ONLINE SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS (OSM)
Section I. Measurement; Confirmatory Factor Analysis; Supplementary Analyses, Study 1
Measurement
Vulnerable narcissism. We assessed vulnerable narcissism with a short version (Schoenleber et al., 2015) of Pincus et al.'s (2009) Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI; validated German translation by Morf et al., 2017). Participants responded on 7-point Likert scales from fully disagree (1) to fully agree (7). It comprised four subscales (16 items, α = .93): Contingent self-esteem (e.g., “When people don't notice me, I start to feel bad about myself”), hiding the self (e.g., “It's hard to show others the weaknesses I feel inside”), devaluing others (e.g., “Sometimes it's easier to be alone than to face not getting everything I want from other people”), and entitlement rage (e.g., “I get annoyed by people who are not interested in what I say or do”). Current research supports that these subscales represent a vulnerable narcissism subtype (Di Pierro et al., 2019; Dinić et al., 2021; Weidmann et al., 2023).
[bookmark: _Hlk127522335][bookmark: _Hlk127523041]Grandiose narcissism. To test the robustness of our assumptions, we reran our analyses with grandiose narcissism, expecting that the results will not replicate and indeed be unique to vulnerable narcissism. We assessed grandiose narcissism with a short version (Schoenleber et al., 2015) of Pincus et al.'s (2009) Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI; validated German translation by Morf et al., 2017). It comprised three subscales (12 items, α = .85): Grandiose fantasy (e.g., “I often fantasize about being recognized for my accomplishments”), self-sacrificing self-enhancement (e.g., “I try to show what a good person I am through my sacrifices”), and exploitation (e.g., “I find it easy to manipulate people”). 
Internal attribution of failure. Participants rated five negative workplace situations from the Organizational Attributional Style Questionnaire (OASQ; Kent & Martinko, 1995), which were translated into German and back-translated following standard procedures. The five negative workplace situations used to measure attributions included “My employer does not provide me support to learn new skills,” “I do not have good career prospects,” “I do not have long term job security,” “I do not get fair pay for responsibilities in the job,” and “I do not get pay increases to maintain standard of living.” For each situation, participants first indicated one major cause. Next, they rated internal attribution with one question per situation (“To what extent is this cause due to something about you?”; 1 = Nothing to do with me, 7 = Totally due to me; 5 items, α = .64). 
Abusive supervision. We adapted Tepper's (2000) abusive supervision scale using Schilling and May's (2015) German translation to capture self-rated abusive supervision (α = 0.92; 15 items). Participants rated the extent to which they engage in abusive supervision on a scale from never (1) to very often (7). The adapted items are provided in OSM section IV. 
[bookmark: _Hlk127523639]Confirmatory Factor Analysis
We conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with ML estimation in Mplus Version 8.7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017). Kline (2015) suggested that for Likert scale items, estimation methods for continuous variables are not the best choice. We followed Kline's recommendation and used item parceling, which also helps to retain a reasonable degree of freedom in our model. Item parcels were created in line with theoretically derived subdimensions (for vulnerable narcissism, grandiose narcissism, and abusive supervision) or inter-item correlations (for internal attribution of failure). Accordingly, we created four parcels for vulnerable narcissism, three parcels for grandiose narcissism, two parcels for internal attribution, and three parcels for abusive supervision. Each parcel included two to four items. As shown in Table 1, we first estimated the theoretically predicted three-factor model (i.e., vulnerable narcissism, internal attribution of failure, abusive supervision) with the following results: 2(48,320) = 84.718, p = .000, CFI = 0.982, TLI = 0.975, RMSEA = 0.049, SRMR = 0.032. While the 2 statistic was significant, the approximate fit indices pointed to a good fit and were superior to other alternative models (see Table 1). The item parcels loaded significantly on their designated first-order factor (with loadings between .89 and .41, p < .001). 

[bookmark: _Hlk127522567]Supplementary Analyses
[bookmark: _Hlk164322407][bookmark: _Hlk127522999]Given the positive correlation between vulnerable narcissism and grandiose narcissism in our data (r = .69), which aligns with current hierarchical conceptualizations of narcissism, where vulnerable and grandiose narcissism share an antagonism sub-dimension (Miller et al., 2021), we tested the robustness of our findings. First, we repeated the main analyses with grandiose narcissism as a covariate. The regression results still indicated a significant positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision (B = .218, p < .001, 95%CI [0.132, 0.303]) when controlling for grandiose narcissism, supporting Hypothesis 1. 
Next, we estimated the mediation model in PROCESS (Hayes, 2018) using Model 4 and 95% confidence intervals to test Hypothesis 2. The relationship between vulnerable narcissism and internal attribution of failure was marginally significant when controlling for grandiose narcissism (B = 0.162, SE = 0.089, p = .069, 95%CI [-0.0129, 0.337]). Internal attribution of failure related positively to abusive supervision (B = 0.065, SE = 0.027, p = .019, 95%CI [0.011, 0.118]). The indirect effect did not change in size nor direction but was no longer significant when controlling for grandiose narcissism (B = 0.011, SE = 0.008, 95%CI [-0.001, 0.0306]). 
Finally, we repeated the analysis with grandiose narcissism as the predictor. We found that although grandiose narcissism had a direct effect on abusive supervision (B = .338, p < .001, 95%CI [0.168, 0.320]), it did not relate significantly to internal attribution of failure (B = 0.130, SE = 0.075, p = .089, 95%CI [-0.019, 0.278]). Internal attribution of failure still related positively to abusive supervision (B = 0.078, SE = 0.028, p = .006, 95%CI [0.022,0.133]). The indirect relationship was also not significant (B = 0.010, SE = 0.008, 95%CI [-0.002, 0.306]). 
In sum, the trend of the results remained the same when controlling for grandiose narcissism, though we found that there was some overlap between vulnerable and grandiose narcissism as is to be expected based on their correlation and conceptual considerations (Miller et al., 2021). The results did not replicate for grandiose narcissism, showing that vulnerable narcissism was the main driver.

Section II. Descriptives Statistics; Supplementary Analyses, Study 2
Descriptives Statistics
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables for Study 2 are reported in Table 2. 
Supplementary Analyses
[bookmark: _Hlk127524353]As for Study 1, we also collected grandiose narcissism and reran our analyses with grandiose narcissism as a covariate and separately. We used the same scales as in Study 1 to assess vulnerable narcissism (α = .94; 16 items), grandiose narcissism (α = .86; 12 items), and abusive supervision intentions (α = .91; 15 items), and we measured shame (r = 0.63; 2 items).  
First, we repeated the main analyses with grandiose narcissism as a covariate. Vulnerable narcissism (B = 0.244, SE = .085, p < .01, 95%CI [0.078, 0.412]) still related positively to abusive supervision intentions across the three conditions when controlling for grandiose narcissism, supporting Hypothesis 1. 
Hypothesis 2 (internal attribution of failure mediates the positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision intentions) is supported if there is a positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision intentions in the control condition and no (or a weaker) positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision intentions emerges in the internal attribution condition. In line with Hypothesis 2, when controlling for grandiose narcissism, the effect was still stronger in the control condition (B = 0.374, SE = .087, 95%CI [0.204, 0.544]) than in the internal attribution condition (B = 0.244, SE = .085, 95%CI [0.077, 0.412]), although not significant. That is, when the mediator varied freely (i.e., control condition), the positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision intentions was higher than when the mediator was blocked (i.e., internal attribution condition). To note that the external attribution condition also resulted in an effect (B = .242, SE = .086, 95%CI [0.073, 0.410]). 
Hypothesis 3 (internal attribution of failure and shame serially mediate the positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision intentions) is supported if there is a positive indirect relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision intentions in the control condition and no (or a weaker) positive indirect relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision intentions in the internal attribution condition. When controlling for grandiose narcissism, the conditional indirect relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision intentions was significant in the control condition (B = 0.061, SE = 0.025, 95%CI [0.020, 0.118]), but not significant in the internal attribution condition (B = 0.031, SE = .019, 95%CI [-0.001, 0.073]), supporting Hypothesis 3. That is, when the mediator varied freely (i.e., control condition), the positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision intentions occurred, and it did not emerge when the mediator was blocked (i.e., internal attribution condition), suggesting a full blockage of the effect (i.e., stronger evidence of the indirect effect than without controlling for grandiose narcissism). To note that the external attribution condition also resulted in a small effect (B = .066, SE = .028, 95%CI [0.022, 0.129]).
Finally, we repeated the analysis with grandiose narcissism as the predictor. We found that grandiose narcissism had a direct effect on abusive supervision intentions (B = .276, SE = .087, p < .01, 95%CI [0.105, 0.446]) across the three conditions. However, the effect was strongest in the external attribution (B = .325, SE = .095, 95%CI [0.139, 0.511]) compared to the other two conditions (internal attribution: B = .276, SE = .087, 95%CI [0.105, 0.446]; control condition: B = .290, SE = .084, 95%CI [124, 0.456]). Similarly, the conditional indirect relationship between grandiose narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision intentions was higher in the external attribution (B = .078, SE = .035, 95%CI [0.021, 0.156] than the control condition (B = .068, SE = .025, 95%CI [0.027, 0.125]), and it was not significant in the internal attribution condition (B = .015, SE = .025, 95%CI [-0.034, 0.682]). 
[bookmark: _Hlk164331209]In sum, the results for vulnerable narcissism remained the same when controlling for grandiose narcissism and we even found stronger evidence in line with the manipulation-of-mediator design to support Hypothesis 3 (i.e., full blockage of mediation in the internal attribution condition). The results did not replicate for grandiose narcissism, showing that vulnerable narcissism was the main driver of the effects.

Section III. Descriptives Statistics; Supplementary Analyses, Study 3
Descriptives Statistics
Table 3 summarizes means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables for Study 3.
Supplementary Analyses
As for the previous studies, we also collected grandiose narcissism and reran our analyses with grandiose narcissism as a covariate and separately. We used the same scales to assess vulnerable narcissism (α = .89; 16 items), grandiose narcissism (α = .78; 12 items), and abusive supervision (α = .91; 15 items), and we improved the shame measure (α = 0.87; 5 items).
First, we repeated the main analyses with grandiose narcissism as a covariate. Vulnerable narcissism (B = 0.160, SE = 0.062, p < 0.05, 95%CI [0.038, 0.283]) still related positively to abusive supervision across the three conditions when controlling for grandiose narcissism, supporting Hypothesis 1. 
Hypothesis 2 (internal attribution of failure mediates the positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision) is supported if there is a positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision in the control condition and no (or a weaker) positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision emerges in the internal attribution condition. In line with Hypothesis 2, when controlling for grandiose narcissism, the effect of vulnerable narcissism on abusive supervision still emerged in the control condition (B = 0.160, SE = .062, 95%CI [0.038, 0.283]), whereas it became non-significant in the internal attribution condition (B = 0.075, SE = .068, 95%CI [-0.060, 0.209]), supporting Hypothesis 2. That is, when the mediator varied freely (i.e., control condition), the positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision occurred, but it did not occur when the mediator was blocked (i.e., internal attribution condition). To note that the external attribution condition also still resulted non-significant relationship (B = 0.110, SE = 0.066, 95%CI [-0.020, 0.240]).
Hypothesis 3 (i.e., internal attribution of failure and shame serially mediate the positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism and abusive supervision) is supported if there is a positive indirect relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision in the control condition and no (or a weaker) positive indirect relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision intentions emerges in the internal attribution condition. However, contrary to Hypothesis 3, when controlling for grandiose narcissism, estimates of the conditional indirect relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision still suggested that this relationship was not significant in the control condition (B = 0.006, SE = 0.021, 95%CI [-0.032, 0.051]), whereas it was significant in the internal attribution condition (B = 0.053, SE = 0.030, 95%CI [0.005, 0.122]) and in the external attribution condition (B = 0.037, SE = 0.019, 95%CI [0.006, 0.081]). That is, when the mediator varied freely (i.e., control condition), the predicted positive relationship between vulnerable narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision did not occur. That is, Hypothesis 3 was also not supported when controlling for grandiose narcissism. 
We then repeated all analyses with grandiose narcissism as the predictor. Grandiose narcissism (B = .091, SE = .079, p = .253, 95%CI [-0.065, 0.247]) did not predict abusive supervision. Estimates of the conditional direct relationship between grandiose narcissism and abusive supervision resulted in non-significant effects across the three conditions (control condition: B = .091, SE = .079, 95%CI [-0.065, 0.247]; internal attribution: B = -.031, SE = .081, 95%CI [-0.192, 0.129]; external attribution: B = .069, SE = .066, 95%CI [-0.061, 0.198]). The conditional indirect relationship between grandiose narcissism, shame, and abusive supervision was only significant in internal attribution condition (B = .063, SE = .035, 95%CI [0.005, 0.142]), but it was not significant in the other two conditions (control condition: B = -.001, SE = .022, 95%CI [-0.051, 0.038]; external attribution: B = .025, SE = .022, 95%CI [-0.015, 0.07]).
In sum, the results for vulnerable narcissism remained the same when controlling for grandiose narcissism, and again we did not find evidence in line with the manipulation-of-mediator design to support Hypothesis 3. The results did not replicate for grandiose narcissism, showing that vulnerable narcissism was the main driver of the effects to support Hypotheses 1 and 2.

Section IV. Self-Rated Abusive Supervision Items (adapted from Tepper, 2000)
	
	Item

	1.
	I mock them.

	2.
	I tell them their thoughts or feelings are stupid.

	3.
	I give them the silent treatment. 

	4.
	I put them down in front of others. 

	5.
	I disrespect their privacy.

	6.
	I remind them of their past mistakes and failures. 

	7.
	I do not give them credit for jobs requiring a lot of effort. 

	8.
	I blame them to save myself embarrassment

	9.
	I break promises I've made to them. 

	10.
	I express anger at them when I am mad for another reason.

	11.
	I make negative comments about them to others. 

	12.
	I am rude to them. 

	13.
	I do not allow them to interact with their colleagues. 

	14.
	I tell them that they are incompetent. 

	15.
	I lie to them.


Section V. Manipulation of Attribution of Failure, Study 3
Condition: Internal attribution. When we supervise people, things don't always go to plan. Mistakes happen and can have serious consequences. When was the last time that you personally made a serious mistake?
Please think of one specific mistake that happened recently and involved one of your subordinates.
· This mistake should be something that you were personally responsible for.
· It may be something you had forgotten to do or did the wrong way.
· Your behavior was the main reason why the mistake occurred.
Recall precisely what happened and describe the mistake in as much detail as possible (at least 100 characters). Explain why you were personally responsible for the mistake. What did you do to cause the mistake?
Condition: External attribution. When we supervise people, things don't always go to plan. Mistakes happen and can have serious consequences. When was the last time that one of your subordinates made a serious mistake?
Please think of one specific mistake that happened recently and involved one of your subordinates.
· This mistake should be something that your subordinate was responsible for.
· It may be something your subordinate had forgotten to do or did the wrong way.
· Your subordinate’s behavior was the main reason why the mistake occurred.
Recall precisely what happened and describe the mistake in as much detail as possible (at least 100 characters). Explain why your subordinate was responsible for the mistake. What did your subordinate do to cause the mistake?
Condition: Control. When we supervise people, things don't always go to plan. Mistakes happen and can have serious consequences. When was the last time that something went wrong at work?
Please think of one specific mistake that happened recently and involved one of your subordinates.
· This mistake should be something that had negative consequences.
Recall precisely what happened and describe the mistake in as much detail as possible (at least 100 characters). Explain why the mistake had negative consequences. What were the consequences of the mistake?
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TABLE 1 
Fit Comparisons of Alternative Factor Models for Study 1
	
	χ2
	df
	∆χ2(df)
	RMSEA
	CFI
	TLI
	SRMR

	Hypothesized Model
	84.718
	48
	-
	.049
	.982
	.975
	.032

	Model A
	153.928
	51
	69.21**(3)
	.079
	.949
	.934
	.044

	Model B
	145.892
	51
	61.174**(3)
	.076
	.953
	.939
	.056

	Model C
	208.594
	53
	123.876**(5)
	.096
	.923
	.904
	.061

	Model D
	720.946
	54
	636.228**(6)
	.196
	.671
	.597
	.119

	Note. N = 320. Model A: 3-factor model combining vulnerable and grandiose narcissism as one factor. Model B: 3-factor model combining vulnerable narcissism and internal attribution of failure as one factor, with internal attribution of failure and abusive supervision as the other two factors. Model C: 2-factor model combining vulnerable and grandiose narcissism as one factor, and internal attribution of failure and abusive supervision as the other factor. Model D: 1-factor model combining all variables.
**p < .01.





TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study 2
	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Vulnerable narcissism (t1)
	2.87
	1.12
	(.94)
	
	
	

	2. Grandiose narcissism (t1)
	3.74
	0.98
	.70***
	(.86)
	
	

	3. Abusive supervision intentions (t2)
	1.85
	0.97
	.45***
	.36***
	(.91)
	

	4. Shame (t2)
	3.06
	1.52
	.31***
	.21***
	.29***
	(.63)


                             Note. N = 326. Variables measured on 7-point Likert scales. *** p < .001

TABLE 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study 3
	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Vulnerable narcissism (t1)
	3.53
	0.95
	(.89)
	
	
	

	2. Grandiose narcissism (t1)
	4.21
	0.78
	.58***
	(.78)
	
	

	3. Abusive supervision (t2)
	1.36
	0.59
	.22***
	.10
	(.91)
	

	4. Shame (t2)
	2.28
	1.38
	.14*
	.11
	.22***
	(.87)


                                Note. N = 292. Variables measured on 7-point Likert scales. *** p < .001, * p < .05
