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PREFACE 

 

This thesis is submitted for the degree of Master of Arts in Clinical Psychology at the Doğuş 

University. The research described herein was conducted under the supervision of Assistant 

Proffessor Dr. Hasan Galip Bahçekapılı between March 2014 and January 2016. This study 

is an original, unpublished, and independent work by the author.  

 

This work aims to explore the relationships between Dark Triad personality traits, love 

attitudes, attachment and relationship satisfaction. In order to examine gender differences, 

independent sample t-test was used. Relationship status differences was examined by 

conducting a series of One-Way between subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA). Pearson’s 

Correlation Analysis used to assess the relationship between Dark Triad traits, love attitudes, 

attachment dimensions and relationship satisfaction. A hierarchical regression analysis was 

performed to predict individuals’ relationship satisfaction scores from Machiavellianism, 

narcissism, psychopathy, attachment anxiety, avoidance, and love attitudes. A path analysis 

was conducted to test the proposed model indicating the associations between dark triad 

personality characteristics and relationship satisfaction via attachment dimensions and love 

attitudes. 
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ABSTRACT 

 

PREDICTING RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION: DARK TRIAD PERSONALITY 

TRAITS, LOVE ATTITUDES, ATTACHMENT DIMENSIONS 

 

 

Uysal, Aşkım Nur 

M.A., Department of Psychology 

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Hasan Galip Bahçekapılı 

January 2016 

 

The present study aimed to investigate the role of dark triad personality traits (narcissism, 

Machiavellianism and psychopathy), love attitudes and attachment dimensions (attachment 

anxiety and attachment avoidance) on relationship satisfaction. The sample of the study 

composed of 336 (131 males, 205 female) university students with an age range between 19 

to 43 years. The participants completed Experiences in Close Relationships Scale-Revised, 

Relationship Assessment Scale, Short Dark Triad Questionnaire, and Love Attitudes Scale. 

Regression analyses were conducted in order to find out the predictors of relationship 

satisfaction. Results showed that psychopathy, attachment anxiety, and ludus love style 

negatively predicted relationship satisfaction, whereas attachment avoidance positively 

predicted relationship satisfaction. Regression analysis suggested that there might be 

potential mediators, therefore a path analysis was performed to test the proposed model and 

to examine the associations between dark triad personality characteristics and relationship 

satisfaction via attachment dimensions and love attitudes. Results revealed significant 

pathways. Machiavellianism was found to be positive predictor of attachment anxiety, which 

in turn predicted increased ludus and lessened relationship satisfaction. Results also revealed 



 

that narcissism was inversely associated with attachment anxiety; in turn it predicted ludus 

and relationship satisfaction, respectively. The results were discussed in terms of potential 

limitations and importance for future research. 

 

Keywords: Relationship Satisfaction, Dark Triad, Attachment anxiety, Attachment 

avoidance, Love Styles, Love Attitudes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

ÖZ 

 

 

İLİŞKİ DOYUMUNUN KARANLIK ÜÇLÜ KİŞİLİK ÖZELLİKLERİ, AŞK BİÇİMLERİ 

VE BAĞLANMA BOYUTLARI TARAFINDAN YORDANMASI 

 

 

 

 

Uysal, Aşkım Nur 

 

Yüksek Lisans, Psikoloji 

 

Danışman: Yrd. Doç. Dr. Hasan Galip Bahçekapılı 

 

 

Ocak, 2016 

 

Bu araştırmada, karanlık üçlü kişilik özelliklerinin (narsisizm, makyavelizm, ve psikopati), 

aşk biçimlerinin ve bağlanma boyutlarının (kaçınma ve kaygı) ilişki doyumu üzerindeki 

etkisini incelemek amaçlanmıştır. Araştırmadaki örneklem, 131’si erkek, 205’i kadın olmak 

üzere 336 üniversite öğrencisinden oluşmaktadır. Katılımcıların yaş aralıkları 19 ve 43 

arasındadır.  Katılımcılar, Yakın İlişkilerde Yaşantılar Envanteri – II, İlişki Doyumu Ölçeği, 

Kısa Karanlık Üçlü Ölçeği ve Aşka İlişkin Tutumlar Ölçeği’ni doldurmuşlardır. 

İlişki doyumunun yordayıcılarını belirlemek amacıyla regresyon analizleri uygulanmıştır. 

Sonuçlar, psikopati, bağlanma kaygısı boyutunun ve “oyun gibi” aşk biçiminin ilişki 

doyumunu negatif yönde yordadığını, kaçınma boyutunun ise ilişki doyumunu pozitif yönde 

yordadığını göstermiştir. Bunun yanında, regresyon analizleri aracı rol oynayan faktörler 

olabileceğini göstermiş, karanlık üçlü kişilik özelliklerinin aşk biçimleri ve bağlanma 



 

boyutların aracılığıyla ilişki doyumunu nasıl etkilediğini görmek için yol analizi yapılmıştır. 

Sonuçlar bir takım anlamlı ilişkiler dizisi göstermiştir. Makyavelizmin bağlanma kaygısı 

boyutunu pozitif yönde yordadığı, buna bağlı olarak bağlanma kaygısının da oyun gibi aşk 

biçimini pozitif yönde ve ilişki doyumunu negatif yönde yordadığı bulunmuştur. Sonuçlar 

ayrıca narsisizmin bağlanma kaygısı ile, buna bağlı olarak da sırasıyla oyun tipi aşk biçimi 

ve ilişki doyumu ile ters olarak ilişkili olduğunu göstermiştir. Araştırmanın sonuçları, 

potansiyel sınırlılıkları ve gelecek araştırmalar için önemi çerçevesinde tartışılmıştır.  

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: İlişki Doyumu, Karanlık Üçlü, Bağlanma Kaygısı, Kaçınma, Aşk 

Biçimleri,  Aşka İlişkin Tutumlar. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Being capable of love is one of the most important aspect of our nature. Having healthy 

intimate relationships are essential for general psychological well-being. This research 

aimed to explore the influence of particular personality characteristics -known as Dark 

Triad-, love styles and attachment dimensions on relationship satisfaction, for the better 

understanding of the factors interfering with healthy and satisfactory relationships. 

Many research revealed the importance of good, healthy relationships and great degrees of 

relationship satisfaction, as they increase psychological well-being, and linked with better 

physical and mental health (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, Guerrero, Anderson & Afifi, 201l).  

Research indicated that are many underlying psychological processes that influence the 

relationship quality, such as personality traits (Bradbury & Karney, 2004), attitudes toward 

love (Morrow, Clark & Brock, 1995) and attachment (Simpson, 1990). 

Regarding relationship satisfaction, one important area to study has been the examination of 

love styles, which refers to six different types of attitude toward love (Lee, 1973). Another 

important concept related to relationship satisfaction is adult attachment. Attachment 

motivates us to create affectionate bonds with others, throughout our lifespan (Bowlby, 

1982). 

Recently, a new constellation of particular personality characteristics emerged in literature, 

namely, The Dark Triad. The Dark Triad refers to an assemblage of three characteristics: 

subclinical narcissism, Machiavellianism and subclinical psychopathy (Paulhus & Williams, 

2002). 

It is important to study the potential factors related to relationship satisfaction to learn more 

about improving relationships. Although previous research investigated the associations 

between adult attachment dimensions and love attitudes related to relationship satisfaction 

(Fricker & Moore, 2002), there were not any research investigated the joint influences of 

Dark Triad traits, attachment dimensions, and love attitudes on romantic relationship 

satisfaction. At present, the extent to which dark triad traits, attachment dimensions and love 



 

attitudes are associated with the satisfaction in adult romantic relationships is not clear, and 

it is also not clear that how these relationship related elements are associated with 

relationship satisfaction in Turkey.  

1.1 Introducing the Key Concepts 

1.1.1 Narcissism 

1.1.1.1 Origins of Narcissism in Mythology and Psychology 

The origin of the term “narcissism” comes from Greek mythology, the story of Roman poet 

Ovid, about Narcissus. Narcissus is a very good looking young man who disdains the ones 

who fell in love with him and rejects many potential lovers, because in his eyes nobody 

matches him and none were worthy of him. One of the ones he spurns is the cursed nymph 

Echo, named after the fact that she can only echo the other people’s sounds because of the 

curse. After Narcissus rejects Echo, the gods grow tired of his behavior and they make him 

not recognize his own reflection and fall in love with himself in the waters of a spring. When 

he realized that the reflection cannot reciprocate his feelings, he dies out of misery. 

Narcissism as a psychological concept was first brought in by Ellis (1898) to psychoanalytic 

theory. Ellis introduced narcissism to the psychiatry, by realizing the similarity between the 

myth of Narcissus to the concept of “auto-eroticism”, which he observed in a patient and 

refers to being sexually attracted to oneself. Later, Freud (1914/1957) utilized the term to 

describe extreme levels of love for oneself and self-centeredness. His presentation of 

narcissism was different than Ellis, because Freud presented narcissism by highlighting its 

importance on normal human development and normal adult psychology, as well as its 

importance in psychopathology. He theorized that narcissism was a normal part of 

developmental pathway, before the libidinal energy is invested to other people, instead of 

themselves. Freud argued an individual’s libidinal energy is limited, and can be directed 

toward only oneself or the others at the same time. Thus, he believed that the progression 

from primary narcissism to object love results in a decrease in self-regard. A healthy 

relationship is reciprocal, and because of the fact that both people invest their libidinal 

energy into the other, none of them experiences a loss. However, when the individual’s object 

of love doesn’t return the investment, a regression to the unhealthy state of narcissism 



 

occurs, which is called as “secondary narcissism”, which serves as a compensatory 

mechanism, in order to love and gratify oneself. 

In his famous monograph On Narcissism: An Introduction (1914/1957), Freud differentiated 

between two types of individual experiences of love. He explained that the “anaclitic” or 

attachment-type individuals focus their love outward, preferably to love objects that are 

reminiscent of early attachment figures. On the other hand, narcissistic-type individuals 

focus their love inward, toward the self. In other words, Freud was explaining that love could 

be about the connection with the other (anaclitic), or about the self (narcissistic). 

He later suggested that narcissism is a personality variable which usually gets others’ 

attention, and characterized by being independent, self-preserved, confident, and inability to 

love or commit (Freud, 1931/1950).  

Later, Karen Horney (1939/1966) described the concept of narcissism as “self-inflation”. 

She argued that narcissism indicates love and admiration for self when there is no basis for 

doing so. She indicated that admire and value oneself for actual qualities is real self- esteem. 

Horney shared the idea of the origin of narcissism comes from not getting adequate love by 

parents. She suggested that the unloved child creates a false and inflated self to get 

admiration. She believed that narcissism derives from not being able to love self or others, 

and the excessive self-love of a narcissist is just a display, and not real, in contrast with 

Freud’s theory that narcissistic people invest all their love to themselves thus cannot give it 

to others.    

Years after the expanded conceptualization of narcissism by Freud and Horney, Kohut and 

Kernberg provide improvements to understanding of narcissistic personality. Heinz Kohut 

(1971, 1977) narcissism occurs due to inadequate mirroring and idealization from caregivers 

.He argued that pathology emerges if the infant could not properly develop self-assertive 

ambitions or internalized values and ideals.  

Kernberg (1975) emphasized the difference between pathological narcissism and normal 

adult narcissism, describing that normal narcissism includes a realistic self-concept as a 

combination of good and bad, not an unrealistically perfect self-image. Kernberg indicated 



 

that a pathological narcissist avoids depending on others, and display emotional coldness, 

and self-love serves a defense mechanism protects them from frustration and fear of 

abandonment that comes from early childhood. 

1.1.1.2 Subclinical Narcissism and Measurement 

Narcissistic Personality Disorder definition in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 

Mental Disorders—5 (DSM–5; APA, 2013) includes need for admiration, lack of empathy, 

and grandiosity. In the past years, many studies revealed that narcissism is more of a 

continuum than a dimensional construct (e. g., Raskin & Hall, 1979; Samuel & Widiger, 

2008), therefore, it was started to be studied in normal populations, as a subclinical trait (e.g., 

Miller & Campbell, 2008).  

Narcissism has been studied as a personality characteristic since Freud (1931/1950), first 

described a narcissistic type person. Finally, Henry Murray (1938) developed the first 

measurement instrument for narcissism, which he named as “Narcism Scale”.  Later, Raskin 

& Hall developed Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; 1979), the most popular scale 

regarding narcissism. Many researchers have been shortened the inventory in later studies 

(e.g. Raskin & Terry, 1988; Rose, 2002). The NPI was designed based on DSM definition, 

but it enlighted a new path in the study of narcissism, because it was also applicable to be 

used in normal population. 

Although the validation studies of NPI was conducted in clinical settings (Prifitera & Ryan, 

1984), the results revealed that NPI indicates higher functioning than other narcissism 

inventories specified for clinic environments (Wink & Gough, 1990).  

1.1.2 Machiavellianism: Origins of the Term and Measurement 

The term Machiavellianism is originally inspired from Niccolo Machiavelli, who was 

Medici family’s chief political advisor in the 16th century. Machiavelli wrote about his 

counselling advices to maintain political control in his book The Prince (1513/1968), 

including the practice of manipulation and deceit to maintain political control and reach 

personal goals in public life. Based on his strategic, self-serving advices, the term 



 

‘Machiavellian’ has become a concept synonymous with cunning and deceit. After four 

centuries, the personality psychologist Richard Christie, realized that these strategies of 

Machiavelli had also parallells with daily social behavior. Based on his writings, Christie 

and Geis (1970) identified an individual who successfully uses manipulation to achieve 

personal goals, and they use the term Machiavellianism to identify this type of interpersonal 

behavior.   

Machiavellist people behave toward others in a manner that is manipulative, goal-oriented, 

and exploitative, and they have a sensitive, cynical view toward others, and pragmatic 

morality (Ali, Amorim, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2009; McIlwain, 2003). Machiavellians’ 

world view includes strategical tactics and behaviours (McIllwain, 2003).  

Machiavellian people do not care about conventional morality and perform deception tactics 

in order to achieve personal rewards, and they also use deception to prevent others’ benefits 

(Wilson, Near, & Miller, 1996). Research revealed their unability to recognize other people’s 

emotions (McIlwain, 2003), and they are not affected by emotional situations and they can 

keep their aloof attitude (McIlwain, 2003; Wilson, Near, & Miller, 1996).  

Christie and Geis (1970) published a book including questionnaires developed by Christie, 

to reveal individual differences in Machiavellianism. Among these measures, the most well-

known and widely used one has become the Mach IV. Later, Mach V, was designed to be an 

improved version, but it was more problematic than expected (Wrightsman, 1991), therefore, 

Mach IV was continued to be broadly used for measurement of Machiavellianism. 

1.1.3 Psychopathy  

1.1.3.1 The Construct of Psychopathy and Measurement 

The term psychopathy similar to our modern description as personality disorder was 

originated in Cleckley's The Mask of Sanity (1941/1988) in which he discussed the core 

aspects of psychopathy and summarized the characteristics of psychopaths: “superficial 

charm and above average intelligence, absence of delusions or other signs of irrational 

thinking, absence of nervousness or psychoneurotic manifestations, unreliability, 

untruthfulness and insincerity, lack of remorse and shame, inadequately motivated and 



 

poorly planned antisocial behavior, poor judgment and failure to learn from 

experience,  pathological egocentricity and an incapacity for love and attachment, general 

poverty in major affective reactions, specific loss of insight, general interpersonal 

unresponsiveness, fantastic and uninviting behavior --such as vulgarity, rudeness, quick 

mood shifts--, after drinking and sometimes even when not drinking, suicide rarely carried 

out, impersonal and poorly integrated sex life, and failure to follow any life plan” (Cleckley, 

1941/1988).  

Generally, the characteristics that Cleckley defined still preserve their importance in today’s 

description of psychopathy, except for high intelligence, absence of delusions/irrational 

thinking, and suicide rarely carried out (Hare, 2003; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996). Later, the 

Psychopathy Checklist (PCL) was developed by Hare (1980), and it has created a milestone 

in psychopathy research. It was designed to identify forensic psychopaths. PCL and revised 

version (PCLR; Hare, 1991/2003) have been considered as the pioneers of forthcoming 

instruments assessing psychopathy (Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2006; Williams, Paulhus, & Hare, 

2007). Hare’s (1980) PCL instrument did not involve an item about Cleckley’s low anxiety 

(nervousness), as Hare noted that Cleckley's item was unrelated to the other core elements 

of psychopathy in validation studies. Later, Hare (2003) indicated that the researches 

demonstrate that self-reported anxiety and fear had weak and mostly negative correlations 

with PCL-R scores. 

Afterwards, the Self-Report Psychopathy Scale was developed by Hare, as a self-report form 

of PCL (SRP; Hare, 1985). SRP-III (Paulhus et al., in press) was developed as a current 

version of SRP. The four PCL-R factors have four factors which corresponds with four 

factors of SRP-III (Williams et al2007). Williams and colleagues (2007) found that SRP-III 

have good reliability and validity. 

1.1.3.2 Subclinical Psychopathy and Measurement 

Many researches have suggested that psychopathy, which is characterized by emotional 

shallowness, manipulation in interpersonal relationships, and antisocial behavior, can predict 

many behavioral outcomes in forensic settings (Salekin, Rogers, & Sewell, 1996). While 

there are many researches about the individual differences –regarding behavior and 



 

personality- of psychopath and non-psychopath criminals (Newman & Schmitt, 1998; Rice, 

Harris, & Cormier, 1992; Smith & Newman, 1990), another literature has begun to emerge 

about self-reported psychopathic traits in normal populations (e.g., Benning, Patrick, 

Blonigen, Hicks, & Iacono, 2005; Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995). 

As seen in the early psychopathy literature, which encompasses many studies using the PCL-

R to assess psychopathy specifically in forensic populations, the construct of psychopathy 

has generally been linked with antisocial and criminal behaviour, although years ago 

Cleckley (1941/1988) emphasized psychopathy do not have to essentially include antisocial 

behaviour, and antisocial behavior is not synonymous with psychopathology. Recently, 

Skeem & Cooke (2010) also emphasized that criminal behaviour is not the definitive feature 

of psychopathy. This point of view led the way toward developing self-report instruments 

that can be applicable to the nonclinical and noncriminal population, and researching about 

psychopathy as a personality trait in normal populations (Benning et al, 2005). There are 

three well-known measurements of self-reported subclinical psychopathy: Levenson's 

Primary and Secondary Psychopathy Scales (LPSP; Levenson et al., 1995), the Psychopathic 

Personality Inventory-Revised (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) and the Self-Report 

Psychopathy III (SRP-III; Paulhus, Neumann, & Hare, in press).  

The LPSP was developed to assess primary and secondary psychopathy in civil populations. 

The PPI was developed by Lilienfeld & Andrews (1996) generally based on Cleckley's 

description, to assess the prototypical personality characteristics of psychopathy, not the 

antisocial behavior features in PCL-R Factor 2.  

The newest version of Self-Report Psychopathy Scale (Hare, 1985), the SRP-III (Paulhus et 

al., in press) is also one of the popular instruments used for measurement of subclinical 

psychology. 

1.1.1.4 Dark Triad: As A Constellation Of  Three Dark Traits 

Paulhus and Williams (2002) were the first researchers who emphasized the concept of ‘Dark 

Triad’, a constellation of three personality traits that are distinct but also have some similar 

qualities, namely narcissism, Machiavellianism and subclinical psychopathy. It refers to the 



 

variables which are in the subclinical range, that do not require clinical attention. The 

development of measurement instruments of subclinical narcissism starting with NPI 

(Raskin & Hall, 1979) and subclinical psychopathy with SRP (Hare, 1991) has enabled 

research of the three dark personality variables in normal populations.  

Narcissism shifted from clinical literature into the mainstream personality research when 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory was published (Raskin & Hall, 1979). The consistency 

between the subclinical version and the clinical definition made this transfer smoother 

(Campbell & Foster, 2007).  

Ray & Ray (1982) has anticipated that psychopathy will transfer into the mainstream 

personality literature when the only questionnaire for psychopathy was the one within the 

MMPI.  Psychopathy is identified by low empathy with high levels of impulsivity and thrill-

seeking (Hare, 1985; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996). Even when it is subclinical, psychopathy 

is still considered as the most dangerous and malign trait of the Dark Triad concept 

(Rauthmann, 2012). 

On the other hand, Machiavellianism has never been considered as a clinical syndrome. It 

has derived from the notes of Machiavelli, which represents cynical, pragmatic and 

manipulative behavior in order to reach success and personal goals (Christie & Geis, 1970).  

Although these traits -narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy- had distinct origins, 

there are overlapping elements, as all three include a dark character with socially undesirable 

nature with behavioral dispositions such as emotional coldness, grandiosity, aggressiveness 

and manipulation (Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  

McHoskey and colleagues (1998) reported that psychopathy and Machiavellianism may co-

occur in non-clinical populations. Recently, a study by Nathanson & Paulhus (2006) 

including anonymous revenge anecdotes revealed that there is a significant overlap between 

The Mach IV and subclinical psychopathy measures (McHoskey, Worzel, & Szyarto, 1998; 

Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Morever, the correlation between revenge and 

Machiavellianism was entirely derived from the overlapping of Mach and subclinical 

psychopathy (Nathanson & Paulhus, 2006). 



 

The association between psychopathy and narcissism has been reported in the clinical 

literature (Hart & Hare, 1998). Gustafson & Ritzer’s (1995) research provided empirical 

evidence for the overlap of narcissism and psychopathy. Another studies indicated a positive 

correlation between psychopathy and narcissism, which encompasses grandiosity, 

superiority, entitlement, and dominance (Lee & Ashton, 2005; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). 

These correlations lead the questioning about Dark Triad members: if they are separate 

constructs, why they are always found to be positively associated no matter what 

measurement instrument was used. Paulhus & Williams (2002) noted that this possibly 

derives from an underlying element that is common for three constructs (Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002). Jones & Paulhus’ (2011a) further research revealed that callousness is the 

common element and the core of the triad. Research indicated that callousness (low 

empathy) appears to be having close relationship with using manipulation and exploitation 

in interpersonal settings (Miller et al., 2010).  

There are two multivariate instruments to measure Dark Triad personality traits: Dirty Dozen 

(Jonason & Webster, 2010), and the Short Dark Triad (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). The results 

of these two scales are generally similar, however, 27 items of Short Dark Triad enhances its 

validity comparing to 12 items of Dirty Dozen (Maples, Lamkin, & Miller, 2014). Also, the 

intercorrelations among narcissism, Machiavellianism and psychopathy subscales are lower 

in Short Dark Triad, implying the better differentiation of overlapping constructs. Short Dark 

Triad was found to be have more predictive power, comparing to Dirty Dozen (Egan, 2012; 

Jones & Paulhus, 2014; Lee et al., 2013). 

1.1.2 Introducing Love Attitudes 

1.1.2.1 Early Theories of Love & Lee’s Colors of Love 

Paulo Coelho said in his novel The Zahir: A Novel of Obsession, “Love is an untamed force. 

When we try to control it, it destroys us. When we try to imprison it, it enslaves us. When 

we try to understand it, it leaves us feeling lost and confused.” (p. 79). Love has been a part 

of being human, it is a primitive function of humanity, thus, throughout history, love has 

been one of the primary topics for many philosophers, authors, and poets. Despite its 

intriguing nature, the difficulty of operationally defining love has challenged researchers.  



 

During the past decade, love finally has gained importance as a respectable study area for 

psychologists, and studies have gained a rise to understand the depth of love and how it 

affects human interaction (e.g. Kelley, 1983; Rubin, 1984, as cited in Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986). Researchers began to propose theories of love which describes different types of love, 

beginning with describing passionate love, and later adding companionate love, altruistic 

love, and pragmatic love (Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Walster & Walster, 1978; Kelley, 

1983; as cited in Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). Sternberg (1986) developed the well-known 

triangular theory of love, in which love is categorized on three dimensions as intimacy 

(feelings of closeness and affection), passion (the arousal that you experience when you are 

attracted to another person), and commitment (desire to maintain a relationship over time). 

He claimed that different love styles base on these three components, and emphasized that a 

relationship including two or more of these components is stronger than including only one. 

One approach to understand the concept of love and different types of love, was proposed 

by Lee (1973/1976), who claimed a typology of six distinct love styles, each given a Greek 

name. Lee’s first primary love style is Eros, which describes romantic, passionate love. The 

individuals who have this love style are driven by passion in romantic relationships. The 

second primary love style is Ludus, game-playing love, which implicates a tendency to 

deceive, aversion to commitment and emotional involvement, and willingness to seek other 

potential partners when in a relationship. The last primary love style is named as Storge, 

friendship love, which refers to slow-developing relationship based on trust and 

companionship. First of Lee’s three main secondary styles is Mania, possessive love, which 

is dominated by a possessive, dependent attitude toward partner, involving feelings of 

jealousy. Another secondary love style is Pragma, which can be explained as logical and 

pragmatic, shopping list kind of love, based on suitability and practicality over emotional 

involvement. The third and final secondary love style is Agape, which describes self-

sacrificing love. These individuals regard the best interest of the partner, and sacrifice their 

own desires and needs. Lee suggested that these secondary styles can be considered as base 

primary elements of pairs of three primary styles, but they are also distinct types of love. In  

other words, each of them are compounds of a pair of the primary love styles (Pragma is a 

compound of Storge and Ludus, Mania is a compound of Eros and Ludus, and Agape is a 

compound of Eros and Storge) but they each are also qualitatively different from each of the 



 

primary styles (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986).  

Lee’s typography of love is important because it embodies the earlier proposed theories of 

love, and provides theoretical basis for developing scales to measure these six distinct love 

styles (e.g.: Hatkoff & Lasswell, 1979, as cited in Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). Lee's 

research provided basis for the development of a 50-item true/false questionnaire to examine 

these love styles (Hatkoff & Lasswell, 1979; as cited in Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). 

However, further research (Hendrick, Hendrick, Foote, & Slapion-Foote, 1984) combining 

the items in Lasswells' questionnaire with new Likert-type items, revealed some problems 

about factor structure of three main love styles (Eros, Ludus, and Storge), as they didn’t 

emerge as separate factors and tend to combine with another love style, triggered studies to 

develop a new measurement instrument for love attitudes.  Hendrick & Hendrick (1986) 

developed Love Attitudes Scale (LAS), a 42-item-questionnaire with 6 subscales 

representing Lee’s six distinct love styles. Love Attitudes Scale has been used for many 

researches about attitudes toward love, and the initial studies generally focused on 

differences between men and women. 

Previous studies about love styles frequently revealed sex differences. Generally, men were 

found to be more Erotic and Ludic lovers than women, whereas women reported more 

Pragma and Mania than men (e.g. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1995). In other words, men are 

more likely to have romantic and game-playing attitudes, whereas women tend to be 

pragmatic and possessive. Another previous study of Hendrick & Hendrick’s (1986) also 

revealed almost same results, as males scored higher on Ludus, and females scored higher 

on Storge, Pragma and Mania. These findings are indicating different behavioral tendencies 

of men and women in romantic settings.  

Frazier and Esterly (1990) reported that men were found to be more Ludic and Erotic lovers, 

however, results did not indicate that women score higher on Storge, Pragma and Mania. On 

the other hand, results revealed that men were significantly more Agapic than women. 

Although this finding contrasts with previous studies’ findings (e.g Hendrick et. al, 1984), 

later, another study conducted by Fricker and Moore (2002) reported similar findings. In 

general, men have more game-playing attitudes in romantic relationships, whereas women 

tend to have more practical, friendship and possessive styles. 



 

1.1.3 Adult Attachment 

1.1.3.1 Early Theories & Assessment 

Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969) was originally proposed as a general theory of 

personality development. He claimed that our early experiences and availability expectations 

regarding our caregiver shapes our “internal working models” of the self and significant 

others. 

According to Bowlby’s (1982) theory, attachment serves both an evolutionary role for the 

species and a developmental function for the individual.  The interactions between infant 

and caregiver develop into affect-laden schemas that guide the attached individual’s 

perceptions of self and others (so-called internal working models) and shape behaviors 

related to biological and psychological needs (Mikulincer et al., 2002). There are different 

categorizations regarding sense of security in adult attachment, such as Bartholomew’s 

(1990) model of “secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful attachment”; however, 

taxometric findings strongly support a latent dimensional structure of human attachment 

(Fraley & Waller, 1998); in turn, these findings prompted the development of multiple-item 

scales, which typically assess aspects of attachment anxiety and avoidance dimensionally 

(Fraley & Waller, 1998).  

As many attachment theorists explained (e.g Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987), 

experiences from early attachments with significant other are internalized to shape cognitive 

working models that guide individuals’ beliefs and expectations about later social 

interactions in life. If an individual fails to develop a secure attachment based on basic trust 

with the caregiver,  a compensatory adaptive strategy is needed in order to maintain an intact 

identity and a coherent self image (Bowlby, 1982). Ainsworth and her colleagues 

(Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978) suggested if an infant could not form a secure 

attachment to its caregivers in its early emotional development, it develops one of the two 

alternative adaptive strategies to compensate its lack of security, and form an Avoidant 

attachment or Anxious Ambivalent attachment. Research revealed that these attachment 

categories can be applicable to adult attachment as well (Hazan & Shaver 1987). Shaver & 

Mikulincer (2002) defined these three attachment styles as “systemic patterns of 

expectations, needs, emotions, emotion-regulation strategies, and social behaviour that result 



 

from the interaction of an innate attachment behavioural system” (p.134). 

The theory of attachment facilitates understanding the phenomenon of love in terms of 

personality and evolutionary psychology. As a theoretical framework, attachment theory 

gives a basis for the understanding human affectional bonds, including romantic 

relationships.  

Hazan and Shaver (1987, 1988) by focusing on the secure attachment, avoidant attachment 

and anxious/resistant attachment in their research, explained the typical romantic processes 

of adults and differences between styles of relating. Results revealed that the attachment 

styles of adults were similar to their infancy, which leads individual differences in 

experiencing love. Their attachment styles were related to childhood memories about 

relationships with parents and inner working models, which were shaped by the early 

childhood experiences with parents.  

Secure attachment in adulthood is characterized by trusting the partner and getting close 

without completely merging with another. These individuals considered “the self” as worthy 

of care, they feel comfortable about being dependent upon and being dependent on their 

partner, and they are not concerned with feeling of abandonment. (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). 

Anxiously attached adults experience great desire to merge with their partner, and have 

constant concerns about abandonment. They crave for emotional closeness and constant 

reassurance for partner’s love (Collins & Read, 1990). Individuals with avoidant attachment 

feel discomfort with intimacy and interdependence. They want to keep emotions at low 

intensity (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). 

Adult attachment is evaluated by two underlying dimensions, namely “attachment related 

anxiety and avoidance” (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). Anxiety, indicates constant 

rumination and worry about being abandoned or rejected by partner. On the other hand, 

avoidance indicates the extent of feeling comfortable with emotional intimacy and closeness 

with partner. People scoring high on this dimension are typically reluctant about investing 

in relationships and want to maintain emotional and psychological independence., Securely 

attached people score low on both dimensions (they are more comfortable with emotional 

intimacy and are not habitually concerned about abandonment or rejection). Research 



 

revealed that even though individuals score high on attachment anxiety want to be able to 

trust their partners, they are skeptical about trusting them completely. Therefore, they are 

likely to have low or moderate degrees of trust in romantic partners (Brennan, Clark & 

Shaver, 1998). 

1.1.4 Relationship Satisfaction 

1.1.4.1 Definition and Psychometric Assessment 

Relationship satisfaction is generally the most broadly studied variable in romantic 

relationship research literature.  There are many terms in previous researches that have been 

used to indicate the overall quality of a romantic relationship and are considered 

synonymous, such as marital (or relationship) satisfaction, happiness, quality, and 

adjustment (Heyman, Sayers, & Bellack, 1994).  Rusbult and collagues (1998, p.359) 

explained it as the “positive versus negative affect experienced in a relationship and is 

influenced by the extent to which a partner fulfils the individual’s most important needs”. 

Many research revealed that high levels of romantic relationship satisfaction increases well-

being (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Also, recent research revealed that good, healthy 

relationships are linked with better physical and mental health (Guerrero, Anderson & Afifi, 

201l). These findings lead the research focus upon the factors which are linked with healthy 

relationship satisfaction.  

Many components of romantic relationship has been studied in relation to relationship 

satisfaction. Because of the proposition that attachment manifest itself in close relationships 

and strongly connected to individual’s romantic attitude, research on relationship satisfaction 

generally includes attachment style (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1989; 

Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990).  Link between love and relationship satisfaction also 

has been investigated (Contreras et. al, 1996; De Andrade et. al., 2015) which revealed 

significant relationships between components of love and satisfaction, indicating that 

romantic love is an important predictor of relationship satisfaction. Hendrick, Dicke & 

Hendrick’s (1998) research yielded that attitude toward love and therefore, the love style of 

individual also has contribution to the satisfaction from the relationship. 



 

Relationship satisfaction has been generally measured by using self-report instruments to 

assess thoughts and feelings about relationship. The most popular measurement instruments 

of relationship quality include the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & 

Wallace, 1959), Spouse Observation Checklist (Patterson, 1976), Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

(Spanier, 1976), and Marital Satisfaction Inventory (Snyder, 1979). Although all of these are 

widely used, several of them are relatively long with more than two hundred items, which 

make them unpractical, and all of them are oriented to marital relationships. There was a 

need for a shorter and general measure of relationship satisfaction, and 7-item Relationship 

Assessment Scale was developed by Hendrick (1988). Relationship Assessment Scale 

includes items that are worded as not specific to marriages, thus, it can be applied to other 

forms of intimate relationships. 

1.2 Linking the Key Concepts 

1.2.1 Love Attitudes and Relationship Satisfaction 

Lee’s romantic love styles have been widely investigated in the literature and reported to be 

related with many consequences in everyday life, including relationship outcomes (e.g., 

relationship satisfaction, Davis & Latty-Mann, 1987; relationship longevity, Kimberly & 

Hans, 2012).  

Eros love style is characterized by passion and deep physical attraction. Results revealed 

that Erotic lovers report high emotional intimacy and satisfaction in their relationships 

(Davis & Latty-Mann, 1987; Hendrick, Hendrick & Adler, 1988). Eros lovers also have high 

level of concern for well-being of partner and high relationship investment, therefore they 

tend to demonstrate healthy and successful communication and self-disclosure skills 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987). Morrow and colleagues (1995) also reported that Erotic and 

Agapic lovers tend to find their romantic relationships more rewarding, more committed and 

more satisfying.  

Ludus is also characterized by intense sexual attraction, but it differs from Eros in lack of 

emotional intimacy. Ludus lovers prioritize personal satisfaction and having fun, and may 

be comfortable maintaining multiple partners simultaneously (Lee, 1973).  Hendrick et al. 

(1988) reported that Ludus love style indicated relationship dissatisfaction. Ludus love style 



 

is found to be negatively correlated with intimacy and commitment (Morrow, Clark & 

Brock, 1995) and Ludus love style is found to be associated with the least satisfaction in 

relationships (Meeks, Hendrick & Hendrick, 1998).  

Storge love is also known as friendship style of love, and storge lovers emphasize 

companionship and compatibility over physical attraction (Lee, 1973). Storge lovers 

indicated high levels of intimacy and relationship satisfaction (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1993; 

Meeks, Hendrick & Hendrick, 1998).  

As a secondary love style, Agape can be seen as a combination of two primary styles: Eros 

and Storge. It is characterized by sacrificing own desires and needs on behalf of the best 

interest of the partner (Lee, 1973; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986), and Agape lovers were 

found to be extremely forgiving, committed, and supportive partners (Hahn & Blass, 1997). 

Agape love is linked with high commitment, relationship satisfaction and intimacy (Lin & 

Huddleston-Casa, 2005; Hendrick, Hendrick & Adler, 1988; Morrow, Clark & Brock, 1995). 

Similar to Eros lovers, they have high levels of relationship investment and concern for 

partner’s well-being (Richardson et al., 1989). Individuals who are or have been in loving or 

committed relationships are more likely to adopt Agape love than those have never been in 

love (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986).  

Pragma love emphasizes on rational decision making about a relationship based on concerns 

such as personal and social compatibility, family values, or education over physical 

attraction (Hahn & Blass, 1997). Results demonstrated gender differences in characteristics 

of pragma lovers. For instance, Hendrick & Hendrick (1991) found that pragmatic females 

were more tend to pursue closeness in romantic relationships than males. Lower relationship 

satisfaction has been related with Pragma for men (Frazier & Esterly, 1990), and Morrow 

and colleagues (1995) reported that Pragma and Storge are linked with some relationship 

quality measures. This finding is inconsistent with some previous findings reported by others 

(Davis & Latty-Mann, 1987; Shaver & Hazan, 1988). In summary, there are not any findings 

indicating a direct correlation between Pragma love style and relationship satisfaction. 

Therefore, no significant association is expected between pragma and relationship 

satisfaction.  

Mania is characterized by rapid progression to intimacy, excessive preoccupation with one’s 



 

partner and constant need of great deal of attention and affection, and Mania lovers tend to 

be emotional, obsessive and jealous (Lee, 1973; Hahn and Blass, 1997). Hendrick, Hendrick 

& Adler (1988) found that Mania is more likely to result in a negative predictor of 

relationship satisfaction for women, than for their men counterparts.  

Overall, mostly studies have reported higher relationship satisfaction for Erotic and Agapic 

lovers, and lower for Ludic lovers (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996; Fricker & 

Moore, 2002).  

 

Büyükşahin and Hovardaoğlu’s (2004) study in Turkey revealed that Ludus is linked with 

lower relationship satisfaction, while Agape and Eros love styles are linked with higher 

relationship satisfaction. All these findings reveal that love style of an individual can have a 

profound impact on relationship satisfaction. 

 

1.2.2. Love Attitudes and Attachment  

As Hendrick & Hendrick (1989) emphasized, the attachment styles focus on two themes: 

trust and intimacy, while the love styles extend this focus with communication themes 

essential to love. They suggested that attachment styles are typically “the building blocks of 

interpersonal relationships” (Hendrick & Hendrick, p.792), whereas the love styles reflect 

the many beliefs and attitudes regarding love that result.  

Hazan & Shaver (1987) used the theory of attachment as a pathfinder to understand adult 

love. Based on the characteristics of Lee’s six love styles, Hazan and Shaver (1988) have 

argued this typology of love is corresponding to the three attachment styles. They claimed 

that Pragma and Storge were not qualified as romantic love forms; secure attachment would 

be associated with Eros and Agape, anxious-ambivalent attachment with Mania, and 

avoidant attachment with Ludus. Levy and Davis (1988) also reported similar findings, with 

positive relationships between Eros and Agape love styles-secure attachment, Ludus-

avoidant attachment, and Mania-anxious attachment. Another study by Hendrick & 

Hendrick (1989) used the same attachment items used by Hazan and Shaver (1987). In 

accordance with previous research, avoidant attachment was associated with Ludus, and 

anxious-ambivalence attachment style was associated with Mania. Moreover, an additional 

relationship was reported between avoidant attachment and Pragma (Hendrick & Hendrick, 



 

1989). On the other hand, later study by Fricker & Moore (2002) reported null findings for 

Ludus-avoidant attachment and Agape-secure attachment links. Also, previous studies 

reported that greater infidelity is linked with both avoidant (Feldman & Cauffman, 1999) 

and anxious attachment (Bogaert & Sadava, 2002). 

Another study of Hendricks et al. (1989) investigating gender differences in love styles, can 

also shed some light on gender differences in romantic attachment styles. Results revealed 

that indicating that there were no significant gender differences on Eros and Agape, 

however, men reported higher Ludic love style –which is related to avoidant attachment- 

than female participants.  Morrow et al. (1995) also reported similar findings, indicating that 

Eros and Agape lovers reported higher commitment, whereas Ludus lovers reported lower. 

Similar results were reported by others (Neto, 1993; Sprecher & Toro-Morn, 2002; Neto, 

2007). These finding demonstrates there are gender differences in attachment and love 

styles, which fundamentally can lead to differences in levels of relationship satisfaction.  

1.2.3 Attachment and Relationship Satisfaction 

Because of the fact that securely attached individuals are comfortable with emotional 

closeness and don’t experience feelings of abandonment, they tend to define their 

relationship as happy and positive (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1989), 

and they generally report greater trust, satisfaction, commitment and interdependence in 

their relationship (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990). 

Anxiously attached people usually idealizes their partner, but they feel uncertain about 

partner’s responsiveness, so they exhibit clingy and needy behavior. Their self worth is low, 

and they find it hard to believe their partners’ love toward them, so they habitually wait for 

reassurance from their partner. They tend to report lower interdependence, commitment, 

trust and relationship satisfaction in relationship (Simpson, 1990).  

Avoidantly attached individuals experience discomfort with emotional intimacy and 

closeness, thus, expectedly, they have difficulties about trusting and they expect that partners 

will be unresponsive. They report lower commitment, trust and relationship satisfaction 

(Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990). 

Mikulincer & Shaver’s (2007, as cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015) research revealed that the 



 

linkage between relationship satisfaction and attachment dimensions (anxiety and 

avoidance) is constructed by using one of the two underlying strategies called as 

“hyperactivation” or “deactivation” of attachment system. Attachment related anxiety acts 

on hyperactivation strategies including ruminating about negative life events and adopting 

emotion-focused coping strategies. As research supported, these hyperactivation strategies 

are highly correlated with high degrees of stress and low relationship satisfaction (Allison, 

Bartholomew, Mayless, & Dutton, 2008; Mikulincer & Florian, 1995, as cited in Harma & 

Sümer, 2015). Attachment avoidance, on the other hand, activates deactivation strategies 

that include fear of intimacy and avoiding to depend on other individuals. These individuals 

with high avoidance also do not feel comfortable about providing support to their partner, 

therefore, attachment avoidance is linked with relationship dissatisfaction (Feeney, 2008, as 

cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015).  

Studies showed that insecure attachment which includes high attachment anxiety or 

avoidance has been linked with romantic jealousy, greater partner aggression, and higher 

levels of reactivity and anger during conflict (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer, 1998, as 

cited in Miga et. al, 2010). Research revealed that both anxiously and avoidantly attached 

individuals reported lower satisfaction, commitment and trust in romantic relationships 

(Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990).  

 

 

Another research indicated that in contrast to securely attached ones, anxious individuals 

consider conflict as a threat toward relationship and their reactions include intense negative 

emotions (Paley, Cox, Burchinal, & Payne, 1999, as cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015) and 

behaviors that damage their relationship (Simpson, Rholes, & Philips, 1996, as cited in 

Harma & Sümer, 2015). This also might imply that individuals high on attachment anxiety 

are likely to be more dissatisfied in their relationship. Moreover, as Li & Chan (2012) noted, 

attachment anxiety was reported to be linked with more conflict in relationship, comparing 

to attachment avoidance. This finding might be derived from anxious individuals’ low threat 

threshold and their hypervigilance to problems in their relationship (Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2007, as cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015). Another explanation might be the high rejection 

sensitivity of highly anxious individuals, which makes them more inclined to perceive daily 

interactions as conflictual (Campbell, Simpson, Boldry, & Kashy, 2005, as cited in Harma 



 

& Sümer, 2015). On the other hand, Mikulincer and Florian’s (1998, as cited in Harma & 

Sümer, 2015) research revealed that avoidant individuals usually deactivate feelings related 

to attachment, therefore, they are less likely to perceive conflict in relationship and tend to 

withdraw, rather than engaging in disagreements. This might indicate that highly anxious 

individuals might report lower satisfaction than avoidant individuals.  

 

Previous research reveals that there are gender differences in predictive power of attachment 

anxiety and avoidance on relationship satisfaction. Both attachment dimensions seem to 

have almost equally associations with relationship dissatisfaction of women, while 

avoidance was found to be mostly linked with relationship dissatisfaction of men 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007, as cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015). 

 

1.2.4 Dark Triad Personality in Relationships 

1.2.4.1 Narcissism in Relationships 

There is considerable interest in the construct of narcissism across subfields within 

psychology (Miller & Campbell, 2008). Recent social psychological research revealed that 

Narcissism is linked to many dysfunctional behaviors related to interpersonal relationships, 

and findings include that they are unable to maintain healthy long-term interpersonal 

relationships, they have low levels of commitment in romantic relationships, and they 

display aggression in response to perceived threats to self-esteem (Foster & Campbell, 2005; 

Paulhus, 1998).  

When we look at the interpersonal dynamics of narcissistic traits, two of the core aspects of 

narcissism gains importance. First, as mentioned before, narcissism is associated with an 

excessively inflated self-view on agentic traits such as physical attractiveness, importance, 

power (e.g., Campbell, Rudich & Sedikides, 2002). Another one is that narcissism is linked 

with extraversion, although narcissists do not prefer having emotionally close relationships 

with other people (Campbell, 1999).  

Narcissists prefer partners who can provide esteem and status for them both in a direct and 

indirect way (Campbell, 1999). They consider physical attractiveness and agentic traits such 

as status and success, and they report that the reason they are drawn to these successful and 



 

attractive partners is partly because these people are similar to them (Campbell, 1999).  

Horney (1939/1966) saw dire consequences in romantic relationships of narcissistic 

individuals if children’s “narcissistic trend” was not outgrown. They prefer shallow 

relationships that improve their prestige and status, tend to have dysfunctional social 

behaviours such as being self-centered and they have excessively inflated self-view. They 

always need other people’s admiration and support, but they have difficulty in finding 

partners who will constantly do this for them. Thus, Horney argues that narcissistic 

individuals always in a alienation from the self and other people. 

Kernberg (1975) noted that narcissistics generally formed clearly exploitative and even 

parasitic relationships with others, they control and exploit other people without guilt, and 

although they are charming on the surface, behind that, there is coldness and ruthlessness. 

He noted that these individuals appeared to be dependent because of their constant need of 

adoration from others, but deep inside they are actually unable to truly depend on to anyone 

because they depreciate others and do not trust in them (p .227-28). 

Further research reveals results that strengthen these general opinions such as Horney’s 

theory about narcissists seek relationships which contribute their prestige and Kernberg’s 

thoughts about they are charming at the surface. Based on the fact that narcissism is defined 

by grandiosity, entitlement, vanity, and exploitativeness (Raskin & Terry, 1988), Campbell 

(1999) reported that narcissists generally don’t pursue relationships in order to fulfill 

intimacy needs, and they are attracted to people whose status are high and full of admiration 

for them (Campbell, 1999). Their extraversion and energy are attract others at first for a short 

period of time (Paulhus, 1998; Oltmanns, Friedman, Fielder, & Turkheimer, 2004), but 

results reveals that this attraction tends to fade, as their partners report that the relationship 

can be satisfying and exciting especially at first, but that they lack intimacy (Foster, Shira, 

& Campbell, 2003).  

Many researches reveal that narcissistic people tend to report high Ludus love style in 

relationships and always seek for better options, even when they are a part of a serious 

committed relationship (Buss & Shackelford, 1997; Campbell, Foster, & Finkel, 2002). 

Narcissists game-playing serve to maintain their power and autonomy, and their low 

empathy allows them to avoid developing emotionally close bonds (Campbell, Foster, & 



 

Finkel, 2002; Le, 2005). In summary, the relationship of subclinical narcissist brings many 

positive outcomes to the self, at least in the short-term, whereas it brings many negative 

consequences to their partner, at least in the long-term.  

Ahmadi and colleagues (2013) study shows that both ambivalent and avoidant attachment 

are associated with high levels of narcissism, whereas secure attachment is negatively 

correlated with high narcissism, similar to previous findings (e.g Bennet, 2006; Moemeni et 

al., 2011; Ahmadi, 2012; as cited in Ahmadi et. al, 2013). 

 

Research also yielded that avoidant attachment is linked with overt narcissism or grandiosity, 

characterized by self-praise and denial of personal weaknesses, whereas attachment anxiety 

is associated with covert narcissism, which includes exaggerated sense of entitlement, self-

focused attention and hypersensitivity to others’ evaluations (Wink, 1991).  As Kernberg 

(1975) speculated to understand the causes of narcissism, there could be genetic factors that 

creates tendecy toward low anxiety tolerance or aggressiveness. 

At the same time, Campbell et al. (2006, as cited in Rohmann et al, 2012) noted that approach 

orientation toward other people is a fundamental narcissistic quality. This assumption is 

supported by further research by Rohmann and colleagues (2012), in which they reported 

that grandiose narcissism related to low attachment avoidance, whereas vulnerable 

narcissism was positively correlated with attachment anxiety. The positive association 

between narcissm and attachment anxiety is supported by many other studies (Dickinson & 

Pincus, 2003; Neumann & Bierhoff, 2004; Smolewska & Dion, 2005), while there are some 

research yielding different results considering avoidance, indicating that narcissism is 

positively related to attachment avoidance (Popper, 2002, as cited in Rohmann et al., 2012), 

or there is no relation at all (Smolewska & Dion, 2005, as cited in Rohmann et al, 2012). 

Therefore, further research is required to clarify the association between narcissism and 

attachment avoidance. 

 

Several studies (Dickinson & Pincus, 2003; Otway & Vignoles, 2006; Smolewska & Dion, 

2005) consistently reported an association between attachment anxiety and 

vulnerable/hypersensitive narcissism. No significant links between grandiose narcissism and 

attachment were found in these studies, with the possible exception of the high rate of 



 

dismissive attachment observed among grandiose narcissists by Dickinson and Pincus 

(2003). 

 

These findings indicating strong associations with vulnerable narcissm with attachment can 

probably be explained by the emphasis that although vulnerable narcissism substantially 

overlaps with grandiose narcissism, vulnerable narcissism turns out to be the key predictor 

of attachment –especially anxiety- and love styles (Rohmann et al, 2012), compared to 

grandiose narcissism. Anxiety which is associated with vulnerable narcissism, seems to 

influence to the formation of relational styles either in terms of attachment related anxiety 

or in terms of different personal love attitudes. 

  

Previous researches investigated narcissism in romantic relationships, however, research 

rarely examined the relation of narcissism to relationship satisfaction. Lam (2012) found that 

narcissism has a negative correlation with relationship satisfaction, however, the association 

is mediated by positive love perception discrepancy. 

 

1.2.4.2 Machiavellianism in Relationships 

Although research rarely examined Machiavellianism in romantic relationships, existing 

studies shows that Machiavellian people lack warmth and emotional bonding in 

interpersonal communications, and they tend to avoid emotionally close relationships (Ali, 

Amorim, & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2009; Bereczkei, Birkas & Kerekes, 2010; McIllwain, 

2003; Wai & Tiliopulous, 2012; Wastell & Booth 2003; Wilson et al., 1996). They have an 

utilitarian approach toward personal relationships, and they see other people as tools to reach 

personal goal (Christie & Geis, 1970; Wastell & Booth, 2003; Pilch, 2008). Expectedly, 

Machiavellianism is associated with lower quality friendships in adulthood (Lyons & 

Aitken, 2010). 

Christie and Geis (1970) theorized that the main differentiating component between low and 

high Machiavellians is the extent of their emotional investment into relationships. The 

emotionally detached interpersonal orientation is considered as an essential component of 

Machiavellianism and the degree of this orientation identifies high Machiavellians by the 

term “cool syndrome” opposing to low Machiavellians described by the term “soft touch” 



 

(Christie & Geis, 1970). More recently, Wastell and Booth (2003) supported this idea by 

finding that Machiavellian individuals are characterised by alexithymia, which refers to 

having poor inner experiences, they are unaware of their own emotions. Consequently, as 

many researchers reported, they are unable to empathize with others (Jakobwitz & Egan, 

2006; Paál & Bereczkei, 2007).  

Many studies suggest that Machiavellianism, partly derives from early relationships with 

unexpressive and restrictive parents, similar to the development of dismissive-avoidant 

attachment (Christie & Geis, 1970; Guterman, 1970; Ojha, 2007). As Sherry, Hewitt, Besser, 

Flett, & Klein (2006) argue, Machiavellian individuals prefer to show their positive abilities 

to the others and they do not disclosure their feelings or flaws based on the belief that sharing 

feelings or personal vulnerabilities indicate weakness which led others to exploit them. This 

finding is compatible with previous research, reported that Machiavellian individuals’ view 

of other people is highly negative, and they think that people are cheaters (Mudrack, 1993). 

These features are likely to negatively affect the Machiavellian individual’s intimate 

relationships.  Research shows that high Machiavellist individuals avoid to establish 

committed, emotionally intimate bonds and they prefer short-term relationships with low 

emotional investment (Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009).  

Although the results reported that Machiavellians are mostly dismissing-avoidant, avoidance 

seems to be accompanied by some attachment anxiety characteristics in their close 

relationships. Many research emphasized that high Machiavellians have dysfunctional 

qualities including unbalanced emotional functioning, the experience of negative affect such 

as increased anxiety, depressive symptoms, and negative and hostile attitudes (Jakobwitz & 

Egan, 2006; McHoskey, 2001b; McHoskey et al., 1998; Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  

Ináncsi, Láng and Bereczkei (2015) has found that four anxious attachment dimensions is 

closely related to Machiavellianism: individuals high on Machiavellianism feel lower 

separation anxiety, greater attachment-related anger, more desire to merge with their partner 

and they are more uncertain about their feelings towards their partners.  

Research revealed that high Machiavellianism is linked with hostile sexual attitudes, 

selfish/deceptive sexual tactics (i.e cheating), and promiscuity (Linton & Wiener, 2001, 

Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009; McHoskey, 2001a). However, these links seem to 

be absent or weakened in females (McHoskey, 2001a). This finding is similar to the gender 



 

differences in general Machiavellianism scores, that men scores higher in Machiavellianism 

than women (Christie & Geis, 1970), because women have more long-term-oriented 

reproductive strategies (Buss & Schmitt, 1993).  

Although research examining the link between Machiavellianism and relationship 

satisfaction is very rare, Ali & Chamorro-Premuzic (2010) reported that Machiavellianism 

has negative associations with the two of Sternberg’s (1988) intimate love components 

related to a satisfactory relationship : commitment and intimacy. Recently, Hyla (2015) 

noted that Machiavellianism is negatively correlated with and predicted relationship 

satisfaction, for both women and men. 

1.2.4.3 Psychopathy in Relationships 

Psychopaths are described as selfish, lacking guilt and empathy, and desire to dominate and 

manipulate others for personal gains (Hare, 1999). As expected, their friendships and 

romantic relationships generally tend to be short-lived (Jonason et al. 2009). Promiscious 

behavior is generally known as a defining feature of psychopathy (Cleckley 1941/1988; 

Hare, 2003). Previous studies has reported that promiscuous sexual behavior is positively 

related with psychopathy, in both community settings (Seto, Khattar, Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 

1997), and forensic settings (Harris, Rice, Hilton, Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 2007). Williams 

and colleagues (2005) reported that psychopathy appears to be linked with infidelity. Results 

showed that psychopaths are constantly thinking about or actively seeking other potential 

short-term sexual partners, even when they are or their target is in a relationship. This 

research also revealed that it is not important for psychopaths to know about their target, it 

can even be a stranger.  

Although the research examining the link between attachment styles and psychopathy is 

relatively little, recently, Mack, Hackney, and Pyle (2011) conducted a study including 

college students and indicated that individuals that scored high on attachment avoidance 

(dismissing) and attachment anxiety (preoccupied) reported both more primary psychopathy 

traits, such as low empathy and manipulativeness, and secondary psychopathy traits, e.g  

their degree of engaging in antisocial behavior. Overall, this finding reveals that individuals 

who have hyperactive and deactivated attachment systems tend to have more interpersonal 

and affective psychopathy traits.  



 

Savard and colleagues (2015) recent research examining the relationship between 

attachment dimensions and psychopathy traits using actor-partner interdependence model, 

indicated that men’s scoring in high primary psychopathy traits during the first test predicted 

higher attachment related avoidance in the second test, although the finding is not true for 

women. Moreover, the association between primary psychopathy and attachment anxiety 

got stronger over the one year period, but only for men, indicating that men that has reported 

more psychopathy also reported higher fear of intimacy. The secondary psychopathy scores 

predicted greater attachment anxiety and avoidance over time, for both genders. Results also 

showed that, over time, the impulsive and irresponsible behavior, becomes increasingly 

associated with both to fear of rejection and tendency to withdraw from partner.  

Williams, Spidel and Paulhus’s (2005) research also showed that psychopaths have lower 

levels of trust and commitment in relationships, and they are generally more dismissive-

avoidant. They also reported that negative correlations between psychopathy and 

relationship commitment and trust in relation to one’s partner. As Williams and colleagues 

(2005) noted, their dismissive attachment style and lack of commitment might be partly 

responsible for their infidelity. On the other hand, early adolescent attachment anxiety 

predicts both the presence and frequency of risky sexual behaviour over the adolescence 

period (Kobak, Zajac, & Smith, 2009). 

Smith and her collagues (2014) also reported that men’s psychopathy is negatively linked 

with their relationship satisfaction, and there is a negative association between psychopathy 

and relationship commitment for both genders. 

1.2.4.4 Dark Triad Personality in Relationships 

Although the concept of Dark Triad personality has gained importance in this decade, there 

is still not much work that examines the functioning of overall Dark Triad in relationship 

contexts. Dark Triad traits are defined as malevolent due to their exploitive and manipulative 

behaviors — acts upon own personal goals without considering other people or sacrificing 

others’ benefit (Jones & Paulhus, 2011b). Thus, social behaviours of individuals high on 

Dark Triad generally include manipulation and exploitation, and lack warmth (Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002). In spite of the constellation of these three traits are generally related with 

negative personal traits such as impulsive behavior, self-centeredness,  callousness, and 



 

exploitation of other people (Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Lee & Ashton, 2005; Jonason, 

Koenig & Tost, 2010; Jones & Paulhus, 2011a), recent work on Dark Triad has revealed that 

Dark Triad traits can provide advantages in mating, especially by increasing success in 

exploitative, short-term mating (Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009). According to the 

researchers, these traits creates an opportunistic and aggressive short-term mating strategy 

which leads to effective, successful results (Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009; Jones & 

Paulhus, 2010), and their engagement with deceptive mechanisms such as insincere 

commitment and feigned mate value, facilitates their success in short-term relationships 

(Seto, Khattar, Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 1997). This emphasizes the role of Dark Triad 

personality traits on attitude toward relationships and love.  

Research revealed that individuals –especially men- who are scoring high on these traits -

especially men- report higher numbers of sexual partners, and they seek for low-commitment 

relationships (Jonason et al., 2009; Jonason, Luevano, & Adams, 2012). They are also more 

engaged in infidelity because of their callous and manipulative behavioral pattern (Jonason, 

Li, & Buss, 2010). Based on these findings, it can be seen that Dark Triad personality traits 

have an influence on shaping general attitude toward romantic relationships. 

Ludus love style has previously been shown to be positively correlated with psychopathy 

and narcissism (Campbell et al., 2002; Jonason & Kavanagh, 2010; Miller, Gentile, & 

Campbell, 2013). Jonason & Kavanagh’s (2010) research validated this proposition by 

yielding that individuals that score high on DT reported more Ludus and pragma love style. 

The association with Ludus is compatible with previous research indicating that Dark Triad 

shows a disposition to prefer immediate and short-term rewards instead of long-term 

benefits, (e.g., Jonason et al, 2009) and they prefer sexually-driven, short-term relationships 

(Jonason et al., 2009). Considering the high scoring on Pragma, Jonason & Kavanagh (2010) 

suggested that this can be expected because individuals scoring high on DT might pursue 

‘‘love’’ relationships because of the other person’s usefulness for them, rather than of their 

affections toward them.  These suggestion parallels with previous research indicating that 

various emotional dysfunctions (i.e lack of empathy) are associated with Dark Triad traits 

(e.g., Ali et al., 2009), and their competitive and individualistic nature (Jonason, Li, & 

Teicher, 2010). Research revealed that relationship quality is negatively related with some 

of these Dark Triad characteristics such as low scoring on conscientiousness (Jonason & 



 

Webster, 2010), using strategies oriented toward short-term mating (Jonason, Li, Webster, 

& Schmitt, 2009) and high scoring on Ludus (Jonason & Kavanagh, 2010). Research 

indicates that Ludus love style is linked with greater negative relationship maintenance 

behaviors and lower commitment and satisfaction level (Goodboy & Myers, 2010, as cited 

in Smith et. al, 2014). Moreover, dating and married individuals –both men and women- 

having low conscientiousness were found to be less satisfied in their relationships if their 

partners are also have low conscientiousness (Decuyper, de Bolle, & de Fruyt, 2012, as cited 

in Smith et al, 2014). On the other hand, a study conducted by Jones & Paulhus (2010) 

indicated that individuals high in Dark Triad also have various long-term-oriented strategies, 

especially Machiavellians seemed to adjust their strategies according to the their benefit 

toward their long-term goals. 

1.3 Aims of the Study 

Although there are studies focusing on the reflections of  narcissism, Machiavellianism, 

psychopathy as dark triad traits in relationships, they are mainly focused on mating 

behaviours (Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009), love attitudes (Jonason & Kavanagh, 

2010) and attachment (narcissism; Ahmadi et. al, 2013; Machiavellianism; Ináncsi, Láng 

and Bereczkei, 2015; psychopathy; (Savard et al, 2015), and they rarely explore the influence 

of these traits on the relationship satisfaction of individuals. Moreover, dark triad traits is 

relatively new area of the study, therefore, there are only a few studies investigating these 

traits in Turkey (e.g Yetişer, 2014). 

Research suggests that there are some links between dark triad personality, love attitudes 

and attachment, and many research indicates that each of these are also linked with 

satisfaction in a relationship. Lee’s six love styles were found to be linked with several 

relationship outcomes, including relationship satisfaction, (Davis & Latty-Mann, 1987). 

Hendrick & Hendrick (1989) emphasized the connection between attachment and love styles 

by describing attachment styles are the foundations of interpersonal relationships, and the 

love styles reveals beliefs and attitudes about love that based on these attachment 

orientations. Research revealed that attachment dimensions are also linked with relationship 

outcomes, by indicating that both anxiously and avoidantly attached individuals reported 



 

lower levels of commitment, trust and satisfaction in romantic relationships (Collins & Read, 

1990; Simpson, 1990). 

Previous literature indicates that there are relationships between some qualities of dark triad 

traits and low relationship quality such as having ludic (game-playing) love style (Jonason 

& Kavanagh, 2010), using short-term mating strategy (Jonason et al, 2009), having low 

conscientiousness (Jonason & Webster, 2010). 

These connections imply that love styles, attachment dimensions and dark triad 

characteristics (narcissism, Machiavellianism, psychopathy) might predict relationship 

satisfaction. 

The present study aims to explore the associations between dark triad traits, attachment 

dimensions, love attitudes and relationship satisfaction in Turkish population, and extend 

previous findings regarding relationship research in our country. More specifically, the 

present study aims to investigate the relationship between dark triad personality traits, love 

attitudes, attachment dimensions, and the extent to which relationship satisfaction could be 

predicted by dark triad traits, love styles, attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. This 

study also aims to compare dark triad personality traits, love attitudes, attachment 

dimensions and relationship satisfaction across different relationship status groups, age and 

gender. Based on previous literature, it was hypothesised that: 

1. Males will report more Machiavellianism and Psychopathy than women. 

2. Males will report more Ludus love style, whereas females will report more Mania 

love style. 

3. Eros and Agape love styles will be significantly positively correlated with 

relationship satisfaction. 

4. Ludus love style will negatively correlate with and predict relationship satisfaction. 

5. Dark Triad traits would be negatively associated with and predict relationship 

satisfaction. 

6. Anxiety and avoidance would be negatively associated with and predict relationship 

satisfaction. 



 

7. Attachment related anxiety would be positively correlated with Mania. 

8. Attachment avoidance would be positively correlated with Ludus. 

9. Narcissism and Machiavellianism would be positively correlated with both 

attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. 

10. Psychopathy would be positively associated with attachment avoidance.  

11. Machiavellianism and Psychopathy will be significantly associated with Ludus.  

12. Narcissism will be significantly associated with Eros and Ludus. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

2. METHOD 

2.1 Participants 

This study was conducted with 336 volunteer participants consisting of 131 male and 205 

female undergraduate students who were taking courses from Arts and Science faculty at the 

Dogus University and Dokuz Eylül University. They were given extra credit for their 

participation. Age of participants ranged from 19 to 43, with a mean age of 24.09 years 

(SD=3.10).   

2.2 Data Collection Instruments 

2.2.1 Demographic Information Form 

Demographic information form (See Appendix B) was given to collect information 

regarding participants’ gender, age, socioeconomic status, income level, education level, and 

occupation. 

2.2.2 Experiences in Close Relationships Scale – Revised (ECR-R)  

Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) was developed by Fraley, Waller & 

Brennan (2000). The questionnaire includes 36 likert-type items that assesses two 

dimensions: Anxiety and Avoidance, 18 items for each subscale. High Avoidance scores 

indicates finding discomfort with intimacy and seek independence, whereas high Anxiety 

scores indicates tendency to fear rejection and abandonment. Cronbach alpha values for 

Avoidance and Anxiety subscales were 0.90 and 0.86, respectively. Turkish adaptation of 

the scale was conducted by Selçuk, Günaydın, Sümer and Uysal (2005).  Test-retest 

reliability coefficients for the subscales were 0.81 and 0.82, respectively. 

2.2.3 Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) 

Relationship Assessment Scale was developed by Hendrick (1988) as a measure of general 

relationship satisfaction. It contains 7 Likert-type items with responses ranging between 1 

(low satisfaction) and 5 (high satisfaction). Items 4 and 7 are reverse scored to avoid 

respondent bias. Scoring is kept continuous, mean score obtained by adding up the items and 



 

dividing by 7. Higher score indicates the respondent is more satisfied with his/her 

relationship. This instrument was originally developed based on 5-item Marital Assessment 

Questionnaire used in previous research (Hendrick, 1981), aiming to widen the focus to 

romantic relationships in general. Principal Components Factor Analysis, with an eigenvalue 

greater than one, revealed one factor, explaining 46% of the variance. Intercorrelations 

among the RAS scale items mostly in moderate range, and the item-total correlations were 

between .573 and .760, all at p<.05. Turkish translation of the RAS was conducted by Curun 

(2001), with 140 university students who had romantic relationships. Factor analysis 

revealed one single factor. Internal consistency coefficient of the scale was .86. 

2.2.4 Short Dark Triad (SD3) 

Short Dark Triad (Jones & Paulhus, 2014) includes 27 items regarding subclinical 

narcissism, subclinical psychopathy and Machiavellianism. Items’ responses range between 

1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). To avoid respondent bias, 5 items were reverse 

coded. SD3 has 3 subscales and each of these subscales includes 9 items. The subscales are 

named as:  Machiavellianism, Narcissism and Psychopathy. Since each subscale consists of 

equal number of items, the subscale scores calculating by the mean of 9 items within each 

subscale. Psychometric properties of the scale were investigated by Jones and Paulhus 

(2013). Reliability of the SD3 was evaluated by examining the Cronbach alpha values. The 

subscales showed modest, but acceptable reliabilities (Machiavellianism  = .71, Narcissism 

 = .74, Psychopathy  = .77). Machiavellianism correlated positively with psychopathy, r 

= .50, and with narcissism, r =.18. Psychopathy correlated with narcissism at r = .34. 

(p<.001).  Turkish standardization of the scale was conducted by Eremsoy, Gültekin, Uysal 

& Bahçekapılı (2015). Turkish version consists of 12 items, due to deleted 15 items 

according to study results. Cronbach alpha values for narcissism, psychopathy and 

Machiavellianism subscales are .75, .82, and .74, respectively.  

2.2.5 Love Attitudes Scale (LAS) 

Love Attitudes Scale (Hendricks & Hendricks, 1986) contains 42 Likert-type items with 

responses ranging between 1 (strongly agree) and 5 (strongly disagree). It has six 



 

dimensions, each includes 7 questions regarding different attitudes toward love, based on a 

theory of love proposed by Lee (1973/1976) who suggested a typography of six love 

approaches, namely Eros (passionate love), Ludus (game-playing love), Storge (friendship 

love), Pragma (practical love), Mania (possessive love), Agape (altruistic love). Sum scores 

for each subscale is measured separately. Because of the items were scored as (1 = strongly 

agree to 5 = strongly disagree), lower score indicates that subject is more subscribed to the 

love style measured by a given item. Reliability of the Love Attitudes Scale was evaluated 

by examining the Cronbach alpha values for Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and Agape 

as .70, .76, .62, .81, .73, and .84, respectively. The lowest alpha coefficient belonged to the 

Storge factor. Furthermore, test-retest correlations after 4 to 6 weeks were between .60 (Eros) 

and .78 (Pragma). A second study was conducted after Love Attitudes Scale was subjected 

to a minor revision, and reported that Cronbach alpha values ranged from .68 for Storge to 

.83 for Agape. 

2.3 Procedure 

Before administering the instruments, necessary ethical approval were obtained from Ethic 

Committee of Doğuş University. Volunteer participants were either sent an online survey 

through SurveyMonkey web site to complete the scales, or were given the scales in hard 

copy in class. Before the administration, participants read and signed a page in which they 

were informed about the purpose of the study, anonymity of their responses and 

confidentiality of the data. Then, the participants completed demographic information form, 

the Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R), Relationship Assessment Scale 

(RAS), Short Dark Triad, and Love Attitudes Scale (LAS). Completing the whole 

instruments took approximately 25 minutes per participant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

3. RESULTS 

In this stage, four stages of analyzing data will be explained. In the first stage, descriptive 

statistics will be demonstrated, in second stage, the basic correlations between the variables 

will be given, in third stage, regression analysis will be provided, and in the fourth and final 

stage, the proposed model will be explained.   

 

3.1 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations between the Study Variables 

 

In this section, descriptive statistics and basic correlations among study variables are 

provided. To examine gender differences in the study variables, we run independent sample 

t-test. Results yielded that male participants reported more Machiavellian characteristics (M 

= 2.96, SD = .96) than female participants (M = 2.73, SD = .92); t (334) = 2.20, p < .05, 

r=.12. Similarly, males showed higher psychopathy levels (M = 2.35, SD = .82) than females 

(M = 2.17, SD = .80); t (334) = 2.06, p < .05, r=.11. Male participants also more reported 

Ludus love style (M = 19.33, SD = 5.95) than female participants (M = 16.55, SD = 5.30); t 

(334) = 4.33, p < .01, r=.24. Results also revealed that female participants displays Mania 

love style (M = 21.69, SD = 5.21) more than male participants (M = 20.42, SD = 5.40); t 

(334) = 2.09, p < .05, r=.12. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 1. Descriptives and gender differences in the study variables 

 Total Sample Male Female  
 M SD Ma

x 
Min M SD M SD t 

Machiavellianis
m 

2.82 0.9
4 

1.00 5.00 2.96 0.9
6 

2.73 0.9
2 

2.20* 

Narcissism  2.87 0.9
0 

1.00 5.00 2.99 0.9
2 

2.80 0.8
8 

1.91 

Psychopathy 2.24 0.8
1 

1.00 5.00 2.35 0.8
2 

2.17 0.8
0 

2.06* 

Anxiety 3.49 0.8
5 

1.00 7.00 3.45 0.8
7 

3.51 0.8
4 

0.60 

Avoidance 4.35 0.6
5 

1.00 7.00 4.37 0.7
3 

4.34 0.5
9 

0.39 

Eros 23.9
0 

5.9
6 

1.00 35.0
0 

23.8
7 

5.7
5 

23.9
0 

6.1
3 

0.05 

Ludus 17.6
4 

5.7
1 

1.00 35.0
0 

19.3
3 

5.9
5 

16.5
5 

5.3
0 

4.33*

* 
Storge 20.1

8 
5.4
0 

1.00 35.0
0 

20.4
0 

5.6
6 

20.0
2 

5.2
4 

0.61 

Pragma 22.4
7 

5.9
6 

1.00 35.0
0 

21.9
7 

6.3
2 

22.7
8 

5.7
3 

1.19 

Mania 21.2
0 

5.3
2 

1.00 35.0
0 

20.4
2 

5.4
0 

21.6
9 

5.2
1 

2.09* 

Agape 22.4
3 

6.0
7 

1.00 35.0
0 

22.7
8 

6.4
0 

22.2
1 

5.8
7 

0.81 

Relationship 
Satisfaction 

3.35 0.5
6 

1.00 5.00 3.29 0.6
3 

3.39 0.5
1 

1.23 

*p < .05; **p < .01 

 

A series of one-way ANOVAs was conducted to examine relationship status differences in 

the study variables (for the statistics see Table 2). Results indicated that there were main 

effects of relationship status groups on psychopathy, eros, and agape, F (2, 336) = 5.81, p < 

.01, 2 = .03; F (2, 336) = 7.00, p < .001, 2 = .04; F (2, 336) = 4.61, p < .01, 2 =.03, 

respectively. Further, Scheffe post-hoc tests indicated that individuals with having 

relationship reported more psychopathy (M = 2.37, SD = 0.86) than individuals that are not 

into anyone/not in a relationship and individuals that are into someone but not currently in a 

relationship with them (M = 2.08, SD = 0.75; M = 2.05, SD = 0.69, respectively) (see Table 

2). 

 



 

Moreover, results yielded that individuals that are in a relationship reported higher Eros love 

style (M = 24.68, SD = 5.84) than individuals that are not into anyone/not in a relationship 

and individuals that are into someone but not in a relationship (M = 24.15, SD = 5.83; M = 

21.57, SD = 5.89, respectively) (see Table 2). 

 

Results also showed that individuals who are not into anyone/not in a relationship reported 

more Agape love style (M = 24.18, SD = 5.48) than individuals who are in a relationship and 

individuals who are into someone but not in a current relationship (M = 22.40, SD = 6.09; M 

= 21.00, SD = 6.19, respectively).  

 

Table 2. Relationship status differences in the study variables 

 In a 
Relationship 

Into 
someone 

but not in a 
relationship 

Not into 
anyone and 

not in a 
relationship 

 

 M SD M SD M SD F 
Machiavellianism 2.90 .92 2.62 .92 2.82 .99 2.49 
Narcissism  2.96 .89 2.76 .91 2.74 .91 2.26 
Psychopathy 2.37 .86 2.05 .69 2.08 .75 5.81** 
Anxiety 3.43 .86 3.56 .83 3.57 .83 0.99 
Avoidance 4.32 .64 4.33 .68 4.43 .68 0.72 
Eros 24.68 5.84 21.57 5.89 24.15 5.83 7.00*** 
Ludus 17.68 6.01 17.52 5.55 17.66 4.99 0.20 
Storge 20.52 5.50 19.92 4.80 19.43 5.74 1.06 
Pragma 22.90 5.89 22.09 6.14 21.59 5.94 1.30 
Mania 21.39 5.37 20.61 5.47 21.30 4.99 0.57 
Agape 22.40 6.09 21.00 6.19 24.18 5.48 4.61** 

*p < .05; **p < .01 

 

Bivariate correlations indicated significant associations between the study variables. As 

presented in Table 3, zero-order correlations yielded that Machiavellianism was positively 

associated with narcissism, psychopathy, attachment related anxiety, attachment avoidance, 

and ludus.  Narcissism was positively correlated with psychopathy, eros and ludus love 

styles. Psychopathy was found to be positively associated with attachment related anxiety, 

ludus and storge love styles, whereas negatively linked with relationship satisfaction of 

participants. Attachment related anxiety was positively associated with attachment 

avoidance and mania love style, and surprisingly, with storge, pragma, and agape love styles. 

Expectedly, attachment anxiety was negatively associated with relationship satisfaction. 



 

Attachment avoidance was positively correlated with eros, storge, pragma, mania, agape 

love styles and unexpectedly, with relationship satisfaction. (see Table 3). Eros love style 

was found to be positively linked with mania and agape love styles, and higher Eros 

individuals also report higher relationship satisfaction. Surprisingly, ludus love style was 

positively correlated with storge love style, whereas negatively linked with mania and agape 

love styles and expectedly, with relationship satisfaction. Storge love style was positively 

associated with pragma, mania and agape love styles. Pragma love style was positively 

correlated with mania and agape love styles, and mania love style was found to be positively 

correlated with agape love style. Results yielded that only eros, mania and agape love styles 

were found to be positively linked with relationship satisfaction.  

 

It should be noted that there was similar pattern for age-controlled correlations with zero-

order correlations. Results yielded that when age was controlled, there was no significant 

association between Machiavellianism and attachment related avoidance, and the 

association between narcissism and eros was disappeared. Psychopathy was not significantly 

related with attachment anxiety and storge love style, whereas the negative relationship 

between psychopathy and relationship satisfaction was increased (i.e., from .18 to -.28, see 

Table3). Association between attachment anxiety and agape disappeared, but there was an 

emerged positive association with ludus.  

 

Results yielded that when age is controlled, the negative association between eros and ludus 

love styles became significant, whereas the significant associations of ludus with storge 

(positive) and mania (negative) disappeared. Agape was no longer positively related with 

storge, pragma love styles, and relationship satisfaction.  



 

Table 3.  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Machiavellianism   .30** .46** .22** .13 -.06 .34** .06 .04 -.01 -.01 -.12 

2. Narcissism  .26**   .39** -.01 .04 .04 .26** -.06 .05 -.08 -.04 -.08 

3. Psychopathy .48** .35**   .32 .01 -.10 .50** .12 .05 .04 -.07 

-

.28** 

4. Anxiety .23** .01 .27**   .18** -.06 .19** .21** .20** .39** .11 

-

.21** 

5. Avoidance .11* .10 .03 .22**   .45** -.10 .19** .17** .21** .37** .34** 

6. Eros .08 .13* .01 -.09 .39**   -.27** .03 .09 .32** .58** .56** 

7. Ludus .22** .23** .44** .09 -.05 -.11   .08 -.01 -.16 -.26** 

-

.32** 

8. Storge .01 .03 .13* .16** .19** .04 .14*   .48** .18* .09 .03 

9. Pragma .06 .10 .02 .21** .18** .07 .03 .40**   .21* .13 .08 

10. Mania .08 -.04 .07 .44** .23** .30** -.18** .18** .24**   .41** .18* 

11. Agape .08 .01 -.03 .15** .37** .56** -.16** .14* .19** .45**   .34 

12. Relationship 

Satisfaction -.06 .02 -.18** -.14* .41** .57** -.28** .01 .06 .15* .30**   
*p < .05; **p < .01 

Note: Lower diagonals represent zero-order correlations and upper diagonals represents age controlled correlation coefficients 
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3.2 Predicting Relationship Satisfaction from Personality Characteristics, 

Attachment, and Love Attitudes 

A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to predict individuals’ relationship 

satisfaction scores from Machiavellianism, narcissism, psychopathy, attachment anxiety, 

avoidance, and love attitudes. In the first step, participants’ age and gender were added to 

the equation. In the second step, participants’ dark triad personality characteristics were 

entered into the equation. After controlling for age, gender, and personality characteristics, 

attachment anxiety and avoidance were added to the regression model in the third step. 

Finally, in the last step, love attitudes were entered into the equation to predict relationship 

satisfaction. 

Hierarchical regression analysis yielded significant results. Specifically, as seen in Table 4, 

individuals’ age and gender did not make any significant contributions in predicting 

relationship satisfaction reports (R2 =.01, ns, ). In the second step, only psychopathy 

negatively predicted relationship satisfaction (β = -.29, p < .001), signifying individuals with 

higher psychopathy also reported lower relationship satisfaction. In the third step, attachment 

anxiety negatively predicted self-reported relationship satisfaction (β = -.14, p < .01). 

Surprisingly, attachment related avoidance positively predicted relationship satisfaction (β 

= .39, p < .001). Finally, out of the 6 love attitudes, only ludus negatively predicted 

relationship satisfaction (β = -.25, p < .01). 
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Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Relationship Satisfaction 

 Relationship Satisfaction 

 β Δ R2 

Step 1. Demographics                             .01 

Gender .04  

Age .05  

Step 2. Personality Characteristics  .08** 

Machiavellianism -.03  

Narcissism  -.02  

Psychopathy -.29***  

Step 3. Attachment Dimensions  .16*** 

Anxiety -.14**  

Avoidance .39***  

Step 4. Love Attitudes  .18*** 

Eros -.08  

Ludus -.25**  

Storge .01  

Pragma .05  

Mania .08  

Agape -.02  

                        *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .01 

 

Overall, hierarchical regression analysis suggested that there might be potential mediators 

explaining the link between personality characteristics and relationship satisfaction. Thus, a 

path analysis was conducted to test the proposed model. The proposed model examined the 

associations between dark triad personality characteristics and relationship satisfaction via 

attachment dimensions and love attitudes. Specifically, dark triad personality characteristics, 

including Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy, would predict attachment 

dimensions (i.e., anxiety and avoidance), and in turn they would predict love attitudes (i.e., 

eros, ludus, storge, pragma, mania, and agape) and relationship satisfaction of participants 

(see Figure 1). The proposed model was estimated by using MPlus 6.12 (Muthén & Muthén, 

2002), to test the mediational role of attachment dimensions and love attitudes in the 
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relations between personality characteristics and relationship satisfaction. Also, the 

pathways from personality characteristics to individuals’ attitudes toward love via 

attachment dimensions were examined. Similarly, the link between attachment dimensions 

and relationship satisfaction via love attitudes was tested. We utilized maximum likelihood 

estimation for parameters. 

The estimated model yielded adequate fit to the data (χ2(39) = 129.67, p< .001, CFI = .91, 

RMSEA = .06 (90% CI=.04 - 08), SRMR = .05). Accordingly, Machiavellianism and 

narcissism (but not psychopathy) predicted attachment dimensions. Increased 

Machiavellianism was associated with higher attachment anxiety (β = .24, p < .001) and 

avoidance (β = .15, p < .01), whereas increased narcissism predicted lower levels of 

attachment anxiety (β = -.20, p < .001). Besides, the estimated model showed that only 

attachment anxiety predicted love attitudes. Specifically, attachment anxiety positively 

predicted ludus, mania, and agape (β = .18, p < .01; β = .31, p < .001; and β = .19, p < .01, 

respectively). Finally, only ludus predicted self-reported relationship satisfaction negatively 

(β = -.23, p < .001). 

To estimate the bias-corrected bootstrap standard errors and obtain CIs for the estimates, 

1,000 samples were drawn. Confirming the presence of mediation(s), the indirect association 

of Machiavellianism to relationship satisfaction through anxiety and ludus was significant. 

Machiavellianism was positively related to attachment anxiety, which in turn predicted 

increased ludus and lessened relationship satisfaction (95% CI = .29, - .09). Besides, 

narcissism was inversely associated with attachment anxiety; in turn anxiety predicted ludus 

and lowered relationship satisfaction (95% CI = -.16, -.02). 
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Figure 1. The Estimated Model 

 

Overall, the estimated model indicated that two of the dark triad personality characteristics 

(Machiavellianism and Narcissism) predicted attachment dimensions, especially attachment 

anxiety. Attachment related anxiety characterized by need for approval and clingy for not 

being rejected predicted ludus, mania, and agape. In other words, individuals with higher 

attachment anxiety reported more short-term sexual relationships, they are more possessive 

and jealous in relationships, and they regard best interest of partner more than own needs. 

Finally, individuals’ relationship satisfaction was negatively predicted by only ludus, 

signifying that individuals who display promiscuous relationships were more dissatisfied in 

romantic relationships. 
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4. DISCUSSION 

The present study mainly aimed to investigate the predictive power of dark triad personality 

traits, love styles and attachment dimensions on relationship satisfaction.  

This section aims to discuss the findings of the present study. In the first part, gender and 

relationship status differences between variables are discussed. Second, a discussion of the 

association between dark triad personality traits, love styles, attachment dimensions, and 

relationship satisfaction are presented. Thirdly, a proposed model indicating the predictors 

of relationship satisfaction is presented.  

4.1 Discussion Regarding Gender and Relationship Status Differences 

Firstly, it was hypothesized that men will report more psychopathy and Machiavellianism 

compared to women. Results revealed that men reported significantly higher psychopathic 

and machiavellistic traits. In the literature, most research have found that men generally have 

higher scores in psychopathy than women in both forensic settings (e.g Verona et al., 2012) 

and in civil population (e.g Grann, 2000). Moreover, previous studies reported that men score 

higher in Machiavellianism than women (Christie & Geis, 1970; Ali & Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2010). Therefore, our first hypothesis was supported, in correspondence with previous 

research. 

 

Results also supported that men reported more Ludic love style, whereas females reported 

more Manic love style. Therefore, the second hypothesis considering gender differences 

(men will adopt Ludus style more and women adopt Mania love style more) was supported.  

This finding is compatible with previous research indicating men are more likely to have 

game-playing attitudes, whereas women tend to be more possessive (Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986). There was not found any significant gender differences in attachment anxiety, 

attachment avoidance or relationship satisfaction.  

 

Results indicated that among dark traits, only psychopathy is related with relationship status, 

signifying that individuals who are in a relationship have more psychopathic traits. Previous 

literature reported that people who are high in the dark triad are generally rated by others as 
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more physically attractive (Fowler et al, 2009), and dark triad traits are positively correlated 

with ‘dressed-up’ attractiveness (Holtzman and Strube, 2013). Being perceived as attractive 

might be making finding a partner easy for them. 

 

Moreover, results revealed that individuals in a relationship reported more adoption of Eros 

love style more than individuals not into anyone/not in a relationship and individuals into 

someone but not in a relationship with them. Considering Eros is characterized by passion 

and deep physical attraction, and completely ‘in love’ situation, it is expected that it is more 

reported by individuals in a current reciprocal relationship, rather than individuals who is 

into someone but not in a current relationship, or individuals with neither into someone nor 

in a current relationship. 

 

Surprisingly, another significant finding was regarding Agape, indicating that individuals 

who are not into anyone/not in a relationship reported more Agapic love style. One 

explanation for this controversial finding might be these individuals’ willingness to be in 

love. Agape is characterized by an idealized approach to love, with sacrificing their own 

needs and desires for the best interest of the partner. Because they are not in a current 

relationship and they are not into someone, these individuals might be idealizing a non- 

existing significant other whom they can display an agapic lovestyle. Results supported the 

third hypothesis of the current study. 

 

4. 2 General Associations and Predictions Regarding Dark Triad Traits, Love 

Attitudes, Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance, and Relationship Satisfaction 

In this section, correlations and regressions among measures is discussed. Research revealed 

that there is no significant effect of age and gender in predicting relationship satisfaction. 

 

4. 2. 1 Love Attitudes and Relationship Satisfaction (Hypotheses 3 and 4) 

Results showed that as predicted, eros and agape love styles were found to be positively 

related to relationship satisfaction. This finding is similar to many existing research reporting 

eros and agape positively related to relationship satisfaction (Hendrick, Hendrick & Adler, 

1988; Morrow, Clark & Brock, 1995). Results supported the third hypothesis of the study. 

Surprisingly, results yielded that individuals with manic love style also have higher 
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relationship satisfaction. This unexpected finding may derive from the fact that mania love 

style is highly correlated with passion aspect of relationship quality (Davis & Latty-Mann, 

1987). Another explanation might be the fact that obsessive love is positively correlated with 

relationship satisfaction for short term (new) relationships, whereas it is negatively 

correlated for long term relationships (Acevedo & Aron, 2009). Hence, individuals with 

manic love style might be in a new relationship and answer accordingly.  

 

As expected, results supported that ludic love style is negatively related with relationship 

satisfaction. Ludus love style is found to be a predictor of lower relationship satisfaction. 

Therefore, the fourth hypothesis was supported. These finding is consistent with previous 

findings indicating that ludus love style is associated with lower levels of satisfaction in 

relationships (Hendrick et al., 1988; Frazier & Esterly, 1990; Meeks, Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1998).   

 

4.2.2 Love Attitudes and Attachment (Hypotheses 7 and 8)  

As predicted, results revealed that manic love style is positively related to attachment 

anxiety. Therefore, the hypothesis regarding a positive link between mania and anxiety was 

supported. However, attachment related anxiety is also found to be related to storgic, agapic 

and pragmatic love style.  

 

The most distinguishing characteristic of Agapic love is that its altruistic and self-sacrificing 

nature, with no expectation of reciprocation from partner (Lee, 1998).  Agape lovestyle and 

anxious attachment share some similarities as they both have an idealized approach to love, 

they desire to be close and think of the loved one. Research suggests that individuals with 

attachment anxiety need to satisfy the needs of their partners in a relationship (Mikulincer 

& Shaver, 2007). These similarities may account for the correlation between Agape and 

anxious attachment.   

 

On the other hand, the correlation between Pragma and anxious attachment might be derive 

of the present research’s finding that pragma is associated with storge and agape love styles. 

These correlations might be account for the association of Pragma with attachment anxiety.  
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As Lee (1973) indicated, storge is characterized by slow-developing relationship based on 

companionship. Storge lovers emphasize companionship and compatibility over physical 

attraction. Storge lovers indicated high levels of intimacy (Meeks, Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1998). Therefore, the association between attachment anxiety might be related to the fact 

that their high concern for partner’s well-being and being afraid to lose companion. 

 

Also, in our research, pragma, storge, agape were found to be positively correlated with 

manic love style, suggesting they are sharing some common elements. Previous research 

revealed that culture is one of the important factors that determines jealousy, and the degree 

of jealousy is heightened in cultures which favor marriage and being in a relationship and 

which restrict sexuality and favor monogamy in sexuality (Davis 1998, Hupka 1981; as cited 

in Demirtaş & Dönmez, 2006). This might imply that in our culture, jealousy, which is a 

characteristic of manic love style, is a common element in romantic relationships, therefore 

it can be a part of many love styles. However, further research regarding prevalence of 

jealousy in intimate relationships in Turkey is warranted. 

 

A recent research in Turkey regarding jealousy -the core element of mania love style- 

revealed that expressed level of jealousy is positively related to relationship satisfaction. 

(Demirtaş & Dönmez, 2006). This finding supported many previous research indicating that 

jealousy is associated with relational rewards and relational satisfaction (Buunk, 1981; 1986; 

Hansen, 1983; Hansen 1985; as cited in Demirtaş-Madran, 2011). As Buunk, (1991; as cited 

in Demirtaş-Madran, 2011) suggested, people evaluate their relationships as more satisfying 

based on their rewards and costs from the relationship. Therefore, it can be suggested that 

the more individuals are satisfied with their relationships, the more they have to lose when 

the relationship ends; as they gain more from the relationship, they feel more jealous 

(Demirtaş & Dönmez, 2006).  

 

Results yielded that attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance are positively correlated. 

It was hypothesized that attachment avoidance will report ludic love style. Unexpectedly, 

results showed that attachment avoidance is correlated with eros, storge, pragma, mania, 

agape love styles. Therefore, results did not support the eighth hypothesis of the research.  
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Theoretical perspectives include that Bartholomew (1990) conceptualized four attachment 

styles described as secure, preoccupied (anxious), fearful (avoidant) and dismissive 

(avoidant), suggesting that avoidance has two distinct forms. Fearful individuals deny the 

desire for closeness as a defensive strategy, while they are in fact craving for emotional 

intimacy but afraid of rejection. Consequently, they experience high levels of attachment 

related anxiety and high avoidant behaviour. On the other hand, dismissive-avoidant 

individuals, have mistrust for relationships and they value for independence over closeness. 

Therefore, they experience lower anxiety and high avoidant behaviour.  

 

In the light of our findings, it can be concluded that individuals with high anxiety also 

reported high avoidant behaviour, suggesting that our participants’ form of attachment might 

be fearful-avoidant. Considering all these associated love styles  -eros, storge, pragma, mania 

and agape- related signifying care for their partner and include closeness at some level, 

possible explanation for the association with avoidance might because of these fearfully 

avoidant individuals have lower self-esteem and fear of rejection, this might lead them to 

display -and report- defensively avoidant behavior.  

 

This suggestion is also consistent with the finding of the present research describing an 

association between attachment anxiety and avoidance, and the previous discussion also 

compatible with individuals with storge, pragma, mania, and agape love styles also 

reported high levels of anxiety. Mania love style is characterized by insecure, possessive 

type of love, constantly obsessive about partner’s attention, therefore, it was expected that 

these individuals report higher levels of anxiety. The finding that mania is associated with 

higher anxiety is supported our hypothesis. 

 

4.2.3 Attachment and Relationship Satisfaction (Hypotheses 6) 

Results also revealed that as predicted, attachment anxiety is negatively linked with 

relationship satisfaction.  

 

In the literature, it was found that anxiously attached individuals tend to report lower levels 

of relationship satisfaction, commitment, trust and interdependence in relationship 

(Simpson, 1990). Previous research also indicated that individuals especially with high 
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levels of attachment anxiety consider conflict as a threat toward their relationships and their 

reactions include intense negative emotions (Paley, Cox, Burchinal, & Payne, 1999, as cited 

in Harma & Sümer, 2015) and relationship-damaging behaviors (Simpson, Rholes, & 

Philips, 1996, as cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015).  This also might imply that individuals 

with attachment anxiety tend to report more dissatisfied with their relationship.  

 

Moreover, results also revealed that highly avoidant individuals reported more relationship 

satisfaction, and attachment avoidance predicts higher relationship satisfaction.  

Therefore, our hypothesis that highly anxious individuals and highly avoidant individuals 

will report lower relationship satisfaction, was partially supported. This controversial finding 

might be stem from the fact that avoidant individuals do not have a low threat threshold such 

as anxious individuals, and their deactivation strategies allows them to deactivate attachment 

related feelings and make them less likely to perceive conflict and likely to withdraw, rather 

than engage further, if disagreements occur (Mikulincer & Florian, 1998, as cited in Harma 

& Sümer, 2015). This might lead the avoidant individual to be reluctant about reviewing 

existing relationship problems within the relationship, therefore, individuals with higher 

attachment avoidance might have illusions regarding their relationship quality. Moreover, 

self-reported relationship satisfaction may not adequately measure satisfaction from 

relationships. Previous research suggests that individuals with high attachment avoidance 

are likely to suppress their emotions, and reluctant to resolve them (Mikulincer, & Shaver, 

2007). Their tendency to leave their emotions unresolved might influence their realistic view 

toward the relationship.  

4.2.4 Dark Triad and Love Styles (Hypotheses 11 and 12) 

It was hypothesized that Machiavellistic and psychopathic individuals will report more 

ludic love style, whereas individuals high on narcissism will report both erotic (passionate) 

and ludic love style. Results supported the hypothesis, signifying that machiavellistic and 

psychopathic individuals prefer more game-playing love style, and narcissistic individuals 

prefer passionate and game-playing love styles. In the literature, it was found that 

individuals with psychopathy traits constantly contemplate or pursue short-term sexual 

opportunities, without considering neither their relationship status nor their potential 
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targets’ (Williams et al., 2005). On the other hand, many research emphasized that 

Machiavellian individuals believe that that sharing feelings or personal vulnerabilities 

indicates weakness which led others to exploit them, therefore, prefer to show their 

positive abilities to others and they do not disclose their feelings or flaws. These features 

probably have negative reflections on Machiavellian individuals’ romantic relationships.  

Research shows that individuals high on Machiavellianism inclined to avoid being 

committed, emotionally intimate with others and they prefer short-term, sexually-driven 

relationships with low emotional investment (Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009). 

Therefore, our findings regarding Machiavellianism and psychopathy are compatible with 

previous research. Previous research indicates narcissists value physical attractiveness and 

agentic traits such as status and success, and they prefer attractive and successful partners 

partially because they identify themselves with their partner (Campbell, 1999). Research 

also emphasized that narcissistic individuals prefer partners who can provide esteem and 

status for them both in a direct and indirect way (Campbell, 1999). Therefore, the present 

findings are in line with the literature.  

 

However, results also yielded that surprisingly, high psychopathy individuals reported 

more storgic love style, although the correlation disappeared when age is controlled. This 

inconsistent finding may derive from the fact that psychopaths avoid passionate long term 

relationships and consider relationships more of a ‘friend with benefits’ style rather than 

‘dedicated lover’ relationship, which enabled them to pursue other alternatives for sexual 

relationships. This finding is consistent with another finding describing a positive 

association between psychopathy and ludus love style and that ludus love style is 

positively correlated with storge love style.  

4.2.5 Dark Triad and Attachment (Hypotheses 9 and 10) 

On the other hand, as predicted, Machiavellianism was found to be related to both 

attachment avoidance and anxiety, whereas there was no association between narcissism 

and either attachment avoidance or attachment anxiety. Despite the regression findings, 

path analysis revealed associations regarding attachment dimensions with both 

Machiavellianism and narcissism. These findings will be discussed further. 
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Moreover, in contrast with the hypothesis that psychopathic individuals have higher 

attachment avoidance, results yielded that psychopathy is also related with attachment 

anxiety, indicating that individuals high on psychopathy reported more concern about their 

relationship. Thus, results did not support the eleventh hypothesis of this research. 

However, this controversial finding was disappeared when age was controlled. Considering 

our participants mostly young adults at university, this finding may suggest that young 

adults have higher attachment anxiety. On the other hand, Blackburn (1993) reported that 

although displaying antagonistic interpersonal styles is a shared characteristic of both 

primary and secondary psychopathy, primary psychopathy lack anxiety while secondary 

psychopathy includes experiencing negative affects such as anxiety. This finding is 

consistent with present findings, considering SRP-III scale including items regarding both 

primary and secondary psychopathy. 

 

4.2.6 Dark Triad and Relationship Satisfaction (Hypothesis 5) 

It was hypothesized that all three dark triad traits would be linked with low degrees of 

relationship satisfaction. Results partially supported the hypothesis, by revealing that only 

psychopathy is negatively linked with relationship satisfaction and predict lower 

relationship satisfaction. Previous research suggests that psychopaths demonstrate less 

commitment and trust towards their partner (Williams, Spidel and Paulhus, 2005), this 

finding implies that psychopaths might have low relationship satisfaction. Furthermore, a 

recent research reported that men’s psychopathy is negatively linked with their relationship 

satisfaction, whereas it is negatively related to relationship commitment for both genders 

(Smith et. al, 2014). Therefore, our finding is consistent with the previous literature.  

 

4.3 Discussions of the Proposed Model Regarding Dark Triad Traits, Love Attitudes, 

Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance, and Relationship Satisfaction 

 

Regression analysis suggested that there might be potential mediators explaining the link 

between personality characteristics and relationship satisfaction. In this section, the proposed 

model examining the associations between dark triad personality characteristics and 

relationship satisfaction via attachment dimensions and love attitudes are discussed. 

In detail, this research predicted that dark triad personality characteristics - 



54 

 

Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy-, would predict attachment anxiety and 

attachment avoidance, and in turn they would predict love attitudes and relationship 

satisfaction of participants.  

 

Results indicated that there is indeed an indirect influence of Machiavellianism to 

relationship satisfaction through attachment anxiety and ludus love style. Overall, 

Machiavellianism predicted higher attachment anxiety, which in turn predicted adoption of 

ludus love style and lower relationship satisfaction.   

 

Results also yielded that individuals who score low in narcissism, have higher levels of 

anxiety, and in turn, it leads them to seek other partners, therefore, have lower relationship 

satisfaction. Conversely, individuals with narcissistic traits have lower attachment anxiety, 

therefore, they display low game-playing love attitude, and they have higher relationship 

satisfaction. 

 

In this research, it was predicted that Machiavellianism and Narcisissm will be positively 

related with both attachment anxiety and avoidance. As mentioned before, regression results 

revealed that high Machiavellianism is associated with high attachment avoidance and 

attachment anxiety, whereas there was no association between narcissism and attachment 

dimensions. However, further path analysis revealed that high Machiavellianism positively 

predicts attachment anxiety, whereas high Narcissism negatively predicts attachment 

anxiety. These findings supoorted our hypothesis.  

 

Many previous studies noted that high Machiavellian individuals have dysfunctional 

emotionality including unbalanced emotional functioning, the experience of negative affect 

such as increased anxiety, negative and hostile attitudes, and depressive symptoms 

(Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; McHoskey, 2001b; McHoskey et al., 1998; Paulhus & Williams, 

2002). Moreover, the positive association between narcissism and attachment anxiety is 

supported by many other studies (Dickinson & Pincus, 2003; Neumann & Bierhoff, 2004; 

Smolewska & Dion, 2005). Therefore, the finding of the present research is in line with the 

literature.  

 

In this research, results yielded that when age is controlled, there emerged a positive 
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association between attachment anxiety and ludus. Moreover, our proposed model indicated 

that attachment anxiety predicts ludus love style.  

 

This connection might be explained by the fact that anxious individuals craving for affection 

and fear of neglect might lead them to constant efforts to get the affection and attention they 

need from their partner. Schachner & Shaver (2004) emphasized that sexual behavior of an 

individual with anxious attachment is guided by their need for emotional intimacy, 

reassurance from their partner, and to reduce their stress. This finding might be implying that 

others’ attention (acquired by sex) might be used by them as a coping strategy for heightened 

stress in their relationship. Therefore, pursuing other partners for sexual encounters might 

be one of their attention-seeking strategies to get their current partner’s attention.  

 

Previous research revealed that early adolescent attachment anxiety predicts both the 

presence and frequency of risky sexual behaviour over the adolescence period (Kobak, 

Zajac, & Smith, 2009). 

 

One explanation for that connection might be cultural-fit hypothesis (Friedman et. al., 2010; 

as cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015), describing culturally incongruent attachment 

characteristics negatively affecting relationship functioning. Patterns of attachment anxiety 

and avoidance culturally vary, based on the cultural norms regarding emotional closeness in 

relationships. Many research signified that attachment anxiety is more common in 

collectivist cultures, whereas attachment avoidance is more prevalent in individualistic 

cultures (Rothbaum et al., 2002; Schmitt et al., 2003, 2004; Sümer & Kağıtçıbaşı, 2010; as 

cited in Harma & Sümer, 2015). Recent research by Harma & Sümer (2015) emphasized 

that attachment anxiety is more common than attachment avoidance in the Turkish cultural 

context. Therefore, it might explain the dominant influence of attachment anxiety in our 

research.  

 

Path analysis also supported that Ludus negatively predicts relationship satisfaction, 

consistent with the regression analysis and previous studies, as mentioned above (see 

Hypothesis 5). 
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4.4 Limitations and Further Implications 

 

 

Firstly, the sample exclusively comprised university students, thus, the results obtained can 

not be generalized to a wider population. Moreover, because of the participants were 

mostly young adults, further research including older populations is needed to better 

understanding of the relationship satisfaction. 

 

Secondly, all variables were measured with self~report instruments rather than indirect 

measurements, implying that there might be faking good effect. Although self-report 

measures are beneficial and widely used, as some researchers argue, they are inclined to 

response distortion, or in other words, “faking” (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998, as cited in 

MacNeil, 2008). Previous research suggests that psychopathy might enable faking on self-

report personality tests (MacNeil & Holden, 2006; as cited in MacNeil, 2008) Furthermore, 

research yielded that individuals that score high on psychopathic traits are more successful 

to lower their scores on psychopathy, when they are asked to do so (Edens et al., 2001; 

Rogers, Vitacco, Jackson, Martin, Collins, & Sewell, 2002; as cited in MacNeil, 2008). 

 

Another limitation of the present study was regarding Love Attitudes Scale. This 42-item-

version of the scale was translated into Turkish by the researcher and edited by the thesis 

supervisor. Although there is a Turkish adaptation of the short version 24-item-short version 

of Love Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1998) by Büyükşahin ve Hovardaoğlu 

(2004), with generally acceptable with reliabilities ranging from .47 (ludus) to .80 (agape), 

present research used the original long version of the scale because of its usage in literature 

regarding dark triad (Jonason & Kavanagh, 2010) and attachment (Neto, 2007). 

 

The discrepancy between the results of regression analysis and path analysis (the former 

indicating that narcissism is not associated with attachment dimensions and 

the latter indicating that narcissism is a negative predictor of attachment 

anxiety) necessitates further research. Moreover, due to the potentially dishonest answers to 

the questions related to the number of long-term, emotional relationships and number of 

short-term, sexually-focused relationships, these variables could not be included in the 

research. Further research might investigate how these attitudes, attachment dimensions and 
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relationship satisfaction are related with the actual pattern of relationship preferences.   

  

The studies regarding Dark Triad in our country are very rare, and none of these studies has 

explored the role of these traits in romantic relationships. Furthermore, in our country, none 

of the researches regarding relationship satisfaction has investigated the associations 

between the influences of dark triad, love styles, attachment anxiety and attachment 

avoidance on romantic relationship satisfaction. Although some controversial findings were 

found, the present study is a pioneering research that investigates dark triad traits in 

relationship contexts of Turkish individuals. 

 

In summary, this dissertation clarified that Machiavellianism and narcissism predict 

relationship satisfaction via attachment anxiety and ludus love style. The mediator effect of 

attachment dimensions and love styles regarding the relationship satisfaction should be 

investigated further across broader contexts in future studies. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONSENT FORM 

 

Araştırmanın Adı : Romantik ilişkilerde tutum ve davranışlardaki farklılıkların 

kişilerarası bağlamda incelenmesi 

 

Araştırmacılar      : Yrd. Doç. Dr. Ekin Eremsoy & Aşkım Nur Uysal 

Yrd. Doç. Dr. Ekin Eremsoy ve Klinik Psikoloji Yüksek Lisans öğrencisi Aşkım Nur Uysal 

tarafından yürütülmekte olan bu proje, bireylerin yakın ilişkilerdeki tutumları ve deneyimleri 

arasındaki farklılıkları ve bu farklılığa yol açabilecek nedenleri incelemeyi amaçlamaktadır.    

 

Bu çalışmada, sizden yakın ilişkilerdeki tutumunuzu, davranışlarınızı ve düşüncelerinizi 

değerlendirmenize yönelik bir dizi ölçeği doldurmanız istenecektir.  

 

Çalışmanın tamamı yaklaşık 20 dakika  sürmektedir ve katılımınız karşılığında ………. dersinizin 

notu için bir puan kazanacaksınız. Bu çalışmada vermiş olduğunuz tüm cevaplar tamamen gizlidir 

ve sadece bu araştırmanın kapsamı içinde kullanılacaktır. Tüm veriler, size verilecek bir katılımcı 

kodu ile girilecek, hiç bir yerde kimliğinize ilişkin herhangi bir bilgi kullanılmayacaktır. Ayrıca, 

isminizi ya da imza gibi kimliğinizi belirtecek herhangi bir bilgiyi bu onam formu dışındaki hiçbir 

yazılı forma yazmamalısınız. Sizin imzalamanız ardından bu form ölçek setinden ayrılacak ve 

kimsenin ulaşamayacağı kapalı bir yerde muhafaza edilecektir.  Bu çalışmadan herhangi bir neden 

belirtmeksizin istediğiniz an çekilebilirsiniz. Çalışmadan çekilmeniz durumunda herhangi bir cezai 

yaptırımla karşılaşmayacaksınız ve yine de katılım puanı alacaksınız. 

 

Yakın ilişkilerdeki tutum ve davranışlarınız hakkında öğreneceklerinizin yanı sıra, psikoloji alanında 

yürütülen bir projeye katılma deneyimi kazanmanızı, ayrıca alanda okuyan öğrenciler için bu 

araştırma sürecini görme fırsatı kazanmanızı bu çalışmaya katılmanın olası yararları arasında 

sayabiliriz. Bu çalışmaya katılmanın önemli herhangi bir riski bulunmamaktadır.  

 

Bu araştırma Doğuş Üniversitesi Etik Kurulu tarafından incelenmiş ve onaylanmıştır.  Bu çalışma ile 

ilgili herhangi bir endişeniz ya da sorunuz olursa bu projenin araştırmacısı olan Yrd. Doç. Dr. Ekin 

Eremsoy (1249 ya da eeremsoy@dogus.edu.tr) ile iletişim kurabilirsiniz.   

 

Eğer bu çalışmaya katılmayı istiyorsanız, lütfen aşağıdaki onay formunu okuyarak imzalayınız.  

Yrd. Doç. Dr. Ekin Eremsoy ve Aşkım Nur Uysal tarafından yürütülmekte olan bu çalışmaya katılmayı 

kabul ediyorum. Bilgi-Onay metnini okudum ve bu çalışmaya katılmakla ilgili olarak sormak istediğim 

soruları araştırmacının kendisine ya da asistanına sorarak öğrenme fırsatım olduğunu biliyorum. 

Çalışmadan herhangi bir neden belirtmeksizin istediğim her aşamada çekilebileceğimi biliyorum. Aynı 

zamanda bu çalışmanın Doğuş Üniversitesi Etik Komitesi tarafından onaylandığını da biliyorum. 

Herhangi bir gerekçe ile bilgi almak istediğimde araştırmacının kendisine ya da Etik Kurul’a 

başvurabileceğimi biliyorum.   
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Eğer bu bilgiler doğrultusunda araştırmaya katılmak istiyorsanız, lütfen Onay Formunun iki kopyasını da 

imzalayınız, ve bu formun bir kopyasını kendiniz için saklayınız.  

 

Katılımcının Adı-Soyadı (lütfen yazınız): _____________________________ 

 

Katılımcının İmzası: _______________________________ 

 

Tarih: ______________________ 

Araştırma projesine vermiş olduğunuz destek ve yardım için teşekkür ederiz.  
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APPENDIX B 

        DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 

 

Yönerge: Sizden, diğer ölçekleri cevaplandırmadan önce öncelikle aşağıda kişisel bilgilerinizle 

ilgili olan soruları cevaplandırmanızı rica ediyoruz. Lütfen bu soruları sizi en iyi ifade eden 

seçeneği işaretleyerek cevaplayınız.  

Cinsiyet (birini işaretleyiniz):   Erkek ____  Kadın ____     

Doğduğunuz yıl: ________ 

Çocukluğunuzdaki gelir seviyenizi tanımlar mısınız? (birini işaretleyiniz) 

Üst sınıf ___  Üst-Orta sınıf ___  Orta Sınıf ___   Düşük-Orta Sınıf ___ Düşük Sınıf ___ 

Şimdiki sosyo-ekonomik düzeyiniz nedir? (birini işaretleyiniz)  

 Üst sınıf ___  Üst-Orta Sınıf ___  Orta Sınıf ___   Düşük-Orta Sınıf ___ Düşük Sınıf ___ 

En uzun süreyle yaşadığınız yer:  

○Büyükşehir     ○Şehir    ○Kasaba    ○Belde    ○Köy  

Şu anda bulunduğunuz yerleşim birimi: 

○Büyükşehir     ○Şehir    ○Kasaba    ○Belde    ○Köy  

Eğitim Seviyeniz: 

○Okuryazar (ama mezun değil)      

○İlkokul mezunu  

○İlköğretim mezunu (ilkokul ve ortaokul) 

○Lise Mezunu      

○Yüksekokul Mezunu    

○Üniversite Öğrencisi  

○Üniversite mezunu    

○Lisansüstü Öğrencisi  

○Lisansüstü Mezunu 
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Mesleğiniz: (birden fazla uyuyorsa lütfen işaretleyiniz) 

__Öğrenci               __Devlet Memuru __Fabrikada çalışan İşçi        __Ofiste çalışan İşçi    

__Akademisyen      __Öğretmen  __Ev Hanımı                      __Emekli 

__Diğer (lütfen belirtiniz) ________________ 

Bugüne kadar toplam kaç farklı kişi ile duygusal, uzun süreli romantik ilişki içine girdiniz? 

Lütfen sayı olarak belirtiniz. 

____________ 

 

Bugüne kadar toplam kaç farklı kişi ile duygusal bağlanma içermeyen, cinsellik odaklı ve 

kısa süreli ilişkiye girdiniz? Lütfen sayı olarak belirtiniz. 

___________ 

 

Aşağıdakilerden hangisi sizin dini/inanç sisteminizi en iyi ifade etmektedir? 

○Tanrı’ya inanmam (Ateistim) 

○Tanrı’ya inanıyor ama bir dini tercih etmiyorum 

○Müslümanım 

○Diğer ______________________________ 

 

 

Kendinizi dindar/inanan biri olarak nitelendirir misiniz? (İlgili rakamı yuvarlak içine alınız) 

 

1-----------------2------------------3-----------------4-------------------5--------------------6----------------7                                                                                                         

Hiç dindar 
değilim 

          Orta    
Çok 

dindarım 

    
 

   

Hangi sıklıkla camiye/dini toplantılara gidersiniz? (İlgili rakamı yuvarlak içine alınız) 

1-Asla                       

2-Senede bir defa veya daha az          

3-Senede birkaç defa  

4-Ayda birkaç defa         

5-Haftada bir                             

6-Haftada birden fazla 
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Hangi sıklıkla dua etme ve Kur’an-ı Kerim okuma gibi özel dini aktiviteler için zaman 

harcarsınız? 

1-Hiç veya çok az           2-Senede birkaç defa           3-Ayda birkaç defa        

4-Haftada birkaç defa     5-Günde bir defa               6-Günde birden fazla 

 

Aşağıdaki dört ifadeden her biri sizi tanımlamak için ne kadar doğrudur? 

1-Kesinlikle yanlış        

2-Biraz yanlış        

 3-Ne doğru ne yanlış  

4-Biraz doğru           

5-Kesinlikle doğru 

 

1. Hayatımda kutsal olan yaratıcının varlığını hissediyorum 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Dini inançlarım hayata tamamen nasıl yaklaştığımı belirler. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Dinimi hayatımda yaptığım her şeyin içinde bulundurmak için çok gayret 

ederim. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Dini inancım davranış ve kararlarımı belirlemede önemli bir rol oynar. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Politik görüşünüz aşağıdaki kategorilerden hangisine daha yakındır? (lütfen sadece en yakın 

olduğunuz “bir” seçeneği işaretleyin) 

 

○Anarşist                         ○Ülkücü          ○Sosyal Demokrat     ○Kemalist   ○Marksist                                      

○Muhafazakar Demokrat        ○Sosyalist        ○Komünist    

○Milliyetçi                               ○Liberal           ○Şeriatçı     

○Apolitik                          ○Diğer(lütfen belirtiniz)________________ 

 

Seçtiğiniz politik görüşünüzü nerede konumlandırırsınız?  (Size en yakın gelen sayıyı 

yuvarlak içine alınız.) 

 

      1-----------------2------------------3-----------------4-------------------5--------------------6---------------7 

  Aşırı Sol                                                              Orta                                                                  Aşırı Sağ   

Etnik kimlik: 

 

○Türk     ○Kürt    ○Ermeni     ○Rum      ○Arap      

○Diğer_______________  
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APPENDIX C  

EXPERIENCES IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS SCALE - REVISED 

 Aşağıdaki maddeler romantik ilişkilerinizde hissettiğiniz duygularla ilgilidir. Bu araştırmada  sizin  

ilişkinizde yalnızca şu anda değil, genel olarak neler olduğuyla ya da neler yaşadığınızla ilgilenmekteyiz. 

Maddelerde sözü geçen "birlikte olduğum kişi" ifadesi ile romantik ilişkide bulunduğunuz kişi 

kastedilmektedir. Eğer halihazırda bir romantik ilişki içerisinde değilseniz, aşağıdaki maddeleri bir ilişki 

içinde olduğunuzu varsayarak cevaplandırınız. Her bir maddenin ilişkilerinizdeki duygu ve düşüncelerinizi 

ne oranda yansıttığını karşılarındaki 7 aralıklı ölçek üzerinde, ilgili rakam üzerine çarpı (X) koyarak 

gösteriniz.  
1---------------2---------------3---------------4---------------5---------------6---------------7 

                                        Hiç                                              Kararsızım/                                          Tamamen 
                                  katılmıyorum                                        fikrim yok                                           katılıyorum 
 

1. Birlikte olduğum kişinin sevgisini kaybetmekten 

korkarım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

2. Gerçekte ne hissettiğimi birlikte olduğum kişiye 

göstermemeyi tercih ederim. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 
 

3. Sıklıkla, birlikte olduğum kişinin artık benimle 

olmak istemeyeceği korkusuna kapılırım.  

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

4. Özel duygu ve düşüncelerimi birlikte olduğum 

kişiyle paylaşmak konusunda kendimi rahat 

hissederim. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 
 

5. Sıklıkla, birlikte olduğum kişinin beni gerçekten 

sevmediği kaygısına kapılırım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

6. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişilere güvenip 

inanmak konusunda kendimi rahat bırakmakta 

zorlanırım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

7. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişilerin beni, benim 

onları önemsediğim kadar 

önemsemeyeceklerinden endişe duyarım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

8. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişilere yakın olma 

konusunda çok rahatımdır. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

9. Sıklıkla, birlikte olduğum kişinin bana duyduğu 

hislerin benim ona duyduğum hisler kadar güçlü 

olmasını isterim. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

10. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişilere açılma 

konusunda kendimi rahat hissetmem. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

11. İlişkilerimi kafama çok takarım.   1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

12. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişilere fazla yakın 

olmamayı tercih ederim. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

13. Benden uzakta olduğunda, birlikte olduğum 

kişinin başka birine ilgi duyabileceği korkusuna 

kapılırım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

14. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişi benimle çok 

yakın olmak istediğinde rahatsızlık duyarım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 
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15. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişilere duygularımı 

gösterdiğimde, onların benim için aynı şeyleri 

hissetmeyeceğinden korkarım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

16. Birlikte olduğum kişiyle kolayca 

yakınlaşabilirim. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

17. Birlikte olduğum kişinin beni terk edeceğinden 

pek endişe duymam. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

18. Birlikte olduğum kişiyle yakınlaşmak bana zor 

gelmez. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

19. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişi kendimden 

şüphe etmeme neden olur. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

 

20. Genellikle, birlikte olduğum kişiyle sorunlarımı 

ve kaygılarımı tartışırım. 
 
  1 

 
 2 

 
  3 

 
   4 

 
   5 

 
  6 

 
  7 

21. Terk edilmekten pek korkmam.   1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

22. Zor zamanlarımda, romantik ilişkide olduğum 

kişiden yardım istemek bana iyi gelir. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

 

23. Birlikte olduğum kişinin, bana benim istediğim 

kadar yakınlaşmak istemediğini düşünürüm. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

24. Birlikte olduğum kişiye hemen hemen her şeyi 

anlatırım. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

25. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişiler bazen bana 

olan duygularını sebepsiz yere değiştirirler. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

26. Başımdan geçenleri birlikte olduğum kişiyle 

konuşurum. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

27. Çok yakın olma arzum bazen insanları korkutup 

uzaklaştırır. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

28. Birlikte olduğum kişiler benimle çok 

yakınlaştığında gergin hissederim. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

29. Romantik ilişkide olduğum bir kişi beni 

yakından tanıdıkça, “gerçek ben”den 

hoşlanmayacağından korkarım. 

  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

30. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişilere güvenip 

inanma konusunda rahatımdır. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

31. Birlikte olduğum kişiden ihtiyaç duyduğum 

şefkat ve desteği görememek beni öfkelendirir. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

32. Romantik ilişkide olduğum kişiye güvenip 

inanmak benim için kolaydır. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

33. Başka insanlara denk olamamaktan endişe 

duyarım 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

34. Birlikte olduğum kişiye şefkat göstermek benim 

için kolaydır. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

35. Birlikte olduğum kişi beni sadece kızgın 

olduğumda önemser. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

36. Birlikte olduğum kişi beni ve ihtiyaçlarımı 

gerçekten anlar. 
  1  2   3    4     5   6    7 

 
 
 

 
 



85 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE 

Lütfen aşağıdaki her soru için size en uygun olan harfi daire içine alınız. 

Soruları erkek/kız arkadaşınız, nişanlınız veya eşinizle olan ilişkinizi göz önüne 

alarak cevaplayınız. 

Eğer hayatınızda romantik olarak hoşlandığınız bir erkek/kadın varsa, fakat o 

kişiyle aşağıdaki soruları cevaplayacak derecede bir ilişkiniz yoksa, bu kutuyu □ 

işaretleyip aşağıdaki soruları atlayarak bir sonraki sayfadan devam ediniz. 

Eğer şu an için romantik olarak hoşlandığınız veya ilişkide olduğunuz bir 

erkek/kadın yoksa aşağıdaki soruları atlayarak bir sonraki sayfadan devam ediniz. 

 
1. Partneriniz ihtiyaçlarınızı ne ölçüde karşılıyor? 

 

A...........................B...........................C...........................D...........................E 

Zayıf           Orta    Çok iyi 

 

2. Genelde ilişkinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz? 

 

A...........................B...........................C...........................D...........................E 

Memnun değilim        Orta    Çok memnunum 

 

3. Başkalarınkine kıyasla ilişkiniz ne kadar iyi?  

 

A...........................B...........................C...........................D...........................E 

Zayıf          Orta     Çok iyi 

 

4. Bu ilişkiye girmemiş olmayı ne sıklıkta aklınızdan geçiriyorsunuz?  

 

A...........................B...........................C...........................D...........................E 

Hiç bir zaman        Bazen     Çok sık 

 

5. İlişkiniz başlangıçtaki beklentinizi ne ölçüde karşıladı?  

 

A...........................B...........................C...........................D...........................E 

Hemen hemen hiç      Orta     Tamamen 

 

6. Partnerinizi ne kadar seviyorsunuz?  

 

A...........................B...........................C...........................D...........................E 

Fazla değil         Orta          Çok fazla 

 

7. İlişkiniz ne kadar sorunlu?  

 

A...........................B...........................C...........................D...........................E 

Çok az         Orta         Çok fazla 
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APPENDIX E 

SHORT DARK TRIAD 

    Lütfen aşağıdaki ifadeleri okuyarak her bir ifadeye ne kadar katıldığınızı puanlayınız.  

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Kesinlikle 

Katılmıyorum 

Katılmıyorum Kararsızım Katılıyorum Kesinlikle 

Katılıyorum 

 

 

1. Sırlarınızı paylaşmak akıllıca bir şey değildir.  1 2 3 4 5 

2. Genel olarak söylersek, insanlar zorunlu olmadıkça sıkı bir şekilde 

çalışmazlar. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Neye mal olursa olsun, önemli insanları kendi tarafınıza çekmelisiniz.  1 2 3 4 5 

4. İnsanlarla doğrudan çatışma yaşamaktan kaçının, çünkü ileride işinize 

yarayabilirler. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. İleride insanlara karşı kullanabileceğiniz bilgileri bir kenarda tutmak 

akıllıca bir şeydir. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. İnsanlardan öç almak için doğru zamanı beklemelisiniz.  1 2 3 4 5 

7. Diğer insanlardan saklamanız gereken bazı şeyler vardır, çünkü her şeyi 

bilmeleri gerekmez. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Planlarınızın başkalarının değil, sizin yararınıza olduğundan emin olun. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Çoğu insan manipüle edilebilir. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. İnsanlar beni doğuştan lider olarak görür. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. İlgi odağı olmaktan nefret ederim.  1 2 3 4 5 

12. Pek çok grup aktivitesi bensiz sıkıcı olur. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Özel olduğumu biliyorum çünkü herkes bana bunu söyleyip duruyor. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Önemli insanlarla tanışık olmak hoşuma gider.  1 2 3 4 5 

15.  Biri bana iltifat ettiğinde utanırım. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Ünlü insanlarla karşılaştırıldığım oldu. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Sıradan bir insanım. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Hakettiğim saygıyı görme konusunda ısrarcıyımdır. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Otorite figürlerinden intikam almak hoşuma gider. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Tehlikeli durumlardan kaçınırım.  1 2 3 4 5 

21. İntikam almak hızlı ve çirkin olmalıdır. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. İnsanlar sıklıkla kontrolden çıktığımı söyler.  1 2 3 4 5 

23. Kaba davranabildiğim doğrudur. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Benimle uğraşan insanlar her zaman buna pişman olurlar. 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Kanunla başım hiç derde girmedi. 1 2 3 4 5 

26. Ezik kişilere sataşmaktan hoşlanırım. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. İstediğimi almak için her şeyi söyleyebilirim. 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX F 

LOVE ATTITUDES SCALE 

Aşağıdaki bazı maddeler belirli bir romantik ilişkiye yönelik sorular iken, bazıları aşk 

hakkındaki genel tutum ve inançları değerlendirmeyi hedeflemektedir. Maddeleri mümkün 

olduğunca şu anda romantik ilişki içerisinde bulunduğunuz kişiyi düşünerek cevaplandırınız. 

Eğer şu an bir romantik ilişki içerisinde değilseniz, maddeleri en son ilişkide bulunduğunuz 

kişiyi düşünerek cevaplandırınız. Eğer daha önce romantik anlamda bir ilişkide 

bulunmadıysanız, maddeleri bir ilişki içinde olduğunuzu varsayarak, size en yakın gelen 

seçeneği işaretleyerek cevaplandırınız. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

Kesinlikle 

Katılmıyorum 

Katılmıyorum Kararsızım Katılıyorum Kesinlikle 

Katılıyorum 

 

1. Sevgilimle tanışır tanışmaz anında birbirimizden etkilendik. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Sevgilimle aramızda tam da olması gerektiği gibi bir fiziksel çekim 

vardır.  

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Sevişmelerimiz çok yoğun ve doyurucudur. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Sevgilimle birbirimiz için yaratıldığımızı hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Sevgilimle ben duygusal olarak çok çabuk kaynaştık.  1 2 3 4 5 

6. Sevgilim ve ben birbirimizi gerçekten anlıyoruz. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Sevgilim benim ideal fiziksel güzellik/yakışıklılık standartlarıma 

uyuyor.  

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Sevgilimi ona bağlılığım konusunda biraz belirsiz bırakmaya 

çalışırım.   

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Sevgilimin benim hakkımda bilmediği bir şey olmasının onu 

üzmeyeceğine inanırım. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. İki sevgilimin birbirinden haberdar olmasını engellemem gereken 

zamanlar oldu. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. Yaşadığım aşk ilişkilerini kolayca ve çabucak atlatabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Sevgilim, diğer insanlarla yaptığım bazı şeyleri bilseydi üzülürdü.  1 2 3 4 5 

13. Sevgilim bana aşırı bağımlı olmaya başladığında, biraz geri çekilmek 

isterim. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14.  Pek çok farklı insana mavi boncuk dağıtmaktan keyif alırım. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Arkadaşlığın nerede bitip aşkın nerede başladığını tam olarak 

söyleyebilmek benim için zordur.  

1 2 3 4 5 

16. Gerçek aşk, öncesinde bir süre karşıdakine değer vermeyi gerektirir. 1 2 3 4 5 
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17.  Daha önce bir sevgili ilişkisi yaşadığım kişilerle her zaman arkadaş 

kalmayı beklerim.  

1 2 3 4 5 

18. En iyi aşklar uzun süren arkadaşlıklardan doğar. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Arkadaşlığımız zaman içerisinde gitgide aşka dönüştü.  1 2 3 4 5 

20. Aşk son derece derin bir arkadaşlıktır; gizemli, mistik bir duygu 

değildir. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. En doyurucu aşk ilişkilerim iyi arkadaşlıklarımdan doğdu.  1 2 3 4 5 

22.  Birisine bağlanmadan önce onun hayatta nereye geleceğini göz 

önünde bulundururum. 

1 2 3 4 5 

23.  Bir sevgili seçmeden önce hayatımı dikkatlice planlamaya çalışırım. 1 2 3 4 5 

24.  En doğrusu sizinle benzer bir geçmişe sahip birini sevmektir. 1 2 3 4 5 

25.  Sevgili seçerken göz önüne alınması gereken temel şeylerden biri o 

kişinin aileme uyup uymayacağıdır. 

1 2 3 4 5 

26.  Sevgili seçerken önemli faktörlerden birisi iyi bir ebeveyn olup 

olmayacağıdır. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. Sevgili seçerken göz önünde tutulan faktörlerden birisi onun 

kariyerimi nasıl etkileyeceğidir.  

1 2 3 4 5 

28. Birisiyle çok yakınlaşmadan önce, çocuklarımızın olması ihtimalini 

düşünerek, kalıtımsal geçmişinin benimkiyle ne derece uyumlu 

olduğunu anlamaya çalışırım. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. Sevgilimle aramda her şey yolunda olmadığı zaman midem fena 

olur.   

1 2 3 4 5 

30. İlişkilerim ayrılıkla sonuçlandığında, intiharı bile düşünecek kadar 

depresif hissederim. 

1 2 3 4 5 

31. Bazen aşık olmak beni o kadar heyecanlandırır ki uyuyamam.  1 2 3 4 5 

32. Sevgilim bana ilgi göstermediğinde kendimi çok kötü hissederim. 1 2 3 4 5 

33. Aşık olduğumda, başka şeylere konsantre olmakta zorlanırım. 1 2 3 4 5 

34. Sevgilimin başka birisiyle olduğundan şüphelenirsem bir türlü 

rahatlayamam/ rahat hissedemem.  

1 2 3 4 5 

35. Eğer sevgilim beni bir süre görmezden gelirse, bazen onun ilgisini 

geri kazanmak için aptalca şeyler yaparım.  

1 2 3 4 5 

36. Zor zamanları atlatması için her zaman sevgilime yardımcı olmaya 

çalışırım. 

1 2 3 4 5 

37. Sevgilimin acı çekmesindense kendim acı çekmeyi tercih ederim. 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Sevgilimin mutluluğunu kendi mutluluğumun önüne koymadığım 

sürece mutlu olamam. 

1 2 3 4 5 

39. Genellikle sevgilimin istediği şeye ulaşması için kendi isteklerimi 

feda etmeye gönüllüyümdür. 

1 2 3 4 5 

40. Sahip olduğum her şeyi sevgilim dilediği gibi kullanabilir. 1 2 3 4 5 

41. Sevgilim bana kızgın olduğunda, onu yine de tamamıyla ve 

koşulsuzca severim. 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. Sevgilim için her şeye göğüs gerebilirim. 1 2 3 4 5 
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