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ABSTRACT

Power and aggression are core relational variables that share a fickle relationship. It is unclear whether high or low power
relates to psychological aggression and under which circumstances. We tested psychopathy as a potential moderator in the
power-aggression link because psychopathy is characterized by a lack of empathy and shallow emotional response. Psychopathy
could strengthen the link between high power and psychological aggression because power ignites character traits and their
corresponding behavior. Alternatively, psychopathy could strengthen the link between low power and psychological aggression
because individuals high in psychopathy may attempt to compensate for their lack of power with aggression. We tested these
competing hypotheses in a romantic context across two studies (N; = 188 individuals, N, = 226 couples). We found power to be
negatively related to both actors’ and partners’ psychological aggression. Supporting the latter hypothesis, we found that the
most psychologically aggressive people had low power and high psychopathy. In addition, people reported high psychological
aggression when their partners were low in power and high in psychopathy. These findings advance existing power theories and
research by highlighting how personality traits such as psychopathy affect both intra- and interpersonal links to psychological
aggression.

Aggression is any behavior directed by a perpetrator toward a
victim with the intent to cause harm, while the victim is mo-

However, the direction of the link between power and psy-
chological aggression is unclear (e.g., Babcock et al. 1993;

tivated to avoid this behavior (Anderson and Bushman 2002).
Psychological aggression means harming other people with
words (e.g., yelling, swearing, name-calling, threatening;
Bushman and Huesmann 2010). In romantic relationships, the
focus here, psychological aggression can mean behavior such as
insulting, threatening, or accusing one's partner (Straus
et al. 1996). Acts of psychological aggression are a widespread
global phenomenon with severe health, social, and economic
costs (World Health Organization 2022). Several factors may
contribute to psychological aggression, including social power
(Weick 2020). In fact, power has often been discussed as
strongly intertwined with aggression (e.g., Overall et al. 2016;
Ronfeldt et al. 1998).

Cross et al. 2019; Ronfeldt et al. 1998), which is why initial
studies reported moderators to be relevant (e.g., Fast and
Chen 2009). Nevertheless, it is still poorly understood when
power is associated with aggression, making further thor-
ough tests of potentially moderating factors important to
address. Additionally, the power-aggression link is often
studied at an individual level only, ignoring the funda-
mental interpersonal nature of power. By definition, power
relationships involve two people—an actor and a partner
(Anderson et al. 2012; Korner and Schiitz 2021; Overall
et al. 2023). Consequently, studying power and aggression
on a dyadic level is necessary to understand their relation-
ship more fully.
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In this study, we examined the link between experienced
power and psychological aggression within the context of
romantic relationships. Participants were asked to indicate the
power they have in their romantic relationship and their
psychological aggression perpetrated against their partner.
Meeting one's core goals and needs may clash with the part-
ner's goals and needs, making conflicts inevitable and posi-
tioning power as a relevant predictor of aggression in intimate
relationships. Further, we conceptualized psychopathy as a
potential moderator, because it is linked to antisocial and
callous tendencies. Thus, psychopathy may explain when
power relates to psychological aggression. To this end, we
conducted two studies. Study 1 included participants in com-
mitted romantic relationships. Study 2 included couples to test
dyadic effects.

1 | Power and Aggression

Power is usually understood as the potential to influence others
(Anderson et al. 2012; Korner et al. 2025; Simpson et al. 2015) with
the goal of attaining core needs and goals (Overall et al. 2023).
Importantly, power is a property of a relationship, which is why the
relational nature of power is important to consider (Anderson
et al. 2012), particularly in intimate relationships (K&rner
et al. 2025). Moreover, one's experience of power is usually a stronger
predictor of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors than objective sources
of power such as income or social class (Kérner and Schiitz 2021;
Weisfeld et al. 1992). Findings consistently show greater experi-
enced power to be linked to greater behavioral approach, forgive-
ness, and better relationship quality (Korner and Schiitz 2021;
Korner et al. 2022; Overall et al. 2023).

Although much research examines the fundamental link
between power and different forms of aggression, both the-
ories and empirical studies are inconsistent in their predic-
tions and findings. Theories make predictions on power and
aggression in general without specifying the type of relation-
ship or the form of aggression. Approach/Inhibition Theory of
Power (Keltner et al. 2003) suggests that power leads to
approach-related behavior such as being less constrained by
norms and thus possibly showing antisocial behaviors such as
aggression. Similarly, Social Distance Theory of Power (Magee
and Smith 2013) proposes that power leads to socially disen-
gaging emotions (e.g., higher anger, lower empathy), which in
turn could increase aggression. By contrast, Relative Depri-
vation Theory (Smith et al. 2012) proposes that individuals
experience anger if they feel worse off than others, which
could increase aggression. According to this theory, low-power
individuals should behave aggressively because the state of
low power is characterized by feeling disadvantaged.
Unfortunately, empirical studies on power in romantic re-
lationships do not provide a clear pattern of results either.
Whereas several studies reported negative links between
power and aggression (Babcock et al. 1993; Cross et al. 2019;
Harrington et al. 2021), other studies found a nonsignificant
(Toplu-Demirtas and Fincham 2022) or positive link (Bentley
et al. 2007; Ronfeldt et al. 1998). Further, the link between
power and different forms of aggression (e.g., psychological,
physical) tended to be consistent within individual studies
(e.g., Babcock et al. 1993, and Harrington et al. 2021, found

negative links of similar magnitude with both forms), but
varied between studies. This mixed pattern of results calls for
examining moderating factors.

2 | Moderating Factors of Power

Power in general is assumed to ignite certain goals and behav-
ioral tendencies that vary depending on personal variables
(Guinote 2017). For example, communal (vs. exchange) orien-
tation, person (vs. product) orientation, self (vs. other) focus, and
perceived partner responsiveness have been identified as relevant
moderators of power effects (Alonso-Ferres et al. 2021; Chen
et al. 2001; Gordon and Chen 2013; Overbeck and Park 2006).
More importantly, among working people and by employing
experimental power manipulations, researchers have found ego
threat to elicit aggression among powerholders, whereas per-
ceived worth has been found to buffer against aggression among
powerholders (Fast and Chen 2009; Weick et al. 2018).

Among the moderators primarily studied in the power literature are
social orientations and situational factors but to a lesser degree
personality variables (but see Macenczak et al. 2016). This is
problematic because key power theories propose that personality
traits are relevant moderators to understand power effects (Keltner
et al. 2003; Guinote 2017). We propose psychopathy as an impor-
tant moderator. Psychopathy is characterized by a lack of empathy
and shallow emotional responses. Individuals scoring high on
psychopathy are interpersonally antagonistic, selfish, callous, neg-
ligent, and experience high anger (Lynam and Derefinko 2006).
Meta-analyses show a robust positive link between psychopathy
and aggression (Hyatt et al. 2019; Muris et al. 2017).

Psychopathy can thus be expected to moderate the link between
power and psychological aggression. Yet, two different moderation
effects are possible. First, psychopathy may strengthen the link
between high power and psychological aggression because power
ignites personality traits and their behaviors (Guinote 2017). That
is, individuals scoring high on psychopathy can be expected to
show psychological aggression (Hyatt et al. 2019), and this tend-
ency should be more pronounced when feeling powerful. Second,
psychopathy may strengthen the link between low power and
psychological aggression because individuals high in psychopathy
may use psychological aggression in situations where they lack
interpersonal control and do not feel in charge. In fact, psychop-
athy is linked to a higher power motive and the wish to be
superior (Cekrlija et al. 2023; Verona et al. 2023). Note that our
focus is on high levels of psychopathy because the two opposing
theoretical stances argue that high psychopathy makes a differ-
ence. We did not expect power to be strongly positively or nega-
tively related to psychological aggression at low levels of
psychopathy (though we will report the power-aggression link at
both high and low levels of psychopathy).

3 | The Present Research

This study had three goals. First, we examined the link between
power and psychological aggression to help clarify previously
inconclusive findings on how the two variables are linked. We
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used an established measure of power to find out how powerful
participants felt in their relationship (Anderson et al. 2012;
Korner et al. 2025). Such an approach avoids the potential
problem of confounding actor and partner power—an issue that
has been prevalent in the literature on this topic because several
studies simply asked participants who has more power (e.g.,
Babcock et al. 1993). Such an approach makes it impossible to
determine whether self-perceived or partner-perceived power
drives the effects. Moreover, we focused on self-reported per-
petration of psychological aggression because we expected
baseline rates of other forms of aggression (physical, sexual) to
be low. Thus, studying psychological aggression allows us to
focus on relational patterns that may occur in most relation-
ships, including relatively healthy ones that do not involve
physical aggression.

Second, we examined both intra- and interpersonal links between
power and psychological aggression. Both power and aggression
are fundamental relational constructs and dyadic power theories
call for analyzing mutual influences (Overall et al. 2023; Simpson
et al. 2015). Thus, accounting for the relational nature by asking
both members of a dyad is necessary to more fully understand
how power shapes psychological aggression of both partners.

Third, we examined psychopathy as a potential moderator in the
link between power and psychological aggression. Does psy-
chopathy strengthen a link between high power and psycholog-
ical aggression or a link between low power and psychological
aggression? Further, we analyzed both the intrapersonal mod-
eration effect of psychopathy on the link between an actor's
power and an actor's psychological aggression, and a variety of
interpersonal moderation effects (e.g., does an actor's psychopa-
thy interact with actor's power in predicting the partner's psy-
chological aggression?).

In both studies, we recruited individuals involved in
romantic relationships because psychological aggression
has been reported to be more maladaptive in community
samples (like couples) than in offender samples (Garofalo
et al. 2016, 2018, 2020). In Study 1, individuals currently in
romantic relationships participated without their partners.
Previous research found that people who participated with-
out their partner reported lower relationship satisfaction and
commitment than people who participated as a dyad (Barton
et al. 2020). Individuals who participate as a dyad are often
those in more satisfied, committed relationships, which may
lead to a positively biased sample. Therefore, having parti-
cipants take part alone is more likely to also capture people
with lower relationship satisfaction and thus better reflects
the full range of relationship experiences in the general
population (DiDonato and Jakubiak 2023). Nevertheless,
dyadic data are considered the gold standard in relationship
research because they allow for analyzing interpersonal links
and accounting for nonindependence (Kenny et al. 2006).
Thus, in Study 2, we recruited couples in committed re-
lationships. In both studies, we recruited participants with
diverse gender and sexual identities to enhance inclusivity
and generalizability. Data, materials, and analysis code are
available online at https://osf.io/za2cx/. We report all studies
conducted, data exclusions, measures focal to our research
question, and all employed analysis methods.

4 | Study1l

Study 1 examined the direction of the relationship between
power and psychological aggression and provided an initial test
of the moderating role of psychopathy. We did not formulate
specific hypotheses because theory and research suggest that
both positive and negative links are possible.

41 | Method
41.1 | Participants

We collected data from 190 individuals, two were excluded
because they completed the survey in an extremely brief
amount of time that suggested problems with careful respond-
ing (i.e., more than 2 SDs below the average completion time).
Participants were 188 individuals 18-80 years old (M =26.52,
SD =10.95) in committed romantic relationships ranging from
1 month to 51 years (M = 4.04, SD = 6.49). Of these, 9.6% were
married. Most were heterosexual (77.7%), followed by bisexual
(16.5%), gay/lesbian (1.9%), and other sexual orientations
(3.9%). Participants identified as 61.2% women, 31.4% men, and
7.5% gender diverse. Most participants identified with their
gender assigned at birth (88.3%), and some as transgender
(11.7%). We assessed achieved power for typical small-medium
effect sizes with this sample size (o = 0.05; three tested predic-
tors) using the G*Power software. We had adequate statistical
power (0.82) to detect effects of r=10.20.

41.2 | Procedure

Participants were recruited via university-intern email lists,
social media (i.e., Facebook and WhatsApp groups), and word-
of-mouth advertising, mainly from Southern Germany (data
collection in 2023). The sample comprised a mix of students and
working people. Inclusion criteria were: 18 years or older and at
least for 1 month in the current romantic relationship. Partici-
pants completed an online survey beginning with demographic
data and followed by questionnaires on power, psychopathy,
and psychological aggression. Survey completion took approx-
imately 10 min. Students received course credit for their par-
ticipation; others volunteered.

4.1.3 | Measures

4.1.3.1 | Experienced Power. The 6-item (e.g, “In my
relationship... I think I have a great deal of power”) Personal
Sense of Power Scale (Anderson et al. 2012; Korner et al. 2022)
was employed to assess power within the romantic relationship.
This most often used power scale shows good psychometric
properties and clearly assesses power in terms of perceived
influence over others (Korner et al. 2025). Reliabilities of all
measures appear in Table 1.

4.1.3.2 | Psychopathy. The 4-item (e.g., “I tend to be
callous or insensitive”) psychopathy subscale of the Dirty
Dozen (Jonason and Webster 2010) was used to assess
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TABLE 1 | Descriptive statistics, reliabilities (McDonald's Omega, Cronbach’s Alpha), and correlations (Study 1: Pearson-correlations; Study 2:

Intraclass correlations) across measures.

Variable Power Psychopathy Psychological aggression
Study 1

Psychopathy —0.21%* — —
Psychological aggression —0.16* 0.13 —

M 5.94 2.16 0.24
SD 1.03 0.97 0.21
McDonald’'s Omega/Cronbach’s Alpha 0.78/0.78 0.69/0.69 0.71/0.72
Study 2

Power 0.13** —0.25%** —0.32%#*
Psychopathy 0.01 —0.01 0.20%**
Psychological aggression —0.18%** 0.07 0.26%**
M 6.08 2.25 0.24
SD 0.86 1.01 0.20
McDonald's Omega/Cronbach’s Alpha 0.71/0.71 0.78/0.77 0.67/0.67

Note: Study 2: The values above the diagonal are correlations within actors. The values below and on the diagonal are correlations across partners (e.g., partner A's and

partner B's power). Study 1: N =188 individuals. Study 2: N =226 dyads.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p <0.001 (two-tailed).

psychopathy. This scale was reported to show good dis-
criminant and criterion validity (Jonason and Lué-
vano 2013), although its efficiency comes at the cost of
construct coverage (Maples et al. 2014). Nevertheless, we
employed this measure because it is one of the most estab-
lished psychopathy scales, making our findings comparable
with those from other studies using this scale. Further, the
scale assessed psychopathy in subclinical samples (Jonason
and Luévano 2013), like our participants.

4.1.3.3 | Psychological Aggression. The 8-item (e.g., “I
threatened to hit or throw something at my partner”) Revised
Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus et al. 1996) was used to assess
psychological aggression.' This is the standard instrument for
assessing aggression in intimate relationships (Straus and
Douglas 2017). In total, 78.7% of all participants engaged at least
in one instance in psychological aggression. Note, again, that we
only employed the psychological but not the physical aggression
subscale as we expected baseline levels to be much higher for
psychological aggression.

4.2 | Analytic Strategy

First, Pearson correlations were computed. Then, we com-
puted a moderation analysis using model 1 in PROCESS
(using mean centering) with power as predictor, psychopathy
as moderator, and psychological aggression as outcome. To
examine the link between power and psychological aggres-
sion at different levels of psychopathy, simple slope analyses
were computed for low (—1 SD) and high (+1 SD) levels of the
moderator. Analyses controlling for relationship length,
relationship status, or age as covariates are presented in the
Online Supplement and closely replicated those reported in
the manuscript.

4.3 | Results and Discussion

Power was negatively related to psychological aggression and
psychopathy, whereas psychopathy was positively related to
psychological aggression (see Table 1). The moderation analysis
showed a significant interaction between power and psychop-
athy, b= —0.04, p = 0.012, 95% CI [—0.07, —0.01]. As depicted in
Figure 1, simple slope analyses showed no relationship between
power and psychological aggression at low levels of psychopa-
thy (-1 SD, b=0.01, p=0.622), and a negative relationship
between power and psychological aggression at high levels of
psychopathy (+1 SD, b= —0.07, p =0.002).

Overall, the present results are in line with studies reporting a
negative link between power and aggression (Babcock
et al. 1993; Cross et al. 2019). Further, we found that psy-
chopathy moderated the link between power and psychological
aggression—in line with our second prediction. Apparently,
people scoring high on psychopathy aim at compensating for
their lack of power in their relationship with psychological
aggression against their partner.

5 | Study?2

The goal of Study 2 was to replicate and extend the findings from
Study 1. In addition, we expected that the pattern found at an
intrapersonal level would be found at the interpersonal level, for
two possible reasons. First, a high-power actor may lead their
partner to think they are taking charge of the relationship, and
they should follow their lead and interaction styles (e.g., low use of
psychological aggression). Second, a high-power actor may make
the partner less prone to use conflict-escalating behaviors such as
psychological aggression out of fear of retaliation. Thus, on the
interpersonal level, we also predicted a negative link between
power and psychological aggression. Further, partner power was
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FIGURE 1 | Study 1: The interaction between power and psychopathy on psychological aggression.

reported to promote actors'’ communal behavior (Overall
et al. 2023), which also suggests that partner power may be neg-
atively linked to actors' selfish and antisocial tendencies such as
psychological aggression. In an exploratory fashion, we tested how
actor's psychopathy moderates the interpersonal power-aggression
link and how partner's psychopathy moderates the intra- and
interpersonal power-aggression links.

51 | Method
5.1.1 | Participants

Although we collected data from 537 individuals, 85 were excluded
because their partners did not participate or they completed the
survey in an extremely brief amount of time that suggested prob-
lems with careful responding (i.e., more than 2 SDs below the
average completion time).” The final dyadic sample thus comprised
226 couples (154 couples in woman-man relationships and 72
couples in queer relationships) 18 to 90 years old (M = 27.29 years,
SD =10.62) who had been in a relationship ranging from 1 month
to 37 years (M = 3.72 years, SD = 5.25). Of these, 8.8% were mar-
ried. Most were heterosexual (63.3%), followed by gay/lesbian
(18.8%), bisexual (5.5%), pansexual (2.0%), and other sexual orien-
tations (10.4%). Participants identified as 52.7% women, 39.4% men,
and 7.3% gender diverse. Most participants identified with their
gender assigned at birth (91.6%), and some as transgender (8.4%).

We checked what statistical power would be achieved with this
sample when variables were correlated between partners as they
were in the present study (a=0.05; correlation between er-
rors = 0.13; correlations between actor and partner variables =
0.13, Ackerman et al. 2020) and found that we had high statis-
tical power (0.90) to detect actor and partner effects of §=0.15.

5.1.2 | Procedure and Measures

As in Study 1, participants were recruited via university-intern
email lists, social media, and word-of-mouth advertising, mainly

from Southern Germany (data collection in 2024). Inclusion
criteria and measures were the same as in Study 1. Participants
recruited their partner, who completed the same survey. Each
person provided answers independent of their partner. Couple
data were linked by using dyad-specific codes. Participants com-
pleted an online survey beginning with demographic data and
followed by the same questionnaires on power, psychopathy, and
psychological aggression as in Study 1, and some filler items.
In total, 78.5% of all participants engaged at least in one instance
in psychological aggression. Reliabilities of all scales appear in
Table 1. Survey completion took approximately 15min. The
sample comprised a mix of students and working people. Students
received course credit for their participation; others volunteered.

5.1.3 | Analytic Strategy

First, intraclass correlations (ICCs; see Table 1) were computed
using the pairwise correlational method (Kenny et al. 2006). Then,
we computed a series of Actor-Partner Interdependence Models
(APIMs) estimated with structural equation modeling (Maximum
Likelihood estimation) in Mplus 8. Consistent with APIM termi-
nology, we use the term “effect,” although it does not imply
causality. We modeled both partners' power scores as simulta-
neous predictors of psychological aggression. The APIM assesses
actor (e.g., link between partner A's power and partner A's psy-
chological aggression) and partner effects (e.g., link between
partner A's power and partner B's psychological aggression) ac-
counting for the interdependence in measures across partners.

We checked whether gender moderates the link between power
and psychological aggression by using the subsample of 154
woman-man couples. Specifically, we compared the fit of a sat-
urated model (all effects freely estimated) against a model in
which actor and partner effects were constrained to be equal
across women and men. Because the Likelihood Ratio Test was
nonsignificant (p > 0.20; Kenny and Ledermann 2010), effects of
power on psychological aggression were not moderated by gen-
der (see Online Supplement, https://osf.io/za2cx/?view_only=
990c549tbbcb42d4a7247d696287741a). Next, we computed the

50f11

9SUDIT SUOWO)) dATI)) 9[qearjdde o) Aq PauIdA0S dIe SIdNIE Y SN JO SA[NI 10 ATRIqIT AUIUQ AJ[TAY UO (SUONIPUOI-PUE-SULID}/WO" KA1 AIeIqI[our[uoy/:sd)y) SUonIpuo)) pue suua] o) 998 [$707/80/90] uo A1eiqi aurjuQ Adip ¢ S1oquieq Yoyor[qIqsIeNISIdATU - JOUIQY 119qoY £q SHO0L q8/Z001 0 1/10p/wod Ka[im Areiqraur[uo,//:sdny woly papeoumod S ‘70T ‘LEETI601


https://osf.io/za2cx/?view_only=990c549fbbcb42d4a7247d696287741a
https://osf.io/za2cx/?view_only=990c549fbbcb42d4a7247d696287741a

APIM with all participants (226 couples) and found the actor and
partner effects to be very similar to the model with woman-man
couples only. Thus, as neither gender moderated the effects nor
the effects changed notably by including queer couples, we
analyzed the hypotheses using the full sample.

The main analysis comprised the moderated APIM (Garcia
et al. 2015). We computed the full model with power scores of
both partners as predictors, psychological aggression scores of
both partners as criteria, and psychopathy scores of both partners
as moderators for both actor and partner effects (see
Figure 2). We grand-mean centered both the predictor and the
moderator before computing the interaction terms (Garcia
et al. 2015). To account for the arbitrariness in the assignment of
partners within each dyad, we set all corresponding paths,
means, intercepts, and (residual) variances equal across partners
(Olsen and Kenny 2006). Simple slope analyses were computed
for high (+1 SD) and low (—1 SD) levels of psychopathy for each
of the four moderation effects. For all coefficients, bootstrapped
95% Confidence Intervals (k=5000 samples) are reported.
Analyses controlling for relationship length, relationship status,
or age as covariates are presented in the Online Supplement and
closely replicated those reported in the manuscript.

5.2 | Results and Discussion

As in Study 1, actor's power was negatively related to both
actor's and partner's psychological aggression, as well as actor's
psychopathy, and actor's psychopathy was positively related to
actor's psychological aggression (see Table 2). Two out of four
moderation effects were significant: First, replicating the results
of Study 1, the interaction between actor's power and actor's
psychopathy on actor's psychological aggression was significant
(actor-actor interaction, Table 2). As shown in Figure 3, simple
slope analyses showed that power was only weakly negatively
and non-significantly linked to psychological aggression at low

levels of psychopathy (—1 SD, b=-0.03, p=0.066) but was
more strongly negatively linked to psychological aggression at
high levels of psychopathy (+1 SD, b =—0.07, p <0.001). The
highest psychological aggression level was reported when actors
were low in power but high in psychopathy. At high levels of
power, psychological aggression was low for both people scor-
ing relatively low and relatively high on psychopathy.

Second, the interaction between partner's power and partner's
psychopathy on actor's psychological aggression was significant
(partner-partner interaction, Table 2). As shown in Figure 3, sim-
ple slope analyses showed that power was not significantly linked
to psychological aggression at low levels of psychopathy (—1 SD,
b=-0.02, p=0.120) but was significantly negatively linked to
psychological aggression at high levels of psychopathy (+1 SD,
b =—0.07, p <0.001). The highest psychological aggression level by
actors was reported when partners were low in power but high in
psychopathy. At high levels of partner's power, actor's psycholog-
ical aggression was low for both partners scoring relatively low and
relatively high on psychopathy.

Overall, the results from Study 2 replicate and extend the
results from Study 1. First, and also consistent with other
research (Babcock et al. 1993; Cross et al. 2019), we found that
actor power was negatively related to actor's perpetration of
psychological aggression. Extending this link to the inter-
personal level, we also found actor power to be negatively
related to partner's psychological aggression. Second, we found
that actor's psychopathy moderated the effect of actor's power
on actor's psychological aggression such that psychopathy
strengthened the link between low power and psychological
aggression. In addition, we found that partner's psychopathy
moderated the effect of partner's power on actor’s psychological
aggression. This finding illustrates a dyadic moderation effect,
so that psychological aggression is not only shaped by actor's
own power and psychopathy but also by their partners’ power
and psychopathy.

Psychopathy
Partner A

Power

Psychological

Partner A

Power

\ —3  Aggression °

Partner A

Psychological

Partner B

Aggression Q

Partner B

Psychopathy
Partner B

FIGURE 2 | Study 2: Model Specification for the Moderated APIM Estimating the Effect of Power on Psychological Aggression Moderated by
Psychopathy. Note: Solid paths = actor effects. Dashed paths = partner effects. All predictors of psychological aggression, that is, all power scores,
psychopathy scores, and interaction terms (power X psychopathy) were correlated with each other (only partly reflected in the figure).
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TABLE 2 | Results of the moderated APIM with power as predictor, psychopathy as moderator, and psychological aggression as outcome.

Actor effects

Partner effects

Predictor
B 95% CI SE P B 95% CI SE P
Power —0.23  [-0.32,-0.13] 0.05 <0.001 —0.20 [—0.28, —0.11] 0.04 <0.001
Psychopathy 0.13 [0.04, 0.21] 0.04  0.004 0.08 [—0.02, 0.15] 0.04 0.076
Interactions B 95% CI SE )4
Actor-actor -0.11 [-0.20, —0.02]  0.05 0.022 Psychopathy*®
-1SD —0.03  [-0.07,0.00] 0.02  0.066
+1 SD —0.07 [-0.11,-0.05] 0.02  <0.001 Power® -+  Aggression®
Actor-partner —-0.10 [-0.20, 0.02] 0.05 0.070 Power? » Aggression?
—-1SD —0.03  [-0.06,0.00]  0.02  0.067
+1 SD —0.08 [-0.12, —0.04] 0.02  <0.001
Psychopathy?
Partner-partner  —0.12 [-0.20, —0.03]  0.04 0.006 Psychopathyp
-1 SD —0.02  [-0.05,0.01] 001  0.120
+1 SD —0.07 [-0.09, —0.05] 0.01  <0.001 Power? l
T Aggression®
Partner-actor —0.05 [—0.14, 0.04] 0.04 0.254 Power?
-1SD —-0.03  [-0.06, —0.01] 0.01  0.017 \ Aggression®
+1 SD —0.06 [—0.09, —0.03] 0.02  <0.001 T

Psychopathy?

Note: * = actor variable. P = partner variable. Simple slope coefficients (values at —1 SD,
significance (exact p-values) of the b values can be found in the columns entitled p.

6 | General Discussion

To the best of our knowledge, this study provides the first
analysis of how psychopathy affects the link between two basic
relational constructs: power and psychological aggression.
Power and aggression have often been postulated to be inter-
twined (Weick 2020), and indeed, we found strong links
between these variables. In line with Relative Deprivation
Theory (Smith et al. 2012), power was negatively linked to
psychological aggression across the two studies. Experiencing
low power in one's romantic relationship, which is a significant
relationship for most people, may lead to a feeling of dis-
advantage, helplessness, and vulnerability, which in turn can
make individuals more likely to resort to psychological
aggression. This finding adds to the literature that reports a
negative power-aggression link in intimate relationships (e.g.,
Cross et al. 2019). Previous research that found a positive
power-aggression link often used problematic measures that
conflate actor and partner power by asking participants who has
more power in the relationship (“I” vs. “my partner;” Bentley
et al. 2007; Ronfeldt et al. 1998). For example, a couple in which
both partners experience high power would be considered
equivalent to a couple in which both partners experience low
power. Also, a person who experiences low power but has a
partner who experiences very low power would be considered
‘high power’. Such an approach leaves it unclear whether high
actor or low partner power (respectively vice versa) drives the
effect (Korner and Schiitz 2025; Overall et al. 2023). Thus,
future studies in this domain may benefit from employing
power measures that differentiate between actor and partner

+1 SD) are not standardized. The bold values indicate significant b coefficients. The

power by asking participants to indicate their absolute power
rather than their relative power.

Next, we found greater actor power to be associated with lower
partner's psychological aggression. This dyadic effect adds to the
literature on how actor power predicts partner outcomes in
romantic relationships (Korner and Schiitz 2025; Overall
et al. 2023). There may be two possible explanations for the
present partner effect: First, partners of powerful actors may
behave submissively (Tiedens and Fragale 2003) and feel
restricted in their ability to act (Keltner et al. 2003), conse-
quently, they do not resort to psychological aggression. How-
ever, this seems unlikely as power is often positively correlated
within couples (Korner and Schiitz 2021; see also Study 2's
within-couple power correlation in Table 1). Second, and more
likely, powerful actors may prompt communal behaviors in
partners (Overall et al. 2023), perhaps because power in inti-
mate contexts is more likely to be construed and perceived as
responsibility. Thus, actors do not engage in dysfunctional
behaviors such as psychological aggression if the partner reports
high power because partner power may be perceived as taking
responsibility for the relationship.

Finally, we found psychopathy to moderate the link between
power and psychological aggression (though our sample size
may be considered small for detecting moderation effects). In
both studies, low power coupled with high psychopathy was the
toxic combination that increased psychological aggression.
Additionally, in Study 2, we found partner's low power coupled
with partner's high psychopathy was also a toxic combination
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FIGURE 3 | Study 2: The interaction between (a) actor's power and
actor's psychopathy and (b) partner's power and partner's psychopathy
on actor's psychological aggression.

for actor's psychological aggression. Psychopathy is associated
with an elevated desire for power and superiority (Cekrlija
et al. 2023; Verona et al. 2023). People with an antisocial and
callous personality (i.e., high in psychopathy) who feel power-
less in a close relationship (Clark and Mills 2011) may com-
pensate for their lack of power via aggression. Interestingly, the
aggressive tendencies of individuals with low power and high
psychopathy extended to their romantic partners’ behaviors,
likely due to the strong interdependence within such relation-
ships (Sels et al. 2020). Thus, a dysfunctional relationship
dynamic may emerge where both partners engage in psycho-
logical aggression (see the significant r = 0.26 for psychological
aggression in Table 1). In addition, the present findings add to
the literature on the link between power and psychopathy.
Our results suggest that people who feel powerful in their
romantic relationship tend not to have an antisocial or callous
personality, supporting the notion that sense of power reflects
a socially valued attribute in relationships (Korner and
Schiitz 2021; Overall et al. 2023). The findings are in line with a
study reporting negative or mixed links between sense of power
and various psychopathy measures (Verona et al. 2023).

6.1 | Theoretical Advances and Implications

This study provides evidence that psychopathy as a personality
trait is an important moderator in the link between power and
psychological aggression. Past research has typically tested
social orientations and situational factors as variables moder-
ating the link between power and outcome variables (e.g., Chen
et al. 2001; Overbeck and Park 2006; Pietromonaco et al. 2021).
Personality traits such as psychopathy were barely considered
in past research, although key power theories suggest that
personality traits moderate how power affects outcomes (e.g.,
Keltner et al. 2003; Guinote 2017). We expect that psychopathy
may also be relevant to understand when power is linked to
other antisocial behaviors (e.g., conflict, infidelity, dishonesty,
exploitation). More broadly, power theories may provide more
detailed predictions when considering personality traits, such as
psychopathy, as moderating variables.

Our findings also indicate that the moderation effect of psy-
chopathy affects psychological aggression of low power (but not
high power) actors. More specifically, low-power people dif-
fered in their level of self-reported psychological aggression
depending on their psychopathy, whereas high-power people
did not. This differs from past research, which has focused on
how high-power people differ in their thoughts and behaviors
depending on moderators (e.g., Fast and Chen 2009; Overbeck
and Park 2006). Also, power is assumed to energize thoughts,
feelings, and behavior depending on goals and predispositions,
which suggests that people differ more from each other the
higher their power is (Guinote 2017). However, here we were
able to show for the first time that the moderation effect of
psychopathy is relevant with low power. This finding aligns
with initial evidence suggesting that moderators affect the link
between low power and specific outcomes (Harrington
et al. 2021; Overall et al. 2016). Thus, future power theories and
empirical studies should be careful not to overlook how mod-
erators affect low power (see also Schaerer et al. 2018).

These findings are the first to show a moderating variable af-
fects the link between power and a partner variable (i.e., psy-
chological aggression). Indeed, power is a socio-relational
construct that has been both theoretically postulated and em-
pirically found to be associated with partner variables (Korner
and Schiitz 2021; Overall et al. 2023; Simpson et al. 2015).
However, past research has not tested whether power interacts
with certain variables (e.g., personality traits) in predicting
partner outcomes. Our research can thus enrich both dyadic
power theories as well as power theories proposing moderators
by including dyadic moderators. We assume that (a) psychop-
athy may moderate the link between actor's power and other
dysfunctional partner variables and (b) that other relational
predispositions (e.g., humility, attachment) may be additional
relevant candidates for moderating the link between actor's
power and partner's aggression. Thus, future studies on power
may benefit from dyadic designs to study not only intra- and
interpersonal associations but also dyadic moderation effects.

Finally, we found that the links between power and psycho-
logical aggression were similar across genders (women, men)
and sexual orientations (straight, queer). This may suggest that
power works in similar ways in different close relationship
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types. Past research on power mainly studied people in het-
erosexual relationships, ignoring other types of relationships.
The limited literature on power in same-sex couples, for ex-
ample, has mostly focused on whether these relationships are
characterized by perceptions of equal power but not how power
is linked to other variables (Peplau and Fingerhut 2007). Our
research adds to the limited knowledge base surrounding power
dynamics among queer individuals. Future studies on both
social power and aggression may benefit from including queer
participants.

6.2 | Limitations and Future Research

Despite identifying both intra- and interpersonal links, including
moderation, our cross-sectional data limit causal conclusions.
Power theories propose power as an antecedent of behaviors
such as aggression (Keltner et al. 2003; Simpson et al. 2015) and
empirical studies also conceive power as a predictor of aggression
(Fast and Chen 2009; Weick et al. 2018). In fact, studies have
shown power-related variables to be a stronger precursor of
aggression than vice versa (Cillessen and Mayeux 2004). Future
longitudinal and experimental studies could tackle the question
of causality—ideally with very large sample sizes that allow the
detection of even small moderation effects.

Further, we only studied self-reported perpetration of psycho-
logical aggression. In fact, psychological aggression was reported
to be much more prevalent in intimate relationships than
physical aggression (Grafia Gémez and Cuenca Montesino 2014).
Nevertheless, physical and sexual forms of aggression (Straus
et al. 1996) and victimization should also be studied along with
the functions that various types of aggression serve (Hayes and
Anderson 2024) to expand the scope of antisocial behaviors and
perspectives in couples. In addition, other contexts (e.g., work,
school) could also be studied to increase generalizability.

Another limitation pertains to the psychopathy measure we
used. The Dirty Dozen is a well-established instrument and thus
helpful for building an accumulative instead of a fragmented
psychological science (Anvari et al. 2025), however, the psy-
chopathy subscale has been criticized for not fully capturing the
construct (Miller et al. 2012). Therefore, replication studies are
needed that employ longer psychopathy scales with broader
construct coverage (e.g., the Levenson Self-Report Psychopathy
Scale, Levenson et al. 1995, or the Psychopathic Personality
Inventory-Revised, Lilienfeld 2005).

Finally, despite studying not only heterosexual couples but also
LGBTQ+ individuals in romantic relationships, the current study
is restricted in its generalizability to participants from a Western
and industrialized country (Henrich et al. 2010). Power is con-
strued and valued differently across cultures (Torelli et al. 2020).
As such, future studies could test the generalizability of the find-
ings by studying couples from collectivistic and honor cultures.

7 | Conclusion

Power and aggression are core variables pervading every social
relationship. We found greater power to be associated with both

lower actor and lower partner psychological aggression in in-
dividuals in romantic relationships. Delineating a more nuanced
picture of this relationship, we identified psychopathy as a rele-
vant variable affecting the power-aggression link. The most toxic
combination for relationships, that is, highest self-reported
psychological aggression by both partners, was found when one
individual reported low power and high psychopathy. These
findings add to the literature concerning the power-aggression
link and advance existing power theories by highlighting how
personality traits such as psychopathy affect both intra- and
interpersonal links between power and outcome variables.
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Endnotes

'Because the data were highly skewed, we used a poly-perpetration
scoring (S. Hamby, personal communication, November 4, 2024;
Straus and Douglas 2017). That is, all eight items were recoded to
whether a specific aggressive act happened or did not, and then the
total score was obtained by averaging these responses.

2Excluded participants did not differ from participants of the final
sample in any of our key variables (power, psychological aggression,
psychopathy; see Online Supplement).

References

Ackerman, R. A., T. Ledermann, and D. A. Kenny. 2020. Power Analysis
for the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model [Software]. https://robert-
ackerman.shinyapps.io/ APIMPowerR.

Alonso-Ferres, M., F. Righetti, I. Valor-Segura, and F. Exposito. 2021.
“How Power Affects Emotional Communication During Relationship
Conflicts: The Role of Perceived Partner Responsiveness.” Social
Psychological and Personality Science 12, no. 7: 1203-1215.

Anderson, C., O. P. John, and D. Keltner. 2012. “The Personal Sense of
Power.” Journal of Personality 80, no. 2: 313-344.

9 of 11

9SUDIT SUOWO)) dATI)) 9[qearjdde o) Aq PauIdA0S dIe SIdNIE Y SN JO SA[NI 10 ATRIqIT AUIUQ AJ[TAY UO (SUONIPUOI-PUE-SULID}/WO" KA1 AIeIqI[our[uoy/:sd)y) SUonIpuo)) pue suua] o) 998 [$707/80/90] uo A1eiqi aurjuQ Adip ¢ S1oquieq Yoyor[qIqsIeNISIdATU - JOUIQY 119qoY £q SHO0L q8/Z001 0 1/10p/wod Ka[im Areiqraur[uo,//:sdny woly papeoumod S ‘70T ‘LEETI601


https://osf.io/za2cx/
https://robert-ackerman.shinyapps.io/APIMPowerR
https://robert-ackerman.shinyapps.io/APIMPowerR

Anderson, C. A., and B. J. Bushman. 2002. “Human Aggression.”
Annual Review of Psychology 53, no. 1: 27-51.

Anvari, F., T. Alsalti, L. A. Oehler, I. Hussey, M. Elson, and
R. C. Arslan. 2025. “Defragmenting Psychology.” Nature Human
Behaviour 9: 836-839.

Babcock, J. C., J. Waltz, N. S. Jacobson, and J. M. Gottman. 1993.
“Power and Violence: The Relation Between Communication Patterns,
Power Discrepancies, and Domestic Violence.” Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology 61, no. 1: 40-50.

Barton, A. W., J. A. Lavner, S. M. Stanley, M. D. Johnson, and
G. K. Rhoades. 2020. ““Will You Complete This Survey Too? Differ-
ences Between Individual Versus Dyadic Samples in Relationship
Research.” Journal of Family Psychology 34, no. 2: 196-203.

Bentley, C. G., R. V. Galliher, and T. J. Ferguson. 2007. “Associations
Among Aspects of Interpersonal Power and Relationship Functioning
in Adolescent Romantic Couples.” Sex Roles 57: 483-495.

Bushman, B.J., and L. R. Huesmann. 2010. “Aggression.” In Handbook
of Social Psychology, edited by S. T. Fiske, D. T. Gilbert, and G. Lindzey,
(5th ed., 833-863. Wiley.

Cekrlija, P., N. M. Rokvi¢, B. M. Dini¢, and J. A. Schermer. 2023.
“Relationship Between the Inferiority and Superiority Complex and the
Big Five and Dark Triad Traits.” Personality and Individual Differences
206: 112123.

Chen, S., A. Y. Lee-Chai, and J. A. Bargh. 2001. “Relationship Orien-
tation as a Moderator of the Effects of Social Power.” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 80, no. 2: 173-187.

Cillessen, A. H. N., and L. Mayeux. 2004. “From Censure to
Reinforcement: Developmental Changes in the Association Between
Aggression and Social Status.” Child Development 75, no. 1: 147-163.

Clark, M. S., and J. R. Mills. 2011. “A Theory of Communal (and exchange)
Relationships.” In Handbook of Theories of Social Psychology, edited by P.
A. M. Van Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, and E. T. Higgins, 232-250. Sage.

Cross, E. J., N. C. Overall, R. S. T. Low, and J. K. McNulty. 2019. “An
Interdependence Account of Sexism and Power: Men's Hostile Sexism,
Biased Perceptions of Low Power, and Relationship Aggression.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 117, no. 2: 338-363.

DiDonato, T., and B. Jakubiak. 2023. The Science of Romantic Re-
lationships. Cambridge University Press.

Fast, N. J,, and S. Chen. 2009. “When the Boss Feels Inadequate: Power,
Incompetence, and Aggression.” Psychological Science 20, no. 11:
1406-1413.

Garcia, R. L., D. A. Kenny, and T. Ledermann. 2015. “Moderation in the
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model.” Personal Relationships 22,
no. 1: 8-29.

Garofalo, C., P. Velotti, and G. C. Zavattini. 2018. “Emotion Regulation
and Aggression: The Incremental Contribution of Alexithymia, Impul-
sivity, and Emotion Dysregulation Facets.” Psychology of Violence 8,
no. 4: 470-483.

World Health Organization. 2022. Intimate Partner Violence. https://
apps.who.int/violence-info/intimate-partner-violence/.

Garofalo, C., S. M. Gillespie, and P. Velotti. 2020. “Emotion Regulation
Mediates Relationships Between Mindfulness Facets and Aggression
Dimensions.” Aggressive Behavior 46, no. 1: 60-71.

Garofalo, C., C. J. Holden, V. Zeigler-Hill, and P. Velotti. 2016. “Un-
derstanding the Connection Between Self-Esteem and Aggression: The
Mediating Role of Emotion Dysregulation.” Aggressive Behavior 42,
no. 1: 3-15.

Gordon, A. M., and S. Chen. 2013. “Does Power Help or Hurt? The
Moderating Role of Self-Other Focus on Power and Perspective-Taking
in Romantic Relationships.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin
39, no. 8: 1097-1110.

Grana Gomez, J., and M. Cuenca Montesino. 2014. “Prevalence of
Psychological and Physical Intimate Partner Aggression in Madrid
(Spain): A Dyadic Analysis.” Psicothema 3, no. 3: 343-348.

Guinote, A. 2017. “How Power Affects People: Activating, Wanting, and
Goal Seeking.” Annual Review of Psychology 68: 353-381.

Harrington, A. G., N. C. Overall, and E. J. Cross. 2021. “Masculine
Gender Role Stress, Low Relationship Power, and Aggression Toward
Intimate Partners.” Psychology of Men & Masculinities 22, no. 1: 48-62.

Hayes, N. L., and C. A. Anderson. 2024. “Development and Validation
of the Forms and Functions of Aggressive Behavior Scale.” Aggressive
Behavior 50, no. 6: €70001.

Henrich, J., S. J. Heine, and A. Norenzayan. 2010. “Most People Are Not
Weird.” Nature 466, no. 7302: 29.

Hyatt, C. S., A. Zeichner, and J. D. Miller. 2019. “Laboratory Aggression
and Personality Traits: A Meta-Analytic Review.” Psychology of Violence
9, no. 6: 675-689.

Jonason, P. K., and G. D. Webster. 2010. “The Dirty Dozen: A Concise
Measure of the Dark Triad.” Psychological Assessment 22, no. 2:
420-432.

Jonason, P. K., and V. X. Luévano. 2013. “Walking the Thin Line Between
Efficiency and Accuracy: Validity and Structural Properties of the Dirty
Dozen.” Personality and Individual Differences 55, no. 1: 76-81.

Keltner, D., D. H. Gruenfeld, and C. Anderson. 2003. “Power,
Approach, and Inhibition.” Psychological Review 110, no. 2: 265-284.

Kenny, D. A., and T. Ledermann. 2010. “Detecting, Measuring, and
Testing Dyadic Patterns in the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model.”
Journal of Family Psychology 24, no. 3: 359-366.

Kenny, D. A, D. A. Kashy, and W. L. Cook. 2006. Dyadic data analysis.
Guilford Press.

Korner, R., and A. Schiitz. 2021. “Power in Romantic Relationships:
How Positional and Experienced Power Are Associated With Rela-
tionship Quality.” Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 38, no. 9:
2653-2677.

Korner, R., and A. Schiitz. 2025. “Power Balance and Relationship
Quality: An Overstated Link.” Social Psychological and Personality
Science 16, no. 5: 471-482.

Korner, R., T. Heydasch, and A. Schiitz. 2022. “It's All About Power:
Validation of Trait and State Versions of the German Personal Sense of
Power Scale.” European Journal of Psychological Assessment 38, no. 1:
36-48.

Korner, R., N. C. Overall, V. T. Chang, et al. 2025. “The Relational
Nature of Attachment and Power: Attachment Avoidance and With-
drawal Limit Partners’ Power.” Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin.

Korner, R., J. R. Overbeck, and A. Schiitz. 2025. “Structuring Hierarchy
Concepts: Evaluating Measures of Power, Status, Dominance, and
Prestige on the Basis of an Integrative Model and Systematic Literature
Review.” Psychological Bulletin 151, no. 3: 322-364.

Korner, R., A. Schiitz, E. Zverling, and A. Sha'ked. 2022. “Revisiting the
Power to Forgive: A Dyadic Approach for Determining the Relations
Between Power, Self-Esteem, and Forgiveness in Romantic Relation-
ships.” Social Psychological and Personality Science 13, no. 7: 1114-1125.

Levenson, M. R., K. A. Kiehl, and C. M. Fitzpatrick. 1995. “Assessing
Psychopathic Attributes in a Noninstitutionalized Population.” Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology 68, no. 1: 151-158.

Lilienfeld, S. O. 2005. Psychopathic Personality Inventory--Revised
(PPI-R) [Database record]. APA PsycTests.

Lynam, D. R., and K. J. Derefinko. 2006. “Psychopathy and Personal-
ity.” In Handbook of Psychopathy, edited by C. J. Patrick, 133-155. The
Guilford Press.

10 of 11

Aggressive Behavior, 2025

9SUDIT SUOWO)) dATI)) 9[qearjdde o) Aq PauIdA0S dIe SIdNIE Y SN JO SA[NI 10 ATRIqIT AUIUQ AJ[TAY UO (SUONIPUOI-PUE-SULID}/WO" KA1 AIeIqI[our[uoy/:sd)y) SUonIpuo)) pue suua] o) 998 [$707/80/90] uo A1eiqi aurjuQ Adip ¢ S1oquieq Yoyor[qIqsIeNISIdATU - JOUIQY 119qoY £q SHO0L q8/Z001 0 1/10p/wod Ka[im Areiqraur[uo,//:sdny woly papeoumod S ‘70T ‘LEETI601


https://apps.who.int/violence-info/intimate-partner-violence/
https://apps.who.int/violence-info/intimate-partner-violence/

Macenczak, L. A., S. Campbell, A. B. Henley, and W. K. Campbell. 2016.
“Direct and Interactive Effects of Narcissism and Power on Over-
confidence.” Personality and Individual Differences 91: 113-122.

Magee, J. C,, and P. K. Smith. 2013. “The Social Distance Theory of
Power.” Personality and Social Psychology Review 17, no. 2: 158-186.

Maples, J. L., J. Lamkin, and J. D. Miller. 2014. “A Test of Two Brief
Measures of the Dark Triad: The Dirty Dozen and Short Dark Triad.”
Psychological Assessment 26, no. 1: 326-331.

Miller, J. D., L. R. Few, L. A. Seibert, A. Watts, A. Zeichner, and
D. R. Lynam. 2012. “An Examination of the Dirty Dozen Measure of
Psychopathy: A Cautionary Tale about the Costs of Brief Measures.”
Psychological Assessment 24, no. 4: 1048-1053.

Muris, P., H. Merckelbach, H. Otgaar, and E. Meijer. 2017. “The
Malevolent Side of Human Nature: A Meta-Analysis and Critical
Review of the Literature on the Dark Triad (Narcissism, Machiavelli-
anism, and Psychopathy).” Perspectives on Psychological Science 12,
no. 2: 183-204.

Olsen, J. A., and D. A. Kenny. 2006. “Structural Equation Modeling
With Interchangeable Dyads.” Psychological Methods 11, no. 2: 127-141.

Overall, N. C., J. K. Maner, M. D. Hammond, et al. 2023. “Actor and
Partner Power Are Distinct and Have Differential Effects on Social
Behavior.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 124, no. 2:
311-343.

Overall, N. C., M. D. Hammond, J. K. McNulty, and E. J. Finkel.
2016. “When Power Shapes Interpersonal Behavior: Low Relation-
ship Power Predicts Men's Aggressive Responses to Low Situational
Power.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 111, no. 2:
195-217.

Overbeck, J. R., and B. Park. 2006. “Powerful Perceivers, Powerless
Objects: Flexibility of Powerholders' Social Attention.” Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes 99, no. 2: 227-243.

Peplau, L. A., and A. W. Fingerhut. 2007. “The Close Relationships of
Lesbians and Gay Men.” Annual Review of Psychology 58: 405-424.

Pietromonaco, P. R., N. C. Overall, L. A. Beck, and S. I. Powers. 2021. “Is
Low Power Associated With Submission During Marital Conflict?
Moderating Roles of Gender and Traditional Gender Role Beliefs.”
Social Psychological and Personality Science 12, no. 2: 165-175.

Ronfeldt, H. M., R. Kimerling, and I. Arias. 1998. “Satisfaction With
Relationship Power and the Perpetration of Dating Violence.” Journal of
Marriage and the Family 60, no. 1: 70-78.

Schaerer, M., C. Du Plessis, A. J. Yap, and S. Thau. 2018. “Low Power
Individuals in Social Power Research: A Quantitative Review, Theo-
retical Framework, and Empirical Test.” Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes 149: 73-96.

Sels, L., J. Cabrieto, E. Butler, H. Reis, E. Ceulemans, and P. Kuppens.
2020. “The Occurrence and Correlates of Emotional Interdependence in
Romantic Relationships.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
119, no. 1: 136-158.

Simpson, J. A., A. K. Farrell, M. M. Orifia, and A. J. Rothman. 2015.
“Power and social influence in relationships.” In APA Handbook
of Personality and Social Psychology, edited by M. Mikulincer and
P. R. Shaver, 3, 393-420. American Psychological Association.

Smith, H. J., T. F. Pettigrew, G. M. Pippin, and S. Bialosiewicz. 2012.
“Relative Deprivation: A Theoretical and Meta-Ana-Lytic Review.”
Personality and Social Psychology Review 16, no. 3: 203-232.

Straus, M. A., and E. M. Douglas. 2017. “Eight New Developments,
Uses, and Clarifications of the Conflict Tactics Scales.” Journal of
Family Issues 38, no. 14: 1953-1973.

Straus, M. A., S. L. Hamby, S. Boney-McCoy, and D. B. Sugarman. 1996.
“The Revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2) Development and Prelim-
inary Psychometric Data.” Journal of Family Issues 17, no. 3: 283-316.

Tiedens, L. Z., and A. R. Fragale. 2003. “Power Moves: Complemen-
tarity in Dominant and Submissive Nonverbal Behavior.” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 84, no. 3: 558-568.

Toplu-Demirtas, E., and F. D. Fincham. 2022. “I Don't Have Power, and
I Want More: Psychological, Physical, and Sexual Dating Violence
Perpetration Among College Students.” Journal of Interpersonal
Violence 37, no. 13-14: NP11490-NP11519.

Torelli, C. J., L. M. Leslie, C. To, and S. Kim. 2020. “Power and Status
Across Cultures.” Current Opinion in Psychology 33: 12-17.

Verona, E., S. J. McKinley, A. Hoffmann, B. A. Murphy, and
A. L. Watts. 2023. “Psychopathy Facets, Perceived Power, and Forms of
Aggression.” Personality Disorders: Theory, Research, and Treatment 14,
no. 3: 259-273.

Weick, M. 2020. “Power and Aggression: Making Sense of a Fickle
Relationship.” Current Opinion in Psychology 33: 245-249.

Weick, M., M. Vasiljevic, and C. Sedikides. 2018. “Taming the Lion:
How Perceived Worth Buffers the Detrimental Influence of Power on
Aggression and Conflict.” Frontiers in Psychology 9, Article : 858.

Weisfeld, G. E., R. J. H. Russell, C. C. Weisfeld, and P. A. Wells.
1992. “Correlates of Satisfaction in British Marriages.” Ethology and
Sociobiology 13, no. 2: 125-145.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section.

Table S1: Results of APIM Analyses Estimating the Actor and Partner
Associations between Experienced Power and Psychological aggression.
Table S2: Results of the Moderated APIM With Power as Predictor, Psy-
chopathy as Moderator, and Verbal Aggression as Outcome. Table S3:
Results of the Moderated APIM: Power (Predictor), Psychopathy (Modera-
tor), Aggression (Outcome), Relationship Duration (Control Variables).
Table S4: Results of the Moderated APIM: Power (Predictor), Psychopathy
(Moderator), Aggression (Outcome), Relationship Status (Control Vari-
ables). Table S5: Results of the Moderated APIM: Power (Predictor), Psy-
chopathy (Moderator), Aggression (Outcome), Age (Control Variables).

11 of 11

9SUDIT SUOWO)) dATI)) 9[qearjdde o) Aq PauIdA0S dIe SIdNIE Y SN JO SA[NI 10 ATRIqIT AUIUQ AJ[TAY UO (SUONIPUOI-PUE-SULID}/WO" KA1 AIeIqI[our[uoy/:sd)y) SUonIpuo)) pue suua] o) 998 [$707/80/90] uo A1eiqi aurjuQ Adip ¢ S1oquieq Yoyor[qIqsIeNISIdATU - JOUIQY 119qoY £q SHO0L q8/Z001 0 1/10p/wod Ka[im Areiqraur[uo,//:sdny woly papeoumod S ‘70T ‘LEETI601



	Low Power and High Psychopathy: A Toxic Combination for Psychological Aggression
	1 Power and Aggression
	2 Moderating Factors of Power
	3 The Present Research
	4 Study 1
	4.1 Method
	4.1.1 Participants
	4.1.2 Procedure
	4.1.3 Measures
	4.1.3.1 Experienced Power
	4.1.3.2 Psychopathy
	4.1.3.3 Psychological Aggression


	4.2 Analytic Strategy
	4.3 Results and Discussion

	5 Study 2
	5.1 Method
	5.1.1 Participants
	5.1.2 Procedure and Measures
	5.1.3 Analytic Strategy

	5.2 Results and Discussion

	6 General Discussion
	6.1 Theoretical Advances and Implications
	6.2 Limitations and Future Research

	7 Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Ethics Statement
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	Endnotes
	References
	Supporting Information




