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Abstract

Purpose Intimate partner violence (IPV) is prevalent among young adult couples. The Five-Factor Model of personality,
consisting of neuroticism, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, and extraversion, is a relevant framework to under-
stand individual risk factor of IPV perpetration and victimization. In particular, neuroticism and agreeableness are robust
predictors of IPV. However, studies on the links between personality and IPV are relatively scarce and inconsistent for the
remaining dimensions. Research is therefore needed to assess potential moderators of the associations between personality
and IPV. Cumulative childhood trauma (CCT; i.e., the accumulation of abuse and/or neglect) is also linked with IPV later
in life and may amplify one’s personality disposition toward violence. The present dyadic study examined (1) associations
between both partners’ personality dimensions and each other’s IPV perpetration, and (2) whether partners’ CCT moderates
these associations.

Method A sample of 190 young adult couples from the community (18-29 years old) completed self-report questionnaires
on personality, CCT, and IPV.

Results An individual’s neuroticism, agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness were significantly associated with their
own and their partner’s IPV perpetration. Results also revealed a significant interaction between openness and CCT. At low
levels of CCT, one’s openness was unrelated to both partners’ IPV perpetration. At high levels of CCT, one’s openness was
significantly and negatively associated with their own and their partner’s IPV perpetration.

Conclusions Findings contribute to our knowledge on the interplay between personality and past relational experiences and
underscores the need to address personality and childhood trauma history when working with couples experiencing IPV.

Keywords Traits - Aggression - Abuse - Maltreatment - Couples - Young adults

Intimate partner violence (IPV), defined as behaviors that
harm an intimate partner (Kelly & Johnson, 2008), is a wide-
spread public health concern (Piquero et al., 2021). IPV can
manifest in various forms, including physical (e.g., shov-
ing), psychological (e.g., insulting), and sexual (e.g., coerc-
ing into engaging in sexual activities). Globally, up to 35.2%
of individuals report having experienced IPV (Hardesty
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& Ogolsky, 2020), and young adults are at higher risk of
experiencing or perpetrating IPV, especially during their
twenties (Johnson et al., 2015). The most common type of
IPV among young couples is situational violence (Langhin-
richsen-Rohling et al., 2012; Paradis et al., 2017), whereby
conflict may escalate into mutual aggressive behaviors, i.e.,
often perpetrated by both partners (Bartholomew et al.,
2015; Kelly & Johnson, 2008). Targeting young adults’ IPV
risk factors is necessary to intervene before violent patterns
become internalized and affect future relationships (Fincham
& Cui, 2010; Godbout et al., 2017).

From a dyadic perspective of IPV, each partner’s indi-
vidual vulnerability factors (e.g., personality, early life
experiences) would contribute to the violent dynamic
(Bartholomew et al., 2015). Although some personality
traits, such as high neuroticism and low agreeableness, are
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well-supported risk factors of IPV perpetration and victimi-
zation (Hines & Saudino, 2008; Kaighobadi et al., 2009),
there is scarce or inconsistent findings for other personality
traits (i.e., extraversion, openness, and conscientiousness)
and a lack of dyadic studies sampling both romantic part-
ners, leaving important knowledge gaps. Past research has
also overlooked the potential influence of past relational
experiences in the links between personality and IPV. Part-
ners’ history of childhood trauma (i.e., abuse and neglect)
have consistently been associated with IPV (Capaldi et al.,
2012; Hébert et al., 2019), suggesting that such crucial rela-
tional experiences might modulate the link between person-
ality and IPV. Consequently, the current dyadic study aims to
examine the associations between both partners’ personality
and IPV perpetration, and whether their childhood trauma
history moderates these associations. As one partner’s per-
petration represents the other partner’s victimization, focus-
ing on perpetration in our dyadic design allows simultaneous
examination of both IPV perpetration and victimization.

Personality and Intimate Partner Violence

Personality is defined as a set of traits that describe an indi-
vidual’s tendencies in their patterns of thinking, feeling, and
acting (Costa & McCrae, 1992c). The General Aggression
Model suggests that personality plays a role in perpetrat-
ing violent behaviors by acting as a filter to reality (e.g.,
subjective interpretation of a situation), which can inhibit
or amplify the development of hostile beliefs or attitudes
(Barlett & Anderson, 2012).

The most widely used and validated personality theory
in research is the Five-Factor Model of personality (Costa
& McCrae, 1992b). The model consists in five higher-order
dimensions (i.e., neuroticism, agreeableness, openness, con-
scientiousness, extraversion), each composed of six lower-
order facets (e.g., gregariousness in extraversion). It allows
capturing both normal and pathological variations in person-
ality, as a person’s position on each higher-order dimension
varies on a continuum from very low to very high degrees.
In the context of romantic relationships, all dimensions of
the Five-Factor Model have been associated with the per-
petration and victimization of at least one type of IPV (i.e.,
psychological, physical, or sexual; Hines & Saudino, 2008),
although research remains scarce and mixed regarding some
dimensions.

Neuroticism refers to one’s reactivity to negative emo-
tions (Costa & McCrae, 1992b). Past research has consist-
ently found this dimension to be positively associated with
IPV perpetration (Buss, 1991; Collison & Lynam, 2023;
Daspe et al., 2016; Hellmuth & McNulty, 2008; Hines &
Saudino, 2008; Kaighobadi et al., 2009; Ulloa et al., 2016).
Individuals with higher neuroticism tend to have poorer
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control over their emotions and outbursts of anger during
arguments with an intimate partner, which can result in
violent acts (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Neuroticism is
also positively associated with IPV victimization (Hines &
Saudino, 2008; Ulloa et al., 2016). These individuals tend
to experience higher distress, react with more hostility to
provocative situations, and perceive more hostility from oth-
ers, which can lead their partners to react more negatively
in response and even perpetrate IPV (Decuyper et al., 2011;
McNulty, 2008, 2013). High neuroticism in one or both part-
ners therefore increases the risk that negative interactions
escalate into IPV during conflicts.

Agreeableness refers to one’s level of cooperativeness
and trust in interpersonal relationships (Costa & McCrae,
1992b). Except for one study reporting no significant asso-
ciation (Ulloa et al., 2016), empirical evidence suggests that
agreeableness is negatively linked to both IPV perpetration
(Buss, 1991; Carton & Egan, 2017; Collison & Lynam,
2023; Hellmuth & McNulty, 2008; Hines & Saudino, 2008;
Kaighobadi et al., 2009) and victimization (Hines & Sau-
dino, 2008). At the lower end of the agreeableness dimen-
sion, lack of patience, cooperation, tolerance, and sensitivity
towards others could trigger violent reactions, both from
the individual themselves and from others, including within
romantic relationships (Bettencourt et al., 2006; Hines &
Saudino, 2008; Jones et al., 2020).

Openness refers to one’s intellectual curiosity and behav-
ioral flexibility (Costa & McCrae, 1992b). Inconsistent find-
ings are observed regarding its link with IPV, with one study
reporting no significant association (Collison & Lynam,
2023), one reporting a negative association (Buss, 1991)
and another reporting a positive association (Ulloa et al.,
2016). While openness to one’s emotions might foster better
emotional regulation and protect against IPV perpetration
(Buss, 1991), open individuals may also seek thrilling expe-
riences, making them more prone to engage in aggressive
behaviors (Ulloa et al., 2016). Regarding victimization, one
study linked openness with higher victimization, suggest-
ing that open individuals may be more understanding and
accepting of their partner’s use of IPV (Hines & Saudino,
2008). Further research is needed to clarify these complex
associations.

Conscientiousness refers to one’s sense of organiza-
tion and diligence (Costa & McCrae, 1992b). Two studies
found this dimension to be negatively associated with I[PV
perpetration (Collison & Lynam, 2023; Kaighobadi et al.,
2009), while another found a positive association (Hines &
Saudino, 2008). Kaighobadi et al. (2009) suggest that con-
scientious individuals are at lesser risk of perpetrating I[PV
as they tend to be more disciplined and more deliberate in
their actions, while Hines and Saudino (2008) posit that the
need for control and power that may arise in conscientious
people may increase the risk of IPV perpetration. A third
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study found no significant link between conscientiousness
and IPV perpetration (Ulloa et al., 2016). Regarding victimi-
zation, Hines and Saudino (2008) observed a positive asso-
ciation between conscientiousness and higher victimization,
which could be explained by partners being provoked by the
individual’s rigid meticulousness (e.g., higher strictness and
perfectionism potentially leading to more critical behaviors
in conflicts).

Finally, extraversion refers to one’s sociability and posi-
tive emotions (Costa & McCrae, 1992b). Although Collison
and Lynam (2023) found no significant association between
extraversion and IPV, a handful of past studies suggests that
extraversion is positively linked with both IPV perpetration
and victimization (Buss, 1991; Hines & Saudino, 2008;
Ulloa et al., 2016). Individuals higher on extraversion may
exhibit social dominance, which can manifest as condescen-
sion and self-absorption at more extreme degrees of the
dimension (Buss, 1991), which could foster negative and
violent relationship dynamics.

In sum, the research reviewed suggests that neuroticism
and agreeableness show the strongest associations with IPV,
while findings for extraversion, albeit scarce, are generally
consistent, and findings for openness and conscientiousness
remain mixed. One major limitation of past research is the
lack of dyadic studies examining the contribution of both
partners’ personality to each other’s IPV perpetration. As
research shows that IPV can be mutual (i.e., perpetrated by
both partners), dyadic studies examining how an individual’s
personality relates to both their own and their partner’s per-
petration (i.e., the individual’s victimization) are necessary.
In addition, investigation of other IPV risk factors that could
modulate the links between partners’ personality dimensions
and IPV might help reconcile incongruent findings.

Cumulative Childhood Trauma, Personality,
and Intimate Partner Violence

Childhood interpersonal trauma refers to any experience
occurring in a relational context that harms a child’s sense
of security and can negatively impact their well-being and
development (Briere, 2002). These experiences include sex-
ual abuse, psychological abuse, physical abuse, emotional
or physical neglect, witnessing inter-parental violence, and
bullying (Bigras et al., 2017; Briere, 2002; Finkelhor et al.,
2007). During childhood, around 40% of individuals expe-
rience at least one form of interpersonal trauma (Macdon-
ald et al., 2016). Highlighting the co-occurrence of vari-
ous forms of abuse and neglect, past research recommends
examining cumulative childhood trauma (CCT) for a more
comprehensive understanding of victims’ experiences and
long-term consequences (Dugal et al., 2020; Hughes et al.,
2017).

The Intergenerational Transmission of Violence Theory
(Bandura, 1973) and the Social Learning Theory (Kalmuss,
1984), suggest that children exposed to abuse may inter-
nalize violence as acceptable. This learned behavior could
influence their future relationships, increasing the likelihood
of replicating harmful dynamics. The Self-Trauma Model
(Briere, 2002) adds that childhood interpersonal trauma can
impede the development of essential capacities, hindering
identity formation, emotional regulation, and relational func-
tioning. These deficits may make survivors more suscepti-
ble to relational challenges, including IPV. These theoretical
frameworks are supported by numerous empirical studies
showing that childhood interpersonal trauma is an important
risk factor for IPV perpetration and victimization (Capaldi
et al., 2012; Fergusson et al., 2008; Hébert et al., 2019; Mur-
phy et al., 2020). Dyadic studies also report links between an
individual’s childhood trauma and both their own and their
partner’s IPV perpetration (Dugal et al., 2020; Steel et al.,
2017; Vaillancourt-Morel et al., 2024).

Beyond the documented associations between CCT and
IPV perpetration and victimization, it is important to inves-
tigate its potential to exacerbate an individual’s personality
disposition toward violence. Indeed, when CCT converges
with other risk factors, different outcomes may arise by
creating complex patterns in relational contexts (Horan &
Widom, 2015). Environmental and relational experiences are
likely to play a crucial role in shaping how an individual’s
personality manifests, as childhood experiences intertwine
with pre-existing individual differences (Rogosch & Cic-
chetti, 2004). In this sense, researchers advocate for explor-
ing how CCT interacts with personality in predicting I[PV
(Haselschwerdt et al., 2019; Smith-Marek et al., 2015). Such
an investigation could help clarify mixed findings regarding
the links between specific personality dimensions and IPV
and understand how both partners’ personality and past rela-
tional history jointly shape their violent dynamic.

The Current Study

Using a dyadic design, this study is the first to examine the
interplay of both partners’ personality and CCT in associa-
tion with IPV among young adult couples. Two main objec-
tives are pursued: (1) examining the associations between
a person’s Five-Factor Model personality dimensions and
their own as well as their partner’s IPV perpetration, and
(2) examining whether both partners’ CCT moderates these
associations (see Fig. 1). Regarding the first objective, we
expect that neuroticism and extraversion will be positively
associated with both partners’ IPV perpetration, whereas
agreeableness will be negatively associated with both part-
ners’ IPV perpetration. As past research is mixed regarding
the associations between openness, conscientiousness, and
IPV, we will examine these links in an exploratory manner.
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Partner 1
CCT
Partner 1 R Partner 1
Personality IPV Perpetration
Partner 2 \ Partner 2
Personality . IPV Perpetration
Partner 2
CCT

Fig. 1 Conceptual model of the objectives of the current study. Notes. CCT = Cumulative childhood trauma; IPV =Intimate partner violence

For the second objective, we expect the positive associa-
tions between neuroticism and IPV, as well as extraver-
sion and IPV, to be stronger at higher levels of CCT than at
lower levels of CCT. We also expect the negative associa-
tions between agreeableness and IPV to be weaker at higher
levels of CCT compared to lower levels of CCT. For all
dimensions, we expect that one’s personality will interact
both with their own and their partner’s CCT to predict both
their own and their partner’s IPV perpetration. The mod-
erating role of CCT in the associations between openness
and IPV, and conscientiousness and IPV, will be examined
in an exploratory manner. As age, gender identity, relation-
ship status, and relationship length have all been theoreti-
cally and empirically linked with IPV (Brown & Bulanda,
2008; Hayes, 2016; Johnson et al., 2015; Melton & Belknap,
2003), they will be examined as potential covariates.

Method

Participants

Young adult couples were recruited from the general pop-
ulation through social media (e.g., Facebook). Eligibility
criteria for the current study were that participants (1) be

between the ages of 18 and 29 and (2) had been in a romantic
relationship for at least two months. Other eligibility criteria
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related to the observational portion of the larger research
included having access to a confidential common area with
internet connection, having access to a computer with a cam-
era in order to connect to a Zoom meeting with members
of the research team, having each partner have access to a
smartphone, tablet, or computer to complete online ques-
tionnaires, and being comfortable with oral and written
French. Couples of all sexual orientations, gender identi-
ties and exclusivity agreements (e.g., monogamous, open,
monogamish, polyamory) could participate in this study. In
the case of polyamorous couples, participants had to select
one partner. Of the 404 couples who expressed interest to
participate in the study, 190 (47.0%) declined to participate
and 21 (5.2%) were ineligible after screening. Of the 193
couples who completed the questionnaires, 3 (1.6%) were
removed: one completed less than 40% of the questionnaire,
one had inconsistent response patterns, and the other did
not fully understand French. The final sample includes 190
young adult couples (n=380).

Participants were aged between 18 and 29 years old
(M =23.46, SD=2.84). Regarding gender identity, 201 par-
ticipants (53.3%) identified as women, 161 (42.7%) as men,
12 (3.2%) as non-binary, queer or gender fluid, 1 (.3%) as
two-spirit, 1 (.3%) as agender, and 1 (.3%) preferred not to
answer. Most couples (80.7%; n=151) were composed of a
man and a woman, while 21 (11.2%) were women-women
couples, 3 (1.6%) were men-men couples and 12 (6.4%)
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couples included at least one partner who identified as gen-
der diverse. The majority was cisgender (97.1%) while oth-
ers were transgender. Regarding sexual orientation, 67.6%
of the sample identified as heterosexual (n=255), 8.5% as
gay or lesbian (n=32), 8.5% as bisexual (n=32), 6.1% as
pansexual (n=23), 4.0% as heteroflexible (n=15), 2.1% as
queer (n=8), 2.1% as “other” (e.g., gray sexual, demisexual,
etc.; n=38), and 1.1% were questioning their sexual orienta-
tion (n=4). Participants could be non-cohabitating couples
(46.3%; n=176), cohabitating couples (49.5%; n=188), or
married couples (4.2%; n=16). Regarding exclusivity agree-
ment (i.e., consensual agreement to engage or not in con-
current romantic and/or sexual relationships), most couples
(88.2%; n=298) had an exclusivity agreement (i.e., cannot
engage in concurrent romantic and/or sexual relationships),
5.9% (n=20) had a non-exclusivity agreement (i.e., can
engage in concurrent romantic and/or sexual relationships)
for only one partner, and 5.9% had a non-exclusivity agree-
ment for both partners (n=20)". Couples had been together
for a mean duration of 34.36 months (§SD=27.12), and the
majority did not have children (97.8%; n=362). Most par-
ticipants completed a bachelor’s degree (36.6%; n=138),
were currently students (63.7%; n=240), and had an annual
income of less than $15,000 (42.7%; n=161). Participants
identified as being Caucasian (81.7%; n=308), East Asian
(3.2%; n=12), Latino (2.7%; n=10), Arab (2.1%; n=38),
Black (1.3%; n=5), South-East Asian (.8%; n=23), Carib-
bean (.5%; n=2), Central Asian (.5%; n=2) or West Asian
(.3%; n=1). Some participants identified with more than one
cultural identity (6.9%; n=26).

Procedure

Data was collected between July 2021 and August 2022 as
part of an ongoing research project on couples’ communi-
cation among young adults. The project was approved by
the research ethical board of Université de Montréal. The
research took place entirely online, given the COVID-19
pandemic, and included (1) the completion of self-report
questionnaires as well as (2) a virtual session with experi-
menters via Zoom for Healthcare, during which partners
took part in discussions on a variety of themes and com-
pleted surveys. Data for the current study only includes self-
report questionnaires; procedure for the virtual session will
not be detailed here.

Eligible participants completed a consent form and a
battery of self-report questionnaires via Qualtrics Research
Suite. Partners were asked to complete the questionnaires

! The exclusivity agreement variable contains a higher number of

missing values (n=42) as this sociodemographic question was added
later in the recruitment process. Valid percentages are reported.

individually, without consulting each other. The question-
naires included three simple attention-testing questions.
Data from participants who failed at least two of these ques-
tions was considered invalid (Thomas & Clifford, 2017) and
treated as missing (n=8). Given their partner provided valid
data, these couples were included in the final analyses. Total
completion time was estimated at one hour and a financial
compensation of $10 CAD was offered to each partner.

Measures
Sociodemographic Information

Participants provided the following sociodemographic infor-
mation to control for potential covariates: age (in years);
gender identity (0 =woman; 1 =man; 2= Gender diversity
(i.e., non-binary; gender fluid or other such as genderqueer,
indigenous, or other cultural gender identity or experience
[e.g., two-spirit, agender or genderless]); relationship status
(0=not cohabiting, 1 = cohabiting or married); and relation-
ship duration (in months).

Personality Dimensions

Personality dimensions were assessed using the 60-item
NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI; Costa & McCrae,
1992a). Participants indicated their answers on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from O (Strongly disagree) to
4 (Strongly agree). The five dimensions of the NEO-FFI
are each assessed using 12 items. The total score for each
dimension is obtained by summing their respective items
and transforming the sum into a T score based on a nor-
malization sample (Costa & McCrae, 1992a). A higher score
represents a higher degree of the dimension. In the current
study, Cronbach’s alphas were of .88 for neuroticism, .76 for
extraversion, .74 for openness, .72 for agreeableness, and .81
for conscientiousness.

Cumulative Childhood Trauma

Cumulative childhood trauma was measured by evaluat-
ing the experience of eight forms of interpersonal trauma:
emotional abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional
neglect, physical neglect, witnessing psychological inter-
parental violence, witnessing physical inter-parental vio-
lence, and bullying. The presence of emotional, physical,
and sexual abuse as well as emotional and physical neglect
was assessed using the French version of the Childhood
Trauma Questionnaire — Short Form (CTQ-SF; Bernstein
et al., 2003; Paquette et al., 2004). The 28 items are answered
using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (Never) to 4
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(Very often true). In the current study, Cronbach’s alphas
ranged from .64 for physical neglect to .91 for sexual abuse.

Witnessing psychological and physical inter-parental vio-
lence as well as experiencing bullying was assessed by three
items from the Childhood Cumulative Trauma Question-
naire (CCTQ; Godbout et al., 2017). Participants indicated
their answers on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from O
(Never) to 4 (Very often true). The total cumulative child-
hood trauma score was obtained by summing the raw scores
of all CTQ and CCTQ items. A higher total score represents
a greater cumulative experience of childhood trauma in par-
ticipants’ history. Reliability indices could not be obtained
for the subscales of the CCTQ as there was only one item
per subscale, but Cronbach’s alpha for the total score was
.91 in the present study.

Intimate Partner Violence

Intimate partner violence was assessed using the Revised
Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS-2; Straus et al., 1996). This
self-report questionnaire consists of 78 items measuring five
subscales: physical violence, psychological violence, sexual
coercion, the presence of injuries, and negotiation. Only the
physical, psychological, and sexual violence subscales were
used for the present study. Items related to these three forms
of IPV were answered on a seven-point Likert scale ranging
from O (This has never happened) to 6 (More than 20 times
in the past year), with an option 7 (Not in the past year, but
it did happen before). This latter option was recoded as 0
to account specifically for IPV perpetrated in the past year.
Physical violence was assessed with 12 items, psychologi-
cal violence was assessed with 8 items, and sexual coercion
with 7 items. Each item of the CTS-2 is answered twice,
once to assess perpetration and once to assess victimization.
Each partner’s perpetration score on the different items was
obtained using the maximum score reported by both sources
(i-e., the frequency of perpetration reported by an individual
and the frequency of victimization reported by their partner).
This method is often used in studies examining IPV (e.g.,
Steel et al., 2017) in hopes of minimizing under-reporting
by either partner. Maximum scores for each item were then
averaged to obtain a total score of violence, with a higher
score representing a higher frequency of violence. In the
current study, Cronbach’s alpha for the total maximum score
of IPV perpetration was of .77.

Statistical Analyses

Descriptive statistics and correlations were conducted using
SPSS v.26. To test our main hypotheses, path analyses based
on the Actor-Partner Interdependence Moderation Model
(APIMoM) were conducted using Mplus v.8. APIMoM is
an extension of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model
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(APIM) allowing the addition of moderating variables (Gar-
ciaet al., 2015). This model takes into account the non-inde-
pendence of data from partners of the same couple (Kenny
et al., 2006) and allows simultaneous examination of actor
effects (i.e., the association between an individual’s person-
ality and their own IPV perpetration) and partner effects
(i.e., the association between an individual’s personality and
their partner’s IPV perpetration). As both mixed sex/gender
and same sex/gender couples were included in the analyses,
dyad members could not be distinguished by sex or gender.
Dyad members were therefore considered indistinguish-
able and equality constraints were applied to all variances,
residual variances, means, covariances, and regression paths
across partners. Missing data was handled using the Full
Information Likelihood Method (FIML). Because CCT and
IPV are naturally non-normally distributed, analyses were
performed using a robust estimator (MLR). Model fit was
examined based on the following criteria: CFI and TLI val-
ues > .90, RMSEA value <.05, SRMR value <.10, and a
non-statistically significant chi-square test (Kline, 2017).

We conducted separate sets of analyses for each of the
five personality dimensions. In each set of analyses, a first
model was conducted to test the main effects of each part-
ner’s personality on each other’s IPV before the inclusion
of CCT. A second model was then conducted including all
possible interactions between an individual’s personality and
their own or their partners” CCT. All variables were stand-
ardized to ease interpretation. Significant interactions were
decomposed by examining the simple slopes of the associa-
tions between personality and IPV at high and low levels of
CCT (1 SD above and 1 SD below the mean).

Results
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Correlations between study variables as well as their
descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. In the current
sample, 78.9% of participants reported having perpetrated
at least one instance of any act of IPV. Regarding within-
person correlations, IPV was positively associated with CCT
and neuroticism, negatively associated with agreeableness
and openness, and not significantly related to conscientious-
ness and extraversion. CCT was positively associated with
neuroticism and openness, and negatively associated with
agreeableness, consciousness, and extraversion. Regarding
cross-partner correlations, a person’s IPV was positively
associated with their partner’s neuroticism, negatively asso-
ciated with their partner’s agreeableness and openness, and
not significantly related to their partner’s conscientiousness,
extraversion and CCT. None of the five personality dimen-
sions were significantly associated with the partner’s CCT.
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Table 1 Correlations and descriptive statistics for the study variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Neuroticism -.01 -.07 —-.00 —17%  —.02 —-.00 L7 -.10 —-.01 -.07
2. Agreeableness sl .05 .04 .06 .07 .02 — 207k .07 .04 2%
3. Openness .08 .09 022%*%* —001 —.06 .02 —.15%* -.03 —.14%%* .08
4. Conscientiousness — 28%*% 2% —-009 -.02 .07 -.04 —.06 2% .02 .07
5. Extraversion AN Vi .07 5% .01 .01 —.04 .01 -.01 —.00
6. CCT A0 —24%%x 1% —. 14— 3%k [4EE .09 .01 .05 -.01
7. 1PV 2] —37FFx —14%% - 08 —-.05 Q7R g5k 5% 13 —.14%*
8. Relationship length ~ —.10 .07 —-.03 12% .01 .01 5w - A5 367
9. Relationship status —.01 .04 — . 14%% .02 —.01 .05 3% 45k — 30
10. Age S VA Ve .04 .07 .06 —.00 —.13* 3oFEE Bk L697HH*
M 55.89 50.57 54.96 47.60 51.28 46.71 .28 34.63 54 23.46
SD 12.44 11.57 11.46 11.86 11.33 14.63 .30 27.22 .50 2.84

CCT = Cumulative childhood trauma, /PV = Intimate partner violence, M = mean, SD = standard deviation. Below the diagonal are actor
(within-partner) correlations; above the diagonal are partner (cross-partner) correlations; along the diagonal are cross-partner correlations for

each given variable. *p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001

The significant cross-partner association of I[PV perpetration
suggests that IPV tends to be mutual in the present sample.
Finally, relationship length, relationship status, and age were
positively and significantly correlated with IPV perpetra-
tion; consequently, they were included in the main analyses.
Results of two-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed no
significant mean differences in [PV perpetration across gen-
der identities, F (2, 372)=1.48, p=.230; gender was there-
fore not included as a covariate in the main analyses.

Main Analyses for the Associations Between
Personality, CCT and IPV

For each personality dimension, full results are reported in
Table 2, with the main effects of both partners’ personality
on IPV perpetration in Model 1, and the moderating role
of both partner’s CCT in these associations in Model 2. Fit
indices are reported in Table 3. Regarding covariates, the
inclusion of relationship status and age revealed no signifi-
cant association with IPV and had no effect on the results in
all the main analyses. Therefore, they were removed from
the final models for the sake of parsimony. Relationship
length remained as a covariate in the main analyses.

For neuroticism, main effects showed positive and sig-
nificant associations between one’s neuroticism and both
their own (b=.23, SE=.05, p<.001) and their partner’s
IPV perpetration (b=.19, SE=.05, p <.001). No significant
interaction was found between neuroticism and CCT, and
CCT was unrelated to IPV perpetration. For agreeableness,
main effects showed negative and significant associations
between one’s agreeableness and both their own (b=— .37,
SE=.05, p<.001) and their partner’s IPV perpetration
(b=-.29, SE=.05, p<.001). No significant interaction

was found between agreeableness and CCT, and CCT was
unrelated to IPV perpetration. For openness, main effects
showed negative and significant associations between one’s
openness and both their own (b=-.11, SE=.05, p=.030)
and their partner’s IPV perpetration (b=-.13, SE=.05,
p=.010). The moderation model also revealed a positive
and significant association between one’s CCT and both
their own (b=.18, SE=.05, p=.003) and their partner’s
IPV perpetration (b=.12, SE=.04, p=.009). Moreover, a
significant interaction was observed between one’s open-
ness and one’s CCT to predict both their own (b =-.10,
SE=.05, p=.035) and their partners’ IPV perpetration
(b=—-.11, SE=.04, p=.012). Simple slopes test (see Fig. 2)
indicated that one’s openness was significantly and nega-
tively associated with their IPV perpetration at higher levels
of their own CCT (b=-.23, SE=.07, p=.001). However,
one’s openness was not significantly related to their IPV
perpetration at lower levels of their own CCT (see Fig. 2;
panel a). In addition (see Fig. 2; panel b), one’s openness
was significantly and negatively associated with their part-
ner’s IPV perpetration at higher levels of their own CCT
(b=-.25, SE=.07, p<.001). However, one’s openness
was not significantly related to their partner’s IPV perpetra-
tion at lower levels of their own CCT. For conscientious-
ness, main effects showed negative and significant associa-
tions between one’s conscientiousness and both their own
(b=-.10, SE=.05, p=.021) and their partner’s IPV perpe-
tration (b=—.09, SE=.05, p=.045). A positive association
between one’s CCT and one’s own IPV perpetration was also
observed (b=.14, SE=.05, p=.003). No interaction was
found between conscientiousness and CCT. For extraver-
sion, main effects showed no significant association between
one’s own extraversion and their own or their partner’s IPV
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Table 2 Actor-partner interdependence moderation models predicting intimate partner violence perpetration

Model 1 Model 2
Main effect of personality Moderating effect of CCT
Predictors b SE p R? b SE P R’
Neuroticism
11 12
A neuroticism 23 .05 .000 .20 05 .000
P neuroticism .19 .05 .000 18 05 .000
A CCT .06 .05 233
P CCT .01 .05 798
A neuroticism * A CCT .07 .04 127
A neuroticism * P CCT -.07 .05 .143
P neuroticism * A CCT -.04 .05 484
P neuroticism * P CCT .06 .04 192
Relationship length 19 07 .005 17 07 012
Agreeable-
ness
25 26
A agreeableness -.37 .05 .000 -.34 .05 .000
P agreeableness -.29 .05 .000 —.28 .05 .000
A CCT .07 .05 11
PCCT .02 .04 527
A agreeableness * A CCT -.07 .05 142
A agreeableness * P CCT .03 .05 492
P agreeableness * A CCT .03 .05 472
P agreeableness * P CCT —.08 .05 .067
Relationship length 19 .06 .002 19 .06 .001
Openness
.06 .14
A openness -.11 .05 030 -.14 .05 007
P openness -.13 .05 010 —-.15 .05 003
A CCT 18 .05 .000
PCCT 12 .04 .009
A openness * A CCT —-.10 .05 035
A openness * P CCT —.01 .04 172
P openness * A CCT —.01 .04 .833
P openness * P CCT —-.11 .04 012
Relationship length .14 .07 .048 15 .07 042
Conscien-
tiousness
.04 .07
A conscientiousness -.10 .05 021 —.08 .04 .080
P conscientiousness -.09 .05 045 -.07 .05 107
A CCT .14 05 003
P CCT .08 .05 .086
A conscientiousness * A —-.01 .05 .850
CCT
A conscientiousness * P —-.04 .04 333
CCT
P conscientiousness * A -.02 .04 501
CCT
P conscientiousness * P —-.01 .05 .875

CCT
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Table 2 (continued)

Model 1 Model 2
Main effect of personality Moderating effect of CCT
Predictors b SE P R’ b SE p R’
Relationship length 17 07 014 17 07 017
Extraversion
.03 .08
A extraversion —.05 .06 411 -.03 .06 572
P extraversion —-.04 .06 .503 -.03 .05 .537
A CCT 15 .05 .003
P CCT .09 .05 .071
A extraversion * A CCT —-.04 .05 423
A extraversion * P CCT -.09 .05 .077
P extraversion * A CCT -.07 .05 172
P extraversion * P CCT —.04 .05 449
Relationship length 15 .07 .029 .16 .07 021
A = Actor, P = Partner, CCT = Cumulative childhood trauma, Results in bold are significant at p <.05
'Il'rell(l)a(ljzl?; Fit indices for all CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Xz
Value 90% CI x(dp p
Model 1: Main effect of personality
Neuroticism 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .03 .02 3.14(8) 926
Agreeableness 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .00 .01 1.29(8) 996
Openness 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .00 .02 2.37(8) 967
Conscientiousness 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .00 .01 1.76(8) 988
Extraversion 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .00 .02 1.84(8) 986
Model 2: Moderating effect of CCT
Neuroticism 98 .99 .03 .00, .06 .08 54.36(48) 245
Agreeableness 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .04 .08 49.62(49) 570
Openness .99 1.00 .02 .00, .05 .08 52.89(49) 327
Conscientiousness 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .00 .07 31.90(49) 972
Extraversion 1.00 1.00 .00 .00, .00 .07 29.93(49) 986
(@ 21 —&— Actor Low CCT (b) 2 —&— Partner Low CCT
1.5 4 ---8--- Actor High CCT 1.5 4 --48--- Partner High CCT
] b=-23,p=.001 ] -
z 05 - i z 05 .b25p <001
50 —— = 50 T — —
<05 b=-04,p=516 205 b=-.04,p =487
-1 A -1
215 A -1.5
2 \ \ -2 \ \
Actor Low Openness  Actor High Openness Partner Low Openness Partner High Openness

Fig.2 Moderating effect of CCT in the association between open-
ness and IPV perpetration. Notes. IPV =Intimate partner violence;
CCT =Cumulative childhood trauma; Panel (a) shows the moderat-

ing effect of actor CCT in the association between actor openness and

actor IPV perpetration; Panel (b) shows the moderating effect of part-
ner CCT in the association between partner openness and actor IPV
perpetration
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perpetration. A positive and significant association was also
found between one’s CCT and one’s own IPV perpetration
(b=.15, SE=.05, p=.003). No interaction between extra-
version and CCT was observed.

Discussion

Past research highlights personality as a significant corre-
late of violence within romantic relationships (e.g., Hines
& Saudino, 2008; Kaighobadi et al., 2009). Using a dyadic
perspective, the goal of the current study was to extend on
these past studies by clarifying how each partner’s personal-
ity relates to each other’s IPV perpetration and by examin-
ing the moderating role of CCT in these associations. Our
findings suggest that for all personality dimensions except
for extraversion, one’s personality is related to both their
own and their partners’ IPV perpetration. In addition, one’s
CCT acted as a moderator of the associations between one’s
openness and both partners’ I[PV perpetration.

Associations Between Personality Dimensions
and Intimate Partner Violence

A first objective of the current study was to examine the
associations between each partner’s scores on the dimen-
sions of the Five-Factor Model and their own as well as their
partner’s IPV perpetration. Results partially supported our
hypotheses. As expected, findings showed that one’s neuroti-
cism was positively associated with their own and their part-
ners’ [PV perpetration. Individuals high in neuroticism tend
to experience higher levels of negative affect and to act more
negatively toward one’s partner during conflict (McNulty,
2008). As it has been shown that partners of individuals
with high neuroticism also tend to behave more negatively in
response (Decuyper et al., 2011; McNulty, 2008, 2013), this
cycle is likely to lead to hostile escalations and to increase
both partners’ risk for IPV perpetration and victimization.
Also in line with our hypotheses, one’s agreeableness was
negatively associated with both partners’ IPV perpetration.
Individuals low in agreeableness may find themselves in
a couple dynamic marked by negative reciprocity as they
tend to interact in a non-cooperative and destructive way
(McNulty, 2013), increasing the risk of both IPV perpetra-
tion and victimization. Our findings are in line with previous
research suggesting that high neuroticism and low agreea-
bleness are risk factors of IPV perpetration and victimiza-
tion (Buss, 1991; Carton & Egan, 2017; Collison & Lynam,
2023; Hellmuth & McNulty, 2008; Hines & Saudino, 2008;
Kaighobadi et al., 2009; Ulloa et al., 2016).

In contrast with our hypotheses, one’s extraversion was
not significantly associated with either partner’s IPV per-
petration. These results differ from past studies showing
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positive associations between the constructs (Buss, 1991;
Hines & Saudino, 2008; Ulloa et al., 2016), but aligns
with the results of Collison and Lynam (2023). One pos-
sible explanation for the non-significative associations is
that the lower-order facets composing extraversion (i.e.,
warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement
seeking and positive emotions) may each relate differently
to violence, resulting in no main effect of the higher-order
dimension (Vize et al., 2019). Another possible explanation
is that some contextual factors, such as stress or relation-
ship quality, might impact how extraversion manifests (e.g.,
constructive assertiveness vs. exaggerated dominance), and
modify the risk of IPV. Further research is needed to clarify
these assumptions.

Given that past research has yielded mixed results for
openness and conscientiousness in association with IPV
perpetration and victimization, we examined these links in
an exploratory manner. Results revealed that one’s open-
ness was negatively associated with both partner’s IPV per-
petration. This is in line with Buss (1991), who suggests
that open individuals generally show better awareness of
feelings, openness to new ideas, flexibility, and good use
of conflict resolution techniques (Costa & McCrae, 1992b).
Similarly, the negative link between one’s openness and their
partner’s IPV perpetration observed in the current study
could be understood by the idea that a flexible and adap-
tive partner may trigger fewer hostile behaviors and reduce
the risk of conflict escalation and violence. Our results also
revealed that one’s conscientiousness was negatively asso-
ciated with both partner’s IPV perpetration. These findings
align with those of Kaighobadi et al. (2009) and Collison
and Lynam (2023). The results may be explained by the fact
that individuals with higher conscientiousness tend to plan
more and have greater self-control, qualities that contribute
to healthier conflict resolutions (McNulty, 2013), thereby
reducing the risk of IPV in both partners.

The Role of CCT

A second objective of the current study was to examine the
moderating role of CCT in the dyadic associations between
personality dimensions and IPV. Results partially sup-
ported our hypotheses as a significant interaction was found
between one’s openness and one’s CCT in association with
both partners’ IPV perpetration. Specifically, our findings
suggest that one’s openness was significantly and negatively
linked to their own and their partners’ IPV perpetration, but
only for individuals who showed higher levels of CCT. For
individuals with lower levels of CCT, one’s openness was
not significantly associated with their own or their partner’s
IPV perpetration. Individuals higher in openness may natu-
rally use resources creatively, thus finding alternatives to
violent behaviors, particularly if they are survivors of CCT.
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Indeed, past experiences of CCT exposes victims to violent
interactions, from which they learn the consequences (Ban-
dura, 1973; Kalmuss, 1984). Open individuals exposed to
CCT might avoid repeating violent patterns in their relation-
ships and be more willing to explore and learn constructive
ways to navigate interpersonal challenges. In turn, this could
be related to lower risk of IPV perpetration for both them-
selves and their partner.

No other personality dimension interacted with CCT,
suggesting that a history of interpersonal trauma does not
always magnify the link between an individual’s personality
and their tendency to perpetrate IPV. Regarding neuroticism
and agreeableness, these personality dimensions are robustly
linked with IPV, and our findings suggest that this remains
true regardless of past interpersonal experiences. The low
tolerance for negative emotions and tendency for hostile
reactions characteristic of neuroticism, as well as the lack
of patience, cooperation, tolerance, and sensitivity character-
istic of low agreeableness, are likely to closely color couple
interactions and lead to IPV, even in partners who do not
present other vulnerability stemming from a CCT history.
Regarding conscientiousness and extraversion, it could also
be that CCT does not contribute to explain IPV over and
above these personality dimensions, or that CCT interacts
differently with each underlying facet.

In line with past research (Capaldi et al., 2012; Dugal
et al., 2020; Hébert et al., 2019; Steel et al., 2017), associa-
tions between CCT and IPV were observed, although incon-
sistently. When CCT was examined with openness, we found
a positive link with both partner’s IPV perpetration. When
examined with conscientiousness and extraversion, CCT
was positively related to one’s own IPV perpetration. These
results support findings indicating that CCT is a risk fac-
tor for IPV perpetration and victimization. However, when
taking into consideration neuroticism and agreeableness,
CCT was no longer significantly associated with IPV. This
suggests that even though CCT is an important risk factor,
some personality dimensions remain stronger correlates of
IPV perpetration, over and above partners’ early traumatic
experiences.

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

The present study extends past research on personality and
IPV by adopting a dyadic design among an inclusive sam-
ple of young adult couples. In addition, CCT was examined
as a potential moderator in the association between person-
ality and IPV, in an attempt to clarify some of the incon-
sistent findings observed in past studies. Even though the
proposed hypotheses were not all supported, it encourages
the simultaneous examination of, and interplay between,
personality dimensions and other important risk factors to
better understand their complex associations with IPV. Some

limitations of the current study are nevertheless worth men-
tioning. First, the cross-sectional design prevents any causal
interpretation. Second, the use of self-report questionnaires
may introduce recall and social desirability biases. Third,
the recruitment method through social media is susceptible
to snowball sampling effect or convenience sampling bias,
which could lead to the results not being fully representative
of the general population. Fourth, the sample size was fairly
small for the conducted analyses, thus limiting statistical
power. Fifth, as the sample consisted only of young adult
couples, results may not be fully generalizable to estab-
lished adults or couples who have been in a relationship for
a longer period. It is also worth mentioning that IPV was
assessed in the past year, which overlapped with the COVID-
19 pandemic. This may have heightened the rate of IPV per-
petration (Piquero et al., 2021). Regardless, the mean score
of IPV perpetration was relatively low in our sample, which
may have influenced our findings. Finally, regarding IPV,
we combined each type of violence into one global score
to get an overall perspective of IPV perpetration, as well
as for statistical power consideration. Future studies should
examine whether the associations between personality, CCT,
and IPV vary according to specific forms of violence (i.e.,
psychological, physical, or sexual). Future studies should
also examine associations between the underlying facets
of the personality dimensions and IPV as results may vary,
particularly for extraversion and conscientiousness. Finally,
it seems relevant to examine the interaction between both
partners’ personality dimensions in association with IPV, as
the link between one’s personality and I[PV might depend on
their partners’ personality.

Conclusion

The findings of the present study underscore the importance
of examining personality and CCT as risk factors of IPV in
young adult couples. It highlights how CCT history modu-
lates the link between openness and IPV, both perpetration
and victimization. Regarding practical implications, our
findings suggest that systematic assessment of both partners’
dominant personality dimensions and childhood trauma his-
tory is necessary when working with couples experiencing
IPV-related difficulties and that these vulnerabilities should
be targeted to counteract violent dynamics.

Acknowledgements The authors would like to thank the participants
of the study.

Authors’ Contributions Brenda Ramos: Conceptualization, analysis,
investigation, writing of original draft, and editing. Marianne Emond:
Investigation and review. Apollonia Pudelko: Investigation and review.
Marie-Pier Vaillancourt-Morel: Review and editing. Marie-Eve Daspe:
Conceptualization, review and editing, supervision, funding acquisition

@ Springer



Journal of Family Violence

Funding This research was supported by a doctoral scholarship from
the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada,
awarded to Brenda Ramos, as well as by a grant from the Fonds de
recherche du Québec — Société et Culture, awarded to Marie-Eve Daspe
(#2020-NP-266284).

Data Availability Data is available from the corresponding authors
upon request.

Declarations

Ethical Approval The project was approved by the Ethical Review
Board of Université de Montréal.

Conflict Interest We have no known conflict of interest to disclose.

References

Anderson, C. A., & Bushman, B. J. (2002). Human aggression. Annual
Review of Psychology, 53, 27-51.

Bandura, A. (1973). Aggression: A social learning analysis. Prentice
Hall.

Barlett, C. P., & Anderson, C. A. (2012). Direct and indirect relations
between the Big 5 personality traits and aggressive and violent
behavior. Personality and Individual Differences, 52(8), 870-875.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.029

Bartholomew, K., Cobb, R. J., & Dutton, D. G. (2015). Established
and emerging perspectives on violence in intimate relationships.
APA Handbook of Personality and Social Psychology, Volume 3:
Interpersonal Relations (pp. 605-630). American Psychological
Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/14344-022

Bernstein, D. P., Stein, J. A., Newcomb, M. D., Walker, E., Pogge,
D., Ahluvalia, T., Stokes, J., Handelsman, L., Medrano, M., Des-
mond, D., & Zule, W. (2003). Development and validation of a
brief screening version of the Childhood Trauma Questionnaire.
Child Abuse and Neglect, 27(2), 169-190. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0145-2134(02)00541-0

Bettencourt, B. A., Talley, A., Benjamin, A. J., & Valentine, J. (2006).
Personality and aggressive behavior under provoking and neu-
tral conditions: A meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin,
132(5), 751-777. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.751

Bigras, N., Daspe, M. E Godbout, N., Briere, J., & Sabourin, S.
(2017). Cumulative Childhood Trauma and adult sexual satis-
faction: Mediation by Affect Dysregulation and sexual anxiety
in men and women. Journal of Sex & Marital Therapy, 43(4),
377-396. https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2016.1176609

Briere, J. (2002). Treating adult survivors of severe childhood abuse
and neglect: Further development of an integrative model. In
The APSAC Handbook on Child maltreatment (2nd Editio, pp.
175-202). Sage Publications.

Brown, S. L., & Bulanda, J. R. (2008). Relationship violence in young
adulthood: A comparison of daters, cohabitors, and marrieds.
Social Science Research, 37, 73-87. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ssresearch.2007.06.002

Buss, D. M. (1991). Conflict in married couples: Personality predic-
tors of anger and upset. Journal of Personality, 59(4), 663—-688.

Capaldi, D. M., Knoble, N. B., Shortt, J. W., & Kim, H. K. (2012). A
systematic review of risk factors for intimate Partner violence.
Partner Abuse, 3(2), 231-280. https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-
6560.3.2.231

Carton, H., & Egan, V. (2017). The dark triad and intimate partner vio-
lence. Personality and Individual Differences, 105, 84—88. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.09.040

@ Springer

Collison, K. L., & Lynam, D. R. (2023). Personality traits, personal-
ity disorders, and aggression: A comparison of intimate part-
ner violence and non—intimate—partner aggression. Journal of
Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 45(2), 294-307.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-022-10001-z

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992a). NEO personality inventory—
revised (NEO-PI-R) and NEO five-factor inventory (NEO-FFI)
professional manual. Psychological Assessment Resources.

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Normal personality Assessment
in Clinical Practice: The NEO personality inventory. Psychological
Assessment, 4(1), 5-13. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.4.1.5

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). The five-factor model of per-
sonality and its relevance to personality disorders. Journal of
Personality Disorders, 6(4), 343-359. https://doi.org/10.1521/
pedi.1992.6.4.343

Daspe, M. E., Sabourin, S., Godbout, N., Lussier, Y., & Hébert, M.
(2016). Neuroticism and men’s sexual coercion as reported by
both partners in a community sample of couples. Journal of Sex
Research, 53(8), 1036—1046. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.
2015.1094778

Decuyper, M., De Bolle, M., & De Fruyt, F. (2011). General and mala-
daptive traits and anger in a combined forensic psychiatric and
general population sample. International Journal of Law and Psy-
chiatry, 34(5), 354-361. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2011.08.001

Dugal, C., Bélanger, C., Brassard, A., & Godbout, N. (2020). A dyadic
analysis of the associations between cumulative childhood trauma
and psychological intimate partner violence: The mediating roles of
negative urgency and communication patterns. Journal of Marital and
Family Therapy, 46(2), 337-351. https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft. 12414

Fergusson, D. M., Boden, J. M., & Horwood, L. J. (2008). Develop-
mental antecedents of interpartner violence in a New Zealand
birth cohort. Journal of Family Violence, 23(8), 737-753. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10896-008-9199-y

Fincham, F. D., & Cui, M. (2010). Romantic relationships in emerging
adulthood. Cambridge University Press.

Finkelhor, D., Ormrod, R. K., & Turner, H. A. (2007). Poly-victimization:
A neglected component in child victimization. Child Abuse and
Neglect, 31(1), 7-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.06.008

Garcia, R. L., Kenny, D. A., & Ledermann, T. (2015). Moderation in
the actor — partner interdependence model. 22, 8-29. https://doi.
org/10.1111/pere.12060

Godbout, N., Bigras, N., & Sabourin, S. (2017). Childhood cumulative
trauma questionnaire (CCTQ). Questionnaire inédit, Département
de sexologie, Université du Québec a Montréal.

Hardesty, J. L., & Ogolsky, B. G. (2020). A socioecological perspec-
tive on intimate partner violence research: A decade in review.
Journal of Marriage and Family, 82, 454—477. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jomf.12652

Haselschwerdt, M. L., Savasuk-Luxton, R., & Hlavaty, K. (2019). A
methodological review and critique of the intergenerational trans-
mission of violence literature. Trauma Violence & Abuse, 20(2),
168-182. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017692385

Hayes, B. E. (2016). Impact of victim, offender, and relationship char-
acteristics on frequency and timing of intimate partner violence
using life history calendar data. Journal of Research in Crime
and Delinquency, 53(2), 189-219. https://doi.org/10.1177/00224
27815597038

Hébert, M., Daspe, M. E Lapierre, A., Godbout, N., Blais, M., Fer-
net, M., & Lavoie, F. (2019). A meta-analysis of risk and protec-
tive factors for dating violence victimization: The role of family
and peer interpersonal context. Trauma Violence & Abuse, 20(4),
574-590. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017725336

Hellmuth, J. C., & McNulty, J. K. (2008). Neuroticism, marital vio-
lence, and the moderating role of stress and behavioral skills.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(1), 166—180.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.166


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.029
https://doi.org/10.1037/14344-022
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(02)00541-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(02)00541-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2016.1176609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.3.2.231
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.3.2.231
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.09.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.09.040
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-022-10001-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.4.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi.1992.6.4.343
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi.1992.6.4.343
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2015.1094778
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2015.1094778
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2011.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12414
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-008-9199-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-008-9199-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12060
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12060
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12652
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12652
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017692385
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427815597038
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427815597038
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017725336
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.166

Journal of Family Violence

Hines, D. A., & Saudino, K. J. (2008). Personality and intimate partner
aggression in dating relationships: The role of the big five. Aggres-
sive Behavior, 34(6), 593-604. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20277

Horan, J. M., & Widom, C. S. (2015). Cumulative childhood risk and
adult functioning in abused and neglected children grown up.
Development and Psychopathology, 27, 927-941. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S095457941400090X

Hughes, K., Bellis, M. A., Hardcastle, K. A., Sethi, D., Butchart, A.,
Mikton, C., Jones, L., & Dunne, M. P. (2017). The effect of multi-
ple adverse childhood experiences on health: A systematic review
and meta-analysis. The Lancet Public Health, 2, 356-366. https://
doi.org/10.1016/52468-2667(17)30118-4

Johnson, W. L., Giordano, P. C., Manning, W. D., & Longmore, M. A.
(2015). The Age—IPV curve: Changes in the perpetration of inti-
mate partner violence during adolescence and young adulthood.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 44, 708-726. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10964-014-0158-z

Jones, R. M., Van Den Bree, M., Zammit, S., & Taylor, P. J. (2020).
The relationship between the Big Five personality factors, and
alcohol and violence in men and women: A Nationally representa-
tive cohort of 15,701 young adults. Journal of Interpersonal Vio-
lence, 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520978178

Kaighobadi, F., Shackelford, T. K., Popp, D., Moyer, R. M., Bates,
V. M., & Liddle, J. R. (2009). Perceived risk of female infidelity
moderates the relationship between men’s personality and partner-
directed violence. Journal of Research in Personality, 43, 1033—
1039. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2009.08.001

Kalmuss, D. (1984). The intergenerational transmission of mari-
tal aggression. Journal of Marriage and Family, 46(1), 11-19.
https://doi.org/10.2307/351858

Kelly, J. B., & Johnson, M. P. (2008). Differentiation among types of
intimate partner violence: Research update and implications for
interventions. Family Court Review, 46(3), 476—499. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1744-1617.2008.00215.x

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic data analy-
sis. Guilford Press.

Kline, R. B. (2017). Principles and practice of structural equation
modeling (4th ed.). The Guilford Press.

Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J., Misra, T. A., Selwyn, C., & Rohling, M.
L. (2012). Rates of bidirectional versus unidirectional intimate
partner violence across samples, sexual orientations, and race/eth-
nicities: A comprehensive review. Partner Abuse, 3(2), 199-230.
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.3.2.199

Macdonald, K., Thomas, M. L., Sciolla, A. F., Schneider, B., Pappas,
K., Bleijenberg, G., Bohus, M., Bekh, B., Carpenter, L., Carr, A.,
Dannlowki, U., Dorahy, M., Fahike, C., Finzi-Dottan, R., Karu, T.,
Gerdner, A., Glaesmer, H., Grabe, H. J., Heins, M., ... Wingen-
feld, K. (2016). Minimization of childhood maltreatment is com-
mon and consequential: Results from a large, multinational sample
using the childhood trauma questionnaire. PLoS One, 11(1), 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0146058

McNulty, J. K. (2008). Neuroticism and interpersonal negativity: The
independent contributions of perceptions and behaviors. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(11), 1439-1450. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0146167208322558

McNulty, J. K. (2013). Personality and Relationships. InJ. A. Simpson
& L. Campbell (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Close Relation-
ships (pp. 535-552).

Melton, H. C., & Belknap, J. (2003). He hits, she hits: Assessing gender
differences and intimate partner violence. Criminal Justice and
Behavior, 30(3), 328-348. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854803
252356

Murphy, S., Elklit, A., & Shevlin, M. (2020). Child maltreatment
typologies and intimate partner violence: Findings from a Danish

national study of young adults. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
35(3-4), 755-770. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517689889

Paquette, D., Laporte, L., Bigras, M., & Zoccolillo, M. (2004). Valida-
tion de la version frangaise du CTQ et prévalence de I’histoire de
maltraitance. Santé Mentale Au Québec, 29(1), 201-220. https://
doi.org/10.7202/00883 1ar

Paradis, A., Hébert, M., & Fernet, M. (2017). Dyadic dynamics in
young couples reporting dating violence: An actor-partner inter-
dependence model. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(1),
130-148. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515585536

Piquero, A. R., Jennings, W. G., Jemison, E., Kaukinen, C., & Knaul,
F. M. (2021). Domestic violence during the COVID-19 pandemic
- evidence from a systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal
of Criminal Justice, 74, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.
2021.101806

Rogosch, F. A., & Cicchetti, D. (2004). Child maltreatment and emer-
gent personality organization: Perspectives from the five-factor
model. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 32(2), 123-145.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JACP.0000019766.47625.40

Smith-Marek, E. N., Cafferky, B., Dharnidharka, P., Mallory, A. B.,
Dominguez, M., High, J., Stith, S. M., & Mendez, M. (2015).
Effects of childhood experiences of family violence on adult part-
ner violence: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Family Theory &
Review, 7(4), 498-519. https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12113

Steel, A. L., Watkins, L. E., & DiLillo, D. (2017). Physical abuse in
childhood as a predictor of intimate partner violence perpetra-
tion among dating couples: The role of negative affect during
conflict. Partner Abuse, 8(2), 204-220. https://doi.org/10.1891/
1946-6560.8.2.204

Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. B.
(1996). The revised conflict tactics scales (CTS2) development
and preliminary psychometric data. Journal of Family Issues,
17(3), 283-316. https://doi.org/10.1177/019251396017003001

Thomas, K. A., & Clifford, S. (2017). Validity and mechanical Turk:
An assessment of exclusion methods and interactive experiments.
Computers in Human Behavior, 77, 184—197. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.chb.2017.08.038

Ulloa, E. C., Hammett, J. F., O’Neal, D. N., Lydston, E. E., & Aram-
buro, L. F. L. (2016). The big five personality traits and intimate
partner violence: Findings from a large, nationally representative
sample. Violence and Victims, 31(6), 1100-1115. https://doi.org/
10.1891/0886-6708.V V-D-15-00055

Vaillancourt-Morel, M. P., Bussiéres, E. L., Nolin, M. C., & Daspe, M.
E. (2024). Partner effects of childhood maltreatment: A system-
atic review and meta-analysis. Trauma Violence & Abuse, 25(2),
1150-1167. https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380231173427

Vize, C. E., Collison, K. L., Miller, J. D., & Lynam, D. R. (2019).
Using bayesian methods to update and expand the meta-analytic
evidence of the five-factor model’s relation to antisocial behavior.
Clinical Psychology Review, 67, 61-T7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
¢pr.2018.09.001

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20277
https://doi.org/10.1017/S095457941400090X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S095457941400090X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(17)30118-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(17)30118-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-014-0158-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-014-0158-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520978178
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2009.08.001
https://doi.org/10.2307/351858
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-1617.2008.00215.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-1617.2008.00215.x
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.3.2.199
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0146058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208322558
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208322558
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854803252356
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854803252356
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517689889
https://doi.org/10.7202/008831ar
https://doi.org/10.7202/008831ar
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515585536
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2021.101806
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2021.101806
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JACP.0000019766.47625.40
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12113
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.8.2.204
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.8.2.204
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251396017003001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.038
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-15-00055
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-15-00055
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380231173427
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2018.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2018.09.001

	“That’s Just How I Am”: How Partners’ Personality Relates to Intimate Partner Violence, and the Moderating Role of Cumulative Childhood Trauma
	Abstract
	Purpose 
	Method 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Personality and Intimate Partner Violence
	Cumulative Childhood Trauma, Personality, and Intimate Partner Violence
	The Current Study

	Method
	Participants
	Procedure

	Measures
	Sociodemographic Information
	Personality Dimensions
	Cumulative Childhood Trauma
	Intimate Partner Violence
	Statistical Analyses

	Results
	Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
	Main Analyses for the Associations Between Personality, CCT and IPV

	Discussion
	Associations Between Personality Dimensions and Intimate Partner Violence
	The Role of CCT​
	Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


