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Grandiose narcissism and prosociality are important topics in personality and social psychology, but
research on their interplay is lacking. We present a first large-scale, systematic, and multimethod
investigation linking the two. In 2 studies (N1 � 688, N2 � 336), we assessed grandiose narcissism
comprehensively (i.e., agentic and communal narcissism) and examined its relations with instantiations
of prosociality, namely, objective prosociality (actual behavior in Study 1; round-robin informant-reports
in a real-life setting in Study 2) and subjective prosociality (self-perceptions in Studies 1 and 2). We
obtained a consistent set of results. Agentic narcissism was related to lower objective prosociality and
lower subjective prosociality. Communal narcissism, by contrast, was unrelated to objective prosociality,
but was related to higher subjective prosociality. Additionally, we tested for prosociality self-
enhancement among agentic and communal narcissists. Agentic narcissists evinced the same (and
modest) level of prosociality self-enhancement as their non-narcissistic counterparts. Communal narcis-
sists, by contrast, evinced substantial levels of prosociality self-enhancement, whereas their non-
narcissistic counterparts did not enhance their prosociality at all. We discuss implications of the findings
for the literature on narcissism and antisociality, and for the concept of prosocial personality.
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Grandiose narcissism is one of the most intensely studied topics
in personality and social psychology (Campbell & Miller, 2011;
Thomaes, Brummelman, & Sedikides, in press), as is prosociality
(Davis, 1980; Dovidio, Piliavin, Schroeder, & Penner, 2006). Yet,
little programmatic research has addressed their interrelation
(Konrath & Tian, in press). To close the gap, we report a system-

atic investigation of the relation between grandiose narcissism and
prosociality, making use of large samples and sophisticated meth-
ods. We capture the full range of grandiose narcissism, comple-
menting its agentic form (Campbell & Foster, 2007) with its
communal form (Gebauer, Sedikides, Verplanken, & Maio,
2012).1 Also, we conceptualize prosociality broadly, distinguish-
ing between objective prosociality (actual behavior, round-robin

1 We do not capture the full range of narcissism, but the full range of
grandiose narcissism—namely, agentic and communal narcissism. Besides
those forms of grandiose narcissism, there also exist various forms of
vulnerable narcissism, including hypersensitive narcissism (Hendin &
Cheek, 1997), pathological narcissism (Pincus et al., 2009), and narcissistic
personality disorder (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). We had
two reasons to focus on grandiose narcissism rather than on vulnerable
narcissism. First, grandiose narcissism is the form of narcissism typically
examined in the personality and social psychology literature (Cain et al.,
2008; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Second, and more important, our research
was motivated by evidence for a relation between grandiose (not vulner-
able) narcissism and antisociality (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Jones &
Paulhus, 2010; Twenge & Campbell, 2003).
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informant-reports in a real-life setting) and subjective prosociality
(self-perceptions).2 In the remainder of the Introduction, we dis-
cuss grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) and prosocial-
ity (objective and subjective), before reviewing the sparse and
largely inconclusive literature on their interrelation. After that, we
derive hypotheses and provide an overview of our research.

Grandiose Narcissism

Grandiose narcissists’ global self-evaluations are characterized
by an excessively exalted sense of self-importance, entitlement,
and social power (Campbell & Foster, 2007; Gebauer & Sedikides,
in press-a; Krizan & Herlache, 2017; Morf, Horvath, & Torchetti,
2011; Pincus et al., 2009).3 According to the agency-communion
model of grandiose narcissism, there are two types of grandiose
narcissism: agentic and communal (Gebauer et al., 2012; see also
Gebauer & Sedikides, in press-b; Gebauer, Żemojtel-Piotrowska,
et al., 2018).

Agentic narcissists, by definition, grossly overstate their agentic
attributes (e.g., intelligence, creativity, scholastic aptitude), but not
their communal attributes (e.g., agreeableness, fairness, coopera-
tiveness). This exacerbated level of agentic self-enhancement is
responsible for the label “agentic narcissism,” and it also accounts
for how agentic narcissists subjectively justify or rationalize their
global self-evaluations (i.e., their excessively exalted sense of
self-importance, entitlement, and social power). Communal nar-
cissists, by definition, grossly overestimate their communal, but
not their agentic, attributes. That heightened level of communal
self-enhancement is responsible for the label “communal narcis-
sism,” while also accounting for how communal narcissists sub-
jectively justify or rationalize their global self-evaluations (again:
excessively exalted sense of self-importance, entitlement, and so-
cial power).

The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry,
1988) is the most popular measure of grandiose narcissism, em-
ployed in over three-quarters of empirical studies (Cain, Pincus, &
Ansell, 2008). In fact, the labels “grandiose narcissism” and “NPI-
narcissism” have often been used synonymously (Miller & Camp-
bell, 2008). According to the agency-communion model, however,
the NPI is not a measure of grandiose narcissism per se, but rather
a measure of agentic narcissism (Gebauer et al., 2012; Gebauer,
Żemojtel-Piotrowska, et al., 2018). This assertion has received
empirical backing. A meta-analysis of 171 correlations from 36
studies found that NPI-narcissists grossly overemphasize their
agentic attributes, but not their communal attributes (Grijalva &
Zhang, 2016; see also Gebauer & Sedikides, in press-a, in press-b).
Face validity considerations also speak for the NPI as a measure of
agentic narcissism: Sample-items are “I will be a success,” “I
rarely depend on anyone else to get things done,” and “I am more
capable than other people.” In contrast, the Communal Narcissism
Inventory (CNI; Gebauer et al., 2012) is a psychometrically sound
measure of communal narcissism (Gebauer et al., 2012; Gebauer,
Żemojtel-Piotrowska, et al., 2018; Żemojtel-Piotrowska, Czarna,
Piotrowski, Baran, & Maltby, 2016). Face validity considerations
also speak for the CNI as a measure of communal narcissism:
Sample-items are “I am the most caring person in my social
surrounding,” “I will be well known for the good deeds I will have
done,” and “I greatly enrich others’ lives.”

Prosociality

Prosociality has received center stage in sociology (Fetchen-
hauer, Flache, Buunk, & Lindenberg, 2006), economics (Fehr &
Fischbacher, 2003), evolutionary science (Axelrod, 2006), and
psychology (Batson & Powell, 2003; Dovidio et al., 2006). In
personality psychology the focus has been on person-level predic-
tors (the “prosocial personality”; Davis, 1980; Oliner & Oliner,
1988; Penner, Escarraz, & Ellis, 1983), whereas in social psychol-
ogy the focus has been on situational predictors (social norms:
Schwartz, 1977; affect: Cialdini, Darby, & Vincent, 1973; time
pressure: Darley & Batson, 1973; social exclusion: Twenge,
Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Bartels, 2007). Robust person-
ality predictors have proven harder to pinpoint than situational
ones (Batson & Powell, 2003; Erez, Mikulincer, van Ijzendoorn, &
Kroonenberg, 2008; Omoto & Snyder, 1995), probing some schol-
ars to characterize the search for the prosocial personality as
unsuccessful (Gergen, Gergen, & Meter, 1972; Hartshorne & May,
1928; Piliavin, Dovidio, Gaertner, & Clark, 1981). Recent findings
are more hopeful, pointing to agreeableness (Graziano & Tobin,
2013) and empathy (Paciello, Fida, Cerniglia, Tramontano, &
Cole, 2013) as predictors of prosociality. Those findings notwith-
standing, evidence for the potency of personality to predict proso-
ciality remains in demand.

We conceptualize prosociality as objective (i.e., prosocial be-
havior, informant-reported prosociality) and subjective (i.e., proso-
cial self-perception or self-reports). Objective prosociality is im-
portant to social relationships (Wentzel & McNamara, 1999) and
carries interpersonal benefits such as harmony (Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2010). Subjective prosociality is an important part of the
self-concept (Nehrlich, Gebauer, Sedikides, & Abele, 2018), and
carries personal benefits such as higher well-being (Gebauer,
Riketta, Broemer, & Maio, 2008). Objective and subjective proso-
ciality are related: Prosocial behavior feeds into prosocial self-
perceptions (Bem, 1972), and prosocial self-perceptions motivate
prosocial behavior (Gebauer, Sedikides, Lüdtke, & Neberich,
2014). The two types of prosociality also differ: They can have
divergent antecedents (Norenzayan & Shariff, 2008), with subjec-
tive (compared with objective) prosociality being more strongly
influenced by self-enhancement (Paulhus & Holden, 2010). Re-
gardless, a thorough analysis ought to take into account both forms
of prosociality as well as their links with grandiose (i.e., agentic
and communal) narcissism.

2 In line with much previous research (John & Robins, 1994; Kenny,
1994), the terms “objective prosociality” and “subjective prosociality”
refer to two complementary forms of prosociality. The terms do not refer
to an objective and a subjective measure of the same construct. In fact, it
is doubtful that any psychological measure is truly objective, including our
measures of objective prosociality. More precisely, all psychological mea-
sures probably include some subjective element (Funder, 1995; Vazire,
2010). Having said that, we did our best to assess objective prosociality as
objectively (i.e., non-subjectively) as possible (see our Method sections for
details).

3 Grandiose narcissism is a continuous personality trait. For the sake of
expositional simplicity, however, we use dichotomous labels in this article.
We follow Back et al. (2013) in referring to individuals who score rela-
tively high (low) on the narcissism continuum as “narcissists” (“non-
narcissists”).
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Grandiose Narcissism and Prosociality:
A Literature Review

Does grandiose narcissism predict prosociality? We will review
the literature separately for agentic and communal narcissism (for
a recent review, see also Konrath & Tian, in press).

Agentic Narcissism

One stream of evidence on the link between agentic narcissism
and prosociality is indirect, addressing antisociality rather than
prosociality. Agentic narcissism positively predicts multiple indi-
cators of objective antisociality (aggression—Bushman &
Baumeister, 1998; Jones & Paulhus, 2010; Twenge & Campbell,
2003; exploitativeness—Konrath, Corneille, Bushman, & Lumi-
net, 2014; sexual coercion—Bushman, Bonacci, Van Dijk, &
Baumeister, 2003; punitiveness—Böckler, Sharifi, Kanske, Dzi-
obek, & Singer, 2017) and multiple indicators of subjective anti-
sociality (vengefulness—Brown, 2004; exploitativeness—Menon
& Sharland, 2011; delinquency—Barry, Grafeman, Adler, & Pick-
ard, 2007; Barry, Pickard, & Ansel, 2009; aggression—Lawrence,
2006). Although antisociality and prosociality should not be re-
garded as endpoints of a continuum (Krueger, Hicks, & McGue,
2001), this body of work highlights agentic narcissism as a prom-
ising predictor of (low) prosociality.

Another stream of evidence for the link between agentic narcis-
sism and prosociality is direct, addressing prosociality rather than
antisociality. This body of work has examined the relation between
agentic narcissism on the one hand and objective prosociality as
well as subjective prosociality on the other. The evidence, how-
ever, is sparse and inconclusive. To begin, few studies have
addressed the relation between agentic narcissism and objective
prosociality, and those studies yielded inconsistent results: Agentic
narcissism is sometimes related to higher objective prosociality
(informant-reports—Kauten & Barry, 2016), sometimes to lower
objective prosociality (economic game behavior—Böckler et al.,
2017), and sometimes unrelated to it (informant-reports—Barry,
Lui, Lee-Rowland, & Moran, 2017; Kauten & Barry, 2014). One
potential reason for this inconclusiveness is that prior studies relied
entirely on small samples (mean sample size: N � 135, range: 122
to 155), thus failing to meet the sample size requirements for stable
correlation estimates (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013). In a similar
vein, few studies have addressed the link between agentic narcis-
sism and subjective prosociality, and they have also yielded in-
consistent results: Agentic narcissism is sometimes related to
higher subjective prosociality (Barry, Lui, & Anderson, 2017;
Barry et al., 2017; Eberly-Lewis & Coetzee, 2015; Kauten &
Barry, 2014, 2016; Konrath, Ho, & Zarins, 2016), sometimes to
lower subjective prosociality (Brunell, Tumblin, & Buelow, 2014;
Jonason, Li, & Teicher, 2010), and sometimes unrelated to it
(Brunell et al., 2014; Eberly-Lewis & Coetzee, 2015; Jonason et
al., 2010; Konrath et al., 2016). Again, one potential reason for the
inconclusiveness is reliance on small samples (Barry et al., 2017;
Barry et al., 2017; Kauten & Barry, 2014, 2016). Taken together,
agentic narcissism is a credible predictor of antisociality, but not of
prosociality, be it objective or subjective. The extant evidence is
scarce and inconclusive.

Communal Narcissism

Most of the research on grandiose narcissism and prosociality
has been concerned with agentic narcissism. However, communal
narcissism may be more relevant to prosociality, given that proso-
ciality is a manifestation of communion (Abele & Wojciszke,
2014; Gebauer et al., 2014). Thus, we wondered whether commu-
nal narcissism qualifies as a predictor of objective and subjective
prosociality.

The scant literature on the link between communal narcissism
and prosociality has yielded direct, albeit partially inconclusive,
evidence. Communal narcissism is sometimes negatively related to
objective prosociality (Gebauer et al., 2012, Study 5) and some-
times unrelated to it (Barry et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2018).
Specifically, Gebauer et al. (2012) assessed communal narcissism
and prosociality informant-reports in a sample of 106 first-year
psychology students. Communal narcissists evinced lower objec-
tive (i.e., informant-reported) prosociality than their non-
narcissistic counterparts. Barry and colleagues (Barry et al., 2017)
assessed communal narcissism and prosociality informant-reports
in a sample of 136 adolescents in a residential program. In contrast
to the Gebauer et al. findings, communal narcissists did not differ
from their non-narcissistic counterparts in their objective (i.e.,
informant-reported) prosociality. Likewise, Yang et al. (2018)
assessed communal narcissism and ultimatum-game giving in
samples totaling 143 undergraduate students across two studies.
Communal narcissists did not differ from their non-narcissistic
counterparts in their objective prosociality (i.e., ultimatum-game
giving). Together, the evidence on the relation between communal
narcissism and objective prosociality appears inconclusive.

The evidence on the link between communal narcissism and
subjective prosociality is consistent, but sparse. Communal narcis-
sism was related to higher subjective prosociality across two
small-scale investigations (Barry et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2018).
Barry et al. (2017) found a modest, positive relation between
communal narcissism and subjective prosociality in their sample
of 136 adolescents in a residential program. Yang et al. (2018)
found a similar positive relation in their Study 1 sample of 81
undergraduate students.

The literature on communal narcissism and prosociality has
some weaknesses. First, it has relied entirely on small samples
(mean sample size: N � 103, range: 62 to 136), falling short of
adherence to sample size requirements for stable correlation esti-
mates (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013). Second, some of the liter-
ature (Barry et al., 2017) has focused on rather specific partici-
pants, namely, at-risk adolescents who dropped out of school; as
such, it is unclear whether the results are generalizable to norma-
tive, adult populations. Finally, and more broadly, given the pos-
itive relation between agentic and communal narcissism (Fatfouta,
Zeigler-Hill, & Schröder-Abé, 2017; Gebauer et al., 2012; Ge-
bauer, Żemojtel-Piotrowska, et al., 2018), it is imperative that
researchers control for one form of grandiose narcissism when
examining the presumed “outcomes” of the other form. This way,
researchers can insure that apparent outcomes of agentic narcis-
sism are not spuriously caused by communal narcissism, and vice
versa (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). To concretize, the inconsistent
relations between agentic narcissism and prosociality may be
partly due to spurious “effects” of communal narcissism, and the
somewhat inconsistent relations between communal narcissism
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and prosociality may be partly attributable to agentic narcissism.
We implemented this control in the current research. In all, the
state of literature on grandiose narcissism and prosociality calls for
more systematic and methodologically rigorous testing, a call to
which the present article responds.

Hypotheses and Competitive Testing

We were concerned with four relations (Table 1): (a) Agentic
narcissism and objective prosociality, (b) agentic narcissism and
subjective prosociality, (c) communal narcissism and objective
prosociality, and (d) communal narcissism and subjective proso-
ciality.

Agentic Narcissism and Objective Prosociality

Two perspectives provide contradictory hypotheses. Although
the relation between agentic narcissism and objective prosociality
is mixed (negative: Böckler et al., 2017; Konrath et al., 2016;
positive: Kauten & Barry, 2016; null: Barry et al., 2017; Kauten &
Barry, 2014), the relation between agentic narcissism and objec-
tive antisociality (i.e., indirect evidence) is consistent: Agentic
narcissism is linked to antisociality (Böckler et al., 2017; Bushman
& Baumeister, 1998; Bushman et al., 2003; Jones & Paulhus,
2010; Konrath et al., 2014; Twenge & Campbell, 2003). Antiso-
ciality is not necessarily the opposite of prosociality (Krueger et
al., 2001), but the two are substantially and negatively related
(Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Miller & Eisenberg, 1988). Based on
the agentic narcissism and antisociality literature, then, it appears
reasonable to assume a negative relation between agentic narcis-
sism and objective prosociality. The agency-communion model of

grandiose narcissism, though, posits that agentic narcissists are
indifferent to communion, including prosociality (Gebauer et al.,
2012; see also Paulhus & John, 1998). Also, as mentioned previ-
ously, agentic narcissism is sometimes unrelated to objective
prosociality (Barry et al., 2017; Kauten & Barry, 2014) and some-
times related to higher objective prosociality (Kauten & Barry,
2016). Hence, this perspective would arguably anticipate no rela-
tion between agentic narcissism and objective prosociality. Given
the plausibility of the two perspectives, we refrained from hypoth-
esizing and pit them against each other (i.e., competitive testing;
Platt, 1964; see also Sedikides, Gaertner, Luke, O’Mara, & Ge-
bauer, 2013).

Agentic Narcissism and Subjective Prosociality

The literature does not inform the relation between agentic
narcissism and subjective prosociality. This relation has been
erratic: sometimes positive (Barry et al., 2017; Barry et al., 2017;
Eberly-Lewis & Coetzee, 2015; Kauten & Barry, 2014, 2016;
Konrath et al., 2016), sometimes negative (Jonason et al., 2010),
sometimes null (Eberly-Lewis & Coetzee, 2015; Jonason et al.,
2010; Konrath et al., 2016). The agency-communion model, how-
ever, makes a nuanced prediction: Agentic narcissists are not any
more or less biased in their communal/prosociality self-perception
than their non-narcissistic counterparts (see also Paulhus & John,
1998). Hence, we hypothesize that the relation between agentic
narcissism and subjective prosociality will be similar to the rela-
tion between agentic narcissism and objective prosociality (what-
ever the latter might be—see above).

Table 1
Overview of the Relations of Interest, Hypotheses, Evidence From Studies 1–2, and Conclusions

Relation of interest Hypotheses Evidence from Study 1 Evidence from Study 2 Conclusion

Agentic narcissism
¡ objective
prosociality

H1A: negative relation (cf.
research on agentic
narcissism and
antisociality)

� r(688) � �.20,
95% CI [�.31, �.10]

� r(336) � �.30,
95% CI [�.45, �.09]

Agentic narcissists are
less prosocial than
non-narcissists

H1B: null relation (cf.
agency-communion
model)

� strong support in favor of H1A

over H1B (BFapprox � 460)
� strong support in favor of H1A

over H1B (BFapprox � 271)

Agentic narcissism
¡ subjective
prosociality

H2: relation will be similar
to the one between
agentic narcissism and
objective prosociality
(cf. agency-communion
model)

� r(688) � �.26,
95% CI [�.37, �.13]

� r(336) � �.33,
95% CI [�.49, �.15]

Agentic narcissists’
prosociality self-
perceptions are not
particularly biased
(Figures 3, 6, and
7a)

� support for H2 (model
parsimony)

� support for H2 (model
parsimony)

Communal narcissism
¡ objective
prosociality

H3A: positive relation (cf.
consistency perspective)

� r(688) � .11,
95% CI [�.01, .22]

� r(336) � .08,
95% CI [�.09, .23]

Communal narcissists
are, by and large,
not any more or
less prosocial than
non-narcissists

H3B: null relation (cf.
agency-communion
model)

� somewhat ambiguous support
in favor of H3B over H3A

(model parsimony)

� support in favor of H3B over
H3A (model parsimony)

Communal narcissism
¡ subjective
prosociality

H4: relation of larger size
to the one between
communal narcissism
and objective
prosociality (cf. agency-
communion model)

� r(688) � .38,
95% CI [.26, .48]

� r(336) � .49,
95% CI [.33, .63]

Communal narcissists’
prosociality self-
perceptions are
particularly biased,
reflecting excessive
prosocial self-
enhancement
(Figures 3, 6, and
7b)

� strong support for H4

(BFapprox � 45)
� strong support for H4

(BFapprox � 15,800)
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Communal Narcissism and Objective Prosociality

The scarce literature on the relation between communal narcis-
sism and objective prosociality is inconclusive, as it was found to
be negative (Gebauer et al., 2012) and null (Barry et al., 2017;
Yang et al., 2018). Two theoretical perspectives lead to opposing
hypotheses. According to various forms of the consistency per-
spective (e.g., symbolic self-completion theory—Wicklund &
Gollwitzer, 1982; self-verification theory—Swann, 2011), people
behave in ways consistent with their self-perceptions in an effort to
validate them. Given that communal narcissists hold particularly
prosocial self-perceptions (Barry et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2018),
this perspective predicts that communal narcissists will also be-
have (at least somewhat) more prosocially than their non-
narcissistic counterparts (i.e., positive relation between communal
narcissism and objective prosociality). In contrast, the agency-
communion model postulates that narcissists are invested in their
(prosocial) self-perceptions, but not in their actual (prosocial)
behavior. Given that communal narcissists are convinced of their
exceptional prosociality, they will see no need to behave proso-
cially (moral licensing—Miller & Effron, 2010), resulting in a null
relation between communal narcissism and objective prosociality.
Again, we refrained from hypothesizing and engaged in compet-
itive testing (Platt, 1964; Sedikides et al., 2013).

Communal Narcissism and Subjective Prosociality

A core tenet of the agency-communion model is that communal
narcissists unduly self-enhance their communal attributes, includ-
ing their prosociality. One consequence of that tenet is that the
relation between communal narcissism and subjective prosociality
should be significantly larger (i.e., more positive or less negative;
cf. Gebauer, Bleidorn, et al., 2014) than the relation between
communal narcissism and objective prosociality. Indirect evidence
is in line with that prediction. Specifically, the relation between
communal narcissism and subjective prosociality appears to be
positive (Barry et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2018), whereas the relation
between communal narcissism and objective prosociality does not
appear to be positive and is perhaps even negative (see previous
paragraph). In short, we hypothesize that communal narcissism
will be more positively (less negatively) related to subjective
prosociality than objective prosociality (whatever the relation be-
tween communal narcissism and objective prosociality might be—
see above).

Overview

We present two large-scale and multimethod studies on the
relation between grandiose narcissism and prosociality. Both stud-
ies include measures of agentic narcissism, communal narcissism,
objective prosociality, and subjective prosociality. Also, both stud-
ies use complementary and established indices of objective proso-
ciality. In Study 1, a laboratory investigation, we assessed objec-
tive prosociality with different instantiations of prosocial behavior
(i.e., dictator game, ultimatum game, charity donation). In Study 2,
a round-robin design, we assessed objective prosociality with
informant-reports. Here, participants evaluated themselves and
their peers in student work-groups.

Study 1

Study 1 was a large-scale (N � 688) laboratory investigation
with three assessment waves. In each wave, we measured grandi-
ose narcissism (agentic and communal) and subjective prosociality
via self-reports. Also in each wave, we measured objective proso-
ciality with three behavioral instantiations of prosociality: the
dictator game (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1986), the ultima-
tum game (Güth, Schmittberger, & Schwarze, 1982), and charity
donations (Verplanken & Holland, 2002). We consider the behav-
ioral assessment of objective prosociality a strength. Behavioral
measures are ecologically valid (Baumeister, Vohs, & Funder,
2007), unaffected by introspective limitation (Wilson, 2002), and
immune to self-report biases (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007). Also, the
use of multiple behavioral facets allowed us to operationalize
objective prosociality as those facets’ common core (g-factor;
Spearman, 1904), thus bypassing criticism of single behavioral
measures being too specific for capturing suitably the influence of
broad personality variables such as grandiose narcissism (Fleeson,
2004).

Method

The ethics committee at Humboldt-University of Berlin’s Insti-
tute of Psychology approved this study (title of ethics application:
Self-enhancement and Religiosity; protocol number: 2012–44).
The data were collected with the intent to address several inde-
pendent questions (see online supplement S1 for all additional
scales included in the study).

Participants. As we stated above, the study comprised three
assessment waves. 688 participants completed assessment 1 (age:
M � 24.63, SD � 4.27; sex: 62.4% women, 34.6% men, 3.1%
nonresponders), 521 participants completed assessment 2, and 505
participants completed assessment 3.4 Time lags between assess-
ments were about six months. Participants were recruited through
flyers and emails at the Humboldt-University of Berlin, Germany.
The resulting sample consisted predominantly of students from
diverse topic areas. They received either course credit or monetary
compensation (10€ for assessment 1, 14€ for assessment 2, 18€ for
assessment 3) and were also paid out their winnings from the
economic games.

Measures and procedure. Participants reported for the study
in groups of up to 10, but completed all measures in individual
booths. In each assessment wave, they completed the following
measures (in that order)5: Dictator game, ultimatum game, three
subjective prosociality measures (randomized), two narcissism
measures (randomized), charity donation. We administered all
self-report measures on PCs.

Agentic narcissism. The 16-item version of the Narcissistic
Personality Inventory (NPI; Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006; for
the German translation, see Schütz, Marcus, & Sellin, 2004) is the
abbreviated version of the 40-item NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988),

4 Gebauer et al. (2015) as well as Gebauer et al. (2017) reported some
analyses based on this data set. However, they tested none of the hypoth-
eses or relations with which this study is concerned.

5 We combined two samples (Studies 2A and 2B from Gebauer et al.,
2017) that used the same study set-up. The only difference between the two
samples was that Gebauer et al.’s Study 2B included a few additional
self-report measures.
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the most common measure of agentic narcissism (Miller & Camp-
bell, 2011). Each item contains two statements, one narcissistic
and one non-narcissistic. Participants choose the statement that
describes them best. Sample items are: “I am more capable than
other people” (narcissistic statement) versus “There is a lot I can
learn from other people” (non-narcissistic statement), and “I like
having authority over other people” (narcissistic statement) versus
“I don’t mind following orders” (non-narcissistic statement). Cron-
bach’s alpha is an unsuitable reliability coefficient for broad,
multifaceted measures (Cronbach, 1951; Schmitt, 1996). Yet, our
three assessment waves allowed us to estimate the retest-reliability
(rtt), indicating high reliability (rtt � [r12 � r23]/r13 � [.780 �
.837]/.764 � .85; Heise, 1969; see also Robins, Hendin, &
Trzesniewski, 2001).6

Communal narcissism. The 16-item Communal Narcissism
Inventory (Gebauer et al., 2012) assesses grandiose self-thoughts
in the communal domain. Sample items are “I will bring freedom
to the people” and “I am generally the most trustworthy person”
(1 � absolutely wrong, 7 � absolutely right). Retest-reliability
was high (rtt � [r12 � r23]/r13 � [.749 � .779]/.705 � .83).

Subjective prosociality. We assessed subjective prosociality
with three scales. The 20-item Self-Report Altruism Scale (Rushton,
Chrisjohn, & Fekken, 1981) measures everyday prosocial behaviors.
Sample items are “I have helped an acquaintance to move house-
holds” and “I have given directions to a stranger.” Participants re-
ported how often they engaged in the prosocial behavior during the
last 12 months, relative to opportunity (1 � about 0%, 2 � about
25%, 3 � about 50%, 4 � about 75%, 5 � about 100% of the time;
an additional response-option allowed them to indicate that they had
no opportunity at all). Retest-reliability was high (rtt � [r12 � r23]/
r13 � [.630 � .709]/.599 � .75).

The 10-item Civic Engagement Scale (adapted from Shah, 1998)
measures civic engagement activities at the community level and the
(inter-)national level. Sample items are “Do you regularly donate
money for local or neighborly charitable causes?” (community level)
and “Are you a member of (at least) one national or international
charity organization?” ([inter-]national level; 1 � yes, 0 � no).
Retest-reliability was high (rtt � [r12 � r23]/r13 � [.758 � .761]/
.693 � .83).

Finally, four moral quandaries (adapted from Tanyi & Bruder,
2014) measure prosocial orientation in the form of hypothetical sce-
narios. For each moral quandary, participants choose between bene-
fitting others (i.e., prosocial decision) and benefitting themselves (i.e.,
nonprosocial decision). In one scenario, for example, participants
imagine that they inherited a considerable amount of money, and need
to choose between donating the money (prosocial) versus buying
themselves a house (nonprosocial). We assessed subjective prosoci-
ality via the number of prosocial choices (between 0 and 4). Retest-
reliability was acceptable (rtt � [r12 � r23]/r13 � [.568 � .621]/
.585 � .60).

Objective prosociality. We assessed objective prosociality with
three measures: the dictator game (Kahneman et al., 1986), the ulti-
matum game (Güth et al., 1982), and a charity donation task (adapted
from Verplanken & Holland, 2002). The dictator game is a classic
measure of prosociality in economic contexts. Participants received
ten 10-cent coins to distribute between themselves and another par-
ticipant in the room (i.e., their “game partner”). Participants did not
know which other person in the room was their game partner. They
were free to distribute the money in any way they wanted. The

amount of money they gave to the game partner (from 0–100 cent)
served as our first measure of objective prosociality (i.e., the higher
the amount, the higher objective prosociality). Retest-reliability was
high (rtt � [r12 � r23]/r13 � [.580 � .717]/.505 � .82).

The ultimatum game is another classic measure of prosociality in
economic contexts. Participants again received ten 10-cent coins to
distribute between themselves and a game partner. As before, they did
not know which other person in the room was their game partner
(only that it was a different person than in the dictator game). They
were free to distribute the money in any way they wanted. Unlike in
the dictator game, however, they knew that their game partner had the
opportunity to reject their offer. In that case, neither the participant nor
the game partner would receive any money. The amount of money
that the participant gave to the game partner (from 0–100 cents)
served as our second measure of objective prosociality (i.e., the higher
the amount, the higher objective prosociality). Retest-reliability was
high (rtt � [r12 � r23]/r13 � [.460 � .654]/.408 � .74).

The charity donation task gave participants the option to donate
money to charity. After debriefing, participants were told that the
Psychology Department is involved in a charity program, donating
money to two leading humanitarian help organizations (“Greenpeace”
and “Brot für die Welt” [“Bread for the World”]). Participants had the
opportunity to donate money anonymously in their booths. They
received their winnings in the economic games prior to the donation
task, so that even those who did not carry money had the opportunity
to donate. Their donations (in cents) served as the third measure of
objective prosociality.7 Retest-reliability was high (rtt � [r12 � r23]/
r13 � [.722 � .648]/.568 � .82).

Analysis strategy. We used structural equation modeling (la-
vaan; Rosseel, 2012) and accounted for missing data via full infor-
mation maximum likelihood estimation (FIML; Arbuckle, 1996). As
described in the Method section, agentic and communal narcissism
were highly stable across the three assessment waves. Therefore, we
operationalized agentic narcissism as a latent variable with three
indicators: agentic narcissism at assessments 1, 2, and 3 (Figure 1, top
left). Likewise, we operationalized communal narcissism as a latent
variable with three indicators: communal narcissism at assessments 1,
2, and 3 (Figure 1, top right). As further described in the Methods
section, all three objective prosociality measures were highly stable
across the three assessment waves. Therefore, we operationalized
each objective prosociality facet as a latent variable with three indi-
cators: that prosociality facet at assessments 1, 2, and 3. To estimate
the g-factor of the three objective prosociality facets, we specified a
second-order latent variable (Gustafsson & Balke, 1993) with the
three objective prosociality facets (first-order latent variables) as in-
dicators (Figure 1, bottom left). We proceeded similarly regarding
subjective prosociality, given that, as we describe in the Method
section, all three subjective prosociality measures were also highly
stable across the three assessments (Figure 1, bottom right). The

6 We used the R-package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) to calculate rs12, rs13,
and rs23, allowing us to handle missing data via full information maximum
likelihood estimation (Asendorpf, Van De Schoot, Denissen, & Hutteman,
2014).

7 Participants donated 1,081.45€ (approximately US$1,200) across the
three assessment waves. We transferred this monetary sum to Greenpeace
Germany and Brot für die Welt.

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

147NARCISSISM AND PROSOCIALITY



resultant structural equation model allowed us to examine simultane-
ously the relations among the variables of interest: agentic and com-
munal narcissism, objective and subjective prosociality. Put differ-
ently, we were able to examine all hypotheses concurrently, in a single
model (see Figure 1).

To assess the model’s goodness of fit, we inspected four common
indices (Hu & Bentler, 1999): chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio
(�2/df; Wheaton, Muthén, Alwin, & Summers, 1977), comparative fit
index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), root mean square of approximation (RM-
SEA; Steiger & Lind, 1980), standardized root-mean-square residual
(SRMR; Bentler, 1995). For all results, we report standardized path
coefficients together with their bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals
(number of bootstrap resamples: 10,000; Efron, 1979).

Finally, we used model comparison techniques to gauge the em-
pirical plausibility of the four hypotheses. As a reminder, we refrained
from formulating strong hypotheses regarding some relations between
grandiose narcissism and prosociality, opting for competitive testing.
We thus adopted a model comparison strategy: Starting from our
structural equation model (see Figure 1), we added specific con-
straints in accordance with the theoretical predictions at hand. We
then compared the constrained versus the unconstrained models on
the basis of their model fit and Akaike Information Criteria (AIC;
Akaike, 1973). Notably, AIC-differences between two models can be
transformed into evidence ratios or approximate Bayes Factors (via
the formula BFapprox � exp[�0.5 � �AIC]; Burnham, Anderson, &
Huyvaert, 2011, p. 26). Those ratios compare directly the empirical
plausibility of one model versus its alternative model. In other words,
evidence ratios allow interpreting directly the empirical plausibility of
our competing hypotheses. To illustrate, a BFapprox of 5 signifies that
the favored model is five times more likely than the alternative model,
given the data. We adhered to recommended standards for interpret-

ing evidence ratios (Schönbrodt, 2015). A BFapprox under 2.7 is
commonly considered as indecisive evidence for either model, and, in
such cases, we favored the more parsimonious model (Burnham &
Anderson, 2002).

Results and Discussion

Our model fit the data very well (see Figure 1): �2/df � 549.54/
256 � 2.15, CFI � .96, RMSEA � .04, 95% CI [.04, .05], SRMR �
.05 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). We proceeded to examine relations among
the two forms of grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) and
the two types of prosociality (objective and subjective). As Figure 1
shows, agentic and communal narcissism were moderately and pos-
itively related, r(688) � .35, 95% CI [.27, .43] (Cohen, 1988). This
finding replicates past research on the agency-communion model
(Fatfouta et al., 2017; Gebauer et al., 2012). Moreover, in our model
objective and subjective prosociality were strongly and positively
related, r(688) � .51, 95% CI [.38, .65]. (Note that, in our model, this
relation is akin to a partial correlation, which controls for agentic and
communal narcissism.) The size of the latter relation indicates that
objective prosociality and subjective prosociality share a considerable
amount of variance, while being nonredundant. Next, we turned to our
key hypotheses.

Agentic narcissism and objective prosociality. We tested
whether agentic narcissism and objective prosociality would be either
negatively related (empirically derived perspective based on the agen-
tic narcissism-antisociality literature) or unrelated (theoretically de-
rived perspective based on the agency-communion model). We ob-
tained a small-to-moderate negative relation, r(688) � �.20, 95% CI
[�.31, �.10] (see Figure 1). Moving toward a competitive test of the
two hypotheses, we constrained the path between agentic narcissism

Figure 1. Study 1’s results: Relations between grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) and prosociality
(objective and subjective). a1–a3 � assessments 1–3.
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and objective prosociality to zero. Adding this constraint significantly
worsened the fit of the model, ��2 � 14.27, p � .001. Likewise, the
AIC comparison revealed a �AIC of 12.26 and, thus, a BFapprox of
460.4 in favor of the unconstrained model. In other words, given the
data, a negative relation between agentic narcissism and objective
prosociality is 460.4 times more likely than no relation. Agentic
narcissists are objectively less prosocial than non-narcissists. The
results are consistent with the empirically derived perspective at the
expense of the agency-communion model.

Agentic narcissism and subjective prosociality. We tested
whether the size of the relation between agentic narcissism and
subjective prosociality would equal the size of the relation between
agentic narcissism and objective prosociality, as predicted by the
agency-communion model. We obtained a small-to-moderate neg-
ative relation between agentic narcissism and subjective prosoci-
ality, r(688) � �.26, 95% CI [�.37, �.13] (see Figure 1). To find
out whether this relation was of equal size to the relation between
agentic narcissism and objective prosociality, we set an equality
constraint to the two relevant paths (agentic narcissism ¡ objec-
tive prosociality and agentic narcissism ¡ subjective prosociality).
Adding this equality constraint did not affect model fit, ��2 �
0.001, p � .99. Likewise, the AIC comparison revealed a �AIC of
2 and, thus, a BFapprox of 1 (Burnham & Anderson, 2002). This
indicates that the two models were equally plausible, in which case
we favor the constrained model due to its greater parsimony: The
negative relation between agentic narcissism and subjective proso-
ciality equals the negative relation between agentic narcissism and
objective prosociality. The results were consistent with the agency-
communion model.

Communal narcissism and objective prosociality. We
tested whether communal narcissism and objective prosociality
were positively related (consistency perspective) or unrelated
(agency-communion model). We obtained a small and nonsignif-
icant relation, r(688) � .11, 95% CI [�.01, .22] (see Figure 1). To
test competitively the two perspectives, we constrained the path
between communal narcissism and objective prosociality to zero.
Adding this constraint significantly worsened the fit of the model,
albeit not by far, ��2 � 4.03, p � .04. Likewise, the AIC
comparison revealed a �AIC of 2.03 and, thus, a BFapprox of 2.8 in
favor of the unconstrained model. At best, such a small evidence
ratio is considered only tentative evidence for the favored model
(cf. Schönbrodt, 2015). In all, the results were somewhat ambig-
uous regarding the relation between communal narcissism and
objective prosociality, and, by implication, the viability of the two
theoretical perspectives.

Communal narcissism and subjective prosociality. Finally,
we tested whether the relation between communal narcissism and
subjective prosociality is more positive than that between commu-
nal narcissism and objective prosociality. The relation between
communal narcissism and subjective prosociality was compara-
tively large, r(688) � .38, 95% CI [.26, .48] (see Figure 1). To find
out whether the two relations were of unequal size, we set an
equality constraint to the two relevant paths (communal narcissism
¡ objective prosociality, and communal narcissism ¡ subjective
prosociality). Adding the equality constraint significantly wors-
ened the fit of our model, ��2 � 9.61, p � .002. Likewise, the AIC
comparison revealed a �AIC of 7.61 and, thus, a BFapprox of 45.0
in favor of the unconstrained model. In support of the agency-

communion model, communal narcissism was more positively
related to subjective than objective prosociality.

Additional models. Above we presented the results for the
full model, including both agentic and communal narcissism. This
full model allowed us to investigate unique effects of agentic
narcissism (controlling for communal narcissism) and of commu-
nal narcissism (controlling for agentic narcissism). Such controls
are important, because agentic and communal narcissism are in-
terrelated (see Figure 1). At the same time, including simultane-
ously agentic and communal narcissism increases the complexity
of the model, thereby potentially hampering concise answers re-
garding links between grandiose narcissism and prosociality. Thus,
we supplemented the results of our full model by computing two
additional models, repeating all analyses. Those additional models
can help to clarify ambiguous results from the full model, includ-
ing the relation between communal narcissism and objective
prosociality. Our additional “agentic narcissism only model” is
depicted in Figure 2a. This model did not include communal
narcissism, but was otherwise identical to the full model. Our
additional “communal narcissism only model” is depicted in Fig-
ure 2b. That model did not include agentic narcissism, but was
otherwise identical to the full model.

Like the full model, the two additional models fitted our data
very well (agentic narcissism only model: �2/df � 436.24/194 �
2.25, CFI � .96, RMSEA � .04, 95% CI [.04, .05], SRMR � .06;
communal narcissism only model: �2/df � 443.98/194 � 2.29,
CFI � .95, RMSEA � .04, 95% CI [.04, .05], SRMR � .05). Most
important, results of the two additional models were conceptually
identical to those of the full model (see Figure 1). Of particular
interest, the communal narcissism only model (Figure 2b) helped
to clarify the somewhat ambiguous relation between communal
narcissism and objective prosociality in the full model. As a
reminder, the full model examined this relation using three com-
plementary statistical tests (CI, ��2-test, and BFapprox), and the
three tests did not fully converge on the same conclusion. By
contrast, in the communal narcissism only model the same three
statistical tests did converge on a single conclusion: Communal
narcissism was unrelated to objective prosociality as evidenced by
a nonsignificant relation, r(688) � .04, 95% CI [�.07, .14], a
nonsignificant drop in model fit when constraining this relation to
zero, ��2 � 0.59, p � .44, and a BFapprox of 2.0 (�AIC of 1.41),
favoring the more parsimonious constraint model (i.e., the model
where the path from communal narcissism to objective prosocial-
ity was constrained to zero).

Prosociality self-enhancement. A core tenet of the agency-
communion model is that prosociality self-enhancement should be
particularly pronounced among communal narcissists, but not
among agentic narcissists. Gebauer et al. (2012) provided evidence
in support of this tenet, and the present data afforded us to further
scrutinize it. Hence, we examined the relations between agentic
and communal narcissism and prosociality self-enhancement. We
operationalized prosociality self-enhancement as the latent differ-
ence score between subjective and objective prosociality (cf.
Geiser, Eid, West, Lischetzke, & Nussbeck, 2012; McArdle &
Hamagami, 2001). Latent difference scores overcome psychomet-
ric problems of manifest difference scores (McArdle, 2009). For
example, latent difference scores are typically not subject to in-
sufficient reliability (Gollwitzer, Christ, & Lemmer, 2014). Figure
3 depicts our latent difference model. That model is a variant/
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extension of our full model (see Figure 1), with identical model fit
(�2/df � 549.54/256 � 2.15, CFI � .96, RMSEA � .04, 95% CI
[.04, .05], SRMR � .05). Figure 3 shows that agentic narcissism
was unrelated to prosociality self-enhancement (i.e., the latent
difference score), r(688) � .00, 95% CI [�.14, .14]. Communal

narcissism, by contrast, was positively related to prosociality self-
enhancement, r(688) � .21, 95% CI [.08, .36]. This pattern of
results is fully in line with the tenet that prosociality self-
enhancement should be particularly pronounced among communal
narcissists, but not among agentic narcissists.

Figure 2. Study 1’s results: Relations between (a) agentic narcissism and prosociality (without communal narcis-
sism) and (b) communal narcissism and prosociality (without agentic narcissism). a1–a3 � assessments 1–3.
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Conclusion. The results painted a clear picture concerning three
of the four relations. First, agentic narcissism was negatively related to
objective prosociality, favoring the empirically derived perspective at
the expense of the agency-communion model. Second, and in support
of the agency-communion model, agentic narcissism was also nega-
tively related to subjective prosociality. Third, and again in support of
the agency-communion model, communal narcissism was positively
related to subjective prosociality. In addition, communal narcissism
was largely unrelated to objective prosociality (agency-communion
model), although we could not rule out the possibility that there might
be a very small, positive relation, which we were unable to detect—a
possibility we examine in Study 2.

Additionally, agentic narcissism was unrelated to prosociality self-
enhancement, whereas communal narcissism was positively related to
it—a core tenet of the agency-communion model. Of note, this
study’s self-enhancement results rest on an untested assumption,
namely, that subjective prosociality in our sample was at least as high
as objective prosociality. Unfortunately, we were unable to test this
assumption, because we measured subjective and objective prosoci-
ality with differently scaled metrics (e.g., objective prosociality:
amount of money donated; subjective prosociality: true–false re-
sponse regarding retrospectively reported behavior; cf. West &
Kenny, 2011). Nonetheless, our self-enhancement results are telling,
given that subjective prosociality is almost always higher than objec-
tive prosociality (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009; Nehrlich, Gebauer,
Sedikides, Schrade, et al., 2018; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Cai, 2015).

Still, a study is needed that examines the relation between grandiose
narcissism (agentic and communal) and prosociality self-
enhancement using a design that allows a direct test of whether
subjective prosociality is at least as high as objective prosociality.
Study 2 served that purpose.

Study 2

In Study 2, we tested the replicability of Study 1’s findings with a
different methodology. Also, we sought to clarify the relation (or lack
thereof) between communal narcissism and objective prosociality.
Finally, we used identically scaled metrics to assess subjective and
objective prosociality (West & Kenny, 2011). In particular, we used a
round-robin design (Warner, Kenny, & Stoto, 1979) and informant-
reports, which are free of self-perception biases (Vazire & Carlson,
2011), accurate and valid (Vazire, 2006), as well as objective when
aggregated (Kolar, Funder, & Colvin, 1996). The content of our
informant-report items (e.g., “Person X expressed reassurance”) was
identical to that of our self-report items (i.e., “I expressed reassur-
ance”). Likewise, informant-report items and self-report items were
administered with identical rating scales.

Method

Ethics guidelines at Humboldt-University of Berlin’s Institute of
Psychology did not require ethics approval for this nonexperimen-

Figure 3. Study 1’s results: Relations between grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) and prosociality
self-enhancement (i.e., latent prosociality difference scores) as well as objective prosociality. a1–a3 � assess-
ments 1–3.
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tal, nonintrusive, and anonymous study. As for Study 1, Study 2’s
data were collected with the intent to address several independent
questions (see online supplement S2 for all additional scales in-
cluded in the study).8

Participants. We recruited three full cohorts of first-year un-
dergraduate students at the Humboldt-University of Berlin, Ger-
many (2011-2013).9 In total, 336 students participated for course
credit (age: M � 23.70, SD � 5.83; sex: 58.0% women, 32.4%
men, 9.5% nonresponders).

Measures and procedure. Participants were recruited in a
first year introductory psychology practical (i.e., laboratory exer-
cise). The study consisted of three assessment waves: one self-
report and two round-robin assessments. One-to-two weeks (de-
pending on cohort) into the semester, participants filled out the
self-report assessment (i.e., agentic and communal narcissism).
Subsequently, they were randomly assigned to work-groups/
round-robin groups of up to 10 students (number of group mem-
bers: M � 6.10, SD � 1.90). Random assignment to round-robin
groups is rare but important, because it rules out homophily
(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001), which refers to peo-
ple’s tendency to form round-robin groups with those they like.
People who like each other may provide biased informant-reports
(Leising, Erbs, & Fritz, 2010).

The first (second) round-robin assessment occurred approximately
four (eleven) weeks after the work-groups were formed. Thus, before
the work-group members provided their informant-reports, they in-
teracted for approximately four (eleven) weeks. The group-work was
extensive. Members met at least once a week for several hours in
order to conduct a common research project (i.e., generating ideas,
formulating hypotheses, designing a study, setting up the study, col-
lecting data, writing a report). Hence, the work-group members had
ample opportunity to observe the objective prosociality of their fellow
members in an ecologically valid context. Hence, the study’s set-up
ensured maximal validity of informant-reports.

Agentic narcissism. We assessed agentic narcissism using the
Narcissistic Personality Inventory in its original 40-item version
(Raskin & Terry, 1988; German adaptation by Schütz et al., 2004).10

The reliability (estimated via omega; McDonald, 1999) was high
(	 � .89).

Communal narcissism. As in Study 1, we assessed communal
narcissism with the 16-item Communal Narcissism Inventory (Ge-
bauer et al., 2012; 1 � absolutely wrong to 7 � absolutely right).
The reliability was high (	 � .94).

Trait prosociality. We assessed trait prosociality with five ad-
jectives from Gebauer, Paulhus, and Neberich (2013): “warm,” “com-
passionate,” “honest,” “caring,” “understanding” (1 � not at all, 7 �
very much). Participants rated trait prosociality for all work-group
members (round-robin informant-report) and for themselves (self-
report). Retest reliability across the two round-robin assessments was
high (rrinformant-report � .72, rrself-report � .72).

Prosocial behavior. We assessed prosocial behavior with
five items from Moskowitz (1994): “Person X . . .” “. . . listened
attentively to the others,” “. . . complimented or praised group
members,” “. . . smiled and laughed with others,” “. . . made
concessions to avoid unpleasantness,” “. . . expressed reassur-
ance” (0 � does not apply at all, 4 � applies very well).
Participants rated the prosocial behavior of all work-group
members (round-robin informant-report) and of themselves

(self-report). Retest reliability across the two assessments was
acceptable (rrinformant-report � .74, rrself-report � .50).

Analysis strategy. We calculated four indicators of objective
prosociality: (a) informant-reported trait prosociality at the first
round-robin assessment, (b) informant-reported prosocial behavior
at the first round-robin assessment, (c) informant-reported trait
prosociality at the second round-robin assessment, and (d)
informant-reported prosocial behavior at the second round-robin
assessment. To calculate those four indicators, we applied social
relations analyses (Kenny, 1994), using the R-package TripleR
(Schönbrodt, Back, & Schmukle, 2012). Specifically, we calcu-
lated four target effects, with each effect corresponding to one
indicator of objective prosociality. Such an effect captures how the
target (here: participant) is generally perceived by others (here:
work-group members). Target effects are well-suited as indicators
of objective prosociality, because they control for (a) the target’s
own evaluation of others (i.e., perceiver effect in round-robin
terminology) and (b) specific others’ idiosyncratic perceptions of
the target (i.e., relationship effect in round-robin terminology).
Moreover, prosociality target effects (for both, trait prosociality
scores and prosocial behavior scores) captured significant and
meaningful variance in the dyadic ratings: On average, those target
effects captured 23% of the variance in the dyadic ratings (range:
18% to 30%; all ps � .001).

8 Some data from this study were also reported in Dufner, Leising, and
Gebauer (2016). However, these authors were concerned with prosociality
self-perceptions and prosociality target effects, not with narcissism. Fur-
ther, Gebauer et al. (2012) also used a round-robin design in their Study 5
(N � 106) examining relations among communal narcissism, self-reported
communion, and informant-reported prosociality. The current study differs
from Gebauer et al.’s in that it assessed prosociality self-reports in the
round-robin assessments (i.e., our measure of subjective prosociality) and
included the analysis of agentic narcissism.

9 We did not include data from Gebauer et al.’s (2012) Study 5 to avoid
double reporting and because their study did not include all measures of
interest (see footnote 7). Nevertheless, we repeated our analyses, combin-
ing the data from Gebauer et al.’s Study 5 with those we currently report
(Ntotal � 474). To account for missing values (in particular the missing
measures of interest), we used FIML estimation. The results of this “inte-
grative data analysis” (Curran & Hussong, 2009) were virtually identical to
the currently reported ones.

10 Following Miller and Campbell (2011), we argue that the full 40-item
NPI is best suited to assess agentic narcissism (see also Study 1). That said, the
NPI consists of distinguishable facets (i.e., leadership-authority, grandiose
exhibitionism, entitlement-exploitativeness; Ackerman et al., 2011). Some
scholars believe that some of those facets may be conceptually closer to
agentic narcissism than other facets. The literature, however, lacks a clear
consensus on which facets might best capture agentic narcissism (Gebauer et
al., 2012; Geukes et al., 2017; Krizan & Herlache, 2017; Zeigler-Hill &
Besser, 2013). The lack of consensus notwithstanding, we considered two
possibilities. We repeated Study 2’s main model assessing agentic narcissism
with either a combination of the leadership-authority and the grandiose-
exhibitionism facets (in line with Zeigler-Hill & Besser, 2013) or the
leadership-authority facet only (in line with Geukes et al., 2017; see also
Gebauer et al., 2012). Those additional models can be found in the online
supplements Figure S1 (for a combination of leadership-authority and
grandiose-exhibitionism) and Figure S2 (for leadership-authority). For both
models, results were conceptually identical to those we report in the main text.
For completeness reasons, we also repeated Study 2’s main model for the two
remaining NPI facets, and those additional models can be found in the online
supplements Figure S3 (for grandiose exhibitionism) and Figure S4 (for
entitlement-exploitativeness). We note that the results for communal narcis-
sism remained conceptually identical with the results we report in the main text
across all additional models (Figures S1–S4).
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We tested the same relations as in Study 1, and so we employed
the same analysis strategy. In short, we used structural equation
modeling with the R-package lavaan and accounted for missing
data via FIML. Following recommendations by Little, Cunning-
ham, Shahar, and Widaman (2002), we operationalized agentic
narcissism as a latent variable with three item-parcels as indicators
(Figure 4, top left). We also operationalized communal narcissism
as a latent variable with three item-parcels as indicators (Figure 4,
top right). Furthermore, we operationalized objective prosociality
as the second-order latent variable of informant-reported prosocial
behavior (a latent variable defined by two indicators: [a] target
effect of prosocial behavior at the first round-robin assessment, [b]
target effect of prosocial behavior at the second round-robin as-
sessment) and of informant-reported trait prosociality (another
latent variable defined by two indicators: [a] target effect of trait
prosociality at the first round-robin assessment, [b] target effect of
trait prosociality at the second round-robin assessment; Figure 4,
bottom left). Finally, we operationalized subjective prosociality as
the second-order latent variable of self-reported prosocial behavior
(a latent variable defined by two indicators: [a] self-reported
prosocial behavior at the first round-robin assessment, [b] self-
reported prosocial behavior at the second round-robin assessment)
and of self-reported trait prosociality (another latent variable de-
fined by two indicators: [a] self-reported trait prosociality at the
first round-robin assessment, [b] self-reported trait prosociality at
the second round-robin assessment; Figure 4, bottom right). When-
ever a (second-order) latent variable was defined by two indicators
only, we fixed the factor loadings of those indicators to unity (Eid
et al., 2008). The resultant structural equation model allowed us to
test simultaneously the relations among all four variables of inter-

est (agentic and communal narcissism, objective and subjective
prosociality). We examined the same fit indices as in Study 1 and
used the same model comparison strategy (i.e., Bayes factor ap-
proximation).

Results and Discussion

All indices revealed that our structural equation model fit the
data sufficiently well (see Figure 4): �2/df � 222.25/71 � 3.13,
CFI � .93, RMSEA � .08, 95% CI [.07, .09], SRMR � .05 (Hu
& Bentler, 1999).11 We started again by examining the relation
between the two forms of grandiose narcissism and the relation
between the two types of prosociality. Figure 4 depicts a moderate

11 Despite the sufficient fit, we encountered a measurement issue in
Study 2’s model: The factor loading of trait prosociality on objective
prosociality was 
1 (Figure 4; see also Figure 6). Yet, we regard the
results from the full model as most appropriate, because this model is most
comparable to Study 1’s. Regardless, we conducted two supplementary
models. The first model operationalized objective prosociality as a first-
order latent variable with two indicators: (a) informant-reported trait proso-
ciality from the first round-robin assessment and (b) informant-reported
trait prosociality from the second round-robin assessment. The second
model operationalized objective prosociality as a first-order latent variable
with two indicators: (a) informant-reported prosocial behavior from the
first round-robin assessment and (b) informant-reported prosocial behavior
from the second round-robin assessment. We had no measurement issues
with those two models, and their results were virtually identical to those of
the full model (Figure 4). The one difference was that the full model’s
negative path from agentic narcissism on subjective prosociality remained
significant in the first supplementary model, r(336) � �.34, 95% CI
[�.49, �.19], but it fell short of significance in the second supplementary
model, r(336) � �.14, 95% CI [�.33, .04].

Figure 4. Study 2’s results: Relations between grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) and prosociality
(objective and subjective). pcl1–pcl3 � parcels 1–3; a1–a2 � round-robin assessments 1–2.
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and positive relation between agentic and communal narcissism,
r(336) � .39, 95% CI [.26, .51]. This finding replicates the
corresponding finding from Study 1 and is consistent with prior
research (Fatfouta et al., 2017; Gebauer et al., 2012). Figure 4 also
depicts a moderate and positive relation between objective and
subjective prosociality, r(336) � .39, 95% CI [.15, .59]. (Note that,
in our model, this relation is akin to a partial correlation, which
controls for agentic and communal narcissism.) In replication of
Study 1, objective prosociality and subjective prosociality share a
considerable amount of variance, while being nonredundant.

Agentic narcissism and objective prosociality. As in Study
1, we obtained a small-to-moderate negative relation between
agentic narcissism and objective prosociality, r(336) � �.30, 95%
CI [�.45, �.09] (see Figure 4). Moving toward competitive test-
ing of the two hypotheses (empirically derived one vs. agency-
communion model), we constrained the path between agentic
narcissism and objective prosociality to zero. The addition of this
constraint significantly worsened model fit, ��2 � 13.21, p �
.001. Likewise, the AIC comparison revealed a �AIC of 11.20
and, thus, a BFapprox of 271.1 in favor of the more parsimonious
unconstrained model, lending support to the empirically derived
perspective: Agentic narcissists are objectively less prosocial than
non-narcissists. The results replicated Study 1’s findings.

Agentic narcissism and subjective prosociality. As in Study
1, we obtained a small-to-moderate negative relation between
agentic narcissism and subjective prosociality, r(336) � �.33,
95% CI [�.49, �.15] (see Figure 4). To find out whether this
relation equaled in size the relation between agentic narcissism and
objective prosociality, we set an equality constraint to the two
relevant paths (agentic narcissism ¡ objective prosociality and
agentic narcissism ¡ subjective prosociality). Adding this equality
constraint did not significantly worsen the fit of the model, ��2 �
0.67, p � .41. Likewise, the AIC comparison revealed a �AIC of
1.33 and, thus, a BFapprox of 1.9 in favor of the constrained model:
The relation between agentic narcissism and subjective prosocial-
ity equals that between agentic narcissism and objective prosoci-
ality. Thus, results replicated Study 1’s findings.

Communal narcissism and objective prosociality. Study 1
yielded somewhat inconclusive results on whether communal nar-
cissism and objective prosociality are positively related or unre-
lated. In Study 2, the relation between communal narcissism and
objective prosociality was again null, r(336) � .08, 95% CI [�.09,
.23] (see Figure 4). We constrained the path between communal
narcissism and objective prosociality to zero, and this constraint
did not significantly worsen the model fit, ��2 � 1.28, p � .26.
Similarly, the AIC comparison revealed a �AIC of 0.72 and, thus,
a BFapprox of 1.4, favoring the constrained model. Thus, extending
Study 1, the current results favor the view that communal narcis-
sists are objectively no more or less prosocial than non-narcissists,
consistent with the agency-communion model.

Communal narcissism and subjective prosociality. Finally,
we tested whether the relation between communal narcissism and
subjective prosociality is more positive than that between commu-
nal narcissism and objective prosociality. The relation between
communal narcissism and subjective prosociality was compara-
tively large, r(336) � .49, 95% CI [.33, .63] (see Figure 4). To
determine whether the two relations were of unequal size, we set
an equality constraint to the two relevant paths (communal narcis-
sism ¡ objective prosociality, and communal narcissism ¡ sub-

jective prosociality). The addition of that equality constraint sig-
nificantly worsened the fit of our model, ��2 � 21.34, p � .001.
Likewise, the AIC comparison revealed a �AIC of 19.34 and, thus,
a BFapprox of 15,803.7 in favor of the unconstrained model. The
results replicated Study 1.

Additional models. As in Study 1, we computed an agentic
narcissism only model (Figure 5a: communal narcissism not in-
cluded, but otherwise identical to the full model) and a communal
narcissism only model (Figure 5b: agentic narcissism not included,
but otherwise identical to the full model). Like the full model, the
two separate models fitted the data sufficiently well (agentic
narcissism only model: �2/df � 152.65/41 � 3.72, CFI � .92,
RMSEA � .09, 95% CI [.08, .11], SRMR � .05; communal
narcissism only model: �2/df � 165.49/41 � 4.04, CFI � .92,
RMSEA � .10, 95% CI [.08, .11], SRMR � .05). Most important,
results of both additional models were conceptually very similar to
the results of the full model (see Figure 4). There was only one
conceptual difference. In the agentic narcissism only model (Fig-
ure 5a), the relation between agentic narcissism and subjective
prosociality was again descriptively negative (like in the full
model), but nonsignificant (unlike in the full model),
r(336) � �.14, 95% CI [�32, .06]. We next repeated model
comparisons with the equality constraint (setting equal the paths
between agentic narcissism ¡ objective prosociality and agentic
narcissism ¡ subjective prosociality). The constraint addition did
not significantly worsen the fit of the model, ��2 � 1.49, p � .22.
Although the relation between agentic narcissism and subjective
prosociality was not significant, the data still favored the con-
strained model (�AIC � 0.51, BFapprox � 1.3). Agentic narcissism
is negatively related (and to an equal extent) to both objective and
subjective prosociality.

Prosociality self-enhancement. As in Study 1, we computed
a latent difference score model (see Figure 6). Our modeling
strategy was identical to the strategy employed in Study 1. The
model fit of the latent difference score model was identical to the
model fit of our full model (see Figure 4): �2/df � 222.25/71 �
3.13, CFI � .93, RMSEA � .08, 95% CI [.07, .09], SRMR � .05.
Figure 6 shows that agentic narcissism was unrelated to prosoci-
ality self-enhancement, r(336) � �.07, 95% CI [�.28, .12]. Com-
munal narcissism, by contrast, was positively related to prosoci-
ality self-enhancement, r(336) � .41, 95% CI [.22, .59]. Study 1’s
self-enhancement results were firmly replicated.

Additionally, the present study allowed us to compare mean
levels of objective and subjective prosociality and to interpret our
prosociality self-enhancement relations in light of those mean level
comparisons (cf. West & Kenny, 2011). To compare mean levels
of objective and subjective prosociality, it was vital to preserve the
original, identically scaled measurement units of our objective and
subjective prosociality scales. To this end, we used manifest, raw
(i.e., noncentered, nonstandardized) means (Gosling, John, Craik,
& Robins, 1998). Specifically, we operationalized objective proso-
ciality as the mean of all informant-reported trait prosociality items
and all informant-reported prosocial behavior items, aggregated
across all informants and both round-robin assessments. Likewise,
we operationalized subjective prosociality as the mean of all
self-reported trait prosociality items and all self-reported pro-
social behavior items, aggregated across self-reports from both
round-robin assessments. Finally, we compared mean levels of
objective and subjective prosociality by calculating manifest
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Figure 5. Study 2’s results: Relations between (a) agentic narcissism and prosociality (without communal
narcissism) and (b) communal narcissism and prosociality (without agentic narcissism). pcl1–pcl3 � parcels
1–3; a1–a2 � round-robin assessments 1–2.
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prosociality difference scores (subjective prosociality—objective
prosociality). For consistency reasons, we also operationalized
grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) as manifest mean
scores.

Figure 7a depicts prosociality difference scores for agentic nar-
cissists and their non-narcissistic counterparts. The figure shows
that prosociality difference scores were overall positive. In other
words, subjective prosociality in our sample was higher than
objective prosociality. That is, our participants as a whole evi-
denced prosociality self-enhancement, much in line with past
research (Alicke & Sedikides, 2009; Nehrlich, Gebauer, Sedikides,
Schrade, et al., 2018; Sedikides et al., 2015). Moreover, prosoci-
ality self-enhancement did not vary as a function of agentic nar-
cissism: agentic narcissists and non-narcissists alike evinced sim-
ilarly strong prosociality self-enhancement. Figure 7b depicts
prosociality difference scores for communal narcissists and their
non-narcissistic counterparts. Communal narcissists evinced par-
ticularly strong prosociality self-enhancement. Their non-
narcissistic counterparts, by contrast, did not evince any prosoci-
ality self-enhancement (i.e., subjective prosociality � objective
prosociality). Figure 7’s overall results pattern squares firmly with
the hypotheses of the agency-communion model of grandiose
narcissism.

Conclusion. Study 2’s results replicated and clarified those
of Study 1. First, agentic narcissism was again negatively
related to objective prosociality, favoring the empirically de-

rived perspective at the expense of the agency-communion
model. Second, and in support of the agency-communion
model, agentic narcissism was again negatively related to sub-
jective prosociality. Third, and in further support of the agency-
communion model, communal narcissism was positively related
to subjective prosociality. Fourth, communal narcissism was
unrelated to objective prosociality. This latter null relation
helps to clarify Study 1’s somewhat ambiguous results on the
relation between communal narcissism and objective prosoci-
ality. Specifically, in Study 1 three complementary statistical
methods yielded somewhat inconsistent results. This raised
doubts about the robustness of the relation between communal
narcissism and objective prosociality. In Study 2, by contrast,
the same three statistical methods yielded highly consistent
results—namely, communal narcissists are no more prosocial
than their non-narcissistic counterparts. The weight of the ev-
idence is on communal narcissists objectively not being any
more or less prosocial than non-narcissists. Finally, Study 2’s
participants as a whole evinced prosociality self-enhancement.
Agentic narcissists did not enhance their prosociality any more
or less than their non-narcissistic counterparts. Communal nar-
cissists, by contrast, enhanced their prosociality particularly
strongly, whereas their non-narcissistic counterparts did not
enhance their prosociality at all—their subjective prosociality
matched their objective prosociality.

Figure 6. Study 2’s results: Relations between grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) and prosociality
self-enhancement (i.e., latent prosociality difference scores) as well as objective prosociality. pcl1–pcl3 �
parcels 1–3; a1–a2 � round-robin assessments 1–2.

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

156 NEHRLICH, GEBAUER, SEDIKIDES, AND SCHOEL



General Discussion

Personality and social psychology has long searched for predic-
tors of prosociality, and grandiose narcissism is a plausible can-
didate because of its close relation with antisociality. We engaged
in programmatic, large-scale, and multimethod research on the
relation between grandiose narcissism and prosociality. We carried
out two studies that capture the full range of grandiose narcissism
(agentic, communal) and a broad conceptualization of prosociality
(objective, subjective). We proposed and tested four theoretically
derived hypotheses on the relations between the four constructs.
Finally, we used model-comparison techniques to gauge the evi-
dence for those hypotheses. The studies produced consistent re-
sults that we review next. (for an overview, see also Table 1)

Summary of Key Findings

Agentic narcissism and objective prosociality. Agentic nar-
cissism was negatively related to objective prosociality. Across
both studies, agentic narcissists were objectively less prosocial
than non-narcissists. This finding aligns with the literature on the
relation between agentic narcissism and objective antisociality
(Böckler et al., 2017; Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Jones &
Paulhus, 2010; Konrath et al., 2014). Nonetheless, the finding is
far from trivial. Prosociality and antisociality are not necessarily
endpoints of the same continuum (Krueger et al., 2001). Also, an
alternative perspective anticipated a null relation between agentic
narcissism and objective prosociality (Gebauer et al., 2012). Fi-
nally, the sparse literature has reported inconsistent relations be-
tween agentic narcissism and objective prosociality (Barry et al.,
2017; Kauten & Barry, 2014, 2016; Konrath et al., 2016). In
contrast, our studies yielded consistent evidence for a negative

relation between agentic narcissism and objective prosociality.
Furthermore, we approximated Bayes factors to gauge the weight
of the evidence for the negative relation between agentic narcis-
sism and objective prosociality, favoring a negative relation (over
a null relation) by factors 460 (Study 1) and 271 (Study 2). The
results converge in documenting that agentic narcissists are objec-
tively less prosocial than their non-narcissistic counterparts.

Agentic narcissism and subjective prosociality. Agentic
narcissism was also negatively linked to subjective prosociality.
Across both studies, the size of this relation was not different from
the size of the relation between agentic narcissism and objective
prosociality. In other words, agentic narcissists did not enhance
their prosociality any more (or less) than their non-narcissistic
counterparts (Figure 7a). The present finding is in line with much
narcissism theory, predicting a null relation between agentic nar-
cissism and communal forms of self-enhancement (here: prosoci-
ality self-enhancement; Campbell & Foster, 2007; Gebauer et al.,
2012; Paulhus, 2001). The present finding adds substantially to the
literature, because most relevant evidence is indirect. For example,
Campbell, Rudich, and Sedikides (2002) examined the relation
between agentic narcissism and communal better-than-average
perceptions and found a null relation (see also Gebauer et al.,
2012). However, better-than-average tasks measure self-
enhancement at the group-level rather than the individual-level
(Alicke, 1985; Gebauer et al., in press). Hence, this null relation
does not speak conclusively to the relation between agentic nar-
cissism and communal self-enhancement. In contrast, our results
do so, reinforcing the agency-communion model.

Communal narcissism and objective prosociality. Com-
munal narcissism was largely unrelated to objective prosociality. In
Study 1, the relation between communal narcissism and objective

Figure 7. Prosociality self-enhancement (i.e., absolute prosociality difference scores, subjective—objective) as
a function of (a) agentic narcissism and (b) communal narcissism. Shaded bands denote 95% confidence
intervals.
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prosociality was nonsignificant, and model comparisons favored
equally the null-relation and the positive relation perspectives. In
Study 2, the relation between communal narcissism and objective
prosociality was again nonsignificant, and model comparisons fa-
vored the view that communal narcissism is unrelated to objective
prosociality. Taken together, the results suggest that communal nar-
cissists are not any more (or less) prosocial than non-narcissists.
Additionally, the results demonstrate a functional equivalence be-
tween agentic and communal narcissism. It is well documented that
agentic narcissists are objectively no more intelligent or creative
(agentic attributes) than non-narcissists (Sedikides & Campbell,
2017). Similarly, we found that communal narcissists are objectively
no more prosocial (communal attribute) than their non-narcissistic
counterparts. Such functional equivalence between agentic and com-
munal narcissism further buttresses the agency-communion model’s
conceptualization of grandiose narcissism.

Communal narcissism and subjective prosociality. Com-
munal narcissism was related to higher subjective prosociality. The
relation between communal narcissism and subjective prosociality
was the strongest one between any form of grandiose narcissism
and any form of prosociality in our studies. The following finding
is of particular interest: The relation between communal narcis-
sism and subjective prosociality was much larger than the null
relation between communal narcissism and objective prosociality.
The results further support the agency-communion model.

Grandiose narcissism and prosociality self-enhancement.
People typically overstate their prosociality (Alicke & Sedikides,
2009; Nehrlich, Gebauer, Sedikides, Schrade, et al., 2018;
Sedikides et al., 2015). Our data replicated that robust finding (see
Figure 7). More important, we found that people high on agentic
narcissism enhanced their prosociality neither more nor less than
people low on agentic narcissism (Figures 3, 6, and 7a). People
high on communal narcissism, by contrast, enhanced their proso-
ciality particularly strongly (Figures 3, 6, and 7b), whereas people
low on communal narcissism did not evince any prosociality
self-enhancement at all (Figure 7b). These findings are important
for two reasons. First, they buttress a core tenet of the agency-
communion model of grandiose narcissism: prosociality self-
enhancement should be particularly pronounced among communal
narcissists, but not among agentic narcissists. Second, they identify
the first group of well-adjusted people who refrain from prosoci-
ality self-enhancement: people low on communal narcissism.

Strengths and Limitations

This is the first large-scale, systematic, and multimethod inves-
tigation of the relation between grandiose narcissism and prosoci-
ality. Study 1 had methodological strengths. The design included a
relatively large laboratory sample (N � 688). Also, grandiose
narcissism (agentic and communal) was operationalized as the
time-invariant variance of the narcissism measures across three
assessment waves. That is, we truly assessed trait narcissism,
devoid of state fluctuations (Steyer, Schmitt, & Eid, 1999). This is
important, because measures of grandiose narcissism partly cap-
ture state variance when assessed at a single temporal point (Ge-
bauer et al., in press; Giacomin & Jordan, 2016). In addition, we
used multiple indicators of objective and subjective prosociality.
We assessed objective prosociality with a broad range of actual
behaviors, and our latent modeling strategy allowed us to opera-

tionalize objective prosociality as the g-factor of those behaviors
(i.e., “pure” objective prosociality, devoid of task specific idiosyn-
crasies). In doing so, we circumvented the specificity problem of
single behavioral measures as criteria for broad personality vari-
ables (Fleeson, 2004). Furthermore, we included agentic and com-
munal narcissism in a single model, testing for the unique relations
of agentic versus communal narcissism with prosociality (objec-
tive and subjective). That way, we were able to rule out that
relations of agentic (communal) narcissism are spuriously caused
by communal (agentic) narcissism. Finally, Study 1 took place in
a controlled laboratory setting, maximizing data quality by reduc-
ing extraneous factors. However, the prosociality content of the
objective prosociality measure was not identical to that of the
subjective prosociality measure. Likewise, measurement units for
objective and subjective prosociality were not identical, prohibit-
ing examination of absolute levels of prosociality self-
enhancement in Study 1. Study 2 was designed, in part, to over-
come those limitations.

Study 2 also investigated agentic and communal narcissism
concurrently, and assessed objective and subjective prosociality
with multiple indicators (i.e., trait prosociality, prosocial behav-
ior). Contrary to Study 1, however, Study 2 implemented indica-
tors of objective and subjective prosociality that were identical in
content and that used identical measurement units. In particular,
we implemented a round-robin design and used the same item
content and the same rating scales to assess prosociality informant-
reports (i.e., objective prosociality) and prosociality self-reports
(i.e., subjective prosociality). Furthermore, the round-robin groups
consisted of university students who worked together on a course
assignment for approximately 4–11 weeks. Thus, we conducted
the study in a naturalistic setting, maximizing ecological validity.
We randomly assigned students to their work-group (i.e., round-
robin group). Random assignment is rarely used in round-robin
designs, but it helps to rule out self-selection effects (Leising et al.,
2010). Moreover, prosociality informant-reports came from highly
knowledgeable informants: Before informants provided their re-
ports, they met with their fellow work-group members for many
hours, working together intensively on a common research project.
Finally, the sample size (N � 336) was large compared with most
other round-robin studies (Gebauer et al., 2012). On average, the
work-groups consisted of six group-members. Consequently,
prosociality informant-reports were typically based on five infor-
mants, assuring high reliability of the prosociality informant-
reports.

Implications for the Conceptualization of
Grandiose Narcissism

Our findings have implications for the conceptualization of
grandiose narcissism. The findings provide additional—and
much needed— evidence that grandiose narcissism is not lim-
ited to agentic narcissism. Instead, communal narcissism is a
complementary, and arguably equally important, form of gran-
diose narcissism. Our research buttresses this conclusion by
refuting two potential concerns regarding the communal nar-
cissism construct.

One concern is that communal narcissists are actually not nar-
cissistic at all, but are simply people high on subjective commu-
nion, including subjective prosociality. However, the relation be-
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tween subjective prosociality and objective prosociality was very
different from the relation between communal narcissism and
objective prosociality. Specifically, subjective prosociality was a
strong and consistent predictor of objective prosociality (Study 1:
r � .51; Study 2: r � .40), whereas communal narcissism was an
unreliable predictor of objective prosociality (Study 1: r � .11;
Study 2: r � .09). Gebauer, Żemojtel-Piotrowska et al. (2018)
provided converging evidence that communal narcissism and sub-
jective communion are conceptually distinct. More precisely, they
sought to assure empirically that the Communal Narcissism Inven-
tory (CNI; Gebauer et al., 2012) is not simply a measure of
subjective communion that uses very difficult items. To this end,
Gebauer, Żemojtel-Piotrowska, et al., devised a non-narcissistic
version of the CNI. This “non-narcissistic CNI” retained the com-
munal content of the CNI-items, but removed their narcissistic
notion. For example, the CNI-item “I am the most helpful person
I know” was changed to “I am generally very helpful.” Likewise,
the CNI-item “I will be able to solve world poverty” was changed
to “I will do what I can to help reduce world poverty.” If CNI-
items simply assessed subjective communion with high item dif-
ficulty, the variance of the CNI would overlap (almost) completely
with the variance of the non-narcissistic CNI. This, however, was
not the case. Only about 25% of the CNI variance overlapped with
the non-narcissistic CNI. Likewise, the nomological networks of
the CNI and the non-narcissistic CNI were very different. For
example, the CNI was moderately-to-strongly related to agentic
narcissism, grandiosity, and entitlement. The non-narcissistic CNI,
by contrast, was (at best) weakly related to those constructs.
Conversely, the non-narcissistic CNI was very strongly related to
three well-validated measures of subjective communion. The CNI,
by contrast, was only moderately related to those measures (the
size of those relations was similar to the size of the relations
between the CNI and subjective prosociality in the present stud-
ies). Communal narcissism is distinct from subjective communion,
including subjective prosociality.

Another validity concern regarding communal narcissism is that
communal narcissism is not distinct from agentic narcissism. How-
ever, in both of our studies, the relations between agentic narcis-
sism and prosociality (objective and subjective) were very differ-
ent from the relations between communal narcissism and
prosociality (objective and subjective). Likewise, we found no
evidence for exaggerated prosociality self-enhancement among
agentic narcissists, but obtained clear evidence for exaggerated
prosociality self-enhancement among communal narcissists. In
short, agentic and communal narcissism showed meaningful dif-
ferences in their nomological networks with prosociality (objec-
tive, subjective, enhancement). Communal narcissism is distinct
from agentic narcissism.

Implications for the Prosocial Personality

The search for the prosocial personality has been long and
winding (Batson & Powell, 2003; Gergen et al., 1972; Hartshorne
& May, 1928; Piliavin et al., 1981). The literature has identified
only two key personality predictors of prosociality: agreeableness
(Graziano & Tobin, 2013) and empathy (Paciello et al., 2013). We
reasoned that grandiose narcissism is a third viable predictor. The
results from both studies support this reasoning. Agentic narcis-
sism was consistently related to lower objective prosociality as

well as to lower subjective prosociality. Communal narcissism,
too, was important for understanding the prosocial personality in
our studies, albeit in a somewhat different way. On one hand,
communal narcissism was no potent predictor of objective proso-
ciality. On the other hand, communal narcissism was a particularly
potent predictor of subjective prosociality. Finally, communal nar-
cissism was also a particularly potent predictor of discrepancies
between objective and subjective prosociality, that is, prosociality
self-enhancement.

Broader Implications

Our research has broader implications beyond its direct empir-
ical findings. To begin, it informs the debate on the nature of
prosociality (Batson, 1987; Gebauer, Sedikides, Leary, & Asend-
orpf, 2015). Although there is some evidence for prosociality as an
antidote to egotism (Giacomin & Jordan, 2014), there is also
evidence for egoistic motives underlying prosociality. For exam-
ple, people are prosocial in order to achieve pleasure (Gebauer et
al., 2008), to restore positive mood (Cialdini et al., 1973), or to
protect self-esteem (Brown & Smart, 1991). Our results are con-
sistent with the idea of egoistic motivation, providing evidence for
another egoistic motive, self-enhancement (Gebauer, Sedikides, &
Schrade, 2017; Sedikides & Gregg, 2008, 2018). Prosociality may
not invariably be an antidote to egotism; instead, it can be a solid
vessel for egoistic self-enhancement.

Our research also has implications for the consistency between
self-perception and behavior in the prosociality domain. The con-
sistency perspective (Swann, 2011; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982)
predicts that communal narcissists behave particularly prosocially
to validate their especially prosocial self-perceptions. Contrary to
this perspective, however, communal narcissists in our studies did
not act upon their particularly prosocial self-perceptions. Why is
this? One possibility is that communal narcissists might make use
of their prosociality in a strategic manner (Konrath & Tian, in
press; Giacomin & Jordan, 2015). For instance, communal narcis-
sists might act particularly prosocially only if such prosocial acts
ultimately benefit themselves, for instance, via increased reputa-
tion or social power. Another possibility is that communal narcis-
sists make use of moral licensing (Merritt, Effron, & Monin,
2010). Communal narcissists perceive themselves as exceptionally
moral, even saint-like (Gebauer et al., 2012; Yang et al., 2018). As
such, they may feel that they typically act so prosocially that they
have every right (or license) to refrain from any prosocial behavior
in the here and now. Given that communal narcissism is a wide-
spread personality trait (Gebauer et al., 2012; Gebauer, Żemojtel-
Piotrowska, et al., 2018), moral licensing might be fairly prevalent
as well. That said, the relations between communal narcissism,
strategic prosociality, and moral licensing are yet to be investi-
gated.

Finally, our research has implications for the assessment of
prosociality. Assessing objective prosociality is difficult (Caprara,
Steca, Zelli, & Capanna, 2005; Rushton et al., 1981; Schroeder,
Penner, Dovidio, & Piliavin, 1995), and that is why most relevant
literature involves prosociality self-reports (i.e., measures of sub-
jective prosociality). Even when objective prosociality is assessed,
studies are usually limited to single assessments, stemming from
very specific prosocial behaviors (Konrath et al., 2016) or very
specific informants (Caprara & Pastorelli, 1993). Consequently,
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prosociality assessments are limited in generalizability. Here, we
implemented two complementary approaches to assess objective
prosociality. In Study 1, we measured objective prosociality with
three divergent prosocial behaviors, and assessed each behavior
three times over the course of one year. This approach allowed us
to focus on the core of prosociality (i.e., shared variance between
divergent prosociality measures) as a personality trait (i.e., shared
variance across three time-points over a 1-year period). In Study 2,
we assessed objective prosociality as reports from multiple infor-
mants in a round-robin design. Importantly, our round-robin de-
sign used random assignment of participants to their round-robin
group. Moreover, the round-robin study took place in a natural
setting, and the prosociality items were specifically tailored to this
setting, gauging prosocial behaviors that fellow work-group mem-
bers could readily observe (Vazire, 2010). We hope that our
approach proves useful for researchers who seek to assess objec-
tive prosociality as a broad, pure, and stable trait.

Conclusions

Personality and social psychologists have long searched for
predictors of prosociality. We identified grandiose narcissism as a
viable candidate. We examined, in two studies, the relation be-
tween grandiose narcissism (agentic and communal) and prosoci-
ality (objective and subjective). The results converged in suggest-
ing that grandiose narcissism deserves a prominent place among
predictors of prosociality. Agentic narcissists lacked objective and
subjective prosociality. Communal narcissists, by contrast, were
neither more nor less prosocial than their non-narcissistic counter-
parts. Yet communal narcissists’ prosociality self-perception was
grossly inaccurate: Communal narcissists perceived themselves as
overly prosocial and, thus, evinced particularly high prosociality
self-enhancement. The results have implications for the conceptu-
alization of grandiose narcissism and improve understanding of the
prosocial personality.
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