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Prior research has examined links between Dark Triad traits—Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and
narcissism—and aggression in individuals, but not couples. Dating heterosexual couples self-reported measures
of the Dark Triad and aggression (trait and displaced; Study 1) or negativity (Study 2). Actor–partner interdepen-
dencemodels showed positive links between (a)women's psychopathy andwomen's trait and displaced aggres-
sion (actor effects), and (b) men's psychopathy and women's trait aggression (partner effect). Positive actor
effects also linked narcissism to displaced aggression. Using integrative data analysis to combine Studies 1 and
2, relationship durationmoderated actor and partner effects linking psychopathy towomen's argumentativeness
(negativity and verbal aggression); men in longer relationships and women in shorter relationships had psy-
chopathy–argumentativeness slopes that were especially positive.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Aggression and the Dark Triad

The Dark Triad is a cluster of three subclinical, socially undesirable,
related-yet-distinct personality traits: narcissism, Machiavellianism,
and psychopathy (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Narcissism reflects an
artificially inflated sense of self and feeling superior to peers, Machiavel-
lianism describes a willingness to manipulate others to suit one's own
those sampled in Brunell and
(2015, “Florida dating sample”;
articles examined aggression,
its. Parts of this research were
ety for the Study of Individual
of this talk appeared in ISSID's
nell & Jonason, 2014).
, FL 32611-2250, USA.
ends, and psychopathy's hallmarks include callousness and lack of em-
pathy toward others (Jonason & Webster, 2010). Research on the Dark
Triad has increased dramatically over the last decade (for reviews, see
Furnham, Richards, & Paulhus, 2013; Jonason, Webster, Li, Schmitt &
Crysel, 2012), some of which examines Dark Triad traits as correlates
of anger, aggression, or violence. For example, a small meta-analysis
(k=8 studies,N=20,332) showed that grandiose narcissism positive-
ly relates to anger/aggression (r =.24, 95% CI [.19, .29]; Rosenthal,
Montoya, Ridings, Rieck, & Hooley, 2011). Whereas most prior Dark
Triad–aggression research has focused on individuals, the present re-
search examines romantic couples, which may provide key insights
into possible dynamic dyadic processes. In the present research, we ex-
amined links between theDark Triad traits andmultiplemeasures relat-
ed to aggression or dyadic negativity in undergraduate samples of
dating couples. Doing so allowed for novel tests of partner effects and
moderation by relationship duration, which plays a key role in multiple
relationship domains (Hadden, Smith, & Webster, 2014; Webster,
Laurenceau, et al., 2015).
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Table 1
Multiple regressions based on correlation matrixes—and meta-analysis of the resulting partial correlations—for 10 models predicting aggression from Dark Triad traits.

Aggression outcome Machiavellianism Psychopathy Narcissism

b t rp b t rp b t rp

Total bullyinga 0.12 3.16⁎ .12 0.51 13.11⁎ .46 −0.04 −0.96 −.04
Violenceb 1.02 1.77† .10 3.98 7.15⁎ .38 0.19 0.36 .02
Aggression (latent)c 0.02 0.43 .03 0.52 9.02⁎ .47 0.01 0.26 .02

Proactive aggression 0.03 0.52 .03 0.50 8.03⁎ .43 0.07 1.24 .07
Reactive aggression 0.01 0.24 .01 0.57 9.27⁎ .48 −0.04 −0.66 −.04

Aggression (latent)d 0.03 0.57 .03 0.54 9.16⁎ .46 0.04 0.92 .05
Physical aggression 0.01 0.16 .01 0.54 8.50⁎ .43 0.07 1.32 .07
Verbal aggression −0.02 −0.36 −.02 0.37 5.23⁎ .28 0.12 2.06⁎ .11
Hostility 0.14 2.10⁎ .12 0.28 3.77⁎ .21 −0.11 −1.97⁎ −.11
Anger 0.02 0.34 .02 0.41 5.71⁎ .30 −0.00 −0.08 −.00

Meta-analysise – – .08⁎ – – .45⁎ – – .00

a Baughman, Dearing, Giammarco, and Vernon (2012; N = 657).
b Westhead and Egan (2015; N = 305).
c Jonason, Duineveld, and Middleton (2015; N = 290).
d Jones and Neria (2015; N = 325).
e Random-effects meta-analysis of Dark Triad trait partial correlations (rp) for bullying, violence, and both latent aggression measures (k=4; N=1577); see Introduction for 95% CIs.

Partial correlations (rps) show the effects for one Dark Triad trait controlling for the other two.
† p b .10.
⁎ p b .05.

197G.D. Webster et al. / Personality and Individual Differences 101 (2016) 196–207
In young adults, narcissists react aggressively to ego threat provoca-
tion (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Konrath, Bushman, & Campbell,
2006; Twenge & Campbell, 2003; but also see Kirkpatrick, Waugh,
Valencia, & Webster, 2002), whereas psychopaths react aggressively
to physical provocation; Machiavellians react aggressively to neither
threat (Jones & Paulhus, 2010). Similar dissociations occur in predicting
racism: Machiavellianism predicts modern racism, whereas psy-
chopathy predicts old-fashioned racism (Jones, 2013; but see also
Fig. 1. APIM of the Dark Triad traits and aggression. Actor effects are solid lines. Partn
Jonason, 2015) and criminal behavior (Hare, 1996). Nevertheless,
provocation is neither necessary nor sufficient to link Dark Triad
traits to trait aggression. For example, unprovoked aggression relates
to both psychopathy (Reidy, Zeichner, & Martinez, 2008; Reidy,
Zeichner, Miller, & Martinez, 2007; Reidy, Zeichner, & Seibert, 2011)
and narcissism (Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins, Moffitt, & Caspi,
2005; Webster, 2006; Webster, Kirkpatrick, Nezlek, Smith, & Paddock,
2007).
er effects are dashed lines. Lines with multiple arrowheads reflect correlations.



1 This meta-analysis was not meant to be comprehensive, exhaustive, or definitive; in-
stead, it merely provides some valuable insights beyond that which can be gleaned from
zero-order correlations published in a few recent large-N studies. We also acknowledge
that there are more sophisticated ways to estimate weighted mean partial correlations
using multivariate meta-analysis (Card, 2012;Webster & Duffy, 2016); however, the esti-
mates are often comparable. We used random (vs. fixed) effects meta-analysis because it
makes fewer assumptions and provides wider (more conservative) confidence intervals
(Schmidt, 2010).

Fig. 2. APIM of psychopathy, relationship duration, and aggression. Actor effects are solid lines. Partner effects are dashed lines. Couple or relationships effects are dotted lines. Lines with
multiple arrowheads reflect correlations.
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Researchers theorize that, because some narcissists hold artificially
inflated self-views, they tend to be especially susceptible to lashing
out at others who may challenge or threaten their grandiose self-
views (Jones & Paulhus, 2010; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). Whereas
some researchers contend that provocation is necessary to show narcis-
sism–aggression links (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998), others suggest
that narcissism is inherently positively correlated with aggression
(Donnellan et al., 2005; Rosenthal et al., 2011). This discrepancy may
partly depend on the type of aggression measured (behavioral vs. self-
report) and whether psychopathy and Machiavellianism are also
modeled simultaneously (our meta-analysis below suggests doing so
weakens narcissism–aggression links).

A few studies have examined all three Dark Triad traits as correlates
of unprovoked aggression in adults. In a small (N=60) study using the
Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (DTDD; Jonason & Webster, 2010; Webster &
Jonason, 2013) and the Brief Aggression Questionnaire (BAQ; Webster,
DeWall, et al., 2014, 2015), narcissism related positively to hostility,
psychopathy related positively to verbal and physical aggression, and
Machiavellianism positively related to hostility, verbal, and physical ag-
gression; no Dark Triad trait related to anger (Jonason &Webster, 2010,
Study 3). In romantic couples, there is some limited evidence of
homophily or assortative mating (mate choice) in Dark Triad traits
(Smith et al., 2014), but there is also evidence that grandiose narcissism
relates to negative dyadic adjustment (Lamkin, Campbell, vanDellen, &
Miller, 2015). Although narrative literature reviews are helpful, we
also conducted an empirical meta-analysis.

A series of four large (Ns= 290–657) studies of adults examined the
Dark Triad's relation to bullying (Baughman, Dearing, Giammarco, &
Vernon, 2012), violence (Westhead & Egan, 2015), proactive and reac-
tive aggression (Jonason, Duineveld, & Middleton, 2015), and four trait
aggression subscales—anger, hostility, verbal aggression, and physical
aggression (Jones & Neria, 2015). Across these four studies, zero-order
correlations showed that all three Dark Triad traits related positively
to total bullying, violence, proactive and reactive aggression, and trait
aggression in adults (with narcissism–hostility being the sole non-sig-
nificant relation). Notably, all four studies showed the same pattern:
psychopathywas the strongest correlate of aggression, followed byMa-
chiavellianism, and then narcissism. Using the correlationmatrixes pro-
vided in these articles, we ran 10 multiple regressions (in Mplus 6.1;
Muthén & Muthén, 2010) using the three Dark Triad traits as simulta-
neous predictors of (1) total bullying, (2) violence, (3) two latent ag-
gression measures consisting of (a) proactive and reactive aggression
and (b) the four BAQ subscales, and (4) proactive aggression, reactive
aggression, and each of the four BAQ subscales individually (Table 1).
We then ran a weighted random-effects meta-analysis on the resulting
partial correlations for total bullying, violence, and both latent aggres-
sion measures (k = 4, N = 1577; Card, 2012).1 When controlling for
the other two Dark Triad traits, Psychopathywas the strongest correlate
(rp = .45 [.41, .49]), followed by Machiavellianism (rp = .08 [.03, .13]),
and then narcissism, which did not differ from zero (rp = .00 [−.05,
.05]). Although all three Dark Triad traits often show positive zero-
order correlations with aggression measures, their respective partial
correlations suggest that psychopathy plays a dominant role. These
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meta-analytic results contrast with a single study of young teenagers
that showed narcissism had a dominant role (Lau & Marsee, 2013);
however, this discrepancy may be due to either a younger sample or a
measure—callousness and unemotional traits—that only reflected a
thin slice of the broader construct of psychopathy. Nevertheless, all of
these findings concerned individuals; in the present research,we exam-
ine couples.

1.2. The present research

1.2.1. Actor–partner interdependence model
Examining romantic couples as naturally occurring dyads may be

crucial to advancing our understanding of interpersonal aggression as
an inherently dynamic process. By modeling how each partner's traits
relate to their own or their partner's aggression, we can begin to under-
stand these key processes at the dyadic level. Because we analyzed cou-
ples, weused a series of actor–partner interdependencemodels (APIMs;
Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). APIMs are a standard way to analyze dy-
adic data (Brunell et al., 2010; Brunell, Pilkington, & Webster, 2007;
Brunell & Webster, 2013; Smith et al., 2014; Webster, Laurenceau, et
al., 2015) and are used in aggression research (Crane, Testa, Derrick, &
Leonard, 2014; Dickson et al., 2015; Parrott et al., 2012; Watkins,
Maldonado, & DiLillo, 2014). APIMs estimate actor and partner effects
simultaneously. Actor effects reflect associations between a target's
own traits (men's Dark Triad traits → men's aggression; women's Dark
Triad traits → women's aggression). Partner effects reflect associations
between a target's traits and their partner's traits (men's Dark Triad
traits → women's aggression; women's Dark Triad traits → men's ag-
gression). We tested expanded APIMs that accounted for shared vari-
ance among Dark Triad traits (Smith et al., 2014; Fig. 1).

Combining Studies 1 and 2 for additional statistical power, we also
tested two types of interactions involving psychopathy because of its
strong links to aggression (Fig. 2). First, we tested actor–partner interac-
tions or relationship effects, where one person's effect moderates or de-
pends on the other person's effect. One helpful way to understand a
relationship effect is to imagine a partner effectmoderating the strength
of an actor effect. For example, imagine that the men's
psychopathy → men's aggression slope becomes more positive as
women's psychopathy increases; couples in which both partners score
high on psychopathy are especially aggressive. Second, we tested
psychopathy× relationship duration interactions. Relationship duration
is a couple-level variable thatmaymoderate either (or both) of the actor
and partner effects linking Dark Triad traits to aggression.

1.2.2. Predictions
Because prior research has shown positive links between psychopa-

thy and aggression measures in individuals, we expected the same pos-
itive links in couples. Specifically, we expected positive actor effects
linking Dark Triad traits—especially psychopathy—with trait aggression
and negativity. Because this is the first research to examine links be-
tween aggression and Dark Triad traits in couples, we examined partner
effects on an exploratory basis, and remained agnostic regarding trait-
or gender-specific predictions. When present, however, we expected
partner effects to mirror actor effects in their direction—positive. Be-
cause the meta-analytic findings above used a broad swath of aggres-
sion-related measures (anger, bullying, violence), we sought to cast a
similarly broad nomological net by measuring trait and displaced ag-
gression (Study 1) as well as dyadic negativity (Study 2). Thus, using
multiple regression to account for shared variance among the Dark
Triad traits, we expected positive relations between those
traits—especially psychopathy—and aggression or negativity.

We also expected and tested two types of interactions. And because
interactions among continuous (vs. dichotomous) variables are harder
to detect (McClelland & Judd, 1993),we combined Studies 1 and 2 to in-
crease statistical power using integrative data analysis (IDA; Curran &
Hussong, 2009). We aggregated similar scales across studies, including
merging verbal aggression (Study 1) and dyadic negativity (Study 2)
into a measure of argumentativeness. Finally, because psychopathy
had the strongest effect in our meta-analysis, we chose to focus on test-
ing moderators of psychopathy (vs. narcissism or Machiavellianism).

First, we expected some possible actor–partner interactions or rela-
tionship effects for psychopathy. Specifically, in couples where both
partners scored high on psychopathy, one or both partners would also
report high argumentativeness. Because no prior research has exam-
ined this effect, it was exploratory.

Second,we expected couples' relationship durations tomoderate the
links between psychopathy and argumentativeness, especially among
men. Because theDark Triad traits—including psychopathy—often relate
positively to men's pursuing a short-term mating strategy (Jonason, Li,
Webster, & Schmitt, 2009; Jonason, Luévano, & Adams, 2012; Jonason,
Valentine, Li, & Harbeson, 2011), and because such men with high
Dark Triad traits may grow increasingly frustrated in longer-term rela-
tionships (Jonason, Li, & Buss, 2010), we expected that men's psychop-
athy–argumentativeness links—both actor and partner effects—would
be more positive in couples with longer relationship durations. In
contrast, we expected women's psychopathy × relationship duration
interactions—both actor and partner effects—to be relatively weaker
than men's. This pattern is consistent with a gender × psychopathy ×
relationship duration interaction.

To test these predictions, we performed secondary analyses on two
datasets of couples. We first examined links between the Dark Triad
traits and (a) trait and displaced aggression (Study 1) and (b) dyadic
negativity (Study 2). We then combined these datasets to examine
moderation effects.

2. Study 1: trait and displaced aggression

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Power and participants
Assuming the meta-analytic correlations linking the Dark

Triad traits with aggression are accurate, to achieve adequate
power (≥ .80 at α = .05), we would need over 1225
cases—couples in this context—to detect a partial actor effect for
Machiavellianism and a near infinite number of couples to detect
a null partial effect for narcissism. In contrast, detecting a partial
actor effect for psychopathy (rp = .45) only requires about 35
couples. Although partner effects have yet to be assessed in this
context, we expect them to be weaker than actor effects, which
is typical (Dyrenforth, Kasky, Donnellan, & Lucas, 2010). To this
end, we recruited 44 heterosexual sexually active romantic cou-
ples living within at least 25 miles (40 km) of each other, which
gave us enough power to reliably detect psychopathy actor ef-
fects. At least one partner was recruited from an Introductory Psy-
chology participant pool at a large public university in Florida.
Student participants received partial course credit; non-student
participants were paid US$30. Of the 44 couples, 32 (73%) provid-
ed complete data on all variables for both partners, which
lowered power to .76. The average participant was aged
19.1 years (SD = 1.8), and the average couple had been dating
13.7 months (SD = 13.8, Mdn = 8.0). Consistent with prior re-
search (Hadden et al., 2014; Webster, Laurenceau, et al., 2015),
we natural-log-transformed relationship duration in months be-
fore all analyses; doing so reduced kurtosity and positive skew,
and normalized its frequency distribution.

2.1.2. Procedure
The present samplewas part of a larger three-week daily diary study

(21 days). See Brunell and Webster (2013, Study 3) for a description of
the procedure. Data for the present study were trait or person-level (vs.
state or day-level) data collected on the last day of the study. Thus, it
contains no daily or repeated-measures data; only trait-level individual



Table 2
Study 1: Correlations and descriptive statistics for all variables.

Variable Men Women

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Men
1. Narcissism
2. Machiavellianism .46
3. Psychopathy .25 .37
4. Trait aggression .26 .38 .15
5. Displaced aggression .39 .17 .04 .36

Women
6. Narcissism .17 .16 −.02 .16 −.19
7. Machiavellianism .09 .09 −.07 .27 .36 .42
8. Psychopathy −.17 .12 −.08 .21 .08 −.05 .43
9. Trait aggression .11 .01 .42 −.01 −.01 −.02 .12 .30
10. Displaced aggression −.16 .13 .10 .12 −.05 .27 .29 .55 .52

Couple
Relationship durationa .12 −.13 .36 .08 .16 −.02 −.14 −.35 .02 −.25

Descriptive statistics
Mean 4.87 4.22 3.19 4.77 3.10 4.98 3.58 2.55 3.88 3.19
SD 1.42 2.36 1.56 1.28 1.72 1.96 1.91 1.84 1.03 1.55
α .59 .88 .69 .73 .90 .88 .77 .87 .61 .88

Note. N = 32 couples. Bold: Homophily correlations. |r|s ≥ .30, .35, and .45 have ps b .10, .05, and .01, respectively.
a Natural log months: M = 2.35, SD= 1.03.
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differences. Different trait data from this study, which used neither the
Dark Triad nor aggression, appears as one of four samples in Webster,
Laurenceau, et al. (2015; “Florida dating sample”).

2.1.3. Measures
All measures used nine-point response scales (1= disagree strongly,

9 = agree strongly) and were averaged so that higher scores reflect
more of that respective trait.

2.1.3.1. Dark Triad.Wemeasured the Dark Triad using the 12-item Dark
TriadDirty Dozen (DTDD; Jonason&Webster, 2010;Webster & Jonason,
2013). The DTDD has three 4-item subscales including subclinical nar-
cissism (“I tend to expect special favors fromothers”), Machiavellianism
(“I tend tomanipulate others to getmyway”), and psychopathy (“I tend
to be callous or insensitive”). We would have preferred to use the 27-
item Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014); however, because
we collected data prior to the SD3's publication, we could not do so.

2.1.3.2. Aggression.Wemeasured aggression using the 12-item Brief Ag-
gression Questionnaire (BAQ; Webster, DeWall, et al., 2014, 2015),
which takes the highest-loading items from the Aggression Question-
naire (Buss & Perry, 1992). The BAQhas four 3-item subscales, including
anger (“I have trouble controllingmy temper”), hostility (“Other people
always seem to get the breaks”), physical aggression (“Given enough
provocation, I may hit another person”), and verbal aggression (“My
friends say that I'm somewhat argumentative”).

2.1.3.3. Displaced aggression. Displaced aggression involves (a) provoca-
tion, (b) reluctance or inability to aggress against the provocation's
source, and consequently (c) aggression against an uninvolved third
party (Hovland & Sears, 1940). We measured it using a nine-item
Brief Displaced Aggression Questionnaire (BDAQ; see Webster,
DeWall, et al., 2015), whichwas based on the 31-itemDisplaced Aggres-
sion Questionnaire (Denson, Pedersen, & Miller, 2006). The BDAQ has
three 3-item subscales including angry rumination (“I keep thinking
about events that angered me for a long time”), revenge planning
(“When someone makes me angry, I can't stop thinking about how to
get back at that person”), and displaced aggression (“When feeling
bad, I take it out on others”).
2.2. Results and discussion

2.2.1. Correlations
Table 2 shows descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations. In

contrast to other research that used longer Dark Triad measures (vs.
the DTDD; see Smith et al., 2014; Study 2 below), therewas no evidence
of homophily or positive assortative mating (people choosing similar
partners) in couples for either the Dark Triad traits or the aggression
measures (Table 2, boldfaced correlations). These small homophily ef-
fects were consistent with prior research on homophily in Big Five per-
sonality trait correlations between 256 newlywed couples (Watson et
al., 2004), which found only a small inverse correlation for extraversion
(r=−.17); the other four homophily correlationswere non-significant
(|r | s ≤ .07). Relationship duration (log months) related positively to
men's psychopathy but negatively to women's psychopathy.
2.2.2. Unique contributions of Dark Triad traits
We used multiple-regression-based path models (in Mplus 6.1;

Muthén & Muthén, 2010) to assess the unique contributions of each
Dark Triad trait controlling for the others in expanded APIMs (Fig. 1).
Table 3 shows the APIM results for two multiple regressions: trait ag-
gression (BAQ, top) and displaced aggression (BDAQ, bottom).
2.2.2.1. Brief Aggression Questionnaire. Both men's (rp = .56) and
women's (rp =.45) psychopathy positively related to women's trait ag-
gression (Table 3), and these partner and actor effectswere the only sig-
nificant ones to emerge in the APIM.
2.2.2.2. Brief Displaced Aggression Questionnaire. The APIM results for
displaced aggression revealed similarities to—and differences
from—trait aggression. First, replicating the actor effect for trait aggres-
sion,women's psychopathypositively related to their owndisplaced ag-
gression (rp = .59). Second, men's (rp =.45) and women's (rp =.43)
narcissism positively related to their own respective displaced aggres-
sion scores (two actor effects), whereas women's narcissism related
negatively tomen's displaced aggression (rp=−.57, an inverse partner
effect). Third, women's Machiavellianism positively related to men's
displaced aggression (rp =.59, a partner effect).



Table 3
Study 1: Two APIMs for Dark Triad traits predicting trait aggression (top) and displaced aggression (bottom).

Trait and gender Men's outcome Women's outcome

b t p≤ rp [95% CI] b t p≤ rp [95% CI]

Trait aggression
Narcissism

Men −0.107 −0.640 .640 −.13 [−.50, .28] 0.144 1.183 .237 .23 [−.18, .57]
Women 0.020 0.165 .165 .03 [−.37, .42] 0.025 0.289 .773 .06 [−.35, .44]

Machiavellianism
Men 0.151 1.447 .148 .28 [−.13, .61] −0.144 −1.904 .057 −.36 [−.66, .05]
Women 0.112 0.831 .406 .16 [−.25, .53] −0.023 −0.231 .817 −.05 [−.43, .36]

Psychopathy
Men 0.031 0.218 .827 .04 [−.36, .43] 0.344 3.394 .001 .56 [.21, .78]
Women 0.091 0.684 .494 .14 [−.27, .50] 0.246 2.554 .011 .45 [.07, .72]

Displaced aggression
Narcissism

Men 0.469 2.506 .012 .45 [.06, .72] −0.191 −1.112 .266 −.22 [−.56, .19]
Women −0.464 −3.503 .001 −.57 [−.79, −.23] 0.287 2.357 .018 .43 [.04, .70]

Machiavellianism
Men 0.042 0.357 .721 .07 [−.33, .45] 0.012 0.112 .911 .02 [−.38, .41]
Women 0.547 3.635 .001 .59 [.25, .80] −0.073 −0.527 .598 −.10 [−.48, .30]

Psychopathy
Men −0.061 −0.392 .695 −.08 [−.46, .33] 0.189 1.322 .186 .26 [−.16, .59]
Women −0.139 −0.938 .348 −.18 [−.54, .23] 0.499 3.673 .001 .59 [.26, .80]

Note. N = 32 couples. Actor effects are boldfaced; partner effects are not.
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2.2.3. Summary
As expected, psychopathy produced the most consistent positive

effects across the two aggression measures. In addition, narcissism
produced two positive actor effects for displaced aggression (as
well as an unexpected inverse partner effect), and Machiavellianism
produced a positive partner effect. Together, these results suggested
that although psychopathy appeared paramount, narcissism and
Machiavellianism also played pivotal roles in their relation to
displaced aggression in couples. This study is important because it
is the first to examine Dark Triad–aggression links in romantic cou-
ples, and consequently, the first to show partner effects (e.g., positive
partner effects linking men's psychopathy to women's trait aggres-
sion and women's Machiavellianism to men's displaced aggression).
A potential limitation of Study 1 was that both aggression outcomes
concerned the self rather than what people feel in the presence of
their partner—an issue we address in Study 2.
Table 4
Study 2: Correlations and descriptive statistics for all variables.

Variable Men

1 2 3

Men
1. Narcissism
2. Machiavellianism .28
3. Psychopathy .50 .45
4. Dyadic negativity .24 .44 .27

Women
5. Narcissism −.23 −.06 .11
6. Machiavellianism .14 .28 .15
7. Psychopathy .23 .34 .39
8. Dyadic negativity .22 .40 .35

Couple
Relationship durationa −.10 .17 .04

Descriptive statistics
Mean 0.51 3.04 2.49
SD 0.17 0.42 0.55
α .85 .64 .90

Note. N=45 couples. Bold: Homophily correlations. |r|s ≥ .25, .30, and .38 have ps b .10, .05, a
a Natural log months: M = 2.10, SD= 1.04.
3. Study 2: dyadic negativity

Although Study 1 showed the expected link between psychopathy
and aggression in couples, it was limited in at least three ways: short
scales, statistical power, and self-oriented measures. First, although
the DTDD has performed well in studies that require efficient measures
(Rauthmann & Kolar, 2012), it is a brief measure by design, and its four-
item subscales lack breadth and may not be as valid as longer, more
establishedmeasures of psychopathy, narcissism, andMachiavellianism
(Carter, Campbell, Muncer, & Carter, 2015; Jones & Paulhus, 2014; Lee et
al., 2013; Maples, Lamkin, & Miller, 2014; Miller et al., 2012; but see
Rammstedt & Beierlein, 2014; Widaman, Little, Preacher, & Sawalani,
2011). Second, because of missing data, Study 1was slightly underpow-
ered (.76 vs. ≥ .80) to detect partial psychopathy effects. Third, because
Study 1 asked people about themselves in isolation versus when they
were with their partners, the dyadic nature of the findings is limited.
Women

4 5 6 7 8

−.11
−.02 .08
.16 .17 .39
.24 −.21 .05 .13

.33 −.08 −.15 −.30 .21

2.59 0.48 2.81 2.14 2.43
0.88 0.16 0.33 0.38 0.71
.80 .79 .58 .82 .69

nd .01, respectively.



Table 5
Study 2 and integrative data analysis: Two APIMs for Dark Triad traits predicting dyadic negativity (top) and argumentativeness (bottom).

Trait and gender Men's outcome Women's outcome

b t p≤ rp [95% CI] b t p≤ rp [95% CI]

Dyadic negativity
Narcissism

Men 0.492 0.607 .544 .10 [−.23, .40] −0.170 −0.262 0.793 −0.04 [−0.36, 0.28]
Women −0.387 −0.495 .621 −.08 [−.39, .25] −1.000 −1.596 0.110 −0.25 [−0.53, 0.08]

Machiavellianism
Men 0.871 2.728 .006 .40 [.10, .64] 0.482 1.882 .060 .29 [−.03, .56]
Women −0.462 −1.197 .231 −.19 [−.48, .14] −0.091 −0.295 .768 −.05 [−.36, .28]

Psychopathy
Men 0.076 0.277 .781 .04 [−.28, .36] 0.354 1.608 .108 .25 [−.07, .53]
Women 0.130 0.368 .713 .06 [−.27, .37] −0.019 −0.066 .947 −.01 [−.33, .31]

Argumentativeness
Narcissism

Men 0.033 0.270 .787 .03 [−.20, .27] −0.044 −0.365 .715 −.04 [−.28, .19]
Women −0.017 −0.161 .872 −.02 [−.25, .22] −0.199 −1.950 .051 −.23 [−.44, .01]

Machiavellianism
Men 0.244 2.717 .007 .31 [.08, .51] 0.127 1.430 .153 .17 [−.07, .39]
Women −0.173 −1.251 .211 −.15 [−.37, 0.09] −0.085 −0.622 .534 −.07 [−.30, .16]

Psychopathy
Men 0.121 1.002 .316 .12 [−.12, .34] 0.183 1.531 .126 .18 [−.06, .40]
Women 0.206 1.571 .116 .18 [−.05, .40] 0.344 2.662 .008 .30 [.07, .50]

Note. Ns = 45 (top) or 77 (bottom) couples. Actor effects are boldfaced; partner effects are not.
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In Study 2, we sought to address each of these limitations by (a) using
longer, more-established Dark Triad measures; (b) achieving adequate
power with a larger sample; and (c) using a measure of dyadic negativ-
ity that asked people how they felt when their partners were present.

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Power and participants
Drawing on ourmeta-analysis, detecting a partial effect for psychop-

athy (rp=.45) at adequate power (≥.80) requires at least 35 couples. To
this end, we re-analyzed data collected from 45 heterosexual romantic
couples (see Smith et al., 2014),which yielded about .89power to detect
an effect of that size or larger. At least one partnerwas recruited froman
undergraduate psychology class at a medium-sized public university in
the mid-Atlantic United States. Student participants received extra
course credit; non-student participants were entered into raffles for
gift cards of US$30 to local businesses. The average participant was
aged 19.3 years (SD = 1.3), and the average couple had been dating
12.7 months (SD= 14.3,Mdn = 6.0). Consistent with Study 1, we nat-
ural-log-transformed relationship duration in months before all analy-
ses, and doing so reduced kurtosity and positive skew, normalizing its
frequency distribution.

3.1.2. Procedure
Couples arrived at a computer laboratorywhere they independently

completed an online questionnaire at opposite sides of a room to
Table 6
Integrative data analysis: APIM for psychopathy predicting argumentativeness, moderated by

Variable Men's argumentativeness

b t p≤ rp [95% CI]

Couple
Log months 0.145 1.114 .265 .13 [−.11, .3

Men
Psyc 0.234 2.100 .036 .24 [.01, .45]
Psyc × mos. 0.089 0.792 .428 0.09 [−.14, .3

Women
Psyc 0.257 1.788 .074 .21 [−.03, .42
Psyc × mos. 0.011 0.075 .940 .01 [−.23, .24

Relationship
Psyc × psyc 0.019 0.152 .879 .02 [−.22, .2

Note. N = 77 couples. Actor effects are in boldface; partner effects are in italics. Psyc = psych
promote privacy and prevent communication. After completing the
questionnaire, participants were thanked and debriefed.

3.1.3. Measures
Study 2's measures included full-length versions of the Dark Triad

traits and a measure of dyadic negativity.

3.1.3.1. Dark Triad.Wemeasured narcissismwith the 40-item Narcissis-
tic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry, 1988). Each item asks
participants to pick one of two statements that best describe them;
one is narcissistic (“I have a natural talent for influencing people”),
whereas the other is its opposite (“I am not good at influencing peo-
ple”).We averaged people's narcissistic responses such that larger num-
bers reflected higher narcissism (range: 0–1).

We measured Machiavellianism using the 20-item MACH-IV
(Christie & Geis, 1970). We asked participants how much they agreed
(1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) with items including, “It is
hard to get aheadwithout cutting corners here and there.”Weaveraged
participants' responses across items to obtain compositeMachiavellian-
ism scores.

We measured psychopathy using the 31-item Self-Report Psychopa-
thy scale (SRP-II; Hare, Harpur, &Hemphill, 1989).We askedparticipants
how much they agreed (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) with
items such as, “I think I could beat a lie detector.” We averaged partici-
pants' responses across items to form an index of psychopathy.
relationship duration (log months).

Women's argumentativeness

b t p≤ rp [95% CI]

6] −0.129 −1.084 .278 −.13 [−.35, .11]

0.169 1.658 .097 .19 [−.04, .41]
2] 0.305 2.980 .003 .34 [.11, .53]

] 0.357 2.713 .007 .31 [.08, .51]
] −0.254 −1.845 .065 −.22 [−.43, .02]

5] −0.093 −0.792 .429 −.09 [−.32, .14]

opathy. Mos. = log months.
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3.1.3.2. Dyadic negativity.Wemeasured dyadic negativity using the stem,
“Over the past twoweeks, when youwerewith your partner, towhat ex-
tent did you feel…” in response to 36 items. Of these items, we identified
five that reflected dyadic negativity: powerful, critical of others, competi-
tive, superior, and contemptuous. Principal axis factoring with oblique ro-
tation revealed that these five items loaded on single factors (λs N .40)
for bothmen (eigenvalue=2.80, 56% of variance) andwomen (eigenval-
ue=2.23, 45%of variance). Participants indicatedhowmuch they agreed
(1 = not at all, 5 = extremely) with each item, and we averaged partici-
pants' responses across items to form an index of dyadic negativity.

3.2. Results and discussion

3.2.1. Correlations
Table 4 shows descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations for

all variables. As previously shown (see Smith et al., 2014), therewas ev-
idence of homophily or positive assortative mating in couples only for
psychopathy (Table 4, boldfaced correlations). Comparing these Dark
Triad homophily correlations to those in Study 1 revealed only a signif-
icant difference between the two psychopathy correlations (z = 2.04,
p= .041); neither narcissism (z=−1.68, p= .093) norMachiavellian-
ism showed a difference (z = 0.81, p = .41). Similarly, the dyadic neg-
ativity homophily correlation differed from neither trait aggression
(z = 1.06, p = .29) nor displaced aggression (z = 1.22, p = .22). Rela-
tionship duration (logmonths) related negatively towomen's psychop-
athy but non-significantly to men's psychopathy; the former result
replicated Study 1, but the latter did not.

3.2.2. Unique contributions of Dark Triad traits
We used multiple-regression-based path models (in Mplus 6.1;

Muthén & Muthén, 2010) to assess the unique contributions of each
Dark Triad trait controlling for the others in an expanded APIM (Fig. 1).
Table 5 (top) shows the APIMmultiple regression results for dyadic neg-
ativity. Showing both actor and partner effects, men's Machiavellianism
related positively to both their own (rp = .40) and their partner's
(rp = .29) dyadic negativity, though the latter effect was only marginal.

3.2.3. Summary
Whereas Study 1's results largely highlighted psychopathy's role in

relating to self-reported trait and displaced aggression, Study 2's results
highlighted Machiavellianism's role in relating to dyadic
negativity—self-reports about how one feels in the presence of their
partner. It could be that the inherently interpersonal nature of Machia-
vellianism (one person manipulating another) may relate more closely
to the interpersonal aspect of dyadic negativity (one's feeling when
one's partner is present) than the other two Dark Triad traits. In the
next section, we further explore this possibility by aggregating dyadic
negativity (Study 2) and verbal aggression (Study 1) outcomes to
form a general measure of couples' argumentativeness. Using this larg-
er, more powerful combined sample, we also test for moderation by re-
lationship duration (log months).

4. Integrative data analysis: psychopathy, argumentativeness, and
relationship duration

In this section we aggregated couples' data from Studies 1 and 2 to
test two APIMs. First, we tested an overall APIM with all three Dark
Triad traits. Second, we tested an APIM that focused on psychopathy
and the extent to which relationship duration moderated its effects.

4.1. Method

4.1.1. Power and participants
Aggregating data from Studies 1 and 2 yielded a total sample of 77

couples. Post-hoc power analysis suggested a sample of this size is ade-
quately powered (.99) to detect an effect for psychopathy (rp = .45).
Nevertheless, because interactions between normally distributed vari-
ables are difficult to detect (McClelland & Judd, 1993), our power to de-
tect such interactions was more modest.

4.1.2. Measures and data analysis
Integrative data analysis (IDA; Curran&Hussong, 2009) is an analyt-

ic approach for analyzing raw data aggregated across samples or stud-
ies. Using IDA, we combined our data from Studies 1 and 2 to test
Dark Triad APIMs and the extent towhich relationship durationmoder-
ates psychopathy effects. Using multiple measures of the same or simi-
lar constructs across samples or studies is both a strength andweakness
of IDA. Froma generalizability perspective, analyzingmultiplemeasures
can beuseful because it can show replication on the construct level rath-
er than being limited to a particular measure. In contrast, from a mea-
surement consistency perspective, analyzing multiple measures can be
challenging because, in the absence of identical items, researchers
often rely on the subjective face validity of similar items or scales.

Linking the short- and long-formDark Triadmeasures by trait across
studies was straightforward, and studies have shown that the three
DTDD scales relate to their longer respective “parent” measures
(Jonason & Webster, 2010). The verbal aggression subscale of the BAQ
(Study 1; “I tell my friends openly when I disagree with them,” “When
people annoy me, I may tell them what I think of them,” “My friends
say that I'm somewhat argumentative”) showed the most overlapping
face validity with dyadic negativity (Study 2; powerful, critical of others,
competitive, superior, contemptuous). In addition, both measures are in-
herently interpersonal because each requires another's presence. Con-
sequently, we standardized (z-scored) each measure within each
study prior to analyses; we labeled this aggregate measure of verbal ag-
gression and dyadic negativity as “argumentativeness.” Although stan-
dardization eliminates mean differences across studies, it does not
necessarily affect associations among variables, which are of principal
interest here. As an additional precaution, we also coded for sample
(Study 1=−0.5, Study 2=0.5) to test whether study-level differences
moderated the effects of interest as a set.

4.2. Results and discussion

4.2.1. Preliminary models
We ran two sets of APIMs; one examined links between the Dark

Triad traits and argumentativeness, the other tested whether relation-
ship duration moderated the psychopathy–argumentativeness links.
We first tested whether the two samples as a set altered the fit of either
APIM by letting the sample variable predict both outcomes and moder-
ate all 12 paths (14 total effects). Neither the Dark Triad trait APIM
(Δχ214 = 12.32, p= .58) nor the psychopathy-moderated-by-relation-
ship-duration APIM (Δχ214 = 20.60, p= .11) improved after including
the sample variable. These results implied no systematic differences in
the slopes across studies and suggested that aggregating the two Dark
Triad and two argumentativeness measures (verbal aggression, dyadic
negativity) was justified. Thus, we dropped all sample variables and
proceeded with more parsimonious APIMs.

4.2.2. Unique contributions of the Dark Triad traits
TheDark TriadAPIM results for argumentativeness revealed two sig-

nificantly positive actor effects (Table 5, bottom). Echoing Study 1's re-
sults, women's psychopathy related to their own argumentativeness
(rp= .30). And echoing Study 2's results, men's Machiavellianism relat-
ed to their own argumentativeness (rp = .31).

4.2.3. Psychopathy, relationship duration, and argumentativeness
Because psychopathywas theDark Triad traitmost highly associated

with unprovoked aggression in our meta-analysis, we focused on test-
ing psychopathy interactions to maximize power. We expected two
kinds of psychopathy interactions (Fig. 2, Table 6): relationship effects
(men's psychopathy × women's psychopathy) and moderation by



Fig. 3. Interaction plots:Women's argumentativeness as functions of relationship duration
(months) and women's (top, actor effect) or men's (bottom, partner effect) psychopathy.
“Low” and “high” correspond to ±1 SD from their respective psychopathy means.
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relationship duration (logmonths). Contrary to our expectations, no re-
lationship effects emerged; couples where both partners scored high on
psychopathy were no more argumentative than other couples. In con-
trast, and consistent with our predictions, relationship duration (a)
marginally moderated the actor effect linking women's psychopathy
and their argumentativeness (rp=−.22; Fig. 3, top) and (b) significant-
ly moderated the partner effect linking men's psychopathy and
women's argumentativeness (rp = .34; Fig. 3, bottom). Comparing
these actor and partner interactions by constraining paths within this
APIM showed a significant difference (Wald χ21 = 7.23, p= .007), sug-
gesting a three-way interaction (a gender × psychopathy × relationship
duration interaction for women's argumentativeness).

We probed or decomposed these two-way interactions by testing
simple effects at meaningful monthly intervals that roughly
corresponded to 1 SD below (3 months) and above (24 months) the
mean of the aggregated log-transformed relationship duration variable
(see Judd, McClelland, & Ryan, 2009; see also Hadden et al., 2014;
Webster, Laurenceau, et al., 2015). First, the actor effect linking
women's psychopathy to their own argumentativeness was significant-
ly positive for coupleswith relationship durations of threemonths (b=
0.59, t70 = 3.91, p b .001, rp = .42 [.21, .60]), but non-significant for
those dating for 24 months (b = 0.12, t70 = 0.59, p = .556, rp = .07
[−.17, .30]; Fig. 3, top). Second, the partner effect linking men's psy-
chopathy to women's argumentativeness was non-significant for cou-
ples with relationship durations of three months (b = −0.11,
t70=−0.80, p= .423, rp =−.10 [−.32, .14]), but significantly positive
for those dating for 24 months (b=0.45, t70 = 3.23, p= .001, rp = .36
[.14, .55]; Fig. 3, bottom). We also tested for actor–partner effect differ-
ences at 3 and 24 months relationship duration by constraining paths
within these APIMs. At 3 months, the positive actor effect was signifi-
cantly different from the non-significant actor effect (Wald χ21 =
8.93, p = .003; compare light grey lines in Fig. 3). In contrast, at
24 months, the non-significant actor effect did not differ in strength
from the significantly positive partner effect (Wald χ21 = 1.22, p =
.27; compare black lines in Fig. 3).

Probing both interactions again from another angle, we examined
the simple effects of relationship duration (log months) on
argumentativeness at different levels of psychopathy (±1 SD from the
mean). Probing the actor effect, for women with low psychopathy
scores, relationship duration was unrelated to their own
argumentativeness (b = 0.12, t70 = 0.90, p = .37, rp = .11 [−.13,
.33]); however, for women with high psychopathy scores, this associa-
tion was marginally negative (b = −0.38, t70 = −1.77, p = .077,
rp = −.21 [−.42, .03]; Fig. 3, top). Probing the partner effect, for men
with low psychopathy scores, relationship duration was significantly
negatively related to argumentativeness (b = −0.44, t70 = −2.30,
p = .021, rp = −.27 [−.47, −.03]); however, for men with high psy-
chopathy scores, this association was non-significant (b = 0.18, t70 =
1.50, p = .13, rp = .18 [−.06, .40]; Fig. 3, bottom).

4.2.4. Summary
Combining data from Studies 1 and 2 using IDA gave us additional

power to test APIM moderator effects linking psychopathy (the Dark
Triad trait most closely related to aggression) with argumentativeness
(an aggregate of verbal aggression and dyadic negativity). An APIM
with all three Dark Triad traits produced positive actor effects for
women's psychopathy and men's Machiavellianism. In the moderation
APIM, relationship duration moderated the associations between
men's and women's psychopathy and women's argumentativeness in
different ways (a 3-way interaction). For women's argumentativeness,
relationships of longer durations diminished the psychopathy actor ef-
fect for women, but augmented the psychopathy partner effect for
men. In other words, being in longer-term relationships may buffer
the psychopathy–argumentativeness actor effect inwomen, but also ac-
centuate the corresponding partner effect linking men's psychopathy
with women's argumentativeness.

5. General discussion

The first investigation of Dark Triad–aggression links in couples (of
which we are aware) both corroborated prior research on individuals
and revealed some novel links including some partner effects and inter-
actions. The observed actor effects generally supported the view that
psychopathy plays a dominant role in relating to aggression, even
after controlling for narcissism and Machiavellianism. Regarding actor
and partner effects, narcissism and Machiavellianism each played
supporting roles, especially relating to displaced aggression.

Although we expected some positive partner effects, we avoided
specific predictions because of the exploratory nature of this aspect of
our research. What we found were one negative (women's narcissism
with men's displaced aggression) and two positive (women's Machia-
vellianism with men's displaced aggression and men's psychopathy
with women's trait aggression) significant partner effects, meaning
that one partner's Dark Triad trait related to the other partner's aggres-
sion score—a new finding in this literature. While both positive partner
effects were novel, their direction was unsurprising given our meta-
analysis on the partial effects of Dark Triad traits in individuals. In con-
trast, the negative partner effect showing an inverse link between
women's narcissism and men's displaced aggression was surprising.
This unexpected result highlights the need for replication in future re-
search, especially concerning hard-to-detect partner and interaction
effects.

Regarding psychopathy and its moderators, no relationship effects
emerged, but relationship duration played a pivotal role in understand-
ing psychopathy–argumentativeness links, which also depended on



205G.D. Webster et al. / Personality and Individual Differences 101 (2016) 196–207
gender. Consistent with expectations, couples in longer (vs. shorter) re-
lationships showed positive links between men's psychopathy and
women's argumentativeness. Unexpectedly—but consistent with a
post-hoc account that views relationship duration as a possible buffer-
ing agent in women—couples in longer (vs. shorter) relationships
showed no substantial links between women's psychopathy and their
own argumentativeness. From a theoretical standpoint, because men's
Dark Triad traits—including psychopathy—often relate positively to
short-term mating strategies in some men (Jonason et al., 2009, 2011;
Jonason, Luévano, et al., 2012), being in a long-term relationshipmay in-
terfere with that strategy (Jonason et al., 2010), possibly resulting in in-
creased frustration, negativity, aggression, and argumentativeness. In
contrast, women with higher Dark Triad traits, such as psychopathy,
may be more aggressive or argumentative during relationship forma-
tion (perhaps from fending off competitors or dissuading infidelity),
but once the relationship is established, the link is reduced or buffered
by the positive reinforcement that most relationships provide (e.g.,
care, commitment, interdependence). Alternatively, because women
may be adaptively tuned to be skeptical of men's initial romantic ad-
vances (because of biologically based sex differences in minimal paren-
tal investment costs; Haselton & Buss, 2000), it is reasonable to assume
that some women—and perhaps especially those scoring high on
psychopathy—may be particularly argumentative with their partner
early in the relationship to help ferret out whether he's interested in a
long- or short-term relationship.

The present research advances theory on the Dark Triad onmultiple
fronts. First, it replicates prior research linking Dark Triad traits to trait
aggression in individuals (Jones & Neria, 2015) at the couples' level. In
others words, couples' actor effects appear to reflect some of the same
positive Dark Triad–aggression associations seen in individuals. Second,
the present research advances theory by showing novel partner effects
in the Dark Triad–aggression links. These novel partner effects suggest
that individual differences in the Dark Triad traits may influence a
partner's aggression, or vice versa. Thus, unraveling the Dark Triad–ag-
gression dynamic in couples likely requires assessments from both indi-
viduals and their broader relationship context.

5.1. Limitations and implications

The present research has multiple limitations. First, our findings
have the usual caveats regarding self-report measures, including social-
ly desirable responding and acquiescence bias (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007),
which are present in self-reporting aggression, dyadic negativity, and
Dark Triad traits. Future research should strive to obtain partner or
peer reports in addition to self-reports.

Second, because our data consisted of heterosexual, sexually active
undergraduate dating couples, our findings lack generalizability. For ex-
ample, because we drew both samples from introductory psychology
classes, and because these were 60–80% women, their male partners
we not drawn from the same psychology participant pool; however,
nearly all couples were enrolled in the same universities. Future re-
search should strive to draw from less-WEIRD (Western, educated, in-
dustrialized, rich, and democratic; Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan,
2010) populations, non-heterosexual couples, and couples that aremar-
ried or have been dating for longer durations.

Third, although our two studies' samples were small, each was
roughly powerful enough to detect the large psychopathy–aggression
effects seen in our meta-analysis. Although small samples are not un-
common in couples' research (Brunell & Webster, 2013; Brunell et al.,
2007; Brunell et al., 2010; Monfort et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2014;
Webster, Brunell, & Pilkington, 2009), they are rarely powerful enough
to test interactions. To address this limitation, we aggregated data
across studies, and used IDA to test for moderation of the strongest
Dark Triad–aggression correlate—psychopathy. Nevertheless, the novel
partner and interaction effects will need to be replicated by future
research.
Fourth, because we did not measure the acts, frequencies, or conse-
quences (reported injuries) of physical aggression between partners,
our data cannot speak to sex differences (or lack thereof) on such a spe-
cific level (see Archer, 2000). Fifth, because we used a brief measure of
the Dark Triad traits in Study 1 (DTDD), our findings may be less gener-
alizable than comparable studies using longer measures. We addressed
this concern in Study 2 by using longer traditional Dark Triad measures.
Sixth, because our data were correlational, we could not test causal pro-
cesses. Future research should studyDark Triad–aggression links in cou-
ples by examining change over time or by manipulating provocations
(Jones & Paulhus, 2010).

One theoretical implication of the present research concerns empir-
ical evidence linking narcissism to increased aggression. Although our
observed actor effects for displaced aggression replicated robust narcis-
sism–aggression links at the individual level (Bushman & Baumeister,
1998; Donnellan et al., 2005; Konrath et al., 2006; Rosenthal et al.,
2011; Twenge & Campbell, 2003; Webster, 2006; Webster et al.,
2007), our observed inverse partner effect was as novel as it was unex-
pected. Future researchers may wish to study narcissism–aggression
links in broader socially dynamic contexts, including not only dyads,
but also small groups (Campbell, Bush, Brunell, & Shelton, 2005). Re-
searchers may also wish to consider casting a wider net of dark person-
ality traits to include sadism (Buckels, Jones, & Paulhus, 2013; Charbol,
Van Leeuwen, Rodgers, & Séjourné, 2009) or greed and spitefulness
(Marcus & Zeigler-Hill, 2015).

6. Conclusions

The present research showed the first evidence of links between the
Dark Triad traits—narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy—and
multiple aggressionmeasures in couples. Consistentwith prior research
on individuals (vs. couples), actor effectswere typically positive; people
who scored higher on the Dark Triad traits—particularly
psychopathy—also had higher aggression and argumentativeness
scores. Partner effects, which are novel because they can only be exam-
ined in couples, suggested that one's partner's Dark Triad traits can re-
late to one's own aggression, or that one's own Dark Triad traits can
relate to one's partner's aggression. Partner (vs. actor) effects, however,
were less consistent and more nuanced, showing a mix of both positive
and negative effects. Finally, men in longer relationships and women in
shorter relationships had especially positive links between their respec-
tive psychopathy scores andwomen's argumentativeness. Althoughwe
speculate that being in long-term relationshipsmay help buffer the psy-
chopathy–argumentativeness link inwomen, the positive partner effect
interaction formen confirmed our expectations based on prior research.
We hope ourfindings inspire further research on Dark Triad–aggression
links in couples.
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