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ABSTRACT

Are modern narcissists doomed to suffer the lonely and pitiful fate of
Ovid's mythical Narcissus? Can certain relationship characteristics, such as
satisfaction and commitment, help us to understand why narcissists often fail to

maintain their relationships? A large, ethnically diverse sample from regions

across the U.S. responded to several online questionnaires that measured how
narcissistic they were, how satisfied and committed they felt in their current

relationship, and how often they engaged in relational maintenance behaviors

with their partner. The Investment Model of Commitment, with its reliance on
social exchange and interdependence theories, guided the formulation of the
proposed multiple mediation model. It was expected that higher narcissism would

predict lower satisfaction and commitment, which in turn would predict lower
engagement in relational maintenance behaviors. Narcissism was not associated
with satisfaction, commitment, or engagement in relational maintenance
behaviors. Satisfaction and commitment also did not mediate the relational

narcissism-relational maintenance behaviors link. Higher satisfaction and

commitment did predict greater use of relational maintenance behaviors. This
suggests that modern relational narcissists are as likely as everyone else to be

satisfied with and committed to their current relationships, and to engage in daily
relational maintenance behaviors. However, results, also indicated that relational
narcissism was negatively associated with relationship length. Therefore, the

current findings may only explain the effect of these relationship characteristics

(i.e., satisfaction and commitment) at the beginning of the narcissist's
relationships. Findings are discussed with regard to relational and theoretical/
empirical implications, along with suggestions for future research. Finally, societal

implications are discussed and the clinical and empirical literatures are used to
rewrite Narcissus' story for the modern narcissist.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

In The Metamorphoses, the Roman poet Ovid tells a story about a young

man named Narcissus, who was so focused on his own desires that he rejected
every advance of love offered to him. While walking through the forest, he
stopped to drink from a pool of still water, where he caught a glimpse of his
reflected image (Bulfinch, 1970). Smitten by the sight, Narcissus became so
enamored with this perfect copy of his every nuance and movement that he

ignored the repeated declarations of love from the beautiful nymph, Echo. When
Echo asked him to join her in an intimate relationship, he asserted that he would

rather die than for her to have him (Bulfinch, 1970). He then laid down next to the

pond and attempted endlessly to reach into the water to embrace or kiss his
image, but it dissolved every time. Unable to capture his heart's desire, himself,
Narcissus wasted away and died alone.

When a society emphasizes the importance of personal need fulfillment,
romantic relationships risk becoming distorted by narcissistic expectations that

hamper satisfaction and commitment. That is, individuals may develop overly
high expectations for their partners that are impossible to fulfill (Knee,
Nanayakkara, Vietor, Neighbors, & Patrick, 2001; Knee, Patrick, & Lonsbary,
2003; Knee, Patrick, Vietor, & Neighbors, 2004). In the U.S., rapid cultural

changes in the decades following World War II popularized an antagonism
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between responsibility toward others and obligation toward oneself (Lasch, 1979;
Solomon, 1989). Since then, it has become increasingly difficult to enter and
maintain committed relationships. In contemporary U.S. culture, commitment as
a primary value and obligation toward one’s partner is often either repudiated or

perverted into a pseudo-love, a desire to embrace and love all humans but not
any one of them in particular (Twenge & Campbell, 2010). Today, commitment is

seen as a trap that keeps individuals from fulfilling important selMdentified goals.
Many individuals are now finding ways to engage in entirely seif-focused and

uncommitted relationships such as "hookups" and "friends with benefits" (Twenge

& Campbell, 2010). This popular focus on the selfs desires as the most
significant element of one’s life leads to narcissism as a cultural norm. Indeed, for

the past several decades, Psychoanalytic psychologists have referred to U.S.
culture as a "culture of narcissism" (Alford, 1988).

Investigating the effect of narcissism on relational commitment is
especially important in a context, such as that of the U.S., where popular culture

and self-help literature promote self-love as an essential precondition for loving
others (Branden, 1994; Campbell & Baumeister, 2001). Historically, this
unquestioned belief in self-esteem as a panacea for social and mental ills is
associated with the human potential movement and it's doctrine of positive self
views (Mecca, Smelser, & Vasconcellos, 1989). With societal narcissism at

epidemic proportions in the U.S. (Twenge & Campbell, 2010), relationship
dissolution has become the norm rather than the exception (50% rate of divorce;
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Goldstein, 1999; National Center for Health Statistics, 2005). This is important

because despair, distress, feelings of regret, and depression are common effects

of relationship dissolution (Brehm, 1992). The seemingly uncontrollable nature of

the narcissistic aversion to commitment that is likely to lead to relationship

dissolution is also likely to lead to increased feelings of aggravation and sadness
than is normally expected (Peterson, Rosenbaum, & Conn, 1985). Furthermore,

the infidelities of a narcissistic partner (Campbell, Foster, & Finkel, 2002; Le &
Gaines, 2005) may incite anger, partner violence, jealousy, spousal homicide,

divorce, and depression (Buunk, 1997; Drigotas, Safstrom, & Gentilia, 1999; Daly

& Wilson, 1988).

To add insult to injury, relationships with narcissists are remembered and
ruminated about for a long time, where the injured party ponders what went
wrong and recollects the warning signs they should have noticed (Twenge &

Campbell, 2010). Furthermore, numerous children are adversely affected when
half of all first marriages dissolve (Bramlett & Mosher, 2002; National Center for
Health Statistics, 2005) and they risk repeating the relational patterns of their
parents (Henian et al., 2006; Huurre, Junkkari, & Aro, 2006). On the other hand,

relationships that are founded on commitment and loyalty serve to improve the
community at large: stable relationships are associated with more stable

individuals who are better citizens, employees, students, leaders, and parents
(Twenge & Campbell, 2010).
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it is also important to study the relationship between narcissism and

commitment for the sake of the narcissist. Recall the case of Narcissus who was
unable to draw his attention away from his own reflection. Narcissus was
ignorant not only of Echo's love for him, but also of his own possibilities. His

search for a perfect romantic partner prevented him from being close to anyone.

Ultimately, he fell in love with himself, a self he could never have, and the story
ends with him dying alone. The clinical and empirical literatures indicate that

modern relational narcissists experience the same aversion to intimacy and
commitment in romantic relationships that the mythical Narcissus experienced

(Campbell, 1999; Campbell, Foster, & Finkel, 2002; Carroll, 1987; Gjerde, Onishi,
& Carlson, 2004; Masterson, 1988). Narcissists come close to others only in so

far as it benefits them. Once real commitment or responsibility becomes

probable, narcissists often leave the relationship to find a less intense

partnership (Foster, 2008; Masterson, 1988). This strategy may prevent them
from feeling the pain of relationship dissolution, but it also prevents them from
experiencing the joys and pleasures of maintaining a committed relationship.

Commitment has been studied extensively for various kinds-of individual
differences and relational conditions, with a robust finding for the predictive

power of relationship satisfaction, investment size, and quality of alternatives (for
review, see Le & Agnew, 2003). People who are highly satisfied (i.e., those who

are happy and gratified) with their relationships, invest money, time, and effort
into their relationships, and perceive few quality alternatives to their current
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partner are more committed than those for whom the opposite is true (Rusbult,

Martz, & Agnew, 1998). Commensurately, highly committed individuals engage in
more relationship maintenance behaviors in order to demonstrate their dedication

to the relationship and remind partners on a regular basis of their devotion
(Stafford, 1994, 2002).
Commitment is associated with specific interaction patterns in marital
relationships (Gottman, 1994), and specifically, how partners interact in situations

of conflict (Givertz & Segrin, 2005; Rusbult, Coolsen, Kircher, & Clarke, 2006). It
is also linked to specific behaviors that partners employ to maintain their
relationship (Dainton & Aylor, 2002). Positive relationship behaviors such as

considering a partner’s perspective, owning responsibility, and providing positive
feedback are common in committed relationships (Rusbult, Verett, Whitney,

Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991; Shumway & Wampler, 2002; Swensen & Trahaug, 1985).

These constructive problem solving skills are aided by the willingness to
compromise, sacrifice for one's mate and the relationship, and a non
reciprocation of negative behaviors (i.e., accommodation) (Rusbult, Olsen, Davis,

& Hannon, 2001). Committed couples also perceive their relationship to be
superior to other relationships (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult, Wieselquist,

Foster, & Witcher, 1999) and perceive alternative partnerships as less attractive

(Johnson & Rusbult, 1989).

With divorce beyond epidemic proportions (Goldstein, 1999; National
Center for Health Statistics, 2005) researchers have attempted to facilitate an
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understanding of the development and enhancement of commitment in romantic

relationships, by investigating the role of relational maintenance behaviors (RMB;

see Stafford & Canary, 1991). RMB include behaviors such as acting in a kind,
respectful, and courteous fashion, communicating a belief in the longevity of the
relationship, dedicating relational time to mutual family and friends, and dividing

household and relationship responsibilities evenly (Canary & Stafford, 1992;

Stafford & Canary, 1991). RMB are important because they help shape a
committed relationship the way words shape a story (Adams & Jones, 1997;
Ballard-Reisch & Weigel, 1999). The frequent use of RMB leads to steadfast and

predictable relationships (Rusbult et al., 2001) with satisfied, happier, and more

committed partners (Canary, Stafford, & Semic, 2002; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch,

1999c).

The current study explores the associations between relational narcissism,
satisfaction and commitment, and relational maintenance behaviors in romantic

relationships, and considers the mediating effect of satisfaction and commitment.
There is a vast empirical literature demonstrating that satisfaction, investment

size, and quality of alternatives are strong, consistent predictors of a couples'

willingness to commit to their romantic partner (for review, see Le & Agnew,

2003). Greater intimacy in a relationship leads to greater dependency, which in

turn, increases satisfaction and commitment (Rusbult et al., 2001). Furthermore,
narcissism has already been linked empirically to commitment in romantic

relationships (Campbell & Foster, 2002; Campbell, Foster, et al., 2002) and has
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been shown to moderate the relationship between satisfaction and commitment

(Foster, 2008). Satisfaction also mediates the negative link between narcissism
and commitment (Campbell & Foster, 2002). Lastly, RMB have been linked
empirically to both satisfaction and commitment in romantic relationships (Canary

et al., 2002; Canary & Stafford, 1994; Etcheverry & Le, 2005; Stafford & Canary,
1991; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999c).

Based on these empirical findings, the purpose of this study is threefold.
First, this research seeks to investigate the association between relational
narcissism and RMB. Second, it is expected that the narcissism-RMB link will be

mediated by feelings of satisfaction and commitment in the relationship. That is,
as relational narcissism increases, it will predict lower satisfaction and

commitment, which in turn will predict lower levels of RMB. Researchers have yet

to investigate the association between relational narcissism and RMB or the
mediating effects of satisfaction and commitment. This study provides a

foundation for future research in both these areas. Finally, this study extends the

literature by exploring the interrelationships between relational narcissism,

satisfaction, commitment, and RMB.
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Narcissism
Defining Narcissism

In the current study, narcissism, as defined by the Narcissistic Personality
Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry, 1988), a commonly employed assessment tool for

trait narcissism, is used to refer to a personality trait that is a continuous

construct, shared to varying degrees by all (Foster & Campbell, 2007; Raskin &

Hall, 1979). Low agreeableness, empathy, intimacy, and warmth and high
extraversion, openness, self-focus, exhibitionism, and superiority are

characteristic of narcissistic personality (Campbell & Foster, 2007; Paulhus &

Williams, 2002). Interestingly, these defining characteristics have not only been
found in laboratory research but also in the everyday behavior of the narcissist
(Holtzman, Vazire, & Mehl, 2010).

The convention is to label people as high narcissists if they receive a
score on the NPI that is above the population mean (M = 15.3), while low
narcissists are those below the mean (Pinsky & Young, 2009). However, in the

current study, the distinction of narcissist (or high narcissist) versus non narcissist

(or low narcissist) is avoided because it implies that trait narcissism is a
categorical/dichotomous rather than a continuous variable, which is not
supported by the empirical literature (Foster & Campbell, 2007; Miller &
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Campbell, 2010). Rather, everyone exhibits the characteristics and behaviors of
trait narcissism to varying degrees and frequencies. Hence, in the current study,

the term relational narcissism (or, briefly, narcissism) will be used to describe the
frequent and consistent exhibition of a set of characteristics and behaviors that

are essentially prohibitive of the formation of stable, committed relationships.
Furthermore, it is important to note that relational narcissists (or, briefly,

narcissists) are a diverse group who exhibit narcissistic characteristics and
behaviors with great diversity in degree and frequency, and may not at all exhibit

some of the characteristics described below.

Exploitiveness/Entitlement and Empathy
Previous research on narcissism has dedicated much attention to

relational narcissists’ paucity of affection and self-enhancing goals in intimate
relationships (Kernberg, 1974; Munro, Bore, & Powis, 2005; Watson, Grisham,

Trotter, & Biderman, 1984; Watson & Morris, 1991). Narcissists have an

excessive need for power, success, control, and autonomy (Carroll, 1987;
Cohen, 1997; Raskin & Novacek, 1991). They lack empathy and concern fortheir

partners and are ready to exploit them in order to pursue power and autonomy in
their relationships (Kernberg, 1974). They are less willing, or perhaps unable, to
take someone else’s perspective (Watson, Biderman, & Sawrie 1994; Watson et
al., 1984; Watson & Morris, 1991). Interestingly, Watson, Grisham, Trotter, and

Biderman (1984) discovered that it was the Exploitiveness/Entitlement (E/E)
element of narcissism (see Emmons, 1987) that is inversely related to empathy
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(i.e., perspective-taking). The authors concluded that the E/E element of

narcissism is an accurate assessment of the manipulative nature of the
narcissists’ relationship style.

Narcissists tend to be more egoistic and rate themselves as more
intelligent and socially adept than others (Campbell, Rudich, & Sedikides, 2002;
Paulhus & John, 1998). They consider morality and caring to be unnecessary
and inferior to intelligence (Campbell et al., 2002). Indeed, Munro et al. (2005)

investigated personality factors associated with ethical behavior and discovered
that the empathy-narcissism trait was an important predictor of ethical behavior.

Narcissism was highly correlated with disagreeableness and unresponsiveness
to social pressures, as well as anxiety and neuroticism. Empathy was highly

correlated with emotional intelligence, altruism, agreeableness,

conscientiousness, and openness, and not related to extraversion. Based on
these results, Munro et al. concluded that empathetic people yearn to approach

others (i.e., "move towards people"), while relational narcissists are characterized
by a general aloofness toward others.

Intimacy

Aloofness and lack of regard along with an aversion for intimacy and

caring marks the narcissist’s relationship style (Campbell, Rudich, et al., 2002;

Solomon, 1994). Carroll (1987) for example found that relational narcissists are
not interested in intimacy. Instead, they seek to boast their self-esteem and

status in relational contexts (Campbell, Rudich, et al., 2002). Given that
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narcissists experience an excessive fear of abandonment, which is typically

accompanied by trauma and a deep depressive state, their low desire for
intimacy and lack of attachment to their partners may be a defense mechanism
(Masterson, 1988). If narcissists perceive relationship dissolution as
abandonment, then narcissistic traits may be a way to protect the individual from

the extreme pain caused by initial relational attachment and later dissolution.
Indeed, relational narcissists exercise a dismissing-avoidant attachment style

and report attachment anxiety (Gjerde et al., 2004; Masterson, 1988; Smolewska
& Dion, 2005), meaning that they are independent and prefer not to rely on

others for need fulfillment.
As sensation seekers (Emmons, 1991), narcissists prefer partners who

are attractive, exciting, reflect well on them, and who are not seeking a caring or
emotionally close relationship (Campbell, 1999). This preference for high status
partners has even been observed in a collectivistic cultural context, despite the

general preference for caring partners in such contexts (Tanchotsrinona,
Maneesria, & Campbell, 2006). Narcissists thrive in relationships and seek

partners who provide a plethora of direct benefits to the self at the low cost of

little or no intimacy or dependency (Foster, 2008). Sexual intimacy itself, arguably
the deepest level of intimacy in a relationship, is viewed as an opportunity for

augmenting the narcissist's status in the relationship rather than an opportunity to
increase the level of intimacy with their partner (Foster, Shrira, & Campbell,

2006).
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Selfishness and Deception

Relational narcissists tend to be self-serving, selfish, and self-focused in

general (Bradlee & Emmons, 1992; Campbell, Rudich, et al., 2002; Farwell &

Wohlwend-Lloyd, 1988; John & Robins, 1994) and reduce the importance of
selflessness in relationships in particular (Campbell, Brunell, & Finkel, 2006;

Campbell & Foster, 2007; Emmons, 1987; Raskin & Shaw, 1988). They manifest
a pragmatic form of game-playing in love and relationships, including getting

away with as much as possible (i.e., optimizing their relational outcomes, even to
the detriment of their partners), telling lies, keeping secrets, and having many
romantic partners at the same time (Campbell, Foster, et al., 2002; Le, 2005; Le

& Gaines, 2005). Indeed, game-playing may be a method that narcissists use to
gain power over their partners based on "the principle of least interest," which

states that the person with the least interest in the relationship has the most

power (Twenge & Campbell, 2010). In other words, narcissists try to maintain a

high level of relationship alternatives in order to feel less dependent on their
current partner for need fulfillment.

Desire for Admiration and Sensitivity to Criticism
Relational narcissists have a distorted view of themselves. They believe

they are more unique (Emmons, 1984), creative (Goncalo, Flynn, & Kim, 2010),

attractive (Gabriel, Critelli, & Ee, 1994), and intelligent (Gabriel et al., 1994) than
others. They also see themselves as superior to other people (Bradlee &

Emmons, 1992; Carroll, 1987; Emmons, 1984; Raskin, Novacek, & Hogan,

12

1991a, 1991b; Raskin & Terry, 1988) and superior to their partners (Boldt, 2007;
Van Lange & Rusbult, 1995). Their constant pursuit of maintaining self-esteem

and seeking self-enhancement (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001; Raskin et al., 1991b) is
coupled with unrealistically lofty levels of self-confidence, favorable self

evaluations, and positive conceptions of self (Farwell & Wohlwend-Lloyd, 1998;
John & Robins, 1994). They convince others that they are socially apt (Watson &

Biderman, 1994), amusing (Paulhus, 1998, Study 2), and dynamic (Raskin &
Terry, 1988) by drawing attention to themselves through exhibitionistic displays
where they attempt to impress others in order to receive admiration and augment

their sense of superiority (Buss & Chiodo, 1991; Campbell, Foster, et al., 2001;

Masterson, 1988). In doing so, they use others to power their status and esteem
(Twenge & Campbell, 2010).
Consequently, narcissists are characterized by a sensitivity and
defensiveness to criticism (what clinicians refer to as "psychic injury"; Atlas &

Them, 2008), lack of forgiveness (Besser & Zeigler-Hill, 2010), anxiety, and fear

of being hurt (Solomon, 1989). They are willing to denigrate their partners for
self-enhancement especially if their partners give them negative feedback (John

& Robins, 1994; Morf & Rhodewalt, 1993). They use the self-serving bias (i.e.,
take personal responsibility for success and inculpate external forces for
failures), in dyadic and group interactions (Campbell et al., 2000;'Farwell &

Wohlwend-Lloyd, 1998; Gosling, John, Craik, & Robins, 1998; John & Robins,
1994), a process often accompanied by anger, to denigrate and defend against
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anyone with undesirable feedback (Bushman & Baumeisteh 1998; Kernis & Sun,

1994; Rhodewalt & Morf, 1998).
Infidelity
Taking into account that some of the predisposing factors that predict

infidelity are an aversion to closeness and low emotional warmth (Allen et al.,
2005), relational narcissism, with its aversion to intimacy (Campbell, Rudich, et
al., 2002) and lack of affection (Munro et al., 2005), may set the stage for the
narcissist's infidelities. Their game-playing love style is associated with infidelity

in dating relationships (Wiederman & Hurd, 1999). Studies have also linked
higher levels of narcissism, specifically stronger feelings of entitlement and lower

levels of agreeableness (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), with greater incidence of
infidelity in marital relationships (Buss & Shackelford, 1997; Fernandez & Castro,

2003; Hunyady, Josephs, & Jost, 2008; Hurlbert et al., 1994; Wright & Reise,
1997). In addition, if satisfaction is highly predictive of infidelity (Glass & Wright,

1985; Whisman, Gordon, & Chatav, 2007; Wiggins & Lederer, 1984), relational
narcissists may feel entitled to engage in extradyadic relations at any moment

their current partner fails to meet their needs (e.g., sexual needs; Cooper,

McLoughlin, & Campbell, 2000). Finally, diminishing satisfaction predicts

diminishing commitment, which predicts a rise in the likelihood of emotional and
sexual infidelity (Drigotas, Safstrom, & Gentilia, 1999).

Opportunity has also been linked to infidelity (Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983;
Greeley, 1994; Maykovich, 1976; Traen & Stigum, 1998). The rise in societal
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narcissism mentioned earlier has been linked to the use of social networking
websites (Ryan & Xenos, 2011), especially with the narcissist's desire to have as

many "friends" as possible and be admired by them (Bergman, Fearrington,
Davenport, & Bergman, 2011). In point of fact, narcissists engage in attention

seeking exhibitionism through self-promotion, status updates, and posting
provocative pictures of themselves on social networking websites (Buffardi &

Campbell, 2008; DeWall, Buffardi, Bonser, & Campbell, 2011; Mehdizadeh, 2010;

Ryan & Xenos, 2011). The probable rise in attractive alternatives that this is likely
to lead to, further decreases the likelihood that a narcissist will engage in
relational maintenance, especially for male narcissists (Lydon, menzies-Toman,

Burton, & Bell, 2008). Consequently, narcissism is pivotal in the development of
online affairs (Aviram & Amichai-Hamburger, 2005), which may be the go-to

method for relational narcissists who are currently experiencing a decrease in
relationship satisfaction (Cooper et al., 2000). Moreover, this pursuit of
alternatives includes a sexual component. Narcissists tend to have less restricted
sexual attitudes and behaviors, the consequence of which is low relationship

commitment (Foster et al., 2002, 2006). Sadly, these infidelities may possibly
lead to depression and PTSD for the narcissist’s unfortunate partner (Gordon,

Baucom, & Snyder, 2004).
Intimate Partner Violence

The relational narcissist’s infidelities may also be coupled with intimate

partner violence. Increases in narcissistic characteristics predict increases in
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both proactive and reactive aggression (Fossati, Borroni, Eisenberg, & Maffei,
2010), unprovoked aggression (Reidy, Foster, & Zeichner, 2010), and anger and

hostility (Okada, 2010). As both self-reports and peer-reports indicate, narcissists

are also more likely to engage in relational aggression (Golmaryami & Barry,
2010). The narcissist's preoccupation with sex coupled with lowered sexual

satisfaction is related to abusive behavior in marital contexts (Hurlbert & Apt,

1991). Indeed, a patriarchally dominant orientation evident in heterosexual male
narcissism is specifically associated with hostility toward heterosexual females,

but not lesbians or gay men (Keiller, 2010). Furthermore, whereas male

narcissists tend to physically assault their partners, female narcissists tend to
engage in sexual coercion (Ryan, Weikel, & Sprechini, 2008).

Summary
The studies reviewed thus far paint a clear picture of the relational

narcissist’s destructive relationship style. The narcissist is experienced as

exciting and charming at first. However, the focus of the relationship quickly turns

to feeding their ego. The relationship, and the partner, exist only to make the
narcissist feel and look powerful, admired, attractive, special, and important.
Meanwhile, the narcissist is constantly looking for a "better" partner, and takes a

pragmatic approach to the relationship. Narcissists look for self-enhancing, high
status partners, who will not pressure them for intimacy and commitment. These

partners are ideal and quickly idolized if they provide the narcissist with status,

attention, affection, and admiration. Hence, from the beginning, the narcissist’s
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goal in the relationship is selfish, self-serving, and self-focused. Throughout the
relationship, the narcissist employs a game-playing love style, which exemplifies

their overconfidence, lack of empathy for their partner or concern for their needs,

aversion to intimacy, desire to exploit and manipulate their partner to improve
their self-esteem and status, and seeking of opportunities for extradyadic contact.
Once the attention and admiration from their current partner begins to

fade, the narcissist’s idealization of their partner also fades. Satisfaction in the

relationship decreases dramatically in a short period of time and the narcissist
begins to admire their own beauty and intelligence and denigrate that of their
partner’s (Twenge & Campbell, 2010). At this point, the narcissist might resort to

neurotic tantrums, excessive defense mechanisms, and even denigrating their
partner before others in order to enhance their self-image, especially if they are

criticized (Kernis & Sun, 1994; Rhodewalt & Morf, 1998). Throughout this
process, the narcissist asserts their autonomy and superior status in the

relationship through the exploration of other "better" options by drawing attention

to themselves and seeking admiration, all while remaining in the current
profitable relationship (i.e., one that fulfills admiration, attention, and status

needs). Narcissists feel little remorse about seeking multiple partners because
they perceive themselves as having many alternative partners and care little
about the emotional well-being of their partner.

Once narcissists feel they can no longer receive their needed ego

gratification and the self-enhancement begins to erode, they quickly move on to

17

the next admirer (Campbell, 1999) or the next person who will reflect well on
them (Masterson, 1988). Hence, narcissists only remain in a relationship as long
as association with the other person enhances their self-esteem (Campbell,

1999). This means that a relationship where one or both partners are narcissistic
can potentially last for five decades or five days depending on the individual

characteristics of each person and their current circumstances. When one
considers this relational habit, it is easy to see how a narcissist's approach to

romantic relationships is the very antithesis to commitment and how unlikely they
would be to engage in relational maintenance.

Relational Maintenance Behaviors
Defining Relational Maintenance

Partners spend more of their time together participating in the dynamic

and particular acts of relationship maintenance that constitute the "specific
means by which partners manage to sustain long-term, well-functioning

relationships" (Rusbult et al., 2001, p. 96), than anything else (Dindia, 2000;

Duck, 1988; Ogolsky, 2009). This is because when a couple engages in
behaviors that serve to undergird and preserve the particular characteristics that

define their relationship, they are engaging in relationship maintenance (Burleson
& Samter, 1994). The enactment of these maintenance strategies serves to

strengthen relational attributes that are essential to the longevity of couple
relationships (Canary et al., 2002).
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Several classifications of specific relational maintenance behaviors (RMB)

can be found in the empirical literature (for review see, Canary & Stafford, 2001;
Dindia, 2000). Employed in the current study, Stafford and Canary's typology, the

most broadly accepted, explores maintenance in the context of daily activities

and interactions (Canary et al., 2002), instead of a means for relationship repair
in the context of discontent or disagreement (Luthar,, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000).
Using equity theory, Canary and Stafford (1994) defined RMB as behavior and
response interactions between partners that help to reinforce relational
boundaries and definitions. Stafford and Canary (1991; Canary & Stafford, 1992)

proposed twenty-nine RMB, organized into five strategies (i.e., positivity of

interactions, openness in discussions, assurances about the relationship, sharing

social networks, and sharing tasks), that partners use to preserve rewarding
aspects of their relationship, such as liking, trust, and commitment

Positivity of interactions involves acting in a kind and courteous fashion,
being polite, cheerful, and upbeat during conversations, and avoiding criticism

(i.e., "interacting with a partner in a cheerful, optimistic, and uncritical manner"
[Canary & Stafford, 1992, p. 143]). It involves specific behaviors such as

attempting to make interactions with a partner more enjoyable, building a
partner’s self-esteem by giving them compliments, being cooperative with a
partner during a disagreement, and trying to be romantic and fun with a partner.
Partners who practice openness in discussions share feelings and thoughts while

talking about their relationship (i.e., "directly discussing the nature of the
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relationship"). They participate in behaviors such as encouraging a partner to

disclose and telling a partner one's own thoughts and feelings, seeking to discuss

the quality of the relationship, and disclosing one’s needs and wants from the
relationship.
Partners who provide assurances about their relationship communicate a

belief in the longevity of the partnership by means of showing faithfulness, love,
and commitment and by reminding each other of the history and future of their
relationship (i.e., "one's continuation in the relationship"). Partners who share

social networks dedicate relational time to mutual family and friends by including

them in activities (i.e., "interacting with or relying on common affiliations and
relatives"). This includes being willing and focused on devoting time to and
including mutual friends as well as a partner's friends and family in activities.

Partners who share tasks divide the responsibilities of household and the
relationship evenly while not shrugging off individual duties (i.e., "performing

one's responsibilities, such as household chores"). These RMB are exercised by

romantic couples in daily interactions.
In contrast, Rusbult and colleagues (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult et
al., 1994; Rusbult et al., 2001) recognized six specific pro-relationship strategies
used by couples to repair and maintain stressed relationships and to increase

commitment and satisfaction. These include: reacting positively to negative
behavior from a partner (i.e., accommodation), sacrificing for the health and

longevity of the relationship, forgiving infidelities, understanding the collective
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nature of relationships, creating subjective value in the current relationship, and

depreciating potential alternative partners. However, Stafford and Canary's RMB
are more widely applied in empirical studies because they help elucidate couples'
day-to-day task oriented relationship maintenance, and are therefore considered

comprehensive and not limited to any one context (Dindia, 2000).
Relational Maintenance and Relationship Outcomes
A healthy and stable relationship is a living organism that continuously

evolves and adapts, and its agents (i.e.;couples) are able to manage the

inevitable changes that occur (Baxter, 1994, Burgess, 1926). RMB are a strong
predictor of long-term relationship fulfillment and stability, which sustains
relationships, allowing couples to adapt to fluctuations and variations while

keeping interactions predictable and familiar (Ayres, 1983; Ogolsky, 2009); that

is, RMB incorporate both continuity and change (Weishaus & Field, 1988). RMB
are important because they are more easily observable than other relationship

phenomena, they can predict significant relationship events and outcomes, and

they promote relational resilience (Canary & Stafford, 1993; Canary, Stafford,
Hause, & Wallace, 1993).
The repairing, strengthening, and preserving effects of RMB have been
demonstrated across diverse relational environments, such as intercultural

couple relationships (Gaines & Agnew, 2003). Partners who practice RMB and
perceive their partners as also practicing them are able to preserve and increase
relational intimacy (Dindia, 2000; Duck, 1994; Guerrero et al., 1993), improve
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conflict management (Braiker& Kelley, 1979), repair a distressed relationship
(Dindia & Baxter, 1987), and increase relational quality (Bell, Daly, & Gonzalez,
1987), while those who do not engage in RMB often de-escalate or terminate the
relationship (Guerrero, Eloy, & Wabnik, 1993).

Commitment, love, liking a partner, relational development, gender role
equity, and control mutuality (i.e., the sharing of influence in relational contexts)

are some of the universal characteristics of satisfying and committed
relationships that have been empirically linked to the use and perception of RMB

(Burgoon & Hale, 1984; Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993,1994, 2001; Canary et

al., 2002; Guerrero et al., 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991; Stafford, Dainton, &
Haas, 2000; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999a, 1999b). Indeed, liking a partner,
commitment, and control mutuality, which are all predictive of relationship
longevity (Bell et al., 1987; Kelley, 1979; Morton, Alexander, & Altman, 1976;

Rubin, 1973), are primary outcomes of the enactment of RMB and their
perceived use by one's partner (Bell et al., 1987; Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993;

Stafford & Canary, 1991). Furthermore, RMB strategies serve different functions

and relate to different outcomes in that, for example, assurances about the
relationship are highly predictive of commitment and positivity of interactions is

predictive of liking a partner (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Dindia, 2000).

The use and frequency of RMB, especially ones that are costly (Rusbult,

1983), is highly predictive of how a relationship fluctuates over time with regard

to commitment and satisfaction (Canary & Stafford, 1993; Huston, Surra,

22

Fitzgerald, & Cate, 1981; Johnson, 1991). In turn, a couple's level of commitment
encourages them to enhance their relationship through the use of RMB (Rusbult,

Drigotas, & Verette, 1994). The empirical literature has demonstrated a mutually
influential, strong link between the relational characteristics of commitment and

satisfaction on the one hand and the enactment of RMB on the other (Bell et al.,
1987; Canary & Stafford, 1992, 1993,1994; Rusbult et al., 1991; Stafford &

Canary, 1991; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999b).
Summary
People in relationships spend much of their time engaging in everyday,

routine tasks. These habitual behaviors help partners sustain and preserve their
relationships. Twenty-nine RMB have been identified, which can be organized

into five primary strategies: positivity of interactions, openness in discussions,
assurances about the relationship, sharing social networks, and sharing tasks.

RMB are important predictors of relationship success because they allow couples

to repair faltering relationships and prevent declines in existing levels of intimacy.

The repairing, strengthening, and preserving effects of RMB have been
demonstrated across a variety of relational contexts. Importantly, RMB reinforce

and sustain essential characteristics of satisfying and committed relationships
and in turn are motivated by satisfaction and commitment.
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CHAPTER THREE
CONCEPTUAL MODEL

Commitment may be defined as the intention or will to preserve and

pursue a relationship (Campbell & Foster, 2002; Johnson, 1999). Commitment is

a primary predictor of the longevity or demise of a relationship (Drigotas &
Rusbult, 1992; Le & Agnew, 2003). In this section, a predominant model of

commitment will be described, and connections between commitment,
narcissism, and relational maintenance behaviors (RMB) will be addressed.

The Investment Model of Commitment

The investment model (IM; Rusbult, 1980,1983; Rusbult et al.,1994)
defines commitment as "the intention to continue a relationship" (Miller, Perlman,

& Brehm, 2007, p. 210). The IM is an outgrowth of interdependence theory (IDT;
Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), which is an extension of social
exchange theory (Nye, 1979), which focuses on the interconnected nature of

human relationships. Social exchange and interdependence theories have been
used to explain an array of relationship processes, and are particularly suited to

the study of romantic commitment and satisfaction as they relate to narcissism
(for a history see Rusbult et al., 2001).
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Social Exchange Theory
Social exchange theory contends that in the context of romantic
relationships couples attempt to increase rewards such as the satisfaction and
enjoyment they obtain in having their needs met. They also seek to decrease

costs such as the expenditures or rewards that are unattainable because of
involvement in the current relationship (Nye, 1979). Satisfaction is attained when
a person's subjectively defined and unique needs and expectations (e.g., sex

may be essential for one individual, whereas financial security may be essential

for another) are met by their relational partner and when benefits outweigh costs

(Nye, 1979).
An individual's expectations are determined by comparing one's current

relationship with past relationships or with those of family and friends (i.e., social

comparison) (Nye, 1979; Rusbult et al., 1998). This Comparison Level (CL) is
based on perceived relationship profits minus expectations (Nye, 1979; Thibaut &
Kelley, 1959). CL is therefore used to evaluate the likelihood of relationship

satisfaction because an individual's current level of satisfaction is commensurate
to experienced profits from previous relationships and profits received by similar
others. Relationship outcomes that fall at or above one’s CL will lead to

satisfaction, if outcomes fail below the CL, individuals are likely to seek
alternative partners (Nye, 1979; Rusbult et al., 1998). For relational narcissists,
satisfaction may be more difficult to attain because their CL may range from
difficult to delusional. Narcissists may use an idealized image of themselves as a
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point of comparison for their partners and hence partners may never be able to

live up to the narcissist’s expectations.
According to social exchange theory, people constantly engage in a

utilitarian cost/benefit analysis with regards to relationships. Consequently,
people in relationships compare the profit obtained from their current partner with

potential profit obtained from alternative partners (i.e., Comparison level of

alternatives [CL-alt]) (Nye, 1979; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Thibaut & Kelley,

1959). These alternatives must be available and desirable to be factored into an

individual's CL-alt, and may include relationships with family and/or friends, or
being single (Levinger, 1999; Rusbult et al., 1998). If a current relationship is

more profitable than perceived alternatives or when few profitable alternatives
are available, the person is more likely to remain with their current partner and be
dependent on them for rewards and need fulfillment.

Interdependence Theory
Interdependence theory (IDT) conceptualizes romantic relationships as

interdependent structures that develop as partners coordinate an egalitarian

habit of interactions and as their convictions, hopes, and visions of the future
become intertwined and inseparable from their partner (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).

A state of mutual relational dependence or interdependence develops when
partners fulfill their responsibility for rewarding relationship outcomes and begin
to need one another to obtain those rewarding outcomes (Rusbult & Buunk,

1993; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). The growth of dependency is therefore an effect of
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prolonged satisfaction (i.e., relationship outcomes at or above CL) and

progressively fewer attractive alternative partners (i.e., potential relationship
outcomes with alternatives that are below CL-alt) (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978;

Rusbult et al., 1998).
Investment Model Factors and Commitment
Social exchange and interdependence theories form the foundation of

Rusbult’s (1983) primary Investment Model (IM) postulate, which is that persons
in relationships develop dependency and commitment (or lack thereof) to one

another as they continually assess what they are gaining or losing by staying in
or ending the relationship (i.e., CL and CL-alt) (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Greater
involvement with a partner, leads to greater perceived reward, fewer perceived
quality alternatives, higher levels of satisfaction, and deeper dependency on the

relationship for rewarding outcomes, which is subjectively experienced as

commitment (Rusbult, 1991; Rusbult et al., 1994; Rusbult et al., 2001).
Commitment therefore, is a direct result of a high and continuous state of

dependency (Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1998).
Whereas IDT postulates that dependency is based on levels of satisfaction

and perceived alternatives, the IM adds the predictive power of relationship
investments. The IM claims that commitment, and therefore, dependence, in
romantic relationships can be predicted by considering the collective influence or

additive value of three "perceptual maintenance mechanisms" (Foster, 2008, p.
212)—satisfaction, investment size, and quality of alternatives (Rusbult, 1983;
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Rusbult et al., 1998). As mentioned, satisfaction in a relationship results when the

rewards exceed the costs, in comparison to the individual’s expectations of need

fulfillment in the relationship. It is a direct reflection of an individual’s relationship
profits (Rusbult et al., 1998). Relationship investments include any irretrievable
resources a person puts into a relationship that make it more costly to end the

relationship and therefore strengthen commitment (e.g., shared friendships,

shared resources, children, memories, time, money, intimate disclosures, linking

personal identity to a partner, etc.; Le & Agnew, 2003). Lastly, partners encounter
the predictive power of quality of alternatives whenever they think that the

options they have outside their relationships can provide them with better need

fulfillment than the current partner. According to the IM, dependence, and
therefore commitment, increases when satisfaction and investments increase,

and alternative partners are judged as inferior to the current partner (Rusbult,
1980,1983; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993), while infidelity and relationship termination
are likely when the opposite is true (Le & Agnew, 2003; Rusbult et al., 1999).
Empirical Veracity of the Investment Model

Le and Agnew's (2003) review demonstrates that the 27 years of IM
empirical testing across many different individual and relational conditions,
elucidates the veracity of the model in that each IM factor consistently and
reliably predicts commitment, and the three combined factors account for an

overwhelming amount of its variability. Hence, the IM has been convincingly
characterized as a "cogent, reliable, and powerful theoretical model of
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relationship commitment that operates similarly across most individuals and

relationships" (Foster, 2008, p. 212).
The Investment Model and Narcissism

The IM is particularly suited to the study of narcissism. Relational
narcissists are more likely to determine their level of commitment based purely
on a cost/benefit analysis of keeping or ending the relationship and to disregard

the effect their commitment decisions have on their partners, which is what the
IM proposes everyone does to greater or lesser extents (Foster, 2008). Given

that narcissists show little concern for their partners' feelings, the commitment
decisions made by relational narcissists should almost entirely be guided by IM

principles and the cost/benefit analysis it proposes (Foster, 2008).

The Investment Model and Relational Maintenance Behaviors
Theories such as affinity maintenance (Bell et al., 1987), uncertainty

(Dainton, 2003), and equity (Stafford & Canary, 2006) have been used to explain
couples' commitment and their use of RMB. IDT (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978)

possesses unique explanatory power with regard to commitment and RMB
because one partner's use of RMB is dependent on the other partner's use of
them (Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 2008). According to IDT, individuals are satisfied

based on the degree to which they perceive proportional rewards to costs in their

relationships. RMB represent one possible form of reward that is exchanged

within relationships and should therefore be predictive of higher satisfaction,
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which has been demonstrated empirically (Bell et al., 1987; Stafford & Canary,,

1991).
With prolonged satisfaction, dependency increases and commitment

strengthens, which within the framework of IDT, leads to a greater likelihood for

relationship endurance and use of RMB (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult et al.,
2001). Hence, there is a feedback cycle, where increased rewards lead to

increased satisfaction, which leads to increased dependence/commitment, which
leads to the use of RMB, which leads to increased rewards, and so on. Couples
use RMB as a result of satisfaction and commitment, as well as to maintain and

preserve satisfaction and commitment. The mere perception of relationship

maintenance from a partner predicts subsequent commitment, and commitment
predicts subsequent perceptions of relationship maintenance (Ogolsky, 2009).
Rusbult and colleagues used IDT to posit four possible explanations of

how satisfaction, commitment, and the use of relational maintenance work
together to predict why some couples stay together and others end their

relationships: (1) the more dependent a couple is, the more they need their
relationship and the more they stand to lose if they do not hold onto what they

have through maintenance efforts, (2) committed partners are oriented toward

long-term outcomes with an understanding of the long-term benefits of
developing habits of pro-relationship behaviors, (3) the psychological attachment

involved in dependency is subjectively experienced as an intermingling of

identities (Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson, 1991), therefore, maintenance behaviors
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serve to increase the actor’s satisfaction and commitment as much as the
receiver's (Ogolsky, 2009), and (4) a strong commitment to anything yields a pro
group, collectivistic mentality, therefore, engaging in relational maintenance

would be understood as a benefit to the relationship as well as the individual
(Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult et al., 1994; Rusbult et al., 2001). Although

these explanations are based on pro-relationship behaviors conceptualized by
Rusbult and colleagues (e.g., accommodation, sacrifice), one would expect that

these same links are at work with regard to RMB as identified by Stafford and
Canary (1991; Canary & Stafford, 1992).
Summary

Commitment is the desire, intention, or willingness to maintain a

relationship. According to the theories and model presented, couples attempt to
increase rewards and decrease costs in the current relationship. Relational
satisfaction is attained when a person's subjectively defined and unique needs

and expectations are met by their partner and when benefits outweigh costs. A
state of mutual dependence or interdependence develops when partners fulfill

their responsibility for rewarding relationship outcomes and begin to need one

another to obtain those rewarding outcomes. Persons in relationships develop

dependency and commitment (or lack thereof) to one another as they continually
assess what they are gaining or losing by staying in or ending the relationship.
Greater involvement with a partner, leads to greater perceived reward, fewer

perceived quality alternatives, higher levels of satisfaction, and deeper
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dependency on the relationship for rewarding outcomes, which is subjectively
experienced as commitment. The IM claims that commitment, and therefore,
dependence, in romantic relationships can be predicted by considering the
collective influence of satisfaction, investment size, and quality of alternatives.

According to the IM, commitment increases when satisfaction and investments
increase, and alternative partners are judged as inferior to the current partner.

The Current Study

The current study will help to elucidate how relational narcissists
experience satisfaction, commitment, and relational maintenance behaviors

(RMB) and how these variables are intertwined theoretically and empirically.

Given that personality variables such as narcissism are inextricably linked to
every aspect of beginning, maintaining, or ending a relationship, a dearth in the
literature examining the link between narcissism, satisfaction, commitment (as

conceptualized by the IM), and RMB, leaves an important empirical lacuna that
needs to be filled. Only a few published studies were located that examined the

association between narcissism and commitment (Campbell & Foster, 2002;
Foster, Shrira, & Campbell, 2002; Masterson, 1988), and none directly addressed
the association between narcissism and everyday RMB as identified by Canary

and Stafford (1992). This is perhaps because the most common variables
examined in the context of RMB are gender and relationship type (Canary &
Stafford, 1992; Dainton & Stafford, 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991), with an
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almost total omission of personality variables. Consequently, there appear to be
no published studies that pertain to the mediating effects of satisfaction and

commitment on the narcissism-RMB link.

Given these limits on our current understanding, the objective of the

current investigation is threefold. First, this study seeks to investigate the
association between narcissism and common, everyday RMB as identified by
Canary and Stafford (1992). Second, this research attempts to establish a causal
relationship between narcissism and RMB by proposing satisfaction and

commitment as intervening or mediating factors (see Preacher & Hayes, 2008,
for a discussion of mediation and causality). The anticipated multiple mediation

association between narcissism and RMB, with direct and indirect effects, is
illustrated in Figure 1 (see Appendix B). Lastly, this study furthers previous
research by exploring the interrelationships between narcissism, satisfaction,
commitment, and RMB.

Proposed Hypotheses

Hypothesis I: Relational Narcissism is Negatively Associated with RMB.
Given that partners spend a majority of their time engaging in habitual and

routine interactions (Duck, 1988), the present study focuses on daily activities
that are the foundation of every relationship (i.e., RMB as identified by Canary &

Stafford, 1992). Considering that no published studies have explored the
relationship between narcissism and RMB, the current study will rely on research

examining pro-relationship behaviors identified by Rusbult and colleagues to
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guide expectations with regard to the narcissism-RMB association. Recall that
Rusbult and colleagues (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult et al., 1994; Rusbult et

al., 2001) recognized six specific pro-relationship strategies that are used by
couples to repair and maintain stressed relationships (e.g., accommodation,

sacrificing for the relationship, forgiving infidelities, depreciating potential
alternative partners, etc.). These pro-relationship behaviors interact with

satisfaction and commitment to predict the longevity or demise of particular

relationships (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult et al., 1994; Rusbult et al., 2001).
Campbell and Foster (2002) found that narcissists reported using few

accommodating behaviors (i.e., making an honest attempt to manage conflict;
e.g., discussing the conflict, remaining loyal to a partner, not leaving or ignoring

conflict, etc.) in their relationships, and perceived their partners as using few

such behaviors. Based on the interdependent nature of relationships, a person
will experience satisfaction and commitment based on how often they and their

partner use RMB (Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 2008). Therefore, relational

narcissists may report lower satisfaction and commitment and may use fewer
RMB because they perceive their partners as having low satisfaction and
commitment and as using fewer RMB. In regard to the multiple mediation model,
this hypothesis anticipates a significant total effect, path c in Figure 1 (see

Appendix B).

Hypothesis II: Relational Narcissism is Negatively Associated with
Satisfaction and Commitment. Masterson (1988) reported that relational
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narcissists tend to have shallow relationships that are lacking commitment. They

idealize their partners and make unrealistically high appraisals of them at the
beginning of the relationship. This initial infatuation and idealization rapidly fades

and is replaced by a more realistic view in which the partner no longer meets the
narcissist’s expectations, where real commitment is experienced as risky, and
where a more desirable partner who meets superficial self-esteem needs has

often already been found (Masterson, 1988). Interestingly, Campbell (2006)
discovered that narcissists tended to report greater satisfaction than others early
in a relationship. Overtime, however, narcissists showed a significantly greater

decrease in satisfaction as compared to others. In other words, satisfaction in a
narcissist’s relationship approximates a positively skewed distribution.

Given that narcissists tend to be self-serving, selfish, and self-focused
(Bradlee & Emmons, 1992; Campbell, Rudich, et al., 2002; Farwell & Wohlwend-

Lloyd, 1988; John & Robins, 1994), reduce the importance of selflessness
(Campbell, Brunell, & Finkel, 2006; Campbell & Foster, 2007; Emmons, 1987;
Raskin & Shaw, 1988), and manifest a pragmatic form of game-playing in
relationships, they may be less likely to invest in their romantic relationships. In

five studies, Campbell et al. (2002) demonstrated the narcissistic emphasis on
pragmatic concerns that make relational narcissists less likely to invest in their
relationships. Each study indicated that, in romantic contexts, narcissists
generally manifest a pragmatic form of game-playing that is driven by an appetite

for autonomy and power. This love style is characterized by the gaining of
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positive attention, esteem, sexual satisfaction, higher perception of alternatives,
greater attention given to alternatives, and the avoidance of intimacy, emotional

closeness, and commitment (Campbell et al., 2002). Most interestingly,
narcissists’ self-reported game-playing was corroborated by their former and

current partners, who reported that the narcissistic partners were overcontrolling

and personally deceptive.
Campbell and Foster (2002) investigated possible mediators in the
relationship between the Investment Model (IM) and relational narcissism. They

predicted that narcissists would have low commitment and that satisfaction,

investment size, and quality of alternatives would mediate the link between
commitment and narcissism. Narcissism was assessed using the NP1 and the IM

factors were assessed using measures developed by Rusbult (1983; Rusbult et
al., 1991). Relational narcissism’s association with commitment was negative, but

it predicted increases in the perception of potential alternative partners. Hence,
narcissists' lower commitment levels were in part due to their perception of better
relationship alternatives.

In a second study, Campbell and Foster (2002) specifically examined
relational narcissists' willingness to give attention to perceived alternatives (i.e.,

actively thinking about, being with, and dallying with alternative partners; see
Miller, 1997). Narcissism was negatively associated with commitment but

positively associated with attention to alternatives, which mediated the
narcissism-commitment link. Satisfaction and investment size exerted a small but
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significant negative relation to narcissism, but did not mediate the narcissism

commitment link. Interestingly, narcissism and commitment were unrelated to
relationship length. Thus, this study indicated that relational narcissists not only

perceive many relationship alternatives, they also attend to and pursue

alternatives while involved in a couple relationship. In regard to the multiple
mediation model, this hypothesis anticipates significant outcomes for paths ai

and a2 in Figure 1.
Hypothesis III: Satisfaction and Commitment are Positively Associated

with RMB. One of the most commonly used relational correlates with regard to
RMB is relationship satisfaction because of the implications it has for the success

and future of relationships. Empirical studies have demonstrated a strong
positive association between satisfaction and RMB (Canary & Stafford, 1992;
Canary et al., 2002; Rusbult et al., 2001; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999c),

especially with the strategies of positivity of interactions and assurances about

the relationship, and less so with openness in discussions, sharing social
networks, and sharing tasks (Ogolsky, 2007). These results support the

suppositions of the IM (Rusbult, 1980,1983), in that individuals should be
satisfied to the degree to which they perceive their relationship as rewarding.
Relationship maintenance has also been demonstrated to have a positive

association with commitment. When partners use each of the five strategies as

outlined by Stafford and Canary (1991), even when used individually without the
other strategies, they increase the level of mutual commitment experienced
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(Canary & Stafford, 1992). Conversely, this feeling of commitment leads partners

to participate in RMB, reinforcing commitment levels (Canary et al., 2002; Canary
& Stafford, 1994; Etcheverry & Le, 2005; Stafford & Canary, 1991).
Performing maintenance behaviors that are costly (i.e., high investment
size) is the vehicle by which individuals communicate their commitment to their

partners (Rusbult, 1983). Also, greater frequency of being positive, being open,
reassuring a partner of one’s relational intent, taking responsibility for relational

tasks, and sharing networks leads to more happiness, satisfaction, commitment,

and even liking of one's partner (Canary et al., 2002; Stafford & Canary, 1991;
Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999c). Committed individuals also participate in more

pro-relationship behaviors (e.g., accommodation; Rusbult et al., 2001) in order to
sustain their relationships during times of conflict and distress (Campbell &
Foster, 2002). In regard to the multiple mediation model, this hypothesis

anticipates significant outcomes for paths th and b2 in Figure 1.

Hypothesis IV: Satisfaction and Commitment Mediate the Association
Between Relational Narcissism and RMB. Given that no published studies have

examined mediating variables between narcissism and RMB, the current study

will rely on research examining pro-relationship behaviors as identified by
Rusbult to guide this prediction. Campbell and Foster (2002) anticipated that the

negative association between narcissism and pro-relationship behaviors (e.g.,
accommodation; Rusbult et al., 2001) would be mediated by commitment, and

their results supported their expectation. Hence, it is expected that higher
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narcissism will predict lower satisfaction and commitment, which in turn will

predict lower engagement in RMB. In other words, mediation anticipates that
after having confirmed the preceding hypotheses, relational narcissism will not be

a significant predictor of RMB after the introduction of satisfaction and

commitment into the model (i.e., path c'in Figure 1 will be nonsignificant), and
satisfaction and commitment will still predict RMB after controlling for relational

narcissism (i.e., paths bi and b2 in Figure 1 will be significant). This analysis will

demonstrate a causal relationship between narcissism and RMB, which is
mediated by the effects of satisfaction and commitment (Preacher & Hayes,
2008).
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CHAPTER FOUR

METHODOLOGY

Sample Description
The sample consisted of 796 participants (694 females, 102 males)

between the ages of 18 and 60 (M - 26.44, SD = 8.35), who were involved in a

couple relationship at the time of the study. There were no exclusionary criteria

for participation in the study other than age (18+ years) and current involvement
in a couple relationship. The sample consisted mostly of participants with a

European (43.2%) and Hispanic/Latino (37.3%) ethnicity, followed by African
American (7.5%), Asian (7.0%), Native American (2.0%), and 2.9% "other."

Participants' partners (678 males, 118 females) were also mostly European
(47.1%) and Hispanic/Latino (35.1%), followed by African American (11.1%),
Asian (5.8%), and Native American (1.0%). Participants were overwhelmingly

heterosexual (91.1%), followed by bisexual (4.9%), lesbian (1.8%), gay (1.1%),

and 1.1% "other."
Most participants were involved in an intercultural couple relationship
(62.4%) and indicated that they were exclusively dating (36.9%), married

(27.3%), or engaged (12.7%). Others indicated that they were cohabiting with
their partner (10.2%), casually dating (9.4%), or in a common law relationship

(1.4%), with 2.1% indicating "other" for relationship status. The average
relationship length was 5.07 years (SD = 5.91). However, it is important to note
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that more than half (54.9%) of participants were involved in relationships that

were 3 years or less in length and 89.1% were involved in relationships that were

10 years or less in length. Most participants also indicated that they did not have

any children (71%). The majority of participants resided in the western region of
the U.S. (65.7%), which is not surprising considering that 70.0% were California
State University, San Bernardino (CSUSB) students; but others resided in

southern (12.7%), midwestern (7.8%), eastern (5.7%), northern (4.4%), and

northeastern (3.8%) regions. Refer to Table 1 in Appendix A for a summary of
these demographic characteristics.

Measures
This study consisted of one independent variable, one dependent variable,

and two mediating/intervening variables. The independent variable was relational
narcissism. The dependent variable was relational maintenance behaviors
(RMB). The mediating variables were relational satisfaction and commitment

Narcissism was assessed with the Narcissistic Personality inventory (NPI). RMB
were assessed using the Relational Maintenance Strategy Measure (RMSM).

Satisfaction and commitment were assessed using two subscales of the
Investment Model Scale (IMS). Demographic questions were also included.
Narcissistic Personality Inventory

The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; see Appendix E; Raskin &
Hall, 1979) asks the participant to choose one of two items from a total of 40
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pairs that is judged by the participant to be most personally descriptive. A point is
added to the total score for each item chosen that is considered to be the more

"narcissistic" option (e.g.,Tam an extraordinary person"; range = 0-40). The NPI

is intended to measure the degree to which normal (i.e., nonclinical) individuals
differ on a trait researchers have labeled "narcissism." The mean population

score for the NPI is 15.3 (SO = 6.8) (Pinsky & Young, 2009). It was demonstrated

to have high alternate form reliability (.72) and validity (Raskin & Hall, 1981;
Rhodewalt & Morf, 1995), construct validity (Raskin & Hall, 1981; Raskin & Terry,
1988), and internal and external validity (Raskin & Terry, 1988; Shulman &

Ferguson, 1988). While some researchers have found four factors in the NPI

(Emmons, 1987), others have found seven (Raskin & Terry, 1988), but all of
these subscales demonstrate low reliability (Foster, 2008). Consequently, given

that the NPI lacks a reliable factor structure studies most frequently analyze all
40 items as a single total score with a range of 0 to 40, which is the strategy
employed in this study.
Relational Maintenance Strategy Measure

The Relational Maintenance Strategy Measure (RMSM; see Appendix F;
Canary & Stafford, 1992; Stafford & Canary, 1991) employs 29 items assessed

on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Never, 4 = Sometimes, and 7 = All the time).

The items evaluate the frequently with which a person uses different types of
RMB. It has demonstrated good face, predictive, discriminate, and construct
validity as well as high reliability for all five subscales (Canary & Stafford, 1992,
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1993, 2001; Canary et al., 2002; Guerrero et al., 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991;
Stafford et al., 2000; Vogl-Bauer et al., 1999; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999a,

1999b).
The RMSM consists of five subscales that constitute the strategies
identified by Stafford and Canary (1991): positivity of interactions (e.g., "I act
cheerful and positive when with him/her"), openness in discussions (e.g. "I like

having periodic talks about our relationship"), assurances about the relationship
(e.g. "I show my love for him/her"), sharing social networks (e.g. "I like to spend
time with our same friends"), and sharing tasks (e.g., "I do my fair share of the
work we have to do"). These factors were then utilized to study RMB in marital

relationships (Canary & Stafford, 1992). Since then, many studies have used the
Canary and Stafford strategies to study marital dyads (Ragsdale, 1996; Weigel &
?•

Ballard-Reisch, 1999a, 1999b), dating couples (Dainton & Stafford, 1993;

Guerrero et al., 1993), gay and lesbian relationships (Haas & Stafford, 1998),
and parent-adolescent dyads (Vogl-Bauer, Kalbfleisch, & Beatty, 1999). In the

current study, a total score is used for the RMSM in order to perform the required
analysis for the proposed multiple mediation model with RMB as the dependent

variable.
Investment Model Scale

The Investment Model Scale (IMS; see Appendix G; Rusbult et al., 1998)

contains three subscales (satisfaction, investment size, and quality of

alternatives) that are used to predict the fourth subscale (commitment). The IMS
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has demonstrated high predictive validity (Rusbult et al., 1998), external validity

(Arriaga & Agnew, 2001; Floyd & Wasner, 1994; Le & Agnew, 2003; Lund, 1985;
Michaels, Acock, & Edwards, 1986; Rusbult, 1983), convergent and discriminant

validity (Rusbult, 1983; Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992), and reliability for each
subscale: commitment (.91 to .95); satisfaction (.92 to .95); investment size (.82

to .84); and quality of alternatives (.82 to .88) (Rusbult et al., 1998).
For the purposes of this study, participants were given the 10-item
relationship satisfaction subscale (e.g., "I feel satisfied with our relationship" and

"My relationship is much better than others’ relationships") and the 7-item

relationship commitment subscale (e.g., "I want our relationship to last a very
long time") of the IMS (Rusbult et al., 1998). They indicated how much each
statement was descriptive of their current relationship on a 9-point scale (0 =

Don't agree at all, 4 = Agree somewhat, and 8 = Agree completely). For the

satisfaction subscale, five items are used as facet items and not analyzed; the
other five are global items that are summed to yield an overall satisfaction score.

The facet items are used to increase reliability of the global items, by facilitating
the respondent's comprehension of global items (Rusbult et al., 1998). All seven

of the commitment items are analyzed.

Demographic Items
Participants responded to several demographic questions assessing sex,
partner’s sex, age, ethnicity, partner’s ethnicity, sexual orientation, relationship

status (e.g., casually dating, cohabiting, etc.), and length of current relationship.
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Participants were also asked about their current region of U.S. residence (e.g.,
East, Midwest, Northeast, etc.) and whether they had any children (see Appendix

H).

Data Collection Procedure

Participants were recruited online through study announcements that were
posted on CraigsList.org, Groups.Yahoo.com, Meetup.com, and professionah

listservs (i.e., Social Psychology Network, the Family Studies/University of
Kentucky listserv). CSUSB students were also recruited through SONA Systems

and offered extra credit for their participation. Study flyers were posted around
the community in an effort to recruit non-students for the study (see Appendix C).

The electronic (online) study announcement and paper flyers provided a brief

description of the study and a web link for participants to access the consent
form (see Appendix D) and survey, which were posted on Survey Monkey

(surveymonkey.com). After reading the consent form, participants indicated their
consent to participate in the study by clicking on the 'I Agree' option at the bottom

of the web page.
There were two assessment periods involved with the original study. The

survey questions were identical at each time period, except that the second time

period did not include demographic questions. The survey took approximately 45
minutes to complete. Once participants completed the first session, they were
asked to provide their email address so that the researcher could contact them 3
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months later for the second session. Approximately three months after
completing the first session, participants were contacted and asked to complete

the second session using a web link. After completing the second survey, all
participants (students and non-students) had the option of entering a drawing to

win a $50 giftcard. In addition to the optional prize drawing, CSUSB students
were given 1 extra credit point for each survey they completed (for a total of 2
points if both surveys were completed). The present study will only analyze data

collected from the first session.

46

CHAPTER FIVE
RESULTS

Data Screening

The data file containing 796 participants was proofread, using a variety of
descriptive and graphic statistical strategies, against the original survey in order
to check for the accuracy of data file values prior to analyses. The empirical
evaluation of relational narcissism, relationship satisfaction and commitment, and

relational maintenance behaviors (RMB) was also preceded by an evaluation of

missing data, univariate and multivariate outliers, normality of sampling
distributions, linearity, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity/singularity for these

variables using various SPSS 19.00 functions. SPSS Descriptives for all
variables in the data file demonstrated that data were entered accurately. All four

measured variables contained less than 5% missing data (Tabachnik & Fidell,
2007), which were missing completely at random (MCAR) as indicated by Little's

MCAR test, x2(21) = 18.59, p = .611. SPSS Missing Values Analysis was used to
estimate missing values using a regression method that allowed for the
adjustment of imputed values and therefore reduced overconsistency (Tabachnik

& Fidell, 2007).

Considering that all measured variables were continuous and ungrouped,

standardized scores of +/- z = 3.29, p < .001 were used to evaluate univariate
outliers. Relationship commitment contained eight univariate outliers and RMB
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contained six. Although it is expected that for a large sample size (A/ = 796) a few

scores will exceed the +/- 3.29 cut-off (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007), histograms
indicated that seven of the eight outliers for relationship commitment and two of

the six outliers for RMB were grouped together, and so only these were deleted.

SPSS Regression with Mahalonobis distance (p < .001) was used as the criterion
for multivariate outliers. Three multivariate outliers were detected and deleted.

Following deletion, there were no cases with influence (i.e., variations of Cook’s

distance) scores greater than one (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007), affirming the
assumption that there were no multivariate outliers left. Following these initial
data screening techniques the sample size was reduced to 784, which is more

than adequate for multiple mediation analysis given the number of independent

variables (196:1 ratio; Hoyle & Kenny, 1999; Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008).
Given that the sample size is large, normality of sampling distributions was

assessed using frequency histograms with normal distribution overlay, as well as
expected and detrended expected normal probability plots (Tabachnik & Fidell,

2007). Instead of employing inferential methods to test the significance of
skewness and kurtosis, the histograms and plots provided for an evaluation of

the shape of the distributions of the measured variables (Tabachnik & Fidell,
2007). Frequency histograms appeared negatively skewed and positively kurtotic
for relationship satisfaction and relationship commitment. Normal probability plots

indicated that relationship satisfaction and relationship commitment deviated
from normality. Too many cases were below the diagonal for low values and too
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many were above the diagonal for high values for both variables. Deviation from

normality for both variables was again apparent in the cluster of points above the
horizontal line at low values and the cluster below the line at high values in the
detrended expected normal probability plots. However, it was determined that

transformations of the data for these two variables was not necessary
considering that the participants in the sample were in functioning relationships,

half of which were 3 years or less, and they would be expected to exhibit higher
than average levels of satisfaction and commitment to their current partner.

Indeed, the distributions for satisfaction and commitment in this study were
generally consistent with the findings of Rusbult et al. (1998). Moreover, the

commensurate deviation from normality evident between relationship satisfaction
and commitment is expected considering that satisfaction is highly predictive of

commitment in relational contexts. Lastly, the multiple mediation employed in the

current study uses bootstrapping, a resampling technique, which circumvents
normality of the sampling distribution for the indirect effects we are attempting to
measure (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Refer to Table 2 in Appendix A for

descriptive statistics of the measured variables.
Residual scatterplots and predicted scores indicated that the assumptions

of linearity and homoscedasticity were met for all measured variables.
Multicollinearity and singularity were assessed using SPSS Regression
collinearity diagnostics which did not display any condition indexes greater than

30 for any of the four dimensions nor any variance proportions greater than .50
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for two or more variables on any one dimension (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Furthermore, none of the measured variables were correlated at or above the

suggested criterion of r= .90 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), with the highest being r
= .64. Table 3 in Appendix A displays the correlation matrix.

Reliability of Measures

All items on the four scales used to measure the variables were examined
for internal consistency reliability using SPSS Reliability Analysis. All the scales
used demonstrated high internal consistency reliability. The satisfaction subscale

of the Investment Model Scale had the highest Cronbach's Alpha reliability

coefficient (a = .97), followed by the Relational Maintenance Strategy Measure (a

= .95), followed by the commitment subscale of the Investment Model Scale (a =
.85), with the least reliable being the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (a = .83).
Cronbach's coefficients are provided in Table 3 in Appendix A on the diagonal.

Preliminary Analyses

The associations between certain demographic items with relational

narcissism (i.e., NPI total scores) and RMB (i.e., RMSM total scores) were
explored for the purposes of guiding the primary analysis and further informing

the discussion. No gender differences were demonstrated with regard to
relational narcissism, t(782) = .69, p - .149, or RMB, f(782) = -1.50, p = .134.

Hence, it was not necessary to control for gender in the primary analysis. African
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Americans had significantly higher NPI scores (M = 18.40, SD = 7.06) than

European/White Americans (M = 15.39, SD = 6.64), t(397) = -3.17, p = .002. No
other differences were found between the races with regard to relational

narcissism or RMB. No differences were found between heterosexuals (n = 714)

and all other groups combined (n = 70) for relational narcissism, f(782) = -1.42, p

= .155, or RMB, t(782) = -.19, p = .849.
There were no differences in NPI scores, F(6,777) = 1.94, p = .072, or use

of RMB, F(6,777) = 1.76, p = .098, across the different relationship statuses (e.g.,
cohabiting, engaged, casually dating, etc.). However, relational narcissism was

negatively associated with age (r = -.15, p < .01) and relationship length (r= -.11,
p < .01). RMB were also negatively associated with age (r = -.13, p < .01) and

relationship length (r= -.13, p < .01). However, age was positively associated
with relationship length (r = .73, p < .01). Interestingly, a comparison of those with

and without children yielded a marginally significant difference in narcissism,
t(782) = -1.90, p = .057, but not in RMB, f(782) = -1.56, p = .119. Participants

without children had higher NPI scores (M = 16.39,, SD = 6.47) than those who
did (M = 15.40, SD = 6.56).

Evaluation of Hypotheses

A multiple mediation script file developed by Kristopher Preacher and

Andrew Hayes (quantpsy.org; Preacher & Hayes, 2008) for SPSS was used to
evaluate the proposed hypotheses. Data from 784 participants were included in
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the analysis of the proposed multiple mediation model. Multiple mediation
assesses a hypothetical causal sequence of an IV (relational narcissism), two or

more mediators (relationship satisfaction and commitment), and a DV (RMB) that
in part explains a chain of events that leads to changes in the DV (Tabachnick &

Fidell, 2007). Satisfaction and commitment are considered mediators if there is:
(1) an association between relational narcissism and RMB (i.e., total effect), (2)
an association between relational narcissism and both satisfaction and

commitment, (3) satisfaction and commitment uniquely predict RMB after
controlling for the effect of relational narcissism, and (4) the association between

relational narcissism and RMB is reduced (i.e., partial mediation) or nullified (i.e.,

full mediation) when satisfaction and commitment are introduced into the analysis
(i.e., direct effect; Baron & Kenny, 1986; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) script tests the effect of multiple

mediators through the product-of-coefficients strategy and assesses the
difference between the total and direct effects, a method proposed by Sobel

(1982, 1986). In other words, it assesses the difference in the association

between relational narcissism and RMB, with or without consideration of

relationship satisfaction and commitment. It also calculates the specific indirect
effect of each mediator controlling for the effect of all other mediators and

produces bootstrap confidence intervals (Cl) which are more appropriate than

Sobel's test for non-normal data (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
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The total indirect effect of relational narcissism on RMB was .0242 with a

95% bias corrected and accelerated (BCa) bootstrap Cl of-.0175 to .0663, which
means that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the total indirect effect is

zero, z = 1.25, p = .2122. The specific indirect effects are .0254 through
satisfaction (z = 1.65, p = .0995, BCa bootstrap Cl [-.0074, .0594]) and -.0012

through commitment (z = -0.22, p = .8262, BCa bootstrap Cl [-.0146, .0098]).
Although the indirect effect through satisfaction was nonsignificant and small, it

was significantly larger than commitment. A pairwise contrast indicated that the

specific indirect effect through satisfaction is larger than the specific indirect
effect through commitment, z = 2.10, p = .0354, with a BCa 95% Cl of .0001 to

.0548. Because of the apparent violation of normality of sampling distributions for

both mediators, bootstrap estimates of the indirect effects of relational narcissism
on RMB and 95% BCa Cis were calculated. The bootstrap estimates were

generated from 5,000 bootstrap samples. The mediation of the effect of relational

narcissism on RMB through relationship satisfaction and commitment is provided
in Table 4 in Appendix A.

Taken as a set, relationship satisfaction and commitment did not mediate

the effect of relational narcissism on RMB. The total and direct effects of

relational narcissism on RMB are .0443, p = .1859, and .0201, p = .4650,
respectively. The directions of the a and b paths in the multiple mediation model

indicate that relational narcissism is not associated with relationship satisfaction
(.0572, p = .0969), but increases in relationship satisfaction predict increases in
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the use of RMB, .4443, p < .01. Moreover, although relational narcissism is not

associated with relationship commitment (-.0072, p = .8262), increases in
relationship commitment predict increases in the use of RMB, .1677, p < .01.
Total and direct effects as well as the a and b paths are provided in Table 5 in

appendix A and illustrated in Figure 2 in Appendix B.
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CHAPTER SIX

DISCUSSION

Employing the Investment Model of Commitment as the underlying

conceptual model, with its reliance on social exchange and interdependence
theories, the current study sought to evaluate the mediating effects of

relationship satisfaction and commitment on the association between relational
narcissism and relational maintenance behaviors (RMB). It also sought to further
elucidate, theoretically and empirically, the relational narcissist's experience of

these relationship phenomena. It was expected that relational narcissism would

have a negative association with RMB (hypothesis I), that relational narcissism
would have a negative association with relationship satisfaction and commitment
(hypothesis II), that relationship satisfaction and commitment would have a

positive association with RMB (hypothesis III), and that relationship satisfaction

and commitment would mediate the relational narcissism-RMB link (hypothesis

IV). Interestingly, only hypothesis III was supported. Contrary to expectation, no
association was found between relational narcissism and RMB. Relational
narcissism was also not associated with relationship satisfaction or commitment.

As expected, both relationship satisfaction and commitment were significant
predictors of the use of RMB. Increases in satisfaction and commitment

individually predicted increases in the use of RMB.
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Despite the nonsignificance and negligible size of both the total and direct

effects of relational narcissism on RMB, it is interesting to note that the
introduction of satisfaction into the model single handedly reduced the total effect

by more than half its value (path c = .0443 down to path c' = .0201), while
commitment played a nearly nonexistent role. As discussed earlier, the specific
indirect effect of a mediator represents the ability of that mediator to mediate the
effect of the IV on the DV controlling for all other mediators (Preacher & Hayes,

2008). Given that satisfaction and commitment are correlated (r= .64), the
pairwise contrast represents relationship satisfaction's unique ability to mediate

the relational narcissism-RMB link above and beyond commitment (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008). The specific indirect effect of satisfaction nearly constituted the
entire indirect effect (i.e., .0254 and .0242, respectively) and when compared to

commitment, a pairwise contrast indicated that satisfaction had a significantly
higher indirect effect than commitment.

Relational Implications
The outcomes of the current study paint a fascinating, and somewhat

unexpected, picture of the relational narcissist's relationship style. First, the lack

of an association between relational narcissism and RMB means that there is
equal potential for everyone, without regard for where one falls on the narcissism
trait, to engage in daily maintenance behaviors with their partner. Second, the
lack of an association between relational narcissism and both satisfaction and
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commitment also indicates that relational narcissists have an equal likelihood of

being satisfied with and committed to their current relationships as everyone
else. This is all the more promising for the potential long-term resiliency of the
narcissist's relationship when one considers that the current study also lent

support to previous findings on the predictive power of satisfaction and
commitment with regard to the use of RMB (Canary & Stafford, 1992,1994;
Canary et al., 2002; Etcheverry & Le, 2005; Ogolsky, 2007; Rusbult et al., 2001;

Stafford & Canary, 1991; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999c).
Despite these results, several important points must be considered. First,
participants in the current study were all involved in a couple relationship.

Second, this study only analyzed data collected at a particular point in time with

regard to the narcissist's relationship (i.e., non-longitudinal). Third, and despite
this, relational narcissism was negatively correlated with relationship length.
Fourth, although both satisfaction and commitment played a negligible role in the

relational narcissism-RMB link, satisfaction trumped commitment with regard to

its effect on the narcissist's likelihood of engaging in RMB.
One potential explanation for the current outcomes has to do with
relationship length and satisfaction. It is possible that the relational narcissists in

our sample were as equally satisfied and committed to their partners, and

engaged in RMB, as everyone else because they had recently begun their
relationships, and because they generally engage in short, fleeting, and

satisfaction-focused relationships, as the over one hundred studies reviewed in
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Chapter Two would seem to indicate. As noted earlier, narcissists tend to idealize
their partners early in the relationship, an idealization that quickly fades once

their needs are no longer being met or once the initial excitement of a new
relationship fades (Masterson, 1988; Twenge & Campbell, 2010). This is evident
in the fact that although narcissists exhibit higher levels of satisfaction initially,

over time they show a significantly greater decrease in satisfaction as compared
to others (Campbell, 2006). What this means is that at any single point in time,

narcissists may report equal or higher levels of satisfaction and commitment in

their current relationships precisely because once their satisfaction with a partner
decreases they immediately search for another. This may be what is happening

with our sample. This is the more likely explanation considering the
unproportionate roles that satisfaction and commitment played when compared

with one another. That is, whereas commitment is not conceived of as something

to be maintained in the narcissist's mind, they are ever cognizant of fulfilling their
needs in relational contexts. Finally, the fact that people without children had

higher NPI scores than people with children lends further credence to this
argument. Narcissists may not stick around long enough in relationships to ever
be dissatisfied, and may not want to be forcefully attached to any one person

through offspring.
Consider what this may imply for the narcissist's likelihood of engaging in

relational maintenance. If feelings of equity predict the use and perception of
RMB (Canary & Stafford, 1992), and if relational narcissists generally feel
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superior to their partners (Boldt, 2007; Van Lange & Rusbult, 1995), then the

narcissist's relational habit may not only encumber their likelihood of engaging in
RMB but that of their partner's as well (see Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 2008 for the

importance of dyadic perception of RMB). The perception of the lack of a
partner's use of RMB will then likely decrease the narcissist’s current level of
satisfaction in the relationship and predict decreased commitment (Dainton,
2000; Dainton & Aylor, 2002; Ogolsky, 2009; Ramirez, 2008), as well as

decreased use of RMB for both partners (Rabby, 2007; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch,

2008). Given that commitment predicts relationship dissolution (Le & Agnew,
2003), the relational narcissist's fixation on personal need fulfillment and
satisfaction may spell an early and quick demise for the relationship (Foster et

al., 2006).
A second explanation for the current results revolves around the
narcissist's propensity to pay attention to and seek alternative partners. It is

possible that at all times throughout their relationships, narcissists may be more

susceptible to seeking extradyadic relations or moving on to another partner to

increase their level of personal satisfaction, increase their status, and feed their
desire for attention (see "Infidelity" section in Chapter Two). Indeed, of the three

investment model factors (i.e., satisfaction, investment size, and quality of

alternatives) studies have demonstrated that attention to alternatives, to the
exclusion of satisfaction and investment size, is the sole predictor and mediator

of commitment for relational narcissists (for a review see Campbell & Foster,
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2002). Narcissists try to maintain a high level of relationship alternatives in order

to feel less dependent on their current partner for need fulfillment (Campbell,

Foster, et al., 2002; Le, 2005; Le & Gaines, 2005). Moreover, attention to

alternatives and the seeking of extradyadic relations marks the narcissist's
relationship habit (Aviram & Amichai-Hamburger, 2005; Bergman et al., 2011;

Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983; Buffardi & Campbell, 2008; DeWall et al., 2011;
Greeley, 1994; Lydon et al., 2008; Maykovich, 1976; Mehdizadeh, 2010; Ryan &

Xenos, 2011; Traen & Stigum, 1998).
All these factors considered together indicate that the narcissist's
relationships can be strong and resilient at the beginning, but as the initial

satisfaction and excitement begin to fade, narcissists may be more prone to

finding that excitement elsewhere. When, as is expected in all relationships,

satisfaction diminishes for any length of time, the relational narcissist's feelings of
commitment and engagement in RMB may decrease and their attention may turn

to alternative partners. Indeed, narcissists are predisposed to engaging in
extradyadic relations and regularly seek the means and opportunities to do so.

Hence, as a relationship progresses, sharp decreases in a relational narcissist's
current level of satisfaction with a partner may quickly lead to relationship

dissolution, by way of infidelity (Atkins, Baucom, & Jacobson, 2001; Treas &
Giesen, 2000). Given that in the current study age is negatively associated with

relational narcissism but positively associated with relationship length, the effects
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that narcissistic behavior has on relationship characteristics and outcomes may
be more prevalent among younger populations.

Theoretical and Empirical Implications
The outcomes of the current study have significant implications within the

context of social exchange and interdependence theories, as well as the

Investment Model of Commitment. Social exchange theory highlights the
tendency for everyone to attempt to increase satisfaction within relational
contexts through need fulfillment (Nye, 1979). For relational narcissists, this
effect may be amplified. Satisfaction may be more difficult to maintain because a

relational narcissist's needs for attention and praise may range from difficult to

delusional. People in relationships also compare the profit obtained from their
current partner with potential profit obtained from potential alternative partners
(Nye, 1979; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Again, the
availability of potential alternative partners may be intensified for relational
narcissists who draw attention to themselves through exhibitionistic displays in

person (Buss & Chiodo, 1991; Campbell, Foster, et al., 2001; Masterson, 1988)

and online (Bergman et al., 2011; DeWall et al., 2011).

Interdependence theory predicts the development of dependence on a
partner, and therefore commitment, when personal needs are satisfied for a
prolonged period of time (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult et al., 1998) and when

the individual feels that they need their partner for these rewarding outcomes
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(Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).
Conversely, the lack of "need satisfaction dependence" predicts relationship
dissolution (Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992, p. 65). Accordingly, dependence may be

especially difficult for the relational narcissist to develop considering their

elevated focus on need fulfillment, which they pursue through a constant search

for better quality alternative partners. Dependence may be further hampered by

the narcissist's self-construal as an independent being (Konrath, Bushman, &
Grove, 2009), their aversion to intimacy and caring (Campbell, Rudich, et al.,
2002), aversion to closeness and low emotional warmth (Allen et al., 2005),

attachment anxiety and dismissing-avoidant attachment style (Gjerde et al.,

2004; Masterson, 1988; Smolewska & Dion, 2005), insecure attachment (Pistole,
1995), preference for partners who are not seeking a caring or emotionally close
relationship (Campbell, 1999; Foster, 2008), use of sex to augment their status in
relationships (Foster, Shrira, & Campbell, 2006), and lack of affection (Munro et

al., 2005). Ironically, although narcissists may find it difficult to develop a healthy
relational interdependence, they often suffer from codependency and all of its

relational consequences (Wells, Hill, Brack, Brack, & Firestone, 2006).

Specific Investment Model (IM) factors seem to also play an exaggerated
role for relational narcissists at different points in their relationships. As explained
by the IM, persons in relationships develop dependency and commitment (or lack

thereof) to one another as they continually assess what they are gaining or losing
by staying in or ending the relationship (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Greater
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involvement with a partner, leads to greater perceived reward, fewer perceived

quality alternatives, higher levels of satisfaction, and deeper dependency on the
relationship for rewarding outcomes, which is subjectively experienced as

commitment (Rusbult, 1991; Rusbult et al., 1994; Rusbult et al., 2001).

Commitment therefore, is a direct result of a high and continuous state of
dependency which develops from a high and continuous state of satisfaction

(Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1998). Consequently, relational narcissists' self
focused search for a better alternative, especially later in the relationship, may

lead them to engage in an exaggerated level of the cost/benefit analysis
proposed by the IM (Campbell et al., 2006, 2007), and may cause IM factors to

play an amplified role in their long-term relationships. Moreover, although
satisfaction certainly plays a role for most individuals in terms of whether or not
they engage in RMB (Ballard-Reisch, Weigel, & Zaguidoulline, 1999; although

see Ragsdale, 1996 who found no effect for relationship satisfaction), and RMB
in turn increases satisfaction (Dainton, 2000), what the current study in part

demonstrates is that neither satisfaction nor commitment play a mediating role in

the early part of the narcissist's relationship with regard to daily relational
maintenance.

The narcissistic style of relating to others fits all too well within the
framework of social exchange and interdependence theories, as well as the
Investment Model of Commitment. Therefore, it is recommended that any

exploration of relational narcissism and its association to IM factors or RMB be
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done within the framework of social exchange and interdependence theories. Any

theoretical or empirical model must take into account the effect of relationship

satisfaction and its relation to the narcissist's propensity towards seeking
alternatives when attempting to understand the nature of the association

between relational narcissism and relationship characteristics and outcomes,

especially relational maintenance. Indeed, evidence would seem to indicate that
attention to alternatives may be the primary mediator in the relational narcissismRMB link. However, because of the proclivity for narcissists to engage in short

lived relationships, theoretical and empirical models involving relational
narcissism must control or account for relationship length.

Study Limitations and Strengths
Limitations in the current study revolve around study design, measures

and variables used, and sample demographics. Although correlational studies
have historically been criticized for the limitations they place on inference of

causality, the current study employed a correlational design for a couple of
reasons. First, the use of narcissism as the predictor variable, a variable which

cannot be manipulated with a simple laboratory manipulation, dictated the use of
a correlational design. In addition, the development of sophisticated analytic
methods, such as multiple mediation, allow for at least some inference of

causation between predictor and outcome variables (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). It
may be argued however that Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) may have
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been a better alternative because it allows the researcher to model measurement
error, and control for it, thus testing the latent constructs of relational narcissism,

satisfaction, commitment, and RMB, instead of potentially fallible measurement
induced factors (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008). More importantly, the current
study analyzed data collected at a single point in time, which only provides us

with a snap-shot of the relational narcissist's relationship style. Conclusions
about the long-term effects of relationship characteristics such as satisfaction

and commitment cannot be drawn based on the current outcomes.
Nearly all of the literature reviewed in this study employed self-report

techniques for measuring variables. Self-report measures may place limitations

on and provide grounds for criticism of study outcomes and their generalizability.
For example, response biases such as social desirability and random responding

may influence accuracy of data (Furr & Bacharach, 2008). The narcissist's
impetus towards social desirability coupled with unrealistically high levels of

positive conceptions of self (John & Robins, 1994) may have exaggerated this
effect in the current study. It may have lead to what researchers call self

deceptive enhancement (SDE) (Paulhus, 1991) in the measurement of variables,
which is a threat to generalizability of results. However, self-report measures may

also provide for unique insight into the interplay between a narcissist's cognition

and behavior in relational contexts. Moreover, self-report measures may prove
invaluable for the study of any aspect of romantic relationships when one
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considers that people's decision making in relational contexts is mostly founded
on perception and not necessarily reality.

Random responding may have also influenced current study outcomes.
Taking into consideration that 70% of the sample were CSUSB students who

received only one credit point for participation, the motivation of the respondents
is questionable and the integrity of their responses may have been compromised

(Furr & Bacharach, 2008). This may have been exacerbated by the fact that all

the data were collected online without the supervision of a researcher or
confederate. However, researchers attempted to increase participant motivation
by including an option of entering a drawing to win a $50 giftcard. Whether this

provided sufficient motivation to complete a questionnaire that took
approximately 45 minutes to complete is arguable.
The primary construct of interest, narcissism, also provides for some
limitations in interpretation of outcomes. The Narcissistic Personality Inventory

(NPI) has been criticized for measuring only overt narcissism and lacking the

ability to tease out unique dimensions of narcissism that function independently

of one another, such as grandiosity and entitlement (Brown, Budzek, &
Tamborski, 2009). However, almost all of the studies that have employed the NPI

have indicated that it possess desirable psychometric properties (Emmons, 1987;
Raskin & Hall, 1979,1981; Raskin & Terry, 1988; Rhodewalt & Morf, 1995;

Shulman & Ferguson, 1988), and it was the intention of the current study to

establish an. association between relational maintenance and overt narcissism.
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Narcissism itself seems to be an illusive and complex construct with empirical
literature distinguishing between overt versus covert narcissism (Atlas & Them,

2008; Fossati et al., 2010; Given-Wilson, McIlwain, & Warburton, 2011; Ryan et

al., 2008; Smolewska & Dion, 2005; Sommer et al., 2009), overt versus covert

versus moderate narcissism (Lapsley, 2005), grandiose versus vulnerable
narcissism (Besser & Zeigler-Hill, 2010; Okada, 2010), sexual narcissism (Ryan
et al., 2008), hypersensitive narcissism (Fossati et al., 2009), and pathological

narcissism (Maxwell, Donnellan, Hopwood, & Ackerman, 2011; Pincus et al.,
2009; Wright, Lukowitsky, Pincus, & Conroy, 2010). The current study did not
attempt to make any of those distinctions which may have nuanced the results.
Previous research (e.g., Ogolsky, 2009; Ramirez, 2008; Stafford & Canary,

1991) has also demonstrated that perception of the use of RMB by one's partner
is a better predictor of commitment than self-reported use. This effect may be

exaggerated for narcissists who are more likely to engage in short-lived
relationships (Campbell & Foster, 2002; Ogolsky, 2009). Thus, measuring the
participant's perceptions of their partner's use of RMB may have provided a

stronger link between commitment and RMB and would have allowed for the
narcissist's perception of a partner's use of RMB to be used as a moderator in

the current model, further nuancing results.

Sample characteristics may also limit the generalizability of outcomes. As
is typical of research in psychology, and particularly research in romantic

relationships, the distribution of participant sex was grossly skewed. Over 87% of
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the study participants were females and only less than 13% were males. This
could possibly limit generalizability of the results to males in the desired

population. Moreover, considering the overwhelming gender difference with
regard to participation in relationship research, gender should probably be

considered a primary moderating variable in any study involving relational

variables. However, it is also important to note that in the current study, no
gender differences were demonstrated with regard to relational narcissism (the

IV), t(782) = .69, p = .149, or RMB (the DV), t(782) = -1.50, p = .134.

One of this study's primary strengths is the cultural diversity of the

participant sample, especially in the number of European/White participants
(43.2%) versus Hispanic/Latino (37.3%) participants. This ethnic breakdown is

more representative of the U.S. population than the samples employed in almost

all other studies reviewed in this paper. This allows for the generalizability of the

outcomes across the two largest ethnic groups in the U.S. Likewise, the fact that
62.4% of the participants were involved in an intercultural couple relationship,

marks this study as unique in its own right. Very few of the studies reviewed in
this paper have examined interethnic partnerships with regard to any of the

measured variables.

Directions for Future Research

The current study eliminates satisfaction and commitment as possible
mediators of the relational narcissism-RMB link. However, it only tells us that
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these relationship characteristics have no effect early in the narcissist's

relationship. The current study merely provides us with a snapshot in time for
Narcissus' relationship potential. In order to gain insight into the fluctuating

effects of different relationship characteristics as well as IM factors, the
narcissist's relationships should be studied longitudinally. If researchers are able

to determine which variables have the greatest effect on the narcissists
willingness to engage in RMB and at which point in the relationship, practitioners
would be able to focus directly on these issues in clinical contexts. Hence, other

variables should be tested in this mediation model across the "lifespan" of the
narcissist's relationship, with attention paid especially to attention to alternatives.

Previous research seems to warrant a more thorough examination of the
exploitativeness/entitlement dimension of narcissism as it relates to the resiliency

and demise of relationships. The uniqueness of this dimension of trait narcissism
was acknowledged while the Narcissistic Personality Inventory was being

developed and empirically evaluated (Emmons, 1987). It seems to also be the
most stable and replicable dimension of narcissism (Maxwell et al., 2011). Indeed
studies have shown that the exploitativeness/entitlement element of narcissism

seems to function independently of other elements and uniquely predicts

behavioral and psychological outcomes (Brown et al., 2009; Watson et al., 1984),
such as early maladaptive schemas (Zeigler-Hill et al., 2011), mental health and
unethical behavior (Brown et al., 2009), physical assault and sexual coercion of a

dating partner (Ryan et al., 2008), lack of empathy (Watson et al., 1984), infidelity
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(Hurlbert et al., 1994; Buss & Shackelford, 1997), cardiovascular reactivity
following rejection (Sommer et al., 2009), academic dishonesty (Menon &

Sharland, 2011), academic truancy (Holtzman, Vazire, & Mehl, 2010), and even
unethical research practices (Davis et al., 2008). Conversely, entitlement was
demonstrated to play a role in the narcissist’s way of finding a sense of self and

meaning (Cohen, 1997). Hence, if we are to understand narcissism and the

narcissistic relational habit, studies must explore the etiology and development of

the exploitativeness/entitlement dimension, and how it, specifically, plays a role in
the narcissist's relational demise.

As mentioned earlier, studies have developed and employed measures of
overt versus covert narcissism (Atlas & Them, 2008; Fossati et al., 2010; Given-

Wilson, McIlwain, & Warburton, 2011; Ryan et al., 2008; Smolewska & Dion,

2005; Sommer et al., 2009), overt versus covert versus moderate narcissism
(Lapsley, 2005), grandiose versus vulnerable narcissism (Besser & Zeigler-Hill,

2010; Okada, 2010), sexual narcissism (Ryan et al., 2008), hypersensitive

narcissism (Fossati et al., 2009), and pathological narcissism (Maxwell,

Donnellan, Hopwood, & Ackerman, 2011; Pincus et al., 2009; Wright, Lukowitsky;
Pincus, & Conroy, 2010). This illustrates the need for a comprehensive definition

of narcissism, a comprehensive measure of narcissism, and the development of
comprehensive empirical and theoretical models of the characteristics it
encompasses. The development of a comprehensive measure of narcissism,

along with the fact that research on trait narcissism can be used to understand
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Narcissistic Personality Disorder (Miller & Campbell, 2010), can allow for more
precise diagnosis and treatment of various types of narcissism in both clinical

and non-clinical populations. Moreover, the development of a relational
narcissism scale that is able to tease out particular dimensions of narcissism
such as entitlement and grandiosity (Brown et al., 2009) will allow for more

nuanced results that relate specific dimensions of narcissism to specific
successes and failures within relational contexts.

Along with elucidating and measuring the primary dimensions of
narcissism, empirical literature is severely lacking in its ability to explain why

narcissism exists in the first place and what purpose it serves. Although there is a

plethora of research that attempts to explain the etiology and development of
narcissism from psycho-social and societal paradigms, only one attempts to
explain its possible origins in evolutionary processes (Holtzman & Strube, 2010),
and this study only deals with narcissism and attractiveness. Narcissism either

serves or served some evolutionary purpose, and finding out what that purpose
is/was could elucidate when narcissism may be beneficial and when it is
detrimental.

Finally, the observed difference in narcissism between African Americans

and European/White Americans, and the dearth in research relating race and
narcissism, warrants a more direct investigation of any potential racial

differences. It is possible that IM factors may be more exaggerated for relational
narcissists of particular ethnicities over others (e.g., African American versus
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Euro-Americans). It would also be important to investigate any potentially unique

cultural expressions of narcissism across diverse cultures, or cultural paradigms
(e.g., individualistic versus collectivistic). Furthermore, the results of the current

study also suggest that age and relationship length should certainly be evaluated
as mediating variables in the relational narcissism-RMB link. Lastly, given that the

measured variables likely generalize across different types of relationships (i.e., a
person who exhibits narcissistic behavior in romantic relationships most likely
does so in friendships as well), it would be interesting to investigate the proposed

multiple mediation model in the current study across a variety of relationship
types (e.g., familial relationships and friendships).
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSION

Societal Implications
Given that this study examines trait narcissism, a personality dimension
shared by all, the outcomes of this study are relevant to everyone and not just

relational narcissists. Theoretically speaking, it is possible for anyone to develop

narcissistic habits of thought and behavior that may damage their potential for
emotionally intimate and loving relationships. This is especially the case in an

environment where: (1) narcissism infiltrates the very fabric of society and is
celebrated (i.e., is essentially tied to parenting, politics, economics, education,

media, religion, etc.; Gleig, 2009; Lasch, 1979; Twenge & Campbell, 2010), (2)

narcissism has been on the rise for the past several decades (Twenge & Foster,
2008; Twenge, Konrath, Foster, Campbell, & Bushman, 2008), (3) individualism
is the unquestioned cultural paradigm despite its strong association to

narcissism, immature love, and a game-playing love style (Le, 2005), (4) a
consumer material culture validates a deep self-preoccupation based on the

constant and compulsive acquisition of material goods (Rose, 2007; Twenge &

Campbell, 2010; Winlow & Ancrum, 2008), (5) popular literature and media

market self-love as a personal religion and prerequisite for loving others

(Branden, 1994; Campbell & Baumeister, 2001), (6) self-esteem is said to
improve the quality of academic performance, occupational performance, and
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relationship outcomes and duration, despite evidence to the contrary (Baumeister

et al., 2003; Golmaryami & Barry, 2010), (7) personal fulfillment is the primary
motivator for entering a relationship (Coontz, 2005; Pinsof, 2002), and (8)
infidelity and divorce have increased exponentially and become more socially

accepted especially when couples experience periods of low satisfaction (Atkins
& Furrow, 2008; Bachrach, Hindin, & Thomson, 2002; Raley, 2002). Interestingly,
the very characteristic that forms the foundation of narcissistic personality,

exploitativeness/entitlement, is also the very thing that attracts people to a
narcissist when they first meet one (Back, Schmukle, & Egloff, 2010). This may

be the most direct evidence demonstrating that narcissism has become a popular

norm, and is considered attractive and beneficial for those who foster it.
It is also important to consider that individual narcissism is related to

collective narcissism (de Zavala, 2011). As the rate of individual narcissism
continues to grow, the collective will follow by default. This collective narcissism
is then likely to increase intergroup (or international) aggression, especially under

perceived threat or criticism (de Zavala, Cichocka, Eidelson, & Jayawickreme,
2009; de Zavala, 2011). Interestingly, those who are a part of this narcissistic in

group never seem to be satisfied with external admiration of the group or

glorification of the group image (de Zavala, 2011). Furthermore, collective
narcissism predicts the perception of external threat (even when one does not
exist), a lack of forgiveness of outgroups, preference for use of military force, and

authoritarianism (de Zavala et al., 2009). Moreover, a narcissistic collective may
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very well elect narcissistic leadership (Higgs, 2009), especially considering that

exhibitionism coupled with status seeking is a mark of narcissism (Buss &
Chiodo, 1991; Campbell, Foster, et al., 2001; Masterson, 1988).

In this narcissistic age (Bressler-Feiner, 1981), individuals may also
develop overly high expectations for their partners that are impossible to fulfill

and are likely to lead to decreased satisfaction (Knee et al., 2001; Knee et al.,
2003; Knee et al., 2004). With decreased satisfaction narcissists are prone to
relationship dissolution and divorce (Counts & Sacks, 1991). With the divorce

rate exponentially increasing with each successive marriage (Bumpass & Sweet,
1972; Cherlin, 1977; Glick & Norton, 1971,1977; McCarthy, 1978; Monahan,

1958), narcissists are likely to end up in a lifelong vicious cycle of marriage,
divorce, and remarriage. As the rate of relational narcissism continues to grow,

as it has over the past 30 years (Twenge & Foster, 2008; Twenge et al., 2008),

stable and resilient relationships and households will continue to decline along
with the communities they constitute. Conversely, if a focus on the well-being of

others (e.g., helpfulness, nurturance, respect, etc.) is somehow popularized,
stable relationships may lead to more stable households that are more likely to

produce individuals who are better citizens, employees, students, leaders,
parents, and partners (Twenge & Campbell, 2010).
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Narcissus' End
Although narcissism has been glamorized in popular media and consumer
culture, the reality of being a narcissist is far from glamorous. The consequences

of the self-destructive and relationship-destructive narcissistic path permeate all
aspects of a narcissist's life. In the public sphere, narcissism predicts unethical

behavior in academic (Brunell, Staats, Barden, & Hupp, 2011; Menon &

Sharland, 2011), business and economic (Brown, Sautter, Littvay, Sautter, &
Bearnes, 2010), medical (Munro et al., 2005), and even research and counseling

arenas (Davis, Wester, & King, 2008). These unethical tendencies coupled with a
characteristic impulsivity, may lead the narcissist to make foolish self-defeating

decisions (Miller et al., 2009; Rose, 2007; Vazire & Funder, 2006). For example,
they are more likely to make impulsive and risky financial investments (Foster,

Reidy, Misra, & Goff, 2011) or to engage in compulsive shopping (Rose, 2007),
both of which increase their chances of losing significant amounts of money. This
susceptibility towards unethical and risky behavior may lead to public shaming,

ridicule, and ultimately to failure in these important life arenas.
For the narcissist, failure and rejection, which are common to the human
experience but more common for narcissists, are likely to bring about extreme

affective reactions such as anger and anxiety (Rhodewalt & Morf, 1998; Sommer
et al., 2009). The commorbidity of narcissism and codependency makes the
narcissist further prone to being overly sensitive to rejection, ruminating on and

revisiting painful relationships, and having extreme feelings of shame (Wells et
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al., 2006). Moreover, narcissists tend to experience stronger negative affect
when someone offends them or when they experience a negative event (Besser

& Zeigler-Hill, 2010). This negative affect is coupled with physiological correlates

such as greater cortisol reactivity in the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis and
greater cardiovascular reactivity, which predict long-term health outcomes for

narcissists (Edelstein, Yim, & Quas, 2010; Sommer et al., 2009). Unfortunately,

their negative affect and increased psychological and physiological distress may
never experience the soothing and healing effect of emotional intimacy with a

romantic partner because relational narcissists are attracted to self-oriented,
uncaring partners (Campbell, 1999).

The unfortunate reality is that those who intoxicate themselves with

narcissistic tendencies drink the very poison that prevents them from
experiencing the potentially deep and meaningful happiness that comes by way

of a committed relationship. Narcissists are dissatisfied with their lives,
themselves, their families, and their careers (Kopelman & Mullins, 1991).

Narcissism has been causally linked to depression coupled with harsh self
judgement, and feelings of worthlessness, inferiority, guilt, and failure (Blatt &

Zuroff, 1992; Bleichmar, 1996; Palacio-Espaca, 2002). Depression may be
related to the narcissist's independent self-construal (Konrath et al., 2009). In

fact, some have recognized a type of depression called "narcissistic depression"
in the empirical and clinical literatures (Anastasopoulos, 2007). Unfortunately for

the narcissist, the personality characteristics that define their way of life are
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manifested daily (Holtzman, Vazire, & Mehl, 2010) and continue to predict
dissatisfaction with life and one’s role in it, into old age (Bressler-Feiner, 1981).

Hence, like the mythical Narcissus, modern relational narcissists may suffer the
sad fate of dying alone with the dissatisfaction of never having realized their

imagined glory.

Rewriting Narcissus' Story for the Modern Narcissist

Assessing the narcissist's attachment style and its etiology and
development seems to be a promising field for healing narcissistic wounds that
most likely developed in childhood and early adolescence (Bennett, 2006;
Trumpeter, Watson, O’Leary, & Weathington, 2008). Sadly, it seems that insecure

attachment coupled with low parental empathy and high love inconsistency are

related to the etiology and development of narcissistic maladjustment and
entitlement schemas (Bennett, 2006; Trumpeter et al., 2008; Zeigler-Hill, Green,

Arnau, Sisemore, & Myers, 2011). With this knowledge, therapists and
counselors may be able to help the narcissist understand their own behavior
within a context that is familiar to them. Indeed, Schema Therapy (Young, 1999;

Young, Klosko, & Weishaar, 2003), which uses a strategy called limited re

parenting that places an emphasis on early unmet needs, may help to realign the
narcissist's maladaptive schemas in such a way as to encourage self-regulation

and reduce vulnerability (Giesen-Bloo et al., 2006). This realization of unmet
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needs may also decrease the chances that the narcissist will repeat the same
parental habit they received with their children.

Laboratory interventions have also elucidated some conditions that may

be changed in order to improve the functioning of narcissists in relational

contexts. Several studies have demonstrated that for narcissists, the mental
activation of communal orientations, including activating helping behavior (e.g.,
helping someone in a wheelchair), reflecting on a partner's nurturance,

generosity, and warmth, and interacting with a partner in such a way as to feel

loved and valued can actually increase feelings of commitment towards a

romantic partner (Finkel, Campbell, Buffardi, Kumashiro, & Rusbult, 2009). There
are also therapeutic techniques that may help narcissists foster an enduring
communal orientation (Gilbert, 2005), empathy (Masterson, 1988), and an
altruistic concern for others (Lutz, Brefczynski-Lewis, Johnstone, & Davidson,
2008). Mindfulness training seems especially helpful in allowing the narcissist to

deal with their intense feelings and thoughts in a non-impulsive and non
destructive manner (Andersen, Chen, & Miranda, 2002), as well as to quiet the

narcissist’s desire to maintain seif-enhancement (Brown, Ryan, & Creswell, 2007;

Heppner & Kernis, 2007).
As mentioned earlier, narcissists' permissive attitudes about sex are

related to increased likelihood of infidelity and lower commitment (Foster et al.,
2002, 2006). However, permissive attitudes toward sexual infidelity can be

changed when narcissists are made to identify with a victim of betrayal (Hunyady
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et al., 2008). Furthermore, attention to alternatives can be stifled through
strategies such as ignoring (Miller, 1997) or devaluing and underrating the

attractiveness of potential alternative partners (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989;
Simpson, Gangestad, & Lerma, 1990).

For the narcissist's own well-being, apart from relational contexts, humility

is encouraged as an effective remedy because it promotes realistic self
perception (Exline, 2008) and stimulates an understanding of our

interconnectedness (Exline & Geyer, 2004). Given that narcissists tend to be
excessively self-critical (Blatt & Zuroff, 1992; Bleichmar, 1996; Palacio-Espaca,
2002), self-compassion, being sympathetic and kind towards oneself when one

does not get what one wants, has great potential for suppressing narcissistic self
harm (Neff, 2009, 2010; Neff & Vonk, 2009). Self-compassion, which can be

learned through mindfulness meditation, leads to less anger, more positive
emotions, fewer uncontrollable negative thoughts, and increased use of
constructive criticism (Neff, Rude, & Kirkpatrick, 2007). Finally, in an effort to

redirect the narcissist’s self-involved energy towards concern for others,
volunteering may be a way to help narcissists experience gratefulness, which
increases feelings of happiness (Twenge & Campbell, 2010).

The metamorphosis of Ovid's mythical Narcissus need not end in a lonely
death. The story may very well be rewritten when considering what we now know
about narcissism. Had Narcissus realized he had some unmet needs from his

childhood, he could have engaged in limited re-parenting techniques through
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Schema Therapy which would have helped him resolve those unmet needs as
well as rebuild healthy schemas. Narcissus' friends, and his love Echo, could
have helped him by regularly activating a communal orientation for him. They

could have done this by reminding him that there are many people in the world

who are in dire need of help or by pointing out how warm and nurturing Echo is
towards him. Narcissus himself may have engaged in therapeutic or meditative

techniques (e.g., mindfulness training) that would have helped him foster

empathy and a genuine concern for others. Had he felt ready to begin a
relationship with Echo, he could have diverted his attention away from

alternatives (including himself) by simply ignoring them or underrating their
attractiveness. With Echo's support, Narcissus could have also developed a habit

of humility, perhaps by becoming a faithful adherent of a particular moral

philosophy or religion (Exline, 2008). In doing so, Narcissus may have developed
a greater willingness to be compassionate toward himself, which would have
helped him to better deal with the frustrations of having unmet needs. Finally,

Narcissus may have found a happier and more grateful end to his life had he

volunteered some of his time to serve his fellow nymphs.

81

APPENDIX A

TABLES
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistical Summary for Demographic Items
Variable

Frequency

Percent

Male

102

12.8

Female

694

87.2

Partner gender
Male

678

85.2

Female

118

14.8

Mean

SD

26.44

8.35

Gender

Age

Race

European/White American

344

43.2

Hispanic or Latino

297

37.3

Asian

56

7.0

African American

60

7.5

Native American
Other

16

2.0

23

2.9

Partner race
European/White American
Hispanic or Latino

375
279

Asian

46

African American
Native American

88
8

Intercultural couples
Yes
No

497

62.4

299

37.6

725

91.1

14

1.8

9

39

1.1
4.9

9

1.1

Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Lesbian

Gay

Bisexual
Other

83

Region of the country currently
residing in

East

45

5.7

North

35

4.4

Midwest

62

7.8

523

65.7

101
30

12.7
3.8

Casually dating

75

9.4

Cohabiting

81

10.2

Engaged

101

12.7

Exclusively dating

294

36.9

Common law

11
217

1.4

West
South
Northeast
Relationship status

Married

Other
Relationship length in years

17

27.3
2.1
5.91

Children
Yes

No
CSUSB student
Yes

No

231
565

29.0

557

70.0

239

30.0

84

71.0

Table 2
Summary of Data Screening Evaluation for Measured Variables

Kurtosis
(std. error)

Percent
missing

-.183 (.174)

4.4

31.51

9.72 -1.360 (.087) 1.111 (.174)

2.5

48.28

9.75 -1.411 (.087) 1.217 (.174)

1.8

Mean

SD

Narcissism

16.11

6.51

Satisfaction

Commitment

Variable

Relational maintenance
behaviors

168.55 23.11
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Skewness
(std. error)
.170 (.087)

-.876 (.087)

.923 (.174)

3.8

Table 3

Bivariate Correlation Matrix of Total Sample for Measured Variables
1

Variable

2

3

1. Narcissism

.83

2. Satisfaction

.06

3. Commitment

-.01

.64**

.85

.05

.56**

.46**

4. Relational maintenance behaviors

Note. Cronbach’s Alphas are included on the diagonal in bold.
**p < .01
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Table 4
Mediation of the Effect of Relational Narcissism on Relational Maintenance
Behaviors through Relationship Satisfaction and Relationship Commitment

Product of
coefficients

Variable

Point
estimate (0)

SE

Z

95% BCa bootstrap
Cl
P

Lower

Upper

Indirect effects
Satisfaction

Commitment

TOTAL

.0254

.0154

1.6475

.0995

-.0074

.0594

-.0012

.0055

-.2196

.8262

-.0146

.0098

.0242

.0194

1.2477

.2122

-.0175

.0663

.0354

.0001

.0548

Contrasts
Satisfaction vs.
commitment

.0266

.0127

2.1040

Note. BCa = bias corrected and accelerated; 5,000 bootstrap samples.
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Table 5
Total Effect, Direct Effect, and a and b Paths for Multiple Mediation Model

Variables

Path
coefficients (P)

SE

t

P

Total effect (c path)

Narcissism

.0443

.0334

1.3240

.1859

Direct effect (c-prime path)

Narcissism

.0201

.0275

.7310

.4650

IV to mediators (a paths)

Satisfaction

.0572

.0344

1.6620

.0969

Commitment

-.0072

.0328

-.2197

.8262

Direct effects of mediators on DV (b paths)
Satisfaction

.4443

.0370

12.0165

.0001

Commitment

.1677

.0388

4.3220

.0001
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FIGURES
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Direct effects
Indirect effects

Figure 1. Proposed multiple mediation model of relational narcissism and
relational maintenance behaviors, c = total effect of narcissism on relational
maintenance; c' = direct effect of narcissism on relational maintenance; aibf =
specific indirect effect of relational narcissism on relational maintenance through
mediators satisfaction and commitment.
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--------------

Direct effects

— — —

Indirect effects

Figure 2. Illustration of multiple mediation model outcomes with direct and
indirect effects. Specific indirect effects are indicated near the boxes for
commitment and satisfaction. ***p < .001
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STUDY FLYER
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Hello,
I would like to solicit your participation in an online study about couple relationships. In
order to participate, you must be currently involved in a couple relationship and be 18
years of age or older.

Participation will involve completing 2 surveys and each survey will take about 30-60
minutes. Once you have completed the second survey, you will be given the option to
enter a drawing for a $50 gift card. CSUSB students will also be awarded 1 point for each
survey they complete (for a maximum of 2 points total). If you are interested in helping
with this study, please use the link below and complete the first survey.

Link provided here

Thank you,
Kelly Campbell
Department of Psychology
California State University
Kelly@CSUSB.edu
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CONSENT FORM
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

SAN BERNARDINO
College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
Department of Psychology

Informed Consent
My name is Dr. Kelly Campbell and I am the main researcher for this study. It is my hope that
results from this study will provide information about couple behaviors and how different
relationships function.
Project Information and Informed Consent
In this study, I will ask you to fill out two surveys about your current relationship. I will also ask
you to provide some demographic information about yourself. I will not ask for identifying
information, but will ask you to enter a password to access the survey (your zip code and last 4
digits of your social security number). I will only use this information to match up your responses
from the first and second surveys. I will also ask for your email address so that you can be
contacted to complete the second survey. Your contact information will be stored separately from
your survey responses so that your survey responses will remain anonymous. Each survey will
take approximately 30-60 minutes to complete. I will email you approximately three months after
filling out the first survey to ask you to complete a second survey. Once you complete the second
survey, you will have the option of entering a drawing for a $50 gift card. Or, if you are a student
at CSUSB, you can earn 4 extra credit points (2 points per survey session). Your contact
information for this compensation will not be stored with your survey responses so the anonymity
of your survey responses will be maintained. Any contact information will be deleted from the

database once you complete the second survey.

I do not foresee any risks for participating in this study, but if you experience any distress as a
result of your participation, you may contact me for assistance or counseling referrals (my contact
information is listed below). You can expect to gain knowledge from participating in this research
study. You will learn more about the research process and may learn more about your couple
relationship.
As a participant in this study, you should read and understand the following statements:

Only men and women who are older than the age of 18 should participate in this study.

Participation in this study is VOLUNTARY. You are not required to answer every question that
might be asked. You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time
during the study without it affecting your relationship with the researcher. CSUSB students will
not have their course standing affected if they decide to withdraw from the study. Your decision
will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
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All participant responses will be kept strictly confidential; you will NOT be identified in any
presentation or publication of this research.
NOTE: I cannot guarantee your privacy and confidentiality while the data is transmitted to us
over the Internet. However, once I receive the completed surveys, any information that is
obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain confidential
except as required by law. If you are not comfortable with the level of confidentiality provided by
the Internet, please feel free to print out a copy of the survey, fill it out by hand, and mail it to me
(the researcher) at the address given below, with no return address on the envelope.

If you would like more information, please contact:
Kelly Campbell, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
5500 University Parkway
California State University
San Bernardino, CA 92407
Kelly@CSUSB.edu

You may also contact the Human Subjects office at California State University, San Bernardino
(909) 537-7588 if you have any questions or concerns about this study.

This research has been approved by the Psychology Department Institutional Review Board Sub
committee at California State University, San Bernardino and a copy of the official Psychology
IRB stamp should appear on this form.
Click on the “I agree** button below to indicate that you have read this form and understand the
information above. By clicking on the “I agree” button, you are providing an online signature for
your consent to participate in the study.
IAGREE

Disclaimer: The contents and opinions expressed on this Web page do not necessarily reflect the
views of, nor are they endorsed by California State University, San Bernardino.
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APPENDIX E
THE NARCISSISTIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY

97

Please circle the letter next to the statement that best matches you.

1. A. I have a natural talent for influencing people.
B. I am not good at influencing people.
2. A. Modesty doesn't become me.
B. I am essentially a modest person.

3. A. I would do almost anything on a dare.
B. I tend to be a fairly cautious person.
4. A. When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed.
B. I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so.

5. A. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me.
B. If I ruled the world it would be a better place.
6. A. I can usually talk my way out of anything.
B. I try to accept the consequences of my behavior.

7. A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd.
B. I like to be the center of attention.
8. A. I will be a success.
B. I am not too concerned about success.
9. A. I am no better or worse than most people.
B. I think I am a special person.

10. A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader.
B. I see myself as a good leader.
11. A. I am assertive.
B. I wish I were more assertive.

12. A. I like to have authority over other people.
B. I don’t mind following orders,
13. A. I find it easy to manipulate people.
B. I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people.

14. A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me.
. B. I usually get the respect that I deserve.
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15. A. I don't particularly like to show off my body.
B. I like to show off my body.

16. A. I can read people like a book.
B. People are sometimes hard to understand.
17. A. If I feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making decisions.
B. I like to take responsibility for making decisions.
18. A. I just want to be reasonably happy.
B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world.

19. A. My body is nothing special.
B. I like to look at my body.
20. A. I try not to be a show off.
B. I will usually show off if I get the chance.

21. A. I always know what I am doing.
B. Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing.
22. A. I sometimes depend on people to get things done.
B. I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done.
23. A. Sometimes I tell good stories.
B. Everybody likes to hear my stories.
24. A. I expect a great deal from other people.
B. I like to do things for other people.
25. A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve.
B. I take my satisfactions as they come.

26. A. Compliments embarrass me.
B. I like to be complimented.
27. A. I have a strong will to power.
B. Power for its own sake doesn't interest me.
28. A. I don't care about new fads and fashions.
B. I like to start new fads and fashions.

29. A. I like to look at myself in the mirror.
B. I am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror.
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30. A. I really like to be the center of attention.
B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention.
31 .A. I can live my life in any way I want to.
B. People can't always live their lives in terms of what they want.

32. A. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me.
B. People always seem to recognize my authority.

33. A. I would prefer to be a leader.
B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not.
34. A. I am going to be a great person.
B. I hope I am going to be successful.
35. A. People sometimes believe what I tell them.
B. I can make anybody believe anything I want them to.
36. A. I am a born leader.
B. Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop.
37. A. I wish somebody would someday write my biography.
B. I don't like people to pry into my life for any reason.

38. A. I get upset when people don’t notice how I look when I go out in public.
B. I don't mind blending into the crowd when I go out in public.
39. A. I am more capable than other people.
B. There is a lot that I can learn from other people.

40. A. I am much like everybody else.
B. I am an extraordinary person.
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SCORING KEY;
Assign one point for each response that matches the key.
I, 2 and 3: A
4, 5: B
6: A
7: B
8: A
9,10: B
II, 12,13,14:A
15: B
16:A
17, 18, 19, 20: B
21:A
22, 23: B
24, 25; A
26: B
27: A
28: B
29, 30, 31; A
32: B
33, 34: A
35: B
36, 37, 38, 39: A
40: B

The seven component traits by question:
Authority:
1, 8, 10, 11, 12, 32, 33, 36
Self-sufficiency:
17,21,22, 31,34, 39
Superiority:
4, 9, 26, 37, 40
Exhibitionism:
2, 3, 7, 20, 28, 30, 38
Exploitativeness:
6, 13, 16, 23, 35
Vanity:
15,19,29
Entitlement:
5,14, 18, 24, 25, 27

Note. Narcissistic Personality Inventory and score key were adapted from Pinsky,
D. (2009). The mirror effect: How celebrity narcissism is seducing America. New
York, NY: Harper Collins.
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RELATIONAL MAINTENANCE STRATEGY MEASURE
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The following items concern things people might do to maintain their relationships. Please
indicate the extent to which you perceive each of the following describes your current (over the
past two weeks, for example) methods of maintaining your relationship.

Sometimes

Never

1. Attempt to make our interactions very enjoyable.
1
2
2. Am cooperative in the ways I handle disagreements
between us.
12
3. Try to build up his/her self-esteem, including giving
him/her compliments, etc.
1
2
4. Ask how his/her day has gone.
1
2
5. Am very nice, courteous, and polite when we talk,
1
2
6. Act cheerful and positive with him/her.
1
2
7. Do not criticize him/her.
1
2
8. Try to be romantic, fun, and interesting with him/her. 1
2
9. Am patient and forgiving of him/her.
1
2
10. Present myself as cheerfill and optimistic.
1
2
11. Encourage him/her to disclose thoughts and
1
2
feelings to me.
12. Simply tell him/her how I feel about our relationship. 1
2
13. Seek to discuss the quality of our relationship.
1
2
14. Disclose what I need or want from our relationship. 1
2
15. Remind him/her about relationship decisions we
made in the past (for example, to maintain the same
level of intimacy).
1
2
16. Like to have periodic talks about our relationship.
1
2
17. Stress my commitment to him/her.
1
2
18. Imply that our relationship has a future.
1
2
19. Show my love for him/her.
1
2
20. Show myself to be faithful to him/her.
1
2
21. Like to spend time with our same friends.
1
2
22. Focus on common friends and affiliations.
1
2
23. Show that I am willing to do things with his/her
friends or family.
1
2
24. Include our friends or family in our activities.
1
2
25. Help equally with tasks that need to be done.
1
2
26. Share in the joint responsibilities that face us.
1
2
27. Do my fair share of the work we have to do.
1
2
28. Do not shrug off my duties.
1
2
29. Perform my household responsibilities.
1
2

All the time

3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

3
3
3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Note. Relational Maintenance Strategy Measure was adapted from Canary, D. J.,
& Stafford, L. (1992). Relational maintenance strategies and equity in marriage.
Communication Monographs, 59, 243-267.
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Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements pertain to your
current relationship.

Don’t
Agree at all
la) My partner fulfills my needs for intimacy
(sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.).

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Completely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

b) My partner fulfills my needs for companionship
(doing things together, enjoying each others
company etc.).
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

c) My partner fulfills my sexual needs
(holding hands, kissing, etc.).

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

d) My partner fulfills my needs for security
(feeling trusting, comfortable in a stable
relationship, etc.).

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

e) My partner fulfills my needs for emotional
involvement (feeling emotionally attached,
feeling good when another feels good, etc). 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

4. My relationship is close to ideal.
0
5. Our relationship makes me very happy.
0
6. Our relationship does a good job of fillfilling
my needs for intimacy, companionship, etc. 0

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

8
8

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

2.1 feel satisfied with our relationship.
3. My relationship is much better than others’
relationships.
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0

Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements pertain to your
current relationship.

Don’t
Agree at all

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Completely

1.1 want our relationship to last for a very
long time.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

2.1 am committed to maintaining my
relationship with my partner.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

3.1 would not feel very upset if our
relationship were to end in the near future.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

4. It is likely that I will date someone other
than my partner within the next year.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

5.1 feel very attached to our relationship very strongly linked to my partner.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

6.1 want our relationship to last forever.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

7.1 am oriented toward the long-term future
of my relationship (for example, I imagine
being with my partner several years
from now).

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Note. The satisfaction and commitment subscales of the Investment Model Scale
were adapted from Rusbult, C. E., Martz, J. M., & Agnew, C. R. (1998). The
investment model scale; Measuring commitment level, satisfaction level, quality
of alternatives, and investment size. Personal Relationships, 5, 357-391.

106

APPENDIX H

DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS
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1. Are you a:

Man

or

Woman

2. Is your partner a: Man or

Woman

3. What is your age?

4. Please indicate your ethnic background (Select one)
a) European/White American
b) African American

c) Hispanic or Latino
d) Native American

e) Asian
f) Other:

5. Please indicate the ethnic background of your partner (Select one)
a) European/White American
b) African American

c) Hispanic or Latino
d) Native American

e) Asian
f) Other:

6. What is your sexual orientation (Select one)
a) Heterosexual
b) Gay

e) Transgender
f) Asexual

c) Lesbian
d) Bisexual

g) Other

7. In what region of the country are you currently living?

a) East
b) West

c) North
d) South

e) Midwest
f) Northeast

8. How would you describe the status of your relationship?
a) Casually dating

c) Cohabiting

e) Engaged

b) Exclusively dating

d) Common law

f) Married

7. How long have you been with your partner?

8. Do you have any children?

YES

g) Other

years,

or

NO

9. Are you a student at California State University, San Bernardino?
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months

YES

or

NO
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTER, INFORMED

CONSENT, AND APPLICATION

109

Human Subjects Review Board
Department of Psychology
California State University,
San Bernardino

PI:

Campbell, Kelly

From:

John Clapper

Project Title:

Repeated and meaningful couple behaviors: A comparison of
competing constructs

Project ID:

H-09SP-01

Date:

Friday, October 23,2009

Disposition: Renewal

Your IRB proposal is approved. This approval is valid until 10/23/2010.
Good luck with your research!
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

SAN BERNARDINO
College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
Department of Psychology

Informed Consent
My name is Dr. Kelly Campbell and I am the main researcher for this study. It is my hope that
results from this study will provide information about couple behaviors and how different
relationships function.
Project Information and Informed Consent
In this study, I will ask you to fill out two surveys about your current relationship. I will also ask
you to provide some demographic information about yourself. I will not ask for identifying
information, but will ask you to enter a password to access the survey (your zip code and last 4
digits of your social security number). I will only use this information to match up your responses
from the first and second surveys. I will also ask for your email address so that you can be
contacted to complete the second survey. Your contact information will be stored separately from
your survey responses so that your survey responses will remain anonymous. Each survey will
take approximately 30-60 minutes to complete. I will email you approximately three months after
filling out the first survey to ask you to complete a second survey. Once you complete the second
survey, you will have the option of entering a drawing for a $50 gift card. Or, if you are a student
at CSUSB, you can earn 4 extra credit points (2 points per survey session). Your contact
information for this compensation will not be stored with your survey responses so the anonymity
of your survey responses will be maintained. Any contact information will be deleted from the
database once you complete the second survey.

I do not foresee any risks for participating in this study, but if you experience any distress as a
result of your participation, you may contact me for assistance or counseling referrals (my contact
information is listed below). You can expect to gain knowledge from participating in this research
study. You will learn more about the research process and may learn more about your couple
relationship.
As a participant in this study, you should read and understand the following statements:

Only men and women who are older than the age of 18 should participate in this study.
Participation in this study is VOLUNTARY. You are not required to answer every question that
might be asked. You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time
during the study without it affecting your relationship with the researcher. CSUSB students will
not have their course standing affected if they decide to withdraw from the study. Your decision
will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
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All participant responses will be kept strictly confidential; you will NOT be identified in any
presentation or publication of this research.
NOTE: I cannot guarantee your privacy and confidentiality while the data is transmitted to us
over the Internet. However, once I receive the completed surveys, any information that is
obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain confidential
except as required by law. If you are not comfortable with the level of confidentiality provided by
the Internet, please feel free to print out a copy of the survey, fill it out by hand, and mail it to me
(the researcher) at the address given below, with no return address on the envelope.

If you would like more information, please contact:

Kelly Campbell, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
5500 University Parkway
California State University
San Bernardino, CA 92407
Kclly@CSUSB.edu
You may also contact the Human Subjects office at California State University, San Bernardino
(909) 537-7588 if you have any questions or concerns about this study.

This research has been approved by the Psychology Department Institutional Review Board Sub
Committee at California State University, San Bernardino and a copy of the official Psychology
IRB stamp should appear on this form.
Click on the “I agree” button below to indicate that you have read this form and understand the
information above. By clicking on the “I agree” button, you are providing an online signature for
your consent to participate in the study.
IAGREE

Disclaimer: The contents and opinions expressed on this Web page do not necessarily reflect the
views of, nor are they endorsed by California State University, San Bernardino.
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN BERNARDINO

Application to Use Human Participants in Research

DEFINITION OF“USE OF HUMAN PARTICIPANTS”
A research project involves human participants when there is an intervention or an
interaction with a living person that would not be occurring, or would be occurring in
some other fashion, but for this research, or when identifiable private data or information
is obtained for the research that can be associated with the identity of an individual
participant.
AU research involving human participants must be reviewed and approved by the
Institutional Review Board (IRB). Information concerning the procedures for review of
such research can be obtained from the Research and Sponsored Programs Office (AD
128). In addition, assistance is available from any member of the Institutional Review
Board (IRB). A listing of current members can also be obtained from the Research and
Sponsored Programs Office.

PROCEDURES FOR REVIEW

Submit the completed application with the appropriate number of copies (as indicated on
the application) to;
Research and Sponsored Programs (Administration Building Room AD-128).

Proposals from the Psychology and Social Work departments should be submitted to your
departmental Human Subjects Review Board Subcommittee.
Proposals are normally reviewed within two weeks of submission. A letter detailing the
Board’s decision will be sent to the applicant (or applicant’s advisor) via campus mail.
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CATEGORIES OF REVIEW

There are three categories of IRB review: administrative review (previously titled exempt
review), expedited, or full board review. In order to qualify for either administrative
(formerly exempt review) or expedited review, a project must also qualify for waiver of
written (signed) informed consent. That is, the research must present no more than
minimal risk to participants and involve no procedures for which written consent is
normally required outside the research context, or the principal risk to the participant
must be the potential harm that would result from breach of confidentiality because of the
signature on the consent document. Consult IRB policies and procedures for more detail.
Please note that the title for exempt review (now administrative review) was changed due
to the improper use and classification of this review title by faculty and students.

Any research involving children (age 17 or younger), or any research in which the
participant is asked to sign or to provide an identifying name on any document, is not
eligible for exempt or expedited review. In addition, projects involving external grant
support are not eligible for exempt or expedited review.
QUESTIONS
Any questions regarding IRB policy, procedures, or application status should be directed
to:
Professor Sharon Ward (IRB Board Chair)
Department of Psychology
CSU San Bernardino
S500 University Parkway
San Bernardino, CA. 92407
sward@csusb.edu
(909) 537-7304
(909) 537-7028

Michael Gillespie (IRB
Coordinator/Compliance) B.S, M.P.A., C.I.P.
Administrative Analyst/Specialist
Office of Academic Research AD-179
CSU San Bernardino
5500 University Parkway
San Bernardino, CA. 92407
Email: mgillesp@csusb.edu
Phone: (909) 537- 7588
Fax:
(909) 537- 7028

Please include your IRB ID# (if available) in all correspondence.

IRB WEBSITE:

http://irb.csusb.edu

Includes:
oo IRB Applications in PDF and Word format
oo Sample Forms
oo Research Ethics Sites
oo Other items of interest
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY SAN BERNARDINO
Application to Use Human Participants in Research

1.

PROJECT REVIEW
x Complete CITI Course in Human Subject’s Online Training before submitting
IRB
application (see IRB website for policy at http://irb.csusb.edu/).
x New Project (ID# will be assigned by the IRB)
□ Revised Project (Enter irb id#)
□ Renewal (Enter irb id#)
Approximate date of most recent previous review of this project_____________

2.

DATA COLLECTION DATES: From 04/15/09 To 04/15/10
This is required information, must be future dates ~ after you have receivedfinal
IRB approval to conduct your research.

3.

INVESTIGATOR(S) NAME(S) Kelly Campbell

Department Psychology
Phone 909-537-7687
Student(s)/Researcher(s) E-mail Address(s):
If you are a student, please provide the following information:
This research is for
□ Graduate Thesis & Projects
□ Honors Project
□ Independent Study

□ Course________

□ Other____________

4.

PROJECT TITLE Repeated and meaningful couple behaviors: A comparison of
competing constructs

5.

DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPANTS (Enter approx, no. of participants and categories that apply)
Number 800 individuals Gender: X Female XMale
X CSUSB Students
□ Children (17 or younger)
□ Child Development
Center
□ Prisoners
□ Patients in institutions
□ Pregnant Women
□ Other__________________

6.

IS FUNDING BEING SOUGHT FOR THIS RESEARCH?
□ YesXNo
If yes, you must submit one complete copy of that proposal as soon as it is
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available and respond to the following questions:

Does the funding agency require notification of Institutional Review
Board approval?
□ Yes □ No
(If yes, please provide the IRB Secretary with one copy of all relevant forms, instructions, etc., with
your original copy of this application.)

7.
INDICATE THE REVIEW CATEGORY FOR WHICH YOU ARE
APPLYING.

□

lam applying for administrative review (formerly exempt review),
based on the following category (ies):
(Check all that apply. Submit an original and one copy of all application
materials to the IRB.) Note: Research involving children must be reviewed
FULL BOARD.
□

□

□

□
□

X

Research conducted in established or commonly accepted
educational settings and involving normal educational practices
Research involving the use of educational tests, if information
from these sources is recorded in such a manner that participants
cannot be identified in any way
Research involving survey or interview procedures where
participants cannot be identified
Research involving the observation of public behavior where
participants cannot be identified
Research involving the collection or study of existing data,
documents, records, pathological specimens, or diagnostic
specimens, where these sources are publicly available or where
participants cannot be identified

lam applying for expedited review, based on the following category (ies):
(Check all that apply. Submit an original and 1 copy of all application
materials to the IRB.)
□

□
X
□
□
□
□
□

Collection of hair, nail clippings, teeth in a non-disfiguring
manner.
Collection of excretal and/or external secretions.
Recording of data from adults using noninvasive procedures.
Collection of moderate levels of blood samples from adults in good
health.
Collection of supra- and sub-gingival dental plaque and calculus.
Voice recordings made for research purposes.
Moderate exercise by healthy volunteers.
Study of existing data, documents, records, or pathological or
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X

□

8.

diagnostic specimens.
Non-manipulative, non-stressful research on group or individual
behavior.

lam applying for full board review.
(Submit an original and 1 copy of all application materials to the IRB.)

ATTACHMENTS. I have included copies of all relevant project materials and
documents, including (check all that apply):

Surveys, questionnaires, and/or interview instruments.
Informed consent forms or statements.
Letters of approval from cooperative agencies, schools, or education
boards.
o
Debriefing statements or explanation sheet.
X
Participant recruitment materials, including flyers and advertisements.
AFFIRMATION OF COMPLIANCE:

X
X
□

9.

I agree to follow the procedures outlined in the summary description and any
attachments to ensure that the rights and welfare of human participants in my project are
properly protected. I understand that the study will not commence until I have received
approval of these procedures from the IRB or where appropriate a department Human
Participants Review Board; I have complied with any required modifications in
connection with that approval. I understand that additions to or changes in the procedures
involving human participants, or any problems with the rights or welfare of the human
participants must be promptly reported to the IRB. I further understand that if the project
continues for more than one year from the approval date, it must be re-submitted as a
renewal application.
*NOTE: You (the investigator/researcher) are required to notify the IRB if any
substantive changes are made in your research prospectus/protocol, if any unanticipated
adverse events are experienced by subjects during your research, and when your project
has ended. Important: If your project lasts longer than one year, you (the investigator/
researcher) are required to notify the IRB by email fmgillesn@csusb.edu) or correspondence
of Notice of Project Endins or Request for Continuation at the end of each year. See the
IRB website for the proper 1 page form at http://irb.cusb.edu/. Failure to notify the IRB of
the above may result in disciplinary action under the CSUSB campus student and faculty
misconduct policy. You are required to keep copies of the informed consent forms and
data for at least three years.

* (Required for all investigators):
I affirm the accuracy of this application, and I accept responsibility for the
conduct of this research, the supervision of human participants, and maintenance
of informed consent documentation as required by the IRB.
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Your e-mail address

Signature of Co-Investigators)

Your e-mail address

March 28, 2009
Date

Date

APPROVAL OF FACULTY ADVISOR/SPONSOR
^(Required for all faculty advisors) By signing - you as faculty advisor affirm the
accuracy of your students application and accept responsibility for the conduct of this
research, the supervision of the researcher (student) in ethical conduct of research, and
maintenance of informed consent documentation as required by the IRB.

Printed Name of Faculty Advisor/Sponsor

Campus Phone

Signature of Faculty Advisor/Sponsor

E-mail of Faculty Advisor

Date

APPROVAL OF A LICENSED PHYSICIAN (Required only if the project involves
medical procedures and neither the investigator nor the faculty/advisor is a licensed
physician)

Printed Name of Licensed Physician

Contact Phone

Signature of Licensed Physician

Date
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Participant Recruitment
For this project, I am aiming to recruit approximately 800 individuals. Participants who
complete the survey will have the option of providing their partner’s email address if they
think their partner may be interested in study participation. Therefore, the sample will
likely consist of couples and individuals, but the participation of both couple members is
not required for participation in this study. The only criteria for participation will be that
individuals are currently involved in a couple relationship and are 18 years or older.
There are no exclusionary criteria other than age (18+ years) and current involvement in a
couple relationship.
Participants will be recruited online through listservs and websites, and CSUSB students
will be recruited through SONA Systems. Study flyers (see Appendix A) will also be
posted around the community in an effort to recruit non-students for the study. The
electronic (online) study announcement and paper flyers will provide a brief description
of the study and a web link for participants to access the consent form and survey. Study
announcements will be posted on CraigsList.org, Groups.Yahoo.com, Meetup.com, and
professional listservs (i.e., Social Psychology Network, the Family Studies/University of
Kentucky listserv). CSUSB students who take part in the study will be offered 1 extra
credit point for each participation session (note: there are two sessions involved in the
study and students will have the opportunity to accrue 1 point per session or 2 points
total).

There are two assessment periods involved with this study. Each session will consist of
completing an online survey that will take approximately 30-60 minutes. The survey
questions will be identical at each time period, except that the second time period will not
include demographic questions. Once individuals complete the first session, they will be
asked to provide their email address so that the researcher can contact them 3 months
later for the second survey. They will be informed that their email addresses will only be
used to contact them with a reminder about the second survey and will be stored
separately from their survey responses so as to maintain the anonymity of their survey
responses. Approximately three months after completing the first survey, participants will
be contacted (by the researcher or a research assistant) and asked to complete the second
survey using a web link we provide.
In an effort to recruit both couple members for this study, participants who complete the
first survey will be asked to offer their partner’s email address if they think their partner
might be interested in the study. This information will be stored separately from the
survey responses. The researcher or her research assistant will email partners to ask if
they would be interested in participating in the study. In this email, they will be provided
with the study announcement, survey link, and a password with which to access the
survey should they wish to participate (I will assign partners a password in order to match
up couple members).
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Project Description
The objective of this project is to compare several related relationship constructs (i.e.,
couple rituals, relational maintenance behaviors, behavioral indicators of commitment,
and couple behaviors) and to examine their association with relationship satisfaction,
commitment, and passionate love. Researchers in different fields (i.e., family studies,
psychology, communication studies) have conceptually and operationally defined these
constructs in similar, yet distinct ways and the objective of this project will be to
explicitly identify their similarities and differences. I have already collected data on these
constructs in the past and used those data to conduct a factor analysis. The objective of
this current project is to test a confirmatory path model that will (hopefully) confirm the
factor structure observed in the first data set. I will also examine the ability of each
construct to predict satisfaction and commitment by assessing participants at two time
points, 3 months apart. Finally, I will use parts of this dataset to further examine the
validity and reliability of the Couple Rituals Scale, beyond testing that I have already
completed in other studies.

As mentioned, this study will involve completing two online surveys. Individuals who
view the study announcement will have access to a weblink that directs them to the
consent form (see Appendix B). The consent form and survey will be posted on Survey
Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com). After reading the consent form, participants will
indicate their consent to participate in the study by clicking on the ‘I Agree’ option at the
bottom on the web page.
Prior to starting the survey, participants will be asked to enter a password. The password
will be their zipcode and last 4 digits of their Social Security Number. They will be asked
to enter this information for the surveys at both assessment periods and will be informed
that the passwords will be used to match their Time 1 and Time 2 responses. Partners of
participants who complete the survey will be assigned a password by the researcher. This
procedure will be used to match couple members in the dataset.
Participants will complete measures to assess couple rituals (Couple Rituals Scale;
Campbell, Wright, & Ponzetti, 2008) relational maintenance behaviors (Relational
Maintenance Strategy Measure (RMSM); Canary & Stafford, 1992; Stafford & Canary,
1991), behavioral indicators of commitment. (Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 2002), couple
behaviors (Couple Behavior Report (CBR); Shumway & Wampler, 2002), relationship
satisfaction and commitment (Investment Model Scale (IMS); Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew,
1998), demand/withrawal (Christensen & Heavey,
passionate love (Passionate
Love Scale; Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986) (see Appendix C for the survey being used in this
study), and economic distress/well-being (Garman, 2006). In order to distinguish
distressed from non-distressed couples, participants will also complete the Revised
Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Busby, Crane, Larson, & Christensen, 1995). Scores on this
measure can range from 0 to 69, and individuals with scores of 47 or lower are
considered “distressed”, whereas those with scores of 48 or higher are considered “non
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distressed”. Researchers have demonstrated adequate validity and reliability for each of
the measures that will be used in this study.

Participants will complete the measures at two time points. After completing the first
survey, they will be asked to provide their email address so the researcher can contact
them for the second survey. They will be made aware that their contact information will
be stored separately from their survey responses and will only be used to contact them for
the second survey. Three months after completing the initial survey, they will be
contacted by the researcher or a research assistant and asked to complete the second
survey. After completing the second survey, all participants (students and non-students)
will have the option of entering a drawing to win a $50 giftcard. In addition to the
optional prize drawing, CSUSB students will be given 1 extra credit point for each survey
they complete (for a total of 2 points if they complete both surveys).

The estimated time for completing each survey is 30-60 minutes. Once both surveys
have been completed and the prize winner has been determined, participants’ contact
information will be deleted from the database.

Confidentiality of Data
Participants will be informed that their study responses will be kept confidential. They
will be asked not to include their names in the surveys. Should they decide to enter the
giftcard drawing, they will enter their contact information using a separate online form,
which will not be stored with their survey responses. The survey data will be stored on
the researchers’ computers and on external harddrives that will kept in the researchers’
possession. Only the principle investigator (Kelly Campbell) and her research assistants
will have access to the data
Due to the online nature of the survey, participants will be informed on the consent form
that Internet communications can be insecure. The following information will be stated
on the consent form: “I cannot guarantee your privacy and confidentiality while the data
is transmitted to us over the Internet. However, once I receive the completed surveys, any
information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with
you will remain confidential except as required by law. If you are not comfortable with
the level of confidentiality provided by the Internet, please feel free to print out a copy of
the survey, fill it out by hand, and mail it to me (the researcher) at the address given
below, with no return address on the envelope.”
Risks and Benefits

The researcher does not foresee any risks for participants in this study. Participants will
be informed of the benefits with the following information on the consent form: “You can
expect to gain knowledge from participating in this research study. You will learn more
about the research process and may learn more about your couple relationship.”
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Informed Consent
The attached consent form contains all of the required information including: 1) the
researcher’s name, 2) an explanation of the nature and purpose of the study and the
research method, 2) the duration of research participation, 3) a description of how
confidentiality/anonymity will be maintained, 4) mention of participants' right to
withdraw their participation and their data from the study at any time without penalty, 5)
information about the reasonably foreseeable risks and benefits, 6) the voluntary nature
of participation, 7) who to contact for questions about the participants' rights or injuries,
8) and a statement that the research has been approved by the Institutional Review Board
at California State University, San Bernardino.

After reading the consent form, participants will be asked to click on the “I Agree” button
at the bottom of the web page to indicate that they have read the form and understand the
study information. Participants will be informed by that by clicking the "I Agree" button,
they will be providing an online signature for their consent to participate in the study.

Debriefing Statement
Deception will not be used in this study so there will not be a need to include a debriefing
statement.
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY

Prior to starting the survey, please enter your zipcode and last 4 digits of your Social

Security Number so that I can match your Time 1 and Time 2 responses; Or, if you have
been assigned a password by the researcher, please use this password. You will use this

same password if you complete the survey at Time 2 (three months from now):_______ .
1. Are you a:

Man

or

Woman

2. Is your partner a: Man or

Woman

3. What is your age?
4. Please indicate your ethnic background (Select one)
c) Hispanic or Latino
d) Native American

a) European/White American
b) African American

e) Asian
f) Other:

5. Please indicate the ethnic background of your partner (Select one)
a) European/White American
b) African American

c) Hispanic or Latino
d) Native American

e) Asian
f) Other:

6. What is your sexual orientation (Select one)

a) Heterosexual
b) Gay

c) Lesbian
d) Bisexual

e) Transgender
f) Asexual

g) Other

7. In what region of the country are you currently living?

a) East
b) West

c) North
d) South

e) Midwest
f) Northeast

8. How would you describe the status of your relationship?
a) Casually dating

c) Cohabiting

e) Engaged

b) Exclusively dating

d) Common law

f) Married

7. How long have you been with your partner?

8. Do you have any children?

YES

g) Other

years,

or

NO

9. Are you a student at California State University, San Bernardino?
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months

YES

or

NO

Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements pertain to your
current relationship.

Don’t
Agree at all
la) My partner fulfills my needs for intimacy
(sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.).

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Completely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

b) My partner fulfills my needs for companionship
(doing things together, enjoying each others
1
company etc.).
0

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

c) My partner fillfills my sexual needs
(holding hands, kissing, etc.).

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

d) My partner fulfills my needs for security
(feeling trusting, comfortable in a stable
relationship, etc.).

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

e) My partner fulfills my needs for emotional
involvement (feeling emotionally attached,
feeling good when another feels good, etc). 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

4. My relationship is close to ideal.
0
5. Our relationship makes me very happy.
0
6. Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling
my needs for intimacy, companionship, etc. 0

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

8
8

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

2.1 feel satisfied with our relationship.
3. My relationship is much better than others’
relationships.
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0

Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements pertain to your
current relationship.

Don’t
Agree at all

Agree
Somewhat

Agree
Completely

1.1 want our relationship to last for a very
long time.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

2.1 am committed to maintaining my
relationship with my partner.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

3.1 would not feel very upset if our
relationship were to end in the near future.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

4. It is likely that I will date someone other
than my partner within the next year.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

5.1 feel very attached to our relationship very strongly linked to my partner.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

6.1 want our relationship to last forever.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

7.1 am oriented toward the long-term future
of my relationship (for example, I imagine
being with my partner several years
from now).

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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The following items concern things people might do to maintain their relationships. Please
indicate the extent to which you perceive each of the following describes your current (over the
past two weeks, for example) methods of maintaining your relationship.

Never

1. Attempt to make our interactions very enjoyable.
1
2. Am cooperative in the ways I handle disagreements
between us.
1
3. Try to build up his/her self-esteem, including giving
him/her compliments, etc.
1
4. Ask how his/her day has gone.
1
5. Am very nice, courteous, and polite when we talk.
1
6. Act cheerful and positive with him/her.
1
7. Do not criticize him/her.
1
8. Try to be romantic, fun, and interesting with him/her. 1
9. Am patient and forgiving of him/her.
1
10. Present myself as cheerful and optimistic.
1
11. Encourage him/her to disclose thoughts and
1
feelings to me.
12. Simply tell him/her how I feel about our relationship. 1
13. Seek to discuss the quality of our relationship.
1
14. Disclose what I need or want from our relationship. 1
15. Remind him/her about relationship decisions we
made in the past (for example, to maintain the same
level of intimacy).
1
16. Like to have periodic talks about our relationship.
1
17. Stress my commitment to him/her.
1
18. Imply that our relationship has a future.
1
19. Show my love for him/her.
1
20. Show myself to be faithful to him/her.
1
21. Like to spend time with our same friends.
1
22. Focus on common friends and affiliations.
1
23. Show that I am willing to do things with his/her
friends or family.
1
24. Include our friends or family in our activities.
1
25. Help equally with tasks that need to be done.
1
26. Share in the joint responsibilities that face us.
1
27. Do my fair share of the work we have to do.
1
28. Do not shrug off my duties.
1
29. Perform my household responsibilities.
1
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Sometimes

2

3

2

3

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

2
2
2

3
3
3

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

All the time

Do you have any final comments to add about this survey?

We are interested in inviting your romantic partner (i.e., boyfriend, girlfriend, or spouse) to
complete this survey. If you think he or she might be willing to participate, please provide their

email address below and we will contact them with an invitation:
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Thank you for completing this survey! If you would like to enter the draw for a $50 Gift Card,
please enter your contact information here. Or, if you are a CSUSB student and would like to
receive course credit for participating in this survey, please enter your SONA information below.
In order to protect the anonymity of your survey responses, this information will be kept separate
from your survey responses. I thank you again for participating in this study!
Gift Card Contest Entry Form

Name:

Email Address:

Phone Number:

SONA Extra Credit Information

Name:
SONA ID:
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB)
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN BERNARDINO

Human Subjects Protocol Change Form

DATE: 04/24/09

IRB NUMBER:

H09SP01

REVIEW CATEGORY:

EXEMPT □

EXPEDITED

X

FULL BOARD □

Note: All changes to your originally approved protocol, no matter how minor, require IRB
approval before implementation.

INVESTIGATOR(s) / RESEARCHER(s): Kelly Campbell
E-mail Address: Kelly@csusb.edu
DEPARTMENT: Psychology

PROJECT TITLE: Repeated and meaningful couple behaviors: A comparison of competing
constructs
Please return this fully completed form to the IRB Coordinator, Mr. Michael L. Gillespie, in the
Office of Academic Research (Administration Building). Attach additional sheets if necessary
to describe in detail any changes to the original approved protocol or methodology related to
your research or the human subjects thereof.
I would like to add a measure to my study: The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin &
Terry, 1988). It is a 40-item self-report measure that has demonstrated adequate validity and
reliability. I am attaching a copy of the scale to this form.

Have there been any adverse events or unanticipated problem(s) that relate to the research
conducted and/or human subjects utilized in your research, since your protocol was originally
approved?
You are required to fill out the (AE) adverse event report if an adverse event
occurred during the conduct of your research (see IRB website). Fill that form out and turn it
in with this protocol change form.
YES □ NoX

Investiqator(s) Assurance:
The information and answers to the questions above are true and accurate to the best of my
knowledge, and I understand that prior IRB approval is required before initiating any changes
that may affect human subject participant(s) in the originally approved research protocol. I
also understand that in accordance with federal regulations I am to report to the IRB or its
administrative designee any adverse events that may arise during the course of this
research.

_______________________________________________________
04/24/09
Signature of lnvestigator(s)/Researcher(s) __________________________ Date
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Signature of Faculty Advisor for Student Researchers

/____ /
Date

Signature of IRB Chair Approving this Change

/____ /
Date

Approval of renewed protocol / methodology is granted from:
/
/
to
/
/
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Narcissistic Personality Inventory

The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) is a 40 forced-choice item scale (range: 0-40) (Raskin & Hall,
1979), where participants read 40 pairs of sentences and then select the one with which they agree most. It
should not be regarded as a measure of a personality disorder but rather a measure of the degree to which
normal (i.e., nonclinical) individuals differ on a trait researchers have labeled “narcissism”. It has high
alternate form reliability (.72; Raskin & Hall, 1981). Its construct validity was determined by correlating it
with the four scales of the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ) (Raskin & Hall, 1981), by relating it
to a variety of indexes derived from observational and self-report data (Raskin & Terry, 1988), and by
relating it to subjects’ self and ideal self-descriptions, and their congruency, on the Leary Interpersonal
Check List (Raskin & Terry, 1988). Furthermore, a principal-components analysis provided evidence for
the internal and external validity of the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988).

Please circle the letter next to the statement that best matches you.
1.

A. I have a natural talent for influencing people.
B. I am not good at influencing people.

2.

A. Modesty doesn't become me.
B. I am essentially a modest person.

3.

A. I would do almost anything on a dare.
B. I tend to be a fairly cautious person.

4.

A. When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed.
B. I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so.

5.

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

6.

A. I can usually talk my way out of anything.
B. I try to accept the consequences of my behavior.

7.

A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd.
B. I like to be the center of attention.

8.

A. I will be a success.
B. I am not too concerned about success.

9.

A. I am no better or worse than most people.
B. I think I am a special person.

10. A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader.
B. I see myself as a good leader.
11. A. I am assertive.
B. I wish I were more assertive.

12. A. I like to have authority over other people.
B. I don’t mind following orders.

13. A. I find it easy to manipulate people.
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B. I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people.
14. A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me.
B. I usually get the respect that I deserve.
15. A. I don't particularly like to show off my body.
B. I like to show off my body.

16. A. I can read people like a book.
B. People are sometimes hard to understand.
17. A. If I feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making decisions.
B. I like to take responsibility for making decisions.

18. A. I just want to be reasonably happy.
B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world.
19. A. My body is nothing special.
B. I like to look at my body.

20. A. I try not to be a show off.
B. I will usually show off if I get the chance.
21. A. I always know what I am doing.
B. Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing.
22. A. I sometimes depend on people to get things done.
B. I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done.
23. A. Sometimes I tell good stories.
B. Everybody likes to hear my stories.
24. A. I expect a great deal from other people.
B. I like to do things for other people.

25. A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve.
B. I take my satisfactions as they come.

26. A. Compliments embarrass me.
B. I like to be complimented.

27. A. I have a strong will to power.
B. Power for its own sake doesn't interest me.
28. A. I don't care about new fads and fashions.
B. I like to start new fads and fashions.
29. A. I like to look at myself in the mirror.
B. I am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror.

30. A. I really like to be the center of attention.
B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention.
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31. A. I can live my life in any way I want to.
B. People can't always live their lives in terms of what they want.
32. A. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me.
B. People always seem to recognize my authority.
33. A. I would prefer to be a leader.
B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not.
34. A. I am going to be a great person.
B. I hope I am going to be successful.
35. A. People sometimes believe what I tell them.
B. I can make anybody believe anything I want them to.
36. A. I am a bom leader.
B. Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop.
37. A. I wish somebody would someday write my biography.
B. I don't like people to pry into my life for any reason.

38. A. I get upset when people don't notice how I look when I go out in public.
B. I don't mind blending into the crowd when I go out in public.
39. A. I am more capable than other people.
B. There is a lot that I can learn from other people.
40. A. I am much like everybody else.
B. I am an extraordinary person.
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