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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

PARTICIPANTS

The survey was started by 684 participants; however,
222 were excluded because they did not consent to
participate (n = 2), did not finish the survey (n = 200),
or failed one of the three attention checks (n = 20).
The final sample consisted of 462 participants aged
18 to 79 years (M = 34.0, SD = 13.6). Women, whose
ages ranged from 18 to 77 (M = 34.5, SD = 13.9), com-
prised 64.5% (N = 298) of our sample overall, while
men, whose ages ranged from 18 to 77 (M = 33.1,
SD = 12.94), comprised 35.3% (N = 163) of our sample,
and one person (0.2%) indicated the “other” option
for gender choice. The median time of completion
was 15.53 minutes (min = 5.77 minutes).

Table S1

Logistic regression predicting retest participation

A total of 146 participants started the retest, from
which one participant failed one of the two attention-
check items and 17 did not finish. The final retest
sample consisted of 128 participants aged between
18 and 79 years (M = 36.51, SD = 14.84). The sample
consisted of 39 men (aged 18-79, M = 35.44, SD = 13.89)
and 89 women (aged 18-74, M = 36.98, SD = 15.30).
The time between test and retest ranged from 14 to
56 days (Med = 14). The median time of completion
for the retest was 4.56 minutes (min = 2.05 minutes).
Logistic regression analyses examining attrition bias
showed that younger age (p = .034) and higher agree-
ableness (p = .031) were associated with a marginally
higher likelihood of retest participation. Detailed re-
sults are reported in Table S1.

Predictor Estimate SE z p Odds 95% Cl
ratio Lower Upper

Intercept -3.67 2.10 -1.82 .069 0.03 .00 1.33
Gender 2-1 .32 .26 1.23 218 1.38 .83 2.31
Age .02 .01 2.12 .034 1.02 1.00 1.04
Religiosity -.04 .07 -0.53 .597 0.96 .83 1.11
Self-Certainty .10 .20 0.48 .629 1.10 .74 1.63
Other-Certainty =17 a7 -0.98 .329 0.84 .60 1.19
SES .09 .09 1.00 315 1.09 92 1.29
Satisfaction with life .01 13 0.11 912 1.10 .78 1.32
Subjective happiness .03 14 0.22 .828 1.30 .78 1.36
Positive affect a7 .25 0.69 492 1.19 72 1.96
Negative affect -.17 .22 -0.79 427 0.84 .55 1.29
Self-esteem -.46 33 -1.41 159 0.63 .33 1.20
Extraversion -.16 .20 -0.80 424 0.85 .57 1.26
Agreeableness 45 21 2.16 .031 1.58 1.04 2.38
Conscientiousness -.09 18 -0.49 .626 0.92 .64 1.30
Negative emotionality -.05 21 -0.24 813 0.95 .63 1.44
Open-mindedness 13 18 0.70 483 1.14 .79 1.64
Machiavellianism .30 .19 1.55 122 1.35 92 1.97
Narcissism -.09 22 -0.42 .675 0.91 .59 1.41
Psychopathy 33 24 1.39 165 1.39 87 2.20
Sadism .02 21 0.11 916 1.02 .68 1.53

Note. Estimates represent log odds of retest participation (1 - retest, 0 — no retest). Gender was coded as 2 - women and 1 - men.
The overall logistic regression model was not significant, x*(20) = 22.62, p = .308, and explained little variance in retest participation.

Pseudo-R?* indices include McFadden’s R* = .04, Cox-Snell R* = .05, Nagelkerke R* = .07, and Tjur R* = .05.
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MEASURES

Mentalizing, personality traits, and well-being were
assessed using the following self-report measures. In-
ternal consistency across measures was acceptable to
excellent. McDonald’s w values reported in parenthe-
ses refer to reliability estimates obtained in the cur-
rent sample, ranging from .66 to .90 (see Table S2 for
all descriptives). Certainty About Mental States Ques-
tionnaire (Miiller et al., 2023) is a 20-item question-
naire that measures certainty about mental states of
self (Self-Certainty; w = .87) and certainty about men-
tal states of others (Other-Certainty; » = .86). Each
domain is measured with 10 items on a 7-point Likert
scale from 1 (never) to 7 (always). Other-Self Discrep-
ancy score can be computed as the difference between
Other-Certainty and Self-Certainty. However, simple
difference scores may confound overall certainty
with the imbalance between the two dimensions.
Therefore, following the authors’ recommendations,
discrepancy effects were examined using condition-
based regression analysis (CRA; Humberg et al., 2018),
which separates the magnitude component (overall
level of Self- and Other-Certainty) from the imbal-
ance component (their deviation from one another),

Table S2

providing a more rigorous test of discrepancy effects.
The translation of the CAMSQ into Slovak was done
after obtaining the consent of Dr. Sascha Miiller, one
of the CAMSQ authors, and accepting the conditions
concerning the translation procedure. The final ver-
sion, prepared by two English teachers and two grad-
uates of a bilingual grammar school, was produced
as a reconciled translation based on two independent
draft versions and subsequently reviewed by a Slovak
language expert; a back-translation into English was
then completed by an independent professional. This
was then sent for review to original author (Sascha
Miiller), who pointed out that one word had probably
multiple possible meanings. Based on this feedback,
we replaced it with a more precise word. After incor-
porating feedback on the back-translation, we final-
ized the Slovak version of the CAMSQ, which is avail-
able on Open Science Framework together with other
translated versions: https://osf.io/4rbmg/.

The Big Five Inventory-2 Short Form (Soto & John,
2017) was used to measure individual personality
traits according to the Five Factor Theory of Person-
ality [extraversion (w = .73), agreeableness (w = .71),
conscientiousness (o = .74), negative emotionality
(o =.82) and open-mindedness (w = .68)] to examine

Descriptives, statistics and internal consistency of used measures

M SD Med Min Max Skew Kurt )
Other-Certainty 4.61 0.80 4.60 2.10 6.70 =17 -.06 .86
Self-Certainty 5.14 0.84 5.20 2.90 7.00 -.31 -.28 .87
Other-Self Discrepancy ~ —-0.53 0.81 -0.50 -2.90 2.40 13 .76 -
Extraversion 3.28 0.79 3.33 1.00 5.00 -.20 -.45 .73
Agreeableness 3.66 0.70 3.67 1.17 5.00 -.38 -.05 71
Conscientiousness 3.52 0.76 3.50 1.17 5.00 -.16 -.35 .74
Negative emotionality 2.97 0.89 3.00 1.00 5.00 .07 -.60 .82
Open-mindedness 3.60 0.70 3.67 1.33 5.00 -.32 -.18 .68
Life satisfaction 4.65 1.18 4.80 1.20 7.00 -.57 -.30 .85
Happiness 4.76 1.23 4.75 1.25 7.00 -.48 -.04 .85
Positive affect 3.34 0.63 3.40 1.40 5.00 -.22 -.02 .69
Negative affect 2.37 0.80 2.30 1.00 5.00 .55 -.02 .82
Self-esteem 2.91 0.60 3.00 1.20 4.00 -.46 =17 .90
Machiavellianism 3.37 0.65 3.43 1.00 5.00 -.36 48 .66
Narcissism 2.55 0.73 2.57 1.00 4.57 a7 -.45 77
Psychopathy 2.06 0.62 1.93 1.00 4.29 .72 .36 .67
Sadism 2.02 0.73 1.86 1.00 4.57 .83 .36 .72
SES 6.28 1.41 6.00 2.00 10.00 -.26 .28 -

Note. SES — subjective socioeconomic status.
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expected convergent validity, while also reflecting its
widespread use and established validity in Slovak (Ko-
hut et al., 2020). It consists of 30 items, each beginning
with “T am someone who” (e.g., “is dominant, acts as
a leader”), and is answered on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

The Short Dark Tetrad Scale (Paulhus et al., 2021)
was employed due to its conceptual overlap with
the Dark Core (Moshagen et al., 2020) measured in

Table S3

original study and its suitability for reliably assessing
socially aversive traits in non-clinical populations.
It contains 28 items (e.g. “It’s not wise to let people
know your secrets”) designed to measure the degree
of Machiavellianism (» = .66), psychopathy (® = .67),
narcissism (w = .77) and sadism (w = .72). Items are
answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). We used the
Slovak translation employed by Telicak et al. (2024).

Standardized factor loadings with 90% Cl, item rest correlation and w if item dropped

Items Std.  Lower Upper Itemrest w ifitem
loading correlation dropped
Self-Certainty
1. 1 know my innermost wishes and desires. .64 .58 71 .59 .86
4. 1 understand why certain things make me happy. .64 .57 .72 .59 .86
5.1 knOV\'/ what | am trying to achieve with my 68 6 75 63 26
behavior.
7.1 know why | am interested in certain things. .62 .55 .70 .58 .86
9. I understand my feelings. .76 71 .82 71 .85
11. I know what my virtues are. .67 .61 .73 .62 .86
13. 1 know why | have a strong opinion on a subject. .54 46 .62 .50 .87
14. When I'm in a bad mood, | know the reason why. .52 A4 .60 49 .87
16. | know the reasons for my behavior. 71 .63 .78 .67 .86
20. | know what the best decision is for me
in a difficult life situation. 8 o1 66 o4 87
Other-Certainty
2.1 can tell whether another person is at peace €5 59 2 59 85
with themselves.
3. 1 know how other people will react to something. .60 .54 .67 .56 .85
6.1 can tell when a person in a group is feeling 1 54 €5 57 85
awkward.
8. | can tell v'vh.en other people don't give their 24 €9 29 68 84
honest opinions.
10. I know when other people are hiding their 69 63 26 © 84
thoughts.
12. 1 can tell when.other people are just pretending 59 51 66 55 85
to find something funny.
15. 1 know if a person is trustworthy. .56 .48 .64 51 .85
17. 1 can tell when other people are taking 63 57 69 59 85
advantage of someone.
18. 1 can tell if another person is bored by what | am 46 36 56 m 26
saying.
19. lfakcr;ow how a person feels when | look at their 5 59 72 59 85

Note. p-value of all factor loadings < .001.
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Table S4

Gender and age measurement invariance of the CAMSQ

CFI RMSEA SRMR ACFI ARMSEA ASRMR
Age: emerging adults (N = 210) / older adults (N = 252)
Configural invariance .902 .059 .060
Metric invariance .900 .058 .066 -.002 .001 -.006
Scalar invariance .891 .059 .069 -.009 -.001 -.003
Gender: men (N = 163) / women (N = 2938)
Configural invariance .898 .060 .059
Metric invariance .899 .058 .063 .001 .002 -.004
Scalar invariance .889 .060 .065 -.010 -.002 -.002

Note. Negative values of A alternative fit indices indicate worsening of model fit after the constraint was imposed.

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et
al., 1985) was selected to ensure continuity with the
original study and to assess the cognitive-evaluative
component of subjective well-being (v = .85). It is
a brief 5-item questionnaire that captures individuals’
satisfaction with their lives. The scale was translated
into Slovak by Halama and Dédova (2007). Items (e.g.
“The conditions of my life are excellent”) are rated on
a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disa-
gree) to 7 (strongly agree).

The Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS; Lyubomirsky
& Lepper, 1999, Slovak translation Babinc¢ak, 2018)
was included to broaden the assessment of well-being
by capturing a global perception of subjective hap-
piness (o = .85). This scale contains 4 items through
which respondents compare themselves with other
people (e.g. “Some people are generally very happy.
They enjoy life regardless of what is going on, get-
ting the most out of everything. To what extent does
this characterization describe you?”). Each item is an-
swered using a 7-point Likert scale.

The International Positive and Negative Affect Sched-
ule — Short Form (I-PANAS; Thompson, 2007; Slovak
translation Fickova, 2002) was used to assess feelings
of positive and negative affect. Unlike maladaptive
negative affectivity conceptualized in pathological
personality frameworks (e.g. PID5BF+M; Bach et al.,
2020), the I-PANAS captures normative affectivity
as a component of emotional well-being. This scale,
through which respondents express how they usually
feel, consists of ten items, 5 of which measure positive
affect (e.g. “Determined”; o = .69), and 5 items meas-
ure negative affect (e.g. “Nervous”; w = .82). Each item
is answered using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely).

The Slovak version of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965; Halama & Biescad,
2006) was used to determine the extent of respond-
ents’ self-esteem and was included to ensure direct
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comparability with the original study (w = .90). This
scale contains 10 items (e.g. “I feel that Thave a number
of good qualities”) that are rated on a 4-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly
agree).

The MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Sta-
tus (Adler et al., 1994) is single-item instrument to
measure the subjective socioeconomic status of the
respondents, and it was included on an exploratory
basis to examine whether socioeconomic status is
associated with mentalizing. Respondents compare
themselves to other people, using a 10-step ladder,
and are asked to mark the step that they feel best de-
scribes their status relative to others.
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