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Supplementary Material 

 

Appendix A 

1. Ancillary Simple Slope Analyses Using Mean T as a Moderator and Narcissism as a 

Predictor 

Study 1 

We followed up on the linear regression analysis with simple slope analysis using mean T 

as a moderator and narcissism as a predictor. Among low T individuals, narcissism was a 

significant negative predictor of generosity (at -1 SD of T: b = -635.516, SE = 180.000, t = -

3.531, p = .001), whereas, among high T individuals, narcissism showed no significant 

association with generosity (at +1 SD of T: b = 225.153, SE = 196.202, t = 1.148, p = .255). 

Johnson-Neyman analysis of regions of significance indicated that narcissism significantly 

negatively predicted generosity at -.171 SD (which was equal to 90.50 pg/ml) and below the 

mean and significantly positively predicted generosity at +1.723 SD (which was equal to 

221.49 pg/ml) and above the mean of T.  

Similarly, following up on the logistic regression of a binary social value orientation 

(Table S2, upper panel), we found that, among low T individuals, narcissism was a significant 

positive predictor of binary SVO: proself (as opposed to prosocial) SVO (at -1 SD of T: b = 

1.200, SE = .446, Z = 2.691, p = .007), whereas, among high T individuals, narcissism showed 

no significant association with binary SVO (at +1 SD of T: b = -.061, SE = .408, Z = -.148, p 

= .882). 

Study 2 

As in Study 1, we conducted linear regression analysis with simple slope analysis using 

mean T as a moderator and narcissism as a predictor. Among low T individuals, narcissism 

was a significant negative predictor of generosity (at -1 SD of T: b = -527.506, SE = 170.456, 

t = -3.095, p = .003), whereas, among high T individuals, narcissism showed no significant 

association with generosity (at +1 SD of T: b = 138.208, SE = 191.539, t = 0.722, p = .473). 

Johnson-Neyman analysis of regions of significance indicated that narcissism significantly 
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negatively predicted generosity at -.146 SD (which was equal to 128.91 pg/ml) and below the 

mean and failed to positively predicted generosity at any value of T. 

Likewise, following up on the logistic regression of a binary social value orientation 

(Table S2, lower panel), we found that, among low T individuals, narcissism was a significant 

positive predictor of binary SVO: proself (as opposed to prosocial) SVO (at -1 SD of T: b = 

1.481, SE = .451, Z = 3.286, p = .001), whereas, among high T individuals, narcissism showed 

no significant association with binary SVO (at +1 SD of T: b = -.060, SE = .387, Z = -.156, p 

= .876). 
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Table S1  
Results of regressions of Allocation to Other on narcissism and T1 (upper panel) and T2 
(lower panel) in Study 1. 
 

Study 1 
Adj. R2=.178 b t p 
ZNarcissism -227.19 -1.659 .102 
ZT1 -36.10 -0.263 .793 
ZNarcissism *ZT1 457.32 3.767 .000 
Adj. R2=.122    
ZNarcissism -195.67 -1.374 .174 
ZT2 105.14 0.738 .463 
ZNarcissism *ZT2 422.99 3.017 .004 

Study 2 
Adj. R2=.043 b t p 
ZNarcissism -190.37 -1.517 .133 
ZT1 -59.48 -0.452 .653 
ZNarcissism *ZT1 240.32 1.819 .073 
Adj. R2=.098    
ZNarcissism -210.98 -1.731 .087 
ZT2 -148.94 -1.068 .289 
ZNarcissism *ZT2 377.00 2.865 .005 
Note: ZNarcissism = standardized narcissism,  ZT1 = standardized first measurement T, 
ZT2 = standardized second measurement T  
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Table S2  
Parameter Estimates from Logistic Regression of Binary Social Value Orientation (Prosocial 
vs. Proself). Prosocial was coded as 0 and Proself (i.e. Individualistic or Competitive) as 1. 

Study 1 
      

 

95% confidence 
interval for 
Exp(B) 

 B SE Wald df p 
Exp(B) 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Intercept  0.792 0.510 2.409 1 .121  2.207     
T_Mean -0.006 0.004 2.044 1 .153 0.994 0.986 1.002 
ZNarcissism 1.487 0.552 7.246 1 .007 4.425 1.498 13.068 
T_Mean * ZNarcissism -0.009 0.004 4.484 1 .034 0.991 0.983 0.999 
The model with all the predictors is significantly better than the constant only model [ 2 (3, N = 
68) = 11.743, p = 0.008]. The model explained between 15.9% (Cox and Snell R2) and 21.2% 
(Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in the binary SVO and correctly classified 61.8 % of cases.  

Study 2 
Intercept  -1.380 0.722 3.655 1 .056 0.252     
T_Mean 0.008 0.005 2.594 1 .107 1.008 0.998 1.017 
ZNarcissism 2.420 0.787 9.463 1 .002 11.245 2.406 52.547 
T_Mean * ZNarcissism -0.012 0.005 6.075 1 .014 0.988 0.978 0.997 
The model with all the predictors is significantly better than the constant only model [ 2 (3, N = 
83) = 15.719, p = 0.001. The model explained between 17,3% (Cox and Snell R2) and 23.0% 
(Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in the binary SVO and correctly classified 67.5 % of cases.  

Note. ZNarcissism = standardized narcissism, T_mean = mean T (averaged across two 
measurements). 
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Figure S1

Histograms for mean T in Study 1 (left) and Study 2 (right)


