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Abstract
Background and Objective: Subordinates in Western cultures generally prefer 
supervisors with a democratic rather than autocratic leadership style. It is un-
clear, however, whether more narcissistic subordinates share or challenge this 
prodemocratic default attitude. On the one hand, more narcissistic individuals 
strive for power and thus may favor a democratic supervisor, who grants them 
power through participation. On the other hand, similarity attracts and, thus, 
more narcissistic subordinates may favor an autocratic supervisor, who exhibits 
the same leadership style that they would adopt in a leadership position.
Method: Four studies (Ntotal = 1284) tested these competing hypotheses with 
two narcissism dimensions: admiration and rivalry. Participants indicated the 
leadership style they generally prefer in a supervisor (Study 1), rated their 
own supervisor's leadership style (Study 2a: individual ratings; Study 2b: 
team ratings), and evaluated profiles of democratic and autocratic supervi-
sors (Study 3).
Results: We found a significantly weaker prodemocratic default attitude among 
more narcissistic subordinates: Subordinates' narcissism was negatively related 
to endorsement of democratic supervisors and positively related to endorsement 
of autocratic supervisors. Those relations were mostly driven by narcissistic ri-
valry rather than narcissistic admiration.
Conclusion: The results help clarify the narcissistic personality and, in particu-
lar, how more narcissistic subordinates prefer to be led.
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1  |  INTRODUCTION

Narcissists tend to emerge as leaders (Brunell et al., 2008; 
Grijalva et al., 2015). An inherent feature of social hierar-
chies is, however, that most individuals find themselves 
in subordinate positions (Dufner et al., 2016; Schjelderup- 
Ebbe, 1922). Absolutely speaking, then, even narcissists can 
be found more frequently in subordinate than leadership 
positions. Yet, very little is known about the psychology of 
more (vs. less) narcissistic subordinates (Benson et al., 2016; 
Nevicka & Sedikides, 2021). We aim to help fill that gap in 
the literature by studying more narcissistic subordinates.

In particular, we address a fundamental question: 
How do more narcissistic subordinates prefer to be led? 
Subordinates in Western cultures generally prefer super-
visors with a democratic rather than autocratic leadership 
style (Bass, 2008; Schoel et al., 2011). It is unclear, though, 
whether this prodemocratic default attitude (PDDA; 
Schoel et  al.,  2011) also holds true for more narcissistic 
subordinates. On the one hand, democratic supervisors 
share power with their subordinates, and narcissistic 
individuals strive for power and dominance (Krizan & 
Herlache, 2018; Sedikides, 2021). Thus, more narcissistic 
subordinates may show a particularly strong PDDA. On 
the other hand, autocratic supervisors exhibit a leader-
ship style that more narcissistic individuals themselves 
would adopt in a leadership position (Matosic et al., 2017; 
Semenyna & Honey,  2015), and similarity attracts 
(Byrne, 1971; Montoya et al., 2008). Thus, more narcissis-
tic subordinates may show a particularly weak PDDA. We 
test these competing hypotheses.

1.1 | Narcissism

Subclinical narcissism (hereafter: narcissism)—a 
normally- distributed trait in the general population—is 
a multidimensional construct. Three narcissism dimen-
sions that have consistently emerged are grandiosity/ex-
hibitionism, entitlement/antagonism, and vulnerability/
neuroticism (Krizan & Herlache, 2018; Miller et al., 2016). 
Given the dimensions' specific features, we consider the 
former two ones—also known as narcissistic admira-
tion and narcissistic rivalry—particularly relevant for 
the present research. Narcissistic admiration is charac-
terized by assertive self- promotion, manifesting in striv-
ing for uniqueness, grandiosity, and charming behavior. 
Narcissistic rivalry, by contrast, is characterized by an-
tagonistic self- protection, manifesting in striving for su-
premacy, devaluation of others, and aggressive behavior 
(Back et al., 2013).

Narcissistic admiration and rivalry are linked differen-
tially to outcomes such as interpersonal liking, leadership, 

and strategies to gain status. Specifically, narcissistic ad-
miration fosters interpersonal liking in the early stages of 
acquaintance, but over time this liking weakens, whereas 
narcissistic rivalry fosters disliking (Leckelt et al., 2015). 
Moreover, narcissistic admiration, but not rivalry, pre-
dicts leadership emergence in social groups and being 
in a leadership position 2 years later (Härtel et al., 2023; 
Leckelt et al.,  2019). Finally, narcissistic admiration and 
rivalry are positively associated with the status- seeking 
motive but differ in their unique links with strategies to 
gain status: Narcissistic admiration is primarily associated 
with willingness to rely on prestige- based strategies (e.g., 
displaying competence) and less so with willingness to 
rely on dominance- based strategies (e.g., fear and intim-
idation), whereas narcissistic rivalry has a positive asso-
ciation only with willingness to rely on dominance- based 
strategies (Zeigler- Hill et al., 2019).

1.2 | Preferences for democratic versus 
autocratic leadership

Starting with Lewin et  al.  (1939), researchers have dis-
tinguished between two opposing clusters of leader-
ship styles: democratic and autocratic (Bass,  2008).1 
Democratic leaders are concerned with subordinates' 
needs. They encourage subordinates to participate in 
decision- making processes as well as to initiate and select 
their own strategies for dealing with occupational tasks 
and interacting with each other. Autocratic leaders, by 
contrast, focus on getting the job done. They make most 
of the decisions alone, prescribe rules and goals, and con-
trol actions and interactions within the group. Democratic 
and autocratic leadership, then, are two poles of a con-
tinuum ranging from high to low levels of granted par-
ticipation. Democratic leadership grants high levels of 
subordinate influence and autocratic leadership grants 
low such levels. Thus, democratic supervisors are more 
autonomy supportive, whereas autocratic supervisors are 
more dominant.

Subordinates in Western cultures evince a robust 
and prevalent preference for democratic over autocratic 
leadership—the PDDA (Schoel et al., 2011). Autocratic 
leadership is usually viewed with suspicion and aver-
sion. It makes subordinates feel less valued by their 
organization (Chan et al., 2013), experience more neg-
ative emotions (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008), and feel 
less satisfied with their job (Foels et al.,  2000). Group 
members reject autocratic leaders when resolving pub-
lic good conflicts (Van Vugt & De Cremer, 1999) and are 
more likely to exit the group under an autocratic than a 
democratic leader (Van Vugt et al., 2004). Even groups 
that start with an autocratic decision rule (e.g., the most 
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senior member makes decisions alone) nearly always re-
vert to a democratic rule (e.g., members make decisions 
together by choosing the majority preference), regard-
less of performance quality (Nielsen & Miller,  1997). 
Taken together, the less dominant and more autonomy 
supportive leadership style of democratic supervisors is 
more admired by subordinates than the more dominant 
and less autonomy supportive leadership style of auto-
cratic supervisors (Slemp et al., 2018; Van den Broeck 
et al., 2016).

1.3 | Leadership preferences of more 
narcissistic subordinates

The key difference between democratic and autocratic su-
pervisors is that the former behave less dominantly than 
the latter (Bass, 2008; Lewin et al.,  1939). Moreover, in-
dividuals higher in narcissism are characterized by striv-
ings for dominance and power (Krizan & Herlache, 2018; 
Sedikides, 2021) and adopt a more autocratic leadership 
style (Matosic et al., 2017; Semenyna & Honey, 2015). We 
therefore considered the dominance dimension of inter-
personal behavior most relevant for predicting how more 
narcissistic subordinates prefer to be led. Specifically, we 
derived two competing hypotheses regarding more nar-
cissistic subordinates' endorsement of democratic versus 
autocratic supervisors.

The first hypothesis is based on the dominance- 
complementarity principle (Tiedens et  al.,  2007). 
Dominance complementarity has its roots in the interper-
sonal circumplex (Leary,  1957), represented by the two 
primary dimensions of interpersonal behavior: affiliation 
and dominance. Based on the interpersonal circumplex, 
interpersonal theory proposes more satisfaction with rela-
tionships characterized by “sameness on the affiliation di-
mension and oppositeness on the dominance dimension” 
(Sadler et al., 2011, p. 126). Regarding task- oriented rela-
tionships, such as supervisor–subordinate relationships, 
interactions characterized by dominance complementar-
ity result in more positive relational and task outcomes 
(Estroff & Nowicki,  1992; Tiedens & Fragale,  2003). 
Particularly, dominance complementarity between a 
person's interpersonal goals (e.g., prefers to behave dom-
inantly) and the partner's interpersonal behavior (e.g., be-
haves submissively) results in greater satisfaction (Dryer 
& Horowitz,  1997).2 Given that democratic supervisors 
grant subordinates power through participation, their 
behavior is complementary to the interpersonal goal of 
more narcissistic individuals to dominate others. Thus, 
the first hypothesis states that subordinates' narcissism is 
positively related to endorsement of democratic supervi-
sors and negatively related to endorsement of autocratic 

supervisors (stronger PDDA among more narcissistic sub-
ordinates). Indirect evidence for this hypothesis indicates 
that more narcissistic individuals disapprove of being in a 
subordinate position (Benson et al., 2016).

The second hypothesis is based on the similarity- 
attraction principle (Byrne,  1971). Individuals seek con-
sensual validation of their characteristics (e.g., values, 
goals, and personality), and others with similar charac-
teristics provide such validation (Festinger,  1954). The 
similarity- attraction principle therefore proposes that 
people evaluate others' characteristics more positively, 
the more similar those characteristics are to their own, 
resulting in increased attraction. There is meta- analytic 
evidence for the similarity- attraction association across 
different populations and contexts (Montoya et al., 2008), 
including supervisor- subordinate relationships (Kristof- 
Brown et  al.,  2005). Moreover, individuals favor for 
management positions fictitious job candidates whose 
leadership style (relationship- oriented vs. task- oriented) is 
similar to their own (Eagleson et al., 2000). The leadership 
style of autocratic supervisors is similar to the leadership 
style more narcissistic individuals would exhibit them-
selves if they were leaders. Thus, the second hypothesis 
states that subordinates' narcissism is negatively related 
to endorsement of democratic supervisors and positively 
related to endorsement of autocratic supervisors (weaker 
PDDA among more narcissistic subordinates). Indirect ev-
idence for this hypothesis indicates that more narcissistic 
individuals support organizational hierarchies from a sub-
ordinate position when they expect to rise in rank (Zitek 
& Jordan, 2016).

According to existent theory, both hypotheses should 
apply more strongly to narcissistic rivalry than narcissistic 
admiration: Narcissistic admiration and rivalry are both 
related to strivings for dominance, but narcissistic admi-
ration is also strongly related to strivings for admiration 
(Krizan & Herlache, 2018; Sedikides, 2021). Moreover, indi-
viduals higher in narcissistic admiration rely primarily on 
prestige- based strategies and less strongly on dominance- 
based strategies to gain status, whereas individuals higher 
in narcissistic rivalry rely only on dominance- based strat-
egies to gain status (Zeigler- Hill et al., 2019). Democratic 
leadership is less dominant but typically more admired by 
subordinates than autocratic leadership (Van Vugt & De 
Cremer, 1999). It is therefore conceivable that for individ-
uals higher in narcissistic admiration the interpersonal 
goal to dominate others (and accordingly the tendency 
to adopt an autocratic leadership style) competes against 
the interpersonal goal to be admired by others (and ac-
cordingly the tendency to adopt a democratic leadership 
style). Those competing goals might cancel each other out, 
resulting in no relation between narcissistic admiration 
and the PDDA. Alternatively, depending on which goal is 
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stronger, results for narcissistic admiration might parallel 
results for narcissistic rivalry (if the goal to dominate oth-
ers is stronger) or oppose them (if the goal to be admired 
by others is stronger).

1.4 | Overview

We conducted four studies to test the two competing hy-
potheses that subordinates' narcissism—particularly their 
narcissistic rivalry—is (1) positively related to endorsement 
of democratic supervisors and negatively related to endorse-
ment of autocratic supervisors (stronger PDDA) or (2) nega-
tively related to endorsement of democratic supervisors and 
positively related to endorsement of autocratic supervisors 
(weaker PDDA). In all studies, participants reported their 
level of narcissistic admiration and rivalry. In Study 1, par-
ticipants indicated the leadership style they generally pre-
fer in a supervisor. In Studies 2a–b, we examined whether 
the link between those general leadership preferences and 
narcissism translates to subordinates' attraction to their own 
supervisor. These were field studies in which subordinates 
indicated their own supervisor's leadership style (individual 
ratings in Study 2a, team ratings in Study 2b) and evalu-
ated their supervisor as a leader. In Study 3, we used tighter 
experimental control to test the critical role of supervisors' 
leadership style in how attracted more narcissistic subordi-
nates are to supervisors. Participants evaluated a fictitious 
supervisor whose leadership style was either democratic or 
autocratic. In the latter three studies, participants also in-
dicated the leadership style they would exhibit in a leader-
ship position (i.e., own hypothetical leadership style). This 
practice allowed us to examine whether more narcissistic 
subordinates prefer supervisors whose leadership style is 
complementary or similar to their own hypothetical lead-
ership style (and accordingly to their interpersonal goal to 
dominate others detached from their subordinate position). 
In other words, we tested the dominance- complementarity 
principle versus the similarity- attraction principle as a po-
tential mechanism underlying the leadership preferences of 
more narcissistic subordinates.

We report all manipulations, measures, and exclusions 
in these studies. If not otherwise indicated, we analyzed 
the data in R (version 4.2.1; R Core Team, 2022. All data, 
data- analysis scripts, and research materials are publicly 
available at https:// madata. bib. uni-  mannh eim. de/ 427/ . 
The studies were not preregistered.

2  |  STUDY 1

In Study 1, we examined the relation between narcissism 
and how subordinates generally prefer to be led. We asked 

participants to take a subordinate's perspective and indi-
cate the leadership style they would like to see in their su-
pervisor. We tested whether the relation of subordinates' 
narcissism—particularly their narcissistic rivalry—with 
endorsement of democratic versus autocratic supervisors 
is positive (stronger PDDA) or negative (weaker PDDA).

2.1 | Method

2.1.1 | Participants

We opted for 300 participants, because we sought to es-
timate stable relations with high precision (Schönbrodt 
& Perugini,  2013). In total, 322 MTurk workers com-
pleted the study (participation requirements: US resi-
dent; approval rating for past MTurk work >95%). We 
excluded six participants, because they stated that they 
did not take their participation seriously. The final 
sample comprised 316 participants (126 women and 
190 men; age: 18–84 years, M = 35.37, SD = 10.88). The 
sample size provided 80% power to detect a unique rela-
tion of f2 = 0.025 in a linear multiple regression (two to 
three predictors, α = 0.05, two- tailed; Faul et al., 2009). 
For reference, the median effect size of meta- analyses 
in social–personality psychology is f2 = 0.033 (Richard 
et al., 2003).

2.1.2 | Procedure and materials

Participants first completed questionnaires (in counter-
balanced order) assessing narcissism and impression 
management (the latter served as a covariate to rule out 
that differences between more and less narcissistic indi-
viduals were simply due to social desirability concerns). 
Next, they imagined themselves being in a subordinate 
position and reflected on what it means and how it feels 
to be a subordinate. Then, they responded to an attention 
check asking them whether they had imagined themselves 
as leader, subordinate, or elephant. Those who failed this 
check were directed to an early- end page. The remaining 
participants indicated their leadership preferences and 
provided demographic information.

Narcissism
We administered the Narcissistic Admiration and 
Rivalry Questionnaire (NARQ; Back et al., 2013), com-
prising the 9- item Admiration subscale (α = 0.91; e.g., “I 
deserve to be seen as a great personality”) and the 9- item 
Rivalry subscale (α = 0.91; e.g., “I enjoy it when another 
person is inferior to me”; 1 = not agree at all, 6 = agree 
completely).3
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Impression management
We administered the 8- item Impression Management 
subscale (α = 0.78; e.g., “I sometimes tell lies if I have to” 
[reverse- coded]; 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) 
of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Short 
Form (C. M. Hart et al., 2015).

Leadership preferences
We assessed leadership preferences with two comple-
mentary but highly correlated approaches, r(314) = 0.70, 
p < 0.001. First, participants read descriptions of demo-
cratic and autocratic leadership in counterbalanced order. 
We derived the descriptions from classic definitions of 
these leadership styles (Bass,  2008; Lewin et  al.,  1939). 
For example, the democratic leadership description stated 
that “the supervisor lets the subordinates initiate most ac-
tions and interactions within the group,” whereas the au-
tocratic leadership description stated that “the supervisor 
directs most actions and interactions within the group” 
(for full descriptions, see the material file at https:// ma-
data. bib. uni-  mannh eim. de/ 427/ ). For each description, 
participants indicated how much they, as subordinates, 
would want their supervisor to show the described leader-
ship style (1 = not at all, 6 = very much).4

Further, participants read 10 democratic leadership 
behaviors (e.g., “put suggestions made by the group into 
operation”) and 10 autocratic leadership behaviors (e.g., 
“decide what shall be done and how it shall be done”) 
in alternating order. We adopted these behaviors mainly 
from the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire XII 
(The Ohio State Leadership Studies, 1962). For each be-
havior, participants indicated how frequently they, as sub-
ordinates, would want their supervisor to show it (1 = very 
seldom, never, 6 = very often, always).

Democratic and autocratic leadership can be construed 
as two poles of a continuum (Bass, 2008; Lewin et al., 1939). 
We therefore reverse- coded responses to the autocratic 
leadership description and behaviors before averaging all 
responses to a measure. The result was a single leadership 

descriptions measure and a single leadership behaviors 
measure. For both measures, high values indicated prefer-
ence for clearly democratic leadership and low values in-
dicated preference for clearly autocratic leadership, with 
values in between indicating preference for a mixture of 
democratic and autocratic leadership. We obtained highly 
similar results for the two leadership measures. Thus, for 
brevity, we report the results for the average of the two (z- 
standardized) measures (α = 0.82) here and the results of 
the single measures in Supplementary Material.

2.2 | Results and discussion

Table 1 summarizes descriptive statistics and zero- order 
correlations. The sample means for narcissistic admira-
tion and rivalry were comparable to past research (Back 
et al., 2013; Zeigler- Hill et al., 2019). The sample means 
of leadership descriptions and behaviors indicated that, 
on average, subordinates preferred democratic over au-
tocratic supervisors, replicating the PDDA (Bass,  2008; 
Schoel et al., 2011). More important, narcissistic admira-
tion and particularly narcissistic rivalry correlated nega-
tively with leadership preferences, indicating a weaker 
PDDA among more narcissistic subordinates.

To test whether that relation was unique to each narcis-
sism dimension, we conducted two regression models. In 
Model 1, we entered both narcissism dimensions as simul-
taneous predictors. In Model 2, we additionally entered 
impression management as third predictor. We report the 
results in Table 2. Narcissistic rivalry, but not narcissistic 
admiration, showed a unique negative relation to leader-
ship preferences, f2 = 0.20, ΔR2 = 0.16, F(1, 313) = 62.59, 
p < 0.001; that is, only subordinates higher in narcissistic 
rivalry showed a weaker PDDA.5 This finding remained 
virtually unchanged when we controlled for impression 
management.6

In summary, Study 1 replicated the PDDA but showed 
that it is weaker among subordinates higher in narcissistic 

Variable M SD 1 2 3

ADM 3.35 1.20

RIV 2.66 1.20 0.54***

IM 4.34 1.17 −0.15** −0.45***

Leadership preferences 0.00 0.92 −0.18** −0.44*** 0.10

Note: For leadership preferences, high values indicated preference for democratic leadership and 
low values indicated preference for autocratic leadership. Mleadership preferences = 0.00 equates to 
Mleadership descriptions = 4.35, SD = 1.01, and Mleadership behaviors = 4.12, SD = 0.66. The sample means of 
leadership descriptions and behaviors were significantly above the scale- midpoint of 3.5, ts(315) ≥ 15.00, 
ps < 0.001, ds ≥ 0.84.
Abbreviations: ADM, narcissistic admiration; IM, impression management; RIV, narcissistic rivalry.
**p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

T A B L E  1  Descriptive statistics and 
zero- order correlations in Study 1.
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rivalry. Previous research suggests that narcissistic rivalry 
is associated with the inclination to adopt a more auto-
cratic leadership style (Matosic et  al.,  2017). Thus, the 
weaker PDDA among subordinates higher in narcissistic 
rivalry is in line with a stronger preference for a supervi-
sor who shows a leadership style that they would exhibit 
in a leadership position (similarity- attraction principle) 
rather than a supervisor who shows a leadership style 
that is complementary to their own (hypothetical) lead-
ership style in terms of dominance (and accordingly to 
their interpersonal goal to dominate others; dominance- 
complementarity principle). Yet, a direct test of similarity- 
attraction as a process driving the relation between 
subordinates' narcissistic rivalry and their leadership pref-
erences is needed. Moreover, it is unclear whether those 
leadership preferences translate to subordinates' attrac-
tion to their own supervisor. We addressed both issues in 
Studies 2a–2b.

3  |  STUDIES 2A–2B

Studies 2a–2b had two goals. The first goal was to test 
whether the relation of narcissistic admiration and rivalry 
with subordinates' endorsement of democratic versus au-
tocratic supervisors in general translates to how attracted 
more narcissistic subordinates are to their own supervi-
sor—that is, the real- life supervisor they actually have. 
Studies 2a–2b therefore examined the relation of narcis-
sistic admiration and rivalry with subordinates' attraction 
to their own supervisor as a function of their own supervi-
sor's leadership style. Participants occupying subordinate 
positions in organizational hierarchies indicated their own 
supervisor's leadership style and evaluated their supervi-
sor as a leader. In Study 2a, assessment of supervisor's 
leadership style was based on individual ratings. In Study 
2b, it was based on organizational team ratings to enhance 

reliability and objectivity of ratings. Following Study 1's 
results, we had a single hypothesis in the present study 
(recall that we had two competing hypotheses in Study 1). 
Our hypothesis was that subordinates' narcissistic rivalry 
is negatively related to endorsement of democratic super-
visors and positively related to endorsement of autocratic 
supervisors (weaker PDDA).

The second study goal was to directly test similarity- 
attraction as a process driving the relation between 
subordinates' narcissistic rivalry and their leadership 
preferences. Therefore, in addition to the leadership style 
of participants' supervisor, we measured participants' 
hypothetical leadership style—that is, their leadership 
style if they were in a leadership position. Similarity 
attracts if the relation between a democratic own hy-
pothetical leadership style and attraction to supervisor 
is positive for democratic supervisors and negative for 
autocratic supervisors. We hypothesized that a negative 
relation of subordinates' narcissistic rivalry with a dem-
ocratic own hypothetical leadership style accounts for 
the weaker PDDA among subordinates higher in narcis-
sistic rivalry.

3.1 | Method of Study 2a

3.1.1 | Participants

We gathered data using a snowballing procedure. A stu-
dent assistant distributed the study invitation via organ-
izational contacts and social networks (e.g., Facebook, 
Xing). We recruited as many participants as possible 
within 1 month. In total, 158 participants completed the 
German online survey (participation requirement: have 
been working with their supervisor for at least 1 year). 
We excluded two participants due to an error in data 
recording (inexplicably, their data included ratings of a 

T A B L E  2  Unique relations of narcissistic admiration and rivalry to leadership preferences in Study 1.

Predictor

Model 1 Model 2

β 95% CI t p β 95% CI t p

ADM 0.07 [−0.04, 0.19] 1.23 0.221 0.09 [−0.03, 0.21] 1.51 0.131

RIV −0.48 [−0.59, −0.36] −7.91 <0.001 −0.55 [−0.68, −0.42] −8.20 <0.001

IMa −0.14 [−0.25, −0.02] −2.38 0.018

R2 = 0.19, F(2, 313) = 37.76, p < 0.001 R2 = 0.21, F(3, 312) = 27.44, p < 0.001

Note: For leadership preferences, high values indicated preference for democratic leadership and low values indicated preference for autocratic leadership.
Abbreviations: ADM, narcissistic admiration; CI, confidence interval; IM, impression management; RIV, narcissistic rivalry.
aThe zero- order correlation between impression management and leadership preferences was not significant, r(314) = 0.10, p = 0.084 (Table 1). By contrast, the 
semi- partial correlation between impression management and leadership preferences in Model 2 was significant, sr(312) = −0.12, p = 0.034. That semi- partial 
correlation was also significant when narcissistic admiration was omitted from Model 2, sr(313) = −0.11, p = 0.048, but it was not significant when narcissistic 
rivalry was omitted from Model 2, sr(313) = 0.07, p = 0.213. These results suggest that narcissistic rivalry acts as a suppressor in the relation between impression 
management and leadership preferences (Paulhus et al., 2004).
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female and a male supervisor). The final sample com-
prised 156 participants (103 women and 53 men; age: 
19–62 years, M = 33.83, SD = 11.11). Participants had 
been working with their supervisor between 1 and 
25 years (M = 3.95, SD = 4.01). Most participants (81%) 
reported seeing their supervisor at least once a week. 
The sample size provided 80% power to detect (1) a 
unique relation (main or interaction effect) of f2 = 0.051 
in a linear multiple regression (five predictors, α = 0.05, 
two- tailed; Faul et  al.,  2009) and (2) an indirect effect 
with each path's effect (predictor → mediator; mediator 
→ outcome) being f2 = 0.068 (bias- corrected percentile 
bootstrap method; Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007).

3.1.2 | Procedure and materials

Participants first provided demographic information and 
completed the NARQ (Back et al., 2013; αAdmiration = 0.84; 
αRivalry = 0.80).7 Then, in counterbalanced order, they in-
dicated (1) their supervisor's leadership style followed by 
an evaluation of their supervisor, and (2) their own hypo-
thetical leadership style.

Supervisor's leadership style
Participants read the autocratic and democratic leadership 
descriptions from Study 1 (autocratic description first). 
For each description, they indicated the degree to which 
it corresponded with their supervisor's leadership style 
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much). Next, they read the 10 demo-
cratic and 10 autocratic leadership behaviors from Study 
1 in alternating order. For each behavior, they reported 
how often their supervisor showed it (1 = never, 5 = almost 
always/regularly). As in Study 1, we first formed one lead-
ership descriptions measure and one leadership behav-
iors measure and then averaged them (z- standardized) 
to obtain a single index (α = 0.90). We report results on 
this index here and results for the separate measures in 
Supplementary Material S2.

Subordinate's hypothetical leadership style
Participants imagined themselves being in their supervi-
sor's position and read the same leadership descriptions 
and behaviors used to assess their supervisor's leadership 
style. For each description, they indicated the degree to 
which it corresponded with the leadership style they 
would show if they were in their supervisor's position 
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much). For each behavior, they 
reported how often they would show it if they were in 
their supervisor's position (1 = never, 5 = almost always/
regularly). Parallel to supervisor's leadership style, we 
formed a single index of subordinate's hypothetical lead-
ership style (α = 0.77).

Attraction to supervisor
Participants rated their supervisor on 23 items (e.g., “How 
much do you like your supervisor as a leader?”; 1 = not at 
all, 7 = very much) that covered eight aspects of attraction 
to supervisor, such as liking for their supervisor and their 
supervisor's competence (for all aspects and their items, 
see the material file at https:// madata. bib. uni-  mannh eim. 
de/ 427/ ). Those aspects were so closely interrelated that 
only a single factor showed up in a principal components 
analysis. This factor explained 71.17% of the total variance, 
and all aspects manifested high loadings on it (all loadings 
≥0.68). Hence, we z- standardized and averaged them to 
form the outcome: attraction to supervisor (α = 0.94).

3.2 | Results of Study 2a

We organized this section in two parts. First, we con-
ducted a moderation analysis to test whether the relation 
of narcissistic admiration and rivalry with subordinates' 
attraction to their own supervisor was moderated by 
their own supervisor's leadership style. In particular, we 
tested whether the relation of subordinates' narcissistic 
rivalry with attraction to their own supervisor was nega-
tive for democratic supervisors and positive for autocratic 
supervisors. Second, we conducted a mediation analysis 
with the R- package lavaan (v0.6- 17; Rosseel, 2012) to test 
whether a negative relation of subordinates' narcissistic ri-
valry with a democratic own hypothetical leadership style 
accounts for those relations.

Table  3 summarizes descriptive statistics and zero- 
order correlations. The sample means for narcissistic 
admiration and rivalry were again comparable to past 
research (Back et al., 2013; Zeigler- Hill et al., 2019). The 
sample means of leadership descriptions and behaviors 
indicated that, on average, supervisors' leadership style 
was more democratic than autocratic, and subordinates 
would adopt a more democratic than autocratic leader-
ship style if they were in their supervisor's position.

3.2.1 | Moderation analysis

We simultaneously regressed attraction to super-
visor on both narcissism dimensions, supervisor's 
leadership style, and their two- way interactions (all  z- 
standardized). We report the results in Table  4. The 
effect of supervisor's leadership style was significant, 
indicating stronger attraction to supervisors with a 
more democratic leadership style (a replication of the 
PDDA). As hypothesized, narcissistic rivalry interacted 
with supervisor's leadership style, f2 = 0.07, ΔR2 = 0.03, 
F(5, 150) = 9.92, p = 0.002. The relation of subordinates' 
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narcissistic rivalry with attraction to supervisor was 
negative for democratic supervisors, β = −0.32, 95% CI 
[−0.58, −0.05], t(150) = −2.35, p = 0.020, and positive 
for autocratic supervisors, β = 0.45, 95% CI [0.18, 0.73], 
t(150) = 3.28, p = 0.001 (weaker PDDA). We display sim-
ple slopes in Figure  1a.8 The main effects of both nar-
cissism dimensions and the Admiration × Supervisor's 
Leadership Style interaction were not significant.9

3.2.2 | Mediation analysis

As depicted in Figure 2a, we tested a moderated media-
tion model. To this end, we extended the former regres-
sion model as follows: (1) We included subordinate's 

hypothetical leadership style as an additional predictor. 
(2) We specified the two- way interaction between sub-
ordinate's hypothetical leadership style and supervisor's 
leadership style. (3) We specified indirect effects of both 
narcissism dimensions on attraction to supervisor via sub-
ordinate's hypothetical leadership style (path a of indirect 
effect: narcissism dimension → subordinate's hypotheti-
cal leadership style; path b of indirect effect: Subordinate's 
Hypothetical Leadership Style × Supervisor's Leadership 
Style interaction → attraction to supervisor; model 15 in 
Hayes, 2018, p. 592). We report the results in Table 5.

As expected, subordinates' narcissistic rivalry (but 
not admiration) was negatively related to a demo-
cratic own hypothetical leadership style, f2 = 0.27, 
ΔR2 = 0.21, F(1, 153) = 40.63, p < 0.001.The Subordinate's 

T A B L E  3  Descriptive statistics and zero- order correlations in Studies 2a–2b.

Variable

Study 2a Study 2b

1 2 3 4 5M SD M SD

ADM 3.19 0.81 3.06 0.80 0.47*** −0.26*** −0.20** −0.09

RIV 2.25 0.76 2.04 0.75 0.31*** −0.48*** −0.30*** −0.18**

SHLS 0.00 0.90 0.00 0.89 −0.06 −0.45*** 0.34*** 0.25***

SLS 0.00 0.95 0.04 0.96 −0.10 −0.03 0.09 0.70***

Attraction 0.00 0.84 0.00 0.87 −0.08 0.03 0.07 0.67***

Note: Zero- order correlations of Study 2a (Study 2b) are reported below (above) the diagonal. For SHLS and SLS, high values indicated a democratic 
leadership style and low values indicated an autocratic leadership style. In Study 2a, MSHLS = 0.00 equates to Mleadership descriptions = 5.44, SD = 1.33, and 
Mleadership behaviors = 3.51, SD = 0.47, and MSLS = 0.00 equates to Mleadership descriptions = 4.38, SD = 1.82, and Mleadership behaviors = 3.23, SD = 0.75. In Study 2b, 
MSHLS = 0.00 equates to Mleadership descriptions = 4.89, SD = 0.90, and Mleadership behaviors = 4.52, SD = 0.57, and MSLS = 0.04 equates to Mleadership descriptions = 4.22, 
SD = 1.16, and Mleadership behaviors = 4.13, SD = 0.82. The sample means of all SHLS and SLS measures were significantly above the respective scale- midpoint, 
ts(155) ≥ 2.61, ps ≤0.010, ds ≥0.21, in Study 2a and ts(210) ≥ 9.05, ps <0.001, ds ≥0.62, in Study 2b.
Abbreviations: ADM, narcissistic admiration; Attraction, attraction to supervisor; RIV, narcissistic rivalry; SHLS, subordinate's hypothetical leadership style; 
SLS, supervisor's leadership style (individual ratings in Study 2a, team ratings in Study 2b).
** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.

T A B L E  4  Unique effects of narcissistic admiration and rivalry on attraction to supervisor moderated by supervisor's leadership style in 
Studies 2a–2b.

Predictor

Study 2a Study 2b

β 95% CI t p zPE 95% CI z p

(Intercept) −0.06 [−0.18, 0.06] −1.06 0.290

ADM −0.01 [−0.13, 0.11] −0.16 0.871 0.06 [−0.06, 0.17] 0.93 0.350

RIV 0.02 [−0.11, 0.14] 0.25 0.803 −0.03 [−0.22, 0.16] −0.32 0.747

SLS 0.67 [0.55, 0.79] 11.02 <0.001 0.75 [0.67, 0.83] 18.07 <0.001

ADM × SLS −0.03 [−0.16, 0.09] −0.55 0.584 −0.01 [−0.13, 0.12] −0.14 0.890

RIV × SLS −0.20 [−0.32, −0.07] −3.15 0.002 −0.11 [−0.22, 0.002] −1.92 0.054

R2 = 0.50, F(5, 150) = 29.98, p < 0.001 R
2(fvm)

total
 = 0.53a

Note: For SLS, high values indicated a democratic leadership style and low values indicated an autocratic leadership style. In Study 2b, the variance of the 
random intercept was 0.010, and the variance of the random slopes was less than 0.001 for narcissistic admiration and 0.007 for narcissistic rivalry.
Abbreviations: ADM, narcissistic admiration; CI, confidence interval; RIV, narcissistic rivalry; SLS, supervisor's leadership style (individual ratings in Study 2a, 
team ratings in Study 2b); zPE, standardized point estimate.
aWe estimated R2(fvm)

total
 with the R- package r2mlm (v 0.3.7; Shaw et al., 2023). That package estimates R2(fvm)

total
 based on model parameters computed in R. Those 

model parameters slightly differed from the reported model parameters computed in Mplus 8.5, but the differences were negligible.
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Hypothetical Leadership Style × Supervisor's Leadership 
Style interaction on attraction to supervisor was also sig-
nificant, f2 = 0.10, ΔR2 = 0.05, F(1, 148) = 15.41, p < 0.001. 
Consistent with the similarity- attraction principle, the 
relation between a democratic own hypothetical leader-
ship style and attraction to supervisor was positive for 
democratic supervisors and negative for autocratic su-
pervisors (Figure 2a).

Most important, the index of moderated mediation 
(Hayes,  2018) for narcissistic rivalry was significant, 
estimate = −0.13, 95% CI [−0.24, −0.04], z = −2.58, 
p = 0.010. The indirect effect of narcissistic rivalry on 
attraction to supervisor via subordinate's hypothetical 
leadership style was negative for democratic supervi-
sors, estimate = −0.24, 95% CI [−0.48, −0.07], z = −2.40, 
p = 0.016, and positive for autocratic supervisors, esti-
mate = 0.29, 95% CI [0.10, 0.56], z = 2.47, p = 0.014. By 
contrast, the index of moderated mediation for narcis-
sistic admiration was not significant, estimate = 0.02, 
95% CI [−0.01, 0.07], z = 1.15, p = 0.249.

3.3 | Method of Study 2b

3.3.1 | Participants

We gathered data through a snowballing procedure. A 
student assistant distributed the study invitation via or-
ganizational contacts and social networks (e.g., Facebook, 
Xing). To obtain more reliable and objective ratings of 

the leadership style of supervisors, we sought to recruit 
members of organizational teams. Specifically, we asked 
participants to invite other members of their organiza-
tional team who had the same supervisor to take part in 
the study. We recruited as many participants as possible 
within 1 month. In total, 226 participants completed the 
German online survey (participation requirements: have 
been working with a supervisor, but to maximize sample 
size we did not specify the minimum duration; have at 
least two colleagues who had been working with the same 
supervisor and were willing to take part in the study). Of 
these, 212 could be matched with at least one other team 
member. In one team, however, one participant indicated 
a different gender of the supervisor and was therefore 
excluded from analyses. The final sample comprised 211 
participants (123 women, 86 men, and 2 undisclosed; age: 
18–63 years, M = 33.00, SD = 11.26) across 70 teams with 
two to six team members (M = 3.01, SD = 0.84). Except for 
12 participants (6%), they had been working with their su-
pervisor for at least 1 year (1–35 years, M = 4.33, SD = 4.65). 
Most participants (73%) reported seeing their supervisor 
at least once a week.

It is possible to estimate power for cross- level in-
teractions with Monte Carlo simulations (Green & 
MacLeod, 2016). However, that method requires a num-
ber of parameters that we were unable to specify for our 
hypothesized cross- level interactions without prior data. 
Instead, we report observed power and evaluate evidence 
from this study within the broader evaluation of our re-
search in General Discussion (cf. Wegener et al., 2022).

F I G U R E  1  Attraction to supervisor as a function of subordinate's narcissistic rivalry and supervisor's leadership style in Study 2a (a) and 
Study 2b (b). All variables were z- standardized. Supervisor's leadership style was based on individual ratings in Study 2a (a) and team ratings 
in Study 2b (b). Simple slopes were estimated for supervisors whose leadership style was clearly democratic or clearly autocratic—that is, 
for the leadership style values of the most democratic (Study 2a: standardized value = 1.83; Study 2b: standardized value = 1.54) and the most 
autocratic (Study 2a: standardized value = −2.40; Study 2b: standardized value = −2.24) supervisors in the studies (for corresponding values 
on the leadership descriptions and leadership behaviors measures, see Footnotes 8 and 12). Simple slopes were controlled for narcissistic 
admiration and the Admiration × Supervisor's Leadership Style interaction.
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3.3.2 | Procedure and materials

Participants first rated their supervisor's leadership style 
followed by an evaluation of their supervisor. Next, they 
completed the NARQ (Back et al., 2013; αAdmiration = 0.83; 
αRivalry = 0.82) and indicated their own hypothetical 
leadership style. Finally, they provided demographic 
information.

Supervisor's leadership style
We used the leadership behaviors and descriptions 
from Studies 1–2a with minor changes. To increase 

participation rate, we reduced the study duration by using 
only half of the leadership behaviors and shorter leader-
ship descriptions. Moreover, we introduced 6- point rating 
scales for both measures. We aggregated each measure's 
individual values on team level (reliability of team- level 
means: ICC[2]behaviors = 0.87; ICC[2]descriptions = 0.83).10 
Then, congruent with Study 2a, we averaged team- level 
means of both measures (z- standardized) to obtain a sin-
gle index for the leadership style of each team's supervi-
sor (α = 0.95). As in Studies 1- 2a, we focus on this index 
here and report results for the separate measures in 
Supplementary Material S2.

F I G U R E  2  Moderated mediation model in Study 2a (a) and Study 2b (b). All variables were z- standardized. Path coefficients are 
standardized estimates with 95% confidence intervals. For subordinate's hypothetical leadership style, high values indicated a democratic 
leadership style and low values indicated an autocratic leadership style. Supervisor's leadership style was based on individual ratings in 
Study 2a (a) and team ratings in Study 2b (b). Path coefficients are displayed separately for supervisors whose leadership style was clearly 
democratic or clearly autocratic—that is, for the leadership style values of the most democratic (Study 2a: standardized value = 1.83; Study 
2b: standardized value = 1.54) and the most autocratic (Study 2a: standardized value = −2.40; Study 2b: standardized value = −2.24) 
supervisors in the studies (for corresponding values on the leadership descriptions and leadership behaviors measures, see Footnotes 8 and 
12). The path from subordinate's rivalry to subordinate's hypothetical leadership style was controlled for narcissistic admiration; all other 
paths were controlled for narcissistic admiration and the Admiration × Supervisor's Leadership Style interaction.
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Subordinate's hypothetical leadership style
Participants imagined themselves being in their su-
pervisor's position and read the leadership behaviors 
and descriptions from Studies 1- 2a but—as for supervi-
sor's leadership style—with fewer leadership behaviors, 
shorter leadership descriptions, and 6- point rating scales. 
As in Study 2a, we formed a single index of subordinate's 
hypothetical leadership style (α = 0.75).

Attraction to supervisor
Participants rated their supervisor on 12 items (e.g., “How 
much do you like your supervisor as a leader?”; 1 = not at 
all, 7 = very much) that covered six aspects of attraction to 
supervisor, such as liking for their supervisor and their su-
pervisor's competence (for all aspects and their items, see the 
material file at https:// madata. bib. uni-  mannh eim. de/ 427/ ). 
As in Study 2a, those aspects were so closely interrelated that 
only a single factor showed up in a principal components 
analysis. This factor explained 75.64% of the total variance, 
and all aspects manifested high loadings on it (all loadings 
≥0.80). Hence, we z- standardized and averaged them to form 
the outcome: attraction to supervisor (α = 0.93).

3.4 | Results of Study 2b

As in Study 2a, we first conducted a moderation 
analysis to test whether the relation of subordinates' 

narcissistic rivalry with attraction to their own su-
pervisor was negative for democratic supervisors and 
positive for autocratic supervisors. Next, we conducted 
a mediation analysis to test whether those relations 
were attributable to a negative relation of subordi-
nates' narcissistic rivalry with a democratic own hy-
pothetical leadership style. To account for the nested 
data structure (participants nested in teams), we con-
ducted random- intercept random- slope models (Barr 
et al., 2013). We computed the models with Mplus 8.5 
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017), because the currently 
available R- packages do not allow testing indirect ef-
fects of multilevel moderated mediation models that 
include random slopes. To achieve model convergence, 
we set the correlations between the random intercept 
and the random slopes to zero (Bates et al., 2015). We 
z- standardized all variables to obtain standardized 
coefficients.11

Table 3 summarizes descriptive statistics and zero- 
order correlations. The sample means for narcissistic 
admiration and rivalry were again comparable to past 
research (Back et  al.,  2013; Zeigler- Hill et  al.,  2019). 
The sample means of leadership descriptions and be-
haviors indicated that, on average, supervisors' lead-
ership style was more democratic than autocratic, and 
subordinates would adopt a more democratic than au-
tocratic leadership style if they were in their supervi-
sor's position.

T A B L E  5  Results of the moderated mediation model in Studies 2a–2b.

Predictor

Study 2a Study 2b

β 95% CI z p zPE 95% CI z p

Subordinate's hypothetical leadership style
ADM 0.09 [−0.06, 0.23] 1.22 0.221 −0.04 [−0.17, 0.09] −0.60 0.550
RIV −0.48 [−0.65, −0.31] −5.46 <0.001 −0.46 [−0.62, −0.30] −5.66 <0.001

R2 = 0.21, F(2, 153) = 20.67, p < 0.001 R
2(fvm)

total
 = 0.31a

Attraction to supervisor
(Intercept) −0.09 [−0.21, 0.03] −1.44 0.149
ADM −0.03 [−0.16, 0.09] −0.49 0.624 0.02 [−0.11, 0.15] 0.32 0.747
RIV 0.06 [−0.06, 0.18] 0.90 0.368 −0.03 [−0.27, 0.22] −0.22 0.829
SHLS 0.03 [−0.12, 0.18] 0.35 0.728 0.03 [−0.11, 0.18] 0.46 0.646
SLS 0.63 [0.50, 0.75] 10.22 <0.001 0.74 [0.66, 0.82] 18.19 <0.001
ADM × SLS −0.05 [−0.19, 0.08] −0.72 0.470 0.04 [−0.10, 0.18] 0.57 0.569
RIV × SLS −0.04 [−0.17, 0.08] −0.70 0.483 −0.03 [−0.15, 0.09] −0.52 0.601
SHLS × SLS 0.26 [0.11, 0.41] 3.50 <0.001 0.17 [0.04, 0.30] 2.62 0.009

R2 = 0.55, F(7, 148) = 25.58, p < 0.001 R
2(fvm)

total
 = 0.59a

Note: For SHLS and SLS, high values indicated a democratic leadership style and low values indicated an autocratic leadership style. In Study 2b, the variance 
of the random intercept was 0.010, and the variance of the random slopes was less than 0.001 for narcissistic admiration, 0.007 for narcissistic rivalry, and 0.055 
for subordinate's hypothetical leadership style.
Abbreviations: ADM, narcissistic admiration; CI, confidence interval; RIV, narcissistic rivalry; SHLS, subordinate's hypothetical leadership style; SLS, 
supervisor's leadership style (individual ratings in Study 2a, team ratings in Study 2b); zPE, standardized point estimate.
aWe estimated R2(fvm)

total
 with the R- package r2mlm (v 0.3.7; Shaw et al., 2023). That package estimates R2(fvm)

total
 based on model parameters computed in R. Those 

model parameters slightly differed from the reported model parameters computed in Mplus 8.5, but the differences were negligible.
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3.4.1 | Moderation analysis

We simultaneously regressed attraction to supervisor (Level 
1) on both narcissism dimensions (Level 1), supervisor's 
leadership style (Level 2), and their cross- level interactions. 
We report the results in Table 4. The effect of supervisor's 
leadership style was significant, indicating stronger attrac-
tion to supervisors with a more democratic leadership style 
(a replication of the PDDA). The Rivalry × Supervisor's 
Leadership Style interaction was not significant, but the 
pattern of results paralleled that of Study 2a: Descriptively, 
the relation of subordinates' narcissistic rivalry with attrac-
tion to supervisor was negative for democratic supervisors, 
standardized point estimate (zPE) = −0.20, 95% CI [−0.44, 
0.04], z = −1.62, p = 0.104, and positive for autocratic super-
visors zPE = 0.21, 95% CI [−0.12, 0.54], z = 1.23, p = 0.220 
(trend for a weaker PDDA). We display simple slopes in 
Figure  1b.12 The main effects of both narcissism dimen-
sions and the Admiration × Supervisor's Leadership Style 
interaction were not significant.

3.4.2 | Mediation analysis

The total effect of the Rivalry × Supervisor's Leadership Style 
interaction was not significant. Yet, our predicted indirect ef-
fect via subordinate's hypothetical leadership style might be 
present because the total effect is the sum of the direct and 
the indirect effect. If the direct and the indirect effect differ 
in their direction, the total effect might be null, whereas the 
indirect effect might be significant (Hayes, 2018).

As in Study 2a, we tested a moderated mediation 
model (Figure 2b). To this end, we extended the former 
multilevel model as follows: (1) We included subordi-
nate's hypothetical leadership style as an additional (Level 
1) predictor. (2) We specified the cross- level interaction 
between subordinate's hypothetical leadership style and 
supervisor's leadership style. (3) We specified indirect ef-
fects of both narcissism dimensions on attraction to su-
pervisor via subordinate's hypothetical leadership style. 
We report the results in Table 5.

Again, subordinates' narcissistic rivalry (but not admi-
ration) was negatively related to a democratic own hypo-
thetical leadership style. The Subordinate's Hypothetical 
Leadership Style × Supervisor's Leadership Style interaction 
on attraction to supervisor was also significant. Consistent 
with the similarity- attraction principle, the relation be-
tween a democratic own hypothetical leadership style and 
attraction to supervisor was positive for democratic super-
visors and negative for autocratic supervisors (Figure 2b).

Most important, the index of moderated mediation for 
narcissistic rivalry was significant, estimate = −0.08, 95% 
CI [−0.14, −0.02], z = −2.55, p = 0.011. The indirect effect 

of narcissistic rivalry on attraction to supervisor via sub-
ordinate's hypothetical leadership style was negative for 
democratic supervisors, estimate = −0.14, 95% CI [−0.24, 
−0.03], z = −2.55, p = 0.011, and positive for autocratic 
supervisors, estimate = 0.16, 95% CI [0.00, 0.32], z = 1.96, 
p = 0.050. By contrast, the index of moderated media-
tion for narcissistic admiration was not significant, esti-
mate = −0.01, 95% CI [−0.03, 0.02], z = −0.56, p = 0.572.

3.5 | Discussion of Studies 2a–2b

Studies 2a–2b provided evidence that the general leader-
ship preferences of more narcissistic subordinates found 
in Study 1 translate to how attracted more narcissistic 
subordinates are to their own supervisor. Specifically, 
subordinates' narcissistic rivalry was negatively related 
to endorsement of democratic supervisors and positively 
related to endorsement of autocratic supervisors (albeit 
not significant in Study 2b). Moreover, consistent with the 
similarity- attraction principle, a negative relation of sub-
ordinates' narcissistic rivalry with a democratic own hy-
pothetical leadership style accounted for those relations. 
These findings held for assessments of supervisor's leader-
ship style at the individual level (Study 2a) and at the team 
level (Study 2b).

A strength of Studies 2a–2b is their high ecological va-
lidity, as participants occupied subordinate positions in 
real organizational hierarchies. Yet, all data were cross- 
sectional. It can therefore not be ruled out that subordi-
nates had adopted their supervisors' leadership style over 
time when they were attracted to their supervisor, instead 
of being more attracted to their supervisor when their 
own hypothetical leadership style was similar to their su-
pervisor's leadership style. In an effort to provide firmer 
evidence for the critical role of supervisors' leadership 
style in how attracted more narcissistic subordinates are 
to supervisors, we used tighter experimental control in 
Study 3.

4  |  STUDY 3

In Study 3, we tested whether a low democratic and high 
autocratic leadership style elicits stronger attraction to a 
supervisor for subordinates higher in narcissistic rivalry. 
We presented participants with a fictitious supervisor 
whose leadership style was either clearly democratic or 
clearly autocratic. Following our findings from Studies 
1–2, we hypothesized that subordinates' narcissistic ri-
valry is negatively related to endorsement of the demo-
cratic leader profile and positively related to endorsement 
of the autocratic leader profile. We again expected the 
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similarity between subordinate's hypothetical leadership 
style and the fictitious supervisor's leadership style to me-
diate those relations.

4.1 | Method

4.1.1 | Participants

We opted for 300 participants per condition (600 in all), 
because we sought to (1) estimate stable relations with 
high precision within each condition (Schönbrodt & 
Perugini, 2013), and (2) ensure high reliability of indirect 
effects (Fritz & MacKinnon,  2007). In total, 601 MTurk 
workers (318 women, 282 men, and 1 undisclosed; age: 
18–75 years, M = 36.85, SD = 11.20) completed the study 
(participation requirements: US resident; approval rating 
for past MTurk work >95%).13 The sample size provided 
80% power to detect (1) a unique relation (main or inter-
action effect) of f2 = 0.013 in a linear multiple regression 
(five predictors, α = 0.05, two- tailed; Faul et al., 2009) and 
(2) an indirect effect with each path's effect being f2 = 0.02 
(bias- corrected percentile bootstrap method; Fritz & 
MacKinnon, 2007).

4.1.2 | Procedure and materials

Participants first completed the NARQ (Back et al., 2013; 
αAdmiration = 0.88; αRivalry = 0.88) and indicated their own 
hypothetical leadership style. Next, they were randomly 
assigned to the democratic or autocratic leader profile of 
a fictitious supervisor and evaluated this person. Finally, 
they stated how they perceived the supervisor's leadership 
style and provided demographic information.

Supervisor's leadership style
Participants read the ostensible answers of a male leader to 
the democratic and autocratic leadership descriptions and 
behaviors from Studies 1–2a and imagined that they were 
given by a leader who was their supervisor (but not the 
real- life supervisor they actually have).14 The ratings of the 
fictitious supervisor were either clearly democratic (“6” 
for the democratic description and “2” for the autocratic 
description on 7- point scales; M = 4.50 for democratic be-
haviors and M = 1.50 for autocratic behaviors on 5- point 
scales) or clearly autocratic (“6” for the autocratic descrip-
tion and “2” for the democratic description; M = 4.50 for 
autocratic behaviors and M = 1.50 for democratic behav-
iors). We presented the democratic description together 
with the democratic behaviors and the autocratic descrip-
tion together with the autocratic behaviors to help par-
ticipants notice that the supervisor's leadership style was 
clearly democratic or autocratic. Participants viewed the 

democratic items and the autocratic items in counterbal-
anced order.

Subordinate's hypothetical leadership style
Participants imagined themselves being in a leader-
ship position and read the same items that we used for 
the leader profile of the fictitious supervisor (in the same 
order as in the supervisor's leader profile). Participants in-
dicated correspondence with the two leadership descrip-
tions (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) and frequency of each 
leadership behavior (1 = never, 5 = always). As in Studies 
2a–2b, we formed a single index of subordinate's hypo-
thetical leadership style (α = 0.80).

Attraction to supervisor
Participants rated the fictitious supervisor on 21 items 
(e.g., “How much would you like this supervisor as a 
leader?”; 1 = not at all, 7 = very much) that covered seven 
aspects of attraction to supervisor, such as liking for the 
supervisor and the supervisor's competence (for all as-
pects and their items, see the material file at https:// ma-
data. bib. uni-  mannh eim. de/ 427/ ). As in Studies 2a–2b, 
those aspects were so closely interrelated that only a single 
factor showed up in a principal components analysis. This 
factor explained 83.38% of the total variance, and all meas-
ures manifested high loadings on it (all loadings ≥0.85). 
Hence, we z- standardized and averaged them to form the 
outcome: attraction to supervisor (α = 0.97).

Perceived leadership style
Participants stated how they perceived the leadership style 
of the fictitious supervisor (1 = democratic, 6 = autocratic).

4.2 | Results and discussion

First, we tested whether participants perceived the su-
pervisor's leadership style as intended. Second, as in 
Studies 2a–2b, we conducted a moderation analysis to test 
whether subordinates' narcissistic rivalry is negatively re-
lated to endorsement of the democratic leader profile and 
positively related to endorsement of the autocratic leader 
profile. Finally, we conducted a mediation analysis to test 
whether a negative relation of subordinates' narcissistic ri-
valry with a democratic own hypothetical leadership style 
accounted for those relations.

Table  6 summarizes descriptive statistics and zero- 
order correlations. The sample means for narcissistic 
admiration and rivalry were again comparable to past 
research (e.g., Back et al., 2013; Zeigler- Hill et al., 2019). 
The sample means of leadership descriptions and behav-
iors indicated that, on average, subordinates would adopt 
a more democratic than autocratic leadership style if they 
were in a leadership position.
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4.2.1 | Perceived leadership style

As intended, participants perceived the supervisor's lead-
ership style as democratic in the democratic condition 
(M = 1.94, SD = 1.38), t(298) = −19.50, p < 0.001, d = −1.13, 
95% CI [−1.27, −0.98], and as autocratic in the autocratic 
condition (M = 5.18, SD = 1.47), t(301) = 19.79, p < 0.001, 
d = 1.14, 95% CI [0.99, 1.28], resulting in a large difference 
between the two leader profiles, t(599) = 27.77, p < 0.001, 
d = 2.27, 95% CI [2.06, 2.47].15

4.2.2 | Moderation analysis

We simultaneously regressed attraction to supervisor 
on both narcissism dimensions, supervisor's leadership 
style (−0.5 = autocratic, 0.5 = democratic), and their 
two- way interactions (all z- standardized). We report 
the results in Table  7. The effect of supervisor's leader-
ship style was significant, indicating stronger attrac-
tion to the democratic than the autocratic supervisor (a 
replication of the PDDA). As hypothesized, the Rivalry 
× Supervisor's Leadership Style interaction was signifi-
cant, f2 = 0.02, ΔR2 = 0.01, F(1, 595) = 11.35, p < 0.001. 
The relation of subordinates' narcissistic rivalry with 
attraction to supervisor descriptively tended to be nega-
tive for the democratic supervisor, β = −0.07, 95% CI 
[−0.16, 0.01], t(595) = −1.71, p = 0.089, and was posi-
tive for the autocratic supervisor, β = 0.14, 95% CI [0.05, 
0.23], t(595) = 3.02, p = 0.003 (weaker PDDA). We display 
simple slopes in Figure 3. The main effects of both nar-
cissism dimensions and the Admiration × Supervisor's 
Leadership Style interaction were not significant.16

4.2.3 | Mediation analysis

As depicted in Figure 4, we tested the same moderated medi-
ation model as in Study 2a. We report the results in Table 7. 
Again, subordinates' narcissistic rivalry (but not admira-
tion) was negatively related to a democratic own hypotheti-
cal leadership style, f2 = 0.13, ΔR2 = 0.11, F(1, 598) = 74.76, 
p < 0.001. The Subordinate's Hypothetical Leadership Style 
× Supervisor's Leadership Style interaction on attraction 
to supervisor was also significant, f2 = 0.14, ΔR2 = 0.06, 
F(1, 593) = 83.19, p < 0.001. Consistent with the similarity- 
attraction principle, the relation between a democratic own 
hypothetical leadership style and attraction to supervisor 
was positive for the democratic supervisor and negative for 
the autocratic supervisor (Figure 4).

Most important, the index of moderated mediation 
for narcissistic rivalry was significant, estimate = −0.09, 
95% CI [−0.13, −0.07], z = −6.41, p < 0.001. The indirect 
effect of narcissistic rivalry on attraction to supervisor via 
subordinate's hypothetical leadership style was negative 
for the democratic supervisor, estimate = −0.08, 95% CI 
[−0.12, −0.06], z = −5.07, p < 0.001, and positive for the 
autocratic supervisor, estimate = 0.10, 95% CI [0.07, 0.14], 
z = 5.42, p < 0.001. By contrast, the index of moderated 
mediation for narcissistic admiration was not significant, 
estimate = −0.01, 95% CI [−0.03, 0.01], z = −0.77, p = 0.439.

In summary, Study 3 provided firmer evidence that a 
low democratic and high autocratic leadership style elicits 
stronger attraction to a supervisor for subordinates higher in 
narcissistic rivalry. Moreover, consistent with the similarity- 
attraction principle, a negative relation of subordinates' 
narcissistic rivalry with a democratic own hypothetical lead-
ership style accounted for this stronger attraction.

T A B L E  6  Descriptive statistics and zero- order correlations in Study 3.

Variable

Democratic condition 
(n = 299)

Autocratic condition 
(n = 302)

1 2 3 4M SD M SD

ADM 3.31 1.00 3.18 1.03

RIV 2.35 1.08 2.27 0.95 0.42***

SHLS 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.89 −0.19*** −0.38***

SLS 0.50 0.00 −0.50 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.004

Attraction 0.66 0.58 −0.65 0.69 0.10* 0.07 −0.03 0.72***

Note: For SHLS, high values indicated a democratic leadership style and low values indicated an autocratic leadership style. MSHLS = 0.00 equates to 
Mleadership descriptions = 5.18, SD = 1.28, and Mleadership behaviors = 3.57, SD = 0.53. The sample means of both SHLS measures were significantly above the respective 
scale- midpoint, ts(600) ≥ 22.60, ps < 0.001, ds ≥ 0.92.
Abbreviations: ADM, narcissistic admiration; Attraction, attraction to supervisor; Autocratic condition, participants viewed the autocratic leader profile of 
the fictitious supervisor; Democratic condition, participants viewed the democratic leader profile of the fictitious supervisor; RIV, narcissistic rivalry; SHLS, 
subordinate's hypothetical leadership style; SLS, supervisor's leadership style (predetermined; −0.5 = autocratic, 0.5 = democratic).
*p < 0.05. ***p < 0.001.
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5  |  GENERAL DISCUSSION

We replicated previous findings showing that subordi-
nates generally prefer democratic over autocratic super-
visors (Bass, 2008; Schoel et al., 2011). However, we also 
found that this PDDA is significantly weaker among more 
narcissistic subordinates—especially those higher in nar-
cissistic rivalry. Our findings were highly consistent across 

four studies using different methods (hypothetical scenar-
ios and evaluations of own supervisors in organizations).

5.1 | Implications

Our findings attest to the utility of investigating specific 
narcissism dimensions. In particular, the findings indi-
cate that the weaker PDDA among more narcissistic sub-
ordinates is mostly driven by the entitlement/antagonism 
dimension (NARQ- Rivalry) and less so by the grandios-
ity/exhibitionism dimension (NARQ- Admiration). When 
narcissistic rivalry was controlled, narcissistic admiration 
did not predict the proclivity to adopt a more autocratic 
leadership style, nor did it predict the proclivity to adopt 
a more democratic leadership style. Hence, similarity- 
attraction did not result in a weaker or stronger PDDA for 
subordinates higher in narcissistic admiration.17 By con-
trast, narcissistic rivalry predicted the proclivity to adopt 
a more autocratic leadership style. Moreover, in line with 
the similarity- attraction principle, the size of the PDDA 
was reduced by about one half (Study 3) up to three quar-
ters (Study 2a) for subordinates higher (M +1 SD) versus 
lower (M −1 SD) in narcissistic rivalry. Yet, the PDDA did 
not reverse. One reason may be that democratic princi-
ples constitute such important social values in Western 
cultures that even most individuals higher in narcissism 
adhere to them.

Our findings also advance knowledge on traits that 
attenuate the PDDA and on the underlying processes. 

T A B L E  7  Results of the moderation model and the moderated mediation model in Study 3.

Predictor

Moderation model Moderated mediation model

β 95% CI t p β 95% CI z p

Subordinate's hypothetical leadership style

ADM −0.03 [−0.11, 0.05] −0.78 0.433

RIV −0.36 [−0.44, −0.28] −9.13 <0.001

R2 = 0.14, F(2, 598) = 49.31, p < 0.001

Attraction to supervisor

ADM 0.05 [−0.01, 0.11] 1.61 0.109 0.04 [−0.03, 0.11] 1.11 0.267

RIV 0.03 [−0.03, 0.09] 1.06 0.289 0.02 [−0.04, 0.09] 0.68 0.495

SHLS −0.03 [−0.08, 0.03] −0.97 0.331

SLS 0.71 [0.66, 0.77] 25.26 <0.001 0.71 [0.66, 0.77] 27.16 <0.001

ADM × SLS −0.04 [−0.10, 0.03] −1.16 0.248 −0.03 [−0.10, 0.04] −0.78 0.434

RIV × SLS −0.11 [−0.17, −0.04] −3.37 <0.001 −0.01 [−0.08, 0.06] −0.30 0.767

SHLS × SLS 0.26 [0.20, 0.31] 9.27 <0.001

R2 = 0.53, F(5, 595) = 134.61, p < 0.001 R2 = 0.59, F(7, 593) = 121.20, p < 0.001

Note: For SHLS, high values indicated a democratic leadership style and low values indicated an autocratic leadership style.
Abbreviations: ADM, narcissistic admiration; CI, confidence interval; RIV, narcissistic rivalry; SHLS, subordinate's hypothetical leadership style; SLS, 
supervisor's leadership style (predetermined; −0.5 = autocratic, 0.5 = democratic).

F I G U R E  3  Attraction to supervisor as a function of 
subordinate's narcissistic rivalry and supervisor's leadership 
style in Study 3. All variables were z- standardized. Supervisor's 
leadership style was predetermined. Simple slopes were controlled 
for narcissistic admiration and the Admiration × Supervisor's 
Leadership Style interaction.
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Previous research has shown that subordinates with a 
lower, unstable self- esteem have a weaker PDDA under 
conditions of self- uncertainty (Schoel et al., 2011, 2015). 
Presumably, they are more likely than subordinates with a 
higher, stable self- esteem to doubt their own ability to han-
dle an uncertain situation well and, thus, prefer to leave 
decisions solely to a leader (dominance- complementarity 
principle). We found a weaker PDDA for subordinates 
higher in narcissistic rivalry when self- uncertainty was 
probably neither high nor low on average, and this ef-
fect was driven by similarity- attraction. Given that nar-
cissistic rivalry is associated with a rather low, unstable 
self- esteem (Geukes et  al.,  2017), however, subordinates 
higher in narcissistic rivalry may show a weaker PDDA 
under conditions of self- uncertainty because of strivings 
for dominance- complementarity rather than similarity- 
attraction. Consequently, traits that attenuate the PDDA 
may do so through distinct processes depending on situa-
tional variables.

Our findings also have implications for the type of 
supervisor more narcissistic subordinates support. In 
two field studies (Studies 2a–b), subordinates' narcis-
sistic rivalry was negatively related to a democratic own 
hypothetical leadership style, and consistent with the 
similarity- attraction principle, this resulted in a relation 
of subordinates' narcissistic rivalry with attraction to their 
supervisor that was negative for democratic and positive 
for autocratic supervisors. Subordinates who are more at-
tracted to their supervisor should also be more likely to 
support their supervisor. Therefore, more narcissistic sub-
ordinates may pose a threat to the support for democratic 

supervisors and contribute to support for autocratic 
supervisors.

The positive relation of subordinates' narcissism 
with attraction to autocratic supervisors also has im-
plications regarding support for narcissistic leaders. 
Given that narcissistic leaders are inclined to adopt a 
more autocratic leadership style (Matosic et  al.,  2017), 
they should receive broad support particularly from 
their more narcissistic subordinates. Moreover, more 
narcissistic individuals are more accepting of other's 
narcissistic characteristics (W. Hart & Adams,  2014) 
and are more often friends with other more narcissistic 
individuals (Maaß et al., 2016), rendering it likely that 
narcissistic leaders prefer to hire more narcissistic sub-
ordinates. The combination of narcissistic leaders and 
more narcissistic subordinates, however, may be detri-
mental to an organization. Sooner or later, narcissistic 
leaders will clash with their organization because of 
their abrasiveness and contentious financial or ethical 
decisions (Sedikides & Campbell,  2017). Support from 
more narcissistic subordinates may obscure that conflict 
in the short run.

5.2 | Limitations and future research

We investigated two narcissism dimensions: grandiosity/
exhibitionism in the agentic domain (NARQ- Admiration) 
and entitlement/antagonism (NARQ- Rivalry). Future 
research may examine the grandiosity/exhibitionism 
dimension in the communal domain (i.e., communal 

F I G U R E  4  Moderated mediation model in Study 3. All variables were z- standardized. Path coefficients are standardized estimates with 
95% confidence intervals. For subordinate's hypothetical leadership style, high values indicated a democratic leadership style and low values 
indicated an autocratic leadership style. Supervisor's leadership style was predetermined. Path coefficients are displayed separately for the 
democratic and the autocratic supervisor. The path from subordinate's rivalry to subordinate's hypothetical leadership style was controlled 
for narcissistic admiration; all other paths were controlled for narcissistic admiration and the Admiration × Supervisor's Leadership Style 
interaction.
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narcissism) or the vulnerability/neuroticism dimension 
(i.e., vulnerable narcissism). Communal narcissists per-
ceive themselves as both dominant and highly communal 
(Gebauer et  al.,  2012). Accordingly, their interpersonal 
goal to dominate others is likely at odds with their in-
terpersonal goal to care for the needs of others. How 
that conflict affects the leadership preferences of com-
munal narcissists awaits empirical testing. Vulnerable 
narcissism is unrelated to dominance (Edershile & 
Wright,  2021) but negatively related to self- esteem and 
stable self- views (Krizan & Herlache, 2018). Building on 
previous research on subordinates with a lower, unstable 
self- esteem (Schoel et al., 2011, 2015), vulnerable narcis-
sists might show a weaker PDDA particularly under con-
ditions of self- uncertainty. This hypothesis also awaits 
empirical testing.

We focused on the dominance dimension of inter-
personal behavior to predict how more narcissistic sub-
ordinates prefer to be led. The dominance dimension is 
related to narcissism as well as democratic and autocratic 
leadership. It is also related to status hierarchies, render-
ing it particularly relevant in task- oriented relationships 
such as supervisor- subordinate relationships (Tiedens 
et al., 2007). The second primary dimension of interper-
sonal behavior—affiliation—plays a tangential role in 
such relationships and is not included in the definition of 
democratic and autocratic leadership. Moreover, warmth 
is not only a key feature of the affiliation dimension but 
also an ingredient of attraction. Thus, it is unclear when 
higher warmth ratings result in higher attraction and not 
vice versa. Beyond that, there are certainly processes un-
related to the two primary dimensions of interpersonal 
behavior that additionally contribute to the attraction of 
more narcissistic subordinates to supervisors. For exam-
ple, the weaker PDDA among subordinates higher in nar-
cissistic rivalry may additionally be driven by perceiving 
the typically admired democratic supervisors as a threat to 
the inflated ego. Future research may test such additional 
processes.

Except for supervisor's leadership style in Study 3 
(which we predetermined), each participant provided 
data for all variables at one time point (albeit we aggre-
gated data on supervisor's leadership style in Study 2b 
across team members to yield higher objectivity). This 
might have produced common method variance, particu-
larly because self- reports of more narcissistic individuals 
may be biased to maintain their overly positive self- view. 
For example, communal narcissists see themselves as 
highly prosocial, but they do not behave more prosocially 
than their nonnarcissistic counterparts in the eyes of their 
peers (Nehrlich et  al.,  2019). Importantly, controlling 
for impression management in Study 1 did not change 
the results. Moreover, in Studies 2a–2b and 3, we tested 

interaction effects, and common method variance can-
not account for interaction effects, although it can deflate 
them (Siemsen et al., 2010). Nonetheless, future research 
may examine whether leadership preferences translate to 
observable behavior that naturally occurs in group or or-
ganizational settings.

We provided converging evidence for a weaker PDDA 
among more narcissistic subordinates across two vignette- 
type studies and two field studies. Results showed that 
the vignette- type studies (Studies 1 and 3) and the first 
field study (Study 2a) were adequately powered, whereas 
the second field study (Study 2b) was partly underpow-
ered (observed power: 41% for the Rivalry × Supervisor's 
Leadership Style interaction, 100% for path a and 70% 
for path b of the indirect effect). Yet, given that Study 2b 
conceptually replicated the results of the other studies, 
we consider the results all in all reliable. Regardless, as 
larger datasets increase statistical power, we hope that fur-
ther data will be added to our publicly available dataset. 
Moreover, new data may test situational moderators. For 
example, more narcissistic subordinates support organiza-
tional hierarchies only if they expect to rise in rank (Zitek 
& Jordan, 2016). Maybe more narcissistic subordinates are 
more attracted to autocratic supervisors especially in light 
of promotion prospects.

6  |  CONCLUDING REMARKS

The PDDA has long been considered a robust, prevalent 
preference in organizational settings (and not only there). 
Our findings indicate that the PDDA is weaker for more 
narcissistic subordinates—an effect predominantly driven 
by narcissistic rivalry and accounted for by the similarity- 
attraction principle. Given narcissistic leaders' inclination 
to more autocratic leadership, they are likely to receive 
stronger support from more narcissistic subordinates. 
Together with narcissistic leaders' inclination to hire more 
narcissistic subordinates, this practice may be harmful to 
an organization, because stronger support from subordi-
nates may shroud narcissistic leaders' controversial be-
havior and decisions.
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ENDNOTES
 1 The meaning of “democratic” and “autocratic” in leadership research 

(referring to the leadership style of supervisors in groups and organi-
zations) differs from the meaning of those terms in political science 
(referring to patterns of government). Thus, findings on democratic 
and autocratic leadership are inapplicable to democratic and auto-
cratic governments, and vice versa.

 2 Interpersonal complementarity can occur during a particular inter-
action or across a relationship. We focus on the supervisor–subordi-
nate relationship, because interpersonal goals (also known as trait 
interpersonal styles; Sadler et al., 2011) are relatively stable and do 
not need to be reflected in observable behaviors during every interac-
tion (Dryer & Horowitz, 1997).

 3 We report the results on the NARQ total score in Supplementary 
Material. In all studies, we also administered the most widely used 
measure of narcissism—the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; 
Raskin & Terry,  1988)—for supplementary analyses reported in 
Supplementary Material. Results on the NARQ total score and NPI 
conceptually replicated most results on narcissistic rivalry. NPI re-
sults were mostly driven by the entitlement/exploitativeness facet of 
the scale.

 4 Additionally, we asked participants whether they wanted their su-
pervisor to show a more autocratic or more democratic leadership 
style. Given that we asked this question only in Studies 1 and 2b, we 

report the results in Supplementary Material S1 and S2. This mea-
sure yielded results similar to the reported ones.

 5 The PDDA was reversed (i.e., preference for autocratic over demo-
cratic leadership) for narcissistic rivalry scores ≥ M + 2.07 SD (lead-
ership descriptions measure) and M + 2.06 SD (leadership behaviors 
measure).

 6 Presentation order of the democratic and autocratic leadership 
descriptions was not a significant moderator (Supplementary 
Material S1).

 7 In Studies 2a–2b, we measured the Big Five and self- esteem as co-
variates. Including the Big Five and self- esteem into analyses did not 
change the reported results (Supplementary Material S2).

 8 To derive simple slopes for supervisors whose leadership style was 
clearly democratic or clearly autocratic, we had to rely on the leader-
ship style values of the most democratic (standardized value = 1.83, 
composed of leadership descriptions = 7.00, and leadership behav-
iors = 4.75) and the most autocratic (standardized value = −2.40, 
composed of leadership descriptions = 1.00, and leadership behav-
iors = 1.20) supervisors in the study. No leadership style values were 
outliers.

 9 Completion order of supervisor's leadership style and subordi-
nate's hypothetical leadership style was not a significant moderator 
(Supplementary Material S2).

 10 The variance in individual values that could be explained by team 
membership (i.e., the ratio of between- team variance to total 
variance) was ICC[1]behaviors = 0.69 and ICC[1]descriptions = 0.62. 
The average within- team agreement was rWG(behaviors) = 0.87 and 
rWG(descriptions) = 0.72.

 11 Level- 1 predictors can be grand- mean or group- mean centered: “The 
choice between the two options for centering can only be made on a 
theoretical basis” (Kreft et al., 1995, p. 1). We decided to z- standardize 
level- 1 predictors (i.e., all grand means = 0, all SDs = 1), because our 
hypotheses concerned participants' level of narcissism relative to the 
entire sample rather than relative to the few other participants of 
their team.

 12 To derive simple slopes for supervisors whose leadership style was 
clearly democratic or clearly autocratic, we had to rely on the leader-
ship style values of the most democratic (standardized value = 1.54, 
composed of leadership descriptions = 5.75, and leadership behav-
iors = 5.50) and the most autocratic (standardized value = −2.24, 
composed of leadership descriptions = 2.50, and leadership behav-
iors = 1.63) supervisors in the study. No leadership style values were 
extreme outliers.

 13 Six participants completed the study twice (original N = 607). We en-
tered only their first round of data into analyses.

 14 The fictitious supervisor was male for all participants. People might 
perceive successful leaders as possessing characteristics typically 
ascribed to men rather than women (think- manager- think- male 
phenomenon; Schein,  1973). Moreover, female supervisors might 
be evaluated less favorably than male supervisors when perceived as 
dominant (Ma et al., 2022).

 15 An additional regression analysis revealed that subordinates 
higher in narcissistic admiration perceived less pronounced dif-
ferences between the two leader profiles. Yet, the perceived dif-
ferences were substantial and highly significant (Supplementary 
Material S3).
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 16 Presentation order of democratic and autocratic leadership items 
was not a significant moderator (Supplementary Material S3).

 17 Separate analyses for each narcissism dimension conceptually rep-
licated the reported results with one exception: In Studies 2b and 3, 
subordinates' narcissistic admiration had a significant negative rela-
tion with a democratic own hypothetical leadership style, resulting in 
a significant negative index of moderated mediation (Supplementary 
Material S2 and S3). In other words, subordinates higher in narcis-
sistic admiration reported a more autocratic own hypothetical lead-
ership style than subordinates lower in narcissistic admiration, and 
this culminated in a weaker PDDA among subordinates higher in 
narcissistic admiration. However, these results were likely driven by 
the relation between narcissistic admiration and narcissistic rivalry.
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