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Abstract
The present study examined the relationship of grandiose and vulnerable narcissism with dispositional anger and hostility. We
investigated the roles of neuroticism, emotional intelligence, and gender in this relationship, using a sample of 405 participants.
The results indicated that vulnerable narcissism was associated with a higher tendency toward anger and hostility, and that
neuroticism accounted for a large part of this association. Poor emotion managing, known as strategic emotion regulation ability,
also played a role in hostility related to vulnerable narcissism, especially among men. When emotional stability was controlled
for, grandiose narcissism showed links to anger and hostility. We concluded that high neuroticism and poor emotion regulation
abilities among vulnerable narcissists contribute to increased anger/hostility, whereas emotional stability likely protects grandiose
narcissists against these internal aspects of aggression. The significant relationships between both forms of narcissism with
aggression, remaining after neuroticism and emotion regulation were accounted for, suggest that there is another underlying
source of this link. Finally, we found that controlling for interindividual differences in neuroticism significantly increased the
relationship between vulnerable and grandiose narcissism, suggesting the existence of the common core of narcissism.
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Vulnerable narcissism

Narcissism is a socially aversive personality trait characterized
by a self-centered, self-aggrandizing, dominant, and manipu-
lative interpersonal orientation (Emmons 1987; Paulhus and
John 1998; Paulhus and Williams 2002). When frustrated in
their efforts to maintain a superior sense of self, narcissists are
thought to react with narcissistic rage, an explosive mix of
anger and hostility. Some evidence suggests that it is narcis-
sistic vulnerability (but not grandiosity) that drives disposi-
tional, internal aspects of aggression, such as rage, anger,
and hostility, fueled by shame-proneness, suspiciousness, de-
jection, and angry rumination (Krizan and Johar 2015). The
present study is an investigation into factors that likely link
narcissism with internal aspects of aggressiveness: disposi-
tional anger and hostility. In particular, we have examined
neuroticism and deficits in emotional regulation as

operationalized by Managing emotions component of ability
emotional intelligence that may be responsible for narcissists’
uncontrollable outbursts of aggression.

Two Forms of Narcissism

The term narcissism is most commonly associated with gran-
diose narcissism. This form of narcissism is considered rela-
tively adaptive from the narcissistic person perspective as it
correlates negatively with sadness and dispositional depres-
sion, anxiety, and loneliness, while positively with well-
being (Sedikides et al. 2004). Grandiose narcissism is benefi-
cial for psychological health insofar as it is associated with
high self-esteem (Sedikides et al. 2004). It correlates positive-
ly with extraversion and negatively with neuroticism and
agreeableness (Miller et al. 2011). The results from several
studies suggest, however, the existence of another form of
narcissism termed vulnerable narcissism, which is rooted in
a brittle sense of self, associated with low self-esteem and
reflects defensiveness and insecurity. It involves feelings of
inadequacy, incompetence, and negative affect (Cain et al.
2008; Campbell and Miller 2011; Miller et al. 2011; Pincus
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and Lukowitsky 2010). While arrogance and open displays of
dominance and grandiosity characterize grandiose narcissism,
the vulnerable form is described by self-reported feelings of
inferiority, depression, depletion, shame-proneness, and high
reactivity to evaluative events (Kaufman et al. 2018).
Vulnerable narcissists’ social behavior is marked by hostility,
arrogance, social avoidance, and a lack of empathy
(Dickinson and Pincus 2003; Hendin and Cheek 1997).
Moreover, vulnerable narcissism has been found to largely
overlap with neuroticism (Miller et al. 2018). The entitled
self-importance has been suggested as a common feature
and the core of narcissism that binds narcissistic grandiosity
and vulnerability together (Krizan and Herlache 2018).
However, whereas grandiose narcissists confidently act out
their desire for grandiose self in interactions with their peers,
vulnerable narcissists are socially inhibited and mainly con-
cerned with protection of their fragile egos. These pervasive
behavioral patterns represent trait-level description of differ-
ent expressions of narcissism. Importantly, narcissism has also
been studied as a state and the commonalities between these
two “styles”, forms or facets of trait narcissism are most evi-
dent at the state-level of analysis. Individuals who self-report
high narcissistic features, in particular high narcissistic vulner-
ability, exhibit within-person fluctuations in grandiosity and
vulnerability (Miller et al. 2017). How frequencies of
experiencing particular narcissistic states compound to
emerge as a stable trait is currently a hot research topic
(Edershile and Wright 2019).

It has also been argued that at the trait-level, the common
core of narcissism, an antagonistic interpersonal style that
stems from an entitled self-image, finds different phenotypic
expressions depending on the levels of approach- and
avoidance-related motivation (Miller et al. 2017), neuroticism,
and extraversion (Ackerman et al. 2019; Jauk et al. 2017a, b).
Our research aims to contribute to this notion by investigating
links between two forms of narcissism, emotional intelligence,
neuroticism and aggression.

Narcissism and Aggression

The relationship between narcissism and anger, rage and ag-
gression has been a part of many theories, starting from early
psychoanalytic to contemporary theories from social-
personality psychology (e.g. Alexander 1938; Freud 1932;
Jacobson 1964; Krizan and Johar 2015; Saul 1947).
Multiple empirical studies have documented these relation-
ships (e.g., Martinez et al. 2008; Okada 2010; Reidy et al.
2008; Twenge and Campbell 2003). While earlier views
linked grandiose narcissism with aggression (e.g. Bushman
and Baumeister 1998), Krizan and Johar (2015) demonstrated
that it was vulnerable (but not grandiose) narcissism that pre-
dicted aggressiveness, in particular dispositional hostility and

anger, and poorer anger control. They showed that vulnerable
(but not grandiose) narcissism amplified reactive and
displaced aggression in the face of provocation. Taken togeth-
er, their findings suggest that narcissistic vulnerability is a key
source of narcissistic rage, a mix of anger, hostility, and
shame. Is this however the only form and aspect of narcissism
related to aggression? So far, there has been no consensus
regarding this issue. Other researchers have recently found
that grandiose narcissism was related to both proactive and
reactive aggression while vulnerable narcissism was related
to reactive aggression only (Vize et al. 2019). These authors
argue that both vulnerable and grandiose narcissism are relat-
ed to aggressive behavior and this is due to the antagonistic
common core of narcissism which consists of arrogance, dis-
trust, entitlement, exploitativeness, lack of empathy, manipu-
lativeness, reactive anger, and thrill-seeking. This antagonistic
core, they postulate, remains the strongest predictor for ag-
gressive and antisocial behavior in a variety of aggression
outcomes. Our research aims to help elucidate these
controversies.

While the findings of Krizan and Johar (2015) seem to
support clinical views of narcissistic aggression that implicate
deficient self-esteem as an important driver of aggressive be-
havior, we argue that there may bemore than one route linking
narcissismwith aggression. First of all, in the present study we
focus on high neuroticism and poor emotion regulation as the
factors linking vulnerable form of narcissism with aggression.
By controlling these factors we intend to additionally answer
the question whether there might also be space for other im-
portant sources of narcissistic aggression next to these ones
(such as antagonism).

It is likely that neuroticism, which largely overlaps with
vulnerable narcissism (Miller et al. 2018; Pincus et al. 2009)
might be the factor responsible for vulnerable narcissists’ ag-
gressive reactions. Neuroticism is a personality trait defined as
a general tendency toward negative emotionality and frequent
experience of anxiety, depression, frustration (Costa and
McCrae 1992) and negative affect (e.g., Goryńska et al.
2015; Watson 2000; Zajenkowski et al. 2012). In a recent
study, Maciantowicz and Zajenkowski (2018) found that neu-
roticism mediates the relationship between vulnerable narcis-
sism and anger. Theory and research consistently link neurot-
icism with trait anger, hostility, and aggression (e.g.,
Bettencourt et al. 2006; García-Sancho et al. 2017; Hennig
et al. 2005; Martin et al. 2000; Sharpe and Desai 2001), espe-
cially with aggression in response to provocation.
Neuroticism was found to be the most predictive of two sub-
scales of trait aggressiveness, as measured byBuss and Perry’s
(1992) Aggression Questionnaire: Anger and Hostility sub-
scales (Sharpe and Desai 2001). Neurotic individuals are in-
effective in their attempts to cope with stress and prone to
engage in irrational thoughts and hostile rumination
(Bettencourt et al. 2006). Likewise, vulnerable narcissism
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has been found to correlate with various aspects of negative
emotionality (Miller et al. 2011). It is worth noting that stress
and negative affect, regardless of their source, are considered
factors that increase the likelihood of aggressive behavior and
aggression-related phenomena (Anderson and Bushman
2002).

Another factor that might shed some light on vulnerable
narcissists’ aggressiveness is associated with difficulties in
regulating negative emotions. Below, we argue that poor man-
agement of emotions, in particular poor management of anger,
manifested in low emotional intelligence, may lead to uncon-
trollable outbursts of rage in vulnerable narcissists.

Narcissism and Emotional Ability

Salovey andMayer (1990) first defined emotional intelligence
(EI) as “the ability to monitor one’s own and others’ feelings
and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this
information to guide one’s thinking and actions” (p. 189). In
this model, perceiving, assimilating, understanding, and man-
aging emotions are measured similarly to cognitive intelli-
gence via performance tests. Generally speaking, these fea-
tures of EI combine to aid in people’s ability to adapt to life’s
changes and solve emotional problems through the use of both
rational and emotional coping skills (Mayer and Geher 1996).
A number of studies have highlighted the role of emotional
abilities in aggressive behavior (Denson 2013; Denson et al.
2011; García-Sancho et al. 2017, 2014). Emotional intelli-
gence may have a crucial role during information processing
in social situation (Lemerise and Arsenio 2000). It is neces-
sary for efficient coping and regulation of own and others’
emotions, including anger. For instance, deficits in recognition
of facial expressions of emotions may result in attributing
anger and hostile intent to others in ambiguous situations,
and lead to aggressive reactions (see García-Sancho et al.
2014). A crucial component of EI is the ability to strategically
regulate emotions in the self and in others, called managing
emotions (Lopes et al. 2011). Individuals who are unable to
manage strong emotionsmay be overwhelmed by them during
appraisal and decision-making processes, and generate a
smaller range of responses, most of which are related to their
affective state (e.g., aggressive responses when angry;
Lemerise and Arsenio 2000). This perspective suggests that
deficits in EI may play a role in aggressive behavior. It is not
surprising that EI has been linked to informant reports of pos-
itive interpersonal relations. Highly emotionally intelligent in-
dividuals are perceived as less aggressive, more prosocial, and
more effective than people with low EI (Brackett and Mayer
2003; Mayer et al. 2003; Rice 1999; Rubin 1999).

Grandiose narcissism has been found to be essentially un-
related to deficits of ability EI (e.g., Czarna et al. 2016a,
2016b; Jauk et al. 2016a, b; Konrath et al. 2014), and even

to have a positive association with EI measured via self-report
methods (trait EI; Austin et al. 2014; Petrides et al. 2011; Vonk
et al. 2013; Zajenkowski et al. 2018; Zhang et al. 2015a, b).
Additionally, grandiose narcissism shows a negative associa-
tion with emotion dysregulation, a construct closely related to
EI (Zhang et al. 2015a, 2015b; Zeigler-Hill and Vonk 2015).
In contrast, vulnerable narcissism may be linked to low emo-
tional ability and difficulties in emotion regulation.
Researchers have found that vulnerable narcissism negatively
correlates with some EI subfactors (i.e., facilitation and
managing emotions; Zajenkowski et al. 2018). Moreover, vul-
nerable narcissism has been linked to maladaptive emotion
regulation, such as nonacceptance of one’s own emotional
responses, impulse control difficulties, limited access to emo-
tion regulation strategies, and a lack of emotional clarity
(Czarna et al. 2018; Miller et al. 2010; Petrides et al. 2011;
Zhang et al. 2015a, b). Additionally, vulnerable narcissism has
shown substantial similarities in nomological networks of cor-
relates with borderline personality disorder, likely due to sim-
ilar affective dysregulation and the fact that shame and guilt
play a primary role in both (e.g., Hendin and Cheek 1997;
Pincus et al. 2009; Rusch et al. 2007; Miller et al. 2010).

The Role of Gender

There are gender differences in the levels of a majority of
variables included in the present study. Men have higher
levels of grandiose narcissism (Grijalva et al. 2015; Hartung
and Widiger 1998; Stinson et al. 2008), hostility, and aggres-
sion, except for the anger facet (Bettencourt and Miller 1996;
Buss and Perry 1992). Women have higher levels of contin-
gent self-esteem (Pincus et al. 2009) and neuroticism (Schmitt
et al. 2008). Taken together, this suggests that individuals with
high levels of vulnerable narcissismmight slightly more likely
be women, however there has been little empirical research so
far in gender differences in vulnerable narcissism (Grijalva
et al. 2015). Women also have higher EI (Goldenberg et al.
2006; Harrod and Scheer 2005; Mandell and Pherwani 2003;
Mayer et al. 1999; Petrides and Furnham 2000; Schutte et al.
1998; Van Rooy et al. 2005), yet, importantly, some studies
suggest that EI is related more strongly to social adjustment
for men than it is for women (e.g. Brackett et al. 2004).
Furthermore, there is evidence for gender differences in cor-
relates of aggression, and gender-specific relationships and
mechanisms that link aggression with personality traits (e.g.,
Binti Amad 2015; Buss and Perry 1992), including links be-
tween aggression and narcissism (Ryan et al. 2008), and neu-
ropsychological correlates of EI (Jaušovec and Jaušovec
2005), and narcissism (Edelstein et al. 2010; Reinhard et al.
2012). Gender was found to be a suppressor and moderator of
the effects of self-esteem and narcissism on aggression
(Webster 2006) and EI (Jauk et al. 2016a, 2016b). Recent
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empirical evidence (e.g., Jauk et al. 2017a, b) tends to confirm
the long hypothesized qualitative difference in expression of
narcissism between men and women, with men displaying
more emotionally dysfunctional characteristics (Morf and
Rhodewalt 2001). Given established gender differences in
all the above-mentioned variables and some relevant mecha-
nisms, we found it necessary to examine gender differences
and gender-specific mechanisms in our study. In particular, we
investigated whether gender moderated relationships between
narcissism and anger, and hostility.

The Present Study

In the present study we examined the relationship of vulnera-
ble and grandiose forms of narcissismwith dispositional anger
and hostility. The latter two are regarded as internal aspects of
aggression (Buss and Perry 1992) and constitute the core of
narcissistic rage (Krizan and Johar 2015). We also measured
neuroticism and EI, including its components as potential me-
diators of the narcissism – aggressiveness relationship. We
hypothesized that at zero-level vulnerable narcissism, but not
grandiose narcissism, would be related to anger and hostility.
Furthermore, we expected to find that high neuroticism and
low EI would play a role in these relationships.

In the case of neuroticism we expected that this personality
trait would have different effect for grandiose and vulnerable
narcissism and their relation to anger/hostility. As was men-
tioned above, recent studies show that vulnerable narcissism
overlaps with neuroticism to a high degree and that neuroti-
cism is well suited to differentiate narcissistic grandiosity and
vulnerability (e.g. Miller et al. 2018). It has been suggested
that frequent experience of negative emotionality, associated
with neuroticism, might underlie vulnerable narcissists’ ten-
dency toward anger (Maciantowicz and Zajenkowski 2018).
Thus, we expected that neuroticism would partially or fully
account for the link between vulnerable narcissism and anger/
hostility. In contrast, grandiose narcissism is typically weakly
negatively correlated with neuroticism (e.g. Miller et al.
2011). Therefore, our next prediction was that (low) neuroti-
cism might mask the relationship between grandiose narcis-
sism and anger and hostility, and thus, controlling for it, would
reveal a positive link between this form of narcissism and
anger and hostility (the link likely driven by an antagonistic
component of narcissism). We found it plausible that different
mediating paths might be significant for different genders and
we accounted for this possibility in our study.

Finally, following earlier research (Jauk et al. 2017a, b), we
hypothesized that after variance related to neuroticism had
been removed from vulnerable and grandiose narcissism, the
two forms of this trait would show a significantly higher cor-
relation than the zero-order correlation between the original

indices, representing an approximation of the “common core”
of narcissism.

Method

Participants

Four hundred and six people1 (219 women, 187 men)
volunteered to participate in the present study. One participant
failed to complete all measures and was subsequently exclud-
ed from analyses, making the sample 405 participants (218
women, 187 men). Participants responded to an advertisement
posted on the publicly accessible social networking websites
and participated at five different sites2 (located in two different
cities). In exchange for the participation all subjects were of-
fered a financial reward of approximately 10 €. The sample
consisted mainly of undergraduate students and individuals
with a Master’s degree. Possible differences resulting from
different sites of collection were accounted for in the analyses.
The mean age of participants was 25.42 (SD = 6.64) with a
range of 18 to 57. Each subject was tested individually in a
laboratory at the University of Warsaw or Jagiellonian
University. The study was reviewed and approved by the
Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Psychology at the
University of Warsaw and Bioethics Committee at
Jagiellonian University. Written informed consent was obtain-
ed from participants at Jagiellonian University. Individuals
who took part in the study at the University of Warsaw gave
oral informed consent. These two consent obtaining proce-
dures – written and oral – were approved by the respective
ethics committees of the two universities. All subjects were
allowed to reject or withdraw their participation at any time
and without giving any reason.

Measures

In the current research we were interested in two forms of trait
narcissism, i.e. grandiose and vulnerable. Recent review of the
measures of narcissism indicate that trait narcissistic grandi-
osity is best captured by Narcissistic Personality Inventory,
whereas trait narcissistic vulnerability is best captured by
Hypersensitive Narcissism Scale (Krizan and Herlache
2018). Therefore, we used these measures in our study.

1 We have aimed for a sample size exceeding N = 250 participants which is
sufficient for detecting average effect sizes in personality psychology with a
reasonable likelihood (Schönbrodt and Perugini 2013).
2 At site 1, data from 71menwere collected (Mage1 = 23.20, SDage1 = 2.24). At
site 2, data from 15women and 2menwere collected (Mage2 = 22.88, SDage2 =
2.50). At site 3, data from 44 women and 19 men were collected (Mage3 =
22.97, SDage3 = 3.65). At site 4, data from 94 women and 41 men were col-
lected (Mage4 = 27.04, SDage4 = 7.36). At site 5, data from 66 women and 54
men were collected (Mage5 = 26.49, SDage5 = 8.18).
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Grandiose Narcissism Grandiose narcissism was assessed
using the validated Polish adaptation (Bazińska and Drat-
Ruszczak 2000) of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory
(NPI; Raskin and Hall 1979). The scale is composed of 34
items (e.g., “I like to be the center of attention”, “I like to be
complimented.”) with a 5-point response format (1 = does not
apply to me; 5 = applies to me). In the current study, α = .91.

Vulnerable Narcissism Vulnerable narcissism was assessed
using the Polish version (see Czarna et al. 2014) of the
Hypersensitive Narcissism Scale (HSNS; Hendin and Cheek
1997). This is a self-report scale that includes 10 items (e.g. “I
dislike sharing the credit of an achievement with others”, “My
feelings are easily hurt by ridicule or the slighting remarks of
others.”) with a 5-point Likert-like response format (1 =
strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). The Polish version,
similarly to the original version, correlates negatively with
self-esteem. In the current study, α = .66.

Neuroticism At sites 2–5, the Polish adaptation (Strus et al.
2014) of the 50-item set of the International Personality Items
Pool Big Five Factor Markers questionnaire (Goldberg 1992)
was used to assess neuroticism. This measure has a 5-point
Likert-type response format (1 = very inaccurate; 5 = very
accurate) and good reliability and validity. In the current
study, Cronbach’s alpha was .71. The exemplary items are “I
get stressed out easily”, “I have frequent mood swings”. At
site 1, the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling et al.
2003), translated into Polish for the purpose of this study,
was used. This scale uses two items (“anxious, easily upset”
and “calm, emotionally stable”) for each of the five dimen-
sions. Each item is rated on a 7-point scale (1 = disagree
strongly; 7 = agree strongly). Because TIPI consists of only
two items, internal consistency is not considered an adequate
indicator of its reliability, however high stability of the mea-
sure was demonstrated in previous studies (Gosling et al.
2003). The scores based on each assessment method were
standardized within the subsample using the same method
and standardized again within the entire sample to enable
comparison across participants. Neuroticism is thus reported
as Z-scored (M = 0, SD = 1) in all analyses.

Anger and Hostility Trait anger and hostility were measured
using the Aggression Questionnaire (AQ; Buss and Perry
1992). The Anger subscale is composed of 7 items and the
Hostility subscale is composed of 8 items, both with a 5-point
response format (from 1 - extremely uncharacteristic of me to
5 - extremely characteristic of me). In the present sample, both
subscales had good reliability: α = .74 (Anger subscale) and
α = .78 (Hostility subscale). The exemplary items for Anger
and Hostility subscale are “Some of my friends think I am
hothead”, “I sometimes feel like a powder keg ready to

explore” and “I am suspicious of overly friendly strangers”,
“At times I feel I have gotten a raw deal out of life”.

Ability Emotional Intelligence Ability EI was measured with
The Test of Emotional Intelligence (Śmieja et al. 2014). It
is based on Salovey and Mayer 1990; Mayer and Salovey
1997) concept of EI. The scale consists of 24 items and
four subscales which represent a fairly diverse domain of
abilities: Perception (measuring aptitude to accurately per-
ceive emotions in oneself and others as well as in objects,
art, stories, music, and other stimuli), Understanding (mea-
suring the ability to understand emotional information, to
understand how emotions combine and progress through
relationship transitions, and to appreciate such emotional
meanings), Facilitation (measuring ability to generate and
integrate emotion as necessary to communicate feelings or
to facilitate thought), and Managing emotions (measuring
ability to be open to feelings, and to modulate, regulate
them strategically in oneself and others so as to promote
personal understanding and growth). Participants are pro-
vided with descriptions of social situations and asked to
indicate on a 5-point Likert-scale (1 to 5) the emotions
involved in a given situation, or to suggest the most appro-
priate action. Standard scoring algorithm for the test has
been developed based on the similarity of the participants’
answers and responses administered by a group of experts
(professional psychotherapists, HR specialists, and
coaches) during the validation process. The points are
summed up separately for all subscales and for the whole
measure. Reliability and validity of the test were assessed
in multiple studies (Śmieja et al. 2014). The reliability of
the total score equals α = .88, and internal consistency for
each subscale equals .70, .69, .65, .66 for Perception,
Understanding, Facilitation and Managing respectively.
An exempla ry i t em for The Tes t o f Emot iona l
Intelligence is:

Sophie hits the table with a fist. She frowns, her face is
glowing, and her teeth are clenched. Most probably:

(a) She is watching a popular show on TV

1......2......3......4......5

(b) Once again she hurt her finger while cutting bread

1......2......3......4......5

(c) She was just told by a colleague that he will not help her
to prepare an important project, because he is leaving for
a last-minute holiday

1......2......3......4......5.
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Results

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics

In Table 1 we present descriptive statistics and correlations for
the entire sample. It needs to be acknowledged that the reli-
ability coefficient for the HSNS (vulnerable narcissism) was
relatively low (α = .66). However, both in the original re-
search (Hendin and Cheek 1997) and in other studies using
the Polish translation of the measure (e.g., Czarna et al. 2014;
Czarna et al. 2016a, b; Maciantowicz and Zajenkowski 2018;
Rogoza et al. 2018; Zajenkowski et al. 2016), the alpha coef-
ficient oscillates around .70 (ranging from .62 to .75).
Nevertheless, the results associated with this scale should be
taken with caution.

Subsequently, we calculated gender differences between
variables (see Table 2) and found significant (or marginal)
differences in levels of all variables in our study except for
the HSNS scores. Women were significantly higher in neurot-
icism (lower emotional stability) and all individual aspects
and the total score of EI (the difference in facilitation was
marginal), but also higher in the scales of anger and hostility.
Men had significantly higher NPI scores. We then ran corre-
lations between the variables in the study within gender
groups (see Table 3).

In the entire sample and within gender groups, we found
that HSNS and NPI had relationships of opposite direction
with neuroticism: HSNS correlated positively with neuroti-
cism and NPI did negatively. In the entire sample, HSNS
correlated negatively with the facilitation subscale of EI and
no other links between narcissism of any form and EI were
detected. This correlation was driven by the correlation in the
female subsample. However, among men, the correlation with
facilitation was not significant and instead poor managing
emotions was significantly related to HSNS. Furthermore,

while in both gender groups, and the whole sample, HSNS
correlated significantly and moderately positively with anger
and hostility, there was a positive correlation between NPI and
hostility only among women. Finally, among both men and
women, neuroticism correlated significantly positively with
anger and hostility and the facilitation aspect of EI correlated
negatively with hostility in both men and women. Exclusively
among men, poor managing emotions was a significant cor-
relate of anger and hostility.

Predictors of Anger and Hostility

We then tested whether the relationships between HSNS and
NPI and anger and hostility could be explained by differences
in neuroticism and/or EI that are systematically related to nar-
cissism. We used a conservative approach to these tests and
only selected the variables that showed zero-order correlations
with both predictor and outcome variables. Thus, we tested
whether neuroticism, facilitation, and managing emotions
could in part or fully explain the relationship between narcis-
sism (HSNS and NPI) and anger and, separately, hostility.

First, we ran a hierarchical regression of anger (see
Table 4). In the first step, we entered HSNS and NPI as well
as gender and the interaction terms of narcissism (each form)
with gender. In this step we also controlled for site-of-
collection differences: they were accounted for with four
dummy-coded variables with the largest group, site 1, used
as the reference group..3 In the second step, we entered neu-
roticism, facilitation and managing emotions. In the third step,
we added an interaction effect of managing emotions and

Table 1 Correlations and descriptive statistics for all variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1.HSNS – .06 .41** .08 .06 −.16** −.04 −.01 .30** .48**

2.NPI – −.22** −.02 .04 .04 −.05 .01 .04 .02

3.Neuroticism – .10 .13** −.08 .06 .07 .48** .43**

4.EI Perception – .62** .50** .45** .83** .03 −.04
5.EI Understanding – .51** .43** .82** .08 .03

6.EI Facilitation – .43** .77** −.05 −.18**

7.EI Management – .71** −.03 −.14**

8. EI Total – .02 −.10
9.Anger – .38**

10.Hostility –

M 29.90 103.54 0.00 7.95 7.55 7.17 6.46 29.13 19.62 21.75

SD 5.71 18.66 1.00 1.59 1.50 1.43 1.30 4.58 6.09 6.20

N = 406. ** p < .01 (two-tailed)

3 We found the following site-of-collection differences: site 4 was significantly
lower in anger than site 1 and site 5 was significantly higher in hostility than
site 1. The site differences did not change the results: the described effects held
regardless of whether the analyses controlled for the site differences or not.
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gender, as correlations indicated that there might be a gender
difference in links between this subscale of EI and anger. The
results showed that in the first step HSNS and gender signif-
icantly predicted anger (men reported less anger than women).
Neither the NPI nor any of the interaction terms were signif-
icant (neither HSNS with gender, nor NPI with gender).
Results of the second step showed that neuroticism and man-
aging emotions significantly predicted anger while facilitation
did not. Furthermore, now both forms of narcissism were also
significant predictors of anger: the strength of HSNS as a
predictor decreased while NPI emerged to full significance .
An interaction effect of managing emotions and gender en-
tered in the third step was not significant and thus dropped.
The entire model explained around 30% of variance of the
dependent variable (Adj.R2 = .30, F[12,392)] = 10.71,
p < .001). Importantly, predictors entered in the first step
accounted for 14.6% of that variance and the ones entered in
the second step improved prediction by 15.4%: neuroticism
explained 14.7% of variance and managing emotions less than
1%.

Next, we conducted an analogous hierarchical regression
of hostility (see Table 5) The setup and the order of variables
entered was identical. The results of the first step showed that
narcissism of each form was significantly related to hostility
(significant main effect of HSNS and the interaction of HSNS
with gender, as well as the interaction of NPI with gender).
Simple slope analyses showed that HSNS predicted hostility
more strongly among women than men (among women:
b = .57, t = 9.55, p < .001, among men: b = .39, t = 5.95,
p < .001), while NPI had marginal relationships of opposite
directions among women and men (among women: b = .10,
t = 1.67, p = .096, among men: b = −.11, t = −1.74, p = .083).
Results of the second step showed that neuroticism and man-
aging emotions significantly predicted hostility while facilita-
tion did not. Furthermore, effects of narcissism were signifi-
cant (main effect of HSNS and the interaction of HSNS with
gender, as well as the interaction of NPI with gender). Simple
slope analyses showed that HSNS predicted hostility more
strongly among women than men (among women: b = .44,
t = 7.29, p < .001, among men: b = .25, t = 3.83, p < .001)

Table 2 Gender differences in the
levels of all variables Mf SDf MM SDf t df p Cohen’s d

1. HSNS 30.16 5.71 29.60 5.7242 .98 403 .329 .10

2. NPI 100.28 18.48 107.35 18.20 −3.87 403 <.001 .39

3. Neuroticism .28 .90 −.33 1.01 6.36 403 <.001 .63

4. EI Perception 8.09 1.64 7.78 1.51 1.92 404 .056 .19

5. EI Understanding 7.77 1.47 7.29 1.49 3.22 404 .001 .32

6. EI Facilitation 7.35 1.40 6.95 1.44 2.83 404 .005 .28

7. EI Management 6.82 1.15 6.05 1.35 6.08 367.94a <.001 .61

8. EI Total 30.02 4.55 28.08 4.41 4.35 404 <.001 .43

9. Anger 20.86 6.17 18.18 5.68 4.51 404 <.001 .45

10. Hostility 22.43 6.47 20.95 5.79 2.42 404 .016 .24

In the case of EIManagement, we reported the result of t-test without the assumption of homogeneity of variances
because Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances yielded a significant result, indicating that the variances in the
two subgroups are significantly different

Table 3 Correlations for all variables among women (above the diagonal) and among men (below the diagonal)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. HSNS – .09 .45** .05 .00 −.20** .05 −.03 .37** .55**

2. NPI .05 – −.14* .03 .05 .00 .02 .03 .12 .15*

3. Neuroticism .38** −.21** – .08 .04 −.09 .06 .03 .51** .37**

4. EI Perception .11 −.03 .07 – .66** .51** .48** .86** .03 −.05
5. EI Understanding .13 .08 .14 .55** – .53** .51** .85** .03 −.02
6. EI Facilitation −.13 .14 −.16* .47** .48** – .39** .76** −.09 −.20**

7. EI Management −.16* .00 −.11 .40** .31** .42** – .71** −.01 −.13
8. EI Total −.01 .06 −.01 .80** .78** .78** .68** – −.01 −.12
9. Anger .21** .05 .39** −.03 .06 −.07 −.18* −.07 – .37**

10. Hostility .38** −.10 .46** −.06 .05 −.20** −.23** −.14 .36** –

Nwomen = 218. Nmen = 187.
* p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed)
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though the magnitude of the relationships decreased, while
NPI now had a significant positive relationship with hostility
among women but not men (among women: b = .15, t = 2.64,
p = .009, among men: b = −.04, t = −.60, p = .549). An inter-
action effect of managing emotions and gender entered in the
third step was not significant and thus dropped. The entire
model explained around 34% of variance of the dependent
variable (Adj.R2 = .34, F[12,392] = 12.07, p < .001).
Importantly, predictors entered in the first step accounted for
25.6% of that variance and the ones entered in the second step
improved prediction by 8.5%: neuroticism explained 5.7% of
variance and managing emotions 2.8%.

Plausible Mediators

Although our data do not allow for causal inferences, having
found changes in the strength of relationships between narcis-
sism (of each form) and anger and hostility after accounting
for neuroticism and managing emotions, which might suggest
a mediation (or suppression - in the case of NPI), we have
formally tested for theoretically plausible mediations. Both
candidate mediators were entered together in each model.
Again, site-of-collection differences were accounted for with

four dummy-coded variables which were entered as controls
in our analyses. The largest group, site 1, was used as the
reference group.3 We also controlled for NPI in all analyses
where HSNS was an outcome variable (and vice versa). The
setup of each analysis was informed by the results of reported
correlation and regression analyses as described below.

Mediators of the Links between Vulnerable
Narcissism and Anger and Hostility

Given observed gender differences in the link between HSNS
and managing emotions, when testing mediators for anger we
first allowed for the paths between predictor and mediator to
be moderated by gender. Managing emotions however failed
to emerge as a significant mediator between HSNS and anger
and was subsequently dropped from the analysis, simplifying
the model to non-moderated mediation with a single mediator.
Bootstrapped results indicated that the 95% confidence inter-
val of the indirect effect between HSNS and anger did not
contain zero exclusively for neuroticism. The indirect effects
were significant amongmen and among women and there was
no significant difference between these conditional indirect
effects as indicated by insignificant moderated mediation

Table 4 Hierarchical regression of anger

Dependent variable: anger

Predictors β t p

Step 1 Gender −.16 −2.91 .004

HSNS .32 6.70 <.001

NPI .06 1.18 .239

HSNS x Gender −.07 −1.52 .130

NPI x Gender −.03 −.66 .512

Step 2 Gender −.04 −.64 .522

HSNS .13 2.67 .008

NPI .15 3.35 .001

HSNS x Gender −.07 −1.55 .121

NPIx Gender −.02 −.37 .710

Neuroticism .46 9.18 <.001

Facilitation .03 .65 .515

Managing emotions −.10 −2.00 .046

Step 3 Gender −.04 −.66 .510

HSNS .13 2.62 .009

NPI .15 3.34 .001

HSNS x Gender −.07 −1.58 .115

NPI x Gender −.02 −.37 .715

Neuroticism .46 9.13 <.001

Facilitation .03 .63 .527

Managing emotions −.09 −1.89 .059

Managing emotions x Gender −.02 −.54 .589

At each step dummy-coded site-of-collection differences were also con-
trolled for

Table 5 Hierarchical regression of hostility

Dependent variable: hostility

Predictors β t p

Step 1 Gender −.07 −1.29 .200

HSNS .49 10.96 .000

NPI .00 .04 .972

HSNS x Gender −.09 −2.06 .040

NPI x Gender −.10 −2.41 .016

Step 2 Gender −.03 −.58 .559

HSNS .35 7.55 .000

NPI .06 1.48 .140

HSNS x Gender −.10 −2.34 .020

NPI x Gender −.09 −2.25 .025

Neuroticism .28 5.81 .000

Facilitation −.03 .67 .505

Managing emotions −.16 −3.43 .001

Step 3 Gender −.03 −.56 .578

HSNS .36 7.58 .000

NPI .06 1.49 .138

HSNS x Gender −.10 −2.29 .022

NPI x Gender −.09 −2.25 .025

Neuroticism .29 5.84 .000

Facilitation −.03 −.64 .522

Managing emotions −.17 −3.50 .001

Managing emotions x Gender .03 .75 .454

At each step dummy-coded site-of-collection differences were also con-
trolled for
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index; we thus calculated confidence intervals for the entire
sample [.82, 1.55]. The direct effect remained significant.
Thus, neuroticism was a partial mediator of the relationship
between HSNS and anger (see Fig. 1, Table 6).

For hostility, we again allowed for the paths between pre-
dictor and mediator to be moderated by gender and tested
indirect effects in each gender group as well as formally tested
the difference between these conditional indirect effects. We
also controlled for the interaction between NPI and gender in
this analysis. Bootstrapped results indicated that the 95% con-
fidence interval of the indirect effect between HSNS and hos-
tility did not contain zero for neuroticism among men [.34,
1.10] or among women [.48, 1.15], and that a gender differ-
ence between these conditional indirect effects was not signif-
icant as indicated by an insignificant index of moderated me-
diation [−.43, .22]. Furthermore, bootstrapped results indicat-
ed that the 95% confidence interval of the indirect effect be-
tween HSNS and hostility did not contain zero for managing
emotions among men only [.01, .44], while it did among
women [−.18, .10]. An index of moderated mediation for this
gender difference was significant [.01, .51] indicating that the
conditional indirect effects were significantly different. The
direct effects remained significant. Thus, neuroticism was a
partial mediator of the relationship between HSNS and hostil-
ity among both men and women while managing emotions
was an additional partial mediator between relationship of
HSNS and hostility only among men (see Fig. 2, Table 7).

Mediators of the Links between Grandiose Narcissism
and Anger and Hostility

We then tested a simple mediation model between NPI and
anger with two candidate mediators: neuroticism and manag-
ing emotions entered simultaneously. Bootstrapped 95% con-
fidence interval of the indirect effect between NPI and anger
did not contain zero for neuroticism [−.88,. -30]. The direct
effect was significant. We found that low neuroticism signif-
icantly suppressed the relationship between NPI and anger
(Fig. 3, Table 8). Managing emotions failed to significantly
mediate the link.

Since we knew that NPI had different links with hostility
among men and women, we allowed for the path between
predictor and outcome to be moderated by gender, when test-
ing possible mediators of the link. We also controlled for the
interaction between HSNS and gender in this analysis4 .
Managing emotions failed to significantly mediate the link
and was dropped from the model, thus simplifying it to a
single mediator model. The results showed that low neuroti-
cism significantly suppressed the relationship between NPI
and hostility among both men and women and that this indi-
rect effect was not significantly different between the two
gender subgroups. The direct effect was significant among
women. Bootstrapped 95% confidence interval of the indirect
effect between NPI and hostility in the entire sample did not
contain zero for neuroticism (among women: [−.56, −.09],
among men: [−.79, −.15], in the full sample [−.71, −.24]).
Thus, only neuroticism emerged as a likely suppressor be-
tween NPI and hostility (Fig. 4, Table 9).

The Common Core of Narcissism

Finally, following Jauk et al. (2017a, b), we have partialled out
the variance related to neuroticism from HSNS and NPI, in
order to test whether indices created in this way (i.e.,
residualized) would show a significantly higher correlation
than the original indices, HSNS and NPI. The results showed
that indeed, the correlation of these residualized indices,
r(405) = .87, p < .001, was substantially higher than the zero-

Mediator1: 

Neuroticism

HSNS Anger

Fig. 1 Mediation of vulnerable
narcissism via neuroticism on
anger

Table 6 Results of mediation of vulnerable narcissism via neuroticism
on anger

Mediation Results Coefficient LLCI ULCI

Outcome: Neuroticism R2 = .31, F(7, 397) = 25.17, p < .001

HSNS .41** .33 .50

Gender −.65** −.84 −.45
Outcome: Anger R2 = .31, F(8, 396) = 22.08, p < .001

HSNS .78** .21 1.36

Gender −.05 −1.31 1.21

Neuroticism 2.83** 2.23 3.43

Direct effect .78** .21 1.36

Indirect effect 1.16** .82 1.55

This analysis also controlled for grandiose narcissism and dummy-coded
site-of-collection differences. LLCI: Lower Limit Confidence Interval,
ULCI: Upper Limit Confidence Interval.* p < .05, ** p < .01

4 We have also repeated all mediation analyses without controlling for the
counterpart form of narcissism (and its interaction with gender) and the results
were essentially the same. Importantly, the significance of all reported indirect
and direct effects was unchanged.
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level correlation of the original indices, r(405) = .06, p = .207.
The difference was significant, z = 18.18, p < .001.

Discussion

In the present study, we examined the relationship between
grandiose and vulnerable narcissism and two internal aspects
of aggression: anger and hostility. The results indicated that
vulnerable narcissism, but not grandiose narcissism, was as-
sociated with a tendency toward experiencing anger and a
hostile attitude. Thus, we have further supported the narcissis-
tic rage concept proposed by Krizan and Johar (2015), who
suggested that among the two forms of narcissism, only the
vulnerable one is related to chronic anger, distrust, and hostil-
ity, which constitute the core aspects of narcissistic rage. We
also investigated factors that might potentially explain the
vulnerable narcissists’ tendency to increased anger and hostil-
ity. These analyses revealed interesting results concerning the
roles of neuroticism, EI, and gender. We have however also
found unmodelled, direct shared variance between narcissism
and aggression, suggesting the existence of another possible
source of this common variance. Finally, we investigated and
confirmed that removing the variance related to neuroticism
from the indices of vulnerable and grandiose narcissism
would increase the correlation between the two, thus revealing
an approximation of the “common core” of narcissism.

First, we confirmed earlier findings showing distinct rela-
tionships between vulnerable and grandiose forms of narcis-
sism and neuroticism (Maciantowicz and Zajenkowski 2018;
Miller et al. 2018; Pincus et al. 2009; Sedikides et al. 2004).
Neuroticism can indeed help differentiate the two forms of
narcissism. Vulnerable narcissists were highly neurotic and
grandiose narcissists were relatively emotionally stable.
Furthermore, neuroticism turned out to be a significant factor
in the link between vulnerable narcissism and anger and hos-
tility. These findings corroborate earlier research into

neuroticism (Bettencourt et al. 2006). Although our study de-
sign does not allow to draw inferences about causality and
several alternative pathways are conceivable, we have decided
to test and argue that, in line with our hypotheses and some
previous evidence (Maciantowicz and Zajenkowski 2018),
neuroticism is a likely mediator of the relationship between
vulnerable narcissism and both anger and hostility. It is possi-
ble that vulnerable narcissists, similarly to neurotics (see
Matthews et al. 2009), are more sensitive to stimuli that evoke
negative emotions, more reactive to stressors, and less effi-
cient at coping with stress. Thus, overwhelmed by negative
affect, vulnerable narcissists may be prone to experiencing
increased levels of frustration, anger, dejection, and negative
evaluations of self and others (hostility) and shame.

Although vulnerable narcissism did not correlate with the
global ability EI, it was significantly associated with low fa-
cilitation subscale from the ability EI measure among women
- in line with earlier findings (Zajenkowski et al. 2018). This
aspect of EI reflects an ability to assimilate emotions with
thinking and problem solving as well as to use emotion to
direct attention to important information (Mayer et al. 2004).
Low facilitation ability might make it difficult for vulnerable
narcissists to disengage thoughts from negative emotions,
which in turn can lead to biased information processing.
This aspect of EI, however, did not play a significant role in
the investigated relationships. Instead, another aspect of low
EI, poor managing emotions, known also as strategic emotion
regulation ability, emerged as a significant factor in the link
between vulnerable narcissism and hostility among men.
Difficulties in regulating one’s own and others’ emotions,
along with high neuroticism, might be responsible for some
of the common problems observed in vulnerable narcissistic
men: hostility. However, it is important to acknowledge that
EI and neuroticism seem to be independent mediators of the
narcissism-hostility relation, which confirms earlier findings
about how strategic emotion regulation ability operates
(Lopes et al. 2011). Earlier research has already linked lower

Fig. 2 Moderated mediation of
vulnerable narcissism via
neuroticism and managing
emotions on hostility. The dashed
line represents an insignificant
moderation effect
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EI in men, with negative outcomes, including illegal drug and
alcohol use, deviant behavior, and poor relations with other
people (Brackett et al. 2004). Ability to manage emotions has
been shown to impact quality of interpersonal relationships, in
particular levels of interpersonal conflict (Lopes et al. 2011). It

helps people to preempt fruitless conflict or attenuate the neg-
ative impact of personal antagonisms more than it helps to
enhance the positive dimension of relationship quality, such
as social bonding, companionship, nurturance or intimacy.
Those findings remained significant even after statistically
controlling for scores on the Big Five and academic achieve-
ment. EI was significantly associated with maladjustment and
negative behaviors for college-aged men, but not for women
(Brackett et al. 2004). Moreover, inability to control emotions,
and anger in particular, lead to interpersonal problems and
social maladjustment especially among men (e.g. Caspi et al.
1987; Brackett et al. 2006).

Interestingly, our findings show that managing emotions
plays a role in explaining only hostility but not anger of men
with high levels of vulnerable narcissism. The reason for this
might lie in the nature of the two facets of aggression. While
anger, measured with items such as “I flare up quickly but get
over it quickly” or “When frustrated, I let my irritation show”,
involves physiological arousal and preparation for aggression,
represents the emotional or affective component of aggressive
behavior, hostility consists of feelings of ill will and injustice,
being wronged and disadvantaged, resentment and suspicion
of others’ motives and represents the cognitive (and internal-
izing, to a certain degree) component of aggressive behavior
(Buss and Perry 1992). Thus hostility might likely constitute
an antecedent of the emotional component. Hostility, as

Table 7 Results of moderated mediation of vulnerable narcissism via
neuroticism and managing emotions on hostility

Moderated Mediation Results Coefficient LLCI ULCI

Outcome: Neuroticism R2 = .31, F(9, 395) = 19.71, p <. 001

HSNS .41** .33 .50

Gender −.65** −.85 −.45
HSNS x Gender −.07 −.24 .10

Conditional effects:

Among women .44** .33 .56

Among men .37** .25 .50

Outcome: Managing Emotions R2 = .11, F(9, 395) = 5.60, p < .001

HSNS −.06 −.16 .03

Gender −.63** −.85 −.41
HSNS x Gender −.22* −.41 −.03
Conditional effects:

Among women .04 −.09 .17

Among men −.18* −.32 −.04
Outcome: Hostility R2 = .36, F(9, 395) = 19.84, p < .001

HSNS 2.22** 1.65 2.78

Gender −.35 −1.65 .94

HSNS x Gender −1.24* −2.26 −.22
Neuroticism 1.77** 1.17 2.36

Managing Emotions −1.08** −1.61 −.56
Direct effects

Among women 2.79** 2.06 3.52

Among men 1.55** .76 2.34

Indirect effect via Neuroticism

Among women .78** .48 1.15

Among men .66** .34 1.10

Indirect effect via Managing Emotions

Among women −.04 −.18 .10

Among men .20* .01 .44

This analysis controlled for grandiose narcissism and its interaction with
gender, and dummy-coded site-of-collection differences. LLCI: Lower
Limit Confidence Interval, ULCI: Upper Limit Confidence Interval.
* p < .05, ** p < .01

Table 8 Results of mediation of grandiose narcissism via neuroticism
on anger

Mediation Results Coefficient LLCI ULCI

Outcome: Neuroticism R2 = .31, F(7, 397) = 25.17, p < .001

NPI −.20** −.29 −.12
Gender −.65** −.84 −.45
Outcome: Anger R2 = .31, F(8, 396) = 22.08, p < .001

NPI .92** .39 1.44

Gender −.05 −1.31 1.21

Neuroticism 2.83** 2.23 3.43

Direct effect .92** .39 1.44

Indirect effect −.57** −.88 −.29

This analysis also controlled for vulnerable narcissism and dummy-coded
site-of-collection differences. LLCI: Lower Limit Confidence Interval,
ULCI: Upper Limit Confidence Interval. * p < .05, ** p < .01

Mediator1: 

Neuroticism

NPI Anger

Fig. 3 Mediation of grandiose
narcissism via neuroticism on
anger
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defined by Buss and Perry (1992) and measured with items
such as “I am sometimes eaten up with jealousy” or “At times
I feel I have gotten a raw deal out of life”, is covert, internal-
izing (unlike anger, which is overt and expressive, externaliz-
ing), not easily observable, strongly related to negative emo-
tionality and, importantly, has the strongest links to low self-
esteem among all aspects of aggression. In all likelihood, it
causes intense internal suffering to those who harbor it. It
seems to make sense that this cognitive component of aggres-
sion, which is likely a driver but might also be a residual of
anger and active - physical or verbal - aggression, is modifi-
able by managing emotions that uses cognition, intelligence
and knowledge to regulate one’s own and others’ emotions
and operates via cognitive mechanism of appraisal (the way

people evaluate emotional situations) and situation modifica-
tion (the way people identify responses to influence these
situations; Lopes et al. 2011). Managing emotions, also
known as the strategic emotion regulation ability, is described
as antecedent-focused which means that it is an ability to
effectively regulate emotions before an individual becomes
fully aroused and it operates on antecedents of this arousal -
such as hostile cognition. It does not help people to manage
conflict with others by amplifying positive affect and damp-
ening negative affect in oneself. It also does not help control
behavior or emotional expression in the midst of an intense
emotional reaction. Instead, it represents a more strategic or
intellectualized dimension of EI, involving the capacity to
evaluate emotional situations and identify effective strategies
for managing them. Our findings seem to confirm the clinical
view that it is deficient strategies to maintain a positive self-
image and, in particular, defective self-regulation that contrib-
utes to the problematic self and affect states in narcissism
(Pincus and Lukowitsky 2010).

Furthermore, our results add to the accumulating body of
evidence showing that narcissism might qualitatively differ
between men and women, with men displaying increased sen-
sitivity to potentially threatening situations and maladaptive
affective regulation and generally more emotionally dysfunc-
tional characteristics (Jauk et al. 2017a, b; Morf and
Rhodewalt 2001). Differences in brain activity and affective
dysregulation, including general elevations in cortisol levels
and exaggerated physiological stress responses were apparent
only in narcissistic men, but not in women (Edelstein et al.
2010; Jauk et al. 2017a, b; Reinhard et al. 2012).

Our study revealed that grandiose narcissism’s associations
with the internal aspects of aggression are more complex than
those of vulnerable narcissism with anger and hostility. First,
we found that grandiose narcissism is generally unrelated to
aggression outcomes. However, when we controlled for neu-
roticism in the models, the positive relation between grandiose
narcissism and both anger and hostility increased, suggesting
a suppression effect. Although, as mentioned earlier, our data
do not allow for causal inferences, we speculate that emotional
stability (low neuroticism) “protects” grandiose narcissistic
individuals against experiencing increased levels of anger
and hostility. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that in almost all

Table 9 Results of moderated mediation of grandiose narcissism via
neuroticism on hostility

Moderated Mediation Results Coefficient LLCI ULCI

Outcome: Neuroticism R2 = .31, F(9,395) = 19.71, p < .001

NPI −.20** −.29 −.12
Gender −.65** −.85 −.45
NPI x Gender −.07 −.24 .10

Conditional effects:

Among women −.17** −.28 −.06
Among men −.24** −.37 −.12
Outcome: Hostility R2 = .33, F(10, 394) = 19.41, p < .001

NPI .37 −.16 .90

Gender .34 −.93 1.61

NPI x Gender −1.18* −2.22 −.15
Neuroticism 1.79** 1.18 2.39

Direct effects

Among women .92* .21 1.62

Among men −.27 −1.05 .51

Indirect effect via Neuroticism

Among women −.30** −.56 −.09
Among men −.43** −.79 −.15

This analysis controlled for vulnerable narcissism and its interaction with
gender, and dummy-coded site-of-collection differences. LLCI: Lower
Limit Confidence Interval, ULCI: Upper Limit Confidence Interval.
* p < .05, ** p < .01

NPI

Mediator1: 

Neuroticism

Hostility

Moderator: 

Gender

Fig. 4 Moderated mediation of
grandiose narcissism via
neuroticism on hostility. The
dashed line represents an
insignificant moderation effect

5510 Curr Psychol (2021) 40:5499–5514



our analyses where we looked into indirect effects of narcis-
sism of each form on anger and hostility, results showed that
direct effects remained positive and significant (the single ex-
ception being the conditional direct effect of grandiose narcis-
sism on hostility among men). This in itself suggests that there
is another factor which likely underlies the aggressive re-
sponses of narcissists, unrelated to neuroticism or EI. It might
likely be common to both forms of narcissism. Indeed, recent
findings suggest that this underlying factor might be a part of
the “common core of narcissism”, namely antagonism (Vize
et al. 2019). Our results seem to support this possibility. The
inconsistency between findings of Krizan and Johar (2015)
and Vize et al. (2019) might only be ostensible as there seems
to be space (and unexplained variance) for multiple factors
driving aggression in narcissism, with some being more (such
as neuroticism and managing emotions) and others less spe-
cific (such as antagonism) to particular forms of narcissism,.

Moreover, interesting and unexpected findings were related
to the higher levels of anger and hostility among women than
men.When trying to explain the former finding, we tested and
found similar gender differences in another dataset from a
published research using a Polish sample (N = 304; 193
women; Czarna et al. 2016a, b; dataset from Study 1): women
reported slightly (not significantly) higher levels of hostility
and significantly higher levels of anger than men. Thus, it is
possible that these gender differences in levels of internal as-
pects of aggression in Polish samples are not a chance finding.
Since there is evidence that gender role identification and
cultural norms contribute to gender differences in aggression
(e.g. Milovchevich et al. 2001), future cross-cultural research
might provide an explanation of these results.

Finally, our test inspired by the statistical procedure used
by Jauk et al. (2017a, b) confirmed that removing the variance
related to neuroticism from the indices of vulnerable and gran-
diose narcissism significantly increased the correlation be-
tween the two forms, thus bringing us closer to the “core of
narcissism”. This finding is yet another piece of evidence
suggesting that the two forms of narcissism are likely just
different expressions of one underlying phenomenon masked
by divergent levels of other traits, such as neuroticism, extra-
version, approach-avoidance motivation.

Our research is not free from limitations. Above all, its
correlational and cross-sectional nature does not allow to draw
strong conclusions about causality (and mediation). A large
part of interpretations of our results therefore remain specula-
tive. As we cannot rule out alternative mechanisms and path-
ways or third variable effects, we cautiously formulate our
conclusion that it is the common variance that vulnerable
(and grandiose) narcissism shares with neuroticism or emo-
tion managing that is responsible for anger and hostility with-
out assuming strong causal links between the constructs.
Future research would do well by experimentally testing
whether interventions (such as psychotherapy, counseling, or

training) aimed at improving managing emotions, emotion
regulation, could help decrease hostility in vulnerable narcis-
sism. Additionally, it would be worth to examine the relations
between both forms of narcissism and anger/hostility as well
as the neuroticism and emotion regulation ability from recent-
ly proposed theoretical frameworks, i.e. the Spectrum Model
of Narcissism (Krizan and Herlache 2018) and the Trifurcated
Model of Narcissism (Miller et al. 2016). Both models postu-
late entitlement and antagonism, respectively, as a common
core for grandiose and vulnerable narcissism. Additionally,
the authors of these models argue that both entitlement and
antagonism might be responsible for aggression-related phe-
nomena, such as anger, or aggressive behavior (Krizan and
Herlache 2018; Miller et al. 2016; Vize et al. 2019). Finally,
while our study design and instruments are strictly trait-
focused and may not contribute much to the exciting new
literature which examines narcissistic grandiosity and vulner-
ability as fluctuating states arising from a common core, an
entire avenue for future research could be to investigate the
interplay of dispositions and dynamic mechanisms linking
situational cues and their interpretations with narcissistic
states and aggressive responses.

Conclusion

In the current study we found that trait vulnerable narcissism,
but not grandiose narcissism, was associated with a higher
tendency toward anger and hostility. Neuroticism accounted
for a large part of the relationship between vulnerable narcis-
sism and anger/hostility, whereas it masked the links of gran-
diose narcissism with anger and hostility. Poor managing
emotions, known also as strategic emotion regulation ability,
also played a role in explaining the relationship between vul-
nerable narcissism and anger/hostility exclusively among
men. These factors, however, were not capable of explaining
the full association between narcissism and aggression. There
were significant relationships between both forms of narcis-
sism with aggression, remaining after neuroticism and emo-
tion regulation were accounted for. These suggest that there is
another underlying source of this link, which could be antag-
onism. Finally, we found that controlling for interindividual
differences in neuroticism significantly increased the relation-
ship between vulnerable and grandiose narcissism, bringing
us closer to the common core of narcissism.
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