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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Narcissism, a core component of the Dark Tetrad, is known for its antagonistic social manifestations, yet its

Nar_“SSlS"} bifurcation into admiration and rivalry provides a more refined lens on interpersonal functioning. This study

Trait forgiveness investigates how these dimensions relate to trait forgiveness—a dispositional tendency to respond to interper-

Admiration . . . .

Rival sonal transgressions with benevolence—over time. A three-wave cross-lagged panel model spanning three-month
ivalry

intervals was employed with a non-clinical Polish sample (N = 170). Prior to hypothesis testing, the Trait
Forgiveness Scale (TFS) was adapted and psychometrically validated in a separate Polish-speaking sample (N =
386), demonstrating satisfactory internal consistency and providing evidence of convergent validity. Longitu-
dinal results showed that narcissistic rivalry consistently predicted lower trait forgiveness, establishing it as a
stable relational risk factor. Narcissistic admiration, while not predictive of forgiveness, was associated with an
increase in rivalry over time. These findings underscore the divergent social pathways of narcissistic sub-
dimensions, highlighting rivalry’s obstructive role in conciliatory behavior and the complex temporal dynamics
between admiration and antagonism. The study also contributes a culturally adapted forgiveness measure
suitable for Polish-speaking populations.

Longitudinal study

1. Introduction securing admiration and external validation (Pincus et al., 2009; Roh-

mann et al., 2012). Grieve (2023) found that narcissism significantly and

The Dark Tetrad—comprising subclinical psychopathy, Machiavel-
lianism, grandiose narcissism, and sadism—has traditionally been
framed as a constellation of socially aversive traits characterized by
emotional coldness, exploitation, and interpersonal dysfunction
(Furnham et al., 2013; Paulhus, 2014). However, some studies suggest
that narcissism may be uniquely motivated by affiliative needs and a
heightened drive for social connectedness (Grieve, 2023; Zeigler-Hill
et al., 2008). While psychopathy and sadism are typically associated
with a diminished need for communion and negatively related to affil-
iation motives (Jonason & Ferrell, 2016; Rauthmann & Kolar, 2013),
narcissistic individuals seem to pursue social bonds as a means of

positively predicted the importance individuals place on forming social
relationships, suggesting that narcissism may be associated with an
increased orientation toward social affiliation. This orientation toward
social connection—especially evident in narcissism and grounded in
validation-seeking—invites further exploration into its psychological
correlates, including the mechanisms that support or repair interper-
sonal closeness. Among these mechanisms, forgiveness plays a founda-
tional role (Webb et al., 2013). Forgiveness facilitates reconciliation,
reduces interpersonal tension, and is essential for maintaining and
repairing social bonds (Fincham, 2019; Finkel et al., 2002; Skalski-
Bednarz, Toussaint, Konaszewski, & Surzykiewicz, 2024a, 2024b;
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Toussaint, 2022; Worthington, 2006). It can help de-escalate conflict
(Fincham et al., 2004; Worthington & Scherer, 2004), foster perceptions
of trust and warmth (Strelan et al., 2017), and may serve narcissistic
individuals as a relational strategy to preserve or enhance their social
capital (Exline et al., 2004). Importantly, forgiveness has also been
linked to a range of salutary mental health outcomes. As posited in the
stress-and-coping model of forgiveness (Strelan, 2020; Worthington &
Scherer, 2004), the process of forgiving may buffer against the
emotional toll of interpersonal transgressions, reducing symptoms of
anxiety and depression, and enhancing overall psychological well-being
(Skalski Bednarz et al., 2024; Toussaint & Webb, 2005; Webb & Tous-
saint, 2020).

Forgiveness is commonly defined as the replacement of negative
affect, cognition, and behavior toward a transgressor with more positive
responses, and can be conceptualized both as a situational emotion-
regulation process (state) and as a dispositional tendency (trait)
reflecting a stable conciliatory orientation (Berry et al., 2005; Rye et al.,
2001). Although narcissism is frequently viewed as incompatible with
forgiveness—due to its links with entitlement, low empathy, and ego-
defensive motives (Exline et al., 2004)—empirical findings remain
mixed. Some studies report negative associations (Besser & Zeigler-Hill,
2010; Fatfouta et al., 2015, 2017; Kluwer et al., 2020), while others find
no relation or even modestly positive effects when controlling for
overlapping dark traits such as Machiavellianism or psychopathy
(Brown, 2004; Giammarco & Vernon, 2014). Notably, a recent longi-
tudinal study by Skalski-Bednarz et al. (Skalski-Bednarz, Toussaint,
Konaszewski, & Surzykiewicz, 2024b) demonstrated that although
narcissism was weakly negatively correlated with forgiveness at each
time point, it did not predict subsequent changes in forgiveness when
modeled alongside the Big Five personality traits in a two-wave design.

These discrepancies in results may stem from the tendency to
conceptualize narcissism in broad or multidimensional terms, which can
conflate distinct psychological processes and obscure key motivational
mechanisms that shape interpersonal behavior (Back et al., 2013; Miller
et al., 2011). For instance, Fatfouta et al. (2017), in a cross-sectional
study, employed a multifaceted model of narcissism to investigate its
associations with forgiveness, underscoring the importance of dis-
tinguishing between psychologically distinct expressions of the trait. In
line with this approach, the present study adopts the Narcissistic Admi-
ration and Rivalry Concept (NARC) developed by Back et al. (Back et al.,
2013), which delineates two independent motivational strategies aimed
at maintaining a grandiose self-image: admiration and rivalry. Admira-
tion reflects assertive self-enhancement through charm and fantasies of
uniqueness, whereas rivalry entails defensive dominance and devalua-
tion of others to protect status (Back et al., 2013; Rogoza et al., 2016).
These dimensions show distinct associations with interpersonal func-
tioning—admiration tends to correlate with extraversion, social vitality,
and positive affect, while rivalry is linked to low agreeableness, inter-
personal conflict, and hostility (Rogoza et al., 2016; Wurst et al., 2017).
This differentiation offers a more precise framework for understanding
how narcissistic traits may shape relational responses, including
forgiveness.

Given this dual structure, we expect that rivalry and admiration will
be differentially associated with forgiveness. Rivalry falls within the
broader domain of antagonistic narcissism and has consistently been
linked to vengeful, hostile, and defensive reactions to interpersonal
provocation (Back et al., 2013; Fatfouta et al., 2015; Reidy et al., 2008).
Individuals high in rivalry tend to interpret transgressions as threats to
their social superiority and respond with anger, rejection, or social
exclusion. These patterns are consistent with meta-analytic findings
showing that entitlement—a core feature of antagonistic narcis-
sism—predicts destructive interpersonal behavior following provoca-
tion (Rasmussen, 2016). Accordingly, it is more likely that rivalry will be
negatively associated with forgiveness. In contrast, admiration may
promote forgiveness when such behavior aligns with narcissistic goals of
self-enhancement and social validation (Luo et al., 2014; Morf &
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Rhodewalt, 2001; Wurst et al., 2017). Research on agentic narcissism—a
broader construct encompassing admiration—indicates a higher likeli-
hood of engaging in cooperative responses to conflict (Fatfouta et al.,
2017; Kandler, 2014). Forgiveness, in this context, may function less as
an empathic gesture and more as a strategic behavior aimed at main-
taining admiration, social harmony, or self-image (Paulhus & John,
1998).

In examining the links between narcissism and forgiveness, it is
particularly informative to focus on the dispositional level of forgive-
ness, as it reflects individuals’ general tendencies in resolving inter-
personal transgressions—an area likely shaped by relatively stable
personality traits such as narcissism. Trait forgiveness captures consis-
tent differences in the capacity to replace negative emotions, thoughts,
and motivations with more conciliatory responses (Berry et al., 2005). In
this sense, we may speak of a “forgiving personality”—one characterized
by a general orientation toward benevolence in the face of interpersonal
harm. Building on the longitudinal work of Skalski-Bednarz, Toussaint,
Konaszewski, and Surzykiewicz (2024b)—which, despite its temporal
scope, examined episodic forgiveness and employed a unidimensional
model of narcissism—this project seeks to advance understanding by
incorporating a more differentiated conceptualization. Importantly,
although some previous studies have provided more nuanced perspec-
tives on narcissism, they have predominantly relied on cross-sectional
data (e.g., Fatfouta et al., 2017), which limits the ability to determine
directional effects over time. At the same time, recent research ac-
knowledges that personality traits, while generally stable, may exhibit
developmental plasticity under certain conditions (Bleidorn et al., 2021;
Bleidorn et al., 2022).

To date, only two instruments for measuring dispositional forgive-
ness have undergone formal adaptation for Polish populations: the
Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS) (Mroz et al., 2016) and the Toussaint
Forgiveness Scale (TouFS) (Charzynska & Heszen, 2013). While both
demonstrate relatively acceptable reliability, they also exhibit certain
limitations. The Polish version of the HFS diverges from its original
factorial structure and introduces separate positive-negative di-
mensions, which may complicate interpretability (Mroz et al., 2016).
The Polish TouFS, on the other hand, includes only a brief five-item
subscale for forgiveness of others. To address these challenges, we
employed a newly adapted Polish version of the Trait Forgiveness Scale
(TFS) developed by Berry et al. (2005) for use in the Polish context in the
present study. The TFS conceptualizes forgivingness as a unidimen-
sional, stable disposition toward interpersonal benevolence. Comprising
10 items, the TFS captures the affective, cognitive, and motivational
components of dispositional forgiveness across a range of everyday
interpersonal contexts. Original validation research has established the
TFS’s strong internal consistency and convergent validity (Berry et al.,
2005). TFS scores are positively associated with agreeableness,
empathy, and extraversion, and negatively with neuroticism, hostility,
and vengeful rumination. These associations align with theoretical
frameworks such as the Big Five personality model (John, 1990),
McAdams’s (1994) intimacy-power model, and the interpersonal cir-
cumplex (Kiesler, 1983), supporting the notion that trait forgivingness
reflects a prosocial, affiliative interpersonal orientation. Accordingly,
the TFS offers a theoretically grounded and psychometrically robust
instrument for examining trait forgiveness—particularly in the context
of narcissistically influenced interpersonal functioning.

1.1. Current study

In the present study, we examined the longitudinal associations be-
tween narcissism and forgiveness using a three-wave cross-lagged panel
model (CLPM). As a preparatory step, we conducted a Polish adaptation
of the TFS (Berry et al., 2005). The main hypothesis was that narcissistic
admiration would positively, and rivalry negatively, predict later levels
of trait forgiveness. In addition, we retained exploratory cross-lagged
paths between narcissistic dimensions (i.e., admiration and rivalry),
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given their conceptual relatedness and previous evidence of modest
intercorrelations (Back et al., 2013; Fatfouta et al., 2015). To assess the
convergent validity of the adapted TFS, we expected it to correlate
positively with dispositional forgiveness as measured by the TouFS,
including its subscales for forgiveness of others, self, and forgiveness by
God (intercorrelations among these dimensions are consistently re-
ported in prior studies (Charzynska & Heszen, 2013; Toussaint et al.,
2001)). We also predicted positive associations with state forgiveness
and psychological well-being, and negative associations with depres-
siveness and anxiety.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Participants and procedure

Both studies recruited participants from the general adult population
in Poland using the Prolific platform. Prolific is a crowdsourcing plat-
form designed for academic research, which enables access to demo-
graphically diverse and pre-screened participants. In both studies, data
collection was conducted online using Qualtrics. The research protocol
was approved by the ethics committee of the authors’ affiliated insti-
tution, and all participants provided informed consent prior to partici-
pation. All data were fully anonymized before analysis. Data were
collected throughout 2024.

Study 1 (validation study) involved a one-time survey, completed by
386 individuals (64 % female; age range: 18-68 years, Myge = 33.15, SD
= 9.47). Most participants identified as cisgender women (61.4 %) or
cisgender men (34.5 %), with a small proportion identifying as trans-
gender. A detailed demographic profile of the sample is presented in
Table 1. The study, conducted in March 2024, evaluated a newly
adapted Polish version of the TFS alongside other validated instruments
assessing state forgiveness, alternative approaches to dispositional
forgiveness (including forgiveness of self, others, and forgiveness as
perceived from God), subjective stress levels, depressive symptoms, and
psychological well-being. Participants also rated their general level of
religiousness (assessed with a single item: “How religious do you
consider yourself?”, rated on a 5-point scale; 1 = not at all, 5 = extremely)
and completed a demographic questionnaire. The entire survey took
approximately 30 min to complete, and participants received £5 for their

Table 1
Demographic characteristics of participants in study 1 and study 2.
Variable Study 1 (N = Study 2 (N =
386) 170)
Biological sex 64 % 67.1 %
Female
Male 36 % 32.9%
Gender identity 61.4 % 64.1 %
Cisgender woman
Cisgender man 34.5 % 324 %
Transgender woman 2.1 % 1.2%
Transgender man 2% 2.3%
Place of residence 28.2% 31.2%
Rural/small town ((20k)
Medium-sized city (20—100k) 26.4 % 241 %
Large city (>100 k) 45.4 % 44.7 %
Marital status 51.6 % 48.8 %
Single
In a relationship (married or living with a 28.5% 30.6 %
partner)

Married 17.1 % 17.6 %
Divorced or widowed 2.8 % 3%
Religious affiliation 64.3 % 62.4 %

Catholic
Orthodox 3.4 % 2.9 %
Jehovah’s witness 1.6 % 1.2%
Protestant 2.6 % 3.5%
Other religion 21 % 2.3%
No religious affiliation 26 % 27.7 %
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time.

Study 2 followed a three-wave longitudinal design, with each wave
spaced three months apart (June, September, and December). The initial
sample consisted of 202 individuals, of whom 170 completed all three
waves (Mage = 38.22, SD = 9.12; 67.1 % female), resulting in a retention
rate of 84 %. This sample size is consistent with prior longitudinal CLPM
studies and sufficient for estimating the model parameters (cf. Kline,
2016; Wolf et al., 2013). Moreover, analyses revealed no significant
differences on any baseline psychological measures between partici-
pants who dropped out and those who remained, suggesting that attri-
tion did not systematically bias the sample. A detailed demographic
composition of the final cohort is also presented in Table 1. In longitu-
dinal studies, Prolific supports participant tracking and follow-up
through custom allowlists, ensuring that the same individuals are
invited to subsequent study waves. In this study, all follow-up in-
vitations were managed through the platform’s internal system, over-
seen by Prolific. Importantly, at no stage did the researchers process or
access any personally identifying data.

At each wave, participants completed the adapted measure of trait
forgiveness and a multidimensional measure of narcissism, comprising
the admiration and rivalry dimensions. The first wave additionally
included a sociodemographic questionnaire. Each wave took approxi-
mately 7 min to complete. Participants who completed all three waves
received a total compensation of £15.

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Trait forgiveness

The TFS (Berry et al.,, 2005) was developed to assess a person’s
general tendency to forgive others across a broad range of interpersonal
offenses. The 10-item version used in the present study represents a
refined form of an earlier 15-item instrument initially employed in
research on relationship quality and physiological stress (Berry &
Worthington, 2001). Items reflect the cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral facets of dispositional forgivingness and are phrased to
capture self-perceived tendencies to respond with forgiveness rather
than hostility. Representative items include: “I tend to get over it quickly
when someone hurts my feelings” and “I try to forgive others even when
they don’t show remorse.” The full list of items, in both Polish and En-
glish, is provided in Appendix 1. Participants responded to each state-
ment using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree), with higher scores indicating greater trait forgivingness.

For cross-cultural application, the scale was translated into Polish
following forward-backward translation procedures by a team of
bilingual experts. The translated items were reviewed by native speakers
for clarity and semantic equivalence, and minor revisions were made to
enhance cultural appropriateness. The adaptation process adhered to
international guidelines for psychological scale translation and cross-
cultural validation (Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2011). The Polish version
was subjected to psychometric evaluation, including pilot testing, and
analyzed using both classical reliability indices and item response theory
methods in the validation study (Study 1).

2.2.2. State forgiveness

State forgiveness was assessed using the Polish adaptation of the Rye
Forgiveness Scale (RFS) (Rye et al., 2001), adapted by Skalski-Bednarz
et al. (Skalski-Bednarz, Toussaint, & Dobrakowski, 2024). The scale
includes 15 items that measure an individual’s level of forgiveness to-
ward a specific offender. It consists of two subscales: absence of negative,
which reflects the reduction of negative affect such as anger or resent-
ment (e.g., “I have been able to let go of my anger toward the person
who wronged me”), and presence of positive, which captures the devel-
opment of positive attitudes such as empathy and goodwill (e.g., “I wish
for good things to happen to the person who wronged me”). Respondents
rated their agreement with each statement using a 5-point response
format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In Study 1,
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internal consistency was acceptable: o = 0.85 for the total scale, a = 0.87
for the presence of positive subscale, and o = 0.8 for the absence of
negative subscale.

2.2.3. Dispositional forgiveness

Dispositional forgiveness was also measured using the Polish version
of the TouFS (Charzynska & Heszen, 2013; Toussaint et al., 2001). This
9-item instrument assesses forgiveness across three dimensions:
forgiveness of others (5 items), self-forgiveness (2 items), and perceived
forgiveness by God (2 items). Sample items include: “I have forgiven those
who have hurt me” (forgiveness of others) and “I find it hard to forgive
myself for some of the things I have done wrong” (self-forgiveness,
reverse-coded). Participants rated their agreement with each statement
using a 5-point response scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a greater tendency to
forgive. In Study 1, internal consistency coefficients were o« = 0.78 for
forgiveness of others, a = 0.71 for self-forgiveness, and o = 0.93 for
forgiveness by God.

2.2.4. Depressiveness

Depressive symptoms were assessed using the Polish version of the
Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9) (Kokoszka et al., 2016; Kroenke
etal., 2001). The PHQ-9 consists of nine items reflecting DSM-IV criteria
for depression. Respondents indicated the frequency of each symptom
over the past two weeks using a 4-point response format (0 = not at all, 3
= nearly every day). Sample items include: “Little interest or pleasure in
doing things” and “Feeling down, depressed, or hopeless.” Internal
consistency in Study 1 was high (o = 0.89).

2.2.5. Anxiety

Generalized anxiety symptoms were measured with the Polish
version of the Generalized Anxiety Disorder-7 scale (GAD-7) (Basinska &
Kwissa-Gajewska, 202.3; Spitzer et al., 2006). The GAD-7 includes seven
items assessing anxiety severity during the preceding two weeks. Re-
sponses were provided on a 4-point frequency format (0 = notat all, 3 =
nearly every day). Sample items include: “Not being able to stop or
control worrying” and “Feeling nervous, anxious, or on edge.” The GAD-
7 demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency in Study 1 (« = 0.85).

2.2.6. Well-Being

Psychological well-being was measured using the World Health Or-
ganization Five Well-Being Index (WHO-5) (Topp et al., 2015), adapted
into Polish by Cichon et al. (2020). The scale includes five items
capturing positive affective states over the last two weeks. Items were
rated on a 6-point frequency response format ranging from 0 (at no time)
to 5 (all of the time). Sample items include: “I have felt active and
vigorous” and “I have felt cheerful and in good spirits.” The WHO-5
showed good reliability in Study 1 (x = 0.88).

2.2.7. Narcissistic admiration and rivalry

In Study 2, narcissistic tendencies were measured using the Narcis-
sistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire (NARQ) (Back et al., 2013),
in the Polish version developed by Rogoza et al. (2016). The instrument
comprises 18 items assessing two dimensions: admiration (reflecting
grandiosity and self-enhancement) and rivalry (capturing antagonistic
self-protection). Respondents rated their agreement with each statement
on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
Example items include: “I will someday be famous” (admiration) and “I
want my rivals to fail” (rivalry). Both subscales demonstrated good in-
ternal consistency in this study (see Table 4 for « coefficients).

2.3. Statistical analysis
All statistical analyses were conducted using JASP (version 0.19) and

Jamovi (version 2.4.7). In Study 1, classical psychometric evaluation
included descriptive statistics, internal consistency (Cronbach’s o and
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McDonald’s ®), item-rest correlations, and confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). Additionally, item response theory (IRT) modeling was per-
formed using the Partial Credit Model (PCM) (Masters, 1982) to assess
category functioning and latent trait coverage, which is appropriate for
polytomous (Likert-type) data.

CFA models were estimated using the maximum likelihood (ML)
estimation method. Model fit was evaluated using multiple indices: chi-
square (Xz), comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with 90 % confidence
intervals and test of close fit (p-close), standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR), and goodness-of-fit index (GFI). Following widely
accepted guidelines (Byrne, 2016), model fit was considered acceptable
when the CFI, TLI, and GFI values were > 0.90, the RMSEA was <0.08,
and the SRMR was <0.08.

To further examine the construct validity of the TFS, as well as to
explore bivariate associations between variables in Study 2, Pearson
correlation coefficients (r) were computed. In both studies, skewness
and kurtosis values were also reported to assess the distributional
properties of the data and to determine the suitability of parametric
testing (i.e., approximate normality). In Study 1, item-rest correlations
were additionally examined to assess the discriminatory power of indi-
vidual items. Also in Study 1, differences across sociodemographic
groups (e.g., gender, religious affiliation, residence) were analyzed
using one-way ANOVAs. As none of the effects reached statistical sig-
nificance, no post hoc comparisons were conducted.

In Study 2, structural equation modeling (SEM) with ML estimation
was used to test a CLPM (Kline, 2016). The model included autore-
gressive and cross-lagged paths between constructs across three time
points. Model fit was evaluated using the same indices and thresholds as
in Study 1. All model parameters were interpreted using standardized
beta coefficients (p), standard errors (SE), and corresponding p-values.
To improve model clarity and minimize potential overparameterization,
residual covariances were constrained to be equal across waves where
theoretically justified. Additionally, stability and cross-lagged paths
were freely estimated to allow full testing of directional hypotheses.

No data transformations were applied beyond standard normaliza-
tion procedures used for sten score conversion. Missing data were
minimal due to the structure of the online survey platforms and were
handled using listwise deletion. All statistical tests were two-tailed, and
results were considered statistically significant at p < .05, unless
otherwise specified.

3. Results
3.1. Study 1 - Validation of the trait forgiveness scale

3.1.1. Data adequacy for factor analysis

Prior to conducting the CFA, the adequacy of the data was assessed.
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was
0.824, with no individual Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) values
falling below 0.769, indicating that the data were suitable for factor
analysis. Furthermore, Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, X(245)
=1120.11, p < .001, confirming that the correlation matrix significantly
differed from the identity matrix and supporting the appropriateness of
proceeding with factor analysis.

3.1.2. Confirmatory factor analysis

Descriptive statistics, item-rest correlations, and standardized factor
loadings for each item are presented in Table 2. All item-rest correla-
tions were > 0.4, which meets recommended psychometric standards
for internal discrimination (DeVellis, 2016).

A CFA was conducted to evaluate the construct validity of the TFS
scale and to verify whether the factorial structure replicated that of the
original instrument, consisting of 10 items loading onto a single latent
factor. The tested one-factor model demonstrated good fit to the data:
X2s5) = 47.26, p = .073, CFI = 0.954, TLI = 0.929, RMSEA = 0.067 (90 %
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics, item-rest correlations, and standardized factor loadings
for each item of the trait forgiveness scale (N = 386).

Item M (SD) Item-rest correlation Standardized loading
Item1r 3.71 (1.41) 0.487**
Item 2 3.51 (1.23)
Item 3 r 3.82(1.31)
Item 4 3.08 (1.28)
Item 5 3.16 (1.25)
Item 6 r 4.07 (1.07)
Item7r 3.49 (1.32)
Item 8 1 2.61 (1.45)
Item 9 3.31(1.2)
Item 10 3.96 (1.08)
r revised.
™" p <.001.

CI [0.049, 0.085], p = .056), SRMR = 0.043, and GFI = 0.994. All
standardized factor loadings were statistically significant and exceeded
0.41, indicating that each item contributed meaningfully to the under-
lying construct.

These results confirm that the factorial structure of the adapted
version is consistent with the original model and that the scale performs
well as a unidimensional instrument. Importantly, no item needed to be
removed, and no model modifications were required to achieve satis-
factory fit indices.

3.1.3. Reliability

The internal consistency of the scale was supported by both McDo-
nald’s omega and Cronbach’s alpha. Specifically, omega was estimated
at ® = 0.82 (90 % CI [0.80, 0.84]) and alpha at a = 0.82 (90 % CI [0.80,
0.841]), both indicating acceptable reliability.

3.1.4. Partial credit model fit

To further evaluate the psychometric properties of the scale, an IRT
analysis was conducted using PCM. The model demonstrated acceptable
person reliability (analogous to internal consistency in Classical Test
Theory), with a value of 0.79, p < .001, indicating that the scale reliably
differentiates between individuals across the latent trait continuum.

Model fit was further evaluated by comparing the PCM to a more
restrictive Rating Scale Model (RSM), which assumes equal category
thresholds across items. A likelihood ratio test revealed that the PCM
provided a significantly better fit to the data than the RSM: y&¢) = 177,
p < .001. This result suggests that the thresholds between response
categories differ across items, justifying the flexibility allowed by the
PCM.

3.1.4.1. Item characteristics. All 10 items were calibrated under the
PCM. The item difficulty (location) parameters ranged from —2.42 (Item
6) to —1.11 (Item 8), indicating that the items vary slightly in how likely
respondents are to endorse higher response categories, but all fall within
a relatively moderate range. This distribution reflects a balanced spread
of item difficulty across the latent trait. The estimated threshold pa-
rameters were logically ordered and showed no category disordering,
supporting the proper functioning of the Likert response scale.

3.1.4.2. Test Information and measurement precision. The Test Informa-
tion Function (TIF) indicated that the scale provides the most reliable
measurement for individuals with trait levels in the range of approxi-
mately —2 to +2, which corresponds to the central portion of the latent
continuum. This suggests the scale is best suited for use in non-clinical or
general population samples, where most individuals fall within this
central trait range.

3.1.5. Convergent validity
To further assess the validity of the TFS, correlations were examined
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between its scores and a set of theoretically related psychological con-
structs (descriptive statistics are presented in Table 3). As predicted, TFS
was positively associated with state forgiveness (r = 0.29, p < .001),
dispositional forgiveness for others (r = 0.42, p < .001), dispositional
self-forgiveness (r = 0.20, p < .001), and perceived forgiveness by God
(r=0.30, p < .001).

Furthermore, TFS correlated positively with psychological well-
being indicators, including the presence of positive affect (r = 0.33, p
< .001) and general well-being (WHO-5; r = 0.21, p < .001). As ex-
pected, TFS was negatively associated with depressive symptoms (PHQ-
9; r=—0.29, p < .001) and generalized anxiety (GAD-7;r = —0.30, p <
.001), aligning with theoretical assumptions that forgiveness is inversely
related to psychological distress. Taken together, these associations
provide evidence for the convergent and concurrent validity of the TFS.

3.1.6. Sociodemographic analyses

We also examined whether trait forgiveness, as measured by the TFS,
varied as a function of sociodemographic variables. Neither sex, age, nor
general religiousness was significantly correlated with TFS scores (ps >
0.05), suggesting that these factors were not meaningfully associated
with trait forgiveness. Additionally, no significant group differences in
TFS were observed across gender, place of residence, marital status, or
religious affiliation, indicating that trait forgiveness appears to be
relatively stable across these demographic categories (ps > 0.05).

3.1.7. Preliminary norms

To facilitate interpretation of the TFS, raw scores were transformed
into the sten scale using standard psychometric procedures. This trans-
formation assumes a mean (M) of 5.5 and a standard deviation (SD) of 2,
allowing for the classification of results into normalized categories.
According to conventional interpretation, sten scores from 1 to 4 indi-
cate low trait forgiveness, scores from 5 to 6 represent an average level,
and scores from 7 to 10 reflect high trait forgiveness. Given the absence
of significant sociodemographic differences in TFS scores, the resulting
norms can be considered applicable to the general adult population. The
provisional sten norms for the Polish version of the TFS are presented in
Appendix 2.

Table 3
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations between the TFS and external mea-
sures (N = 386).

Variable M (SD) Skewness ~ Kurtosis 1
Trait forgiveness (TFS) 31.26 —0.82 0.98 -
(5.61)
State forgiveness (RFS) 52.79 —0.54 -0.13 0.29%%*
(10.81)
Presence of positive 39.22 —0.66 —0.53 0.33%%*
(8.29)
Absence of negative 13.57 0.16 -0.19 0.39%%*
(4.28)
Dispositional self-forgiveness 6.86 -0.4 —0.92 0.207%**
(TouFS) (2.45)
Dispositional forgiveness for 18.3 —0.59 —0.54 0.42%**
others (TouFS) (4.55)
Forgiveness by God (TouFS) 6.65 —0.24 —0.03 0.24%**
(1.81)
Depressiveness (PHQ-9) 8.33 0.4 —0.84 —0.29%%*
(5.67)
Anxiety (GAD-7) 1.72 -0.47 0.92 —0.3%%*
(0.54)
Well-Being (WHO-5) 15.18 -0.05 -0.43 0.21%*
(4.83)
Sex (0 = female, 1 = male) 0.09
Age 33.15 0.55 -0.23 0.03
(9.47)
Religiousness 3.92 0.59 —0.76 0.05
(2.71)

" p < .001.
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3.2. Study 2 - Narcissistic dimensions as predictors of trait forgiveness

In Study 2, we investigated the longitudinal associations between
narcissism—conceptualized in its two core dimensions, admiration and
rivalry—and trait forgiveness using a three-wave cross-lagged panel
design. Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 4.
As expected, each variable exhibited strong autoregressive stability over
time, with successive wave-to-wave correlations consistently at or above
r=0.58 (p < .001). Across all three waves, rivalry was consistently and
significantly negatively associated with trait forgiveness, with effects
ranging from moderate to strong in magnitude. In contrast, admiration
was not significantly correlated with trait forgiveness at any time point.
Significant positive correlations between admiration and rivalry were
observed only at T2 and T3. Additionally, neither sex nor age showed
significant correlations with any of the main psychological constructs (p
> .05).

3.2.1. Cross-lagged panel model

In the next step, we employed SEM to examine the longitudinal as-
sociations between trait forgiveness, admiration, and rivalry. This was
tested using a three-wave cross-lagged panel design (see Fig. 1), which
allowed us to assess the directional effects between constructs over time
while controlling for prior levels of each variable. The model included
autoregressive paths and contemporaneous covariances among all var-
iables at Time (T)1, T2, and T3. Although these covariances—as well as
the residual variances—are not visualized in the path diagram for the
sake of clarity, their corresponding estimates are reported in Appendix
3.

The analysis revealed that higher levels of rivalry at T1 were
significantly associated with lower levels of trait forgiveness at T2 (p =
—0.11, p = .031). This effect persisted from T2 to T3 (f = —0.10, p =
.046), indicating that rivalry consistently predicted reduced trait
forgiveness across time points. In contrast, admiration did not signifi-
cantly predict trait forgiveness at either time point (T1 — T2: § = —0.03,
p =.543; T2 - T3: § = —0.07, p = .211). Likewise, trait forgiveness did
not significantly predict subsequent levels of admiration (T1 — T2: p =
0.01, p = .898; T2 —» T3: § = 0.02, p = .702) or rivalry (T1 —» T2: p =
—0.01,p =.908; T2 - T3: § = 0.01, p = .885), providing no evidence for
reciprocal or bidirectional effects.

Most cross-lagged paths between admiration and rivalry were also
non-significant. Specifically, admiration at T1 did not predict rivalry at
T2 (B =0.02, p =.7), nor did rivalry at T1 predict admiration at T2 (p =
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0.08, p = .191). Similarly, rivalry at T2 did not significantly predict
admiration at T3 (f = 0.07, p = .175). However, there was one notable
exception: a statistically significant cross-lagged effect from admiration
at T2 torivalry at T3 (f = 0.31, p < .001), suggesting that earlier levels of
admiration may prospectively contribute to increases in rivalry over
time.

Overall, the findings support a primarily unidirectional relationship,
in which elevated levels of rivalry undermine the capacity for trait
forgiveness over time, whereas forgiveness does not appear to reduce
narcissistic traits. In addition, the data point to a delayed directional link
between admiration and rivalry. Model fit indices indicated a satisfac-
tory fit: X(26) =12.31, p = .055; GFI = 0.991; RMSEA = 0.051 (90 % CI
[0.041, 0.07]); CFI = 0.96; SRMR = 0.028.

4. Discussion

This study examined the longitudinal relationships between narcis-
sistic admiration and rivalry and trait forgiveness, using a newly
adapted Polish version of the TFS. The findings clearly supported the
hypothesis that rivalry negatively predicts dispositional forgiveness over
time. Admiration, in contrast, was not a significant predictor, providing
new insight into the divergent social functioning of narcissistic subtypes.
In the first phase of the study, we also confirmed the reliability and
construct validity of the Polish TFS, which demonstrated a coherent
unidimensional structure and appropriate associations with related
traits.

As predicted, rivalry was associated with lower levels of trait
forgiveness over time, with a small effect. This finding supports theo-
retical and empirical accounts of rivalry as a defensive and antagonistic
form of narcissism, characterized by ego-protection, devaluation of
others, and interpersonal hostility (Back et al., 2013; Fatfouta et al.,
2015). Individuals high in rivalry may interpret interpersonal trans-
gressions as threats to self-worth, favoring punitive or distancing stra-
tegies rather than reconciliation. These results align with prior evidence
linking antagonistic traits to reduced prosociality and greater retaliatory
tendencies (Hepp & Niedtfeld, 2022; Reidy et al., 2008; Wurst et al.,
2017). Furthermore, as suggested by Skalski-Bednarz (2024), in-
dividuals prone to rivalry and aggression may lack access to more
adaptive interpersonal strategies—such as forgiveness—as conceptual-
ized in inhibitory models like the & Theory (Slotter & Finkel, 2011). Our
longitudinal findings contribute to this line of reasoning by showing that
these maladaptive tendencies are not only present but remain stable

Table 4
Descriptive statistics and correlations in a three-wave longitudinal study of trait forgiveness, admiration, and rivalry (N = 170).
Variable o M (SD) Skewness  Kurtosis 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7 8 9.
1, Trait forgiveness 0.83 34.94 (7.9) —0.44 —0.51
T1
2. Trait forgiveness  0.83  34.06 —0.24 —0.92 0.78***
T2 (7.47)
3. Trait forgiveness  0.81 34.57 —0.38 —0.45 0.87%** 0.83%"*
T3 (8.01)
4. Admiration T1 0.86 30.64 —0.01 —0.93 0.06 0.11 0.11
(10.13)
5. Admiration T2 0.84 31.15 —0.07 —0.95 0.08 0.07 0.1 0.76%**
(9.76)
6. Admiration T3 0.85 31.47 —0.38 0.17 0.14 0.04 0.03 0.58*** 0.81%%*
(9.44)
7. Rivalry T1 0.84 19.53 0.82 0.05 —0.51%** —0.44*** —0.54*** —0.02 —0.03 0.06
(8.13)
8. Rivalry T2 0.85 20.98 0.68 —0.46 —0.417%** —0.467** —0.43"** —0.08 0.01 0.02 0.74%**
(8.53)
9. Rivalry T3 0.84 20.47 0.88 0.68 —0.34%* —0.46%** —0.39%** -0.11 —0.39%* 0.3%%* 0.61+** 0.66"** 0.8%**
(8.73)
Sex (0 = female, 1 = male) 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.04 —0.03 —0.02 -0.01 —0.05 —0.04 -0.03
Age 38.22 0.7 —0.31 0.02 0.01 —0.03 —0.02 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01 —0.03 —0.07
(9.12)
" p <.001.
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Fig. 1. Cross-lagged panel model path diagram: Analyzing the longitudinal associations between trait forgiveness, Admiration, and rivalry across three waves, T =

time, *p < .05, ***p < .001 (N = 170).

over time, reinforcing the role of rivalry in undermining interpersonal
functioning.

Contrary to expectations, admiration did not significantly predict
trait forgiveness over time. Although it is theoretically associated with
self-enhancement motives and the pursuit of social validation (Morf &
Rhodewalt, 2001; Rogoza et al., 2016), our findings suggest that
admiration may not exert a stable influence on forgiving dispositions.
While the association was non-significant in our study, its direction and
magnitude were comparable to those reported by Fatfouta et al. (2017),
who found similarly weak but statistically significant correlations be-
tween admiration and self-reported forgiveness—likely a function of
their large sample size. In a subsequent phase of their research, Fatfouta
et al. (2017) broadened the conceptual scope by modeling agentic
narcissism as a latent construct that included admiration, grandiosity,
and charm within a cross-sectional SEM framework; again, the observed
associations with forgiveness were modest. In contrast to previous
studies, our research was grounded in the NARC framework (Back et al.,
2013) conceptualizing admiration as a distinct, theoretically grounded
facet of narcissism, assessed independently from broader agentic con-
structs. However, our findings did not support a longitudinal association
between admiration and trait forgiveness, which—given the methodo-
logical and conceptual differences—may suggest that the previously
reported cross-sectional effects by Fatfouta et al. (2017), while note-
worthy, were somewhat overstated. This interpretation aligns with
growing evidence from longitudinal research indicating that associa-
tions between personality traits and forgiveness, though frequently
observed in cross-sectional studies, often weaken or fail to persist over
time (Skalski-Bednarz, Toussaint, Konaszewski, & Surzykiewicz,
2024b).

Furthermore, a plausible explanation for the lack of a significant
longitudinal effect observed in this study is that individuals high in
admiration may construct a self-image centered on strength, autonomy,
and superiority—core features of the admiration dimension of narcis-
sism (Back et al., 2013; Rogoza et al., 2016). Meanwhile, forgiveness is
often culturally framed as a sign of softness or vulnerability (Raj &
Wiltermuth, 2016). This incongruity may lead to cognitive dissonance,
making it less likely for individuals high in admiration to adopt a
forgiving identity. However, it is unlikely that such individuals consis-
tently reject forgiveness altogether. In certain contexts, particularly
those involving social or reputational motives, they may choose to
forgive when it serves their self-enhancement goals. For instance, Geng
et al. (Geng et al., 2025) found that narcissistic individuals were more
likely to engage in episodic forgiveness—especially by suppressing
revenge impulses—when forgiveness contributed to greater relational
satisfaction. These findings suggest that forgiveness can operate as an

instrumental strategy rather than a moral imperative. Accordingly,
while admiration may not predict a general trait of forgiveness, in-
dividuals high in admiration may still engage in forgiveness selectively,
when it aligns with personally meaningful or status-relevant goals.

In our model, a delayed cross-lagged effect emerged, whereby higher
admiration at T2 predicted increased rivalry at T3, with a small effect.
This link was not present in the earlier T1-T2 interval, suggesting a
temporal specificity. Although admiration and rivalry are theoretically
independent, prior studies have reported small but consistent positive
correlations between them (Back, 2018). Our results extend this corre-
lational evidence by demonstrating that admiration may prospectively
contribute to the development of rivalry over time. This pattern aligns
with dynamic conceptualizations of narcissism (Morf & Rhodewalt,
2001), according to which individuals shift between self-promotional
and self-protective strategies depending on contextual affordances and
external feedback. When admiration-driven efforts fail to secure desired
recognition, they may gradually give way to more defensive, antago-
nistic responses. Such findings highlight the fluidity of narcissistic
functioning and suggest that rivalry may, in some cases, emerge as a
downstream consequence of frustrated admiration. This interpretation is
further supported by theoretical models positing that when agentic
narcissists encounter obstacles to their grandiose aspirations or suffer
setbacks, they may shift toward antagonism as a defensive maneuver
(Krizan & Herlache, 2017).

4.1. Trait Forgiveness Scale

As part of the present project, we also adapted the TFS to the Polish
context. The scale demonstrated satisfactory psychometric properties,
including a coherent unidimensional structure and evidence of conver-
gent validity. As expected, TFS scores correlated positively with di-
mensions of forgiveness assessed dispositionally by the TouFS (an
alternative measure of dispositional forgiveness)—particularly forgive-
ness of others, but also forgiveness of self and forgiveness perceived as
granted by God—as well as episodic forgiveness measured by the RFS.
Additionally, consistent with stress-and-coping frameworks (Strelan,
2020; Worthington & Scherer, 2004), TES scores were positively asso-
ciated with well-being and negatively related to depression and anxiety.
These findings support the TFS as a valid and culturally appropriate
instrument for assessing dispositional forgiveness in the Polish popula-
tion and underscore the relevance of forgiveness as a resource for psy-
chological health. Although absolute test-retest reliability was not
measured in Study 1, data from the longitudinal sample in Study 2
provide evidence of temporal stability. Trait forgiveness showed high
rank-order stability across three waves (rs = 0.78-0.87), consistent with
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its theoretical status as a relatively stable personality disposition. Given
that the scale reflects stable individual differences in forgiveness, we
also emphasize the value of establishing normative data to facilitate its
use in both applied and research contexts.

4.2. Limitations and future directions

Although the CLPM used in this study enabled the examination of
temporal precedence, it operated on observed variables and did not
require testing for measurement invariance over time. Nonetheless,
future research using latent longitudinal frameworks such as the RI-
CLPM or cross-lagged SEM could enhance confidence in the structural
stability of the constructs across measurement points (Lawson et al.,
2021; Mulder & Hamaker, 2021).

Several limitations should nonetheless be acknowledged. First, while
the longitudinal design supports directional inference, it cannot fully
establish causality in the absence of experimental manipulation. Second,
the exclusive reliance on self-report measures may have introduced
shared method variance and susceptibility to social desirability bias,
particularly when assessing socially sensitive constructs like narcissism.
Prior work has shown that narcissistic traits may be underreported or
distorted in self-assessment due to ego-protective mechanisms and
impression management tendencies (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007). Incor-
porating peer reports, behavioral data, or implicit measures could offer a
more comprehensive assessment of narcissistic functioning and its
interpersonal consequences (see, e.g., Barry et al., 2017; Heinze et al.,
2020).

Furthermore, the present study examined narcissism as a dimen-
sional personality trait within a non-clinical population. While this
approach aligns with contemporary trait-based models, it limits gener-
alizability to clinical forms of narcissism, such as narcissistic personality
disorder (NPD). The mechanisms driving forgiveness in individuals with
pathological narcissism—marked by more severe interpersonal
dysfunction and emotional dysregulation—may differ meaningfully
from those observed in community samples. Future research should test
whether the observed associations, particularly the inhibitory role of
rivalry, replicate in clinical contexts.

Future studies may also expand on the contextual moderators of the
admiration—forgiveness link. Although admiration did not predict
forgiveness in the current study, it is possible that under specific con-
ditions—such as when forgiveness offers a route to relational gains or
status maintenance—individuals high in admiration may choose to
forgive instrumentally. Experimental manipulations involving social
incentives or reputational outcomes may help clarify these conditional
pathways.

4.3. Practical implications

The findings of this study carry several practical implications,
particularly for forgiveness-based interventions within non-clinical
populations. Given the observed negative longitudinal relationship be-
tween narcissistic rivalry and trait forgiveness, forgiveness education
programs—such as the REACH Forgiveness intervention (Worthington,
2020)—may benefit from tailoring their approach when working with
individuals high in narcissistic rivalry. The REACH model helps partic-
ipants process transgressions by Recalling the hurt, Empathizing with
the offender, offering an Altruistic gift of forgiveness, Committing to
forgive, and Holding onto forgiveness. It has been shown to effectively
reduce distress and improve well-being, but its effectiveness may be
limited among individuals who are dispositionally prone to antagonistic
and retaliatory responses (Skalski-Bednarz, 2024; Worthington, 2023).

To enhance the efficacy of such programs, it may be beneficial to
incorporate techniques aimed at reducing narcissistic rivalry prior to or
alongside forgiveness training. Research by Thomaes et al. (2009) sug-
gests that buttressing self-esteem through affirmation of core personal
values can temporarily reduce narcissistic aggression—a behavior
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closely tied to rivalry. Specifically, when individuals high in narcissistic
traits were encouraged to reflect on values important to them, their
hostile reactions following ego threats were significantly reduced.
Translating such techniques into forgiveness interventions may help
diminish the defensive and ego-protective tendencies that hinder
conciliatory behavior.

5. Conclusions

This study provides longitudinal evidence that narcissistic rivalry,
but not admiration, significantly predicts lower levels of trait forgive-
ness over time. These findings support the view that rivalry—a dimen-
sion marked by interpersonal hostility and defensiveness—acts as a
stable barrier to conciliatory tendencies. In contrast, admiration did not
show a stable association, suggesting that trait forgiveness may not align
with the self-regulatory goals typical of this narcissistic dimension.
Additionally, the study validated the Polish adaptation of the TFS,
demonstrating strong psychometric properties and meaningful associa-
tions with related constructs. By integrating a longitudinal framework
and refined measures, this research offers valuable insight into the
interpersonal implications of narcissistic tendencies and advances the
assessment of forgiveness in Polish-speaking populations.
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Appendix 1
Items of the trait forgiveness scale — Polish version

1 Bliscy prawdopodobnie uwazaja, ze zbyt dtugo chowam urazg [People close to me probably think I hold a grudge too long.]

2 Potrafi¢ przebaczy¢ przyjacielowi niemal wszystko [I can forgive a friend for almost anything.]

3 Jesli kto$ mnie Zle traktuje, odptacam mu tym samym [If someone treats me badly, I treat him or her the same.]

4 Staram sig przebacza¢, nawet gdy kto$ nie czuje si¢ winny swojego postepowania [I try to forgive others even when they don’t feel guilty for
what they did.]

5 Zazwyczaj potrafi¢ przebaczy¢ i zapomnie¢ zniewagg [I can usually forgive and forget an insult.]

6 Czuje si¢ zraniony w wielu bliskich relacjach [I feel bitter about many of my relationships.]

7 Nawet po przebaczeniu wciaz wracaja do mnie wspomnienia, ktére budza uraze [Even after I forgive someone, things often come back to me
that I resent.]

8 Sa rzeczy, ktérych nie potrafitbym przebaczy¢, nawet bliskiej osobie [There are some things for which I could never forgive even a loved one.]

9 Zawsze przebaczatem tym, ktérzy mnie skrzywdzili [I have always forgiven those who have hurt me.]

10 Uwazam siebie za osobg sktonna do przebaczania [I am a forgiving person.]

Items adapted and translated from Berry et al. (2005). Forgivingness, vengeful rumination, and affective traits. Journal of Personality, 73(1),
183-225. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2004.00308.x. Used with permission for academic and research purposes.

Appendix 2

Provisional Sten Norms for the Polish
Version of the Trait Forgiveness Scale (N
= 386).

Raw score Sten

5-20

21-22
23-25
26-28
29-31
32-34
35-36
37-39
40-42
43-50

O VW OoOONOU A WN

=

Appendix 3

Standardized Residual Variances and Contemporaneous Covariances From
the Cross-Lagged Panel Model (N = 170).

Variable Standardized estimation

Residual variances
Trait forgiveness T2
Admiration T2
Rivalry T2

Trait forgiveness T1
Admiration T1

Rivalry T1

Residual covariances

Trait forgiveness T1 — admiration T1 0.06
Trait forgiveness T1 — rivalry T1 —0.51%**
Admirationl - rivalry T1 —0.02
Trait forgiveness T2 — admiration T2 —0.28"**
Trait forgiveness T2 — rivalry T2 —0.31%%*
Admiration T2 - rivalry T2 0.03

" p < .001.
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