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Narcissism is a relatively stable personality trait, which is most accurately described by three facets: agentic,
antagonistic, and neurotic. Existing studies support the central role of antagonistic narcissism and its role in
explaining the process of fluctuation in narcissism. However, there is a lack of a suitable adjective-based
measure of antagonistic narcissism, resulting in intensive longitudinal studies assessing only agentic and
neurotic narcissism. To address this gap and to advance research on fluctuations in narcissism, this article
introduces the Narcissistic Antagonism Scale (NAS). Across six studies (total N = 1,862; k = 14,927
observations), we establish the NAS’s factorial, convergent, and divergent validity; reliability; and temporal
stability. The three-factor model of narcissism, including antagonistic aspects, reproduces and proves to be
invariant across daily and momentary perspectives. The NAS exhibits good psychometric properties at both
between- and within-person levels. It is a valuable addition for intensive longitudinal studies and facilitates a
nuanced examination of narcissistic states across diverse contexts.

Public Significance Statement
This article introduces a new adjective-based measure of trait and state antagonistic narcissism: the
Narcissistic Antagonism Scale. We report the psychometric properties of this novel scale.

Keywords: narcissism, fluctuations, antagonism

In its broadest sense, narcissism can be defined as entitled self-
importance (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). This narcissistic self-view
manifests diversely, ranging from hypersensitivity, negative affectiv-
ity, and social isolation to boastful and self-enhancing behavior
(Miller et al., 2021). Within the literature, these manifestations of
narcissism are commonly referred to as vulnerable, that is, excessive
preoccupation about being hurt by others, associated with unrealistic

expectations toward others and hostile attitudes and grandiose
narcissism (i.e., inflated self-image associated with beliefs of
superiority), respectively (Jauk et al., 2022; Rogoza, Krammer,
et al., 2024). Recent advancements have refined this two-
dimensional understanding into three specific facets: agentic
(i.e., self-promoting self-enhancement; specific to grandiose
narcissism), neurotic (i.e., hypersensitivity and social withdrawal;
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specific to vulnerable narcissism), and antagonistic narcissism (i.e.,
reactive and hostile self-defense; common to both; Back, 2018;
Rogoza et al., 2019; Wright & Edershile, 2018).
This three-factor structure of narcissism has been supported

empirically, revealing distinct nomological networks for each factor
and situating it within broader models of personality (Crowe et al.,
2019). Moreover, antagonistic narcissism emerges as a central
element of narcissistic personality, bridging agentic and neurotic
narcissism (Rogoza, Crowe, et al., 2022). While narcissism (and its
facets) is traditionally viewed as stable trait construct, it is also
recognized as a dynamic process at the state level (Back, 2018).
While research on the measurement of trait narcissism is well-
established (e.g., Wetzel et al., 2021), studies on within-person
narcissism measurement remain scarce (cf. Rogoza, Krammer,
et al., 2024).
This paucity of research onwithin-person narcissism is unfortunate,

considering ample evidence suggesting that narcissism is character-
ized by large within-person variability (cf. Edershile &Wright, 2021;
Geukes et al., 2017; Mota et al., 2023; Rogoza, Krammer, et al.,
2024). Evidence from clinical psychology, for example, suggests that
people with elevated (especially grandiose) narcissistic traits
experience fluctuations in narcissistic states from feelings of
superiority to helplessness (Edershile & Wright, 2021; Gore &
Widiger, 2016; Oltmanns & Widiger, 2018; Pincus & Lukowitsky,
2010; Pincus et al., 2014; Ronningstam, 2005). Similarly, in
personality psychology, narcissism is conceptualized as an if–then
construct (Back et al., 2013; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001), governed by
two “laws” dictating behavioral deployment: (a) if there is no threat to
the grandiose self-image, then the default strategy is self-promotion;
(b) if a threat (e.g., to status) emerges, then the strategy shifts to self-
protection by any means (Back, 2018; Grapsas et al., 2020). Thus,
integrating theoretical models (Back, 2018; Fatfouta & Rogoza,
2024; Grapsas et al., 2020; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001; Ronningstam,
2005) with empirical assessments, narcissistic dynamics emerges as
a crucial research endeavor. However, this necessitates adequate
tools for assessing state antagonistic narcissism, as the field lacks
state antagonism measures (Vize et al., 2022). The current article
aimed to fill this gap by developing the Narcissistic Antagonism
Scale (NAS).
An in-depth understanding of dynamic aspects of personality

often demands intensive longitudinal assessment (Kandler &
Rauthmann, 2022). The research paradigm tailored for such designs
is known as the experience-sampling method, and it is increasingly
employed in studying narcissistic personality (e.g., Di Sarno et al.,
2020; Kroencke et al., 2023; Scharbert et al., 2024). Experience-
sampling method studies differ in prompt frequency, from daily
diary studies with one prompt per day to ecological momentary
assessment (EMA) studies with multiple prompts throughout the
day. In daily diary studies, researchers typically use statement-based
measures of narcissistic personality, often favoring abbreviated
versions (Giacomin & Jordan, 2016). Notably, existing research
strongly supports the psychometric properties of daily narcissism
measures (Rogoza, Krammer, et al., 2024). However, using
statement-based measures in momentary designs poses chal-
lenges, including feasibility issues such as item length constraints
due to repeated measurement.
To address this limitation, researchers in EMA studies commonly

adopt adjective-based measures. Currently, there are two adjective-
based measures of narcissism: the Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale

(NGS; Crowe et al., 2016; Rosenthal et al., 2020) and the
Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale (NVS; Crowe et al., 2018). These
measures not only prove to be more efficient in EMA studies but,
more importantly, they are also psychometrically validated for
capturing narcissistic states in daily life (Edershile et al., 2019;
Rogoza, Krammer, et al., 2024). However, they share a critical
limitation that hinders a comprehensive understanding of narcissism
dynamics: that is, the NGS and the NVS fall short in adequately
covering the antagonistic facet of narcissism, focusing exclusively
on agentic and neurotic narcissism, respectively (Miller et al., 2021;
Rogoza, Crowe, et al., 2022; Wright & Edershile, 2018; for meta-
analytic evidence, see Welsh et al., 2024). Given that daily state
narcissism studies emphasize the significance of the antagonistic
facet in understanding narcissistic variability and, consequently, the
fluctuation process itself (Rogoza, Krammer, et al., 2024), assessing
antagonistic narcissism becomes a crucial step toward comprehend-
ing this process.

In light of this evidence, existing studies investigating momentary
state narcissism changes predominantly capture fluctuations between
agentic and neurotic narcissism (Edershile & Wright, 2021). As
fluctuations tend to manifest gradually (i.e., occurring through
antagonistic narcissism) rather than abruptly (i.e., occurring
directly from agentic to neurotic narcissism; Back, 2018; Morf &
Rhodewalt, 2001; Ronningstam, 2005), the omission of this most
central piece of the puzzle could lead to overinterpretations.
Consequently, the overarching goal of the current research was to
develop and validate the NAS, an adjective-based measure of trait
as well as daily and momentary state antagonistic narcissism,
thereby enhancing the capacity to accurately assess state antagonistic
narcissism.

Overview of Studies

To achieve this goal, we conducted six studies. The first study
focused on refining the internal structure and reducing the item
pool of the proposed measure. The second study aimed to
preliminarily evaluate whether the newly developed scale, along
with two existing adjective measures, effectively captures the
three-factorial model of narcissism. The third study assessed the
convergent validity with established measures of narcissistic
personality. The fourth study assessed temporal stability over an
8-week period. The fifth and sixth studies aimed to support
the hypothesized three-factor model for daily/momentary state
narcissism and to determine its compatibility within the broader
model of personality. Furthermore, the sixth study analyzed the
convergent and divergent validity of the NAS, considering a
comprehensive set of trait and state measures.

Transparency and Openness

The hypotheses presented in Studies 1, 2, and 5 were not
preregistered. The complete registered expectations of Studies 3, 4,
and 6 are available at the Open Science Framework at https://osf.io/
eduwr (for Studies 3 and 4) and at https://osf.io/24bpr (for Study 6).
The English, German, and Polish translations of the NAS, additional
materials, raw data, statistical scripts, and methodological code-
books are all available at the Open Science Framework project site at
https://osf.io/u93eq (Rogoza, Baran, et al., 2024). The presented
studies were approved by the local institutional review board.
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Study 1: Initial Development of the Narcissistic
Antagonism Scale

Method

Participants and Procedure

The first study was conducted on Prolific Academic with a sample
representative of the British population in terms of age, gender, and
ethnicity. We administered a 30-item survey to 369 adults aged
between 18 and 78 (M = 44.33; SD = 15.36; 51.5% females, 78.9%
White, 7.3% Asian, 4.4% Black, 3.6% mixed, and 2.3% other).
Participants received compensation of approximately €0.23.

Measures

Narcissistic Antagonism Scale. Heinze et al. (2020) intended
to develop an implicit measure of antagonistic narcissism on the
basis of established measures of narcissism (Back et al., 2013;
Pincus et al., 2009; Raskin & Hall, 1979). For this purpose, they
developed a large pool of 60 adjectives to measure the antagonistic
facet of narcissism. Of note, each itemwas rated in terms of presence
of narcissism, and only best working items were kept after evaluating
the items’ comprehensibility and unambiguousness in comparison to
other narcissism facets. Half of these adjectives were nonnarcissistic,
and the other half comprised narcissistic items. In the current
research, we exclusively selected the narcissistic adjectives, which
served as direct indicators of antagonistic narcissism. We used these
30 adjectives (rated on a 7-point scale; 1= not at all to 7= extremely)
as the first basis for the NAS.

Hypothesis

The goal of the first study was to assess whether the structure of
the NAS, similar to the NGS and the NVS, is unidimensional
(Hypothesis 1; Crowe et al., 2016, 2019; Rosenthal et al., 2020).
Moreover, this study sought to refine the initial item pool by
identifying and removing the weakest indicators of antagonistic
narcissism.

Statistical Analyses

We conducted principal axis exploratory factor analysis (EFA),
using a scree plot to evaluate the unidimensionality of the structure,
testing Hypothesis 1. We then screened for items with the weakest
factor loadings, iteratively eliminating them.

Results

All 30 adjectives were entered into a principal factoring EFA
to determine their dimensionality. The first factor exhibited a
substantial eigenvalue of 14.06, explaining 46.87% of the variance,
while the second factor had an eigenvalue of 1.92, explaining
6.39% of the variance. This analysis, as illustrated in additional
online Figure 1 (see scree plot), provided promising support for the
unidimensionality of the NAS. Factor loadings, detailed in
additional online Table 1, were generally favorable (i.e., >.40).
Consequently, we decided to retain only those items with loadings
equal to or greater than .60. This resulted in the exclusion of six
items out of the initial 30.

Furthermore, each adjective was scrutinized for excessive agentic/
neurotic content, leading to the removal of three additional items (i.e.,
megalomaniac, egoistic, and egocentric). Subsequently, we repeated
the factor analysis (cf. additional online Table 1 for factor loadings)
and removed two more items (i.e., aggressive and boastful), which
failed tomeet the λ≥ .60 threshold. Another follow-up factor analysis
revealed that the factor loading of an additional adjective (i.e.,
domineering) also did not meet the requirement. In the final iteration,
all remaining items demonstrated loadings ≥.60. The remaining
18 items were internally consistent (α = .95), with item–total
correlations >.60 for all. Thus, the first hypothesis (Hypothesis 1),
regarding the one-dimensional structure of the NAS, was supported.

Study 2: Structure of Narcissistic Personality as
Assessed by the Adjective Measures

Method

Participants and Procedure

The second study was conducted on Prolific Academic with a
sample representative of the American population in terms of age,
gender, and ethnicity. The survey was administered to 353 adults
aged between 18 and 85 (M = 44.78; SD = 16.67; 49.9% females;
66.3% White, 13.3% Black, 7.9% Asian, 4.3% mixed, and 3.3%
other). Participants received compensation of approximately €0.35.

Measures

In addition to a reduced 18-item version of the NAS based on the
results from Study 1, we administered the 11-item NVS (Crowe et al.,
2018) and the 13-item NGS (Crowe et al., 2016; Rosenthal et al.,
2020). All adjectives were consolidated into a unified item pool with
the same response format as in Study 1.

Hypothesis

The second study aimed to examine the potential three-factor
structure involving the NAS, NVS, and NGS (Hypothesis 2; Miller
et al., 2021). This stage also explored the possibility of removing
NAS items that would cross-load onto other factors.

Statistical Analyses

To test Hypothesis 2, we again conducted a principal axis EFA
and examined the scree plot to determine dimensionality. As we
expected a multifactorial correlated solution, we used the oblimin
rotation. After establishing the underlying number of factors, we
systematically eliminated items with weak loadings or considerable
cross-loadings on either the NVS or the NGS. The analysis was
iteratively repeated after each item exclusion.

Results

The initial EFA conducted on the 42 adjectives from the three
adjective scales yielded a scree plot indicating the retention of three
to four factors (cf. additional online Figure 2). Given the theoretical
rationale, we further examined a three-factor model (cf. additional
online Table 2). Two NVS items (self-absorbed and vengeful) and
one NGS item (omnipotent) cross-loaded on the antagonistic factor,
while two NAS items (condescending and selfish) cross-loaded onto
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the neurotic factor. In a follow-up round, we removed cross-loaded
items from the NVS and the NAS (retaining the NGS item due to its
higher loading on the agentic than the antagonistic factor). The
resulting scree plot (additional online Figure 3) suggested retaining
three factors, with rotated factor loadings presented in additional
online Table 3.1

All NAS items loaded on the hypothesized factor, supporting the
second hypothesis (Hypothesis 2) that each scale measured a distinct
facet of narcissism. The final version of the NAS comprised 16
internally consistent items (α = .95; item–total correlations >.60).
Zero-order correlations between narcissism facets also aligned with
theoretical expectations, that is, the antagonistic facet was moderately
and positively related to both neurotic (r= .47; p< .001) and agentic
facets (r = .33; p < .001), which in turn exhibited weak negative
associations with each other (r = −.14; p = .009).

Study 3: Convergent Validity With Different
Measures of Narcissism

Method

Participants and Procedure

As outlined in the preregistration, the minimal sample size to
detect a medium effect (r = .30) with α = .01 and power of .95 was
184. However, as correlations stabilize when the sample size
approaches 250 (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013), we aimed to collect
responses from at least 300 participants, anticipating potential data
exclusions because participants were also invited 8 weeks later for
testing temporal stability. Questionnaires were completed online,
and the participants were invited through a link posted on the project
website. Participants were entered into a raffle, with 40 vouchers
of approximately €6.5 each as incentives. The final sample size
included 456 participants recruited among university students
(27.9%) and the general population (72.1%), aged between 18 and
65 years (M = 27.99; SD = 9.22; 70.8% females), and being well-
powered to detect even small effect sizes (i.e., r = .19, with α = .01
and power of .96).

Measures

Adjective Measures of Narcissism. We used a 16-item NAS
as refined in Study 2 and, as previously, the NVS and the NGS.
Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory–Short Form (Sherman

et al., 2015). We used the 60-item version of the Five-Factor
Narcissism Inventory (FFNI), which captures narcissistic neuroti-
cism; tapping neurotic narcissism; self-centered antagonism;
tapping antagonistic narcissism; and agentic extraversion, tapping
agentic narcissism. We used the revised scoring (using a 5-point
scale, 1 = definitely disagree to 5 = definitely agree; see Rogoza
et al., 2021).
Vulnerable Isolation and Enmity Questionnaire (Rogoza,

Cieciuch, et al., 2022). The Vulnerable Isolation and Enmity
Questionnaire (VIEQ) is a 24-item measure assessing different
expressions of vulnerable narcissism: inhibited isolation, tapping
neurotic narcissism and hostile enmity, and tapping antagonistic
narcissism. Participants rated their agreement on a 6-point scale
(1 = definitely disagree to 6 = definitely agree).
NarcissisticAdmiration andRivalryQuestionnaire (Back et al.,

2013). We used the 18-item version of the Narcissistic Admiration

and Rivalry Questionnaire, evaluating two distinct expressions of
grandiose narcissism: self-enhancing admiration, tapping agentic
narcissism and self-defensive rivalry, tapping antagonistic narcis-
sism. The same response scale was used as described above.

Hypersensitive Narcism [Sic] Scale (Hendin & Cheek,
1997). The Hypersensitive Narcism [Sic] Scale is a 10-item
measure (rated on a 5-point scale; 1 = definitely disagree to 5 =
definitely agree) capturing general vulnerable narcissism, reflect-
ing both neurotic and, to some extent, antagonistic narcissism.

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1979). We
used the 13-item version of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory
(Gentile et al., 2013) with a forced-choice format. Participants
selected between narcissistic and nonnarcissistic statements, selecting
the one better representing their personality. The Narcissistic
Personality Inventory primarily taps agentic narcissism (with
some elements of antagonistic narcissism).

Pathological Narcissism Inventory (Pincus et al., 2009). We
used the 28-item version of the Pathological Narcissism Inventory
(Schoenleber et al., 2015) capturing pathological grandiosity
and vulnerability. Whereas there is agreement that pathological
vulnerability taps neurotic narcissism, pathological grandiosity
encompasses different aspects of all facets (Crowe et al., 2019;
Rogoza, Crowe, et al., 2022). Participants rated their agreement on a
6-point scale (0 = not at all like me to 5 = very much like me).

Hypotheses

The goal of the third study was to test the associations between the
NAS and othermeasures of narcissistic personality. Given the centrality
of antagonistic narcissism within the organization of narcissistic
personality, this study aimed to establish positive correlations with
scales assessing antagonistic narcissism (Hypothesis 3.1; Rogoza,
Kowalski, et al., 2022). Moreover, it was hypothesized that the
NAS would exhibit positive correlations with all other scales
assessing narcissism (Hypothesis 3.2; Krizan & Herlache, 2018;
Miller et al., 2021). Furthermore, stronger correlations between
the NAS and other indicators of antagonistic narcissism were
anticipated (i.e., FFNI Self-Centered Antagonism; Narcissistic
Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire Rivalry, and VIEQ Enmity)
compared to indicators of agentic and neurotic narcissism (Hypothesis
3.3; Rogoza, Crowe, et al., 2022). Last, within a joint-factor analysis
encompassing diverse narcissism measures, we hypothesized that
the NAS would align with the factor representing narcissistic
antagonism (Hypothesis 3.4; M. L. Crowe et al., 2019).

Statistical Analyses

We used Pearson’s correlation coefficient to analyze the associa-
tions between the different Narcissism scales (Hypothesis 3.1 and
Hypothesis 3.2). Furthermore, we assessed the variations in
correlation strength using Fisher’s Z test (Hypothesis 3.3). Finally,
to ascertain whether the NAS aligns with a factor representing
antagonistic narcissism, we conducted EFA with principal axis
factoring and oblimin rotation (Hypothesis 3.4).
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Results

Table 1 presents correlations between the adjective measures of
narcissism and the various narcissism measures, along with the
differences in correlation strength among the NAS, NGS, and
NVS. As expected, the NAS was positively related to all narcissism
measures, tapping antagonistic (Hypothesis 3.1), agentic, and
neurotic narcissism (Hypothesis 3.2), except for the FFNI neurotic
narcissism. Notably, the NAS exhibited the strongest correlation
with indicators of antagonistic narcissism, substantiating its
convergent validity as a newly developed measure of antagonistic
narcissism. Moreover, the NAS demonstrated weaker associations
with both Agentic Narcissism scales compared to the NGS, as
well as with Neurotic Narcissism scales compared to the NVS.
Concurrently, the NAS exhibited stronger relationships with
indicators of antagonistic narcissism compared to the NGS and the
NVS (except for the NVS’s slightly higher correlation with VIEQ
Enmity), thus supporting Hypothesis 3.3.
Next, we conducted a joint-factor analysis encompassing all

analyzed narcissism measures. The resulting factor loadings are
detailed in Table 2. As expected, a three-factor structure emerged,
demonstrating distinct groupings of agentic, antagonistic, and
neurotic narcissism. Importantly, the NAS exhibited comparable
loadings on the antagonistic factor relative to other measures of
antagonistic narcissism. Moreover, we did not observe consider-
able (i.e., ≥.30) cross-loadings on different factors. These findings
supported the validity of the newly developed 16-item NAS
(Hypothesis 3.4).

Study 4: Temporal Stability Across 8 Weeks

Method

Participants and Procedure

As outlined in the preregistration, the minimal sample size to
detect a hypothesized two-tailed r ≥ .50 with α = .01 and power

of .95 was 62. To account for anticipated dropout due to the 8-week
retest interval, we invited all 456 participants from Study 3 for the
follow-up. Participants were given the option to enter a raffle where
we distributed 15 vouchers worth approximately €11 each and one
voucher worth approximately €110. The final sample size exceeded
the required sample by 170%, resulting in a sample of 168
participants (powered to detect r ≥ .31 with α = .01 and power of
.95) aged between 18 and 55 (M = 26.18; SD = 6.71; 79.8%
females).

Measures

Participants completed the three adjective-based measures of
narcissism as described in Study 3.

Hypotheses

This study aimed to test the 8-week temporal stability of the
NAS. We hypothesized that the NAS would be temporally stable
(Hypothesis 4.1; Wright & Simms, 2016). In contrast to the
registration protocol, we expanded our assessments after the eighth
week to include not only the NAS but also the NVS and the NGS.
Therefore, we introduced additional hypotheses suggesting that both
the NVS and the NGS should exhibit temporal stability over 8 weeks
(Hypothesis 4.2) and that the NAS would display the same level
of stability as the NVS and the NGS (Hypothesis 4.3; Wright &
Simms, 2016).

Statistical Analyses

To examine the 8-week temporal stability (Hypothesis 4.1 and
Hypothesis 4.2), we used Pearson’s correlation coefficient. Also, we
used Fisher’s Z test to compare the correlation coefficients to assess
whether the NAS is characterized by the same stability over time as
the NVS and the NGS, respectively (Hypothesis 4.3).
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Table 1
Zero-Order Correlations Between Adjective Scales of Narcissism and Other Measures of Narcissistic Personality

Narcissism NAS NGS NVS
Z

NAS versus NGS
Z

NAS versus NVS

Agentic narcissism
FFNI agentic extraversion .38*** .61*** .02 6.60*** 7.28***
NARQ admiration .31*** .66*** .03 10.15*** 5.59***
NPI .40*** .55*** .05 4.20*** 7.13***
PNI pathological grandiosity .30*** .39*** .28*** 2.32* 0.41

Antagonistic narcissism
FFNI self-centered antagonism .60*** .47*** .29*** 3.84*** 7.14***
NARQ rivalry .55*** .39*** .42*** 4.47*** 3.04***
VIEQ enmity .50*** .23*** .59*** 7.09*** 2.24*

Neurotic narcissism
FFNI narcissistic neuroticism .08 −.15** .55*** 5.50*** 10.09***
VIEQ isolation .23*** −.09 .62*** 7.71*** 8.93***
PNI pathological vulnerability .40*** .19** .60*** 5.31*** 4.78***
HSNS hypersensitive narcissism .33*** .17*** .56*** 3.97*** 5.24***

Note. NAS = Narcissistic Antagonism Scale; NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; NVS = Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale; FFNI =
Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory; NARQ = Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire; NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory;
PNI = Pathological Narcissism Inventory; VIEQ = Vulnerable Isolation and Enmity Questionnaire; HSNS = Hypersensitive Narcism [Sic]
Scale.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Results

Table 3 presents the correlation coefficients between the two
analyzed time points. The new measure of antagonistic narcissism
was positively correlated with both agentic and neurotic narcissism
at both time points. Importantly, the strength of these correlations
remained consistently high across time for all narcissism measures,
supporting Hypothesis 4.1 and Hypothesis 4.2. Specifically, no
significant difference in temporal stability was found between the
NAS and the NGS (Z = 0.22; p = .413) or the NVS (Z = 0.85; p =
.197), indicating that the newly developed NAS maintained a high
level of temporal stability comparable to existing measures of
agentic and neurotic narcissism (Hypothesis 4.3).

Study 5: Daily State Narcissism: Within- and
Between-Person Structure

Method

Participants and Procedure

The sample comprised 317 participants aged between 18 and 73
(M= 25.30, SD= 11.05; 70.7% females) recruited among university
students and people from the general population (recruited by
students for course credit). First, participants filled out all trait
measures through an online form (link available through the project
website) and, upon completion, provided their email addresses to
receive information about the daily measurement procedure. This
included, for example, an infographic with a detailed description of
daily measures, two instructional videos demonstrating application
usage, and an individual ID. Then, participants were asked to
download the SEMA3 application on their smartphones and to enter
their individual participant ID on the welcome screen. For 30 days,
starting at 6 p.m., participants received a push notification containing
daily questions related to the events from the past day. The survey
remained active until 11 p.m. Answering to all questions was set as
mandatory. Participants who responded to at least 70% of the surveys
received online vouchers, each valued at approximately €11.50.
Additionally, a drawing for extra online vouchers, approximately
€115 each, was conducted among participants who responded to at
least 80% of the surveys.

Measures

Adjective Measures of Narcissism. To assess trait narcissism,
we used the same set of measures as in Study 3. For the assessment
of daily state narcissism, we used four items from the NVS (Ignored,
Resentful, Misunderstood, Underappreciated) and the NGS (Brilliant,
Glorious, Powerful, Prestigious), previously employed in experience-
sampling method studies (Edershile & Wright, 2021). To maintain
balance, we also selected four items from the NAS (Abusive, Nasty,
Exploitative, and Depreciating). The selection of NAS items was
based on factor loading (i.e., >.60), but also, potential items were
discussed by the authors in terms of face validity. Of importance,
these particular items were outlined in our registration before data
collection efforts. In the daily protocol, participants evaluated each
adjective using a visual analogue slider bar (0 = not at all to 100 =
completely).

Hypotheses

In our preregistration,2 we assumed that the daily NAS,
along with the NVS and the NGS, would replicate a three-factor
structure of narcissism at both the within- and between-person
levels (Hypothesis 5; Miller et al., 2021; Rogoza, Krammer,
et al., 2024).

Statistical Analyses

We used multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (Lüdtke et al.,
2007) to test whether daily state narcissism, measured by the NAS
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Table 3
Temporal Stability of Adjective-Based Scales of Narcissism Across
8 Weeks

Narcissism

Time 1 Time 2

NGS NAS NVS NGS NAS

Time 1
NAS .60***
NVS .10* .40***

Time 2
NGS .70*** .32*** −.05
NAS .41*** .71*** .34*** .55***
NVS −.08 .30*** .75*** −.03 .41***

Note. NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; NAS = Narcissistic
Antagonism Scale; NVS = Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale.
* p < .05. *** p < .001.

Table 2
Factor Loadings of the Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Different
Narcissism Scales

Narcissism Agentic Antagonistic Neurotic

Agentic narcissism
NGS grandiosity .51 .44 −.16
FFNI agentic extraversion .80 .09 −.09
NARQ admiration .87 .04 −.12
NPI .54 .31 −.09
PNI pathological grandiosity .77 .18 .36

Antagonistic narcissism
NAS antagonism .12 .66 .14
FFNI self-centered antagonism .09 .74 .11
NARQ rivalry .15 .51 .40
VIEQ enmity −.05 .46 .66

Neurotic narcissism
NVS vulnerability −.04 .04 .67
FFNI narcissistic neuroticism .01 −.01 .86
VIEQ isolation −.23 .23 .89
PNI pathological vulnerability .16 −.16 .78
HSNS hypersensitive narcissism .14 −.14 .73

Note. NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; FFNI = Five-Factor
Narcissism Inventory; NARQ = Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry
Questionnaire; NPI = Narcissistic Personality Inventory; PNI = Pathological
Narcissism Inventory; NAS = Narcissistic Antagonism Scale; VIEQ =
Vulnerable Isolation and Enmity Questionnaire; NVS = Narcissistic
Vulnerability Scale; HSNS = Hypersensitive Narcism [Sic] Scale.

2 Although the hypothesis presented in Study 5, which converges with that
in Study 6, was not preregistered, the data collection effort took place in
May–July 2023, while the data collection effort in Study 6 took place
in May–July 2022.
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alongside the NVS and the NGS, replicates a three-factor structure
(Hypothesis 5). This involved estimating latent structures at both
within- and between-person levels. To evaluate model fit, we
inspected root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA),
comparative fit index (CFI), and standardized root-mean-square
residual (SRMR; which is reported for both levels as in contrast to
RMSEA and CFI, it is not driven by the overall model fit and its
chi-square statistic). We adhered to standard recommendations for
evaluating structural equation models: CFI > .90; RMSEA < .08;
SRMR < .10 (Krammer, 2024; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).

Results

The analyzed three-factor model demonstrated a good fit to the
data: χ2(102) = 986.65; p < .001; CFI = .945; RMSEA = .032;
SRMRwithin = .032; SRMRbetween = .47. The strength of the factor
loadings was adequate for all items (Figure 1). Notably, the strength

of the covariance between state NAS and NVS both within- and
between-person was stronger than the typically observed between
trait antagonistic and neurotic narcissism. The present study’s
results supported the hypothesized three-factor model of state
narcissism (Hypothesis 5).

Study 6: Momentary State Narcissism:
Within- and Between-Person Structure,

Invariance Across Protocols, and Convergent
and Divergent Validity

Method

Participants and Procedure

The sample comprised 199 participants aged between 18 and
55 (M = 25.21, SD = 6.24; 75.4% females). The procedure was
analogous to Study 5, except for the fact that participants received
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Figure 1
Within- (Right) and Between- (Left) Person Structure of Daily Narcissism

Note. Presented coefficients are standardized. All factor loadings were significant at p < .001; all covariances were significant
at p ≤ .019. NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; NAS = Narcissistic Antagonism Scale; NVS = Narcissistic Vulnerability
Scale.
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push notifications six times a day, from 9 a.m. to 9:15 p.m., each
with a 60-min window for completion.

Within-Person Measures

Participants were instructed to respond regarding the present
moment. All items were assessed using a visual analogue slider bar
(0 = not at all to 100 = completely).
Adjective Measures of Narcissism. We used the same set of

12 adjectives as in Study 5.
Affect (Thompson, 2007). To measure within-person affect,

we used the following adjectives: inspired, determined, and active
for positive affect and hostile, ashamed, and nervous for negative
affect.
Empathy (Batson et al., 1983). We used the following four

adjectives to capture within-person empathy: soft-hearted, warm,
compassionate, and tender.
Self-Esteem (Geukes et al., 2017). As previously reported in

the literature, we used the following three items to capture self-
esteem: “I am satisfied with myself,” “I trust in my abilities,” and
“I am satisfied with my appearance.”

Between-Person Measures

Unless otherwise indicated, participants used a 5-point scale (1 =
definitely disagree to 5= definitely agree) for the followingmeasures.
AdjectiveMeasures ofNarcissism. Weused the samemeasures

capturing trait narcissism as described in Study 3.
Big Five Personality Traits. We used the 20-item version of

the International Personality Item Pool–Big Five Markers question-
naire (Topolewska et al., 2014) to assess extraversion, intellect
(i.e., renamed openness to experience), emotional stability (i.e.,
reversed neuroticism), conscientiousness, and agreeableness.
Aggressiveness. To capture aggressiveness, we used the 29-item

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992). It captures four
major components of aggression: physical and verbal aggression,
anger, and hostility.
Unforgiveness. To measure unforgiveness, we used the 12-item

Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory
(McCullough et al., 1998). Participants were instructed to think
of a person who treated them unfairly in the past. Following this,
they recalled their thoughts and feelings during the incident.
Subsequently, they responded to 12 items capturing avoidant and
vengeful motivations.
Aggressive Inclinations. To capture behavioral inclinations

toward aggression, we administered the Voodoo Doll Task (DeWall
et al., 2013). Participants were first instructed to think again of the
transgressor from the previous measure. They were then presented
with an image of a voodoo doll and asked to visualize it as the person
who mistreated them. Next, participants were informed that previous
studies revealed that it is possible to release negative energy by
inserting virtual pins into the doll. Participants then specified the
number of pins they would like to insert into the doll, with responses
constrained to a range from 0 to 51 pins.
Impulsivity. We used the following three items to capture

impulsivity: “I tend to do things without thinking,” “I am self-
controlled,” and “I act impulsively” (Geukes et al., 2019).

Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. To capture these per-
sonality traits, we used the 18 items from the Short Dark Triad
questionnaire (Jones & Paulhus, 2014).

Affect. We used the brief 10-item version of Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule (Thompson, 2007; Watson et al., 1988) to
capture positive and negative affect.

Self-Esteem. We used the 10-item Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale (Rosenberg, 1965). Participants were rating the degree of their
agreement with each statement using a 4-point scale (1 = definitely
disagree to 4 = definitely agree).

Empathy. We captured empathy by aggregating two subscales
of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983), namely,
perspective taking and emotional concern.

Mindfulness. Wemeasured trait mindfulness using the 20-item
Philadelphia Mindfulness Scale (Cardaciotto et al., 2008). This
scale assesses two distinct aspects of mindfulness: acceptance and
awareness.

Circumplex of Personality Metatraits Questionnaire (Strus &
Cieciuch, 2021). This is a 72-item measure of eight unipolar
personality metatraits, which are organized within a circumplex
structure: Beta-Plus/Plasticity, Gamma-Plus/Integration, Alpha-
Plus/Stability, Delta-Plus/Self-Restraint, Beta-Minus/Passiveness,
Gamma-Minus/Disharmony, Alpha-Minus/Disinhibition, and Delta-
Minus/Sensation-Seeking.

Hypotheses

According to the registration, we scrutinized the validity of state
and trait NAS. First, we assumed that momentary state NAS, NVS,
and NGS would reproduce a three-factor structure (Hypothesis
6.1). Although not preregistered, we additionally tested if the
identified three-factor structure of narcissism would remain invariant
across daily (i.e., Study 5) and momentary (i.e., Study 6) protocols
(Hypothesis 6.2).

We hypothesized that momentary state NAS will be negatively
associated with state self-esteem, state empathy, and positive affect
(Hypothesis 6.3) and positively associated with state negative affect
and trait NAS (Hypothesis 6.4).3 Additionally, we predicted that
state NAS should positively correlate with the variability in state
self-esteem (Hypothesis 6.5). At the between-person level, we
aimed to assess the convergent and divergent validity of trait NAS.
Preregistered hypotheses indicated that trait NAS should be
negatively related to trait agreeableness, self-esteem, empathy,
and mindfulness (Hypothesis 6.6), while it should be positively
associated with trait aggressiveness, aggressive inclinations,
unforgiveness, impulsiveness, Machiavellianism, psychopathy,
and negative affect (Hypothesis 6.7). Furthermore, we expected
trait NAS to demonstrate incremental validity beyond the indicators
of neurotic and agentic narcissism in explaining the aforementioned
criteria (Hypothesis 6.8).

As a final validation test, in Study 6, we tested if daily and
momentary state antagonistic narcissism, assessed by the NAS,
alignswith its theoretical locationwithin the Circumplex of Personality
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3 The hypothesis concerning positive affect was not registered. While
initially we preregistered that within- and between-person NAS scores
should be positively related, given that between scores are the average of the
within scores and the within scores are person-mean centered around
the between score, we present relations between between-person state NAS
and trait NAS.
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Metatraits (i.e., at a 270° angle; Hypothesis 6.9; cf. Rogoza, Crowe,
et al., 2022; Rogoza, Kowalski, et al., 2022). Though not formally
preregistered, we expected that the NVS and the NGS would be
meaningfully located within the circumplex structure of personality
metatraits (i.e., at angles of 225° and 315°, respectively; Hypothesis
6.10; cf. Rogoza, Cieciuch, et al., 2022). Finally, we expected that
when analyzing all three scales collectively, the entire model would
align congruently with the theoretically proposed locations within
the circumplex (Hypothesis 6.11; Rogoza, Kowalski, et al., 2022).

Statistical Analyses

To test the factorial structure of momentary narcissism (Hypothesis
6.1), we followed the procedure described in Study 5. Additionally,
we used multilevel–multigroup confirmatory factor analysis to test
measurement invariance across daily and momentary factorial
structures (Hypothesis 6.2). Typically, three models of invariance
are estimated: configural (unconstrained model), metric (with
constrained factor loadings), and scalar (with constrained item
intercepts; Meredith, 1993). We augmented these analyses for
measurement invariance across groups with invariance across
levels (cf. cross-level invariance: Jak, 2019). We did so to heed the
multilevel character of the compared data sets (for a similar
approach in evaluating narcissism within and between person cf.
Rogoza, Krammer, et al., 2024). More precisely, we also
estimated an additional model before proceeding to metric
invariance. In this model, we constrained the within- and
between-person factor loadings to be equal across two levels.
In the absence of clear recommendations for evaluating multilevel–
multigroup invariance, we assessed invariance based on standard
suggestions within the field, considering results invariant if the fit of
subsequent models did not exceed .010 in CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR
(Chen, 2007).
To test relations between momentary antagonistic narcissism and

state self-esteem, empathy, positive affect (Hypothesis 6.3) and
negative affect (Hypothesis 6.4), and variability in self-esteem
(Hypothesis 6.5), we departed from the initially planned Pearson’s
correlation approach stated in the preregistration. Instead, we opted
for the Dynamic Structural EquationModeling approach (Asparouhov
et al., 2018; McNeish, 2021) due to its capability of handling missing
data and respondents not available for at all time points. This approach
has several advantages as compared to evaluation of the person
standard deviation or mean-squared successive difference, which
tends to mix gross variability and instability (McNeish, 2021). To
assess the relations with variability in momentary self-esteem, we
modeled two indices: self-esteem’s inertia (i.e., an autoregressive
parameter reflecting the extent to which state self-esteem carries
over from one moment to another, the time needed to return to
equilibrium after momentary change) and innovation variances
(which include everything that was not measured explicitly but
affects the course of the observed variables, reflecting individual
variability; Stapp et al., 2023). Considering that mean scores are
artificially correlated with estimates of variability, in the tested
Dynamic Structural Equation Modeling approach model, we
controlled for the level of momentary state self-esteem (i.e.,
person mean; Baird et al., 2006).
To test the relationship between trait antagonistic narcissism and

other trait measures (Hypotheses 6.6 and 6.7), we used Pearson’s
correlation coefficient. Additionally, we used commonality analysis

(Nimon et al., 2008) to determine if the newly developed scale
contributes to existing measures (Hypothesis 6.8). Finally, to test the
location of the NAS (Hypothesis 6.9), NVS, NGS (Hypothesis 6.10),
and the entire three-factor model itself within the circumplex model
of personality metatraits (Hypothesis 6.11), we followed a three-step
procedure (Rogoza et al., 2021). This involved (a) using structural
equation modeling (Browne, 1992) to analyze the fit of the
circumplex model itself (i.e., assuming equal spacing and commu-
nalities), deemed acceptable with CFI > .90 and RMSEA < .13
(Rogoza et al., 2021); (b) testing the location of the Narcissism scales
using the Structural Summary Method (Zimmermann & Wright,
2017); and (c) testing congruence of the empirical locations estimated
in Structural Summary Method with theoretical expectations using
the Procrustes rotation (Strus & Cieciuch, 2017).

Results

Prior to examining convergent and divergent validity, we evaluated
whether the hypothesized three-factor model of state narcissism
replicates at the within- and between-person levels. Similar to Study
5, the analyzed measurement model demonstrated a good fit to the
data: χ2(102) = 478.42; p < .001; CFI = .968; RMSEA = .023;
SRMRwithin = .024; SRMRbetween = .044. These results provided
robust support for our expectations, supporting Hypothesis 6.1. The
standardized factor loadings were all adequate (Figure 2). Similar to
daily state narcissism, there was a notably stronger covariance
between momentary state NAS and NVS compared to the typical
correlation between trait antagonistic and neurotic narcissism. In
contrast to the trait–narcissism findings, the covariance between the
NAS and the NGS, while positive at the between-person level, was
nonsignificant at the within-person level (p = .078). Although such
a covariance pattern between latent factors was unexpected, these
results also supports the three-factor structure of state narcissism.

Next, we examined the invariance across daily diary and
momentary assessment of the three-factor model of narcissism. The
fit indices of the tested models are presented in Table 4. The
configural model appeared to be well-fitted to the data, in line with
the results reported above. The addition of the cross-level invariance
did not result in decreasing fit of the model, which supports the
cross-level invariance. Constraining factor loadings to be equal
across two different protocols also did not alter the model fit.
Finally, constraining the item intercepts to be equal while slightly
worsening the fit to the data, we found that the results were still
within the assumed boundaries, thus, supporting the Hypothesis 6.2.
The comparison of latent means in a scalar model revealed that there
were significant differences only in regard to momentary antagonistic
narcissism, which was lower than its daily counterpart (d = −.25;
p = .023). Accordingly, no differences were found between daily
and momentary agentic (d = .08; p = .343) nor neurotic narcissism
(d = .01; p = .886).

Table 5 details the estimates from the Dynamic Structural
Equation Modeling approach presenting the within-person relations
of momentary state narcissism to momentary state empathy, self-
esteem, affect, as well as between-person relations to variability
in self-esteem and trait narcissism. Supporting our expectations,
within-person associations fully supported our predictions.
Momentary state NAS was negatively related to state empathy,
self-esteem, and positive affect (Hypothesis 6.3) and positively
related to state negative affect and trait NAS as well trait NVS and
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NGS (Hypothesis 6.4). While self-esteem states were auto-predictive
(β = .39; p < .001), the NAS was the only Narcissism scale to be
negatively related to self-esteem’s inertia (β = −.31; p = .013),
suggesting higher instability. However, the NAS was unrelated to
variability in self-esteem states (β = .13; p = .100), though the
direction of the observed relationwas congruent with our expectations,
providing partial support for Hypothesis 6.5. Among other narcissism
facets, only the NGS was negatively related to variability in
momentary self-esteem (β = −.20; p = .030).
Next, we analyzed the relations between trait antagonistic

narcissism and a broad range of variables (Table 6). As preregistered,
the trait NAS was negatively related to trait agreeableness, self-
esteem, empathy (Hypothesis 6.6) and positively related to trait
aggressiveness, aggressive inclinations, revenge, impulsiveness,

negative affect, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy (Hypothesis
6.7). The expected negative relationship with trait mindfulness
approached significance (p= .055 for zero-order relation and p= .069
for β-weight). In line with our expectations, trait NAS demonstrated
incremental validity beyond trait NGS and NVS for more than two
thirds of the compared criteria (Hypothesis 6.8). The exceptions were
anger, hostility, impulsiveness, self-esteem, negative affect, and
mindfulness, where the NAS was outperformed by either the NGS
or the NVS. Overall, trait NAS demonstrated a consistent pattern of
relations indicative of antagonistic narcissism and contributed
significantly to explaining different constructs not covered by
existing adjective scales. This again supported the utility of the NAS.

Finally, we aimed to locate state momentary narcissismwithin the
Circumplex of Personality Metatraits. Prior to assessing empirical
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Figure 2
Within- (Right) and Between- (Left) Person Structure of Momentary Narcissism

Note. Presented estimates are standardized. All factor loadings were significant at p < .001; all covariances (except for the
covariance between within-person NAS and NGS, which was non-significant at p = .078) were significant at p ≤ .016.
NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; NAS = Narcissistic Antagonism Scale; NVS = Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale.
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locations, we verified whether themetatraits were organized within a
full circumplex structure (i.e., with equal spacing and commonali-
ties). The results revealed a goodmodel fit: χ2(24)= 68.48; p< .001;
CFI = .933; RMSEA = .097. Next, using the Structural Summary
Method, detailed in Table 7, we determined the angular location of
momentary narcissism within the Circumplex of Personality
Metatraits. The fit of momentary narcissismwas acceptable. Given the
absence of a general factor within the Circumplex of Personality
Metatraits, elevation estimates were accordingly low. The amplitudes
of all Narcissism scales were modest and comparable. The empirical
angle of the state NAS largely deviated from the expected theoretical
locations (thus, rejecting Hypothesis 6.9). The empirical location of
the state NGS was also characterized by the low level of congruence,
while the location of the NVS was located near γ-Minus as expected
(partial support for Hypothesis 6.10). The overall model congruence
(.83) suggested a suboptimal alignment between empirical and
theoretical angles; thus, the final hypothesis (Hypothesis 6.11) was
rejected as well.

General Discussion

Understanding the dynamic nature of narcissism requires a
nuanced exploration of its three facets at the state level (Back, 2018;
Miller et al., 2021). However, existing momentary narcissism
measures—theNGS and theNVS—fall short in capturing antagonistic
narcissism (Welsh et al., 2024;Wright&Edershile, 2018), hindering a
more complete understanding of fluctuations in momentary state
narcissism. This is unfortunate, given that the antagonistic facet is
the most central aspect of narcissistic personality and is related to
heightened levels of variability in narcissistic states (Di Pierro et al.,

2022; Miller et al., 2021; Rogoza, Kowalski, et al., 2022; Rogoza,
Krammer, et al., 2024). Recognizing this conceptual gap, our study
aimed to develop a new adjective-based measure of antagonistic
narcissism—the NAS. By incorporating this crucial facet, we seek to
provide researchers with a comprehensive tool to investigate the
intricate dynamics of narcissistic personality more effectively. This
endeavor not only enriches the field, but it also enhances our ability
to capture the nuanced variability in narcissistic states, facilitating a
more holistic understanding of this complex personality construct.

Psychometric Evaluation of the NAS

The NAS serves as a valuable and distinctive addition to the
landscape of state measures of narcissism, meaningfully comple-
menting and extending the existing NGS and the NVS (Crowe et al.,
2016, 2018; Rosenthal et al., 2020). While the NGS and the NVS
have been instrumental in capturing agentic and neurotic facets of
narcissism (Welsh et al., 2024), the NAS addresses a critical
shortcoming the existing scales by specifically targeting antagonis-
tic narcissism. We validated the NAS in a series of six studies. In
Study 1, we assessed whether the adjectives intended to measure
narcissistic antagonism (Heinze et al., 2020) are internally consistent
and form one latent factor—the results supported this claim. It should
be noted, however, that the used factor-loading threshold (i.e., λ> .60)
was stringent as compared to the ones typically observed in the
literature (i.e., λ > .50; Clark & Watson, 2019). This resulted in a
removal of items, such as aggressive and domineering, which might
be also considered as good indicators of narcissistic antagonism, yet,
in an attempt to shorten the scale were removed. In Study 2, we
assessed whether the NAS, together with the NGS and the NVS,
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Table 4
Results of the Multilevel–Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analysis Comparing the Three-Factor Model of Narcissism
Across Daily and Momentary Perspectives

Model χ2(df ) p CFI RMSEA SRMRwithin SRMRbetween

Configural 1485.39(204) <.001 .954 .029 .029 .049
Cross level 1602.60(222) <.001 .952 .029 .029 .054
Metric 1668.18(231) <.001 .949 .029 .030 .054
Scalar 1930.51(240) <.001 .939 .031 .030 .063
Cross level versus configural 55.82(18) <.001 .002 .000 .000 .005
Metric versus cross level 65.26(9) <.001 .003 .000 .001 .000
Scalar versus metric 281.63(9) <.001 .010 .002 .000 .007

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square
residual; Configural = configural multigroup with on constrains; Cross level = cross-level measurement invariance within each group;
Metric = Cross level + constrains for metric measurement invariance across groups on both levels; Scalar = Metric + constrains for
scalar measurement invariance across groups on the between-level.

Table 5
Within- and Between-Person Relations of Momentary State Narcissism

Narcissism

State Trait

Empathy Self-esteem Negative affect Positive affect NGS NAS NVS

NGS .30*** .45*** −.09*** .46*** .65*** .14* −.13*
NAS −.08*** −.07*** .29*** −.04** .29*** .50*** .29***
NVS −.14*** −.18*** .48*** −.07*** .19*** .29*** .33***

Note. NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; NAS = Narcissistic Antagonism Scale; NVS = Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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forms a three-factorial solution corresponding to the theoretical
solution (Miller et al., 2021), and the results fully supported our
expectations. In Study 3, we assessed the convergent validity of the
proposed measure through an investigation of its relationship to
different validated measures of narcissism. The results were highly
congruent with our expectations as the NAS was positively related to
all measures of narcissism (especially to those measuring antagonistic
narcissism). We noticed two exceptions, that is, the NAS was
correlated with enmity to the same extent as the NVS. This finding
is in line with studies showing that enmity captures vulnerable
expressions of antagonistic narcissism (Rogoza, Kowalski, et al.,
2022; Welsh et al., 2024). The second deviation regarded a null
correlation with narcissistic neuroticism. Although in contrast with
theory, this finding closely aligns with the literature on the FFNI,
where self-centered antagonism is also not related to narcissistic
neuroticism (Jauk et al., 2023). Finally, we assessed if, in a joint-
factor analysis (M. L. Crowe et al., 2019), the NAS would indicate
the antagonistic narcissism factor. The results supported the three-
factor model, and the NAS was, as expected, an indicator of
antagonistic narcissism. In Study 4, we assessed the temporal stability
of measurement. The results revealed that across the period of
8 weeks, the NAS was characterized by good temporal stability. Of

interest, there were no differences in how all adjective-based scales
were temporally stable across time.

In Study 5, we investigated the within- and between-person
factorial structure of narcissism assessed in a daily diary protocol.
We found full support for the three-factor model assessed on a daily
basis, replicating existing findings using an adjective-based measure
(Rogoza, Krammer, et al., 2024). In Study 6, we replicated these
findings measuring narcissism on a momentary basis. Of impor-
tance, the factorial structure was fully invariant, regardless of the
methodological protocol, providing strong support for the measured
construct (Miller et al., 2021). We also assessed convergent and
divergent validity of state and trait narcissism. For state narcissism,
we found that state narcissism facets were positively related to their
trait counterparts (e.g., state NAS was positively related to trait
NAS). As preregistered, we found negative relations between state
NAS and state empathy, self-esteem, and positive affect and a
positive relation to state negative affect. Contrary to our
expectations, we found that the NAS was related to higher
instability but not to variability of momentary self-esteem. In the
present study, although we used the same set of items as reported in
Geukes et al. (2017), instead of using a Likert-type scale, we used a
visual analogue scale to provide respondents with a more nuanced
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Table 6
Relations Between Trait Narcissism to Validity Criteria and the Contribution of NAS Over the Existing Scales

Scale
NGS
r|β

NAS
r|β

NVS
r|β % unique to NAS

Extraversion .24***|.29*** −.07|−.10 −.27***|−.23** 4.19
Agreeableness −.18*|.08 −.50***|−.59*** −.12|.14 82.44
Conscientiousness .08|.05 −.04|.06 −.26***|−.29*** 3.28
Emotional stability .19**|.17* −.12|.06 −.56***|−.59*** 0.55
Intellect .15*|.25** −.15*|−.24** −.15*|−.05 45.23
Physical aggression .26***|.07 .49***|.44*** .25***|.06 47.87
Verbal aggression .23**|.10 .36***|.29*** .19**|.06 37.09
Anger .10|.05 .31***|.11 .47***|.42*** 3.05
Hostility .03|−.08 .39***|.24** .52***|.42*** 11.61
Aggressive inclinations .03|−.08 .27***|.26** .21**|.10 48.26
Machiavellianism .31***|.13 .52***|.42*** .28***|.10 38.11
Psychopathy .32***|.08 .59***|.56*** .24***|−.01 54.83
Impulsiveness .06|.03 .21**|.06 .34***|.31*** 1.70
Avoidance −.08|−.03 −.08|−.10 .05|.09 43.27
Revenge .12|−.01 .37***|.29*** .31***|.19* 32.10
Self-esteem .40***|.47*** −.17*|−.15* −.58***|−.52*** 2.85
Empathy −.22***|.00 −.46***|−.50*** −.12|.09 71.14
Positive affect .36***|.39*** .00|−.06 −.28***|−.25*** 1.13
Negative affect −.08|−.03 .17*|−.12 .65***|.70*** 2.00
Acceptance −.14*|−.16* .13|.03 .39***|.37*** 0.37
Awareness .15*|.22** −.14|−.16 −.24***|−.18* 15.88

Note. NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; NAS = Narcissistic Antagonism Scale; NVS = Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Table 7
Structural Summary of State Narcissism Within the Circumplex of Personality Metatraits

Narcissism Fit Elevation Amplitude Empirical angle Theoretical angle Congruence

NGS .83 .00 [−.05, .05] .25 [.15, .36] 11.5 [347, 36.9] 315 .78
NAS .95 .00 [−.07, .06] .28 [.20, .37] 242.7 [218.8, 266.7] 270 .71
NVS .91 .05 [−.01, .11] .25 [.16, .35] 246.7 [225, 271.1] 225 1.00

Note. NGS = Narcissistic Grandiosity Scale; NAS = Narcissistic Antagonism Scale; NVS = Narcissistic Vulnerability Scale.
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means of expressing their narcissism. This finer granularity may have
potentially impacted the observed results. Future studies, may
consider changing the response scale for assessing momentary self-
esteem. We also assessed how trait NAS is associated with other
conceptually related variables and whether the proposed scale is
characterized by incremental validity over the NGS and the NVS.
We have found strong support for incremental validity for a range of
relations (cf. Kałowski et al., 2021; Rogoza, Kowalski, et al., 2022).
For instance, the NAS explained the majority of variance of
agreeableness, physical and verbal aggression, aggressive inclina-
tions, Machiavellianism, psychopathy, vengefulness, and empathy.
Contrary to our expectations, the NAS did not explain a
considerable amount of variance of anger, hostility, impulsiveness,
self-esteem, affect, and mindfulness. Taken together, these findings
mostly support the validity of the newly proposed measure of
antagonistic narcissism.
Finally, we assessed the location of state narcissism within the

Circumplex of Personality Metatraits (Strus & Cieciuch, 2021).
According to the existing literature on trait narcissism (Rogoza et al.,
2019, 2021), we preregistered our expectations that state NAS
should be located at Alpha-Minus, while state NVS and NGS at
Gamma-Minus and Delta-Minus, respectively. The obtained results
mostly rejected our hypotheses. In fact, only the NVS was located in
the expected location. While this finding was in contrast to findings
from personality psychology, from a clinical perspective, they might
be interpreted as supportive. That is, clinicians report that
fluctuations occur in individuals scoring high on grandiose but
not vulnerable narcissism (Gore & Widiger, 2016; Oltmanns &
Widiger, 2018; Ronningstam, 2005). In this vein, our findings may
suggest that, whereas the NAS and the NGS are more prone to
change, the NVS is more stable across time.

Constraints on Generality

The participants recruited for all the reported studies were from
Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic countries,
mostly people from Eastern Europe (i.e., Poland). Furthermore, we
did not gather information on racial or ethnic identification of the
studied samples as most of the research were conducted on Polish
participants, which is a highly homogenous national group. Recent
reports from national statistics bureau reveal that 97.7% of Polish
citizens are declaring Polish ethnicity, and 98.4% of the population
use Polish as the main language. In regard to migrants, almost two
thirds of the population of the Polish migrants are the citizens of the
Ukraine, which is culturally close to Poland. Thus, the findings from
the current report should not be unanimously generalized to more
diverse populations (e.g., American).

Clinical Implications for Future Research

Research on trait narcissism reached broad agreement that
narcissism is best described by three facets of agentic, antagonistic,
and neurotic narcissism (Miller et al., 2021). Among these, antagonistic
narcissism is the most central and is usually triggered by the
experienced ego threats (Back, 2018; Grapsas et al., 2020; Rogoza,
Kowalski, et al., 2022). This central position within the structure
of narcissism, as well as the processual character of antagonistic
narcissism, emphasizes its role in the process of fluctuation in
narcissistic states. Evidence from daily diary studies also supports

the significant role of antagonistic narcissism (Rogoza, Krammer, et
al., 2024). Yet, changes in state narcissism may have a more
momentary character (Edershile & Wright, 2021), which are
impossible to assess without an appropriate measure. Our work fills
this gap by providing clinical research with a novel adjective-based
measure of antagonistic narcissism suitable for use in the assessment
of momentary narcissistic states.

Understanding how narcissistic states fluctuate is one of the major
challenges in narcissism research with broad clinical implications.
Individuals in grandiose narcissism states usually do not seek help
nor see any problem with it (Ellison et al., 2013; Ronningstam,
2005). Moreover, grandiosity can explain a large portion of
challenges that therapists experience during the treatment, such
as poor recognition of internal states, difficulty accessing one’s
emotions, or extreme competitiveness. In fact, helping patients to
shift from grandiosity to discussing experiences of real competen-
cies and weaknesses is considered as one of the most central
processes in changing narcissism therapeutically (Weinberg &
Ronningstam, 2020). In other words, the therapy process could be
used to dissolve states of grandiosity and evoke intense and painful
reactions, which could be worked on during the therapy. Although
this process is an effective way of treatment (Diamond et al., 2023),
it is empirically understudied, and our work is the first step toward
achieving this goal.

Future work should focus on testing the fluctuation hypothesis,
encompassing all three facets of narcissism. While most of the
existing EMA studies were conducted in naturalistic settings (e.g.,
Edershile & Wright, 2021; Rogoza, Krammer, et al., 2024), novel
approaches, such as the Competitive Behavioral Assessment of
Rivalry and Admiration (Szücs et al., 2020, 2023), open new avenues
for assessing momentary changes in narcissistic states in experimental
settings including clinical samples. Furthermore, future research
might consider moving beyond self-reported data and start gathering
physiological data (e.g., average heart rate) and/or using biologi-
cally triggered sensing (e.g., initializing the survey after deviating
from personal average heart rate; Behnke et al., 2023; Hoemann et
al., 2023). Also, as the fluctuations seem to occur in grandiose
narcissistic individuals (Gore & Widiger, 2016; Oltmanns &
Widiger, 2018), future research might consider gathering a
prescreened sample of individuals scoring high on this particular
trait (e.g., patients struggling with grandiose narcissism, Jauk et al.,
2022). Finally, given that within the reported studies we did not
introduce any form of validity screening, which is challenging in
EMA studies, recent advancements may provide a more nuanced
insight into the reported results after accounting for time spent
reading the screens (Ulitzsch et al., 2024).

Conclusion

The current article introduces a new adjective-based measure
of trait and state narcissistic antagonism—the NAS. In a series of six
studies, we have provided strong psychometric evidence of
measurement validity and showed that, together with the NGS and
the NVS, our scale completes the measurement of narcissism,
especially in regard to EMA studies. Previous studies emphasized
the role of antagonistic narcissism in understanding the process
of fluctuations (Back, 2018; Rogoza, Krammer, et al., 2024);
however, to date, it was impossible to assess these from a
momentary perspective. Our work provides such an opportunity,
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integrates findings from the literature on trait narcissism within the
research on state narcissism (Miller et al., 2021), and paves the
way toward assessment of the fluctuation process in narcissism in a
theoretically supported and fine-grained manner.
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