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|3|Chapter 1


Introduction


P. K. Jonason


Department of General Psychology, University of Padua, Italy


Institute of Psychology, Cardinal Stefan Wyszyński University, Warsaw, Poland


As with all good stories, it is best to start at the beginning. In the beginning there was darkness. In the beginning there were no distinctions; there was just one. As time progressed, distinctions were made clear, and ways of seeing them developed. While this is not a biblical story, the development resembles this movement from darkness to light. Indeed, 100 years ago, there were virtually no distinctions in personality psychology and just as many measures, especially with regard to the dark side of personality, which originated from work on psychopathology, most notably from the Freudian or psychoanalytic tradition. With the emergence of the Allportian tradition of factor analysis (Allport, 1937; Allport, 1960; Cattell, 1943), researchers started to highlight five aspects of personality. These Big Five traits, as they were called, came to dominate the conversation of personality researchers for decades, with less interest – even fringe interest – afforded to other traits such as psychopathy and narcissism, despite their serious consequences for both the world and the individual. These so-called darker aspects of personality were typically confined to clinical research and discussions about therapy and reduction of socially undesirable traits in clinical populations. Even with the development of self-report inventories of traits such as narcissism (e.g., the Narcissistic Personality Inventory; Raskin & Hall, 1979) in the late 1970s, research in this area remained rather fringe for another 40 years. And years later, researchers interested in the dark side of personality must still constantly justify their place at the table of personality psychology because of the presumed preeminence of the Big Five traits (they do so, e.g., by showing incremental validity above the Big Five traits). As such, this area of research developed surprisingly slowly. This may be because (1) each trait and its measures were developed in isolation, (2) researchers may have only been looking at these traits through applied lenses, and (3) no compendium of related measures has existed to help researchers. We try to remedy these issues in this book.


Despite many years of development, research on the dark side of personality is still in an emergent state. With the support of the European Society for Social Psychology, Willibald Ruch, and Hogrefe Publishing, we provide this initial volume (with hopes of more to come) on several measures of a wide range of darker aspects of personality. This book is the product of an international collaboration of some of the best-known and most-cited researchers in the world on the dark side of personality. For instance, the world’s top three researchers – based on citation rates – on the Dark Triad traits (i.e., P. K. Jonason, Daniel N. Jones, and Delroy L. Paulhus) factor heavily in this book. The authors who have con|4|tributed to this edited volume come from about 10 countries, with hundreds of years of total experience and thousands of citations among us. We are almost exclusively basic researchers studying issues of measurement and utility in nonclinical populations. Where possible, the authors of the chapters are those who created the scales themselves to provide added nuance and contextualization of the development of the measures. For instance, the Pathological Narcissism Inventory was created by Aaron L. Pincus who is also the author of the related chapter, as is the case for several others like the Short Dark Triad / Tetrad (Jones & Paulhus), Spitefulness (Zeigler-Hill), and the Comprehensive Assessment of Sadistic Tendencies (CAST) and Varieties of Sadistic Tendencies (VAST) measures of sadism (Buckels). Beyond the breadth and expertise of each author, each chapter was reviewed by one external expert as well, to maximize the quality of the chapter. To that end, we must thank these external reviewers for their time.


Unlike measures of the Big Five traits that capture a wide range of personality aspects, the measures discussed in this book are more narrowband in nature; they are more concerned with singular traits (and their facets) or the taxonomies of antagonistic traits. The book was originally designed to focus on just the Dark Triad traits of psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism, but these three traits are themselves not broadband traits like the Big Five. While they are diverse traits themselves (e.g., composed of facets), the Dark Triad traits do not cover a wide range of personality space. Indeed, the tide in this area of research is moving toward a more inclusive system that includes more than just three traits and may include sadism and spitefulness as well.


Despite the movement toward more inclusiveness and, therefore, the explaining and exploring of more of the shadow cast by the dark side traits, we are still concerned with antagonistic and agentic traits here. Their narrowband nature imposes unique challenges on researchers in this area, which we highlight herein. For instance, several authors highlight the challenges of dealing with the rather high correlations among these traits, offering solutions like focusing on zero-order correlations only. Unlike other aspects of personality that might be relatively observable through behavioral markers, these traits tend to be rather obscure, creating an over-reliance on self-report measures that several authors highlight (e.g., Lawson & Robins, Chapter 25; Miller, Sharpe, & Lynam, Chapter 26). In general, the book is geared toward detailing the development of these measures, their psychometric properties, and the findings about human nature revealed by them, to allow researchers, clinicians, and organizational psychologists to make informed decisions about the nature, features, and utility of each measure for their research. For instance, if one wants to study psychopathy in the workplace, measures like the Short Dark Triad (Jones & Paulhus, Chapter 21) may contain too many problematic items for employees worried about keeping their job, and therefore, the Corporate Personality Inventory (Brooks & Fritzon, Chapter 16) or Hogan’s Development Survey (Boudreaux & Sherman, Chapter 22) might be more effective. Alternatively, if researchers have trait-specific questions, they might adopt a multifactorial measure like the NARC (Grosz, Dufner, & Back, Chapter 6), instead of the ultrabrief Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (Rogoza & Kowalski, Chapter 20), to examine the role of narcissism in, for instance, the propensity to engage in infidelity.


In closing, we hope you enjoy this book and profit from it. We hope to have provided a crash course in each measure to help emerging researchers in the area, along with more seasoned researchers, deal with the quagmire of issues present in researching the dark side of personality. We take what we hope is a fair and balanced approach to these meas|5|ures, providing both the positive and the negative aspects, thereby informing researchers so they can make their own choices. The area has major hurdles to address, but with a broader array of researchers from around the world working together, informed about the same issues and considerations, the field is now likely to progress much faster than it did relying on older measures of these traits.
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|9|Chapter 2


A Brief Overview of the Pathological Narcissism Inventory


Aaron L. Pincus


Department of Psychology, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA, USA


The Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI; Pincus, 2013; Pincus et al., 2009) is a multidimensional self-report inventory that assesses a contemporary clinical model of narcissism (Pincus, in press; Pincus & Lukowitsky, 2010). This model, which emphasizes the interplay of narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability (Pincus & Wright, 2021), synthesizes the narcissism literature in clinical psychology, social/personality psychology, and psychiatry (Cain et al., 2008) with the presentation of narcissistic patients in typical outpatient clinical settings (Pincus et al., 2014, 2016). This chapter briefly reviews the origins and aims, construction and psychometrics, scoring, and nomological net of the PNI.



Origins and Aims of the Pathological Narcissism Inventory


The PNI was constructed to answer concerns related to the assessment of narcissism as a clinical problem and form of personality pathology. First, in contrast to a century of clinical and psychiatric conceptualizations of narcissism as a pathological (or “dark”) personality trait (Dowgwillo et al., 2016), a growing segment of the social/personality research literature on trait narcissism has characterized the construct as adaptive in a variety of ways (e.g., Cai & Luo, 2018; Sedikides et al., 2004). Second, unlike what is seen with other personality disorder diagnoses, the low prevalence rates of narcissistic personality disorder reported in large-scale epidemiological studies (Dawood et al., 2020) are notably lower than the rates of narcissistic pathology being treated in psychotherapy based on surveys of practicing clinicians (e.g., Doidge et al., 2002; Ogrodniczuk, 2013). This indicated possible limitations of the measures commonly used in social/personality psychology at the time, as well as of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5; American Psychiatric Association, 2013) criteria, to identify individuals and pa|10|tients whom clinicians consider to be exhibiting pathological narcissism. Thus, the origins of the PNI are not rooted in the Dark Triad or dark personality traits literature, but in the clinical literature on pathological narcissism. The aim of the PNI is to assess grandiose and vulnerable narcissistic traits, consistent with the clinical presentation of narcissism in help- and treatment-seeking populations.


To the layperson, narcissism is most often associated with conceited, arrogant, and domineering attitudes and behaviors (Buss & Chiodo 1991), which are captured by the term “narcissistic grandiosity.” This accurately identifies some common expressions of maladaptive self-enhancement associated with pathological narcissism. Narcissistic vulnerability, in contrast, is reflected in experiences of anger, envy, aggression, helplessness, emptiness, low self-esteem, shame, avoidance of interpersonal relationships, and even suicidality (Kohut & Wolf, 1978; Krizan & Johar, 2012, 2015; Pincus & Roche, 2011; Ronningstam, 2005). While grandiosity is the core feature of pathological narcissism according to surveys of clinicians, these same therapists also consistently recognize expressions of vulnerability in many narcissistic patients (Ackerman et al., 2017; Gore & Widiger, 2016).


The contemporary clinical model of narcissism (Pincus, in press; Pincus & Lukowitsky, 2010) combines maladaptive self-enhancement motivation (grandiosity) with self, emotional, and behavioral dysregulation in response to ego threats or self-enhancement failures (vulnerability). A comprehensive hierarchical model of pathological narcissism is presented in Figure 2.1. Here, narcissistic grandiosity and vulnerability are moderately intercorrelated, and together make up the higher order construct of pathological narcissism (Wright et al., 2010). The positive association between grandiosity and vulnerability is stronger at higher levels of grandiosity (Jauk & Kaufman, 2018). Expressions of narcissistic grandiosity and vulnerability may be chronic, with each suppressing the other, or they may oscillate over time as distinct states within the same person (Edershile & Wright, 2021a, 2021b; Hyatt et al., 2018). In recent years, recognition of both grandiose and vulnerable narcissistic traits has increasingly become the norm (Miller et al., 2017; Krizan & Herlache, 2018).



[image: 101027_00615_PASP_fig_2_1]



Figure 2.1.  The hierarchical structure of pathological narcissism. Reproduced with permission, from “Pathological narcissism and narcissistic personality disorder,” by A. L. Pincus & M. R. Lukowitsky, 2010, Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 6, p. 431.
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After conducting a synthetic review of the literature (Cain et al., 2008), the test construction team met with psychotherapists working with patients exhibiting narcissistic personality pathology, who gave case presentations and reviewed recorded sessions that characterized core aspects of pathological narcissism seen in psychotherapy outpatients. This literature and clinical case review process culminated in the identification of seven target dimensions encompassing grandiose and vulnerable narcissistic traits. The hypothesized dimensions of narcissistic vulnerability were contingent self-esteem, entitlement rage, devaluing of others and needs for others, and narcissistic social avoidance (hiding the self). The hypothesized dimensions of narcissistic grandiosity were labeled exploitativeness, grandiose fantasies, and self-sacrificing self-enhancement. The test construction team generated an initial pool of 131 items tapping these seven factors. Several iterative empirical processes, including factor analyses on a sample of 796 young adults, reduced the item pool to seven factors, assessed by 52 items, which corresponded well to a priori expectations (Pincus et al., 2009).



Facets and Higher-Order Factors


The PNI has 52 items, typically, but not necessarily, rated from 0 (not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me), tapping seven facet scales that reliably assess facets of narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability (α’s typically range from .80 to .93; e.g., Pincus et al., 2009; Wright et al., 2010). Facets of Grandiosity include: Exploitativeness (EXP, 5 items), reflecting a manipulative interpersonal orientation; Grandiose Fantasy (GF, 7 items), reflecting engagement in compensatory fantasies of gaining success, admiration, and recognition; and Self-Sacrificing Self-Enhancement (SSSE, 6 items), reflecting the use of purportedly altruistic acts to support an inflated self-image. Facets of Vulnerability include Contingent Self-Esteem (CSE, 12 items), reflecting a significantly fluctuating experience of self-esteem and acknowledgment of dysregulation in the absence of external sources of admiration and recognition; Hiding the Self (HS, 7 items), reflecting an unwillingness to show others faults and needs; Devaluing (DEV, 7 items), reflecting disinterest in others who do not provide needed admiration and shame over needing recognition from disappointing others; and Entitlement Rage (ER, 8 items), reflecting angry affects when entitled expectations are not met. Some PNI facets exhibit modest gender differences in scores, but these differences are quite small (mean Cohen’s d = 0.15, range 0.03 – 0.35; see Wright et al., 2010).


The seven PNI scales load on two correlated higher-order factors of grandiosity (EXP, GF, SSSE) and vulnerability (CSE, HS, DEV, ER), and this structure is invariant across gender (Wright et al., 2010) and across adolescent and young adult samples (Somma et al., 2020). The narcissistic grandiosity factor is characterized by self-serving beliefs and self-enhancement strategies (e.g., I like to have friends who rely on me because it makes me feel important [SSSE]; I often fantasize about being recognized for my accomplishments [GF]; I can make anyone believe anything I want them to [EXP]), whereas the narcissistic vulnerability factor is characterized by susceptibility to self, emotional, and behavioral dysregulation (e.g., low self-esteem, shame, anger, anxiety, aggression, withdrawal) when narcissistic needs are not met (e.g., It irritates me when people don’t notice how good a per|12|son I am [ER]; It’s hard for me to feel good about myself unless I know other people admire me [CSE]; When others don’t meet my expectations, I often feel ashamed about what I wanted [DEV]; When others get a glimpse of my needs, I feel anxious and ashamed [HS]).



Short Forms and Translations


In addition to the 52-item original PNI, a 28-item brief form (Brief-Pathological Narcissism Inventory [B-PNI]) that retains the 7-facet, two-factor structure of the parent form, and a 12-item super brief form (Super Brief-Pathological Narcissism Inventory [SB-PNI]) assessing narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability are also available (Schoenleber et al., 2015). Both the B-PNI and SB-PNI were developed using item response theory to optimize assessment of the PNI’s grandiose and vulnerable narcissistic traits. The B-PNI exhibits high fidelity to the original PNI, reduces burden, equalizes the number of items per facet for ease of scoring and interpretation. The SB-PNI can be used to assess the higher-order factors of narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability and is particularly appropriate for ambulatory assessment of narcissistic states (Dowgwillo et al., 2019).


The PNI has been translated into and validated in several languages. These include Chinese (You et al., 2013), Croatian (Jakšić et al., 2014), Dutch (Rossi et al., 2012), French (Diguer et al., 2020), German (Morf et al., 2017), Greek (Karakoula et al., 2013), Hebrew (Besser et al., 2013), Italian (Fossati & Somma, 2018), Japanese (Kawasaki & Oshio, 2021), Persian (Soleimani et al., 2015), Polish (Rogoza et al., 2019), Serbian (Dinić & Vujić, 2020), and Turkish (Şen & Barışkın, 2019) versions. However, measurement invariance has only been confirmed for the Serbian translation (Dinić & Vujić, 2020) and partially confirmed for the German translation (Wetzel et al., 2021).



Scoring, Normative Data, and Interpretation


As a result of the variability in scale length for the full PNI, mean item endorsement scores are used instead of sums, for easy comparison across scales. This approach is retained for B-PNI and SB-PNI. The first-order factor scores are highly correlated with their respective mean scale scores (range of rs = .95–.99; Wright et al., 2010). The second-order factor scores also are highly correlated with their respective mean scale scores for Narcissistic Grandiosity (r = .86) and Narcissistic Vulnerability (r = .97; Wright et al., 2010). Thus, it is appropriate for clinicians to use the mean scale scores for ease of calculation. Current norms for general clinical outpatient, community adult, and student samples are provided in Table 2.1. The general clinical outpatient and community adult norms are based on a combination of US, Canadian (i.e., North American), and European samples. The student norms are based on a mega-sample of Americans.


As the PNI is designed to measure normally distributed traits of narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability, as well as overall levels of pathological narcissism, means and standard deviations are quite similar across groups. The PNI has also been used in adolescent (e.g., Ensink et al., 2017), forensic (e.g., Rogier et al., 2019), and military (e.g., Anestis et al., 2019; Preston et al., 2020) samples. There is some evidence that the PNI total score (pathological narcissism), as well as scores on narcissistic grandiosity and nar|13|cissistic vulnerability, decrease with age (Kealy et al., 2017; Stone et al., 2021). Scores can be interpreted dimensionally based on standardization with the appropriate normative values, creating normal z scores for interpretation (e.g., a z score of 1.0 is one standard deviation above the normative mean, a z score of –1.0 is 1 standard deviation below the normative mean, etc.). A z score ≥ 1.0 would be considered elevated. As a continuous dimensional trait measure, there is no clinical cutoff.






Table 2.1.  Sample-size adjusted aggregated normative values for Narcissistic Grandiosity, Narcissistic Vulnerability, and PNI total score in clinical, general adult, and student samples











	

PNI scale




	

Clinical (N = 1,518)


Mean (SD)




	

Adult (N = 4,505)


Mean (SD)




	

Student (N = 4,862)


Mean (SD)













	

Grandiosity




	

2.42 (0.85)




	

2.62 (0.83)




	

2.59 (0.74)









	

Vulnerability




	

2.40 (0.88)




	

2.20 (0.87)




	

2.33 (0.82)









	

PNI Total




	

2.42 (0.86)




	

2.38 (0.83)




	

2.42 (0.75)












Note. PNI = Pathological Narcissism Inventory. Normative values combined from the following publications. Clinical: Ellison et al. (2013), Fossati et al. (2017), Kealy et al. (2012, 2016, 2020), Jaksic et al. (2017), Stanton et al. (2018). Adult: Bégin et al. (2019), Borroni et al. (2016), Brown et al. (2020), Dinić & Vujić (2020), Green et al. (2020), Kauten & Barry (2016), Lee-Rowland et al. (2017), Schoenleber et al. (2015), Swami et al. (2015), Vonk et al. (2016), Zerach (2016). Student: Ménard & Pincus (2014), Pincus et al. (2009), Wright et al. (2010).






Validity (Selected Studies)



For more comprehensive reviews of validity, see Pincus (2013, in press), Dowgwillo et al (2016), and Dawood et al (2020).



Grandiosity and Vulnerability



Because PNI grandiosity and PNI vulnerability are moderately correlated, examination of their external associations is best accomplished using a multivariate approach that controls for their shared variance. This can be done via partial correlation, multiple regression, or structural equation modeling. An exemplary study employing multiple regression (Edershile et al., 2019) examined the nomological associations between PNI grandiosity, PNI vulnerability, personality disorders assessed via clinical interview, and self-reported normal and pathological personality traits. Regarding personality disorders, PNI vulnerability was positively associated with all personality disorders except histrionic and antisocial, whereas PNI grandiosity was positively associated only with narcissistic, histrionic, and antisocial personality disorders.


Regarding normal personality traits, both PNI grandiosity and PNI vulnerability were negatively associated with Agreeableness, but they diverged from other Big Five domains. Specifically, PNI grandiosity was positively associated with Extraversion, and negatively related to Neuroticism and Openness. In contrast, PNI vulnerability was negatively associated with Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness, and strongly positively related with Neuroticism. These patterns are consistent with the trifurcated trait model |14|of narcissism that includes self-centered antagonism (i.e., low agreeableness), narcissistic neuroticism, and agentic extraversion (Crowe et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2016).


Regarding pathological personality traits, PNI grandiosity exhibits positive associations with several externalizing traits such as manipulativeness, deceitfulness, attention seeking, grandiosity, and risk taking (Fossati et al., 2017; Wright et al., 2013). PNI vulnerability exhibited unique positive associations with other distinct externalizing traits (e.g., hostility, irresponsibility, callousness) while also exhibiting broader associations with other pathological trait domains (e.g., intimacy avoidance, anhedonia, depressivity, eccentricity) (Fossati et al., 2017; Wright et al., 2013). Overall, this pattern is consistent with the results of a large body of literature that finds that PNI grandiosity and PNI vulnerability share an antagonistic core, while aligning PNI grandiosity with externalizing traits and symptoms, and PNI vulnerability with both internalizing and externalizing traits and symptoms (Dowgwillo et al., 2016; Marčinko et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2010; Pincus, in press).


Consistent with associations found for internalizing and externalizing traits, problems, and psychopathology, PNI grandiosity and PNI vulnerability exhibit distinct associations with self-esteem, self-conscious emotions, and core affect. PNI vulnerability is negatively related with self-esteem, whereas PNI grandiosity is positively correlated with self-esteem (Pincus et al., 2009). Zeigler-Hill and Besser (2013) found that PNI vulnerability is uniquely associated with day-to-day fluctuations in feelings of self-worth. PNI vulnerability is positively associated with shame and hubris, negatively associated with authentic pride, and unrelated to guilt. In contrast, PNI grandiosity is positively correlated with guilt and unrelated to pride and shame (Pincus, 2013). PNI vulnerability is positively correlated with negative affect, rage, and envy, and negatively correlated with positive affect, while PNI grandiosity is only positively related to positive affect (Krizan & Johar, 2012, 2015).


Narcissistic grandiosity and vulnerability are also associated with specific types of interpersonal problems. PNI grandiosity is associated with predominately vindictive, domineering, and intrusive problematic behaviors (Ogrodniczuk et al., 2009). Similarly, PNI vulnerability is associated with vindictive interpersonal problems but also shows positive associations with exploitable and avoidant problems (Pincus et al., 2009). PNI grandiosity and PNI vulnerability also exhibit meaningful associations with interpersonal sensitivities, with grandiosity associated with sensitivity to others’ remoteness, antagonism, and control, and vulnerability associated with sensitivity to others’ remoteness, control, attention seeking, and affection (Hopwood et al., 2011). Lastly, a week-long daily diary study (Roche et al., 2013) indicated that narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability were related to individuals’ behavior in social interactions in daily life. Specifically, PNI grandiosity was associated with responding to perceiving others as behaving dominantly with reciprocal dominant behavior. The authors concluded that narcissistic individuals may view the dominant behavior of others as a threat to their status and respond in ways to self-enhance and reassert their superiority (see also Wright et al., 2017).


Narcissistic grandiosity and vulnerability also show differential associations with the utilization of psychotherapy and psychiatric treatment. For instance, Ellison and colleagues (2013) found that narcissistic grandiosity was negatively correlated with treatment utilization (telephone-based crisis services, partial hospitalizations, inpatient admissions, taking medications) and positively correlated with outpatient therapy no-shows. Narcissistic vulnerability was positively correlated with use of telephone-based crisis services, |15|inpatient admissions, and outpatient therapy sessions attended and cancelled. Results indicating that narcissistic vulnerability is positively associated with treatment utilization support the view that narcissistic patients are likely to present for clinical services when they are in a vulnerable self-state (Pincus et al., 2014). In addition, PNI grandiosity and PNI vulnerability are associated with suicide attempts (Miller et al., 2010; Pincus et al., 2009), suicidal ideation (Jaksic et al., 2017), and nonsuicidal self-injury (Dawood et al., 2018).



Pathological Narcissism



Several studies have examined the associations of global pathological narcissism using the PNI total score. In one important study, Kealy and colleagues (2017) found that after controlling for general psychiatric distress, the PNI total score predicted drug and alcohol abuse, angry and aggressive behaviors, and risk-taking behaviors in a large, nationally representative sample of Canadian men. In a prospective study of depressive symptoms (Dawood & Pincus, 2018), the PNI total score was positively associated with mean level, variability, and instability of depressive symptoms over 8 weeks. The pattern of results suggests that pathological narcissism is related to episodic, rather than chronic, depressive symptoms, particularly anhedonia. Results of a study examining pathological narcissism and exposure to war (missile attacks toward Israel) demonstrated an association between exposure severity and acute anxiety symptoms for individuals with high levels of pathological narcissism (PNI total score) but not for those with low levels of pathological narcissism (Besser et al., 2013). These results suggest that individuals with pathological narcissism features are at high risk for the development of acute anxiety symptoms following exposure to uncontrollable and life-threatening mass trauma.


Lastly, a study examining the impact of pathological narcissism on caregiver burden (Day et al., 2020) found that caregivers of persons with high levels of pathological narcissism (PNI total score) endorsed elevated burden compared with caregivers of persons with other serious mental illnesses. Caregivers of persons high in pathological narcissism also reported levels of impaired well-being like that of clinical samples diagnosed with anxiety and mood disorders.



Conclusions


At the time of its construction, the PNI was the only self-report measure assessing pathological narcissism that included both narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability. Since its publication, several new measures assessing grandiosity and especially vulnerability have emerged (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Crowe et al., 2018; Glover et al., 2012); however, none have the extensive research base of the PNI. The B-PNI is a promising short form with high fidelity and improved precision, and the SB-PNI is ideal for intensive repeated assessments or when participant burden requires the shortest possible measure.


The PNI is not without limitations, however. First, the substance of PNI grandiosity is unique among narcissism measures in that it assesses traits most prominent in treatment-seeking narcissistic patients (i.e., exploitativeness, grandiose fantasy, and self-sacrificing |16|self-enhancement), and does not include items assessing arrogant, haughty, exhibitionistic attitudes and behaviors found in other measures of narcissistic grandiosity (Schoenleber et al., 2015). Second, PNI grandiosity and PNI vulnerability are moderately intercorrelated by design (Pincus, 2013). This runs counter to a common misunderstanding that narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability are orthogonal to each other, but it is consistent with the understanding that they share an antagonistic core. Nonetheless, this shared variance should be accounted for through multivariate, rather than univariate, analytical approaches (Edershile et al., 2019). Lastly, although the PNI certainly assesses dark personality traits, it remains unclear how or if narcissistic vulnerability and emerging conceptualizations of narcissism that include both grandiosity and vulnerability fit with the formal Dark Triad framework.
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The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry, 1988) is one of the oldest and most widely used measures of narcissism in personality and social psychology. A Google Scholar search (conducted on January 22, 2021) of the four papers that constitute the empirical foundation of the NPI reveals over 7,000 combined citations (Emmons, 1984; Raskin & Hall, 1979, 1981; Raskin & Terry, 1988). For many years, the NPI was effectively the only measure and de facto definition of narcissism in personality and social psychology. That has since changed, with the recent development of new measures of narcissism (Foster et al., 2018). Nevertheless, the NPI continues to be used widely and merits discussion for its contemporary usage and historical contributions to narcissism science.


Narcissism became an officially diagnosable mental disorder with the inclusion of narcissistic personality disorder (NPD) in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 3rd edition (DSM-III; American Psychiatric Association, 1980). The diagnostic criteria of NPD consisted of a collection of traits including grandiose self-importance, attention-seeking, sensitivity to criticism, entitlement, and low empathy (see p. 317 of DSM-III for the full set of diagnostic criteria). These diagnostic criteria of NPD served as the inspiration for the development of the NPI (Raskin & Hall, 1979). The authors initially wrote 223 items intended to sample the NPD diagnostic criteria. Items consisted of forced-choice pairs of self-descriptive statements (e.g., “I am an extraordinary person” versus “I am much like everybody else”), with one statement reflecting narcissistic personality and the other statement being nonnarcissistic or neutral. Participants select the statement that best reflects them from each pair. Scoring consists of tallying up the number of times participants select narcissistic statements, with higher scores indicating that participants see themselves as being more narcissistic.


The initial pool of 223 NPI items was tested by comparing the proportion of participants selecting the narcissistic statement from each item, depending on whether participants’ |23|NPI scores (computed based on the sum of all 223 NPI items) were in the top 20 or bottom 20 out of a sample of 71 participants (Raskin & Hall, 1979). Items were retained if significantly more participants in the high-scoring group selected the narcissistic statement compared with participants in the low-scoring group. This reduced the number of items to 80. During approximately the same time, additional unpublished research further reduced the number of items to 54 (as discussed in Raskin & Terry, 1988).


Emmons (1984, 1987) conducted the first published factor-analytic studies of the NPI when he subjected the 54 items to principal components analyses. Based on Kaiser’s eigenvalue criterion (i.e., retain factors with eigenvalues > 1) and examination of scree plots, he deduced the presence of four first-order factors that he labeled leadership/authority, superiority/arrogance, self-absorption/self-admiration, and exploitativeness/entitlement. He eliminated items that failed to load onto any of these factors at greater than .35, which reduced the number of items to 37. Although a later version of the NPI, which will be discussed next, is more commonly used by narcissism researchers today, Emmons’ (1984) four-factor structure (and subscales) and corresponding 37-item version of the NPI is found throughout the narcissism literature (e.g., Martinsen et al., 2019).


The most commonly used version of the NPI originates from a 1988 paper published in the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (Raskin & Terry, 1988). Although this paper was published after the aforementioned studies that reduced the number of NPI items to 37 (Emmons, 1984, 1987), the authors examined the 54 items previously noted to have been retained via unpublished psychometrics testing. One possible reason for this was that although the 1988 paper was published after the 1984 and 1987 papers, data included in the 1988 paper (specifically, Study 1) were collected between 1979 and 1985. Additionally, Raskin and Terry (1988) argued that Emmons (1984, 1987) employed a conservative selection criterion that may have errantly omitted one or more latent dimensions. They also argued that Emmons’ use of interitem phi coefficients when factor analyzing the NPI’s dichotomous items was less preferable to their planned use of tetrachoric correlations. Thus, analyzing the 54-item set allowed them to take a fresh look at the NPI factor structure.


Raskin and Terry (1988) first deleted seven items that exhibited low item-total correlations with the full-scale NPI score (computed by tallying all 54 items). They next conducted a principal components analysis on the remaining 47 items. They deleted another seven items that either loaded significantly negatively on one or more of the factors or failed to load significantly positively on any of the factors. This resulted in a final set of 40 items. A follow-up principal components analysis on these 40 items produced a seven-factor solution. Each factor contained a minimum of three NPI items that loaded at approximately .50 or higher on their respective factors and did not load negatively on any of the factors. Raskin and Terry labeled these factors (and corresponding NPI subscales): authority (eight items), self-sufficiency (six items), superiority (five items), vanity (three items), exhibitionism (seven items), entitlement (six items), and exploitativeness (five items). This paper has been cited more than 3,500 times in the literature according to Google Scholar (search conducted on January 22, 2021) and the 40-item measure it reports is the most commonly used version of the NPI in the narcissism literature.


Although, Raskin and Terry’s (1988) 40-item NPI was purported to contain seven underlying factors (and corresponding subscales), this finding has not been replicated widely. Indeed, the underlying factor structure of the NPI has not been conclusively established. Over the years, numerous attempts to factor analyze the NPI items and identify a defin|24|itive factor structure have been published (Ackerman et al., 2011; Brown et al., 2009; Emmons, 1984; Kubarych et al., 2004; Raskin & Terry, 1988; Svindseth et al., 2009). A problem that frequently occurs in these factor solutions is that they contain one or more factors/subscales that have low internal consistency. This is most often apparent when Cronbach’s alpha levels fall below common standards (e.g., α < .70; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). We should note alpha has well-documented limitations and may in some instances underestimate internal consistency (Trizano-Hermosilla & Alvarado, 2016). Likewise, the use of strict thresholds (e.g., α > .70) has never been advisable – indeed, Nunnally has suggested a range of alpha levels depending on circumstances (Lance et al., 2006). Nevertheless, researchers should at least be cautious when interpreting scores from NPI subscales that exhibit especially low alpha levels. For example, the three-factor solution of Ackerman et al. (2011) consists of three factors labeled as leadership/authority (11 items), grandiose exhibitionism (10 items), and entitlement/exploitativeness (four items). The leadership/authority and grandiose exhibitionism subscales generally exhibit acceptable alpha levels. The entitlement/exploitativeness subscale, however, frequently exhibits concerningly low alpha. For example, in Study 2 of Ackerman et al. (2011) the entitlement/exploitativeness subscale’s alpha is .46. To be clear, we recognize that a low alpha may be in part the product of the small number of items used to compute this subscale – the number of items is part of the equation used to compute alpha – and may be an underestimate of the scale’s true internal consistency. On the other hand, the low number of items is another possible limitation with the subscale (and many other NPI subscales). Are four forced-choice items enough to glean useful insight into something as complex as how entitled and exploitative someone is? We have our doubts, but we do not want to pick on this scale too much, as these issues are prevalent throughout the narcissism and more general personality literatures.


Another problem with purported NPI factor structures and solutions is that most have difficultly replicating from one study to the next. This concern is validated by the mere existence of so many proposed factor solutions. If an objectively correct factor structure existed, it seems likely that it would have been uncovered repeatedly, and reported widely in the literature, given how many attempts have been made to find it. The Ackerman et al. (2011) three-factor solution is perhaps the most widely used in contemporary narcissism research, although none of the proposed solutions has achieved full consensus acceptance by the research community. Our opinion is that the NPI is not a particularly good measure of specific narcissistic facets (e.g., entitlement, vanity) and instead should be used primarily as a global measure of narcissistic personality (in fairness, even this has been questioned; Brown et al., 2009). To be clear, we are not suggesting that it is impossible to derive potentially meaningful information from NPI subscales (Ackerman et al., 2012); however, we think researchers will in most cases be better served by focusing on the NPI total score rather than scores attained from the subscales.


Why do NPI subscales frequently exhibit psychometric problems, such as low internal consistency and nonreplicability? One straightforward reason for this is that the items contained in the NPI were selected, “relying exclusively on an internal consistency strategy, which tends to ignore important subcomponents of a construct in favor of aggregating those components into an undifferentiated general construct reflected by a total score” (Raskin & Terry, 1988, p. 892). Although symptom criteria for NPD served as the general model for the NPI, no systematic attempts were made early in the development of the NPI to select items based on their abilities to tap into these specific and independent cri|25|teria. To some degree, by the time researchers began to think of the NPI as a complex multidimensional measure reflecting the complex multidimensional nature of narcissism, the damage had already been done. Later attempts to develop the NPI into a stable multidimensional measure were hampered by the extant hodgepodge of items selected based on their ability to produce a reliable global score rather than their reflection of unique underlying facet-level dimensions of narcissism. Given this set of circumstances, it is not surprising that later factor-analytic studies of the NPI have generally failed to uncover stable multidimensional structures.


Based on this logic, the Grandiose Narcissism Scale (GNS; Foster et al., 2015) was developed to measure narcissism as a stable multidimensional construct that reflects the seven-factor structure proposed by Raskin and Terry (1988). The authors reasoned that a good way to reliably measure narcissism as a multidimensional construct would be to create items that were purpose-built to tap into specific narcissistic facets (e.g., entitlement). Thus, the GNS originally consisted of 35 items, each written to independently measure one of the seven factors proposed in the factor structure of Raskin and Terry (1988). Following an initial exploratory factor analysis, two items were removed. The remaining 33 items were then subjected to two confirmatory factor analyses that suggested it possessed a stable seven-factor structure, with each factor possessing acceptable levels of internal consistency. Additional validity testing indicated it was a reasonable proxy for narcissistic personality that could be used as a global measure of narcissism, much like the NPI, or as a means of capturing the seven more specific narcissistic facets proposed by Raskin and Terry (1988).


Since its development, the GNS has been used in several studies (e.g., Crowe, Lynam, et al., 2019), but has not been as widely adopted as the authors had originally hoped. Two possible reasons for this include (1) the continued widespread use of the NPI, which negates the GNS at least as a global measure of narcissism, and (2) the near simultaneous development of measures that capture more radically reformulated definitions of narcissism, such as a the Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory (Glover et al., 2012) and the Narcissism Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire (Back et al., 2013). In short, adoption of the GNS may have been hampered by continued reliance on the NPI as well as simple bad timing.


The NPI is a measure of narcissistic personality based on the DSM-III description of NPD (American Psychiatric Association, 1980), but it was not designed to be a diagnostic instrument. Nonetheless, the authors suggested that people diagnosed with NPD might score higher on the NPI (Raskin & Hall, 1979). This hypothesis has received some support in the literature (Miller et al., 2009), although, some studies have not observed higher NPI scores in people diagnosed with NPD (Vater et al., 2013). Rather than measuring NPD per se, the NPI was designed to measure the more general personality trait of narcissism. This is an important distinction because although narcissistic personality may be assumed to underlie NPD, narcissism by itself, even extreme forms of narcissism, is not sufficient to merit a diagnosis of NPD. As is true with all personality disorders, including NPD, significant personal and/or interpersonal impairment must be present for a diagnosis to be made (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). The NPI makes no attempt to assess impairment and therefore scores on the NPI should be thought of as reflecting narcissistic personality rather than NPD.


As a measure based on the diagnostic description of NPD, the NPI might be expected to capture a complete portrait of narcissistic personality. However, the NPI captures primar|26|ily (only?) traits associated with grandiose narcissism and omits traits associated with vulnerable narcissism. Grandiose and vulnerable narcissism are generally considered to be two valid expressions of narcissistic personality that may share a common core of interpersonal antagonism (Crowe, Weisse, et al., 2019; Crowe, Lynam, et al., 2019; Weiss et al., 2019). However, whereas grandiose narcissism is also associated with a self-serving and egocentric form or extraversion, vulnerable narcissism is associated with feelings of anxiety and distress stemming from perceived slights and lack of admiration and respect from others (Crowe, Weisse, et al., 2019).


To be clear, although grandiose and vulnerable expressions of narcissism are both important dimensions in the overall narcissism spectrum, the NPI does not reliably capture variance associated with vulnerable narcissism. This is apparent when one examines the items that make up the seven subscales reported by Raskin and Terry (1988). Table 3.1 shows each subscale along with the narcissistic statement from a representative item drawn from that subscale. These items and statements were selected based on the principal components analysis of Raskin and Terry (1988) as reported in Table 1 of their paper. The items reported were the highest loading items for each factor/subscale. Arguably, none of the subscales or their respective items tap into uniquely vulnerable expressions of narcissism. Thus, it is not surprising that total scores on the NPI are weakly correlated or uncorrelated with scores obtained from purpose-built measures of vulnerable narcissism. For example, Hyatt et al. (2018) reported a correlation of .10, between NPI total scores and vulnerable narcissism using a large multisample (k = 9, N = 4,220) analysis. When they examined NPI subscales, as per Ackerman et al. (2011), they found that the relationship between vulnerable narcissism ranged from nil (r = .00 for leadership/authority), to small (r = .11 for grandiose exhibitionism), to large (r = .33 for entitlement/exploitativeness) (effect size descriptions based on recommendations by Funder & Ozer, 2019). The large association between vulnerable narcissism and entitlement/exploitativeness makes sense according to Ackerman’s trifurcated model of narcissism (Crowe, Weisse, et al., 2019) as it correlates strongly with the narcissism dimension shared by grandiose and vulnerable narcissism: self-centered antagonism (Crowe, Lynam, et al., 2019). With this exception, the remainder of the NPI content is effectively unrelated to vulnerable narcissism.






Table 3.1.  Narcissistic statements from items representing seven subscales of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory











	

Subscale




	

Statement













	

Authority




	

“I would prefer to be a leader”









	

Self-sufficiency




	

“I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done”









	

Superiority




	

“I am an extraordinary person”









	

Vanity




	

“I like to look at my body”









	

Exhibitionism




	

“I am apt to show off if I get the chance”









	

Entitlement




	

“I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve”









	

Exploitativeness




	

“I can read people like a book”















|27|Why does the NPI fail to adequately capture vulnerable narcissism? Examining the DSM-III (American Psychiatric Association, 1980) diagnostic criteria for NPD reveals the reason. Symptoms associated with vulnerable narcissism are mostly absent from the clinical description of NPD. One symptom that deals with shame and humiliation in response to criticism certainly taps into vulnerable content, and there was some vulnerable content contained in the DSM-III text material. But the clinical description of NPD is far more heavily laden with grandiose symptomology. Thus, the fact that the NPI taps into mostly grandiose narcissism is less of a limitation with the NPI than it is with the DSM description of NPD, which continues to focus more on grandiose rather than vulnerable expressions of narcissism (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). Indeed, efforts to increase reliability and decrease construct overlap have arguably made more recent DSM descriptions of NPD even more narrowly focused on grandiose content.1 This has been a longstanding controversy that has existed since NPD was first introduced into the DSM in 1980 and continues today (Skodol et al., 2014).


So, the NPI is most definitely a measure of grandiose narcissism. It does not appear to capture much if any variance uniquely related to vulnerable narcissism. This is not so much a limitation of the measure as it is a possible bias toward grandiose expressions of narcissism found in the DSM description of NPD (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). This is not necessarily a reason to avoid using the NPI for research purposes, especially if one is interested specifically in grandiose narcissism. There is little doubt that the NPI correlates strongly with other measures that purport to capture variance in grandiose narcissism, such as a the GNS (Foster et al., 2015), the Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory (FFNI; Glover et al., 2012), the Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale (NGS; Rosenthal et al., 2020), and the narcissism subscales of the two most widely used measures of Dark Triad personality traits (i.e., narcissism, psychopathy, Machiavellianism) – the Short Dark Triad scale (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014) and the Dirty Dozen (Jonason & Webster, 2010).


Thus, the NPI appears to do a reasonable job measuring variance associated with grandiose narcissism as it is operationally defined by the field. This is especially true if the NPI is used as a global measure of narcissism (but see Brown et al., 2009). As already mentioned, usage of the NPI subscales to tap into more specific narcissism facets is undermined by psychometric issues, such as unstable factor structure and low subscale internal consistency. These issues may yield unreliable (e.g., unreplicable) results pertaining to narcissistic facets when assessed using the NPI. When researchers are interested in examining narcissistic facets in addition to, or in place of, global narcissism, we recommend that they turn to measures with better psychometric properties at the subscale level, such as the Grandiose Narcissism Scale (Foster et al., 2015) and the Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory (Glover et al., 2012).


We will conclude this chapter by discussing some of the variants of the NPI that are currently in circulation, such as reduced-item (i.e., short-form) and alternate response format (e.g., Likert-type scale) variants. We will also give readers some resources they can use if they want to work directly with data obtained using the NPI. If researchers are interested in using the NPI to assess narcissistic facets (i.e., NPI subscales) in addition to global narcissism, then it can make a difference which variant of the NPI they use. As we |28|discussed above, the most widely used variant of the NPI is the 40-item version first reported in Raskin and Terry (1988). This version contains all items required to compute almost any of the subscales discussed earlier. The exception to this is the set of subscales reported by Emmons (1984, 1987). Recall that Emmons’ version of the NPI contains 37 items, and some of these items are different than the 40 items contained in the Raskin and Terry version. Thus, if readers are interested in using Emmons’ subscales, they should use the items he reported in his 1984 and 1987 papers.


In instances where participant time and fatigue are concerns, assessing narcissism with fewer than 40 (or 37) items may be preferable. There are two short-form versions of the Dark Triad traits that contain either four-item (Jonason & Webster, 2010) or nine-item assessments of narcissism (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). If one wants to use the NPI, there are at least two short-form variants. The first is a 16-item version that provides a global assessment of narcissism (i.e., no subscales; Ames et al., 2006). The second is an even shorter 13-item version (Gentile et al., 2013) that assesses global narcissism as well as the three facets corresponding the factor solution of Ackerman et al. (2011). It is worth noting that the entitlement/exploitativeness subscale of this 13-item version of the NPI is identical to the entitlement/exploitativeness subscale of Ackerman et al. Not surprisingly, it exhibits similarly low (< .50) Cronbach’s alpha (e.g., Gentile et al., 2013; Study 2). Our view of the use of NPI subscales is the same regardless of whether they are extracted from 40-item or 13-item versions. We would prefer to see researchers use measurements that were purpose-built to tap into specific narcissistic facets (e.g., Foster et al., 2015; Glover et al., 2012). We are less skeptical of these short-form variants of the NPI if they are used as global assessments of narcissism (i.e., full-scale scores). Although global narcissism is, by definition, more complicated than its constituent facets (e.g., entitlement), if narcissistic facets covary within individuals, broadly (even if shallowly) assessing these facets should provide meaningful coverage of the global construct.


NPI items are usually administered in their original forced-choice (ipsative) response format. Ipsative measures have a variety of well-documented strengths and weaknesses (Baron, 1996). Researchers will, nonetheless, likely encounter studies that use, and may themselves want to use, alternate response formats, such as Likert-type (e.g., strongly agree to strongly disagree) and true-false responses to the narcissistic statements. Do these alternate response formats affect the psychometric properties of the NPI? There are several studies that have examined this issue (Ackerman et al., 2016; Grosz et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2018; Wetzel et al., 2016), and the answer appears to be, it depends. For example, it depends on whether we are talking about the full-scale or specific facets (e.g., entitlement). What is definitively true is that most of the research using the NPI, including psychometric research, was conducted using the forced-choice response format. Readers are, therefore, encouraged to consult the literature and make careful assessments of whether the potential costs/benefits of alternate response formats justify their use.


If readers are interested in exploring real data obtained using the NPI, we offer a couple of resources. The first is from the Open Source Psychometrics Project, which administers online personality surveys, including the NPI, to tens of thousands of visitors to their website (https://openpsychometrics.org/). They also make data collected from these surveys freely available (https://openpsychometrics.org/_rawdata/). On that website, users can download a large (N = 11,243) dataset containing responses to the 40-item version of the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988). Our research group used these data in a published study that examined curvilinear relationships between narcissism, self-esteem, and psychopathy |29|(Foster et al., 2016). We also recently published a paper examining possible differences in narcissism between only-children and people who have siblings (Foster et al., 2020). We made all data from this study, including responses to the NPI from 8,689 undergraduate students, freely available (https://osf.io/ecp9z/?view_only=471a9ac5d3124806a705f47bc14833fd).


We hope readers will find this exploration of the history, uses, benefits, and limitations of the NPI as useful as we found it enjoyable to write. The development of the NPI marks an important moment in narcissism research, as it was the first widely used empirical measure of narcissistic personality in the personality and social psychology literature. It has since gone on to become the most widely used measure of (grandiose) narcissism. The NPI is not without its critics, and we have tried to give a fair and balanced accounting of some of these criticisms here. Although we are certainly happy to see the recent explosion of interest in narcissism measurement and the development of new narcissism measures, we think the NPI will continue to play a prominent role in narcissism science for many years to come.
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We thank Aaron Pincus for drawing our attention to this.
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There has been an explosion of research on narcissism over the past decade and a half. Significant gains have been made in our understanding of the construct due in no small part to improved measurement practices. It is now well-accepted that narcissism is a multidimensional construct (Cain et al., 2008; Miller & Campbell, 2008; Wink, 1991). Grandiose narcissism (GN) is characterized by grandiosity, social dominance, high self-esteem, and emotional resilience while vulnerable narcissism (VN) is associated with egocentrism, emotional vulnerability, feelings of inadequacy, low self-esteem, and social passivity. There are at least two major areas of debate around these constructs (Miller et al., 2017, Wright & Edershile, 2018).


First, there is debate regarding how to understand the relationship between grandiose and vulnerable narcissism at the trait level. GN and VN have unique nomological networks (Miller et al., 2011), but recent structural modeling has shown that the dimensions share a common association with egocentrism, entitlement, and antagonistic attitudes and behaviors (Crowe et al., 2019; Krizan & Herlache, 2018; Miller et al., 2016). Consistent application of a trifurcated (i.e., three-factor) measurement model is needed to directly assess the shared and unique components of GN and VN.


Second, there is debate regarding the state-level stability of narcissism. It has been argued by some that fluctuations between grandiose and vulnerable narcissistic states are a defining feature of the construct (Pincus et al., 2009; Ronningstam, 2010). Directly testing this oscillation hypothesis requires measures of narcissism both brief enough to be included in ecological momentary assessment (EMA) designs and sensitive enough to capture fluctuations in narcissistic states (Edershile & Wright, 2020).


|33|Both debates can be clarified through improved measurement of the core components of narcissism. In this chapter we review evidence for the Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory (FFNI), a multidimensional trait-based narcissism measure capable of clarifying the first debate by capturing narcissism’s trifurcated factor structure. We then review evidence for the Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale (NGS) and the Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale (NVS), adjective-based measures of narcissism capable of addressing the second debate by capturing narcissistic state-level fluctuations.



The Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory


The Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory (FFNI; Glover et al., 2012) is based on research indicating that personality disorders, including narcissism, can be understood as a maladaptive combination of general personality traits (five-factor model [FFM]; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Costa & Widiger, 1994; Miller et al., 2001). This perspective is reflected in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th edition (DSM-5) alternative model for personality disorders, which can generally be understood as maladaptive variants of the FFM (Few et al., 2013; Gore & Widiger, 2013). The FFM traits most characteristic of narcissism have been established. A meta-analytic investigation (Samuel & Widiger, 2008) and surveys of narcissism experts (Lynam & Widiger, 2001), clinicians (Samuel & Widiger, 2004), and laypersons (Miller, Lynam, Siedor, et al., 2018) all converged on comparable FFM profiles. The FFNI was designed to capture those FFM traits most associated with the construct.


The FFNI (with 148 items), its 60-item short form (Sherman et al., 2015), and the informant-report version of the measure (IFFNI; 148 items; Oltmanns et al., 2018) all include 15 facet-level subscales representing pathological variants of the FFM traits most relevant to narcissism, as indicated by empirical and theoretical consensus (Campbell & Miller, 2013; Lynam & Widiger, 2001; Samuel & Widiger, 2004, 2008). Items for the facet scales were developed rationally and selected using a criterion keying approach (Clark & Watson, 1995, 2019; Glover et al., 2012; Note: 13 of the 15 facet scales were developed in this way. The other two scales – thrill-seeking and distrust – had already been developed as part of the Elemental Psychopathy Inventory [EPA], Lynam et al., 2011). The 15 facets (see Table 4.1 for a brief description of each) can be combined to generate both domain-level scores for GN and VN, and scores for three empirically derived factors (Miller et al., 2016): Antagonism, Neuroticism, and Agentic Extraversion.
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