable factors), and they 
are positively associated with other psychopathy measures, various 
forms of aggressiveness, positive self-view, short-term mating, and 
substance use while negatively related to moral disgust, all measured by 
self-reports by the target individuals. Furthermore, SPRS Emotional 
coldness and Recklessness were positively linked with the risk assess-
ment of future reoffending in convicted criminals, which is a major 

Table 6 
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations between the examined measures (Study 3).   

M(SD) α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Deceitfulness 3.20(0.74) 0.86         
2. Emotional coldness 3.25(0.77) 0.89 0.51**        
3. Recklessness 3.07(0.87) 0.92 0.38** 0.42**       
4. Physical aggression 2.58(1.02) 0.85 0.18** 0.28** 0.21**      
5. Verbal aggression 3.02(0.90) 0.69 0.11 0.14* 0.16** 0.60**     
6. Anger 2.64(0.95) 0.78 0.14* 0.19** 0.24** 0.71** 0.69**    
7. Hostility 2.90(0.94) 0.82 0.07 0.11 0.15* 0.43** 0.67** 0.65**   
8. Aggression total score 2.76(0.81) 0.93 0.15** 0.22** 0.23** 0.85** 0.84** 0.90** 0.80**  
9. Risk assessment 76.51(27.94) / − 0.01 0.31** 0.13* 0.23** 0.20** 0.20** 0.15** 0.23**  

** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 

J. Međedović                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     



Personality and Individual Differences 219 (2024) 112520

9

criminological indicator of persistent criminal behavior. We captured 
expected sex differences (males showing higher scores) only in Study 2, 
but they could be the consequence of an observer bias: in difference to 
Study 1, the Study 2 raters described two individuals of different sex. 
Hence, sex differences in SPRS and their stability are yet to be deter-
mined in future research. SPRS is very easy to use and the rating process 
is quite short - the scale can be filled out in less than four minutes. 
Therefore, the scale can be used in various contexts - clinicians and 
psychiatrists can rate their patients, employees in penitentiary in-
stitutions can estimate psychopathy traits in offenders, workers in firms 
and factories can rate their bosses, and vice versa. In this way, SPRS can 
help further advances in the psychopathy exploration in different con-
texts, such as clinical, forensic, corporate, but also in the field of general 
individual differences. The scale is an open-source instrument and it is 
free to use for research purposes; practical applications will have to wait 
for additional empirical data to confirm the validity and reliability of the 
scales, and standardization procedures which would start afterwards. All 
researchers who would like to use the scale should note that they should 
administer the final version of the scale which is showed at the end of the 
Supplementary file of this manuscript. 

5.2. Correlations between the SPRS scales 

We would like to comment on the correlations between the SPRS 
traits – apparently the pattern of intercorrelations between the psy-
chopathy measures differed across the studies, but positive significant 
associations were obtained in all three datasets. These correlations have 
both practical and theoretical implications. Practically, they suggest that 
the total score on the scale can be calculated. However, we do not 
recommend this - narrow psychopathy traits can have different relations 
with various outcomes (Međedović, 2015). If only the total score is 
analyzed, it can mask different or even opposite relations of the narrow 
scales with the other variables. Conceptually, positive associations be-
tween the scales could suggest that psychopathy can be viewed as a 
singular construct, a multidimensional trait comprised of narrower 
facets - this is the view of the PCL-R constructors (Hare, 2003). However, 
the correlations between the psychopathy traits in PCL-R are usually 
higher than the ones we obtained in the present research (especially the 
ones between Recklessness and other traits). Our view is that the SPRS 
may be more similar to the PPI and TriPM models of psychopathy, which 
conceive psychopathy as a set of functionally different traits with 
separate etiologies (Lilienfeld, 2013). These traits can positively corre-
late between themselves, but the strength of associations can depend on 
various conditions, including the population that the measures are 
collected in (Neumann et al., 2013). Hence, the correlations between 
psychopathy traits can vary – this, in fact, emerged in the present 
research as well, because the pattern of SPRS correlations differed in 
separate studies; further research would be needed to derive more def-
inite conclusion about the relations between the SPRS traits. 

5.3. Limitations, future directions, and conclusions 

The present research had several limitations. Sample size and 
structure are one of them. The samples used in all studies are not 
representative and hence, the data cannot be straightforwardly gener-
alized to the population level. Despite the fact that we had three studies, 
the sample size in every of them was not sufficient enough to perform 
confirmatory factor analysis that can produce reliable results. Further-
more, separate analyses should be done for males and females and in 
forensic and non-forensic samples as well to investigate measurement 
invariance. Some of the scales used for the purposes of SPRS validation 
were short and had lower reliabilities; despite the fact that they were 
associated with SPRS, additional validation data is required as well. This 
additional validation data should especially include PCL-R, because 
there is vast amount of data regarding PCL-R’s validity and reliability; 
we were not able to administer PCL-R in Study 3 of the present research 

which should be recognized as another limitation of our current data. 
We hope that other researchers will find the scale to be useful and use it 
in their own research programs - this will represent an empirical test of 
the scale’s psychometric properties and predictive powers. The data 
collected in the present research represent a solid ground and the 
foundation for future use of SPRS in research and practical context. 
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