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ABSTRACT

Objective: The current longitudinal study tested whether different expressions of narcissism prospectively predict increased
desires for status, perceptions of having attained status, and assertiveness—relative to desires for inclusion, perceptions of being
included, and affiliativeness—and vice versa.

Method: University students (N = 528) completed a three-wave longitudinal study, with waves spaced 2 weeks apart. Narcissism,
desires for status and inclusion, perceptions of having attained status and inclusion, and assertiveness and affiliativeness were
assessed at each wave.

Results: Grandiose, agentic, and antagonistic narcissism related to increasing desires for status and perceived status attainment,
and vice versa, depending on how grandiose narcissism was assessed. In contrast, vulnerable narcissism related to diminishing
desires for status and inclusion, and vice versa, depending on how vulnerable narcissism was assessed.

Conclusion: Grandiose narcissism may encourage status aspirations and help people achieve higher status; higher status aspira-
tions and perceived attainment, in turn, may encourage grandiose, agentic, and antagonistic narcissism. In contrast, vulnerable
narcissism may shift motivations away from social validation, reducing desires for both status and inclusion in the medium term.
These findings are generally consistent with and extend evidence for recent models of how grandiose narcissism relates to status.

Narcissism is associated with higher social status. Celebrities,
leaders, and people with more prestigious jobs, including highly
paid CEOs, tend to be more narcissistic than their lower status
counterparts (Leckelt et al. 2019; O'Reilly I1I et al. 2014; Piff 2014;
Young and Pinsky 2006). This could be because narcissistic in-
dividuals are highly motivated to achieve status, which may
help them to attain higher status positions (Grapsas et al. 2020;
Mahadevan and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019), or be-
cause higher status positions encourage narcissism. It has been
suggested that prestigious jobs and leadership positions both at-
tract and cultivate narcissism (Chatterjee and Hambrick 2007;
Piff 2014; Rosenthal and Pittinsky 2006). Recent models of how
narcissism relates to status imply that they may form a recursive

cycle, with narcissism encouraging status pursuit, assertive-
ness, and status attainment, and these status-related factors
enhancing narcissism in turn (Grapsas et al. 2020; Mahadevan
et al. 2019a). In the current study, we test whether narcissism
prospectively predicts increases in desire for status, assertive-
ness, and perceptions of having attained status (relative to desire
for inclusion, affiliativeness, and perceptions of being included
by others) while also testing the prospective effects of these
status-related factors on narcissism. We do so in a short-term
longitudinal study, during a period of life—studying at univer-
sity—when shifts in status, inclusion, and social identity are
common (Griffin et al. 2025; Rahal et al. 2020, 2022). We addi-
tionally examine the roles of distinct expressions of narcissism,
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both in terms of grandiose and vulnerable narcissism, as well as
the lower-order dimensions of agentic narcissism, antagonistic
narcissism, and neurotic narcissism.

1 | Expressions of Narcissism

Narcissism is a collection of personality features that includes
arrogance, a sense of entitlement, a willingness to exploit oth-
ers, and a lack of empathy (Krizan and Herlache 2018; Miller
et al. 2017; Morf and Rhodewalt 2001). These personality fea-
tures disperse into distinct expressions of narcissism (Crowe
et al. 2019). At the highest differentiated level is the long-held
distinction between grandiose and vulnerable narcissism (Cain
et al. 2008; Dickinson and Pincus 2003; Wink 1991). Grandiose
narcissism is extraverted, arrogant, and self-aggrandizing,
whereas vulnerable narcissism is neurotic, insecure, and with-
drawn. Below this two-factor level is a three-factor structure
that includes agentic, antagonistic, and neurotic narcissism
(Crowe et al. 2019; Krizan and Herlache 2018; Miller et al. 2017).
Agentic narcissism is uniquely grandiose and includes extraver-
sion, self-promotion, and dominance. Antagonistic narcissism
is common to both grandiose and vulnerable narcissism and
includes exploitativeness, a sense of entitlement, and disagree-
ableness. Neurotic narcissism is uniquely vulnerable and in-
cludes avoidance, hypersensitivity, and insecurity. Despite their
differences, these expressions of narcissism share a strong mo-
tivation to attain status (Grapsas et al. 2020; Mahadevan and
Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019).

2 | Narcissism, Status, and Inclusion

Social status refers to one's position in social hierarchies and
the degree to which one is respected and admired by others,
whereas social inclusion refers to one's position in social com-
munities and the degree to which one is accepted and liked by
others (Anderson et al. 2015). Status and inclusion are both
considered to be fundamental human motives (Anderson
et al. 2015; Baumeister and Leary 1995), though people differ in
how strongly they are motivated to achieve them. Several theo-
ries posit that the desire for status specifically is a core motive
of narcissistic individuals that creates coherence among their
personality features (Back 2018; Campbell and Foster 2007;
Grapsas et al. 2020; Mahadevan and Jordan 2022). All expres-
sions of narcissism are characterized by a strong desire for status
but vary in how they relate to a desire for inclusion (Mahadevan
and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019; Zeigler-Hill and
Dehaghi 2023). Grandiose narcissism, as well as agentic and an-
tagonistic narcissism, relate more strongly to desires for status
than inclusion, whereas vulnerable and neurotic narcissism re-
late strongly to desires for both status and inclusion.

The present study tests whether each expression of narcissism
prospectively predicts status aspirations, perceived status at-
tainment, and status-seeking assertive behavior, and whether
these status-related factors prospectively predict each expres-
sion of narcissism. We compare these processes for status to
parallel processes for inclusion, testing whether each expression
of narcissism prospectively predicts inclusion aspirations, per-
ceived inclusion attainment, and inclusion-seeking affiliative

behavior, and whether these inclusion-related factors prospec-
tively predict each expression of narcissism. This allows us to
model status- and inclusion-related processes simultaneously,
which is important because they correlate positively with each
other (e.g., people with a stronger desire for status also have a
stronger desire for inclusion, perhaps reflecting a general desire
for social validation; Fournier 2009; Mahadevan et al. 2019b).
Although all expressions of narcissism are characterized by the
desire for status, they differ in how they relate to status attain-
ment and assertiveness.

2.1 | Grandiose and Agentic Narcissism

Most research on how narcissism relates to status focuses on
grandiose narcissism. Cross-sectional studies find that gran-
diose narcissism and its unique component, agentic narcis-
sism, relate to greater status aspirations and perceived status
attainment, even taking inclusion aspirations and perceived
inclusion attainment into account (Mahadevan et al. 2016;
Mahadevan and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019; Zeigler-
Hill and Dehaghi 2023). In addition, daily diary studies find
that people report higher daily grandiose narcissism on days
they experience higher status (Benson and Giacomin 2020;
Giacomin and Jordan 2016; Mahadevan et al. 2020; Zeigler-Hill
et al. 2019), and experience sampling studies find that agentic
narcissism relates to aggregate perceptions of having attained
higher status (Kroencke et al. 2023). Likewise, people in high-
ranking positions tend to be higher in trait grandiose narcis-
sism than those in low-ranking positions (Leckelt et al. 2019;
O'Reilly IIT et al. 2014; Piff 2014; Spurk et al. 2016; Young and
Pinsky 2006). Grandiosely narcissistic individuals also tend
to emerge as leaders in groups (Brunell et al. 2008; Grijalva
et al. 2015; Nevicka et al. 2011) and to be afforded higher sta-
tus by other group members, at least in the short term (Carlson
and DesJardins 2015). In experiments, assuring people that they
will achieve high status (but not assuring them that they will
be highly included by others) increases state grandiose narcis-
sism (Mahadevan et al. 2019a), whereas inducing them to lose
competitions decreases it (Edershile et al. 2024). In terms of
status-relevant behavior, grandiosely narcissistic individuals
report behaving more assertively (but not more affiliatively) in
general (Mahadevan et al. 2016), and people behave more as-
sertively (but not more affiliatively) on days their grandiose nar-
cissism is higher (Mahadevan et al. 2020). Furthermore, those
high in agentic narcissism are willing to use both prestige-based
(e.g., highlighting accomplishments) and dominance-based
(e.g., aggressive tactics) strategies to pursue status (Zeigler-
Hill et al. 2019, 2021). Thus, grandiose and agentic narcissism
relate positively to status aspirations, status attainment, and
assertiveness.

2.2 | Antagonistic Narcissism

Antagonistic narcissism is common to both grandiose and vul-
nerable narcissism. It relates consistently to a desire for status
(even controlling for desire for inclusion; Mahadevan et al. 2019b;
Mahadevan and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019; Zeigler-
Hill and Dehaghi 2023), but less consistently to perceived status
attainment. Antagonistic narcissism relates negatively to daily
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experiences of status (Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019; Zeigler-Hill and
Dehaghi 2023), but positively to overall perceptions of status
(Mahadevan and Jordan 2022). These findings likely reflect
the inconsistency between short- and long-term experiences of
status. Antagonistic narcissism may lead people to be vigilant
to threats to status, which signal lower perceived status in the
moment (Grapsas et al. 2020; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019), and may
also increase efforts to protect status (e.g., by derogating others),
which help maintain or increase status over the longer term.
Perhaps reflecting these dynamics, antagonistic narcissism
has been found to relate to the perception that status is precar-
ious and unstable (Benson and Giacomin 2020) or under attack
(Kroencke et al. 2023). With respect to status-relevant behav-
ior, those high in antagonistic narcissism behave more combat-
ively (e.g., being critical and unfriendly) in everyday contexts
(Kroencke et al. 2023) and are more willing to use dominance-
based strategies to pursue status (Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019, 2021).
Thus, antagonistic narcissism relates positively to status aspi-
rations and assertiveness, but inconsistently to perceived status
attainment.

2.3 | Vulnerable and Neurotic Narcissism

Compared with grandiose narcissism, less research has exam-
ined how vulnerable narcissism and its unique component,
neurotic narcissism, relate to status. Cross-sectional studies
find that they relate positively to desires for status and inclu-
sion but negatively to perceptions of having attained them
(Mahadevan and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill and Dehaghi 2023).
In an experience sampling study, state neurotic narcissism re-
lated to perceived status neglect (i.e., feeling ignored or side-
lined; Kroencke et al. 2023). Interacting with dominant and
cold people (which may threaten one's sense of relative status)
also predicted higher state vulnerable narcissism (Edershile
and Wright 2021; Edershile et al. 2024). Similarly, experimen-
tally inducing people to lose in a competition increased state
vulnerable narcissism (Edershile et al. 2024). These findings
suggest that vulnerable narcissism is associated with low
perceived status attainment. With respect to status-relevant
behavior, those higher in vulnerable and neurotic narcissism
behave less assertively in social contexts (e.g., being avoidant
and reserved; Kroencke et al. 2023; Miller et al. 2017). Thus,
vulnerable and neurotic narcissism relate positively to status
aspirations, but negatively to perceived status attainment and
assertiveness.

3 | Prospective Effects of Narcissism and Status

Taken together, primarily three types of evidence link narcis-
sism to desire for status, perceived status attainment, and as-
sertiveness: Cross-sectional correlations with trait narcissism,
naturalistic within-person associations with state narcissism,
and momentary experimental effects on state narcissism.
Experimental findings provide evidence for causal direction,
finding that some status-relevant events causally affect state
grandiose and vulnerable narcissism. Being assured of having
high status in the future or winning a competition enhances
state grandiose narcissism, whereas interacting with cold, dom-
inant interaction partners or losing a competition increases state

vulnerable narcissism (Edershile and Wright 2021; Edershile
etal. 2024; Mahadevan et al. 2019a). It remains unclear, however,
if trait narcissism—in each of its expressions—prospectively pre-
dicts increases in desire for status, perceived status attainment,
and assertiveness, or vice versa. Carlson and DesJardins (2015)
examined the prospective effects of grandiose narcissism on sta-
tus in an ongoing discussion group, finding that those higher
in grandiose narcissism initially attained higher status but that
this status waned over 4months. This study, however, did not
examine prospective effects of status on narcissism and only
tested grandiose narcissism. It also examined status afforded by
members of a specific small group, whereas our study examines
perceptions of status within the ongoing stream of university
students’ lives. In addition, the sample size (N=94) was small
based on current standards.

There are theoretical models linking grandiose narcissism and
status that are consistent with the possibility of prospective
links between the two. The Status Pursuit in Narcissism (SPIN)
model posits that features of grandiose narcissism act as a self-
regulatory processing system focused on enhancing status
through self-promotion (agentic narcissism) or other-derogation
(antagonistic narcissism; Grapsas et al. 2020; see also Campbell
and Foster 2007; Morf and Rhodewalt 2001; Zeigler-Hill
et al. 2019). It specifies situational processes by which narcis-
sistic individuals seek out, monitor, and use social situations to
enhance and maintain social status. The recurrent, situational
pursuit of status by these means is predicted to “crystallize” into
stable patterns that represent higher trait grandiose narcissism
(Back 2018; Grapsas et al. 2020). Similarly, hierometer theory
posits that grandiose narcissism operates as a psychological
mechanism that acts as a gauge of status—of the extent to which
one is respected and admired by others (Mahadevan et al. 2016,
2019a). As one achieves a higher status, state grandiose narcis-
sism increases, encouraging more assertive behavior and sta-
tus pursuit, which can further enhance status. These recursive
processes may lead to increases in both narcissism and status
over time.

These models focus on grandiose narcissism. The SPIN model
further posits that the situational activation of agentic narcis-
sism (assertive self-promotion), as one component of grandiose
narcissism, is the “default mode” for narcissistic status pursuit
(Grapsas et al. 2020). Considering these theoretical models as
well as the strong empirical links between grandiose and agen-
tic narcissism and status-related factors, we hypothesized that
these expressions of narcissism will prospectively predict in-
creased desire for status, perceived status attainment, assertive-
ness, and vice versa.

In the SPIN model, antagonistic narcissism is expected to be
activated less frequently when status is threatened, motivating
efforts to maintain status by derogating rivals. Evidence linking
antagonistic narcissism to status attainment is also inconsis-
tent. Accordingly, we hypothesize that antagonistic narcissism
will positively, but less strongly, prospectively predict desire
for status, perceived status attainment, and assertiveness, and
vice versa.

Empirically, vulnerable and neurotic narcissism relate posi-
tively to status aspirations but negatively to perceived status
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attainment and assertiveness. Hierometer theory posits that
lower status attainment leads to lower self-regard (which is re-
lated to vulnerable narcissism) that reduces assertiveness and
subsequent status attainment (Mahadevan 2024; Mahadevan
et al. 2016, 2020). Status threats may also increase vulnerable
narcissism (Edershile and Wright 2021; Edershile et al. 2024).
Extensions of the SPIN model similarly posit that neurotic nar-
cissism is activated when status is neglected, leading to with-
drawal from status pursuit (Back 2018; Kroencke et al. 2023).
Based on these perspectives and the available evidence, we
hypothesize that vulnerable and neurotic narcissism will pro-
spectively predict increased desires for status, but decreased
perceived status attainment and assertiveness, and vice versa.

4 | Overview

We conducted a 2-week interval, three-wave longitudinal study
to test the prospective effects of each expression of narcissism
on desires for status, perceived status attainment, and asser-
tiveness, and vice versa. Having three waves of data allowed us
to fit random-intercept cross-lagged panel models (RI-CLPMs)
to test the lagged associations of narcissism and status-related
constructs (while simultaneously considering parallel lagged
associations of narcissism and inclusion-related constructs). RI-
CLPMs explicitly model the stable, between-person variance in
study variables such that the cross-lagged paths test the within-
person prospective associations of those variables, reducing the
likelihood of finding spurious associations due to stability in the
variables (Hamaker et al. 2015; Lucas 2023).

We recruited participants in a life phase when changes in sta-
tus and inclusion—and thus potential effects of narcissism on
status and inclusion, and vice versa—are relatively common:
studying at university (Griffin et al. 2025; Rahal et al. 2020,
2022). University life often involves shifting social networks
and group memberships, which can affect social status and
inclusion. Students may also be affected by the “big-fish-
little-pond effect,” where self-evaluations are affected by one's
relative social standing in a particular environment (Fang
et al. 2018; Marsh and Parker 1984). For example, students who
were academically exceptional in high school may feel less dis-
tinguished at university (Becker and Neumann 2016). Their
perceptions of status, moreover, may change across time as ac-
ademic performance varies.

5 | Method
5.1 | Procedure

We hosted the study online on Qualtrics. Participants were re-
cruited from an undergraduate participant pool at a Canadian
university to participate in a study with three online surveys
each spaced 2weeks apart. Participants received partial course
credit and one entry in a raffle for a $100 Amazon gift card for
each wave they completed. Participants who completed the
intake survey (Wave 1) were sent email invitations to com-
plete Waves 2 and 3 2weeks later. At each wave, they received
three additional invitations every 12h if they had not already
completed that wave. For each survey, participants read an

information sheet that described the study's aims and objectives
in general terms and indicated their consent to participate by
checking a box. They then completed questionnaire measures
and, at Wave 1, provided basic demographic information.

5.2 | Participants

A total of 718 participants completed Wave 1; 549 completed
Wave 2; and 492 completed Wave 3. At each wave, we sequen-
tially excluded participants who: (a) completed the study multiple
times (2.5% Wave 1; 2.2% Wave 2; 0.01% Wave 3); (b) had exten-
sive missing data (over 10% of items; 2.4% Wave 1; 2.0% Wave
2; 1.0% Wave 3); (c) had unvarying responses to questionnaires
with forward- and reverse-coded items (2.8% Wave 1; 4.0% Wave
2;4.9% Wave 3); or (d) completed the wave very quickly (< 1s per
item; 0% Wave 1; 0.001% Wave 2; 0.01% Wave 3) or very slowly
(over 36 h;0.02% Wave 1; 0.001% Wave 2; 0% Wave 3). Finally, we
excluded participants who completed only one wave (142 par-
ticipants), leaving 528 participants (12 did not complete Wave
1 and did not report any demographics). Analyses that retained
participants who completed only one wave were virtually identi-
cal in model fit, magnitude of estimated model parameters, and
statistical significance to those that excluded these participants
(see Tables S8-S11).

The remaining participants identified their gender as male (90),
female (432), non-binary (2), agender (1), unlabeled (1), or did not
specify their gender (2). They ranged in age from 17 to 46years
(M=19.9, SD=3.60). Participants identified their ethnic back-
grounds as Caucasian (60.4%), South Asian (12.9%), East Asian
(6.6%), Caribbean (4.2%), Middle Eastern (4.0%), African (3.6%),
Latin, Central, and South American (1.9%), Indigenous (0.4%),
or other (5.3%).

To estimate statistical power, we conducted Monte Carlo simula-
tions specifying our structural model (three-wave, three-variable
RI-CLPM with stationarity constraints) as the population model
using the lavaan package in R (Rosseel 2012). We estimated the
fitted model (N = 528) with robust maximum likelihood estima-
tion. Across 1000 replications, empirical power, computed as
the proportion of replications in which cross-lagged paths (set
to 0.10) were statistically significant (p <0.05), ranged from 0.89
to. 90.

5.3 | Measures

At each wave, participants completed measures of status and in-
clusion aspirations, perceived status and inclusion attainment,
assertiveness, affiliativeness, and narcissism.!

5.3.1 | Status Aspirations

We assessed status aspirations using a 10-item questionnaire
(Mahadevan et al. 2019b). Participants indicated the extent to
which they generally desire to have status (e.g., “Having the re-
spect of others is essential to me,” “Getting ahead of the com-
petition really matters to me”; 1=strongly disagree, 5= strongly
agree).

4

Journal of Personality, 2026

85UB017 SUOLILLIOD BAINBID 3ot [dde 8y} Aq peupAob 812 S9fole YO 9SN J0 S9IN1 10} Akeiq1 ] 8UIIUO A8]IA UO (SUONIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIALIY"AB| 1M Aleq 1 put|uo//:Sdny) SUONIPUOD pue swie | 841 89S *[9202/90/52] U0 ARiq118Ul|UO AB|IM '80UB|BOXT 920 pUe Ui[eaH Jojaininsu euoteN ‘SOIN Aq 18002 AdOlTTTT 0T/10p/w00 Ao 1M Aiq1jpuluo//sdny woly pepeojumoqd ‘0 ‘v6v9.9rT



5.3.2 | Inclusion Aspirations

We assessed inclusion aspirations using a parallel 10-item ques-
tionnaire (Mahadevan et al. 2019b). Participants indicated the
extent to which they generally desire to be included (e.g., “Being
liked by others is essential to me,” “Above all, I want to be ac-
cepted”; 1 =strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree).

5.3.3 | Perceived Status Attainment

We assessed perceived status attainment using an 8-item ques-
tionnaire (Huo et al. 2010; Mahadevan et al. 2019a, 2019b).
Participants indicated the extent to which they feel that others
respect and admire them (e.g., “Most of the time I feel people...”,
“admire me,” “respect my achievements,” “consider me a high-
status person”; 1 =strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree).

» G«

5.3.4 | Perceived Inclusion Attainment

We assessed perceived inclusion attainment using a parallel 9-
item questionnaire (Huo et al. 2010; Mahadevan et al. 2019a,
2019b). Participants indicated the extent to which they feel
others like and accept them (e.g., “Most of the time I feel that
people...” “accept me” “like me as a person,” “would be will-
ing to be friends with me”; 1 =strongly disagree, 5=strongly
agree).

”

5.3.5 | Assertiveness and Affiliativeness

Participants indicated to what extent they behaved in an as-
sertive and affiliative way over the prior 2weeks by rating the
frequency with which they engaged in nine assertive behaviors
(e.g., “I'stood up for myself”) and seven affiliative behaviors (e.g.,
“I'smiled and laughed with others”; 1 = never, 6 = almost always),
adapted from the Social Behavior Inventory (Moskowitz 1994;
see Mahadevan et al. 2020).

5.3.6 | Narcissism

We assessed narcissism with three measures intended to cap-
ture expressions of narcissism at two hierarchically nested
levels: (1) a two-factor model consisting of grandiose and vul-
nerable narcissism, and (2) a three-factor model consisting of
agentic narcissism, antagonistic narcissism, and neurotic nar-
cissism. The three measures were the Narcissistic Personality
Inventory (NPI; Raskin and Terry 1988), the short form of
the Five Factor Narcissism Inventory (FFNI-SF; Sherman
et al. 2015), and the vulnerability subscale of the Pathological
Narcissism Inventory (PNI; Pincus et al. 2009). These scales
were selected to provide a broad assessment of these expres-
sions of narcissism.

We used the 40-item NPI to assess grandiose narcissism. It
consists of 40 pairs of statements, one narcissistic (e.g., “I re-
ally like to be the center of attention”) and one non-narcissistic
(e.g., “It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of atten-
tion”). Participants were asked to respond according to how

they felt “right now,” and chose the statement that fit them
better.

We used the 60-item FFNI to assess both two- and three-
factor models of narcissism. It has 15 4-item facets that as-
sess the three-factor model of agentic narcissism (e.g., “Others
say I brag too much, but everything I say is true”) based on
acclaim seeking, authoritativeness, grandiose fantasies, and
exhibitionism; antagonistic narcissism (e.g., “I'm pretty good
at manipulating people”) based on manipulativeness, exploit-
ativeness, entitlement, lack of empathy, arrogance, reactive
anger, distrust, and thrill seeking; and neurotic narcissism
(e.g., “When I realize I have failed at something, I feel hu-
miliated”) based on shame, indifference (reverse scored), and
need for admiration. Alternatively, these facets can be used
to assess the two-factor model of grandiose narcissism based
on exhibitionism, authoritativeness, grandiose fantasies, ma-
nipulativeness, exploitativeness, entitlement, lack of empathy,
arrogance, acclaim seeking, and thrill seeking; and vulnera-
ble narcissism based on reactive anger, shame, need for admi-
ration, and distrust. Participants indicated the extent of their
agreement with each statement (1 = disagree strongly, 5= agree
strongly).

We used the 32-item vulnerability subscale of the PNI to assess
vulnerable narcissism (e.g., “I often find myself envying oth-
ers’ accomplishments”) based on the facets of contingent self-
esteem, hiding the self, and devaluing. Participants indicated
the extent to which each item described them (1 =Not at all like
me, 6 = Very much like me).

These measures were chosen based on the results of a large-
scale factor analysis of existing narcissism measures (Crowe
et al. 2019), which indicated that the NPI was the single-best
indicator of grandiose narcissism, the FFNI subscales were good
indicators of both two- and three-factor models of narcissism,
and the PNI-vulnerability subscale was the single-best indicator
of vulnerable narcissism.

5.4 | Analyses Overview

We analyzed the data with structural equation modeling (SEM)
in AMOS 26.0 (Arbuckle 2019). All SEM analyses used full in-
formation maximum likelihood estimation to deal with miss-
ing data, which produces less biased and more reliable results
than other ways of dealing with missing data (Schafer and
Graham 2002). Fit was assessed by the comparative fit index
(CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and root-mean-square error of
approximation (RMSEA; Hu and Bentler 1999).

We first tested metric measurement invariance across waves
to ensure the validity of our cross-lagged models (Schmitt and
Kuljanin 2008). We constructed measurement models for each
measure and tested metric invariance by comparing the fit
of models where factor loadings varied freely across waves to
models where they were constrained to be equal. For measure-
ment models (Figure S1), we used item parcels, which produce
more reliable latent variables than items and minimize bias
due to item-specific variance (Little et al. 2002). For status- and
inclusion-related measures, we used the balancing technique
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are generic labels here used to represent specific measures of each construct type used across analyses. Each model included one narcissism con-

struct and parallel status and inclusion constructs (aspirations, perceived attainment, or behavior). Correlations between residuals at Waves 2 and 3

were also included but are not depicted here. The design of this figure is adapted from Federico et al. (2021).

described by Little et al. (2002) to create parcels. For narcissism
measures, we used facets as parcels. For the NPI, we used fac-
ets based on factors identified by Ackerman et al. (2011). We
allowed the residuals of each parcel to correlate across waves
(Cole and Maxwell 2003).

We tested prospective effects of narcissism on status-related
and inclusion-related constructs, and vice versa, using
RI-CLPMs, an example of which can be seen in Figure 1.
Traditional cross-lagged panel models (CLPMs) conflate be-
tween- and within-person associations (Hamaker et al. 2015).
RI-CLPM extends CLPM by adding latent trait (random in-
tercept) factors that model stable between-person variability
across the duration of the study; factor loadings attached to
these observed variables at each wave are fixed to 1. Latent
residual factors are also modeled, representing within-person
variability, each attached to one observed variable at one wave,
with loadings fixed to 1. Autoregressive and cross-lagged paths
are modeled using these within-person factors. The random
intercept factors are allowed to correlate, as are the residuals

of the within-person factors at each wave. We constrained
parallel paths across waves to be equal to reduce model com-
plexity and increase precision (Orth et al. 2021). Even with
these constraints, standardized parameter estimates varied
across waves, so we report averaged estimates (Lucas and
Rohrer 2024).

In RI-CLPMs, a significant cross-lagged path indicates, for
example, that when individuals are higher than usual in per-
ceived status attainment (relative to their own typical levels)
at one wave, they subsequently display higher grandiose nar-
cissism at the next. Traditional CLPMs also require specific
assumptions that are rarely satisfied in panel data in psychol-
ogy (Lucas 2023). Because the CLPM is nested within the RI-
CLPM, we compared the fit of the two in our data and found
that CLPMs did not fit our data well, whereas RI-CLPMs fit
well and significantly improved model fit (see Table S6). We
tested 21 RI-CLPMs; each model included one of the seven
narcissism measures alongside parallel status- and inclusion-
related constructs, specifically (1) status and inclusion
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TABLE1 | Means, standard deviations, and cronbach's alpha coefficients of measures.

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Variable M SD o M SD o M SD o

Status aspirations 3.11 0.70 0.83 3.10 0.72 0.85 3.08 0.74 0.86
Inclusion aspirations 3.15 0.82 0.90 3.10 0.80 0.91 3.11 0.79 0.90
Perceived status attainment 3.17 0.73 0.89 3.23 0.76 0.91 3.26 0.77 0.90
Perceived inclusion attainment 3.65 0.72 0.83 3.64 0.69 0.82 3.63 0.75 0.85
Assertiveness 4.00 0.87 0.87 4.03 0.86 0.86 4.07 0.88 0.86
Affiliativeness 4.66 0.90 0.91 4.57 0.93 0.92 4.50 0.96 0.93
NPI-Grandiose narcissism 12.94 6.71 0.85 12.46 7.03 0.87 12.38 7.37 0.87
FFNI-Grandiose narcissism 27.82 5.51 0.92 28.11 5.54 0.92 28.30 5.84 0.93
FFNI-Vulnerable narcissism 12.83 2.37 0.82 12.79 2.37 0.84 12.80 2.33 0.84
PNI-Vulnerable Narcissism 10.56 2.47 0.91 10.69 2.39 0.92 10.77 2.45 0.92s
FFNI-Agentic narcissism 12.68 2.42 0.85 12.70 2.38 0.85 12.72 2.41 0.85
FFNI-Antagonistic narcissism 15.35 3.89 0.89 15.60 4.05 0.90 15.76 4.36 0.91
FFNI-Neurotic narcissism 10.35 2.33 0.89 10.25 2.35 0.90 10.23 2.26 0.90

Abbreviations: FFNI, Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory; NPI, Narcissistic Personality Inventory; PNI, Pathological Narcissism Inventory.

aspirations, (2) perceived status and inclusion attainment, or
(3) assertiveness and affiliativeness.

6 | Results

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics and internal consisten-
cies for the study variables. We conducted attrition analyses
to test whether participants who completed only Wave 1 (and
thus were excluded from analyses) differed systematically from
the other participants on Wave 1 measured variables. There
were no significant differences (all ps >0.05) except for FFNI-
Antagonism, F(1, 646)=10.47, p=0.001, and PNI-Vulnerability,
F(Q, 646)=5.33, p=0.02. Participants who completed only
Wave 1 were higher in FFNI-Antagonism (M =16.62) and PNI-
Vulnerability (M =11.13) than those who completed additional
waves (Ms=15.35 and 10.56, respectively). We report the cor-
relations between the same variables across waves (stabilities),
and the cross-sectional correlations of variables within the same
wave in Tables S1-S4. All measures displayed good evidence of
metric invariance based on criteria of ACFI <0.1 and ARMSEA
<0.015. The ARMSEA for status aspirations exceeded this cut-
off, but did not show significant ACFI (Table S5).

6.1 | Autoregressive Parameters and Stability

Autoregressive parameters in RI-CLPM represent the degree
of within-person carry-over effect between waves (Hamaker
et al. 2015): To what extent do participants who are higher
than typical on a variable at one wave tend to be higher again
at the next? Autoregressive parameters for a particular variable
were sometimes inconsistent across models (being significant
in some cases, but not others), depending on which other vari-
ables were included in the model (see Table 2). However, the

NPI, FFNI-Antagonism, and FFNI-Neuroticism had consis-
tently positive autoregressive paths. Perceived status attainment
also tended to have significant autoregressive paths, though
less consistently. Note, however, that all measures had signif-
icant rank-order stability across waves, as seen in the correla-
tions of the same measures across waves and ICCs (Table S1).
Measures of narcissism had the highest rank-order stability,
whereas measures of assertiveness and affiliativeness had the
lowest. This stability is modeled in RI-CLPMs in the random in-
tercepts, leaving relatively little variability to be modeled by the
within-person factors. Nevertheless, other personality variables
with high rank-order stability have demonstrated significant
cross-lagged and autoregressive parameters in RI-CLPMs (e.g.,
Osborne and Sibley 2020). Measures of trait narcissism, more-
over, can display significant variability over shorter time frames
than 2weeks (e.g., Giacomin and Jordan 2014) and, as noted, RI-
CLPMs fit our data well (Table 3).

6.2 | Correlations Between Stable, Between-Person
Factors (Random Intercepts)

Correlations in RI-CLPMs between the random-intercept latent
variables represent associations between the stable, between-
person variability in each construct (Table 4). These correla-
tions in our models are highly consistent with the correlations
observed between measures at each wave (Tables S2-S4).
Status-related constructs correlated positively with inclusion-
related constructs: participants who aspired to higher status also
aspired to greater inclusion, those who felt they had attained
high status also felt they were more included, and those who
behaved more assertively also behaved more affiliatively. These
correlations are consistent with the possibility that status and
inclusion both serve a common motivation for social validation
and the possibility that people may sometimes use affiliative
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TABLE 2 | Autoregressive coefficients for narcissism, status, and inclusion across waves.

Inclusion-related

Narcissism Status-related construct construct

Model B p B p B p

NPI-Grandiose with aspirations 0.43 <0.001 0.08 0.42 0.07 0.49
NPI-Grandiose with attainment 0.47 <0.001 0.25 0.004 —0.06 0.63
NPI-Grandiose with behavior 0.50 <0.001 0.17 0.06 —-0.02 0.84
FFNI-Grandiose with aspirations 0.30 0.005 —-0.01 0.94 0.07 0.59
FFNI-Grandiose with attainment 0.02 0.87 0.17 0.07 -0.09 0.46
FFNI-Grandiose with behavior —0.08 0.60 0.14 0.14 0.03 0.77
FFNI-Vulnerable with aspirations 0.16 0.18 —-0.01 0.95 0.03 0.81
FFNI-Vulnerable with attainment 0.28 0.01 0.26 0.005 —0.08 0.50
FFNI-Vulnerable with behavior 0.33 0.003 0.12 0.23 0.03 0.75
PNI-Vulnerable with aspirations 0.22 0.04 0.02 0.85 0.16 0.15
PNI-Vulnerable with attainment 0.22 0.06 0.32 <0.001 0.06 0.63
PNI-Vulnerable with behavior 0.07 0.54 0.08 0.44 —0.01 0.89
FFNI-Agency with aspirations 0.00 0.98 —-0.03 0.77 0.05 0.69
FFNI-Agency with attainment 0.04 0.75 0.25 0.007 —0.03 0.81
FFNI-Agency with behavior 0.01 0.92 0.15 0.10 0.04 0.64
FFNI-Antagonism with aspirations 0.51 <0.001 —0.09 0.59 0.05 0.66
FFNI-Antagonism with attainment 0.49 <0.001 0.12 0.22 —0.09 0.46
FFNI-Antagonism with behavior 0.51 <0.001 0.08 0.25 0.02 0.84
FFNI-Neuroticism with aspirations 0.34 0.006 —0.04 0.70 0.02 0.84
FFNI-Neuroticism with attainment 0.37 0.003 0.21 0.03 —0.08 0.50
FFNI-Neuroticism with behavior 0.39 0.001 0.16 0.17 0.02 0.86

Note: The coefficients were estimated with models that were structurally equivalent to the model shown in Figure 1.
Abbreviations: FFNI, Five Factor Narcissism Inventory; NPI, Narcissistic Personality Inventory; PNI, Pathological Narcissism Inventory.

strategies to attain status and assertive strategies to attain inclu-
sion (Mahadevan and Jordan 2022). Empirically, these relations
help validate the approach of examining parallel status- and
inclusion-related constructs within the same models to account
for their common influence on narcissism, and vice versa.

With respect to narcissism and status, all narcissism expres-
sions related positively to status aspirations. Grandiose, agentic,
and antagonistic narcissism also related positively to perceived
status attainment, whereas vulnerable and neurotic narcissism
related negatively to it. Grandiose, agentic, and antagonistic nar-
cissism related positively to assertiveness, whereas vulnerable
and neurotic narcissism related negatively to it.

With respect to narcissism and inclusion, grandiose, agentic,
and antagonistic narcissism did not relate to inclusion aspi-
rations, whereas vulnerable and neurotic narcissism related
positively to inclusion aspirations. Grandiose and agentic
narcissism related positively to perceived inclusion attain-
ment, whereas antagonistic narcissism did not, and vulnera-
ble and neurotic narcissism related negatively to it. Grandiose

narcissism (when assessed by the NPI) and agentic narcis-
sism related positively; antagonistic narcissism related nega-
tively; and vulnerable and neurotic narcissism did not relate
to affiliativeness.?

6.3 | Cross-Lagged Parameters

We tested prospective relations of narcissism and status- and
inclusion-related constructs, and vice versa, through the cross-
lagged parameters in RI-CLPM (Table 5). With respect to pro-
spective relations from narcissism to status, individuals higher
on grandiose narcissism, as assessed by the NPI, and antago-
nistic narcissism at one wave (relative to their typical levels),
had stronger status aspirations at the next wave. Higher gran-
diose narcissism, as assessed by the FFNI, also prospectively
predicted increased perceived status attainment. In contrast,
higher vulnerable narcissism, as assessed by the PNI, prospec-
tively predicted weaker status aspirations and less assertiveness.
Interestingly, higher agentic narcissism also prospectively pre-
dicted less assertiveness.
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TABLE 3 | Fit of the structural (RI-CLPM) models.

Model A? df P CFI TLI RMSEA
NPI-Grandiose with aspirations 9.50 12 0.66 1.00 1.00 0.000
NPI-Grandiose with attainment 21.78 12 0.04 0.998 0.991 0.039
NPI-Grandiose with behavior 18.32 12 0.11 0.998 0.993 0.032
FFNI-Grandiose with aspirations 18.03 12 0.12 0.998 0.993 0.031
FFNI-Grandiose with attainment 24.85 12 0.02 0.997 0.987 0.045
FFNI-Grandiose with behavior 16.05 12 0.17 0.999 0.995 0.027
FFNI-Vulnerable with aspirations 18.03 12 0.12 0.998 0.993 0.031
FFNI-Vulnerable with attainment 14.46 12 0.27 0.999 0.997 0.020
FFNI-Vulnerable with behavior 15.31 12 0.23 0.999 0.995 0.023
PNI-Vulnerable with aspirations 13.33 12 0.35 1.00 0.999 0.015
PNI-Vulnerable with attainment 23.74 12 0.02 0.996 0.987 0.043
PNI-Vulnerable with behavior 23.74 12 0.11 0.996 0.987 0.043
FFNI-Agency with aspirations 10.00 12 0.61 1.00 1.00 0.000
FFNI-Agency with attainment 13.99 12 0.30 0.999 0.998 0.018
FFNI-Agency with behavior 8.71 12 0.72 1.00 1.00 0.000
FFNI-Antagonism with aspirations 13.89 12 0.31 0.999 0.998 0.017
FFNI-Antagonism with attainment 31.08 12 0.00 0.995 0.980 0.055
FFNI-Antagonism with behavior 17.35 12 0.14 0.998 0.993 0.029
FFNI-Neuroticism with aspirations 22.29 12 0.03 0.997 0.990 0.040
FFNI-Neuroticism with attainment 19.24 12 0.08 0.998 0.993 0.037
FFNI-Neuroticism with behavior 23.14 12 0.03 0.996 0.987 0.042

Abbreviations: FFNI, Five Factor Narcissism Inventory, with subscales of Grandiose Narcissism, Vulnerable Narcissism, Agentic Narcissism, Antagonistic Narcissism,
and Neurotic Narcissism; NPI, Narcissistic Personality Inventory; PNI, Pathological Narcissism Inventory.

With respect to prospective relations from status to narcissism,
higher status aspirations prospectively predicted higher grandi-
ose narcissism, as assessed by the NPI. Higher perceived status
attainment prospectively predicted higher grandiose narcis-
sism, as assessed by the FFNI, as well as higher agentic and
antagonistic narcissism. In contrast, higher status aspirations
prospectively predicted lower vulnerable narcissism, as assessed
by the PNI. Higher perceived status attainment also prospec-
tively predicted higher vulnerable narcissism, as assessed by the
FFNI. This relation likely reflects the prospective association of
perceived status attainment on antagonistic narcissism (given
that vulnerable narcissism consists of antagonistic and neurotic
narcissism) as there was no link to neurotic narcissism.

With respect to prospective relations of narcissism and in-
clusion, there were fewer, but still some prospective effects.
Higher grandiose narcissism, as assessed by the NPI, prospec-
tively predicted stronger inclusion aspirations, and higher
agentic narcissism prospectively predicted lower affiliative-
ness. In contrast, higher vulnerable narcissism, as assessed by
the PNI, prospectively predicted lower inclusion aspirations.
With respect to the effects of inclusion on narcissism, higher
perceived inclusion attainment prospectively predicted lower
grandiose narcissism, as assessed by the NPI, and greater

affiliativeness prospectively predicted lower vulnerable nar-
cissism, as assessed by the PNI.

7 | Discussion

Several lines of theory and research converge on the view that
a desire for status is a core motive of narcissistic individuals
(Grapsas et al. 2020; Mahadevan and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill
et al. 2019). Our findings replicate and extend research in this
area. The correlations of latent between-person factors (ran-
dom intercepts) replicate earlier findings that all expressions
of narcissism are characterized by a strong desire for status but
differ in their perceptions of having attained status and asser-
tiveness (Mahadevan and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019;
Zeigler-Hill and Dehaghi 2023). Individuals higher in grandiose,
as well as agentic and antagonistic narcissism, tend to believe
they have high status and behave more assertively, whereas
those higher in vulnerable and neurotic narcissism believe they
have low status and behave less assertively. Different expres-
sions of narcissism also diverge in how they relate to inclusion.
Grandiose, agentic, and antagonistic narcissism are unrelated to
a desire for inclusion, but those higher in grandiose narcissism
and agentic narcissism believe they are included by others and
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TABLE 4 | Correlations between stable, between-person differences (random intercepts).

Narcissism with
Narcissism with status inclusion Status with inclusion

Model r r P r 4]

NPI-Grandiose with aspirations 0.58 <0.001 0.03 0.57 0.46 <0.001
NPI-Grandiose with attainment 0.57 <0.001 0.31 <0.001 0.74 <0.001
NPI-Grandiose with behavior 0.60 <0.001 0.16 0.001 0.58 <0.001
FFNI-Grandiose with aspirations 0.61 <0.001 —0.08 0.11 0.46 <0.001
FFNI-Grandiose with attainment 0.43 <0.001 0.21 <0.001 0.76 <0.001
FFNI-Grandiose with behavior 0.47 <0.001 0.01 0.86 0.59 <0.001
FFNI-Vulnerable with aspirations 0.35 <0.001 0.56 <0.001 0.46 <0.001
FFNI-Vulnerable with attainment -0.41 <0.001 —0.44 <0.001 0.75 <0.001
FFNI-Vulnerable with behavior -0.20 0.001 0.02 0.70 0.60 <0.001
PNI-Vulnerable with aspirations 0.48 <0.001 0.56 <0.001 0.45 <0.001
PNI-Vulnerable with attainment —-0.34 <0.001 —-0.48 <0.001 0.74 <0.001
PNI-Vulnerable with behavior —-0.13 0.02 0.02 0.68 0.60 <0.001
FFNI-Agency with aspirations 0.65 <0.001 0.06 0.25 0.45 <0.001
FFNI-Agency with attainment 0.54 <0.001 0.35 <0.001 0.75 <0.001
FFNI-Agency with behavior 0.65 <0.001 0.33 <0.001 0.59 <0.001
FFNI-Antagonism with aspirations 0.59 <0.001 0.08 0.13 0.46 <0.001
FFNI-Antagonism with attainment 0.26 <0.001 0.07 0.21 0.76 <0.001
FFNI-Antagonism with behavior 0.22 <0.001 —-0.19 <0.001 0.59 <0.001
FFNI-Neuroticism with aspirations 0.12 0.03 0.68 <0.001 0.46 <0.001
FFNI-Neuroticism with attainment —0.42 <0.001 —0.41 <0.001 0.75 <0.001
FFNI-Neuroticism with behavior —0.43 <0.001 —0.02 0.78 0.61 <0.001

Note: The table displays latent variable correlations standardized coefficients estimated with models that were structurally equivalent to the model shown in Figure 1.
Abbreviations: FFNI, Five Factor Narcissism Inventory, with subscales of Grandiose Narcissism, Vulnerable Narcissism, Agentic Narcissism, Antagonistic Narcissism,
and Neurotic Narcissism; NPI, Narcissistic Personality Inventory; PNI, Pathological Narcissism Inventory.

behave more affiliatively (though this was not evident for the
FFNI-Grandiose). In contrast, antagonistic narcissism was not
related to perceptions of being included by others and related
negatively to affiliativeness. Lastly, those higher in vulnerable
and neurotic narcissism desire inclusion, but believe they are
less included and behave less affiliatively. These relations of
between-person factors suggest that narcissistic individuals,
across all expressions, strongly desire status but differ in their
desires for inclusion, perceptions of status and inclusion attain-
ment, assertiveness, and affiliativeness.

Our results extend past research by examining within-person
prospective relations between narcissism, the desire for status,
and perceptions of status attainment, though the results varied
across measures. Specifically, we found that people experienc-
ing higher than usual grandiose narcissism, as assessed by the
NPI, or antagonistic narcissism, had a stronger desire for status
2weeks later. Those with higher than usual grandiose narcis-
sism, as assessed by the FFNI, viewed themselves as having
attained higher status 2weeks later. In contrast, individuals

experiencing higher than usual vulnerable narcissism, as as-
sessed by the PNI, had lower status aspirations and behaved
less affiliatively 2weeks later. There was also evidence that sta-
tus aspirations and perceived attainment relate to narcissism
prospectively. People who had higher status aspirations had
higher grandiose narcissism, as assessed by the NPI, 2weeks
later. People who felt they had attained higher status had higher
grandiose (as assessed by the FFNI), vulnerable (as assessed by
the FFNI), agentic, and antagonistic narcissism 2weeks later.
Although relations with vulnerable narcissism were prospec-
tively higher in this way, this relation likely reflects the observed
prospective relation with antagonistic narcissism, as there was
no observed relation with neurotic narcissism (the unique com-
ponent of vulnerable narcissism).

There were fewer prospective relations of narcissism with the de-
sire for inclusion, perceived inclusion attainment, or affiliative-
ness, consistent with the view that narcissistic individuals are
more concerned with status than inclusion (e.g., Campbell and
Foster 2007). People higher in grandiose narcissism, as assessed

10
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TABLE 5 | Cross-lagged effects of narcissism, status, and inclusion constructs across waves.

Narcissism Status to Narcissism Inclusion to Status to Inclusion
to status narcissism to inclusion narcissism inclusion to status

Model B p B p B p B p B p B p
NPI-Grandiose with

Aspirations 0.15 0.02 0.16 0.00 0.17 0.03 0.05 0.40 -0.08  0.37 0.05 0.55

Perceived 0.11 0.10 0.04 0.38 -0.13 0.19 -0.19 <0.001 0.00 0.99 —-0.08 0.26

attainment

Behavior 0.06 0.29 —-0.01 0.84 0.06 0.36 —-0.06 0.24 -0.02 0.79 -0.07 0.35
FFNI-Grandiose with

Aspirations 0.11 0.25 0.09 0.23 0.10 0.35 0.02 0.78 -0.11 0.23 0.04 0.70

Perceived 0.21 0.01 0.35 <0.001 —0.04 0.76 —-0.06 0.45 —0.08 0.39 —-0.12 0.09

attainment

Behavior —-0.11 0.18 0.04 0.69 —-0.12 0.16 -0.01 0.20 —0.05 0.55 -0.09 0.26
FFNI-Vulnerable with

Aspirations 0.10 0.29 0.14 0.09 0.10 0.36 0.11 0.18 -0.14 013 -0.01 0.90

Perceived 0.05 0.56 0.17 0.02 0.15 0.19 -0.02 0.75 -0.08 044 -0.13 0.07

attainment

Behavior —-0.15 0.10 0.06 0.45 -0.17 0.07 -0.10 0.17 —-0.09 0.23 -0.12 0.12
PNI-Vulnerable with

Aspirations -0.26 <0.001 -0.19 0.02 -0.18 0.03 -0.12 0.14 -0.07 041 0.09 0.26

Perceived 0.05 0.47 0.10 0.24 0.16 0.07 0.03 0.68 0.03 072 -0.03 0.73

attainment

Behavior —-0.20 0.01 —0.05 0.51 -0.19 0.01 -0.21 0.009 -0.11 0.13 —-0.16 0.04
FFNI-Agency with

Aspirations  —0.06 0.53 0.08 0.42 0.12 0.20 0.08 0.42 -0.14 0.11 0.03 0.65

Perceived 0.03 0.69 0.21 0.02 -0.14 016 -0.11 0.22 -0.05 0.67 -0.11 0.15

attainment

Behavior —-0.16 0.05 —-0.01 0.92 -0.18 0.03 -0.13 0.17 -0.02 0.82 -0.07 0.37
FFNI-Antagonism with

Aspirations 0.21 0.02 0.06 0.25 0.07 0.51 -0.02 0.16 —-0.12 0.16 —-0.01 0.96

Perceived 0.12 0.19 0.12 0.03 -0.18 0.16 -0.07 0.25 -0.12 0.19 -0.14 0.06

attainment

Behavior —-0.02 0.83 0.03 0.53 -0.04 0.62 -0.02 0.72 -0.05 049 -0.08 0.32
FFNI-Neuroticism with

Aspirations 0.00 0.96 0.01 0.88 0.08 0.52 0.09 0.23 —-0.15 0.11 0.01 0.94

Perceived -0.14 0.16 0.00 0.96 0.12 0.41 0.01 0.86 -0.09 0.35 —-0.15 0.03

attainment

Behavior 0.02 0.85 0.07 0.30 -0.10 040 -0.02 0.81 -0.11 015 -0.14 0.09

Note: The table displays standardized coefficients. The coefficients were estimated with models that were structurally equivalent to the model shown in Figure 1.
Abbreviations: FFNI, Five Factor Narcissism Inventory; NPI, Narcissistic Personality Inventory; PNI, Pathological Narcissism Inventor.

by the NPI, had a greater desire for inclusion 2weeks later, and
those higher in vulnerable narcissism, as assessed by the PNI,
had a lower desire for inclusion and behaved less affiliatively
2weeks later. These results contrast with the between-person

relations of these variables: the lack of a between-person relation
of grandiose narcissism to inclusion aspirations and the positive
between-person relation of vulnerable narcissism and inclusion
aspirations. These differences reflect the distinction between
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stable, trait-level relations and within-person prospective asso-
ciations. People higher in trait vulnerable narcissism may gen-
erally desire to be included by others; however, when people
experience higher than usual vulnerable narcissism, they may
become more reluctant to seek social validation, as reflected in
decreased desires for both status and inclusion. In contrast, peo-
ple higher in trait grandiose narcissism may not particularly de-
sire to be included by others; however, when people experience
higher than usual grandiose narcissism, they may become more
enthusiastic to seek social validation, as reflected in increased
desires for both status and inclusion. Conversely, when people
feel more included than usual by others, they may subsequently
be less grandiosely narcissistic, as assessed by the NPI.

7.1 | Implications

These findings are in many ways consistent with the SPIN
model and hierometer theory, which specify positive and re-
ciprocal links between grandiose narcissism and status pursuit
(Grapsas et al. 2020; Mahadevan et al. 2016). The between-
person correlations we observed replicate findings that higher
grandiose, agentic, and antagonistic narcissism relate to higher
status aspirations, perceived status attainment, and assertive-
ness. Our findings for the prospective relations of grandiose,
agentic, and antagonistic narcissism are also consistent with
these models. The SPIN model posits that grandiose narcissism
acts as a self-regulatory processing system focused on enhanc-
ing status. Consistent with this model, we found that grandiose
narcissism, as assessed by the NPI, and antagonistic narcissism
prospectively predict stronger status aspirations. Reciprocally,
higher status aspirations prospectively predict higher grandiose
narcissism, as assessed by the NPI. Both models also predict that
grandiose narcissism should help people attain higher status:
We found that higher grandiose narcissism, as assessed by the
FFNI, predicts higher perceived status attainment. Hierometer
theory, moreover, posits that grandiose narcissism acts as a
gauge of status attainment, meaning that attaining higher status
should increase grandiose narcissism: Reciprocally, we found
that higher perceived status attainment prospectively predicts
higher grandiose narcissism, as assessed by the FFNI, as well as
higher agentic and antagonistic narcissism.

These findings extend research on the links between antago-
nistic narcissism and status attainment, which has produced
somewhat inconsistent findings. Daily antagonistic narcissism
relates negatively to perceived status attainment, whereas cross-
sectionally, trait antagonistic narcissism relates positively to it
(Leckelt et al. 2019; Mahadevan and Jordan 2022; Zeigler-Hill
and Dehaghi 2023; Zeigler-Hill et al. 2019). These inconsisten-
cies may reflect differing relations between antagonistic narcis-
sism and status at different timescales (in the moment versus
a longer period of time). Daily measures may reflect the rela-
tion of antagonistic narcissism to status threats, whereas cross-
sectional correlations reflect more stable relations between the
two. We found that higher perceived status attainment prospec-
tively related to higher antagonistic narcissism, which may ul-
timately contribute to more stable positive relations between
the two. Attaining status may increase antagonistic narcissism,
which may motivate greater vigilance to status threats, to help
maintain status.

Our findings also extend prior research by using RI-CLPMs to
assess prospective relations of narcissism and status-related con-
structs. Prior research in this area has used experimental and
experience-sampling studies. Experimental studies have found
that status-related factors can affect state narcissism in the short
term; experience sampling studies have found that contempo-
rary fluctuations in status-related factors and grandiose nar-
cissism, within or across days, correlate with each other. Our
findings provide evidence of temporal relations between nar-
cissism and status over longer periods of time, separating with-
in- and between-person variance in these constructs. Notably,
our results provide novel evidence that status aspirations or
perceived status attainment prospectively relate to grandiose
narcissism, in addition to grandiose narcissism prospectively
relating to status-related constructs.

Indeed, other kinds of evidence suggest that grandiose narcis-
sism can help people attain higher status: Narcissistic people
tend to emerge as leaders in groups (Brunell et al. 2008; Grijalva
et al. 2015; Nevicka et al. 2011), and people in high-ranking
positions tend to be more grandiosely narcissistic (Leckelt
et al. 2019; O'Reilly III et al. 2014; Piff 2014; Spurk et al. 2016;
Young and Pinsky 2006). Our findings relate to questions that
have been raised about whether narcissism helps people attain
high-ranking positions or high-ranking positions encourage
narcissism (Chatterjee and Hambrick 2007; Piff 2014; Rosenthal
and Pittinsky 2006). We did not examine specific high-ranking
positions, but our findings are consistent with both possibili-
ties: that grandiose narcissism may help people achieve higher
status and that higher status may increase grandiose narcis-
sism. Although our results differed depending on how grandi-
ose narcissism was assessed (through the NPI or FFNI), in the
time frame we tested, we found that a stronger desire for status
prospectively predicted higher grandiose narcissism (NPI), and
that higher perceived status attainment prospectively predicted
higher grandiose (FFNI), agentic, and antagonistic narcissism.

Our findings are also largely consistent with extensions of the
SPIN and hierometer theories to consider the relation of status
pursuit to vulnerable narcissism (Back 2018; Mahadevan 2024).
It has been suggested that vulnerable narcissism relates to a
strong desire for status but also to perceptions of status neglect
and frustration over failing to achieve high status (Back 2018;
Kroencke et al. 2023; Mahadevan 2024; Mahadevan and
Jordan 2022). To prevent further losses to status, people high
in vulnerable narcissism may withdraw from status competition
and behave less assertively to avoid confrontation or competition
(Mahadevan 2024). We found that vulnerable narcissism, when
assessed by the PNI, relates positively to the desire for status
in terms of stable, between-person relations, but prospectively
predicts lower desires for status and assertiveness. However, we
did not observe this pattern for vulnerable narcissism when as-
sessed by the FFNI, or for neurotic narcissism. Moreover, we
found that vulnerable narcissism, when assessed by the PNI,
also prospectively predicts lower desires for inclusion and less
affiliativeness. Thus, it is possible that experiencing higher vul-
nerable narcissism than usual leads people to withdraw from
seeking social validation more generally.

Our findings also provide novel evidence that a communal
orientation may reduce grandiose narcissism (Campbell and
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Foster 2007; Giacomin and Jordan 2014; Jordan et al. 2014).
Highlighting communal connections to others can reduce nar-
cissistic tendencies, such as aggression (Konrath et al. 2006) or
lack of commitment to romantic partners (Finkel et al. 2009).
The extended agency model claims that grandiosely narcissis-
tic individuals are more concerned with agency (such as status)
than communion (such as inclusion; Campbell and Foster 2007).
Within this model, if the balance of social concerns shifts,
grandiose narcissism as a whole is reduced. Consistent with
this model, increasing communal focus (e.g., by inducing em-
pathy for others or highlighting one's interdependent self) re-
duces grandiose narcissism in the short term (Giacomin and
Jordan 2014). We observed similar associations across a longer
time span: Perceiving oneself to have attained greater inclusion
by others prospectively predicted lower grandiose narcissism, as
assessed by the NPI.

7.2 | Limitations and Future Directions

Our findings provide evidence that status-related constructs and
narcissism relate to each other reciprocally over time, but there
were inconsistencies in the findings for grandiose and vulner-
able narcissism, depending on which measures were used to
assess them. There are at least three possible reasons for these
inconsistencies. First, different measures of narcissism that are
designed to assess the same expressions of narcissism never-
theless differ in the underlying facets they feature most prom-
inently in their content (Crowe et al. 2019). Some effects may
reflect some facets more than others. Second, in some cases,
the magnitude of observed effects was similar across measures,
though they differed in statistical significance (e.g., the prospec-
tive effect of grandiose narcissism on status aspirations). This
pattern may reflect the fact that cross-lagged parameters in RI-
CLPM tend to have relatively large standard errors (compared
to traditional CLPM; Hamaker 2018). Although we had a large
sample size, this imprecision means that some effects failed to
achieve statistical significance. Lastly, some measures differed
in the period of time participants were instructed to focus on
while completing them. For example, the NPI was administered
with state instructions, directing participants to consider how
they felt “right now,” whereas the FFNI did not direct partici-
pants to focus on a specific time period. Compared to the FFNI,
the NPI will thus have focused participants on their current ex-
periences to a greater extent. This may have led to the greater
association of the NPI with status aspirations and the greater
focus of the FFNI-Grandiose with perceived status attainment
(see Hamaker 2023). Further research is needed to determine
which, if any, of these explanations is most plausible.

Another significant challenge in designing longitudinal stud-
ies is choosing an appropriate time lag between data collec-
tion waves to capture the psychological processes of interest
(Hamaker 2023; Singer and Willett 2003). We based the timing
of our data collection waves partly on consideration of what we
believed to be a reasonable timescale for the processes outlined
in the SPIN model and hierometer theory leading to dynamic
changes in status or narcissism (Grapsas et al. 2020; Mahadevan
et al. 2019a). Most processes outlined in these models occur
in specific, situational interactions in which status is pursued
(Back 2018; Kroencke et al. 2023), but the models also predict

that the recurrent, situational pursuit of status will consolidate
into more enduring patterns (Mahadevan et al. 2016; Grapsas
et al. 2020). Our findings are consistent with these predictions,
but we did not incorporate situational processes into our study
design or analyses. Future research should integrate these
processes into prospective studies to test whether particular
forms of situational status pursuit (e.g., self-promotion or other-
derogation) strengthen the prospective associations between
expressions of narcissism and status-relevant factors over time.

We examined 2-week intervals but, as noted earlier, another
study found that grandiose narcissism increased status in a dis-
cussion group early after its formation, but that this higher status
diminished over time (Carlson and DesJardins 2015). A similar
pattern has been noted for popularity and liking; grandiosely
narcissistic individuals are initially well-liked by others, but this
liking diminishes over time (Leckelt et al. 2015; Paulhus 1998;
but see Czarna et al. 2014; Leckelt et al. 2020). It is thus possible
that the prospective associations between status-related factors
and grandiose narcissism we observed would also diminish over
longer periods of time. However, other evidence suggests that
grandiose narcissism may have longer-term effects on status.
Leckelt et al. (2019) found that agentic narcissism predicted a
greater likelihood of holding a leadership position 2years later.
It is thus important to examine different time lags to determine
the limits of our findings and to separately assess different ex-
pressions of narcissism. It is also possible that additional pro-
cesses relating status-relevant factors to narcissism occur over
longer time periods. The processes outlined in the SPIN model
may contribute to developmental and lifespan changes in nar-
cissism over longer periods of time (Grapsas et al. 2020). Future
research should test prospective effects of status pursuit on dif-
ferent expressions of narcissism across longer time periods.

Another limitation is that we examined only self-reports, which
are susceptible to social desirability and shared method variance
(Podsakoff et al. 2003). These concerns are mitigated some-
what by our RI-CLPM design, which focuses on within-person
change in constructs controlling earlier measures of the same
constructs and autoregressive effects. Narcissistic individuals'
perceptions of status attainment, for example, may be inflated
by self-enhancement (Grijalva and Zhang 2016), but our anal-
yses of later perceptions of status attainment control for earlier
perceptions of status attainment, which are similarly affected
by self-enhancement. The effects of social desirability, shared
method variance, and self-enhancement should thus be con-
trolled in these analyses, helping to assess changes in perceived
status beyond these factors. Nevertheless, some participants may
lack insight into their own narcissistic tendencies (Carlson 2013)
or may not clearly appreciate the strengths of their desires for
status or inclusion. Our results also apply only to perceptions,
rather than objective attainment of status and inclusion, though
self-reports of status and inclusion are typically fairly accurate
and are likely to be significant motivators of individual out-
comes whether they are accurate or not (Anderson et al. 2006;
Fournier 2009). Nevertheless, future research should use meth-
ods other than self-report, such as peer or family reports (Vazire
and Mehl 2008).

Our focus on perceptions, rather than objective status indicators,
can provide a different, albeit still valuable, perspective on how
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narcissism relates to status over time. As noted earlier, Carlson
and DesJardins (2015) observed declines in status over time for
more grandiosely narcissistic individuals based on ratings of
status provided by other group members in ongoing discussion
groups. These ratings are more objective than self-perceptions
of status—reflecting actual conferral of status by others—but
they are tied to one specific group. In our study, perceptions of
status attainment were not tied to one group or social network,
allowing for the possibility that narcissistic individuals cogni-
tively aggregate their status across groups and seek new groups
or social networks if they feel their status is diminishing in one
(Benson et al. 2019). Abandoning some groups in favor of others
could help narcissistic individuals maintain or increase status
over time, consistent with the situation selection mechanism of
the SPIN model (Grapsas et al. 2020).

There are also limitations on the extent to which we can gen-
eralize these findings to other populations. We studied only
university students in Canada. We believe this is a useful pop-
ulation to study, as university students experience shifting so-
cial networks, groups, identities, status, and inclusion (Griffin
et al. 2025; Rahal et al. 2020, 2022). Nevertheless, the relatively
pronounced level of malleability within this population may
have contributed to the prospective associations we observed. In
addition, all participants were students in Canada, preventing
any assessment of cultural differences in the psychological pro-
cesses we studied (Henrich et al. 2010). These processes should
be studied in more diverse populations representing different
life stages and cultural backgrounds, particularly non-Western
cultures, to test the cross-cultural generalizability of these find-
ings. Lastly, attrition analyses indicated that participants high
in antagonistic and vulnerable narcissism (as assessed by the
PNI) were less likely to complete more than one wave of data
collection. This will have resulted in a relatively restricted range
on these variables and may have limited our ability to detect as-
sociations of them with status- and inclusion-related constructs.

8 | Conclusions

Our findings contribute to research suggesting that a desire for
status is central to all expressions of narcissism and to research
raising questions about whether narcissism contributes to sta-
tus attainment or whether status attainment cultivates narcis-
sism. People high in all expressions of narcissism have relatively
strong desires for status as demonstrated by stable, between-
person associations. In addition, those higher than usual in
grandiose narcissism, as well as agentic and antagonistic nar-
cissism, had higher desires for status, as well as perceived sta-
tus attainment, over time. Conversely, people with higher than
usual desires for status, or greater than usual perceived status
attainment, had higher grandiose, agentic, and antagonistic
narcissism over time. In contrast, people with greater than per-
ceived inclusion attainment had lower grandiose narcissism
over time. The results were quite different for vulnerable nar-
cissism. Individuals higher than usual in vulnerable narcissism
tended to desire status and inclusion less over time; and individ-
uals with greater than usual status aspirations tended to be less
vulnerably narcissistic over time. Overall, these findings sug-
gest that the desire for status and perceptions of status attain-
ment encourage grandiose narcissism over time. In contrast,

vulnerable narcissism may be linked to greater desires for status
and inclusion generally but disengagement from both forms of
social connection over time.
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Endnotes

LParticipants completed additional measures at each wave that are not
relevant to the research questions addressed here. Specifically, they
completed the Social Worldviews Scale (Duckitt and Fisher 2003),
Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale, Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen
et al. 1983) and Behavioral Activation and Behavioral Inhibition Scales
(Carver and White 1994).

2We also present the correlations between time-varying, within-person
residuals at Waves 2 and 3 in Table S7. These correlations represent the
association between concurrent fluctuations in variables at each time
point (i.e., the within-person deviations) that are not predicted by the
autoregressive or cross-lagged coefficients.
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