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The purpose of the present study was to determine

whether there are any differences between college students

1) who have received violence, 2) who have received threats

of physical violence, and 3) who have not received threats

or physical violence from their partners. The study

examined ways in which these three groups describe their

own and their partners' self-esteem and personality.

Significant findings indicate that perceptions of

one's self esteem and partner's self esteem are affected by

the level of violence received. Surprisingly, those who

received threats of violence, for both perceptions of self

and partners, had the lowest self esteem. No significant

relationship was found between violence and perceptions of

personality. Additional findings suggest that those in

violent relationships have lower relationship satisfaction

than those who receive threats or no violence at all.



Table of Contents

Page

List of Tables . . . . . . . . . . . . ........ iv

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... 1

Purpose

Method.. ...................... 14

Subjects
Procedure
Instrumentation
Design

Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........ 19

Gender and Violence Effects
Exploratory Analysis

Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..29

Appendices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... 38

References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..62

iii



List of Tables

Table

1. Frequency of Receiving Threats and Violence by
Gender . . . . . . . . . 0 49.0.0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0-0

Page

20

iv



THE RELATIONSHIP OF RECEIVING VIOLENCE AND

PERCEPTIONS OF SELF AND PARTNER

Since 1980 one aspect of the literature on violent

relationships has focused on courtship. This research

generally has shown that the level and frequency of

violence during dating is similar to that found in marital

relationships. Some similarities and differences between

courtship violence and other forms of family violence have

also been explored. However, neither the marital nor the

courtship literature has progressed to the point at which

there is an understanding of the ways partners in violent

relationships perceive each other.

Results on the frequency of courtship violence va-ry

in part due to differences in the samples and the measures.

Some studies report that approximately 20 percent of

college students have experienced violence (Cate, Henton,

Koval, Christopher, & Lloyd, 1982; Koval & Lloyd, 1986;

Makepeace, 1981). Laner and Thompson (1982) reported that

65 percent of a sample of 371 unmarried college students

had received or expressed premarital violence. Few

studies, however, have differentiated expressed and

received violence. Rose and Marshall (1985) found that 75

percent of subjects ever expressed violence against

1
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their partners within a dating relationship and 64 percent

had received violence from a partner. This suggests that

courtship violence is common in the college population. An

early study (Makepeace, 1981) found that approximately 60

percent of students knew someone who had been involved in a

violent relationship.

It is important to address gender differences in

regard to relationship violence. For example, biological

differences between males and females may influence the act

and its severity. Males usually have a larger structure

and greater strength than females. Therefore, they have

the potential to cause greater physical harm. Males are

also usually perceived as being more aggressive than

females. Thus, several studies have addressed gender

differences, but the results are somewhat conflicting. In

viewing the differences regarding gender, it is necessary

to look at all the confounding variables, such as what

behaviors are measured and who tends to report more

frequently.

Makepeace (1984a) studied 2,338 college students and

found that both males and females were involved in

courtship violence. However, expressing violence was

reported more by males than by females. Arias, Samios, and

O'Leary (1987) had conflicting results, finding that 30

percent of the 95 males and 49 percent of 175 females
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sampled reported expressing violence toward a partner.

Plass and Gessner (1983) found that among high school and

college students who were in serious relationships, females

were more likely than males to express violence. However,

a more equal balance was found in relationships described

as casual dating.

Marshall and Rose (1987) found more males than females

reported being recipients of abuse. Overall, Makepeace

(1984b) found a greater frequency of received than

expressed violence reported. Laner (1983) found that in

courtship, violence tended to be perceived as "mutual"

rather than unilateral. Cate et al. (1982) showed that in

68 percent of the relationships in which violence was

present, each partner expressed and received violence at

some point. In only 10 percent of those relationships the

males were reported as the sole abuser, while in 22 percent

of relationships, the female was the sole abuser.

Combining genders, Cate et al. found that 62 percent of

students in violent relationships stated mutual violence

occurred, 15 percent reported a sole abuser, and 23 percent

stated there was a sole victim. From the literature on

frequencies, it appears that both genders express and

receive violence which is to some extent mutual.

The research on gender differences in perceptions of

victimization is no more conclusive than that on which sex
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is more likely to report expressing or receiving violence.

Makepeace (1984a) and Plass and Gessner (1983) both found

that females reported themselves as being the principle

victims of the violence almost twice as often as did males.

However, Arias et al. (1987) found that males more often

than females reported overall and severe victimization. It

may be that part of the differences in results lies in the

particular behaviors that males and females use. Makepeace

(1984a) suggests there is a "victimization gradient,"

whereby males appear to receive more lower level acts while

females sustain more serious acts of violence. It has also

been proposed that men may have a greater restraint for fear

of causing physical harm whereas females may feel freer to

engage in physical violence (Arias et al.,, 1987). A study

by Arias and Johnson (1986) found that both males and

females described male-to-female aggression more negatively

than female-to-male aggression. Thus, it may be more

socially acceptable for women to be physically violent

toward men than for men to be violent toward women. This

could also be a factor in the difference in reporting

violence. Males may underreport their own behavior. Arias

and Beach (1986) found that although social desirability was

negatively related to reporting their own violence for both

sexes, the relationship was much stronger for males. Social

desirability was not related to reports of receiving violence.
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These studies suggest that when asking participants

about the violence they have received more accurate reports

are given than when subjects report their own violence.

Further, if female-to-male violence is more prevalent and

acceptable than the reverse, it may be that the direction

of the violence has different effects on perceptions. For

example, it could be argued that female-to-male violence,

to the degree it is more acceptable or less harmful, would

have little impact on males' and females' perceptions of

themselves and their partners. However, female-to-male

violence may in fact have a strong impact on people's self

perceptions due to sex role considerations, whereas male-

to-female violence may not because males are assumed to be

more aggressive and females are assumed to be more passive.

The differences in reporting violence also may be

partially explained by the way males and females perceive

the reasons for violence. According to Makepeace (1984a)

females were more likely to perceive their behavior as self

defensive and males were more likely to perceive their

violence as "intimidative. " These perceptions are

congruent with male and female sex roles. Makepeace also

found that females were more likely to intend to cause harm

or injury than males. It is unclear how such intentions

would affect perceptions of the self and partner. In a

study by Cate et al. (1982), a list of interpretations was
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given to identify the meaning of abuse (love, hate, anger,

confusion, fear, sadness, other). Anger (73%) and

confusion (49%) were the most frequently listed

interpretations.

Differences between genders may also be present in

beliefs about precipitating events. Laner (1983) found

that women were more likely to say that anger, power

struggles and drinking or drug use were factors involved in

violence. Men tended to point to jealousy, rejection and

being goaded into violence. Makepeace (1984b) found that

violence occurred most often following a jealousy

disagreement. The way violence is interpreted and the

precipitating events probably influences how they perceive

themselves and their partners in a relationship.

Some research suggests that the depth of the -

relationship plays an important role in courtship abuse

(Plass & Gessner, 1983). Significant findings suggest that

violence is more frequent in serious rather than in casual

relationships (Laner & Thompson, 1982; Plass & Gessner,

1983). Laner and Thompson (1982) argued that the tenuous

nature of the courtship commitment may contribute to

feelings of insecurity, interpersonal vulnerability and

conflict. These findings imply that violence is generally

not present until a serious phase of a relationship is

reached (Singelman, Berry, & Wiles, 1984). If Laner and
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Thompson are correct, these findings may be reflected in

people's self concepts and perceptions of their partners.

Some literature has focused on the effect of

relationship seriousness to dating violence. Cate et al.

(1982) found that as relationships become more intimate,

violent behaviors may become more acceptable. If this were

assumed, then marriage having the highest level of

commitment, would have more violence than cohabitating or

dating relationships. Surprisingly, Yllo and Straus (1981)

found that cohabitors reported more violence than married

couples, but other variables also had direct effects on the

results. For example, it was shown that cohabitors over

30, divorced women, and those who had been in a

relationship over 10 years had lower rates of violence.

These findings would support the hypothesis that the

tenuous nature of commitment between cohabitators may

generate insecurity and interpersonal stress which could

lead to abusive behaviors (Rouse, Breen, & Howell, 1987).

It is possible that more of insecurity is present in any

relationship in which the commitment is perceived as

tenuous. However, it should then follow that exclusive

dating couples would show a high frequency of violence due

to the similar insecurity and lack of structure present.

To date, research to conclusively clarify these issues has

not been done.
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Relationship satisfaction should be related to the

presence or absence of violence. Surprisingly, among

dating couples, most students reported that their

relationship was strengthened or unchanged after a violent

incident (Henton, Cate, Koval, & Christopher, 1983). More

research has addressed the relationship of satisfaction and

violence among married couples. For example, O'Leary

(1985) found that poor marital relationships were almost

always present in couples who were abusive, and that

marital discord was the strongest correlate of abuse.

Several studies have found a similar association. However,

when the data are examined, violent couples do not report

less satisfaction with their relationship than non-violent

couples. The group means of these violent couples are

often on the "satisfied" end of the scale rather than the

"dissatisfied" end. Thus, it may be most accurate to say

that when compared to non-violent couples, violent couples

report less satisfaction with their relationship but are

not dissatisfied.

It has been suggested that sex role attitudes are

related to violence. Males who perceive themselves as

congruent with traditional sex roles may be more likely to

inflict violence on their partners (Bernard, Bernard, &

Bernard, 1985). Greenburg and Zeldow (1977) found that

when comparing males who had conservative sex role
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attitudes to more liberated males, the conservative men had

a higher need for dominance and also tended to be more

threatened by women with strong achievement motivation.

Mason and Blankenship (1987) found that power-motivated men

tended to use physical violence to settle conflicts.

Therefore, one might assume that women who receive violence

from males may perceive them as dominant, aggressive,

powerful.

It has also been found that males who abuse their

partners perceive women in traditional ways (Sigelman et

al., 1984; Rosenbaum & O'Leary, 1981). Abusive males may

view women as passive, dependent, and not ambitious.

Kalmuss and Straus (1982) found that females dependency was

related to being abused by their partners; the more

dependent, the greater the risk. Thus, personality

characteristics may interact with violence in a

relationship.

Bernard et al. (1985) proposed that a perceived

imbalance in sex roles within a couple could be a correlate

of violence. For example, if a male with traditional sex

role beliefs were paired with a liberated female, the

possibility of violence would increase due to the power

imbalance. It has also been suggested that being a

liberated female may be a predictor of inflicting violence

on the male partner (Sigelman et al., 1974). If this is



accurate, males who receive violence might view their

partners as more ambitious, dominant, assertive, and

confident than males who have not been abused.

It is also useful to examine the relationship of self

esteem and courtship violence. Much of the research done

in this area supports the hypothesis that self esteem is

somewhat related to experiencing violence in relationships.

Gelles (1982) reported that one consistent finding in child

abuse and family violence research is that perpetrators

usually have poor self concepts. Such findings may

generalize to courtship abuse. Makepeace (1984b) found

that lower self esteem was correlated with violent

behaviors, but self esteem was less important than stress.

In a study comparing violent and nonviolent women, the

abusive women reported lower self esteem and higher levels

of pathology (Comins, 1984). Comins also found that

college students in abusive relationships were

characterized by lower self esteem and higher levels of

emotional distress when compared with students not in

violent relationships. Married violent males have been

described as suffering from feelings of inadequacy and low

self concept (Ball, 1977; Goldstein & Rosenbaum, 1985). In

battering couples, both individuals have tended to show low

self esteem (Telch & Lindquist, 1984). Telch and Lindquist

(1984) also found that frequency of violence and self

now
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esteem are negatively correlated. However, as is found in

all aspects of the violence literature, results are

conflicting. Firestein (1987) found no difference between

college women who had been abused and those who had not, on

measures of self esteem.

The research on courtship violence has suggested that

other personality characteristics may be relevant. College

males who express violence have been described as

immature, irresponsible, lacking in social conscience, and

often demonstrating antisocial behaviors (Rapaport &

Burkhart, 1984). Difficulty controlling anger, expressing

empathy, and a lack of self disclosure have also been shown

to be characteristic of abusive males (Adams & McCormick,

1982).

The literature on courtship violence is limited. -

Therefore, it is often necessary to look at marital

violence, which has been more thoroughly examined.

However, unlike the courtship literature, this body of

research usually uses clinical samples of identified

abusers who may be a special subgroup of men who are

violent toward their partners. Thus, findings may not

generalize to men in dating relationships.

Male batterers may have excessive dependency needs

(Weitzmann & Dreen, 1982), and high levels of insecurity,

passivity and jealousy (Dewsbury, 1975; Rounsaville, 1978;
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Scott, 1974). Hastings and Hamberger (1988) found that

batterers in comparison to nonbattering males showed

greater elevations on tests reflecting personality

disorders and depression and lower scores of conformity.

The married violent males showed signs of personality

disorders, mood and other symptom disturbances, and

cognitive and affective problems approaching psychotic

levels on the Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory.

Similarly, Bernard and Bernard (1984) studied abusive

males seeking treatment. A mean profile of the Minnesota

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) was obtained,

which showed elevations (T > 70) on Hypochondriasis (1),

Psychopathic Deviate (4), Psychasthenia (7), Schizophrenia

(8), and Hypomania T = 70 (9). The interpretation of these

findings suggests that the men were angry, irritable,

unpredictable, and may have problems with impulse control.

These males tended to distrust others, feel isolated, and

insecure (Bernard & Bernard, 1984). Thus, women who have

received violence, may perceive their partners as more

jealous, impulsive, and angry than women whose partners

have not been violent.

It has also been suggested that married victims of

violence show differences in personality characteristics.

Victims may exhibit lower self-esteem, low self

sufficiency, and psychological symptomatology such as
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depression and anxiety, and suicide attempts (Sedlak,

Bowen, Hotaling, & Sugarman, 1985). Hartik (1982) reported

that battered wives were more emotionally unstable and had

lower self esteem than those who were not battered. Hartik

suggested that these wives were generally more maladjusted,

with higher scores on psychosis, personality disorder, and

neurosis factors than the non-battered group.

The studies cited which examined personality

characteristics utilized clinical samples, which may

include only the most serious or life-threatening levels of

violence. Rose and Marshall (1985) found that only 15

percent of students or their families had been identified

in any way (e.g., by police, counselors, shelters, etc.) as

having experienced abuse as a child or adult or witnessed

violence between their parents. Thus, it is unlikely that

such extreme findings would be replicated with a college

sample. However, the results do underline the importance

of examining personality factors which may be associated

with violence among college students.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determine whether

there are any differences between college students 1) who

have received violence, 2) who have received threats of

physical violence, and 3) who have not received threats or

physical violence from their partners. The study examined
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ways in which these three groups described their own and

their partner's self esteem and personality.

Since the research in this area has been largely

exploratory with conflicting findings, only a few general

hypotheses were constructed. Several main effects and

interactions of violence and gender were expected. Gender

differences were expected to correspond to sex roles. For

example, males are generally considered more dominant than

females, and females are considered more warm than males.

Violence effects are expected to be present in a linear

fashion with the no violence group perceiving themselves

and their partners more positively than the low violence

group (threat only) and the high violence group,

respectively. Interactions are expected for violence and

gender. For example, males who have received violence were

expected to have lower self esteem and view themselves more

negatively (e.g., submissive) than females because it is

more inconsistent with male sex roles to be physically

aggressed against by females.

Method

Subjects

The subjects consisted of 75 single males and 97

single females currently attending the University of North

Texas who received extra credit for their participation.

They were either in a dating relationship or had been in

11111 Flamm
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one within the last 6 months. The age of the subjects

ranged from 18 to 35 years (M = 20.87). The median age was

20.

Procedure

The experimenter announced the study to introductory

psychology classes. A sign-up sheet listed the time and

the location of the research. When subjects arrived, the

experimenter gave a brief description of the study.

Instructions to the experimenters are described in Appendix

A. Students were informed of confidentiality and any

possible risks of the study via the informed consent form

(see Appendix B). The subjects completed the Dyadic

Adjustment Scale (DAS), the Self Esteem Scale, the

Interpersonal Characteristic Scale, and the Adjective

Scales, in that order, rating themselves. Then students

completed the instruments in the same order rating their

partner. Finally, the Severity of Violence Scale was

completed.

Instrumentation

Demographic data included gender, age, whether they

were currently in a dating relationship, length and

seriousness of their current or most recent relationship

(see Appendix C) .

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS). This is a 32-item

questionnaire (Spanier, 1976) designed to assess global
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relationship satisfaction (see Appendix D). The instrument

measures dyadic satisfaction, cohesion, consensus, and

affectional expression. The internal consistency of the

total scale was originally reported as .96. There is also

evidence of concurrent validity (Spanier, 1976). Using the

current sample, alpha was .90 for total satisfaction

scores.

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale. This scale measures the

self-acceptance aspect of self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965).

The scale consists of 10 items answered on a 4-point Likert

scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree (see

Appendix E). A test-retest correlation of .85 was found

and a reproducibility coefficient of .92 was determined

(Rosenberg, 1965). Using the current sample, an alpha of

.86 was obtained for ratings of one's self esteem. When

rating partner's self esteem, an alpha of .88 was obtained.

Thus, for ratings of self and partner, items on this

measure are reasonably consistent.

Interpersonal Characteristic Scale. This scale was

derived from Wiggins' (1979) theory of personality. He

developed a taxomony of interpersonally relevant trait-

descriptive terms to describe the ways in which individuals

differ from each other. The scale consists of 128

adjectives representing 16 personality variables. When

combining similar characteristics, the adjectives form
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eight broader personality dimensions, with 16 adjectives

per dimension. In this study, Wiggins' scale was modified.

Five point scales (ranging from not at all characteristic

to very characteristic) were used to indicate how

characteristic the adjectives were of themselves and their

partner (see Appendix F).

Wiggins (1979) found that some of the interpersonal

scales were more reliable than others. However, all of the

scales met a reasonably stringent requirement of acceptable

internal consistency (r > .80). When applying Wiggins'

dimensions, the obtained alphas ranged from .70 to .82 for

self-ratings and from .02 to .53 for ratings of their

partners. Dominance (e.g., domineering, assertive) and

Ambitious (e.g., persevering, persistent) were summed to

form the Power dimension (r = .74 for self, r = .02 for

partner). Arrogant (e.g., big-headed, boisterous) and

Calculating (e.g., sly, tricky) comprised the Manipulative

dimension (r = .82 for self, r = .33 for partner). Cold

(e.g., warmthless, unsympathetic) and Quarrelsome (e.g.,

impolite, uncordial) were summed to form the aggressive

dimension (r = .79 for self, r = .32 for partner). Aloof

(e.g., antisocial, unneighborly) and Introverted (e.g.,

silent, shy) were combined to form the Introversion

dimension (r = .80 for self, r = .35 for partner). Lazy

(e.g., unproductive, lazy) and Submissive (e.g., self-
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doubting, self-effacing) were combined to form the

Obedience dimension (r = .74 for self, r = .53 for

partner). Unassuming (e.g., nonegotistical, undemanding)

and Ingenuous (e.g., uncunning, uncalculating) were summed

to form the Interpersonal Trust dimension (r = .70 for

self, r = .28 for partner). Warm (e.g., tender-hearted,

gentle-hearted) and Agreeable (e.g., courteous, charitable)

were combined to form the Altruism dimension (r = .72 for

self, r = .13 for partner). Gregarious (e.g., friendly,

genial) and Extraverted (e.g., outgoing, extraverted) were

combined to form the Extraversion dimension (r = .79 for

self, r = .36 for partner). Thus, the adjectives were

perceived as more consistent for the dimensions when

describing the self rather than the partner.

Adiective Scales. Bipolar adjectives with an 8-point

rating scale were included (see Appendix G). Eight sets of

adjectives were utilized to derive a measure describing how

relaxed the participant believed himself or herself and the

partner to be. This scale showed a reasonable degree of

consistency for self (r = .57) and partner (r = .67)

ratings. The second set of eight adjectives represented a

caring dimension. This set was reliable for ratings of the

self (r = .70) and perceptions of partner (1 = .83). A

third set of nine ratings represented an aggressive

dimension. This set was also internally consistent for
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ratings of the self (r = .80) and perceptions of the

partner (r = .78).

Severity of Violence Scale. This scale was developed

by Marshall (personal communication, 1989). Female

students (n = 501) and community members (n = 237) rated 47

behaviors on 10-point scales of seriousness,

aggressiveness, violence, threat, and the amount of

physical and emotional harm associated if a male did the

acts to a woman. (Males are making the same ratings of

female to male violence, but information is still being

collected.) Results of factor analysis showed that 10

clusters reliably fell together. The current version of

the scale has the 45 behaviors grouped into 10 items (see

Appendix H). Subjects described on 4-point scales (never,

once, a few times, many times) how often their partner had

done each set of acts to them.

Design

A 2 X 3 design was used with gender and three levels

of violence (no violence, those who have received threats

of physical violence and those who have received actual

physical violence) as the independent variables.

Results

Based on responses to the Severity of Violence Scale,

three groups were created. Table 1 indicates the percentage

of males and females reporting that their partner had done
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acts to them within the 10 dimensions. The no violence

group had a score of 1 on all of the 10 items. This

indicated that they had never experienced their partner

doing any of the behaviors. The second group, threats

only, had scores greater than 1 on items 1, 2, 3, and 4

indicating that they had received threats of physical

aggression, symbolic or mild violence. The mild violence

item was included for the threat group because the

behaviors appeared more related to threats than to most of

Table 1

Frequency of Receiving Threats and Violence by Gender

Types of Violence (Item #) Males Females
n n%

Mild Threats (1) 41 (54.7) 45 (46.4)

Symbolic Threats (2) 47 (36) 28 (26.8)

Moderate Threats (3) 10 (13.3) 6 (6.1)

Mild Violence (4) 18 (24) 15 (15.4)

Moderate I Violence (5) 26 (34.7) 36 (37.1)

Serious Threats (6) 4 (5.3) 6 (6.2)

Moderate II Violence (7) 20 (26.7) 8 (8.2)

Serious Violence (8) 14 (18.7) 3 (3.2)

Sexual Violence (9) 10 (13.3) 13 (13.3)

Life Threatening Violence (10) 1 (1.3) 3 (3.1)
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the physically violent behaviors (e.g., pulled hair vs.

kicked you). The third group, high violence, was composed

of subjects who responded with a score of 2 or above on

items 5, 7, 8, and 10 indicating that they had received

physical violence from a partner. If subjects had received

both threats and actual violence they would be assigned to

the high violence group. The sample was almost evenly

divided across the three groups. There were 55 (32%) in

the no violence group, 49 (28%) students had only received

threats of violence and 68 (40%) had been the recipient of

at least one act of actual violence.

It should be noted that item 6 on the Severity of

Violence Scale indicates threats of serious violence and it

is unclear at this time whether such threats should be more

closely associated with the lesser threats (i.e., 1, 2-, or

3) or with actual physical violence. For grouping

purposes, this item was ignored. Item 9 which addresses

sexual violence was also ignored. Parra (Personal

communication, 1989) found that neither gender reported

that females express these behaviors to male partners.

Gender and Violence Effects

Analysis of variance procedures were conducted on the

descriptive data to determine the effects of gender and

violence. Significant effects were found on age by gender

F(1, 166) = 5.78, p < .02. Females were younger (M =
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20.44) than males (M = 21.41). However, there was no

effect for violence on age F(2, 166) = 2.10, n.s., and no

interaction, F(2, 166) = .38, n.s.

There were several ways in which the relationship of

respondents described their relationships. Both gender,

F(1, 166) = 7.75, p < .006, and violence F(2, 166) = 4.25,

p < .02, were related to length of relationship. Females

reported longer M = 21.66 months) relationships than did

males (M = 15.80 months). A positive relationship was

found between violence and length of relationship. The no

violence group reported the shortest relationships (MN=

14.73 months) and those of the high violence group were

longest (M = 21.84 months). The mean for the threat

only group was 20.22 months. There was no interaction,

F(2, 166) = .503, n.s.

The three violence groups differed significantly on

ratings of relationship seriousness, F(2, 166) = 4.25, p

< .02. As seriousness increased, the violence ratings also

increased. With no violence, relationships were described

as less serious (N = 5.40) than those in which threats (N =

5.84) or physical violence (N = 5.99) were present. No

interaction F(2, 166) = .82, n.s., or effect for gender,

E(1, 166) = .91, n.s., was found on this item.

An ANOVA was conducted on relationship satisfaction

using the total score from the DAS. There was no effect
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for gender, F(1, 158) = .081, n.s., and no interaction was

found, F(2, 158) = .610, n.s. However, there was a main

effect for violence, F(2, 158) = 7.23, p < .001. The most

satisfaction was reported by the no violence group (M =

147.14), less by the threats only group (M = 141.67) and

the violence group reported the least satisfaction (M =

136.82). Note, however that all means were high,

indicating that even that the violence group reported a,

reasonably high level of satisfaction.

The effects of gender and violence on self esteem were

also tested. Ratings of self esteem clearly differed by

gender, F(1, 165) = 4.19, p < .04. Females (M = 33.53)

reported higher self esteem than males (M = 31.82). The

results also indicated that receiving violence affected

one's self esteem, F(2, 165) = 5.30, p < .006. The no

violence group had the highest self esteem (M = 34.56) and

the threats only group had the lowest (M = 31.65). The

mean for the high violence group was 32.21. An interaction

between gender and violence nearly reached significance,

E(2, 165) = 2.65, p < .07.

The level of violence also affected perceptions of

partners' self-esteem, E(2, 163) = 3.32, p < .04. Similar

to the subjects' self-esteem, those in the no violence

group rated their partners the highest (M = 33.85) and

those in the threat only had the lowest ratings of
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partners' self-esteem (M = 31.21). The mean for the high

violence group was 32.29. This effect was modified by an

interaction, F(2, 163) = 5.09, p < .007. According to

groups, females in the no violence group (M = 35.03)

perceived their partners as having a higher self-esteem

than did males (M = 31.90). In the threats only group,

males perceptions of partners' self-esteem (LI = 32.55) was

higher than females' perceptions (M = 30.08), causing the

interaction. Then, in the high violence group, the females

reported partners' self-esteem (M~= 33.61) higher than did

males (M = 30.81). No effect for gender was found on this

variable, F(1, 163) = 3.32, n.s.

Subjects' self descriptions on the eight personality

dimensions were utilized in a MANOVA. No effects were

found for experiencing violence, Pillais F(16, 276) = .92,

n.s., and no interactions were found, Pillais F(16, 276) =

1.44, n.s. However, a multivariate effect was found for

gender, Pillais F(8, 137) = 4.48, p < .001. Univariate

analysis indicated that gender affected self ratings on

manipulation, E(1, 144) = 16.59, p < .001, aggression,

F(1, 144) = 12.50, p < .001, introversion, F(1, 144) =

9.08, p < .01, obedience, f(l, 144) = 9.89, p < .01,

altruism, _(1, 144) = 10.85, p < .001, and extraversion,

F(l, 144) = 10.50, p < .001. Males perceived themselves as

more manipulative (M = 41.08), aggressive (M = 29.72),
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introverted (M = 34.03), and more obedient (M = 33.53) when

compared to females (M = 35.72, 25.86, 30.35, 30.13,

respectively). Females rated themselves as more altruistic

(M = 61.21) and extraverted (M = 62.92) than did males (M =

57.71, 59.23, respectively).

Subjects' ratings of their partners on the personality

dimensions were included in a second MANOVA. No effects

were found for violence, Pillais F(16, 274) = .94, n.s.,

and no interaction was found, Pillais F(16, 274) = 1.07,

n.s. Again, a multivariate effect was found for gender,

Pillais F(8, 136) = 2.47, p < .02. The univariate analysis

indicated a difference was present on descriptions of their

partners' altruism, F(1, 143) = 4.50, p < .04. Males

perceived their partners as more altruistic (M = 46.31)

than did females (1 = 44.83).

Exploratory Analysis

Regression equations were calculated separately for

males and females to try to understand the relationships

among satisfaction, self-esteem, violence and personality

variables. Stepwise procedures were used. The variables

are reported in order of importance of their contribution

to explain the variance in each dependent variable.

Relationship satisfaction. First, the relationship of

types of violence and satisfaction was explored. Among

males, 32.4 percent of their satisfaction was explained by
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negative ratings on receiving moderate threats (beta = -.459),

and mild threats (beta = -.222) from their partners, R = .57,

F(2, 68) = 16.33, p < .001. For females, 11.7 percent of

their relationship satisfaction was explained by negative

ratings on receiving moderate violence (beta = -.342) from

their partners, R = .34, fE(1, 91) = 12.10, p < .001.

Subjects' ratings of their own personality were also

examined through multiple regression procedures. When

males rated themselves, ratings of power (beta = .354) and

altruism (beta = .268) explained 21.3 percent of their

relationship satisfaction, R = .46, f(2, 61) = 8.13, p

< .001. For females, ratings of their own altruism (beta

= .222) accounted for 4.9 percent of their relationship

satisfaction, R = .22, F(1, 80) = 4.13, p < .05. For both

genders, altruism was positively related to relationship

satisfaction.

When using perceptions of their partners' personality,

similarities were again found between genders. Among

males, 13 percent of their relationship satisfaction was

explained by their partner's extraversion (beta = .360), R

= .36, _(1, 63) = 9.40, p < .003. In addition to partners'

extraversion (beta = .541), less introverted trait ratings

(beat = -.451) of females' partners were explanatory for

their satisfaction. Extraversion and introversion

accounted for 34.5 percent of the variance for females.
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The bipolar variables also reflected personality

variables (i.e., relaxed, caring, and assertive) subjects

perceived as characterizing themselves and their partners.

Among females, how caring (beta = .269) they perceived

themselves to be explained 7.2 percent of relationship

satisfaction, E = .27, F(l, 91) = 7.09, p < .009. For

males, 26.2 percent of their relationship satisfaction was

explained by how caring (beta = .419) and assertive (beta =

.249) they perceive themselves to be, R = .51, (2, 68) =

12.09, p < .001. Both males and females rated their caring

ability to higher relationship satisfaction.

Among males, their perception of how relaxed (beta =

.341) and how caring (beta = .324) their partners were

accounted for 51.8 percent of their relationship

satisfaction. For females, these characteristics were also

important, but in the reverse order. Their perception of

how caring (beta = .661) and how relaxed (beta = .171) their

partners were accounted for 55.1 percent of females'

relationship satisfaction, R = .74, F(2, 90) = 55.41, p < .001.

Self Esteem. The relationships between types of

violence and self esteem were also examined through

multiple regression. Among males, 9.1 percent of their self

esteem was explained by serious threats (beta = .302) from

their partner, = .30, F(l, 72) = 7.23, p < .008. For

females, 13 percent of their self esteem was explained by
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consistent as they believe themselves to be. With the low

reliability coefficients, results related to the eight

personality dimensions of partners must be interpreted with

caution.

The hypotheses were partially supported. Results for

males were congruent with traditional sex role beliefs

(e.g., rating themselves as more aggressive than females).

Males viewed themselves as more obedient than did females.

This finding is inconsistent with traditional sex role

beliefs. However, as would be expected from sex role

theory, power in males was associated with their self

esteem and relationship satisfaction. In addition to

power, their altruism was also associated with relationship

satisfaction. Also, having less interpersonal trust was

associated with higher self esteem.

Females rated themselves higher on altruistic traits

than did males, which follows the sex role beliefs.

Further, males perceived their partners as more altruistic

than females saw their male partners. Their altruism was

also related to their relationship satisfaction. Altruism

traits appear important for females' self esteem and for

relationship satisfaction in both genders.

Also similar to males, females' self esteem was

positively related to perceptions of power. These results

are consistent with the notion that higher self esteem is
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associated with dominance and feelings of worth. For

females, high ratings of extraversion and low ratings of

introversion were both associated with high self esteem.

Extraversion on the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) is

on the social desirability scale, indicating a lack of

association with sex roles. Thus, these findings did not

support the hypothesis that subjects' self-reports would be

in the direction of traditional sex roles.

Both males and females had higher relationship

satisfaction when they perceived their partners as

extraverted. This finding suggests that the more outgoing

and sociable their partner is, the more satisfaction they

have with the relationship. This result may also be due to

the sample. It might be assumed that college years are

viewed as a very sociable time in one's life. Therefore,

it might be important to have a partner that meets these

needs for social interaction.

Among both sexes, rating themselves as caring and

assertive contributed to their self esteem and relationship

satisfaction. For females, their assertive and caring

abilities contributed to their self esteem but only their

caring traits were associated with their relationship

satisfaction. Since assertiveness is seen as a traditional

masculine trait and caring is often viewed as a feminine

characteristic (Bem, 1974), the males and females in this
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sample appear to exhibit both masculine and feminine

characteristics. College males tend to exhibit some

traditionally feminine characteristics. For example, they

often have higher scores on the masculinity-femininity

scale of the MMPI perhaps because they tend to have more

aesthetic interests than traditional males (Green, 1980).

Therefore, this population might not consist of a large

number of traditional males and females.

The next hypothesis was that a linear effect would be

present for the three groupings based upon violence. This

was found for relationship length, seriousness and

satisfaction. These findings support previous research

(O'Leary, 1985). For both genders, as both length of

relationship and seriousness increased, ratings of violence

also increased. This result supports findings that

violence is more likely present in longer, more serious

relationships (Cate et al., 1982; Sigelman et al., 1984).

Relationship satisfaction decreased with the level of

violence received. This finding is in conflict with Henton

et al. (1983) in which students reported that their

relationship was strengthened or unchanged after a violent

incident. However, overall the groups had high ratings of

relationship satisfaction. Apparently, violence does

affect relationship satisfaction, but not to the point

where the relationship is described as dissatisfying.
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It was expected that those who had received no violence

would rate themselves more positively than those who had

received threats and actual physical violence, respectively.

This was not found with the personality ratings. On

measures of self esteem, the no violence group did report

higher self esteem than the high violence group (for both

perceptions of self and partner), which partially supported

the hypothesis. However, a gradient effect from no violence

to physical violence was not present. Instead of the high

violence group having the lowest self esteem, the threats

only group did. Although future research will need to

determine causation, the results suggest that threats of

physical violence can be more damaging to one's self concept

than actual physical contact. When a person is receiving

threats he or she might be anticipating potential violence

which might be perceived as more harmful than it is.

Therefore, those who have received physical violence can

deal with the actuality of the event as opposed to the

possibility of the event. These same ideas can be applied

to perceptions of partners' self esteem. Thus, it could be

that the anticipation of violence has a stronger effect than

violent acts themselves.

The third hypothesis expected that interaction effects

would be present between gender and violence. This

hypothesis was only supported on perceptions of partners'
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self esteem. Females who received threats of physical

violence rated their male partner the lowest on self esteem

and males who received threats rated their female partners'

self esteem the highest when compared to the other groups,

thereby causing the interaction. It may be that females

who receive threats feel their partner has a lower self

esteem, perhaps because they are not following through with

the treats. Males may think their partner is self assured

if they use threats of physical violence. However, if this

were true, then it would be expected that males would view

their partner as more powerful. This was not found in this

study.

Some exploratory analyses were done to determine how

personality and violence factors are related to

relationship satisfaction and self esteem. Mild threats of

violence from females were negatively related to males'

satisfaction. Moderate violence from males was negatively

related to females' satisfaction. These findings would be

expected. However, for males, serious threats of violence

was positively associated with self esteem. This finding

is in conflict with the general finding from the MANOVA

that those who receive threats have the lowest self esteem.

For females, experiencing mild threats were negatively

related to their self esteem, which is congruent with

previous findings. However, life threatening violence was
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positively related to females' self esteem. This could

possibly be explained by the idea if a woman experiences

life threatening violence and lives through it, then her

self esteem would be higher because she survived the

violence.

Other exploratory analyses showed that when females

are less introverted and obedient, their male partner sees

them as having a higher self esteem. For males, having a

relaxed partner was associated with having a partner with a

higher self esteem. When females viewed males as less

introverted and altruistic but powerful, they rated their

partners' self esteem higher. Males who are perceived as

powerful, outgoing and not very altruistic were viewed as

having a high self esteem by their female partners.

Females also related their partners' assertiveness and

caringness to their partners' self esteem. So, males who

are assertive and caring are perceived to have high self

esteem by their female partners.

Overall, this study suggests that among college dating

students, receiving threats of physical violence and

receiving acts of violence from a partner is negatively

related to one's self esteem. In part, these results

support some (Comins, 1984; Hartik, 1982; Telch & Linquist,

1984) but not other (Firestein, 1987) previous research.

The most surprising finding was that those who received
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threats of physical violence reported the lowest self

esteem. This suggests that it can not be assumed that

threats of physical violence are less damaging than the

physical violence itself. Previous research has not

separated those who have only received threats from those

receiving actual violence. Therefore, these differences

may also be present in marital violence and have been

overlooked due to common grouping practices. It would be

recommended that future research examine these differences

further and the implications of receiving threats of

physical violence.

As with most of the research in this area, a major

limitation of this study was that it was correlational.

Additional longitudinal, crossed lagged studies should be

done which might permit making causal connections between

violence and self concept. Assuming that violence affects

self esteem level, the results of this study may have

several implications. Those in violent relationships might

rationalize the event which, for their self perceptions and

self esteem, would help maintain a positive self concept.

It is also possible that those who leave a relationship

after an act of violence or a serious threat could maintain

a positive self concept. This suggests that the ability to

survive violent events may be related to self esteem.

Also, people who leave a relationship might feel more in
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control of their lives, which would lead to more positive

self perceptions. Future research into these ideas could

help explain the coping characteristics of those who

receive threats of violence and actual physical violence.
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Instructions to the Experimenters

(1) Ask subjects, before handing them a questionnaire, if

they are currently in a dating relationship or have
been in one in the last 6 months.

(2) If a subject becomes disturbed as a result of the
questionnaire, intervene appropriately and give
reference to the following:

UNT Psychology Clinic, 1st floor Terrill Hall, open at

the present time, 565-2631.

UNT Counseling and Testing Center, Union Building, 2nd

floor, 565-2741.

Denton County MHMR, 387-555.
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Consent Form

The purpose of this study is to look at differences in
dating relationships and how individuals perceive their
relationships, themselves, and their partners. The
questionnaire will take approximately one hour to complete.

Extra credit will be given for participation in this
project. Other benefits to the participants include the
opportunity to learn something about themselves and their
relationship. Discomfort may arise from thinking about a
relationship. If so, it shoudl only be temporary. If this
discomfort persists, it would be advised that counseling be
sought. The Counseling and Testing Center and the
Psychology Clinic are both available to students on campus.

Participants are free to withdraw consent and
discontinue participation in this study at any time without
penalty.

Confidentiality will be maintained by only giving the
last four digits of your social security number, your age
and sex as identifying variables. There will be no way
participants can be identified.

If you have any questions or problems that arise in
connection with this study, contact Dr. Linda Marshall, the
project director at 565-2649 or Kathryn Quest at 383-3148.

(Signature of Participant)(Date)
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Demographic Information

Last 4 digits of your social security number

Age

Gender: 1 = Male 2 = Female

Are you in a love relationship right now? 1 = no 2 = yes

How many months has your present relationship lasted?

(If you are not in a current relationship, how long
did your most recent one last?)

How serious is (or was, if the relationship is over)
your current relationship?

Not at all serious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very serious
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS)

Much of the rest of the questionnaire askes about your

relationship and your partner. Please answer the questions

referring to your current relationship or your most recent

relationship if you are not in one now.

Most persons have disagreements in their

relationships. Indicate below the approximate extent of

agreement or disagreement between you and your current or

most recent partner for each item.

1 2 3 4 5 6

Always
Agree

Almost Occasionally Frequently Almost Always
Always Disagree Disagree Always Disagree
Agree Disagree

Handling family finances

Matters of recreation

Religious matters

Demonstrations of affection

Friends

Sex relations

Conventionality (correct or proper behavior)

Philosophy of life

Ways of dealing with parents

Aims, goals, and things believed important

Amount of time spent together

_ Household tasks

Leisure time interests and activities

Career decisions
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Use this scale for the next items

1 2 3 4 5 6

All of the Most of More often Occasionally Rarely Never
time the time than not

How often do you discuss or have you considered

terminating your relationship?

How often do you or your mate leave the house after a

fight?

In general, how often do you think that things between

you and your partner are going well?

Do you confide in your mate?

Do you ever regret that your are dating?

How often do you and your partner quarrel?

How often do you and your mate "get on each other's

nerves?"

1 2 3 4 5

Every day Almost every day Occasionally Rarely Never

_Do you kiss your partner?

1 2 3 4 5

All of Most of Some of Very few None
them them them of them

Do you and your partner engage in outside interests

together?

46
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1 2 3 4 5

Never Less than once Once or twice Once a More often

a month a month day

Have a stimulating exchange of ideas

Calmly discuss something

Work together on a project

These are some things about which couples sometimes

agree and sometimes disagree. Indicate if either item

caused differences of opinions or problems in your

relationship during the past few weeks.

Being to tired for sex 1 = no 2 = yes

Not showing love 1 = no 2 = yes

The following numbers represent different degrees of

happiness in your relationship. The middle point, "happy,"

represents the degree of happiness of most relationships.

Write the number that best describes the degree of

happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Extremely Fairly A little Happy Very Extremely Perfect

Unhappy Unhappy Unhappy Happy Happy

Which one of the following statements best describes

how you feel about the future of your relationship?
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1. 1 want desparately for my relationship to succeed, and

would go to almost any length to see that it does.

2. I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and

will do all I can to see that it does.

3. I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and

will do my fair share to see that it does.

4. It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I

can't do much more than I am doing now to help it

succeed.

5. It would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do

any more than I am doing now to keep the relationship

going.

6. My relationship can never succeed, and there is no

more that I can do to keep the relationship going.
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Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale

Write the number from the scale which best describes how

you feel or think your partner feels next to each

statement.

1 2 3 4

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an

equal basis with others.

I feel that I have a number of good qualities.

All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.

I am able to do things as well as most other people.

I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

I take a positive attitude toward myself.

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

I wish I could have more respect for myself.

I certainly feel useless at times.

At times I think I am no good at all.
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Interpersonal Characteristic Scale

Use a number from 1 to 5 to describe how characteristic

each adjective is of you/your partner.

1 2 3 4 5

Not at all characteristic Very characteristic

Dominant Bigheaded ___Sly

Without warmth Impolite Antisocial

Silent Not productive Self-doubting

Not egotistical Not cunning Tenderhearted

Courteous Friendly Outgoing

Persistent Assertive Boisterous

Tricky Not sympathetic Not cordial

Not neighborly Shy Lazy

Self-effacing Not demanding _Not calculating

Gentle-hearted Charitable Genial

Extraverted Industrious Forceful

Not thorough Timid Not vain

Not crafty Tender Well-mannered

Neighborly Vivacious Domineering

Self-disciplined Boastful Cunning

Not charitable Not gracious Not sociable

Bashful Not industrious Meek

Not wild Not wily Kind

Respectful Companionable Jovial
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1 2 3 4 5

Not at all characteristic Very characteristic

Organized Firm Overforward

Overcunning Cold-hearted Disrespectful

Distant Inward Inconsistent

Not bold Not argumentative Not sly

Emotional Cordial Approachable

Enthusiastic Deliberate Self-Confident

Swell-headed Crafty Hard-headed

Not cooperative Dissocial Not revealing

Disorganized Not aggressive Boastless

Guileless Sympathetic Cooperative

Congenial Cheerful Stable

Self-assured Cocky Calculating

Cruel Ill-mannered Unsmiling

Unsparkling Not businesslike Forceful

Pretenseless Not devious Soft-hearted

Accommodating Good-natured Perky

Steady Not self-centered Flaunty

Exploitive Ruthless Not civil

Not cheery Not demonstrative Impractical

Not authoritative Conceitless Not deceptive

Appreciative Forgiving Pleasant

Not shy
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Adjective Scales

Circle the number on each scale that best represents what

you/your partner are like.

optimistic

selfish

sociable

kind

grateful

brave

domineering

constrained

serious

active

excitable

loyal

careful

conventional

remembering

competitive

impulsive

disrespectful

thrifty

emotional

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

8 pessimistic

8 unselfish

8 unsociable

8 cruel

8 ungrateful

8 cowardly

8 submissive

8 free

8 humorous

8 passive

8 calm

8 disloyal

8 careless

8 eccentric

8 forgetful

8 cooperative

8 deliberate

8 respectful

8 generous

8 unemotional

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 rigidflexible
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mature 1

open minded 1

trusting 1

rational 1

secure 1

tense 1

experimenting 1

humble 1

outgoing 1

jealous 1

follower 1

aggressive 1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

8 immature

8 closed minded

8 suspicious

8 intuitive

8 insecure

8 relaxed

8 conservative

8 assertive

8 reserved

8 trusting

8 leader

8 docile
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Severity of Violence Scale

In relationships, a lot of our anxiety and frustrations

come out through behaviors. It is really pretty common.

For each of the next 10 questions, write a number in the

space to the left of the question. The number between 1

and 4 will describe how often in the past year your partner

has done one of the behaviors to you.

1 2 3 4
Never Once A few times Many times

1. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

shaken a fist at you, or

shaken a finger at you, or

made threatening gestures or faces at you, or

acted like a bully toward you

2. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

thrown, smashed or broken an object hit or kicked

a wall, door, or furniture
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1 2 3 4

Never Once A few times Many times

3. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

threatened to harm or damage things you care about

threatened someone you care about

destroyed something belonging to your

threatened to destroy property

4. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

scratched you

pulled your hair

bitten you

spanked you

5. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

day your partner has done any of the following

things:

shaken or roughly handled you

grabbed you suddenly or forcefully

pushed or shoved you

twisted your arm

held you down, pinning you in place

driven dangerously to spite or frighten you
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1 2 3 4

Never Once A few times Many times

6. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

threatened you with a weapon

threatened you with a knife or gun

threatened to kill you

threatened to hurt you

acted like he/she wanted to kill you

7. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

slapped you with the back of his/her hand

slapped you with the palm of his/her hand

slapped you around your face and head

hit you with an object

8. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

kicked you

stomped on you

punched you
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1 2 3 4

Never Once A few times Many times

9. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

physically forced you to have sex

made you have anal sex against your will

made you have oral sex against your will

demanded sex whether you wanted to or not

used an object on you in a sexual way

had sex with you while he was angry

10. In the past 12 months, how frequently would you

say your partner has done any of the following

things:

used a club-like object on you, or

beat you up, or

choked you, or

used a knife or gun on you, or

burned you with something

NOW GO.BACK TO THE FIRST QUESTION OF THIS SET AND CIRCLE

THE SPECIFIC ACTS YOUR PARTNER HAS DONE
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