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[ Abstract) Objective: To examine the reliability and validity of the Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire

(NARQ) in Chinese adolescents. Methods: The Chinese version of NARQ and several theoretical related measurements
were administered to 362 middle school students. Results: (D The construct validity of NARQ was unsatisfactory(x’=
965.71, df=134, CF1=0.82, TLI=0.79, RMSEA=0.13). @Narcissistic Rivalry Subscale showed well fitness(x’=83.72, df=24,
CFI=0.97, TLI=0.95, RMSEA=0.08). @Internal consistencies of NARQ total score, Narcissistic Rivalry Subscale and Nar-
cissistic Admiration Subscale were good, and the alpha coefficients of which ranged from 0.80 to 0.86. @NARQ total score
was significantly and positively correlated with anti—social behavior, pathological personality and aggressive behavior. Con-
clusion: The psychometric properties of NARQ are acceptable in Chinese adolescents.
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