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(ABSTRACT)

This study examined two potentially useful personality scales, the narcissistic personality
inventory (NPI) and the self-report of psychopathy scale (SRPII), in terms of their factor
structures. Competing factor structures for each scale were assessed via confirmatory
factor analysis (n=581). Competing models were obtained from published literature
associated with each scale and also through exploratory factor analysis. From the
literature, Raskin and Terry (1988) provided a seven factor NPI model, whereas Emmons
(1984; 1987) suggests a four factor model. Harpur and Hare (personal communication)
provided a two factor model for the experimental SRPII. Exploratory factor analysis
(n=581) provided four additional NPI models and five additional SRPII models to test.
Various additional factor models of interest were included in the competing models pool.
The published seven factor Raskin and Terry (1988) model of the NPI, the proposed two
factor Harpur and Hare SRPII model, and the seven factor oblique exploratory SRPII
model fit the data best in terms of common fit measures. Theoretical implications of
model fit are discussed and consideration is given to this study as a method of practical

scale analysis and theoretical construct validation.
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Introduction

The use of personality measures pervades the I/O literature (for a review see Hogan,
1991). Recent attention has been paid to personality constructs and measures in such
diverse areas as selection (Ameson, Millikin-Davies, & Hogan, 1993; Goeters,
Timmermann, & Maschke, 1993; Hargrave & Hiatt, 1987; Hollenbeck & Whitener, 1988;
Irving, 1993; Johnson, Wood, & Blinkhorn, 1988; Muchinsky, 1993; Rosse, Miller, &
Bames, 1991; Schmit & Ryan, 1993; Taylor & Zimmerer, 1988), predicting job
performance (Atwater, 1992; Cortina, Doherty, Schmitt, & Kaufman, 1992; Hogan,
Hogan, & Murtha, 1992; Inwald & Brockwell, 1991; Knatz, Inwald, Brockwell, & Tran,
1992; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991), accident involvement (Hansen, 1989; Sutherland
& Cooper, 1991), job satisfaction (Misra & Jain, 1986), and training (Retzlaff & Gibertini,
1988).

Narcissism is one such personality construct that has implications in industrial/
organizational psychology. Narcissism (or Narcissistic Personality Disorder--DSM-III-R,
1987) is characterized by a pattern of grandiosity, lack of empathy, hypersensitivity to the
evaluations of others, an inflated sense of self-worth and self-importance, entitlement,
interpersonal exploitativeness, self-aggrandizement, exhibitionism, and exaggeration of
accomplishments and talent. These characteristics occur with different degrees of
intensity. Whereas moderate levels of narcissism may be necessary to function effectively,
when this personality pattern becomes extreme, there are excesses of rigidity, narrowness,

resistance, and interpersonal contlict. The managerial implications of narcissism can be



both dramatic and critical (Kets de Vries & Miller, 1985). For example, the relationship
between narcissism and leadership (Horowitz & Arthur, 1988; Kets de Vries, 1984; Kets
de Vries & Miller, 1985) and narcissism’s effects on organizational functioning (Diamond
& Allcor, 1984; Feldman, 1985; Kets de Vries & Miller, 1984; Mullins & Kopelman,
1987) have been examined.

The most common measure of narcissism is the Narcissistic Personality Inventory
(NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979; 1981). The NPI is a well established measure of narcissism
(Hogan, Raskin, & Fazzini, 1990). While many studies support the validity of the NPI
as a measure of narcissism (see Raskin & Novacek, 1989; Raskin & Terry, 1988 for
references), there are two different factor structures of this scale presented in the
literature. Raskin and Hall (1979; 1981) and Raskin and Terry (1988) present a 7-factor
conceptualization of the NPI. The seven correlated factors are: a) authority,

b) exhibitionism, c) superiority, d) vanity, e) exploitativeness, f) entitlement, and

g) self-sufficiency. Raskin et al. also suggest a possible general construct of narcissism.
The other major conceptualization of the NPI’s factor structure is a 4-factor model
presented by Emmons (1984; 1987). These four factors are labeled: a) exploitativeness/
entitlement, b) leadership/authority, ¢) superiority/arrogance, and d) self-absorption/self-
admiration.

Psychopathy is another personality construct with I/O implications because it merges
two important aspects of organizational functioning; narcissism (as previously discussed),

and social deviance. Organizational social deviance is conceptualized as hostility towards
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rules and authority which manifests itself in terms of theft, sabotage, substance abuse,
insubordination, absenteeism, excessive grievances, bogus worker compensation claims,
and various forms of passive aggression (Hogan & Hogan, 1989). It is quite evident how
social deviance could be detrimental to organizations: By its very nature, it is
counterproductive and harmful. Hogan and Hogan (1989) have developed a personality
measure designed to assess a construct called “organizational delinquency” which
encompasses the previously mentioned antisocial behaviors.

Together, these two components--narcissism and social deviance--closely resemble the
two correlated factors found in the clinical concept of psychopathy. Psychopathy is a
personality disorder characterized by the callous and remorseless use of others and by a
persistent pattern of socially deviant and harmful behavior (Harpur & Hare, 1990). The
Psychopathy Checklist (PCL; Hare, 1980) and its revision (PCL-R; Hare, 1985) are
interview rating scales that assess this traditional clinical conception of psychopathy best
exemplified by the work of Cleckley (1976). Harpur, Hakstian, and Hare (1988) found
that the PCL is comprised of two correlated factors: Factor 1 is defined by core
personality traits, including superficiality, egotism, habitual lying and manipulation,
callousness, lack of gullt lack of remorse and empathy, and an exploitative use of others.
This factor mirrors narcissism. Factor 2 is defined by a chronically unstable and antisocial
lifestyle (i.e., social deviance). The revised PCL (PCL-R) measures the same construct as
the original, and both the PCL and PCL-R have been found to be reliable and valid

instruments for the assessment of psychopathy in male forensic populations (Hare, Harpur,
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Hakstian, Forth, Hart, & Newman, 1990).

An experimental self-report of psychopathy checklist (SRP II; Hare, 1985) was
designed to measure the same construct as the PCL and the PCL-R. The SRP II may tap
psychopathy better in a non-clinical, non-criminal population (Hare, 1985). Because the
development of the SRP II is in its initial stages, the psychometric properties of the test
have not been well established. It has been suggested by Hare and Harpur that the SRP II
has the same two factor structure as the PCL and the PCL-R.

The purpose of this study is to examine the factor structures of the NPI and the SRP II
scales. With the increasing attention being paid to personality measures, it becomes more
critical to know how these tests function. Scoring procedures, subscale development, and
ultimate conclusions regarding subjects’ standing on particular constructs are based on the
conceptualized factor structures of personality tests. In fact, the NPI and the SRP II are
direct attempts to assess certain factors by creatimg items which are theoretically related to
these factors. For example, NPI questions were derived directly from the DSM-III-R
criteria for Narcissistic Personality Disorder. Due to this factor-construct relationship, an
analysis of the test’s factor structure may be a “test” of the very conceptualization of the
personality construct. For example, is narcissism a construct comprised of seven sub-
factors, as Raskin proposes, or four factors as Emmons proposes, and what are the
implications of different patterns among these factors?

This study examined these two potentially useful personality scales in terms of their

factor structures or factor models. Whereas the literature on the NPI suggests various



testable factor models, the authors of the SRP II scale are unsure of its factor structure
(Harpur, personal communication). The proposed two factor model of the SRP II is only
the authors’ best guess. In fact there is very little published research on the psychometric
properties of either the NPI or SRP II. In terms of the NPI, only exploratory, principal-
components analyses have been done (e.g., Raskin & Terry, 1988), and there are no
confirmatory factor analysis studies in the literature. There is no published work on the
psychometric properties of the SRP II. The present study addresses the lack of research

on the factor structures of these two scales through exploratory, common factor model

analyses and then confirmatory factor analysis.

For confirmatory factor analysis, competing factor structures were assessed for each of
these scales to choose the models that demonstrate the best levels of “fit” to the item
variance/covariance matrices. Competing models were obtained from the published
literature associated with each respective scale, and also through exploratory factor
analysis. This procedure should result in enough plausible models for a meaningful
comparison. The comparison of competing factor models speaks directly to the concerns
of confirmatory factor analysis critics such as Breckler (1990). Breckler states that a
major problem with structural modeling (e.g., confirmatory factor analysis) in psychology
is the failure to recognize the existence of equivalent models. Even if many models may fit
the data equaﬂy well, the procedure of setting up competing models answers a more
manageable question (i.e., which of the comparison models works better).

Common factor analysis. The following is a brief overview of common factor analysis.




For a more extensive review of factor analysis, see Gorsuch (1983). Common factor
analysis was invented by Spearman (1904). A “common factor” is an unobservable,
hypothetical variable that contributes to the variance of at least two observable variables.
A “unique factor” is an unobservable, hypothetical variable that contributes to the variance
of only one observed variable. In a common factor model, there is one “unique factor”
associated with each observed variable. In components analysis, a component is not a
“common factor,” but an observable linear combination of variables, and there are no
“unique factors” in components analysis. A measure of the degree of
generalizability/relationship between each variable and each factor is calculated and
referred to as a “factor loading.” A factor loading is a quantitative relationship where the
farther the factor loading is from zero, the more one can generalize from the factor to the
variable. The “communality” of a variable is the proportion of its variance that can be
accounted for by the common factor. Both factor loadings and unique factors must be
estimated in a common factor model. There are several methods of estimating these
factors. For example, in this study the use of squared multiple correlations will be the
estimate of variable communalities.

After the factors are estimated, it is necessary to interpret them. Interpretation usually
means assigning a name or label to each common factor that best describes the collection
of variables with which it is associated. Interpretation is made easier by “rotating” the
common factors. Rotating means applying a nonsingular linear transformation so that the

resulting factor pattern resembles a matrix of high loadings on one factor and low loadings



on remaining factors. This pattern is referred to as “simple structures.” True simple
structures would involve factor loadings on only one factor for each variable, and zero
loadings on other factors. If the factors are rotated by an orthogonal transformation, the
rotated factors are uncorrelated. If the factors are rotated by an oblique transformation,
the rotated factors become correlated. Oblique rotations often produce more useful
patterns than do orthogonal rotations. Rotation does not change the statistical
explanatory power of the factors. All rotations are equally good statistically, therefore the
choice among rotation techniques must be based on which is most easily interpretable.

Structural equation modeling/confirmatory factor analysis. In depth considerations of

structural equation modeling and confirmatory factor analysis can be found in Bollen
(1989); James, Mulaik, & Brett (1982); Loehlin (1987); and Long (1983; 1983a). A
structural equation model is used to specify the phenomenon under study in terms of
cause-and-effect variables and their indicators. Structural equation modeling refers to the
formulation of a model for the variances and covariances among a set of variables and the
fitting of the model to an observed covariance (or correlation) matrix. Structural equation
modeling using covariance analysis is an important statistical tool in economics and
behavioral sciences. Structural equations express relations among several variables that
can be either directly observed variables (manifest variables) or unobserved hypothetical
variables (latent variables).

Because of the popularity of the LISREL computer program (Joreskog & Sorbom,

1989) for the analysis of causal models, some researchers and authors refer to these



models as LISREL, or LISREL-type models. Other terms used are causal modeling,
analysis of covariance structures, latent variable models, structural modeling, and
structural equation modeling (SEM). The LISREL model is comprised of two main parts:
the measurement model and the structural equation model. The measurement model
specifies how the latent variables or hypothetical constructs are measured in terms of the
observed variables, and it describes the measurement properties (validities and reliabilities)
of the observed variables. The present study focused on the measurement model part of
the LISREL model. The structural equation model specifies the causal relationships
among the latent variables and describes the causal effects and the amount of unexplained
variance.

The LISREL method estimates the unknown coefficients in a set of linear structural
equations. Variables in the equation system may be either directly observed variables or
unmeasured, unobserved latent variables that are related to the observed variables. The
model assumes that the observed variables are indicators or symptoms of the latent
variables. The LISREL methodology is designed to accommodate models that include
latent variables, measurement errors, reciprocal causation, and interdependence.
Additionally, LISREL covers a wide range of models that are useful Vin the social sciences
such as confirmatory factor analysis, path analysis, econometric models, time series
models, recursive and non-recursive models, and covariance structure models.

Before an attempt is made to estimate a model, the “identification problem™ must be

resolved. The identification problem is concerned with the question “is there a unique set



of parameter values consistent with the data?” Identification has to do with the adequacy
of information for parameter estimation. When one equation (a known) is available for the
estimation of one parameter (an unknown), a single estimate may be obtained. The
estimated parameter is said to be exactly (or just) identified. When more than one
equation is available for the estimation of one parameter, more than one estimate may be
obtained. When estimates are consistent, the parameter is said to be overidentified. When
a single equation is available for the estimation of more than one parameter (i.e., there are
more unknowns than knowns), no unique solution can be obtained. In other words,
different estimates of the parameters can be shown to have produced the same data (e.g.,
correlation matrix or covariance matrix). Therefore, the parameters are said to be
underidentified or nonidentified. When all the parameters of a model are identified, the
model as a whole is identified.

A just-identified (or saturated) model is one consisting of the exact amount of
information necessary for estimating all of its parameters. In other words, you have the
exact number of equations required to solve for a number of unknowns. A just-identified
model always fits the data perfectly. Therefore, such a model is not testable (df = 0). An
overidentiﬁgd model consists of more information than is necessary for estimation of its
parameters. Only overidentified models are testable (df > 0). Underidentified models are
clearly not testable. An underidentified model may become identified by imposmg
constraints on some of its elements (e.g., fixing coeflicients to zero, one, or some other

value; or by constraining two or more coefficients to be equal to each other). The theory



behind a model is the driving force behind identification. The constraints set on a model
are direct reflections of the theoretical conceptualization of the model itself.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a submodel of structural equation modeling
(SEM). Specifically, it is a measurement model of relations of indicators (manifest
variables) to factors (latent variables) as well as relations between latent variables. CFA
tests the fit between a theoretical model and empirical data through the use of fixed
parameters that have been assigned specified values, constrained parameters that are
unknown but equal to one or more other parameters, and free parameters that are
unknown and not constrained to be equal to any other parameter.

Identification deals with the relationship between these fixed (knowns) and free
(unknowns--estimated) parameters. Using the covariance or correlation matrix among the
observed variables, signified as S in LISREL, elements specified as free or constrained are
estimated (usually through ML-maximum likelihood). The estimated values are then used
to reproduce the covariance or correlation matrix among the observed variables, signified
as X in LISREL. Discrepancies between S and X enter into the testing of the model and
assessment of fit. The closer the corresponding elements of the two matrices (S and X)
are to each other, the better the fit of the model to the data. In other words, the estimated
and fixed structural parameters of a model determine an estimate of a hypothetical
variance/covariance (correlation) matrix for the manifest (observed) variables. If the
estimate of the hypothetical variance/ covariance (correlation) matrix derived from the

fixed and estimated free parameters does not differ significantly from the observed
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variance/covariance (correlation) matrix for the manifest variables, then the model “fits the
data.”

Confirmatory factor analysis is more useful than exploratory factor analysis in
evaluation of the factor structure of scales in which the factor structure has been defined a
priori. The primary advantage of confirmatory analysis is that it allows the researcher to
formulate and directly test competing hypotheses regarding the underlying factor structure
of a scale ( Harvey, Billings, & Nilan, 1985). In true exploratory factor analysis, there is
no theoretical, a priori hypotheses about the number or nature of the underlying factors.
In fact, in exploratory factor analysis, all indicators have loadings on all factors, whether
or not factors are correlated is an all-or-nothing decision (i.e., either all the factors are
correlated or all the factors are uncorrelated), and it is assumed that errors (unique
factors) are not correlated (to anything). In contrast, CFA is much less restrictive.
Because we wish to confirm or negate a hypothesized factor structure, it is necessary to
have the freedom to vary specific parts of the model (factor structure). Specifically, in
CFA the researcher determines what items load on what factors (in contrast to EFA where
all items load on all factors), which factors are correlated, the presence or absence of
unique factors for individual indicators, and correlations between particular unique factors.

Method
Subjects
The subjects for this study were 1162 undergraduates, primarily freshmen and

sophomores, enrolled in an introductory psychology course in a large southeastern
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university. Subjects received extra credit points toward their course grade for
participating in the study and signed up for selection to the study.
Scales

The NPI (Raskin & Hall, 1979; 1981) is a 40 item (originally 54 items) measure of
individual differences in narcissism in non-clinical populations. The response format is
forced-choice. Subjects must choose the statement they most agree with after comparing
a pair of attitude statements. The reported reliability (alpha) of the scale ranges in the low
to mid .80s.

The self-report of psychopathy (SRP II; Hare, 1985) is a 58-item self-report scale
based on Hare’s (1980) original 22-item PCL and the 20-item PCL-R (Hare, 1985). This
scale is designed to assess the traditional clinical construct of psychopathy. The SRP II
response format is a S-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” (5) to “strongly
disagree” (1).

Procedure

Phase 1: exploratory factor analysis. Exploratory factor analyses were conducted on

both the NPI and SRP II scales to obtain additional plausible factor models which may not
be included in published literature. For this phase, 581 of the original 1162 subjects were
used (the remaining 581 subjects were the hold-out sample to conduct confirmatory factor
analyses to compare competing models). A common factor model was assumed because,
unlike components analysis, it allows for an “error term” (i.e. unique factor) to be

estimated for each item. The decision regarding the number of factors to retain was based
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on an assessment of the scree plot, a plot of eigenvalues by factors. The convention of
retaining factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 was not be applied because this
method has been shown to be based on faulty logic (Cliff, 1988), and to perform poorly in
Monte Carlo simulations (e.g. Cliff, 1989; Tucker, Koopmen, & Linn, 1969). In the
SCREE method, factors which account for the greatest amount of variance, those that
have large eigenvalues, are retained. Finally, for interpretation, an oblique rotation
technique, the Harris-Kaiser method, was utilized. Since the underlying factors of each
scale are assumed to be correlated, an oblique rotation is considered more appropriate
than an orthogonal one. The resulting models obtained from these exploratory factor
analyses, which differed interpretatively from the a priori models discussed above, were
added to the models proposed in published studies of these scales. In the case of the SRP
II (which has no published factor structure to rely upon), the authors of the scale (Harpur
and Hare) have personally furnished their theoretical, two-factor model for consideration.

Phase 2: confirmatory factor analysis. The remaining 581 subjects in the data set were

utilized in the second phase of this study. Model comparison for each scale was achieved
through confirmatory factor analysis. In general, confirmatory factor analysis involves the
test of a model by determining whether the observed relations (correlations or
covariances) among the indicators can be reproduced or closely approximated by using the
parameter estimates (i.e. a proposed factor structure). In other words, a priori parameter
decisions about how many factors exist, the relationship among those factors, and which

items load on (are associated with) which factors are assessed in terms of how well they fit



(or can reproduce) an observed data set. If a proposed model explains or represents a
data set correctly (i.e. items proposed to load on the same factor correlate in the actual
data set), the model will have a high degree of “fit.”

The Calis procedure of the SAS statistical program was used to obtain maximum
likelihood fit indices for the data set. The Calis (Covariance Analysis of Linear Structural
Equations) procedure estimates parameters and tests the appropriateness of linear
structural equation models using covariance structure analysis. As input, you can use raw
data, a correlation matrix, a covariance matrix, or an SSCP matrix. The measurement
models (competing models) for the scales were obtained from published studies and
Phase 1 exploratory factor analyses. Several additional models for each scale were also
considered: a) a “null” model in which each item loads on a separate factor (i.e. no
cohesive factor structure, all items independent and unrelated), b) a single factor model (a
general factor) with all items loading on one factor, and c¢) orthogonal versions of
proposed correlated models.

In terms of proposed models, for the NPI, the seven factors and their respective items
were obtained from Raskin and Hall (1979; 1981) and Raskin and Terry (1988), whereas
the four factor model is from Emmons (1984; 1987). The proposed factor structure of the
SRP II was obtained from the scale’s authors. (See Appendix A for item-factor
breakdown).

Four indices of fit were examined: a) the goodness of fit index (GFI), b) GFI adjusted

for degrees of freedom (AGFI), ¢) root mean square residual (RMSR; Joreskog and
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Sorbom, 1981), which is an index of the size of the residuals obtained by subtracting the
variance/covariance matrix implied by the factor model from the sample variance/
covariance matrix, and d) the parsimonious fit index (PFI; James, Mulaik, & Brett, 1982).
The PFI makes comparisons with the null model but additionally stresses the fit of

the model relative to the number of parameters estimated. For example, if two models
reproduce the variances and covariances equally well, but one has fewer free parameters,
it would be rated higher using the PFI.

Raskin and Terry (1988) argue that tetrachoric correlations can provide a clearer view
of the latent item structure when dichotomous items are used. Interitem phi coefficients,
however, were used in this study for the forced-choice NPI. The concern about
tetrachoric vs. phi correlations is that artifactual “difficulty factors” (i.e. collections of
items sharing similar percent-endorsing rates) may be produced due to the fact that the
maximum value of the Pearson (or phi, in this case) correlation is restricted when the items
depart from a 50/50 split into the two item response categories, as well as when the two
items involved in the correlation have different percentage-endorsement levels. This
problem would become most evident when numerous items have extreme splits (e.g. 5%
vs. 95%). Extreme item endprsement splits were not expected for either personality scale,
therefore, the use of tetrachoric correlations did not seem to be warranted. Additional
cautions against using tetrachoric correlations were also considered (Gorsuch, 1983;

Horst, 1965; Rummel, 1970).
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Results
For this study, the alpha reliability of the NPI was .85 and .89 for the SRPII. Both
estimates are acceptable levels of reliability.

Phase 1: exploratory factor analysis. Exploratory factor analyses were conducted on

each scale to provide additional competing models to test via confirmatory factor analysis.
An assessment of the scree plot for the NPI suggested a four factor solution (i.e. a break

between four and five factors).

Insert Figure 1 about here

This four factor (exploratory) solution was added to the competing models pool
because it is different from the four factor model proposed by Emmons (1984;1987). The
four factor model from the exploratory factor analysis is similar to Emmons’
conceptualization, but the item-factor breakdown is slightly different. For example, both
the exploratory and Emmons’ models have a “leadership/authority” factor, but the items
making up the factor are different for each model. The exploratory “leadership/authority”
factor contains all the same items as the Emmons factor except item 30, and contains six
items that the Emmons factor does not contain. The differences between each of the four
factors making up the Emmons model and the four making up the exploratory model are
great enough to warrant consideration of the exploratory model as a separate model to
test. In other words, the differences between the two four factor conceptualizations is not

just different labels attached to the factors. There seem to be interpretative differences in
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the factors. (See appendix A for the published/proposed item-factor breakdowns. See
appendix B for the exploratory models’ item-factor breakdowns.)

The four factors of the exploratory model are: a) factor 1- “Authority/Leadership”
including items about being a good leader, being in authority, taking responsibility, and
making decisions; b) factor 2- “Con-man/Manipulation” which includes items about ease
of manipulating others, being able to talk themselves out of anything, and having a natural
talent for influencing people (this factor is somewhat like the “superiority/arrogance”
factor of Emmons); c) factor 3- “Exhibitionism” including items about enjoying being the
center of attention, not being modest, not blending in with others, and showing off in front
of others (there is no single, direct comparison factor in the Emmons model to match with
this factor); and d) factor 4-""Physical vanity” with items about having a desirable body,
showing off their bodies, looking in the mirror frequently, and enjoying looking at their
own bodies (this factor is similar to Emmons’ “self-absorption/self-admiration” factor but
much more physically oriented).

The NPI scree plot (figure 1) also shows slight breaks at 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 factors.

After 9 factors, the scree plot levels off suggesting any factor solution after 9 factors
would be useless. The 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 factor solutions were examined for interpretability.‘
The 5, 6, and 7 factor models were interpretable and relevant to the construct of
narcissism and different enough from proposed models to include in the comparison pool.

The five factor exploratory medel consists of: a) factor 1-"Leadership/Authority;”

b) factor 2-"Exhibitionism;” c¢) factor 3-"Con-man/Manipulation;” d) factor 4-"Self-
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esteem/Vanity;” and e) factor 5-"Entitlement.”  The six factor exploratory solution is:
a) factor 1-"Leadership/Authority;” b) factor 2-"Exhibitionism:” c¢) factor 3-"Con-
man/Antisocial behavior;” d) factor 4-"Physical Vanity;” e) factor 5-”Self-esteem;” and
f) factor 6-”Entitlement.” The seven factor model is: a) factor 1-”Exhibitionism;”

b) factor 2-"Leadership/Authority;” c) factor 3-’Con-man;” d) factor 4-"Physical
Vanity;” e) factor 5-Self-esteem;” f) factor 6-"Entitlement;” and g) factor 7-
”Competence.”

The seven factor Raskin model and the seven factor model derived from the
exploratory factor analysis are very similar. For example, both models include a “vanity”
factor, a “leadership” factor, an “exhibitionism” factor and an “entitlement” factor. Also,
the exploratory “con-man” factor is much like the Raskin “exploitativeness” factor, the
exploratory “competence” factor is much like the Raskin “self-sufficiency” factor, and the
exploratory “self-esteem” factor is much like the Raskin “superiority” factor. Aside from
the subjective difference in labeling the factors, there are differences in the item-factor
breakdown that warrant the inclusion of the exploratory seven factor model in the pool of
models for the confirmatory factor analysis phase.

Just as the exploratory phase yielded a four factor model that was different enough
from the Emmons four factor model to include with other competing models, the
exploratory seven factor model is different enough at the item-factor level to include it as
a competing model. Including the exploratory four and seven factor version of the NPI

also allows a direct comparison between published models and similar models derived
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from an exploratory factor analysis. If this study is capitalizing on sampling error, the four
and seven exploratory factor models (which are similar to published four and seven factor
models) will fit better because the sample of subjects used for the exploratory phase are
from the same population (students) as those in the hold-out sample used in the
confirmatory phase. Ifthe models and model fit are sample independent, the published
models should perform as well as or better than the exploratory models in phase 2.

The eight and nine factor solutions suggested by the scree plot were not interpretable.

In other words, no coherent labels could be assigned to the factors in these cases. Many
items in these two solutions had high loadings on several different factors and several
factors had only two or three items associated with them. Each of these situations
suggests over-factoring and thus, an uninterpretable solution. Therefore, eight and nine
factor models were not included in the competing model pool.

In summary, the exploratory factor analysis of the NPI yielded four, five, six, and
seven factor models (oblique and orthogonal versions of each) for inclusion in the
confirmatory factor analysis phase. The rotated factor patterns of these models can be
found in appendix D. These factor patterns led directly to the models to be tested. Items
with low or no loadings on any factors were dropped (e.g. NPI 22 and 23 were dropped
from the four factor solution since these items had low factor loadings on all four factors).
Items with high loadings on more than two factors were also dropped from the model
(e.g. item NPI 1 was dropped from the five factor model since it had high loadings on

three different factors). See appendix C for dropped items.
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In examining the proposed/published NPI factor structures, Raskin only allows items to
load on one factor, whereas Emmons allows items to load on two different factors based
on the loadings. For example, NPI item 11 loads on both the “leadership” factor and the
“superiority” factor in the Emmons conceptualization. In the Raskin conceptualization,
items load on only one (the highest loading) factor. In order to compare the Raskin model
with the other models which allow secondary loadings (which are less restrictive and
hence, have higher possible fit measures), a modified Raskin seven factor model (oblique
and orthogonal versions) was included in the competing models pool for phase 2. The
modified Raskin model has exactly the same item-factor composition as proposed, but it
allows items to load on more than one factor if secondary loadings are high. Also, item 30
was dropped from the “exhibitionism” factor because it loaded on three different factors.
This modified model was derived from the rotated factor pattern presented in Raskin and
Terry (1988).

In terms of the SRPII, the scree plot (figure 2) suggests breaks after 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7
factors and levels off after 7 factors. Each of'the 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7 factor solutions are
interpretable. Appendix D has the factor patterns and appendix B confains the item-factor
compositions ( i.e. the models to be confirmed). In construction of models, the same drop
procedure and secondary loading procedure was employed as discussed above.

The two factor solution derived from the exploratory factor analysis is quite different
from the two factor model proposed by Harpur and Hare (in appendix A). Whereas the

Harpur and Hare two factor model (factor 1=core personality traits and factor 2=unstable/



antisocial lifestyle) includes only 21 of the original 58 items, the exploratory two factor
model includes 43 of the 58 items. The two factors of the exploratory model can be
assigned virtually the same labels as the Harpur and Hare factors. Factor 1 of the
exploratory model is an “antisocial lifestyle” factor including item about “conning” people,
manipulating others, thrill seeking items such as doing dangerous things, breaking rules,
taking dares, taking chances, speeding, and getting in trouble in school and with the
police. Factor 2 of the exploratory model is a “self-confidence/self-esteem” factor which
is close to Harpur and Hare’s “core personality traits” factor. This factor includes items
about being confident, being good at all things, being a good leader, and items relating to
worrying. Whereas there is conceptual and item overlap between the proposed two factor
model and the exploratory model, the item composition of each model is divergent enough
to warrant the inclusion of the exploratory model for phase 2. Just as exploratory seven
and four factor models of the NPI were included to compare to published seven and four
factor models, the exploratory two factor solution of the SRPII allows a comparison with
the proposed two factor model.

In summary, the exploratory factor analysis of the SRPII yielded two, four, five, six,
and seven factor models (oblique and orthogonal versions of each) for inclusion in the
confirmatory factor analysis phase. The rotated factor patterns of these models can be
found in appendix D. The four factor solution of the SRPII is: a) factor 1-"antisocial
behavior/thrill seeking;” b) factor 2-"dominance;” c) factor 3-"confidence;” and d) factor

4-"soft-hearted person.” The five factor exploratory SRPII model includes: a) factor 1-
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“exploitativeness;” b) factor 2-"thrill seeking;” c) factor 3-"confidence;” d) factor 4-"’soft-
hearted person;” and ) factor 5-"neurotic worry.” The six factor solution is: a) factor 1-
antisocial behavior;” b) factor 2-"con-man/manipulation;” c) factor 3-"confidence;” d)
factor 4-"kind-hearted person;” ¢) factor 5-neurotic worry;” and f) factor 6
“entitlement.” The seven factor solution includes: a) factor 1-’con-man;” b) factor 2-
“thrill seeking;” c) factor 3-"confidence;” d) factor 4-"’kind-hearted person;” e) factor 5-
“neurotic worry;” f) factor 6-"entitlement;” and g) factor 7-"young trouble.”

In all cases, NPI and SRPII, the inter-factor correlations were low. The highest inter-
factor correlation being -.24. Most correlations were in the single digits. See appendix D
for interitem correlations. The low inter-factor correlations suggest that no higher order
factors are present. Therefore, no higher order factors were examined in phase 2.

Another analysis that was conducted involved combining the 40 NPI items and the 58
SRPII items into one data set and running an exploratory factor analysis on the combined
scales. Since the two scales have conceptual similarities (somewhat negative traits and
behaviors) and certain item overlap (such as being a leader and manipulating others),
combining the two scales may reveal a coherent, helpful factor model underlying subjects’
responses to both instruments. Because this extra analysis is purely exploratory, no
confirmatory factor analysis phase was employed. Thus, the exploratory factor analysis of
the combined scales utilized all 1162 subjects. Figure 3 presents the scree plot of the
combined NPI and SRPII scales. The scree reveals 2-7 possible factors. All of these

possibilities were examined for interpretability. Because the NPI is dichotomous (forced
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choice) and the SRPII was scored on a S-point likert scale, there is a possibility that
combining the two scales for an exploratory factor analysis would result in method factors
(i.e. all dichotomous NPI items loading on one factor and all likert SRPII items loading on
another). Likewise, if the two scales are conceptually different, an NPI factor and an
SRPII factor would result. In examining the 2-7 factor models for interpretability, there
does not seem to be a split between NPI and SRPII items in terms of method or concept.
All factors include both NPI and SRPII items. In fact, similar areas clustered together (i.e.
leadership items, manipulation items, and thrill seeking items grouped together) regardless
of measurement method.

Appendix B contains the item-factor breakdown for the combined NPI and SRPII item
pool. The two factor solution includes: a) factor 1-"antisocial behavior;” and b) factor 2-
“confidence/leadership.” The three factor solution is: a) factor 1-"antisocial behavior;”

b) factor 2-"confidence;” and c) factor 3-"entitlement.” The four factor model is: a) factor
1-""antisocial behavior;” b) factor 2-"leadership/authority;” c) factor 3-"thrill seeking;” and
d) factor 4-"neurotic worry.” The five factor solution includes: a) factor 1-"antisocial
behavior;” b) factor 2-"leadership/authority;” c) factor 3-"’exhibitionism;” d) factor 4-
“thrill seeking;” and e) factor 5-"neurotic worry.” The six factor model is: a) factorl-
“antisocial behavior;” b) factor 2-"leadership/authority;” c) factor 3-"thrill seeking;”

d) factor 4-"physical vanity;” e) factor 5-"neurotic worry;” and f) factor 6-"’kind-hearted
person.” The seven factor solution consists of: a) factor 1-"leadership/authority;”

b) factor 2-"antisocial behavior;” c¢) factor 3-"thrill-seeking;” d) factor 4-"neurotic worry;”



e) factor 5-"’kind-hearted person;” f) factor 6-"dominance;” and g) factor 7-
“exhibitionism.”

Phase 2: confirmatory factor analysis. Fit measures for all the included NPI models

(including null and general factor models) are in table 1. Oblique (correlated factors)

models fit better than orthogonal models in all cases.

Insert table 1 about here

In terms of the NPI, the null model (no coherent factor structure) did not fit well (GFI
of .530, AGFI of .479, and RMSR of .147) suggesting some underlying structure among
the items. There is some evidence for a general factor (as suggested by Raskin). The
general factor model (all items loading on one “narcissism” factor) had a GFI of .774, an
AGFI of .750, a RMSR of .072, and a PFI of .424. Each of these fit measures is fair. The
best fitting model for the NPI is the published, non-modified Raskin seven factor oblique
model (.887 GFI, .872 AGFI, .055 RMSR, and .658 PFI). While there are individual fit
measures in table 1 which are higher than the respective measures of the Raskin model,
when considering all measures and parsimony (number of estimated parameters), the
Raskin model is the best choice. The published seven factor (oblique) Raskin model fit the
data better than the modified seven factor model based on the Raskin and Terry (1988)
factor matrix. The unmodified Raskin model fits the data better in terms of parsimony
because the modified Raskin model estimates more parameters (a PFI of .658 vs. .634).

The unmodified model has fit measures that are just as high as the modified model and
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since the unmodified model is simpler, it is the better choice. The published seven factor
NPI model also fits slightly better than the seven factor model obtained from the
exploratory factor analysis.

Table 2 includes the fit measures for the SRPII models. In terms of the SRPIL the null
model fit the data poorly (.370 GFI, .325 AGFI, and .170 RMSR) suggesting an
underlying factor structure. The general factor model also did not fit the data very well
(.649 GFI, .623 AGFI, .083 RMSR, and .397 PFI). Just as the case with the NPI, oblique
versions of the SRPII models consistently fit better than orthogonal ones. The best fitting
model seems to be the suggested two factor oblique model obtained from Harpur and
Hare (.860 GFI, .828 AGFI, .088 RMSR, and .588 PFI). This model, however, only uses
21 items of the original 58. It is easier to fit a model with a small number of items and
a small number of factors. If a majority of the items are considered, the exploratory seven
factor, oblique model fits the data best (.822 GFI, .803 AGFI, .069 RMSR, and .636 PFI).
If only a small portion of items are necessary, the two factor Harpur and Hare model is
best. If all the items are of interest, the seven factor exploratory model is best. The GFI
and AGFI of the two factor proposed model are better than the same measures for the
seven factor exploratory model. However, the RMSR and the PFI are better for the seven
factor exploratory model. In other words, the fit measures, overall, of these two models
are essentially equal. The deciding factor between these two solutions should be the

importance of including all or a small portion of the items.
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DISCUSSION

The results of this study support the Raskin and Terry (1988) 7 factor concep-
tualization of the NPI and the 2 factor SRPII model proposed by Harpur and Hare.

In terms of NPI model fit, the Raskin and Terry (1988) oblique 7 factor model
outperformed the 4 factor conceptualization found in Emmons (1984;1987) and fit the
data better than any model obtained in the phase 1 exploratory factor analysis. Even the
modified Raskin model, which allows items to load on more than one factor, did not fit the
data better than the more restrictive Raskin and Terry (1988) model. In fact, the modified
model fit worse in terms of parsimony (i.e. more parameters to estimate led to a lower PFI
measure). Whereas the published Emmons 4 factor model, and indeed all of the
exploratory models, did exhibit acceptable model fit, the conceptualization presented by
Raskin and Terry (1988) had superior fit.

Not only was the Raskin factor structure of the NPI supported, but other theoretical
aspects of narcissism were also addressed. The stability of the Raskin factor model across
samples seems to validate the Raskin approach to narcissism. Since Raskin and Hall
(1979;1981) developed the NPI directly from the DSM-III concept of Narcissistic
Personality Disordgr, empirical support for their model is also empirical support for the
DSM-III concept of narcissism. While the Emmons (1984; 1987) conceptualization is
very similar to Raskin, and thus similar to the DSM-III concept, the Raskin sub-
components of narcissism are combined to create the 4 factor Emmons approach. It is not

surprising that the Emmons model functions well in terms of model fit and research
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support because the essential Raskin and DSM-III core elements such as exploitativeness,
entitlement, and authority are present. However, the superior fit of the Raskin factor
structure argues against combining the sub-factors of narcissism as the Emmons model
does. The Raskin model, and therefore the DSM-III model, of narcissism assesses seven
separate factors or aspects of narcissism.

Additional support for these seven separate factors of narcissism was also obtained in
the phase 1 exploratory factor analysis. In this phase, factors emerged from the data
which are virtually identical to the factors proposed by Raskin (and indirectly by the DSM-
II). For example, regardless of the number of viable factors extracted from the data, an
“authority factor,” an “exploitativeness” (“con-man/manipulative”) factor, an
“entitlement” factor, and a “self-sufficiency/self-esteem” factor emerged. These factors
mirror those of Raskin and the DSM-III. The stability and consistency of these sub-

factors of narcissism support not only the Raskin and Terry (1988) factor model of the

NPI, but support the Raskin and Terry (1988) and the DSM-III theoretical

conceptualization of narcissism.

Other aspects of the Raskin concept of narcissism were also supported by this study.
Raskin and Terry (1988) found evidence for a general construct of narcissism along with
their seven first order components. Likewise, this study suggests evidence for a general
construct of narcissism in that the general factor model (all items loading on one factor)
had an acceptable level of fit to the data. The inter-factor correlations in the published

literature as well as in this study, however, are not high enough to suggest, or warrant



testing of, a higher order factor. The moderate inter-factor correlations found throughout
this study also support the Raskin, DSM-III, and even the Emmons claim of inter-related
factors. The correlation among the factors is not surprising given the nature of the
factors. Factors such as “exploitativeness” and “superiority,” or “entitlement” and
“superiority” are similar enough conceptually to correlate empirically. This inter-factor
relationship also explains why every oblique model (correlated factors) outperforms (fit
better than) its orthogonal version.

In summary, the Raskin concept of narcissism was supported (in a way, validated) in
terms of factor model fit, sub-factor stability and composition, evidence of a general
construct, and inter-factor correlation. Thus, the Raskin and Terry (1988) factor model of
the NPI “fits” empirically and theoretically.

Given the experimental nature of the SRPII, the results of its study are less clear. Just
as the published Raskin model fit the data better than exploratory models, the factor
structure proposed by Harpur and Hare (personal communication) seems to outperform
other models. While the Harpur and Hare two factor conceptualization of the SRPII fits
the data better than most of the exploratory models, it only includes 21 of the original 58
items. The higher fit measures, particularly the PFI, may be a function of fitting a}simpler
model to the data. Therefore, a comparison between the Harpur and Hare two factor
model and exploratory models which include many more items may not be a fair one.
Perhaps a truer test of the SRPII would involve consideration of a majority of the items.

In this case, a choice among the exploratory models would be appropriate. The 7 factor
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oblique exploratory model of the SRPII fits the data better than other exploratory models.
This model even has better RMSR and PFI measures than the proposed (21 item) Harpur
and Hare model.

The two factor Harpur and Hare model and the seven factor exploratory model have
implications for the theoretical conceptualization of psychopathy. The high degree of fit
for the proposed Harpur and Hare model supports the two factor concept of psychopathy
(factor 1 = antisocial behavior, factor 2 = core personality traits). Additionally, the two
factor exploratory model utilizing 43 of the 58 items yielded the same two factors as
proposed by Harpur and Hare (antisocial behavior and confidence/self-esteem core traits).
The poor fit of a general construct/factor model and the fact that oblique models don’t fit
the data significantly better than orthogonal ones support the concept of separate, distinct
psychopathy factors. One would expect a relationship between antisocial behavior and
negative core personality traits such as “entitlement,” but not a strong enough relationship
to result in a high correlation between factors. Consistently, the oblique models fit only
slightly better than orthogonal ones, suggesting separate and only moderately related
factors. Indeed, the interfactor correlations are much lower for the SRPII models than for
the NPI models.

The analysis of the SRfH scale also reveals interesting parallels with the analysis of the
NPI scale. Both the NPI and the SRPII scales yielded “exploitativeness,” “entitlement,”
and “antisocial behavior” factors. These constructs seem to be important aspects of both

narcissism and psychopathy. More importantly, as the comparison between the seven and
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four factor models of the NPI suggested, breaking down factors into more specific sub-
factors explains the data better and may define the theoretical construct more sensitively.
In terms of the NPI, the four factor Emmons model could be broken down into the more
specific seven factor Raskin model. This more specific model worked better in this data
set. Likewise, the two factor Harpur and Hare model and also the two factor exploratory
model (antisocial behavior and core personality traits) could be broken down into more

specific, separate factors that make up each of these more general factors. The seven

factor exploratory model does just that. The “antisocial behavior” factor of the two factor
model/conceptualization becomes three separate factors of the seven factor model
(“exploitativeness,” “thrill seeking,” and “young trouble™). The “core personality traits”
factor of Harpur and Hare becomes four personality related factors (“confidence,” “kind-
hearted person,” “neurotic worry,” and “‘entitlement™). In both cases, a “general” factor
breaks down into more specific components. The models containing the more specific
components (i.e. the seven factor Raskin NPI model and the seven factor exploratory
SRPII model) fit the data better and give a more detailed and complete concept of the
personality construct. Therefore, the more specific models in both the NPI and SRPII
seem to function best empirically and theoretically.

The possibility of exploratory models having the advantage in confirmatory
competition was addressed. Models obtained through exploratory factor analysis may
have an advantage over published/proposed models because the sample from which the

models are derived is from the same population as the sample with which the models are



confirmed (i.e. the data set was split in half). If this procedure capitalizes on the sample
characteristics, the exploratory models would artifactually/artificially be favored over any
published models. In order to assess this potential problem, each scale’s comparison
model pool included built-in tests. Specifically, published/proposed models were
compared to similar exploratory factor models. The seven factor Raskin model was
compared to the seven factor exploratory model. The four factor Emmons model was
compared to the four factor exploratory model. The two factor Harpur and Hare model
was compared to the two factor exploratory model. In each of these cases, the published
/proposed model fit the data just as well or better than the exploratory model. As a result,
it can be concluded that the exploratory models enjoyed no advantage over published
models due to the sampling procedure.

The combination of the NPI and SRPII scales for an exploratory factor analysis led to
models which were similar to models derived from each scale individually. In general, the
SRPII contains more items which deal with antisocial behavior and the NPI contains
predominantly personality based items. The combination of these scales may yield a more
precise psychopathy instrument. If psychopathy is indeed comprised of antisocial
behaviors and negative core personality traits as Cleckley (1976) and Harpur and Hare
(e.g. 1985) suggest, and as this study seems to support, the combination of the antisocial
behaviors of the SRPII and the personality traits of the NPI may result in a more
comprehensive psychopathy instrument. The exploratory factor analysis of the combined

scales did not yield a method (dichotomous items vs. likert-type items) or a scale (NPI vs.



SRPII items) breakdown. Each factor in each model was comprised of both NPI and
SRPII items. The analysis of the combined scales did indeed lead to “antisocial behaviors”
factors and “personality” factors. For example, the seven factor breakdown of the
combined scales is very similar to the seven factor breakdown of the SRPII. The
combined scales resulted in antisocial behavior factors such as “antisocial behavior,” “thrill
seeking,” “exhibitionism,” and personality factors like “authority,” “neurotic worry,”
“kind-hearted person,” and “dominance.” Each of these factors are comprised of both
NPI and SRP items. Future research may focus on the comparison between the SRPII or
other measure(s) of psychopathy and a scale based on a combination of SRP and NPI
items. The results of the combined scales analysis may also support the general concept
of psychopathy being comprised of antisocial behaviors and personality traits.

At a practical level, this study presents a method of scale revision. ‘“Bad” items or
incorrect scoring procedures based on incorrect item-factor relationships can be screened
and corrected with this procedure. For example, the same items were consistently
dropped in this study regardless of the number of factors extracted (see appendix C).
Either these items can be reworded, or they are irrelevant to the construct at hand, and
thus should be eliminated. Also, because scoring procedures and assignment of subscores
on scales are based on a preconceived factor breakdown, confirmatory factor analysis
allows a direct test of the scoring ability of a scale by testing its factor structure. If a
factor structure is unstable or does not explain data well, any subscores or patterns among

the factor subscores can not be trusted. However, if a factor structure has been



“confirmed,” subjects’ patterns on the factors become meaningful and useful. The
differences between individual scores on subfactors has research implications. For
example, is a person with a high score on the “antisocial behavior” factors of psychopathy
qualitatively different from a subject with high scores on the “personality” factors?

In general, this study outlines a valuable procedure or process in scale construction and
analysis and, in a way, scale validation. The process of exploratory factor analysis
followed by confirmatory factor analysis is not only a method of assessing measurement

adequacy, but theoretical adequacy. Since factor structures of scales are derived directly
from theoretical conceptualizations of a construct, a test of the factor structure is also a
test of the theoretical basis for the scale. A factor structure derived from theory which
does not explain empirical data may well reflect a shortcoming in theoretical concept as

well as measurement inadequacies.
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Table 1. Fit Measures-NPI

MODEL GFI AGFI RMSR PFI
NULL MODEL .530 479 147 -

GENERAL FACTOR 774 750 072 424
PUBLISHED MODELS

RASKIN 7 FACTOR (oblique) .887 .872 .055 .658
RASKIN 7 FACTOR (orthog.) .820 801 116 538
MODIFIED RASKIN 7 (obliq.) .893 .874 .054 .634
MODIFIED RASKIN 7 (orth.) .839 .817 .106 .545
EMMONS 4 FACTOR (obliq.) .819 791 .074 538
EMMONS 4 FACTOR (orth.) .789 759 127 457
EXPLORATORY MODELS

4 FACTOR (oblique) 865 844 .064 612
4 FACTOR (orthogonal) .847 .825 .102 575
5 FACTOR (oblique) .882 .862 .063 621
5 FACTOR (orthogonal) .852 .830 .108 .557
6 FACTOR (oblique) .891 .873 .060 .649
6 FACTOR (orthogonal) .848 .828 11 578
7 FACTOR (oblique) .893 .873 .060 .637
7 FACTOR (orthogonal) .840 818 112 .558
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Table 2. Fit Measures-SRPII

MODEL GF1 AGFI RMSR PF1
NULL MODEL 370 325 170 -——-

GENERAL FACTOR .649 .623 .083 .397
PROPOSED MODELS

Harpur & Hare 2 Fact (oblique) .860 .828 .088 .588
Harpur & Hare 2 Fact (orthog.) .860 .829 .098 .583
EXPLORATORY MODELS

2 FACTOR (oblique) 733 706 078 .543
2 FACTOR (orthogonal) 732 .705 .091 .539

4 FACTOR (oblique) .790 .768 .073 571
4 FACTOR (orthogonal) 777 .756 114 542
5 FACTOR (oblique) .800 .780 .067 .603

5 FACTOR (orthogonal) 782 762 116 .568
6 FACTOR (oblique) .806 .789 .066 .610
6 FACTOR (orthogonal) .780 761 120 .563
7 FACTOR (oblique) .822 .803 .069 .636

7 FACTOR (orthogonal) .781 762 125 .581
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Appendix A: Published/Proposed Item-Factor Breakdown
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Published/Proposed Item-Factor Breakdown

NPI

Seven Factor Model (Raskin and Hall. 1979; 1981; Raskin and Terry, 1988)

Factor 1 (Authority): Items 1, 8, 10, 11, 12, 32, 33, 36
Factor 2 (Exhibitionism): Items 2, 3, 7, 20, 28, 30, 38
Factor 3 (Superiority): Items 4, 9, 26, 37, 40

Factor 4 (Entitlement): Items 5, 14, 18, 24, 25, 27
Factor 5 (Exploitativeness): Items 6, 13, 16, 23, 35

Factor 6 (Self-Sufficiency): Items 17, 21, 22, 31, 34, 39
Factor 7 (Vanity): Items 15, 19, 29

Four Factor Model (Emmons, 1984: 1987)

Factor 1 (Exploitativeness/Entitlement): Items 13, 14, 20, 24, 25, 27, 32, 38, 39
Factor 2 (Leadership/Authority): Items 1, 7, 10, 11, 12, 30, 32, 33
Factor 3 (Superiority/Arrogance): Items 3, 5, 6, 11, 16, 21, 23, 35, 36

Factor 4 (Self-Absorption/Self-Admiration): Items 4, 9, 15, 17, 19, 29, 34, 40

SRP I

Factor 1 (Core Personality Traits): Items 6, 10, 19, 25, 30, 31, 45, 51, 58

Factor 2 (Unstable/Antisocial Lifestyle): Items 2, 7, 11, 17, 18, 23, 28, 29, 32, 37, 48, 56
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Appendix B: Exploratory Factor Analysis Models (Item-Factor Breakdowns)
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Exploratory Factor Analysis Models—NPI

4 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Leadership/Authority”: items 1, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 18, 21, 27, 30, 32, 33,
34, 36

Factor 2 “Con-man/Manipulation™: items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 13, 14, 16, 24, 31, 35, 39, 40

Factor 3 “Exhibitionism” : items 2, 7, 12, 20, 27, 28, 29, 30, 38

Factor 4 “Physical Vanity™: items 5, 9, 15, 19, 29, 34, 37, 40

5 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Leadership/Authority”: items 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 21, 32, 34, 36
Factor 2 “Exhibitionism™: items 7, 11, 20, 28, 29, 30, 38

Factor 3 “Con-man/Manipulation™ items 3, 4, 5, 6, 13, 14, 16, 31, 35, 39, 40
Factor 4 “Self-esteem/Vanity™: items 4, 5, 9, 15, 19, 26, 29, 34, 37, 40
Factor 5 “Entitlement”: items 8, 12, 14, 18, 24, 25, 27, 32, 38, 39

6 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Leadership/Authority”: items 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 21, 23, 27, 32, 33, 36
Factor 2 “Exhibitionism™: items 2, 4, 7, 11, 20, 26, 30, 37, 38

Factor 3 “Con-man/Antisocial behavior”: items 3, 5, 6, 13, 16, 31, 35, 39
Factor 4 “Physical Vanity”: items 15, 19, 29

Factor 5 “Self-esteem™: items 4, 5, 9, 34, 37, 40

Factor 6 “Entitlement”: items 2, 8, 12, 14, 18, 24, 25, 27, 38, 39

7 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Exhibitionism™: items 2, 4, 7, 11, 20, 26, 3
Factor 2 “Leadership/Authority”: items 10, 11,27, 3
Factor 3 “Con-man™; items 3, 6, 13, 14, 16, 35, 3
Factor 4 “Physical Vanity™: items 15, 19, 29

Factor 5 “Self-esteem™: items 4, 5, 9, 34, 37, 40
Factor 6 “Entitlement”: items 2, 14, 18, 24, 25, 27, 38, 39
Factor 7 “Competence™: items 17, 21, 22, 23, 31, 34, 35

Modified Raskin 7 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Authority”; items 1, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 27, 32, 33, 36
Factor 2 “Exhibitionism™: items 2, 3, 7, 14, 20, 23, 28, 38 (30 dropped)
Factor 3 “Superiority”: items 4, 5, 9, 26, 31, 34, 37, 40

Factor 4 “Entitlement™: items 5, 8, 11, 13, 14, 18, 24, 25, 27

Factor 5 “Exploitativeness™: items 1, 6, 13, 16, 21, 23, 35

Factor 6 “Self-sufficiency”: items 3, 17, 21, 22, 26, 31, 34, 39

Factor 7 “Vanity”: items 15, 19, 24, 29, 38
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Exploratory Factor Analysis Models—SRPII

2 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Antisocial Behavior™: items 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 11, 16, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 31,
32, 33, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 46, 48, 49, 51, 52,
54, 55, 56

Factor 2 “Confidence/Self-esteem™: items 6, 9, 12, 15, 19, 25, 30, 34, 45, 47, 50, 53

4 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Antisocial Behavior/Thrill Seeking™: items 1, 7, 11, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29,
32,37, 38,41, 48, 56

Factor 2 “Dominance™: items 4, 5, 8, 13, 19, 26, 27, 35, 36, 39, 40, 42, 44, 54

Factor 3 “Confidence”: items 6, 9, 12, 15, 19, 25, 30, 45, 47, 50, 53

Factor 4 “Soft-Hearted Person”: items 10, 16, 22, 28, 30, 31, 33, 41, 45, 51, 52, 54, 55

S Factor Model

Factor 1 “Exploitativeness/Con-man™: items 3, 4, 5, 8, 17, 19, 27, 32, 35, 36, 38, 39, 40,
42,44, 46, 48, 49, 51, 53, 54

Factor 2 “Thrill Seeking™: items 1, 7, 11, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 32, 37, 38, 41, 53, 56

Factor 3 “Confidence™: items 6, 9, 12, 13, 15, 19, 25, 26, 30, 34, 50, 57

Factor 4 “Soft-Hearted Person™: items 10, 12, 16, 20, 22, 28, 31, 33, 41, 52, 55

Factor 5 “Neurotic Worry™: items 5, 6, 13, 18, 21, 25, 26, 27, 39, 42, 45, 47, 52

6 Factor Model

Factor 1 “Antisocial Behavior™: items 1, 7, 11, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 32, 37, 38, 41,
43, 56

Factor 2 “Exploitativeness/Con-man™: items 3, 4, 8, 17, 32, 35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 46, 48,

49, 51, 54

Factor 3 “Confidence™: items 9, 12, 15, 19, 22, 30, 34, 50, 57

Factor 4 “Kind-Hearted Person’: items 10, 12, 16, 20, 22, 28, 31, 33, 41, 52, 55

Factor 5 “Neurotic Worry”: items 6, 15, 18, 19, 21, 25, 44, 45, 47, 52, 53, 58

Factor 6 “Entitlement™: items 3, 13, 26, 27, 39, 42, 44, 58

7 Factor Model
Factor 1 “Exploitativeness/Con-man™: items 3, 4, 8, 17, 32, 35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 46, 48,
49, 51, 54
Factor 2 “Thrill Seeking™: items 1, 4, 7, 11, 23, 24, 29, 32,
Factor 3 “Confidence™: items 9, 12, 15, 22, 26, 30, 34, 50,
Factor 4 “Kind-Hearted Person™: items 10, 12, 14,31, 3
Factor 5 “Neurotic Worry™: items 6, 15, 18, 21, 25, 44, 45, 47, 52, 53, 58
Factor 6 “Entitlement™: items 5, 13, 26, 27, 39, 40, 42, 44, 53, 54, 58
Factor 7 “Young Trouble™: items 16, 18, 20, 21, 28, 29

Ol\)
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Exploratory Factor Analysis Models—Combined NPI & SRPII scales

2 Factor Model
Factor 1 “Antisocial Personality”: SRP items 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 11, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24,
28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 36, 37, 38, 40, 41,
42, 46, 48, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56
NPI items 3, 6, 13, 20, 35
Factor 2 “Confidence/Leadership”: SRP items 9, 12, 15, 19, 26, 30, 34, 50, 53
NPIitems 1, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 17, 19, 26, 27, 30,
32, 33, 34, 36, 40
3 Factor Model
Factor 1 “Antisocial Personality”: SRP items 1, 2, 7, 8, 11, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, 28,
29, 31, 32, 33, 36, 37, 38, 40, 41, 46,
48, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56
NPI items 3, 6, 13, 16, 35
Factor 2 “Confidence™: SRP items 6, 9, 12, 15, 19, 25, 30, 34, 45, 47, 50, 53
NPlitems 1, 7,9, 10, 11, 17, 21, 30, 34, 36
Factor 3 “Entitlement”: SRP items 5, 13, 26, 27, 39, 42
NPl items 8, 12, 14, 15, 18, 20, 24, 25, 27, 32, 33, 38

4 Factor Model
Factor 1 “Antisocial Behavior™: SRPitems 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 14, 17, 22, 27, 31, 33, 36, 39,

40, 41, 42, 44, 46, 48, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 58

NPlitems 4, 5, 6, 13, 14, 16, 24, 25, 27, 35, 39
Factor 2 “Leadership/Authority”: SRP items 9, 13, 15, 19, 26, 30, 34, 50
NPIitems 1, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 26,
28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, 40
Factor 3 “Thrill Seeking™: SRPitems 1, 7, 11, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 32, 37, 38, 56
NPl items 3
Factor 4 “Neurotic Worry”: SRP items 6, 12, 21, 25, 45, 47, 53
NPI items 38

S Factor Model
Factor 1 “Antisocial Behavior”: SRP items 2, 3, 4, 8, 17, 35, 36, 40, 44, 46, 48, 49,51, 54
NPl items §, 6, 13, 16, 35
Factor 2 “Leadership/Authority”: SRP items 9, 15, 19, 22, 30, 33, 34, 50
NPl items 1, 10, 11, 17, 23, 30, 32, 33, 36

Factor 3 “Exhibitionism”: SRP items 35, 13, 26, 27, 39, 42, 58

NPI items 2.4,8,9,12,14,15,18,19,20,24,25 26,27,28,29.38,39,40
Factor 4 “Thrill Seeking™: SRP items 1,7, 11, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 32, 37, 38, 41, 56

NPI items 3
Factor 5 “Neurotic Worry™ SRP items 6, 12, 21, 25, 45, 47, 52
NPI items 31, 34

51



6 Factor Model
Factor 1 “Antisocial Behavior™: SRP items 2, 3, 4, 8, 17, 35, 36, 40, 44, 46, 48, 49,
51, 54
NPI items $, 6, 13, 16, 35
Factor 2 “Leadership/Authority”: SRP items 30, 34, 50, 57
NPl items 1, 10, 11, 12, 30, 32, 33, 36
Factor 3 “Thrill Seeking”: SRP items 1,7, 11, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 32, 37, 38, 41, 56
NPI items 3
Factor 4 “Physical Vanity”: SRP items 26, 27, 42, 58
NPl items 2, 4, 8, 9, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 25, 26, 28, 29, 37,
38, 39, 40
Factor 5 “Neurotic Worry”: SRP items 6, 13, 21, 25, 45, 47
NPl items 17, 31, 34
Factor 6 “Kind-Hearted Person: SRP items 10, 22, 31, 33, 52, 55
NPI items 24

7 Factor Model
Factor 1 “Leadership/Authority”: SRP items 13, 34, 50, 57

NPl items 8, 10, 12, 17, 32, 33, 36
Factor 2 “Antisocial Behavior/Con-man™: SRP items 2, 3, 8, 35, 36, 49, 51

NPl items 1, 6, 13, 16, 23, 35
Factor 3 “Thrill Seeking”: SRP items 1, 7, 11, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 32, 37, 38, 41,
43, 48, 56
NPI items 3

Factor 4 “Neurotic Worry”: SRP items 6, 19, 21, 25, 45, 47, 53
NPl items 21, 31, 34
Factor 5 “Kind-Hearted Person™”: SRP items 10, 22, 31, 33, 52, 55
NPI items 24
Factor 6 “Dominance”: SRP items 5, 27, 39, 40, 42, 44, 58
NPl items 5, 14, 18, 25, 39
Factor 7 “Exhibitionism™: SRP items none
NPl items 2, 4, 9, 15, 19, 20, 26, 28, 29, 30, 37, 38

52



Appendix C: Dropped Items



Dropped Items

NPI

4 Factor Model- items 22, 23, 25, 26
5 Factor Model- items 1, 2, 22, 23, 33
6 Factor Model- items 1, 22, 28

7 Factor Model- items 1, 8, 12, 28
Modified Raskin Model- item 30

SRPII

2 Factor Model- items 5, 7, 10, 13, 14, 21, 2
4 Factor Model- items 2, 3, 14, 17, 21, 34, 4
5 Factor Model- items 2, 14, 43, 58

6 Factor Model- items 2, 14

7 Factor Model- items 2, 19, 43

2, 26,27, 35,37, 43, 44, 57, 58
3, 46, 49, 57, 58

COMBINED SCALES
2 Factor Model- SRP items S, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14, 21, 25, 27, 35, 39, 43, 44, 45, 47, 57, 58
NPl items 2,4,5,14,15, 16, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28, 29, 31, 37, 38, 39
3 Factor Model- SRP items 10, 14, 21, 35, 43, 44, 57, 58
NPI items 2, 4, 5, 19, 22, 23, 26, 28, 29, 31, 37, 39, 40
4 Factor Model- SRP items 10, 35, 43, 53, 57
NPI items 2, 21, 22, 23, 31
5 Factor Model- SRP items 10, 14, 31, 43, 53, 55, 57
NPl items 7, 21, 22, 37
6 Factor Model- SRPitems 5, 9, 12, 14, 15, 19, 39, 43, 53
NPI items 7, 21, 22, 23, 27
7 Factor Model- SRPitems 4, 9, 12, 14, 15, 17, 26, 30, 46, 54
NPI items 7, 11, 22, 27, 40
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Appendix D: Rotated Factor Patterns and Inter-factor Correlations



NPI 4 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4

NPI1O 67 * 3 =3 1
NPI32 51 * -6 -14 6
NPI17 36 * 3 19 15
NPI18 24 * -3 =10 21
NPI23 21 =12 -5 3
NPI22 19 =11 16 -8
NPI21 -28 * 13 =20 -3
NPI12 =29 * 20 23 * -2
NPI8 =30 * =7 2 -138
NPI36 =35 * 13 15 -1
NPI1ll =37 * 12 17 0
NPI33 -61 * -4 23 2
NPI6 6 60 * 11 6
NPI13 2 57 * 11 -3
NPI16 -10 39 * 1 8
NPI39 -4 34 * =3 -20
NPI14 15 33 * 9 2
NPI3 9 33 * 17 6
NPI1 ~-27 * 28 * 12 2
NPI31 -9 27 * -8 -4
NPI24 -5 24 * 19 0
NPI25 -1 22 14 -9
NPI4 8 -24 * -9 22
NPI5 12 -28 * 7 23 *
NPI35 10 -53 * 13 8
NPI3O0 =31 * 5 55 * -6
NPI38 4 -6 43 * -14
NPI27 =27 * 19 31 * -4
NPI2 2 11 28 * =16
NPIZ28 -2 -6 -29 * 9
NPI20 1 =15 —-44 * 16
NPI7 23 * -7 -57 * 0
NPI19 0 6 -10 63 *
NPI15 =10 -6 =20 52 *
NPIS 19 -6 16 50 *
NPI40 11 =24 * 17 45 *
NPI26 13 1 =15 22
NPI37 -2 -4 16 -28 *
NPI34 =29 * 10 =22 =35 *
NPI29 6 ~16 30 * -48 *
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NPI 4 Factors

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1
FACTOR2
FACTOR3
FACTOR4

FACTOR1

100 =*
16
18

=16

FACTOR2

16
100 =*
=12

8

FACTOR3

18
=12
100 *

14

57

FACTOR4

-16
8
14
100 =*



NPI 5 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS

NPI1O0 62 * -19 -1 1 6
NPI32 45 * -14 -2 4 =23 *
NPI17 37 * 14 2 14 1
NPI22 20 14 -11 -9 -2
NPI23 19 -13 =14 4 4
NPIS8 -28 * =5 =12 -16 24 *
NPI21 =30 * =17 13 -2 4
NPI36 -30 * 19 12 -1 9
NPI1l1 -32 * 29 =* 15 -1 -4
NPI33 =53 * 22 * -9 4 26 *
NPI30 =20 65 * 6 =7 1
NPI2 7 21 5 =15 20
NPI28 -7 -24 * =2 9 =15
NPI20 -7 -40 * =10 16 -18
NPI7 12 -65 * -7 1 -4
NPIé6 9 12 58 * 6 9
NPI13 6 12 55 * -3 9
NPI1l6 -8 9 41 * 8 -4
NPI1 =23 * 27 * 33 * 0 =12
NPI3 13 17 31 * 6 5
NPI39 -3 -11 28 * -18 24 *
NPI31 -9 -8 26 * -3 6
NPI4 6 -14 =24 * 22 * -1
NPI5 12 S =25 * 22 * =13
NPI35 11 6 ~-54 * 8 1
NPI19 -1 -7 8 63 * -8
NPI15 =12 =17 -5 52 * -7
NPIO 21 10 -8 49 * 5
NPI40 14 11 -26 * 45 * 5
NPI26 10 -20 0 23 * 3
NPI37 1 20 =3 ~29 * -4
NPI34 =31 * -10 14 -36 * -12
NPI29 10 28 * =17 -48 * 5
NPI27 =19 15 7 0 48 *
NPI25 3 -4 12 -6 41 *
NPI14 17 -3 23 * 5 35 *
NPI24 0 7 16 2 32 *
NPI12 =22 * 17 12 0 30 *
NPI38 11 29 * -14 =12 29 *
NPI18 21 4 6 17 =37 *
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NPI 5 Factors

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1
FACTORZ2
FACTOR3
FACTOR4
FACTORS

FACTOR1

100 =*
15
11

=12
10

15
100
-8
13
-18

FACTOR2

*

FACTOR3

11
-8
100 *
5

-14

FACTOR4

=12
13
5
100 *
10

FACTORS

10
~-18
-14

10
100 *



NPI 6 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS5 FACTOR6

NPI10 62 * =15 -2 0 9 14
NPI32 51 * -8 -4 8 1 =14
NPI17 33 * 13 4 4 19 3
NPI23 21 * =7 =17 7 1 8
NPI8 -27 * -2 -16 -5 =16 22 *
NPI21 =29 * =19 12 1 -10 1
NPI1l2 =30 * 13 15 -6 4 25 *
NPI1l -32 * 27 * 15 0 -5 -8
NPI36 =35 * 13 15 -7 2 2
NPI33 -61 * 16 -6 -4 6 16
NPI3O0 -18 69 * 4 -2 -6 0
NPI38 7 32 * -14 =12 3 30 *
NPI37 9 27 * -9 =12 -24 * 0
NPI2 5 22 * 4 =13 -4 20 *
NPI28 0 -19 -6 17 -8 =13
NPI26 6 =22 * 2 14 16 3
NPI20 -4 -41 * -10 15 2 =17
NPI7 11 -68 -5 -2 1 -4
NPI6 4 7 60 * -1 5 7
NPI13 2 8 56 * -5 -2 9
NPI16 =10 5 42 * 4 1 -6
NPI3 8 13 34 * -1 9 5
NPI1 -22 * 25 * 33 * 1 -7 =15
NPI39 -5 -11 26 * -12 -13 23 *
NPI31 -4 -3 21 * 8 -16 9
NPI35 8 7 =52 * 1 17 1
NPI19 8 7 0 69 * 12 -2
NPI15 -2 -3 =13 61 * 4 -2
NPI22 14 8 -6 -19 11 =3
NPI29 -1 14 -8 -60 * 2 -1
NPIS 2 -7 7 8 60 * -4
NPI40 -4 -4 -12 7 56 * -3
NPI4 -3 -22 * =17 3 29 * -6
NPI5 8 6 =20 * 9 24 * -14
NPI34 ~-17 -1 4 -6 -46 * -8
NPI25 2 3 7 4 -9 43 *
NPI27 =29 * 11 9 -6 7 42 *
NPI1l4 15 -4 20 8 0 38 *
NPI24 -6 8 16 0 3 31 *
NPI18 20 -2 11 5 18 -36 *
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NPI 6 Factors
Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3

FACTOR1 100 =* 20 8
FACTOR2 20 100 * -11
FACTOR3 8 =11 100 *
FACTOR4 -4 16 -2
FACTOR5 -15 1 10
FACTORG6 9 -13 =13

61

FACTOR4

-4
16
=2
100
=16
9

*

FACTORS

-15
1
10
=16
100 *
4

FACTORS6

9
=13
-13

9

4
100 *



NPI 7 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS FACTOR6 FACTOR?7

NPI30 71 * 14 2 =3 -4 -1 2
NPI38 32 * -3 =13 =12 3 30 * =10
NPI1l1 32 * 22 * 11 -1 0 -8 18
NPI2 24 * -5 3 =13 -2 21 * 1
NPI28 -18 -3 =7 17 -7 -12 6
NPI26 =25 * -2 4 15 12 2 -7
NPI4 =29 * 13 =12 4 20 * -8 -18
NPI20 -41 * 2 -10 16 2 =17 5
NP17 =70 * -10 -4 -1 0 -3 2
NPI33 8 71 * -1 -2 -4 9 -6
NPI12 6 41 * 19 * -4 -4 20 * -9
NPI36 16 28 * 12 -8 6 1 16
NPI32 -10 -47 * -2 8 0 -11 -16
NPI10 -14 -59 * -1 0 10 18 -14
NPI6 3 4 62 * 0 -1 5 =7
NPI13 6 3 56 * -5 -6 7 -1
NPI16 9 3 39 * 3 5 -6 16
NPI1 20 * 26 * 35 * 3 -11 =17 -2
NPI3 13 -6 34 * -1 8 5 =3
NPI39 -11 7 26 * =12 -13 22 * 7
NPI35 2 1 -47 * 2 10 0 =25 *
NPI19 5 -6 1 69 * 10 -1 -6
NPI15 -6 5 -11 62 * 2 =3 -4
NPI29 12 5 -6 -60 * -1 -2 =11
NPIO -2 -9 4 6 65 * -2 3
NPI4O0 -1 -1 -14 6 59 * =2 -1
NPI5 3 -3 -18 9 19 =* -14 -16
NPI37 24 * -2 -6 =10 -28 * 0 -11
NPI34 5 4 -1 -8 ~-37 * -7 29 *
NPI25 4 1 7 4 -9 42 * 1
NPI27 12 30 * 8 =7 8 40 * 6
NPI14 -4 -10 20 * 8 0 38 * -2
NPI24 7 9 16 1 2 29 * -1
NPIS8 4 18 -20 * =7 -9 22 * 21 *
NPI18 -4 =19 12 5 15 =35 * =10
NPI21 -6 6 2 -3 6 3 45 *
NPI31 7 =12 13 5 -3 11 31 *
NPI23 -14 -9 -11 9 -7 8 =22 *
NPI22 -2 2 1 -16 -1 -5 =31 *
NPI17 3 -15 12 7 7 2 -37 *

62



NPI 7 Factors
Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS5 FACTOR6 FACTOR7

FACTOR1 100 =* =24 =13 16 5 -11 1
FACTOR2 =24 100 * =3 5 6 -8 -17
FACTOR3 =13 -3 100 * -2 5 -13 -11
FACTOR4 16 5 -2 100 * =17 9 0
FACTORS 5 6 5 =17 100 =* 4 14
FACTOR6 -11 -8 =13 9 4 100 * -1

FACTOR7 1 =17 -11 0 14 -1 100 *



SRP 2 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2

SRP11 61 * -15
SRP17 59 * -5
SRP54 59 * 25
SRP38 54 * -6
SRP29 53 * -16
SRP32 52 * 20
SRP23 51 * 5
SRP48 51 * -2
SRP4 50 * 4
SRP28 48 * -15
SRP8 47 * 27
SRP39 46 * 24
SRP40 46 * 26
SRP56 45 * -15
SRP41 42 * -6
SRP1 42 * -9
SRP36 41 * 31
SRP18 37 * -22
SRP2 35 * -4
SRP3 35 * 24
SRP42 33 * 6
SRP5 30 9
SRP37 25 -16
SRP58 23 16
SRP7 23 -13
SRP44 23 20
SRP27 19 16
SRP43 14 -7
SRP14 -21 -6
SRP22 -22 8
SRP10 -23 -4
SRP52 -32 * -20
SRP49 -39 * -22
SRP20 -41 * 4
SRP33 -42 * 12
SRP51 -43 * -13
SRP55 -44 * -7
SRP31 -47 * -4
SRP24 -53 * 14
SRP16 -54 * 14
SRP46 -64 * -10
SRP15 -3 70 *
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SRP 2 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2

SRP30 -8 59 *
SRP34 0 53 *
SRP50 3 48 *
SRP19 2 46 *
SRP47 -4 40 *
SRP9 10 34 *
SRP53 -4 33 *
SRP35 13 28
SRP26 7 23
SRP13 7 15
SRP21 -6 -8
SRP57 -5 =15
SRP45 5 =41 *
SRP6 8 —-42 *
SRP25 -10 -44 *
SRP12 =10 =51 *

Reference Axis Correlations
FACTOR1 FACTOR?2

FACTOR1 100 * -11
FACTOR2 -11 100 =*



SRP 4 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4

SRP11 74 * 7 -3 6
SRP23 63 * 9 16 7
SRP56 55 * 0 -4 1
SRP32 44 * 19 24 -10
SRP29 42 * 15 =13 -13
SRP28 42 * =7 -3 =27 *
SRP1 41 * 7 -3 -6
SRP38 40 * 14 -2 =20
SRP37 32 * 4 =13 6
SRP18 30 * 14 =22 -4
SRP41 30 * -1 2 -28 *
SRP7 29 * -5 -5 =3
SRP48 26 * 24 -5 =24
SRP43 22 -4 -1 2
SRP20 =35 * 6 =7 24
SRP16 =47 * 3 2 26 *
SRP24 =70 * 2 -1 -5
SRP39 10 57 * 5 -8
SRP5 -3 53 * =13 -2
SRP40 16 51 * 11 -5
SRP42 1 49 * -13 -6
SRP54 15 48 * 11 =29 *
SRP8 17 46 * 15 -11
SRP27 =12 45 * -4 -3
SRP26 -14 44 * 3 10
SRP4 24 40 * -6 =11
SRP36 16 37 * 22 -11
SRP13 -15 32 * 0 -1
SRP44 3 31 * 10 -4
SRP35 -4 25 * 20 -4
SRP3 15 24 20 -14
SRP57 7 =22 =5 -2
SRP46 -28 * -43 * . 0 25 *
SRP15 -6 21 65 * 12
SRP30 -1 18 55 * 25 *
SRP50 9 12 49 * 16
SRP47 -10 -4 44 * -13
SRP34 0] 33 * 42 * 27 *
SRP19 1 26 * 38 * 18
SRPS 9 21 30 * 13
SRP53 -19 12 27 * -8
SRP45 9 20 -52 * 25 *
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SRP 4 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4

SRP12 0 -4 -54 * 15
SRP6 -1 24 -56 * 12
SRP25 -16 21 -61 * 17
SRP31 8 =15 1 68 *
SRP55 -2 -6 -8 61 *
SRP33 -2 -1 11 60 *
SRP52 -2 -3 =23 45 *
SRP22 1 1 7 36 *
SRP10 -2 0] -6 33 =*
SRP51 -16 =19 -11 29 *
SRP49 =15 =23 -18 23
SRP14 1 -13 -1 22
SRP21 -3 15 =16 19
SRP2 10 20 -9 =23
SRP58 -4 19 9 =24
SRP17 26 * 30 * -11 -31 *

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4

FACTOR1 100 * =19 2 22
FACTOR2 -19 100 * -14 15
FACTOR3 2 -14 100 * 3
FACTOR4 22 15 3 100 =*
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SRP 5 Factors

Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS
SRP40 62 * 7 8 7 4
SRP54 60 * 7 7 =19 1
SRP8 53 * 10 14 -3 3
SRP36 49 * 9 15 -2 -6
SRP17 48 * 18 -19 =17 2
SRP39 46 * 6 22 =12 24
SRP4 43 * 18 -1 -5 14
SRP3 42 * 7 6 -1 =15
SRP44 41 * -4 4 6 -2
SRP48 40 * 19 =12 =12 0
SRP35 31 * -8 15 2 -5
SRP53 29 * =25 * 8 5 =21
SRP58 22 -6 6 =21 -2
SRP2 22 8 -7 =20 9
SRP51 -36 * =10 2 18 11
SRP49 -43 * =7 -2 9 16
SRP46 -62 * -18 8 9 -1
SRP11 15 71 * -1 7 2
SRP23 17 59 * 13 9 -7
SRP56 -2 56 * 4 -5 6
SRP28 -3 42 * -4 =30 -3
SRP29 13 41 * -4 -17 14
SRP1 14 38 * -4 -3 0
SRP32 31 * 38 »* 15 -4 =12
SRP38 27 * 36 * -8 -12 -3
SRP18 -4 34 * 1 =17 29
SRP37 2 31 * -5 4 10
SRP7 -1 29 * -6 -2 -1
SRP41 8 29 * -5 -26 -8
SRP43 1 21 -3 4 -3
SRP20 0 -35 =* =2 26 9
SRP16 3 -48 * -1 33 -1
SRP24 -8 -67 * 1 -6 4
SRP15 9 -5 68 * 0] =16
SRP30 0 1 64 * 9 -7
SRP50 -10 13 61 * -4 -3
SRP34 12 1 58 * 12 7
SRP19 23 * -2 38 * 17 =7
SRP9 12 9 36 * 5 -1
SRP57 0] 4 -24 * 11 =19
SRP12 1 -1 -48 * 25 23
SRP31 -17 8 4 68 0
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SRP 5 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS

SRP55 =7 -3 -4 64 * 7
SRP33 0 -4 11 64 * =3
SRP10 12 -7 =13 45 * -4
SRP52 =21 1 -4 37 * 24 *
SRP22 -18 5 23 23 * 11
SRP14 -18 4 2 18 1
SRP25 -8 -11 -24 * 6 56 *
SRP45 -4 12 -18 15 50 *
SRP6 4 1 =26 * 6 49 *
SRP5 31 * -4 14 -11 38 *
SRP42 28 * 1l 12 -15 36 *
SRP26 13 =12 32 * -6 33 *
SRP13 2 -11 27 * =19 30 *
SRP27 26 * =12 18 =12 29 *
SRP21 -5 0 5 9 27 *
SRP47 11 ~-13 22 -6 =34 *

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS

FACTOR1 100 * =22 =20 22 -4
FACTOR2 =22 100 * 6 14 -1
FACTOR3 =20 6 100 * -3 13
FACTOR4 22 14 -3 100 * -4
FACTORS -4 -1 13 -4 100 *
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SRP 6 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTOR5 FACTORS6

SRP11 70 * 17 1 7 4 -1
SRP23 58 * 19 13 10 -7 -2
SRP56 56 * -2 4 -4 6 3
SRP28 44 * -5 -6 -28 * -6 3
SRP29 44 * 5 -8 -14 5 18
SRP32 38 * 29 * 13 -2 =16 5
SRP1 38 * 15 =3 -2 1 0
SRP38 36 * 24 * =10 =10 -6 6
SRP18 33 * -3 3 =17 27 * 11
SRP41 33 * =2 =12 -22 * -19 13
SRP7 33 * -9 -12 0 -9 9
SRP37 31 * 3 -4 4 11 2
SRP43 25 * -9 =10 6 =12 11
SRP20 -36 * 0 -1 24 * 11 1
SRP16 -50 * 4 0] 31 * 1 -3
SRP24 -66 * -11 -2 -6 0 7
SRP40 6 55 * 4 9 -4 21
SRP8 6 54 * 16 =3 2 9
SRP54 6 54 * 3 ~-16 -7 20
SRP36 5 52 * 18 -2 -4 2
SRP17 16 50 * =15 -16 5 3
SRP48 18 41 * =10 =12 2 2
SRP4 18 40 * -2 -4 9 17
SRP3 7 40 * 3 0 -18 4
SRP35 -10 31 * 14 2 -7 4
SRP14 5 =19 1 18 0 -2
SRP51 -5 -46 * -5 19 1 12
SRP49 -2 -52 * -9 10 6 12
SRP46 -15 -66 * 4 9 -4 -3
SRP50 8 3 67 * -6 4 -10
SRP30 1 =3 59 * 11 -16 9
SRP15 -3 -1 56 * 4 =32 * 19
SRP34 -1 10 55 * 14 -1 15
SRP9 7 12 35 * 6 -4 6
SRP19 0 11 27 * 21 =22 * 21
SRP22 3 -14 24 * 22 * 13 -1
SRP57 3 4 =22 * 10 -10 -18
SRP12 3 -10 -52 * 26 * 16 15
SRP31 7 =15 5 66 * 5 -12
SRP33 -5 -3 8 63 * -3 -2
SRP55 =3 -9 -5 63 * 8 -2
SRP10 -3 1 =21 47 * =12 9

70



SRP 6 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS FACTOR6

SRP52 -1 -16 1 34 * 29 * -3
SRP2 9 17 -9 -18 3 14
SRP25 =15 0 -14 3 64 * 7
SRP45 11 -2 -13 13 51 * 13
SRP6 0 6 =21 4 50 * 15
SRP21 -2 0 10 8 30 =* 5
SRP53 =19 11 =7 9 -40 * 21
SRP47 -9 0 11 -2 =45 * 6
SRP42 7 4 -3 -8 6 54 *
SRP5 1 12 3 -6 14 49 *
SRP26 =7 -4 21 -1 9 45 *
SRP39 9 30 * 12 -7 3 42 *
SRP27 -8 10 8 -8 8 41 *
SRP44 4 16 ~-14 13 -28 * 39 *
SRP58 1 2 -9 =15 -25 * 32 *
SRP13 -9 -7 21 -16 14 32 *

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTOR5 FACTOR6

FACTOR1 100 * =23 5 13 -2 -3
FACTOR2 -23 100 * -9 17 9 -22
FACTORS3 5 -9 100 * -6 20 -9
FACTOR4 13 17 -6 100 * =7 5
FACTORS5 -2 S 20 -7 100 * -5
FACTORG6 -3 =22 -9 5 -5 100 *
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SRP 7 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS5 FACTOR6 FACTOR7

SRP36 56 * -6 19 6 0 1 -19
SRP40 54 * 9 4 8 -3 21 * 3
SRP54 53 * 5 3 -14 -6 21 * -6
SRP8 53 * 10 15 -5 3 10 3
SRP17 47 * 20 -16 -19 5 4 0
SRP3 41 * 2 4 4 =16 4 -9
SRP48 39 * 20 =11 ~-14 1 3 -1
SRP35 35 * =18 16 9 -3 3 =12
SRP4 35 * 26 * -3 -9 7 18 8
SRP51 —43 * -12 -4 23 * 2 11 -5
SRP49 -—54 * 1 -9 7 4 13 9
SRP46 -64 * =17 5 10 -5 -4 1
SRP11 11 71 * -1 2 2 1 -8
SRP23 13 63 * 11 3 -9 0 -2
SRP56 -6 53 * 3 -6 4 4 -14
SRP1 11 41 * -4 =7 -1 1 -2
SRP29 4 33 * -8 =10 5 19 ~-24 *
SRP32 28 * 31 * 12 0] =15 5 -18
SRP38 23 * 29 * -10 -8 -5 6 =18
SRP37 1 28 * -4 3 11 2 -8
SRP7 =10 25 * =12 3 -9 10 -15
SRP41 -3 25 * -13 =19 =19 13 =20
SRP43 -9 18 =10 9 =12 11 =13
SRP24 -5 -68 * 0 -1 3 5 6
SRP50 3 6 67 * -6 3 =10 -5
SRP30 -1 1 59 * 11 =16 9 1
SRP34 11 1 55 * 12 -1 15 5
SRP15 -1 1 55 =* 1 -34 * 20 7
SRP9 14 3 35 * S -3 6 =7
SRP19 12 0 27 * 21 * =22 * 21 * 1
SRP22 -16 10 24 * 17 11 -1 12
SRP57 4 2 -21 * 11 =10 -18 -1
SRP12 =12 7 -52 * 22 * 16 15 9
SRP55 -6 -6 -3 64 * 11 -4 4
SRP31 -13 8 6 64 * 7 =12 10
SRP33 -2 1 8 59 * -3 =2 17
SRP10 4 -8 =20 50 * -9 8 0
SRP52 =15 -1 2 33 * 30 * -4 5
SRP14 -16 -3 2 22 * 2 -3 -10
SRP2 16 8 -9 -18 2 14 -4
SRP25 0 -14 =12 2 65 * 7 5
SRP45 -2 6 -11 15 53 * 13 -6
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SRP 7 F

actors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTOR5 FACTOR6 FACTOR7

SRP6

SRP18
SRP21
SRP53
SRP47
SRP42
SRP5

SRP26
SRP39
SRP27
SRP44
SRP13
SRP58
SRP16
SRP20
SRP28

Reference Axis

FACTOR1
FACTOR2
FACTOR3
FACTOR4
FACTORS
FACTORG6
FACTOR?7

7
-1
-5
13

0

4
10
-3
28 *

9
18

=10

3
-5
-6

4

FACTOR1

100 *
=20
-9
16
9
-22
8

-6 -19
17 5
11 9
-19 -7
-5 9
2 -3
6 2
-10 21 *
12 11
-5 8
-2 -14
-2 20
-4 -9
-11 -4
-9 -3
6 -3
Correlations
FACTOR2 FACTOR3
-20 -9
100 * 2
2 100 *
3 -5
-4 20
-3 -9
24 -5

7
-9
-1
11
-4
-6

-10

0]
-9
-9
17

=20
=12

9

9
-6

FACTOR4

16
3
-5
100
-5
5
=15

*

52
29
27
-39
=46
7
13
10
2

8
-26
12
=24
-5
7

0

FACTORS5 FACTOR6

9
-4
20
-5

100
=5
=3

* F ¥ % ¥

14
11

6
21

7
54
50
45
43
42
39
33
32
-1

3

0

*

¥ % % ¥ % ¥ ¥ X*

-7
-30 *
21 *

FACTOR7

8
24
-5

-15
-3

1
100 =*



NPI & SRP Combined--2 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2

SRP17 62 * -6
SRP54 62 * 19
SRP11 56 * =11
SRP438 55 * -7
SRP29 55 * =15
SRP38 52 * -4
SRP4 49 * 5
SRP32 49 * 15
SRP28 48 * -15
SRP36 48 * 23
SRP23 47 * 8
SRP8 46 * 22
SRP40 46 * 21
SRP56 44 * -8
SRP41 44 * -9
SRP1 42 * -4
SRP3 40 * 12
SRP39 39 * 35 *
NPI35 39 * 19
SRP2 38 =* 0
SRP42 38 * 14
SRP18 37 * -17
SRP37 34 * =13
NPI20 32 * 24
SRP5 26 16
SRP7 25 -11
SRP58 24 13
SRP35 23 21
SRP43 17 -4
SRP21 -11 1
NPI31 -16 =15
SRP14 =19 =7
NPIZ2 =20 -16
NPI24 -23 -12
NPI14 -23 3
SRP10 -24 0
NPI25 -25 =12
NPI39 ~-26 -19
NPI1l6 =28 -17
SRP22 =32 * 12
SRP33 -38 * 22
SRP20 -38 * 8
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NPI & SRP Combined--2 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2

SRP55 -43 * 2
SRP52 =43 * ~-10
SRP49 -45 * -10
SRP51 =45 * =7
SRP24 ~46 * 9
NPI3 -47 * 0
SRP31 =47 * 8
NPIG6 -49 * =11
SRP16 =53 * 15
NPI13 -55 * =12
SRP46 -66 * -5
SRP34 -10 69 *
SRP15 -4 63 *
NPI10 -9 63 *
SRP30 =7 56 *
NPI32 4 53 *
SRP50 2 47 *
NPI7 14 44 *
SRP19 5 44 *
NPI9 1 37 *
SRP9 14 32 *
NPI17 =5 32 *
SRP53 2 32 *
SRP26 5 32 *
NPI40 19 31 *
NPI26 0] 31 *
NPI19 10 31 *
NPIl8 11 28
NPI4 23 27
NPIS5 23 24
NPI15 15 : 23
SRP44 20 22
NPI23 13 22
SRP47 8 22
SRP13 4 22
SRP27 18 21
NPI28 10 16
NPIZ22 -5 15
NPI38 -6 =17
SRP57 -4 -18
NPI37 4 =21
SRP45 -2 =23
NPI29 -2 -24

SRP25 -11 =25



NPI & SRP Combined--2 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2

NPI21 0 =27

SRP6 3 -28

NPI12 =23 =34 *
NPI27 -28 =34 *
NPI1 =21 ~38 *
NPI8 6 =39 *
NPI36 -16 -39 *
NPI34 -4 -39 *
SRP12 -8 =46 *
NPI1ll =10 -49 *
NPI30 =10 =49 *
NPI33 -1 =55 *

Reference Axis Correlations
FACTOR1 FACTOR2

FACTOR1 100 =* -19
FACTOR2 =19 100 *



NPI & SRP Combined--3 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3

SRP11 59 * -2 -8
SRP17 58 * -9 14
SRP54 55 * 13 24
SRP29 53 * -14 5
SRP23 52 * 19 =10
SRP32 51 * 23 -3
SRP48 51 * -8 10
SRP28 51 * -7 -8
SRP38 50 * -3 5
SRP41 46 * -3 -5
SRP36 44 * 20 15
SRP56 43 * -6 3
SRP1 42 * -1 1
SRP8 41 * 16 21
SRP4 40 * -6 27 *
SRP3 40 * 16 3
SRP40 38 * 12 27 *
NPI35 35 * 16 14
SRP2 33 * -6 16
SRP18 33 * =21 10
SRP37 31 * -16 ]
SRP7 26 * -9 -2
SRP43 22 5 =12
SRP35 21 19 10
SRP58 19 6 19
SRP14 -16 -3 =10
NPI39S =21 =12 =19
SRP10 =23 -1 -4
NPI1l6 =27 * -16 -8
SRP22 -31 * 13 -4
SRP33 -36 * 23 =5
SRP20 -41 * 0 8
SRP55 -42 * 0 -2
SRP31 -44 * 9 -8
SRP49 -44 * -13 -4
SRP52 -44 * =15 1
NPI6 =45 * =7 =17
SRP51 =45 * -11 -3
NPI3 -49 * -8 5
NPI13 -49 * =7 =20
SRP24 -51 * -2 12
SRP16 -56 * 6 8
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NPI & SRP Combined--3 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3

SRP46 -60 * -1 =20
SRP15 -2 66 * 3
SRP34 =15 61 * 23
SRP30 -5 58 =* 3
NPI1O0 -14 54 * 23
SRP50 2 48 * 6
SRP19 3 43 * 10
SRP53 5 36 * =2
NPI17 -3 35 * 0
SRP47 15 35 * -16
NPI?7 6 31 * 31 *
SRP9 12 30 * 12
NPI9 -5 28 * 22
NPI40 14 25 19
NPI26 -4 24 17
NPI4 19 22 16
NPI23 11 20 9
NPI5 18 19 17
NPI22 -4 17 -1
NPI37 6 -16 =10
NPI31 -18 =21 4
NPI36 =10 =30 * =23
NPI21 -3 -33 * 5
NPI30 -2 -36 * =32 *
NPI1l -19 -36 * -13
NPI34 -4 -39 * =7
SRP45 =12 -41 * 26 *
SRP25 =25 =50 * 36 *
SRP6 =10 -50 * 34 *
NPI1l1 -11 -53 * -3
SRP12 -14 -56 * 8
SRP39 21 8 58 *
SRP42 21 -12 51 *
SRP26 -9 9 43 *
SRPS 13 -5 42 *
NPI32 -7 34 * 39 *
SRP13 -8 1 38 *
SRP27 7 3 36 *
NPI18 1 12 32 *
NPI20 23 10 31 *
NPI15 7 11 26 *
NPI19 3 20 25
SRP21 =20 -15 24
NPI28 3 5 23
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NPI & SRP Combined--3 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3

SRP44 14 15 19
SRP57 1 =10 =17
NPI2 -14 -7 =20
NPI29 6 -11 =25
NPIS8 14 =25 -28 *
NPI14 =12 20 =31 *
NPI24 =12 5 =32 *
NPI38 6 3 =37 *
NPI12 =11 -16 =39 *
NPI33 11 =35 * -41 *
NPI25 -11 11 =43 *
NPI27 ~-13 =10 =49 *

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3

FACTOR1 100 * -8 =20
FACTOR2 -8 100 =* =19
FACTORS3 =20 -19 100 *
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NPI & SRP Combined--4 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4

SRP54 59 * 7 17 -12
SRP42 51 * 14 -3 27 *
SRP17 49 * -11 28 * -1
SRP39 49 * 36 * 3 23
SRP40 43 * 16 14 -2
SRP4 41 * 5 21 11
SRPS58 40 * 1 -10 -7
SRP5 38 * 16 -4 21
NPI35 37 * 9 10 -13
SRP48 37 * -8 31 * 1
SRPS 36 * 19 23 -5
SRP36 34 * 18 26 * -11
SRP27 33 * 18 -9 12
SRP3 31 * 3 18 -18
SRP44 30 * 13 -6 -7
NPIS5 30 * 15 -2 -10
SRP2 30 * 0 18 6
SRP41 28 * -14 26 * -11
NPI4 26 * 20 2 -11
SRP35 21 15 8 -12
NPI2 -22 -14 -4 -3
SRP14 -25 * 0 3 5
NPI16 -27 * -9 -8 14
SRP49 -34 * -2 -21 16
SRP22 -35 * 21 -4 4
NPI6 -36 * -9 -26 * 3
NPI14 -37 * 5 8 -20
NPI39 -38 * -8 6 9
SRP51 -39 * 4 -16 19
SRP52 -40 * 5 -12 26 *
NPI27 -42 * -32 * 6 -16
SRP33 -43 * 32 * -3 1
NPI25 -44 * -9 11 -22
SRP55 -44 * 16 -7 17
NPI24 -44 * -3 16 -8
SRP46 -51 * 0 -30 * 3
NPI13 -55 * -1 -13 9
SRP31 -55 * 24 * -1 12
SRP34 -9 69 * -1 -13
NPI10 -2 59 * -7 -13
NPI7 0 55 * 22 11
SRP30 -12 52 * 6 -25 *
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NPI & SRP Combined--4 Factors

SRP15
NPI32
SRP50
SRP19
SRP9

NPIS

SRP26
NPI19
NPI26
NPI20
NPI18
NPI15
NPI17
SRP13
NPI40
NPI28
NPI23
SRP57
NPI37
NPI29
NPI34
NPIS8

NPI36
NPI1

NPI12
NPI1l1l
NPI33
NPI30
SRP11
SRP23
SRP56
SRP28
SRP29
SRP32
SRP18
SRP38
SRP1

SRP37
SRP7

SRP43
SRP10
SRP20
NPI3

SRP16

FACTOR1 FACTOR2
0 51 *
19 49 *
=10 48 *
11 35 *
3 34 *
13 33 *
24 * 32 *
14 31 *
3 31 *
24 * 27 *
21 27 *
13 27 *
-2 25 *
18 25 *
23 * 25 *
4 24 *

6 22

-9 -18
8 -26 *
-3 =29 *
-10 =30 *
-14 -34 *
-18 -35 *
-12 -35 *
-26 * ~-36 *
=3 -42 *
-12 -56 *
0 -58 *

1 4

2 16

3 7

16 -12

25 * -10

21 12

10 -4

27 * -3

16 -1

8 -2

7 -6

0 -4

-14 0

-14 8

=12 -5

-16 10

FACTOR3

31

-4
-12
14
-5
16
-10
=16
1
-1
17
-6
8
-4
-11
0]
11
11

* F A X X F ¥ ¥ H X* *

*
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NPI & SRP Combined--4 Factors
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NPI & SRP Combined--5 Factors

Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)
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NPI & SRP Combined--5 Factors
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NPI & SRP Combined--5 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS

SRP24 -6 =5 6 -61 * 2

SRP25 0 -6 9 =12 61 *
SRP6 10 =12 9 -6 57 *
SRP45 4 1 -2 4 56 *
SRP12 -14 =34 * 6 -4 37 *
SRP52 =20 17 =23 * -14 36 *
NPI21 =23 * -2 -1 29 * 35 *
NPI34 1 =21 -18 1 30 *
SRP21 -4 9 9 -8 29 *
NPI31 -12 -6 -2 -6 20

SRPS53 23 * 5 5 =29 * -38 *
SRP47 10 3 -1 -5 -42 *

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS

FACTOR1 100 * -5 =24 =25 12
FACTOR2 -5 100 * =15 7 14
FACTOR3 -24 =15 100 * -7 1
FACTOR4 =25 7 =7 100 * 4
FACTORS 12 14 1 4 100 *



NPI & SRP Combined--6 Factors
Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTOR5 FACTORS6

SRP36 59 * 17 14 -7 0 5
SRP54 58 * 8 8 5 =3 -22 *
SRP35 52 * 14 -3 -14 0 14
NPI35 52 =* 2 3 4 =7 3
SRP40 48 * 7 8 13 2 -3
SRP8 48 * 14 15 5 2 1
SRP17 43 * -7 21 * 2 5 -24 *
SRP3 40 * -2 12 3 =15 =2
SRP4 37 * 0 16 13 13 =10
SRP44 37 * =12 -6 28 * -13 16
SRP48 37 * -8 25 * 2 5 -14
NPIS5 29 * -3 -2 26 * -15 5
SRP2 28 * -3 14 8 8 -8
SRP5 25 * 8 -6 24 * 21 * =10
NPI23 18 15 9 6 -4 12
SRP14 =17 -1 5 -5 3 14
SRP51 -33 * -2 =10 2 13 24 *
SRP49 -44 * =5 =13 7 8 9
NPI13 ~-47 * -6 -5 -3 1 27 *
NPI6 -48 * -9 =17 3 -6 4
NPI1e6 =49 * =7 1 8 4 =7
SRP46 =52 * -2 =21 * -3 -5 19
SRP34 S 72 * -5 -1 -5 13
NPI1O 13 63 * -12 =3 -4 8
SRP50 -3 56 * 11 -5 -11 0
NPI7 -6 50 * 22 * 21 * 8 0
SRP30 -2 47 * 6 8 =26 * 14
NPI32 15 45 * -14 17 5 =2
SRP57 1 -20 * 3 -7 -5 10
NPI36 =17 =33 * 0] -11 4 5
NPI12 -15 -36 * =3 -16 =16 13
NPI1 -33 * -37 * -8 7 4 -8
NPI30 6 =52 * -18 =22 * -5 -1
SRP12 =2 =54 * -2 18 29 * 21 *
NPI1l1l -4 -56 * -5 10 20 15
NPI33 -6 -60 * 11 -11 =13 7
SRP11 9 -3 69 * 5 -1 4
SRP23 17 10 55 * 1 -13 8
SRP56 5 -1 54 * 11 7 2
SRP28 5 0 41 * -6 -1 =26 *
SRP29 17 -11 41 * 8 5 =15
SRP18 4 -2 36 * 4 21 * =10
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NPI & SRP Combined--6 Factors
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NPI & SRP Combined--6 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS5 FACTOR6

SRP19 20 * 15 -4 22 * =27 * 17
SRP53 29 * =3 =27 * 12 -39 * 1
SRP47 9 5 -5 1 -40 * -9
SRP15 1 39 * -1 20 * ~-42 * 9
SRP33 1 3 0 9 -6 66 *
SRP31 -9 4 1 -4 8 65 *
SRP55 =5 -5 -5 2 12 59 *
NPI24 -6 -5 15 -24 * -6 38 *
SRP52 -13 3 =12 -13 28 * 35 *
SRP10 12 =12 ~-16 -4 2 33 *
SRP22 -13 18 -3 -8 5 29 =*
SRP9 23 * 20 * 13 10 -7 22 *

Reference Axis Correlations

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTOR5 FACTOR6

FACTOR1 100 * ~15 =21 -17 6 19
FACTOR2 -15 100 * 2 =20 14 =7
FACTOR3 -21 2 100 * -2 1 13
FACTOR4 =17 =20 -2 100 * -1 6
FACTORS 6 14 1 -1 100 * 0
FACTOR6 19 =7 13 6 0 100 *
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NPI & SRP Combined--7 Factors

Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs)
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NPI & SRP Combined--7 Factors

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS5 FACTOR6 FACTOR7

SRP48 =5 26 * 30 * 6 -14 16 -5
SRP37 ~-17 17 26 * 15 0 -6 22 *
SRP7 =12 1 24 * 1 -6 0 10
SRP43 -9 9 20 =* =10 5 -2 0
SRP20 3 -1 =33 * 8 20 =* 2 -1
NPI3 -3 =13 -44 * 5 8 3 -4
SRP16 3 =5 -46 * 1 27 * 9 -3
SRP24 -3 2 -67 * 2 -5 2 0
SRP25 -4 1 ~16 60 * 7 7 0
SRP6 -6 4 -6 57 * 3 14 -4
SRP45 2 2 5 54 * 14 5 =7
NPI21 -2 =13 19 39 * 1 -23 * 10
NPI34 -11 2 -5 34 * -11 =21 * =17
SRP21 10 -5 =7 28 * 9 8 3
NPI31l 4 =12 -10 23 * =7 =12 -5
NPI22 11 4 -8 -14 4 11 =11
SRP19 18 11 2 =30 * 17 21 * 11
SRP47 4 6 -2 -41 * =10 3 -2
SRP53 5 10 =15 =42 * 1 31 * =10
SRP15 36 * 1 1 -44 * 8 3 19 *
SRP33 4 2 1 =7 67 * 5 7
SRP31 5 -4 0 8 66 * -6 0
SRP55 -5 -1 =7 12 60 * 0 3
NPI24 -5 -1 15 -4 39 * =17 -16
SRP52 7 =12 -11 28 * 36 * -6 -13
SRP10 -5 3 =10 1 34 * 15 -15
SRP22 20 * =13 0 4 30 =* -7 -6
SRP44 1 8 10 =16 16 49 * -2
SRP39 40 * 3 15 19 =16 44 * 7
SRP42 0 13 2 18 =12 42 * 22 *
NPI5 7 5 11 -18 5 39 * 1
SRP5S 15 9 1 18 =10 31 =* 7
SRP40 14 30 * 17 0 -4 31 * -4
SRP27 11 7 -4 7 -7 29 * 12
SRP58 -3 3 -4 =13 =21 * 28 * 9
NPI18 18 -2 2 2 1 26 * 14
SRP26 19 * 6 -13 11 3 26 * 19 *
SRP4 5 22 * 23 * 13 -11 25 * 1
SRP14 -6 -6 -1 4 14 -16 5
NPI14 9 =10 8 -16 18 -22 * -11
NPI39 0] =10 3 15 17 =24 * -13
NPI25 2 -8 9 -14 18 =30 * -23 *
NPI1S9 -8 -6 3 -18 5 16 55 *
NPI15 -8 -2 5 =7 -1 7 54 *
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NPI & SRP Combined--7 Factors
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Appendix E: Narcissistic Personality Inventory
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Instructions:

In each of the following pairs of attitudes, choose the one that you MOST AGREE with.
Fill in that number on your opscan. For example, if you agree with the 1st statement
most, fill in number 1 on your opscan. Please make no marks on the questionnaire and
make sure the number of the statement pair corresponds with the number on the opscan.
Be sure not to miss any questions.

93



Choose the one you most agree with.

01.

02.

04.

05.

06.

07.

08.

09.

10.

11.

14.

1 =T have a natural talent for influencing people.
2 =] am not good at influencing people.

1 = Modesty doesn’t become me.
2 =] am essentially a modest person.

. 1 =Iwould do almost anything on a dare.

2 =1tend to be a fairly cautious person.

1 = When people compliment me, I sometimes get embarrassed.
2 =1 know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so.

1 = The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me.
2 =If I ruled the world it would be a better place.

1 =1 can usually talk my way out of anything,
2 =1 try to accept the consequences of my behavior.

1 = I prefer to blend in with the crowd.
2 =1 like to be the center of attention.

1 = I will be a success.
2 =] am not too concemed about success.

1 =1 am no better or no worse than most people.
2 =1 think I am a special person.

1 =1 am not sure if I would make a good leader.
2 =1 see myself as a good leader.

=] am assertive.
2 = I wish I were more assertive.

1 = I like having authority over other people.
2 =1 don’t mind following orders.

1 =1 find it easy to manipulate people.
2 =1 don’t like it when I find myself manipulating people.

1 = I insist upon getting the respect that is due me.
2 =T usually get the respect that I deserve.
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Choose the one you most agree with.

15. 1 =1don’t particularly like to show off my body.
2 =1 like to show off my body.

16. 1 =1 can read people like a book.
2 = People are sometimes hard to understand.

17. 1 =1If1 feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making decisions.
2 = I like to take responsibility for making decisions.

18. 1 =1 just want to be reasonably happy.
2 = [ want to amount to something in the eyes of the world.

19. 1= My body is nothing special.
2 =1 like to look at my body.

20. 1 =Itrynot to be a show off.
2 =1 will usually show off if I get the chance.

21. 1 =1 always know what [ am doing.
2 = Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing.

22. 1 =1 sometimes depend on people to get things done.
2 = I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done.

23. 1 = Sometimes I tell good stories.
2 = Everybody likes to hear my stories.

24. 1 =1 expect a great deal from other people.
2 = like to do things for other people.

25. 1 =1 will never be satisfied until [ get all that I deserve.
2 =1 take my satisfactions as they come.

26. 1 = Compliments embarrass me.
2 =1 like to be complimented.

27. 1 =Thave a strong desire for power.
2 = Power for its own sake doesn’t interest me.

28. 1 =1don’t care about new fads and fashions.
2 =1 like to start new fads and fashions.

95



Choose the one you most agree with.

29. 1 =1like to look at myself in the mirror.
2 =] am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror.

30. 1 =1Ireally like to be the center of attention.
2 = It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention.

31. 1 =1Ican live my life in any way I want to.
2 = People can’t always live their lives in terms of what they want.

32. 1= Being an authority doesn’t mean that much to me.
2 = People always seem to recognize my authority.

33. 1=1would prefer to be a leader.
2 = It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not.

34. 1=1am going to be a great person.
2 =T hope I am going to be successful.

35. 1= People sometimes believe what I tell them.
2 = I can make anybody believe anything I want them to.

36. 1 =1am a born leader.
2 = Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop.

37. 1 =1 wish someone would someday write my biography.
2 =1 don’t like people to pry into my life for any reason.

38. 1 =1 get upset when people don’t notice how I look when I go out in public.
2 =1 don’t mind blending into the crowd when I go out in public.

39. 1 =1am more capable than other people.
2 = There is a lot that I can learn from other people.

40. 1 =1 am much like everybody else.
2 =1 am an extraordinary person.
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Appendix F: Self-Report of Psychopathy Scale
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Instructions:

On the following pages you will find a number of statements that have been used by other
people to describe their beliefs and behaviors, and the beliefs and behaviors of others.
Read each statement carefully and decide whether you agree or disagree with it. Indicate
how much you agree or disagree with each statement according to the following scale:

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5

For example, if you disagree strongly with a statement, fill in number 1 on you opscan for
that statement. If you neither agree nor disagree with a statement, fill in number 3 on your
opscan, indicating ‘“neutral.” Make no marks on the questionnaire. Please make sure that
the number of the statement you are answering is the same as the number on the opscan
sheet.

There are no right or wrong answers to any of these statements and none of them are
“trick questions.” Some of the statements are similar to one another, but judge each one
separately. Indicate how you would respond to the current statement. Be sure not to miss
any questions.
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Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

0l.
02.
03.
04.
0s.

L) L L) L) LYW

OO0

NV

1 2 3 4 5

I enjoy driving at high speeds.

I enjoy giving “bossy” people a hard time.

I think I could “beat” a lie detector.

Sometimes you have to be crafty or sly.

It’s best to be dominant and assertive because no-one else is going to look out for
you.

I worry a lot about possible misfortunes. (Reverse scored).

. I would prefer to change jobs fairly often.
. I can be fairly cunning if I have to be.
. Everybody likes to hear my stories.

I am usually very careful about what I say to people. (R).

. T have often done something dangerous just for the thrill of it.

I wish I were more assertive. (R).

. I expect a great deal from other people.

I’'m not at all calculating. (R).
I think of myself as self-assured and confident.

. I didn’t get into much trouble in elementary and high school. (R).

I get a kick out of “conning™ someone.
I get in trouble for the same things time after time.
I am very good at most things I try to do.

. I'was never in trouble with the police when I was a kid. (R).
. Being unemployed would depress me. (R).
. It’s more effective to be straightforward and honest if you want people to do things

for you. (R).

. I enjoy taking chances.

I wouldn’t do anything dangerous just for the thrill of it. (R).

. I often worry unnecessarily. (R).
. Iinsist upon getting the respect that is due to me.

The best way to get things done is to be forceful and persistent.
When I was younger, I got into a lot of trouble at school.
Rules are made to be broken.

I usually feel quite confident when meeting new people.

. Not hurting others’ feelings is important to me. (R).

I would be good at a dangerous job because I like making fast decisions.

On average my friends would say I am a kind person. (R).

I see myself as a good leader.

I can read people like a book.

I can usually talk my way out of anything.

I have sometimes broken an appointment because something more interesting came
along.
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Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

1 2 3 4 5

I enjoy gambling for large stakes.

I have a strong desire for power.

I would describe myself as a crafty individual.

I prefer having many sexual partners rather than just one.

I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve.

One must live only for the present and not worry about the future.

If I ruled the world, it would be a much better place.

Sometimes at night I get so worried about something that my heart pounds and I
can’t fall asleep. (R).

I don’t think of myself as tricky or sly.

I almost never feel guilty over something I've done.

It’s sometimes fun to see how far you can push someone before they catch on.
People can usually tell when I am lying. (R).

I wouldn’t describe myself as shy or timid. (R).

Conning people gives me the “shakes.” (R).

When I do something wrong, I feel guilty even though nobody else knows it. (R).
I always know what [ am doing.

I find it easy to manipulate people.

I’'m a soft-hearted person. (R).

I enjoy drinking and doing wild things.

Ideally people should be undemanding. (R).

I am the most important person in this world and nobody else matters.
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Dissertation title: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the
Narcissistic Personality Inventory
(NPI) and the Self-Report of

Psychopathy Scale (SRPII).

M.S.-- December 1992
Thesis title: The Assessment of Aberrant Self-

Promotion: Initial Study.

Graduate studies G.P.A.-- 3.75.

1986-1990: Lafayette College, Easton, PA
A.B. with HONORS in Psychology; Minor in English/

Shakespeare concentration.
G.P.A.-- 3.7 major/3.7 minor.
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RESEARCH EXPERIENCE:

1992-1995: Dissertation Research
Robert J. Harvey (Chair), VPI&SU, Blacksburg,
Psychometric study of existing and experimental
personality scales (Exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses of NPI and SRPII scales).

1991-1992: Thesis Research
Sigrid B. Gustafson (Chair), VPI & SU, Blacksburg, VA
Designed and conducted targeting procedure to assess
a theoretical personality pattern called Aberrant Self-
Promotion.

1989-1990: Undergraduate Honors Project
Andrew J. Vinchur (Chair), Lafayette College,
Easton, PA
Created a situational interview for a professor position.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE:
1/94-5/94: Adjunct Professor, Research Methods, VPI&SU, Blacksburg, VA.
Held part-time, non-tenure track faculty position as a graduate
student. Instructed two 3-credit, undergraduate level research
methods courses. Structured, prepared, and gave syllabus,
lectures, exams, and projects. Graded all student work and
assigned final course grades.
8/93-12/93: Adjunct Professor, Industrial/Organizational Psychology,
Roanoke College, Salem, VA. Held part-time, non-tenure track
faculty position. Instructed 3-credit, undergraduate level I/O
course. Structured, prepared, and gave syllabus, lectures,
exams, and projects. Graded all student work and assigned final
course grades.
8/93-12/93: Instructor, Research Methods, VPI&SU.
& Instructed 3-credit, undergraduate research methods course.
8/94-5/95  Structured, prepared, and gave syllabus, lectures, exams, and
projects. Graded all student work and assigned final grades.
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8/90-5/92: Instructor, Introductory Psychology, VPI & SU, Blacksburg, VA.
Instructed lab session of introductory psychology course.
Prepared and gave lectures. Developed exercises and
presentations to promote class discussion. Provided
individual assistance to students.

8/91-12/91: Graduate Teaching Assistant, Industrial/Organizational
& Psychology, VPI & SU, Blacksburg, VA
8/92-12/92  Assisted in I/O Psychology course; performed literature
searches, aided in constructing, administering, and grading
exams, papers, and projects, and provided individual

assistance to students.

1/92-5/92: Graduate Teaching Assistant, Advanced Personality Research,
VPI & SU, Blacksburg,VA . Assisted in senior level research
oriented class. Aided in constructing, administering, and
grading exams, research proposals, and papers. Provided
individual assistance to students.

8/92-12/92: Graduate Teaching Assistant, Graduate Research Methods

Course. VPI & SU, Blacksburg, VA
Assisted in graduate level research methods course. Assisted

students with article critiques, research proposals, and written
assignments. Extensive individual assistance to students.

3/91 &3/92: Guest Lecturer--English Department, VPI & SU,
Blacksburg, VA Topics--Shakespeare's Stage and Times,

Othello, Macbeth.

8/88-5/90: Psychology Lab Assistant/Tutor, Lafayette College,
Easton,PA
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ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES:
1/93-5/93: Departmental Computer Lab Coordinator, VPI&SU,

Blacksburg, VA.
Responsible for installation, set up, maintenance, and
coordination of approximately $1 million in computer
equipment. Responsible for coordination of instructional
labs, research data collection, and general use of:

a) Main data analysis computer lab (25 units)

b) Graduate student computer lab (4 units)

c¢) Physiological/Perceptual computer lab

d) Computer aided animal learning lab.

PUBLICATIONS:
Gustafson, S.B. and Ritzer, D.R. (in press). The dark side of normal:
A psychopathy-linked pattern called aberrant self-promotion. The
European Journal of Personality.

PAPERS PRESENTED:
Ritzer, D.R. Contirmatory factor analysis of the Narcissistic
Personality Inventory (NPI). Paper to be presented at 10th
annual SIOP conference, Orlando, FL.. May, 1995.

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS:
Society of Industrial/Organizational Psychology (SIOP).

QUANTITATIVE SKILLS:
Executing experience in SAS. Statistical training includes analysis of
variance, correlation and regression analysis, factor analysis, cluster
analysis, two-mode component analysis, confirmatory factor
analysis, and path analysis. Training in experimental and quasi-
experimental design.
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GRADUATE COURSE WORK:
Job analysis and Job Evaluation
Personnel Psychology
Advanced Test Theory
Organizational Theory
Psychology of Leadership
Work and Motivation
General Statistics
Multiple Regression
General Research Methodology
Advanced Research Methodology and Quasi-Experimental Methods

Performance Appraisal

HONORS AND AWARDS:
President--Psi Chi, National Honor Society in Psychology.
Secretary-- Scabbard and Blade, National Honor Society in Military
Science.

Dean's List--6 times (Fall 87,88,89; Spring 88,89,90).

1990 Distinguished Military Graduate.

3-year R.O.T.C. Scholarship winner.

Lafayette College Academic Scholarship --8/86-6/87.

1990 General Dynamics Award-- Outstanding Leadership Qualities.
1988 Airborne School Graduate-- Ft. Benning, GA.

Top 20% (4 rating) in Advanced Leadership Training, Ft. Bragg,

NC-- 1989.

Departmental Graduate Student Assembly Delegate--1992-93.
Graduate Student Honor Court Representative --1992-94.
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