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Ostracism—being excluded and ignored—has severe, negative consequences. What is less clear is why
some individuals become frequent targets of ostracism in the first place. In two nationally representative
panel surveys, one experience sampling study, and six experiments (Ntotal = 77,289), we examine
associations between grandiose narcissism and ostracism. Cross-sectional panel data (Study 1) and a 14-day
experience sampling study (Study 2) show a strong link between narcissism and reporting ostracism more
frequently. Subsequent studies provide insight into three mechanisms underlying this relationship: First,
experiments show that narcissists are more sensitive to ambiguous but not to unambiguous exclusion cues
(negative perceptions mechanism; Studies 3a, 3b, and 3c; integrative data analysis; and Study 4). Second,
other individuals exclude narcissists more often because of their narcissistic traits (target behavior mechanism,
Studies 5 and 6). This holds true both when narcissistic traits, especially narcissistic rivalry, are explicitly
described and when narcissistic traits are implicitly inferred from short introduction videos. Finally, Study 7
longitudinally tests over 14 years whether narcissism is an antecedent and outcome of frequent exclusion.
Supporting a reverse causality mechanism, deviations in ostracism were followed by deviations in
narcissism 1 year later, and vice versa. Our findings demonstrate how negative perceptions, target behavior,
and reverse causality together determine who gets ostracized, from the perspective of those who get
ostracized and those who decide to ostracize. We discuss how the present approach can be used as a
framework to understand personality risk factors for frequent negative social experiences.
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Ostracism refers to the experience of being left out, ignored, or
socially excluded (Williams, 2009). Prior research has emphasized
the consequences of being excluded, showing robust and strong
negative effects for the ostracized individual (e.g., C. M. Büttner &
Greifeneder, 2024; Chen et al., 2020; Rudert, Janke, & Greifeneder,
2021). Considerably less research has been devoted to the question
why some individuals are ostracized in the first place. The present
contribution seeks to examine associations of narcissism1 with
the frequency of experiencing ostracism in everyday life. While
narcissism is associated with feelings of entitlement and self-
centeredness, different phenotypes of narcissists have been cate-
gorized (see Miller et al., 2021 for an overview). Two of these
phenotypes are especially prominent in prior research: Grandiose
and vulnerable narcissists (sometimes also termed overt and covert
narcissists; Cain et al., 2008; Dickinson & Pincus, 2003). The
present contribution focuses on grandiose narcissists.2 Grandiose
narcissism is associated with entitled, self-centered, immodest,
dominant, manipulative, and self-enhancing behavior (e.g., Back
et al., 2013; Kaufman et al., 2020; Poggi et al., 2019). Previous
experimental research suggests that grandiose narcissism is
associated with higher neurological activation after ostracism
(Cascio et al., 2015), although individuals with higher levels of
grandiose narcissism do not necessarily report higher threat to
psychological needs that are typically threatened by ostracism
(e.g., Brunell et al., 2021; Cascio et al., 2015; Fossati et al., 2017;
Mazinani et al., 2021). However, individuals with higher levels of
grandiose narcissism react to ostracism with stronger retaliatory
aggression toward the ostracism sources (e.g., Chester & DeWall,
2016), as well as toward uninvolved others (Twenge & Campbell,
2003). Moreover, individuals with higher levels of narcissism
display increased acceptance of violence following exclusion
(Blinkhorn et al., 2021), as well as higher endorsement of sexual
coercion (Lamarche & Seery, 2019). This body of experimental
research has in common that it focuses on reactions to singular,
short, experimentally induced ostracism episodes (e.g., in Cyberball,
see Williams et al., 2000). To our knowledge, no prior study has
documented associations of real-life ostracism experiences with
higher levels of narcissism.We assume that in addition to their more
intense reactions to ostracism, individuals with higher levels of
narcissism may report and experience ostracism more frequently
than individuals with lower levels of narcissism. Drawing on recent
findings on how personality might influence ostracism experiences
(e.g., Rudert, Hales, & Büttner, 2021; Rudert, Keller, et al., 2020) and
earlier work on the influence of personality on experiencing
interpersonal conflict (e.g., Nielsen et al., 2017; Nielsen &
Knardahl, 2015), at least three mechanisms may explain the
association between higher levels of narcissism and more frequent
reports of ostracism, as detailed in the following paragraphs.

Narcissism as a Risk Factor for Everyday
Ostracism—Negative Perceptions

Feeling ostracized is a subjectively construed experience based on
the perception of social cues by the target (Rudert & Greifeneder,
2016). Individuals may be intentionally ostracized by others, or
merely believe that others ostracized them, when in fact they did not,
or at least did not mean to. For example, individuals may feel
ignored when they no longer receive text messages (e.g., Smith &
Williams, 2004), when they are not included in social media posts

(e.g., C. M. Büttner & Rudert, 2022; Kenntemich et al., 2024; Lutz
et al., 2024), or if eye contact is missing (e.g., Wesselmann et al.,
2012; Wirth et al., 2010), independent of the reason. Because the
ostracism detection system will invariably set off the alarm when
belonging is threatened (Williams, 2009), factual as well as
misperceived ostracism likely hurt to a similar extent, and cause
similar consequences. This notion is supported by recent evidence
that ostracism hurts to the same extent even when ostracism was
expected (Jauch et al., 2023), when it originated from a nonhuman
agent (Jauch et al., 2022), or when ostracism was experienced
repeatedly (C. M. Büttner, Jauch, et al., 2024). Against this
background, individuals with a higher tendency to perceive or
misperceive ostracism may report ostracism more frequently.
Here, we argue that individuals with higher levels of narcissism
might be more sensitive to exclusion cues than individuals with
lower levels of narcissism, thereby perceiving to be more frequently
ostracized (negative perceptions mechanism; Nielsen & Knardahl,
2015). The notion that individuals with higher levels of narcissism
may be especially, or even overly, sensitive in their perception of
exclusion cues is consistent with earlier findings that narcissists
monitor their social surroundings carefully, with hostility and
suspiciousness (Rhodewalt & Morf, 1995), and are very attentive
to social cues in general, especially status-related cues (Grapsas et
al., 2020). Moreover, individuals with higher levels of narcissism
are more sensitive to perceiving social interactions as negative
(e.g., Cascio et al., 2015; Fossati et al., 2017; Poggi et al., 2019).
For instance, narcissists report experiencing more transgressions
in everyday life (McCullough et al., 2003). This perception might
be rooted in a lower threshold for perceiving transgressions, that
is, narcissists’ need to preserve their grandiose self-image might
lower their thresholds for taking offenses in everyday interactions.
Taken together, earlier research supports the idea that individuals
with higher levels of narcissism may perceive ostracism more
readily because they are more vigilant toward social cues (e.g.,
Grapsas et al., 2020), specifically toward exclusion cues (e.g.,
Fossati et al., 2017), and they also report more interpersonal
conflict in daily life (e.g., McCullough et al., 2003).

Narcissism as a Risk Factor for Everyday
Ostracism—Target Behavior

Ostracism is often motivated. Most individuals do not ostracize
others maliciously or recklessly (e.g., Rudert et al., 2018, 2023;
Rudert, Keller, et al., 2020). Instead, ostracism is a strategic tool to
serve group goals, such as to protect the group from individuals that
do not contribute to or even harm the group (e.g., Kurzban &
Leary, 2001; Rudert et al., 2017, 2023), for example, based on
their personality (e.g., Rudert, Hales, & Büttner, 2021; Rudert,
Keller, et al., 2020). As such, narcissists may be factually
ostracized more frequently, because they cause disruption in groups
or violate social norms (target behavior mechanism; Nielsen &
Knardahl, 2015). Grandiose narcissists’ behavior may be
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1 Narcissism is a continuous trait. For reasons of readability and consistent
with earlier research (e.g., Leckelt et al., 2015), we refer to individuals with
relatively higher narcissism scores as “narcissists” from hereon.

2 Data for vulnerable narcissism are available for Studies 2, 3a, 3b, 3c, 4,
and the supplementary pilot experience sampling study. These analyses are
reported within the analysis scripts as additional online material Open
Science Framework (OSF: https://osf.io/hda4c).
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particularly disruptive and norm-violating, thereby threatening
group goals: Narcissists often display antagonistic (e.g., Leckelt et
al., 2015; Roche et al., 2013), aggressive (e.g., Martinez et al.,
2008; Reidy et al., 2010), intolerant (Wallace et al., 2016),
belittling (Grapsas et al., 2020), quarrelsome (Wright et al., 2017),
dishonest (e.g., Schröder-Abé & Fatfouta, 2019), or rude behavior
(e.g., Holtzman et al., 2010; Peterson & DeHart, 2014). Regarding
their behavior in groups specifically, grandiose narcissists care
about status more than about belongingness (Zeigler-Hill et al.,
2019), so they may not contribute to communal goals if those goals
do not serve their egoistic interests (Campbell et al., 2005).
Narcissists are more likely to bully others (Baughman et al., 2012),
not help others (Lannin et al., 2014), and break social norms, if
they receive attention by doing so (Adams et al., 2014; Watson &
Morris, 1991). Particularly, breaking social norms has been linked to
decisions to ostracize (e.g., Rudert et al., 2023). Moreover, narcissists
are less agreeable in interactions (e.g., Holtzman et al., 2010)—a
personality trait prominently involved in decisions to ostracize (e.g.,
Hales et al., 2016; Rudert, Keller, et al., 2020). Reviewing these traits
and behaviors, it is not surprising that narcissists struggle to maintain
positive relationships (e.g., Kaufman et al., 2020), which may be
linked to experiencing and reporting ostracism more frequently. The
above-outlined traits and behaviors may pose a threat to a group’s
goals and may make other group members more likely to exclude
individuals with higher levels of narcissism. This notion is further
supported by findings that individuals with higher levels of
narcissism report experiencing more negative social interactions
(e.g., Dickinson & Pincus, 2003; Leckelt et al., 2015; Wurst et al.,
2017) and that this might be due to their general behavioral and
affective dysregulation in interpersonal conflicts (e.g., Czarna
et al., 2021; Dashineau et al., 2019).

Narcissism as a Risk Factor for Everyday
Ostracism—Reverse Causality

Third, narcissism may not only be an antecedent of experiencing
ostracism but also an outcome (reverse causality mechanism;
Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015). Similar relations have been demon-
strated between other personality traits and interpersonal conflicts:
For example, while personality traits may predict experiencing
workplace harassment, personality can also change as a reaction to
workplace harassment experiences (Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015).
Ostracism experiences have also been documented to affect targets’
personality traits, for example, in lowering agreeableness, consci-
entiousness, openness, and extraversion, but increasing neuroticism
(e.g., Hales et al., 2016;Wirth et al., 2024). In general, however, there
is little research on reverse causality mechanisms between target
personality traits and interpersonal conflicts, because longitudinal
data are missing (Nielsen et al., 2017)—a gap we intend to close here.

The Present Research

In the present contribution, we examine the association between
narcissism and experiencing ostracism. To summarize, we hypothe-
size that individuals with higher levels of grandiose narcissism report
ostracism more frequently than individuals with lower levels of
grandiose narcissism. This hypothesis is grounded in three distinct
conceptual mechanisms: First, more frequent reports of ostracism
may be rooted in narcissists’ perception of social cues (i.e., negative

perception mechanism; e.g., Cascio et al., 2015; Grapsas et al.,
2020). Second, individuals with higher levels of narcissism may
display group-disturbing behaviors that motivate others to factually
exclude them more often (i.e., target behavior mechanism; e.g.,
Brunell et al., 2011; Leckelt et al., 2015). Third, there might be a
reverse causality relationship between narcissism and ostracism
experiences, where narcissism is also a consequence of being
excluded repeatedly over time—a mechanism that is often missed
in cross-sectional study designs, because it requires repeated
measurements (Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015). Importantly, these
mechanisms may exist side by side, as the complex link between
personality and ostracism is likely driven by more than one singular
mechanism.

In Study 1, using a nationally representative sample, we investigate
the link between narcissism and the retrospective frequency of
experiencing ostracism. In Study 2, we replicate this investigation
using experience sampling data to explore everyday ostracism
experiences of individuals with higher levels of narcissism. Addi-
tionally, Study 2 examines the role of narcissism in the accuracy of
retrospectively estimating the frequency of being ostracized.
Studies 3a, 3b, 3c, an integrative data analysis, and Study 4 test
whether the relation between narcissism and ostracism is due to
narcissists perceiving and classifying certain experiences more
frequently as ostracism (i.e., negative perceptions mechanism),
both for unambiguous (Studies 3a–3c and integrative data analysis)
and more ambiguous social interactions (Study 4). Studies 5 and 6
test whether others indeed exclude narcissists more frequently
(i.e., target behavior mechanism), both when explicitly learning
about a collaborator’s narcissistic traits (Study 5), and implicitly
when inferring narcissists’ traits from short introduction videos
(Study 6). Finally, Study 7 examines the possible reverse causality
relationship between ostracism and narcissism in a random-intercept
cross-lagged panel model with measurements across 14 years.
Specifically, we investigate whether deviations in ostracism are
followed by deviations in narcissism 1 year later, and vice versa.

Method Statement

Transparency and Openness

All materials, analysis code, and data are available via the OSF
(https://osf.io/hda4c; C. Büttner, Rudert, et al., 2024). There are two
exceptions: Data for Study 1 underly data protection laws. Access to
the data is granted to all researchers via an application to the German
Institute for Economic Research (https://www.diw.de/en/diw_02.c.
222829.en/access.html). For Study 1, we therefore only provide the
analysis code. Data for Study 7 are part of the New Zealand Attitudes
and Values Study (NZAVS) and are available from any member
of the NZAVS advisory board. The analysis code used to test all
models reported in this article is available on the OSF (https://osf.io/
hda4c). We preregistered all hypotheses, sample size, exclusion
criteria, and analysis plans of the experience sampling and
experimental studies on AsPredicted (Study 2 study procedure:
https://aspredicted.org/THK_7DZ, Study 2 specific hypotheses:
https://aspredicted.org/KCV_QDP, Study 3a: https://aspredicte
d.org/xvwy-8zps.pdf, Study 3b: https://aspredicted.org/tgpq-srmh.
pdf, Study 3c: https://aspredicted.org/qt3p-4gdt.pdf, Study 4: https://
aspredicted.org/8cxt-jwkz.pdf, Study 5: https://aspredicted.org/
zpdy-mnxk.pdf, Study 6: https://aspredicted.org/kyqg-7msy.pdf).
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Effect Size Measures

As effect size measures, we report correlation coefficients r
for correlations, regression coefficients b for regression analyses,
mixed-effects models, and the random-intercept cross-lagged
panel model (RI-CLPM; Hamaker et al., 2015), Cohen’s d for t
tests and power analyses with Power ANalysis for GEneral Anova
designs (PANGEA; Westfall, 2015), and Odd’s ratios (ORs) for
logistic regression models. Further, we report 95% confidence
intervals (CI) for all effect sizes.
We report howwe determined our sample sizes, all data exclusions

(if any), all manipulations, and all measures in each study.

Study 1

Study 1 tests if individuals with higher narcissism scores retro-
spectively report more frequent ostracism than individuals with
lower narcissism scores. We test this hypothesis with survey data
from the innovation sample of the socioeconomic panel (see Goebel
et al., 2019), an annual, nationally representative survey among
German adults. We test the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Participants with higher compared to lower levels
of grandiose narcissism report more frequent ostracism during
the last 2 months.

Moreover, ostracism typically threatens the need for self-esteem
(e.g., Williams, 2007). At the same time, narcissism relates to a
fragile sense of self-esteem (e.g., Bosson et al., 2008; Brummelman
et al., 2016). It therefore appears important to explore whether self-
esteem accounts for the potential effects of narcissism on ostracism
frequency.

Method

Participants

We used the innovation sample of the socioeconomic panel wave
from 2015 that contained all variables of interest. The innovation
sample of the socioeconomic panel data on ostracism experiences has
previously been used in publications investigating the relationship of
ostracism with employment status (Albath et al., 2023), age (Rudert,
Janke, & Greifeneder, 2020), personality (Rudert, Keller, et al.,
2020), depression (Rudert, Janke, et al., 2021), sexual orientation
(C. M. Büttner, Rudert, & Kachel, 2024), and health care utilization
(C. M. Büttner, Lalot, et al., 2024). None of these publications
concerned narcissism as a predictor variable. In total, 1,592 participants
answered the narcissism and ostracism items (53.77% women,
46.23% men, Mage = 52.93, SD = 18.37, range = 17–96 years).

Measurements

Grandiose narcissism was assessed with the six-item short
form of the Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire
(NARQ, Leckelt et al., 2018). The NARQ differentiates two
distinct but related facets: admiration and rivalry. The admiration
facet describes narcissists’ ability to charm and manipulate others
to self-enhance, while the rivalry facet describes how narcissists
devalue others and act aggressively toward them to defend their
sense of superiority. Both facets and the associated behaviors

relate to the narcissist’s urge to maintain a grandiose self-image
(e.g., Back et al., 2013). Three items refer to the admiration
facet “I deserve to be seen as a great personality.” (sub-facet
grandiosity), “Being a very special person gives me a lot of
strength.” (sub-facet strive for uniqueness), and “I manage to be
the center of attention with my outstanding contributions.” (sub-
facet charmingness). Three items refer to the rivalry facet “I react
annoyed if another person steals the show from me.” (sub-facet
aggressiveness), “I want my rivals to fail.” (sub-facet strive for
supremacy), and “Most people are somehow losers.” (sub-facet
devaluation). All items are measured on 6-point Likert scales (1 =
does not apply at all, 6 = fully applies; Cronbach’s αoverall = .80;
Cronbach’s αadmiration = .82; Cronbach’s αrivalry = .603). Ostracism
was measured with the four-item Ostracism Short Scale (Rudert,
Keller, et al., 2020). Participants answer the question “In the last
two months, how often have you experienced the following?” with
respect to: “Other people have ignoredme,” “Other people have shut
me out from conversations,” “Other people have treated me as if I
was not there,” “Other people have excluded me from activities,” on
7-point Likert scales indicating frequency (1 = never, 7 = always;
Cronbach’s α = .85). Self-esteem was assessed with one item (“I
have a positive attitude toward myself,” 1 = not at all, 7 = applies
fully, M = 5.64, SD = 1.26, translated from Robins et al., 2001).

Results

As expected, narcissism and ostracism showed significant positive
associations (see Table 1), indicating that higher narcissism levels are
associated with more frequent retrospective ostracism. Interestingly,
the associations reflected a stronger relationship between ostracism
and the rivalry facet compared to the admiration facet of narcissism.
The associations are depicted in Figure 1.

Exploratory Analysis: Self-Esteem

Narcissism Overall Score. Self-esteem correlated negatively
with ostracism, r(1,590) = −.20, 95% CI [−.24, −.15], p = .001, but
not with narcissism, r(1,590)=−.001, 95%CI [−.06, .04], p= .786.
To find out whether narcissism explains variance in ostracism
frequency above and beyond the association of ostracism with self-
esteem, we conducted hierarchical linear regressions. Following
the suggestions by Westfall and Yarkoni (2016) for estimating
incremental validity in regression models using single predictors,
we adjusted the predictors by their reliability (for the single-item
measure of self-esteem,we assumed a reliability of .80) and thenmean-
centered them. Table 2 summarizes the results. Model comparison
showed that narcissism explains an additional 6.60% of the variance
in ostracism frequency, above and beyond the association of self-
esteem and ostracism, F(1, 1,589) = 62.10, p < .001. We therefore
conclude that the association of narcissism and ostracism is not a
mere byproduct of their association with self-esteem.

Narcissism Admiration. Self-esteem did not significantly corre-
late with narcissism admiration, r(1,587) = .05, 95% CI [−.003, .09],
p = .067. We followed the same approach as before and summarize
the results in Table 2. Model comparison showed that narcissism
admiration explains an additional 2.92% of the variance in ostracism
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3 This rather low reliability score has been found in earlier validations of
the short NARQ-S and has been ascribed to its brevity (Leckelt et al., 2018).
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frequency, above and beyond the association of self-esteem and
ostracism, F(1, 1,586) = 63.53, p < .001. Therefore, the association of
narcissism admiration and ostracism also goes beyond associations
with self-esteem.
Narcissism Rivalry. Self-esteem correlates significantly with

narcissism rivalry, r(1,587) = −.07, 95% CI [−.12, −.02], p =
.006. We followed the same approach and summarize the results
in Table 2. Model comparison showed that narcissism rivalry
explains an additional 6.77% of the variance in ostracism frequency,
F(1, 1,586) = 122.31, p < .001. Therefore, the association of
narcissism rivalry and ostracism also goes beyond the associations
with self-esteem.

Discussion

Using a nationally representative large-scale longitudinal sample,
we show that individuals with higher levels of narcissism retro-
spectively report getting ostracized more frequently than individuals
with lower levels of narcissism. Interestingly, this correlation
was stronger for the rivalry compared to the admiration facet of

narcissism. This corresponds to earlier research showing that
especially the rivalry facet and the associated behaviors hamper
popularity, whereas the admiration facet of narcissism may
increase popularity, at least initially (Leckelt et al., 2015).
Potentially, the antagonistic, rivalry side of grandiose narcissists
may cause ostracism, thus pointing to a potential target behavior
mechanism.

The representative sample analyzed in Study 1 provides new
insights and allows for high generalizability. Assessing data with
representative samples, however, often comes at the cost of relying
on very few questions only that, in our case, referred to a rather
extended time interval (i.e., 2 months). Because retrospective recall
is subject to systematic and unsystematic influences (e.g., Ebner-
Priemer & Trull, 2009; Napa Scollon et al., 2009), one could argue
that the frequency measures we employed do not offer a veridical
reflection of the actual number of exclusion situations that
narcissists encounter. We address these concerns in Study 2, using
an experience sampling approach that allows for higher measure-
ment precision.

Study 2

Study 2 uses an experience sampling approach4 to assess
experiences of everyday ostracism depending on individuals’ level
of narcissism. Experience sampling is an umbrella term for assessing
participants’ affect, cognition, and behavior outside of the lab, for
example, using participants’ smartphones as sampling devices (e.g.,
Christensen et al., 2003). While minimizing recall biases due to the
assessments being situated proximally to the event of interest (e.g.,
Napa Scollon et al., 2009), experience sampling allows to capture
real-life experiences, thereby increasing external validity. Thus,
experience sampling may capture narcissists’ everyday perceptions
of being excluded more accurately. Extending Study 1 further, we
use the extended measure of NARQ (Back et al., 2013) to ensure
higher reliability when looking at the admiration and rivalry sub-
facets separately.

Data collection was split into two phases: First, in the prescreening
survey, participants filled out trait measures, including measures of
narcissism. Next, they started the experience sampling part.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Associations of Narcissism and Ostracism in Study 1, N = 1,592

Variable M SD Range 1 2 3 4

1. Ostracism frequency 1.75 0.77 1–7 —

2. Narcissism 2.12 0.88 1–6 .13a***, 95% CI [.11, .15] —

3. Admiration 2.29 1.14 1–6 .08a***, 95% CI [.06, .09] .90***, 95% CI [.89, .91] —

4. Rivalry 1.95 0.89 1–6 .14a***, 95% CI [.11, .16] .84***, 95% CI [.82, .85] .52***, 95% CI [.48, .55] —

Note. Correlation coefficients are reported. CI = confidence interval.
a For models with skewness of residuals >1.00, ostracism was log-transformed, and regression coefficients are reported.
*** p < .001.

Figure 1
Narcissism (Admiration and Rivalry) Predicting Ostracism
Frequency in Study 1

Note. Gray areas around regression lines represent standard errors. See the
online article for the color version of this figure.

4 We conducted a pilot experience sampling study with 113 participants
over 21 days, please see OSF (https://osf.io/hda4c) for data, materials, and
analysis code, as well as a summary of the results. The results generally align
with those of Study 2; however, the pilot study used a dichotomized measure
of narcissism, and there were technical difficulties at the sampling start which
caused significant dropout.
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We test two sets of hypotheses. First, in line with Study 1,
we test:

Hypothesis 1: Participants with higher levels of narcissism
report more frequent ostracism during the last 2 months (i.e., in
the pre-screening survey).

Hypothesis 2: Participants with higher levels of narcissism
report more situations of everyday ostracism (i.e., in the
experience sampling main study).

Moreover, in Study 2, we implemented a measure to test the
negative perceptions mechanism, holding that individuals with
higher levels of narcissismmay be more sensitive in their perception
of exclusion. Specifically, as an indicator of negative perception, we
aimed to test whether individuals with higher levels of narcissism
would retrospectively overestimate the number of ostracism experi-
ences they had reported (see e.g., De Beurs et al., 1992; Ebner-Priemer
& Trull, 2009) and whether they thought that they got ostracized more
frequently than other people.

Hypothesis 3a: Participants with higher compared to lower
levels of narcissism retrospectively estimate reporting more
ostracism experiences than they actually reported.

And, based on narcissists’ tendencies to self-victimize (McCullough
et al., 2003), we also test whether:

Hypothesis 3b: Participants with higher compared to lower
levels of narcissism retrospectively estimate reporting more
ostracism experiences compared to other people, while control-
ling for the actual sum of ostracism experiences per participant.

Moreover, in exploratory fashion, we seek to test, as it was argued
before, but, to our knowledge, never tested, whether individuals
with higher levels of narcissism have higher rejection sensitivity

(e.g., Cascio et al., 2015; Fossati et al., 2017; Poggi et al., 2019),
which could make them more prone to perceiving exclusion.

We report methods and results concerning the prescreening part
first, followed by the main study’s methods and results.5

Prescreening

Method

Participants. We preregistered to sample 500 participants. In
total, 495 participants (U.S. Americans, gender-balanced sample)
completed the prescreening part for £5.65 (durationM = 47.83 min)
on Prolific. Participants were excluded if they failed attention checks
(n = 2), if they indicated not having participated in a serious manner
(<6 on a 9-point scale, n = 2), or if they withdrew consent that their
data can be analyzed (n = 1). As a consequence, 490 participants
were retained in the sample (Mage = 36.71 years, SD = 12.95,
48.78% women, 47.93% men, 3.27% nonbinary).

Materials and Procedure. Participants gave informed consent,
reported if they owned a smartphone, and were informed about the
procedure of the 14-day study. Next, participants passed an attention
check and answered the NARQ (Back et al., 2013; Cronbach’s α =
.86). Next, retrospective ostracism frequency in the last 2 months
was assessed, as in Study 1, with the Ostracism Short Scale (Rudert,
Keller, et al., 2020, Cronbach’s α= .94). Then, participants reported
on their rejection sensitivity with the Rejection Sensitivity Adult
Questionnaire (Berenson et al., 2009; Cronbach’s α = .84). This
questionnaire presents participants with nine short scenarios
(e.g., “You ask your parents or another family member for a loan
to help you through a difficult financial time.”). For each scenario,
participants indicate their concern to be rejected (e.g., “How
concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your family
would want to help you?”) and their expectation to be rejected (e.g., “I
would expect that they would agree to help as much as they can”).
Expectations are reverse-coded andmultiplied with concern ratings so
that rejection sensitivity scores can range from 1 to 49 (Berenson
et al., 2009). Participants provided demographic information and
reported on the seriousness of their participation. Participants were
thanked and had the opportunity to withdraw their answers from
data analysis. All participants who completed the prescreening were
eligible to participate in the experience sampling part.

Results

Table 3 shows all correlations between prescreening measures.
As predicted, narcissism correlated positively with retrospective
ostracism frequency in the last 2 months, r(488) = .16, 95% CI [.07,
.25], p< .001. More specifically, the rivalry facet, r(488)= .30, 95%
CI [.22, .38], p < .001, correlated significantly with retrospective
ostracism frequency, but not the admiration facet, r(488) = −.01,
95% CI [−.10, .08], p = .793.

Exploratory Preregistered Analysis: Rejection Sensitivity. Re-
jection sensitivity correlated positively with retrospective ostracism
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Table 2
Hierarchical Linear Regressions Adjusted for Reliability Assessing
the Effects of Narcissism, Admiration, Rivalry, and Self-Esteem on
Ostracism Frequency in Study 1

Examined effect b p R2 VIF

Step 1
Intercept 1.75, 95% CI [1.71, 1.78] <.001 .038
Self-esteem −0.11, 95% CI [−0.13, −0.08] <.001

Step 2—Predictor narcissism
Intercept 1.75, 95% CI [1.71, 1.78] <.001 .103
Self-esteem −0.11, 95% CI [−0.13, −0.08] <.001 1.00
Narcissism 0.20, 95% CI [0.16, 0.24] <.001 1.00

Step 2—Predictor narcissism admiration
Intercept 1.75, 95% CI [1.71, 1.78] <.001 .074
Self-esteem −0.11, 95% CI [−0.14, −0.09] <.001 1.00
Narcissism

admiration
0.12, 95% CI [0.09, 0.15] <.001 1.00

Step 2—Predictor narcissism rivalry
Intercept 1.75, 95% CI [1.71, 1.78] <.001 .106
Self-esteem −0.10, 95% CI [−0.12, −0.07] <.001 1.00
Narcissism

rivalry
0.18, 95% CI [0.15, 0.21] <.001 1.00

Note. VIF = variance inflation factor; CI = confidence interval.

5 This study is part of a larger project on everyday ostracism experiences,
and the data set has been used in previous investigations of everyday
ostracism (C. M. Büttner, Ren, et al., 2024; C. M. Büttner, Rudert, & Kachel,
2024; C. M. Büttner & Greifeneder, 2024). We here focus on describing
everyday ostracism experiences of grandiose narcissists and only report the
variables needed for these analyses.
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frequency, r(488) = .46, 95% CI [.39, .53], p < .001, but not with
overall narcissism, r(488) = −.02, 95% CI [−.10, .07], p = .666.
However, rejection sensitivity correlated negativelywith the admiration
facet, r(488) = −.21, 95% CI [−.30, −.13], p < .001, and positively
with the rivalry facet, r(488) = .23, 95% CI [.14, .31], p < .001. We
conducted hierarchical linear regressions to assess whether narcissism
explains variance in ostracism frequency above and beyond the
association of ostracismwith rejection sensitivity. Again, following the
suggestions byWestfall and Yarkoni (2016) for estimating incremental
validity in regression models using single predictors, we adjusted
the predictors by their reliability and then mean-centered them. We
summarize the results in Table 4. Model comparisons showed that
overall narcissism explains an additional 2.79% of the variance in
ostracism frequency, above and beyond the association of rejection
sensitivity and ostracism, F(1, 487) = 18.80, p < .001. The admiration
facet also explains an additional 0.70% of the variance in ostracism
frequency, F(1, 487)= 8.60, p= .027, and the rivalry facet explains an
additional 4.14% of the variance in ostracism frequency, F(1, 487) =
46.58, p < .001, see Table 4. We conclude that the association of
narcissism and ostracism explains unique variance beyond their
association with rejection sensitivity.

Main Study (Experience Sampling)

Method

Participants. Of the 490 prescreened participants, 323 (Mage =
38.04 years, SD = 13.15, 48.30% women, 48.60% men, 3.10%
nonbinary) participated in the entire 14-day experience sam-
pling study.
Materials and Procedure. Participants downloaded the app

Expiwell (https://www.expiwell.com) and the specific study. Using
the app, participants could indicate whenever they feel excluded and
or ignored (i.e., event-contingent sampling). In addition to the event-
contingent sampling, each evening, participants indicated if they
had experienced ostracism situations during the day that they had
not already reported (i.e., time-contingent sampling). We introduced
this measure to avoid underreporting of exclusion events (e.g., when
being excluded during a work meeting, it might not be possible to use
the smartphone immediately to report the experience). Moreover, the
evening questionnaires were implemented to ascertain that participants
were still actively participating in the study. Therefore, participants
were only allowed to miss a maximum of two questionnaires per week
(i.e., four in total). In a separate survey after the experience sampling
ended, we assessed retrospective estimates of ostracism experiences
(i.e., “What do you think, summing over the last 14 days, how many
situations did you report where you felt excluded and/or ignored?”).
We subtracted the actual sum of ostracism experiences from this
retrospective assessment reported by each participant, so that 0 reflects
accurate recall, a positive score reflects retrospective overestimation,
and a negative score reflects retrospective underestimation. We also
assessed self-comparisons of participants’ own ostracism frequency
with that of others (i.e., “Please compare your experiences to those of
others. I believe that the number of situations where I felt excluded
and/or ignored, totaled over the last 14 days is… 1=much lower than
other people experience, 4 = as many as other people experience, 7 =
much higher than other people experience”). In total, 315 participants
answered this questionnaire.
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Results

Participants reported 853 event-contingent events and 2546

time-contingent events. These were summed to build one score of
exclusion experiences per participant for the entire 14 days, which
we refer to as experience sampling ostracism frequency in what
follows. Experience sampling ostracism frequency correlated
positively with narcissism, r(320)= .13, 95%CI [.02, .24], p= .017.
The admiration facet also correlated positively with experience
sampling ostracism frequency, r(320) = .12, 95% CI [.01, .23], p =
.031, but the rivalry facet did not, r(320) = .09, 95% CI [−.02, .20],
p = .112, see Figure 2.

To test Hypothesis 3a that individuals with higher levels of
narcissism retrospectively estimate reporting more ostracism
experiences than they actually reported, we computed a score of
retrospective estimation. On average, participants overestimated
the number of reported experiences by almost one experience,
M = 0.92, SD = 3.38, range = −5 to 14. In total, 158 participants
(50.48%) accurately estimated the number of reported experi-
ences, 89 participants (28.43%) overestimated, and 66 partici-
pants (21.09%) underestimated how many experiences they
reported. This estimate correlates positively with narcissism, albeit
not significantly, r(312) = .11, 95% CI [−.001, .22], p = .053, see
Figure 3 for a depiction. The same was true for the admiration facet,
r(312) = .09, 95% CI [−.02, .20], p = .112, and the rivalry facet,
r(312) = .08, 95% CI [−.02, .19], p = .135.

While we preregistered the approach to subtract the actual sum of
ostracism experiences from participants’ retrospective assessment,
we acknowledge that difference scores are often criticized for
amplifying measurement error (van Breukelen, 2013). Therefore, in
exploratory fashion, we also computed a linear regression model
using a covariance approach (i.e., using narcissism and the actual
sum of ostracism experiences as predictors of participants’ retro-
spective assessment). Both overall narcissism, b = .55, 95% CI
[0.10, 1.01], variance inflation factor (VIF) = 1.01, p = .018, and
the actual sum of ostracism experiences, b = .82, 95% CI [0.72,
0.92], VIF = 1.01, p < .001, predicted participants’ retrospective
assessment. The same results can be observed for the admiration
facet, b = .33, 95% CI [.004, .65], VIF = 1.01, p = .048, but not for
the rivalry facet, b= .38, 95% CI [−.04, .80], VIF= 1.01, p= .075.

To test Hypothesis 3b, as preregistered, we computed a linear
model with individuals’ retrospective estimates of reported ostracism
experiences compared to other people as the dependent variable,
while controlling for the actual sum of ostracism experiences per
participant. On average, participants reported experiencing slightly
less ostracism than others, and a one-sample t test confirmed that
the mean rating of own ostracism experiences compared to others’
ostracism experiences (M = 3.00, SD = 1.29, range = 1–7) was
significantly lower than the midpoint of the scale (4), t(314) =
−13.74, p < .001, d = −0.77, 95% CI [−0.90, −0.65]. Narcissism
did not significantly correlate with retrospective estimates of reported
ostracism experiences compared to other people, r(313)=−.01, 95%
CI [−.11, .10], p = .917, and neither did the narcissism admiration,
r(313) = .02, 95% CI [−.09, .13], p = .757, nor the narcissism rivalry
facet, r(313) = −.03, 95% CI [−.14, .08], p = .552. In the linear
model, controlling for the actual sum of ostracism experiences
per participant and contrary to Hypothesis 3b, narcissism was not
associated with individuals’ retrospective ostracism experience
compared to others, b = −0.09, 95% CI [−0.26, 0.07], VIF = 1.01,
p = .250. However, as detailed before, narcissism was associated
with the actual sum of ostracism experiences, b = 0.14, 95% CI
[0.11, 0.18], VIF = 1.01, p < .001. Regarding the facets of
narcissism, neither narcissism admiration, b = −0.03, 95% CI
[−0.15, 0.08], VIF = 1.01, p = .550, nor narcissism rivalry, b =
−0.10, 95% CI [−0.25, 0.05], VIF= 1.01, p= .182, was associated
with individuals’ retrospective ostracism experience compared to
others.
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Table 4
Hierarchical Linear Regressions Adjusted for Reliability Assessing
the Effects of Narcissism, Admiration, Rivalry, and Rejection
Sensitivity on Ostracism Frequency in Study 2

Examined effect b p R2 VIF

Step 1
Intercept 2.58, 95% CI [2.46, 2.70] <.001 .209
Rejection sensitivity 0.09, 95% CI [0.08, 0.11] <.001

Step 2
Intercept 2.58, 95% CI [2.47, 2.70] <.001 .237
Rejection sensitivity 0.09, 95% CI [0.08, 0.11] <.001 1.00
Narcissism 0.28, 95% CI [0.15, 0.41] <.001 1.00

Step 2—Predictor narcissism admiration
Intercept 2.58, 95% CI [2.46, 2.70] <.001 .216
Rejection sensitivity 0.10, 95% CI [0.08, 0.11] <.001 1.05
Narcissism

admiration
0.11, 95% CI [0.01, 0.21] .027 1.05

Step 2—Predictor narcissism rivalry
Intercept 2.58, 95% CI [2.47, 2.70] <.001 .250
Rejection sensitivity 0.08, 95% CI [0.07, 0.10] <.001 1.05
Narcissism rivalry 0.30, 95% CI [0.19, 0.42] <.001 1.05

Note. VIF = variance inflation factor; CI = confidence interval.

Figure 2
Narcissism (Admiration and Rivalry) Predicting Experience
Sampling Ostracism Frequency in Study 2

Note. Gray areas around regression lines represent standard errors. See the
online article for the color version of this figure.

6 We omitted one extreme outlier from analyses who reported 110
additional time-contingent ostracism experiences.

8 BÜTTNER, RUDERT, ALBATH, SIBLEY, AND GREIFENEDER



Discussion

Study 2 employs experience sampling, revealing that individuals
with higher levels of narcissism report more exclusion experiences
in daily life compared to less narcissistic individuals. This replicates
and extends findings from Study 1 with an in situ measurement.
Interestingly, differential effects arose for retrospective versus
experience sampling ostracism frequency. In particular, admiration
did not significantly correlate with the retrospective frequency of
ostracism, potentially because admiration fosters behaviors that
make individuals more likable and socially accepted, thus leading to
fewer recalled instances of being ostracized (e.g., Back et al., 2013;
Leckelt et al., 2015; Miller et al., 2021). Moreover, admiration may
bias memory toward remembering positive social interactions and
downplaying or forgetting instances of ostracism due to their focus
on social validation and likability (e.g., Benson et al., 2019; Miller
et al., 2021). The tendency to seek others’ approval may further
spur selective memory that emphasizes inclusion and minimizes
exclusion, leading to fewer recalled instances of being ostracized.
Rivalry, in contrast, correlated strongly with retrospective ostracism
frequency, likely due to its association with behaviors that provoke
negative social reactions and rejection (e.g., Back et al., 2013;
Holtzman et al., 2010; Wright et al., 2017). In particular, antagonistic
behaviors associated with narcissistic rivalry likely lead to more
frequent andmemorable instances of conflict, rejection, and ostracism
(e.g., Leckelt et al., 2015; McCullough et al., 2003). At the same
time, rivalry is associated with a tendency to perceive others more
negatively (e.g., Back et al., 2013), and this tendency may spread to
a heightened memory of negative social interactions, including
ostracism. Together, these biases toward negative social interactions
may reinforce their perception of being frequently ostracized,

especially in retrospective recall (e.g., Ebner-Priemer & Trull,
2009). Interestingly, different from the associations with retrospec-
tive ostracism frequency, both admiration and rivalry correlated
positively with experience sampling ostracism frequency. This may
reflect that in daily life, individuals high in either facet of narcissism
experience more frequent ostracism. However, only admiration
(p = .031) but not rivalry (p = .112) correlated significantly
with experience sampling ostracism frequency. This might seem
counterintuitive given the adaptive nature of admiration but it
could point to others’ differential reactions to individuals high in
admiration versus individuals high in rivalry: In daily life,
individuals high in rivalry may provoke direct conflict through
their behavior (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2021) rather
than subtle ostracism. In contrast, individuals high in admiration
may be popular and liked by others, therefore, confronting them
directly may seem unjustified and reflect badly on the confronting
individual (e.g., Rudert et al., 2018). In such cases, ostracism as
a more subtle form of punishment for deviating behaviors of
individuals high in admiration, like manipulativeness or competi-
tiveness (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2021), may be the
choice of means. Importantly, punishing norm-violating behavior
in direct confrontation versus subtle ostracism are often orthogonal
behaviors (e.g., Eriksson et al., 2021; Molho et al., 2020; Rudert
et al., 2023), supporting the idea that while admiration traits may
elicit less direct conflict (e.g., Leckelt et al., 2015), they could elicit
more everyday ostracism. To summarize, the differences in the
association of narcissism with retrospective recall of ostracism
frequency versus experience sampling of ostracism experiences may
have two reasons: First, memory plays a greater role in retrospective
recall and rivalry may have left stronger traces in biasing memory.
Second, experience sampling may have been better fit to capture
that, in daily life, ostracism is often the only socially acceptable
instrument of punishment for individuals high in admiration while
individuals high in rivalry experience direct confrontation and not
ostracism.

The present findings may also offer support for the proposed
target behavior mechanism: There was a positive correlation
between the rivalry facet of narcissism and rejection sensitivity.
Rejection sensitivity is argued to develop in children after repeated
experiences of being rejected (e.g., Downey & Feldman, 1996). As
such, one could argue that narcissistic traits such as rivalry correlate
positively with rejection sensitivity because rivalry traits foster
interpersonally maladaptive narcissistic behaviors (e.g., Back et al.,
2013; Holtzman et al., 2010; Wright et al., 2017) that then lead to
more frequent ostracism and rejection and, as a consequence, to
higher rejection sensitivity (e.g., Downey & Feldman, 1996). Put
differently, rivalry behaviors may create a cycle where repeated
ostracism reinforces sensitivity to future rejection. In contrast, our
findings show that admiration correlates negatively with rejection
sensitivity because admiration traits foster interpersonally adaptive
narcissistic behaviors (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Leckelt et al., 2015;
Miller et al., 2021). Based on the differential correlations with
rejection sensitivity, the experience sampling data may thus provide
first cautious support for a target behaviormechanism in narcissists’
higher frequency of ostracism. Taken together, the differential
effects of admiration and rivalry on ostracism frequency and
rejection sensitivity support the idea of a target behaviormechanism
in narcissistic individuals: Individuals with high levels of rivalry
may engage in behaviors that elicit rejection and reinforce a cycle of
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Figure 3
Narcissism Predicting Retrospective Estimate Difference to Actual
Number of Reported Ostracism Experiences in the Experience
Sampling Part, in Study 2

Note. The horizontal line (y= 0) marks accurate recall. Positive values on
the y-axis represent retrospective overestimation, negative values represent
retrospective underestimation. Gray areas represent standard errors. See
the online article for the color version of this figure.

NARCISSISTS’ EXPERIENCE OF OSTRACISM 9



ostracism and heightened rejection sensitivity. Those with high
levels of admiration, despite experiencing ostracism frequently in
daily life, engage in socially adaptive behaviors that generally
reduce rejection sensitivity. These findings highlight the complex
dynamics of narcissistic traits and their impact on individuals’
experiences of ostracism and sensitivity to rejection.
We additionally assessed the accuracy of recalled experiences

(i.e., how many experiences participants thought they had reported,
also in comparison to other people). Results from this measure may
again point to the negative perceptionsmechanism: Individuals with
higher levels of narcissism retrospectively overestimated how many
experiences they had reported (by trend: p = .053). The next set of
studies aimed to put the claim that narcissists are overly ready to
perceive ostracism to an experimental test.

Studies 3a–3c

Studies 3a, 3b, and 3c aimed to test the negative perceptions
mechanism, holding that individuals with higher levels of narcissism
may be more sensitive in their perception of exclusion, in an
experimental setting. To test whether individuals with higher levels
of narcissism more readily perceive to be excluded, we adapted the
Cyberball paradigm (Williams & Jarvis, 2006). We created different
conditions by varying the levels of inclusion in the ball-tossing game
(i.e., being included,7 partially excluded, or completely excluded).
We then examined if participants’ perceptions of their share of ball
throws change as an indicator of perceived social participation (see
Renneberg et al., 2012 for a similar approach).
In each study, we preregistered two partly opposing predictions.

First, in line with the idea that individuals with higher levels of
narcissism display a heightened sensitivity to any exclusion
situation, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4a: In both exclusion conditions (i.e., partially and
completely excluded participants), participants with higher
compared to lower levels of narcissism report receiving fewer
ball throws ( full sensitivity hypothesis, reflected in a main effect
of narcissism).

Importantly, previous research noted that narcissists’ hostile
attribution of others’ behavior is particularly prominent, if the
situation is ambiguous (e.g., McCullough et al., 2003). Ambiguity
in perceiving exclusion would be particularly present, if exclusion
was only partial. Therefore, alternatively to the full sensitivity
hypothesis, we hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 4b: Only in the partial exclusion condition (i.e.,
20% of ball throws), participants with higher compared to lower
levels of narcissism report receiving fewer ball throws (partial
sensitivity hypothesis, reflected in an interaction effect of
narcissism and experimental condition).

Method

Design and Participants

All materials and hypotheses were preregistered (see Transparency
and Openness section), including a priori power analyses with
G*Power (Faul et al., 2007, see preregistrations in the Transparency

and Openness statement). For all studies, inclusion criteria for data
analysis were giving informed consent, not reporting a factually
impossible percentage of ball throws (i.e., >50%; n3a = 4, n3b = 4,
n3c = 3), passing attention checks (n3a = 64, n3b = 9, n3c = 9), a high
level of self-reported seriousness of participation (>5 on a 9-point
scale, n3a = 1, n3b = 2, n3c = 1), and no self-exclusion from data
analysis (n3a = 3, n3b = 2, n3c = 2). We describe sample
characteristics for each study in Table 5.

Materials and Procedure

In all studies, participants first gave informed consent. Next,
participants reported on their grandiose narcissism using the NARQ
(Back et al., 2013; 1 = not agree at all, 6 = agree completely).
Participants then played Cyberball, a virtual ball-tossing game
designed so that two other players either include or exclude the
participant (e.g., Williams et al., 2000; Williams & Jarvis, 2006).
We adapted the paradigm to create two exclusion conditions
(between subjects): In the complete exclusion condition, partici-
pants received only 6.66% of ball tosses (i.e., two at the beginning,
and then no more). In the partial exclusion, participants received
20% of ball tosses (i.e., 6 of 30 tosses, see Telesca et al., 2024, for
a categorization of conditions in Cyberball). In Studies 3b and 3c,
the Cyberball game was preceded by an introduction of all players,
including the participant. This change was introduced to increase
the credibility of the game. In all studies, immediately after the
Cyberball game, we assessed reflexive need fulfillment as a
manipulation check with four items on 9-point Likert scales
(Rudert & Greifeneder, 2016; e.g., “During the game I felt … 1 =
rejected, 9 = accepted”). As our main variables of interest,
participants indicated how many percent of the ball throws they
had received and how much they had actively participated in the
game (1 = not at all, 7= very much). Finally, participants provided
demographic information and reported on the seriousness of their
participation.8 Participants were thanked and had the opportunity
to withdraw their answers from data analysis.

Results

Manipulation Checks

In all studies, being completely compared to partially excluded
significantly lowered need fulfillment, perceived percentage of ball
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7 For Study 3a, we initially preregistered to compare three Cyberball
conditions, including an inclusion condition (33% of ball throws) to test the
full sensitivity hypothesis. However, it became apparent that there was no
hypersensitivity to inclusion. Therefore, we did not incorporate an inclusion
condition in Studies 3b and 3c. To be concise, we report all analyses
comparing the exclusion and partial exclusion conditions only. For
transparency, we report all analyses involving the inclusion condition
within the analysis scripts, see OSF (https://osf.io/hda4c).

8 In Studies 3b and 3c, we also assessed perceptions of victimization with
six semantic differentials (e.g., 1 = Cyberball works against people like me,
9 = Cyberball works in favor of people like me). In exploratory fashion, we
also assessed how participants evaluate the other players’ behavior (four
semantic differentials, adapted from Rudert et al., 2018, e.g., “The other
players’ behavior in Cyberball was 1 = unacceptable, 9 = acceptable.” We
also assessed participants’ locus of attribution (one item, adapted from
McAuley et al., 1992, “The reason for the course of the Cyberball game
was … 1 = inside of me, 7 = outside of me”). The analyses are reported
within the analysis scripts on the OSF (https://osf.io/hda4c/).
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throws, and perceptions of actively participating in the game
(all comparisons in one-sided t tests, p < .001, see Table 5 for
descriptive statistics).

Moderator Analyses of Perceptions in Cyberball

Narcissism was mean-centered prior to all analyses. Testing the
hypothesis that narcissism would change perceptions of being
excluded, we tested whether individuals with higher levels of
narcissism would report receiving fewer ball throws in Cyberball
than less narcissistic individuals. In all studies, we preregistered
to also run analyses of the effects of narcissism and Cyberball
condition on perceived active participation and need fulfillment.
We computed multiple regression models of narcissism and
condition (partial exclusion = 0.5 vs. complete exclusion = −0.5)
predicting perceptions of ball tosses in %, participation in Cyberball,
and need fulfillment. We summarize the inferential statistics in
Figure 4.9 Importantly, we do not find consistent evidence for a main
effect of narcissism that would align with Hypothesis 4a (full
sensitivity hypothesis). Except in Study 3b, there were no main
effects of narcissism on perceived ball throws, perception of active
participation in the Cyberball game, or need fulfillment. As can also
be seen in Figure 4, except in Study 3b, there were no significant
interaction effects of narcissism and experimental condition on
perceived ball throws, lending no support to Hypothesis 4b (partial
sensitivity hypothesis). Even in Study 3b, the interaction effect was
small, and the confidence interval was close to 0, b=−1.36, 95% CI
[−2.48, −0.25], VIF = 1.00, p = .016.

Integrative Data Analysis of Studies 3a–3c

The effect of narcissism on perceptions of being excluded in a
completely versus partially excluding Cyberball game in Studies
3a–3c was inconclusive. Therefore, in exploratory fashion, we
conducted an integrative data analysis (Curran & Hussong, 2009) to
gauge the overall effect across the three studies by combining
them into one data set (N= 1,766) and adding study as a fixed factor

(i.e., fixed-effects integrative data analysis). In a linear regression
model predicting perceived ball throws, there was a significant main
effect of experimental condition, b = 10.67, 95% CI [10.12, 11.21],
VIF = 1.00, p < .001, a significant main effect of narcissism
(mean-centered), b = 0.92, 95% CI [0.56, 1.28], VIF = 1.00, p <
.001, and a significant interaction between narcissism and experi-
mental condition in predicting perceived ball throws, b = −0.82,
95% CI [−1.55, −0.10], VIF = 1.00, p = .027. The integrative data
analysis thus supports a moderating effect of narcissism in the
perception of being excluded in terms of received ball throws.
Figure 5 shows that, in disagreement with both hypotheses,
individuals with higher levels of narcissism reported receivingmore
ball throws across all three studies, and the effect of narcissism was
stronger in the complete exclusion condition compared to the partial
exclusion condition. Figure 5 also shows that the observed effects
are primarily driven by Study 3b.

In a linear regression model predicting perceptions of participa-
tion in the Cyberball game, there was a significant main effect of
experimental condition, b = 1.53, 95% CI [1.40, 1.66], VIF = 1.00,
p < .001, a significant main effect of narcissism (mean-centered),
b = .22, 95% CI [.13, .31], VIF = 1.00, p < .001, but no significant
interaction between narcissism and experimental condition, b =
.004, 95% CI [−.17, .18], VIF = 1.00, p = .956, meaning that
individuals with higher levels of narcissism reported more parti-
cipation during Cyberball across studies, but this effect was
irrespective of the experimental condition.

Finally, in a linear regression model predicting need fulfillment,
there was a significant effect of condition, b = 1.50, 95% CI [1.34,
1.65], VIF= 1.00, p< .001, a significant effect of narcissism (mean-
centered), b = .11, 95% CI [.01, .21], VIF = 1.00, p = .035, but no
significant interaction effect, b = −.11, 95% CI [−.32, .09], VIF =
1.00, p = .281, meaning that individuals with higher levels of
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Table 5
Sample Descriptions and Descriptive Statistics for the Main Variables Assessed in Studies 3a, 3b, and 3c

Variable Study 3a Study 3b Study 3c

Platform Prolific academic Amazon Mechanical Turk Prolific academic
Country The United Kingdom The United States The United Kingdom
N 239 771 756
Age: M (SD) 38.74 (13.13) 42.67 (12.78) 39.16 (13.20)
Gender 148 women, 91 men 365 women, 392 men, five nonbinary,

nine no answer
377 women, 371 men, six nonbinary,

two no answer
Narcissism: M (SD) 2.45 (0.68) 2.44 (0.83) 2.40 (0.69)
Admiration: M (SD) 2.77 (0.86) 2.85 (1.06) 2.70 (0.86)
Rivalry: M (SD) 2.12 (0.76) 2.04 (0.88) 2.10 (0.79)
Perceived balls (%): M (SD)
Partial exclusion 16.23 (6.65) 17.08 (7.42) 16.15 (5.91)
Complete exclusion 6.32 (1.02) 6.03 (5.96) 5.66 (3.93)

Cyberball participation: M (SD)
Partial exclusion 3.83 (1.70) 4.10 (1.68) 3.58 (1.58)
Complete exclusion 2.33 (1.15) 2.49 (1.44) 2.13 (0.91)

Need fulfillment: M (SD)
Partial exclusion 3.79 (1.61) 4.09 (1.95) 3.86 (1.58)
Complete exclusion 2.31 (1.15) 2.49 (1.69) 2.47 (1.46)

9 We conducted additional preregistered analyses using narcissism
admiration and narcissism rivalry as predictors. These results largely align
with those of the presented analyses using the overall narcissism score and
can be found in the additional online materials (OSF https://osf.io/hda4c:
Studies 3a–3c supplemental analyses of narcissism admiration and rivalry).
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narcissism reported more need fulfillment across the three studies.
Still, this effect was irrespective of the experimental condition.

Discussion

Taken together, Studies 3a, 3b, and 3c offer no clear support for a
heightened sensitivity of individuals with higher levels of narcissism
to exclusion in an experimental setting like Cyberball. On the
contrary, an integrative data analysis showed that individuals with
higher levels of narcissism rather reported higher levels of inclusion
and that these reports were largely independent of being completely
or partially excluded in Cyberball. However, the present studies
showed effects in different directions and share several limitations
that affect what can be learned about narcissists’ perceptions of
exclusion. Most importantly, Cyberball may still be a rather
unambiguous social situation, in which participants can easily
determine the degree of inclusion or exclusion by paying attention
to the number of throws received. Put differently, the standard
Cyberball gamemay not offer room for subjectively construing the
ostracism experience as different from what is objectively happening
during the game (see Rudert & Greifeneder, 2016). Relatedly,
Cyberball has been criticized in the past for its lack of social
context, which may limit the questions that can be answered within
this paradigm (e.g., C. M. Büttner et al., 2021; Rudert et al., 2023;

Wesselmann et al., 2019). In daily life, social interactions are
likely much more complex, and their interpretation is often more
ambiguous. As a consequence, it may be unclear to individuals if
they are factually excluded or included at the moment, depending
on the social situation, but also their personality-based attribution
patterns, such as narcissism (e.g., McCullough et al., 2003). To find
out whether the negative perceptions mechanism shows in situations
that are more ambiguous in terms of exclusionary cues, Study 4 uses
ambiguous scenarios.

Study 4

Study 4 seeks to test the negative perceptions hypothesis again
experimentally with high internal validity and more social context.
Previous research noted that narcissists’ hostile attribution of others’
behavior is particularly prominent, if the situation is ambiguous
(e.g., McCullough et al., 2003). Study 4 therefore tests the negative
perceptions hypothesis using ambiguous social scenarios in six
vignettes with various exclusionary cues.

We preregistered that:

Hypothesis 5: Participants with higher compared to lower levels
of narcissism categorize ambiguous social interactions more
often as social exclusion.
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Figure 4
Narcissism and Experimental Condition Predicting Perceived Ball Throws, Perceptions of Participation,
and Need Fulfillment in Studies 3a–3c

Note. Regression coefficients b are displayed as effect sizes (x-axis) and horizontal lines are 95% confidence intervals.
Effects in Study 3a are indicated with squares, effects in Study 3b are indicated with circles, and effects in Study 3c are
indicated with triangles. Black indicates significant effects, gray indicates nonsignificant effects. Narcissism was mean-
centered and condition was effect-coded in all analyses (partial exclusion = 0.5 vs. complete exclusion = −0.5).
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Method

Design and Participants

For feasibility reasons, we expected to be unable to collect more
than 300 participants. An a priori sensitivity analysis conducted with
G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) suggested that 300 participants would
be a large enough sample size to detect effect sizes of a small
magnitude ( f2= 0.026), with a statistical power of at least .80 and an
α error of .05. Data were collected in November 2021 and December
2021.We preregistered to collect data in a local university lab for six
consecutive weeks with the possibility to switch to online data
collection in case of new COVID-19 regulations that prevented
or slowed down data collection. Unfortunately, due to distance-
learningmeasures, the on-site collection did not result in the targeted
number of participants, so we eventually had to switch to online data
collection, sampling students from two European universities.
In total, 300 participants completed the study for course credit or

the chance to win gift vouchers (n = 145 in the lab, and n = 155
online). Of these, 265 participants answered all questions. In addition
to answering all questions, inclusion criteria for data analysis were
passing attention checks (n = 4), a high level of self-reported
seriousness of participation (>5 on a 9-point scale, n = 1), and no
self-exclusion from data analysis (n = 2). Overall, 258 participants
fulfilled all inclusion criteria (Mage = 23.46 years, SD = 4.79,
80.62% women, 18.22% men, three persons chose not to answer).

Materials and Procedure

Participants first provided informed consent. Next, participants
reported on their grandiose narcissism (NARQ, Back et al., 2013;
Cronbach’s α = .84) and read six vignettes. Vignette 3, for example,
read as follows:

Please imagine you are having the following conversation with a
friend.

Person A: … and then we went to this amazing concert last
summer, the stage show was just great!

You: I think I was there. … Do you mean band X?

Person A: Yes, that’s the one! Oh, you were there? I must have
forgotten that.

After each vignette (order randomized), participants rated the
extent of perceived social exclusion using two items: “I’m being
excluded in this scenario” and “I’m being ignored in this scenario”
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much). We preregistered that the two items
would be averaged into one ostracism score if they correlated
highly (Spearman–Brown coefficient >.65). This was the case
(Spearman–Brown coefficient = .80), resulting in one ostracism
perception index per vignette. Finally, participants provided
demographic information and reported on the seriousness of their
participation. Participants were thanked and had the opportunity to
withdraw their answers from data analysis.

Results

In total, we analyzed 1,548 ratings of ostracism perception
(i.e., ratings of six vignettes by 258 participants). Mean ostracism
perception varied between the vignettes (see Table 6, for descriptive
statistics). As hypothesized, in a mixed-effects model with random
intercepts for both participants and vignettes (i.e., participants rated
multiple vignettes, and each vignette was rated by multiple
participants), narcissism positively predicted ostracism percep-
tion: b = 0.39, 95% CI [0.19, 0.60], p < .001 (see Figure 6, for
an overview of effects by vignette). Moreover, both facets of
narcissism, admiration, b = 0.21, 95% CI [0.06, 0.35], p = .006,
and rivalry, b = 0.35, 95% CI [0.15, 0.55], p < .001, showed
similarly large effects.10

Discussion

In line with the negative perceptions mechanism, we hypothe-
sized that individuals with higher levels of narcissism categorize
ambiguous social interactions more often as social exclusion.
Supporting this hypothesis, we observed overall higher levels of
perceived ostracism for individuals with higher narcissism scores.
This was true for both the admiration and the rivalry narcissism
facet. In summary, the negative perceptions mechanism has been
demonstrated in ambiguous (Study 4) but not unambiguous
(Cyberball exclusion in Studies 3a–3c) exclusion scenarios. We
now turn to a second explanatory mechanism that may exist next to
narcissists’ negative perceptions of ambiguous exclusion situa-
tions: Their group-disturbing behaviors drive ostracism, that is,
there is a target behavior mechanism in the relationship between
narcissism and ostracism.
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Figure 5
Narcissism and Experimental Condition Predicting Perceived Ball
Throws in the Integrative Data Analysis of Studies 3a–3c

Note. Black line represents the overall regression line in the integrative data
analysis. Colored lines represent regression lines in the individual studies.
Gray area around the overall regression line represents standard error. See the
online article for the color version of this figure.

10 We controlled for data collection mode (lab vs. online) in all analyses.
Neither the effects nor their significance levels changed as a function of
controlling for data collection mode, see R script on the OSF (https://osf.io/
hda4c).
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Study 5

Study 5 turns to the possibility that individuals with higher levels
of narcissism not only perceive to be ostracized more often than
others but that they factually get ostracized more frequently by
others. In particular, Study 5 tests the target behavior mechanism
from the perspective of people excluding narcissists (i.e., sources of
ostracism).
We preregistered that:

Hypothesis 6a: Individuals high compared to average or low in
the admiration facet of grandiose narcissism are more likely
excluded.

Hypothesis 6b: Individuals high compared to average or low
in the rivalry facet of grandiose narcissism are more likely
excluded.

Additionally, based on previous research on the differential effects
of admiration versus rivalry on narcissists’ popularity (Leckelt et al.,
2015), we preregistered that:

Hypothesis 6c: Individuals high in the rivalry facet of grandiose
narcissism are more likely excluded than individuals high in the
admiration facet of grandiose narcissism.

Method

Design and Participants

Data was collected online via Prolific Academic (U.K. residents).
Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (narcissism facet:
admiration vs. rivalry) × 3 (low vs. average vs. high in that
narcissism facet)-between-subjects-design. To detect the hypoth-
esized effect of narcissism information on exclusion decisions,
assuming a medium-sized effect (w = .30)11 for the hypothesized
comparisons (i.e., df = 1 for all hypothesis tests), with a power =
.90 and α set to .05, G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) suggests a
required total sample size of N = 351. Data collection aimed at a
plus of approximately 10%, so 386 individuals in total, to ensure
enough data points in case there are drop-outs.

In total, 385 participants completed the study. Participants were
removed from data analysis if they reported not completing the
study in a serious way (i.e., <6 on a 9-point scale, n = 5), did not
want their data to be used (n = 2), or failed the attention check (n =
57, see below). Overall, 321 participants fulfilled all inclusion
criteria (Mage = 39.74 years, SD = 12.70, 50.16% women, 48.28%
men, three non-binary, and two persons chose not to answer).

Materials and Procedure

The paradigm was adapted from Rudert, Keller, et al. (2020).
Instruction. Participants were told that they would participate

in a “Study on Teamwork” for a compensation of £0.50 on Prolific.
They were told that the study aimed to assess the effects of certain
personality traits on the selection of partners and subsequent
cooperation. Theywere informed that theywould solve a collaborative
creativity task in groups of two by communicating via a chat but that
they would remain completely anonymous throughout the study.
After providing informed consent, participants were told that they
were randomly assigned as the leader of the team and could select a
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Figure 6
Narcissism Predicting Ostracism Perception in Six Vignettes
(Colored), in Study 4

Note. Lighter areas represent standard errors. See the online article for the
color version of this figure.

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics of Ostracism Perception and Narcissism in
Study 4

Variable M SD

Ostracism perception
Vignette 1 6.17 1.15
Vignette 2 3.89 1.71
Vignette 3 3.49 1.69
Vignette 4 2.28 1.59
Vignette 5 3.84 1.66
Vignette 6 3.97 1.75

Narcissism 2.42 0.59
Admiration 2.92 0.83
Rivalry 1.92 0.61

11 We originally planned and preregistered to conduct experience sampling
ostracism frequency denotes the sum score of event-contingent ostracism and
time-contingent ostracism reported by each participant quare tests in subsets
of the experimental conditions with planned contrasts. These original analyses
are reported within the analysis scripts as additional online material OSF
(https://osf.io/hda4c). Following feedback during the revision process, we
opted for binary logistic regressions over Chi-square tests to provide
meaningful effect sizes (i.e., Odd’s ratios, ORs). Moreover, using orthogonal
linear and quadratic contrasts that capture both gradual and nonlinear patterns
across conditions, reduces the need for additional pairwise comparisons.
Therefore, the preregistered exploratory analyses (i.e., average-admiration vs.
low-admiration, average-admiration vs. high-admiration, as well as average-
rivalry vs. low-rivalry and average-rivalry vs. high-rivalry) are available in the
OSF (https://osf.io/hda4c) R scripts.
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partner who would work together with them on the task. Ostensibly,
all other participants provided personality information at the
beginning of the study that the participant could base their decision
on. To encourage participants to take the choice seriously, they were
told that there would be a bonus payment that depended on their
team’s performance. All partners could receive a bonus of up to 15
pence per person (in fact, all participants received that bonus after
completing the study).
Personality Information. Participants either saw the three

items of the admiration sub-scale of the NARQ-S, a measure of
grandiose narcissism (Back et al., 2013, i.e., “I deserve to be seen
as a great personality.”, “Being a very special person gives me a lot
of strength.”, “I manage to be the center of attention with my
outstanding contributions.”), or they saw the three items of the
rivalry sub-scale of the NARQ-S (i.e., “I react annoyed if another
person steals the show fromme.”, “I want my rivals to fail.”, “Most
people are somehow losers.”). They were told that all potential
partners answered these questions and that typically, each person
falls into one of three clusters: high, average, or low. To not evoke
stereotypes about narcissists, we termed the admiration facet
“Specialty” and the rivalry facet “Assertiveness.”
Participants in the admiration condition then read:

People who fall in the high “Specialty” cluster have a strong need to be
unique from others, have a strong need to be acknowledged by others,
and are more charming than most people.

People who fall in the average “Specialty” cluster have an average need
to be unique from others, have an average need to be acknowledged by
others, and are averagely charming.

People who fall in the low “Specialty” cluster have a low need to be
unique from others, have a low need to be acknowledged by others, and
are less charming than most people.

Participants in the rivalry condition were told:

People who fall in the high “Assertiveness” cluster have a strong need
to be better than others, tend to devalue others more often than most
people, and are more competitive than most people.

People who fall in the average “Assertiveness” cluster have an average
need to be better than others, tend to devalue others as often as most
people do, and are averagely competitive.

People who fall in the low “Assertiveness” cluster have a low need to be
better than others, tend to devalue others less often than most people,
and are less competitive than most people.

Ostracism Decision. Participants received a request, ostensi-
bly, from a potential partner (in the study: “Participant #2,” here:
target) asking to collaborate with them on the creativity task. After
seeing the partner’s results on the personality questionnaire,
participants could choose to either accept (i.e., inclusion decision)
or decline their request (i.e., exclusion decision). They were told that
“If you accept their request, you will proceed to solve the creativity
task together. If you decline their request, you will be paired with
another participant at random.”
Attention Check. Finally, all participants answered the

question “Which option represents the information you received
about Participant #2?” For participants in one of the three admiration
conditions, the three answer options were “Participant #2 falls in the
low/average/high Specialty cluster.” For participants in one of the

three rivalry conditions, the three answer options were “Participant
#2 falls in the low/average/high Assertiveness cluster.”

Results

Overall, 38.63% of participants chose to decline the partner’s
request (i.e., exclude them). Table 7 shows the distribution of
inclusion and exclusion decisions per condition.

Admiration

We tested whether targets high compared to average or low on
the admiration facet of narcissism are more likely excluded
(Hypothesis 6a) using a binary logistic regression model with linear
(i.e., testing for linear increases or decreases in decisions to exclude
as admiration levels increase from low to high) and quadratic
contrasts (i.e., testing for non-linear relationships between low,
average, and high admiration levels). The model shows a significant
quadratic effect, b= 0.60, p< .001,OR= 1.83 95% CI [1.39, 2.52],
but no significant linear effect, b = 0.34, p = .090, OR = 1.40 95%
CI [0.95, 2.07]. Indeed, as hypothesized, decisions to exclude were
highest in the high admiration condition, followed by the low
admiration condition. Decisions to exclude were lowest in the
average admiration condition, see Table 7.

Rivalry

Next, we tested whether targets scoring high compared to average
or low on the rivalry facet of narcissism were more likely excluded
(Hypothesis 6b) using the same approach as before. The model
shows a significant linear effect, b = 0.87, p < .001,OR = 2.39 95%
CI [1.58, 3.72], and a significant quadratic effect, b= 0.34, p= .006,
OR = 1.41 95% CI [1.11, 1.81]. This suggests that, as hypothesized,
as rivalry increases (from low to average to high), the likelihood of
exclusion also increases. At the same time, both low and high rivalry
levels are associated with a higher likelihood of decisions to exclude
compared to the average rivalry level, see Table 7.

Comparing High Rivalry and High Admiration

Finally, we tested whether targets scoring high on the rivalry
compared to those scoring high on the admiration facet of
narcissism were more likely excluded (Hypothesis 6c) using a
binary logistic regression model in the subset of only those in
the high rivalry and high admiration condition. Descriptively,
participants in the rivalry-high condition chose to exclude the other
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Table 7
Distribution of Inclusion and Exclusion Decisions by Experimental
Condition in Study 5

Experimental
condition Decision to include(%) Decision to exclude(%)

Low admiration 62.50 37.50
Average admiration 87.93 12.07
High admiration 46.00 54.00
Low rivalry 69.57 30.43
Average rivalry 72.73 27.27
High rivalry 28.57 71.43
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participant more often than participants in the admiration-high
condition (see Table 7). However, this difference was not significant,
b = 0.76, p = .065, OR = 2.13 95% CI [0.96, 4.82].

Discussion

Study 5 illustrates that more compared to less narcissistic
individuals are excluded more often when others learn about their
narcissistic traits. Rivalry seems to weigh heavier than admiration
which is in line with previous findings that rivalry drives behaviors
that make narcissists less likable in social interactions (e.g., Leckelt
et al., 2015). Moreover, the notion that rivalry renders individuals
unattractive cooperation partners is in line with findings showing
that people who do not or cannot contribute to group goals get
ostracized more frequently (e.g., Rudert, Hales, et al., 2021; Rudert,
Keller, et al., 2020; Rudert et al., 2023; Wesselmann et al., 2013).
Among the comments participants could leave voluntarily after the
debriefing, one participant in the average-rivalry condition noted:
“I think most of all you don’t want someone who is too much
headstrong and rock the boat for the other teammembers normally it
does not end well.” This aligns well with previous findings that
individuals with higher levels of narcissism may be disturbing in
groups because, for instance, they act aggressively, don’t help
others, and put their own goals over the group’s needs (e.g., Brunell
et al., 2021; Holtzman et al., 2010; Krizan & Johar, 2015; Lannin
et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2021; Schröder-Abé & Fatfouta, 2019).
In contrast, participants anticipated that high admiration may also
render cooperation more difficult. For instance, one participant in
the high admiration condition wrote “I chose not to pick this
participant as I was the leader and I felt they might be hard to work
with.” Again, this aligns with findings that individuals ostracize
those who could hinder cooperation (e.g., Hales et al., 2016;
Rudert et al., 2023; Rudert, Hales, et al., 2021; Rudert, Keller,
et al., 2020) and that individuals high in narcissism prioritize their
own interests over cooperating with others to achieve group goals
(e.g., Back et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2021). Conversely, low
admiration may also hinder cooperation when individuals lack the
confidence or initiative to engage actively in group efforts. This
argument is backed up by studies showing that narcissism may aid
leadership and team performance (at least initially, e.g., Ong et al.,
2016; Roberts et al., 2018). Taken together, having an average
level of admiration seems to mark the “sweet spot” for cooperation,
as indicated by the lowest percentage of exclusion decisions (see
Table 7).
One could argue that, in real life, people do not carry their

personality traits around with them in written text. While there is
evidence that people can accurately detect narcissism in others (e.g.,
Grafeman et al., 2015; Lukowitsky & Pincus, 2013) and narcissists
accurately perceive how they are viewed by others (e.g., Carlson
et al., 2011), we wanted to put the target behaviormechanism to the
test again in a more subtle, natural context: Watching narcissists
introduce themselves.

Study 6

Study 6 again tests the target behavior mechanism from a source
perspective of those who ostracize, however, in a more subtle, more
realistic setting. To achieve this, Study 6 uses video footage of a get-
acquainted situation.

We preregistered that:

Hypothesis 7: Participants report higher ostracism intentions
toward individuals who are high versus low in narcissism.

Further, in this study, we control for participants’ own grandiose
narcissism, target attractiveness, target gender, participant gender,
and the interaction of target gender and participant gender.
In exploratory fashion, we also pre-registered to test whether
participants who score higher (vs. lower) in narcissism themselves
show higher intentions to ostracize (reflected in a main effect of
participant narcissism on ostracism intentions). Further, we pre-
registered to test whether participants who score higher (vs. lower)
in narcissism themselves exclude other narcissists more often
(reflected in an interaction effect of participant narcissism and
target narcissism on ostracism intentions).

Method

Design and Participants

Data was collected in a local university lab. All factors were
assessed within-person (i.e., all participants rated all videos). We ran
an a priori power analysis with PANGEA (Westfall, 2015). Based
on earlier findings on ostracism intentions toward individuals high
versus low in narcissism in a student project (not reported here), we
expected big effects of narcissism (i.e., Cohen’s d= 1.72). However,
accounting for the subtlety of detecting narcissism in a short video
introduction (vs. in a text vignette), we halved the expected effect
size (i.e., Cohen’s d= 0.86). We specified two random factors (i.e.,
participant and video stimulus), one fixed effect (low vs. high
narcissism), eight videos per narcissism level, and PANGEA’s
default settings for variances. Based on resource constraints, we
expected to be unable to recruit more than N = 120 participants.
PANGEA suggested this yields a power of 0.843 for detecting the
fixed effect of narcissism.

In total, 152 participants completed the study. Participants were
removed from data analysis if they reported not seriously completing
the study (i.e., <6 on a 9-point scale, n = 3), withdrawing consent to
analyze their data (n = 6), or failing an attention check (i.e., “Please
select not at all,” n = 2). One test run was also excluded from data
analysis. Overall, 140 participants fulfilled all inclusion criteria
(Mage = 24.28 years, SD = 7.09, 80% women, 18.57% men, one
non-binary, one person chose not to answer).

Materials and Procedure

Participants were told that they would participate in a study on
how people form first impressions.

Video Selection. Participants watched 16 introduction videos
by previous participants in a research study (from here-on: targets)
that were taken from the PILS study, a large-scale study on personality
processes (Geukes et al., 2019). Each video depicts a getting-
acquainted sequence. Of importance for our project is that the PILS
study recorded the narcissism level of the filmed individuals (as
measured with the NARQ, Back et al., 2013). With the filmed
individuals’ consent, 179 videos were available for further use in
research. Sampling based on the filmed individuals’ narcissism
scores, we reviewed the 40 videos from those who were highest in
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self-reported grandiose narcissism and the 40 videos from those who
were lowest in self-reported grandiose narcissism. We further
selected videos so that they were as comparable as possible on target
attractiveness (as rated by uninvolved observers on a scale from 1 =
not attractive to 7 = very attractive, in the original study) within the
two groups (i.e., low vs. high narcissism), had an equal distribution
of men and women, and were between 30 and 60 s long. The final set
included eight videos each from targets with higher and lower
narcissism.
Ostracism Measure. Before watching the videos, participants

read the following:

Please imagine that you are attending the first meeting of a newly
founded initiative that wants to advocate for the interests of students at
the University of Basel. The goal of the initiative is to gather and
advocate for student interests, but also to enable social networking
across departments, have fun together, and do things together. The first
meeting of the initiative will be held via zoom and aims to allow smaller
groups to come together. To get together in smaller groups, all
participants enter a chat. The group sizes are not predetermined. Before
entering the chat, everyone introduces themselves to each other. You
will see 16 introduction videos of other participants on the next pages,
each lasting between 30 to 60 seconds. You can message people in the
chat yourself and you can receive messages from others. On the next
pages you will see the 16 videos and underneath you will answer
questions about whether you would actively approach the person in the
chat or whether you would rather ignore the person in the chat.

Then, participants rated for each video how much they agreed
with the following two statements (a) “I would actively write to this
person.” 1 = does not apply at all, 7 = applies completely (i.e.,
intention to approach), and (b) “I would rather ignore this person.,”
1 = does not apply at all, 7 = applies completely (i.e., intention to
ignore). The two items correlated at r = −.67 (repeated measures
correlation controlling for participant and video using the rmcorr
R-package, Bakdash & Marusich, 2017), therefore, as preregistered
(preregistered cut-off for sufficiently high correlation >|.65|), we
reverse-coded the intention to approach item and averaged both
items into one ostracism intention score.
After rating all videos, as a control variable, we assessed

participants’ own grandiose narcissism (NARQ, Back et al., 2013,
Cronbach’s α = .84,M = 2.71, SD = 0.75). After that, participants
gave demographic information and were fully debriefed. Finally,
participants rated how seriously they had participated and had a
chance to withdraw their answers from data analysis. Participants
could choose to be compensated with partial course credit or with
approximately 7$ in the local currency (for a study duration of
20–25 min).

Results

To test our main hypothesis, as preregistered, we computed a
mixed-effects model with ostracism intention as the dependent
variable and narcissism (high vs. low) as the independent variable.
We specified random effects for both participants and video stimulus
(i.e., participants rated multiple videos, and each video was rated by
multiple participants). Intentions to ostracize were higher for high
narcissism (M = 4.00, SD = 1.62) compared to low narcissism
videos (M = 3.48, SD = 1.45), albeit not significantly higher, b =
−0.52, 95% CI [−1.02, −0.03], p = .056. As preregistered, we
repeated the analyses controlling for participants’ own narcissism,

target attractiveness, target gender, participant gender, and the
interaction of target gender and participant gender. Again, there was
no significant effect of narcissism, b = −0.56, 95% CI [−1.07,
−0.04], VIF = 1.11, p = .072.

Exploratory Analyses Exact Narcissism Scores

As preregistered, we re-ran the analyses using targets’ exact
narcissism score as assessed in the PILS study (vs. a factorial
assessment of narcissism as low vs. high). The effect of the exact
narcissism score on ostracism intentions was not significant, b =
.27, 95% CI [−0.003, 0.55], p = .073, also when controlling for all
control variables listed above, b = .29, 95% CI [−0.002, 0.58],
VIF = 1.13, p = .096. In exploratory fashion (not pre-registered),
we also re-ran the analyses using targets’ exact narcissism
admiration scores and targets’ exact narcissism rivalry scores.
There was no effect of the exact admiration score on ostracism
intentions, b = .22, 95% CI [−0.08, 0.52], p = .165, but there was
a significant effect of targets’ rivalry score on ostracism intentions,
b = .28, 95% CI [0.03, 0.52], p = .042. Both admiration and rivalry
scores had no significant effects when controlling for all control
variables listed above; admiration: b = .23, 95% CI [−0.08, 0.54],
VIF = 1.11, p = .199; rivalry: b = .29, 95% CI [0.04, 0.55], VIF =
1.13, p = .060.

Exploratory Analyses Participants’ Narcissism Scores

As preregistered, we also tested whether participants who score
higher (vs. lower) in narcissism themselves show higher intentions
to ostracize (i.e., main effect of participant narcissism on ostracism
intentions). This was not the case, b = 0.04, 95% CI [−0.15, 0.22],
p = .709. Further, we tested whether participants who score higher
(vs. lower) in narcissism themselves exclude other narcissists more
(i.e., interaction effect of participant narcissism and narcissism on
ostracism intentions). There was no interaction effect of participant
narcissism and video narcissism on intentions to ostracize, b=−.02,
95%CI [−0.16, 0.12], VIF = 1.72, p = .799.

Discussion

Study 6 reveals that narcissistic rivalry evokes ostracism inten-
tions in others, even in introductory videos as short as 30–60 s.
Interestingly, the effects of targets’ admiration scores on ostracism
intentions were not significant (p = .165). This aligns with the
stronger correlations of rivalry and retrospective ostracism frequency
(compared to admiration and retrospective ostracism frequency)
observed in Studies 1 and 2 and may be attributed to interpersonal
processes observed in earlier research: While narcissistic admiration
initially boosts narcissists’ popularity, over time, rivalry behaviors
deteriorate narcissists’ popularity (Leckelt et al., 2015). In line with
this, expressions of rivalry may be more strongly associated with
ostracism intentions, even in short introductions such as in the
present study.

The effects observed in the main analysis (effect of target
narcissism high vs. low on ostracism intentions) were smaller than
anticipated, although we found a general tendency in line with our
predicted direction. Using the r2glmm package (Jaeger, 2017), we
approximated the observed effect size for the main analysis. We
found that the main analysis yielded an effect of Cohen’s d = 0.62

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

NARCISSISTS’ EXPERIENCE OF OSTRACISM 17



which is smaller than the preregistered effect size of d = 0.86.
A follow-up power analysis with PANGEA (Westfall, 2015)
suggested that the present study only had 57.70% to detect the
observed effect size. Further, analyses in PANGEA showed that to
detect the observed effect with at least 80% power and 140
participants, 13 videos per group are needed. Including more videos
from the present data set was not possible without compromising the
comparability of the two groups regarding gender, attractiveness,
and video length.
Previous work has called for efforts to study interactions of target

and source personality in decisions to ostracize (Rudert, Keller,
et al., 2020). This study shows that it does not take a narcissist to
ostracize another narcissist: In the utilized paradigm, individuals
with higher levels of narcissism did not show higher ostracism
intentions per se, and they also did not show higher ostracism
intentions toward other narcissists. Instead, ostracism intentions
toward narcissists were unaffected by participants’ own narcis-
sism, gender, and the attractiveness of the target.
Even though participants only imagined meeting the targets from

the videos, the introduction videos were real and thus high in
external validity. Overall, it is remarkable that narcissism—at least
its rivalry facet—evokes ostracism intentions in such a short time
period.

Study 7

So far, we have seen that individuals with higher levels of
narcissism report more ostracism, more readily perceive ostracism
in ambiguous situations (negative perceptions mechanism), and are
ostracized more frequently by others (target behavior mechanism).
Study 7 turns to the third possible mechanism explaining the
relationship between ostracism and narcissism: The reverse causality
mechanism (Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015), that is, the idea that
narcissism may not only be the antecedent of experiencing
ostracism but also an outcome of it. Testing such associations
necessitates longitudinal data (Nielsen et al., 2017), ideally over
several years, since personality change processes may take years
or even decades (e.g., Chopik & Grimm, 2019; Weidmann et al.,
2023; Wetzel et al., 2020). Study 7 tests the reverse causality
mechanism in a longitudinal study from New Zealand comprising
14 yearly assessments of a representative national sample.
Although there is some discussion around the temporal stability

of narcissism, some investigations find that narcissism is moderately
stable over the lifespan (e.g., Chopik & Grimm, 2019; Cramer,
2011; Edelstein et al., 2012; Wink & Donahue, 1995). Other
research finds that there is significant within-person variability in
daily grandiose narcissism based on interpersonal experiences like
helping someone (Giacomin & Jordan, 2016). These sets of findings
are not inconsistent to each other but suggest that there is stability
and change in a complex construct such as narcissism. Accordingly,
and in line with a reverse causalitymechanism, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 8a: Deviations in ostracism are followed by
deviations in narcissism, and:

Hypothesis 8b: Deviations in narcissism are followed by
deviations in ostracism.12

Longitudinal representative studies are designed to assess key
topics consistently over time. They therefore cannot assess every
construct in as much detail as studies specifically designed to answer
one specific question. Fortunately for the present case, the NZAVS
assessed measures that show strong overlap to the ones used in this
contribution so far. In particular, in line with previous research (e.g.,
Stronge et al., 2016, 2019), we use psychological entitlement as a
proxy for narcissism. Psychological entitlement has been proposed
as a key aspect of grandiose narcissism (Krizan & Herlache, 2018).
As a proxy of ostracism experiences, we use “feeling like an
outsider,” again in line with previous research (see Albath et
al., 2023).

Method

Participants

We used data from the New Zealand Attitudes and Values Study
(NZAVS), a large, longitudinal national probability panel study. A
publicly available list of publications using NZAVS data can be
accessed at https://osf.io/75snb/wiki/Publications/. The present
contribution addresses associations of different variables than
previous publications. At the time of contribution, 14 annual
waves are available (2009–2022). From all available data, n = 132
were removed from the analyses due to missing information in the
variables of interest, leaving data of N = 72,722 individuals for
the analyses (4,089 missing patterns for the single-group RI-
CLPM; 6,106 missing patterns for the multigroup RI-CLPM). For
an overview of key demographics and descriptive statistics at
each assessment, see Table 8.

Measures

All measures were assessed at each time point using the same
wording. Psychological entitlement was assessed with two items
from Campbell et al. (2004; “Feel entitled to more of everything”
and “Deserve more things in life,” both assessed with 1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree”). Both items showed a medium-to-
strong positive correlation at each annual wave (Spearman’s rho =
.46–.59, all ps < .001) and were averaged into one index. Outsider
feelings were assessed using one item (“Feel like an outsider”; 1 =
very inaccurate, 7 = very accurate; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995).

Analytic Approach

To investigate the associations between narcissism and ostracism
longitudinally, we conducted a RI-CLPM (Hamaker et al., 2015)
using the lavaanR-package (Rosseel, 2012). RI-CLPMs are quickly
becoming the method of choice for examining temporal within-
person associations as they separate stable, between-person variance
from residual within-person variance (Hamaker, 2023; Hamaker
et al., 2015). We estimated a RI-CLPM including narcissism and
outsider feelings from Wave 01 to Wave 14. Given that there were
no theoretical reasons to assume variation in the estimates across
waves, we modeled all temporal associations as a stationary process.
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12 We conducted additional multigroup RI-CLPM analyses to test
potential age effects in the reciprocal relationship of ostracism and narcissism.
These analyses can be found in the additional online materials (OSF at https://
osf.io/hda4c: Study 7: Supplemental analyses of age differences).
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As a result, the temporal associations from, for instance, Wave 01
to Wave 02 are identical to the ones from Wave 13 to Wave 14.
The RI-CLPM also estimates random intercepts for narcissism and
outsider feelings. These random intercepts reflect participants’
average levels of narcissism and outsider feelings across all 14
assessments. This is done by separately fixing the factor loadings
of each variable at each measurement occasion to one and by
allowing the two random intercepts to correlate. We assess model
fit in our analysis using three key indicators: CFI, RMSEA, and
SRMR. The RI-CLPM was estimated using full information
maximum likelihood to account for missing data to minimize loss
of information. We report unstandardized estimates for easier
interpretability.

Results

The RI-CLPM tested whether narcissism and outsider feelings
show longitudinal associations over 14 years. Both variables were
entered as manifest variables at all waves. Fit indices with full
stationarity indicate excellent model fit, χ2(357) = 3,544.35, p <
.001; CFI = .99, RMSEA = .011 [.011, .011], SRMR = .04. The
correlations between the random intercepts displayed in Figure 7
indicate that, generally, individuals with higher narcissism also
report higher outsider feelings, b = 0.36, 95% CI [0.35, 0.37], p <
.001. Moreover, narcissism and outsider feelings were positively
correlated cross-sectionally at all 14 waves (all p < .001).
With respect to the within-person associations, we first examined

the autoregressive paths. Contrary to traditional CLPMs, autoregres-
sive paths in RI-CLPMs do not capture the stability of a construct over
time. Rather, they show whether deviations from a typical level at one
wave “spill over” to the next wave (Osborne & Little, 2024). Since we
modeled within-person changes as a stationary process, autoregressive
effects remain constant. As shown in Figure 7, autoregressive estimates
for both constructs were positive and significant, indicating that
within-person deviations at one wave carried over to subsequent
within-person deviations in the same variables over time. For
instance, a 1-unit departure from a person’s typical narcissism
level at time T was associated with a 0.14-unit increase from their
narcissism level at time T + 1.
With respect to the within-person cross-lagged associations

between narcissism and outsider feelings, within-person devia-
tions in narcissism predicted within-person changes in outsider
feelings from 1 year to the next, b = 0.013, 95% CI [0.005, 0.020],
p = .001, and within-person increases in outsider feelings predicted
increases in narcissism from 1 year to the next, b = 0.007, 95% CI
[0.003, 0.010], p < .001. To test whether these cross-lagged
associations differed significantly in magnitude, we constrained the
estimates of all cross-lagged paths to equality. Constraining these
paths resulted in no significant decline in model fit, Δχ2(1) = 2.213,
p = .137, indicating no significant difference in the cross-lagged
effects. Together, these findings indicate that deviations in outsider
feelings are followed by deviations in individuals’ narcissism levels
1 year later and vice versa.

Discussion

Study 7 aimed to shed light on a possible reverse causality
mechanism between narcissism and ostracism experiences. Replicating
findings from Studies 1 and 2, cross-sectionally, narcissism and
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outsider feelings were robustly positively associated across all
fourteen waves. Findings indicate that changes in outsider feelings
are followed by changes in individuals’ narcissism levels 1 year
later, and—in support of the investigated reverse causality
mechanism—changes in narcissism are followed by changes in
individuals’ outsider feelings 1 year later.

General Discussion

Extant research has demonstrated the negative consequences of
being ostracized (e.g., C. M. Büttner, Ren, et al., 2024; Chen et al.,
2020; Rudert, Janke, et al., 2021). Compared to its negative
consequences, the question of who gets ostracized in the first place
has received considerably less attention (but see, e.g., Albath et al.,
2023; C. M. Büttner, Rudert, & Kachel, 2024; Rudert, Keller, et al.,
2020, for exceptions). Our investigation shows that individuals with
higher levels of grandiose narcissism report and experience frequent
ostracism, even though their leadership qualities might suggest
resilience to ostracism (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Brunell et al., 2008).
In particular, individuals with higher narcissism levels report more
frequent ostracism, both in retrospective recall and through real-
time experience sampling assessments of daily life. This research
investigated three underlying mechanisms explaining the associa-
tion between higher levels of narcissism and more frequent reports
of ostracism: First, narcissists’ negative perceptions may cause
them to perceive ostracism more readily. Second, narcissists’
group-disturbing behaviors may cause others to factually exclude
them more often, reflecting a target behavior mechanism. Third, a
reverse causalitymechanismmay be at play, where negative social
experiences, like ostracism, gradually alter personality traits, like
narcissism, over time (e.g., Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015). Together,
these three mechanisms, as well as the integration of the perspective
of those who get ostracized (i.e., the targets of ostracism) and the
perspective of those who decide to ostracize (i.e., the sources of
ostracism) provide a powerful framework to study the interplay of
personality risk factors and frequent negative social experiences.We
discuss this framework and the corresponding findings from the
presented studies in what follows.

A Framework for Research on Risk Factors for Frequent
Negative Social Experiences

Negative Perceptions of Ambiguous Social Cues

The present findings show that individuals with higher levels of
narcissism exhibit biased recall of their daily ostracism experiences
as well as their lower threshold for perceiving to be excluded in
ambiguous (but not unambiguous) exclusion situations constitute
one reason for their higher frequency of reporting ostracism (i.e.,
negative perceptions mechanism, Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015).
Importantly, this lower threshold of perceiving ostracism was only
clearly apparent for ambiguous cues of social exclusion. At least two
different reasons may underly narcissists’ more frequent reports of
ostracism in ambiguous scenarios (see also Geukes et al., 2019):
First, individuals with higher levels of narcissism may be hypersensi-
tive to perceiving exclusion, because they interpret ambiguous
situations to be exclusionary; or, second, individuals with higher
levels of narcissism strategically report perceiving exclusion, that
is, they strategically report more frequent exclusion to appear as
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victims in the eyes of others and/or their own eyes. Presenting as a
victim of frequent ostracism may be strategic, because it allows to
discount narcissists’ accountability for failures (e.g., “Everybody
ignores me at work, no wonder I cannot give it my all!”) and
accentuate their achievements when they are successful (e.g., “Even
though everybody ignores me at work, I am still the top achiever in
my department!,” e.g., McCullough et al., 2003). Presenting oneself
as a victim to others may be less believable in situations with a clear,
unambiguous reason for ostracism, thereby fostering this mechanism
specifically in ambiguous exclusion scenarios. Future research should
aim to disentangle hypersensitivity to ostracism and strategic reporting
experimentally. Moreover, in the present contribution, ambiguity was
operationalized as to whether a situation can be characterized as
ostracism in the first place. Williams (1997) noted that “a particular
feature of ostracism [is]: it is inherently ambiguous” (p. 142). However,
ambiguity in ostracism perception may emerge in many different ways,
for instance, as a function of uncertainty regarding the reason for why
one has been ostracized (e.g., C. M. Büttner & Greifeneder, 2024).
Importantly, when targets cannot find a concrete reason for why they
were ostracized, their negative experiences are amplified (Sommer
et al., 2001). Future research should examine different aspects of
ambiguity in ostracism perception that could be systematically
manipulated in experimental designs (e.g., subtlety of ostracism,
uncertainty regarding the ostracizers’ intent, or lack of knowledge
about the reasons for being excluded, e.g., Chen et al., 2010).
Further fueling the negative perceptions of narcissistic individuals,

narcissistic rivalry was associated with higher rejection sensitivity in
the present studies. Potentially, the reason for this link is frequent
interpersonally maladaptive narcissistic behaviors caused by
rivalry (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Holtzman et al., 2010; Wright et
al., 2017) that then lead to more frequent ostracism and rejection
and, as a consequence, to higher rejection sensitivity (e.g.,
Downey & Feldman, 1996). This aligns with other findings on
negative interpersonal experiences that then shape individuals’
negative perceptions: For instance, in the case of sexual minorities,
experiences of interpersonal violence, rejection, and ostracism
render sexual minorities hypersensitive to expecting negativity in
social interactions, and, as a consequence, they perceive exclusion
and other forms of discrimination more readily (e.g., Baams et al.,
2020; C. M. Büttner, Rudert, & Kachel, 2024). Therefore, future
research on the interplay of personality traits, individuals’ expec-
tations (see also Jauch et al., 2023), and negative social experiences
(see also C. M. Büttner, Jauch, et al., 2024) may benefit from
considering individuals’ history of negative interpersonal experi-
ences to learn more about the origins of altered social perceptions.

Target Behavior Inferred From Explicitly Described and
Implicitly Perceived Traits

As a second explanatory mechanism of the association of
narcissism and ostracism, the present findings suggest that others
factually ostracize narcissists more frequently (i.e., target behavior
mechanism, Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015). This link was apparent
when participants were explicitly informed about narcissistic traits,
especially about their rivalry traits, and when participants watched
short introduction videos of narcissists. In line with previous
research on narcissistic (un)popularity (e.g., Leckelt et al., 2015),
rivalry thus seems to weigh heavier than admiration in individuals’
decisions to ostracize narcissists.

Ostracizing those who threaten society’s social functioning is a
mechanism as ancient as humanity itself (e.g., Kurzban & Leary,
2001; Williams, 2009) that exists across cultures (e.g., Uskul &
Over, 2014, 2017) and can even be observed in animals (e.g.,
Raleigh & McGuire, 1986; Slavík et al., 2015; Williams, 2002,
2009). By ostracizing those who constitute a threat, a group may
ultimately become stronger (e.g., Rudert et al., 2023). The egotistical,
uncooperative, and rude behavior of narcissists may be considered a
threat to group cohesion (e.g., Holtzman et al., 2010; Miller et al.,
2021; Zeigler-Hill et al., 2019). Moreover, the exclusion of
individuals with higher levels of narcissism may be justified, if it
has a corrective influence on narcissists’ behavior. Future research
should aim to uncover if and under which circumstances ostracism
may have a corrective influence on narcissists’ group behavior.
Future research may also examine potential context effects of
decisions to ostracize individuals with higher levels of narcissism.
For instance, the admiration facet of narcissism may aid narcissists’
career success, explaining why many leaders display narcissistic
traits (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Brunell et al., 2008). Ostracizing
superiors at work may prove more difficult, or even impossible,
compared to ostracizing an equal (e.g., Fiset et al., 2017). However,
among equals, narcissistic leaders may be frequently excluded. As
such, workplace ostracism experiences of narcissists may depend, at
least partly, on status differences. Moreover, in real life, ostracizing
others may have negative consequences for the ostracizing person.
For instance, the ostracizing individuals, the sources, may be
punished by others if ostracism is not perceived as justified (e.g.,
Rudert et al., 2018; Rudert, Ruf, & Greifeneder, 2020). Previous
research has also documented negative emotional effects on those
who ostracize others (e.g., Legate et al., 2013, 2021). Future
research should explore the decision-making process underlying
ostracizing narcissists in real life. This includes weighing the
emotional consequences against the benefits of ostracizing
narcissists for the group. Ironically, to avoid repercussions,
ostracizers might opt for subtler exclusion tactics which may
make ambiguous exclusion situations more likely, for instance, in
occupational contexts (e.g., Robinson et al., 2013).

Reverse Causality of Personality Traits and Negative
Social Experiences

A nationally representative panel study showed that the association
of narcissism and ostracism is robust in 14 yearly assessment waves.
Moreover, changes in ostracism were followed by changes in
individuals’ narcissism levels 1 year later, and, vice versa, changes in
narcissism were followed by changes in individuals’ ostracism levels
1 year later, indicating support for a reverse causality mechanism
(Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015). This aligns with previous findings that
ostracism experiences change momentary self-perceptions of targets’
personality in negative ways, for instance, by lowering agreeableness
(e.g., Hales et al., 2016; Wirth et al., 2024). However, changes in
personality over several years, elicited by ostracism, are a novel
insight. Thisfinding highlights the need for designing interventions to
combat ostracism, for instance in the workplace or at school, to
prevent negative downward spirals of frequent ostracism experiences
and maladaptive changes in personality traits that foster more
ostracism. Moreover, the cross-lagged impact of ostracism experi-
ences on narcissism shows that the corrective influence of ostracism
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on narcissism fails. Instead, ostracism seems to solidify narcissistic
traits over time.
Importantly, the question remains whether the results would

be different for even younger individuals’ personality processes,
especially for children’s experiences of ostracism and the develop-
ment of narcissistic traits. Previous research shows that narcissism
generally declines in adult age (e.g., Weidmann et al., 2023) and that
grandiose narcissism may develop in children as young as 8 years
old (e.g., Thomaes et al., 2008). Further, adverse experiences in
childhood have been associated with the development of narcissism,
including experience like being neglected by others (e.g., Clemens
et al., 2022; Gao et al., 2024), a form of ostracism. Our data only
included adults aged 18 years or older, and, representative for the
New Zealand society, the sample was rather old (i.e., mean age
ranged from 48.14 to 54.89 years). The question therefore remains
open whether, already in childhood, a vicious cycle could ensue, in
which ostracism experiences accentuate narcissistic tendencies, and
narcissism, in turn, leads to more frequent ostracism. From a lifespan
perspective on the interplay of personality and social experiences,
future research may test whether narcissists’ ostracism experiences
manifest in fewer stable and/or lower quality social connections over
time (see also Kaufman et al., 2020). Such associations could in turn
impede narcissists’ mental health and life satisfaction (e.g., Rudert,
Janke et al., 2021; Rudert, Keller, et al., 2020).
A potential limitation to the interpretation of the present findings

is that narcissism was studied in healthy student, community, and
representative samples. In line with previous research, narcissism
scores were low in most individuals (e.g., Leckelt et al., 2018).
Therefore, it is not easy to draw conclusions about severely
narcissistic individuals based on the present data. However, even
small increases in narcissism have been shown to increase violence
and aggression and hinder successful relationship formation (e.g.,
Kjærvik & Bushman, 2021;Wurst et al., 2017). Future research may
investigate whether the effects of narcissism on perceptions of
ostracism or others’ decisions to ostracize individuals with higher
levels of narcissism are even more pronounced for individuals with
pathological levels of narcissism. A similar argument can be made
for the experience of ostracism. As our studies show, fortunately,
most individuals do not experience ostracism daily. However,
previous research shows that even small increases in ostracism
frequency significantly increase the risk of developing severe
mental health issues (e.g., Chen et al., 2020; Rudert, Janke, &
Greifeneder, 2021).

Integrating Targets’ Experiences and Sources’ Decisions

The present contribution illustrates that much can be learned by
jointly researching individuals’ negative social experiences (here:
ostracism) from a target perspective as well as decisions to behave
negatively toward others (here: decisions to ostracize) from a
source perspective. In previous research, targets’ experiences and
sources’ decisions were often investigated within separate lines of
research (for exceptions, see C. M. Büttner, Rudert, & Kachel,
2024; Rudert et al., 2023). However, integrating both perspectives
affords holistic insights into negative social experiences as well
as underlying reasons for frequent negative social experiences.
Moreover, previous research noted differences in targets’ and
sources’ perceptions regarding the most prominent reasons for
ostracism (i.e., norm violations vs. expendability in group efforts,

see Rudert et al., 2023). These differences are missed when
investigations focus exclusively on targets versus sources. In the
case of narcissists, the present studies show that targets’ and sources’
perceptions align in that individuals with higher levels of narcissism
get ostracized more often. However, sources predominantly base
their decisions on rivalry traits of narcissists, while, at least in reports
of everyday ostracism by targets, admiration traits also play an
important role. Moreover, in line with previous research (e.g., Rudert
et al., 2023), Study 5 demonstrates that sources decide strategically
whom to ostracize: Instead of condemning all levels of narcissism in
interaction partners, sources strategically keep individuals with
average levels of admiration in their teams. A compelling question
for future research that necessitates both the targets’ and sources’
perspectives on ostracism is whether narcissistic targets report
different reasons for getting ostracized than the sources who
ostracized them. For instance, it could be that individuals with
higher levels of narcissism attribute more self-serving and face-
keeping reasons for getting ostracized, such as external attribu-
tions to the sources’ malicious intent. Such attributions would
allow individuals with higher levels of narcissism to keep face and
not change their social behavior. Conversely, if sources’ decisions
to ostracize individuals with higher levels of narcissism are mainly
driven by narcissists’ group-disturbing behaviors (e.g., Brunell et al.,
2011; Leckelt et al., 2015), this should manifest in more frequent
attributions to narcissists’ norm violations as the reason for ostracism.
Moreover, these perceptions may be shaped by cultural differences:
While we already recruited participants from five different countries
(Germany, the United States, the UnitedKingdom, Switzerland, and
New Zealand), future research should also aim to test bidirectional
links between narcissism and ostracism in less Westernized cultures,
because the experience of ostracism (e.g., Uskul & Over, 2014,
2017), the choice of ostracism as a form of social punishment (e.g.,
Eriksson et al., 2021; Molho et al., 2020), and the prevalence and
social perception of narcissism (e.g., Fatfouta et al., 2021; Foster
et al., 2003; Jauk et al., 2021) all differ across cultures.

Conclusion

Individuals with higher levels of grandiose narcissism report
more frequent experiences of ostracism (being excluded and
ignored, Williams, 2009) compared to less narcissistic individuals.
This association is strong over the entire adult lifespan. Narcissists’
more frequent reports of ostracism are rooted in narcissists’ biased
perception of ambiguous situations as exclusionary, as well as
sources’ decisions to ostracize individuals with higher levels of
narcissism, particularly based on their antagonistic, norm-violating
rivalry traits. Over time, changes in ostracism prompt changes in
narcissism, and changes in narcissism prompt changes in ostracism,
in line with a reverse causality mechanism of negative social
experiences and personality changes (Nielsen & Knardahl, 2015).
Together, our findings offer a framework to understand personality
risk factors of frequent negative social experiences that integrates
targets’ perceptions, behaviors perceived by sources, and temporal
changes in personality and social experiences.
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