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Abstract
Links between parental personality, parenting, and adolescent behavior have been well established. However, extant research is limited by the sole focus on parental Big Five personality, and not taking home and family context into account. These gaps were addressed in two studies. In study 1, context, parental personality, and their interactions were examined as predictors of parenting in separate mother and father models (parents only). In study 2, context, parental personality, and parenting were examined as predictors of adolescent behavioral outcomes (parent-adolescent dyads). Parents (N = 283, 45.6% mothers, Mage = 45.51 years) completed assessments of socioeconomic status (SES), adverse childhood experiences (ACEs), personality (Big Five, Dark Triad), and parenting. Adolescents (N = 257, 51.4% female, Mage = 13.65 years) completed an assessment of behavior. Parent Dark Triad domains explained more variance in parental warmth and hostility than the Big Five, but equivalent variance in adolescent behavior. SES interacted with maternal personality, whereas ACEs interacted with paternal personality, to predict parenting behavior. The results showcase the importance of assessing a wider spectrum of parental personality, and examining contextual factors, in affecting adolescent development.
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Introduction
Adolescent behavioral outcomes, including externalizing, internalizing, and prosocial behavior, are important markers of social well-being (Carlo & Padilla-Walker, 2020) as well as future mental health and psychopathology (Akingbuwa et al., 2020). The recently proposed Tri-Directional Framework of Parental Personality and Offspring Outcomes (Truhan, Sedikides, et al., 2021) purports to organize the extensive body of literature specifying the pathways through which parental personality may influence offspring outcomes, such as behavior. In accordance with Process-Person-Context-Time (PPCT; Bronfenbrenner, 1995) and social learning (Bandura, 1977) models, the Tri-Directional Framework suggests that parental personality, parenting behavior, and contextual factors (e.g., socioeconomic status [SES]) play key roles in adolescent behavioral outcomes. Further, the Framework highlights that assessments of parental personality should extend beyond the traditional Big Five to encompass a wider spectrum of normative personality. However, there has been a lack of research that considers parental personality beyond the Big Five, and only one study to date has assessed the influence of context. The studies presented below address this gap in the literature by assessing parental Dark Triad personality domains, in addition to parenting behaviors and contextual factors, including SES and parents’ past adverse childhood experiences (ACEs), as influences on adolescent behavioral outcomes. 
Parental Personality, Parenting, and Context
Research on parental personality within the parent-offspring relationship typically focuses on the Big Five personality domains (Prinzie et al., 2009), comprising extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and openness (McCrae & Costa, 1996). Meta-analyses of parental personality and parenting behavior found that low neuroticism, but high extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness had small but significant positive associations with parental warmth, adaptive control, and autonomy support (McCabe, 2014; Prinzie et al., 2009). In line with the Tri-Directional Framework, some scholars have suggested that the Big Five does not capture the full spectrum of normal personality (Feher & Vernon, 2021). The Dark Triad of personality is a relatively understudied model as applied to the parent-offspring relationship, yet it may be useful in explaining parenting behaviors and offspring outcomes. 
The Dark Triad is a cluster of three interrelated, yet distinct, personality domains:  subclinical narcissism, Machiavellianism (e.g., manipulation, detachment), and subclinical psychopathy (e.g., lack of empathy, antisociality; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). In parenting research, parental narcissism is positively associated with both greater parental warmth via grandiose narcissism (Dottan & Cohen, 2014), measured as the total Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry 1988) score, and greater authoritarian (i.e., highly controlling) parenting via maladaptive narcissism (the mean score of the entitlement, exploitativeness, and exhibitionism NPI facets; Hart et al., 2017). Parental control may consist of both adaptive and maladaptive aspects of parenting, depending on the degree of regulation, manipulation, and management implicated in the parent-offspring relationship. In the current studies, control was measured along a continuum of low/lax control (i.e., youth are allowed to fully regulate their own activities) to strict/restrictive control (i.e., parents almost always try to control their child’s behavior). Generally, a moderate amount of behavioral control, in which the parent is flexible in their control in some contexts but firm in others, is considered adaptive for youth (Rohner et al., 2005). 
Therefore, narcissism may be associated with parenting that is adaptive (i.e., warmth) or maladaptive (i.e., high control) for youth depending on the specific parental narcissistic traits assessed. Whereas parental Machiavellianism and psychopathy have been solely linked with negative parenting behaviors (Krupić et al., 2020; Láng, 2018). Structural analyses of narcissism indicate that narcissism consists of three major traits, identified as agentic extraversion (e.g., assertiveness), antagonism (e.g., exploitation), and narcissistic neuroticism (e.g., need for admiration; Truhan, Wilson, et al., 2021). The current studies will extend previous literature by examining associations between specific narcissistic traits, parenting behaviors, and adolescent outcomes to identify which traits function adaptively or maladaptively. 
Examination of personality in context has shown that typical associations between personality and parenting behavior vary according to environmental stress (Kochanska et al., 2012). Personality traits influence individuals’ responses to adversity and stressful environments (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). Also, contextual factors, including SES and parents’ ACEs, impact offspring development (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Felitti et al., 1998). As in the PPCT model, SES and parents’ ACEs are important components to an individual’s immediate home (i.e., SES) and family (i.e., parents’ ACEs) context, and will impact continual processes of development (i.e., parenting behavior) over time. One study that examined family demographic risk—defined as parental education level, age, and family income—reported that, for mothers who were low on extraversion, high demographic risk predicted greater maternal power assertion (Kochanska et al., 2007). ACEs have been linked to a range of future negative life outcomes, including physical and mental health problems (Chapman et al., 2004). Relevant findings indicate that SES and parents’ ACEs are influential to adolescent outcomes as a potential source of stress for parents, and may moderate certain associations between parental personality and parenting behavior. 
Parental Personality, Parenting, and Adolescent Behavior
In addition to assessing parenting behavior as an outcome in Study 1, parental personality and parenting behavior were assessed as predictors of adolescent externalizing, internalizing, and prosocial behavior in Study 2. According to social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), offspring model their behavior on that of their parents. As such, adolescents who experience warm and supportive parenting may model this prosocial behavior in their interactions with other individuals. However, hostile and aggressive parenting may engender externalizing behaviors in offspring. In a longitudinal study with mothers, fathers, and adolescents, both maternal and paternal warmth were positively associated with adolescent prosocial behavior, whereas only paternal hostility was negatively associated with adolescent prosocial behavior (Padilla-Walker et al., 2016). 
In terms of parental Big Five personality, parental conscientiousness, especially in mothers, directly and indirectly, through ease of setting limits, predicts lower adolescent externalizing behavior problems (Oliver et al., 2009). Low parental agreeableness is especially salient in predicting more severe offspring externalizing behaviors (Krupić et al., 2020). In a study with young children aged two to six, maternal conscientiousness and agreeableness were negatively associated with child internalizing behavior problems, whereas punitive parenting (e.g., aggression, hostility, yelling) was positively associated with child internalizing (Puff & Renk, 2016). 
In terms of parental Dark Triad personality, one study reported that negative parenting behaviors fully mediated the relationship between parental subclinical narcissism and adolescent symptoms of depression and anxiety in both mother and father models, except that putdown/shaming was not significant for fathers, and low care (e.g., lack of empathy) was not significant for mothers (Dentale et al., 2015). In a study with fathers and their offspring, higher paternal narcissism was associated with increased involvement with their adolescent children (Dottan & Cohen, 2014). Also, maternal psychopathy was positively associated with externalizing problems in pre-adolescent boys (Robinson et al., 2016). 
No studies to date have assessed parental Machiavellianism or specific narcissistic traits (e.g., antagonism) in relation to adolescent behavior. As these domains capture aspects of interpersonal behavior that may be maladaptive, or potentially adaptive in the case of narcissism, they were examined in association with parenting behavior and adolescent development in the current studies. Prior work also highlights the differential influence that maternal and paternal personality traits exert on parenting styles and offspring outcomes, such as the difference in paternal and maternal narcissism (Dentale et al., 2015). Therefore, in Study 1 models were run separately based on parent gender. 
The Current Studies
Although consistent links have been demonstrated between parental personality, parenting, and offspring outcomes, there have been a lack of studies which examine personality beyond the Big Five. Further, only one study to date has examined the influence of contextual factors on these associations. The current studies examine comprehensively the associations among parental personality, parenting behavior, context, and adolescent behavioral outcomes. In Study 1, SES (i.e., a composite score of household income, educational attainment, age at birth of the child, and single parent status) and parents’ ACEs were included as moderators of the personality-parenting relationship in separate mother and father models. It is expected that, of the Big Five domains, extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness will show positive associations with adaptive parenting, whereas neuroticism will be negative; of the Dark Triad domains, that agentic extraversion will be positively associated with adaptive parenting, whereas antagonism, narcissistic neuroticism, psychopathy and Machiavellianism will be negative (Hypothesis 1). Based on preliminary research which found that ecological adversity moderated maternal Big Five personality-parenting associations, it is hypothesized that SES and parents’ ACEs will moderate personality-parenting associations for both Big Five and Dark Triad models (Hypothesis 2). Last, it is expected that associations between parental personality and adolescent behavioral outcomes will parallel associations between personality and parenting in terms of being adaptive or maladaptive (e.g., agentic extraversion will be associated with adaptive parenting and adolescent behavioral strengths; Hypothesis 3). 
Methods
Sample and Procedure
Parents and adolescents were recruited via secondary schools throughout Northern Ireland and the online platform Prolific Academic. Parents and adolescents responded to online self-report questionnaires, after providing consent or assent (age 11-15) to take part in the study. Participants were 283 parents with a mean age of 45.51 years (Range = 28–63, SD = 6.93) and 257 adolescents with a mean age of 13.65 years (Range = 11–17, SD = 1.96). Of parents, 45.6% were mothers, whereas, of adolescents, 51.4% were female. Parents were 84.1% White Irish/British, 10.2% White European, 2.5% Asian, 1.4% mixed ethnicities; one participant identified as Black African, another as Black Caribbean, and a third as “Other.” Three parents had more than one child, and therefore completed questionnaires for each of their participating children. This study was conducted as part of the Parents and Children Together (PaCT) Project, which was approved by the Faculty Research Ethics Committee of Queen’s University Belfast (Reference No: EPS 18_190). Power analysis conducted with G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009) indicated that this study had the power to detect small to large interaction effects (f2 ≥ 0.11) required sample size 121) for mothers, but not very small to small interaction effects (f2 ≤ .10; required sample size 132 or greater). For fathers, this study did not have the power to detect very small to small interaction effects (f2 ≤ .08; required sample size 165 or greater).
Measures
Parental personality. A range of parental personality domains were assessed with the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John et al., 1991), Dirty Dozen (DD; Jonason & Webster, 2010), and Five Factor Narcissism Inventory Short Form (FFNI-SF; Sherman et al., 2015). Narcissism was assessed with the FFNI-SF, and Machiavellianism/psychopathy with the DD. The BFI is a 44-item inventory that assesses the Big Five factors of personality, including extraversion versus introversion, agreeableness versus antagonism, conscientiousness versus lack of direction, openness versus closedness to experience, and neuroticism versus emotional stability (All Range = 1-5). A sample agreeableness item is: “Is helpful and unselfish with others”. The DD is a 12-item self-report measure of Machiavellianism, subclinical narcissism, and subclinical psychopathy (All Range = 4-20). A sample Machiavellianism item is: “I have used deceit or lied to get my way”. The FFNI-SF is a 60-item questionnaire that assesses three higher order factors of narcissism: antagonism (Range = 32-160), agentic extraversion (Range = 16-80), and narcissistic neuroticism (Range = 12-60). A sample antagonism item is: “I have at times gone into a rage when not treated rightly”. Scores are averaged across items for the BFI, and summed across items for the FFNI and DD. All personality assessments were rated on a Likert scale from 1-5 (1 = disagree strongly, 5 = agree strongly). Reliability statistics for all included measures are presented in Table 1.
Parenting. Parents self-reported on warmth (e.g., care, affection; Range = 8-32), hostility (e.g., irritability, anger; Range = 6-24), and behavioral control (e.g., permissiveness-strictness; Range = 5-20) with the Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire/Control – Short Form (Parent PARQ/Control; Rohner et al., 2005). The PARQ/Control Short Form consists of 29 items. A sample warmth item is: “I make it easy for my child to confide in me” (1 = almost never true, 4 = almost always true). Scores are summed across items. Scores at or below the midpoint of the warmth scale indicate more coldness than warmth. The opposite is true for the hostility and control scales.
Context. Contextual factors were assessed with the Adverse Childhood Experiences Questionnaire (ACE-Q; Felitti et al., 1998) as well as a demographics measure relevant to SES (adapted from Kochanska et al., 2012). The ACE-Q is a 10-item self-report measure that identifies experiences of abuse and neglect via a checklist of adverse life events, generating a total ACE score (Range = 0-10). To create a total SES score, parents answered questions on self and partner income (1 = Less than 6,000 GBP, 2 = 6,000 to less than 13,000 GBP, 3 = 13,000 to less than 19,000 GBP, 4 = 19,000 to less than 26,000 GBP, 5 = 26,000 to less than 32,000 GBP, 6 = 32,000 to less than 48,000 GBP, 7 = 48,000 to less than 64,000 GBP, 8 = 64,000 GBP or more), age at birth of the child (0 = 19 or younger, 1 = 20-22 years of age, 2 = 23-25 years of age, 3 = 26 or older), educational attainment (1 = No formal schooling, 2 = primary school, 3 = GCSEs, 4 = A Levels, 5 = Advanced Diploma, 6 = Undergraduate Degree, 7 = Postgraduate Degree), and single parent status (1 = single parent, 2 = two-parent household). Higher scores indicate higher SES (Range = 4 – 28). 
Adolescent behavioral outcomes. Adolescent self-reported behavioral outcomes were assessed with the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; Goodman, 1997). The SDQ is a 25-item self-report measure assessing internalizing and externalizing behaviors (Range = 0-20), including emotional symptoms, peer relationship problems, conduct problems, and hyperactivity, as well as prosocial behavior (Range = 0-10). A sample externalizing behavior item is: “I take things that are not mine from home, school, or elsewhere” (0 = not true, 1 = sometimes true, 2 = certainly true).  
Statistical Analyses 
Prior to conducting the main analyses, all variables were checked for missing or mis-coded data and normality. No data was mis-coded. There were 11 cases of missing data for continuous variables. Little’s (1988) test of missing values was used to determine if data was missing completely at random. Little’s Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test showed data were missing completely at random: 2(68) = 53.13, p = .91. Therefore, missing data points were imputed using the expectation maximization algorithm. Parental warmth and hostility were negatively and positively skewed, respectively. Therefore, these variables were transformed using Rankit’s formula (Bliss et al., 1956), as this rank-based normalization method outperforms other common methods (e.g., Van der Waerden method; Solomon & Sawilowsky, 2009). 
Study 1. Hierarchical multiple regression models (Aiken & West, 1991) were carried out via the R Statistical Software package (R Core Team, 2020) to examine SES and ACEs, parental personality, and their interactions as predictors of parental warmth, hostility, and control. Predictors were entered as follows: SES and ACEs in Step 1, personality traits in Step 2, and interactions (Personality  SES, Personality  ACEs) in Step 3. Regression models were examined separately for fathers (N = 154) and mothers (N = 129), and are presented in Tables 2-5. Only significant interactions were included. Interaction effects identified in the hierarchical regression models of Study 1 were tested separately, and the Johnson-Neyman technique (Johnson & Neyman, 1936) and interaction plots were used to examine significant interaction effects. Rather than methods that use fixed values of the moderator, such as simple slopes (Aiken & West, 1991), the Johnson-Neyman procedure solves for the value of the moderator at which the relation between the predictor and criterion variables achieves significance. 
Study 2. Hierarchical multiple regression models were carried out to examine adolescent age and sex, SES, parents’ ACEs, parental personality, and parenting behavior as predictors of adolescent self-reported behavioral outcomes. Predictors were entered as follows: adolescent age and sex, SES and parents’ ACEs in Step 1, parental personality in Step 2, and parenting behaviors in Step 3. Regression models were conducted with the total parent-adolescent dyad sample (N = 257 dyads), and are presented in Tables 6 and 7. Separate models were not examined for mothers and fathers in Study 2 as these models contained more direct predictors and would not have enough power if separated by parent gender. Analyses with G*Power 3.1 indicated required sample size to detect a small-medium effect (f2 = 0.11) with 13 predictors (total predictors in Step 3) was 253. 
For both Study 1 and 2, separate analyses were conducted for each personality group, including the Big Five and Dark Triad. Due to the number of tests, the Benjamini-Hochberg (B-H) False Discovery Rate was used to control for family-wise error (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). Information regarding methods for determining sample size, all manipulations, and all measures in the study is presented above. There were no data exclusions. 
Results
Descriptive Statistics
	Descriptive statistics and reliability for all scales are presented in Table 1. The first author may be contacted for correlation tables. 
Study 1: Parental Personality and Context as Predictors of Parenting
Big Five and parental warmth. In the model of fathers, the final regression equation for warmth was significant (Table 2). Steps 2 and 3 added significant explained variance. Paternal conscientiousness was a positive predictor of warmth. According to B-H corrected p-values, this effect lost significance. There was a significant interaction effect between ACEs and paternal conscientiousness, F(3, 150) = 7.78, p < .001, R2 = 0.13; F(1, 150) = 6.43, p < .013 (Figure 1SA, Supplementary Information [SI]). For fathers with 2 or less ACEs, paternal conscientiousness was positively associated with warmth, b = 0.10, SE = 0.03, p < .006. However, for fathers with 3 or more ACEs, this association was not significant, b = 0.01, SE = 0.06, ns. 
In the model of mothers, the final regression equation for warmth was not significant (Table 3). No steps added significant explained variance. 
Big Five and parental hostility. In the model of fathers, the final regression equation for hostility was significant (Table 2). Step 2 added significant explained variance. Paternal agreeableness was a negative predictor of hostility. According to B-H corrected p-values, agreeableness remained significant. 
In the model of mothers, the final regression equation for hostility was significant (Table 3). Step 2 added significant explained variance. Maternal agreeableness was a negative predictor of hostility. According to B-H corrected p-values, maternal agreeableness remained significant. 
Big Five and parental control. In the model of fathers, the final regression equation for control was not significant (Table 2). No steps added significant explained variance. 
In the model of mothers, the final regression equation for control was not significant (Table 3). Step 1 added significant explained variance. There was a significant interaction effect between SES and maternal extraversion, F(3, 125) = 3.76, p < .013, R2 = 0.08; F(1, 125) = 6.97, p < .010 (Figure 2S). For mothers with low SES (SES  11), maternal extraversion was negatively associated with control, b = -1.12, SE = 0.51, p < .032. For mothers with high SES (SES  25), maternal extraversion was positively associated with control, b = 1.15, SE = 0.52, p < .030. 
Dark Triad and parental warmth. In the model of fathers, the final regression equation for warmth was significant (Table 4). Steps 2 and 3 added significant additional variance. Paternal ACEs and narcissistic neuroticism were negative predictors of warmth, whereas paternal agentic extraversion was a positive predictor of warmth. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, narcissistic neuroticism and agentic extraversion remained significant. 
There was a significant interaction effect between ACEs and paternal Machiavellianism, F(3, 150) = 9.68, p < .001, R2 = 0.16; F(1, 150) = 11.07, p < .002 (Figure 1SB). For fathers with 2 or less ACEs, paternal Machiavellianism was negatively associated with warmth, b = -0.02, SE = 0.01, p < .014. For fathers with 3 or more ACEs, the association between paternal Machiavellianism and warmth was not significant, b = 0.01, SE = 0.01, ns. 
In the model of mothers, the final regression equation for warmth was significant (Table 5). Step 3 added explained variance. Maternal antagonism was a negative predictor of warmth. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, antagonism was not significant.
Dark Triad and parental hostility. In the model of fathers, the final regression equation for hostility was significant (Table 4). Step 2 added significant explained variance. Paternal psychopathy and agentic extraversion were positive and negative predictors of hostility, respectively. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, all effects lost significance. 
In the model of mothers, the final regression equation for hostility was significant (Table 5). Step 2 added significant explained variance. Maternal Machiavellianism was a positive predictor of hostility. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, maternal Machiavellianism remained significant. 
Dark Triad and parental control. In the model of fathers, the final regression equation for control was not significant (Table 4). No steps added significant explained variance.
In the model of mothers, the final regression equation for control was not significant (Table 5). Step 1 explained significant variance in maternal control, and SES was a positive individual predictor. 
Alternate parenting models. As separate mother and father models may suffer from low statistical power, regression models predicting parenting behavior of the total parent sample (N = 283) were also run. Predictors were entered as follows: Parent gender, SES and ACEs in Step 1, parental personality in Step 2, and interactions (Personality  SES, Personality  ACEs) in Step 3. In the Big Five model, parent gender (i.e., being a mother), agreeableness, and conscientiousness were positive predictors of warmth; SES and agreeableness were positive and negative predictors of hostility, respectively; parent gender (i.e., being a mother), ACEs, and conscientiousness were positive predictors, and agreeableness was a negative predictor, of control. In the Dark Triad model, antagonism and agentic extraversion were negative and positive predictors of warmth, respectively; parent gender (i.e., being a mother), SES, narcissistic neuroticism and antagonism were positive predictors of hostility; parent gender (i.e., being a mother) was a positive predictor of control. Further details and regression tables are presented in SI. 
Study 2: Parental Personality, Context, and Parenting as Predictors of Adolescent Behavioral Outcomes 
Big Five and adolescent externalizing behavior. The final regression equation for externalizing behavior was significant (Table 6). Steps 2 and 3 added significant explained variance. Parental hostility was a positive individual predictor of adolescent externalizing behavior. According to B-H corrected p-values, this effect lost significance. 
Big Five and adolescent internalizing behavior. The final regression equation for internalizing behavior was significant (Table 6). No steps added significant explained variance. Girls were more likely to report higher internalizing behavior problems. Parental neuroticism was a positive individual predictor of adolescent internalizing behavior. According to B-H corrected p-values, only adolescent sex remained significant. 
Big Five and adolescent prosocial behavior. The final regression equation for prosocial behavior was significant (Table 6). Steps 1 and 2 added significant explained variance. Adolescent sex, SES and parental agreeableness were positive predictors of adolescent prosocial behavior. Girls were more likely to report higher prosocial behavior. According to B-H corrected p-values, parental agreeableness and adolescent sex remained significant. 
Dark Triad and adolescent externalizing behavior. The final regression equation for externalizing behavior was significant (Table 7). Step 3 added significant explained variance. Parental hostility was a positive predictor of adolescent externalizing behavior. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, parental hostility lost significance. 
Dark Triad and adolescent internalizing behavior. The final regression equation for internalizing behavior was significant (Table 7). No steps added significant explained variance. Adolescent sex, such that girls reported higher, and parental hostility were positive predictors of internalizing behavior. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, adolescent sex remained significant. 
Dark Triad and adolescent prosocial behavior. The final regression equation for prosocial behavior was significant (Table 7). Step 2 added significant explained variance. Adolescent sex and SES were positive predictors, and parental psychopathy and hostility were negative predictors of adolescent prosocial behavior. Girls reported higher prosocial behavior. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, these effects lost significance. 
Discussion
			The influence of parental personality on adolescent behavioral outcomes may operate through both direct and indirect pathways, subject to family and environmental contexts. The current study extends the personality and parenting literature which, to date, has focused primarily on the Big Five (Achtergarde et al., 2015; Prinzie et al., 2009) and did not take into account the influence of contextual factors. Results indicate that a wider spectrum of parental personality domains, including the Big Five and Dark Triad, are important in understanding personality-parenting associations and adolescent behavioral strengths and difficulties. Further, contextual factors, such as SES and parents’ ACEs, have direct effects on parenting behavior and adolescent behavioral outcomes, but also moderate certain personality-parenting associations. 
The Wide Spectrum of Parental Personality 
Of the Big Five traits, parental agreeableness was associated with lower paternal and maternal hostility. These findings indicate that agreeableness is a salient domain with regard to less negative parenting behavior, across genders. In a meta-analysis, parental agreeableness was positively linked to parental warmth, behavioral control, and autonomy support (Prinzie et al., 2009). Agreeableness represents aspects of behavior that are characterized by empathy, supportiveness, and flexibility (McCrae & Costa, 2008). Hence, agreeableness is a trait that facilitates effective parenting, especially during adolescence when parent-offspring interactions become more egalitarian and offspring desire greater autonomy (Noom et al., 2001). 
Of the Dark Triad domains, mothers and fathers evinced varying patterns of personality-parenting associations. Narcissism domains were relevant for both maternal and paternal parenting, albeit in different ways. Agentic extraversion and narcissistic neuroticism positively and negatively predicted warmth, respectively, for fathers. Vulnerable narcissism, the larger personality domain of narcissistic neuroticism, has been linked to defensive and hostile interpersonal behavior (Sedikides, 2021). For mothers, antagonism was negatively associated with warmth. Previous work indicates maladaptive narcissism indirectly predicted less authoritative parenting through lack of empathy, whereas adaptive narcissism (e.g., authority, self-sufficiency) was associated with more adaptive parenting via higher empathy (Hart et al., 2017). Results of the current study support prior work such that narcissistic traits were associated with the warmth (i.e., empathic) dimension of parenting. Further evidence is provided regarding specific narcissistic traits, and findings suggest the presence of gender differences in how parents’ adaptive and maladaptive narcissistic traits influence their parenting behaviors.
The “darker” nature of Machiavellianism and psychopathy appears to extend to the use of negative parenting strategies. Both maternal and paternal Machiavellianism are associated with adolescent perceived parental rejection (Láng, 2018). Results indicate that, in addition to parental rejection, mothers high on Machiavellianism display hostile and aggressive parenting behaviors towards their offspring. Psychopathic traits have been linked to higher authoritarian parenting, characteristic of low warmth and high control (Cox et al., 2018). Paternal psychopathy was unassociated with paternal control in the current study, but was positively associated with hostility. Lack of empathy and guilt have been identified as core characteristics of psychopathy (Verschuere et al., 2018), and may have driven the association between paternal psychopathy and hostile parenting in the current study. Mothers high in Machiavellianism, and fathers high in psychopathy, may therefore utilize greater parental hostility with their adolescent offspring. 
In considering the influence of parental personality on adolescent behavioral strengths and difficulties, parental agreeableness and psychopathy were positively and negatively associated with adolescent self-reported prosocial behavior, respectively. In accordance with social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), adolescents may model the behavior their parents display in their interactions with peers and other adults. Psychopathy and agreeableness are characterized by opposing levels of empathy, such that highly agreeable individuals display high empathy, whereas those with high psychopathy display a lack of empathy. Supportive interactions with parents have been tethered to the development of prosocial behavior in adolescence, such that these interactions foster empathy and constitute a behavioral model (Carlo & Padilla‐Walker, 2020). However, severe trait dispositions like high psychopathy are to a substantial degree heritable (Viding et al., 2005). A lack of prosocial behavior in adolescence may thus be early signs of a trend toward psychopathy in adulthood. 
With regard to parental personality, results demonstrate that simply assessing the Big Five is not enough. Dark Triad domains were significant predictors of parenting behaviors and adolescent prosocial behavior. The examination of additional personality domains also underlined the relevance of contextual factors in regard to the parent-offspring relationship. 
The Influence of Context 
This research offers insights into the influence of contextual factors on parental personality-parenting associations and in affecting adolescent behavioral outcomes. Prior work indicates that personality interacts with stress to predict behavioral coping, especially in individuals who are highly stress reactive or are exposed to numerous stressors (Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007). A previous study conducted with mothers assessed ecological adversity, child difficulty, and maternal Big Five personality as predictors of parenting (Kochanska et al., 2012). High ecological adversity was negatively associated with observed positive parenting, measured as responsiveness and positive affect, but was unassociated with maternal observed or self-reported power assertion. The current study extends the literature on personality and context by examining SES and parents’ ACEs in both mothers and fathers and adopting a broad conceptualization of personality.
For mothers, SES interacted with extraversion in predicting parental control. Maternal extraversion was positively associated with maternal control in high SES contexts, but negatively associated in very low SES contexts. Mothers high in extraversion, then, exerted more control in environments characterized by greater social resources. Extraversion encompasses warmth, positive activity, and affiliation, but also ambition, assertiveness, and dominance (McCrae & Costa, 2008). An individual who has achieved a higher level of education and economic prosperity would likely embody more assertive and ambitious traits (Jonassaint et al., 2011). Therefore, highly extraverted mothers who have attained greater prosperity may tend to control their family interactions, but extraverted mothers who have considerably less social and economic resources may not. 
Whereas SES was salient for maternal personality, ACEs were influential in the personality-parenting relationship for fathers. Fathers who experienced three or more ACEs self-reported slightly lower than average warmth regardless of their level of conscientiousness. Greater experience with childhood adversity, especially lack of emotional support, has been linked with poor attachment in adulthood, and may conduce to negative and disorganized parent-child interactions (Murphy et al., 2014). For fathers who experienced relatively fewer adverse experiences, conscientiousness may serve an adaptive function in relating to greater use of parental warmth with their children. However, it appears that conscientiousness is protective against stressors only to a certain extent.
A similar pattern was observed for paternal Machiavellianism and warmth in the case of ACEs. When fathers had experienced two or less ACEs, Machiavellianism was negatively associated with paternal warmth. However, fathers who had experienced three or more ACEs reported lower than average warmth regardless of their level of Machiavellianism. Machiavellianism has previously been identified as a maladaptive trait when processing stressful life events (Lyons et al., 2019). This pattern was replicated within the father-offspring relationship. In contexts of greater experience with childhood adversity, fathers did not report expressing high levels of warmth with their child even if they had low levels of Machiavellianism. 
Results demonstrate that home and family context can influence typical parental personality-parenting associations. New evidence was provided as to how these associations might operate when considering personality domains beyond the Big Five, such as the Dark Triad. Further, gender differences were observed in how context influences parental personality-parenting associations. Inclusion of a wider spectrum of personality and contextual factors in parenting research offers greater insight into how personal and environmental stress influences the parent-adolescent relationship and, in turn, adolescent development. 
Limitations and Future Directions
The current study engaged in a comprehensive assessment of parental personality domains, using data from both parent and adolescent participants, and an economically diverse sample. Nonetheless, limitations must be acknowledged. As regression models contained many predictors, the modest sample size can result in Type 1 errors or false positives. To control for the possibility of chance findings, the B-H procedure was used for correcting p-values. This led to several effects losing significance. It is possible that these effects were spurious, or that with a larger sample they would emerge as stronger (Button et al., 2013). Further, the addition of interaction terms in regression models had very small effects on model error, as interaction effects are difficult to detect (Whisman & McClelland, 2005). 
Only self-report of parental personality and parenting behavior was included, which is influenced by common-method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This method of assessment is additionally susceptible to social desirability biases, as has been found in research with the Dark Triad (Kowalski et al., 2018). In this sample, parents self-reported relatively high levels of warmth, which can be influenced by idealization and denial of hurtful behavior (Rohner et al., 2005). However, adolescent self-report of behavior was obtained as certain personality traits may engender parents to perceive adolescent behavior as more or less negative than it is (Clark et al., 2017). Future work may use observational methods to assess parenting behaviors. 
Parental personality, parenting, and adolescent behavior was not assessed longitudinally to determine directionality. Therefore, it may only be concluded that there are associations between parental personality, parenting behavior, and adolescent behavioral outcomes. Parental personality and offspring temperament traits interact to influence parenting behavior (Achtergarde et al., 2015). Perhaps adolescents with higher rates of externalizing behaviors evoke negative, hostile parenting from their parents. According to Belsky’s (1984) process model of parenting, parental psychological characteristics (e.g., personality) exert strong influences—both direct and indirect—compared to offspring characteristics (e.g., temperament) or context (e.g., SES). Longitudinal designs would parse out the direction of these effects. A final limitation is that parents’ ACEs were assessed retrospectively. However, behavioral and neuroimaging evidence suggests that individuals remember negative events with greater detail and accuracy (Kensinger, 2007). 
Conclusion
Parental personality, parenting behavior, and context are important factors which influence adolescent behavioral outcomes and future mental health. Extant research remained limited by continuing to focus solely on the Big Five in parents. Further, many studies did not take into account the context within which the parent-offspring relationship occurs. To address this gap, the current study examined intraindividual parental personality traits, interindividual parenting behaviors, and contextual factors in influencing adolescent behavioral strengths and difficulties. Thus, empirical evidence was provided consistent with the Tri-Directional Framework of Parental Personality and Offspring Outcomes. Both maternal and paternal Dark Triad domains were more relevant to parental warmth and hostility than the traditionally assessed Big Five. Also, SES and parents’ ACEs influenced maternal and paternal personality-parenting associations, respectively, and adolescent behavioral outcomes. Results have important implications for future personality and developmental research, suggesting that researchers consider a more broad spectrum of personality beyond the Big Five, the differential influences of mothers and fathers, and how different traits operate under varying environmental and family contexts to influence adolescent development. 
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Bronfenbrenner, U. (1995). Developmental ecology through space and time: A future perspective. In P. Moen, G. Elder, Jr., & K. Lüscher (Eds.), Examining lives in context: Perspectives on the ecology of human development (pp. 619-647). American Psychological Association.
Button, K. S., Ioannidis, J. P., Mokrysz, C., Nosek, B. A., Flint, J., Robinson, E. S., & Munafò, M. R. (2013). Power failure: why small sample size undermines the reliability of neuroscience. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 14(5), 365-376. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3475
Carlo, G., & Padilla‐Walker, L. (2020). Adolescents’ prosocial behaviors through a multidimensional and multicultural lens. Child Development Perspectives, 14(4), 265-272. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12391
Chapman, D. P., Whitfield, C. L., Felitti, V. J., Dube, S. R., Edwards, V. J., & Anda, R. F. (2004). Adverse childhood experiences and the risk of depressive disorders in adulthood. Journal of Affective Disorders, 82(2), 217-225. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2003.12.013
Clark, D. A., Durbin, C. E., Donnellan, M. B., & Neppl, T. K. (2017). Internalizing symptoms and personality traits color parental reports of child temperament. Journal of Personality, 85(6), 852-866. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12293
Connor-Smith, J. K., & Flachsbart, C. (2007). Relations between personality and coping: A meta-analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93(6), 1080–1107. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.6.1080
Cox, J., Kopkin, M. R., A. Rankin, J., S. Tomeny, T., & Coffey, C. A. (2018). The relationship between parental psychopathic traits and parenting style. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 27, 2305-2314. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1057-9
Dentale, F., Verrastro, V., Petruccelli, I., Diotaiuti, P., Petruccelli, F., Cappelli, L., & Martini, P. S. (2015). Relationship between parental narcissism and children’s mental vulnerability: Mediation role of rearing style. International Journal of Psychology and Psychological Therapy, 15(3), 337-347.
Dottan, R. F., & Cohen, O. (2014). Paternal narcissism fathering very young children as compared to fathering adolescents. In A. Besser (Ed.), Handbook of the psychology of narcissism (pp. 259-279). Nova Science Publishers, Inc.
Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G* Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods, 41(4), 1149-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
Feher, A., & Vernon, P. A. (2021). Looking beyond the Big Five: A selective review of alternatives to the Big Five model of personality. Personality and Individual Differences, 169, 110002. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110002
Felitti, V. J., Anda, R. F., Nordenberg, D., Williamson, D. F., Spitz, A. M., Edwards, V., & Marks, J. S. (1998). Relationship of childhood abuse and household dysfunction to many of the leading causes of death in adults: The Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACE) study. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 14(4), 245-258. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-3797(98)00017-8
Goodman, R. (1997). The strengths and difficulties questionnaire: A research note. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 38(5), 581-586. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01545.x
Hart, C. M., Bush-Evans, R. D., Hepper, E. G., & Hickman, H. M. (2017). The children of narcissus: Insights into narcissists' parenting styles. Personality and Individual Differences, 117, 249-254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.06.019
John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). The Big Five Inventory—Versions 4a and 54. University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Personality and Social Research.
Johnson, P. O., & Neyman, J. (1936). Tests of certain linear hypotheses and their application to some educational problems. Statistical Research Memoirs, 1, 57-93.
Jonason, P. K., & Webster, G. D. (2010). The dirty dozen: A concise measure of the dark triad. Psychological Assessment, 22(2), 420-432. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019265
Jonassaint, C. R., Siegler, I. C., Barefoot, J. C., Edwards, C. L., & Williams, R. B. (2011). Low life course socioeconomic status (SES) is associated with negative NEO PI-R personality patterns. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 18(1), 13-21. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12529-009-9069-x
Kensinger, E. A. (2007). Negative emotion enhances memory accuracy: Behavioral and neuroimaging evidence. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 16(4), 213-218. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2007.00506.x
Kochanska, G., Aksan, N., Penney, S. J., & Boldt, L. J. (2007). Parental personality as an inner resource that moderates the impact of ecological adversity on parenting. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92(1), 136-150. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.136
Kochanska, G., Kim, S., & Koenig Nordling, J. (2012). Challenging circumstances moderate the links between mothers' personality traits and their parenting in low-income families with young children. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103(6), 1040-1049. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030386
Kowalski, C. M., Rogoza, R., Vernon, P. A., & Schermer, J. A. (2018). The Dark Triad and the self-presentation variables of socially desirable responding and self-monitoring. Personality and Individual Differences, 120, 234-237. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.09.007
Krupić, D., Ručević, S., & Vučković, S. (2020). From parental personality over parental styles to children psychopathic tendencies. Current Psychology, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00676-6
Láng, A. (2018). Mama Mach and Papa Mach: Parental Machiavellianism in relation to dyadic coparenting and adolescents’ perception of parental behavior. Europe's Journal of Psychology, 14(1), 107-124. https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v14i1.1474
Little, R. J. (1988). A test of missing completely at random for multivariate data with missing values. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 83(404), 1198-1202.
Lyons, M., Evans, K., & Helle, S. (2019). Do “dark” personality features buffer against adversity? The associations between cumulative life stress, the dark triad, and mental distress. Sage Open, 9(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018822383
McCabe, J. E. (2014). Maternal personality and psychopathology as determinants of parenting behavior: A quantitative integration of two parenting literatures. Psychological Bulletin, 140(3), 722-750. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034835
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T., Jr. (1996). Toward a new generation of personality theories: Theoretical contexts for the five-factor model. In J. S. Wiggins (Ed.), The Five-Factor Model of personality: Theoretical perspectives (pp. 51-87). Guilford Press.
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T., Jr. (2008). The five-factor theory of personality. In O. P. John, R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of personality (pp. 159-181). Guilford Press.
McDonald, R. P. (1999). Test theory: A unified treatment. Erlbaum Associates. 
Murphy, A., Steele, M., Dube, S. R., Bate, J., Bonuck, K., Meissner, P., Goldman, H., & Steele, H. (2014). Adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) questionnaire and adult attachment interview (AAI): Implications for parent child relationships. Child Abuse & Neglect, 38(2), 224-233. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2013.09.004
Noom, M. J., Deković, M., & Meeus, W. (2001). Conceptual analysis and measurement of adolescent autonomy. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30(5), 577-595. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010400721676
Oliver, P. H., Guerin, D. W., & Coffman, J. K. (2009). Big five parental personality traits, parenting behaviors, and adolescent behavior problems: A mediation model. Personality and Individual Differences, 47(6), 631-636. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.05.026
Padilla-Walker, L. M., Nielson, M. G., & Day, R. D. (2016). The role of parental warmth and hostility on adolescents’ prosocial behavior toward multiple targets. Journal of Family Psychology, 30(3), 331-340. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/fam0000157
Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The dark triad of personality: Narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Journal of Research in Personality, 36(6), 556-563. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
Prinzie, P., Stams, G. J. J., Deković, M., Reijntjes, A. H., & Belsky, J. (2009). The relations between parents’ Big Five personality factors and parenting: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(2), 351-362. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0015823
Puff, J., & Renk, K. (2016). Mothers’ temperament and personality: Their relationship to parenting behaviors, locus of control, and young children’s functioning. Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 47(5), 799-818. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-015-0613-4
R Core Team. (2020). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. URL https://www.R-project.org/
Raskin, R., & Terry, H. (1988). A principal-components analysis of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory and further evidence of its construct validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(5), 890-902. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.5.890
Robinson, B. A., Azores-Gococo, N., Brennan, P. A., & Lilienfeld, S. O. (2016). The roles of maternal psychopathic traits, maternal antisocial personality traits, and parenting in the development of child psychopathic traits. Parenting, 16(1), 36-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2016.1116894
Rohner, R. P., Khaleque, A., & Cournoyer, D. E. (2005). Parental acceptance‐rejection: Theory, methods, cross‐cultural evidence, and implications. Ethos, 33(3), 299-334. https://doi.org/10.1525/eth.2005.33.3.299
Sedikides, C. (2021). In search of Narcissus. Trends in Cognitive Science, 25(1), 67-80. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2020.10.010
Sherman, E. D., Miller, J. D., Few, L. R., Campbell, W. K., Widiger, T. A., Crego, C., & Lynam, D. R. (2015). Development of a Short Form of the Five-Factor Narcissism Inventory: The FFNI-SF. Psychological Assessment, 27(3), 1110-1116. https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000100
Solomon, S. R., & Sawilowsky, S. S. (2009). Impact of rank-based normalizing transformations on the accuracy of test scores. Journal of Modern Applied Statistical Methods, 8(2), 448-462. https://doi.org/10.22237/jmasm/1257034080
Truhan, T. E., Sedikides, C., Turner, R. N., Kovas, Y., & Papageorgiou, K. A. (2021). The Tri-Directional Framework of Parental Personality and Offspring Outcomes: A systematic review and critical synthesis of influencing factors. PsyArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/x3mdq
Truhan, T. E., Wilson, P., Mõttus, R., & Papageorgiou, K. A. (2021). The many faces of dark personalities: An examination of the Dark Triad structure using psychometric network analysis. Personality and Individual Differences, 171, 110502. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110502
Verschuere, B., van Ghesel Grothe, S., Waldorp, L., Watts, A. L., Lilienfeld, S. O., Edens, J. F., ... Noordhof, A. (2018). What features of psychopathy might be central? A network analysis of the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R) in three large samples. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 127(1), 51-65. https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000315
Viding, E., Blair, R. J. R., Moffitt, T. E., & Plomin, R. (2005). Evidence for substantial genetic risk for psychopathy in 7-year-olds. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 46(6), 592-597. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2004.00393.x
Whisman, M. A., & McClelland, G. H. (2005). Designing, testing, and interpreting interactions and moderator effects in family research. Journal of Family Psychology, 19(1), 111-120. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.19.1.111
Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability for All Scales
	Variable
	Mean (SD)
	Variance
	Median
	Range
	Kurtosis
	Skew
	Items (N)
	ω

	Parents (N = 283)

	ACE
	1.45 (2.12)
	4.49
	1.00
	10.00
	3.60
	1.92
	10
	0.84

	SES
	17.89 (4.42)
	19.50
	18.00
	21.00
	-0.64
	-0.03
	4
	0.57

	AGR
	3.87 (0.53)
	0.29
	3.89
	3.22
	0.46
	-0.44
	9
	0.78

	CSC
	3.96 (0.58)
	0.34
	4.00
	3.00
	0.26
	-0.41
	9
	0.85

	EXT
	3.19 (0.74)
	0.55
	3.25
	3.75
	-0.47
	-0.22
	8
	0.87

	NER
	2.65 (0.79)
	0.63
	2.63
	3.88
	-0.49
	0.27
	8
	0.88

	OPN
	3.37 (0.56)
	0.31
	3.30
	3.70
	0.61
	-0.02
	10
	0.81

	MAC
	7.74 (3.18)
	10.11
	7.00
	15.00
	-0.31
	0.64
	4
	0.78

	PSY
	7.28 (3.17)
	10.05
	7.00
	16.00
	1.38
	1.21
	4
	0.85

	ATG
	65.24 (16.04)
	257.31
	63.00
	84.00
	-0.02
	0.52
	32
	0.90

	AGE
	42.72 (10.57)
	111.64
	42.00
	61.00
	-0.07
	0.25
	16
	0.87

	NNR
	35.49 (8.08)
	65.36
	36.00
	43.00
	-0.07
	0.10
	12
	0.83

	HTY
	7.59 (1.94)
	3.78
	7.00
	10.00
	-1.44
	0.23
	6
	0.68

	WRM
	30.15 (2.37)
	5.61
	31.00
	11.00
	-1.43
	-0.22
	8
	0.78

	CTL
	14.24 (2.17)
	4.70
	14.00
	13.00
	0.56
	-0.47
	5
	0.52

	Variable
	Mean (SD)
	Variance
	Median
	Range
	Kurtosis
	Skew
	Items (N)
	ω

	Adolescents (N = 257)

	EPB
	5.92 (3.83)
	14.65
	5.00
	17.00
	-0.43
	0.49
	10
	0.79

	IPB
	5.17 (3.33)
	11.09
	5.00
	16.00
	0.04
	0.69
	10
	0.72

	PRO
	7.57 (1.93)
	3.73
	8.00
	8.00
	-0.33
	-0.57
	5
	0.74


Note. ω = McDonald’s omega (1999). Parent Variables: AGR = agreeableness, CSC = conscientiousness, EXT = extraversion, NER = neuroticism, OPN = Openness, MAC = Machiavellianism, PSY = psychopathy, ATG = antagonism, AGE = agentic extraversion, NNR = narcissistic neuroticism, HTY = hostility, WRM = warmth, CTL = control. Adolescent Variables: EPB = externalizing problem behavior, IPB = internalizing problem behavior, PRO = prosocial behavior. 



















Table 2 
	
	Warmth
	Hostility
	Control

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.15
	0.03
	0.05
	0.05

	 ACEs
	-0.02
	0.01
	-0.14
	0.02
	0.01
	0.15
	0.13
	0.10
	0.11

	Step 1
	R2 = .02
	R2 = .04
	R2 = .01

	
	F(2, 151) = 1.68, ns
	F(2, 151) = 2.98, ns
	F(2, 151) = 0.97, ns

	 SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.16*
	0.03
	0.05
	0.05

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.09
	0.01
	0.01
	0.08
	0.09
	0.10
	0.07

	 Ext
	0.02
	0.03
	0.05
	0.01
	0.03
	0.04
	0.13
	0.23
	0.05

	 Agr
	0.08
	0.04
	0.18*
	-0.14
	0.04
	-0.31***
	-0.48
	0.33
	-0.13

	 Csc
	0.07
	0.04
	0.17
	0.00
	0.04
	0.00
	0.72
	0.30
	0.22*

	 Ner
	-0.02
	0.04
	-0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.12
	0.44
	0.27
	0.16

	 Opn
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	-0.04
	0.04
	-0.10
	-0.71
	0.30
	-0.20*

	Step 2
	R2 = .13
	R2 = .19
	R2 = .11

	
	F(7, 146) = 3.16**
	F(7, 146) = 5.10***
	F(7, 146) = 2.48*

	
	F(5, 146) = 4.15**
	F(5, 146) = 5.50***
	F(5, 146) = 3.01*

	 SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.15
	0.04
	0.05
	0.06

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.09
	0.02
	0.01
	0.10
	0.13
	0.11
	0.10

	 Ext
	0.03
	0.03
	0.08
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.14
	0.24
	0.05

	 Agr
	0.05
	0.04
	0.11
	-0.14
	0.04
	-0.31***
	-0.40
	0.34
	-0.11

	 Csc
	0.1
	0.04
	0.22*
	-0.01
	0.04
	-0.02
	0.70
	0.32
	0.21*

	 Ner
	-0.02
	0.04
	-0.05
	0.04
	0.04
	0.11
	0.44
	0.28
	0.16

	 Opn
	0.00
	0.04
	0.00
	-0.04
	0.04
	-0.08
	-0.78
	0.31
	-0.22*

	 Csc x ACEs
	-0.06
	0.02
	-0.28**
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Step 3
	R2 = .24
	R2 = .22
	R2 = .16

	
	F(17, 136) = 2.59**
	F(17, 136) = 2.21**
	F(17, 136) = 1.48, ns

	
	F(10, 136) = 1.92*
	F(10, 136) = 0.35, ns
	F(10, 136) = 0.80, ns


Paternal Big Five Domains and Contextual Factors as Predictors of Parenting
Note. Presented values are from all steps of the hierarchical regression analyses with fathers (N = 154). Predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: SES and ACEs, Step 2: Paternal Big Five domains, Step 3: The five interaction terms of SES and Big Five and five interaction terms of ACEs and Big Five. Only significant interactions are included. Ext = Extraversion, Agr = Agreeableness, Csc = Conscientiousness, Ner = Neuroticism, Opn = Openness. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001






Table 3 
	
	Warmth
	Hostility
	Control

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.09
	0.01
	0.00
	0.12
	0.08
	0.04
	0.20*

	 ACEs
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.17
	0.12
	0.07
	0.14

	Step 1
	R2 = .01
	R2 = .04
	R2 = .05

	
	F(2, 126) = 0.74, ns
	F(2, 126) = 2.42, ns
	F(2, 126) = 3.41*

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.06
	0.01
	0.00
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.17

	 ACEs
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.13
	0.11
	0.08
	0.13

	 Ext
	-0.05
	0.05
	-0.13
	0.03
	0.05
	0.06
	-0.31
	0.43
	-0.10

	 Agr
	0.12
	0.06
	0.20*
	-0.22
	0.06
	-0.35***
	-0.86
	0.47
	-0.18

	 Csc
	0.05
	0.06
	0.09
	-0.04
	0.06
	-0.07
	0.63
	0.48
	0.14

	 Ner
	-0.03
	0.04
	-0.10
	0.04
	0.04
	0.12
	-0.17
	0.32
	-0.06

	 Opn
	0.04
	0.06
	0.08
	-0.01
	0.06
	-0.01
	0.28
	0.46
	0.06

	Step 2
	R2 = .09
	R2 = .21
	R2 = .08

	
	F(7, 121) = 1.62, ns
	F(7, 121) = 4.67***
	F(7, 121) = 1.57, ns

	
	F(5, 121) = 2.01
	F(5, 121) = 5.26***
	F(5, 121) = 0.86, ns

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.14
	0.07
	0.04
	0.17

	 ACEs
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.10
	0.11
	0.09
	0.13

	 Ext
	-0.04
	0.05
	-0.09
	0.04
	0.06
	0.09
	-0.14
	0.44
	-0.04

	 Agr
	0.13
	0.06
	0.22*
	-0.22
	0.06
	-0.34***
	-0.93
	0.47
	-0.20

	 Csc
	0.04
	0.06
	0.07
	-0.03
	0.06
	-0.05
	0.52
	0.49
	0.12

	 Ner
	-0.01
	0.04
	-0.05
	0.04
	0.04
	0.12
	-0.03
	0.35
	-0.01

	 Opn
	0.04
	0.06
	0.08
	-0.05
	0.06
	-0.08
	0.36
	0.49
	0.08

	 Ext x SES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.18
	0.08
	0.28*

	Step 3
	R2 = .18
	R2 = .26
	R2 = .17

	
	F(17, 111) = 1.46, ns
	F(17, 111) = 2.29**
	F(17, 111) = 1.35, ns

	
	F∆(10, 111) = 0.79, ns
	F∆(10, 111) = .70, ns
	F∆(10, 111) = 1.17, ns


Maternal Big Five Domains and Contextual Factors as Predictors of Parenting
Note. Presented values are from all steps of the hierarchical regression analyses with mothers (N = 129). Predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: SES and ACEs, Step 2: Maternal Big Five domains, Step 3: The five interaction terms of SES and Big Five and five interaction terms of ACEs and Big Five. Only significant interactions are included. Ext = Extraversion, Agr = Agreeableness, Csc = Conscientiousness, Ner = Neuroticism, Opn = Openness. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001







Table 4
Paternal Dark Triad Domains and Contextual Factors as Predictors of Parenting
	
	Warmth
	Hostility
	Control

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.15
	0.03
	0.05
	0.05

	 ACEs
	-0.02
	0.01
	-0.14
	0.02
	0.01
	0.15
	0.13
	0.10
	0.11

	Step 1
	R2 = .02
	R2 = .04
	R2 = .01

	
	F(2, 151) = 1.68, ns
	F(2, 151) = 2.98, ns
	F(2, 151) = 0.97, ns

	 SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.15
	0.02
	0.05
	0.04

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.06
	0.11
	0.11
	0.08

	 Psy
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.17
	0.02
	0.01
	0.28*
	0.10
	0.08
	0.16

	 Mac
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.13
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	0.07
	0.01

	 NNe
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.21**
	0.00
	0.00
	0.15
	0.03
	0.02
	0.11

	 Ant
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.12
	0.00
	0.00
	0.14
	-0.02
	0.02
	-0.13

	 AgE
	0.00
	0.00
	0.14
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.15
	0.00
	0.02
	-0.01

	Step 2
	R2 = .19
	R2 = .21
	R2 = .04

	
	F(7, 146) = 4.93***
	F(7, 146) = 5.43***
	F(7, 146) = 0.83, ns

	
	F(5, 146) = 6.53***
	F(5, 146) = 6.33***
	F(5, 146) = 0.75, ns

	 SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.13
	0.01
	0.05
	0.01

	 ACEs
	-0.03
	0.02
	-0.19*
	0.02
	0.01
	0.11
	0.05
	0.13
	0.04

	 Psy
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.12
	0.02
	0.01
	0.26*
	0.09
	0.08
	0.14

	 Mac
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.12
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.08
	0.06

	 NNe
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.19*
	0.00
	0.00
	0.11
	0.02
	0.02
	0.09

	 Ant
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.22
	0.00
	0.00
	0.21
	-0.02
	0.02
	-0.17

	 AgE
	0.01
	0.00
	0.21*
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.20*
	0.00
	0.02
	-0.02

	 Mac x ACEs
	0.02
	0.05
	0.39***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Step 3
	R2 = .29
	R2 = .28
	R2 = .08

	
	F(17, 136) = 3.32***
	F(17, 136) = 3.06***
	F(17, 136) = 0.66, ns

	
	F(10, 136) = 1.97*
	F(10, 136) = 1.32, ns
	F(10, 136) = 0.55, ns


Note. Presented values are from all steps of the hierarchical regression analyses with fathers (N = 154). Predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: SES and ACEs, Step 2: Paternal Dark Triad domains, Step 3: The five interaction terms of SES and Dark Triad and five interaction terms of ACEs and Dark Triad. Only significant interactions are included. Psy = Psychopathy, Mac = Machiavellianism, NNe = Narcissistic Neuroticism, Ant = Antagonism, AgE = Agentic Extraversion. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001








Table 5
Maternal Dark Triad Domains and Contextual Factors as Predictors of Parenting
	
	Warmth
	Hostility
	Control

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.09
	0.01
	0.00
	0.12
	0.08
	0.04
	0.20*

	 ACEs
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.17
	0.12
	0.07
	0.14

	Step 1
	R2 = .01
	R2 = .04
	R2 = .05

	
	F(2, 126) = 0.74, ns
	F(2, 126) = 2.42, ns
	F(2, 126) = 3.41*

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.04
	0.01
	0.00
	0.13
	0.09
	0.04
	0.21*

	 ACEs
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.05
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.07
	0.08
	0.09

	 Psy
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.11
	0.02

	 Mac
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.10
	0.04
	0.01
	0.34**
	0.13
	0.11
	0.15

	 NNe
	0.00
	0.00
	0.09
	0.01
	0.00
	0.18*
	0.02
	0.03
	0.07

	 Ant
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.22
	0.00
	0.00
	0.15
	0.00
	0.02
	-0.02

	 AgE
	0.00
	0.00
	0.15
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.05
	-0.02
	0.02
	-0.07

	Step 2
	R2 = .07
	R2 = .25
	R2 = .08

	
	F(7, 121) = 1.27, ns
	F(7, 121) = 5.85***
	F(7, 121) = 1.51, ns

	
	F(5, 121) = 1.61, ns
	F(5, 121) = 7.00***
	F(5, 121) = 0.74, ns

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.12
	0.07
	0.04
	0.17

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.06
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.03
	0.10
	0.04

	 Psy
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.04
	-0.01
	0.12
	-0.01

	 Mac
	-0.02
	0.01
	-0.18
	0.05
	0.01
	0.40***
	0.14
	0.12
	0.16

	 NNe
	0.01
	0.00
	0.18
	0.00
	0.00
	0.12
	0.02
	0.03
	0.06

	 Ant
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.29*
	0.00
	0.00
	0.15
	-0.01
	0.02
	-0.05

	 AgE
	0.01
	0.00
	0.19
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.06
	-0.02
	0.03
	-0.07

	Step 3
	R2 = .22
	R2 = .32
	R2 = .13

	
	F(17, 111) = 1.79*
	F(17, 111) = 3.01***
	F(17, 111) = 0.95, ns

	
	F(10, 111) = 2.07*
	F(10, 111) = 1.02, ns
	F(10, 111) = 0.59, ns


Note. Presented values are from all steps of the hierarchical regression analyses with mothers (N = 129). Predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: SES and ACEs, Step 2: Maternal Dark Triad domains, Step 3: The five interaction terms of SES and Dark Triad and five interaction terms of ACEs and Dark Triad. No significant interactions were found. Psy = Psychopathy, Mac = Machiavellianism, NNe = Narcissistic Neuroticism, Ant = Antagonism, AgE = Agentic Extraversion. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001














Table 6
Parent Big Five, Context, and Parenting as Predictors of Adolescent Behavioral Outcomes
	
	Externalizing
	Internalizing
	Prosocial

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 A. Sex
	-0.31
	0.48
	-0.04
	1.45
	0.41
	0.22***
	0.58
	0.23
	0.15*

	 A. Age
	0.15
	0.12
	0.08
	0.08
	0.10
	0.05
	-0.02
	0.06
	-0.02

	 P. Gender
	0.15
	0.49
	0.02
	-0.04
	0.41
	-0.01
	0.77
	0.24
	0.20**

	 SES
	-0.05
	0.05
	-0.06
	-0.06
	0.05
	-0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.12*

	 ACEs
	0.22
	0.11
	0.12
	0.14
	0.10
	0.09
	-0.02
	0.06
	-0.02

	Step 1
	R2 = .02
	R2 = .07
	R2 = .08

	
	F(5, 251) = 1.28, ns
	F(5, 251) = 3.81**
	F(5, 251) = 4.26***

	 A. Sex
	-0.34
	0.48
	-0.04
	1.40
	0.41
	0.21***
	0.68
	0.23
	0.18**

	 A. Age
	0.21
	0.12
	0.11
	0.12
	0.11
	0.07
	-0.02
	0.06
	-0.03

	 P. Gender
	-0.05
	0.54
	-0.01
	-0.25
	0.46
	-0.04
	0.43
	0.26
	0.11

	 SES
	-0.07
	0.05
	-0.08
	-0.04
	0.05
	-0.06
	0.06
	0.03
	0.14*

	 ACEs
	0.14
	0.12
	0.08
	0.10
	0.10
	0.06
	0.00
	0.05
	0.00

	 Ext
	0.76
	0.38
	0.15*
	0.01
	0.32
	0.00
	0.02
	0.18
	0.01

	 Agr
	-0.20
	0.51
	-0.03
	0.37
	0.43
	0.06
	1.27
	0.24
	0.36***

	 Csc
	-0.61
	0.47
	-0.10
	-0.53
	0.40
	-0.09
	-0.15
	0.22
	-0.05

	 Ner
	0.69
	0.38
	0.14
	0.74
	0.32
	0.18*
	0.14
	0.18
	0.06

	 Opn
	0.59
	0.47
	0.09
	0.06
	0.40
	0.01
	-0.19
	0.22
	-0.06

	Step 2
	R2 = .07
	R2 = .11
	R2 = .18

	
	F(10, 246) = 1.76, ns
	F(10, 246) = 3.05**
	F(10, 246) = 5.29***

	
	F(5, 246) = 2.33*
	F(5, 246) = 2.20,  ns
	F(5, 246) = 6.02***

	 A. Sex
	-0.31
	0.47
	-0.04
	1.37
	0.41
	0.21***
	0.7
	0.23
	0.18**

	 A. Age
	0.21
	0.12
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.06
	-0.02
	0.06
	-0.02

	 P. Gender
	0.17
	0.55
	0.02
	-0.10
	0.47
	-0.01
	0.34
	0.26
	0.09

	 SES
	-0.10
	0.05
	-0.12
	-0.05
	0.05
	-0.07
	0.06
	0.03
	0.15*

	 ACEs
	0.10
	0.11
	0.06
	0.09
	0.10
	0.06
	0.00
	0.06
	0.00

	 Ext
	0.71
	0.37
	0.14
	-0.01
	0.32
	0.00
	0.03
	0.18
	0.01

	 Agr
	0.33
	0.53
	0.05
	0.58
	0.45
	0.09
	1.18
	0.25
	0.33***

	 Csc
	-0.51
	0.47
	-0.08
	-0.42
	0.41
	-0.07
	-0.21
	0.23
	-0.07

	 Ner
	0.51
	0.37
	0.11
	0.66
	0.32
	0.16*
	0.18
	0.18
	0.07

	 Opn
	0.70
	0.47
	0.10
	0.06
	0.40
	0.01
	-0.18
	0.23
	-0.05

	 Warmth
	-0.20
	0.12
	-0.12
	-0.07
	0.10
	-0.05
	0.03
	0.06
	0.03

	 Hostility
	0.36
	0.14
	0.18*
	0.22
	0.12
	0.13
	-0.12
	0.07
	-0.12

	 Control
	0.02
	0.12
	0.01
	-0.09
	0.10
	-0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.07

	Step 3
	R2 = .12
	R2 = .13
	R2 = .19

	
	F(13, 243) = 2.51**
	F(13, 243) = 2.80***
	F(13, 243) = 4.48***

	
	F(3, 243) = 4.79**
	F(3, 243) = 1.82, ns
	F(3, 243) = 1.67, ns


Note. The presented values are from all steps of the regression model (N = 257 dyads). The predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: Adolescent sex and age, parent gender, SES and ACEs, Step 2: Parent Big Five domains, Step 3: Parental Warmth, Hostility, and Control. Ext = Extraversion, Agr = Agreeableness, Csc = Conscientiousness, Ner = Neuroticism, Opn = Openness.  
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001



Table 7 
Parent Dark Triad, Context, and Parenting as Predictors of Adolescent Behavioral Outcomes
	
	Externalizing
	Internalizing
	Prosocial

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 A. Sex
	-0.31
	0.48
	-0.04
	1.45
	0.41
	0.22***
	0.58
	0.23
	0.15*

	 A. Age
	0.15
	0.12
	0.08
	0.08
	0.10
	0.05
	-0.02
	0.06
	-0.02

	 P. Gender
	0.15
	0.49
	0.02
	-0.04
	0.41
	-0.01
	0.77
	0.24
	0.20**

	 SES
	-0.05
	0.05
	-0.06
	-0.06
	0.05
	-0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.12*

	 ACEs
	0.22
	0.11
	0.12
	0.14
	0.10
	0.09
	-0.02
	0.06
	-0.02

	Step 1
	R2 = .02
	R2 = .07
	R2 = .08

	
	F(5, 251) = 1.28, ns
	F(5, 251) = 3.81**
	F(5, 251) = 4.26***

	 A. Sex
	-0.37
	0.48
	-0.05
	1.50
	0.41
	0.23
	0.59
	0.23
	0.15**

	 A. Age
	0.67
	0.58
	0.09
	0.06
	0.11
	0.04***
	-0.04
	0.06
	-0.04

	 P. Gender
	0.17
	0.13
	0.09
	-0.19
	0.49
	-0.03
	0.36
	0.27
	0.09

	 SES
	-0.06
	0.05
	-0.07
	-0.06
	0.05
	-0.08
	0.04
	0.03
	0.11

	 ACEs
	0.20
	0.12
	0.11
	0.11
	0.10
	0.07
	-0.01
	0.06
	-0.01

	 Psy
	-0.01
	0.11
	-0.01
	0.04
	0.10
	0.04
	-0.15
	0.05
	-0.25**

	 Mac
	0.01
	0.11
	0.01
	-0.02
	0.09
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.05
	0.06

	 NNe
	0.00
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.05
	0.03
	0.13*
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02

	 Ant
	0.03
	0.02
	0.13
	0.00
	0.02
	0.00
	-0.02
	0.01
	-0.15

	 AgE
	0.01
	0.03
	0.04
	-0.01
	0.02
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.08

	Step 2
	R2 = .04
	R2 = .09
	R2 = .17

	
	F(10, 246) = 1.11, ns
	F(10, 246) = 2.39*
	F(10, 246) = 4.89***

	
	F(5, 246) = 1.00, ns
	F(5, 246) = 1.01, ns
	F(5, 246) = 5.49***

	 A. Sex
	-0.48
	0.47
	-0.06
	1.40
	0.41
	0.21***
	0.62
	0.23
	0.16**

	 A. Age
	0.18
	0.12
	0.09
	0.06
	0.11
	0.04
	-0.04
	0.06
	-0.04

	 P. Gender
	0.67
	0.58
	0.09
	-0.11
	0.50
	-0.02
	0.38
	0.28
	0.10

	 SES
	-0.08
	0.05
	-0.09
	-0.06
	0.05
	-0.09
	0.05
	0.03
	0.12*

	 ACEs
	0.19
	0.12
	0.11
	0.12
	0.10
	0.08
	-0.01
	0.06
	-0.01

	 Psy
	-0.06
	0.11
	-0.05
	0.02
	0.10
	0.02
	-0.14
	0.05
	-0.23*

	 Mac
	-0.07
	0.11
	-0.06
	-0.07
	0.09
	-0.07
	0.06
	0.05
	0.10

	 NNe
	-0.02
	0.03
	-0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.11
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04

	 Ant
	0.02
	0.02
	0.10
	0.00
	0.02
	-0.02
	-0.02
	0.01
	-0.13

	 AgE
	0.02
	0.03
	0.07
	0.00
	0.02
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.07

	 Warmth
	-0.22
	0.12
	-0.13
	-0.10
	0.10
	-0.07
	0.01
	0.06
	0.01

	 Hostility
	0.38
	0.14
	0.20**
	0.24
	0.12
	0.14*
	-0.14
	0.07
	-0.14*

	 Control
	-0.02
	0.12
	-0.01
	-0.13
	0.10
	-0.08
	0.03
	0.06
	0.04

	Step 3
	R2 = .10
	R2 = .12
	R2 = .18

	
	F(13, 243) = 2.11*
	F(13, 243) = 2.46**
	F(13, 243) = 4.19***

	
	F(3, 243) = 5.34**
	F(3, 243) = 2.61, ns
	F(3, 243) = 1.79, ns


Note. The presented values are from all steps of the regression model (N = 257 dyads). The predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: Adolescent sex and age, parent gender, SES and ACEs, Step 2: Parent Dark Triad domains, Step 3: Parental Warmth, Hostility, and Control. Psy = Psychopathy, Mac = Machiavellianism, NNe = Narcissistic Neuroticism, Ant = Antagonism, AgE = Agentic Extraversion. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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A Tri-Directional Examination of Parental Personality, Parenting Behaviors, and Contextual Factors in Influencing Adolescent Behavioral Outcomes




Supplementary Phase 1: Total Parent Models (N = 283) 
Big Five and Parental Warmth
In the model including both mothers and fathers, the final regression equation was significant (Table 1S). Steps 1 and 2 added significant explained variance. Parental agreeableness was a positive predictor of warmth, and gender was significant, such that mothers self-reported high warmth. An interaction effect between ACEs and agreeableness emerged as a joint predictor of warmth. According to B-H corrected p-values, the effects of parent gender and agreeableness remained significant. 
Big Five and Parental Hostility
In the model including both mothers and fathers, the final regression equation was significant (Table 1S). Steps 1 and 2 added significant explained variance. SES and parental agreeableness were positive and negative predictors of hostility, respectively. According to B-H corrected p-values, the effects of SES and parental agreeableness remained significant. 
Big Five and Parental Control
In the model including both mothers and fathers, the final regression equation was significant (Table 1S). Steps 1 and 2 added significant explained variance. Parent ACEs, gender, and conscientiousness were positive predictors, whereas parental agreeableness was a negative predictor of control. According to B-H corrected p-values, no effects would remain significant. 
Dark Triad and Parental Warmth
In the model including both mothers and fathers, the final regression equation was significant (Table 2S). All steps added significant explained variance. ACEs, parental psychopathy, and antagonism were negative predictors, and parental agentic extraversion was a positive predictor of warmth. Interaction effects between ACEs and psychopathy and ACEs and Machiavellianism were joint predictors. When B-H corrected p-values were considered, the interaction effects between ACEs and Machiavellianism and ACEs and psychopathy remained significant.
Dark Triad and Parental Hostility
In the model including both mothers and fathers, the final regression equation was significant (Table 2S). All steps added significant explained variance. Gender was significant, such that mothers reported using more hostility. SES, parental Machiavellianism, and narcissistic neuroticism were positive predictors of hostility. An interaction effect emerged between SES and narcissistic neuroticism. According to B-H corrected p-values, SES, parental narcissistic neuroticism, Machiavellianism, and the interaction between SES and narcissistic neuroticism would remain significant.
Dark Triad and Parental Control
In the model including both mothers and fathers, the final regression equation was significant (Table 2S). Step 1 added significant explained variance. Parent gender was a significant individual predictor, such that mothers reported higher control. According to B-H corrected p-values, parent gender would lose significance.























	
	Warmth
	Hostility
	Control

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.05
	0.01
	0.00
	0.13*
	0.06
	0.03
	0.12*

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.09
	0.02
	0.01
	0.16**
	0.12
	0.06
	0.12*

	 Gender
	0.15
	0.03
	0.26***
	0.00
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.88
	0.25
	0.20***

	Step 1
	R2 = .07
	R2 = .04
	R2 = .07

	
	F(3, 279) = 7.49***
	F(3, 279) = 3.58*
	F(3, 279) = 7.51***

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.02
	0.01
	0.00
	0.16**
	0.06
	0.03
	0.13*

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.06
	0.01
	0.01
	0.11
	0.12
	0.06
	0.11

	 Gender
	0.13
	0.03
	0.23***
	0.02
	0.03
	0.03
	0.81
	0.28
	0.19**

	 Ext
	0.00
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.04
	0.07
	0.20
	0.02

	 Agr
	0.10
	0.03
	0.18**
	-0.17
	0.03
	-0.33***
	-0.65
	0.27
	-0.16*

	 Csc
	0.06
	0.03
	0.13*
	-0.01
	0.03
	-0.03
	0.58
	0.25
	0.16*

	 Ner
	-0.02
	0.02
	-0.06
	0.04
	0.02
	0.11
	0.14
	0.20
	0.05

	 Opn
	0.02
	0.03
	0.03
	-0.03
	0.03
	-0.06
	-0.42
	0.25
	-0.11

	Step 2
	R2 = .17
	R2 = .20
	R2 = .12

	
	F(8, 274) = 6.79***
	F(8, 274) = 8.34***
	F(8, 274) = 4.58***

	
	F(5, 274) = 5.97***
	F(5, 274) = 10.66***
	F(5, 274) = 2.67*

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.02
	0.01
	0.00
	0.14*
	0.05
	0.03
	0.10

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.09
	0.01
	0.01
	0.11
	0.14
	0.07
	0.14*

	 Gender
	0.12
	0.04
	0.21***
	0.02
	0.03
	0.03
	0.84
	0.29
	0.19**

	 Ext
	0.00
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.03
	0.07
	0.20
	0.02

	 Agr
	0.09
	0.03
	0.18**
	-0.17
	0.03
	-0.32***
	-0.65
	0.27
	-0.16*

	 Csc
	0.07
	0.03
	0.16*
	-0.01
	0.03
	-0.02
	0.55
	0.25
	0.15*

	 Ner
	-0.02
	0.03
	-0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.11
	0.12
	0.21
	0.05

	 Opn
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	-0.03
	0.03
	-0.07
	-0.41
	0.25
	-0.11

	 Ext x SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.09
	0.05
	0.14

	 Ext x ACEs
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.05
	0.09
	0.04

	 Agr x SES
	0.01
	0.01
	0.12
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.07
	-0.05
	0.06
	-0.06

	 Agr x ACEs
	0.03
	0.02
	0.12
	-0.01
	0.02
	-0.02
	-0.07
	0.17
	-0.03

	 Csc x SES
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.07
	0.02
	0.06
	0.03

	 Csc x ACEs
	-0.02
	0.02
	-0.11
	-0.01
	0.02
	-0.04
	0.02
	0.13
	0.01

	 Ner x SES
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.09
	0.01
	0.04
	0.02

	 Ner x ACEs
	0.01
	0.01
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	-0.09
	0.08
	-0.09

	 Opn x SES
	0.01
	0.01
	0.07
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	-0.11
	0.06
	-0.11

	 Opn x ACEs
	0.01
	0.01
	0.05
	0.01
	0.01
	0.07
	-0.13
	0.12
	-0.08

	Step 3
	R2 = .20
	R2 = .21
	R2 = .15

	
	F(18, 264) = 3.59***
	F(18, 264) = 3.99***
	F(18, 264) = 2.49***

	
	F(10, 264) = 1.02, ns
	F(10, 264) = 0.61, ns
	F(10, 264) = .59, ns


Table 1S
Parent Big Five Domains and Contextual Factors as Predictors of Parenting
Note. Presented values are from all steps of the hierarchical regression analyses (N = 283). Predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: Gender, SES, and ACEs, Step 2: Parent Big Five domains, Step 3: The five interaction terms of SES and Big Five and five interaction terms of ACEs and Big Five. Ext = Extraversion, Agr = Agreeableness, Csc = Conscientiousness, Ner = Neuroticism, Opn = Openness. 
^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 2S
Parent Dark Triad Domains and Contextual Factors as Predictors of Parenting
	
	Warmth
	Hostility
	Control

	Predictors
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.05
	0.01
	0.00
	0.13*
	0.06
	0.03
	0.12*

	 ACEs
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.09
	0.02
	0.01
	0.16**
	0.12
	0.06
	0.12*

	 Gender
	0.15
	0.03
	0.26***
	0.00
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.88
	0.25
	0.20***

	Step 1
	R2 = .07
	R2 = .04
	R2 = .07

	
	F(3, 279) = 7.49***
	F(3, 279) = 3.58*
	F(3, 279) = 7.51***

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.04
	0.01
	0.00
	0.15*
	0.06
	0.03
	0.12*

	 ACEs
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.06
	0.09
	0.06
	0.09

	 Gender
	0.08
	0.04
	0.14*
	0.08
	0.04
	0.15*
	0.91
	0.30
	0.21**

	 Psy
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.11
	0.01
	0.01
	0.16
	0.06
	0.06
	0.09

	 Mac
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.13
	0.01
	0.01
	0.14
	0.04
	0.06
	0.06

	 NNe
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.10
	0.01
	0.00
	0.17**
	0.03
	0.02
	0.10

	 Ant
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.16
	0.00
	0.00
	0.18*
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.08

	 AgE
	0.00
	0.00
	0.13*
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.10
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.02

	Step 2
	R2 = .17
	R2 = .19
	R2 = .09

	
	F(8, 274) = 7.26***
	F(8, 274) = 8.25***
	F(8, 274) = 3.57***

	
	F(5, 274) = 6.87***
	F(5, 274) = 10.67***
	F(5, 274) = 1.17, ns

	 SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.03
	0.01
	0.00
	0.12*
	0.05
	0.03
	0.10

	 ACEs
	-0.02
	0.01
	-0.13
	0.01
	0.01
	0.09
	0.08
	0.07
	0.08

	 Gender
	0.06
	0.04
	0.11
	0.08
	0.04
	0.14*
	0.87
	0.31
	0.20**

	 Psy
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.12
	0.01
	0.01
	0.16
	0.05
	0.06
	0.07

	 Mac
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.13
	0.01
	0.01
	0.15
	0.06
	0.06
	0.08

	 NNe
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.08
	0.01
	0.00
	0.15**
	0.03
	0.02
	0.10

	 Ant
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.20*
	0.00
	0.00
	0.18*
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.09

	 AgE
	0.00
	0.00
	0.15*
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.11
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.02

	 Psy x SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.15
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.10

	 Psy x ACEs
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.21*
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.06
	-0.01
	0.04
	-0.03

	 Mac x SES
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.05
	0.00
	0.00
	0.04
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01

	 Mac x ACEs
	0.01
	0.00
	0.32***
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.13

	 NNe x SES
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.05
	0.00
	0.00
	0.10
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01

	 NNe x ACEs
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.03
	0.00
	0.01
	-0.04

	 Ant x SES
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.08
	0.00
	0.00
	0.16
	0.00
	0.00
	0.13

	 Ant x ACEs
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.11
	0.00
	0.00
	0.12
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.10

	 AgE x SES
	0.00
	0.00
	0.07
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.03
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.04

	 AgE x ACEs
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.05
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02

	Step 3
	R2 = .23
	R2 = .22
	R2 = .11

	
	F(18, 264) = 4.37***
	F(18, 264) = 4.20***
	F(18, 264) = 1.88*

	
	F(10, 264) = 1.87*
	F(10, 264) = 0.97, ns
	F(10, 264) = 0.57, ns


Note. Presented values are from all steps of the hierarchical regression analyses (N = 283). Predictors were entered as follows: Step 1: SES and ACEs, Step 2: Parent Dark Triad domains, Step 3: The five interaction terms of SES and Dark Triad and five interaction terms of ACEs and Dark Triad. Psy = Psychopathy, Mac = Machiavellianism, NNe = Narcissistic Neuroticism, Ant = Antagonism, AgE = Agentic Extraversion. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Figure 1S
A. ACEs Moderate the Association Between Paternal Conscientiousness and Warmth, F(3, 150) = 7.78, p < .001, R2 = 0.13; F(1, 150) = 6.43, p < .013. Two ACEs: b = 0.10, SE = 0.03, p < .006; Four ACEs: b = 0.01, SE = 0.06, ns.
B. ACEs Moderate the Association Between Paternal Machiavellianism and Warmth, F(3, 150) = 9.68, p < .001, R2 = 0.16; F(1, 150) = 11.07, p < .002. Two ACEs: b = -0.02, SE = 0.01, p < .014; Four ACEs: b = 0.01, SE = 0.01, ns.
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Figure 2S
SES Moderates the Association Between Maternal Extraversion and Control, F(3, 125) = 3.76, p < .013, R2 = 0.08; F(1, 125) = 6.97, p < .010. Low SES: b = -1.12, SE = 0.51, p < .032; High SES: b = 1.15, SE = 0.52, p < .030.
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