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Collective narcissism refers to overvaluing the group with which one identifies. In a 
widely circulated and attention-grabbing paper, Putnam and colleagues (2018) measured 
collective narcissism by asking people how much their state in the U.S.A. contributed to 
the nation’s history. This led to some media reports proclaiming that the U.S.A. is “a 
nation of narcissists.” We demonstrated here (valid N = 539) that Putnam’s 
operationalization of collective narcissism had a small correlation (r = .18) with a 
traditional individual difference measure of collective narcissism, falling short of typical 
benchmarks for convergent validity. These results call into question whether collective 
narcissism can be measured as Putnam did. In the end, this empirical investigation has 
implications for “concept creep.” Measures that lack convergent validity but use the same 
label (in this case, “collective narcissism”) not only create confusion, but also increase 
the chances of unfounded yet highly publicized claims. In this case, the meaning of the 
new measure does not adequately reflect the meaning of the original 
construct—implicating concept creep of collective narcissism. 

Putnam and colleagues (2018) examined how people es
timate the contribution of their state to the overall history 
of the United States. Samples from all 50 states reported 
some degree of overestimation of the importance of their 
home state compared to what others said about their state 
(Zaromb et al., 2014, 2018). Putnam and colleagues (2018) 
drew on the concept of collective narcissism—an exagger
ated belief about the importance of one’s ingroup that is 
not sufficiently acknowledged by outsiders. Collective nar
cissism has been linked to perceived threats from and ag
gression toward outgroups, and holding one’s ingroup in 
higher esteem, although this is often framed as a fragile 
type of esteem (Cichocka, 2016; Golec de Zavala et al., 
2009; Golec de Zavala & Cichocka, 2012). Narcissism is a 
popular topic with public appeal, so when a study is re
leased showing that the average American overestimates 
their state’s contribution, the U.S. is readily labeled “a na
tion of narcissists” by some media reports, despite re
searchers’ intentions to hedge their findings (Wan, 2018). 
In our view, it was problematic that Putnam and col

leagues (2018) made claims about collective narcissism 
without directly measuring it, and this emboldened colum
nists in the media to make an even greater inferential leap 
(i.e., that the U.S.A. is a nation of narcissists). Our purpose 

here is to evaluate the validity of Putnam’s indirect mea
sure of collective narcissism and to determine whether ba
sic claims about collective narcissism were justified in the 
first place. We show that collective narcissism was not di
rectly assessed and that the measure Putnam used did not 
sufficiently capture collective narcissism. Broadly, this is a 
case of “concept creep” (Haslam, 2016), in which a con
struct begins to lose its denotation. In this instance, the 
concept is creeping because a new measure was labeled as 
an indicator of “collective narcissism” without validation, 
thereby undermining its construct validity. 

What is collective narcissism in this context?        

The extent that this overestimation phenomenon entails 
collective or individual narcissism is an important theoretical 
and methodological issue. Overestimation of the impor
tance of one’s home state likely comes from several sources. 
For example, living in a state may lead to greater exposure 
to that state’s history, whether communicated through for
mal education or living through that history, and this bias 
in availability may lead to overestimation (Tversky & Kah
neman, 1973; Yamashiro & Roediger, 2021). Further, peo
ple struggle with statistical reasoning and have biases in 
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making these types of judgments (Kahneman & Tversky, 
1972; Reyna et al., 2009). 
To the authors’ credit, in addition to advocating for a 

type of ingroup affection / narcissism, Putnam and col
leagues (2018) acknowledge some of these possibilities. 
These possibilities must be evaluated to assess if overes
timation constitutes collective narcissism per se, and if it 
does so in ways that converge with existing approaches. In 
fact, we suspect that quantitatively estimating a region’s 
contribution to history is a poor indicator of collective nar
cissism (Golec de Zavala et al., 2009); overestimation may 
(instead) reflect other psychological characteristics or abil
ity levels—like simply being inaccurate with statistical or 
quantitative reasoning. Therefore, we predicted that the 
correlation between overestimation of one’s state’s contri
bution to history would be related to numeracy. 

Clarifying what is associated with overestimation       
of a state’s contribution to U.S. history.        

Given the significant within-state variability in contribu
tion estimates (Putnam et al., 2018), overestimation can be 
treated as an individual difference variable and subjected 
to standard psychometric analyses related to construct va
lidity (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). If overestimation of one’s 
state’s contribution is correlated strongly (e.g., r > .50) with 
an accepted measure of collective narcissism, then the case 
for the overestimation technique to measuring collective 
narcissism is strengthened. If, however, overestimation is 
weakly correlated with collective narcissism—or correlated 
just as highly with a different measure (e.g., numeracy)—it 
is unlikely that overestimation is an appropriate measure 
of collective narcissism. Put simply, this measure of over
estimation should correlate strongly with scientifically rig
orous measures of collective narcissism. Because collective 
narcissism is often conceptualized at the individual unit of 
analysis, we felt justified in examining its associations with 
other, individual-level phenomena. We pre-registered the 
hypothesis that the correlation would be less than or equal 
to .10. 
Additionally, we had several peripheral hypotheses that 

we pre-registered, and thus report here for the sake of com
prehensiveness. We aimed to test the difference between 
the correlation between overestimation and numeracy ver
sus the correlation between overestimation and collective 
narcissism; this hypothesis would show that the phenome
non is more about numeracy than collective narcissism. We 
also hypothesized that there would be a correlation (r > .30) 
between identification with one’s state and overestimation. 
Additionally, we predicted that thinking about one’s home 
state would be positively correlated with overestimation of 
the state’s role in U.S. history. Related to the prediction 
about numeracy, we hypothesized that (self-reported) SAT/
ACT scores would negatively correlate with overestimation. 

Method  

We report how we determined our sample size, all data 
exclusions, all manipulations, and all measures in the 
study. This study was pre-registered and has available open 

materials, code, and data (See: https://osf.io/
698qe/?view_only=27488a647aa74236a5885d7e19c6239a). 

Participants  

Participants (N = 771; valid n = 539) from a large, public 
university in Michigan participated for course credit. We 
pre-registered a stop rule of 750 participants, but inciden
tally collected 21 more participants than we pre-specified 
due to a failure to close the automated online data collec
tion mechanism when we reached the target sample; data 
is available on the OSF website for cross-checking. The par
ticipants were mostly female (422 women; 115 men; 1 nei
ther; 1 no answer) college students (age: M = 19.66; SD 
= 2.04). The following was the phrasing for the pre-regis
tered exclusionary criteria: “We will exclude anyone who 
did not grow up in Michigan.” The purpose of this is to cre
ate a uniform sample (i.e., it should involve people only 
from Michigan)—a sample that does not involve different 
state histories (and thus presumably different actual de
grees of importance to U.S. history); 129 participants did 
not grow up in Michigan, so we excluded them. We have two 
questions embedded in the survey that ask simple ques
tions that all participants should get correct (e.g., “Please 
mark 5, strongly agree”), and we excluded anyone who failed 
these attention checks; 147 participants failed at least one 
of these two. Additionally, we excluded all participants who 
completed the survey in under 5 minutes, which was 35 of 
them, as it would be nearly impossible to complete this sur
vey diligently in that short length of time. Some of these 
exclusions were cross-classified (e.g., a participant failed 
attention checks and also was not from Michigan), so the 
number of participants for each exclusion will not sum to 
the total number of excluded participants, which was 232. 

Materials  

The descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alphas for 
every measure in our study are presented in Table 1. Brief 
justifications for including each measure are listed here: We 
included Putnam’s critical item to see if it converged with 
collective narcissism. We included the collective narcissism 
measure from Golec de Zavala and colleagues (2009) as a 
benchmark for a validated measure of this construct. We 
also included a measure of identifying with one’s state to 
see if it captured the various operationalizations of collec
tive narcissism (e.g., if it captured Putnam’s critical item). 
We measured thinking about one’s state to see if it captured 
Putnam’s critical item. We also gathered data on standard
ized test scores to see if those scores explained variance in 
Putnam’s critical item, perhaps reflecting reduced reason
ing capacities. Additionally, we measured pathological nar
cissism (including grandiose and vulnerable varieties) as a 
measure of individual differences in narcissism. 
Putnam’s Critical Item. In the original article, Putnam 

and colleagues (2018) used a single-item measure to cap
ture the tendency to ascribe historical significance to one’s 
state, and the authors framed this as an indicator of col
lective narcissism. That single item was used here. We em
ployed the exact wording used in the original, namely, “You 
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said that you grew up in {state}. In terms of percentage, 
what do you think was {state’s} contribution to the history 
of the United States? In other words, how responsible was 
{state} for the historical developments in the United States? 
Keep in mind that there are 50 states and that the total con
tribution for all states has to equal 100%.” Note that the 
{state} placeholder was replaced with “Michigan” because 
participants were from Michigan. The participants answer 
using a sliding scale from 0 percent responsible to 100 per
cent responsible. 
Golec de Zavala’s Collective Narcissism. We used a stan

dardized, valid, and reliable measure of collective narcis
sism from Golec de Zavala and colleagues (2009). Collective 
narcissism is the tendency to have grandiose views of one’s 
own group (e.g., state). We used the following prompt, 
slightly modified from the original so that the measure 
made sense in the context of this study: “You indicated 
that you are from {state}–think of this as your ‘group’ for 
the questions below. Indicate how much you agree with the 
items below.” A sample item is “I insist upon my group get
ting the respect that is due to it.” The items are rated on a 
1 (I strongly disagree) to 6 (I strongly agree) Likert scale. 
Identifying with One’s State. To assess the tendency to 

identify with one’s own state, we created a two-item mea
sure. The items were: “How much do you identify with 
{state}?” and “Is being from {state} meaningful to you in 
your life?” These were assessed on a Likert scale from 1 (not 
at all) to 5 (very much). 
Thinking about One’s State. To measure the tendency to 

think about one’s state (i.e., accessibility), we created a 
one-item measure: “How often do you think about {state}?” 
This was measured on a Likert scale from 1 (almost never) to 
5 (very often). 
Numeracy Measures. We used two numeracy measures 

to help evaluate the hypothesis that quantitative under
standing is associated with a reduced tendency to over-in
flate one’s assessment of the historical importance of one’s 
state. We used Fagerlin’s (2007) valid and reliable subjec
tive numeracy scale and the Lipkus numeracy scale (2001). 
The Fagerlin measure contains eight items intended to as
sess one’s subjective views on the ease with which they can 
use numerical information like fractions and percentages. A 
sample item is “How good are you at working with percent
ages?” Participants respond to this eight-item measure on 
a Likert scale from 1 (not at all good) to 6 (extremely good). 
The Lipkus measure contains three general items to assess 
one’s numerical ability (we did not use the full scale be
cause it contains irrelevant items); in contrast to the Fager
lin measure, this is an objective test, not a subjective mea
sure of one’s ability. A sample item is: “Imagine that we 
rolled a fair, six-sided die 1,000 times. Out of 1,000 rolls, 
how many times do you think the die would come up even 
(2, 4, or 6)?” The participants wrote their answer in a blank 
text box. The Lipkus measure is correlated with the Fagerlin 
measure (Fagerlin et al., 2007), indicating convergent va
lidity, however, the Lipkus had low reliability in our study 
(Table 1). 
Standardized Test Scores. Participants also provided self-

reported standardized test scores, including the American 

College Test (ACT) and the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT). 
The possible range for the ACT is 1 to 36. The possible 
range for the SAT is 400-1600. We created z-scores for these 
self-reported scores and computed each participant’s mean 
z-score across the two tests. 
Pathological Narcissism. The pathological narcissism in

ventory (Pincus et al., 2009) is a valid and reliable 52-item 
measure of grandiosity and vulnerability typically seen in 
narcissistic people. A sample item is, “I often fantasize 
about being admired and respected” (1=Not like me at all; 
6=Very much like me). 

Procedure  

Participants completed the Qualtrics survey online for 
course credit. First, they completed the consent form and 
demographic questions, including in which state they grew 
up. Next, they completed three blocks of questions (which 
here we’ll label A, B, and C), and the order of these three 
blocks was randomized. The purpose of maintaining Put
nam’s approach and retaining these measures from Put
nam’s method was solely for fidelity of the replication (e.g., 
to eliminate potential confounding across implementations 
from different research groups); most of these measures 
are not directly relevant to our main point in this manu
script. In block A, to maintain consistency with Putnam’s 
Qualtrics survey, participants listed the ten most important 
events in United States history and took a history quiz. In 
block B, they answered Putnam’s critical question about 
the historical contributions of the state in which they grew 
up. In block C, they completed measures of collective nar
cissism (items were randomized), pathological narcissism 
(items were randomized), two measures of numeracy—the 
Fagerlin measure (items were randomized) and the Lipkus 
measure (items were randomized), identification with one’s 
state (items were randomized), and they also completed 
a one-item accessibility measure about thinking of one’s 
state. The sets of items within block C were also random
ized. 
Participants also completed items about states they did 

not grow up in (e.g., their percentage responsible for U.S.A. 
history). Then they provided their scores on the standard
ized college entrance exams—the SAT and ACT. Near the 
end, participants completed items about which states con
tributed most to U.S. history and which state has the most 
sway over the country. They were asked how much each 
of those highly contributing states contributed, in the per
centage metric. They were asked which state overestimates 
their contribution the most. They listed the states in which 
they have lived for over five years. They indicated whether 
they looked up answers about U.S. history during the sur
vey, and, if so, what they looked up. They were asked how 
difficult the survey was and were given a chance to provide 
open-ended feedback about the survey. 

Results  

To contextualize these results, if every state in the 50 
United States is 2% responsible for the history of the U.S.A., 
then 2% should be the reported amount of a state’s con
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s alpha for each measure.         

Actual Range Possible Range 

M SD Min Max Min Max α 

Putnam’s Critical Item 15.64 15.30 0.00 80.00 0.00 100.00 NA 

Golec de Zavala Collective Narc. 2.80 0.86 1.00 5.22 1.00 6.00 0.83 

Identify with State 3.78 1.06 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 0.84 

Think about State 3.07 1.08 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 NA 

Fagerlin Numeracy 4.04 0.91 1.38 6.00 1.00 6.00 0.77 

Lipkus Numeracy 0.61 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.45 

Numeracy Overall 0.01 0.83 -2.33 1.61 NA NA NA 

Standardized Tests 0.00 1.00 -3.15 2.85 NA NA NA 

PNI Vulnerable Narc. 3.02 0.95 1.08 5.73 1.00 6.00 0.94 

PNI Grandiose Narc. 3.23 0.81 1.12 5.54 1.00 6.00 0.92 

PNI Narcissism Overall 3.13 0.81 1.15 5.48 1.00 6.00 0.96 

Note. α = Cronbach’s alpha coefficient; Narc. = narcissism; PNI = Pathological Narcissism Inventory; Min = minimum score; Max = maximum score. 

tribution to the history of the U.S.A., bringing the total 
to 100%. However, participants reported an estimation of 
Michigan’s history that far exceeded 2% (i.e., 16%); this 
16% estimate was identical to the (over-) estimation found 
in Putnam and colleagues (2018) for Michigan, and thus 
replicated one of Putnam’s key results. 
The correlations among the variables in our study are 

shown in Table 2, with the first column being the most im
portant. Noteworthy was the small correlation (r = .18) be
tween Putnam’s critical item and Golec de Zavala’s collec
tive narcissism measure. The correlation between overall 
numeracy and Putnam’s item was nominally larger in ab
solute value (r = -.26), suggesting that Putnam’s item cap
tures innumeracy at least as much as it captures collective 
narcissism. To test whether these correlations were differ
ent, we computed the absolute value of the overall numer
acy index. The two correlations—with collective narcissism 
and with the overall numeracy index—were not signifi
cantly different (p = .16), according to Steiger’s Case A for
mula (Steiger, 1980). 
Putnam’s critical item exhibited some medium correla

tions with measures linked to achievement or intelligence, 
including the separate numeracy scales (Fagerlin: r = -.16; 
Lipkus: r = -.27), and standardized test scores (ACT and 
SAT; r = -.27). Otherwise, Putnam’s item was only trivially 
associated with other measures in our study. Namely, the 
associations between Putnam’s item and identifying with 
one’s state (r = .08), thinking about one’s state (r = -.01), and 
the three indices of pathological narcissism (Vulnerable: r 
= .02; Grandiose: r = .07; Total Pathological Narcissism: r 
= .04) were trivial and not statistically significant in their 
zero-order form. As an exploratory analysis, we tested the 
difference between the correlation magnitudes using the 
Steiger Case A approach (Steiger, 1980). None of the differ
ences were statistically significant, all ps > .10. 
All in all, the profile of correlations suggests that Put

nam’s index captures numerical intelligence or numerical 
achievement at least as well as it captures anything related 
to narcissism, and, in some cases, more than measures of 
narcissism. Specifically, the Putnam item had very low cor

relations with individual (pathological) narcissism and low 
correlations with collective narcissism. If the Putnam item 
was an indicator of collective narcissism, then it would be 
reasonable to expect some non-trivial association with in
dividual narcissism (as more traditional measures of col
lective narcissism show), but we did not find that. It is 
worth pointing out that collective narcissism as measured 
by Golec de Zavala’s measure was indeed positively asso
ciated with individual (pathological) narcissism (r = .39), 
suggesting that this measure of collective narcissism had 
some validity in terms of partially reflecting some shared 
variance with individual narcissism. Finally, numeracy was 
unrelated to the collective narcissism measure by Golec de 
Zavala (r = -.01) and largely unrelated to PNI overall (r = 
.04). So, these measures of narcissism had little relation 
with numeracy. 
This set of results raises questions about the convergent 

and discriminant validity of the Putnam item. Simply put, 
the Putnam item about ascribing historical significance to 
one’s state does not seem to represent collective narcis
sism. 

Discussion  

We found that claiming that one’s state has outsized 
significance in the history of the United States—dubbed 
a measure of “collective narcissism” in Putnam and col
leagues (2018)—is only modestly related to collective nar
cissism as formally theorized by Golec de Zavala and col
leagues (2009). This measure of significance in the history 
of the United States was related to the ease with which 
people understand numbers and percentages (i.e., numer
acy). These two correlations were not meaningfully statisti
cally different from each other. This means that the extent 
to which numeracy captures one’s tendency to overesti
mate the significance of one’s state’s history is about the 
same as the extent to which classic measures of collective 
narcissism capture this tendency. Put bluntly, it’s probably 
about quantitative ability just as much as it’s about collec
tive narcissism. This finding is remarkably consistent with 
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Table 2. Correlations (valid   n  = 539), 95% confidence intervals, and       p-values.  

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 

1. Putnam’s Critical Item — < .001*** .058 .746 < .001*** < .001*** < .001*** < .001*** .648 .127 .307 

2. Golec. Collective Narc. .18 [ .10, .26] — < .001*** < .001*** .570 .339 .862 .004** < .001*** < .001*** < .001*** 

3. Identify with State .08 [ .00, .17] .33 [ .25, .40] — < .001*** .582 .262 .793 .138 .450 .014* .439 

4. Think about State -.01 [-.10, .07] .24 [ .16, .32] .47 [ .40, .53] — .001** .014* .001** .436 .015* < .001*** < .001*** 

5. Fagerlin numeracy(subjective) -.16 [-.24,-.08] .02 [-.06, .11] .02 [-.06, .11] .14 [ .06, .22] — < .001*** < .001*** < .001*** .183 .007** .037* 

6. Lipkus numeracy(objective) -.27 [-.35,-.19] -.04 [-.13, .04] -.05 [-.13, .04] .11 [ .02, .19] .37 [ .29, .44] — < .001*** < .001*** .730 .588 .664 

7. Numeracy Overall -.26 [-.34,-.18] -.01 [-.09, .08] -.01 [-.10, .07] .15 [ .07, .23] .83 [ .80, .85] .83 [ .80, .85] — < .001*** .242 .040* .094 

8. Standardized Testing -.27 [-.36,-.17] -.15 [-.24,-.05] -.08 [-.17, .02] .04 [-.06, .14] .23 [ .14, .33] .39 [ .30, .47] .36 [ .27, .45] — .179 .605 .308 

9. PNI Vuln. Narc. .02 [-.07, .10] .30 [ .22, .38] -.03 [-.12, .05] .10 [ .02, .19] .06 [-.03, .14] .02 [-.07, .10] .05 [-.03, .14] .07 [-.03, .17] — < .001*** < .001*** 

10. PNI Grand. Narc. .07 [-.02, .15] .43 [ .35, .49] .11 [ .02, .19] .19 [ .11, .27] .12 [ .03, .20] .02 [-.06, .11] .09 [ .00, .17] .03 [-.07, .13] .72 [ .68, .76] — < .001*** 

11. PNI Total Narc. .04 [-.04, .13] .39 [ .31, .46] .03 [-.05, .12] .16 [ .07, .24] .09 [ .01, .17] .02 [-.07, .10] .07 [-.01, .16] .05 [-.05, .15] .94 [ .93, .95] .91 [ .90, .93] — 

Note. Correlations are below the diagonal with the 95% CIs in square brackets; exact p-values are above the diagonal: ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05. Grand. = Grandiosity; Narc. = Narcissism; PNI = Pathological Narcissism Inventory; Vuln. = Vulnerable. 
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those reported in a recent paper (Putnam et al., 2024). Fur
thermore, we predicted that overestimation would be neg
atively related to ACT/SAT scores, and this prediction was 
indeed consistent with the data. So, there is converging ev
idence both within our results and across the (small) litera
ture that overestimation reflects a general lack of cognitive 
facility. 
Additionally, we tested the hypotheses that identifica

tion with one’s state would be positively related (predicted r 
> .30) to overestimation of that state’s contributions to U.S. 
history, however, this correlation was .08 and was not sta
tistically significant. This failure to reject the null hypoth
esis may be traceable to psychometric issues, such as po
tentially low reliability of the measure we used. It may be 
fruitful to use a different, more robust, measure of identity 
(e.g., one reviewer pointed to Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). 
We also predicted that thinking about one’s state would be 
associated with overestimation, but it was not significantly 
associated. Instead, identifying with one’s state associated 
with higher collective narcissism as measured by the Golec 
de Zavala (2009) measure of collective narcissism. 
Overall, the emergent pattern is that there’s a small-to-

medium correlation between overestimation and collective 
narcissism as measured by Golec de Zavala (2009); there’s 
also a negative relationship between numeracy and overes
timation; this is buttressed by a similar negative relation
ship between standardized test scores (ACT/SAT) and over
estimation, perhaps reflecting a measure of more general 
latent intelligence or scholastic achievement factor. This 
is largely consistent with Putnam and colleagues (2024), 
showing nice convergence across independent labs. 
Putnam and colleagues (2018) were refreshingly agnostic 

about the exact origins of the overestimation of historic 
contributions. However, in labeling something as collective 
narcissism (i.e., in the title of the paper), our worry is that 
others will not be as careful in considering the implications 
of this research (Wan, 2018). Sometimes, expanding a con
cept like collective narcissism to characterize different sorts 
of behavior is both conceptually and methodologically ap
propriate. Indeed, in the original conceptualization of col
lective narcissism, Golec de Zavala and colleagues (2009) 
drew explicit parallels in how individual and collective nar
cissism overlap and depart from one another. 
When creating a measure of a construct in a different 

context or different unit of analysis, several steps are neces
sary to ensure that the new measure is indeed capturing the 
phenomenon of interest (Flake et al., 2017; Flake & Fried, 
2020). Otherwise, the field runs the risk of engaging in the 
problematic features of concept creep—in which concepts 
expand in their meaning to encompass a broader range of 
phenomena than before (Haslam, 2016). Although Haslam 
(2016) limited his discussion to concept creep surrounding 
ideas about harm and victimization, there is no reason why 
this recognition of concepts getting larger must be limited 
to these topics. 
The same concept creep might be occurring for collective 

narcissism and narcissism in general. Concept creep may 
lead to expanding the definition of narcissism to include 
virtually any cognitive bias (e.g., overestimation) that in

volves some degree of self or group enhancement. The risk 
of interpretations from studies like Putnam and colleagues 
(2018) is that the definition of collective narcissism be
comes so malleable that seemingly tangential indica
tors—such as overestimating how much one’s own state 
contributed to history—are taken to characterize whole 
countries or regions as narcissistic. 
One other interesting implication is that concept creep 

may not be limited to qualitative theorizing but may be
come stamped into the measures of those theoretical con
structs. As concepts change through concept creep, the way 
measures get generated and labeled changes too, to reflect 
the content of the new (expanded) concepts. This seems 
to be precisely what happened with the Psychological Sci
ence paper (Putnam et al., 2018): The concept of collective 
narcissism became the label for a measure that was corre
lated only about .15 to .20 with collective narcissism as it 
was originally measured by Golec de Zavala and colleagues 
(2009). 
With these points in mind, we must acknowledge several 

limitations of our study. Our results are based largely on 
a sample of (mostly) young, female college students from 
Michigan. So, one possibility is that the effects might be 
larger in other samples more representative of the nation. 
A related limitation is that because virtually all our par
ticipants were from Michigan, we could not compute the 
inflation index that Putnam and colleagues (2024) recom
mend, which contrasts the overclaiming of people from 
Michigan with the degree to which outsiders say Michigan 
is responsible for U.S. history; however, this would involve 
subtracting a constant from the personal overestimation of 
contribution to history, and thus it would not change the 
correlations we obtain. Another limitation is that some of 
our measures were admittedly first face-valid attempts at 
finding relationships with the critical item, and thus were 
not psychometrically sound (e.g., too few items per mea
sure); naturally, these were kept brief for the sake of effi
ciency in this somewhat lengthy study for participants, but 
this aim for efficiency can detract from reliability. One fi
nal limitation is that we did not correct for the number 
of statistical tests performed, meaning that there is some 
increased risk of Type 1 error (false positives). The confi
dence intervals displayed in Table 2 alleviate some of these 
concerns, as they lead to similar conclusions, regardless of 
probability values from null hypothesis significance testing. 
The improvement of psychological science depends on 

high quality measurement—including taking careful steps 
toward construct validation (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). We 
fear that, in this case, the Putnam measure of collective 
narcissism is not actually a measure of collective narcis
sism. Our criticism in this article is leveled specifically at 
the article in Psychological Science (Putnam et al., 2018), 
and not as a general criticism of the scientists. Indeed, to 
their credit, Putnam’s team has very recently corrected the 
interpretation of the critical item (Putnam et al., 2024) and 
now view their critical item as an indicator of overclaim
ing, which we find more plausible; it allows the concept and 
measurement of collective narcissism to remain faithful to 
the original theory. So, we applaud this change. Although 
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our manuscript is circumscribed in its foci, it represents a 
broad tenet of the mission of Collabra: Psychology. That is 
that honest, critical, and open discourse helps improve psy
chological science. 
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