Core Aspects of Grandiose Narcissism in Childhood:

Grandiosity and Entitlement in Social Context

R. Poppy Wilkinson

A Thesis
In the Department
of
Psychology

Presented in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
For the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy (Psychology) at
Concordia University

Montreal, Quebec, Canada

September 2021

© R. Poppy Wilkinson, 2021



CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES

This 1s to certify that the thesis prepared
By: Rosalind Poppy Wilkinson
Entitled: Core Aspects of Grandiose Narcissism in Childhood:
Grandiosity and Entitlement in Social Context
and submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy (Psychology)

complies with the regulations of the University and meets the accepted standards with
respect to originality and quality.

Signed by the final examining committee:

Chair

Dr. William Zerges

External Examiner

Dr. Sander Thomaes

External to Program

Dr. Valérie De Courville Nicol

Examiner

Dr. Erin Barker

Examiner

Dr. Andrew Ryder

Thesis Supervisor

Dr. William M. Bukowski

Approved by

Dr. Andreas Arvanitogiannis, Graduate Program Director

10/29/2021

Dr. Pascale Sicotte, Dean
Faculty of Arts and Science



Abstract

Core Aspects of Grandiose Narcissism in Childhood:

Grandiosity and Entitlement in Social Context

R. Poppy Wilkinson, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 2022

Arriving at a definition of narcissism has been a controversial process. Recently, two
defining aspects of narcissism have been identified, self-importance and entitlement, that can be
expressed both grandiosely and covertly (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). The present project focuses
on grandiose narcissism in children. Grandiose narcissism 1s understood as multidimensional
(e.g., with dimensions of grandiosity and entitlement) but research on its core aspects in children
1s limited. A better understanding of the dimensions of narcissism in children is critical,
primarily because they have been shown to relate to different outcomes in adults. Evidence
suggests that entitlement is associated with more problematic social outcomes than grandiosity.
The aim of this project was to assess the potentially different social correlates of grandiosity and
entitlement in children. This was achieved using self-report and peer-report data collected in a
short-term longitudinal design with 5% and 6® grade students in Montreal, Quebec, Canada and
Barranquilla, Colombia. The results of Study 1 suggest that grandiosity and entitlement are two
related but distinct dimensions of grandiose narcissism in children, measurable across two
cultural contexts. Grandiosity in particular was associated with positive self-appraisals of social
competency and self-worth, above and beyond acceptance by peers. Study 2 assessed the
relation between grandiosity/entitlement and peer-assessed prosocial behaviours (care, justice,
comfort, proactive and reactive help) and aggression (physical and relational). Within time,
entitlement was found to negatively relate to all prosocial behaviours, and prior levels of
entitlement negatively predicted later care and justice. Prior levels of entitlement also positively
predicted subsequent physical aggression. These same patterns were not found for grandiosity.
Study 3 assessed how grandiosity and entitlement, respectively, predicted popularity while
accounting for characteristics of the social and cultural context. A key and consistent finding

across our models was that entitlement more negatively predicted popularity in classrooms high
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in communal care, as well as in Barranquilla as compared to Montreal. The opposite pattern was
observed for grandiosity in some of the models. Together, these studies provide support for these
two dimensions of narcissism being distinct and that the social consequences of entitlement are

of particular concern.
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General Introduction

Narcissism has long been considered one of the most fascinating—albeit complex—
constructs in psychology. Its complexity can be seen in a literature rife with controversy about
narcissism’s very definition and core dimensions (Donnellan et al., 2021; Krizan & Herlache,
2018). Narcissism is a term that has been used in a flexible manner—describing at times a
collection of traits, and at others a state, a phase in development, or a form of psychopathology
(Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Different presentations of narcissism have been identified (e.g.,
grandiose, vulnerable, “normal,” pathological) as well as subtypes and dimensions of these
presentations (Donnellan et al., 2021). How these various presentations, types and dimensions of
narcissism relate to each other has been a matter of interest and debate. With this lack of clarity,
narcissism has earned the dual distinction of being at once a fascinating and a particularly
confusing topic of study (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). However, recent advancements in the
literature with adults help make sense of the apparent confusion, offering some clarity on the
meaning of narcissism. Notable conclusions from the past decade are that narcissism is
multidimensional (Ackerman et al., 2011; Brown et al., 2009; Krizan & Herlache, 2018; Miller
et al., 2017) and that a succinct definition of narcissism that transcends its various presentations
1s possible (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Narcissism has been defined as entitled self-importance
(Krizan & Herlache, 2018) and this definition speaks to two core features of narcissism,
entitlement and self-importance, that can manifest in a grandiose or covert manner. Two main
presentations of narcissism have been identified—vulnerable and grandiose (see Cain et al.,
2008)—and the present thesis will focus on core dimensions of prototypical grandiose narcissism
in children.

Grandiose narcissism is multidimensional with both socially advantageous as well as
antagonistic aspects (Back et al., 2013). Grandiosity, a core component of grandiose narcissism,
refers to an inflated sense of self and self-importance—appraising oneself as uniquely great and
special (Brown et al., 2009). Another core component of narcissism 1s entitlement, which
concerns the belief that one deserves special treatment, goods, attention, and recognition—and
that others are available to be (mis)used for one’s personal gain (Brown et al., 2009). While these
two dimensions of narcissism have been found to be moderately correlated, they represent
conceptually distinct constructs that need to be studied separately as well as together, primarily
because they appear to affect different outcomes (Donnellan et al., 2021). Importantly, these



conclusions about the meaning and defining features of narcissism have been derived from
research with adults. There is a lack of clarity regarding the core dimensions of narcissism in
children and the possible differential social correlates of these dimensions.

The 1dea that narcissism 1s related to problematic ways of interacting with others is not
new—there exists a robust literature with both adults and children that shows narcissism’s
positive association with aggression and other antagonistic behaviours (e.g., Rasmussen, 2016;
Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016). A growing literature on specific aspects of adult narcissism
shows that entitlement in particular is related to toxic social outcomes (Donnellan et al., 2021).
We argue that such specificity is required in the study of child narcissism. The overarching aim
of this project is to assess the potentially different social correlates of two core dimensions of
narcissism (grandiosity and entitlement) in children, using self-report and peer-report data
collected from 5% and 6™ grade students in Canada and Colombia. This project consists of three
studies that are intended to build upon each other. The goal of Study 1 is to identify two defining
dimensions of self-reported childhood narcissism (grandiosity and entitlement) and to assess if
these dimensions are measurable across two cultural settings (Colombia and Canada). In Study 2,
we seek to understand if these two dimensions of narcissism differentially relate to problematic
social outcomes in childhood (e.g., increased peer-assessed aggression and decreased prosocial
behaviour). In Study 3, we aim to understand the social consequences of these dimensions of
narcissism while accounting for characteristics of the social contexts in which these children
function. Specifically, we will assess how grandiosity and entitlement each predict peer-assessed
popularity while accounting for culturally relevant characteristics (e.g., country, classroom
norms).

A cross-cultural perspective 1s important because how narcissism behaviourally manifests
has been proposed to derive from transactional processes that occur between individuals and
their environment (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). This highlights a key point: narcissism involves
both intrapersonal processes (e.g., an inflated self-appraisal) as well as interpersonal processes
(e.g., a comparative and sometimes exploitative orientation). In other words, narcissism at its
core involves the self in relation to other. Individualism and collectivism are two constructs
commonly used to understand different ways in which individuals relate to society and others
(Oyserman & Lee, 2008; Triandis, 1995, 2015). Social-cultural factors have been found to be
relevant to the study of narcissism (Foster et al., 2003; Paris, 2014; Vater et al., 2018), and



collecting data in both Colombia and Canada allows for an exploration of the social
consequences of narcissism in children in two different contexts. Specifically, Colombia has
traditionally been considered one of the most collectivistic cultural settings in the world, where
collective good 1s emphasized over individual gain (Hofstede Insights, 2021b). In contrast,
Canada (including Quebec) has been characterized as highly individualistic (e.g., where the
individual is prioritized over the larger group; Hofstede Insights, 2021a). In Study 3, we assess
whether particular aspects of narcissism might relate to greater social sanctions (e.g., as indicated
by decreased social status) in contexts where communal care is particularly valued.

In summary, the overarching aim of these studies is to gain a better understanding of how
specific dimensions of narcissism might relate to social functioning. A strength of our design is
the use of both self-report measures (e.g., narcissism, admiration-seeking) as well as measures
that offer the perspective of others (e.g., peer-reported aggressive and prosocial behaviours,
popularity, and classroom norms). With this rich perspective, we seek to better understand which
dimensions of narcissism are related to problematic social outcomes, whether there are other
aspects that have more neutral or even positive correlates, as well as whether these associations
are influenced by context. We consider this information integral for understanding when
interventions may be required and informing the nature of possible interventions. It is of
particular interest to study these questions in children when interventions may be more effective
and feasible to implement.

Specifically, this project consists of three studies and uses data collected in a short-term
longitudinal design with children in two distinct cultural contexts (Montreal, Quebec, Canada,
and Barranquilla, Colombia). In Study 1, building from existing validated measures, we assess if
narcissism in children concerns two core dimensions: grandiosity and entitlement. The purpose
of Study 2 is to assess the differential social correlates of grandiosity and entitlement.
Specifically, in Study 2 we assess whether these dimensions of narcissism relate in different
ways to peer-reported aggressive (relational, physical) and prosocial behaviours (care, justice,
comfort, reactive and proactive help). Study 3 concerns how children high in narcissism tend to
fare socially while accounting for characteristics of the social and cultural contexts in which they
live. Specifically, the third study assesses whether the associations between popularity and two
core dimensions of narcissism (grandiosity and entitlement) vary as a function of group-level

variables such as place, sex, socioeconomic status and classroom norms for communal care.



Taken together, the overarching aim of this project is to study childhood grandiose narcissism in
context at the level of two core dimensions, bringing attention to how grandiosity and
entitlement relate to important social outcomes and functioning in the peer-group.

Summary of Method
Participants

Study 1. Participants were 329 boys and girls (52% girls) in the fifth- and sixth grade
(Mage =11. 5 years) from three schools in Montreal, Quebec, Canada and two schools in
Barranquilla, Atlantico, Colombia. Participants were evenly distributed across the Canadian
(47%) and Colombian (53%) sites. Originally, 397 students from 19 classrooms were invited to
participate in the study. The participation rate was on average 89% (Range 75% -100%, SD =
7.4%). A total of 351 students were authorized to participate, however 22 students were excluded
from two classrooms judged to have insufficient participation rates (e.g., classes with same-sex
groups with fewer than seven children). Nineteen classrooms participated in this study with 19.8
participants per class on average. For the self-report measures, the percentage of missing data
ranged from 11.0% to 17.9%. For peer assessment measures, the percentage of missing data
varied from 5 to 10% depending on the variable. This data was found to be missing at random
(e.g., not due to systematic attrition).

Socioeconomic status (SES) was assessed in the following ways. For the Canadian
sample, information provided by the schoolboard indicated that for two of the schools the
majority of students lived in upper-middle class households, whereas the majority of students at
the third school lived in lower-middle class households. In Colombia, neighborhood SES is
ranked by a federal agency using a six-level index called estrato, where 1 indicates “low-low”
and 6 indicates “high” SES (Departamento Administrativo Nacional de Estadistica, n.d.). For the
Colombian sample, students from one school lived in estrafo 1 and 2 neighborhoods whereas the
students from the other school lived in estrafo 5 and 6 neighborhoods.

Study 2. Participants were 307 boys and girls (46% boys and 54% girls) in the 5* and 6™
grade from three schools in Montreal, QC, Canada and two schools in Barranquilla, Atlantico,
Colombia. Participants were evenly distributed across Canada (46%) and Colombia (54%).
Twenty-one other participants were excluded due to technical difficulties that prevented data
from being collected.

Study 3. Please refer to details above for Study 1.



Procedure

Once ethical approval from relevant institutions was obtained, permission from school
boards and principals was granted. Project staff described the purposes and procedures of the
study to potential participants during class time, including confidentiality. Information packets
with consent forms for parents were provided. Whether participating or not, children later
received a token of thanks for returning a completed form. Only children who returned signed
consent forms were included in the study. As part of a larger project, participants were then met
twice: in the fifth month of the school year (Time 1) and eight weeks later (Time 2). A burst
design was used with two data collections at each time point (i.e., four data collections total).
Students completed the questionnaires on tablet computers at their desks in their classrooms with
project staff present to assure confidentiality of responses. There were no exclusion criteria and
children were free to withdraw their participation at any time without any negative repercussions.
Data Screening

Prior to running analyses, an inspection of all variables was conducted in order to ensure
data integrity. For each of the measures, outliers were detected and converted so that they did not

exceed 2.5 SD from the mean.



Study 1: Core Aspects of Grandiose Narcissism in Childhood

He’s totally narcissistic. Narcissism is a term often bandied around in casual
conversation, but the fact remains that agreeing on what narcissism means has not been
straightforward. How best to define and what constitutes narcissism has been hotly debated in
the literature. The word “narcissism’ has been used widely—describing at times a state, a
normative developmental phase, a constellation of personality traits and a personality disorder
(Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Part of the confusion has been that narcissism is not one thing, nor
does it present in a singular way. Narcissism 1s a multidimensional personality construct believed
to exist upon a continuum, however despite the murky nomenclature it is argued that core
components can be identified—namely, self-importance and entitlement—that can be expressed
grandiosely or more covertly (Donnellan et al., 2021; Krizan & Herlache, 2018). It is generally
recognized that there are two main presentations of narcissism: a more prototypical grandiose
narcissism and vulnerable narcissism (Cain et al., 2008). Further, grandiose narcissism itself is
posited to be multidimensional, with socially advantageous and antagonistic aspects (Back et al.,
2013). Two core aspects of grandiose narcissism that have been identified are entitlement and
grandiosity (Brown et al., 2009). Grandiosity can be summarized as a belief in one’s greatness,
whereas entitlement concerns putting oneself before others and using others to one’s advantage
(Donnellan et al., 2021). The present study focuses on grandiose narcissism and advancing our
understanding of its dimensions in children. An adequate multidimensional conceptual
framework of grandiose narcissism is not yet well established with youth. Specifically, the
purpose of this study is to investigate if existing measures of childhood narcissism capture the
core dimensions of grandiosity and entitlement.

There 1s rising interest in narcissism in its many forms from both scholars and the general
public. Since 2010 there has been an 106% increase in the number of scholarly articles on the
subject, with an average of 357 peer-reviewed articles published each year (Miller et al., 2017).
Narcissism exists at the intersection of the individual and the social context. As such it draws
interest from personality, social, developmental and clinical psychologists whose
conceptualizations of narcissism have not always aligned (Donnellan et al., 2021; Krizan &
Herlache, 2018; Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016). In the context of its popularity, the study of
narcissism has been rife with controversy and lack of consensus concerning its very definition,

variants, core features and assessment (Donnellan et al., 2021; Krizan & Herlache, 2018). This



lack of consensus exists in part due to narcissism’s apparent heterogeneity—including grandiose
versus vulnerable and normal versus pathological presentations (Cain et al., 2008; Krizan &
Herlache, 2018; Miller et al., 2017). There has been a lack of clarity about how these types of
narcissism relate to each other and how to best conceptualize these different expressions of
narcissism (e.g., as dimensions, subtypes, etc.; Cain et al., 2008). Although there is accumulating
evidence that narcissism has a multidimensional structure, the substance of its basic dimensions
has remained unclear (Krizan & Herlache, 2018).

It has long been theorized that narcissism has two main presentations: grandiose and
vulnerable (Cain et al., 2008; Wink, 1991). Both grandiose and vulnerable narcissism are
characterized by self-importance and entitlement, but with grandiosity these traits are expressed
though bold self-enhancement strategies (e.g., bigheadedness, extraversion), while vulnerable
narcissism’s presentation is covert, shrouded by emotional distress, disempowerment and
fragility (Cain et al., 2008; Krizan & Herlache, 2018; Miller et al., 2017). Cain and colleagues
(2008) argue that the literature (both clinical and social/personality) has been heavily biased
towards grandiose narcissism with vulnerable expressions of narcissism having been largely
disregarded. Taking a different perspective, Miller and Campbell (2008) mapped clinical and
social-personality measures of narcissism onto vulnerable and grandiose conceptualizations of
narcissism respectively. They found that while the two measures were interrelated through
interpersonal antagonism, the clinical measure captured high levels of distress, emotional
fragility, negative affect, and introversion (i.e., vulnerable narcissism), whereas the social-
personality measure was characterized by extraversion and emotional resilience (i.e., grandiose
narcissism, Miller & Campbell, 2008). Despite a long-held assumption that the social-
psychology literature pertains to “normal” (as opposed to pathological) narcissism (Pincus &
Lukowitsky, 2010), more recently narcissism has been conceptualized as existing upon a
continuous spectrum in the population (Donnellan et al., 2021; Krizan & Herlache, 2018; Miller
et al., 2017). The apparent distinction between “so-called normal” and pathological narcissism
may in fact reflect an emphasis on grandiose versus vulnerable presentations in divergent
literatures, and evidence suggests that either form can be pathological and maladaptive at its
extreme (see Miller et al., 2017, p. 299).

Krizan and Herlache (2018) recently addressed the broad confusion around narcissism as

a construct and propose the narcissism spectrum model as an antidote (NSM; see also Miller et



al., 2017). In this model, narcissism’s central domains are entitlement, grandiosity and
vulnerability (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). The NSM offer a succinct definition of narcissism as
entitled self-importance: “a sense of oneself and one’s needs being special and more important
than others,” and that this psychological core is shared across vulnerable and grandiose
presentations (Krizan & Herlache, 2018, p. 6). Using original empirical evidence, Krizan and
Herlache (2018) identify entitlement and self-importance as the most characteristic features of
narcissism in its many forms. These authors posit that how narcissism ultimately presents,
whether vulnerably (via aversion and reactivity) or grandiosely (via approach and boldness) is a
product of multiple transactional processes over time between individuals and their experiences
(Krizan & Herlache, 2018). In summary, recent theoretical and empirical advances in the study
of narcissism recognize its multidimensional nature and appear to converge toward a recognition
of two core features: entitlement (i.e., one’s needs and goals as more important than others) and
self-importance (i.e., oneself as great, special and important; Ackerman et al., 2011; Krizan &
Herlache, 2018; Miller et al., 2017) that can be expressed boldly or vulnerably.

Research with adults on grandiose narcissism specifically indicate it is also a
multidimensional construct. Brown and colleagues propose a two-dimensional conceptualization
of narcissism with two distinct aspects: grandiosity and entitlement (Brown et al., 2009). In this
model, grandiosity concerns an overinflated appraisal of self-importance, whereas entitlement
refers to the belief that one deserves special treatment, goods, attention, recognition and that
others exist for one’s personal use or benefit (e.g., Brown et al., 2009). The authors
conceptualize grandiosity as primarily an infrapersonal self-appraisal (i.e., occurring within the
individual), in contrast to entitlement which involves beliefs about oneself in relation to others
(i.e., an interpersonal orientation; Brown et al., 2009). Grandiose narcissism has also been
shown to have two main pathways—assertive self-enhancement and antagonistic self-protection
which result in social power and social conflict respectively (Back et al., 2013). These authors
differ from Brown and colleagues in their assertion that both pathways concern intra- and
intrapersonal processes (Back et al., 2013). Such research indicates that capturing core
dimensions of grandiose narcissism in childhood is crucial, not only for theoretical clarity but
also because these components likely function in different ways to affect development and social
functioning.

Among adults, grandiosity and entitlement have been found to be moderately correlated



but also to relate to different outcomes in important ways (e.g., Brown et al., 2009; Campbell et
al., 2004). It has been proposed that entitlement is a particularly toxic aspect of narcissism with
correlates that are more problematic and concerning as compared to those of grandiosity which
may be bothersome but less harmful (Ackerman et al., 2011; Donnellan et al., 2021). In studies
with adults, entitlement and not grandiosity predicted unethical decision-making, self-serving
strategies to the detriment of others (Tamborski et al., 2012) and lower interpersonal
agreeableness (Brunell & Buelow, 2018). Dedicated scales of psychological entitlement in adults
have been associated with a slew of unconstructive social behaviors, such as willingness to take
candy intended for children, selfish interpersonal choices, and aggression in response to ego
threat (Campbell et al., 2004). In a study that assessed which narcissistic sub-traits predicted
admuinistration of electric shocks to confederates, it was entitlement and exploitativeness that best
predicted both initiation and extremeness of aggression (Reidy et al., 2008). Grandiosity has
been associated with disagreeableness to a lesser degree and is associated with high self-esteem,
extraversion, social potency and risk-taking (Buelow & Brunell, 2014; Donnellan et al., 2021) as
well as relatively low rates of depression and anxiety (Brunell & Buelow, 2018). Taken together,
the literature with adults suggests that some aspects of narcissism (e.g., entitlement) are
especially pernicious in the social sphere. These are important advances in the adult literature,
but to our knowledge the differential correlates of narcissism’s core features are not yet well
understood in childhood. This highlights a pressing need to understand the multidimensional
nature of childhood narcissism to reflect the evolving understanding of this construct.
Childhood Measures of Narcissism

While an inflated self-view is normative in early childhood, by age seven or eight most
children have developed a self-view that is more reflective of reality as they become cognitively
capable of integrating information and appraisals from their social world (Harter, 2012).
Narcissism has been found to be a normally distributed trait present and measurable in children
eight years and older that is related to important outcomes such as superiority, aggression and
decreased empathy (Barry et al., 2003; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008). Proposed factor structures
of various childhood narcissism measures differ (see Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016). Some
measures of childhood narcissism are proposed as multifactorial while other measures have been
found to fit a single factor solution (Thomaes et al., 2008; Barry et al., 2003). The assessment of

narcissism in childhood typically relies on self-report measures used to tap into internal self-



views, and two main measures used are the Childhood Narcissism Scale (CNS; Thomaes et al.,
2008) and the Narcissistic Personality Inventory for Children (NPIC; Barry et al., 2003). Both
self-report measures have been validated for use in non-clinical samples, but differ in length,
breadth and factor structure (Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016).

The CNS (Thomaes et al., 2008) is a 10-item measure used to assess individual
differences in narcissism in community samples eight years and older and is intended to capture
grandiose self-views and an adversarial interpersonal orientation (Thomaes et al., 2008). The
CNS was found by its authors to fit a one-dimensional factor structure and to have good internal
consistency and stability (Thomaes et al., 2008). High scores on the CNS have been associated
with self-esteem contingency, individualistic and agentic goals, emotional lability, aggression
and lower empathic concern (Thomaes et al., 2008; Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016). While the
CNS was originally validated as a one-factor scale, an overarching goal of Study 1 is to find
support for a multidimensional measure of narcissism in line with shifting conceptualizations of
narcissism.

The NPIC is a multidimensional measure of childhood narcissism, delineated into several
subscales (authority, exhibitionism, superiority, entitlement, exploitativeness, self-sufficiency
and vanity; Barry et al., 2003). There have been concerns raised about how the Narcissistic
Personality Inventory undersamples entitlement items, its emphasis on adaptive versus
maladaptive subscales, and the reliability and replicability of its proposed factor structure (Miller
et al., 2012; Miller & Campbell, 2011). Due to these concerns and a preference for a succinct
scale to ease participant burden, we choose to use the CNS as the base for our study.

In summary, narcissism has been found to be a normally distributed trait that has been
studied in children aged 8 to 18 both in community and high-risk samples (Thomaes &
Brummelman, 2016). The above measures reflect important contributions to the study of child
narcissism; however, we seek clarity regarding grandiose narcissism’s core dimensions. Using
existing validated measures of childhood narcissism, the goal of the present study is to identify
two core dimensions: grandiosity and entitlement. This two-factor framework speaks to a
conceptualization of narcissism as a socially situated personality dimension with interpersonal
and intrapersonal aspects. Accordingly, a second goal of this study is to validate our measure
within a social framework. Despite the fact that grandiose narcissism can be understood as a

distorted sense of self (e.g., seeing oneself as greater than is objectively warranted), to our
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knowledge the perspective of peers is essentially lacking in the literature. The perspective of
peers may be the closest one can realistically get to an “objective” standard against which the
distorted self-view of narcissism can be assessed. At a basic level, it remains to be assessed if
children who score highly on a subjective self-report measure of narcissism do indeed have a
distorted sense of self in comparison to peer ratings (i.e., objective indices of social functioning).
Data, collected in both Canada and Colombia, will be analyzed to address the following
questions. First, building from existing measures of childhood narcissism (Thomaes, Stegge, et
al., 2008; Ang & Raine, 2009), we ask whether support can be found for core dimensions of
grandiosity and entitlement. We expect to find support for this hypothesis, using confirmatory
factor analyses. Second, we ask whether these findings can be generalized across cultural
contexts. We hypothesize that our findings will be invariant across two distinct contexts
(Montreal, Canada and Barranquilla, Colombia). Third, we seek basic objective evidence that
children who score high on our measure of narcissism hold inflated self-views. We test this
hypothesis by assessing subjective measures of narcissism, self-worth and social competence and

their association with indices of social functioning as reported by peers (Bukowski et al., 2009).

Method

Measures
Self-Report Measures

As part of a larger study, students completed self-report questionnaires on narcissism,
perceived social-competence and general self-worth (i.e., self-esteem) at both time points.

Narcissism. Questions on narcissism were responded to on a 4-point Likert scale where 1
= “Not at all true” and 4 = “Completely true,” regarding how much participants deemed the
sentence to describe themselves personally. The narcissism scale was based on the CNS
(Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008), however three items were removed on the following grounds.
Two of the items: “T am a great example for other kids to follow” and “I like to think about how
incredibly nice I am” were considered to represent communal narcissism, a distinct subtype of
grandiose narcissism identified subsequent to the CNS (Gebauer, Sedikides, Verplanken, &
Maio, 2012). While prototypical grandiose narcissism concerns an inflated sense of one’s agentic
or self-serving traits (e.g., competence, extraversion, uniqueness), communal narcissism
concerns inflated self-evaluations in affiliative domains (e.g., warmth, interpersonal skills;

Gebauer et al., 2012). While a fascinating variant of narcissism, communal narcissism has been
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found to be distinct from the more typically studied grandiose-agentic narcissism in both adults
and adolescents (Barry et al., 2017; Luo et al., 2014). Given that our study seeks support for
central and core dimensions of grandiose narcissism, these two items were removed. In addition,
the item “I think 1t’s important to stand out” was removed due to face validity concerns. We
assessed the “standing out™ item as potentially measuring a value (e.g., something the child
believes is important/desirable) rather than a form of self-perception. This item may be
interpreted as referring to the importance of accepting or advocating for one’s unique differences
(e.g., in ability, culture), a value commonly reinforced in schools. To substitute for these
removed items, two items were added from the Narcissistic Personality Questionnaire for
Children-Revised (superiority scale), “I think I am a great person” and “I am going to be a great
person” (Ang & Raine, 2009). See Table 1 for a complete list of the 9 item-scale and descriptive
statistics.

Self-Reported Social Competence and General Self-Worth. Items for perceived
positive and negative social competence as well as general self-worth were based on Harter’s
Perceived Competence Scale for Children (Harter, 1982). Questions were responded to on a 5-
point Likert scale (1 = “Very untrue” to 5 = “True”) with higher scores indicating higher levels
of perceived social competency and general self-worth. Items and descriptive statistics are listed
in Table 2.

Sociometric data

Sociometric data was collected to measure the extent to which each child was socially
accepted (i.e., was well-liked by peers; Cillessen & Marks, 2011; Mayeux et al., 2011). While
popularity is measured by peer assessment, social acceptance involves composite measures of
individual liking (i.e., it 1s not a reflection of a consensus concerning a child’s social status but
reflects how well a child is liked by their peers; Cillessen & Marks, 2011). We created a
composite score from two indices of child acceptance measured at both times (at each wave) and
adjusted for class size: 1) the number of times a child received the highest score (five) on items
asking how well they were liked from same-sex peers (at T1 and T2), and 2) the number of times
they were named as a friend at both waves of T1 and T2. This composite score was only created
if at least two of the four measures were available.

Results
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A five-step analytic process was used. In step one, a confirmatory factor analysis was
used to assess the factor structure of the self-report narcissism measure. Step two concerned
assessing the invariance of the observed factor loadings across place (Montreal and
Barranquilla). Step three involved assessing the stability of the measure over the two time points.
In step four, the latent means for differences on the measure across place, gender, and SES were
analyzed. Finally, step five tested the hypothesis that for children high in narcissism there would
be discrepancies between how they perceive themselves and their actual social functioning. This
fifth step involved multiple regression analyses to assess whether the relation between perceived
social competence as well as general self-worth and objective measures of social functioning
(1.e., sociometric preference) varied as a function of a child’s narcissism at the level of its factors.
Confirmatory Factor Analyses

In step one, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on self-reported narcissism was
completed for both time points using Mplus Version 6 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). The model
had two proposed factors which we call grandiosity and entitlement (see Figure 1). The observed
goodness of fit statistics provided strong support for the proposed two-factor model (x2 (110) =
186.23, p <.001, CFI = .96, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .05 (.03-.06), SRMR = .04; Hu & Bentler,
1999; Kline, 2005). At both times, adequate and statistically significant factor loadings for
individual items were observed (ranging from .50 to .74). As expected, the two factors were
found to be correlated (s of .71 at Time 1, and .60 at Time 2) indicating a 50% and 36% overlap
between the two factors for the two respective times. Omega calculations indicate that internal
consistency was adequate, o = .82, .83 for grandiosity and .91, .93 for entitlement for Time 1 and
Time 2 respectively (Zinbarg et al., 2005).

In step two, scalar invariance was assessed across the two places for each of the two
latent factors. Analyses involved a series of multigroup comparisons of the factor loadings for
each item for the participants from Montreal and those from Barranquilla. In the baseline model,
factors loadings were allowed to vary freely for each group. Equality constraints were then used
to force the values for the two groups to be equal. A statistically significant decrease in model fit
was used as an indication of variance in the loadings across the two groups of participants. A
total of nine comparisons were made. A significant difference in fit was observed for only one
item (i.e., “I am going to be a great person” (AX?(1) = 18.68, p < .001) which was observed to
be more strongly associated with the grandiosity scale for the Montreal participants (loading =

13



.68) than for the Barranquilla participants (loading = .32). This degree of difference, specifically
one difference in nine comparisons, is not considered compelling evidence of variance between
groups (van de Schoot et al., 2012).
Stability of Measures

Step three concerned assessing the stability of the measures over the two time points.
Grandiosity was found to have a correlation of .82 across time, and entitlement a correlation of
.77, indicating a good level of stability for the two factors.
Comparison of Means

In step four, the latent means of the factors were compared across place, time, sex, and
SES through mixed-model ANOVA using SPSS. The mean scores on both factors were higher at
Time 2 as compared to Time 1, F(1, 320) = 30.2, p <.001. It was observed that means for
grandiosity were higher than those for entitlement at both time points. Across place, overall
means for narcissism were found to be higher in Barranquilla as compared to Montreal, F(1,
320) =19.14, p <.001. In addition, interactions were observed where the two factors (entitlement
and grandiosity) varied as a function of SES, F(1, 320) =10.92, p = .001, gender, F(1, 320)=
27.57, p <.001, and time, F(1, 320) = 12.85, p <.001. Scores on grandiosity were found to be
equal across SES, however the scores on entitlement were found to differ, with higher scores
among students from lower SES schools as compared to higher SES schools. Concerning gender,
scores on the grandiosity factor were not found to differ between boys and girls, however scores
on entitlement were higher for boys as compared to girls. Concerning time, scores on the
grandiosity factor were found to be unchanged over time, whereas scores on the entitlement
factor were found to increase over time. See Table 3 for means.
Perceived Social Competency, Self-worth and Indices of Social Functioning

The final step concerned finding basic objective support for our subjective measure of
narcissism. In this step, sociometric preference (acceptance) was taken as a proxy of actual social
functioning. Acceptance scores were compared to subjective measures of self-reported social
competency and general self-worth, and it was assessed if the relation varied as a function of the
self-reported narcissism factors (e.g., entitlement and grandiosity). Using multiple regression in
SPSS, predictors were the two narcissism factors and the objective acceptance score, and the
outcome measures were positive and negative social competency and positive and negative

general self-worth.
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We found that the relation between self-reported positive social competency and
acceptance varied as a function of self-reported narcissism. Specifically, grandiosity (r=5.75, p
<.001) predicted 8.8% of variance in self-rated positive social competency after the objective
measure of social competency (e.g., acceptance) was accounted for, AF(1, 325) = 33.06, R*>=
134, AR?>= 088, p <.001. Entitlement (s = 2.14, p = .033) accounted for 1.3% of the variance in
self-rated positive social competency after acceptance was accounted for, AF(1, 325) = 4.58, R?
=.059, AR?>= .013, p <.001. For self-rated negative social competency, grandiosity (=-1.53,p =
.13) was not found to be a significant predictor, AF(1, 325) = 2.34, p <.001, and entitlement (r =
2.16, p = .03) accounted for 1.3% of the variance in self-rated negative social competency after
acceptance was accounted for, AF(1, 325) =4.66, R>= .064, AR>= 013, p < .001.

Concerning general self-worth, grandiosity (= 5.39, p <.001) predicted 8.1% of the
variance in self-rated positive general self-worth, AF(1, 325) =28.98, R*?= .09, AR’>= .081,p <
.001, above and beyond acceptance. In addition, an interaction was found between acceptance
and entitlement ( =-2.31, p = .02) in predicting self-rated positive general self-worth AF(1, 324)
=5.36, R>=.025, AR>= .016, p = .04: for children low in entitlement, acceptance had a positive
linear effect on their positive general self-worth, whereas for children high in entitlement, scores
on general self-worth remained high and stable regardless of their level of acceptance (see Figure
2). For negative general self-worth, grandiosity negatively predicted 1.5% of the variance in
negative self-worth (r=-2.22, p = .03, AF(1, 325) =4.94, R>= 016, AR*>= 015, p = .07) with
marginal statistical significance. Entitlement ( = 4.08, p < .001) was found to significantly and
positively predict self-reported negative general self-worth, accounting for 5% of the variance
after the objective indicator of acceptance had been accounted for, AF(1, 325) = 16.63, R*>= .05,
AR?>= 05, p .<001.

Discussion

This study was motivated by the need to understand the multidimensional nature of
grandiose narcissism in childhood. This goal was born from the perspective that grandiose
narcissism is a socially situated personality phenomenon that concerns both inflated self-
importance and an entitled orientation. Support was found for our hypotheses. Building from
existing validated measures (Ang & Raine, 2009; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008), evidence was
found for childhood grandiose narcissism having two core dimensions: grandiosity and

entitlement. Consistent with previous literature and theory, grandiosity and entitlement were
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found to be moderately correlated (Brown et al., 2009; Krizan & Herlache, 2018). In our study,
grandiosity is reflected by items that speak to self-importance and self-appraised greatness (e.g.,
“I am a very special person”; “I think I am a great person”) as well as arrogance (e.g., “I love
showing all the things I can do”). Entitlement concerns the sense that one deserves more than
and more from others, as well as an “others exist for me” attitude (Sedikides et al., 2002). In our
model, the following items reflect a sense of interpersonal deservedness: “Kids like me deserve
something extra™; “It often happens that other kids get the compliments that I actually deserve.”
This factor also captures an exploitative or manipulative attitude (e.g., “I am very good at
making other people believe what I want them to believe™; “I often succeed in getting
admiration”) and self-centeredness (e.g., “Without me, our class would be much less fun”). In
sum, our findings support a model of grandiose narcissism having distinct but interactive
dimensions of grandiosity and entitlement. A two-dimensional model of grandiose narcissism is
in line with a recent twin study that demonstrated that grandiosity and entitlement are heritable
and also have fundamentally different genetic and environmental bases (Luo et al., 2014).

Hypothesis two was also supported, where the two-factor solution was found to be
invariant across place. The lack of difference across place reflects the strength of the measure
and its generalizability across two very different cultural contexts. Furthermore, the narcissism
factors were found to be stable across the school year, speaking to the measure’s reliability over
time. This 1s consistent with how the CNS has been found to be a stable measure of individual
differences in childhood narcissism (Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008).

In exploratory analyses of means, interesting findings were observed for the two
narcissism factors. Overall, the means for grandiosity were consistently higher than those of
entitlement. We suspect that the two factors speak to two fundamentally different processes: that
grandiosity 1s an inflated estimation of the self that is expressed boldly, whereas entitlement
concerns a more antagonistic orientation of deservedness in relation to others with more serious
interpersonal consequence (Brown et al., 2009). It appears those children who hold grandiose
self-views do not also necessarily have entitled relational orientations. The overall mean on the
narcissism measure was found to be higher in Barranquilla as compared to Montreal and further
cross-cultural analyses are planned to better understand this finding. Interaction effects were also
observed where the two narcissism factors varied as a function of SES, gender, and time.

Concerning SES, students from lower-middle-class schools had higher scores on entitlement as
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compared to students in upper-middle-class schools, whereas for grandiosity there was no
statistical difference between SES groups. It is possible that children from lower SES
neighborhoods are aware of inequalities, whether explicitly or implicitly, and these scores reflect
a sense of deserving more in terms of fairness. In addition, an interaction was found between the
narcissism factors and time, where grandiose self-views remained stable, entitlement scores
increased over time. One explanation for this finding is time of year effects. It is possible that
while grandiose self-views remain relatively unchanged, feelings of entitlement in relation to
others could increase in children predisposed to narcissism as they feel more secure in their
social position. Finally, it was observed that boys, as compared to girls, had higher levels of
entitlement, though not grandiosity. This finding is in line with a meta-analysis showing that
males are higher on narcissism than females, and that this difference is driven by
exploitativeness/entitlement and leadership facets of narcissism, whereas on grandiosity there
were no observed differences across sex (Grijalva et al., 2014).

The third and novel goal of this study was to ask whether for children high in narcissism
there is a disconnect between self-perception and the way one 1s perceived by others. First, we
assessed if the relation between perceived positive social competency and peer acceptance varied
as a function of grandiosity. Beyond an objective measure of acceptance, grandiosity predicted
8.8% of variance in self-rated positive social competency. Children’s appraisal of their social
performance was predicted by their grandiosity score as much or more than it was predicted by
their actual social functioning. Entitlement was found to account for 1.3% of the variance in self-
rated positive social competency after acceptance was accounted for. Concerning perceived
negative social competency, grandiosity was not found to be a significant predictor. Notably,
entitlement positively predicted self-rated negative social competency above and beyond
acceptance. This indicates that the higher a child’s entitlement score, the more negatively they
perceived their own social competency. While the direction of this relation was initially
surprising, it could reflect an antagonistic interpersonal orientation inherent to entitlement that
could lead to difficulties in the social sphere (Donnellan et al., 2021). Interestingly, this indicates
that above and beyond peer acceptance, children high in entitlement rate their social skills both
positively and negatively. In contrast, a stronger effect size was found for children high in

grandiosity who positively (and not negatively) rated their own social prowess, above and
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beyond their actual acceptance by peers. This is taken as basic evidence that prototypical
grandiosity concerns an inflated sense of one’s social competency.

Concerning more global general positive self-worth (1.e., self-esteem), grandiosity was
found to predict 8.1% of the variance in how children positively perceived themselves, after
acceptance had been accounted for in the model. This indicates that positive self-esteem was
positively related to children’s grandiose self-appraisals (e.g., as uniquely great, superior) above
and beyond how well they were accepted by peers in reality. Additionally, an interaction was
found for entitlement: for children low in entitlement, a linear effect was observed whereby the
more they were accepted by peers, the more positively they reported feeling about themselves
generally; in contrast, for children high in entitlement, peer acceptance did not appear to have an
effect—these children’s global self-view remained stable and positive. Turning to general
negative self-worth, grandiosity was found to negatively relate to negative self-esteem
whereas entitlement significantly and positively predicted self-reported negative general self-
worth, accounting for 5% of the variance after the objective indicator of acceptance had been
accounted for. Again, the direction of this relation was initially surprising, indicating that the
higher the entitlement score the more negative the child’s general self-esteem. While at first this
finding seems contradictory, it might in part be explained by the content of the self-worth scales
(Harter, 1982). The items for positive and negative self-worth may emphasize different areas of
self-appraisal: negative general self-worth focusing more on internal appraisals of the self (e.g.,
what one would change about oneself), whereas positive general self-worth items touch on the
way the child perceives themselves in terms of what they do and how they act. Ultimately, our
findings indicate that as with social competency, entitlement is related to both positive and
negative self-views, whereas children high in grandiosity appear to simply hold themselves in
positive regard. This is in line with previous findings where grandiosity was found to be
associated with unrealistic self-appraisals (e.g., regarding one’s height, attractiveness; Rosenthal
et al., 2019) and high self-esteem (Donnellan et al., 2021), perhaps indicating a bias toward more
unequivocally positive self-evaluation. In summary, we found that grandiosity positively
predicted positive self-esteem, above and beyond acceptance by peers. Concerning children high
in entitlement, they appear to report both relatively high positive and negative global self-worth.
We note that our effect sizes are smaller for entitlement as compared to grandiosity, and the

relation between self-appraisal and actual functioning appears to be more complex. This may
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also speak to entitlement’s association with interpersonal antagonism as a pathway to social
conflict.
Mapping Our Findings on the Theoretical Landscape

Our findings align with those in the adult literature that have identified grandiose
narcissism as multidimensional. The dynamic self-regulatory processing model conceptualizes
narcissism as a dynamic personality process as opposed to a fixed individual difference (Morf &
Rhodewalt, 2001) and has been argued to largely pertain to grandiose narcissism (Krizan &
Herlache, 2018). According to the model, narcissism concerns the motivation to create and
maintain a desired self-view, one that is impossibly grandiose and under constant construction
(Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Various intrapersonal and interpersonal strategies are employed in
the Sisyphean task of seeking validation for one’s inflated self-view but these ultimately backfire
(Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Building from this model, the narcissistic admiration and rivalry
concept (NARC) posits that the self-regulatory processes implicated in grandiose narcissism
have two main pathways: assertive self-enhancement (e.g., self-promotion through charm,
fantasies of greatness, attempts to be unique) which can result in social power, and antagonistic
self-protection (e.g., striving for dominance through undermining others, aggression) which can
lead to social conflict (Back et al., 2013). There is not a solid understanding in the literature yet
of how assertive and antagonistic pathways of grandiose narcissism present in childhood (but see
Poorthuis et al., 2019) and we hope that by identifying core dimensions of grandiose narcissism
we can contribute to this understanding. Specifically, we believe that grandiosity and entitlement
can serve as anchors for future studies when exploring differential correlates of narcissism’s
facets.
Concluding Thoughts, Strengths & Limitations

What do the findings of this study suggest, and why should we concern ourselves with
the 1ssue of grandiose narcissism’s multidimensional nature in childhood? We believe our
findings further develop the assessment of childhood grandiose narcissism and honor
advancements in the adult literature by identifying central and core features of narcissism early
in development (e.g., Miller et al., 2017; Krizan & Herlache, 2018). These are not only important
theoretical considerations, as there are very real implications in terms of how these core
dimensions relate to social outcomes. Research with adults suggest that entitlement, and not

grandiosity, is related to more pernicious social consequences (Donnellan et al., 2021).
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Additionally, our study sought and found basic objective evidence that trait narcissism concerns
a distorted sense of self as compared to objective indices. An inflated sense of self is often
presumed in narcissism, so we consider this simple but profound finding to be a novel
contribution to the literature. What might be the implications of children high in narcissism
holding steady their positive self-appraisal, above and beyond how accepted they are by peers?
While on one hand this could speak to resiliency and a secure sense of self, on the other hand this
may indicate unique and potentially detrimental ways of perceiving oneself in relation to others
that do not reflect reality.

A notable strength of this study is its identification of two core dimensions of grandiose
narcissism in children, however an important limitation is that we do not differentiate or measure
vulnerable narcissism (Cain et al., 2008; Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Exploring the full spectrum
of narcissistic features may shed light on associations between entitlement and self-esteem as
well as self-assessed social competency (Krizan & Herlache, 2018) and further our
understanding of grandiose and vulnerable presentations in childhood. In addition, another
interesting avenue for future studies would be to assess how levels of narcissism fluctuate within
person over brief periods of time (e.g., narcissism as a state; Donnellan et al., 2021).

In summary, narcissism appears to play a role in the disconnect between an objective
indicator (peer acceptance) and how children high in narcissism perceive themselves in terms of
social competency and general self~-worth. We found that this disconnect played out
differentially for entitlement and grandiosity. We believe that the present study challenges the
idea that grandiose narcissism in childhood 1is unidimensional by capturing two aspects that are
important to understand both separately and together. A multidimensional understanding of
grandiose narcissism in childhood allows us to next elaborate on the potentially different social
outcomes related to these two dimensions of narcissism in children (e.g., aggression,

prosociality), and is an essential first step to know how and when to intervene.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Two Narcissism Factors

Factor with items M SD o T1 o T2

Grandiosity 3.18 .59 .82 .83

1. Ilove showing all the things I can do®
2. Tam a very special person?

3. Iam going to be a great person®

4. 1think I am a great person®

Entitlement 2.54 .65 91 93

5. Kids like me deserve something extra?

6. Without me, our class would be much less fun?

7. It often happens that other kids get the
compliments that I actually deserve 2

8. Iam very good at making other people believe
what I want them to believe®

9. I often succeed in getting admiration ®

Note. * Childhood Narcissism Scale (CNS; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008), ® Narcissistic
Personality Questionnaire for Children-Revised (NPQC-R; Ang & Raine, 2009); M = mean; SD
= standard deviation; T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; ® = omega.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Social Competency and Self-Worth

Scale with items M SD ®

Positive Social Competency T1 382 .86 94
Positive Social Competency T2 391 .88 94

1. TIam liked by most kids in my class

2. Other kids in the class like me for who I am

3. I feel accepted by the other kids in my class

4. 1know how to get along well with others

5. It’s easy for me to make friends

6. Thave a lot of friends

7. Most kids in my class like being with me

8. Iam good at interacting with others

9. Iam liked by the majority of kids in my class
Negative Social Competency T1 2.46 1.25 91
Negative Social Competency T2 2.37 1.14 .89

1. Thave trouble making friends
2. It 1s hard for me to get other kids to like me
3. Sometimes I don't know how to get others to be a friend

with me

Positive General Self-Worth T1 397 85 .88
Positive General Self-Worth T2 392 86 87

1. I feel good about the way I act

2. Iam generally sure that what I am doing is right

3. There are a lot of things about myself that I am proud of

4. 1am sure of myself

5. Ifeel good about the way I act

6. Iam happy the way I am
Negative General Self-Worth T1 2.77 1.15 .88
Negative General Self~-Worth T2 2.81 1.14 .88

1. There are lots of things about myself that I am not happy
with

2. Twish I had more good things going for me

3. There are lots of things about myself that I would change
if I could

4. If1could I would change a lot of things about myself.

5. Ido not have a positive view of myself

Note. Items based on Harter’s Perceived Competence Scale for Children (1982). M = mean; SD =
standard deviation; T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; ® = omega
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Table 3

Means by Narcissism Factors Across SES, Sex, Time and Place

Scale Lower SES Upper SES Boys Girls Time 1 Time 2 Montreal Barranquilla
M (SD) M (SD) M(SD) M(SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Grandiosity  3.18(.56) 3.17(.64) 3.18(57) 3.17(.62) 3.13(66) 3.22(.65) 3.07(61) 3.28(.56)
Entitlement  2.65 ((60) 2.42(.69) 2.73(.58) 2.39(.66) 2.44(71) 2.65(73) 239(62) 2.70(.64)

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; SES = socioeconomic status
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| love showing all the things | can
do

58%* /.60%*

| am a very special person 62% | 64%*

\ Grandiosity

. .65% / 54*
| am going to be a great person /

.62%* [ .70*

| think | am a great person

1% /.60%*

Kids like me deserve something

extra .61* JIII{ 66* v

Without me, our class would be ‘&
much less fun

50% / .59%*
It often happens that other kids ‘/_

get the compliments that |
actually deserve

S2* [51*

| am very good at making other
people believe what | want them
to believe

| often succeed in getting
admiration

Figure 1. CFA for a Two-Factor Childhood Narcissism Scale With Factors of Grandiosity and
Entitlement. Items are from the Childhood Narcissism Scale (CNS: Thomaes, Stegge, et al.,
2008) and the Narcissistic Personality Questionnaire for Children-Revised (NPQC-R; Ang &
Raine, 2009). Estimates shown are standardized at Time 1/ Time 2. 2 (110) = 186.23, p < .001,
CFI=0.96, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = .04. *p <.001.
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Figure 2. Interaction Between Acceptance and Entitlement as Predictor of Positive General Self-
Worth.
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Study 2: What Drives Narcissism’s Dark Side?
Social Outcomes Related to Entitlement and Grandiosity in Youth

Narcissism is a personality construct that at its core concerns an inflated self-appraisal
and an entitled antagonistic interpersonal orientation. These two interrelated but distinct
dimensions of grandiose narcissism are called grandiosity and entitlement, and in the adult
literature they have been shown to relate to different outcomes. Study 1 supports the idea that
grandiose narcissism in children is multidimensional (e.g., with factors of grandiosity and
entitlement). Given the interpersonal implications associated with narcissism, it is of particular
importance for scholars to study how narcissism relates to other-oriented prosocial and
aggressive behaviours at the level of these dimensions. Very little is known about how these
aspects of narcissism function in youth, thus it the aim of this study to assess the differential
social correlates of grandiosity and entitlement in children.

Conceptually, grandiosity and entitlement have been argued to implicate fundamentally
different processes. Brown and colleagues (2009) conceptualize entitlement as an antagonistic
and comparative interpersonal orientation, marked by the belief that one deserves more than
others because one is better than others and that others exist for one’s benefit. In contrast,
grandiosity is seen to concern a bloated self-appraisal that while unrealistic is not necessarily
interpersonally antagonistic in nature (Brown et al., 2009; it has also been argued that factors of
grandiosity, entitlement, callousness and manipulativeness all concern interpersonal antagonism;
see Miller et al., 2017). Recent attention to the intra- and interpersonal aspects of narcissism 1s in
line with an influential theoretical model of narcissism (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). The dynamic
self-regulatory processing model describes narcissism not as a fixed trait but rather as a self-
under-constant-construction—one driven by the ultimate goal of building and buttressing a
desired but impossibly grandiose self-view (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). In this model, the goal of
maintaining self-appraised greatness is argued to play out both intrapersonally and
interpersonally (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Building from this model, the narcissistic admiration
and rivalry concept model posits that grandiose narcissism’s self-regulating processes occur
through two main pathways, both with interpersonal consequence: assertive self-enhancement
(i.e., self-promotion through charm) which can lead to social power/popularity, and antagonistic
self-protection (e.g., striving for social dominance through degrading or aggressing others) which

can result in social conflict (Back, 2013).
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Recent empirical evidence indicates that grandiosity and entitlement have different
correlates in the social realm—and that those of the former are particularly toxic (Donnellan et
al., 2021). Specifically, entitlement has been shown to be associated with aggression, unethical
decision making, counterproductive work behaviour, antisocial tendencies, and interpersonal
disagreeableness in a way that grandiosity has not (e.g., Brunell & Buelow, 2018; Grijalva &
Harms, 2014; Rasmussen, 2016). Entitlement is associated with devaluing others,
exploitativeness, and lower relationship quality, however both grandiosity and entitlement have
been positively associated with rage when entitled expectations were not met (Ackerman et al.,
2011). Grandiosity has been found to relate to positive self-assessments of attractiveness, over-
estimating one’s physical height, (Rosenthal et al., 2019), over-optimism (Tamborski et al.,
2012), extraversion, social potency, goal persistence (Ackerman et al., 2011), increased risk
taking (Buelow & Brunell, 2014), and decreased mental health problems (Brunell & Buelow,
2018). Such findings have led some researchers to propose measuring and studying the correlates
of narcissism’s distinct aspects rather than narcissism as a whole (see Brown et al., 2009; Brunell
& Buelow, 2018). The idea that entitlement and grandiosity are two distinct aspects of narcissism
1s also supported by a twin study that found them to have distinct and largely independent
genetic and environmental bases (Luo et al., 2014).

The above research on the different facets of narcissism has been conducted with adults
and little 1s known about their differential correlates in youth. For example, while there 1s
evidence that grandiose narcissism relates positively to aggression and negatively to empathy in
children (Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008; Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016), we do not yet know
which facets of narcissism drive such associations. Based on a multidimensional
conceptualization of grandiose childhood narcissism, the overarching goal of the present study is
to better understand narcissism’s social outcomes at the level of its core dimensions in children
(e.g., grandiosity and entitlement). A second goal of this study is to investigate both the possible
negative outcomes associated with narcissism and the deficit of positive ones, an understudied
area in the literature. Specifically, we will investigate associations both within and across time
between two core dimensions of self-reported narcissism (grandiosity and entitlement) and peer-
reported prosocial and aggressive behaviours. A more nuanced understanding of the driving
factors behind narcissism’s relation to prosocial and aggressive behaviour is especially important

in youth when prevention and intervention programs are more feasible to implement.
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Narcissism and Aggression

Aggression has been defined as behaviour intended to harm other people who are
motivated to avoid that harm (Baron & Richardson, 1994; Bushman & Huesmann, 2010).
Aggression i1s a multidimensional construct with different forms (e.g., overt, covert, physical,
relational) and functions (e.g., proactive, reactive; see Prinstein & Giletta, 2016). There is
convincing empirical evidence that narcissism 1s associated with aggression both generally and
in specific forms and contexts. A landmark experiment with adults by Bushman and Baumeister
(1998) showed narcissism to be associated both with overall increased aggression and especially
high levels of aggression when faced with negative evaluation. The authors theorized that
aggression in this context was a result of threatened egotism—a defensive reaction against
threats to an inflated sense of self (Baumeister et al., 2000; Bushman & Baumeister, 1998).
These findings have since been replicated and extended (Campbell et al., 2004; Konrath et al.,
2006; Stucke & Sporer, 2002). Additionally, experiments have shown narcissism to be positively
related to displaced aggression when provoked—aggressing upon an innocent person not
involved in the provocation (Martinez et al., 2008). Experimental designs also show children
high in narcissism to be more aggressive (Thomaes et al., 2009; Thomaes, Bushman, et al., 2008)
and more likely to express anger (i.e., “humiliated fury”) than other children when they feel
ashamed (Thomaes et al., 2011). These experimental studies indicate a robust relation between
narcissism and reactive aggression under conditions of perceived threat to one’s self-view.
Narcissism’s association with aggression is also supported by correlational studies in community
samples of children. Narcissism has been positively associated with both proactive and reactive
aggression (Fossati et al., 2010), physical, verbal and relational forms of aggression (Ang &
Yusof, 2006; Bukowski et al., 2009; Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016; Thomaes & Bushman,
2011), and conduct problems (T. D. Barry et al., 2008; Ha et al., 2008). The above findings
highlight that narcissism is implicated in aggressive and other unproductive social behaviours in
children and adults.

The topic of aggression in childhood leads to considerations of bullying behaviour.
Bullying 1s a form of victimization where there i1s a power differential between aggressor and
victim and can involve both proactive and reactive aggression (e.g., Salmivalli & Nieminen,
2002). While reactive aggression is believed to derive from feelings of frustration, proactive

aggression is strategic and goal driven (Dodge & Coie, 1987; Prinstein & Giletta, 2016).
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Children high in proactive aggression have been found to place low importance on relationship-
enhancing goals and instead favour self-serving instrumental goals (Crick & Dodge, 1996). High
social dominance goals and low affiliative values in childhood have been associated with a range
of adjustment problems including higher delinquency, substance-use, aggression, peer rejection
and lower levels of prosocial behaviour (Lochman et al., 1993). Bullying is recognized as a
strategy to achieve goals of social dominance, status or power among peers (Salmivalli & Peets,
2009:; Veenstra et al., 2007). This is relevant to narcissism, as individuals high in narcissism have
been found to prioritize agentic goals—that is, getting ahead over getting along with others
(Hogan, 1982; Paulhus, 1998; Raskin et al., 1991a; Raskin & Terry, 1988). Narcissism has been
found to relate positively to social goals for dominance and negatively to goals for social
closeness with peers in children; moreover, it 1s through the motivation for dominance that
narcissism has been found to positively relate to relational aggression for boys and girls, and
physical aggression for boys (Ojanen et al., 2012). In another study, high levels of narcissism
were related to high levels of direct bullying (e.g., hitting, damaging other’s belongings, name
calling) and indirect bullying (e.g., gossiping, rumour spreading, exclusion) among boys only
(Reijntjes et al., 2016). Specifically, boys high in narcissism were twice as likely as their peers to
belong to a high bullying group (Reijntjes et al., 2016). Furthermore, boys high in narcissism
who engaged in high levels of bullying were likely to achieve their social goals for dominance
(Reijntjes et al., 2016). Narcissism has also been shown to support the continuity of aggression
over a one-year period in community samples (Bukowski et al., 2009).

Taken together, aggression—in several forms and functions—has been shown to be an
important correlate of overall narcissism. With the growing recognition of narcissism’s
multidimensional nature, studies have also begun to explore how its facets relate to aggression. A
meta-analysis by Rasmussen (2016) found narcissism to positively relate to provoked aggression
and importantly this relation was strongest for narcissistic entitlement and vulnerable narcissism.
In one study, entitlement and exploitativeness were the narcissistic subtraits in adults that best
predicted administration of electric shocks to confederates—both in frequency and intensity—
and the only subtraits that positively predicted initiation of aggression (Reidy et al., 2008). Such
findings are understood to reflect a particularly toxic combination: the staunch expectation of
deserving special treatment combined with a willingness to misuse others to achieve one’s goals

(Reidy et al., 2008). Relatedly, narcissistic exploitativeness has been found to positively relate to
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cyberbullying in two samples of Asian adolescents, and this relation was mediated by normative
beliefs about aggression (Ang et al., 2011).

In adults, narcissism has also been associated with other troubling social outcomes aside
from aggression. A meta-analysis in the organizational psychology literature shows a positive
association between overall narcissism and counterproductive work behaviour (e.g.,
embezzlement, workplace incivility, bullying, aggression, and white-collar crime; O’Boyle et al.,
2012). At the level of narcissism’s core dimensions, entitlement—not grandiosity—has been
positively associated with unethical decision making, antisocial tendencies and reduced
relationship quality (Ackerman et al., 2011; Brown et al., 2009; Grijalva & Harms, 2014).
Dedicated entitlement scales have also been found to positively relate to a slew of unproductive
social behaviours including willingness to take candy intended for children, believing that one is
entitled to hypothetical pay, heightened interpersonal competitiveness/less cooperation, and
selfish romantic processes (Campbell et al., 2004). Entitlement has been associated with more
socially toxic correlates (e.g., antisocial tendencies, exploitativeness, devaluing others,
neuroticism, decreased agreeableness, and lower relationship quality with college roommates)
whereas grandiosity/exhibitionism has been found to relate to social potency, extraversion and
drive/goal persistence (Ackerman et al., 2011).

Narcissism and Prosociality

Prosocial behaviours are defined as voluntary actions enacted with the intent to benefit
others (Fabes et al., 1999). Like aggression, prosociality is multidimensional in its manifestations
and motivations (Eisenberg et al., 2015; Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2014). There 1s much less
research on narcissism’s association with prosocial behaviours as compared to antagonistic
behaviours (Konrath et al., 2016). This might be due to a misguided assumption—that because
narcissism 1s associated with antisocial outcomes, it will naturally negatively relate to prosocial
behaviour; however, it has been highlighted that prosocial and antisocial behaviour are not
opposite processes and can coexist (Card et al., 2008; Konrath et al., 2016). As well, apparent
prosocial behaviour may not always be selflessly motivated (Eisenberg et al., 2015; Konrath et
al., 2016).

There 1s an abundance of reasons why narcissism’s relation to prosociality warrants
attention. Prosocial behaviour is positively related to peer acceptance and 1s considered a

hallmark of social competence (e.g., Newcomb et al., 1993; Wentzel, 2003; Wentzel et al.,
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2007). Notably, the development of prosocial behaviour has been found to relate to empathy,
especially empathetic concern where a person vicariously feels emotions that are in tune with
another person’s experiences (Eisenberg, 2014; Van der Graaff et al., 2018), as well as
perspective-taking, a cognitive component of empathy (e.g., Van der Graaff et al., 2018; Wentzel
et al., 2007). In adults, grandiose narcissism has been found to negatively relate to both types of
empathy (Ackerman et al., 2017; Hepper, Hart, & Sedikides, 2014; Hepper, Hart, Meek, et al.,
2014; Miller et al., 2017; Urbonaviciute & Hepper, 2020; Watson et al., 1984). Given that
empathy deficits are considered defining characteristics of narcissism, it is of clear interest to
scholars to investigate narcissism’s association with prosocial behaviours.

What do we know thus far about narcissism and actual prosocial behaviour? Narcissism
has consistently been associated with more self-serving (i.e., agentic) and less communal goals in
adults and children (Campbell et al., 2005, 2006; Findley & Ojanen, 2013; Ojanen et al., 2012).
However, external validation is presumed to be especially important to those high in narcissism
(e.g., Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001) which could theoretically lead to prosocial behaviour motivated
by impression management concerns (Konrath et al., 2016). Indeed, adults high in narcissism
have been found to prefer helping with an audience present, and narcissism has been associated
with less emphasis on altruistic motives for volunteering (Konrath et al., 2016). In the context of
the ALS “ice bucket challenge,” an online fundraising campaign that went viral in 2014, adults
high in narcissism declared themselves less likely to donate money but more likely to have
posted a video of themselves on social media (Konrath et al., 2016). Other studies have found
narcissism to positively relate to public or opportunistic tendencies that were self-serving and to
negatively relate to empathic concern (Eberly-Lewis & Coetzee, 2015). Still, there are
inconsistencies in the literature in terms of how narcissism relates to prosociality—with reports
of positive, negative and nil relations for both objective and self-reported prosocial behaviour
(Nehrlich et al., 2019), preventing any firm conclusions. One explanation for these
inconsistences is that previous studies have rarely accounted for narcissism’s multidimensional
nature. More recently, scholars have begun to investigate different manifestations or dimensions
of narcissism in relation to prosociality. For example, both vulnerable and grandiose narcissism
have been associated with less helping behaviour in adults, but how these associations manifest
depends on the level of social pressure (Lannin et al., 2014).

Communal narcissism has recently been proposed as a distinct subtype of grandiose
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narcissism that directly concerns an estimation of one’s prosociality (Gebauer et al., 2012).
While individuals high in “classic” grandiose narcissism were found to rate themselves as above-
average on self-serving characteristics (e.g., intelligence, extraversion), they did not do so for
communal traits (Campbell, Rudich, et al., 2002). In contrast, communal narcissism concerns
inflated self-views 1n relation to affiliative domains (e.g., one’s warmth, interpersonal skills;
Gebauer et al., 2012). Agentic narcissism has recently been found to be associated with lower
scores on objective and subjective measures of prosociality, whereas communal narcissism was
found to be associated with higher scores on subjective measures of prosociality and to have no
association with objective ratings of prosociality (Nehrlich et al., 2019).

The aim of the current study is to better understand how aggressive and prosocial
outcomes relate to grandiose narcissism in childhood at the level of two defining dimensions—
entitlement and grandiosity. There are only a few studies that speak to how prosociality and its
correlates (e.g., empathy) relate to narcissism’s core dimensions and to our knowledge these
have been conducted with adults. Narcissism has been found to be negatively related to empathy
and this relation was strongest for its exploitativeness/entitlement facet (Watson et al., 1984).
More recently, an experiment found that irrespective of the context of a hypothetical individual’s
suffering, narcissism was related to a lack of empathy and this effect was propelled by facets of
entitlement, exploitativeness and exhibitionism (Hepper, Hart, & Sedikides, 2014).

In summary, over twenty years ago it was suggested “that the dangerous aspects of
narcissism are not so much simple vanity and self-admiration as the inflated sense of being
superior to others and being entitled to special privileges. It 1s apparently fine to love oneself
quietly—instead, the interpersonal manifestations of narcissism are the ones associated with
violence” (Baumeister et al., 2000; p. 28). This speaks to the idea that particular aspects of
narcissism extend beyond a so-called vain personality and embody a detrimental “others exist for
me” interpersonal orientation (Sedikides et al., 2002, p.103). A growing literature supports the
1dea that the harmful interpersonal consequences associated with entitlement are of particular
concern. There is less evidence of grandiosity’s interpersonal dark side in the literature. It is
critical that when we study and cite troubling outcomes related with narcissism that we identify
which of its central facets are involved in these processes to know how best to intervene. While
there is increasing understanding of narcissism’s core components and their related outcomes in

adulthood, to our knowledge this is an understudied area in childhood.
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For the present study, data collected in both Canada and Colombia will be analyzed to
address the following overarching question: do entitlement and grandiosity differ in the ways
that they predict both aggressive and prosocial outcomes respectively? We will not look at
differences across place in Study 2, though we do so in Study 3. Using our adaptation of the
Childhood Narcissism Scale (Ang & Raine, 2009; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008) we will assess
how grandiosity and entitlement relate to peer-reported aggressive and prosocial behaviours. We
expect entitlement to be positively related to physical aggression both within time and across
time and for this not to be the case for grandiosity. However, we hypothesize that both
entitlement and grandiosity will demonstrate positive associations with relational aggression
given grandiosity’s positive associations with social potency (Ackerman et al., 2011). We
hypothesize that all peer-assessed prosocial behaviours (care, justice, comfort, proactive help,
and reactive help) will negatively relate to entitlement and not grandiosity, both within and
across time.

We note that sex is an important variable to control for in our analyses as it relates to
many variables in our model. Males have been found to score higher on narcissism measures and
this was driven by facets of entitlement and leadership, not grandiosity (Grijalva et al., 2014).
Sex 1s also an important correlate of prosocial behaviour with girls tending to score higher on
such measures (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 2015). Concerning aggression, boys have been found to be
higher in direct aggression, and although the idea persists that girls are typically higher in
relational aggression, meta-analyses have revealed minimal differences between boys and girls in
terms of indirect aggression (Card et al., 2008). By including sex in our model, we intend for our
analyses to better assess any true differential correlates of the two narcissism dimensions, as
opposed to spurious associations.

Method
Measures
Narcissism

The self-report narcissism scale 1s based on existing measures of child narcissism (Ang &
Raine, 2009; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008). For items and detailed description of the scale see
Study 1.

Peer-nomination data
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Peer nomination data on aggressive and prosocial behaviours were collected and
corrected for class size (Bukowski et al., 2012). Children were provided with an alphabetized list
of their classmates and asked to nominate participating peers (same and other sex) who they felt
fit each item. Each participant received a score based on how often they had been chosen for
each item. Relevant to the present study were items intended to measure care, justice, comfort,
proactive help, reactive help, physical aggression and relational aggression. Both same- and
other-sex peer assessment measures were used. All items are listed in Table 1 and reliabilities
shown in Table 2. The above measures were translated into Spanish for the Colombian sample
and back translations verified by native Colombian speakers for translational accuracy and age-
appropriateness. The peer assessment data was screened for outliers, and scores that exceeded
2.5 standard deviations above or below the mean were corrected. Missing data in the peer-
assessment data (just over 6%) was imputed using MPlus.

Results

Data analyses were conducted using structural equation modeling with Mplus Version 7
(Muthén & Muthén, 2012).

Overall Model

We sought to ascertain if grandiosity and entitlement related to each of the prosocial and
aggression outcomes in different ways. Models for each of the social outcome variables were run
to assess the following: the covariances between the narcissism dimensions at time one (T1) and
time two (T2); the within-time covariances between the narcissism dimensions and the social
outcome variable at T1 and T2 respectively; the covariance between sex and both narcissism
dimensions respectively at each time; and, the degree to which: the T1 social outcome variable
predicted the T2 social outcome variable, T1 grandiosity predicted T2 grandiosity, T1
entitlement predicted T2 entitlement, sex predicted the T1 and T2 social outcome variables, the
T1 narcissism dimensions predicted the T2 social outcome variable as well as the T1 social
outcome variable’s association with the T2 narcissism dimensions. Cut-off criteria for good fit
were SRMR <.08, RMSEA <.06, and CFI >.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005).

A summary of within-time correlations between the narcissism dimensions and each
social variable are shown in Table 3. Table 4 depicts a summary of how the narcissism
dimensions predicted each of the social variables across time. Of specific interest in our models

were the paths assessing if T1 entitlement and T1 grandiosity predicted each of the respective T2
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social outcomes. Any significant findings were assessed by comparing the fit of models with
paths predicting the T2 outcome from the T1 narcissism dimensions removed in a theoretically
informed order (see below for description of steps). Statistically significant differences in chi
square model fit (» <.05) were taken as indicative of a true difference between how entitlement
and grandiosity predicted the respective outcome variables. How the social variables at T1
predicted the respective T2 variables is shown in Table 5 (i.e., stability).

As expected, sex was found to negatively relate to entitlement such that boys were higher
on entitlement than girls (b =-.21, SE = .06, p < .001), however sex was not associated with
grandiosity (b =-.02, SE = .06, p =.78).

Prosocial Outcomes

Care. Adequate model fit was found for the care model (> (2) = 1.06, p = .59, RMSEA =
.00 (.00 -.09), CFI=1.00, TLI=1.01, SRMR = .01). Sex was found to predict care at T1 (b =
.31, SE = .05, p <.001) such that girls were higher than boys on care, but not at T2 (b =-.02, SE
= .04, p = .65). Care and entitlement were found to negatively relate within time at T1. Because
T1 entitlement was found to negatively predict T2 care, three steps were then used to assess if T1
entitlement and grandiosity differentially predicted T2 care. In Step 1, the statements for Time 1
entitlement and T1 grandiosity predicting T2 care and vice versa were removed from the original
model and the model fit decreased (y*(6) = 15.55, p = .02). Next, as we predicted entitlement to
be more related to care as compared to grandiosity, we added back the path that predicted T2
care from T1 entitlement and found a significant chi square difference in model improvement
(*(5) = 5.78, p = .33). Lastly, we added the path that predicted T2 care from T1 grandiosity and
found no significant improvement to the model (y*(4) = 5.5, p = .24), indicating that entitlement
negatively predicted later peer-assessed care differentially as compared to grandiosity.

Justice. Adequate model fit was found for the model for justice, (¥>(2) = .69, p = .71,
RMSEA = .00 (.00 - .08), CFI=1.00, TLI = 1.02, SRMR = .01). Sex was found to predict justice
at T1 (b= .25, SE = .06, p < .001) such that girls were higher than boys on justice, but not at T2
(b=-.05, SE = .04, p = .22). A negative association was observed within time between
entitlement and justice within time. Because T1 entitlement was found to negatively predict T2
Justice, three steps were then used to assess if T1 entitlement and grandiosity differentially
predicted T2 justice. In Step 1, the statements for Time 1 entitlement and T1 grandiosity

predicting T2 justice and vice versa were removed from the model. The model fit decreased
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(%(6) = 16.57, p = .01). Next, as we predicted entitlement to be more related to justice as
compared to grandiosity, we added back the path that predicted T2 justice from T1 entitlement
and found a significant chi square difference in model improvement (*(5) = 3.40, p = .64).
Lastly, we added the path that predicted T2 justice from T1 grandiosity and found no significant
improvement to the model fit (y*(4) = 3.38, p = .50), indicating that entitlement negatively
predicted later peer-assessed justice differentially as compared to grandiosity.

Comfort. Adequate model fit was found for the model for comfort, (*(2) = .90, p = .64,
RMSEA = .00 (.00 - .09), CFI=1.00, TLI = 1.02, SRMR = .007). Sex was found to predict
comfort at T1 (b= .32, SE = .05, p <.001) such that girls had higher scores than boys, as well as
at T2 (b= .08, SE = .04, p=.04). At T1, comfort was negatively related to entitlement within
time at a statistically significant level, and marginally so with grandiosity, however no across-
time effects were found.

Proactive Help. Adequate model fit was found for the model for proactive help, (y*(2) =
1.36, p=.51, RMSEA = .00 (.00 - .10), CFI=1.00, TLI = 1.01, SRMR = .008). Sex was found
to predict proactive help at T1 (b= .27, SE = .06, p < .001) such that girls were higher than boys
on proactive help, but not at T2 (b = .03, SE = .03, p = .34). Within-time negative relations were
observed at T2 for proactive help and entitlement, and grandiosity at T2 was found to positively
predict proactive help at T1.

Reactive Help. Adequate model fit was found for the model for reactive help, (¥*(2) =
.67, p=.72, RMSEA = .00 (.00 - .09), CFI=1.00, TLI = 1.03, SRMR = .006). Sex was not
found to predict reactive help at T1 (b =-.03, SE = .06, p =.58) but positively predicted reactive
help at T2 (b= .21, SE = .05, p <.001) such that girls had higher scores on average than boys.
We found within-time negative associations between reactive help and entitlement at T2,
however no across-time effects were observed.

Aggression Outcomes

Physical Aggression. Adequate model fit was found for the model for physical
aggression (y*(2) = .60, p = .74, RMSEA = .00 (.00 - .08), CFI =1.00, TLI= 1.02, SRMR = .01).
Sex was found to predict physical aggression at T1 (b =-.36, SE = .05, p <.001) such that boys
were higher than girls on physical aggression, but not at T2 (b =-.02, SE = .03, p = .56). Physical
aggression and entitlement were found to positively relate at T1 at a marginally statistically

significant level, and T1 entitlement predicted T2 physical aggression. Three steps were then
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used to assess if T1 entitlement and grandiosity differentially predicted T2 physical aggression.
In Step 1, the statements for Time 1 entitlement and T1 grandiosity predicting T2 physical
aggression and vice versa were removed from the original model and the model fit decreased
(2(6) = 12.89, p = .05). Next, as we predicted entitlement to be more related to physical
aggression as compared to grandiosity, we added back the path that predicted T2 physical
aggression from T1 entitlement and found a significant chi square difference in model
improvement (y*(5) = 4.57, p = .47). Lastly, we added the path that predicted T2 physical
aggression from T1 grandiosity and found no significant improvement to the model (y*(4) = 4.57,
p = .33), indicating that entitlement negatively predicted later peer-assessed aggression
differentially than grandiosity.

Relational Aggression. Adequate model fit was found for the model for relational
aggression (y*(2) =.72, p=.70, RMSEA = .00 (.00 - .08), CFI=1.00, TLI=1.02, SRMR = .01).
Sex did not predict relational aggression at T1 (b= .08, SE= .06, p=.16)nor did it at T2 (b =
.01, SE = .04, p = .72). We found no within-time correlations between relational aggression and
entitlement or grandiosity. T1 entitlement positively predicted T2 relational aggression at a
marginally statistically significant level in a way that grandiosity did not. Three steps were then
used to assess if T1 entitlement and grandiosity differentially predicted T2 relational aggression.
In Step 1, the statements for T1 entitlement and T1 grandiosity predicting T2 relational
aggression and vice versa were removed from the original model and the model fit decreased
(*(6) =7.59, p = .27). Next, as we predicted entitlement to be more related to relational
aggression than grandiosity, we added back the path that predicted T2 relational aggression from
T1 entitlement and found a significant chi square difference in model improvement (¥*(5) = 2.56,
p =.77). Lastly, we added the path that predicted T2 relational aggression from T1 grandiosity
and found no significant improvement to the model (y*(4) = 2.48, p = .65), indicating that
entitlement predicted later relational aggression differentially as compared to grandiosity.

Discussion

The goal of this study was to assess narcissism’s association with aggressive and
prosocial social behaviours within and across time at the level of two core dimensions:
entitlement and grandiosity. We believe that we were successful in our goal, and that our
overarching hypothesis was supported showing entitlement to be associated with an antagonistic

interpersonal orientation. We found entitlement was negatively related to indices of prosocial
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behaviour and positively related to aggressive behaviour in a way that grandiosity was not. More
specifically, regarding the prosocial outcomes, we had hypothesized that within time all variables
would be negatively related to entitlement and not to grandiosity and that higher levels of
entitlement at T1 would predict lower levels of the prosocial variables at T2. Within time, we
found that at T1 entitlement (and not grandiosity) was negatively related in a statistically
significant way to all the prosocial outcomes (care, justice, proactive help, reactive help and
comfort). We also hypothesized and tested across-time effects and found that T1 entitlement
negatively predicted two prosocial outcomes at T2: care and justice. Our speculation as to why
we found across-time effects for these two prosocial behaviours specifically will be discussed in
further detail below. Interestingly, we also observed that T1 care and proactive help were
positively associated with T2 grandiosity, indicating a very different pattern of associations as
compared to entitlement.

Our hypotheses regarding aggression were partially supported, somewhat less robustly.
We had expected physical aggression to be positively related to entitlement and not grandiosity,
and found a marginally statistically significant positive association within time at T1. Across
time, entitlement was found to positively predict later physical aggression, which was not the
case for grandiosity. We had expected that we would find evidence of both narcissism
dimensions being related to relational aggression due to grandiosity’s previously reported
association with social potency. We found no within-time associations between the narcissism
dimensions and relational aggression. Across time, entitlement was found to marginally
positively predict later relational aggression, while grandiosity did not. Relational and physical
aggression are known to be positively correlated and our findings suggest that as compared to
grandiosity, entitlement may be a greater risk factor for both forms of aggression as perceived by
peers.

Finally, it is important to remark on how sex related to variables in the model. As
expected from previous literature, we found that sex was related to peer-assessed physical
aggression (boys scoring higher), and we found no effect of sex on relational aggression. We
found a sex effect (girls scoring higher than boys) for all peer-reported prosocial behaviours.
This 1s consistent with meta-analytic findings in literature, however it is important to note that it
1s not clear not how much such reported sex differences reflect true differences in how boys and

girls relate to others versus sex-role stereotypes that pervade our societies and influence how
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boys and girl are perceived (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 2015). Consistent with the literature, we also
found that boys scored higher than girls on the entitlement factor, but no sex differences on the
grandiosity factor.

Taken together, our findings appear to paint a clear portrait of the differing social impact
of these two dimensions of narcissism. Within time, entitlement was found to negatively relate to
prosocial behaviours across the board at T1, and also to predict care and justice across time in a
way that grandiosity did not. Indeed, it is compelling that individuals high in entitlement appear
to help relatively less even when directly asked to do so (i.e., reactive help), when the social
pressure to behave in a prosocial manner would presumably be high. In addition, entitlement was
shown to positively predict physical as well relational aggression (marginally) across time while
grandiosity did not. These findings are in line with the idea that entitlement is a more deleterious
aspect of narcissism in the social sphere. We consider our findings important for several reasons,
which we will discuss here.

Why We Need to Care About Care (and Other Prosocial Behaviours)

A strength of this study is its focus not only on negative outcomes associated with
narcissism (e.g., forms of aggression) but also on the deficit of positive ones (e.g., prosocial
behaviours) at the level of narcissism’s dimensions. Both negative and the lack of positive
outcomes are essential to assess. Aggression by definition involves harming others, and evidence
suggests that overt aggression in childhood is related to impoverished peer relations,
externalizing problems, low prosocial behaviour (e.g., Card et al., 2008) as well as important
negative long-term trajectories (Klomek et al., 2015). We believe that our study replicates
previous findings that highlight narcissism’s association with aggression, and extends the
knowledge base by showing that entitlement in particular may be implicated in two forms of
aggression (relational and physical) in children.

Prosocial behaviour, like aggression, is also other-oriented but involves acts intended to
benefit others. As mentioned, individuals high in narcissism are believed to have relatively low
empathy, which involves other-oriented emotional and cognitive processes (Ackerman et al.,
2011; Hepper, Hart, & Sedikides, 2014; Watson et al., 1984). Empathy is thought to be
inherently implicated in how well a person functions socially, in term of prosociality and
generally getting along with others (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 2015; Hepper, Hart, & Sedikides,
2014; Van der Graaff et al., 2018). In the past decade or so, there has been a resurgence of
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interest in prosocial behaviour and for good reason—prosociality is inherently implicated in how
well individuals function within their peer groups and during the school-age years peers are of
central importance (Eisenberg et al., 2015; Rubin et al., 2015). Well-liked children are typically
seen by others as prosocial (i.e., caring, cooperative, helpful) and socially competent (Asher &
McDonald, 2009; Lansu et al., 2013; Newcomb et al., 1993). Prosociality has been found to be
related to several positive outcomes for youth (e.g., being liked and trusted by peers, enjoying
academic success, having better quality relationships, making and maintaining reciprocal
friendships, having higher status among peers, and demonstrating higher self-regulation,
empathy and social cognitive skills; see Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2014 for review). While poor
peer relations have been related to a multitude of negative trajectories, friendship, positive peer
relations and prosociality are understood as protective factors (e.g., Rubin et al., 2015).
Prosociality and aggression can coexist (e.g., Card et al., 2008), but prosocial and or/sympathetic
children are typically low in aggression and other externalizing problems such as school drop-
out, substance use, and delinquency (see Eisenberg et al., 2015; Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2014).
That entitlement, and not grandiosity, appears to be consistently negatively related to a broad
spectrum of potentially protective prosocial behaviours is pertinent in identifying youth who
could benefit from interventions and to tailor these interventions. In other words, it appears that
not all aspects of narcissism risk damaging social relations equally and so these distinct
components of narcissism should not be lumped together.
Prosocial Behaviour in the Context of Moral Development

While a detailed review is beyond the scope of this project, we believe that the findings
of the current study may concern moral development. Kohlberg (1976) defined the development
of morality as a series of moral stages: from an egotistical self-orientation to an interpersonal
perspective to orienting oneself to societal values/conventions and finally to universal and ethical
maxims (e.g., that people be treated as ends not means). Morality is generally understood to
involve how an individual treats others and that these acts reflect a person’s deeper intention and
motivations (Killen & Smetana, 2015). As discussed by Killen and Smetana (2015), Kant
(1785/1959) defined morality as a set of norms that dictates how one should treat others (e.g.,
with concern for their welfare) derived from principles of fairness, equality and justice. To be
moral 1n this sense is to be just, impartial and fair. Another branch of study in moral

development originates from the philosophy of Hume (1739/1969) and focuses on human
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emotions rather than logic (Killen & Smetana, 2015). Morality here is defined by our emotional
capacity (e.g., to empathize, be compassionate) which is believed to propel prosocial and
altruistic acts (see Killen & Smetana, 2015). These philosophies laid the foundation for studies of
prosocial development that investigate altruistic emotions in relation to prosocial behaviours
such as caring for others (Carlo, 2014; Eisenberg, 2014; Eisenberg et al., 2015). As discussed by
Killen and Smetana (2015), Kantian philosophy also emphasized empathy in its delineation of
imperfect and perfect duties. According to Kant, perfect duties are more obligatory maxims (e.g.,
the duty not harm others), whereas imperfect duties such as caring and helping other people are
considered good but not absolute rules by which one must abide (see Killen & Smetana, 2015).

This theoretical background is relevant to the present study as we are assessing social
outcomes where others are implicated, whether through harmful or prosocial behaviours.
Specifically, we found within-time negative associations between entitlement and all the
prosocial behaviours, and that prior levels of entitlement negatively predicted subsequent care
and justice specifically. The above theory on moral development draws attention to at least two
defining features of morality: an ethic of care and an ethic of justice. We find it compelling that
in the present study it was our measures of care and justice in particular that were negatively
predicted by entitlement, as care and justice have been conceptualized not just as prosocial
behaviours but as moral orientations (see Eisenberg, 2014; Gilligan, 1982). An orientation by
definition concerns how one situates oneself in relation to others, and we consider this especially
relevant to entitlement. Entitlement is conceptualized as an antagonistic orientation of self in
relation to others—it is the belief that one deserve more from others, than others and also that
others are available to be used for one’s personal gain (Brown et al., 2009). Our findings indicate
that two dimensions of grandiose narcissism in children may relate to distinct social outcomes.
This aligns with previous research with adults that show grandiose narcissism to concern two
distinct pathways, one which leads to social prowess and another to social conflict (Back et al.,
2013). In summary, care and justice were shown to be negatively predicted by entitlement over
time. This fits with the idea that entitlement reflects a particularly antagonistic aspect of
narcissism, and as such it makes sense that we see this interpersonal stance negatively predict
later caring and fair behaviours, presumably reflective of an underlying moral orientation.

Strengths and Limitations of the Present Study
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We believe that the ultimate contribution of this study is that it investigates both
aggressive outcomes and an array of less-studied prosocial outcomes in relation to two core
dimensions of narcissism. A strength of this study is its longitudinal design that uses both self-
reported narcissism and peer-report data on social behaviours providing an interesting vantage
point on how children high in narcissism tend to function socially. While cross-time structural
equation modelling does not allow for firm causal conclusions, it can provide support for causal
hypotheses. We had hypothesized that across-time levels of entitlement would predict lower
levels of prosocial behaviour in a way that grandiosity would not and found that this was the case
for care and justice. Another strength of our model 1s that our findings account for covariances
between the variables as well as how sex relates to both the outcome variables as well as
covariances between the dimensions of narcissism.

Some limitations of our study are that our longitudinal design could have included more
time waves and longer periods of time. Additionally, while our sample includes participants from
two distinct settings this study does not investigate cross-cultural differences, though this topic
will be addressed at length in Study 3 of this project. Finally, our two-factor conceptualization is
specific to grandiose presentations of narcissism and does not directly address vulnerable
narcissism, nor communal narcissism. Finally, it would be interesting for future studies to
address particular functions of aggression (i.e., reactive and proactive) at the level of
narcissism’s core dimensions.

Concluding Remarks

These findings extend beyond theoretical and conceptual considerations and the hope is
that they can be helpful in concrete ways. We believe we have replicated previous findings that
show aggression and narcissism to be associated and also show that in children this relation
concerns entitlement in particular. In addition, our findings draw attention not only to harmful
social outcomes but the deficit of beneficial behaviours, showing entitlement to negatively relate
to several prosocial behaviours and to predict decreased care and justice. Understanding
entitlement as a particular risk factor may help identify individuals who could benefit from
intervention, and as such help protect individuals and those around them. For example,
experiments show that adults high in narcissism (in particular entitlement, exploitation and
exhibitionism) reported low empathy and demonstrated a low autonomic arousal response to

another person’s suffering, however when instructed on perspective-taking these effects were
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wiped out (Hepper, Hart, & Sedikides, 2014). This suggests that individuals high in narcissism
are not fundamentally incapable of being empathetic but rather can change by learning skills
(Hepper, Hart, & Sedikides, 2014). This is particularly interesting to consider from a
developmental perspective. Children typically function in environments (e.g., schools) that are
amenable to identification of issues and implementation of early interventions. For example,
interventions that increase perspective-taking in children high in entitlement may hold promise
for increasing empathy and related prosocial behaviours with tremendous cascading benefits. We
consider this in line with the dynamic self-regulatory processing model of narcissism, which
conceptualizes narcissism not as a fixed trait but rather as a self-under-constant-construction—

and with flux there 1s also hope for positive change.
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Table 1

Items for Peer Nomination Scales

Care
* “Someone who cares about others in our class and grade”
* “Someone who cares about how the other students in our class are doing”
* “Someone who helps others in our class and grade when they need it even if it means
that they treat some people differently than others”

Justice
* “Someone who plays fairly”
* “Someone who makes sure that all people in our class and grade are treated the same”
* “Someone who tries to make sure that everyone in our class and grade is treated
equally”

Proactive Help
* “Someone who tries to help others without being asked to do so”
* “Someone who gives assistance even when no one asks him/her to do so”
* “Someone who is willing to help someone even when the other person does not ask for
it”

Reactive Help
* “Someone who helps others but only when the other person has asked for help”
* “Someone who gives assistance but only when he or she has been asked”
* “Someone who helps others but only when he/she has been asked to help”

Comfort
* “Someone who comforts others when they are sad”
* “Someone who enjoys making other people feel better”

Physical Aggression
* “Someone who hits other students in our grade and school”
« “Someone who gets involved in physical fights with other students in our grade and
school”
* “Someone who pushes others around”

Relational Aggression
* “Someone who tries to keep others out of the group”
* “Someone who talks badly about others behind their backs to hurt them”
* “Someone who ignores or stops talking to someone when they are mad at them”
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Table 2

Reliabilities for Peer Nomination Variables

Tl ® T2 ©
Same  Other Same  Other
Scale Sex Sex Sex Sex
Care 87 .83 85 .85
Justice .89 .88 93 92
Proactive Help 91 .89 .89 .89
Reactive Help .86 87 85 .88
Comfort .89 91 .89 91
Physical Aggression 90 .88 .89 92
Relational Aggression .89 .80 .83 .70

Note. T1 =Time 1; T2 = Time 2; ® = omega.
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Table 3

Within-Time Correlations Between Grandiosity, Entitlement and All Social Variables

T1 T2
With entitlement With grandiosity With entitlement With grandiosity

Variable b (SE b) P b (SE b) p b (SEb) P b (SE b) P
Care -.14 (.05) .01 -.01 (.05) .79 .01 (.03) 72 .01 (.03) 74
Justice -.15 (.06) .008 -.05 (.06) 34 .02 (.03) 53 .02 (.03) 44
Proactive Help -.20 (.06) <.001 -.01 (.06) .85 .01 (.02) .62 .02 (.02) 41
Reactive Help -.15 (.06) .009 -.06 (.06) 31 -02 (.04) S1 -02 (.04) .59
Comfort -.19 (.05) <.001 -.09 (.05) .09 .03 (.03) 26 .04 (.03) 15
Physical Aggression .10 (.05) .06 .07 (.06) 22 .02 (.06) 72 -.08 (.06) 19
Relational .06 (.06) 28 .08 (.06) 18 .04 (.03) A8 .02 (.03) 57
Aggression

Note. T1 = time one; T2 = time two; b = unstandardized beta; SE b = the standard error for the unstandardized beta. Statistically and

marginally significant findings are shown in bold.
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Table 4

Grandiosity and Entitlement Predicting Social Variables Across Time

T2 variable regressed on T2 variable regressed on T2 entitlement regressed T2 grandiosity regressed on

T1 entitlement T1 grandiosity on T1 variable T1 variable
Variable b (SEb) P b (SE D) )% b (SEb) P b (SEb) )%
Care -.10 (.04) .02 -.02 (.04) .60 -.001 (.05) .99 .09 (.05) .05
Justice -.14 (.05) 002 .01 (.04) .89 -.04 (.05) 41 .04 (.05) 33
Proactive Help .02 (.04) .62 -.05 (.04) 21 .02 (.05) 73 .09 (.05) .05
Reactive Help -.05 (.06) 42 .01 (.06) .87 -.04 (.04) 34 .03 (.04) A7
Comfort -.02 (.05) .61 .05 (.05) 26 -.01 (.05) 81 .06 (.05) A8
Physical .09 (.04) .02 -.001 (.04) 98 .08 (.05) 11 -.02 (.05) .66
Aggression
Relational .08 (.05) .08 .01 (.05) 78 .03 (.04) .55 -.04 (.04) 40
Aggression

Note. T1 = time one; T2 = time two; b = unstandardized beta; SE b = the standard error for the unstandardized beta. Statistically and
marginally significant findings are shown in bold.
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Table 5

Time 1 Social Variables Predicting Respective Time 2 Variables

Variable b (SE b) P
Care 77 (.03) <.001
Justice 74 (.04) <.001
Proactive help .82 (.03) <.001
Reactive Help 47 (.05) <.001
Comfort 71 (.04) <.001
Physical Aggression .81 (.03) <.001
Relational Aggression 74 (.04) <.001

Note. b = unstandardized beta; SE b = the standard error for the unstandardized beta.

48



Study 3: Do Children High in Narcissism Win the Social Status They Crave?

How Different Aspects of Narcissism Associate with Popularity Depends on the Context

What do we know about how individuals high in narcissism fare in their social worlds?
Are they well-liked by peers? Are they popular? Well, it depends. Narcissism 1s an individual
difference in personality that plays out socially through its defining characteristics: inflated self-
importance and entitlement (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). However, narcissism is not one thing,
nor 1s it manifested in one way. How narcissistic traits end up being expressed 1s thought to
result from transactional processes between individuals and their social environments (Krizan &
Herlache, 2018). Narcissism has two main presentations—grandiose and vulnerable—however,
there are core aspects of narcissism (1.e., entitled self-importance) that appear to transcend these
presentations (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Furthermore, grandiose narcissism itself is understood
as heterogenous and can be expressed in different ways—through an assertive, bold social style
as well as antagonistically (e.g., Back et al., 2013). Accumulating evidence suggests that
grandiose narcissism can both be positively and negatively related to popularity depending on
how it manifests (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Kiifner et al., 2013; Leckelt et al., 2015, 2020;
Poorthuis et al., 2019). The relation between social standing and narcissism has been found to
depend on several factors, including which aspects of narcissism are present, how they are
actually manifested in social interactions, timing and social context.

The present study focuses on grandiose narcissism and its association with popularity in
children. Here, we investigate the popularity of children high in grandiose narcissism at the level
of two core dimensions: grandiosity and entitlement. In particular, we seek to understand this
relation within the social context in which children function, including characteristics of their
classrooms. Previous studies with adults indicate that entitlement and grandiosity have
differential correlates and that entitlement in particular is negatively associated with prosocial
behavior and positively associated with aggression and more socially toxic behaviours (e.g.,
Ackerman et al., 2011; Brown et al., 2009; Brunell & Buelow, 2018; Grijalva & Harms, 2014;
Rasmussen, 2016; Reidy et al., 2008). Study 2 of this project suggests that a similar pattern exists
in children (see also Ang et al., 2011). A more antagonistic interpersonal orientation could
presumably have social costs especially if at odds with social norms. Specifically, accounting for
grandiosity and entitlement’s differential association with prosociality and aggression, in this

study we ask whether the associations between popularity and two dimensions of narcissism
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(grandiosity and entitlement) vary as a function of group level variables such as place, sex, SES,
and classroom communal care norms.
Narcissism, Status Seeking and the Need for Admiration

Both children and adults high in narcissism place great importance on achieving high
social status (Findley & Ojanen, 2013; Krizan & Herlache, 2018; Ojanen et al., 2012; Thomaes,
Stegge, et al., 2008; Zeigler-Hill et al., 2018). A preoccupation with social worth and status has
been found to be consistent across various measures and conceptualizations of narcissism
(Krizan & Herlache, 2018) as well as across adults and children (C.T. Barry et al., 2011;
Thomaes et al., 2018).

What drives this need for social status? According to the dynamic self-regulatory
processing model, grandiose narcissism concerns the goal of constructing and maintaining an
inflated sense of self by employing various self-regulatory strategies (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001).
However, maintaining this desired sense of self is practically impossible in the face of life’s
inevitable ups and downs, resulting in the grandiose self remaining in a chronic state of
construction (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Striving to keep an inflated sense of self afloat, self-
enhancement strategies are continually and flexibly employed both intrapersonally (e.g.,
cognitively reframing a situation to shift blame onto others) and interpersonally (e.g., attempting
to associate oneself with high-status peers; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Importantly, with
grandiose narcissism we see a dialectic: one’s inflated sense of self-importance is intensely
reliant on the attention and validation of others to whom one feels superior (e.g., “I am the
greatest! Don’t you agree??”), and yet strategies to seek validation often ultimately backfire.
This 1s likely because a self-centered yearning for external validation manifests in ways that are
off-putting to those from whom approval 1s sought (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Furthermore,
because narcissism is also associated with self-serving attitudes and interpersonal insensitivity,
attempts to gain social worth and approval in the short-term may be costly in the long-term
(Campbell et al., 2005:; Leckelt et al., 2015).

The literature supports the above conceptualization (Morf et al., 2012; Morf &
Rhodewalt, 2001). Adults high in narcissism tend to strive for high status and care less about
affiliative goals (for review see Zeigler-Hill et al., 2018). Using the terms of Hogan (1982),
narcissistic individuals are more concerned with getting ahead than getting along with others,

and value being admired more than affection or affiliation (Raskin et al., 1991b, 1991a). This
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pattern extends to youth, where high narcissism has been shown to be positively associated with
dominant social goals (e.g., for status, power) and negatively with closeness goals (e.g.,
affiliation; Ojanen et al., 2012; Salmivalli et al., 2005; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008; Thomaes et
al., 2018). Furthermore, the positive relation between narcissism and aggression has been
explained through these dominant social goals (Ojanen et al., 2012).

The emphasis on status highlights the intense impression-management concerns of
individuals high in narcissism. Narcissism in adults has been associated with the appeal of
fame—in particular in terms of visibility (being seen/valued) and status, as well as with spending
more time fantasizing about becoming famous (Greenwood et al., 2013). Adolescents high in
narcissism have been shown to have heightened self-presentation concerns (e.g., to appear
attractive, cool, fashionable on social media) even after accounting for extraversion (E. Y. L.
Ong et al., 2011). The relation between narcissism, need for peer approval and the influence of
popularity is also illustrated in an experiment with 10 year-olds where it was found that children
high in narcissism demonstrated greater decreases in state self-esteem as compared to their peers
when judged negatively by a peer jury (Thomaes et al., 2010). Furthermore, for children who
were highly impacted by peer disapproval, self-esteem recovery was reliant on time spent
receiving positive feedback from popular peers in particular (Thomaes et al., 2010). While
popularity and status are a priority in young adolescence in general (Adams et al., 2011;
Lafontana & Cillessen, 2010), a burgeoning literature suggests that social status may be an
especially salient feature for children high in narcissism. Relatedly, adults high in narcissism
were more likely to select high-status romantic partners as part of a self-enhancement strategy
(Campbell, 1999). Narcissism has also been associated with a tendency to be highly selective in
choosing desirable (i.e., “perfect”) potential friends, bringing to mind the concept of securing a
“trophy friend” in the hope of leveraging one’s own social worth (Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020).

There 1s ample evidence that narcissism is associated with a self-serving and low
communal focus, which fits with its definition of entitled self-importance (Campbell, Rudich, et
al., 2002; Czarna et al., 2014; Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Adults high in narcissism have been
found to assess their agentic characteristics (e.g., intelligence, extraversion) as higher than
average, though they did not do so for communal traits (e.g., agreeableness, morality; Campbell,
Rudich, et al., 2002). Narcissism in adults is associated with a tendency to brag (Palmer et al.,

2016), take credit for success and blame others for failures (Campbell et al., 2000), a game-
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playing romantic style (Campbell, Foster, et al., 2002) and exploitation of others for short-term
and self-serving gains (Campbell, Foster, et al., 2002; Leckelt et al., 2015). In children,
narcissism in combination with emulation of gender stereotypes has been shown to promote
selfish and aggressive behaviours (Pauletti et al., 2012). Further, at-risk adolescents high in
narcissism were considered to be particularly antagonistic and hostile by their peers (Grafeman
et al., 2015). Both adults and children high in narcissism have been found to have deficiencies in
empathy, an other-oriented process (Thomaes & Brummelman, 2016; Urbonaviciute & Hepper,
2020). Findings from Study 2 indicate that narcissistic entitlement in particular (and not
grandiosity) is negatively associated with prosocial behavior. There is a rich literature linking
narcissism and aggression (Ang et al., 2011; Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Martinez et al.,
2008; Rasmussen, 2016; Thomaes et al., 2011; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008; Thomaes &
Brummelman, 2016), some of which has highlighted the association between entitlement and
aggression in particular. Taken together, such findings indicate that narcissism 1s associated with
problematic ways of interacting and relating to others and that some aspects of narcissism are
especially pernicious. We should not simply equate narcissism’s association with agency with
antagonism as these have been shown to be distinct aspects of narcissism. Agency concerns the
ability to enact influence or power and its related traits (e.g., acting dominantly, being sociable)
and this can be adaptive and beneficial in terms of social standing, whereas antagonistic
behaviours such as arrogance and combativeness have been linked to lower communal values
(Back et al., 2013; Leckelt et al., 2020; Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020).

Given its potentially problematic correlates, how does narcissism play out in the peer
group—are individuals high in narcissism popular? Do self-promoting strategies for status and
approval win individuals high in narcissism any social success, or do antagonistic behaviours
cost them the social standing they so crave? (Poorthuis et al., 2019). As elaborated below, the
answer to this question is not entirely straightforward as grandiose narcissism has come to be
understood as a heterogenous construct and 1s not manifested in a single way, and both timing
and context play a role. In asking this question we first need to define what we mean by being
popular and how this form of social status is not the same as social acceptance (1.e., being liked).
Social acceptance and popularity are positively related but distinct constructs with differing
correlates (Cillessen & Rose, 2005; Mayeux et al., 2011). Social acceptance 1s a measure of

being liked by peers and concerns affiliation (Mayeux et al., 2011). Popularity concerns

52



visibility, prestige and power, and is measured by peer ratings (Cillessen & Marks, 2011;
Mayeux et al., 2011). While both forms of social status are positively associated with beneficial
attributes like prosociality, leadership qualities and high-quality friendships, they also diverge in
important ways that speak to their discriminant validity. Alongside advantageous characteristics,
popularity is also positively associated with aggression, risky behaviour and being disl/iked by
peers—while the same does not hold true for socially accepted children (Mayeux et al., 2011).
Our research question focuses on popularity as an outcome as this is the form of social status that
children high in narcissism presumably seek, but acceptance is an important variable to control
for in our analyses. Acceptance and popularity have been found to be positively related (e.g.,
correlations of .40 at age 10), though the strength of this association has been found to differ
across age and gender (Cillessen & Marks, 2011; Mayeux et al., 2011).
Grandiose Narcissism and Popularity: Having Had Your Fill

The process of getting to know a person high in narcissism has been likened to eating
chocolate cake: rich and gratifying at first but in large doses can be off-putting and potentially
unhealthy (Brunell & Campbell, 2011; Campbell, 2005). Individuals high in narcissism appear to
lose their appeal in the eyes of others over time, both in laboratory studies and in peer contexts.
In one landmark study, adult self-enhancers were found to make a good initial impression in a
group setting (e.g., were seen as agreeable, well-adjusted and competent) but over a seven-week
period were rated negatively (e.g., as arrogant, hostile, defensive; Paulhus, 1998). This finding
has been replicated and extended, where at first individuals high in narcissism are seen in a
positive light and deemed popular (Back et al., 2010; Kiifner et al., 2013), but over time this
popularity waned (e.g., Czarna et al., 2016; Leckelt et al., 2015). This pattern has also been
shown to extend to leadership, where the appeal and attractiveness of narcissistic leaders wore
off rapidly after a “honeymoon period” (C. W. Ong et al., 2016). In other words, it appears that
narcissistic individuals are seen less positively by those that know them better as compared to
new acquaintances (Czarna et al., 2016). Indeed, narcissism has been associated with trouble
maintaining interpersonal relationships (Campbell, Foster, et al., 2002; Paulhus, 1998) and while
individuals high in narcissism have been found to enjoy popularity on initial acquaintance, they
gain fewer friends over time as compared to their peers (Czarna et al., 2016). This effect can be
explained by the contextual reinforcement model of narcissism where benefits in the “emerging

zone” are prioritized (i.e., in the short term, with acquaintances), at the cost of the “enduring
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zone” (i.e., in the long-term, with long-standing relationships; Campbell & Campbell, 2009). As
discussed above, strategies to maintain a grandiose self-image may over time manifest in
behaviours that grow repellant to others (e.g., arrogance, aggression in the face of perceived
criticism), thus it is in the new-acquaintance phase that narcissists have fresh opportunities to
shine and win admiration (Kiifner et al., 2013).
The Sinister and Shiny Sides of Narcissism

However, the story is not so simple—even within the context of short-acquaintance there
have been mixed findings in terms of narcissism’s relation to likeability or popularity. In
situations of brief self-presentation (e.g., introducing oneself) or simple small talk, narcissism
has been positively related to likeability (Back et al., 2010; Carlson et al., 2011; Miller et al.,
2011). However, when the interactions involved collaborative work on a task, longer getting-to-
know-you chats and more intense dyadic interactions with critical feedback, narcissism was
found to negatively relate to positive perceptions from others (Carlson et al., 2011; Heatherton &
Vohs, 2000; Rauthmann, 2012; see Kiifner et al., 2013 for discussion). Such findings prompted a
dual pathway hypothesis which outlined two opposing processes in grandiose narcissism that can
either help or hinder one’s social status: 1) assertive behaviour (e.g., being dominant, bold,
charming, self-assured, funny) which leads to favourable impressions by others and 2) aggressive
behaviour (e.g., being hostile, combative, selfish, or arrogant) which leads to negative
impressions (Kiifner et al., 2013). This 1dea 1s elaborated on in the narcissistic admiration and
rivalry concept (NARC; Back et al., 2013; Leckelt et al., 2015) that posits that for those high in
grandiose narcissism, the ultimate goal 1s to maintain their grandiose sense of self and that this
occurs through two main strategies or motivational dynamics: assertive self-enhancement (1.e.,
attempts to gain social admiration; “Let others admire you!”) and antagonistic self-protection
(i.e., attempts to defend oneself in the face of perceived threat; “Don’t let others tear you down!”
(Back et al., 2013, p. 1016). These two strategies are argued to activate distinct cognitive
pathways, behavioural dynamics, and social outcomes: assertive self-enhancement leading to
expressive/dominant behaviours that are perceived by others as assertive and are positively
evaluated, and antagonistic self-protection that promotes hostile behaviours perceived by others
as uncaring and that result in negative evaluations (Back et al., 2013).

The development of a questionnaire to measure narcissistic admiration and rivalry has

afforded the concept to be tested with adults in both laboratory (e.g., Leckelt et al., 2015) and



naturalistic (1.e., real-life) settings (Leckelt et al., 2020). Lab experiments indicate that while
initially popular, individuals high in narcissism become less so over time and this was explained
through an increasing negative behavioural pathways (i.e., arrogant-aggressive behavior, being
judged as untrustworthy) and decreasing positive pathways (i.e., dominant expressive behavior,
being perceived as assertive; Leckelt et al., 2015). Narcissistic admiration is believed to be
reflected in statements such as “I am great” while narcissistic rivalry by statements like “T take
pleasure in the failure of my rivals” (Back et al., 2013). Studies with college students in
naturalistic settings have shown that overall narcissism and popularity were unrelated when
considering zero-order correlations, however the agentic (admiration) and antagonistic (rivalry)
aspects of narcissism were found to differentially relate to popularity through two distinct
behavioural pathways—the agentic pathway promoting popularity and the antagonistic pathway
hampering popularity over time (Leckelt et al., 2020). In a rare study with children on this
subject, narcissism was found to predict increases in popularity over time in participants with
modest self-esteem but decreases in popularity over time in those with high self-esteem
(Poorthuis et al., 2019), though this study did not use a multidimensional measure of narcissism.

A recent study looked at these two aspects of grandiose narcissism (rivalry and
admiration) in the context of agentic and communal orientations toward friendship in adults
(Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020). An agentic orientation concerns a drive for power and influence,
whereas a communal orientation concerns closeness and intimacy (Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020).
Agency and communion have been conceptualized as two basic approaches to interpersonal
relationships (e.g., Bakan, 1966; Leary, 1957; see Abele & Wojciszke, 2013, for a review) and it
1s believed that adaptive interpersonal functioning and well-being relies on deftly combining
both (Helgeson, 1994; Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020). Narcissism (both admiration and rivalry
aspects) was found to be associated with an agentic orientation toward friendships which was in
turn associated with less friendship commitment (Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020). However,
narcissistic rivalry in particular (and not admiration) was found to negatively relate to a
communal friendship orientation, indicating an antagonistic view of friendship (e.g., less
friendship satisfaction; Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020). Taken together, the evidence points towards
certain aspects of grandiose narcissism—those that relate to antagonism—being especially
problematic in terms of peer relations.

‘When Self and Surroundings Clash
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Narcissism concerns inter- and intrapersonal processes and clearly does not exist in a
vacuum, thus considerations for social context should be made. Sociocultural factors have been
shown to be relevant to the study of narcissism (Foster et al., 2003; Paris, 2014; Vater et al.,
2018). In particular, individualism and collectivism are two constructs of interest commonly used
to conceptualize how individuals relate to society and others (Oyserman et al., 2002; Oyserman
& Lee, 2008; Triandis, 1995, 2015). As defined by Oyserman and Lee (2008): “Within
individualism, the core unit is the individual; societies exist to promote the well-being of
individuals. Individuals are seen as separate from one another and as the basic unit of analysis.
Within collectivism, the core unit 1s the group; societies exist, and individuals must fit into them.
Individuals are seen as fundamentally connected and related through relationships and group
memberships” (p. 311). There is some evidence that levels of narcissism are higher in
individualistic cultures and countries (i.e., ones that foster self-focus) as compared to
collectivistic ones (Foster et al., 2003; Vater et al., 2018). As well, higher social class (e.g.,
parental education level, income) has been associated with increased narcissistic and entitled
tendencies (Cai et al., 2012; Piff, 2014). High individualism was found to positively relate to
high narcissism for individuals living in China, a culture traditionally considered collectivistic
(Cai et al., 2012). Further, highly individualistic individuals living in a collectivistic culture
(Istanbul) were found to score higher on subclinical measures of pathological traits (Caldwell-
Harris & Ayg¢icegi, 2006). These findings raise interesting questions about the consequences of
an individual’s personality traits “clashing” with values characteristic of their cultural
surroundings (Caldwell-Harris & Aycicegi, 2006; Jauk et al., 2021).

One should ponder, however, what cultural surroundings are best to consider. It has been
argued that when looking at narcissism in its social context, speaking of “culture” at the level of
a country is too broad, while the family unit too specific (Washburn & Paskar, 2011). While
there is evidence of systematic cross-country differences in individualism and collectivism (e.g.,
North Americans being higher in individualism and lower in collectivism), it has also been
shown that such cross-national differences are dynamic and subject to change depending on the
cued salience of individualism and collectivism moment-to-moment (Oyserman & Lee, 2008). In
the present analyses we assess cross-country differences, however we also avoid making
sweeping assumptions about individualism and collectivism across these places. Further, because

interpersonal processes play out in peer networks and within the cultural norms of the peer
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group, it at this level of analysis (e.g., the classroom) that narcissism’s association with
popularity and peer acceptance in children will also be studied.
The present study

As discussed above, narcissism is associated with a self-focused interpersonal orientation,
which at 1ts worst can manifest in an antagonistic and exploitative attitude. Further, narcissism
has also been associated with lowered popularity. There have been impressive strides made in
the literature in recent years shedding light on grandiose narcissism’s multidimensional nature,
its underlying processes, and how these dimensions of narcissism differentially relate to
popularity and/or likeability. However, there are certain gaps in the literature on narcissism and
popularity that we hope to address here. Firstly, the literature on popularity and narcissism has
almost exclusively been conducted with adults. While a multidimensional understanding of
narcissism in childhood is still in its infancy, increased understanding on how different
dimensions of narcissism are associated with acrual peer interactions and social status is
essential. Secondly, if how narcissistic traits manifest is a result of transactional processes
between individuals and their context (Krizan & Herlache, 2018) more attention should be paid
to characteristics of the individual’s social context—particularly at the level in which children
actually interact (e.g., the norms of their classrooms). Study 2 of this project indicated that
entitlement was negatively related to other-oriented prosocial behavior and positively related to
aggression, factors which may influence social status. We are interested in assessing if relevant
aspects of the social context, especially group norms for communal care, play a role in the social
standing of a person high in narcissism who exhibits these behaviours—and if these associations
differ across narcissism’s core dimensions (entitlement and grandiosity). As far as we know this
question has yet to be addressed in the literature.

In summary, the purpose of this study is to assess whether dimensions of childhood
narcissism (grandiosity and entitlement) are differentially related to a form of high status: peer-
assessed popularity while accounting for social acceptance (e.g., likeability), and whether this
relation differs as a function of group-level characteristics: sex, place, socioeconomic status
(SES) and communal care norms of the classroom. Specifically, multigroup comparisons will be
made to assess group differences in school-age children in Colombia and Canada on four paths
(a) a path from entitlement to popularity b) a path from grandiosity to popularity c¢) a path from

each respective peer-assessed behaviour (e.g., care, justice, physical and relational aggression) to



popularity d) a path from social acceptance to popularity. Groups were classroom-based same-
sex peer groups. Group-level measures of place, SES, sex, and group means on the measure of
communal care were used as to account for variance in the path coefficients for each path in each
model.

Multiple pathways will be tested in our models, but of particular interest are the pathways
from entitlement and grandiosity to popularity. Here, we outline our hypotheses on the research
questions of interest while also specifying which analyses are exploratory. We hypothesize that
1) zero-order correlations will reveal a positive correlation between narcissism and striving for
admiration across both dimensions (grandiosity and entitlement); 2) entitlement will negatively
predict popularity, particularly in Colombia as compared to Canada (typically considered a more
individualistic cultural setting), as well as in classrooms high in communal care as compared to
classrooms lower in care; and for girls more than boys given stereotypical norms (Grijalva et al.,
2014); further, we expect entitlement to more negatively predict popularity in lower SES groups
given entitlement’s positive association with higher SES (Piff, 2014); 3) compared to
entitlement, we expect grandiosity to be more positively related to popularity, though how this
relation might differ across between-level groups is exploratory; 4) peer-assessed physical and
relational aggression will be positively associated with popularity, however we predict that this
association will be more negative in Colombia as compared to Canada as well as in classrooms
higher in communal care; how this association might differ across sex and SES is exploratory; 5)
prosocial behaviours will positively predict popularity and that this association will be
particularly positive in classrooms high in communal care and in Colombia compared to Canada;
how this association might differ across SES and sex is treated as exploratory; 6) acceptance will
positively predict popularity, especially in classrooms relatively high in communal care, how this
association might differ across place, sex and SES is treated here as exploratory.

Method
Measures
Self-Report

The self-report narcissism scale 1s based on existing measures of child narcissism (Ang &
Raine, 2009; Thomaes, Stegge, et al., 2008). See Study 1 of this thesis for items and detailed
description of the narcissism scale. Self-assessed admiration/status seeking was assessed with

four items (e.g., “Being admired means a lot to me, especially when I am admired by the popular
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kids in class”). Communal care was assessed with eight items (e.g., “It is everybody’s job to
make sure that others are doing OK”). Table 1 lists all items for admiration seeking and
communal care, as well as reliabilities.
Class Norm for Communal Care

Means were computed for self-reported items of communal care for each same-sex group
within each classroom. This was done by assigning each child a score for their groups (class and
sex) and then using the aggregate procedure in SPSS.
Peer-nomination Data

Peer nomination data were collected and corrected for class size (Bukowski et al., 2012).
Children were provided with an alphabetized list of their classmates and asked to nominate
participating peers who they felt fit each item. Each participant received a score based on how
often they had been chosen for each item. Relevant to the present study were same-sex
nomination items intended to measure popularity, relational aggression, physical aggression,
care, and justice. For items and descriptive statistics for relational aggression, physical
aggression, care and justice, see Study 2 of this thesis (Tables 1 and 2). Popularity was measured
with four items (“Someone who is cool”; “Someone who is liked by everyone™; “Someone who
stands out because he/she is good looking, wears nice clothes, or is really good at things like
sports”; “Someone who 1s popular”; T1 ® = .87; T2 ® =. 87). The peer assessment data was
screened for outliers, and scores that exceeded 2.5 standard deviations above or below the mean
were corrected.
Sociometric Data

See Study 1 for details on the acceptance measure.

Results

Admiration-seeking and narcissism were found to have positive zero-order correlations
across both times, and this was true for both entitlement and grandiosity though the relation was
stronger for entitlement. Entitlement and self-reported admiration-seeking had zero-order
correlations of » = .42 at T1 and » =.49 at T2. Grandiosity and self-reported admiration-seeking
had correlations of » =.14 at T1 and » =.27 at T2.

A multilevel approach was employed using MPlus’ multilevel comparison function
(MLR estimator), where coefficients for the individual paths were set at random. In total, eight

models were run: a model for each of the four peer-assessed behaviours: care, justice, relational



and physical aggression at both times. In each model, multigroup comparisons were made to
assess group differences on four paths: (a) a path from the entitlement measure to popularity; b) a
path from grandiosity to popularity; ¢) a path from the respective peer-assessed social variable to
popularity; and d) a path from social acceptance to popularity. Groups were the classroom-based
same-sex peer groups. Group-level measures of place, SES, sex, and group means for communal
care were used to account for variance in the path coefficients for each path in each model (i.e.,
between-level variables). To facilitate interpretation, variables were standardized. The models’
standardized path coefficients for popularity predicted by entitlement, grandiosity, the respective
peer-assessed behaviours and acceptance are presented in Table 2 (care), Table 3 (justice), Table
4 (physical aggression), and Table 5 (relational aggression). Predicted scores for group
differences are shown for each path for which significant and marginally significant group
difference were observed and are presented as standardized path coefficients in Table 6 (care),
Table 7 (justice), Table 8 (physical aggression), and Table 9 (relational aggression).

Discussion

Support was found for our hypotheses. Narcissism was positively related to
admiration/status seeking, and the zero-order correlations were stronger for entitlement as
compared to grandiosity at both times. Our admiration/status seeking scale intended to capture
the goal of being popular and wanting the approval of others (particularly those considered high
status), and speaks to prioritizing gaining admiration over being liked or nice. It is consistent
with previous findings where the antagonistic aspects of grandiose narcissism appear to be
especially related to a low-communal approach with peers (Sauls & Zeigler-Hill, 2020).

We next wanted to ascertain whether children high in narcissism actually achieved the
high social status they so crave (i.e., their popularity while controlling for acceptance) and if this
depended on context. More specifically, we asked whether the association between narcissism
and popularity differed at the level of its dimensions (grandiosity and entitlement) and across
group-level variables (sex, SES, place and classroom communal care). Our multilevel models
tested four pathways across four different group-level variables at each time. In this discussion,
we will first draw attention to the patterns most consistently observed across time and models
and in particular how they relate to our main hypotheses, then speak to other findings. Across all
eight models, an effect was observed where entitlement more negatively predicted popularity as

a function of both place and the level of communal care in the classroom. Specifically, our
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findings indicated that in Barranquilla, Colombia, higher levels of entitlement more negatively
predicted popularity as compared to in Montreal, Canada. In addition, entitlement more
negatively predicted popularity in classrooms higher in communal care. These same effects were
not found for grandiosity. Grandiosity actually more positively predicted popularity in
classrooms higher in communal care as well as in Colombia as compared to Canada in several of
our models. This indicates a different pattern of how children high in grandiosity are
perceived/recetved by their peers in these contexts which we discuss in more detail below.

Why would entitlement more negatively predict popularity in Colombia as compared to
Canada? One possibility 1s that Colombia has traditionally been considered one of the most
collectivistic cultures in the world, where the emphasis tends towards relationships over the
individual—the “we” trumps the “me” (Hofstede, 1980, 2001; Hofstede Insights, 2021b). While
one must be cautious in making broad assumptions across entire nations, aggressively
individualistic behaviours could presumably fly in the face of values that emphasize the
collective good. However, it 1s important to note that other explanations are possible. Our
measure of communal care emphasizes care for others and presumably captures some elements
of collectivism. Our data indicates that at T1 means of communal care were higher in Canada (M
=3.96, SD = .69) as compared to Colombia (M =3.72, SD = .87), F(1,271)=6.19, p= .01 at T1,
though there was no statistical difference across place at T2. There may be complexities to this
association that warrant future study. Other aspects of Colombian culture may affect the social
status of children high in entitlement, or our measure of communal care may capture only some
aspects of collectivism. Another possibility is that there are cultural differences in the way that
popularity is conceptualized (Marks et al., 2009), which would affect how we observe narcissism
to relate to this form of social status across place.

We were also interested in characteristics of the context in which children function in on
a daily basis—the cultures of their classrooms. Our measure of classroom communal care at its
core captures the value of caring about the welfare of others—not putting oneself above the rest
but expressing concern for everyone. It 1s unsurprising that in classrooms high in such values we
see a social cost to greater entitled interpersonal attitudes that prioritize self above all else. That a
differential pattern was observed for grandiosity 1s also interesting and lends credence to the
discriminant validity of these two dimensions of narcissism. One possibility is that while

grandiosity concerns an inflated sense of self (e.g., “Aren’t I fabulous!!??), interpersonally it is
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not characteristically antagonistic but manifests more through assertiveness and boldness etc.
Previous studies have shown that some aspects of grandiose narcissism are looked upon
favourably by peers and promote social status (e.g., Back et al., 2013), however notably these
authors used a measure of narcissistic admiration; how this might relate to grandiosity in
children needs further investigation. What our findings show is that aspects of grandiose
narcissism differentially relate to social status and that this depends on characteristics of the
social setting. In summary, in support of our hypotheses, entitlement and grandiosity appear to
relate differently to popularity, and that how this plays out depends on characteristics of the
group—specifically, place and norms of communal care of the classroom.

Our models also tested several other pathways to popularity, which we will now discuss.
We looked at whether each peer-assessed prosocial and antisocial behavior respectively (e.g.,
care, justice, relational aggression, physical aggression) predicted popularity as well as whether
acceptance predicted popularity across four group-level variables: sex, SES, place and classroom
collective care. We will review each model, highlighting which associations were found across
both T1 and T2, and those only found at one time. We will then summarize and discuss the
patterns observed across all models.
Care

As discussed above, at both times entitlement more negatively predicted popularity in
Colombia as compared to Canada, and in highly caring classrooms as compared to classrooms
low in communal care. Our findings also show that across both times, care more positively
predicted popularity in groups lower in SES as compared to groups higher in SES. This suggests
that in lower SES groups, value is placed on care that translates into favourable social status
more so than in higher SES groups. Past research suggests that social class shapes an individual’s
cognitions, attitudes and behaviours and that relatively higher SES (e.g., access to more
resources and choice, less exposure to external forces) fosters a more independent and self-
focused mindset, whereas relatively lower SES is believed to promote interdependency and focus
on others (see Piff, 2014 for discussion). Care for others is a prosocial other-focused
behaviour/approach and it 1s possible that in groups with relatively lower SES that positive other-
focused behaviour is particularly valued and results in higher social status. In addition, across
both times, social acceptance (e.g., likeability) more strongly predicted popularity in high SES
groups as compared to lower SES groups, though notably both coefficients for high and low SES
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were positive. It 1s not immediately evident to us why this would be. Acceptance and popularity
have been shown to be moderately-to-highly related in early adolescence (e.g., » =. 40) however,
prior literature indicates that the strength of the relation between popularity and acceptance can
be influenced by group-level variables such as sex and age (see Cillessen & Marks, 2011). To
our knowledge, little 1s known about how the relation between popularity and acceptance might
change as a function of SES in children. One possibility is that popularity and acceptance may
differentially relate to another variable that also varies as a function of SES.

In addition, we found the following effects in our care model but at one time only, so
these results should be interpreted with caution. At T1, we found that entitlement negatively
predicted popularity in lower SES groups as compared to in relatively higher SES groups,
perhaps reflecting more intolerance for antagonistic self-centeredness in lower SES groups for
the reasons discussed above. Further, entitlement more negatively predicted popularity for girls
as compared to boys. Entitlement has been found to be higher in males than females (Grijalva et
al., 2014), thus our findings are in line with a gender normative hypothesis which predicts
increased social costs for being perceived as going against stereotypical ideas of femininity (e.g.,
Crick, 1997). Correlates of entitlement (e.g., physical aggression; lower prosociality) may lead to
greater unpopularity in girls as compared to boys. In contrast, grandiosity was found to be more
positively predictive of popularity in girls as compared to boys, which may reflect characteristics
of grandiosity that are particularly valued in girls. Other studies with adults indicate that
extraversion, social potency, goal persistence (Ackerman et al., 2011) as well as more risky or
bold behaviour (Buelow & Brunell, 2014) are correlates of grandiosity. Our study does not
address the relation of these behaviours and popularity across sex directly, though these are
interesting inquiries for future studies. We also found that grandiosity was more positively
predictive of popularity in Colombia as compared to Canada. Again, this may reflect an
increased value placed on characteristics that are positively associated with grandiosity. A richer
understanding of the behavioural correlates of grandiosity may shed light on these findings. We
also found (at one time only) that care positively predicted popularity and that acceptance
predicted popularity more so in classrooms high in communal care. It seems intuitive that care, a
form of prosocial behaviour, would be positively associated with social status in classrooms high
on such values. And further, that in classrooms that value communal care the relative “value” of

being likeable (and its associations with high prosociality, lower aggression, high quality
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friendship etc.) would increase. Why this effect was only found at one time warrants
investigation.
Justice

As with care, at both times entitlement more negatively predicted popularity in Colombia
as compared to Canada, and in highly caring classrooms as compared to classrooms low in
communal care. In our justice model at one time only, grandiosity was found to more positively
predict popularity in girls than boys, in Barranquilla as compared to in Montreal, and in
classrooms with relatively higher levels of communal care as compared to those with lower
communal care (though the p value was not significant for the latter). These effects were found
at one time only and so should be interpreted cautiously. This may indicate that in these groups,
characteristics associated with grandiosity (e.g., extraversion, boldness) may act as social
currency that translates into status. Justice was also found to be more positively predictive of
popularity in groups with relatively lower SES, perhaps reflecting that these groups value more
interdependent other-oriented behaviours. Also consistent with the care model, at one time only,
acceptance more positively predicted popularity in groups with relatively higher SES as
compared to i lower SES groups and in classrooms higher in communal care, though notably
both coefficients were positive. An effect was also found whereby acceptance positively
predicted popularity more so in Barranquilla as compared to in Montreal. As discussed above,
one possibility 1s that in Colombia other-oriented behaviours (such as a sense of fairness,
consideration for others) are especially valued, another possibility is that this finding reflects
differing conceptualization of popularity across cultures (Marks et al., 2009).
Physical Aggression

At both times, entitlement more negatively predicted popularity in Colombia as compared
to Canada, and in highly caring classrooms as compared to classrooms low in communal care.
We found at both times that grandiosity more positively predicted popularity in classrooms high
in communal care. This may indicate that grandiosity is associated with sociable characteristics
that are valued by peers, translating into popularity especially in caring environments. In
addition, we found the following effects at one time only. Entitlement more negatively predicted
popularity in groups relatively lower in SES as compared to those higher in SES, as discussed
above. In contrast, grandiosity was found to more positively predict popularity in groups

relatively lower in SES as compared to those higher in SES as well as in Barranquilla as
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compared to Montreal. Again, it is possible that certain characteristics associated with
grandiosity (e.g., social extraversion) are seen even more favourably in these groups. Physical
aggression more positively predicted popularity in higher SES groups as compared to lower SES
groups, which may reflect valuing a more self-focused orientation in groups with higher
affluence and resources. There 1s accumulating evidence in the literature that the positive and
likely bidirectional associations between aggression and popularity are moderated by
demographic and peer-valued characteristics (Mayeux et al., 2011). For example, one study
found that physically aggressive boys with peer-valued characteristics (e.g., material wealth, nice
clothes, sense of humour, attractiveness) were more popular and less disliked than aggressive
boys who lacked these characteristics (Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006). Also, early adolescents
who were perceived by peers as popular (but were not well liked) were higher on social
aggression and social visibility/economic advantage (Lease et al., 2002). In the present study,
physical aggression was found to more positively predict popularity for boys as compared to
girls, which 1s consistent with some previous findings (e.g., Andreou, 2006) and concordant with
a gender normative hypothesis (Crick 1997), as physical aggression is thought to be more
common in boys (Card et al., 2008). However, it is important to note that the effect of gender
differences on the association between overt aggression and popularity is complex (Rose et al.,
2011). Finally, as discussed in other models, acceptance more positively predicted popularity in
Barranquilla as compared to Montreal and in classrooms with higher communal care.
Relational Aggression

As with all the models, at both times entitlement more negatively predicted popularity in
Colombia as compared to Canada, and in highly caring classrooms as compared to classrooms
low in communal care. In contrast, grandiosity positively predicted popularity in classrooms
higher in communal care at both times. We observed at both times that for groups high in SES,
relational aggression more positively predicted popularity as compared to in groups lower in
SES. This 1s consistent with previous findings that youth high in relational aggression who were
also high in peer-valued characteristics (e.g., being wealthy, well dressed) were more popular
than those who were not seen to have these characteristics (Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006). In
addition, popularity in girls and boys has been associated with visible signs of spending power
and above-average social aggression (Lease et al., 2002). The following effects were observed at

one time only in the relational aggression model and so should be interpreted with caution.
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Entitlement was found to more negatively predict popularity in groups with lower SES, however
this effect was not at a statistically significant level (p = .11). Consistent with other models, the
effect was the opposite for grandiosity whereby it more positively predicted popularity in groups
with relatively lower SES as compared to higher SES. Speculations as to why this might be are
noted above. Grandiosity was also found to more positively predict popularity in Barranquilla as
compared to Montreal. Interestingly, at one time only we found relational aggression was more
positively predictive of popularity in boys than girls, which may be in line with previous findings
that indirect aggression contributed to social acceptance for boys in particular (Salmivalli et al.,
2000). We recall here that our measure of popularity controls for acceptance, but note that
previous findings on the relation between popularity and relational aggression are mixed
(Andreou, 2006; Rose et al., 2004). It has been noted that the intercorrelation of social
acceptance and popularity may be stronger for boys than girls (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004). One
possibility is that popular boys and girls alike can be socially aggressive but that boys are less
censured for being so (i.e., they remain liked by others; see Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004).
Importantly, we must recall that we are not necessarily looking at behaviours in the context of
sex differences, but those behaviours as perceived and judged by peers and thus through the lens
of gender stereotypes. These are interesting ideas and future studies that take into account the
intercorrelations between acceptance and popularity and sex are warranted (Smith et al., 2009).
Finally, acceptance was found to more positively predict popularity in groups of higher SES, as
well as in classrooms higher in collective care, findings that are discussed above.
Patterns Observed Across Models

Some patterns can be observed across the eight models (i.e., the four social behaviours
across two times) which will be summarized here. As highlighted above, a key contribution of
this study 1s the consistent finding across all models that entitlement more negatively related to
popularity in classrooms with relatively high communal care. Also, across all eight models we
found that in Barranquilla, higher levels of entitlement more negatively predicted popularity as
compared to in Montreal. The association between entitlement and popularity was more negative
in lower SES groups as compared to higher SES groups in the models for care, physical
aggression and relational aggression, though not at both times. Additionally, the relation between
entitlement and popularity was more negative for girls in the care model. Taken together,

patterns in the data suggest that the social costs of being high in entitlement (as reflected by
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lower popularity) differ from those of grandiosity and are dependent on characteristics of the
social context. Of particular interest, in groups with relatively higher communal care, lower SES
and for girls as compared to boys, entitlement predicted relatively lower popularity.

Grandiosity predicted popularity in a different way than entitlement. This association was
more positive in lower SES groups in the models of relational aggression and physical
aggression, as well as more positive for girls in the care and justice models, though these
findings were observed at one time only and had marginal statistical significance. Additionally,
the associations between grandiosity and popularity were more positive in Barranquilla as
compared to Montreal in all four models (but not at both times and marginally significantly so
for the relational aggression model). As well, in contrast to entitlement, the association between
grandiosity and popularity was more positive in classrooms high in communal care in several
models. As mentioned before, this implies that there may be characteristics associated with our
grandiosity measure (e.g., self-assurance, social boldness) that are seen more favourably by peers
in certain groups and this translates to higher social status, however these ideas need to be
empirically tested.

Concerning how the four social behaviours predict popularity, we also observed patterns
across the models as a function of between-level groups. In the care and justice models, these
prosocial behaviours more positively predicted popularity in Jower SES groups as compared to
higher SES groups, though these findings were found at one time only. In contrast, both physical
and relational aggression more positively predicted popularity in higher SES groups as compared
to lower SES groups. We encourage replication of these findings but see one possible
explanation that SES may be associated with other- versus self-focused values (Piff, 2014). We
note that prosocial and aggressive behaviours are both other-focused behaviours, with the former
aimed to benefit others and the latter aimed to harm others (Baron & Richardson, 1994;
Eisenberg et al., 2015). Our findings suggest that in lower SES groups, prosocial acts are more
strongly associated with high social status than in higher SES groups, whereas aggression was
more positively associated with popularity in higher SES groups, which may be more self-
focused (Piff, 2014). Our findings in the aggression models are also in line with past research
that indicates that individuals who are aggressive and wealthy are more popular than their
aggressive peers who do not have the same visible signs of material wealth (Lease et al., 2002;

Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006). Finally, care predicted popularity more positively in classrooms
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high in collective care which is an intuitive finding. We also found (though not at both times)
that both forms of aggression more positively predicted popularity in males, which may indicate
that males are less censured for aggression though there are likely complexities to these
observations to unravel.

Regarding the association between acceptance and popularity, across all models
(although not at each time) this association was more positive in classrooms higher in collective
care. We expected and found that the association between popularity and acceptance was
positive and moderate-to-high in effect size. Our findings indicate that this association might
differ as a function of characteristics or norms of the classroom. Our study shows that likeable
children were more popular in classrooms high in communal care as compared to classrooms
lower in communal care, though notably the association was positive in both settings. This can
be understood in terms of the positive attributes associated with social acceptance (high prosocial
behaviour, high quality friendships, low aggression; see Mayeux et al., 2011), which are
presumably peer-valued characteristics in highly caring classroom. In the aggression and justice
models (at one time), we found that the association between acceptance and popularity was more
positive in Barranquilla as compared to Montreal, though both were notably positive. How these
findings might relate to cultural characteristics of Colombia (e.g., other-focused values) cannot
be deduced from the present study but is intriguing. Prior research suggests that while
behavioural correlates of social acceptance (e.g., prosociality, sociability) are similar cross-
culturally, the association between acceptance and popularity may depend on characteristics of
the environment (see Asher & McDonald, 2009), and further that conceptualizations of what it
means to be popular may differ across cultures (Marks et al., 2009).

Summary of Results

Our multi-level models tested four pathways to popularity: popularity predicted by a)
entitlement, b) grandiosity, c¢) each of the social behaviours and d) acceptance, across four group-
level variables (e.g., SES, sex, place and classroom communal care). As a result, there are many
rich findings in our models to be reproduced and expand upon in future studies. However, we
would like to conclude by focusing on the implications of the findings as they relate to our main
point of inquiry: do the dimensions of narcissism differentially relate to social status (e.g.,
perceived popularity) and does this change as a function of group-level characteristics? The

formulation of this question highlights a strength of our study in our consideration of how
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different dimensions of narcissism relate to peer status within context (whether speaking of
culture broadly at the level of place or at the level of classroom norms). We are reminded that
popularity is a social construct built within the contexts in which people live, and that accounting
for characteristics of these contexts has been identified as a gap in the literature (Bellmore et al.,
2011; Bukowski, 2011).

The focus of this study, and the most consistent findings across our models, is that
entitlement more negatively predicts popularity in classrooms that are highly caring for others.
This makes good sense if we consider that entitlement manifests through interpersonal
antagonism which would presumably be less tolerated in classrooms where caring for others 1s
highly valued. We also found entitlement was more negatively predictive of popularity in
Barranquilla as compared to Montreal across all models. Very few studies have looked at peer
status within cultural context so we can only speculate as to why this would be. Traditionally,
Colombia has been considered one of the most collectivistic cultures in the world (Hofstede
Insights, 2021b), so it 1s possible that the interpersonal antagonism embodied by entitlement is
censured. We note that the same patterns did not extend to grandiosity which more positively
related to popularity in some of our models as a function of relatively higher classroom
collective care, lower SES, for girls as compared to boys, and in Barranquilla as compared to
Montreal. This speaks to the discriminant validity of these two dimensions of grandiose
narcissism, as highlighted in Study 2, and the idea that entitlement is related to more antagonistic
interpersonal outcomes than grandiosity. Here we extend those findings to look at how children
high in these two dimensions of narcissism are actually received by their peers.

Popularity is a priority in early adolescence in general (Lafontana & Cillessen, 2010), and
1s an especially salient feature for youth high in narcissism at this age. Our findings are important
because they give some indication of how successful these strivings for social status are at the
level of two dimensions of narcissism: entitlement and grandiosity. These findings also prompt
us to consider the implications of individuals high in entitlement nof achieving their ultimate
goal of perceived greatness. After all, social status is afforded by one’s peers. Popular children
are the recipients of a constant stream of validation from peers in the form of admiration (e.g.,
Sandstrom & Cillessen, 2006). This speaks to the primary if impossible goal of grandiose
narcissism (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001): to bathe in a stream of validation in order to maintain an

inflated sense of self. Our findings suggest that in certain contexts, children high in entitlement
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in particular fail to obtain social validation in the form of popularity. Both entitlement and
grandiosity were found to be positively associated with admiration/status-seeking in our study,
but notably entitlement was so more strongly. What is the effect of not achieving social status
when it 1s so valued? Is being less popular taken as a lack of validation by those high in
entitlement, and if so, what are the consequences on the individual and peers? A rich literature
shows that narcissism in general and entitlement in particular are related to reactive aggression
(particularly in the context of feeling shame or “humiliated fury”; e.g., Thomaes et al., 2011).
Future studies could unpack how these social behaviours unfold in different contexts and
possible bidirectional and transactional effects of lack of popularity and aggression.

A strength of this study is that we take a multidimensional view of grandiose narcissism
by looking at correlates of its dimensions, an approach that is in its infancy in children. Our
findings are in line with a related adult literature that show that grandiose narcissism has dual
pathways that lead to popularity as well as unpopularity (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Kiifner et al.,
2013). A particular strength of our study is accounting for the contexts in which this happens. It
has been posited that narcissistic traits are manifested through transactional processes between
people and their environments (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Our findings support this and the idea
that—while understudied—context matters. Our findings on the whole imply that when there is a
clash between characteristics of the individual (e.g., entitlement as self-focused antagonism) and
the context (e.g., a caring classroom) the result is decreased social status (Caldwell-Harris &
Aycicegi, 2006; Jauk et al., 2021). While one limitation is that our models do not specify the
causal pathways to (un)popularity, there may be interesting bidirectional effects at play to be
investigated in future studies. Another idea for future studies is to assess narcissism’s association
with waning popularity over time in relation to its dimensions and the social context.

Our takeaway from our findings is that to understand how narcissism relates to
popularity, researchers need to be specific about the dimensions of narcissism being studied as
well as characteristics of the context. Considering zero-order correlations alone could lead to
misleading conclusions that narcissism and popularity are not associated (see Leckelt et al.,
2020). In the present study, we account for group-level characteristics, and find that entitlement
more negatively predicts popularity in classrooms that are relatively more caring as well as in
Barranquilla as compared to Montreal, while the pattern for grandiosity was different. The

importance of taking normative group cultures into consideration when studying popularity in
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youth has been emphasized in past literature. For example, findings indicate that who is
considered cool 1s dependent on characteristics of the peer group—children in aggressive groups
have been found to nominate popular-aggressive children as cool, whereas in non-aggressive
groups, popular and prosocial children were considered cool (Rodkin et al., 2006).

We have already highlighted some of the strengths of our study which include using
multilevel modeling to account for cultural and class norm contexts and a cross-cultural
perspective. However, there are important limitations to this study. Firstly, while we consider the
multidimensional nature of grandiose narcissism we do not measure vulnerable narcissism in this
study (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). In addition, while we believe we have added to the
understanding of grandiose narcissism in childhood there is more to learn about the specific
pathways to unpopularity or popularity. We do not yet have a solid understanding of the
behavioural correlates of grandiosity (e.g., sociability, leadership) that might lead to popularity in
particular contexts. Finally, we acknowledge that the effect sizes are not large in our study,
however we note that when our models predict popularity and also control for acceptance, which
predictably accounts for much of the variance in the models.

Our Findings in Theoretical Context

How do our findings fit into the theoretical literature so far? While self-importance 1s
characteristic of narcissism in general, converging findings show that narcissism is
multidimensional and particular dimensions of narcissism have correlates that are more
antagonistic (1.e., entitlement), more agentic (i.e., grandiosity), or more neurotic (i.e., vulnerable
narcissism; Donnellan et al., 2021). Research on dimensions of grandiose narcissism in adults
speaks to aspects of narcissistic rivalry versus admiration with negative versus positive pathways
to (un)popularity (Back et al., 2013; Kiifner et al., 2013). This research points towards grandiose
narcissism having dimensions that are perceived positively and others that are seen negatively
with related processes that predict social status. We do not use the NARC measure in the present
study, however in a similar vein, we focus on two dimensions of grandiose narcissism and their
differential correlates. We believe we present support for two related but distinct dimensions of
grandiose narcissism in children: grandiosity and entitlement. Looking at the social correlates of
these dimensions (Study 2), it appears that entitlement in particular is associated with
interpersonal antagonism while grandiosity is not. Our conceptualization of grandiose narcissism

(i.e., with dimensions of grandiosity, entitlement) is inspired by that of Brown and colleagues
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(2009), however there are some important differences. Brown and colleagues (2009)
conceptualized grandiosity as primarily intrapersonal and entitlement as interpersonal, however
we agree with Back and colleagues (2013) that both the socially advantageous and antagonistic
aspects of narcissism concern intra and interpersonal processes. A grandiose sense of self
concerns an intrapersonal inflated self-appraisal that may also manifest in social behaviours (e.g.,
bragging, boasting, attention-seeking, extraversion). Similarly, entitlement involves intrapersonal
cognitions (e.g., a strong sense of deservedness) as well as interpersonal behaviours (e.g.,
manipulating others to serve one’s goals, a willingness to step on the backs of others to get to the
top).

Why are some aggressive children popular, yet other are not? Children who are bi-
strategic (e.g. use both coercive and prosocial strategies to achieve their goals) have been found
to be socially successful (Hawley, 2003; Hawley et al., 2008). This strategy has been described
as “a well-adapted Machiavellian” approach to getting what one wants (Hawley, 2003, p. 273).
How does entitlement fit into this profile? We suspect that it does not—that those high in
entitlement are likely not bi-strategic but more unilaterally antagonistic and lack the prosocial
suave to win social status. Our findings suggest that individuals high in entitlement do not win
the social favour they so crave, especially when their antagonistic orientation is at odds with

what 1s valued 1n their social context.
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Table 1

Items for Self-Reported Communal Care and Admiration-Seeking

Communal Care

« “If someone in class does well, I am happy for them”

» “It 1s important for me that the whole class does well”

« “It 1s best when everybody is happy together”

« “It’s important for me to think about how my decisions will affect others in the class”
« “Before I do something I think about how it would affect others”

« “It1s everybody’s job to make sure that others are doing OK”

* “In class, it’s best to do things that are best for everyone”

« “It’s important for people in class to cooperate with each other”

Tl ®=.86; T2 ® = .88

Admiration Seeking

* “Being admired means a lot to me, especially when I am admired by the popular kids
in class”

* “Being admired by others is more important than always being nice.”

* “Being admired is more important to me than being liked by everyone”

*  “One of my main goals 1s to be popular in my class”

Tl o= .84; T2 ®= .88

Note. T1 =Time 1; T2 = Time 2; ® = omega.
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Table 2

Care Model: Popularity as Predicted by Entitlement, Grandiosity, Care and Acceptance

T1 T2

Outcome  Predictor Group Level B (SE B) P B (SE B) P
Popularity  Entitlement SES 11 (.05) .03 .01 (.05) .80
Gender -.12 (.06) .04 004 (.04) 90
Place .20 (.07) .002 .08 (.04) .03
Classroom Communal Care -12 (.04) 007 -.08 (.04) .04
Grandiosity SES -.07 (.06) 24 .03 (.04) 41
Gender .09 (.05) .08 -.004 (.04) 93
Place -12 (.05) .02 -.04 (.04) 33
Classroom Communal Care .08 (.06) .16 .06 (.05) 17
Care SES -.19 (.06) .003 -.14 (.06) .01
Gender .03 (.09) 73 .04 (.08) 58
Place .03 (.07) 73 .05 (.06) 41
Classroom Communal Care .16 (.07) .02 .08 (.08) 35
Acceptance SES .17 (.06) .009 .14 (.09) .09
Gender -.06 (.07) 38 -.07 (.07) 34
Place -.08 (.05) 13 -.12 (.08) 12
Classroom Communal Care .03 (.08) .69 13 (.07) 07

Note. T1 = time one; T2 = time two; SES = socioeconomic status; = standardized beta; SE B = standard error of the standardized
beta. High and Low SES and Classroom Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the mean. Statistically significant
findings and marginally significant findings are shown in bold.
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Table 3

Justice Model: Popularity as Predicted by Entitlement, Grandiosity, Justice and Acceptance

T1 T2

Outcome  Predictor Group Level B (SE B) P B (SE B) P
Popularity  Entitlement SES .07 (.05) .16 .02 (.05) .66
Gender -.10 (.07) 15 .01 (.03) .76

Place .18 (.06) .001 .07 (.04) .06

Classroom Communal Care -10 (.04) .02 -.08 (.04) .04

Grandiosity SES -.09 (.07) 22 02 (.04) 57

Gender .09 (.05) .06 -.02 (.04) .65

Place -11 (.05) .01 -.03 (.04) A48

Classroom Communal Care .10 (.06) 11 .06(.05) 17

Justice SES -.26 (.08) .002 -.06(.07) 43

Gender 11 (.10) 30 07 (.07) 28

Place .07 (.08) 38 -.07 (.07) 33

Classroom Communal Care .04 (.08) .60 .06 (.09) A7

Acceptance SES .20 (.07) 006 .10 (.08) 22

Gender -.06 (.07) 42 -.08 (.08) 32

Place -.09 (.06) .10 -.11(.08) .16

Classroom Communal Care .11 (.09) .19 15 (.07) .02

Note. T1 = time one; T2 = time two; SES =socioeconomic status; = standardized beta; SE P = standard error of the standardized
beta. High and Low SES and Classroom Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the mean. Statistically significant
findings and marginally significant findings are shown in bold.
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Table 4

Physical Aggression Model: Popularity as Predicted by Entitlement, Grandiosity, Physical Aggression and Acceptance

T1 T2

Outcome  Predictor Group Level B (SE B) P B (SE B) P
Popularity  Entitlement SES .10 (.04) .02 02 (.04) 72
Gender -.09 (.06) 14 .02 (.03) .55
Place .16 (.05) <.001 .07 (.04) .04
Classroom Communal Care -10 (.05) .02 -.09 (.03) .01
Grandiosity SES -11 (.04) .007 01 (.04) .70
Gender .06 (.05) 23 -.02 (.04) .55
Place -.09 (.05) .05 -.04 (.04) 39
Classroom Communal Care 11 (.05) .03 .07 (.04) .09
Physical Agg  SES 17 (.08) .04 .09 (.06) 14
Gender .06 (.06) 38 -.08 (.05) .10
Place .02 (.07) 81 03 (.07) 71
Classroom Communal Care -.09 (.09) 28 -.06 (.07) 40
Acceptance SES 11 (.08) 15 .12 (.09) 17
Gender .02 (.08) .83 -.08 (.07) 26
Place -.11 (.08) .16 -.13 (.08) .09
Classroom Communal Care .12 (.09) 17 .14 (.07) .05

Note. T1 = time one; T2 = time two; SES =socioeconomic status; Physical Agg = Physical Aggression; p = standardized beta; SE p =
standard error of the standardized beta. High and Low SES and Classroom Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the
mean. Statistically significant findings and marginally significant findings are shown in bold.
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Table 5

Relational Aggression Model: Popularity as Predicted by Entitlement, Grandiosity, Relational Aggression and Acceptance

T1 T2
Outcome  Predictor Group Level B (SE B) P B (SE B) P
Popularity  Entitlement SES .09 (.06) 11 .03 (.05) .55
Gender -.07 (.06) 22 .01 (.03) 71
Place 15 (.05) .003 .08 (.04) .02
Classroom Communal Care -11 (.05) .03 -.09 (.03) 006
Grandiosity SES -11 (.05) .02 01 (.04) .83
Gender .05 (.05) 32 -.02 (.04) 54
Place -07 (.05) 10 -.05 (.04) 25
Classroom Communal Care 11 (.05) .02 07 (.04) .09
Relational Agg SES 12 (.07) .09 12 (.05) .03
Gender -.05 (.06) 36 -13 (.05) .005
Place -.06 (.07) 39 -.01 (.05) .87
Classroom Communal Care -.02 (.06) 71 .004 (.05) 93
Acceptance SES .14 (.08) .08 .13 (.09) .16
Gender -02(09) .86 -.09 (.07) 22
Place -11(08) .16 -.13(.09) 14
Classroom Communal Care 14 (.10) 13 .16 (.07) .03

Note. T1 = time one; T2 = time two; SES =socioeconomic status; Relational Agg = Relational Aggression; p = standardized beta; SE 8
= standard error of the standardized beta. High and Low SES and Classroom Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the
mean. Statistically significant findings and marginally significant findings are shown in bold.
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Table 6

Predicted Group Differences on Popularity for the Care Model

Outcome  Predictor Group T1 T2
Popularity  Entitlement SES Low -.11 -
SES High .10 -
Boys 12 -
Girls -.13 -
Barranquilla -.20 -.06
Montreal 19 .10
Classroom Low Communal Care 11 .10
Classroom High Communal Care -.12 -.05
Grandiosity Boys -.07 -
Girls 11 -
Barranquilla .14 -
Montreal -.10 -
Care SES Low .33 .09
SES High -.05 -.18
Classroom Low Communal Care -.03 -
Classroom High Communal Care 30 -
Acceptance SES Low .14 26
SES High A7 55
Classroom Low Communal Care - 28
Classroom High Communal Care - 53

Note. SES = socioeconomic status. Predicted scores were computed for statistically significant

and marginally statistically significant effects only. High and Low SES and Classroom
Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the mean.
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Table 7

Predicted Group Differences on Popularity for the Justice Model

Outcome  Predictor Group T1 T2
Popularity  Entitlement Barranquilla -.20 -.05
Montreal 17 .10
Classroom Low Communal Care .09 11
Classroom High Communal Care -.12 -.06
Grandiosity Boys -.06 -
Girls 11 -
Barranquilla 14 -
Montreal -.09 -
Classroom Low Communal Care -.08* -
Classroom High Communal Care 13° -
Justice SES Low 29 -
SES High -22 -
Acceptance SES Low 19 -
SES High 58 -
Barranquilla A48 -
Montreal 29 -
Classroom Low Communal Care - 24
Classroom High Communal Care - 55

Note. SES = socioeconomic status. Predicted scores were computed for statistically significant
and marginally statistically significant effects only. High and Low SES and Classroom
Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the mean. * indicates the p value = .11
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Table 8

Predicted Group Differences on Popularity for the Physical Aggression Model

Outcome  Predictor Group T1 T2
Popularity  Entitlement SES Low -.14 -
SES High 07 -

Barranquilla -.20 -.06

Montreal 13 .09

Classroom Low Communal Care 07 .10

Classroom High Communal Care -.14 -.08
Grandiosity SES Low 15 -
SES High -.08 -
Barranquilla 12 -
Montreal -.05 -

Classroom Low Communal Care -.07 -.09

Classroom High Communal Care 14 .05
Physical Agg  SES Low 01 -
SES High 35 -

Boys - 17

Girls - .02

Acceptance Barranquilla - .55

Montreal - 29

Classroom Low Communal Care - 28

Classroom High Communal Care - .56

Note. SES = socioeconomic status; Physical Agg = Physical Aggression. Predicted scores were
computed for statistically significant and marginally statistically significant effects only. High
and Low SES and Classroom Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the mean.
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Table 9

Predicted Group Differences on Popularity for the Relational Aggression Model

Outcome  Predictor Group T1 T2
Popularity  Entitlement SES Low -137 -
SES High 06 -

Barranquilla -.19 -.06

Montreal 11 .10

Class Low Communal Care 07 11

Class High Communal Care -.14 -.07
Grandiosity SES Low 14 -
SES High -.09 -
Barranquilla .10 -
Montreal -.05 -

Class Low Communal Care -.08 -.08

Class High Communal Care 13 .06

Relational Agg SES Low 07 01

SES High 31 25

Boys - .26

Girls - 01
Acceptance SES Low 33 -
SES High .60 -

Class Low Communal Care - 28

Class High Communal Care - .59

Note. SES = soctoeconomic status. Relational Agg = Relational Aggression. Predicted scores
were computed for statistically significant and marginally statistically significant effects only.
High and Low SES and Classroom Communal Care are defined as 1 SD above or below the
mean. " indicates the p value = .11
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General Discussion

The overarching aim of this project was to provide support for two distinct dimensions of
grandiose narcissism in children: grandiosity and entitlement, while assessing any differential
social consequences. Based on research with adults, we expected entitlement to be associated
with more detrimental social outcomes as compared to grandiosity. Support was found for these
two core dimensions of grandiose narcissism in children (who were on average 11.5 years old).
Working with school-aged children allowed for the perspective of peers, providing a better
understanding of how grandiosity and entitlement relate to social functioning. This project
consisted of three studies: Study 1 sought support for two core dimensions of grandiose
narcissism (grandiosity and entitlement), Study 2 explored their differential social correlates
(e.g., aggressive and prosocial behaviours), and Study 3 assessed how these dimensions of
narcissism related to popularity with consideration for characteristics of the context within which
these individuals were functioning socially. This general discussion will highlight the main
findings of this project and their contribution to the literature.

Summary & Conclusions

Study 1 sought and found psychometric support for two dimensions of grandiose
narcissism that are related, distinct and measurable across two cultural contexts. Consistent with
previous literature, grandiosity was characterized by items that speak to a bold expression of
self-appraised greatness, while entitlement items reflected a sense of deserving more from others,
more than others, and a willingness to use others for one’s means (Brown et al., 2009). Study 1
also provided basic support that grandiosity in particular is associated with inflated self-views, in
that 1t predicted high-self appraisals (of social competency and self-worth) above and beyond the
level of acceptance by peers. The picture was different and more complicated for entitlement
(with smaller effect sizes) which appeared to relate to both positive and negative self-appraisals.
These findings speak to our hypothesis that these dimensions of grandiose narcissism concern
different intra and interpersonal processes.

We consider Study 1 the foundation of this project and important in showing that these
two core dimensions of grandiose narcissism are measurable in children. In recent years, the
adult literature on narcissism has been moving towards a succinct definition of narcissism and
clarity concerning its core dimensions. There has been a lack of clarity about the core dimensions

of narcissism in research with children and adults, as reflected by the widely different proposed
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factor structures of existing measures. Through extensive empirical studies, the literature with
adult samples has arrived at a degree of consensus about the defining dimensions of narcissism
(Donnellan et al., 2021). A main and important conclusion in the literature 1s that at its core,
narcissism concerns self-importance and entitlement, and these defining components transcend
narcissism’s various presentations, which can be boldly and/or covertly expressed (Krizan &
Herlache, 2018). The present project focused on grandiose narcissism in children in particular,
which has been proposed to be multidimensional with core aspects of grandiosity and entitlement
(Brown et al., 2009). Clarifying and identifying two measurable core dimensions of grandiose
narcissism allows us to then better understand their potentially different social correlates.

Study 2 of this project aimed to address this question, in assessing how self-reported
narcissism (at the level of grandiosity and entitlement) related to aggressive and prosocial
outcomes in children. Specifically, peer-report data on aggressive behaviour (physical
aggression, relational aggression) and prosocial behaviours (care, justice, comfort, proactive
help, and reactive help) were used as indices of a child’s social functioning. Based on the adult
literature, we expected that entitlement would be more strongly associated with harmful and
antagonistic social behaviours as compared to grandiosity. This hypothesis was supported. We
found that within-time, entitlement negatively related to all the prosocial behaviours, and also
that entitlement negatively predicted later peer-reported care and justice behaviours in a way that
grandiosity did not. We found that entitlement and physical aggression were positively correlated
within time (at a marginal statistically significant level). Entitlement also predicted later physical
aggression as well as relational aggression (at a marginal statistically significant level). These
patterns were not observed for grandiosity. These findings in children are consistent with the
adult literature, and support the idea that entitlement concerns a darker side of narcissism with
more harmful social consequences.

We consider the findings of Study 2 to be important in that they provide clarity on how
these dimensions of grandiose narcissism actually play out in individuals’ social worlds. In
addition, while the idea that childhood and adult narcissism alike are associated with more
aggressive, antagonistic and less empathetic behaviours is not new (e.g., Thomaes &
Brummelman, 2016), our study sought clarity on which dimensions of narcissism are associated
with problematic ways of interacting in children. We also believe that this study offers a rich

perspective—that of peers within social circles who can offer critical insights on their
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classmates’ other-orientated behaviours. Additionally, we found it important to study an array of
behaviours that affect others. In other words, we did not only study harmful behaviours such as
aggression but were interested in the relative deficit of prosocial behaviours intended to benefit
others, which 1s an understudied area 1n the literature. Prosocial behaviours have been linked to
many positive outcomes for children, and so predictors of lower prosociality, including
entitlement, warrant attention. We believe the findings of Study 2 lend credence to the fact that
entitlement and grandiosity are distinct dimensions of grandiose narcissism in children. Further,
our findings suggest that entitlement in particular is at risk of damaging social relations with
consequences for the individual and those in the peer group. We consider this information to be
important in ways that extend beyond theory. Targeting entitlement could assist in identifying
where and how interventions may be implemented, for example assessing the possible benefits of
teaching perspective-taking skills in order to promote empathy (Hepper, Hart, & Sedikides,
2014).

Study 3 investigated how well children high in narcissism actually fare in their social
worlds in terms of how they are typically received by their peers. We were interested in looking
at this question both at the level of the core dimensions of narcissism (grandiosity and
entitlement) while also taking into consideration characteristics of the social context in which
individuals function. A premise of Study 3 was that while Study 2 identified patterns of
behaviours (e.g., entitlement being related to more harmful and less helpful other-oriented
behaviours), iow these behaviours were received by others was not known. Specifically, the
models in Study 3 (of care, justice, physical aggression and relational aggression) tested four
pathways to popularity: popularity predicted by 1) entitlement, 2) grandiosity, 3) the respective
social behaviour for that model, and 4) acceptance, across four group-level variables (SES, sex,
place, and classroom norms of communal care). The findings across models are rich and
plentiful, so here we will focus on our main points of inquiry for this study. The most consistent
finding across our models was that entitlement more negatively predicted popularity in
classrooms that were highly caring, indicating that the interpersonal antagonism embodied by
entitlement does not win social status in contexts that value caring behaviour. Entitlement was
also found to negatively predict popularity in Barranquilla, Colombia as compared to in
Montreal. In addition, in some of our models, entitlement more negatively predicted popularity

in lower SES groups as compared to in higher SES groups, and negatively predicted popularity
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for girls as compared to boys. The same pattern was not observed for grandiosity, which in
several of our models more positively predicted popularity in classrooms high in communal care
as compared to classrooms lower in communal care values. In some models, grandiosity also
more positively predicted popularity in Barranquilla as compared to Montreal, in groups with
relatively lower SES, as well as for girls as compared to boys. This suggests that in certain
groups there are characteristics of entitlement that are perceived more negatively which decrease
social status and characteristics of grandiosity that are perceived more positively and that
translate into higher social status. These different patterns lend credence to the idea that
grandiosity and entitlement are distinct dimensions of grandiose narcissism related to different
processes.

We consider the findings of Study 3 to be important in that they provide information on
the social status of children high in narcissism at the level of its core dimensions while also
considering the social context. Social status tends to be a priority for early adolescents in general,
but strivings for popularity/admiration seeking are especially pertinent for those high in
narcissism (e.g., Krizan & Herlache, 2018). At the level of zero-order correlations, we found that
this emphasis on popularity/admiration seeking was especially strong for entitlement. The results
of Study 3 suggest that in certain contexts this striving for status and admiration does not
succeed—in fact, entitlement was found to be a negative predictor of popularity. The fact that
quite opposite patterns were observed for grandiosity supports the idea that entitlement and
grandiosity are related but distinct dimensions of grandiose narcissism with different social
outcomes and impacts. Another strength of our study is that we drew upon data collected in two
distinct cultural settings while also accounting for characteristics of the contexts in which
children function day-to-day (e.g., classroom norms for communal care). We recall that social
status 1s afforded by one’s peers and so accounting for characteristics of both the individual and
their social context is important (Bukowski, 2011).

Future Directions

Our findings appear to align with other important research on grandiose narcissism in
adults that find it to be multidimensional and that its different dimensions are related to different
social processes. Grandiose narcissism 1s argued to concern the ultimate goal of maintaining a
grandiose sense of self, and it has been argued that this occurs through two main strategies:

assertive self-enhancement (e.g., attempts to gain admiration) and antagonistic self-protection in
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the face of perceived threat. These strategies are argued to concern two pathways to
(un)popularity—assertiveness has been found to be positively evaluated and win social favour,
while antagonism (e.g., arrogant-aggressive behaviours) results in negative evaluations and
decreased popularity (Back et al., 2013; Leckelt et al., 2015). This model measures admiration
and rivalry, while the present project looks at grandiosity and entitlement. An interesting future
direction would be to further explore pathways to popularity and unpopularity in relation to
aspects of grandiose narcissism in children. For example, Study 2 shows that high entitlement is
positively related to aggression and negatively to prosocial behaviour. It would be interesting to
assess the constellation of entitled characteristics that are frowned upon by others. Conversely,
we are interested to know which pathways to popularity are associated with grandiosity at the
level of its characteristics—for example, is it boldness, leadership qualities or assertiveness that
help win social favour? We note that our project concerns grandiose narcissism specifically and
recognize the need for studies that assess the full spectrum of narcissism in childhood, including
vulnerable presentations (Krizan & Herlache, 2018).

We hope that the findings in this project are of theoretical and practical relevance. Our
findings concur with recent conclusions in the adult literature that narcissism is not one thing and
also that defining aspects can be identified. This 1s important as these aspects appear to be related
to different ways of being in the world and being with others. Evidence is gathering that
entitlement in particular is associated with more antagonistic ways of interacting and orienting
oneself with others. This information should be useful both in the planning of interventions as
well as understanding when it 1s important to intervene. This project suggests that high levels of
entitlement are of particular concern. In particular, it would be interesting to assess whether
interventions to increase perspective-taking and mentalization (e.g., the ability to understand
one’s own mind and that of others) might reduce levels of entitlement or mitigate the detrimental
outcomes associated with this aspect of narcissism. Identifying problematic aspects of narcissism
in youth affords us a developmental perspective of these processes, and also provides the
opportunity to intervene when it is more feasible at a practical level (e.g., in schools). Further, it
would be 1deal to intervene early in development, before entitled patterns of behaviour may
become more entrenched.

In summary, this project found support for two core dimensions of grandiose narcissism

(grandiosity and entitlement) with differential social correlates in terms of aggression and
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prosocial behaviours. Further, accounting for characteristics of the peer group, we found that
entitlement negatively predicted popularity, particularly in Colombia as compared to Canada as
well as in highly caring classrooms—presumably where an antagonistic stance flies in the face of
what 1s valued. We found the opposite pattern for grandiosity: in some of our models, this
dimension positivity predicted popularity in these contexts. We believe that our findings as a
whole support the idea that these are two central dimensions of grandiose narcissism with
important social repercussions that warrant being studied in children both separately and

together.
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