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ABSTRACT 

Understanding how narcissism and self-esteem predict outcomes has been a major focus 

in recent decades. Most researchers treat narcissism and self-esteem as related constructs that 

additively “compete” to push people in more desirable (via self-esteem) or undesirable (via 

narcissism) directions, but other researchers suggest narcissism and self-esteem interact to 

influence outcomes. Since research on this interaction is rare, it remains unclear how self-esteem 

may modify the expression of narcissism, but some theorizing suggests self-esteem may modify 

narcissism’s relations to agency (getting ahead) and/or communion (getting along). In the 

context of the Interpersonal Circumplex, the present study (N = 598) tested agentic and 

communal differences between high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s interpersonal 

efficacies, values, problems, and sensitivities via circumplex measurement. Results generally 

suggested self-esteem modified narcissism’s relations to communion; for example, low- and 

high-self-esteem narcissistic people possessed an agentic orientation, but high-self-esteem 

narcissistic people possessed a less uncommunal interpersonal orientation with less interpersonal 

dysfunction. Overall, the interaction model of narcissism and self-esteem seems superior to 

additive models in contexts involving communal tendencies and social dysfunction. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The relationship between self-regard and life outcomes has received increasing attention 

in recent decades. For example, the “self-esteem movement” garnered cultural and scientific 

attention as it sought to increase people’s self-esteem (i.e., their sense of self-worth; Rosenberg, 

1965; 1979) under the presumption that increasing self-esteem would enhance educational, 

professional, and personal outcomes (Baumeister et al., 2003). This movement perhaps most 

notably manifested in strategies to make children of the 1980s and 1990s feel “special” (e.g., 

participation trophies), which critics claim could have had unintended, undesirable consequences 

by creating narcissistic tendencies (e.g., Baskin, 2011). In this vein, as the self-esteem movement 

waned, another less socially desirable form of self-regard—narcissism—began receiving 

increased attention. Unlike self-esteem (i.e., feeling a sense of self-worth or self-adequacy), 

narcissism1 involves believing that oneself has more worth compared to others and is entitled to 

special treatment (i.e., is superior; Raskin & Terry, 1988), which some suggest is becoming more 

common (Twenge et al., 2008; but for an opposing view, see Donnellan et al., 2009) and may 

have been an unintended consequence of the “self-esteem movement” (Baumeister et al., 2003). 

Questions surrounding the apparent links between these forms of self-regard and important life 

outcomes continue to pique the interests of scientists and laypersons alike. 

                                                 
1 Narcissism can be expressed in grandiose or vulnerable forms (Weiss & Miller, 2018). Both forms share a sense of 
entitled self-importance (Krizan & Herlache, 2018), but the grandiose form seems more characteristic of traditional 
conceptualizations of narcissism (e.g., agentic, extraverted, approach-oriented), whereas the vulnerable form may 
have more in common with borderline-personality disorder than narcissistic personality disorder (e.g., low explicit 
self-esteem, neurotic; Miller et al., 2011). Hence, all references to narcissism in this paper refer to its grandiose 
form. 
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Psychologists describe narcissism and self-esteem as related but distinct forms of self-

regard (Crowe et al., 2018; Hyatt et al., 2018), but their relations can vary across sample frames. 

Validated indices of narcissism (the Narcissistic Personality Inventory; NPI; Raskin & Terry, 

1988) and self-esteem (the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale; RSE; Rosenberg, 1965) moderately 

relate for 18-24 year-olds but relate more weakly or not at all in youth samples and adult 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk) samples (Barry et al., 2003; Hart et al., 2018c; Hart, Tortoriello, & 

Richardson, 2019; Thomaes et al., 2008; Witt et al., 2011). How these forms of self-regard 

influence people’s thoughts and behavior, however, is controversial.  

Some researchers treat narcissism and self-esteem as additive constructs that presumably 

“compete” to push people in socially colder, psychopathological (via narcissism) or socially 

warmer, psychologically healthy (via self-esteem) directions. Other researchers suggest that 

these forms of self-regard do not merely compete but may often interact to influence outcomes 

(i.e., self-esteem modifies, rather than negates, the expression of narcissism). This interactive 

model is rarely tested because most research on these forms of self-regard has employed the 

additive model, so research supporting the interaction model is lacking. Thus, the present 

research aims to advance basic understanding of the narcissism-self-esteem interaction and 

highlight its predictive value. 

Similarities and Differences in Narcissism and Self-Esteem 

Clinical theorizing suggested that narcissism served a compensatory function to aid 

people with low self-esteem (Kernberg, 1970, 1975), and more recent social-personality 

theorizing has conveyed similar sentiments characterizing narcissism as a self-regulation strategy 

for fragile/low self-esteem (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001; Tracy & Robins, 2003). The interest in 

these forms of self-regard has led many researchers to examine how narcissism and self-esteem 
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independently relate to various outcomes. For example, a recent nomological network analysis 

(Hyatt et al., 2018) revealed that self-esteem negatively relates (often strongly) to personality 

pathology and positively relates to a warm, rather agreeable interpersonal style characterized by 

disinhibition, extraversion, and valuing agency (i.e., “getting ahead” of others). Other similar 

work has also related self-esteem to a generally communal orientation (i.e., valuing “getting 

along” with others) including enhanced morality and pro-sociality (Campbell et al., 2002; Fu et 

al., 2017; Hart, Tortoriello, & Richardson, 2019). Self-esteem thus appears to be a highly 

adaptive construct related to success in both agentic and communal domains and associated with 

significantly diminished psychopathology (see Hyatt et al., 2018).  

Narcissism, on the other hand, although sharing an agentic, extraverted, disinhibited 

interpersonal style with self-esteem, negatively relates to agreeableness (Hyatt et al., 2018) and 

positively relates to maladaptive behaviors such as aggression (Bushman & Thomaes, 2011) and 

decreased morality and altruism (Carlson et al., 2011; Hart & Adams, 2014; Hart, Tortoriello, & 

Richardson, 2019); furthermore, narcissism maintains only weakly negative relations with 

psychopathology (Hyatt et al., 2018). Thus, unlike self-esteem, narcissism comprises a mix of 

adaptive and maladaptive proclivities. 

Are Narcissism and Self-Esteem Additive or Interactive? 

Given the conceptual and statistical overlap between narcissism and self-esteem, many 

researchers have examined how narcissism and self-esteem uniquely relate to various outcomes 

once their shared variance is removed (i.e., additive models). These researchers tend to view self-

esteem as the cause of narcissism’s relation to desirable outcomes, and once self-esteem’s 

covariance is removed, “pure narcissism” becomes a largely undesirable construct; conversely, 

these researchers view the removal of narcissism covariance from self-esteem to result in 
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“genuine self-esteem,” a practically wholly desirable construct (e.g., Tracy et al., 2009). For 

example, researchers have investigated how the partialled forms of narcissism and self-esteem 

relate to outcomes such as inter- and intrapersonal perceptions and tendencies (Donnellan et al., 

2005; Hart et al., 2018a, 2018b; Hart et al., 2020; Locke, 2009; Strelan, 2007), strategic 

interpersonal behavior (Hart et al., 2017), and psychological wellbeing (Rose, 2002; Sedikides et 

al., 2004). Generally, once self-esteem is partialled out, the adaptive or beneficial effects of 

narcissism are significantly reduced or nullified.  

One assumption in this multiple-regression approach, however, is that narcissism and 

self-esteem do not interact to influence these outcomes; that is, partialling assumes that the effect 

of narcissism on the outcome remains unchanged as self-esteem levels increase/decrease (and 

vice versa)—failing this assumption largely invalidates the analysis (Darlington & Hayes, 

2016).2 More critically, however, it may be inaccurate to model forms of self-regard as 

competing within people because self-esteem might change features of narcissism (or vice 

versa). This issue cuts to the heart of how self-regard works within people to influence cognitive 

and behavioral processes and is the subject of my analysis.  

Conceptualizing the Narcissism-Self-Esteem Interaction  

Despite the relative recency of most direct tests of the narcissism-self-esteem interaction, 

the potential for this interaction has been present in clinical and social-personality theories for 

decades. The rare testing of this theorizing, however, has left unclear how to best conceptualize 

self-esteem’s influence on the expression of narcissism. 

                                                 
2 Put concretely, in a multiple regression analysis with both narcissism and self-esteem entered as predictors, a slope 
relating each predictor to the outcome is estimated at only one level of the other predictor in the model; if that slope 
does not remain the same at all levels of the other predictor, then the multiple-regression approach becomes 
inadequate and yields often misleading estimates (i.e., estimates that lack generality). 
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Some theorizing suggests self-esteem may determine the means narcissistic people use to 

pursue agentic goals (i.e., how narcissistic people attempt “getting ahead” of others). This 

perspective suggests that both high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people experience elevated 

agency but that they pursue this goal via more communal (socially warmer) strategies at high 

self-esteem and more uncommunal (socially colder) strategies at low self-esteem. For example, 

Kernberg’s (1975) clinical analysis of narcissistic personality suggested varying degrees of 

narcissistic “darkness” wherein the most uncommunal narcissistic person is one who feels 

particularly empty and worthless (i.e., has low self-esteem). Morf and Rhodewalt’s (2001) 

Dynamic Self-Regulatory Processing Model further proposes that narcissistic people’s intra- and 

interpersonal processes and strategies are driven via social success and failure, and this notion 

also carries into recent models of narcissistic self-regulation. The Narcissistic Admiration and 

Rivalry Concept (NARC; Back, 2018; Back et al., 2013) suggests the moderation of narcissistic 

cognitive, affective-motivational, and behavior strategies via perceived social standing (one 

operation of which may be self-esteem; e.g., Leary et al., 1995). The NARC posits that 

narcissistic people’s reliance on communal vs. uncommunal narcissistic self-regulation strategies 

varies as a function of perceived social approval; that is, narcissistic people who perceive 

subjectively adequate social standing (e.g., have high self-esteem) engage rather communal 

strategies (e.g., appearing charming) to maintain their grandiose self, whereas narcissistic people 

who perceive inadequate social standing (e.g., have low self-esteem) engage uncommunal 

strategies (e.g., appearing aggressive) to maintain their grandiose self (for similar ideas, see Morf 

et al., 2011).  

A simple thought experiment may sum up these theoretical points: A person who views 

themselves as worthless (i.e., has low self-esteem) and yet superior to others (i.e., is narcissistic) 
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logically must have an especially low view of others, resulting in particularly uncommunal 

thoughts and behavior directed at others (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Bandura et al., 1975; Struch & 

Schwartz, 1989); on the other hand, a narcissistic person who views themselves as worthy (i.e., 

has high self-esteem) logically still retains the potential to perceive meaningful worth in others, 

resulting in relatively more communal thoughts and behavior.  

Recent work examining the narcissism-self-esteem interaction generally supports the idea 

that high-self-esteem narcissistic people’s tendencies are relatively more communal (though not 

necessarily absolutely communal) and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s tendencies are 

relatively more uncommunal. In the context of prosocial behavior, Hart, Tortoriello, and 

Richardson (2019) assessed the narcissism-self-esteem interaction on altruistic tendencies and 

moral identity beliefs and found that high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people reported 

more altruistic tendencies and internalizing of a moral identity (although these effects may be 

culture-dependent; see Zuo et al., 2016), suggesting more communal intentions of high- (vs. low-

) self-esteem narcissistic people. In the context of aggression, some studies show that high- (vs. 

low-) self-esteem narcissistic people engage in less unsanctioned hostile aggression (e.g., 

bullying; Barry et al., 2003; Fanti & Frangou, 2018; Fanti & Henrich, 2015; Witt et al., 2011). 

Other studies show that high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people anticipate reduced 

aggressive behavior (Hart et al., 2019; Hart et al., 2018c) and hostile goals (Hart et al., 2019) in 

response to ego-threatening provocation, especially when provocation is low (Hart et al., 2019), 

suggesting that low- (vs. high-) self-esteem narcissistic people have “hair triggers” for aggressive 

responses. 

Other theorizing about the narcissism-self-esteem interaction suggests the potential for 

self-esteem to modulate narcissism’s relation to indicators of agency (e.g., when self-esteem is 
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high [vs. low]: enhanced assertiveness [vs. submissiveness], boldness [vs. timidity], or self-

assuredness [vs. insecurity]; e.g., Barry et al., 2003; Bushman et al., 2009; Kohut, 1972). One 

study found high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people higher in status motivation (i.e., 

desire to achieve high status) and more assertive in response to slights (e.g., more likely to 

directly, courteously address a provocateur and state one’s discontent with his/her behavior; Hart 

et al., 2018c). Other studies in this vein showed that high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic 

people engaged in more experimenter-sanctioned aggression following provocation (e.g., noise-

blasting the provocateur; Bushman et al., 2009; Thomaes et al., 2008), suggesting a greater 

willingness to assert their narcissistic grandiosity via socially condoned methods. Although this 

evidence suggests potentially heightened agency in high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic 

people, support for this notion is not uniform: indeed, two studies showed that narcissism 

positively related to extraversion (which encompasses agency), but this positive relation was not 

enhanced for high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people (Hart et al., 2018c; Hart, Tortoriello, 

& Richardson, 2019). Further, work has failed to find differences in vulnerable narcissism (a 

timid, hypersensitive narcissism form; Weiss & Miller, 2018) between high- and low-self-esteem 

narcissistic people (Hart et al., 2019).   

The Present Research 

 In sum, although the majority of research on narcissism and self-esteem subscribes to the 

additive model, the handful of studies testing an interaction model suggest it may be superior in 

predicting some psychological processes and behaviors, particularly in the context of 

interpersonal life. The best way to conceptualize this interactive model, however, is still unclear, 

but theorizing about the narcissism-self-esteem interaction highlights its potential for influencing 

two broad dimensions of interpersonal life: (a) agentic vs. submissive orientations (dominating 
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vs. submitting to others) and (b) communal vs. uncommunal orientations (behaving in warm vs. 

cold ways towards others). These two dimensions are the foundation of interpersonal 

psychological theorizing that suggests all of interpersonal life (including cognitions, affects, and 

behaviors) involves varying degrees and combinations of agency and communion. A prime tool, 

then, for gaining a clearer understanding of the nature of the narcissism-self-esteem interaction is 

by testing it in the context of the interpersonal circumplex (Kielser, 1983; Leary, 1957; see 

review by Gurtman & Pincus, 2003).  

Interpersonal Circumplex Theory 

The interpersonal circumplex (see Figure 1) is a theoretical, two-dimensional circular 

space comprising one vertical axis representing agentic orientation (with extreme agentic 

expressions on the top [e.g., “dominant”] and bottom [e.g., “submissive”] poles) and one 

horizontal axis representing communal orientation (with extreme communal expressions on the 

left [e.g., “cold”] and right [e.g., “warm”] poles; e.g., Kiesler, 1983; Leary, 1957). In the space 

between these axes exist eight interpersonal domains (i.e., octants) labeled according to their 

placement relative to each axis: high agency is represented at 90° (labeled PA); high agency, 

high communion at 45° (NO); high communion at 0° (LM); low agency, high communion at 

315° (JK); low agency at 270° (HI); low agency, low communion at 225° (FG); low communion 

at 180° (DE); high agency, low communion at 135° (BC) (Alden et al., 1990; Pincus & Ansell, 

2013).  

The interpersonal circumplex is an ideal tool for the present research’s goals because it 

permits a comprehensive yet parsimonious assessment of the interpersonal orientation of high- 

and low-self-esteem narcissistic people. Indeed, the potential variations in (un)communal and 

(un)agentic tendencies suggested by previous theorizing on the narcissism-self-esteem 
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interaction are simultaneously represented in theoretical circumplex space. Narcissism’s pattern 

of relations to circumplex measures when self-esteem is held constant at high (+1 SD above the 

sample mean) or low (-1 SD below the sample mean) would inform the interpersonal orientation 

of high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people. 

Interpersonal Circumplex Measures 

From an interpersonal standpoint, there are at least four components of interpersonal life 

that can illuminate the high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s broader interpersonal 

orientations: their relations to (a) interpersonal self-efficacies (i.e., the social behaviors one feels 

capable of enacting; e.g., dominating others); (b) interpersonal values (i.e., the social interactions 

one wishes to experience; e.g., being perceived as dominant over others), (c) interpersonal 

problems (i.e., which behaviors one perceives causes him/her the most conflict with others; e.g., 

believing that dominant tendencies causes the most interpersonal strife for oneself), and (d) 

interpersonal sensitivities (i.e., the behaviors one is bothered by others enacting; e.g., feeling 

bothered by people who behave submissively). Understanding how high- and low-self-esteem 

narcissistic people profile on these distinct-but-related interpersonal components should go far in 

clarifying the most precise conceptualization of their interpersonal orientations.  

There are separate circumplex measures designed to assess each interpersonal component 

of interest (see Table 1).3 To assess high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s interpersonal 

self-efficacies, I used the Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies (CSIE; Locke & Sadler, 

2007); to assess their interpersonal values, I used the Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values 

(CSIV; Locke, 2000); to assess their interpersonal problems, I used the Circumplex Scales of 

                                                 
3 The descriptive labels (e.g., “intrusive”) used for each octant vary somewhat between circumplex instruments due 
to contextual differences, but the octants’ alphabetical labels, angular placement, and the interpersonal orientation 
associated with each octant (e.g., high agency, high communion) remains constant. 
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Interpersonal Problems (CSIP; Boudreaux et al., 2018); to assess their interpersonal sensitivities, 

I used the Interpersonal Sensitivities Circumplex (ISC; Hopwood et al., 2011).  

Research relating the ISC to the CSIV and interpersonal problems scales shows that they 

often negatively relate, suggesting that what bothers people the most is when others’ behavior is 

inconsistent with one’s own interpersonal orientation and causes interpersonal outcomes 

inconsistent with one’s desired outcomes (Hopwood et al., 2011). The CSIV generally positively 

relates to measures assessing interpersonal efficacies and problems (Hopwood et al., 2011; 

Locke, 2000), suggesting that one’s interpersonal tendencies that seem most problematic are 

often in the same interpersonal domains one values and feels efficacious at portraying. On the 

surface, this can seem ironic, but it is sensible upon additional reflection. For example, if Taylor 

values and feel efficacious in the domain of dominating behavior and Joes does not, Taylor is 

likely to engage is domineering displays and Joe will avoid them; as such, Taylor will incur more 

consequences of dominating displays than Joe and some of these consequences can be 

problematic. By examining high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s scores on the octants 

within these four circumplex measures, the present study sought to identify which interpersonal 

tendencies high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people feel capable to portray (interpersonal 

efficacies), value portraying (interpersonal values), are bothered by others portraying 

(interpersonal sensitivities), and which interpersonal tendencies they find most problematic for 

themselves (interpersonal problems). 

Analyzing Circumplex Measures. What makes each of these measures a “circumplex” 

measure is that the octants (subscales) within each measure are designed to relate to each other in 

a circular order (Gurtman, 2016); specifically, each octant of a circumplex measure relates most 

positively to its neighboring octants (octants 45° from it in the circle), and its relations to the 
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remaining octants become less positive and more negative as the degree of difference between 

them grows (up to 180° away). For example, in the context of Figure 1, scores on the PA octant 

(located at 90°) theoretically most positively relate to scores on the NO and BC octants (located 

at 45° and 135°, respectively) and most negatively relate to scores on the polar opposite HI 

octant (located at 270°). These quantitative properties of circumplex measures enable unique 

analysis of their data. One type of circumplex analysis involves collapsing the octants (via 

trigonometric formulae) into two dimensions that represent the agency (PA - HI + [.707 * [BC + 

NO - JK - FG]]) and communion axes (LM - DE + [.707 * [JK + NO – BC - FG]]) of the 

respective circumplex measure (Locke, 2011; Locke, 2014). A personality variable can then be 

related to these dimensions to assess the degree to which it is associated with agency and 

communion in the context of that circumplex measure; for example, in the context of the CSIP, 

relating narcissism (when self-esteem is held constant at high or low) to the communion 

dimension indicates the extent to which high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people report 

believing that communal behaviors cause problems with others.  

Personality variables can also be related to a circumplex measure using a unique 

correlation-based profile analysis: the Structural Summary Method (SSM; Gurtman, 1992; 

Gurtman & Balakrishnan, 1998). The SSM computes the correlations between a personality 

variable and the eight octants within each circumplex measure, and it summarizes those 

correlations within each circumplex measure by estimating four parameters (“elevation,” 

“amplitude,” “angle,” and “prototypicality;” see Figure 2) that each index a unique feature of the 

correlational profile. The “elevation” parameter indicates the relation between a personality 

variable and the circumplex measure’s general factor (i.e., the average of its eight octants). The 

meaning of the general factor is unique to each circumplex measure: for the CSIE, the general 
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factor represents general social efficaciousness; for the CSIV, it represents having diffuse 

interpersonal values; for the CSIP, it represents general interpersonal distress; for the ISC, it 

represents misanthropy. The higher the elevation, the more strongly the personality variable 

relates to each general factor. The “angular displacement” parameter (“angle” for short) indicates 

to which octant a personality variable most strongly positively relates; this identifies the 

personality variable’s primary interpersonal domain in the context of that circumplex measure. 

The “amplitude” parameter indicates the personality variable’s distinctiveness (i.e., the strength 

of its relation with the octant identified by its angular displacement vs. other octants). Put 

differently, amplitude indexes the strength of the preference for one domain vs. other domains. 

Prototypicality is an index of fit (R2) that indicates the extent to which a personality variable 

relates to a circumplex measure’s octants in a “circular” pattern (i.e., a pattern of ascending and 

descending relations across the octants; Figure 2). If prototypicality is low (R2 < .70), angular 

displacement and amplitude are less interpretable because they are contingent on a circular 

structure, in which case elevation and relations to each octant (rather than a circular summary of 

them) are generally more meaningful. Importantly, the presence of a general factor can obscure 

the circumplex structure of a circumplex measure (e.g., Tracey, 2000), so, prior to analyses, all 

circumplex octants were ipsatized to remove their general factors (i.e., the mean score of each 

circumplex measure’s eight octants was subtracted from its octants); however, non-ipsatized 

(raw) octants were used to estimate elevation since ipsatization eliminates the presence of 

general factors (for similar procedures, see Locke, 2000; Richardson et al., 2020; Soldz et al., 

2003). 
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Narcissism and Self-Esteem in the Interpersonal Circumplex  

No work has examined how narcissism and self-esteem interactively relate to circumplex 

measures, but much previous work has assessed how narcissism and self-esteem separately 

(additively) relate to circumplex measures. Previous work assessing narcissism’s interpersonal 

orientation revealed a high-agency, low- or neutral-communion interpersonal orientation 

(Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017; Jones & Paulhus, 2011; Miller et al., 2012; Richardson et al., 2020; 

Ruiz et al., 2001). In the context of sensitivities, narcissism relates to disliking people who have 

unagentic (submissive), uncommunal orientations (Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017). Work assessing 

self-esteem’s (as indexed by the RSE; Rosenberg, 1965) interpersonal orientation revealed a 

high-agency, high-communion interpersonal orientation (Zeigler-Hill, 2010). No work has 

assessed the relations between self-esteem and interpersonal sensitivities. Taken together, in 

accord with other studies testing additive models of narcissism and self-esteem (e.g., Hyatt et al., 

2018), narcissism and self-esteem seem to share increased agency (relative to non-narcissistic 

and low-self-esteem people), but narcissism trends toward low communion whereas self-esteem 

trends toward high communion.  

Nonetheless, from the perspective of an interaction model of narcissism and self-esteem, 

I hypothesize that self-esteem will moderate narcissism’s interpersonal orientation in the 

contexts of interpersonal efficacies, values, problems, and sensitivities. Previous theorizing on 

the narcissism-self-esteem interaction has suggested the possibility of self-esteem moderating 

narcissistic people’s communion and/or agency. Out of this work, the notion that self-esteem can 

orient narcissistic people’s communion has received the most support, whereas only some work 

is suggestive of self-esteem’s potential to increase narcissistic people’s agency. Thus, building 

from this work, I hypothesized that the narcissism-self-esteem interaction will map onto the 
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agency/communion axes of the circumplex measures of interpersonal efficacies, values, 

problems, and sensitivities, and I anticipated the following differences between high- and low-

self-esteem narcissistic people: 

1. In the contexts of interpersonal efficacies, values, and problems, I anticipated that 

both high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people would report generally increased 

agentic orientations (i.e., relate positively to each measure’s agency dimension; 

although some difference in agency is not inconsistent with theory; e.g., Bushman et 

al., 2009); I further anticipated that high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people 

would report more communal (or less uncommunal) orientations (i.e., relate less 

negatively [perhaps even positively] to each measure’s communion dimension).  

2. In the context of interpersonal sensitivities, I anticipated that both high- and low-self-

esteem narcissistic people would report being bothered by others with unagentic 

orientations (i.e., relate negatively to the agency dimension); I further anticipated that 

high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people would report being more bothered by 

others with less communal (or more uncommunal) orientations (i.e., relate less 

positively [perhaps even negatively] to the communion dimension).  

I tested these predictions by examining how narcissism relates to the agency and 

communion dimensions of each circumplex measure when self-esteem is held constant at values 

+1 SD above (i.e., high) or -1 SD below (i.e., low) the sample mean (i.e., the simple slopes of the 

narcissism-self-esteem interaction); importantly, “high” and “low” are relative terms and do not 

indicate absolutely high or low scorers on narcissism or self-esteem. I did not submit the 

interaction, per se, to circumplex analyses because its relation to circumplex octants would 

merely reveal where high- vs. low-self-esteem narcissistic people are most different but not how 
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they are different, whereas submitting the simple slopes to circumplex analyses reveal how they 

differ. These relations were computed through circumplex analyses that examine how a 

circumplex measure’s octants simultaneously relate to narcissism at high or low self-esteem (this 

enables computation of the agency and communion dimensions and SSM parameters), which is 

not possible via mere regression models that test only one octant at a time.  

Additionally, differences between high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people along the 

agency and communion dimensions of each circumplex measure imply differences in regards to 

the angle of their profiles, wherein high-self-esteem narcissistic people’s angular location should 

be (a) to the right of low-self-esteem narcissistic people in the context of interpersonal efficacies, 

values, and problems (i.e., trending towards enhanced communality, somewhere within high-

agency Quadrants 1 or 2), and (b) to the left of low-self-esteem narcissistic people in the context 

of interpersonal sensitivities (i.e., trending towards diminished communality, somewhere within 

low-agency Quadrants 3 or 4). No predictions were made regarding the elevation or amplitude of 

high- or low-self-esteem narcissistic people for any circumplex measure and were examined in 

exploratory fashion. 
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METHOD 

Participants and Design 

Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) and paid $.60 for 

participation. MTurk is a crowdsourcing platform that is efficient for data collection and 

provides high-quality data from samples that are generally more representative (although still not 

necessarily representative) of the US than college samples (Miller et al., 2017). This study is a 

correlational design, and the analytic approach suggested a sample size of at least N = 500 

(Zimmerman & Wright, 2017). To account for participant attrition and data exclusions, I 

recruited 775 MTurkers. Of these participants, 177 failed to complete the study and were 

removed from analyses (final N = 598; Mage = 38.39, SDage = 12.52; 327 females, 231 males, 1 

other; 72.1% White, 12.7% Black, 7.7% Asian or Pacific Islander, 5.4% Hispanic, 0.9% 

American Indian or Alaskan, 1.3% Other; 39 participants provided no demographics). Checking 

for non-variable responding revealed that none of the N = 598 participants provided the same 

answer across study measures.4 

Materials and Procedure 

 Participants first provided consent and, to identify and prevent automated, machine-

completion of the study (i.e., the use of “bots”), a bot-check item required participants to view a 

masked phrase (“I am not a robot”) and type the exact phrase into a text box before beginning the  

                                                 
4 Excluding particularly fast responders (N = 11; i.e., participants who completed the study in under 10 minutes, 
nearly 1/3 of the average completion time of 29.84 minutes) resulted in no substantive changes to conclusions: 
regression analyses revealed no changes in significance of the narcissism-self-esteem interaction effect on any 
octant. Thus, the full sample was retained for the final analyses. 
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study; a “CAPTCHA” validation item that distinguishes between human and machine input was 

also paired with the bot-check item. Further, to increase data quality (Oppenheimer et al., 2009), 

participants passed an attention-check prior to beginning. Participants then completed a 

randomized presentation of the following measures (nested within these measures were three 

attention-check items asking participants to select a specific response [e.g., “8”] for each item to 

show they were paying attention; all of the N = 598 participants answered these correctly). See 

Table 2 for variable descriptives.5 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raksin & Terry, 1988)  

The NPI is the most-used and validated index of (grandiose) narcissism (e.g., Miller & 

Campbell, 2011) and is the primary narcissism measure used in previous work assessing the 

narcissism-self-esteem interaction. The NPI has participants read 40 pairs of self-descriptive 

statements and choose which statement from each pair best describes them. For each statement 

pair, one statement is narcissistic (e.g., “Modesty doesn’t become me.”) and one is non-

narcissistic (e.g., “I am essentially a modest person.”). The number of narcissistic statements 

selected by each participant summed to index their level of narcissism. 

Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenberg, 1965) 

The RSE is one of the most-used indices of trait self-esteem (Blascovich & Tomaka, 

1991) and is the primary self-esteem measure used in previous work assessing the narcissism-

self-esteem interaction. The RSE comprises 10 items with which participants indicate agreement 

(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree; e.g., “On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.”). 

Ratings for each item averaged to index trait self-esteem. 

 

                                                 
5 Other measures were included in this study to test ideas for a separate project. 
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Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacy (CSIE; Locke & Sadler, 2007) 

The CSIE is a validated measure of one’s confidence in enacting specific social behaviors 

within the interpersonal circumplex framework. Participants read 32 behaviors (e.g., “When I am 

with others, …I can avoid getting into arguments”) and reported their confidence (0 = I am not 

confident at all that….; 4 = I am absolutely confident that….) they could enact each behavior 

(four items per octant): dominant (PA; e.g., “I can be assertive.”), distant and dominant (BC; 

e.g., “I can keep the upper hand.”), distant (DE; e.g., “I can be tough.”), distant and yielding 

(FG; e.g., “I can hide my thoughts and feelings.”), yielding (HI; e.g., “I can avoid getting into 

arguments.”), friendly and yielding (JK; e.g., “I can follow the rules.”), friendly (LM; e.g., “I 

can fit in.”), and friendly and dominant (NO; e.g., “I can express myself openly.”). 

Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values (CSIV; Locke, 2000) 

The CSIV is a validated measure of the importance one places on experiencing specific 

interpersonal outcomes within the interpersonal circumplex framework. Participants read 64 

interpersonal outcomes and rated how important (0 = not important to me; 4 = extremely 

important to me) it was to them that they experience each outcome (eight items per octant). Each 

item began with “When I am with him/her/them, it is [degree of importance] that…” and ended 

with a clause representing one of the eight octants: high agency (PA; e.g., “...I appear 

confident.”), high agency, low communion (BC; e.g., “...I appear forceful.”), low communion 

(DE; e.g., “...I keep my guard up.”), low agency, low communion (FG; e.g., “...I not reveal my 

positive feelings for them.”), low agency (HI; e.g., “...I conform to their expectations.”), low 

agency, high communion (JK; e.g., “...I put their needs before mine.”), high communion (LM; 

e.g., “...I feel connected to them.”), and high agency, high communion (NO; e.g., “...I am 

unique.”). 
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Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Problems (CSIP; Boudreaux et al., 2018)  

The CSIP is a validated measure of interpersonal problems within the interpersonal 

circumplex framework. Participants indicated the extent to which 64 interpersonal tendencies 

(eight per octant) was problematic in their life (0 = not a problem; 3 = serious problem): 

domineering (PA; e.g., “Bossing around other people too much.”), selfish/vindictive (BC; e.g., 

“Acting selfishly with others.”), distant/cold (DE; e.g., “Pushing away other people who get too 

close.”), socially inhibited (FG; e.g., “Difficulty making friends.”), nonassertive (HI; e.g., 

“Lacking self-confidence.”), exploitable (JK; e.g., “Letting other people boss me around too 

much.”), self-sacrificing (LM; e.g., “Putting other people’s needs before my own too much.”), 

and intrusive (NO; e.g., “Being overly affectionate with others.”). 

Interpersonal Sensitivities Circumplex (ISC; Hopwood et al., 2011)  

The ISC is a validated measure of interpersonal sensitivities within the interpersonal 

circumplex framework and assessed participants’ aversion to others’ interpersonal behaviors. 

The ISC comprises 64 items that began with the clause “It bothers me when a person:” and 

ended with a clause describing a behavior from one of the eight interpersonal circumplex octants 

(eight items per octant): domineering (PA; e.g., “thinks they are my boss.”), selfish/vindictive 

(BC; e.g., “disregards my feelings.”), distant/cold (DE; e.g., “doesn’t show any feelings.”), 

socially inhibited (FG; e.g., “won’t engage in conversation.”), nonassertive (HI; e.g., “cannot 

assert themselves.”), exploitable (JK; e.g., “avoids conflict at all costs.”), self-sacrificing (LM; 

e.g., “wants to spend lots of time with me.”), and intrusive (NO; e.g., “doesn’t respect my 

privacy.”). Participants indicated how much each behavior bothered them (1 = never, not at all; 

8 = extremely, always bothers me).  
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Data Analytic Approach 

Primary analyses were conducted using the “circumplex” package (version 0.1.2; Girard 

et al., 2018) in R (version 3.5.1; R Core Team) to identify how the simple-effects of the 

narcissism-self-esteem interaction related to each circumplex measure. Girard et al.’s (2018) 

“circumplex” R package cannot automatically generate simple-slope estimates for an interaction 

term; rather, it can examine only total effects. However, simple effects can be effectively 

estimated by relating residualized variables that retain only the variance from each simple effect 

(in this case, the “total effect” equals the simple effect). Hence, to assess how narcissism related 

to each circumplex measure’s octants at high and low levels of self-esteem, I first used 

regression analyses to compute residualized variables that would represent the simple effects of 

narcissism at high (+1 SD) and low (-1 SD) self-esteem for each octant of each circumplex 

measure. Specifically, to compute a variable that represented the simple slope of narcissism at 

high self-esteem, I regressed narcissism (z-scored) onto a z-scored self-esteem variable where 

“0” represented high self-esteem (i.e., “1” had been subtracted from this z-scored self-esteem 

variable) and an interaction term computed by multiplying narcissism by this “high-self-esteem” 

variable and saving the residual; this residual variance (hereafter referred to as “high-SE 

narcissism”) thus represents the effect of narcissism at high self-esteem when related to a 

circumplex octant that is also residualized from the “high-self-esteem” variable and its 

interaction with narcissism. I followed the same procedure to capture the simple slope of 

narcissism at low self-esteem (but used a z-scored self-esteem variable where “0” represented 

low self-esteem; this residual is hereafter referred to as “low-SE narcissism”). I then used the 

“circumplex” R package to relate high-SE narcissism and low-SE narcissism to each circumplex 

measure, resulting in estimates of (a) their relations to the agency and communion dimensions of 
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each circumplex measure and (b) the SSM parameters (elevation, amplitude, angle, and 

prototypicality) that summarize their relations to the eight octants of each circumplex measure.  

The SSM has largely been used as a descriptive tool in circumplex analyses 

(Zimmermann et al., 2013), but researchers (Zimmermann & Wright, 2017) have recently 

developed a boot-strapping methodology for the SSM permitting the computation of 95% 

confidence intervals (CIs) around the agency and communion dimensions and SSM parameters. 

Computing CIs permits (a) making comparisons between and drawing inferences from the 

estimated effects within each circumplex measure and (b) determining their statistical 

significance. I also interpreted the size of the estimates using suggested cut-off values: I 

interpreted values > .10 as small and values > .15 as marked (Williams & Simms, 2016; 

Zimmerman & Wright, 2017). 

To compare the estimates generated for high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism and identify 

significant differences, I relied on a method described by Cumming (2009) that enables 

comparing effect estimates by assessing the overlap of the estimates’ 95% CIs. Specifically, 

Cumming’s (2009) method takes the 95% CI for a given estimate (e.g., agency) for high-SE 

narcissism on a given measure (e.g., the CSIE) and assesses its percentage of overlap with the 

95% CI of the corresponding estimate for low-SE narcissism on that circumplex measure. If the 

95% CIs share less than 50% overlap, they are considered significantly different at p < .05 

(Cumming, 2009). 
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RESULTS 

Preliminary Data-Analytic Considerations 

 Researchers suggest that examining the interaction of two highly related variables may 

yield findings that are difficult to interpret (Lynam et al., 2006); hence, it would be ideal for 

narcissism and self-esteem to be no more than weakly related. As in previous work investigating 

the narcissism-self-esteem interaction using MTurk samples (e.g., Hart, Tortoriello, & 

Richardson, 2019; Hart et al., 2019), narcissism was unrelated to self-esteem (r = -.05, p = .248), 

suggesting the narcissism-self-esteem interaction and its simple slopes are conceptually and 

statistically interpretable. 

Identifying High- and Low-Self-Esteem Narcissistic People’s Interpersonal Orientations 

 Tables 3 and 4 present multiple regression models regressing each octant (in a separate 

model) from each circumplex measure onto narcissism and self-esteem at Step 1 (to test main 

effects) and the narcissism*self-esteem interaction at Step 2.6 To briefly summarize, for 

interpersonal efficacies, values, and problems, Step 1 revealed that narcissism tended to relate 

most strongly positively to octants from high-agency to low-communion domains; self-esteem 

tended to relate most strongly positively to octants from high-agency to high-communion 

domains. These findings generally align with previous work relating narcissism and self-esteem 

to circumplex measures (e.g., Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017; Zeigler-Hill, 2010). These patterns for 

narcissism and self-esteem were generally inverted at Step 1 for interpersonal sensitivities, which  

                                                 
6 Since ipsatized octants were used in the SSM analyses, it would be most consistent to use ipsatized octants for the 
regression analyses, which I did. 
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is consistent with how constructs usually relate to interpersonal sensitivities (e.g., Dowgwillo & 

Pincus, 2017; Hopwood et al., 2011). The primary analyses of interest, however, involved using 

the “circumplex” R package to profile the simple slopes of the narcissism*self-esteem interaction 

(i.e., high-SE narcissism and low-SE narcissism) for each circumplex measure. These results are 

in Tables 5 and 6.  

Primary Analyses: Assessing Agency and Communion Scores and Angular Locations of High- 
and Low-Self-Esteem Narcissistic People 
 
 Testing Hypothesis 1. Recall Hypothesis 1 anticipated that (a) high- and low-self-esteem 

narcissistic people would generally report enhanced agency in the contexts of interpersonal 

efficacies, values, and problems, but (b) high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people would 

report relatively higher communion across these measures. These hypotheses also implicated 

potential differences between high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s angular locations 

within each circumplex measure, so angle estimates are also reported (high-SE and low-SE 

narcissism were prototypical for all circumplex measures [R2s > .70], so angle estimates are fully 

interpretable). See Tables 5 and 6 for all circumplex estimates. 

Interpersonal Efficacies (CSIE). Supporting Hypothesis 1, both high-SE narcissism and 

low-SE narcissism markedly positively related to agency with 95% CIs not including zero, 

indicating significantly enhanced agentic interpersonal efficacies. Interestingly, comparing high-

SE vs. low-SE narcissism on agency revealed their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting 

that low-SE vs. high-SE narcissistic people reported interpersonal efficacies significantly higher 

in agency. Both high-SE narcissism (weakly) and low-SE narcissism (markedly) inversely 

related to communion with 95% CIs not including zero, indicating low-communion interpersonal 

efficacies. Further supporting Hypothesis 1, comparing high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism on 
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communion revealed their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting that high-SE vs. low-SE 

narcissistic people reported interpersonal efficacies significantly higher in communion. 

Both high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s angles encompassed space only in Quadrant 2, 

suggesting particular efficaciousness in enacting high-agency, low-communion tendencies (i.e., 

being vindictive). Comparing the angles of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 

95% CIs overlapped by 50%, suggesting high-SE and low-SE narcissistic people reported 

efficacies of a similar type. 

Interpersonal Values (CSIV). Supporting Hypothesis 1, both high-SE narcissism 

(weakly) and low-SE narcissism (markedly) positively related to agency with 95% CIs not 

including zero, indicating significantly enhanced agentic interpersonal values. Comparing high-

SE vs. low-SE narcissism on agency revealed their 95% CIs overlapped by 50%, suggesting that 

low-SE and high-SE narcissistic people reported interpersonal values of similarly enhanced 

agency. Both high-SE narcissism (weakly) and low-SE narcissism (markedly) inversely related 

to communion with 95% CIs not including zero, indicating significantly diminished communal 

values. Further supporting Hypothesis 1, comparing high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism on 

communion revealed their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting that high-SE vs. low-SE 

narcissistic people reported interpersonal values significantly higher in communion. 

Both high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s angles encompassed space only in Quadrant 2, 

suggesting placing particular value on high-agency, low-communion interpersonal outcomes 

(e.g., being perceived as forceful). However, comparing the angles of high-SE vs. low-SE 

narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting high-SE and low-SE 

narcissistic people differed in their domain of interpersonal values, wherein low-SE narcissism 

trended nearer to Quadrant 3.  
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Interpersonal Problems (CSIP). Supporting Hypothesis 1, both high-SE and low-SE 

narcissism markedly positively related to agency with 95% CIs not including zero, indicating 

significantly enhanced agentic interpersonal problems; further, comparing high-SE vs. low-SE 

narcissism on agency revealed their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting that low-SE 

(vs. high-SE) narcissistic people reported interpersonal problems that were significantly more 

agentic. High-SE narcissism was unrelated to communion (i.e., its 95% CI included zero), 

whereas low-SE narcissism very weakly positively related to communion with a 95% CI not 

including zero, indicating significantly enhanced communal interpersonal problems. However, 

inconsistent with Hypothesis 1, comparing high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism on communion 

revealed their 95% CIs overlapped by 50%, suggesting that high-SE and low-SE narcissistic 

people reported interpersonal problems that were similar in terms of communion. 

High-SE narcissism’s angle encompassed space in Quadrants 1 and 2, suggesting 

particular interpersonal problems stemming from high-agency, neutral-communion tendencies 

(i.e., being dominant); unexpectedly, low-SE narcissism’s angle encompassed space only in 

Quadrant 1, suggesting particular interpersonal problems stemming from high-agency, high-

communion tendencies (i.e., being intrusive). However, comparing the 95% CIs of high-SE vs. 

low-SE narcissism’s angles revealed that their 95% CIs overlapped by 50%, suggesting high-SE 

and low-SE narcissistic people did not differ in their domain of interpersonal problems. 

Testing Hypothesis 2. Recall Hypothesis 2 anticipated that (a) high- and low-self-esteem 

narcissistic people would generally report sensitivity to (i.e., being bothered by) others’ 

submissive behaviors, but that (b) high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic people would report 

being less bothered by others’ communal tendencies (i.e., high- [vs. low] self-esteem narcissistic 

people would score lower on the communion dimension). As in Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2 also 
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implicated potential differences between high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s angular 

locations within the interpersonal sensitivities measure (ISC), so angle estimates are also 

reported below (high-SE and low-SE narcissism were prototypical [R2s > .70], so angle estimates 

are fully interpretable). 

Interpersonal Sensitivities (ISC). Supporting Hypothesis 2, both high-SE and low-SE 

narcissism markedly inversely related to agency with 95% CIs not including zero, indicating 

significantly enhanced sensitivity to others’ unagentic (i.e., submissive) tendencies; further, 

comparing high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism on agency revealed their 95% CIs did not overlap by 

50%, suggesting that low-SE (vs. high-SE) narcissistic people reported especially enhanced 

sensitivity to others’ submissive tendencies. High-SE narcissism was unrelated to communion 

(i.e., its 95% CI included zero), whereas low-SE narcissism weakly positively related to 

communion with a 95% CI not including zero, indicating significantly enhanced sensitivity to 

others’ communal tendencies. Further supporting Hypothesis 2, comparing high-SE vs. low-SE 

narcissism on communion revealed their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting that low-

SE vs. high-SE narcissistic people reported enhanced sensitivity to others’ communal tendencies. 

High-SE narcissism’s angle encompassed space in Quadrants 3 and 4, suggesting 

particular sensitivity to others’ low-agency, neutral-communion tendencies (i.e., being 

submissive); low-SE narcissism’s angle encompassed space only in Quadrant 4, suggesting 

particular sensitivity to others’ low-agency, high-communion tendencies (i.e., being exploitable). 

However, comparing the angles of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs 

overlapped by 50%, suggesting high-SE and low-SE narcissistic people did not differ in the 

tendencies they are most sensitive to.  
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Auxiliary Analyses: Assessing Elevation and Amplitude for High- and Low-Self-Esteem 
Narcissistic People 
 
 Below are the elevation and amplitude estimates for high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s 

relations to interpersonal efficacies, values, problems, and sensitivities. Recall that elevation 

indicates the extent to which high-SE and low-SE narcissism relate to each circumplex 

measure’s general factor (for the CSIE: general interpersonal efficaciousness; for the CSIV: 

diffuse interpersonal values; for the CSIP: interpersonal distress; for the ISC: misanthropy). 

Amplitude indicates how strongly high-SE and low-SE narcissism related to the domain 

identified by their angles vs. other domains; this assesses the extent to which high- and low-self-

esteem narcissistic people differ in the strength of their relation to a particular domain over 

others. For example, high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people may both value having high-

agency, low-communion identities (as identified by their angles), but they may differ in the 

extent to which they value that identity vs. others (as identified by their amplitudes). See Tables 5 

and 6 for all SSM parameter estimates. See Figures 3a-3d for visual representations of SSM 

parameters for each circumplex measure. 

Interpersonal Efficacies (CSIE). Both high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s elevations 

were weakly positive with 95% CIs not including zero, indicating significant relations to the 

CSIE’s general factor (social efficaciousness). Comparing the elevations of high-SE vs. low-SE 

narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs overlapped by 50%, suggesting low-SE vs. high-SE 

narcissistic people reported similarly enhanced social efficaciousness. 

Both high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s amplitudes were markedly positive with 95% CIs 

not including zero, indicating that both constructs were significantly distinctive (i.e., indicated 

feeling particularly efficacious at enacting interpersonal tendencies in the domains identified by 

their angles [vs. other domains]). Comparing the amplitudes of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism 
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revealed that their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting low-SE vs. high-SE narcissism 

related to having a stronger relative penchant for enacting high-agency, low-communion 

interpersonal tendencies. 

Interpersonal Values (CSIV). High-SE narcissism’s elevation was weakly positive and 

low-SE narcissism’s elevation was markedly positive, each with a 95% CI not including zero, 

indicating a significant relation to the CSIV’s general factor (having diffuse interpersonal 

values). Comparing the elevations of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs 

overlapped by 50%, suggesting high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism related to reporting similarly 

enhanced diffuse interpersonal values. 

Both high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s amplitudes were markedly positive with 95% CIs 

not including zero, indicating that both constructs were significantly distinctive (i.e., indicated 

valuing particular interpersonal outcomes in the domains identified by their angles [vs. other 

domains]). Comparing the amplitudes of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 95% 

CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting that low-SE vs. high-SE narcissism showed a stronger 

relative valuation of being perceived by others as high-agency, low-communion. 

Interpersonal Problems (CSIP). High-SE narcissism’s elevation was very weakly 

positive with a 95% CI including zero, indicating a null relation to the CSIP’s general factor 

(interpersonal distress); low-SE narcissism’s elevation was markedly positive with a 95% CI not 

including zero, indicating a significant relation to interpersonal distress. Comparing the 

elevations of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, 

suggesting low-SE vs. high-SE narcissism related to reporting significantly more interpersonal 

distress. 
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Both high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s amplitudes were markedly positive with 95% CIs 

not including zero, indicating that both constructs significantly related to perceiving particular 

problems from tendencies in the domains identified by their angles (vs. other domains). 

Comparing the amplitudes of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs did not 

overlap by 50%, suggesting that low-SE narcissism’s relation to particular problems from high-

agency, high-communion tendencies was stronger than high-SE narcissism’s relation to 

particular problems from high-agency, neutral-communion tendencies. 

Interpersonal Sensitivities (ISC). High-SE narcissism’s elevation was very weakly 

negative with a 95% CI including zero, indicating a null relation to the ISC’s general factor 

(misanthropy); low-SE narcissism’s elevation was markedly positive with a 95% CI not 

including zero, indicating a significant relation to misanthropy. Comparing the elevations of 

high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs did not overlap by 50%, suggesting 

low-SE vs. high-SE narcissism related to being significantly more misanthropic. 

Both high-SE and low-SE narcissism’s amplitudes were markedly positive with 95% CIs 

not including zero, indicating that both constructs significantly related to being bothered by 

others’ tendencies in the domains identified by their angles (vs. other domains). Comparing the 

amplitudes of high-SE vs. low-SE narcissism revealed that their 95% CIs did not overlap by 

50%, suggesting that low-SE narcissism’s particular sensitivity to others’ low-agency, high-

communion tendencies was stronger than high-SE narcissism’s particular sensitivity to others’ 

low-agency, neutral-communion tendencies. 
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DISCUSSION 

 The present work sought to better understand the interpersonal orientations of narcissistic 

people with high or low self-esteem. Most previous research has treated narcissism and self-

esteem as additive predictors of outcomes (Brummelman et al., 2018), but some rarely tested 

theorizing suggests they may interact to relate to some outcomes. Different perspectives exist on 

how to best conceptualize the narcissism-self-esteem interaction (i.e., whether high-self-esteem 

narcissistic people differ from low-self-esteem narcissistic people in terms of agency and/or 

communion), but the little work examining the narcissism-self-esteem interaction limits 

confidence in these conceptualizations. Thus, the present work examined the narcissism-self-

esteem interaction in the context of an integrative framework (the interpersonal circumplex) to 

further test the veracity of these conceptualizations. 

Synthesizing High- and Low-Self-Esteem Narcissistic People’s Interpersonal Orientations 

Aggregating findings across circumplex measures provides a comprehensive profile of 

high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s interpersonal orientations and enables a rather 

rich comparison (Dawood & Pincus, 2016; Dowgwillo & Pincus, 2017). Regarding the main 

analyses, overall, findings suggested high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people report 

generally agentic interpersonal orientations that differ most consistently in regards to their 

communion but may also differ somewhat on agency. Supporting Hypothesis 1, both high- and 

low-self-esteem narcissistic people reported increased agentic interpersonal efficacies, values, 

and problems; further, surprisingly, low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s increased agency was 

greater than high-self-esteem narcissistic people’s agency in the contexts of interpersonal  
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efficacies and problems. Also, mostly supporting Hypothesis 1, high- (vs. low-) self-esteem 

narcissistic people’s interpersonal efficacies and values (but not problems) were more 

communal. Supporting Hypothesis 2, high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people reported 

being more bothered by others’ unagentic (submissive) behaviors, and, unlike high-self-esteem 

narcissistic people, low-self-esteem narcissistic people further reported being bothered by others’ 

communal behavior.  

Regarding auxiliary analyses, although high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people 

most often trended toward similar domains of each interpersonal context (as indicated by their 

angles; i.e., high agency, low communion), low-self-esteem narcissistic people reported a 

stronger preference for such domains, suggesting reduced tendencies for alternative (e.g., more 

communal or submissive) interpersonal orientations. And, although high- and low-self-esteem 

narcissistic people reported similarly enhanced general social efficaciousness and diffuse 

interpersonal values, low- (but not high-) self-esteem narcissistic people reported enhanced 

interpersonal distress and misanthropy.  

Altogether then, high-self-esteem narcissistic people seem best characterized as 

dominant, rather mildly uncommunal with non-elevated social dysfunction, whereas low-self-

esteem narcissistic people seem best characterized as dominant, moderately uncommunal and 

generally more socially dysfunctional, albeit they report being socially efficacious. Further, the 

apparent incongruity between low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s increased interpersonal 

dysfunction yet increased efficacy beliefs aligns with features of disordered personality (i.e., 

ignorance or denial of one’s role in one’s problems; e.g., Cleckley, 1976), suggesting the 

possibility of increased psychopathology of low- (vs. high-) self-esteem narcissistic people. 
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Implications for Conceptualizing the Narcissism-Self-Esteem Interaction 

In line with hypotheses, the present findings most convincingly support conceptualizing 

the narcissism-self-esteem interaction as a construct indicative of pursuing agency via more 

(when self-esteem is high) or less (when self-esteem is low) communal routes. This perspective 

aligns with both historical and contemporary narcissism theorizing (Back et al., 2013; Kernberg, 

1976; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001) that has only recently received more direct empirical attention. 

However, one notable finding that was inconsistent with hypotheses was that low-self-esteem 

narcissistic people reported enhanced relation to the communal dimension of interpersonal 

problems; but in hindsight, this finding seems sensible. Indeed, people generally wish to avoid 

behaviors they deem problematic, so for low-self-esteem narcissistic people who value and feel 

efficacious at uncommunal tendencies, it makes sense they might view communal tendencies as 

problematic; a similar pattern was found for high-self-esteem narcissistic people (as indicated by 

their angle), wherein they reported problems from tendencies that trended higher in communion 

than their efficacies and values.  

Other findings may speak to the notion that self-esteem may orient narcissistic people’s 

agency/assertiveness, but, interestingly, these findings suggest higher agency may be attributed 

to low- (rather than high-) self-esteem narcissistic people, which is inconsistent with theory (e.g., 

Bushman et al., 2009; Kohut, 1972). For example, low- (vs. high-) self-esteem narcissistic 

people reported (a) higher agency in the contexts of interpersonal efficacies and (b) greater 

sensitivity to unagentic (i.e., submissive) people, as would be expected by rather agentic people 

(Hopwood et al., 2011). But, one finding suggested that low- (vs. high-) self-esteem narcissistic 

people perceived problems with enhanced agentic behaviors, and other findings suggested null 

agentic differences in high- vs. low-self-esteem narcissistic people: Low- and high-self-esteem 
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narcissistic people reported similarly enhanced scores on (a) the agency dimension of 

interpersonal values and (b) the CSIE’s general factor (social efficaciousness, a rather agentic 

orientation; e.g., Bandura, 2000). Taken together, the present findings are unclear on whether or 

how self-esteem may orient narcissistic people’s agency, as has been the case in other studies 

examining the narcissism-self-esteem interaction (Barry et al., 2003; Bushman et al., 2009; Hart 

et al., 2018c; Hart, Tortoriello, & Richardson, 2019). 

One way to account for these inconsistent relations to agency may be through examining 

a related but distinct construct not yet examined in the context of the narcissism-self-esteem 

interaction: unmitigated agency (Bakan, 1966 as cited in Helgeson & Fritz, 1999). Unmitigated 

agency is considered a specific trait rather than an encompassing dimension like agency 

(Helgeson & Fritz, 1999) and reflects possessing greater relative agency vs. communion (i.e., 

agency levels that exceed communion levels), or, put differently, getting ahead at the expense of 

getting along (Trapnell & Paulhus, 2012). Indeed, confusion regarding other constructs’ 

inconsistent relations to agency dimensions (see Helgeson & Fritz, 1999) has been alleviated by 

considering discrepancy scores between agency and communion, so considering unmitigated 

agency might also be useful here. Unmitigated agency is considered maladaptive and socially 

toxic, unlike normal agency (Bakan, 1966 as cited in Helgeson & Fritz, 1999), and presumably 

entails increased hostility and negative views of others (Helgeson & Fritz, 1999). Importantly, 

unmitigated agency does not represent merely high agency and low communion (Helgeson & 

Fritz, 1999), as it is not necessary for someone to score absolutely low on communion in order to 

have unmitigated agency. Unmitigated agency may be indexed by subtracting scores on a 

communal construct from scores on an agentic construct (for this idea, see Trapnell & Paulhus, 

2012), and since agency and communion dimensions can be computed for all circumplex 
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measures in the present study, I was able to examine whether high- and low-self-esteem 

narcissistic people differed on unmitigated agency in the contexts of interpersonal efficacies, 

values, problems, and sensitivities.  

To examine this idea, I computed indicators of unmitigated agency for each circumplex 

measure by first computing their agency and communion dimensions via trigonometric formulae 

(as described in the Introduction) and then subtracting communion scores from agency scores.7 

Then, I submitted each circumplex measure’s indicator of unmitigated agency to a (separate) 

regression model being predicted by narcissism, self-esteem, and their interaction; this resulted 

in four regression models (see Table 7). Narcissism and self-esteem interacted to relate to each 

indicator of unmitigated agency (βs > .10, ps < .011), wherein narcissism related more positively 

to indicators of unmitigated agency when self-esteem was low (efficacies: β = .65; values: β = 

.63; problems: β = .41) vs. high (efficacies: β = .43; values: β = .25; problems: β = .22), and 

narcissism related more negatively to being bothered by others enacting unmitigated agency 

when self-esteem was low (β = -.63) vs. high (β = -.17). Altogether, this suggests that low- (vs. 

high-) self-esteem narcissistic people may be broadly characterized by an unmitigated-agentic 

orientation in interpersonal life. However, these findings were exploratory and are thus not to be 

taken definitively. Future work should more thoroughly investigate whether the narcissism-self-

esteem interaction is more effectively examined by considering (a) agency and communion as 

independent constructs (i.e., orienting narcissistic people’s agentic pursuits along more or less 

communal routes) or (b) agency and communion in combination (i.e., orienting narcissism’s 

relation to a lesser [when self-esteem is high] or greater discrepancy [when self-esteem is low] 

between agency and communion). 

                                                 
7 This was done manually in SPSS rather than the “circumplex” R package because the “circumplex” R package is 
not programmed to compute unmitigated agency. 
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Basic and Applied Implications 

Broadly, the present work has implications for basic and applied contexts. For basic 

implications, the present findings cohere with past work suggesting that research investigating 

how narcissism and self-esteem influence outcomes should consider interactive rather than 

additive models, particularly in the context of outcomes that vary in communion (e.g., Barry et 

al., 2003; Fanti & Henrich, 2015; Hart et al., 2018c). Indeed, when researchers use additive 

models of narcissism and self-esteem in contexts where interactive models are superior (e.g., in 

contexts regarding social desirability and dysfunction), their results are based in inaccurate 

assumptions (i.e., that the effects of narcissism and self-esteem do not change as a function of 

each other), which lead to inadequate and potentially misleading conclusions about how self-

regard relates to important life outcomes. Further, in contexts where narcissism and self-esteem 

are unrelated (e.g., adolescent [Barry et al., 2003] or non-college adult samples [e.g., Hart et al., 

2018c; the present sample]), additive models are irrelevant. Thus, future work interested in 

understanding how narcissism and self-esteem predict outcomes that are relevant to communion 

should first test their interaction on those outcomes before taking an additive approach. 

The present work may also help inform other areas of research investigating the 

relationships between self-regard and some interpersonal tendencies. For example, some 

theorizing has associated narcissistic people’s increased agency and decreased communion with 

reduced empathy, which is, in turn, cited as a major catalyst for narcissistic people’s aggression 

and criminal tendencies (Hart, Hepper, & Sedikides, 2018). In light of the present findings 

suggesting low- vs. high-self-esteem narcissistic people report lower communion (and perhaps 

higher unmitigated agency), future work might consider empathic differences in high- vs. low-

self-esteem narcissistic people as an explanation for the increased anti-social tendencies 
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associated with low- (vs. high-) self-esteem narcissistic people (e.g., Hart et al., 2018c; Witt et 

al., 2011). Relatedly, in the context of intimate relationships, some theorizing suggests 

narcissistic people are more prone to intimate-partner violence (Foster & Brunell, 2018); 

however, findings supporting this idea are weak and inconsistent (Foster & Brunell, 2018). One 

possible explanation for this inconsistency may be the varying levels of self-esteem amongst 

narcissistic people, wherein low- (vs. high-) self-esteem narcissistic people may be particularly 

prone to intimate-partner violence. No work has considered the narcissism-self-esteem 

interaction in this context, but doing so may yield stronger and more stable findings. 

Further, although the present work did not test this directly, it supports the notion that 

narcissistic people’s tendencies are based in subjectively logical processes (e.g., Hart, Tortoriello 

et al., 2019; Jones & Paulhus, 2017; Richardson et al., 2020) rather than thoughtless processes 

(e.g., impulsivity; Crysel et al., 2013; Vazire & Funder, 2006). Indeed, the types of efficacies and 

values reported by high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic people in the present study align well 

with the types of behavioral tendencies associated with high- and low-self-esteem narcissistic 

people found in past studies (e.g., Barry et al., 2003; Fanti & Henrich, 2015; Hart et al., 2018c); 

these tendencies also likely produce some problems but also benefits, which the present study 

did not assess (see also Richardson et al., 2020). 

For applied implications, the present findings join previous work in suggesting that 

narcissism-related tendencies may be malleable (e.g., bullying; antagonism; Back et al., 2013; 

Ellis et al., 2016; Giacomin & Jordan, 2018; Hart et al., 2019), which seems an important point 

to consider as psychologists work to increase the small number of narcissism-focused therapies 

(Magnavita, 2018). Specifically, the present findings support theorizing that narcissistic motives 

(i.e., being admired, superior) may not necessarily require reduction (which has a questionable 
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long-term success rate; Giacomin & Jordan, 2018) but can instead be oriented in more pro-social 

directions. How to approach orienting narcissistic tendencies toward increased pro-sociality is 

less clear, but the present data may provide some hints. For example, the present study suggests 

increasing narcissistic people’s trait-level self-esteem may orient their narcissistic pursuits 

toward more communal strategies. Since self-esteem is often conceptualized as a “sociometer” 

(i.e., an index of the extent to which oneself is valued and included in society; e.g., Leary, 2005), 

treatment strategies seeking to help narcissistic people perceive themselves as valued members 

of society (or develop the skills to take valued roles) may increase their self-esteem and, in turn, 

the pro-sociality of their narcissistic pursuits. Nonetheless, more research is necessary to test 

these speculations. 

Strengths and Limitations 

The present work utilized a well-powered sample of participants that is rather 

representative of the US population (McCredie & Morey, 2018), so its findings should be more 

generalizable to this population than samples from rather unique populations (e.g., clinic 

patients; college students). However, the present findings are not necessarily presumed to 

generalize to every population. Indeed, cultures may differ in their views of narcissism and self-

esteem, which could change how they interact to relate to outcomes. For example, contrary to 

Hart, Tortoriello, and Richardson’s (2019) findings that high- (vs. low-) self-esteem narcissistic 

people scored higher on indicators of internalizing a moral identity in a sample from a Western 

culture (United States), Zuo et al. (2016) found that low- (vs. high-) self-esteem narcissistic 

people scored higher on indicators of internalizing a moral identity in a sample from an Eastern 

culture (China). Hence, the present findings may differ in samples with different cultural 

influences. 
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The present work also used the most popular and validated indices of narcissism (the 

NPI; Raskin & Terry, 1988) and self-esteem (the RSE; Rosenberg, 1965) that were also used in 

most past research on the narcissism-self-esteem interaction, so the present results can be readily 

integrated with past work. However, these measures are not without flaws. For example, some 

criticize the NPI for capturing too much content not central to narcissism (e.g., adaptive social 

potency) while failing to capture other content theoretically associated with narcissism (e.g., 

psychopathology; Foster et al., 2018). Hence, alternative narcissism measures that capture less 

adaptive and more maladaptive correlates of narcissism may interact with self-esteem differently 

to relate to interpersonal outcomes. However, whether such alternative measures of narcissism 

are more valid than the NPI remains questionable; indeed, Miller et al. (2014) found the NPI to 

be one of the best measures for matching expert opinion on Narcissistic Personality Disorder. 

 Critics of the RSE suggest that its use as a unidimensional self-esteem measure is too 

simplified to account for the complexity of self-esteem (Tafarodi & Swann, 1995, 2001), which, 

according to these critics, entails two separate components: self-liking (viewing oneself as 

“good”) and self-competence (viewing oneself as capable of achieving desired outcomes). A 

multidimensional self-esteem measure (e.g., the Self-Liking/Self-Competence Scale-Revised; 

Tafarodi & Swann, 2001) would permit examining whether the two presumed self-liking and 

self-competence components of self-esteem each interact with narcissism similarly to the 

unidimensional, global construct derived from the RSE. Notably, however, self-liking and self-

competence tend to strongly positively relate (Tafarodi & Swann, 2001), and factor-analytic 

work suggests the RSE may already capture these components (Tafarodi & Swann, 1995). Thus, 

although alternative self-esteem measures may enable more fine-grained assessment of self-
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esteem, the strong overlap between the presumed components of self-esteem suggests variation 

in how they interact with narcissism may be rather minor. 

It may also be informative for future work to incorporate informant-reports of 

participants’ interpersonal tendencies. Indeed, although self-reports are important predictors of 

one’s personality and behavior, informant-reports also yield novel, valid insights into one’s 

personality and behavior that are not captured by self-reports (Vazire, 2010). Moreover, 

discrepancies between self- and informant-reports seem amplified in the context of dysfunctional 

personalities (e.g., Clifton et al., 2004), which may be particularly relevant when comparing 

high- vs. low-self-esteem narcissistic people’s interpersonal tendencies. 

Conclusion 

Recent decades’ growing interest in forms of self-regard identified self-esteem as a 

largely desirable form and narcissism as a largely undesirable form (Brummelman et al., 2018; 

Hyatt et al., 2018), and, ironically, the initial wave of attempts at increasing the former may have 

unwittingly increased the latter (see Baumeister et al., 2003). Nonetheless, finding ways to 

increase self-esteem (without increasing narcissism) might be a desirable undertaking. Indeed, 

although the present findings were correlational and do not support causal conclusions, they 

show that self-esteem relates to an increased communal orientation and reduces narcissism’s 

relation to an uncommunal orientation (potentially unmitigated agency).  
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Table 1 

Definitions for Each Interpersonal Circumplex Measure and Example Items 

Circumplex 
Measure 

What It Assesses 
Example Item  

(Item Represents the High-Agency Domain of Its Respective Measure) 

CSIE 
The types of interpersonal behaviors one 
feels most capable of enacting. 

When I am with others, I am [degree of confidence] that I can be 
assertive. 

CSIV 
The types of interpersonal experiences one 
most desires having. 

When I am with him/her/them, it is [degree of importance] that I 
appear confident. 

CSIP 
The types of interpersonal behaviors one 
believes causes him/her the most problems 
with others. 

Bossing around other people too much. 

ISC 
The types of others’ interpersonal behaviors 
that irritate oneself the most (i.e., one’s “pet 
peeves”). 

It bothers me when a person thinks they are my boss. 

Notes. CSIE = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies; CSIV = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values; CSIP = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal 
Problems; ISC = Interpersonal Sensitivities Circumplex. 
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Table 2  

Descriptives for Study Variables 
  M SD α 

 Narcissism 14.01 8.21 .89 
 Self-Esteem 5.14 1.31 .91 

CSIE High Agency (PA) 2.29 0.91 .80 
 High Agency, Low Communion (BC) 2.02 0.90 .76 
 Low Communion (DE) 2.01 0.91 .72 
 Low Agency, Low Communion (FG) 2.49 0.81 .66 
 Low Communion (HI) 2.59 0.77 .71 
 Low Agency, High Communion (JK) 2.97 0.77 .79 
 High Communion (LM) 2.67 0.78 .73 
 High Agency, High Communion (NO) 2.41 0.82 .74 

CSIV High Agency (PA) 2.10 0.76 .80 
 High Agency, Low Communion (BC) 1.34 0.93 .89 
 Low Communion (DE) 1.26 0.96 .90 
 Low Agency, Low Communion (FG) 1.70 0.85 .82 
 Low Communion (HI) 1.90 0.85 .84 
 Low Agency, High Communion (JK) 2.31 0.79 .83 
 High Communion (LM) 2.38 0.82 .88 
 High Agency, High Communion (NO) 2.46 0.79 .84 

CSIP High Agency (PA) 0.81 0.87 .95 
 High Agency, Low Communion (BC) 0.88 0.84 .93 
 Low Communion (DE) 1.05 0.81 .92 
 Low Agency, Low Communion (FG) 1.18 0.83 .92 
 Low Communion (HI) 1.12 0.81 .91 
 Low Agency, High Communion (JK) 1.04 0.80 .91 
 High Communion (LM) 1.13 0.75 .88 
 High Agency, High Communion (NO) 0.81 0.81 .92 

ISC High Agency (PA) 45.42 11.08 .87 
 High Agency, Low Communion (BC) 47.69 11.92 .90 
 Low Communion (DE) 35.96 13.29 .91 
 Low Agency, Low Communion (FG) 32.51 12.43 .89 
 Low Communion (HI) 33.28 13.24 .92 
 Low Agency, High Communion (JK) 31.82 12.13 .87 
 High Communion (LM) 30.64 12.59 .87 
 High Agency, High Communion (NO) 39.22 11.09 .84 

Note. CSIE = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies; CSIV = Circumplex Scales of 
Interpersonal Values; CSIP = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Problems; ISC = Interpersonal 
Sensitivities Circumplex. Each octant is also identified by its standard two-letter code. 
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Table 3 

Multiple Regression Results for the Effects of Narcissism, Self-Esteem, and Their Interaction on Ipsatized Circumplex Octants 

  Step 1 Step 2  

  Narcissism Self-Esteem Narcissism*Self-Esteem  

Circumplex 
Measure 

Octant β (p-value)  β (p-value)  β (p-value) R2 / ΔR2 

CSIE PA (High Agency) .41 (< .001) .29 (< .001) -.08 (.021) .24/.01 
 BC (High Agency, Low Communion) .51 (< .001) -.02 (.670) -.11 (.002) .26/.01 
 DE (Low Communion) .29 (< .001) -.26 (< .001) -.04 (.269) .16/.002 
 FG (Low Agency, Low Communion) -.36 (< .001) -.40 (< .001) .03 (.454) .28/.001 
 HI (Low Communion) -.40 (< .001) -.22 (< .001) .01 (.703) .20/.000 
 JK (Low Agency, High Communion) -.47 (< .001) .19 (< .001) .16 (< .001) .27/.03 
 LM (High Communion) -.26 (< .001) .29 (< .001) .06 (.098) .16/.004 
 NO (High Agency, High Communion) .30 (< .001) .35 (< .001) -.01 (.767) .20/.000 

CSIV PA (High Agency) .08 (.049) .31 (< .001) .06 (.135) .10/.003 
 BC (High Agency, Low Communion) .48 (< .001) -.16 (< .001) -.22 (< .001) .27/.05 
 DE (Low Communion) .33 (< .001) -.29 (< .001) -.21 (< .001) .20/.04 
 FG (Low Agency, Low Communion) -.10 (.009) -.37 (< .001) -.01 (.855) .14/.000 
 HI (Low Communion) -.22 (< .001) -.22 (< .001) .06 (.110) .09/.004 
 JK (Low Agency, High Communion) -.39 (< .001) .10 (.008) .15 (< .001) .17/.02 
 LM (High Communion) -.19 (< .001) .32 (< .001) .11 (.004) .15/.01 
 NO (High Agency, High Communion) -.19 (< .001) .41 (< .001) .18 (< .001) .21/.03 
Notes. CSIE = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies; CSIV = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values. Each octant is also identified by its 
standard two-letter code. 



54 
 

 Table 4 

Multiple Regression Results for the Effects of Narcissism, Self-Esteem, and Their Interaction on Ipsatized Circumplex Octants 

  Step 1 Step 2  

  Narcissism Self-Esteem Narcissism*Self-Esteem  

Circumplex 
Measure 

Octant β (p-value)  β (p-value)  β (p-value) R2 / ΔR2 

CSIP PA (High Agency) .39 (< .001) .27 (< .001) -.16 (< .001) .22/.03 
 BC (High Agency, Low Communion) .28 (< .001) .16 (< .001) -.14 (< .001) .10/.02 
 DE (Low Communion) -.09 (.027) -.18 (< .001) .13 (.001) .04/.02 
 FG (Low Agency, Low Communion) -.30 (< .001) -.25 (< .001) .15 (< .001) .15/.02 
 HI (Low Communion) -.41 (< .001) -.26 (< .001) .14 (< .001) .23/.02 
 JK (Low Agency, High Communion) -.15 (< .001) -.05 (.245) .05 (.186) .02/.003 
 LM (High Communion) -.11 (.005) .14 (.001) .01 (.819) .03/.000 
 NO (High Agency, High Communion) .45 (< .001) .19 (< .001) -.22 (< .001) .24/.05 

ISC PA (High Agency) -.41 (< .001) .18 (< .001) .25 (< .001) .21/.06 
 BC (High Agency, Low Communion) -.45 (< .001) .18 (< .001) .28 (< .001) .25/.08 
 DE (Low Communion) .04 (.275) -.13 (.001) -.01 (.838) .02/.000 
 FG (Low Agency, Low Communion) .35 (< .001) -.10 (.009) -.22 (< .001) .14/.05 
 HI (Low Communion) .29 (< .001) .03 (.459) -.14 (< .001) .08/.02 
 JK (Low Agency, High Communion) .35 (< .001) -.04 (.357) -.16 (< .001) .13/.02 
 LM (High Communion) .23 (< .001) -.16 (< .001) -.16 (< .001) .08/.03 
 NO (High Agency, High Communion) -.19 (< .001) -.02 (.564) .01 (.820) .04/.000 
Notes. CSIP = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Problems; ISC = Interpersonal Sensitivities Circumplex. Each octant is also identified by its 
standard two-letter code. 
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  Table 5 

Interpersonal Circumplex Measure Structural Summary Parameters for Narcissism at High and Low Levels of 
Self-Esteem 

 CSIE CSIV 

SSM Parameters Narcissism at 
High Self-Esteem 

Narcissism at 
Low Self-Esteem  

Narcissism at 
High Self-Esteem  

Narcissism at 
Low Self-Esteem  

Agency [95% CI] .32 [.25, .38]a .44 [.37, .51]b .14 [.07, .20]a .18 [.12, .24]a 
Communion [95% CI] -.10 [-.16, -.03]a -.19 [-.24, -.14]b -.10 [-.17, -.02]a -.36 [-.43, -.29]b 
Elevation# [95% CI] .11 [.06, .16]a .14 [.08, .19]a .12 [.06, .17]a .19 [.12, .25]a 
Amplitude [95% CI] .33 [.27, .40]a .48 [.41, .55]b .17 [.11, .23]a .40 [.33, .48]b 
Angle [95% CI] 106.8 [95.5, 118.0]a 113.7 [108.3, 119.5]a  125.2 [99.3, 150.4]a 153.3 [144.8, 161.8]b 
R2 .93 .95 .92 .84 
Note. CSIE = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies; CSIV = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values. 
Superscript # = based on raw octants. 
Juxtaposed cells in the same row of the same circumplex measure with different superscripts significantly differ at p < .05. 
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Table 6 

Interpersonal Circumplex Measure Structural Summary Parameters for Narcissism at High and Low Levels of 
Self-Esteem 

 CSIP ISC 

SSM Parameters Narcissism at 
High Self-Esteem 

Narcissism at 
Low Self-Esteem 

Narcissism at 
High Self-Esteem 

Narcissism at 
Low Self-Esteem 

Agency [95% CI] .18 [.12, .24]a .43 [.35, .51]b -.15 [-.22, -.08]a -.46 [-.51, -.40]b 
Communion [95% CI] -.00 [-.06, .06]a .08 [.03, .14]a .02 [-.04, .08]a .12 [.05, .19]b 
Elevation# [95% CI] .07 [-.00, .14]a .28 [.22, .34]b -.02 [-.09, .05]a .26 [.20, .31]b 
Amplitude [95% CI] .18 [.12, .24]a .44 [.37, .51]b .15 [.09, .22]a .47 [.41, .53]b 
Angle [95% CI] 90.9 [69.4, 108.7]a 79.1 [70.5, 86.7]a 276.0 [253.4, 299.8]a 285.0 [277.1, 292.6]a 
R2 .90 .92 .92 .88 
Note. CSIP = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Problems; ISC = Interpersonal Sensitivities Circumplex. 
Superscript # = based on raw octants. 
Juxtaposed cells in the same row of the same circumplex measure with different superscripts significantly differ at p < .05. 
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Table 7 

Multiple Regression Results for the Effects of Narcissism, Self-Esteem, and Their Interaction on 
Unmitigated Agency for Each Circumplex Measure 

 Step 1 Step 2  

 Narcissism Self-Esteem Narcissism*Self-Esteem  

Circumplex Measure β (p-value)  β (p-value)  β (p-value) R2 / ΔR2 
CSIE .54 (< .001) -.06 (.072) -.12 (.001) .30/.01 
CSIV .45 (< .001) -.13 (< .001) -.19 (< .001) .22/.04 
CSIP .32 (< .001) .11 (.006) -.10 (.011) .11/.01 
ISC -.41 (< .001) .11 (.005) .24 (< .001) .18/.06 
Notes. CSIE = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies; CSIV = Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values; CSIP 
= Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Problems; ISC = Interpersonal Sensitivities Circumplex. 
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Figure 1. The interpersonal circumplex. Adapted from Pincus and Ansell (2003). 
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Figure 2. Structural summary parameters of the interpersonal circumplex. 
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Figure 3. Visual representations of the SSM parameters and 95% confidence intervals from projecting narcissism at high and low self-

esteem onto ipsatized Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies (Panel A), Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values (Panel B), 

Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Problems (Panel C), and Interpersonal Sensitivities (Panel D). 90° = Domineering (PA); 135° = 

Self-Centered (BC); 180° = Distant (DE); 225° = Socially Inhibited (FG); 270° = Nonassertive (HI); 315° = Exploitable (JK); 360° = 

Self-Sacrificing (LM); 45° = Intrusive (NO). 

 

 

 

(a) (b) 
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Figure 3 (cont.). Visual representations of the SSM parameters and 95% confidence intervals from projecting narcissism at high and 

low self-esteem onto ipsatized Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Efficacies (Panel A), Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values 

(Panel B), Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Problems (Panel C), and Interpersonal Sensitivities (Panel D). 90° = Domineering (PA); 

135° = Self-Centered (BC); 180° = Distant (DE); 225° = Socially Inhibited (FG); 270° = Nonassertive (HI); 315° = Exploitable (JK); 

360° = Self-Sacrificing (LM); 45° = Intrusive (NO). 

(d) (c) 


