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ABSTRACT

PSYCHOLOGICAL AGGRESSION PERPETRATION AMONG DATING
COLLEGE STUDENTS: THE INTERPLAY OF SOCIETAL, PARENTAL AND
PERSONAL FACTORS

Toplu Demirtas, Ezgi

Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zeynep Hatipoglu Stimer

June 2015, 287 pages

The aim of the current study is to investigate the role of personal cognitive
(acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs) factors as mediators of
the relationship between societal (patriarchy and gender socialization), perceived
parental  (witnessing interparental psychological aggression) factors and

psychological aggression perpetration among dating college students.

The sample of the study was composed of 1015 dating college students from private
and public universities in Ankara. Turkish versions of Multidimensional Measure of
Emotional Abuse, Sex Role Stereotyping Scale, Socialization of Gender Norms
Scale, Conflict Tactics Scales—Adult Recall Version, Intimate Partner Violence

Attitude Scale-Revised, Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, and Demographic



Information Form were used to gather data. A multi-sample structural equation

modeling (SEM) was used primarily to test the proposed model.

The results of multi-sample SEM revealed that the proposed model did not vary
according to gender and the model explained 31% of the variance in psychological
dating aggression perpetration. In general, the associations between patriarchy,
gender socialization, witnessing mother to father psychological aggression and
psychological dating aggression perpetration were partially mediated by acceptance

of psychological aggression.

Consequently, findings supported the significance of societal, perceived parental, and
personal cognitive variables in psychological dating aggression perpetration. The
theoretical and practical implications were discussed along with the

recommendations for future research.

Keywords: psychological dating aggression perpetration, societal factors, perceived
parental factors, personal cognitive factors, multi-sample structural equation

modeling
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FLORT ILISKiST OLAN UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERI ARASINDA
PSIKOLOJiK SALDIRGANLIGA BASVURMA: TOPLUMSAL, EBEVEYNE
ILISKIN VE KiSISEL FAKTORLERIN ETKILESIMI

Toplu Demirtas, Ezgi

Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii

Tez Danigsmani: Dog. Dr. Zeynep Hatipoglu Siimer

Haziran 2015, 287 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci, flort iligkisi olan iiniversite 6grencileri arasinda, kisisel bilissel
degiskenlerin (psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme ve cinsiyetci inanglar), toplumsal
(ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagmasi) ve ebeveyne iliskin algilanan degiskenler
(ebeveynler arasi psikolojik siddete taniklik etme) ile psikolojik saldirganliga

basvurma arasindaki iligkiye aracilik etmedeki roliinii incelemektir.

Arastirmanin 6rneklemini, Ankara’da devlet ve vakif {iniversitelerine devam eden,
flort iligkisi olan, 1015 {iniversite 6grencisi olusturmustur. Bu ¢aligmada veri toplama
araglari olarak Cok Boyutlu Duygusal Istismar Olgegi, Ataerkillik Olgegi, Toplumsal
Cinsiyet Olusumu Olgegi, Catisma Yontemleri Olgegi-Yetiskin Hatirlama Formu,
Yakin Iliskilerde Siddete Yonelik Tutum Olgegi-Gézden Gegirilmis Formu, Celisik

Vi



Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi ve Katilimer Bilgi Formu kullamlmigstir. Onerilen

modeli test etmek i¢in ¢ok 6rneklemli yapisal esitlik modellemesi kullanilmistir.

Cok orneklemli yapisal esitlik modellemesi sonuglari, 6nerilen modelin cinsiyete
gore degismedigini gostermistir ve model psikolojik flort saldirganligina bagvurmaya
iliskin varyansin % 31’ini acgiklamistir. Genel olarak, psikolojik saldirganligi kabul
etme, ataerkillik, cinsiyet toplumsallasmasi ve anneden babaya psikolojik siddete
taniklik etme ile psikolojik flort siddetine basvurma arasindaki iligkilere kismi olarak

aracilik etmistir.

Sonu¢ olarak, bulgular, psikolojik flort saldirganlifina basvurmada toplumsal,
ebeveyne iligkin algilanan ve kisisel bilissel degiskenlerin 6nemini desteklemektedir.
Bulgularin, kuramsal ve uygulamaya yonelik katkilari, daha sonraki arastirmalara

yonelik onerilerle birlikte tartigilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: psikolojik flort saldirganligina bagvurma, toplumsal
degiskenler, ebeveyne iligskin algilanan degiskenler, kisisel biligsel degiskenler, ¢cok

orneklemli yapisal esitlik modellemesi
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Articulated by Erikson (1968), the sixth psychosocial developmental stage is
intimacy vs. isolation, in which the virtue is love, the psychological crisis is intimacy
vs. isolation, and the existential question is “Can I love?” This stage covers the
period of young adulthood from early to late twenties, and even thirties. At this stage,
people establish significant relationships with friends; besides, they grow into being
capable of forming romantic relationships and making commitments, sacrifices and

compromises that the stage demands.

The period of young adulthood corresponds to the ages in which the people receive
their undergraduate and graduate education. Therefore, initiating and maintaining
romantic relationships is a significant developmental milestone in college students’
life. In the young adulthood, Connolly and Goldberg (1999) characterize romantic
relationships as the four phases, in the last of which commitment becomes involved
in passion, intimacy, and affiliation, and the dating relationship may evolve into
marriage. Thus, as one of the most important decisions, mate selection may occur

during college education.

Even not evolved into marriage, those -premarital- romantic relationships, may
contribute to physical and mental health of college students. Braithwaite, Delevi, and
Fincham (2010), with a sample of 1621 college students (mean age = 20.19)
demonstrated that college students in a committed relationships compared to single

ones reported fewer mental health problems (an index of alcohol use,



depression/anxiety disorder, seasonal affective disorder, drug use, eating disorder,
relationship difficulties, stress), lower obesity, fewer risky behaviors (an index of
alcohol, tobacco, and illicit drug use, binge drinking, and drinking and driving), and
fewer sexual partners. Similar findings were highlighted in another study that
investigated mental health of college students who are in committed dating
relationships (Whitton, Weitbrecht, Kuryluk, & Bruner, 2013). Both study suggested
that committed dating relationships in college may be protective to students’ mental
health.

Unfortunately but not surprisingly, not all dating relationships in the colleges are
rosy. The incidence that happened in Samsun, a city in Turkey, may be illustrative:
“The college student whose throat was slit: I will never forget that moment.” A
college student (18) filed charges against her college student ex-partner (19) with
whom she argued, and then was stabbed. The suspect told that “He could not
remember how to do” while the girl told “All through my life, I will never forget the
moments that he couldn’t remember, he said you are either mine or no one else’s and
then he did it”. Very briefly, they were both college students dating for two years.
The day of the event, they had an argument due to a jealousy attack. Then, the
woman slapped the man in the face, and upon this, the woman was stabbed in back
and throat. The woman indicated that she left her boyfriend several times before to
the day of attack, but started the relationship over again since he threatened her to
commit suicide. She further indicated that he was showing extreme jealousy, acting
in a controller oppressive and restring manner, having the desire to control the places
she went, the people she met, the clothes she wore, and decisions she made (Samsun
kulis haber, 2013). The case presented was simply a perfect illustration of dating
violence. It was newsworthy since it included a more visible form of dating violence,
the physical one. The threats of committing suicide to make her back, the jealousy
and controlling behaviors, and becoming angry enough to frighten her indicate the
more invisible form of dating violence; the psychological one. As in the case,
physical dating violence is often preceded by psychological aggression (O’Leary,
1999). Not in this case, but sexual assault may occur, as well.



Research on dating violence has evolved since its inception in the early 1980s and
dating violence has gained an umbrella term which encompasses various forms of
violence that occur within the context of non-marital and romantic relationships.
Anderson and Danis (2007, p. 88) defined dating violence as “the threat or actual use
of physical, sexual or verbal abuse by one member of an unmarried couple on the
other member within the context of a dating relationship”. Physical form of dating
violence includes minor acts such as throwing something, pushing, grabbing,
slapping and severe acts such as using a knife or gun, hitting, choking, beating and
kicking (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996). According to the
pioneering study of Makepeace (1981) on courtship violence, 21.2% of the college
students perpetrated physical form at some point in their dating relationships. Since
then, a substantial number of studies have shown perpetration prevalence rates at
averagely around 30% to 40% (Chan, Straus, Brownridge, Tiwari, & Leung, 2008;
Straus, 2004; Toplu & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011; White & Koss, 1991). Sexual form of
dating violence includes minor acts such as making partner having sex without a
condom, insisting on sex, insisting on oral or anal sex, and severe acts such as using
force to have oral or anal sex, using force to sex, using threats to have oral or anal
sex, using threats to have sex (Straus et al., 1996) and has perpetration prevalence
rates at averagely around 20% to 30% (Chan et al., 2008; Fisher, Cullen, & Turner,
2000; Harned, 2001; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Murray & Kardatzke, 2007; Toplu &
Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011; White & Smith, 2004).

Psychological aggression, also referred to as psychological abuse, emotional abuse,
verbal abuse, psychological violence and psychological maltreatment in the
literature, has gained attention as a separate research entity and been flourishing over
the past two decades. Lawrence, Yoon, Langer, and Ro (2009, p. 20) defined it as
“behaviors such as ridiculing, verbal threats, isolating one’s partner from family and
friends, and attempting to control one’s partner, and are intended to degrade one’s
partner and attack his or her self worth by making him or her feel guilty, upset, or
inadequate”. Psychological aggression involves various acts such as isolating,
restricting, monitoring and controlling the partner’s activities and social contacts

(restrictive engulfment), calling names, criticizing, degrading in front of other



people, saying the partner is ugly and worthless, saying that else would be a better
partner (denigration), sulking, refusing to talk, behaving cold (hostile withdrawal),
and becoming angry enough to frighten, threatening to hit, and threatening to throw
something (dominance/intimidation) (Murphy & Hoover, 1999). Compared to
physical and sexual forms of dating violence, the prevalence rates of psychological
aggression perpetration are alarmingly high at averagely around 70% to 80%, and
reaching as high as 90%s (Harned, 2001; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Jenkins & Aube,
2002; Leisring, 2013; Munoz-Rivas, Gomez, O’Leary, & Lozano, 2007; Neufeld,
McNamara, & Ertl, 1999; Toplu & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011). The terms
psychological (dating) aggression, psychological (dating) aggression perpetration
and use of psychological (dating) aggression are used interchangeably throughout

this study unless otherwise stated.

Unbeknownst to many, psychological dating aggression has been shown to be a
precursor and accompanier of physical and sexual assault, in the current or later
dating relationships (Frieze, 2000; Murphy & O’Leary, 1989), and it has been a
robust predictor of aggression in marital relationships (White, Merill, & Koss, 2001).
Psychological aggression has negative impacts on the mental health of both victims
(Follingstad, 2009) and perpetrators (Shorey et al., 2012) and this impact, though less
visible, is more profound (Follingstad, Rutledge, Berg, Hause, & Polek,1990) Yet,
college students do not perceive psychological aggression as serious, harmful and
abusive; quite the contrary, they normalize it (Williams, South-Richardson,
Hammock, & Janit, 2012), which, in the long term, may promote the use of it.
Consequently, given the flourishing nature, high prevalence, precursor and
accompanier effect, negative profound impacts, and lower noticeability in
perceptions, psychological aggression perpetration in dating relationships among
college students deserves further investigation.

The body of knowledge which has been collectively endorsed so far is of value; yet,
to understand the etiology of psychological aggression, much systemic work is
required. To date, there is no theory that addresses dating violence in general or

psychological dating aggression in specific. Rather, the theories are adapted from
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marital to dating grounds. Any single theory would be fall short to make sense of
psychological dating aggression perpetration, which is why earlier studies proposed
multifaceted models from different theoretical backgrounds (i.e., Alexander, Moore,
& Alexander, 1991; Bell & Naugle, 2008; Follingstad, Bradley, Helff, & Laughlin,
2002; Karakurt, Keiley, & Posada, 2013; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001) such as
Feminist Theory (Dobash & Dobash, 1979), Conflict (Power) Theory (Straus, 1979),
Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1971), and Attachment Theory (Bowlby, 1969).
For example, Bell and Naugle’s (2008) model integrated and expanded previous
theories and models such as Social Learning Theory, and Background and
Situational Model (Riggs & O’Leary, 1989) as well as Behavior Analytic Theory
(Myers, 1995). Riggs and O’Leary (1989) incorporated the theories of Social
Learning and Conflict while developing “Background and Situational” model.
Follingstad et al. (2002) based their model on the Attachment and Feminist Theory.
Karakurt et al. (2013) added Social Learning Theory on Follingstad et al. (2002).

The choice of theoretical framework in the present study has been guided by a
number of criteria. The first one is the belief that science is nourished from the needs
of the society. Dating violence in Turkey is a public -but preventable- concern with
devastating consequences for individuals, families, and the society. The second one
is the dominant values of Turkish culture shared by most of the individuals and
families. Turkish culture has been regarded as largely patriarchal (Arat, 1994,
Kagitgibasi 1982; Okman-Fisek 1982; Sakalli, 2001) and accordingly the families
(Kagitgibagi, 1982; Kandiyoti, 1995). The third one is the cumulative knowledge that
psychological aggression research warranted thus far while studying multifaceted
models. Based on these criteria, as the initial attempt, the researcher incorporated two
prominent and influential theories; Feminist Theory (Dobash & Dobash, 1979) and
Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1971) to propose a model. The former points to
societal roots while the latter to parental as the etiology of psychological aggression
(Woodin & O’Leary, 2009). Very broadly, according to Feminist Theory, people are
born and socialized into a society with clear-cut gender roles and shared cultural
beliefs such as patriarchal doctrines as the distal factors in aggression in intimate

relationships (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). According to Social Learning Theory,
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individuals learn how to act aggressively toward their partners by witnessing and
experiencing aggression directly through classical/operant conditioning and
observational learning or indirectly through cognitive-behavioral processes
(Bandura, 1973).

In Turkey, patriarchy is highly valued as a cultural norm (Kagitgibasi, 1982). People
are born into a society with clear cut gender roles and clear patriarchal ideologies.
Hence, one cannot expect psychological aggression to keep out of societal influences
of patriarchy. As the basic antecedent variable of Feminist Theory and societal
variable of the proposed model, the association of patriarchy to use of psychological
aggression among dating college students has recently awakened interest. Thus,
research is limited but still revealing. Scholars have examined the association of use
of psychological aggression with variables such as gender-related constructs (Jenkins
& Aube, 2002), masculinity (Franchina, Eisler, & Moore, 2001), threat susceptibility
(Hammock & O’Hearn, 2002), the need for controlling (Dye & Davis, 2003;
Follingstad et al., 2002), dominance (Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al.,
2013) and power (Hatipoglu-Stimer & Toplu, 2011). Precisely, those studies
highlighted positive associations between patriarchy and psychological aggression.
Distinctly, gender differences appeared in some of them (Jenkins & Aube, 2002;
Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012). To illustrate, Jenkins and Aube (2002) stated that college
dating women with more and college dating men with less egalitarian gendered
ideologies were more likely to engage in psychological aggression perpetration.

As the micro level of societies, families are not free from the influential impact of
societal patriarchy and are founded on a patriarchal basis (Kagitgibasi, 1982). From
the very early moments of life, from the birth and childhood particularly, individuals
constantly receive messages regarding what behaviors and beliefs are gender
appropriate or not from their parents and thus reinforce the behaviors and beliefs.
Epstein (2008) wanted to know whether a conflict arises when the gendered
messages from the family contradicts with individual’s own gender beliefs. Thus,
derived from Feminist Theory, gender socialization emerged as the second societal

variable. Unfortunately, empirical research into the relation of gender socialization to



use of psychological aggression is absolutely scarce. This largely stems from the fact
that available research conceptualized gender as individualistic rather than societal
perspectives (Anderson, 2005) and relied on femininity-masculinity dimensions.
Thus, inspired from Epstein (2008), the researcher conceptualized that gendered
messages that college students received from their families while growing up might,
in the long run, promote use of psychological aggression among dating college

students.

Along with being born into a patriarchal society and socialized into a gendered being
by the families, individuals may grow up in the families in which they learn how to
act psychologically aggressive and/or accept acting psychologically aggressive by
witnessing interparental psychological aggression. Witnessing interparental
psychological aggression is one of the basic antecedents of Social Learning Theory
and perceived parental variable of the proposed model. Contrary to patriarchy and
gender socialization, witnessing father to mother and mother to father psychological
aggression and their relations to use of psychological dating aggression have
captured the attention of many researchers. Most of the findings (i.e., Avakame,
1998; Black, Sussman, & Unger, 2010; Cui, Durtschi, Donnellan, Lorenz, & Conger,
2010; Karakurt et al., 2013; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001; White & Humprey, 1994)
have supported the notion that witnessing interparental aggression plays a vital role,
which is direct. However, some other findings have bolstered the notion that the
effect of witnessing interparental aggression is carried through mediators such as
gender-related attitudes (Alexander et al., 1991; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001),
acceptance of psychological aggression (Aloia & Solomon, 2013), and acceptance of
dating aggression (Clarey, Hokoda, & Ulloa, 2010; O’Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe &
Wolfe, 2001). Gender was complicatedly influential.

The distal factors in psychological aggression research are often mediated through
their influence on more proximal factors. As the micro-social expressions and
reflections of broader society and family, proximal factors are also influential in the
psychological dating aggression perpetration as mediators. The mediators answer the

question unreciprocated; that is, why not every college student born into a patriarchal
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society and aggressive families develop psychologically aggressive behaviors toward
their dating partners. Other than the current theoretical frameworks of the study,
research based on different theoretical approaches (e.g., Social Information
Processing Model, the Theory of Planned Behavior, Cognitive Behavioral Theory)
attempts to answer the above question by emphasizing the personal characteristics as
well (i.e., cognitive processes, emotional processes, previous experiences, skills,
values). These theories, in general, allege that individuals actively determine their
behaviors and chose how to act according to those personal characteristics. For
instance, Social Information Processing Model of dating violence perpetration puts
great emphasis on personal cognitive factors (Murphy, 2013). Likewise, Kernsmith
and Tolman (2011) applied the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985) to dating
violence and proposed that aggressive behaviors are the function of intentions which
are shaped by attitudes, and the beliefs behind the attitudes. The intentions, attitudes,
and beliefs are considered as personal cognitive factors. More importantly, both the
Feminist Theory and Social Learning Theory introduce mediating role of personal
cognitive variables as the indirect reflections of societal and parental influences
(DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1993; O’Leary, 1988). Thus, investigating personal
cognitive factors as mediators of proximal factors (societal and perceived parental) of
psychological dating aggression perpetration seems merit to discover as potential

pathways.

Depending upon a theoretical framework or not, there are a great number of personal
cognitive factors studied as mediators in dating violence perpetration literature.
Sexist beliefs (Archer & Graham-Kevan, 2003; Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt
et al., 2013; Lisco, Parrott, & Teten Tharp, 2012; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001),
egalitarian attitudes (Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al., 2013), justification
of violence (Eriksson & Mazerolle, 2015), conservative attitudes (Alexander et al.,
1991), acceptability of aggression (Aloia & Solomon, 2013; Capezza & Arriaga,
2008; Clarey, et al., 2010; O’Hearn & Margolin, 2000; O’Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe
& Wolfe, 2001; Straus, 2004; White & Humprey), attitudes toward woman (Reitzel-
Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001; Shook, Gerrity, Jurich, & Segrist, 2000), attitudes toward

violence (Nabors & Jasinski, 2009), attitudes toward wife beating (Eriksson &
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Mazerolle, 2015), and rape myth acceptance (Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001). Given
the number of studies, significant results emerged from those studies, and the
outcome variable of interest, the variables of sexist beliefs and acceptance of
aggression come to the forefront. Moreover, they are congruent and recommended by
the theoretical frameworks of the study (i.e., DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1993;
Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al., 2013; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001).
Researchers that applied theories other than the current ones stress the importance of
the choice of those variables, as well. Murphy (2013), for example, laid great
emphasis on the acceptability of violence while integrating Social Information
Processing Model of intimate partner violence perpetration. Kernsmith and Tolman
(2011), on the other hand, highlighted the significance of beliefs, stating that
behaviors might be the ultimate results of beliefs. Furthermore, considering the sexist
nature of Turkish culture (Abadan-Unat, 1982; Hortagsu, 2000; Imamoglu, 1992;
Sakalli, 2001), individually held sexist beliefs and acceptability of aggression

correspond to the literature.

As the personal cognitive variable of the current study, the linkage of acceptance of
psychological aggression to use of psychological aggression has been increasingly
popular. Findings have consistently fostered the assertion that acceptability of
psychological aggression may put the college students at increased risk of
psychological aggression perpetration (Aloia & Solomon, 2013; Capezza & Arriaga,
2008; Fincham, Cui, Braithwaite, & Pasley, 2008; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001). The
mediating role of acceptability of psychological aggression between the relations of
perceived parental and societal variables and psychological aggression perpetration
was confirmed, as well (i.e., O’Hearn & Margolin, 2000; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe,
2001).

As the other personal cognitive variable, the connection of sexist beliefs to use of
psychological aggression have not yet been clearly documented as in the one in
physical and sexual assault; yet promising findings have recently emerged (Forbes,
Adam-Curtis, Pakalka, & White, 2006; Forbes, Adam-Curtis, & White, 2004,
Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al., 2013; Rojas-Solis & Raimundez, 2011,
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Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001; Ryan & Kanjorski, 1993). Sexist beliefs research, to a
great extent, utilizes the Ambivalent Sexism Theory posited by Glick and Fiske
(1996). The theory conceptualizes sexism as bi-dimensional; hostile and benevolent
sexism. Due to the interrelatedness of hostile and benevolent sexism, and lack of
literature, researchers integrated both dimensions into their studies (Forbes et al.,
2004; Forbes et al., 2006; Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al., 2013; Rojas-
Solis & Raimundez, 2011). Rather than benevolent sexism, hostile sexism has
explicitly been linked to use of psychological aggression, or the contribution of
hostile sexism was moderate to strong while the contribution of benevolent sexism
was weak or weak to strong (Forbes et al., 2004; Forbes et al., 2006; Rojas-Solis &
Raimundez, 2011). The mediating role of sexist beliefs between the relations of
perceived parental and societal variables and psychological aggression perpetration

was confirmed, as well (i.e., Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001).

Consequently, as societal variables, derived from feminist theory, patriarchy and
gender socialization, as perceived parental variables, derived from social learning
theory, witnessing interparental psychological aggression, as personal cognitive
variables acceptability of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs were blended to
capture the complexity of psychological dating aggression perpetration in the current
study. Witnessing interparental psychological aggression was regarded as “perceived
parental” due to its retrospective design. The researcher asked the participants to

recall their witnessing of interparental psychological aggression while growing up.

The role of gender in psychological dating aggression perpetration is seriously
challenging. Some researchers have come up with gender differences on behalf of
college women regarding prevalence (Gover, Kaukinen, & Fox, 2008; Munoz-Rivas
et al., 2007; Perry & Fromuth, 2005) while most others have not (Dye & Davis,
2003; Forbes et al., 2004; Gormley & Lopez, 2010; Harned, 2001; Hines & Saudino,
2003; Jenkins & Aube, 2002; Shook et al. 2000). Regarding structural associations,
again, much of the literature is polemical, which is in most part due to statistical
analyses utilized. Separate analyses of males and females have undoubtly revealed
differences (Gormley & Lopez, 2010; Gover et al., 2008; Hammock & O’Hearn,
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2002; Sharpe & Taylor, 1999). In order to ascertain if a true gender difference exist,
a multi-sample structural equation modeling appears to be useful statistical approach
to test the proposed model (Byrne, 2004; Kline, 2005; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004).
Multiple sample modeling is considered when various subsamples of the overall
sample exist. Each subsample -women and men subsamples in this case- is
simultaneously evaluated. The purpose of the researcher is to seek whether the model
proposed holds for each of the subsamples or some differences emerge among the
subsamples. Additionally, Johnson’s (1995) distinguished violence as intimate
terrorism and common couple based on the social and cultural context, types of the
violence, and motives of the perpetrators. According to this typology, psychological
dating aggression might be regarded as common couple violence, which is gender-

independent, more frequent but minor.

Unparalleled to international psychological dating aggression literature, research into
use of psychological aggression has been rare in Turkey though there has been a
growing interest. The available empirical evidence on psychological dating
aggression has been limited to prevalence and correlational studies mostly.
Psychological dating aggression has been linked to power perception and power
satisfaction (Hatipoglu-Siimer & Toplu, 2011; inan-Arslan, 2002) and attitudes
toward psychological dating aggression (Yumusak, 2013). To meet the need for
assessing psychological aggression, adaptation (Emotional Abuse Questionnaire,
Karakurt, Ergiiner-Tekinalp, & Terzi, 2009; Multidimensional Measure of Emotional
Abuse, Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013) and development (Romantic
Relationship Assessment Inventory, Kilinger & Tuzgol-Dost, 2013) studies have
been carried out. Besides these, efforts devoted to search for the prevalence of
psychological aggression (inan-Arslan, 2002; Toplu & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011).
Most importantly, there has been no study on the test of a proposed model, utilizing
theoretical frameworks and on the development of prevention and intervention

programs which are tailored to reflect unique characteristics of Turkish culture.
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1.2 Purpose of the Study

With the stream of research in mind, the purpose of the study is to investigate the
role of societal, perceived parental, and personal cognitive variables in an effort to
understand use of psychological dating aggression among Turkish college students
based on Feminist and Social Learning theories. More specifically, the study
examines the structural relationships among patriarchy, gender socialization
(societal), witnessing mother to father and mother to mother psychological
aggression (perceived parental), acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist
beliefs (personal cognitive factors) and use of psychological dating aggression, and
the extent to which the combination of those variables explain for use of
psychological dating aggression among college students. Additionally, the study
explores not only direct paths from societal, perceived parental, and personal
cognitive variables but also the indirect paths through personal cognitive variables.
Figure 1.1 presents the conceptual structure of the proposed model of the present

study.

According to the proposed model, with the purpose in mind, the study addresses the

following research questions.

1. To what extent do societal (patriarchy, gender socialization), perceived parental
(witnessing mother to father psychological aggression, witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression), and personal cognitive variables (acceptance of
psychological aggression, sexist beliefs) predict use of psychological dating

aggression among college students?

1.1. To what extent do societal (patriarchy, gender socialization) variables directly

predict use of psychological dating aggression among college students?
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1.2. To what extent do societal (patriarchy, gender socialization) variables directly
predict personal cognitive factors (acceptance of psychological aggression, sexist
beliefs)?

1.3. To what extent do perceived parental (witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression, witnessing father to mother psychological aggression) variables directly

predict use of psychological aggression?

1.4. To what extent do perceived parental (witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression, witnessing father to mother psychological aggression) variables directly
predict personal cognitive factors (acceptance of psychological aggression, sexist

beliefs)?

1.5. To what extent do personal cognitive factors (acceptance of psychological

aggression, sexist beliefs) predict use of psychological aggression?

1.6. To what extent do personal cognitive factors (acceptance of psychological
aggression, sexist beliefs) mediate the potential effect of societal (patriarchy, gender

socialization) variables on use of psychological aggression?

1.7. To what extent do personal cognitive factors (acceptance of psychological
aggression, sexist beliefs) mediate the potential effects of perceived parental
(witnessing mother to father psychological aggression, witnessing father to mother

psychological aggression) variables on use of psychological aggression?

2. Do the hypothesized relationships under the first question differ with regard to

gender?
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1.3 Hypotheses

Based on the purpose and research questions, the following specific hypotheses are

to be tested in the present study.

Hypothesis 1 assumes that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
will significantly and directly be related to use of psychological aggression. Under

the first hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis are formulated.

Path A: There will be a significant relationship between patriarchy and use of

psychological aggression.

Path B: There will be a significant relationship between gender socialization

and use of psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 2 assumes that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
will significantly and directly be related to personal cognitive variables (acceptance
of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs). Under the second hypothesis, four

sub-hypothesis are formulated.

Path C: There will be a significant relationship between patriarchy and

acceptance of psychological aggression.

Path D: There will be a significant relationship between patriarchy and sexist

beliefs.

Path E: There will be a significant relationship between gender socialization

and acceptance of psychological aggression.

Path F: There will be a significant relationship between gender socialization

and sexist beliefs.
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Hypothesis 3 assumes that personal cognitive variables (acceptance of psychological
aggression and sexist beliefs) will significantly and directly be related to use of
psychological aggression. Under the third hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis are

formulated.

Path G: There will be a significant relationship between acceptance of

psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression.

Path H: There will be a significant relationship between sexist beliefs and use

of psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 4 assumes that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
will significantly and directly be related to use of psychological aggression. Under

the fourth hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis are formulated.

Path I: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing father to

mother psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression.

Path J: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing mother to

father psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 5 assumes that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
will significantly and directly be related to personal cognitive variables (acceptance
of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs). Under the fifth hypothesis, four sub-

hypothesis are formulated.

Path K: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing father to

mother psychological aggression and acceptance of psychological aggression.

16



Path L: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing father to

mother psychological aggression and sexist beliefs.

Path M: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing mother to

father psychological aggression and acceptance of psychological aggression.

Path N: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing mother to

father psychological aggression and sexist beliefs.

Hypothesis 6 assumes that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
will significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through
acceptance of psychological aggression. Under the sixth hypothesis, two sub-

hypothesis are formulated.

Hypothesis 6a: Patriarchy will significantly and indirectly be related to use of

psychological aggression through acceptance of psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 6b: Gender socialization will significantly and indirectly be
related to use of psychological aggression through acceptance of psychological

aggression.

Hypothesis 7 assumes that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
will significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through
acceptance of psychological aggression. Under the seventh hypothesis, two sub-

hypothesis are formulated.
Hypothesis 7a: Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression will

significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through

acceptance of psychological aggression.

17



Hypothesis 7b: Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression will
significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through

acceptance of psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 8 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
will significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through

sexist beliefs. Under the eight hypotheses, two sub-hypothesis are formulated.

Hypothesis 8a: Patriarchy will significantly and indirectly be related to use of
psychological aggression through sexist beliefs.

Hypothesis 8b: Gender socialization will significantly and indirectly be

related to use of psychological aggression through sexist beliefs.

Hypothesis 9 assumes that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
will significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through
sexist beliefs. Under the ninth hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis are formulated.

Hypothesis 9a: Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression will
significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through
sexist beliefs.

Hypothesis 9b: Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression will
significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through

sexist beliefs.

1.4 Significance of the Study

The present study has a lot to add to the existing literature on several aspects by
seeking to ameliorate the drawbacks inherent. The significance of the study discusses

those drawbacks inherent and contributions accordingly.
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Psychological aggression in dating relationships among college students has attracted
less attention than physical and sexual assault paralleled to the trend in marital
relationships (Follingstad, 2007; O’Leary, 1999). This has led to delays in
comprehending and theorizing psychological dating aggression. Given the scant
knowledge regarding the very crucial form of dating violence, the aim of the present
study is to investigate the role of societal, perceived parental and personal cognitive
factors in predicting use of psychological dating aggression among college students
to provide empirical evidence for Feminist and Social Learning Theory. To the
researcher’s knowledge, current study is the first of its kind in the international

literature.

To be more specific, Feminist Theory has long been criticized for its lack of
empirical evidence though conceptually well developed (Bell & Naugle, 2008).
Applying a feminist lens to research on psychological aggression, the structural
relationships investigated among societal variables -patriarchy, gender socialization-
and psychological aggression through acceptability of psychological aggression and
sexist beliefs help narrowing the gap between theory and research. In other words,
the main significance arises from its contribution of empirical evidence to its
theoretical claims. Furthermore, as part of feminist perspective, the present study
represents one of the earliest attempts at investigating the role of early gendered
messages received to obtain insight into psychological dating aggression.

As a growing interest for empirically driven theoretical models, much more research
has been carried out on Social Learning Theory and psychological aggression. Yet,
the findings have been somewhat blurred, which is in most part due to the statistical
procedures used (separate analysis of female and male samples), the sample utilized
(male only, female only), the inconsistency between antecedent and outcome
variable (physical witnessing, psychological aggression), inability to distinguish
witnessing from experiencing, and failure to separate witnessing father to mother and
mother to father psychological aggression. In this sense, the present study responds

to the needs of literature by examining the role of witnessing father to mother

19



psychological aggression and mother to father psychological aggression in predicting
use of psychological aggression by utilizing a sample consisted of males and
females. Moreover, with the help of multi-sample approach, it will genuinely reflect
if there is a true gender difference in the structural model. By doing so, it will
provide further evidence for the gender specific effects of witnessing psychological
aggression among parents.

Along with the direct effects of societal and perceived parental factors on
psychological aggression, the indirect effects via personal cognitive factors such as
acceptability of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs are to be investigated, as
well. As the distal and proximal antecedents of psychological aggression, societal
and perceived parental factors, and personal cognitive factors have something to say
in prevention and intervention efforts. In this regard, the findings attained in the
current study may guide researchers and practitioners in designing such programs
that will help college students. At colleges, mental health professionals have primary
roles in the delivery of psychological services to the students. Therefore, the findings
of the current study may provide useful information regarding the prevalence and
contributing factors of psychological aggression, which might increase the awareness
of mental health professionals on psychological aggression. Furthermore, a better
understanding of the direct and indirect effects of a wide variety of factors on
psychological aggression among college students will also help the campus policy
makers in dealing with psychological dating aggression and the students’ needs in

Turkey.

Considering Turkish literature, the studies on psychological dating aggression are so
limited, hardly any, and there has been no study regarding the structural associations
among societal patriarchy, gender socialization, witnessing interparental aggression,
acceptance of psychological aggression, sexist beliefs and use of psychological
aggression among dating college students. The current study is the first to attempt to

fill the lacuna in psychological dating aggression literature in Turkey.
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Additionally, it is worth noting that most of the studies conducted in the field of
psychological aggression reflect Western values. Culture is another factor in the
investigation of the phenomenon. The question of “what characteristics of culture are
associated with the tendency toward psychological aggression in Turkey?” has still
remained unanswered. A closer look at psychological aggression and factors
contributing in a different culture seems valuable. This would contribute to the
literature in comprehending and theorizing psychological dating aggression in
Turkey and developing prevention and intervention programs unique to Turkish
culture, and to the global attempts exhibiting cultural aspects of psychological dating

aggression.

The novel findings have depicted that psychological aggression might be prevalent
among Turkish dating college students (Toplu & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011); yet, there
has been no empirical study that directly explores the prevalence of types of
psychological aggression in Turkey. Though not stated formally as the purpose and
the major/minor research questions, the current study is the first to investigate the
frequency of types of psychological aggression in order to present the preliminary
findings which is thought to contribute to both national and international literature.
For the prevalence, Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse Scale has been
cited as promising scale to measure psychological aggression (Toplu-Demirtas &
Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013). Hence, the present study also intends to validate its use as a

measure to gauge psychological aggression among dating college students.

No study has been encountered in the Turkish literature regarding the associations
between witnessing interparental psychological aggression and use of psychological
aggression, and acceptability of psychological aggression and use of psychological
aggression. Lack of instruments might be one the possible reasons. This study has
adapted Conflict Tactics Scales — Adult Recall Version (Form CTS2-CA; Straus,
Hamby, Finkelhor, Bonney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1995) and Intimate Partner
Violence Attitude Scale-Revised (IPVAS-R; Fincham et al., 2008) into Turkish
language to measure witnessing interparental psychological aggression and

acceptance of psychological aggression. This would stimulate researchers to further
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investigate the issues, which in turn suggest new directions for further research.
Additionally, with the adaptation of instruments, it would be possible to make cross-

cultural research.

Multisample analyses are hardly employed in social sciences in Turkey. One of the
possible reasons might the lack of such kind of statistical analyses; yet, those
analyses are perfectly available now and required to investigate the complex
phenomena. As an advanced statistical analysis, a multi sample approach was applied
in order to find the answer to the question whether the hypothesized structural model
differs for gender. That is, the structural associations among variables in the model
were not tested separately as samples of males and females. Thus, the type I error is

to be avoided and gender differences are to be truly detected if exist.

1.5 Definitions of the Terms

In the succeeding section, the definitions of the terms used throughout the study are

presented.

Psychological dating aggression perpetration refers to “behaviors such as ridiculing,
verbal threats, isolating one’s partner from family and friends, and attempting to
control one’s partner, and are intended to degrade one’s partner and attack his or her
self worth by making him or her feel guilty, upset, or inadequate” (Lawrence et al.,
2009, p. 20). According to Murphy and Hoover (1999), psychological aggression
embraces restrictive  engulfment, denigration, hostile  withdrawal, and

dominance/intimidation.
Restrictive engulfment involves “tracking, monitoring, and controlling the partner's

activities and social contacts, along with efforts to squelch perceived threats to the
relationship” (Murphy & Hoover, 1999, p.49).
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Hostile withdrawal involves “avoidance of the partner during conflict and
withholding of emotional availability or contact with the partner in a cold or punitive
fashion” (Murphy& Hoover, 1999, p.49).

Denigration involves “humiliating and degrading attacks on the partner's self-
esteem” (Murphy& Hoover, 1999, p.49).

Dominance/Intimidation involves “threats, property violence, and intense verbal

aggression” (Murphy & Hoover, 1999, p.49).

Patriarchy refers to “a system of social structures and practices in which men

dominate, oppress, and exploit women” (Walby, 1990, p. 20).

Gender socialization refers to “differential treatment of boys and girls” (Epstein,
2008, p. 1) by the families in harmony with gender roles or gender norms and gender

stereotypes.

Gender role or gender norm refers to “cultural expectations about what is

normative and appropriate behavior for men and women” (Epstein, 2008, p. 1).

Gender stereotypes refer to individual’s beliefs about the characteristics

associated with males and females (Epstein, 2008, p. 1).

Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression refers to one’s recalling
behaviors of psychological aggression of from father toward mother while growing
up (Straus et al., 1995).

Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression refers to one’s recalling
behaviors of psychological aggression from father toward mother while growing up
(Straus et al., 1995).

Sexist beliefs (hostile sexism) refer to “antipathy toward women who are viewed as

usurping men’s power” (Glick &Fiske, 2001, p. 109) and aims to “justify male
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power, traditional gender roles, and men’s exploitation of women as sexual objects

through derogatory characterizations of women” (Glick &Fiske, 1997, p. 121).

Acceptance of psychological aggression refers to how much a person approves that
psychological aggression is an appropriate behavior to use toward a dating partner
and breeds further psychological aggression (Capezza & Arriaga, 2008).
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This review of literature chapter included five main sections. The first section
handled with definitions and prevalence of dating violence and psychological
aggression. The second section discussed the theoretical perspectives for dating
violence. The third section dealt with the role of gender in dating violence. The
fourth section explained societal (patriarchy and gender role socialization), perceived
parental (witnessing interparental psychological aggression) and personal cognitive
factors (acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs) related to use of
psychological aggression among dating college students. The fifth section critically
reviewed the Turkish literature on dating violence and psychological aggression. The
final section shortly summarized the chapter.

2.1 Definitions of Dating and Dating Violence

In the late 70s, two, now classic, books written by Walker (1979) and Straus, Gelles,
and Steinmetz (1979) uncovered the hidden phenomenon of violence in marital
relationships. It did not take long for researchers to investigate violence in dating
relationships as a separate entity from marital violence. It was first Makepeace
(1981) to carry out a study on “courtship” violence and to report that 21.2% of the
sample of 202 college students experienced physical violence at some point in their
dating relationships. Thenceforward, a great body of literature has been built on
violence in dating relationships which both have advanced and confused our
understanding of the issue. The confusion largely resulted from the lack of consensus
on the definitions of the concepts despite thirty years of research. Thus, adequately
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defined and validated concepts regarding the issue are of chief importance to
accurately draw conclusions (Follingstad, 2007).

First definition to make clear is “dating”. Though the researchers in the field sensed
what dating meant, the definition appeared notably long after. One of the early
definitions of dating was proposed by Muehlenhard and Linton (1987, p.188) as
“planned social activity with the opposite sex”. Shortly after, Sugarman and Hotaling
(1989) came up with a more comprehensive definition of dating; “a dyadic
interaction that focuses on participation in mutually rewarding activities that may
increase the likelihood of future interaction, emotional commitment, and/or sexual
intimacy” (p. 5). Harned (2001) defined dating as “having engaged in any type of
dating behavior ranging from one-time dates to long-term relationships and included
both same and opposite-sex dating partners” (p. 272). Strauss (2004) proposed a
definition of dating as “a dyadic relationship involving meeting for social interaction
and joint activities with an explicit or implicit intention to continue the relationship
until one or the other party terminates or until some other more committed
relationship is established (e.g., cohabiting, engagement, or marriage)”. A more
recent definition belonged to Murray and Kardatzke (2007), “a relationship in which
two individuals share an emotional, romantic, and/or sexual connection beyond a
friendship, but they are not married, engaged, or in similarly committed relationship”
(p.79). The later definitions by Harned (2001), and Murray and Kardatzke (2007)
included both heterosexual and same sex dating couples, although the vast majority
of studies carried out in the field of dating violence involved heterosexual couples
unless otherwise specified, as in the current one. In this study, Murray and
Kardatzke’s (2007) definition of dating was adopted since it (1) excluded married or
similar relationships, (2) included emotional and/or sexual and (3) dyadic intimacy
and (4) applied to same and opposite sex relationships.

Though tough, tremendous efforts have been put to define dating violence. Different
definitions, which simply reflected themselves later in the manifestation and
measurement of dating violence, have been suggested by several authors one of

which was of Sugarman and Hotaling’s (1989, p. 5) as “the use or threat of physical
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force or restraint carried out with the intent of causing pain or injury to another”
within the context of dating or courtship. Quite a while, dating violence has been
defined as physically aggressive behaviors such as “throwing something, grabbing,
slapping, and kicking” measured by unrevised form of Conflicts Tactics Scales
(Straus, 1979). As explicit, the first definitions visualized dating violence as only
“physical”. One of new challenges emerged upon the advancement in the research
was that dating violence included sexual and psychological forms, as well. Thus, the
definitions were criticized due to the exclusion of various forms of violence and new
and more contemporary definitions were offered as the umbrella term. One of them
was that of Carr and VanDeusen (2002) as ‘“sexual, physical and psychological
aggression and stalking” (p.631). Recently, a more inclusive definition has been
highly approved by Anderson and Danis (2007), who defined dating violence as “the
threat or actual use of physical, sexual or verbal abuse by one member of an

unmarried couple on the other member within the context of a dating relationship”

(p.88).

Critical to definition of dating violence is the age of the population studied. Dating
violence typically refers to adolescents (aged between 12 and 18) in middle school or
high school and unmarried college students (undergraduate or graduate, aged 18 and
more). The former has also been known as teen dating violence, while the latter as
campus dating violence. In the current study, the focus is on dating violence which
happens amongst college aged dating students. Research on campus dating violence,

to a large extent, uses community based samples, rather than clinical ones.

2.1.1 Definition, measurement and prevalence of physical dating violence

Until recently, the majority of research in dating violence has been carried out with
the focus on physical dating violence (Jackson, 1999) referred also as physical abuse
and physical aggression. The empirical studies, most and largely, adopted the
definition of Sugarman and Hotaling (1989) and utilized the “Violence” subscale of
first (Straus, 1979) and “Physical Assault” subscale of Revised (Straus et al., 1996)

versions of Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) to operationalize, due to simplicity and
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specificity. The older version of included minor acts such as throwing something,
pushing, grabbing, slapping and severe acts such as using a knife or gun, hitting,
choking, beating, kicking. The revised version added twisting arm or hair to minor

acts, and slamming against a wall and burning or scalding on purpose to severe acts.

Due to the lack of agreement on definitions and operational definitions adopted, the
prevalence rates broadly fluctuate. Yet, research built up over years gives us an
understanding on the rates on average. A decade after Makepeace’s pioneering study
(1981), the studies with nationally representative samples yielded rates close to
individual samples. To illustrate, White and Koss (1991) surveyed 4707 (2,602
women and 2,105 men) college students enrolled in higher institution across United
States. 37% of the men and 35% of the women inhibited some form of physical
dating violence during the last year of their dating relationships. The studies
conducted in 2000s showed similar rates to the previous ones. Two worldwide
studies concerning the incidence of physical dating violence amongst college
students presented that even the lowest rates were still high. The first one was
Straus’s (2004) with 8,666 dating college students in at 31 universities in 16
countries. He revealed that, at the median, 29% of the students physically assaulted
their dating partners in the last 12 months. The rates ranged between 17% and 45%.
Nearly 16,000 college students from 21 countries participated into the second study
(Chan et al., 2008). A median of 30% of students reported to have used physically
violent acts toward a dating partner in the previous 12 months. The rates of students’
physical assaults ranged from 17% to 44%, closely similar to Straus (2004). Taken
collectively, the evidences from worldwide studies suggested that physical form of
dating violence is not a problem limited to Western culture and it is widespread

among college students.

Unfortunately, these two and any other worldwide studies did not include any
samples from Turkey. On the other hand, we have a few prevalence rates available.
To the researcher’s knowledge, first attempt to investigate dating violence in Turkey
belongs to Aslan, Vefikulugay, Zeyneloglu, Erdost, and Temel (2008). In their study,

using a non-standardized measure, of 97 dating nursing students, %12.4 reported to
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have experienced violence as perpetrators in the past 12 months of the relationship.
There are also two recent studies which examined the incidence of dating violence
within a sample of college students involved in heterosexual dating relationships
using CTS-Revised. The first one found that of 337 dating women, 46.0% inflicted
physical violence at least once in their dating relationships. Men’s report for
perpetration was 34.7% (Toplu & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011). In the second one,
victimization and patterns of co-occurrence were explored only for women (Toplu-
Demirtas, Hatipoglu-Siimer & White, 2013). Of 390 currently dating college women,
3.33% reported that they had been target of “only” physical violence. The rate for
both physical and sexual but not psychological victimization was too low, 0.26%.
The rates climbed up when psychological victimization was included into physical
one, 17.18%. The rate of women who never experienced any type of victimization
was 20.51%, which indicated that the rest (79.49%) experienced at least one form of
physical, psychological or sexual dating violence. The rate of women who

experienced all types of victimization was 13.85%.

2.1.2 Definition, measurement and prevalence of sexual dating violence

Although sexual violence in dating relationships -also referred as sexual abuse,
sexual aggression, sexual harassment, date rape- can take a variety of forms, there
have been efforts to define it. Straus and colleagues (1996) defined sexual coercion
as a “behavior that is intended to compel the partner to engage in unwanted sexual
activity” (p. 290). Muehlenhard and Linton (1987, p.188) offered a definition of
unwanted sexual activity as “when the female does not want to engage in some
sexual activity, and she makes this clear to the male either verbally or nonverbally,
but he does it anyway” and it could be “anything ranging from kissing to sexual
intercourse”. The original Sexual Experiences Survey-SES (Koss & Oros, 1982;
Koss & Gidycz, 1985) referred to unwanted sexual experiences, sexual intercourse
and sex acts. The revised version (Koss et al., 2007) extended the scope as unwanted
sexual contact, sexual coercion, attempted rape and completed rape to define.
Though the adopted definitions varied broadly, to operationalize sexual violence in

dating relationships, scholars widely employed the “Sexual Coercion” subscale of
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Revised CTS (Straus et al., 1996) and original and revised SES (Koss & Oros, 1982;
Koss & Gidycz, 1985; Koss et al., 2007). The revised CTS involved minor acts such
as making partner having sex without a condom, insisting on sex, insisting on oral or
anal sex, and severe acts such as using force to have oral or anal sex, using force to
sex, using threats to have oral or anal sex, using threats to have sex (Straus et al.,
1996).The revised SES included acts (each with different tactics) such as fondling,
Kissing or rubbing up against the private areas of the body without consent, oral sex
or attempt to oral sex without consent, anal sex or attempt to anal sex without
consent, vaginal sex or attempt to vaginal sex without consent or attempted sex acts
or sex acts (penetration by objects other than the penis) without consent (Koss et al.,
2007).

The incidence rates of sexual dating violence among college aged students were
unexpectedly high from the early studies until now. Muehlenhard and Linton (1987)
asked 748 college students (380 women and 368 men) if they had ever had unwanted
sexual activities. 65.1% of the women and 50.9% of the men indicated they did once
in lifetime. Those unwanted sexual activities included behaviors varying from
kissing without tongue contact to sexual intercourse without consent (rape). The
research from 2000s revealed similar findings. To illustrate, Harned (2001) surveyed
874 dating college students on their use of sexually aggressive acts using SES. Of
489 women and 385 men, 8% and 26% reported engaging in sexual aggression.
Using sexual assault subscale of CTS-R, Hines and Saudino (2003) found
comparable rates, still high. Of 179 male college students, 29.0% admitted using
sexual coercion in the previous year toward dating partners. The rate lowered among
females, 13.5% of 302 college students. Results from longitudinal studies were very
similar to cross sectional ones. White and Smith (2004) invited 835 college men to
participate in a 5-year longitudinal study and found that 34.5% of the participants
committed at least one acts of sexual assault, ranging from unwanted kissing to
completed rape. Interestingly, specific acts of sexual assaults endorsed were pursued
across the four years of college. For instance, the prevalence rates from freshmen to
senior for unwanted sexual contact were 10.7%, 5.7%, 5.5%, 5.7% and 4.8%,

respectively (White & Smith, 2004). Similarly, the international study of Chan et
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al.’s (2008) with nearly 16,000 college students from 21 countries displayed that a
median of 20% of students reported to have committed sexually violent acts toward
a dating partner in the previous 12 months, ranging from 8% to 34%. Those studies
consistently revealed that college men were more likely to commit sexual dating

violence than college women in dating relationships.

Studies using Turkish samples of dating college students are very limited. Yet,
limited evidence is in the support of existing literature. Using CTS-R, in a study with
834 dating college students, 23.1% of the women and 41.6% of the men reported
perpetrating sexual violence at least one in their dating relationships (Toplu &
Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011). Men’s report was nearly twice as much as women. In
another study investigating the victimization of dating violence, of 390 currently
dating college women, 2.82% reported that they had been victim of only sexual
violence. The rates of victimization rose to 10.51% and 13.85% when psychological

and physical victimization were included, respectively (Toplu-Demirtas et al., 2013).

A relatively older research carried out with 591 undergraduates and 109 graduates
found that 71.7%, 27.8%, and 44.8% of the participants experienced verbal, visual,
and physical form of sexual assault, respectively (Kay1, Yavuz, & Arican, 2000). The
most experienced acts were verbal harassment, such as obscene language (70.0%),
unwanted sexual contact such as fondling, kissing, (39.4%), dirty talking on the
phone (37.0%), and dirty talking (34.3%). The perpetrators, in this study, did not
have to be dating partners, but as the sexual acts get more severe and physical (i.e.,
unwanted sexual contact, attempted oral, anal and vaginal sex, and completed oral,
anal, and vaginal sex), the perpetrators were known to victims (i.e., boyfriend,
engaged) (Kayi et al., 2000). The victimization reports of women in this study seem
not to contradict with the perpetration rates of men in the previously mentioned
study. Consequently, as the reviews of literature indicate, approximately 1 in 3
college women and 1 in 10 college men may be victims of sexual dating violence
(Fisher et al., 2000; Murray & Kardatzke, 2007).
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2.1.3 Definition, measurement and prevalence of psychological dating

“aggression”, “abuse” or “violence”

Psychological form of violence has recently been considered as a separate entity
from dating violence and research on it is flourishing. Accordingly, there are so
many debates on the definition of the construct. The terms psychological dating
violence, psychological aggression, psychological/emotional abuse, verbal
aggression/abuse, psychological/emotional maltreatment have been used
interchangeably with no consensus on the definition. Such an ambiguity first stems
from what violence, abuse and aggression literally mean. According to Emery (as
cited in Jackson, 1999, p.234), “defining an act as abusive or violent is not an
objective decision but a social judgment”. According to Archer (1994), aggression
refers to “acts” while violence to “consequences” of acts, such as injury. Jackson
(1999), referring to Emery and Archer (1994), concluded that aggression is a more
proper use instead of violence and abuse. Correspondingly, Follingstad (2007)
asserted that abuse is not a “scientific” word; it rather implies “judgment”.
Follingstad (2007) took a step further and suggested that aggression rather than
violence or abuse should be preferred since it “covers a range of behavior, does not
require a threshold severity level, and can consider whether an impact has occurred,
but does not have to require that a person has been harmed” (Follingstad, 2007, p.
443). Precursors of the field agreed as well (e.g., Murphy & Cascardi, 1993; Murphy
& O’Leary 1989; O’Leary, 1999). Therefore, in this study, “psychological
aggression” was used to refer to the construct as strongly suggested; yet already,

researchers utilized a wide variety of definitions and operational definitions.

Straus (1979, p. 189) defined verbal aggression as “the use of verbal and nonverbal
acts which symbolically hurt the other, or the use of threats to hurt the other”. Those
verbal and nonverbal acts or threats composed the early version of “verbal
aggression” subscale of CTS. In the revised version of CTS, Straus et al. (1996),
renamed the subscale into “psychological aggression” since it included nonverbal
acts (such as stomping out of room), but the definition remained unchanged. Tolman

(1989) viewed psychological aggression as psychological maltreatment and defined
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it as the use of the non-physical strategies to isolate, control, and hurt one’s partner.
Tolman (1989) thought similarly with Straus (1979) on definition of psychological
aggression; something as “verbal and emotional” but he included a “domination and
isolation” dimension, thus extended the conceptualization. Accordingly, Hamby
(1996) offered a different conceptualization as “dominance” based on the premise of
inegalitarian relationships. Defined dominance as “causes of violence, including
physical and psychological aggression, not as violence in and of itself”, she accepted
that dominance had three aspects; authority, restrictiveness, and disparagement
(Hamby, 1996, p. 200). Defined early on as “emotional abuse”, Murphy and Hoover
(1999) claimed that “psychological aggression” consisted of coercive or aversive acts
intended to produce emotional harm or threat of harm and directed at the target’s
emotional well being or sense of self” (p. 40). Lately, as the efforts increased to find
a widely agreed upon definition of psychological aggression, new definitions
emerged in response to this need. One belonged to Follingstad (2007) who
conceptualized psychological aggression as “ behaviors engaged in by intimate adult
partners which encompass the range of verbal and mental methods designed to
emotionally wound, coerce, control, intimidate, psychologically harm and express
anger” (p. 443). Another one was that of Lawrence et al.’s(2009), who assumed
psychological aggression as “behaviors such as ridiculing, verbal threats, isolating
one’s partner from family and friends, and attempting to control one’s partner, and
are intended to degrade one’s partner and attack his or her self worth by making him
or her feel guilty, upset, or inadequate” (p. 20). In this study, Lawrence et al.’s
(2009) definition was adopted due to its extensity, simplicity and specificity. It
captures (1) the explicit behaviors, (2) intentions behind (3) consequences, and (4)

the multidimensionality of the construct.

Along with the issue of definition, the issue of sample (teen aged versus college aged
and community versus clinical) and the issue of measurement cause widely varying
rates in the reports of psychological aggression. The issue of sample was previously
and briefly addressed. Thus, the issue of measurement needs a thorough review as

follows.
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Meanwhile the arguments on the definitions of construct continue, a substantial
number of researchers have discussed that psychological aggression among dating
college students is not a uni-dimensional concept as Straus et al. (1996) measures, it
is rather multidimensional (e.g., Follingstad, Coyne, & Gambone, 2005; Hamby,
1996; Murphy & Hoover, 1999; Tollman, 1989) Based on the premise of uni-
dimensionality and multidimensionality, to assess psychological dating aggression,

numerous measures have been developed and used.

At first used to measure violence in marital relationship, researchers in the field of
dating violence considerably utilized the “verbal aggression” subscale of first
(Straus, 1979) and “psychological aggression” subscale of revised (Straus et. al.,
1996) versions of Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS). The older version (4 items) included
minor acts such as insulting, saying something to spite, and stomping out of room or
house during a conflict and severe acts such as threatening to hit or throw something.
The revised version added yelling to minor acts and calling the partner fat or ugly,
destroying something belonging to partner, and accusing partner of being a lousy
lover to severe acts. Though a widely used measure, the CTS has sharply been
criticized since it gauges only specific acts of “verbal aggression” and ignore a large

number of acts such as controlling, dominating, degrading, and isolating etc.

Developed by Shepard and Campbell (1992), 13 item ‘“verbal abuse” subscale of
Abusive Behavior Inventory (ABI), though targets both males and females with
current and former partners, and has victimization and perpetration dimensions, takes
also a one-dimensional approach to measure verbal aggression. Sample items of the
scale are as following; screaming, using foul language, calling names, criticizing
frequently, creating fear with voice, insulting, manipulating with lies etc. ABI’s
focus was on verbal abuse ignoring other aspects of psychological aggression as in
CTS and CTS-R.

The target group of 10 item Women’s Experiences with Battering (WEB; Smith,
Earp, & DeVellis, 1995), 11 item “emotional abuse” subscale of Composite Abuse
Scale (CAS; Hegarty, Sheenan & Schonfeld, 1999) and 33 item Index of
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Psychological Abuse Scale (IPA; Sullivan & Bybee, 1999) was only females both in
dating and marital relationships That is, the scales, regardless of type of relationship
status, were specifically designed to measure psychological aggression among
females, not males. Though created as unidimensional, IPA identified four types of
psychological abuse; ridicule, harassment, criticism and emotional withdrawal.
However, only victimization scores could be utilized both for CAS and ABI. Unlike
CAS and ABI, Partner Abuse Scale-Non Physical included perpetration form, but

again excluded other aspects of psychological aggression (Hudson, 1997).

Moving towards multidimensionality, two dimensional measures were designed to
assess psychological aggression. Measure of Wife Abuse has two subscales;
psychological abuse (15 items) and verbal abuse (14 items) (Rodenburg & Fantuzzo,
1993). Yet, MWA targeted at females with current and former partners as sample and
the items were not dating specific in context. ltems such as imprisoning in house,
locking out of house, locking in bedroom, harassing at work, taking wallet leaving
stranded, threatening with kidnapping the children, threatening with Killing the
children, taking the keys of car, stealing the possessions telling that the one is a
horrible wife implied marital relationship. The long and short forms of Psychological
Maltreatment of Women Inventory (PMW!I; Tolman, 1989, 1999) take a two
dimensional approach to psychological aggression. PMWI represented one of the
earliest attempts to add “Dominance/Isolation” dimension to psychological
aggression to the existing “Emotional/Verbal” dimensions. However, PMWI —at
first- targeted only females in intimate relationships, which prevented its widespread
usage for a long time. Moreover, similar to MWA, the items imply a more committed
relationship like marriage. To illustrate, some sample items are “my partner put
down my care of the children”, “my partner criticized the way | took care of the
house”, “my partner became upset if dinner, housework, or laundry was not done
when he thought it should be”, “my partner used our money or made important
financial decisions without talking to me about it”, and “my partner demanded that I
stay home and take care of the children”. Another female targeted only, yet

multidimensional measure is 21 item Profile of Psychological Abuse (PAP; Hudson,
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1997). PAP manifested four main forms of abuse; Criticize Behavior (3 items),
Ignore (5 items), Ridicule Traits (5 items), and Jealous/Control (8 items).

The purpose of the scales of Safe Dates-Psychological Abuse (Foshee et al., 1998)
and Abuse within Intimate Relationships Scale (Borjesson, Aarons, & Dunn, 2003)
was to explore psychological aggression of adolescents (males and females in grades

8-9 and young adults, respectively).

Recently in literature, another widely used and empirically supported measure has
been 28- item Multidimensional Measure of Emotinal Abuse (MMEA; Murphy &
Hoover, 1999). It specifically was designed to gauge psychological aggression
amongst college-aged dating individuals and couples. Restrictive Engulfment (7
items) involved acts of isolating, restricting, monitoring and controlling the partner’s
activities and social contacts etc. Denigration (7 items) included acts and verbal
attacks intended to humiliate partner, such as calling names, criticizing, degrading in
front of other people, saying the partner is ugly and worthless, saying that else would
be a better partner etc. Hostile Withdrawal (7 items) comprised of behaviors that
avoid partner during conflict, withhold emotional availability in order to punish the
partner, and increase anxiety or insecurity about the relationship such as sulking,
refusing to talk, behaving cold etc. Dominance/Intimidation (7 items) incorporated
acts and verbal attacks that destruct property and threat through intense verbal
aggression to submit the partner. Independent efforts in gaining a sense of an
effective instrument by comparing the psychometric properties of commonly used
measures of psychological aggression in a sample of dating college students found
MMEA to be more comprehensive when the psychometrics properties, easy scoring
and administration procedures, multidimensionality and theoretical background were
regarded (Ro & Lawrence, 2007; Shorey, Brasfield, Febres, Cornelius, & Stuart,
2012). Moreover, the Italian version of measure also demonstrated strong
psychometrics, confirming the four factor structure in another culture (Bonechi &
Tani, 2011). Thus, given the lack of a Turkish instrument for assessing psychological
aggression in dating relationships with a multidimensional construct, MMEA

(Murphy & Hoover, 1999) was adapted into Turkish and evaluated in terms of
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psychometric properties. The four factor structure was verified on empirical grounds
with promising psychometrics (Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013). In the
current study, MMEA was used to assess psychological aggression due to (1) the
sample group targeted (dating), (2) multidimensionality, (3) the theoretical
background, (4) robust psychometrics across cultures, and (5) availability in Turkish.

In spite of difficulties in identifying and measuring the construct, a rapidly growing
body of research has documented that psychological aggression occurs at an
alarming rate. Raymond and Bruschi (1989) surveyed 90 college women and asked
them to respond to a list of abusive behaviors they had experienced. Two of the
abusive behaviors with higher incidence rates were: “When I see my boyfriend, he
says very little and seems more interested in whatever he happens to be doing at the
time than me (30.2%)” and “My boyfriend is so charming to others that people
wouldn’t believe me if I told them about the way he treats me (16.7%)”. In a research
with 861 dating college students at the age of 21, 94.6% of 425 women and 85.8% of
436 men indicated to have committed verbal aggression towards partners (Magdol et
al., 1997). Harned (2001), in her survey with 874 dating college students, revealed
that 85% of the women and 84% of the men performed psychologically aggressive
acts in a year prior to the assessment. The most frequently performed type of
aggression was emotional abuse (78% for women; 77% for men), followed by
isolation (64% for women; 61% for men), intimidation and threats (58% for women;
63% for men), and economic abuse (8% for women; 12% for men).

Using psychological aggression subscale of CTS-R, Hines and Saudino (2003) found
that of 179 male college students, 82.0% admitted perpetrating psychological
aggression in the previous year toward dating partners. Employing the same
instrument, and surveying 85 non married college couples, in Jenkins and Aube’s
(2002) study, 88.2% of men and 90.6% of women reported psychological aggression
perpetration. In surveying 1.886 Spanish university students aged between 18 and 27,
Munoz-Rivas et al. (2007) discovered that 72.3% of women and 63.7% of men used
jealous behaviors such as being suspicious of friends, being jealous other girl/boy,

checking or demanding explanations about what your partner does and accusing the
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partner of maintaining parallel relationships. Using MMEA, Leisring (2013)
conducted a study with 348 heterosexual dating college women. 95%, 93%, 59%,
and 35% of women said to perpetrate at least one acts of hostile withdrawal,
restrictive engulfment, denigration, and dominance/intimidation, respectively against
their partners. In short, the studies using non-Turkish samples state that
psychological aggression seems to be more common than physical and sexual ones

with rates reaching as high as 90%s for both men and women.

The findings of the limited studies using Turkish samples are seemingly parallel. To
name a few, Aslan et al. (2008) asked an array of psychologically aggressive acts -
instead of using a standardized measure- to learn about the prevalence. The most
frequently experienced acts of the college dating women from partners were jealousy
(71.4%), shouting (42.9%), scolding (38.1%), disciplining (38.1%), neglecting
(33.3%), and name calling (33.3%). Toplu and Hatipoglu-Siimer (2011) reported a
prevalence of 85.2% and 75.6% for dating women and men, respectively. The rates
were comparatively high when the rates of physical and sexual perpetration were
considered in the same research. Likewise, only psychological victimization report of
dating women was considerably up (31.53%) compared to only sexual (2.82%) and
only physical (3.33%) one (Toplu-Demirtas et al., 2013). Though not a prevalence
report but rather a mean statistics, the study of Toplu-Demirtas and Hatipoglu-Siimer
(2013) gives a clear idea of which type of psychological aggression is common
among Turkish dating college students. Of 147 women and 102 men, both
announced that they primarily commit the behaviors of hostile withdrawal followed
by restrictive engulfment, dominance/intimidation and denigration. The commonality
is roughly same with that of Leisring (2013) except for the dominance/intimidation

and denigration.

2.1.4 Why study psychological aggression?

Broadly, aggression in dating relationships is a precursor of the aggression later in
adult relationships (e.g., Frieze, 2000; Murphy & O’Leary, 1989; White, Donat, &

Bondurant, 2001) and strong robust predictor of aggression in marital relationships
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(e.g., White et al., 2001). It is clear that, to large extent, dating violence show
similarities to marital violence rather than differences (e.g., Shorey, Cornelius &
Bell, 2008; White & Koss, 1991).

Specifically, psychological aggression is highly prevalent with alarming rates in
college dating relationships and the prevalence rates are notably higher, reaching to
90%s (Harned, 2001; Katz, Arias, & Beach, 2000; Neufeld et al., 1999; Toplu &
Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011) compared to physical and sexual ones. It is considered to be
more damaging than physical violence (Follingstad et al., 1990; Katz & Arias, 1999;
Lawrence et al., 2009; O’Leary, 1999), and a precursor and accompanier of physical
and sexual aggression (Murphy & O’Leary, 1989; Neufeld et al., 1999; O’Leary,
1999; Ryan, 1998). Psychological aggression does not have to lead to sexual and
physical aggression; but, the literature explicitly points that multiple forms of
aggression often co-occur (Toplu-Demirtas et al., 2013; White, 2009).

A great many studies have well documented the effect of psychological aggression
on the victims. The victims demonstrate symptoms including depression and anxiety
(Harned, 2001; Katz & Arias, 1999; Lawrence et al., 2009; Pape & Arias, 1995).
Alcohol (Parks, Hsieh, Bradizza, & Romosz, 2008) and substance abuse (Straight,
Harper, & Arias, 2003) have been another negative consequences. Also noteworthy
is the report of feelings in the presence of psychological aggression such as shame
(Street & Avrias, 2001), loss of self esteem, fear and humiliation (Follingstad et al.,
1990). The visibility of psychological aggression may be less apparent but the impact
of it is more profound compared to physical aggression. To illustrate, over 70% of
both physically and psychologically battered women indicated that non-physical

abuse were more damaging compared to physical one (Follingstad et al., 1990).

Though the severely affected victims perceive psychological aggression more
abusive and its effects longer-lasting, college students do not. They perceive physical
aggression to be more “serious”, “harmful”, “abusive”, and “more deserving of
punishment” than psychological aggression (see Williams et al., 2012, for a review).

Such perceptions may lead to not considering psychological aggression as a problem,
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underreporting it, not engaging in help seeking behavior when experienced, and more
accepting attitudes toward it, which, in the long term, may promote aggression. At
this point, raising awareness of the growing issue among college students,

researchers, and college counselors crucially matters and is non- ignorable.

Given the link between marital and dating violence and types of dating violence,
high prevalence, the severity of its consequences, and lower noticeability in
perceptions, psychological aggression itself warrants a further investigation within a
sample of college students involved in heterosexual dating relationships for the

development of later efforts for prevention and intervention programs.

2.2 Theories of Psychological Dating Aggression

Any single theory fails to perfectly predict such a sophisticated issue; thus, in recent
years, researchers have proposed several multifaceted models of aggression from
different theoretical backgrounds (i.e., Bell & Naugle, 2008; Holtzworth-Munroe &
Stuart, 1994; Riggs & O’Leary, 1989, 1996; Dutton, 1995). These models were
largely derived from more widely recognized theories seeking to understand intimate
partner violence (IPV) in marital and dating relationships. Among those theories are
Feminist Theory (Dobash & Dobash, 1979), Conflict (Power) Theory (Straus, 1979),
Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1971), Attachment Theory (Bowlby, 1969) and
Behavioral Theories- Contextual Framework (Bell & Naugle, 2008). In this part,
prior to reviewing the research studies on psychological dating aggression, the

guiding theories are covered.

2.2.1 Feminist theory

Very briefly, Feminist Theory (FT) asserts that patriarchy is the basis for intimate
partner violence. Gender inequality within the society is at the very core and is the
main cause (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Yllo, 1988). People are born into a society in
which gender roles are strictly defined and are socialized in a way that men somehow

have power over women, thus leading to power inequality, which manifests itself as
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male dominance and female dependency (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). In order to
preserve and maintain the male privilege and power, men use a variety of tactics
including violence (Dobash & Dobash, 1979). Depending on this conceptualization,
proponents of feminist theory have long been criticized since they, traditionally, view
males as perpetrators and females as victims (Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, & Daly,
1992). Other researchers claim that women may be more aggressive than
traditionally they are thought to be (e.g., Archer, 2000; Straus, 2004). Nonetheless,
who is more violent is still polemical when the motivations, context and
consequences are considered. Feminists often argue women’s perpetration of
violence is due to self defense toward the violence perpetrated by men whose
motives are mostly due to the desire to intimidate their partners (Walker, 1979).
Besides, it is now largely presented that violence perpetrated by men seems to be
more severe and more likely to result in injury when compared to the one perpetrated
by women (Makepeace, 1986; Marcus & Sweet, 2002). Other than the “who’s more
aggressive and who uses violence why” criticisms, feminist theory has been

criticized that it is conceptually well developed but not empirically.

Historically, feminist perspectives were first utilized to explain physical violence in
marital and then dating relationships. Lately, the use of feminist approach to account
for psychological aggression among married and dating couples have been used. To
illustrate, based on the feminist approach, Marshall (1992) identified different
clusters as isolation, dominance, control, withdrawal, criticisms and threats while
investigating psychological aggression among married couples. Similarly, Murphy
and Hoover (1999), with the feminist considerations in mind, confirmed his
hypothesized 4 factor multifactorial construct which are restrictive engulfment,
hostile withdrawal, denigration and dominance/intimidation among dating couples.
Distinctively from physical aggression, feminist approaches are not so strict about
the gender roles (males as perpetrators females as victims) while investigating
psychological aggression. Rather, it proposes that the tactics/motives in use of

psychological aggression differ.
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In brief, patriarchy and gender role socialization (how we construct gender during
childhood with the messages from our parents etc) were derived from feminist
accounts in this study. These two variables were regarded as “societal” since Woodin
and O’Leary (2009) discussed gender roles, power and control, and patriarchy under
the sociocultural theories as the theoretical approaches to the etiology of partner

violence.

2.2.2 Social learning theory

Initially introduced by Bandura (1971), social learning theory posits that behaviors
are learned through observation and imitation of others’ behavior. When reinforced
directly as a result of classical and/or operant conditioning or indirectly through
cognitive mediational processes, the behaviors are maintained (Bandura, 1971).
Social Learning Ttheory has a widespread support in intimate partner violence
literature as the intergenerational transmission of violence hypothesis. The basic
tenet of the theory is early interparental interactions/relationships. Simply stated, it
proposes that witnessing and/or experiencing interparental aggression in one’s family
of origin results in later use and/or receipt of aggressive acts in adult relationships
including dating (Bandura, 1973; O’Leary, 1988; Riggs & O’Leary, 1989).
Witnessing and/or experiencing interparental aggression may teach the child that
violence/aggression is somewhat functional to solve the problems and to handle the
conflicts within the context of family and close relationships. Thus, the effect of
witnessing/experiencing may manifest itself through cognitive processes such as
greater acceptance of aggression, more sexist beliefs, and stricter attitudes toward
violence on future perpetration and victimization of aggression (O’Keefe, 1998). In
parallel with the trend as in Feminist Theory, Social Learning Theory was first used
to explain physical type of aggression in marital relationships, and then in dating
relationships. Follette and Alexander (1992) used the intergenerational transmission
of violence hypothesis with psychological dating aggression. Moreover, Woodin and
O’Leary (2009) categorized social learning theory under the interpersonal theories as

the theoretical approaches to the etiology of partner violence.
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Gender is highly controversial, as in Feminist Theory. Apart from gender, one
difficulty with Social Learning Theory is its retrospective design (Woodin &
O’Leary, 2009). Some scholars (i.e. Follette & Alexander, 1992) allege that it attracts
researchers most due to its relative simplicity and utility, but it is not that much easy
to explain violence/aggression. Evidence regarding the direct association from
witnessing/experiencing interparental aggression to intimate partner violence is
limited and mixed. Thus, the mediating role of cognitive variables has been
highlighted (O’Keefe, 1998).

Riggs and O’Leary (1989) incorporated the theories of social learning and conflict
from which “background situational” model was developed. The background part of
the model was originated from social learning theory and the background variables
were aggression in the family and acceptance of aggression. The model predicted
60.0% and 32% of variances in males’ and females’ use of physical dating violence,
respectively (Riggs & O’Leary, 1996). White et al. (2001) supported further
evidence for the model, with a sample of pre-military navy recruits. The model
accounted 67% and 55% of male to female and female to male physical and verbal

aggression, respectively.

In short, this paper derived witnessing mother-to-father and father-to-mother
psychological aggression as perceived parental and sexist beliefs and acceptance as
personal cognitive factors from Social Learning Theory. The former two variables
were regarded as “perceived parental” due to the retrospective design. The
participants were asked to recall their witnessing while growing up. The latter two
variables were considered as “personal cognitive” due to the cognitive meditational

role.

2.2.3 Attachment theory

Bowlby (1969), the father of attachment theory, propounded that the infants are in
the need of developing a secure relationship with the primary caregivers for the

future emotional and social development. Those early relationship formation
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experiences of infants with their caregivers are theorized to shape their sense of self,
environment and close relationships. According to Bowbly (1969), if the early
experiences are positive, individuals are more likely to develop secure close
relationships in adulthood. If negative, then, individuals are inclined to form insecure
attachment later in adult close relationships. Based on this conceptualization, the
insecurely attached people may be particularly at high risk for violence (Dutton,
1995) since the early attachment patterns seem to be stable, though hard, new
experiences may change them. Notwithstanding, the empirical support is limited and

the results are mixed.

One harsh criticism directed toward attachment theory is that it cannot account why
securely attached people perpetrate aggression toward their partner or vice versa
(Shorey et al., 2008). Moreover, as a theory, the mediating and moderating role of
other variables such as individual, situational, and cultural are unclear (Shorey et al.,
2008). To illustrate a few, according to Dutton (1995), insecurely attached
individuals may exhibit controlling behaviors due to the fear of rejection and/or
abandonment. This fear, along with the difficulties in emotion regulation strategies
may increase the likelihood of intimate partner violence. Using attachment theory
with different variables, Follingstad et al. (2002) found that that the relationship
between insecure attachment and partner violence was mediated by angry
temperament and attempts to control the partner. Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart
(1994) proposed a developmental model of batterers and identified the causes of
violence as distal and proximal, integrating genetics, early childhood experiences,
attachment theory, peer effect, impulsivity, social skills and attitudes. As clear in the

examples given, attachment is treated as a variable, rather than a theory itself.

2.2.4 Power theory (conflict theory)

Proposed to acquire a thorough understanding of the physical violence in marital
relationships, Power Theory- also called as Conflict Theory- asserts that the power
imbalance between men and women in the context of a (marital) relationship

contributes to intimate partner violence (Straus, 1979). Developed the most widely
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used measure of intimate partner violence —Conflict Tactics Scale- based upon the
theory, Straus (1979) and power theorists believe that in the context of conflict
within the family system, people tend toward aggression/violence as a way of dealing
with it if they cannot find more healthy ways such as negotiation. Power theorists

¢

oppose to the view of feminists’ “males as perpetrates” positing that if the women
have more power in a relationship, they perpetrate aggression. Along with conflict,
acceptance of violence, beliefs about violence and gender inequality interact with

each other and increase the risk of partner violence.

The power theory is largely criticized by feminists for ignoring the notion that the
power imbalance between men and women is fundamentally related to gender and
specifically patriarchy. Discussing about gender inequality, power imbalance,
acceptance of violence but ignoring the “gendered” structure of violence is still
hotly-debated issue between feminists and power theorists. Furthermore, Bell and
Naugle (2008) added that power theory is limited in scope, has mixed empirical
support, limited impact on prevention and treatment studies, and restricted flexibility

in accommodating novel findings in research.

2.2.5 Behavioral theories - contextual framework

Drew primarily upon behavioral principals of Myers (1995), the Contextual
Framework (Bell & Naugle, 2008) is one of the latest efforts aimed at understanding
partner violence. The Contextual Framework integrates and expands previous
theories and models such as Social Learning Theory, and Background and
Situational Model as well as Behavior Analytic Theory (Myers, 1995) and targets the
partner aggression as behavior, both physical, psychological, and sexual and both
victimization and perpetration (Bell & Naugle, 2008).

According to this framework, several contextual units are identified on macro and
micro level perspective. The contextual units are framed as target behavior (physical,
psychological and sexual violence), antecedents (distal-childhood abuse,

psychopathology, demographics, attachment, relationship characteristics and genetic
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background and proximal-partner demands, conflict, stressors), discriminative
stimuli (presence of partner, presence of others, presence of child location,
availability of weapons), motivating factors (drug and alcohol use, emotional and
physical distress, relationship satisfaction), behavioral repertoire (coping skills,
problem solving, emotion regulation skills, conflict resolution skills, anger
management skills) verbal rules (beliefs about violence, relationship, women, non-
violent conflict resolution strategies and alcohol/drugs expectancy) and
consequences (reduce stress, avoid argument, partner compliance, praise from others,
partner leaves the relationship, police involvement) (Bell & Naugle, 2008, p. 7).
Each of the contextual unites directly and indirectly may increase/decrease the

likelihood of partner violence.

Though sounds promising and seems comprehensive, the model has not been
empirically tested. Due to its complexity, it seems unlikely to test the entire model.
Piece by piece testing of the model appears useless as the literature in hand has

previously summarized most of the variables in the model.

2.2.6 Summary of the theories

The most common theories to explain intimate partner violence were discussed in the
theoretical framework part. Each of the theories has strengths and limitations in
understanding the partner violence. The limitations that the theories share are mostly
similar; lack of or limited empirical evidence, inconsistent results, one sidedness and

limited efficacy in development of prevention and treatment programs.

It should also be noted that none of the aforementioned theories are dating-specific
and there is no specific theory on psychological aggression. Almost all have been
adapted from marital to dating grounds. Additionally, the association between
physical and psychological aggression has made it possible to investigate the

psychological aggression in a parallel trend to physical one.

46



Considering these, this study explicitly blends the variables from Feminist Theory
and Social Learning Theory, sociocultural and interpersonal approaches, creating a
unique perspective in dating violence literature in general and psychological
aggression literature in specific. To capture the complexity of psychological
aggression among dating college students, a model that simultaneously incorporates
factors of patriarchy and gender roles socialization derived from Feminist Theory
and witnessing interparental psychological aggression, sexist beliefs and acceptance

of psychological aggression derived from Social Learning Theory was proposed.

2.3 The Role of Gender

The debate over the two leading aforementioned theories (Feminist Theory and
Family Conflict Theory) in intimate partner violence seems to stem largely from how
they take a stand on gender. Very broadly, taking a stand on the “gender symmetry”,
power theorist argues that the women may be equally aggressive or more aggressive
than traditionally they are thought to be (Archer, 2000). Taking stand on the “gender
asymmetry”, feminists perceive men as perpetrators and women as victims (Frieze,

2000, White, Smith, Koss & Figueredo, 2000).

This gender symmetry-asymmetry debate in the literature reflects itself on the issues
such as the type, context, motives and consequences of dating violence, sampling,
and measurement. Considering sampling, it is argued that the two prevailing theories
utilize different samples- family theorists utilizing the community based samples
while feminist theorists utilizing the clinical based samples (Archer, 2000). However,
there are numerous studies that used community based samples, including college
based ones, among feminist scholars (i.e. Graves, Sechrist, White, & Paradise, 2005;
Humprey & White, 2000; Smith, White, & Holland; 2003; Swartout, Swartout, &
White; 2011). The second issue is type of violence. It is debated that the conflict
theoretical researchers mostly investigate the physical type of dating violence and
feminist ones investigate sexual type instead. The Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus,
1979)- the measure of family conflict theory that primarily focuses on physical type

of dating violence- was reviewed and added sexual type upon the critics directed
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towards. Yet, it is eye catching that the family conflict proponents insistently
continue making research on physical type of violence which was also made
apparent by Archer (2000) and White et al., (2000). Although sexual assault has been
the major study area for the feminists, they genuinely have attempted to study the
physical violence alone or sexual and physical violence together to catch the
dynamics arising from the co-occurrence (Graves et al., 2005; Smith et al., 2003;
White et al., 2001). Similarly, White, McMullin, Swartout, Sechrist and Gollehon
(2008) criticized the separation of the studies as sexual vs. physical aggression and
suggested the study of physical and sexual types together and went further
suggesting the inclusion of psychological type into those. Though, at first, the
investigation of psychological aggression separately or collectively with the other
types seems to be neglected by both parties, psychological aggression has gained
popularity and the inclusion of it into the other types of violence has been highly
welcomed by feminist scholars.

Why and who initiated the violence and who got affected and injured due to the
violent acts are in most part due to the sampling (as previously discussed) and
measurement utilized. Family theorists commonly use data from large community
based samples including college-aged ones. Thus, they, by and large, employ short
scales such as 8 item Psychological Aggression, 12 item Physical Assault, and 7 item
Sexual Assault subscales of Conflict Tactics Scale-Revised (Strauss et al., 1996). On
the other hand, feminist scholars take a more comprehensive approach in terms of
exploring the construct they are concerned. For example Koss et al. (2007) in the
revised Sexual Experiences Survey (SES), investigates the unwanted sexual
experiences from both 14 years old and in a year prior to the assessment. The SES
assesses a wide range of the unwanted sexual experiences such as unwanted sexual
contact, sexual coercion, attempted rape and completed rape. Further, it includes
behaviorally specific questions and the context in which and how those acts happens
such as threatening to end the relationship, criticizing sexuality or attractiveness,
taking advantage of drunk, threatening to physically harm, using force etc for each
acts individually. Similarly, Murphy and Hoover (1999) took a multifaceted

approach to assess psychological aggression and developed Multidimensional
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Measure of Emotional Abuse (MMEA), rooted in feminist principals. Gender
differences found or not found, men scores higher on the subscales
Dominance/Intimidation and Denigration subscales of MMEA, which are more
closely correlated to physical aggression unlike Hostile Withdrawal (Murphy &
Hoover, 1999; Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013). In short, counting on
short-single measures influences the rates and limits our understanding of the

complexity of dating violence.

Failure to examine adequately the motives of violence has also been controversial.
Langhinrichsen-Rohling, McCullars, and Misra (2012) reviewed the literature of
articles and book chapters published in 1990 and later in peer reviewed journals to
shed light on the motives of people’s to perpetrate violence/aggression and gender
differences on those motives. The most commonly cited motives were self defense
(61%) and power/control (76%) which are the cornerstones of the two prevailing
theories. Though methodology (sampling, measurement, definition) made it difficult
to interpret the results regarding gender differences, Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al.
(2012) concluded that the men’s use of violence due to power/control and women’s

use of violence due to self defense was partially supported.

The cross cultural studies or studies in other cultures have raised the interesting
question of over-reporting or under-reporting related closely to gender paradigm.
Using a young adult samples and German translate of CTS-R, Krahe and Berger
(2005) found several times that women report more perpetration and less
victimization rates whereas men report less perpetration and more victimization. The
pattern was also cited by Hamby (2005) in the United States and by Toplu &
Hatipoglu-Siimer (2011) in Turkey. Two issues have been the focus; social
desirability, and perceptibility of violence (McHugh, 2005). Men may report less
perpetration and more victimization since it is socially undesirable or a “slapping”

may not be perceived similarly by both parties.

The gender symmetry/asymmetry debate is as older as the phenomenon itself, but

some researchers such as Anderson (2005) believes the controversy is more a matter

49



of how gender is viewed (theoretical) rather than measurement and sampling. In this
continual debate, Anderson (2005) posits herself alternatively pointing that the
neglected but central issue is the conceptualization of gender. She discusses that the
underlying theoretical perspective in the debate of gender symmetry is due to the
conceptualization of gender as an “individual” characteristics which she calls as
individualistic approach. She further discusses two other emerging theoretical
perspectives called as “interactionist” and “structuralist” gender theories, which
recognize that gender is socially constructed. Her theorizing gender as
individualistic, interactionist and structuralist brings up new ideas and addresses new
issues in the further discussion of gender and its relations to dating violence theories.
This also affected the researcher’s way of conceptualizing gender and tempted her to

look for the underlying structure by integrating across different theories.

Accordingly, Johnson (1995) argued that feminists and family conflict theorist are
theoretically and methodologically sound since there are two distinct forms of
violence; patriarchal terrorism (later as intimate terrorism) and common couple
violence (later as situational couple violence). According to Johnson (1995)
patriarchal terrorism is “a product of patriarchal traditions of men's right to control
"their" women, is a form of terroristic control of wives by their husbands that
involves the systematic use of not only violence, but economic subordination,
threats, isolation, and other control tactics” (p. 284). Common couple violence, on
the other hand, is “less a product of patriarchy, and more a product of the less
gendered causal processes” and leads usually to "minor forms of violence, and more
rarely escalates into serious, sometimes even life-threatening forms of violence” (p.
285). The first type is highly “gendered” and mostly shows itself in shelters and law
enforcement samples (hospitals, police departments); women are the victims and the
consequences are so severe. The latter type i1s mainly “situational”, gender
independent and largely manifests itself in community-based (survey) samples. It is

more frequent but minor and the consequences are less likely to be severe.

In the light of feminist interpretations of dating violence, the current study analyzes

psychological aggression, bridging theories and taking a multifaceted approach to
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measure it rather than brief structured instruments. Taking a feminist perspective, the
researcher is also aware of Anderson’s (2005) conceptualization of gender and
Johnson’s (1995) typology of violence. This paper utilizes a college sample, and
though the context, motives and consequences of psychological aggression and social

desirability is off the focus, they are in mind while interpreting the results.

2.4 Psychological Aggression and its Relations to Societal, Perceived Parental

and Personal Cognitive Variables

The review of literature showed that the association of dating violence with
patriarchy, gender role socialization, witnessing interparental violence, acceptance of
violence, and sexist beliefs were verified by empirical or theoretical studies.
However, the concept of psychological aggression among college students is
relatively new than physical and sexual dating violence and the research on it is
limited and findings are novel. In the following section, a basic outlook on the
variables in the model in line with the purpose of the study was presented. Gender

similarities and differences were disclosed in the associations, if existed.

2.4.1. Patriarchy

Turkish culture is patriarchic, and consequently families are founded on a patriarchal
basis (Kagit¢ibasi, 1982). In this study, the basic antecedent variable related to use of
psychological aggression is patriarchy, though studies investigates directly the link
between patriarchy and psychological aggression among dating college students are
so limited, hardly any. Rather, the researchers have largely dwelled on patriarchy-
sounded variables such as gender-related constructs (Jenkins & Aube, 2002),
masculinity (Franchina et al., 2001), threat susceptibility (Hammock & O’Hearn,
2002), the need for controlling (Dye & Davis, 2003; Follingstad et al., 2002), and
dominance (Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al., 2013).

Defined gender related constructs as “characteristics and ideology attached to one or
other gender” (p. 1108), Jenkins and Aube (2002) explored its association to dating
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aggression surveying 85 non married college couples (170 participants) aged
averagely 20. They documented that gender-related constructs contributed
significantly in the prediction of use of psychological aggression among dating
couples (for males 29%, for females, 27% of the variance). To say more clearly, men
with more and women with less traditional gendered constructs were more likely to
commit psychologically aggressive acts toward their partners (Jenkins & Aube,
2002).

Franchina et al. (2001) designed a study with 72 college men, who were in a
heterosexual relationship at least three months currently or in year prior to the
assessment. At first, participants listened to eight audio-taped vignettes which
illustrated an interaction between a dating man and woman. Four of the vignettes
depicted gender relevant situations in which the masculinity of man was threatened.
Before listening, participants were told to imagine that the man and woman in the
audiotapes were themselves. After the vignettes, they were given Conflict Tactics
Scale to see how they would resolve the conflict. Following, they filled out the
measure of male gender role and using a previously determined cut off point, they
were divided into two groups as low and high masculine gender role identity.
Franchina et al. (2001) wanted to see whether men who adhered to masculine
ideology and perceived that their masculinity was threatened by their girlfriends’
behavior differed on the scores of verbal aggression. Indeed, men high on masculine
gender ideology when faced with threatening partner behaviors as in gender relevant
situations committed more psychological (verbal) aggression. Franchina et al. (2001)
concluded that when man felt threatened, they were more likely to perpetrate
aggressive acts to sustain power and control that they perceived to decrease due to

strong gender role ideology.

In a parallel manner, Hammock and O’Hearn (2002) studied the association of threat
susceptibility to psychological aggression among college students. Though they
incorporated a few variables, such as self esteem, trait anger, neuroticism and
perceptions of risk in intimacy to construct threat susceptibility, one of them was the

need for control. They hypothesized that people who are more susceptible to threats

52



(real or imagined) in relationships are more likely respond to those threats with use
of psychological aggression. Utilizing a sample of 113 and 101 currently dating
female and male college students, they found that threat susceptibility was a
significant predictor of psychological dating aggression with a correlation of .33
between them, regardless of gender. Despite how much variance belonged to the
need for control was unknown; the finding is still worthy because exerting control to

maintain the power has long been cornerstone of patriarchy in feminist arguments.

Regarding the need for control the partner, a clear body of literature has emerged. To
illustrate, Dye and Davis (2003) found that the use of controlling tactics, such as
need for control, directly (r = .66) and indirectly though relationship satisfaction (r
=.-11) were related to the engagement in psychological aggression amongst dating
college students. Clearly saying, college students who were in the need of more
controlling and who were less satisfied with their relationships tended to commit
more psychologically aggressive acts. No gender difference appeared. Accordingly,
Follingstad et al. (2002) with a sample of college student (213 men and 199 women)
examined a model integrating anxious attachment, angry temperament, and attempts
to control one's partner to predict psychological aggression. As proposed, controlling
one’s partner mediated the association between anxious attachment, angry
temperament and use of psychological aggression across gender. Again, the strong
relationship between the need for controlling partner and psychological aggression

was established.

Attributing dominance and egalitarianism to patriarchy has added a further
dimension to the literature on psychological aggression (Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012;
Karakurt et al., 2013). In the first study, Karakurt and Cumbie (2012) tested a model
that blended the variables of dominance (authority, restrictiveness, and
disparagement) and sexist attitudes (egalitarian attitudes, hostile and benevolent
sexism) to understand aggression (physical and psychological) among currently
dating 87 dyads using the actor partner interdependence model (APIM). The model
accounted nearly same amount of variance across gender (female aggression, 63%;

male aggression 64%). In both sexes, dominance contributed to the receipt of
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psychological and physical aggression (female dominance to male aggression, r =
.64; male dominance to female aggression, r = .60). In other words, for both males
and females, partners’ scoring high on dominance increased the likelihood of being
target of psychical and psychological aggression. Female egalitarian attitudes were
related to males’ victimization (r = .70); that is, males were more likely to experience
physical and psychological abuse when their partners had more egalitarian attitudes.
On the contrary, the association between male egalitarian attitudes and female
victimization was insignificant. To conclude, the strong relationship between
psychological aggression and patriarchy- as a means of dominance- was proved
regardless of gender. The egalitarian attitudes, on the contrary, meant different to

college dating couples.

In a similar research, Karakurt et al., (2013) incorporated dominance, power
differences, egalitarianism, and sexism variables to construct a latent variable -rooted
in Feminist Theory- named as egalitarian attitude and analyzed its relationship to
dating violence (physical, psychological, and sexual) with witnessing violence,
attachment insecurity using the APIM with the same participants above. No direct
relationship was observed between egalitarian attitude and dating violence across

gender.

Considering power differences, Hatipoglu-Siimer and Toplu (2011) investigated the
role of power perceptions and power satisfaction in predicting dating violence
perpetration (psychical, psychological and sexual) among currently or previously
dating 535 college students (36.8% men, 63.2% women) averagely aged 21.50. The
perception of power (2%) and satisfaction with that power (6%) together accounted
for 8% of the variance after controlling for demographics and relationship variables.
The associations of power perception and power satisfaction to the engagement in
dating violence were positive and negative respectively. In other words, having more
power and being less satisfied with that power enhanced the risk of committing
violence toward dating partner regardless of gender. The researchers argued that the
need or wish to have more power rather than the actual power one has might be more

relevant to perpetration.
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In short, though conceptually well explained, patriarchy bred further empirical
support. Therefore, this study attempted to fill the lacuna in specifically in
psychological aggression literature. Based on the theory and previous limited
findings, we hypothesized that patriarchy would be directly or indirectly through
acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs associated with the

psychological aggression perpetration among Turkish dating college students.

2.4.2. Gender socialization

Having being brought up in -already existing- a patriarchal society, people also
receive messages, most of which are from their families, regarding what behaviors
and beliefs are gender-appropriate or not during childhood. The researcher alleged
that conveying consistent and continuous, and explicit and implicit gender role-
specific messages may, in the long term, directly or indirectly through gendered

beliefs reinforce use of psychological aggression in dating relationships.

The researcher got inspired from the study of Epstein (2008), who asserted that
gender socialization messages from parents might be related to adolescents’ own
gender beliefs and any inconsistency between messages and own gender beliefs
could create gender conflict, which in turn might affect well-being. Defined gender
socialization —very broadly- as “differential treatment of boys and girls” (p. 1),
Epstein (2008) amazedly discovered that there were no measures that gauged direct
gender socialization messages and developed Socialization of Gender Norms Scale
to address this limitation. The scale reflected discourses from femininity and

masculinity literature.

The literature is completely scarce regarding the link between gender socialization
and dating violence and/or psychological aggression or the researcher did not
encounter. This seems discouraging but not surprising. Scholars have often used
traditionality-egalitarianism, femininity-masculinity or gender equality-inequality

perspective to associate gender roles with dating violence /psychological aggression,
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regarding gender as individualistic. Conceptualizing gender as societal rather than
individualistic, the researcher, in this study, focused on the messages received from
family while growing up. Thus, literature on traditionality-egalitarianism, femininity-
masculinity or gender equality-inequality was not reviewed since reports of those,

most probably, could differ from report of gender socialization messages.

A conceptually well developed but empirically not supported concept, a fuller
investigation was required to document the hypothesized link; gender role
socialization (how we construct gender during childhood with the messages from our
parents etc) would be significantly related with psychological aggression perpetration
in Turkish dating college students through personal cognitive variables (acceptance

of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs).

2.4.3 Witnessing interparental psychological aggression

As previously mentioned, the perceived parental variables of this study have
certainly been derived from Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1971) which simply
states that growing up in an aggressive/violent family teaches individuals to act
aggressively or to accept somebody’s acting aggressively. In either case, aggression
becomes normalized, which in turn, promotes perpetration or victimization. This
growing up in an abusive family can happen in two ways; (1) witnessing and (2)
experiencing interparental aggression. In the present paper, the researcher focused on
witnessing. Moreover, witnessing aggression was divided into two and investigated
individually as witnessing (1) father to mother and (2) mother to father aggression,
since the researcher thought that gender-specific associations might appear; that is,

father to mother aggression might be predictive of men’s aggression.

Contrary to patriarchy and gender role socialization, there has been a great number of
research on the direct and indirect (through mediators) associations between
witnessing interparental aggression and later use of aggression in dating
relationships. However, the rate of studies rapidly decreases when the issue

particularly addressed is the link between interparental psychological aggression and
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later use of psychological aggression in college students’ dating relationships. Thus,
flexibility was needed and appreciated, and the researcher did not limit the review of
literature to witnessing interparental psychological aggression and psychological

aggression.

Some researchers explored early experiences of aggression instead of witnessing
(e.g., Edwards, Desai, Gidycz, & VanWynsberghe, 2009; Luthra & Gidycz, 2006) to
provide empirical evidence for the proposition of Social Learning Theory (also used
interchangeably with intergenerational transmission of violence, family of origin
violence). Edwards et al. (2009) investigated the associations between childhood
paternal and maternal victimization, adolescent/adulthood victimization and
women’s later use of psychological aggression utilizing a 10 week longitudinal
design with a college sample of 374 dating college women. Maternal physical and
psychological aggression, paternal physical and psychological abuse, childhood
sexual victimization, adolescent/adulthood sexual, physical and psychological
victimization were regressed on women’s use of psychological aggression.
According to retrospective results, women’s use of psychological aggression in the
current dating relationships was predicted largely by adolescent/adulthood
psychological victimization (44%) and paternal physical abuse (2%). According to
prospective results, women’s reports of psychological aggression over interim were
predicted by adolescent/adulthood psychological perpetration (9%, measured at the
beginning of semester), psychological victimization over the interim (29%). As clear
from the results, only paternal physical abuse emerged as a significant predictor-
accounting for a very small amount of variance- among several childhood maternal
and paternal victimizations. Rather, women’s own psychological victimization

history was the most robust predictor.

Luthra and Gidycz (2006) evaluated the background-situational model of Riggs and
O’Leary (1989) with a sample of 200 undergraduates, casually or seriously dating.
As explained earlier (please see p. 18), two of the background variables of the model
are exposure to parent-to-parent and parent-to-child aggression. Contrary to the

model, the authors operationalized the latter only. The logistic regression analyses
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showed a large gender difference (83.3% females, 30% males) in prediction of
physical dating aggression. Exposure to parent to child physical violence was a
significant predictor only for females. Saying explicitly, women who reported having
physically violent fathers were three times more likely to act aggressively in their

current relationships. This association did not emerge for males.

Some researchers added witnessing interparental aggression into exposure to parental
aggression, but focused only on physical aggression rather than psychological
(Eriksson & Mazerolle, 2015; Milletich, Kelley, Doane & Pearson, 2010); Murphy &
Blumenthal, 2000)

Bolstering the idea that family of origin violence is gender specific, Eriksson and
Mazerolle (2015) utilized a sample of men arrested due to a wide variety of offenses
such as warrant, assault, and drug possession. Four waves of data were collected
from those and the final sample composed of 303 arrestee men —mean age 31- who
completed the measures of physical partner violence, childhood physical abuse,
observing parental physical violence, and justification of wife beating from the first
wave. According to the first logistic regression analysis, after controlled for
demographics and substance abuse, not childhood abuse but observing interparental
violence predicted the partner physical aggression. The second analysis investigated
the gendered nature of witnessing and (after controlling for demographics, substance
abuse and childhood abuse) indicated that observing bidirectional and paternal
physical violence were associated a fivefold and threefold increase in perpetration,
respectively. Though justification of violence was correlated to perpetration of
violence, it did not mediate the relationship of witnessing; thus a direct relationship

was observed.

A study by Milletich et al. (2010) explored whether witnessing and experiencing
childhood violence were related to perpetration dating aggression. Researchers
individually investigated witnessing mother to father and father to mother physical
aggression and their relation to physical dating violence perpetration across gender.

703 (183 males and 475 females) heterosexual college students experienced in dating
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relationships and resided with parents prior to the age of 16 composed the sample of
the research. The results were in the expected direction; witnessing greater from
father to mother and from mother to father physical aggression prior to the age of 16

increased the risk of perpetrating physical aggression toward their dating partners.

Using structural equation modeling, Murphy and Blumenthal (2000) examined
physical dating aggression in a sample of 207 female college students aged between
18 and 25 with a mean of 20 years. They sought answer to the question of
interpersonal problems (dominance, vindictiveness, and intrusiveness) fully or
partially mediated the relationship between parent to child and parent to parent
physical violence and physical dating aggression. Though associations between
father to child, mother to child, mother to father and father to mother physical
aggression and dating aggression appeared to be significant and positive, subsequent
test comparing the full and partial mediation models supported the former.
Consequently, the scholars argued that intergenerational patterns of aggression

contributed to interpersonal problems which in turn resulted in aggression.

Some other scholars attempted to study psychological aggression, but did not
distinguish the concept from physical aggression. To illustrate, Alexander et al.
(1991) in a dating sample of 152 males and 228 females, incorporated social learning
theory and feminist theory and predicted physical and verbal aggression perpetration
with witnessing and experiencing physical violence and attitudes toward women
variables. They reported that witnessing father to mother and mother to father
physical aggression in family did not contributed to his/her own extending verbal
(and physical) aggression for either gender. However, it was found that male students
who observed physical interparental violence held more conservative attitudes and
those attitudes were significantly related to perpetration of verbal and physical
aggression. Briefly, they concluded that students who witnessed aggression in the
family of origin receive gender related messages regarding power and hierarchy,
which in turn, might affect their use and receipt of aggression later in adult

relationships.
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In a longitudinal study, with 213 married or in-relationship individuals followed
from adolescence (age averaged 12) to adulthood (age averaged 32), Cui et al. (2010)
investigated the association between interparental aggression and relationship
aggression and the mediating role of parental aggression using a structural equation
modeling approach. Data of interparental verbal and physical aggression (measured
at 1989, 1990 and 1991), parental verbal and physical aggression to adolescent
(measured at 1992 and 1994) to predict youth verbal and physical aggression toward
spouse/partner (measured at 2003, 2005 and 2007) and control variables (parents
education, target youth gender, marital status, and relationship duration) were used in
the model. The direct relationships between interparental verbal aggression and
relationship aggression, interparental verbal aggression and parent-to-child verbal
aggression, and parent-to-child verbal aggression and relationship aggression, were
all significant, indicating that experiencing parental verbal aggression partially
mediated the relationship between witnessing interparental verbal aggression and
relationship verbal aggression. That is, individuals who experienced and witnessed
verbal aggression in the family committed verbal aggression toward their spouses
and partners. Longitudinal nature of the design allowed for causal inferences. No
gender differences were apparent.

There are some other studies, taking a more comprehensive approach, link family of
origin to dating violence. In a study conducted with 228 college men averagely aged
19 years old, researchers examined a model in which the mediator role of hostile
dominant interpersonal problems between (1) child psychological, physical and
sexual abuse and (2) childhood physical and psychological exposure, and sexual,
physical, and psychological dating aggression was proposed (Edwards et al., 2014).
All of the variables were significantly and positively correlated to each other except
for the one between exposure to witnessing parental violence and hostile dominant
interpersonal problems. Since no direct relationships between exogenous and
endogenous variables were proposed, witnessing interparental violence was directly
and indirectly not related to dating aggression perpetration including psychological

form, among college male students.
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Using a dyadic perspective, Karakurt et al. (2013) tested a model that examined the
interplay among family of origin (Social Learning Theory), attachment insecurity
(Attachment Theory), egalitarian attitudes (Feminist Theory) and dating aggression
among college students. Authors claimed that witnessing parent-to parent physical
violence during childhood would be (1) directly or (2) indirectly -via attachment
insecurity and egalitarian attitudes- related to dating aggression (measured by
physical, psychological, and sexual). Indeed, a positive relationship was identified
between family of origin and dating aggression, but only for females of the dyad.
Specifically, females who witnessed interparental conflict during childhood were
more prone to partners’ aggression in adult relationships. Nonetheless, indirect

effects were detected neither for females and males.

Some early research endeavored to bond the hypothesis to psychological aggression;
yet the type of witnessed and experienced aggression in the childhood was different
from type they investigated. For instance, Avakame (1998), based on a nationwide
representative sample of 960 males and 1183 females, differentiated between
witnessing and experiencing violence in the childhood and explored whether self
control mediated the relationship between those variables and use of psychological
aggression against wives. Though they inspected the effect of physical violence on
psychological aggression, they found some evidences supporting family of origin
hypothesis. Witnessing father to mother and experiencing father to child physical
aggression in childhood were directly and positively related to sustaining
psychological aggression in adulthood. No mediation effect was obtained. The

relationship held for both gender.

In a study on women’s verbal and physical dating aggression, in a sample of 702
college students, White and Humprey (1994) examined the witnessing and
experiencing childhood parental aggression, accepting attitudes of aggression,
aggressive/impulsive personality traits, psychopathology, prior use of aggression,
prior receipt of victimization, and opportunity to aggress by utilizing a longitudinal
design. Data collected at the first cohort (at the beginning of first year of college)

was used to predict data collected in the second cohort (nine months later, at the end
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of the first year of college). All factors contributed to the prediction of verbal
aggression of females except for accepting aggression (58% of the variance).
Witnessing physical interparental accounted for a small amount of variance (2%) and

was positively related.

Gover et al. (2008) explored the link between witnessing interparental (father to
mother and mother to father) physical aggression and current use of psychological
aggression in a large sample of 2541 college students -39.8% of which was male-

and found no relationship for both gender.

Research into the effect of witnessing (and/or experiencing) on use of psychological
aggression has progressed lately. Using a sample of 572 dating college students (177
males, 395 females), the authors inquired into whether witnessing conjugal violence,
experiences with parent child aggression, attitudes toward woman, general drinking
patterns, attitudes toward woman, and drinking three hours prior to argument
predicted verbal dating aggression (Shook et al., 2000). For women, the variables
accounted 13% of the variance, and witnessing was not found to be significant
variables. For men, accounted amount of variance for the acts of verbal aggression

decreased to 5%. Again, the association was concluded to be insignificant.

Kennedy, Bolger, and Shrout (2002) designed a study in which they investigated the
links between witnessing interparental psychological aggression and later reports of
relationship conflict in adult relationships with 73 heterosexual couples. To avoid
memory biases, they asked participants to keep a diary regarding their experiences of
conflict twice a day over 28 days period. The numbers of conflicts were determined
by combining the information from both parties of the relationship, thus an agreed-
upon conflict index was created. Witnessing interparental psychological aggression
was assessed on a retrospective basis. The results did not support the hypothesis. No
relationship was found between witnessing and reports of agreed-conflict days both

for females and males.
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Contrary to the most research, Black et al. (2010) investigated the association of
current witnessing of interparental aggression to dating aggression in emerging
adulthood. The sample consisted of 292 undergraduate students aged between 18 and
27. They responded to a self report survey regarding their own and parents’ current
use of physical and psychological aggression. Although a small amount of variance
for psychological (14%) and physical (12%) dating violence explained, observing
parental psychological and physical aggression predicted psychological and physical
perpetration of dating aggression, respectively. That is, participants who reported
current observation of parental psychological aggression were at higher risk of
exhibiting of psychological aggression towards their dating partners. The direction
was same for physical type. The results of regression analyses revealed no

differences in men and women.

As clear from the literature review, the link between early witnessing experiences
and later use of dating has been conceptually established, but the findings are mixed,
which is largely due to the type of aggression studied (physical/psychological), the
sample utilized (male only, female only), the inconsistency between antecedent and
outcome variable (physical witnessing, psychological aggression) and inability to
separate witnessing (father to mother and mother to father). Taken together,
investigating the association between witnessing psychological interparental
aggression and the psychological aggression would add a further dimension to
limited literature. Given this call, the researcher hypothesized that witnessing
interparental psychological aggression would be directly or indirectly -through
acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs- related with use of

psychological aggression among dating college students across gender.

2.4.4 Acceptance of psychological aggression

As witnessing interparental aggression during childhood, another closely linked
factor that may put dating college students at risk for the use of aggression is
accepting attitudes toward violence. There is lots of evidence in support of

assumption that higher endorsement of accepting attitudes toward violence may
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increase aggression among dating college students. Yet again, paralleled to the
marital violence research, first physical, sexual and then psychological, the research
is limited in psychological aggression. Thus, to provide evidence for the linkage
between acceptability and aggression, research including physical (e.g., Archer &
Graham-Kevan, 2003; Clarey et al., 2010; Nabors, & Jasinski, 2009; Reitzel-Jaffe &
Wolfe, 2001; Deal & Wampler, 1986; Riggs & O’Leary, 1989) dating violence
perpetration and utilizing subsamples of adolescents (O’Keefe, 1998; Orpinas, Hsieh,
Song, Holland, & Nahapetyan, 2013) and adults (e.g., Eriksson & Mazerolle, 2015;
O’Leary, Smith-Slep & O’Leary, 2007) were reviewed, as well.

Prior studies showed that witnessing interparental aggression may put the people at
risk of accepting of their own or other’s aggression due to desensitization.
Considering psychological aggression, Aloia and Solomon (2013) studied this
association in a sample of 74 females and 40 males, whose ages ranged 18 through
23 with a mean of 18.76 years. The perceptions of college aged students about
acceptability of verbal aggression were associated with their exposure to verbal
aggression in the family (r =.47) and the association became strongest for students
with higher motivational systems with aggression (Aloia & Solomon, 2013).
Findings showed that students reported more positive accepting attitudes for verbal
aggression when they recalled more interparental verbal aggression during childhood
and they were more sensitive to possible conflict situations. Therefore, they
concluded that the strength of people’s motivational systems would be an agent in

reducing acceptability of aggression in dating relationships.

In review of studies, the literature indicates extensive research on the relationship
between acceptability and physical aggression. To illustrate, Nabors and Jasinski
(2009) designed a longitudinal study in which they explored the gender role, and
gendered violence attitudes before and after the use of aggression in order to decide
if attitudes precede or follow the aggression, in a sample of 579 male and 1254
female college students with two waves of data (at the beginning and end of the first
year). Though the variances explained were too low (at around 5%) in each

hypothesis tested, subsequent logistic regression revealed that the attitude-aggression
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relationship might be more complex than though to be. Broadly, not the attitude-
aggression but aggression-attitude predictions appeared significant. Specifically, for
both males and females, none of the attitude related variables (endorsement of
chivalry, acceptance of male violence, acceptance of traditional stereotypes) were
associated to the acts of physical dating aggression. On the other hand, when prior
use of physical violence (at the first wave) were regressed on chivalry (1),
acceptance of male aggression (2) and acceptance of traditional gender roles (3),
significant associations emerged for the latter two for males. For females, physical
assaults predicted only acceptance of traditional gender roles. Taken collectively, the
researchers concluded that attitudes might follow the behaviors, and gender
differences were evident. In either way, further evidence was provided for the link of

acceptance and use of aggression.

O’Kefee (1998) in a sample of 232 high school students aged between 14 and 19,
tried to find out the differentiating risk and protective factors for adolescents who
witnessed childhood aggression, and committed or did not commit aggression later in
dating relationships when grew up. Acceptance of dating aggression was one of the
four variables found significant, which differentiate students who witnessed
interparental physical violence and used physical dating violence from those who did

not, just for males not females.

Similarly, a study conducted by Clarey et al. (2010) in a sample of 204 high school
(Mexican) students -129 females and 75 males- aged from 15 to 18 years,
investigated the mediating role of acceptance of violence on the relationship between
witnessing interparental aggression and use of physical aggression using Baron and
Kenny’s mediation analysis. The researchers found a positive relationship between
acceptance and perpetration of violence and the mediating role of acceptance was

affirmed.

Orpinas et al. (2013) identified the trajectories of physical aggression using latent
class growth analysis and investigated the match between these trajectories and

acceptability of aggression using a sample consisting of randomly selected 588 sixth
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graders at nine schools in the USA. Using a longitudinal design, students from six to
twelve grades were yearly surveyed. The results of the study indicated two
trajectories for boys and girls; low and increasing. Students who were in the low
perpetration (and victimization) trajectory (65%) had the least acceptability.
Consistently, students who were in the high perpetration (and victimization)
trajectory (27%) had the most acceptability. Taken together, aggression and

acceptability trajectories followed a perfectly similar pattern.

Eriksson and Mazerolle (2015) surveyed a sample of 303 male arrestees, 18.15% of
who was arrested for assaults including partner aggression. Contrary to the
researchers’ hypothesis, justifying attitudes toward wife beating did not mediate the
relationship between witnessing bidirectional physical parental aggression and acting
physically aggressive toward partner, though a strong positive relationship between
acceptance and aggression was salient.

In addition, Straus’s (2004) International Dating Violence study (please see p. 4 for
sample details) hypothesized that higher cultural acceptance of violence would
increase the rates of physical aggression. Consistent with the hypothesis, he asked a
question to see their agreement with the item, “I can think of a situation when |
would approve of a husband slapping a wife’s face.” According to the results, 42%
of the students (at the median) approved with a range of 26% to 79%. The correlation
with the cultural approval and perpetration was .26; that is, students who culturally
approved, assaulted more dating violence. Therefore, attitudes and behavior were
interrelated. Parallel with this study, Archer and Graham-Kevan (2003) assessed
beliefs about aggression and physical aggression among a sample of college students
(N = 40; 11 men and 29 women), shelter women (N = 40), and male prisoners (N =
46), who reported at least one acts of physical aggression to their current partner.
Generally speaking, the relation between beliefs and self reported aggression was
largely supported but the strength of the relation differed with regard to samples and

gender.
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Some other scholars used a “relationship abuse” term including both physical and
psychological type. To illustrate, Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe (2001) tested a model that
predicted relationship abuse using family violence (interparental and parent to child
abuse), negative beliefs regarding gender and violence (attitudes toward women,
acceptance of violence, rape myth acceptance and adversarial sexual beliefs) and
negative peer experience as latent variables in a sample of 611 college men with a
mean age of 19.65. The model explained 79% of the variance and all of the paths
were significant, the strongest of which was the one between negative beliefs and
relationship abuse (r =.50). Family of origin directly and indirectly through negative
beliefs predicted relationship abuse; that is witnessing and experiencing violence
increased the likelihood of accepting violence, which in turn, further increased the

likelihood of perpetrating dating abuse.

Similar to Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe (2001), O’Hearn and Margolin (2000)
investigated whether experiencing physical abuse in the family during childhood and
engaging in physically aggressive acts toward partner was moderated by acceptance
of abuse in a sample of largely nonmarried men (77%) with the mean age of 30.
Findings demonstrated that for men who kept favorable attitudes toward aggression,
physical abuse in family and perpetration of physical and emotional abuse were
strongly correlated. This finding did not emerge for men who were not in supportive
of aggression toward partner. The authors remarked that abuse history in one’s life as
a risk marker may function differently in the presence of more positive attitudes

toward aggression.

There is a scarcity in the studies investigating the relationship between acceptability
of psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression among college
students (Capezza &Arriaga, 2008; Fincham et al., 2008; White & Humprey, 1994).
Capezza and Arriaga (2008) examined the role of factors related to acceptance of
psychological aggression against women on a sample including 189 college students
from a large midwestern university in United States. Participants responded to
hypothetical scenarios in which three different levels of aggression were assessed;

baseline, verbal and emotional. Results of multivariate analyses pointed out that
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compared to baseline conditions, in the hypothetical scenarios of verbal and
emotional condition, the perpetrator’s behavior was not perceived as unacceptable.
Students who held more traditional beliefs and who used psychological aggression
against their previous or current partners had more justifying and accepting attitudes
toward psychological aggression. Psychological aggression was not perceived as
abusive and negative among college students.

Fincham et al. (2008) specifically investigated the link between attitudes toward
psychological aggression in a sample of 687 college students (M = 19.75), half of
which was currently in a dating relationship, utilizing a longitudinal design. Attitudes
toward aggression (as the sub-constructs of violence, abuse and control) at first wave
were used to predict use of psychological aggression at the first and second wave as
the validation of the attitude scale. Findings indicated that violence control and abuse
were positively correlated with psychological aggression gauged at time one. After
the initial perpetration was controlled, attitudes toward violence and abuse (but not
control) measured at time one predicted later use of psychological aggression at time
two. The results did not vary by gender. Fincham et al. (2008) easily concluded that
favorable attitudes of accepting aggression were related to immediate and later use of

psychological aggression.

To the researcher’s knowledge, the only finding contrary to the hypothesis for
acceptability and aggression was that of White and Humprey’s (1994). They utilized
a variety of factors including abuse history, acceptance, aggressive/impulsive
personality traits, psychopathology, prior use of aggression, prior receipt of
victimization, and opportunity to aggress to predict verbal aggression among 702
female college students and found that all factors, except for accepting attitudes
toward violence, contributed to the prediction of verbal aggression of females.

As supported by a huge amount of the research findings, acceptance of aggression is
intensively associated with the use of aggression and functions as a mediator
between witnessing and/or experiencing of interparental aggression and

psychological aggression. On the basis of the often cited research previously
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discussed, regarding link between acceptability and dating aggression, and
preliminary findings, this study hypothesized that accepting of psychological
aggression would be directly related with use of psychological aggression. It was
further hypothesized that acceptance of psychological aggression would have a
mediating effect on the link witnessing interparental psychological aggression and
psychological aggression among dating college students. This mediating effect
would also emerge for societal variables and psychological aggression though not

studied in the literature.

2.4.5 Sexist beliefs

Posited by Glick and Fiske (1996), Ambivalent Sexism Theory argues that sexism
has two dimensions; hostile and benevolent. Hostile and benevolent sexism
represents negative and positive evaluations of gender, respectively. Hostile form of
sexism denigrates women while benevolent one romanticizes. More specifically,
hostile sexism can be described as the typical antipathy that is commonly associated
with sexist prejudices, in contrast, benevolent sexism is characterized as a set of
attitudes that are sexist in their prescription of stereotypical roles for women but are
subjectively positive and affectionate towards women (Glick & Fiske, 1996).
According to Glick and Fiske (1996), ambivalent sexists reconcile their hostile and
benevolent attitudes by differentiating between "good" and "bad" women. Thus,
benevolence is targeted at those women that conform to traditional roles, whereas
hostility is reserved for women in nontraditional roles (Glick, Diebold, Bailey-
Werner&, Zhu, 1997). By means of this bi-dimensional conceptualization, they
complement each other in reinforcing traditional gender roles, and thus preserve
them (Glick & Fiske, 1996).

There is a body of research regarding how sexism is related to aggression, over
again, mostly studied with sexual (Forbes & Adams-Curtis, 2001; Lisco et al., 2012)
and physical aggression (Allen, Swan, & Raghavan, 2008; Bookwala, Frieze, Smith,
& Ryan, 1992).
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Forbes and Adam-Curtis (2001) noticed the lack of theoretically guided research on
sexual aggression and investigated the role of early familial aggression experiences,
attitudinal explanations, and personality traits in predicting sexual coercion among
438 predominantly European American college students. For attitudinal
explanations, they used Attitudes toward Women Scale, Hostility toward Women
scale, Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs Scale, Neo-Sexism Scale, Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory, and Rape Myths Scale. Forbes and Adam-Curtis (2001) separately
run hierarchical regression analyses and found that for males, mother’s and father’s
use of verbal and physical aggression, and reasoning were positively and negatively
associated to sexual coercion, respectively. For females, among early aggression
experiences, only mother’s use of physical aggression was significant predictor. For
attitudinal variables, only neo-sexism and hostile sexism were related to men’s use of
sexual aggression. In contrast, none of the attitudinal variables were significant for
women. Overall, the contribution of hostile sexism (rather than benevolent sexism)

and perceived parental attributes were obviously clear, though only for males.

Lisco et al. (2012), building on heavy drinking and sexual aggression literature,
argued that identifying the moderating role of sexism would be useful. They utilized
a sample of 205 heterosexual in-relationship men, between the ages of 21 and 35.
The researchers reasoned that heavy and episodic drinking would be positively
related to engagement in sexually aggressive acts toward a female partner among
men who adhere to higher hostile sexism. Consistent with the reasoning, they found
that endorsement of hostilely sexism moderated the previously established drinking
and sexual assault relationship. The moderating effect for benevolent sexism was not

significant statistically.

Compared to sexual aggression, relatively little research has been carried out on the
role of sexism in physical aggression. In an overwhelmingly Latin American sample
of 232 undergraduates, the majority of which were at the age of 18 and 19 years old,
Allen et al. (2008) examined the relationships between gender symmetry, sexism and
dating aggression using The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory and physical assault

subscale of Conflict Tactics Scale-Revised. While the Ambivalent Sexism Theory
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that illustrated the bidirectional nature of sexism as hostile and benevolent was
empirically affirmed in four of the hypothesized paths, no associations were noted
for men and women’s use of physical aggression (as self defense or initiator) and

benevolent sexism.

Bookwala et al. (1992), based on the established links earlier in the marital grounds,
used a multivariate approach and utilized a variety of variables —attitudes toward
violence and sex roles, jealousy, use of interpersonal violence, and verbal aggression
toward partner, and verbal and physical victimization from partner- to explain
physical aggression among 305 dating college students (227 women and 78 men).
Different patterns emerged for men and women. For men, receipt of more physical
aggression from partner, use of more verbal aggression toward partner, more
accepting violent attitudes, and less traditional sex role attitudes appeared as
significant predictors. For women, receipt of more physical aggression from partner,
use of verbal aggression, less accepting violent attitudes, more traditional sex role
attitudes, feeling more jealous, and use of interpersonal violence were significant.
Specifically speaking, for women more and for men less traditional attitudes toward
sex roles predicted more physical aggression toward dating partner.

Although sexist beliefs literature has largely dwelled on the relationships between
sexist beliefs and physical violence and sexual assault, researchers have investigated
the relationship of sexist beliefs to psychological aggression, as well (Forbes et al.,
2006; Forbes et al., 2004; Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al., 2013; Ryan &
Kanjorski, 1993).

Forbes et al. (2006) compared the aggressive sports athletes to the non-athletes on
the measures of sexism, misogyny, homophobia and aggression (including
psychological, sexual and physical) in a sample of 182 college dating men, 78.2% of
which reported participation in aggressive sports from a Midwestern private
university. As allegedly proposed, the aggressive sport athletes had more
benevolently and hostilely sexist attitudes, greater hostility of women, more

acceptance of aggression toward women, and more negative attitudes toward
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homosexuality than non-athletes. The effect sizes for attitudinal measures were
moderate and high. The differences were stronger for hostile sexism than benevolent
sexism. Accordingly, athletes compared to non-athletes, committed more
psychologically, sexually and physically aggressive acts with small to medium
differences. The findings were recognized as evidences to attitudes to behavior

consistency.

Not directly observed, but defined egalitarian attitudes as a latent inferred through
the measures of benevolent sexism, hostile sexism and egalitarian attitudes, Karakurt
and Cumbie (2012), using an actor partner interdependence model in a sample of 87
dyads, reported a strong association (r = .69) between women’s egalitarian attitudes
and dating aggression (latent variable of physical and psychological aggression).
Women who held more egalitarian attitudes, engaged in more aggression. The
association was not apparent in men’s aggression. Likewise, parallel findings were
evident in the Jenkins and Aube’s (2002) study, college men with more and college
women with less traditional attitudes perpetrated more psychological aggression. In a
subsequent study, despite using only collegiate males’ sample, Reitzel-Jaffe and
Wolfe (2012) found that negative beliefs regarding gender and violence were
positively related to relationship abuse (including psychological one). They further
noted that those negative beliefs partially mediated the relationship between family

violence and relationship abuse, as hypothesized in the current study.

Karakurt et al. (2013) tested a structural equation model for predicting relationship
aggression among 174 dating college students with an average age of 22 years. 86%
of the students were undergraduates and the rest was graduates. The model directly
and indirectly through egalitarian attitudes assessed the relationship between history
of abuse and relationship aggression. The authors defined the egalitarian attitudes as
a latent construct measured by four scales: Dominance Scale, Sexual Relationship
Power Scale, Sex Role Egalitarianism Scale, and Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. The
relationship aggression was measured indirectly as latent variable using
psychological, physical, and sexual subscales of Conflict Tactics Scale-Revised.

Results revealed a direct relationship between witnessing interparental aggression
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(physical) and relationship aggression and interparental aggression and egalitarian
attitude but no direct relationship between egalitarian attitude and relationship
aggression; that is egalitarian attitudes did not have a mediating role on the
relationship between witnessing and relationship aggression. For men, no direct and
indirect associations among variables were uncovered. Though the findings added
greatly to feminist and social learning theory of dating aggression, the model did not
assess psychological aggression as a separate construct. Furthermore, witnessing and

aggression variables were not coherent.

Ryan and Kanjorski (1993) attempted to investigate the relation between enjoyment
of sexist humor, sexist beliefs and dating aggression (including the psychological
type) in a sample of 172 male and 227 female college students. They reported that
engagement in psychological aggression and enjoyment of sexist humor was
reasonably correlated for males but not for females. Given that enjoyment of sexist
humor was strongly associated with sexist beliefs (rape myth acceptance, adversarial
sexual beliefs, acceptance of interpersonal violence) for males (.47 through .54) and
females (.52 through .57); it was not unlikely to infer that sexist beliefs and
psychological aggression are interrelated.

Forbes et al. (2004) carried out a study to demonstrate the associations between first
(traditional/blatant sexism) and second (modern/hidden sexism) generation measures
of sexism, sexism supporting beliefs (such as rape myths, adversarial sexual beliefs)
and all three forms of dating aggression among 107 men and 157 women college
students, aged between 18 to 21. The results widely supported their hypothesis; for
men and women, 7 of the 9 measures of sexism (except for the Modern Sexism Scale
and Benevolent Sexism) were weakly or moderately related to reports of verbal
aggression Also noteworthy was the significant positive association between
hostilely sexist beliefs and verbal aggression (r = .34 and r = .29, for men and
women, respectively). Benevolently sexist beliefs appeared to be non-significant for
both gender. Overall, the findings substantiated the assertion that sexist beliefs and
psychological aggression are closely linked to each other. Similar to Forbes et al.

(2004), Rojas-Solis and Raimundez (2011) examined the associations of verbal-
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emotional aggression to hostile and benevolent sexism among Spanish collegiate
men and women, aged between 18 and 36 years old. The results indicated weak

correlations among hostile and benevolent sexism and verbal-emotional aggression.

Thoughtful review of literature provided neither discouraging nor surprising
findings. The contribution of hostile sexism is obviously more explicit compared to
the benevolent sexism. Regarding the association between sexist beliefs and
psychological aggression, novel findings have lately emerged. Given the documented
link, and preliminary findings, this study hypothesized that (1) there would be a
positive relationship between hostilely sexist beliefs and use of psychological
aggression. The researcher further hypothesized that those sexist beliefs would
mediate the relationship between (2) societal and (3) perceived parental variables and

use of psychological aggression among dating college students.

2.5 Studies of Dating Violence in Turkey

The available empirical evidence on dating violence has been very limited in Turkey.
The limited studies focused on prevalence (Aslan et al., 2008; Toplu & Hatipoglu-
Stimer, 2011) and correlates of dating violence (Hatipoglu-Siimer & Toplu, 2011,
Inan-Arslan, 2002) and attitudes toward dating violence (Kaya-Sakarya, 2013;
Yumusak, 2013). Regarding psychological aggression, scale adaptation (Toplu-
Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013; Karakurt et al., 2009) and scale development
studies (Kilinger & Tuzgol-Dost, 2013) have been identified. Recently, there has
been growing interest in investigating psychological aggression among collegiate
(Toplu-Demirtas et al., 2013; Kilinger & Tuzgél-Dost, 2014). No longitudinal,
experimental studies or prevention and intervention studies on dating violence and

psychological dating aggression have existed.

Inan-Arslan (2002) concentrated on the correlations (seriousness of the relationship,
religiousness, traditionality, power satisfaction, and attachment), and consequences
(distress levels) of sexual, physical and psychological dating violence among 277

college students and concluded that the results varied with regard to type and agent
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(victimization and perpetration) of dating violence. More specifically, men and
women exhibited greater levels of sexually and physically violent acts, respectively.
Considering demographics, the seriousness of the relationship was negatively linked
to victimization experiences, but unlinked to perpetration experiences. The
religiousness was negatively and positively related to physical and sexual dating
violence victimization for women and men, respectively. Besides, more religious
men perpetrated more sexual violence. Regarding correlates, more traditional men
and women inflicted sexual violence and received sexual and physical violence.
Power satisfaction was negatively associated to perpetration of psychological
violence and victimization of sexual violence. College students with preoccupied
attachment reported to have used more sexual violence. Considering consequences,

women distressed more by physical victimization than men.

Like Inan-Arslan (2002), Hatipoglu-Siimer and Toplu (2011) investigated the role of
power perceptions and power satisfaction as predictors of physical, sexual and
psychological dating violence perpetration and victimization among 535 college
students who previously or currently had a dating relationship. They entered gender,
age, and the seriousness (dating vs. cohabiting) and length of the relationship as
control variables. For victimization, gender and age did not emerge as significant
factors. On the contrary, the dating students reported more victimization as the length
of the relationship increased and as the relationship turned into more serious,
cohabiting, namely. Not the perception but the satisfaction of power in the
relationship appeared to be significant. Students reported more victimization as the
satisfaction with the power decreased. For perpetration, the role of the control
variables did not change but the power did. Different from victimization, students

who perceived more power but less satisfaction with that power behaved violently.

In review of correlational studies, the literature has indicated scarce research findings
on the association between dating violence and related contracts. Regarding power
satisfaction, some similarities have been detected, though. Yet, multiple types of
violence, aspects of victimization and perpetration, and indiscrimination of types in

the second study made it difficult to infer conclusions.
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Addressing the need of research on attitudes toward dating violence, attempts have
been made (Kaya-Sakarya, 2013; Kepir-Savoly, Ulas, & Demirtas-Zorbaz, 2014;
Sezer, 2008; Yumusak, 2013). Sezer (2008) adapted Acceptance of Couple Violence
Scale, which measured acceptance of physical violence among couples. Using this
scale, Kepir-Savoly et al. (2014) investigated the factors related to couple violence
acceptance among 256 university students and found that the length of the
relationship, and dysfunctional relationship beliefs (helplessness and unlovability
beliefs) were positively associated with acceptance. Moreover, men reported more
acceptability toward violence than women. Accordingly, Kaya-Sakarya (2013), -
utilizing the aforementioned scale- investigated the attitudes toward physical
violence with regard to some demographic variables with a sample of 1106 college
students (679 women, and 427 men) and revealed students in Engineering compared
to Literature, males compared to females, low socioeconomic status compared to
middle and high, students from low educated families compared to high ones had

more favorable attitudes.

Unlike the two other studies, Yumusak (2013) examined the attitudes toward
physical and psychological dating violence considering to demographic variables in a
sample of 1171 college students. Though, he asked participants to simply rate their
victimization and perpetration experiences on a yes/no categorical endpoint,
Yumusak (2013) broadly concluded that attitudes toward physical and psychological
dating violence differed according to gender, relationship status, and dating violence
experiences. Additionally, the attitudes were moderately and slightly related to sexist

beliefs and narcissistic personality, respectively.

In the light of psychological aggression, due to lack of standardized measures for
psychological aggression, researchers devoted considerable effort to adapting and
developing instruments. In line with this purpose, Karakurt et al. (2009) and Toplu-

Demirtas and Hatipoglu-Stimer (2013) adapted Emotional Abuse Questionnaire and
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Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse, respectively. Synchronously,
Kilinger and Tuzgdl-Dost (2013) developed Romantic Relationship Assessment

Inventory.

The 66-itemed Emotional Abuse Questionnaire (EAQ) asked participants’
experiences with psychological aggression through four-point Likert type scale under
the dimensions of isolation, degradation, sexual abuse and property damage. In the
adaptation phase, the scale was administered to 95 college students and exposed to
principal component analysis. While validating, the authors proved that EAQ was
negatively connected to relationship consensus, relationship cohesiveness, and
dyadic adjustment (Karakurt et al., 2009).

The validity evidences of Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse (MMEA)
verified that the sub-constructs of MMEA (Restrictive Engulfment, Denigration,
Hostile Withdrawal, and Dominance/Intimidation) were moderately and slightly
correlated to physical dating violence, and anxious and avoidant attachment,
respectively. The associations between psychological aggression and relationship
satisfaction were moderately negative (Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013).
Kilinger and Tuzgol-Dost (2013) developed 70 itemed and single-factor Romantic
Relationship Assessment Inventory utilizing a college sample and validated it
through relationship satisfaction. They demonstrated that psychological aggression
and relationship satisfaction were negatively linked to each other. However, the
instrument has raised some concerns regarding its content validity. Though it largely
included psychological aggression items, there are items reminding physical
aggression such as slapping, throwing objects, destroying and damaging property. In
short, the validity evidences of the available instruments have consistently signified
negative association between relationship satisfaction and psychological aggression.

Apart from those studies, research on psychological aggression has remained rather
scarce among collegiate (Toplu-Demirtas et al., 2013; Kilinger & Tuzgél-Dost,
2014). The findings of a study conducted by Toplu-Demirtas et al. (2013) suggested

that relationship satisfaction fully mediated the relations between commitment and
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psychological dating violence victimization. That is, being more committed into a
relationship increased the likelihood of having greater satisfaction, which in turn
decreased the risk of being psychologically victimized. Kilinger and Tuzgol-Dost
(2014) predicted perceived abuse in romantic relationships through psychological
and demographic variables and found a negative relation between self esteem and
relationship abuse and a positive association between age, length of the relationship

and gender (males).

To sum, research on psychological aggression among college students in Turkey is in
its infancy and flourishing. A wide range of variables were included in limited
research. The findings are novel and far from conclusive. Except for few (i.e., Inan-
Arslan, 2002; Toplu-Demirtas et al., 2013), the researchers did not base their
research on theoretical arguments. Therefore, this study is an attempt to fill the
lacuna in the psychological dating aggression literature. The researcher seeks to
explore, support and extend the literature on the impact of societal, perceived
parental and personal cognitive variables on use of psychological aggression among
dating college students. To this end, the overall hypothesized, which would be tested
separately for men and women, model was depicted in Figure 1 on page 14.

2.6 Summary of the Review of Literature

In this chapter, the researcher presented the review of literature including definitions
and prevalence of dating violence and psychological aggression, theoretical
approaches to dating violence, the role of gender in dating violence, societal
(patriarchy and gender role socialization), perceived parental (witnessing
interparental psychological aggression) and personal cognitive factors (acceptance of
psychological aggression and sexist beliefs) related to use of psychological
aggression among dating college students and dating violence studies in Turkey. The
review of definitions of dating, dating violence and psychological aggression helped
conceptualization, operationalization and measurement. Among theoretical
approaches, Feminist and Social Learning theories underlined the significance of

exploring of societal and perceived parental variables on dating violence,
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respectively. The thorough review of societal, perceived parental and personal
cognitive variables with regard to gender provided mixed findings stressing the need
of separate analyses across gender. The review genuinely addressed the lack and
need of research on psychological aggression amongst dating college students in

Turkey.
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CHAPTER 111

METHOD

In this chapter, methodological procedures followed in the present study were
presented. The chapter initially started with the research design. Secondly, the
sample characteristics were described. Thirdly, psychometric properties of the
measures used in the data collection were provided in detail. Fourthly, data collection
and ethical procedures were introduced. In the data analysis section, as the statistical
technique used in the current study, structural equation modeling (SEM) with its
basic concepts and issues were discussed. Penultimately, the variables were

operationalized. Finally, the limitations of the study were addressed.

3.1 Research Design

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships between societal
(patriarchy, and role socialization), perceived parental (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and mother to father psychological aggression), and
personal cognitive (sexist beliefs and acceptance of violence) variables on use of
psychological aggression among dating college students. Depending upon the
purpose of the study, a correlational research, a type of associational research, was
designed. Correlational research, very simply, examines the associations between
two or more variables with no attempt to manipulate them (Fraenkel, Wallen, &
Huyn, 2012). The purpose of correlational research is twofold; explanatory and
prediction (Fraenkel et al., 2012). In the current study, the researcher’s general aim
was also to predict a likely outcome among several variables, which requires more
sophisticated statistical techniques. Therefore, structural equation modeling was

employed as the primary analytic method.
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3.2 Participants

In the current study, the main data were collected from the undergraduate and
graduate students, who had a current dating relationship at the time of data
collection, enrolled in the public and private universities in Ankara. 1176 dating
college students attended the online survey. In data screening, 161 of them were
excluded because of being enrolled at a public or private university in a city or
country other than Ankara and Turkey, respectively. Thus, the remaining 1015 dating
college students comprised the sample of the study. For sample selection, a
convenient sampling method was utilized in order to increase the chances of reaching
the dating sample, which was the most crucial inclusion criterion of the study along

with being over 18 years old, voluntary, and being a college student in Ankara.

Of 1015 dating college students, 706 were female (69.6%) and 304 (30.0%) were
male as illustrated in Table 3.1. Five (.04%) identified themselves as gender-other
(genderless, queer etc.). The age of the students ranged between 17 and 35 with a
mean of 23.18 (median = 23; mode = 21) and a standard deviation of 3.30.
Participants represented public (69.2%) and private (30.8%) universities. Of 702
participants from public universities, 699 were students of four universities from
which ethical permissions were granted. Only a notably small percentage (.03 %) of
the participants was out of the four universities; three students. Of 313 participants
from private universities, 280 were enrolled at four universities from which ethical
permissions were asked. Again, a fairly small percentage of the participants (.05%)
from four other private universities attended the survey. A total of 663 (65.3%)
students was undergraduate and 329 (32.4%) was graduate. The undergraduate
students were distributed as 64 (6.3%) prepatory, 120 (11.8%) freshmen, 171
(16.8%) sophomores, 131 (12.9%) juniors, and 177 (17.5%) seniors. Of 329
graduates, 189 (18.6%) were master’s, and 140 (13.8%) were doctorate students.

Twenty three identified as other (dismissed, repeat, sixth grade etc.).
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Table 3.1

Demographic Characteristics of College Students

Variables f %
Gender
Female 706 69.6
Male 304 30.0
Gender-other? 5 0.04
Type of the university
Public 702 69.2
Private 313 30.8
Grade Level
Undergraduate 663 65.3
Preparatory 64 6.3
Freshman 120 11.8
Sophomores 171 16.8
Junior 131 12.9
Senior 177 17.5
Graduate 329 32.4
Master 189 18.6
Ph.D. 140 13.8
Grade-other” 23 2.3
Note. N = 1015.

% participants identified as gender-other (genderless, queer, etc.). b23 participants identified as grade-
other (dismissed, repeated, senior at medicine school, etc).

Along with demographics and university characteristics, relationship characteristics

were also explored to obtain the dating college students’ relationship profile (Table
3.2).

As seen in the Table 3.2, nearly one out of five college students reported to be
cohabiting (18.7%). The rate was similar for females (18.3%) and males (19.7%).
The rest defined their relationships as dating (81.3%). The relationship length was
around two years (M = 22.47 in month; SD = 22.81) with a range of 125 months
(min = 1 and max =126). Most of them (72.1%) defined their current relationship as
stable and serious. 6.6% of the college students said that they had a casual
relationship. 21.3% was uncertain or had no idea about the seriousness of
relationship. Dating college students, in their current relationships, frequently

contacted with their girlfriends/boyfriends. 33.9% of them had a face to face contact
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several times a week, everyday (25.4%), and more than once a day (14.8%). The rest
(26.3%) met with each other once a week or less than once a week.

Table 3.2
Relationship Characteristics of College Students
Gender®
Variables Female Male Total
f % f % f %
Type of the current relationship
Flirting/Dating 577 817 244 803 825 813
Cohabiting 129 183 60 19.7 190 18.7
Seriousness of the relationship
Don’t know/Uncertain 147 208 67 220 216 213
Casual 36 5.1 30 9.9 67 6.6
Stable/Serious 523 741 207 681 732 721
Contact of face to face frequency
Less than a month 40 5.7 20 6.6 61 6.0
Once a month 46 6.5 14 4.6 60 59
Once every two week 44 6.2 18 5.9 62 6.1
Once a week 54 7.6 29 9.5 84 8.3
Several times a week 230 326 113 372 344 339
Everyday 181 256 72 237 254 250
More than once a day 111 157 38 125 150 148
Future of the current relationship
We’ll get married 287  40.7 109 359 397 39.1
We’ll stay together 84 119 32 105 117 115
I will break off 29 4.1 28 9.2 57 5.6
My partner will break off 12 1.7 4 1.3 17 1.7
No idea/Don’t know 294 416 131 431 427 421
Previous relationship situation
Never had before 104 147 52 171 158 15.6
Had one 158 224 44 145 205 20.2
Had more than one 444 62.9 208 684 652 64.2
Note. N = 1015.

%5 participants identified as gender-other.

A substantial percentage of dating students (39.1%) in college planned to get married
with their current partners. 42.1% did not have any idea about the future of the
relationship. The history of dating of college students tended to be varied by previous
relationship situation. 84.4% of them had one or more dating relationship other than

the current one. Only 15.6% reported that the current one was their first relationship.
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3.3 Data Collection Instruments

The present study involved the collection of quantitative data. An online survey
package was designed to assess societal, perceived parental and personal cognitive
factors in relation to perpetration of psychological aggression besides relationship
characteristics and demographics. Demographic Information Form (see Appendix G)
was used to obtain information about the participants’ demographics and relationship
characteristics. Turkish version of the Multidimensional Measure of Emotional
Abuse (MMEA; Murphy & Hoover, 1999) (see Appendix A) was utilized to get data
for the dependent variable of the study. For societal variables, to measure patriarchy,
Sex Role Stereotyping Scale (SRSS; Burt, 1980) (see Appendix B), and to measure
gender socialization, traditional gender roles subscale of Socialization of Gender
Norms Scale (SGNS; Epstein, 2008) (see Appendix C) were employed. For
perceived parental variables, to gauge participants’ recalling of their parents
psychologically aggressive acts toward each other during childhood, psychological
aggression subscale of Conflict Tactics Scales— Adult Recall Version (Form CTS2-
CA,; Straus et al., 1995) (see Appendix F) was used. For personal cognitive variables,
to assess sexist beliefs and acceptance of aggression, hostile sexism subscale of the
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 1996) (see Appendix D) and
abuse subscale of Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale-Revised (IPVAS-R;
Fincham et al., 2008) (see Appendix E) were utilized. All the scales were presented

and described in a detailed way below.

3.3.1 Demographic information form

To gather basic demographics and relationship characteristics of the participants, a
short demographic information form was developed. The form included questions to
obtain the respondent’s sex, age, name of the university, and grade level. Questions
regarding relationship characteristics were also included such as length of the
relationship in months, current relationship status (dating, living together), type of

current relationship (don’t know/no idea, casual, stable/serious), frequency of face to
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face contact (less than a month, once a month, once every two week, once a week,
several times a week, everyday, more than once a day), future of current relationship
(we’ll get married, we’ll stay together, I will break off, my partner will break off,
don’t know/no idea) and former relationship status (never had a relationship before,

had one, had more than one).

3.3.2. Multidimensional measure of emotional abuse (MMEA)

Turkish version of the Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse (MMEA;
Murphy & Hoover, 1999) was used to collect data. There are several reasons to use
the measure in the current study. First, it specifically was designed to assess
psychological aggression among dating college students. Second, it multi-
dimensionally measures psychological aggression contrary to the unidimensional
perspectives, which allows assessing different destructive behaviors. Third, the
multidimensionality of the instrument was derived from a theoretical background-
feminist theory. Fourth, the psychometrics for the original scale were clearly
documented and provided by confirmatory factor analysis. Fifth, its adaption to
cultures other than American contributed well to the international psychological
aggression research (Bonechi & Tani, 2011). Finally, it was adapted to Turkish and
initial evaluation of the psychometric evidences were promising (Toplu-Demirtas &

Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013).

The MMEA (Murphy & Hoover, 1999) is a 28-item and multidimensional self report
measure (56 items when twice asked, first for what the respondent did and then for
what the partner did) designed to assess psychological aggression (perpetration and
victimization) in dating relationships. The MMEA has for subscales; Restrictive
Engulfment (1-7 items), Denigration (8-14 items), Hostile Withdrawal (15-21 items),

and Dominance/Intimidation (22-28 items).

Restrictive Engulfment (RE), (7 items) involves behaviors which isolate, restrict,
monitor and control the partner’s activities and social contacts as a means of jealousy

and possessiveness to increase partner’s dependency and availability (e.g., item 2,
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“Secretly searched through the other person’s belongings”; item 3, “Tried to stop the
other person from seeing certain friends or family members. Denigration (D) (7
items) involves behaviors and verbal attacks which humiliate and degrade in order to
reduce partner’s self esteem and self worth (e.g., item 12, “Called the other person a
loser, failure, or similar term”; item 14, “Said that someone else would be a better
partner). Hostile Withdrawal (HW) (7 items) involves behaviors that avoid partner
during conflict, withhold emotional availability in order to punish the partner, and
increase anxiety or insecurity about the relationship (e.g., item 17, “Refused to have
any discussion of a problem”; item 20, “Sulked or refused to talk about an issue).
Dominance/Intimidation (D/1) (7 items) involves behaviors and verbal attacks that
destruct property and threat through intense verbal aggression in order to produce
fear and submission (e.g., item 22, “Became angry enough to frighten the other
person”; item 26 “Threw, smashed, hit, or kicked something in front of the other

person) (Murphy & Hoover, 1999).

Each item is rated on an 8-point frequency scale (never, once, twice, 3-5 times, 6-10
times, 11-20 times and more than 20 times in the past 6 months and not in the past
six months, but it has happened before). Scores are obtained by summing the
response categories chosen by the participant. Before summing, the response
category 7- not in the past six months, but it has happened before- is recoded as zero
as suggested by Murphy and Hoover (1999) if the researcher is interested in use of
psychological aggression only in the past six months. Scores range between 0 and 42
for each subscale. In addition to subscale scores, an index of overall psychological
perpetration or victimization may be obtained by summing the subscale scores
depending on the purpose of the research. The overall scores vary between 0 and
168. Higher scores indicate more psychological aggression. No reverse coding is
necessary.

Murphy, Hoover and Taft (1999) provided the initial evidences of the psychometric
properties of the original MMEA (Murphy & Hoover, 1999). The 4 factor structure
accounted nearly 55% of the variance both for victimization and perpetration. The

results of confirmatory factor analysis revealed a clear adequate model fit for the
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reports of victimization, ¥2/df = 1.98, GFI = .88, RMSEA = .05, PCLOSE = .50,
PGFI = .74 and reports of perpetration, x2/df = 1.95, GFI = .88, RMSEA = .05,
PCLOSE = .62, PGFI = .75. The items were highly loaded to the each related
construct (e.g., for Hostile Withdrawal, the standardized regression weights ranged
between .52 and .80 for abuse by partner and .59 and .78 for abuse by self). The
correlations between subscales were moderate to high and positive (e.g., the
correlations between Restrictive Engulfment and Hostile Withdrawal were .42 and
.59 for victimization and perpetration, respectively) (Murphy, Hoover, & Taft, 1999).
With respect to validity, the subscales of MMEA showed differential correlations
with variables of physical violence, attachment, and interpersonal problems. MMEA
also displayed negative and significant associations with marital satisfaction and
depression. In terms of social desirability, most of the correlations between subscales
and social desirability were insignificant or low, thus indicating that MMEA was not
affected or slightly affected from response bias. The reliability coefficients for
victimization and perpetration, respectively, were .84, .85 for Restrictive
Engulfment, .88, .91 for Hostile Withdrawal, .89, .92 for Denigration, and .83, .91

for Dominance/Intimidation in a sample of dating college students.

The adaptation of MMEA and evaluation of its psychometrics were conducted by
Toplu-Demirtas and Hatipoglu-Siimer (2013). The 56 item (perpetration and
victimization) scale was translated into Turkish by four experts competent in both
language and back translated into English by a bilingual expert. After the translation
process, it was evaluated by two Turkish Language experts for its language and
expression in Turkish and by an expert for its age-appropriateness for college
students. Two undergraduate and two graduate students also evaluated the items
through interviews. The final version was administered to 254 volunteered dating
graduates and undergraduates. The results of the confirmatory factor analyses
regarding the construct validity of the scale supported the four factor structure of the
original scale (for the reports of victimization, y2/df = 2.11, GFI = .84, TLI = .82,
RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .07 and reports of perpetration, y2/df = 1.95, GFI = .84, TLI
= .82, RMSEA = .06, SRMR =.07). The items were highly loaded to the each related

construct (e.g., for Hostile Withdrawal, the standardized regression weights ranged
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between .55 and .77 for abuse by partner and .39 and .77 for abuse by self. The
correlations between subscales were moderate to high and positive (e.g., the
correlations between Restrictive Engulfment and Hostile Withdrawal were .65 and
.67 for victimization and perpetration, respectively). Results of concurrent validity
studies vyielded significant positive correlations between avoidant (Restrictive
Engulfment, r = .09, p > .05; Denigration, r = .20, p < .001; Hostile Withdrawal, r =
.20, p < .01; Dominance/Intimidation, r = .10, p < .01) and anxious attachment
(Restrictive Engulfment, r = .28, p < .001; Denigration, r = .02, p p > .05; Hostile
Withdrawal, r = .19, p < .001; Dominance/Intimidation, r = .17, p < .001) and
MMEA subscales. The associations between types of psychological aggression
(Restrictive Engulfment, r = .24, p < .001; Denigration, r = .42, p < .001; Hostile
Withdrawal, r = .22, p <.001; Dominance/Intimidation, r = .50, p < .01) and physical
dating violence were significant and positive as expected. Similarly, all the sub
dimensions of MMEA and relationship satisfaction were significantly and negatively
correlated (Restrictive Engulfment, r = -.30, p < .001; Denigration, r = -.37, p < .001;
Hostile Withdrawal, r = -.34, p < .001; Dominance/Intimidation, r = -.24, p < .01).
The results were supported both for victimization and perpetration dimensions,
separately. The internal consistency reliability coefficients for victimization and
perpetration, respectively, were computed as .73, .74 for RE, .86, .83 for HW, .70,
.68 for D, and .77, .73 for D/l. Based on these results, it was concluded that the
preliminary findings of Turkish version of MMEA were consistent with the original
one’s. The MMEA was regarded as a valid and reliable scale to measure the

psychologically aggressive acts in college students’ dating relationships.

In the present study, 28 items of perpetration dimension was used to gather data to
measure psychological aggression among dating college students. Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha (o) -as the index of reliability- for Restrictive Engulfment,
Denigration, Hostile Withdrawal, and Dominance/Intimidation were found to be .79,

.83, .88, and .81, respectively, for current use.
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3.3.3. Sex role stereotyping scale (SRSS)

The SRSS is a 9-item uni-dimensional self report measure designed to assess
patriarchal beliefs (Burt, 1980). SRSS includes items such as “A woman should be a
virgin when she marries”, “It is acceptable for a woman to have a career, but
marriage and family should come first”, and “A man should fight when the woman

he's with is insulted by another man.”

All the items make use of 6 point Likert scale with 1 indicating “disagree strongly”
and 6 “agree strongly”. Of nine items, 7 are negatively and 2 are positively keyed.
The total score is the total sum of all item after two items (item_6 and item_9) are
reversed coded. The scores range between 9 and 54. Higher scores indicate more

support for patriarchal beliefs.

The SRSS was first administrated by Burt (1980). In her study, she only reported
item to total correlations. For SRSS, the item to total correlations ranged between .30
and .57. Burt (1980) reported the reliability coefficient as .80 for internal
consistency.

The SRSS was adapted into Turkish by Beydogan (2001). For construct validity, an
explanatory factor analysis was conducted. The analysis yielded a two factor
solution with one factor (6 items, eigenvalue = 2.7) explaining the 30.00% and the
other one (3 items, eigenvalue = 1.41) explaining 15.70% of the variability. For the
first and second factor, the loadings ranged between .53 and .94 and .38 to .61,
respectively. Beydogan (2001) offered the use of original factor structure as she did.

The reported alpha coefficient was .83.

Categorized as first- and second-generation measures of sexism and related beliefs
(Forbes et al., 2004), the correlation between Sex Role Stereotyping Scale and
Hostile Sexism subscale of Ambivalent Sexism Inventory was found reasonably high

(r = .57) in the Beydogan’s (2001) study, as the validity evidence, which implies that
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despite 35 years of history, nothing much has changed regarding sex role

stereotyping.

In this study, the 9 items was used to gather data to measure patriarchy. Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha (o) -as the index of reliability- for Sex Role Stereotyping Scale was
found to be .78 for current use.

3.3.4. Socialization of gender norms scale (SGNS) - traditional gender roles

SGNS (Epstein, 2008) is a 23-item five dimensional self report measure to developed
to assess the gender roles messages that one receives from parents, friends etc. while
growing through socialization in order to understand how people’s beliefs about
gender are formed. It includes 5 subscales related to gender role socialization, the
traditional gender roles, the acceptant and egalitarian, the nice and pleasant, the big

and tough, and the body consciousness.

The traditional gender role (6 items) includes the messages which reflect the belief
that men are superior to women (e.g., A real man gets what he wants.). The acceptant
and egalitarian (5 items) involves the messages which reflect the notion that genders
are equal (e.g., People are people, gender doesn’t matter.). The nice and pleasant (3
items) comprises of the messages that encourages submission and compliance (e.g.,
You need to go along what others want to get along.). The big and tough (6 items)
implies the messages of power and strength (e.g., Never show fear.). The body
consciousness (3 items) contains the messages that your body is never good enough

(e.g., It is important to look good no matter how much time and energy it takes.).

Epstein (2008) examined the construct validity of the scale through Principal
Component Analysis with Varimax rotation and Confirmatory Factor Analysis. In
two different samples, the Cronbach alpha coefficients were .83 and .85 for the
traditional gender roles, .64 and .78 for the acceptant and egalitarian, .62 and .63 for
the nice and pleasant, .78 and .76 for the big and tough, and .63 and .51 for the body

consciousness.
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Arict (2011) evaluated the reliability and validity of Turkish version of SGNS. The
subsequent explanatory factor analyses yielded a-19 item two factor structure
accounting for 32.88% of the variance. The subscales were named as “the traditional
gender roles (14 items)” and “egalitarian gender roles (5 items)”. The other three
subscales in the original scale (the nice and pleasant, the big and tough and the body
consciousness) did not emerge as separate factors; rather they loaded under the factor
of the traditional gender roles. Four items were deleted due to poor loadings (<.40) or
loading on more than one factor. Confirmatory Factor Analysis also confirmed the
new 19-item and two factor structure of the Turkish version with a mediocre fit,
x2/df =3.47, GF1=.92, AGFI = .89, NFI = .87, CFI= .90, RMSEA = .06). The items
were moderate to highly loaded to the each related construct (e.g., for traditional one,
the standardized regression weights were .40 and .63 and for egalitarian one .43 and
.74). The reported internal consistency coefficients are .79 and .63 for traditional and
egalitarian gender roles messages. The test-retest stability coefficients were

computed as .80 and .86, respectively.

Responses are rated on a four point scale with “0, none”, “1, a little”, “2, some” and
“3, a lot”. A total score is obtained by summing the responses categories. For
traditional and egalitarian gender roles subscales the scores range between 0-42 and
0-15, respectively. A higher score on each relevant subscale indicates more
traditionalist or egalitarian messages. Reverse coding is not specified.

In this study, 14 item traditional gender role messages subscale was employed to
measure the gender socialization while growing up. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (o)
-as the index of reliability- for traditional gender role subscale was found to be .87

for current use.
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3.3.5. Ambivalent sexism inventory (ASI) - hostile sexism

ASI (Glick & Fiske, 1996) is a 22 item and two dimensional self report measure
developed to assess two related but different constructs of sexist attitudes. The ASI

has two subscales; Benevolent Sexism (11 item) and Hostile Sexism (11 item).

Benevolent Sexism (BS) assesses subjectively positive attitudes toward
women/gender. What seems to lie behind all the positive attitudes are justification of
gender inequality and patriarchy. The sub factors of BS are Protective Paternalism (4
items- e.g. “women should be cherished and protected by men”, “men should
sacrifice to provide for women”); Complementary Gender Differentiation (3 items-
e.g. women have a more refined sense of culture and taste”); Heterosexual Intimacy
(4 items- e.g. “men are incomplete without women”, “every man ought to have a
woman he adores”). Hostile Sexism (HS) assesses explicitly negative attitudes
toward women/gender. Dominative paternalism, competitive gender differentiation,
and heterosexual hostility fall under the negative attitudes. For HS, the three sub-
factors were not found to be separate but loaded to one factor. These findings
explained by the researchers that the three sub-factors are linked together so strongly
that it is not possible to distinguish them as separate sub factors empirically (Glick &

Fiske, 1996).

Respondents indicates agreement or disagreement on a response set ranging from 1
(disagree strongly) to 6 (agree strongly). For each subscale, the scores one can get
from the scale ranges between 11 and 66. In addition to subscale scores, an index of
overall sexism score may be acquired by summing the subscale scores depending on
the purpose of the research. The overall total score varies between 22 and 132.
Higher scores reflect more adherences to sexist attitudes. No reverse coding is

required.

The construct validity of the scale was examined via explanatory and confirmatory
factor analysis (Glick & Fiske, 1996). The results revealed that ASI has two sub-

constructs as benevolent sexism and hostile sexism. The reported alpha coefficients
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were between .83 and .92 for overall scale; between .73 and .85 for BS and between
.80 and 92 for HS across 6 different samples (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Thus, ASI was

proved to be strongly valid and reliable.

ASI was adapted to Turkish by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002). Explanatory factor analysis
revealed two factors, which were HS (variance 25.69%) and BS (variance; 25.37%)
with BS having three sub-factors as further hypothesized by Glick and Fiske (1996).
The Cronbach alpha coefficients were reported as .85, .87 and .78 for ASI, HS and
BS, respectively. The overall results also proved that Turkish version of ASI was a

valid and reliable instrument.

In this study, 11 item-Hostile Sexism was utilized to gather data to measure sexist
beliefs. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (a) -as the index of reliability- for hostile

sexism subscale was found to be .90 for current use.

3.3.6. Intimate partner violence attitude scale - revised (IPVAS-R).

A revised version of Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale (IPVAS) (Smith,
Thompson, Tomaka, & Buchanan, 2005), IPVAS-R is a 17 item and tridimensional
self report measure designed to gauge attitudes toward psychological and physical

aggression in dating relationships of college students (Fincham et al., 2008).

Abuse (8 items) factor of IPVAS-R involves accepting attitudes regarding threats,
verbal attacks, blame, and hurt (e.g., item 6, “As long as my partner doesn’t hurt me,
“threats” are excused”; item 10, “It is no big deal if my partner insults me in front of
others”). Control (5 items) factor of IPVAS-R involves endorsement of attitudes
regarding controlling behaviors in the dating relationships (e.g., item 1, “I would be
flattered if my partner told me not to talk to someone of the other sex”; item 2, “I
think my partner should give me a detailed account of what he or she did during the
day.”). Violence (4 items) factor of IPVAS-R includes holding attitudes about the
use of physical acts in a dating relationship (e.g., item 13, “I think it is wrong to ever

damage anything that belongs to a partner.”).
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Participants code their responses using a 5-point Likert type scale from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree”. Before scoring, 4 items are reverse coded (item2,
item4, item5, and item8). The scores one could achieve range between 8 and 40, 5
and 25, and 4 and 20 for control, abuse and violence, respectively. Higher scores
reflect more accepting attitudes toward psychological and physical aggression. An
index of total acceptance (range = 17-85) is acquired by summing up the scores of

each subscale. Single use of subscales is also possible.

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted by Fincham et al., (2008) with 687
college students (M= 19.75, SD=2.2) to examine the factor structure of revised
version. The results supported the hypothesized three factor structure, y2/df = 3.13,
CFl= .94, RMSEA = .06). For Abuse, Control and Violence, the standardized
regression weights fall in the range of .68 and .72, .35 and .68, and .60 and .64,
respectively. The reported internal consistency coefficients were sufficient for
control (Timel = .81, Time2 = .92), abuse (Timel = .71, Time2 = .68) and violence
(Timel = .66, Time2 = .83). For stability, test-retest correlations were also computed
over 14 week interval. The coefficients were found as .53, .58 and .39, for control,

abuse and violence, respectively.

In the current study, 8 item Abuse subscale was planned to use in order to measure
acceptance of psychological aggression among college students. However, the scale
as a whole was not adapted to Turkish culture. Thus, to evaluate the psychometric
properties of the scale to find out whether it is a valid and reliable scale to measure
acceptance attitudes toward psychological aggression among Turkish university

students, first, a pilot study was carried out.

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (a) -as the index of reliability- for Abuse subscale was

found to be .64 for the main study use.
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3.3.6.1 Translation and adaptation of the IPVAS-R — pilot study

The adaptation of IPVAS-R pursued several steps. The process started by obtaining
official permission from the first author of the scale to translate the IPVAS-R (see
Appendix | for the permission emailing). A well established forward translation-back
translation method was used. First, the 17 item scale was translated into Turkish by
four academicians (two from psychological counseling field, one from English
language teaching and one from curriculum and instruction field) who had
proficiency in both languages. Secondly, the four translations were compared and for
each item, the ones who best reflect the original meaning were chosen by the
researcher and her supervisor. Following this, two academicians (one from English
language teaching and one from psychological counseling) were asked to back-
translated the items into English. Next, the back translated items were compared with
the original items and evaluated by the researcher and her advisor. No difference was
found in terms of wording, meaning. After the completion of back translation, two
instructors from the Department of Turkish Language reviewed the Turkish version
of the scale with regard to grammar, fluency, and intelligibility. Very minor mistakes
were corrected upon the feedback. Then as final step of translation, an academician
from psychological counseling evaluated the scale on cultural fit, content, wording
and layout. No changes were requested and the instrument was concluded for
cognitive interviewing which is a suggested way for adaptation studies (Collins,
2003). Cognitive interviewing allows the researcher to explore which cognitive
process the participant undergoes while responding the instrument. Two college
students, one male and one female, were asked separately to read loudly the items
while completing IPVAS-R. Both the researcher observed and participants indicated
that they did not have any difficulty. Then, the Turkish version of IPVAS-R was
finalized for pilot study.

3.3.6.2 Validity and reliability of Turkish IPVAS-R — pilot study

To provide evidence for reliability and validity of the adapted IPVAS-R, a pilot
study was carried out. 283 dating college students attended the pilot study. Three
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cases were deleted due to subjects’ completing the entire survey with the same value.
The instrument was piloted with of 280 cases, then. Data of the pilot study was not
merged with the data from the main study. Information about the collection of pilot

data is available in the data collection part under the subheading of pilot study.

Participants were 195 women (69.6%) and 84 men (30.0%) who aged from 18 to 32
(M =22.22 SD = 2.30). One did not indicate gender (0.4%). Of 280 participants, 101
(36.1%), 86 (30.7%), 47 (16.8%), and 44 (15.7%) represented four major state

univerties in Ankara. A total of 261 (93.2%) participants were undergraduate

students.
Table 3.3
Relationship Characteristics of College Students (Pilot Study)
N Percentage (%)
Type of the current relationship
Flirting/Dating 246 87.9
Cohabiting 33 11.8
Seriousness of the current relationship
Don’t know/Uncertain 39 13.9
Casual 18 6.4
Stable/Serious 223 79.6
Contact of face to face frequency
Less than a month 32 114
Once a month 27 9.6
Once every two week 22 7.9
Once a week 16 5.7
Several times a week 84 30.0
Everyday 57 20.4
More than once a day 42 15.0
Future of the current relationship
We’ll get married 155 55.4
We’ll stay together 19 6.8
| will break off 8 2.9
My partner will break off 2 v
No idea/Don’t know 96 34.3
Previous relationship situation
Never had before 73 26.1
Had one 58 20.7
Had more than one 149 53.2

Note. N varied due to missing cases.
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Relationship characteristics of college students were also explored (please see Table
3.3). Only a small percentage of them reported to be cohabiting (11.8%). The rest
had a dating relationship only. The relationship length was around two years (M =
24.71, SD = 25.10) with a range of 131 months (min = 1 and max =132). Most of the
(79.6%) college students defined their current relationship as stable and serious while
6.4% of them said they had a casual relationship.

Dating college students, in their current relationships, frequently contacted with their
girlfriends/boyfriends. 65.4 % of them had a face to face contact several times a
week (30.0%), everyday (20.4%), and more than once a day (15.0%). The rest met
with each other (34.6%) once a week or less than once a week. A substantial
percentage of dating students (55.4%) in college planned to get married with their
current partners. 34.3% did not have any idea about the future of the relationship.
College students were also experienced with romantic relationships. 73.9% of them
had one or more dating relationship other than the current one. Only 26.1% reported

that the current one was their first relationships.

3.3.6.2.1 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of Turkish IPVAS-R

Confirmatory Factor Analysis was chosen to test whether the original and
hypothesized factor structure of IPVAS-R would be maintained among Turkish
college students. 3-factor IPVAS-R was evaluated by using AMOS-18 (Analysis of
Moment Structures) (Arbuckle, 2009).

Prior to the analysis of pilot study, the assumptions of CFA were examined; the
accuracy of data, sample size, missing values, outliers, normality, linearity and
multicollinearity (Ullman, 2001). The discussion of assumption checks of CFA was

detailed below.
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3.3.6.2.1.1 Assumptions of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of Turkish
IPVAS-R

Since the pilot data were entered manually by the researcher, the accuracy of data
was assessed first. The inspection of maximum and minimum values, the means and

standard deviations were checked for data accuracy. No mis-entry was detected.

Next step after the accuracy of data entry was to find out whether sample size is large
enough for CFA. There are several arguments regarding minimum sample size. Kline
(2005) recommends a ratio of cases to free parameters of 10:1 or 20:1. With 17
observed variables, the study had a total of 37 free parameters; 17 for factor loadings,
17 for error variances and 3 for the correlations among the latent variables.
According to this criterion, the sample size of this study (280) is not sufficient (280 <
370 or 740). Another approach for minimum sample size in CFA, which is not based
on ratio-type suggestion, is assessing the power of model. A program called
NIESEM (Dudgeon, 2003) based on the work of MacCallum, Browne, and
Sugawara (1996) estimates the sample size required by conducting power analysis
for SEM. Power level and alpha level was chosen as .80 and .05, and the RMSEA
value for the null hypothesized and alternative model were specified as .05 and .07,
respectively. With degrees of freedom as 116 and number of groups in the model as
1, the estimated sample size for given power (.80) was 218. This indicated that the
sample size of the study (280) was above the minimum required. For Hoelter
(1983), known as Hoelter’s critical N, any sample size above 200 produce sufficient
power to analyze data. Taking all different approaches in mind, it was determined to

continue with the current sample size.

Following sample size determination, data was screened for missing data. 10 of the
measure items had no missing data (item_1, item_ 2, item_3, item_5, item 7,
item_11, item_12, item_13, item_15, and item_17). 7 of the measure items had
missing values, 6 of which did not exceed 1% (item_8, item_9, item_10, item_14 and
item_16, .04% and for att_6 .07%) and one of which did not exceed 2% (item_4, 1.1
%). In order to decide how to handle with missing data, Little MCAR Test (Little &

98



Rubin, 1987) was conducted to see if the data is randomly missing or there is a
pattern. Little's MCAR test was insignificant, 2 = 104.11 (df = 95; p = .25). This
indicated that the data indeed were randomly missing (no identifiable pattern).
Therefore, an Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm was preferred to impute
missing values since only a few data points are randomly missing (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007).

After the evaluation of sample size, univariate and multivariate outliers were
examined. Univariate outliers, unusual values on a single variable, were checked
using SPSS. PASW Dby detecting standardized z scores values exceeding the range
between +3.29 and -3.29 (p < .001, two tailed test) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). No
outliers were detected except for items item_10 (6 cases) item_12 (9 cases), item_13
(10 cases), item_14 (10 cases), item_17 (8 cases). Multivariate outliers, a
combination of extreme scores on at least two variables, were checked by calculating
Mahalanobis distances. 16 cases were considered as outliers since the critical value
was exceeded, ¥2 (17) = 40.79, (p <.001) in the data set. The researcher chose not to
delete the cases with outliers because the items 12, 13, 14 and 17 measure attitudes
toward physical aggression and item 10 measure attitudes toward denigration. Strict
attitudes toward the use of physical violence and denigration conform to an expected
pattern in the dataset. Rather than deleting, ways to reduce the influence of outliers

discussed in the next section together with ways to handle non normal data.

Normality, both univariate and multivariate, was checked via AMOS 18. The
skewness (symmetry of the distribution) and kurtosis (peakedness of the distribution)

indexes were examined to see if there was a significant departure from normality.

Table 3.4 presents the means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis indexes for
17 Items of Turkish IPVAS-R. As exhibited, the indexes ranged between -3.47 and
2.93 for skewness, and -1.24 and 12.16 for kurtosis. In a normally distributed dataset,
either of the indexes is close to zero. A quick look at the indexes of skewness and

kurtosis implies nonnormality.
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Table 3.4

Descriptive Statistics for 17 Items of Turkish IPVAS-R:

Skewness, and Kurtosis

Means, Standard Deviations,

ltem Subscale Item Item Univariate Univarigte
Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Item_1 Control 2.29 1.22 .62 -.68
Item_2 Control 3.83 1.90 -.92 -.18
Item_3 Abuse 2.34 1.10 .62 -.46
Item_4 Abuse 2.62 1.14 34 -1.11
Iltem_5 Control 3.48 1.14 -.45 -.62
Item_6 Abuse 2.11 1.90 .76 -.63
Item_7 Abuse 2.29 1.22 .56 =77
Item_8 Control 3.31 1.22 =27 -.99
Item_9 Abuse 2.09 1.09 .80 -.24
Item_10 Abuse 1.34 1.34 2.93 8.73
Item_11 Control 2.87 131 -.01 -1.24
Item_12 Violence 4.74 .78 -3.47 12.16
Iltem 13 Violence 4.48 .96 -2.27 4.81
Item_14 Violence 4.53 .97 -2.37 5.03
Item_15 Abuse 2.57 1.27 27 -1.02
Item_16 Abuse 2.35 1.24 57 -.75
Item 17 Violence 4.67 .82 -3.13 9.99
Multivariate Kurtosis 103.35*

Note. * p <.001.

Multivariate normality was tested through the use of Mardia’s (1970) coefficient
with Multivariate Kurtosis. A coefficient greater than 3 and 10 indicates minor and
severe nonnormality, respectively (Bentler, 1990; Kline 2005; Ullman, 2006). In the
current dataset, the Mardia’s coefficient is 103.35, which means that a severe

departure from normality was observed.

Since all items deviated somewhat from normal, ways how to handle properly were
discussed thoroughly. Though data transformation can also be used to correct the
problems of nonnormality, nonlinearity, and heteroscedasticity (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007), in the current situation, the transformation of items cannot be considered as an
option. When transformation is not possible, another option is to use more robust
estimation methods (Ullman, 2006), one of which is weighted least squares (WLS)
(Browne, 1984). However, WLS estimation needs a large sample size, which is why

it was not preferred. An alternative strategy for nonnormality is to use bootstrapping
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when the sample size is small enough (Nevitt & Hancock, 1998) in AMOS. In this
strategy, Bollen-Stine corrected p value is used instead of Maximum Likelihood
(ML) based p value to assess whether the model fit (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999).

The linearity assumption, a straight-line relationship between two variables, was
checked through the visual examination of bivariate scatterplots (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Because the items (17 items) produce a large number of scatterplots, a
random set of them was used for analysis of linearity. Bivariate associations between

variables showed that the linearity assumption was met.

Defined as unacceptably high intercorrelations among the variables (items in this
case), the assumption of multicollinearity was next assessed both univaritely and
multivariately. Univariate multicollinearity was tested by screening intercorrelations
among the variables. Stevens (2002) suggests a cutoff of r. > .80. That cutoff point
can be as large as r. > .90 for Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007). Correlation matrix
represented that bivariate correlations among the variables did not exceed the critical
value for multicollinearity (r= .45 max.). Through collinearity diagnostics, the
variance inflation factors (VIF), tolerance values, condition index (CI) and variance
proportion (VP) were employed to test multivariate multicollinearity. In the current
dataset, the highest value for VIF was 1.681, which was far below the common
cutoff value 5. The values of tolerance ranged between .60 and .86. Commonly,
values close to zero are problematic for tolerance. For ClI, though two items exceeded
30 (the rule of thumb) none of the items had variance proportion greater than .50

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Taken together, no multicollinearity was diagnosed.
As all assumptions were checked, confirmatory factor analysis was applied to

determine the suitability of tridimensional factor structure of IPVAS-R among

Turkish college students.
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3.3.6.2.1.2 Model estimation for the Turkish IPVAS-R

There are several fit indices used in Confirmatory Factor Analysis to establish the
proposed factor structure is acceptable. In this section, the choice of fit indices and

their acceptable threshold levels were discussed.

Table 3.5

Researchers and Their Suggestions for Fit Indices

Researcher Suggested Fit Index
Hu & Bentler (1999) NNFI (TLI) + SRMR, RMSEA or CFI
Boomsma (2000) v2, RMSEA, CFI, SRMR, R?

Kline (2005) df,p, RMSEA and 90% CI, CFl, SRMR,

Absolute fit indices (y2 and SRMR), parsimony fit indices
(RMSEA), comparative fit indices(CFI, TLI)

y2+absolute fit indices (GFI, RMSEA or SRMR),
incremental fit indices (CFI or TLI), goodness of fit indices
(GFI, CFI, TLI) and badness of fit indices (RMSEA,
SRMR)

Brown (2006)

Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson, &
Tatham (2006)

Table 3.5 well summarizes suggested fit indices by several researchers. Hu and
Bentler (1999) recommended the use of non-normed fit index (NNFI) or Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI). Those indices compare the performance of the proposed model to
null model (baseline). As residual-based indices, root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) were
proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999). Those indices look at the differences between
observed and predicted covariances.

Kline (2005) argued that degrees of freedom (df) and p also be interpreted. He added
on Hu and Bentler (1999) in the report of RMSEA with 90 % confidence interval
(CI). Also recommended by Kline (2005) was comparative fit index (CFI) for

baseline comparison.

Brown (2006) divided the fit indices into three categories as absolute, parsimony and

comparative. He proposed chi square (¥2) and SRMR as the absolute fit index to
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evaluate the overall model fit. y2, the most common index of fit, heavily depends on
the sample size. With more participants, it becomes bigger, which results in rejection
of null hypothesis. To adjust %2, division of it by df is strictly recommended.
Parsimony and comparative fit index by Brown (2006) were explained above, no

need to repeat.

As Brown (2006), Hair et al. (2006) also made use of a classification. Hair et al.
(2006) classified indices into four categories as absolute, incremental, goodness and
badness. Different from other researchers, he introduced goodness of fit index (GFI).
As an absolute and incremental index, GFI represent how much of the variance in the

covariance matrix has been accounted for.

Brown’s categorization included fit indices that were most commonly used and
repeatedly suggested by the other researchers. Therefore, it was preferred for overall
evaluation (2006). He utilized 2 and SRMR as the absolute fit indices. Also called
the discrepancy function, the y2 is expected to be small in value for better fit. Zero
indicates perfect fit. Aforementioned, 2 greatly affected by sample size (any sample
size exceeding 200). Therefore, to correct it, normed chi square, got by division of x2
by degrees of freedom, is used. The criterion for ¥2/df ratio varies across researchers,
ranging from less than 2 and less than 5 (see Table 3.6 for fit indices and their

acceptable thresholds).

Another absolute fit index is standardized root mean square residual, SRMR (also
called RMR or RMSE). It represents the discrepancies between observed and
predicted covariance matrix. The value for SRMR ranges between 0.00 and 1.00.
Zero shows perfect fit but the maximum acceptable level is unbounded. Generally
speaking, values <.08 are considered adequate (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson,
2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Browne & Cudeck, 1993).
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Table 3.6

Fit Indices and Acceptable Thresholds

Fit Index

Acceptable Thresholds

X2

Low y2 with insignificant p value (p > .05)

y2/df
ratio

y2/df <5 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004)
x2/df <3 (Kline, 1998)
x2/df <3 (Ullman, 2001)

SRMR

SRMR < .08 or less (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Browne & Cudeck, 1993)
SRMR < .05 or less (Steiger, 1990)

SRMR < .08 or less (with CFIl above .92, when N> 250 and 12< m <
30) (Hair et al., 2010)

RMSEA

RMSEA < .05, close fit; .05 < RMSEA < .10, mediocre fit; RMSEA >
.10, poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993)

RMSEA < .05, close approximate fit; 05 < RMSEA < .08, reasonable
approximate fit; RMSEA > .10, poor fit (Byrne, 2001; Kline, 1998)
RMSEA < .06, good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999)

RMSEA < .07 (with CFI of .92 or higher, when N> 250 and 12< m <
30) (Hair et al., 2010)

.08 < RMSEA < .10, mediocre fit; RMSEA > .10, poor fit (MacCallum
etal., 1996)

CFI

CFI > .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)

CFIl > .93 (Byrne, 1994)

CFI > .90 (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996)

CFI > .92, when N> 250 and 12< m < 30) (Hair et al., 2010)

TLI

CFI > .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)
CFI > .90 (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996)
CFI > .92, when N> 250 and 12< m < 30) (Hair et al., 2010)

Note. N, sample size; m, number of variables.

Brown (2006) offered root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) as

parsimony fit index. RMSEA evaluates how well the hypothesized model fit in the

population. While the upper and lower bound for RMSEA is unarguably accepted
(RMSEA > .10, poor fit, RMSEA < .05, good fit), the in between values are open to

argument. Browne and Cudeck’s (1993) suggestion for mediocre fit values are

between is .05 and .10. Some others offer a .05 and .08 range for reasonable
approximate fit (Byrne, 2001; Kline, 1998). According to MacCallum et al. (1996)

the value between .08 and .10 indicate mediocre fit. Hair et al. (2010) discuss no in

between values. For them, when the sample size is above 250 and the number of
variables is in the range of 12 and 30, the RMSEA should be below .07 with CFI .92

and above.
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The comparative or incremental fit indices (such as CFl and TLI) compare the target
(proposed) models and null (independence or baseline) models. Basically, the CFlI
thus show to what extent the proposed model is better than the null model. It
changes between 0.00 and 1.00 and roughly, values that approach 1 indicates
acceptable fit (Brown, 2006). Still, there are researchers who proposes clear cut off
values for acceptable fits, such as Hu and Bentler (1999) as >.95, Bryne (1994) as
>.93 and Hair et al. (2010) as >.92.

Another commonly used comparative index is Tucker-Lewis index TLI, sometimes
called also as non-normed fit index (NNFI). This index functions and is interpreted
similar to CFI. TLI ranges between 0.00 and 1.00 and values that approximate to
1.00 is considered acceptable (Browne, 2006). More specifically, Hu and Bentler
(1999) recommend .95 as a cutoff point, while for Hair et al. (2010) it is greater than

.92 with sample size more than 250 and variable number between 12 and 30.

In the current study, the selected criteria to decide for the model fit were as follows.
For RMSEA, Browne and Cudeck’s (2006) recommendation were taken (RMSEA <
.05, close fit; .05 < RMSEA < .10, mediocre fit; RMSEA > .10, poor fit). For y2/df
ratio, Kline (1998) was preferred (x2/df < 3). For SRMR, CFI and TLI, Hu and
Bentler (1999)’s suggestions were considered, a SRMR less than .08, a CFI greater
than .95 and a TLI greater than .95, respectively. With the above guidelines in mind,
it should be noted that goodness of fit indices are useful yet not only one way for
evolution of the model. The fit indices are fit step for overall evolution. The
interpretability, strength and statistical significance of parameter significance test
should also be interpreted for the acceptability of the model when the above
mentioned fit indices are acceptable (Brown, 2006). Moreover, acceptable goodness
of fit indices may sometimes hide key theoretical relationships when parameter

estimates are not accurately analyzed.

105



3.3.6.2.1.3 The CFA results of the Turkish IPVAS-R

In order to test the three factor structure of IPVAS-R in Turkish culture, a
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted with AMOS 18. Since it was verified
that the items were not distributed multivariately normal, to assess overall model fit,
Bollen-Stine corrected p value was used. For parameter estimates standard errors of
parameter estimates and significance tests for individual parameters, bootstrapping,
which assumes multivariate normality, was performed as an aid to nonnormal data.
Thus, bootstrapping (as a method of re-sampling) produced more accurate Type |
error rates and power than single sample method that assumes a normal distribution.
The number of bootstrap samples was set to 1000 (Cheung & Lau, 2008).

The chi square test of model fit was statistically significant, 2 (116, N = 280) = 335.
81, Bollen-Stine corrected p = .00), which suggested that the model did not fit to the
data very well (Table 3.7). As previously discussed, ¥2 is quite sensitive to sample
size. To deal with this sensitivity, the normed chi square (y2/df ratio) (Kline, 1998)
rather than commonly used 2 statistic is proposed for the test of model fit. With y2
as 335.81 and df as 116, the obtained y2 over df (y2/df) ratio was 2.90, which was of
or less than the recommended, value, 3 (Kline, 1998). The RMSEA value was .08
(90% ClI= .07-.09) which indicates mediocre fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The
standardized RMR (SRMR) was .08, equal to the suggested cutoff value (Hu &
Bentler, 1999). The other fit index CFI had a value of .71 which is lower than
recommendation. Muthen and Muthen (2007) argue that the good RMSEA with low

CFl is caused by low correlations among the variables (items, in that case).
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Figure 3.1 Estimates of parameters of confirmatory factor analysis for Turkish
IPVAS-R

Though the model fit seemed to fit the data moderately, a quick view of the statistical
significance of parameter significance test revealed that the t value for att_4 was
insignificant (p = .36), which indicated that it was not indicator of that abuse factor.
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Low modification index (-.06, <.30) for loading suggested that item Item_4 did not
load well on abuse factor. The inspection of modification indices showed that a large
modification index appeared between Item_4 and control factor. Such a result
indicated that att_4 belonged to control factor rather than abuse one. Jealousy (att_4,
I do not mind my partner doing something just to make me jealous), in Turkish

culture, was perceived as a control behavior instead of abuse.

Table 3.7
Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of CFA for IPVAS-R
%2 df  x2/df RMSEA SRMR CFI
First model 335.81 116 2.90 .08 .08 71
Item_4 to control model 31150 116 2.68 .08 .08 74

A new CFA was performed with att 4 in control factor. A mediocre fit was
obtained, 2 (116, N = 280) = 311.50 Bollen-Stine corrected p = .00, x2/df = 2.68,
CFl = .74, RMSEA = .08 (CI 90% = .07-.09), SRMR = .08 (Browne & Cudeck,
1993). Significant t values suggested that all the items were indicator of the relevant
latent construct. When the modification indices were checked, no indices with high
values were detected. The factor loading of att_4 increased to .40 (from -.06), with a
variance of 16% in construct control (Table 3.8). The overall fit indices indicated an

adequate model fit to the data.

Table 3.8 presented constructs, related items, standardized regression weights and
squared multiple correlations for 17 indicators of IPVAS-Revised. Standardized
factor loadings ranges between .58 and .69 for violence, -.28 and -.61 for control, and
.31 and .61 for abuse. Only one item, att_2 had a factor loading lower than the

suggested cutoff value .30.
R? explains how much variance is accounted for in each item. The criterion set is that

each item will explain at least 20% of the variance with a significant t-value (Hooper,
Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). The values varied between 34% and 47%, 8% and 37%,
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and 10% and 37% for violence, control and abuse, respectively. The criterion was

generally achieved. However, the loadings were relatively low in magnitude.
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Figure 3.2 Estimates of parameters of confirmatory factor analysis for Turkish
IPVAS-R
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To more conveniently present the correlations among factors, a correlation table was
constructed. The means, standard deviations and reliability coefficients were also
provided. All correlations among variables were significant. As shown in the Table
3.9, the factor violence (attitudes toward physical violence) is negatively associated
with the factors control (-.11) and abuse (-.28). The correlation between abuse and
control, two sub-dimensions of attitudes toward psychological violence, was positive
(.29).

Table 3.8
Standardized Regression Weights and Squared Multiple Correlations of Turkish
IPVAS-R

Standardized

Construct Item Factor t R?
Loadings

Att_12 .65 42

Att_13 .69 7.77 A7

Violence Att 14 .59 7.25 .35
Att_17 58 7.13 .34

Att_1 43 19

Att_2 -.28 -3.32 .08

Control Att 5 -.54 -4.95 .29
Att_8 -.61 -5.16 37

Att 11 54 4.95 .29

Att_4 -.40 -4.24 16

Att_3 42 17

Att 6 37 4.10 13

Abuse Att 7 61 5.27 .38
Att 9 .50 4.88 .25

Att 10 31 3.69 10

Att 15 .36 4.07 13

Att 16 .60 5.22 .35

Note. All t values are significant at p <.001.

3.3.6.2.2 Internal consistency of the Turkish IPVAS-R

In order to assess internal consistency, the widely used Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
(o) was computed for each subscale. It tells to what degree the items are interrelated.
A commonly accepted rule of thumb for alpha coefficient requires a value greater

than .70 (Nunnally, 1978). In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha for violence,
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control and abuse were calculated as .72, .62, and .65, respectively (Table 3.8). Only
the alpha for violence is above the minimum cutoff value. Nunnally and Bernstein
(1994) though approve the rule of thumb, discuss that the different values of alpha
such as a .60 and .70 range might also be acceptable. The item-total statistics were
also inspected to find out whether Cronbach’s alpha increased if the item deleted.

Deletion of any item did not improved reliability.

Table 3.9
Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach’s Alphas and Correlations among
Constructs for Turkish IPVAS-R.

Construct Crﬁzi;h’s M sD 1 2 3
1. Violence 72 1841 261 100 -11*  -28*
2. Control 62 1593 433 100 .20
3. Abuse 65 1509 453 1.00

Note.*p < .01, two tailed.

3.3.7. Conflict tactics scales — adult recall version (Form CTS2-CA) —

psychological aggression

The CTS2-CA (Straus et al., 1995) is a 31-item self-report measure to assess adults’
recalling behaviors of their parents toward each other during childhood including
negotiation (6 items), psychological aggression (7 items), physical assault (12 items),
and injury (6 items). Each item is rated on a 7-point scale (1 time in past year, 2
times in past year, 3-5 times in past year, 6-10 times in past year, 11-20 times in past
year, more than 20 times in past year, and this has never happened-0). The total score
for each subscale is obtained as the sum of the individual item scores. Scoring higher
on the subscales is an indicative of recalling more aggressive behaviors of parents

toward each other. Reversed coding is not performed.

The CTS2-CA makes use of the same items of Conflict Tactics Scales-Revised
(Straus et al., 1996), which measures negotiation, psychological aggression, physical

assault, sexual coercion, and injury in marital, cohabiting, or dating relationships.
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Only, sexual coercion items are omitted in CTS2-CA (as one cannot witness their
parents’ sexual behaviors and/or violent sexual behaviors). Conflict Tactics Scales-
Revised was translated and evaluated in terms of its psychometric characteristics by
Turhan, Guraksin and Inandi. (2006) among Turkish married women and among
college students by Toplu-Demirtas et al. (2013) demonstrating a satisfactory

evidence of validity and reliability.

In this study, the whole 7 items from adult recalling of “mother to father
psychological aggression” (e.g., “mother insulted or swore at father”; “mother
destroyed something belonging to father”) and the whole 7 items from adult recalling
of “father to mother psychological aggression” (“father insulted or swore at mother”;

“father destroyed something belonging to mother”) subscales were used.

As recommended by Straus et al. (1995) the researcher decided not to limit
participants’ recalling behavior of their parents to a specific age period. Rather, a
more broad term was used as “while growing up”. The participants, who did not
witness a parent relationship or a step-parent relationship while growing due to the
following reasons, were asked simply to leave that part of the survey blank (see
Appendix F for the instruction). The participants who were raised up by someone
else other than the parents, or who were grown up at a orphanage, or who had always
had a single parent from the very early ages due to loss, separation, and divorce.
These cases were omitted from the further analysis.

As suggested by Straus et al. (1996) an index of degree of recalling psychological
aggression was created, separately for mother-to-father and father-to- mother
responses, by adding the midpoints for each response category. The midpoints are
same for category O (never happened), 1 (once), and 2 (twice). For category 3 (3-5
times) it is 4, for category 4 (6-10 times) it is 8. For category 5 (11-20 times) and 6
(more than 20times), the midpoints are 15 and 25, respectively. Depending upon this

recoding, scores one can get ranges between 0 and 175.
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The items in Conflict Tactics Scales — Adult Recall version — Psychological
Aggression, though translated before, had never been used as a separate construct to
measure witnessing interparental psychological aggression with a Turkish sample.
Thus, CFAs were performed separately to validate the proposed a single factor
structure of CTS2-CA.

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (o) -as the index of reliability- for Psychological
Aggression subscale for mother to father and father to mother forms were found to

be .82 and .86, respectively, for the main study.

3.3.7.1 Validity and reliability of Turkish CTS2-CA- pilot study

The data from pilot study was used to validate the single factor structure of Turkish
CTS2-CA. In the previous analyses, the sample size of the pilot study was 280. In
current study, 5 cases were omitted due to the aforementioned reasons (i.e., being
raised up by someone else other than the parents, being grown up at an orphanage, or
always having a single parent from the very early ages due to loss, separation, and
divorce). Therefore, the sample consisted of 275 dating college students. Of 275
participants, 191 (69.5%) were females and 83 (30.2%) were males. One did not
report gender. Four the deleted cases were women and one of them was male, then.
The prevalence rates were not affected with the deletion of cases; therefore, the
researcher did not report them again (please see Table 3.3 for the demographics).

The participants answered the same items both for their mother and father which
means that two separate constructs emerged for the same scale. Hence, the evaluation
of the assumptions and the CFA analyses were done twice. In the following section,
the assumptions of CFA were checked as the first step before the analyses.

3.3.7.1.1 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of Turkish CTS2-CA

Prior to CFA analyses, the assumptions of CFA -accuracy of data entry, sample size,

missing values, outliers, normality, linearity and multicollinearity- were verified. The
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assumption checks were repeated as explained above. First the mother-to father form
and as the second step, father-to-mother form were evaluated in terms of

assumptions.

3.3.7.1.1.1 Assumptions of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of Turkish
CTS2-CA for father-to-mother form

First, the data was assessed in terms of accuracy to make sure that no mistake was
made through manual data entry. The observation of maximum and minimum values
and the calculation of the means and standard deviations revealed that data entry was
successful. Second, after data accuracy, the size of sample was determined. With 7
observed variables, the study had a total of 14 free parameters; 7 for factor loadings,
7 for covariance errors among the latent variables. The sample size (N = 275) was
obviously sufficient according to Kline’s (2005) common rule of thumb; a ratio of
cases to free parameters of 10:1 or 20:1. A missing value analysis was then
performed. Of seven measure items, four and three of the items did not exceed 2%,
and 3%, respectively. EM algorithm was employed to fill the missing data in this
case (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Following sample size evaluation, univariate and
multivariate outliers were identified computing standardized z scores and
Mahalanobis distances, respectively. No univariate outliers (the standardized z scores
less than -3.29 or greater than3.29) were discovered except for two items; Item_2 and
Item_3 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Multivariate outliers were also detected, ¥2 (14)
= 29.41, (p < .001) in the dataset. Only three cases exceeded the critical value, so
they were not dropped. Next, normality, both univariate and multivariate, was
assessed. The skewness and kurtosis indexes were broadly larger than zero. The
indexes ranged between -.27 and 2.78 for skewness, and -1.81 and 6.80 for kurtosis.
The Mardia’s coefficient was 35.64 (greater than 10), which means significant
deviation from normality. Due to the nonnormality, Bollen-Stine corrected p value
instead of Maximum Likelihood (ML) was selected to evaluate model fit (Arbuckle
& Wothke, 1999).
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To screen for nonlinearity, randomly selected bivariate scatterplots across variables
were examined and no departure from linearity was apparent. Finally, the assumption
of multicollinearity was tested through intercorrelations among the variables,
collinearity diagnostics, the variance inflation factors (VIF), tolerance values,
condition index (CI) and variance proportion (VP). No bivariate correlations
appeared above .80 (r= .68 max.) (Stevens, 2002). The highest value for VIF was
2.84, which did not exceed the common cutoff value 5. The values of tolerance
varied between .35 and .80, most of which were close to one rather than zero. For
Cl, none of the components were greater than the recommended value (30).
Considering all indicators together, multicollinearity was not an issue (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). As all assumptions, except for outliers and normality, were met, the

data was ready for CFA among Turkish college students.

3.3.7.1.1.2 Assumptions of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of Turkish
CTS2-CA for mother-to-father form

The assumptions for Turkish CTS2-CA for mother-to-father form were checked with
the data comprised of 275 dating college students as the assumptions check of
Turkish CTS2-CA for father-to-mother form. Specifically, accuracy of data entry,
sample size, missing values, outliers, normality, linearity and multicollinearity were
tested.

The accuracy of data entry was ensured. The sample size (N = 275) was above the
minimum required (Kline, 2005) for running CFA. The missing values were less
than 2% for all item measures; therefore EM algorithm was preferred for the values
missing (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Univariate outlier assumption was not met for
Iltem_2, Item_3, and Item_7. Nine cases were identified multivariate outliers, but
they were not removed since outliers are very common in samples of aggression
studies. Test of univariate and multivariate normality clearly demonstrated mild to
severe deviations. As the estimation method, Bollen-Stine corrected p value was
chosen to assess overall model fit in order to deal with nonnormality (Arbuckle &

Wothke, 1999). Bivariate analyses of randomly selected scatterplots displayed that
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linearity was not violated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The assumption of univariate
and multivariate multicollinearity was adequately met (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Finally, the data was ready for CFA since the assumptions met and corrections were

made in the case of violation.

3.3.7.1.2 Model estimation for Turkish CTS2-CA

The selected fit indices and their cutoff values to evaluate the goodness of fit of the
hypothesized single factor structure of Turkish CTS2-CA for father to mother and
mother to father forms were presented in this section. As discussed before, Brown’s
(2006) categorization was utilized. The fit indices in this categorization were y2/df
ratio, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean
squared residual (SRMR), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) —also recognized as non-
normed fit index (NNFI)- and comparative fit index (CFI). A y2/df ratio less than 3
(Kline, 1998), a RMSEA less than .05 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) and a SRMR close
to .08, a CFl and TLI greater than .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) were chosen as the
acceptable cutoff values (please see Table 3.5 and 3.6 for more detailed information).

3.3.7.1.3 The results of CFA for Turkish CTS2-CA

Two CFAs were performed separately for the father-to-mother and mother-to-father
forms in order to see whether the proposed factor structure of CTS2-CA was
supported in Turkish culture. First, the results of father-to-mother form of CTS2-CA

were presented.

3.3.7.1.3.1 The results of CFA for Turkish CTS2-CA father to mother form
In order to test the single factor structure of Turkish version of CTS2-CA father to
mother form, a CFA was employed with AMOS 18. As reported in the assumption

check, due to nonnormality of data, Bollen-Stine corrected p value was reported for

the evaluation of overall model fit. Bootstrapping, which assumes normality, was
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performed as an aid to nonnormal data. The number of bootstrap samples was set to
1000 (Cheung & Lau, 2008).

Table 3.10
Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of CFA for Turkish CTS2-CA Father to Mother Form
x2 df y2/df RMSEA SRMR CFl TLI
First model 35.68 14 254 .08 .04 97 .96
WitFtoM 1 and WitFtoM 4  13.89 13 1.07 .02 .02 1.00 1.00

The chi square test of model fit was statistically significant, y2 (14, N = 275) = 36.
69, Bollen-Stine corrected (p = .03), which suggested a poor fit (Table 3.10). One of
the reasons for this is ¥2’s sensitivity to sample size. Thus, the normed chi square
(x2/df ratio) (Kline, 1998) is generally reported to assess the model fit. With 2 as
35.68 and df as 14, the obtained y2 over df (y2/df) ratio was 2.54, less than the
proposed value 3 (Kline, 1998). The RMSEA value was .08 (90% CI = .05-.11)
which indicates mediocre fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The standardized RMR
(SRMR) was .04, below than the suggested cutoff value (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The
other fit index CFI and TLI had values of .97 and .96, respectively which were
higher than the suggested (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Parameter estimates, standard errors of parameter estimates and significance tests for
individual parameters were analyzed next. It seemed that the individual parameters
were appropriate. The inspection of modification indices revealed an error with a
high value between items Item_1 (Father insulted or swore at mother) and Item_4
(Father shouted or yelled at mother). After the inspection of modification indices and
evolution of items, the researcher decided to add an error correlation between ltem_1
and Item_4 due to content similarity and to run the analysis again to see what

changed.

The results of second analysis after the connection of errors- since they belonged to
the same construct- indicated a perfect fit (Table 3.10). The chi square test of model

fit was statistically insignificant, 2 (14, N = 275) = 13. 89, Bollen-Stine corrected p
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=.59. The normed chi square (y2/df ratio) was 1.07, below than 3 (Kline, 1998). The
RMSEA value was .02 (90% CIl= .00-.06), (RMSEA< .05, close fit, Browne &
Cudeck, 1993). The standardized RMR (SRMR) was .02, below than the suggested
cutoff value (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The other fit indices CFI and TLI had values of
1.00 and 1.00 (CFI> .95, Hu & Bentler, 1999).

WitFtoM_1

WitFtoM_2

WitFtoM_3

WitFtoM_4

Witnessing_FtoM

WitFtoM_5

WitFtoM_6

WitFtoM_7

chi square= 13,885 di=13 p=.382 MNormed chisguare= 1,068
CFl= 999 RMSEA= ,016 (80%CI ,000 - ,063)

Figure 3.3 Estimates of parameters of confirmatory factor analysis for Turkish
CTS2-CA father to mother form

Table 3.11 showed the construct, related items, standardized regression weights and
squared multiple correlations for 7 items of Turkish version of CTS2-CA father to

mother form. Standardized factor loadings ranged between .46 and .87. No item had
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a factor loading lower than the suggested cutoff value .30. The values for R? varied
between 21% and 76%. The criterion- at least 20% of the variance with a significant

t-value - was achieved for all items.

Table 3.11
Standardized Regression Weights and Squared Multiple Correlations of Turkish
CTS2-CA Father to Mother Form

Standardized

Construct ltem Factor t R?
Loadings

WitFtoM_1 .78 .61

WitFtoM_2 46 7.46 21

Witnessing WitFtoM_3 .58 9.48 33
WitFtoM_4 59 1150 .35

WitFtoM 5 .79 13.69 .63

WitFtoM_6 12 12.26 .52

WitFtoM _7 .87 15.11 .76

Note. All t values are significant at p < .001.

Taken as a whole, the results of CFA provided empirical evidence for the construct
validity of CTS2-CA father to mother form among Turkish college students (Figure
X).

3.3.7.1.3.2 The results of CFA for Turkish CTS2-CA mother to father form

Following father-to-mother form, in order to obtain evidence for construct validity of
proposed single factor for mother-to-father form of Turkish CTS2-CA, a CFA was
carried out with AMOS 18. As remembered, normality assumption was seriously
violated. To correct problems of normality, bootstrapping was applied and Bollen-

Stine bootstrap was calculated.

The statistically significant chi square value, ¥2 (14, N = 275) = 46. 54, Bollen-Stine

corrected p = .03) indicated a poor fit (Table 3.12). To handle with sensitivity ¥2, the

normed chi square (y2/df ratio) (Kline, 1998) was reported to assess the model fit,
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(x2/df= 3.32). The value was above the proposed value 3 (Kline, 1998). The RMSEA
value was .09 (90% CIl= .06 —.12) which indicated reasonable fit (Browne & Cudeck,
1993). The standardized RMR (SRMR) was .05, below than the suggested cutoff
value (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The other fit index CFIl and TLI had values of .94 and
.91, respectively which were close to the suggested values (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Table 3.12

Goodness-of-Fit Indicators of CFA for Turkish CTS2-CA Mother to Father Form
x2 df y2/df RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI

First model 46.54 14 3.32 .09 .05 94 91

WitMtoF_1 and WitMtoF_4  28.65 13 2.20 .07 .04 97 .96

Parameter estimates, standard errors of parameter estimates and significance tests for
individual parameters were also checked. There seemed no problem with the
individual parameters. Once again, the inspection of modification indices revealed an
error with a high value between items Item_1 (Mother insulted or swore at father)
and Item_4 (Mother shouted or yelled at father). After the inspection of modification
indices and evolution of items, the researcher realized that the connection of errors
would improve the model fit as in father to mother form. Thus, a correlation between
Item_1 and Item_4 were added due to content similarity and the analysis was

repeated.

The results of the repeated analysis after the connection of errors- since they
belonged to the same construct- showed a better, yet not perfect fit (Table 3.12). The
chi square test of model fit was statistically insignificant, y2 (13, N = 275) = 28.65,
Bollen-Stine corrected p = .36. The normed chi square (y2/df ratio) was 2.20, below
than 3 (Kline, 1998). The RMSEA value was .07 (90% Cl= .03-.10), (.05
<RMSEA< .10, medicore fit, Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The standardized RMR
(SRMR) was .04, below than the suggested cutoff value (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The
other fit indices CFI and TLI had values of .97 and .96 (CFI > .95, Hu & Bentler,
1999).
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WitvitoF _1

WithvitoF_2

WithvitoF_3

Witnessing_MtoF

WithitoF_4

WithvitoF_5

WithvitoF_6

WithvitoF_7

chi square= 28 654 df=13 p=,007 Normed chisquare=2 204
CFl= 972 RMSEA= 066 (90%CI 033 -,099)

Figure 3.4 Estimates of parameters of confirmatory factor analysis for Turkish
CTS2-CA father to mother form

Table 3.13 showed the construct, related items, standardized regression weights and
squared multiple correlations for 7 items of Turkish version of CTS2-CA mother to
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father form. Standardized factor loadings ranged between .50 and .73. No item had a
factor loading than the suggested cutoff value .30. The values for R? varied between
25% and 53%. The criterion- at least 20% of the variance with a significant t-value -

was achieved for all items.

Table 3.13
Standardized Regression Weights and Squared Multiple Correlations of Turkish
CTS2-CA Mother to Father Form

Standardized

Construct Item Factor t R?
Loadings
WitMtoF_1 .65 42
WitMtoF_2 53 7.34 28
Witnessing WitMtoF_3 .50 6.97 25
WitMtoF_4 .64 10.35 40
WitMoF_5 73 9.31 53
WitMtoF_6 .68 8.91 46
WitMtoF_7 67 8.85 46

Note. All t values are significant at p <.001.

Taken as a whole, the results of CFA provided empirical evidence for the construct

validity of CTS2-CA mother to father form among Turkish college students.

3.3.7.2. Internal consistency of the Turkish CTS2-CA

In order to assess internal consistency of Turkish version of CTS2-CA, Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients were calculated. A value greater than .70 (Nunnally, 1978) is the
broadly accepted rule of thumb for alpha coefficient. In the current dataset,
Cronbach’s alpha for father to mother and mother to father forms were found to be
.87 and .83, respectively. The item-total statistics were also explored to see whether
Cronbach’s alpha increased if any item was deleted. It appeared that all items
contributed to overall reliability of the scales. No deletions were considered

necessary.
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3.4 Data Collection Procedure

The data, for this study, were gathered by the researcher during the spring semester
of 2013-2014 academic year through multiple ways. In the pilot study phase, paper
survey, and in the main study, web-based survey hosted by MetuSurvey, were used.
Different procedures were followed for the different ways of data collection.

3.4.1 Data collection procedure for pilot study

In the pilot study, the four campus state universities were chosen. The first
administration was conducted at Middle East Technical University (METU). Before
implementing the instruments, an ethical permission was granted from the Human
Subjects Ethics Committees of METU (see Appendix X for the permission). After
granting the ethical approval, the instructors at METU were contacted through e-
mails in order to ask their collaboration for in-class administration. In the e-mails, the
purpose and procedure of the study was explained. A survey package was then
prepared including demographics and standard measures in the following order:
Demographic Information Form, Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse,
Sex Role Stereotyping Scale, Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, Intimate Partner
Violence Attitude Scale-Revised, Socialization of Gender Norms Scale, and Conflict
Tactics Scales— Adult Recall Version (Form CTS2-CA). In the very beginning of in-
class administration, the candidates of the survey were explicitly identified (currently
dating college students). The remaining was cautiously asked to leave the class.
Clear instructions for the purpose of the study, conditions of participation
(volunteering, confidentiality, anonymity), risks (recalling abuse), and benefits
(expanding the knowledge on psychological dating aggression) were provided both
verbally and on the inform consent. Participants were specifically instructed not to
include partners/friends in the activity. No incentives were offered. It took
approximately 15 to 20 minutes for the participants to complete. Sincere thanks were

expressed to the participants upon taking the survey.
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Synchronously, Ankara University Ethics Committee, Gazi University Clinical
Research Ethics Committee, and Hacettepe University Ethics Boards and
Commissions were contacted and asked whether they needed additional approval to
gather data even the researcher had one from METU. The ethics applications were
submitted to the relevant ethics committees both for online and paper-pencil surveys.
In the applications, ways to invite students to online survey were also explored.
Meanwhile,, the instructors in these three universities were communicated via e
mails for their cooperation with the ethical permission from METU attached. The

procedure remained same as explained above.

3.4.2 Data collection procedure for main study

Issues such as inclusion of partner/friend in the activity though instructed not to do,
the climate at the class during the activity (laughs, discussions, questions etc.), and
the negative reactions -when told that participation into study required having a
current dating relationship- raised in the pilot study were problematic due to the
sensitivity of the topic investigated. Therefore, in order to increase the response rates
and to reach more dating students, more convenient ways of data collection were

considered. Online survey, consequently, was decided for the main study.

Upon the completion of pre-data collection, for the main study, four private campus
universities were also applied for ethical consent. Only Bilkent University Ethics
Committee for Research with Human Participant did not request for additional
approval. The other three, Ethics Committees of Bagkent University, Ufuk University
and TED University did. Below is a brief summary for the applications and

approvals (Table 3.14).

For the web-based online surveys, the following steps were taken. First, an online
survey was designed using MetuSurvey. Then, for Bilkent University, students were
asked to participate through the personalized student e mail invitations in which the
link of online survey was provided. To increase response rates, a follow-up email

reminder with the survey link was sent a week after the first invitation. No
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identifying information was collected separately such as student name, student
number since no incentives were given for participation. Students first read the
consent form and agree to participate if they were over 18 and had a current dating

relationship.

Table 3.14

Applications to and Approvals from Relevant Ethics Committees

L Approval
Application for Approyal for Ways for
for online A
. paper invitation
Ethics survey
survey
METU Yes Yes Yes Flyers/Social Media
Hacettepe Yes Yes Yes Social media
Gazi Yes Yes Yes Social media
Ankara Yes Yes Yes Social media
Bilkent No need No Yes Student e mails
Ufuk Petition only No Yes Website
announcement
Baskent Yes Yes No -
TED Yes No answer No answer -

For Ufuk University, an announcement on the official website was made public just
for one week. The link of the survey, with the aim and targeted sample was posted to
invite students. Baskent University did not permit for online survey. The reason
stated for this was that the e mails of students were confidential and private. For
METU, flyers with a QR code to direct student to visit MetuSurvey link were posted
around campus. For the other universities permitted for online survey, multiple
(official and unofficial) social media accounts (Facebook, Twitter, etc.) were used to
promote the survey to capture more diverse sample. Regardless of ways for
invitation, the aim and targeted population of the study was clearly announced. The
average time for a participant to complete the survey was 18 minutes and 59 seconds

(median = 16 min. 47 sec.).

For online survey, data was downloaded from MetuSurvey and stored in password

protected files on a METU server that was only accessible to the researcher. Only
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those given direct permission by the primary investigator could reach data file; in this

case, no one.

3.5 Description of Variables

In this section, the variables investigated in the study were described and
operationalized. Aforesaid, the proposed model explores the relationship between
societal and perceived parental variables and psychologically aggressive behaviors
among dating college students in conjunction with personal cognitive variables. The
variables included are all latent variables, no total scores were computed. Variables
were discussed under three categories; exogenous variables (patriarchy, gender
socialization, witnessing mother to father psychological aggression and witnessing
father to mother psychological aggression), mediator variables (sexist beliefs, and
acceptance of aggression) and endogenous variables (psychological aggression
perpetration). Exogenous variables are identical to independent variables while
endogenous variables are identical to dependent variables. Exogenous variables

affect endogenous variables directly or indirectly through the mediator variables.
3.5.1 Exogenous variables (societal and perceived parental)

Societal and perceived parental variables were identified as exogenous variables. As

societal variables, patriarchy and gender socialization, and as perceived parental

variables, witnessing mother to father psychological aggression and witnessing father

to mother psychological aggression were used (see Table 3.15 for operational

definitions of study variables).

Patriarchy was measured by 9 item Sex Role Stereotyping Scale (SRSS).

Gender Socialization was measured by 14 item the Traditional Gender Roles

subscale of Turkish Socialization of Gender Norms Scale (SGNS).
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Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression was measured by 7 item
Psychological Aggression subscale of Conflict Tactics Scales — Adult Recall Version
(Form CTS2-CA).

Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression was measured by 7 item
Psychological Aggression subscale of Conflict Tactics Scales — Adult Recall Version

(Form CTS2-CA).

Table 3.15
Operational Definitions of the Variables
Variable Scale Description Range
Endogenous Variables
Psychological Aggression
Restrictive Engulfment MMEA 7 item; 7 point _ContmuE)us;
min-max = 0-42
. N . Continuous;
Denigration MMEA 7 item; 7 point Min-max = 0-42
Hostile Withdrawal MMEA 7 item; 7 point F:ontlnuE)us;
min-max = 0-42
Dominance/Intimidation MMEA 7 item; 7 point F:ontlnuE)us;
min-max = 0-42
Mediator Variables
Personal Cognitive
Sexist Beliefs ASI-HS  1litem:6point _ Comtnuous;
min-max = 11-66
. N . Continuous;
Acceptance of Aggression IPVAS-R-Abuse 6 item; 5 point min-max = 6-30
Exogenous Variables
Societal
. L . Continuous;
Patriarchy SRSS 9 item; 6 point min-max = 9-54
Gender Socialization SGNS-TGR 17 item; 4 point _Contmui)us;
min-max = 0-42
Perceived Parental
Witnessing F to M PA CTS2-CA-PA  7item; 7point _ Continuous;
min-max = 0-42
Witnessing M to F PA CTS2-CA-PA 7 item; 7 point Continuous;

min-max = 0-42

Note. Witnessing F to M PA = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression; Witnessing
M to F PA = Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression.
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3.5.2 Mediator variables (personal cognitive)

Personal cognitive variables were identified as mediator variables. As personal
cognitive variables, sexist beliefs and acceptance of psychological aggression were
used (see table 3.14 for operational definitions of study variables).

Sexist beliefs were measured by 11 item Hostile Sexism subscale of Ambivalent

Sexism Inventory (ASI)

Acceptance of psychological aggression was measured by 6 item Abuse subscales of
Turkish version Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale-Revised (IPVAS-R).

3.5.3 Endogenous variable (psychological aggression)

Psychological aggression was identified as endogenous variable. To measure
psychological aggression, 7 item Restrictive Engulfment, 7 item Denigration, 7 item
Hostile Withdrawal, and 7 item Dominance/Intimidation subscales of
Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse (MMEA) was used (see Table 3.15

for operational definitions of study variables).

3.6 Data Analyses

The main purpose of this study was to develop a model of psychological aggression
and test it. Specifically, the study investigated personal cognitive factors as mediators
of the association between societal and perceived parental factors and psychological
aggression among dating college students in Ankara. For this purpose, as the primary
analysis, multi sample Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to test the
model through the use of AMOS software. There until, several analyses were carried

out for various purposes in the following order.
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Prior to data analysis, initial procedures (data screening) on the raw data were
completed. After data screening, assumptions testing (missing data, sample size,
outliers, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity and multicollinearity) was performed
using SPSS. PASW. Secondly, descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages,
means, standard deviations, etc) were run to describe participants’ demographic and
relationship characteristics through the use of SPSS. PASW. Thirdly, Confirmatory
Factor Analyses were conducted in order to obtain support for the identified factor
structures of Turkish Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale-Revised and Conflict
Tactics Scales — Adult Recall Version among college students. Fourthly, item
parceling was employed prior to SEM analysis. Finally, the measurement and
structural models were specified and evaluated as the primary analyses. For
evaluation of measurement and structural models, a ten-factor confirmatory factor
analysis and a structural equation modeling were performed, respectively, with a
multi-sample approach using AMOS. 18.

3.7 Limitations of the Study

The present study had, of course, some limitations. The findings should be evaluated
by remembering those limitations. First, the obtained data was entirely self report.
Mono-method bias might be a possible threat for construct validity due to the use of
only self report measures (Heppner, Kivlighan, & Wampold, 1992). Participants
were asked to remember psychological aggression occurrence within the six months
and recall their parents’ psychologically aggressive acts during childhood with the
risk of some memory distortion. Accordingly, recollection of early gender
socialization messages might be challenging. Moreover, there was the risk of

participants’ hiding certain information and giving socially desirable responses.

Secondly, the sampling comprised of currently dating college students from
conveniently selected private and public universities in Ankara. Therefore, findings
may be generalizable only to this population. Furthermore, some of the ethical
committees of the universities did not respond or responded late to the requests for
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ethical permission and access to students via e mails, which might decrease the
representativeness of intended population.

Thirdly, it should be kept in mind that the study is correlational and cross-sectional in
nature. Therefore, one cannot infer causality from the findings to establish temporal
ordering.

Fourthly, the current study was limited to the theories (Feminist Theory and Social
Learning Theory) and variables (societal, perceived parental and personal cognitive)
included to capture use of psychological aggression among dating college students.
However, there are a great number of theories and models, and variables relevant to

those theories/models introduced in the literature.
Finally, participation rates were higher for females (69.6%) than males (30.0%),

which could create a gender bias in sampling since females are generally more likely

to voluntarily participate into relationship surveys. Consistently,
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the study. Basically, the results were
demonstrated as preliminary and primary. The preliminary analyses started with the
assumption checks including data screening, missing data, sample size, outliers,
normality, linearity and homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity. Following this, the
descriptive statistics in terms of gender were described. Afterwards, the bivariate
correlations among study variables were provided. The primary results initiated with
the decision of item parceling and the procedure was demonstrated. Then, the
measurement model was estimated and hypothesized structural model was
introduced. Next to last step illustrated the proposed model in addition to direct and
indirect associations and the specific hypothesis using Structural Equation Modeling

(SEM). Finally, the chapter ended with the summary of the results.

4.1 Preliminary Analyses

As the preliminary analyses, the assumptions were first investigated. Secondly, the
descriptive statistics were presented with regard to gender. Thirdly and finally, the
inter-correlations among all variables were computed separately for men and women.

The results were comprehensively presented below.

4.1.1 Assumption checks

As the pre-SEM analysis, as in any other statistical analyses, the assumption checks
play a crucial role in the interpretation of the results. Therefore, in the current study,

the data were mindfully scanned for assumptions beginning with data screening.
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4.1.1.1 Data screening

Though the data screened were downloaded from MetuSurvey- not entered
manually- the researcher first assessed the accuracy of data through the inspection of
maximum and minimum values for data accuracy. No mis-entry was observed. As
the part of the data screening, then, negatively worded items were reversed to ensure
the consistency of the data for the subsequent analyses. So, the dataset was ready for

further assumption checks.

4.1.1.2 Sample size

To decide how to treat data in the case of missing data and presence of outliers, the
sample size was determined. There are suggestions instead of specific sample size
requirements for SEM. Those suggestions are broadly based on ratio of cases to free
parameters of at least 5:1 (Hair et al., 2006) or 10:1 and 20:1 (Kline, 2005). In the
hypothesized model, the study had a total of 188 free (unlabeled) parameters.
According to this criterion, the sample size of this study (1015) was sufficient
enough. For Hoelter (1983), known as Hoelter’s critical N and provided
automatically by Amos, any sample size above 200 produce sufficient power to

analyze data.

4.1.1.3 Missing data

Because SEM requires a complete dataset, the discussion of missing data and
handling it is valued. By September 2014, 5157 people attended online survey, 3968
of them discontinued due to some possible reasons (not meeting the requirements of
the participation, the length of the survey, boredom, design of the online survey,
sensitivity of the topic and/or items, and saving and not returning back to the survey)
and the remaining (1176) completed the survey. Due to the ratio of discontinue to
complete was so large, -three out of four- only the completed cases were considered

as data. Accordingly, missing data was not an issue for the main study. One could
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find how the researcher dealt with missingness in pilot study in the part of
assumptions of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of Turkish IPVAS-R (p.96).

4.1.1.4 Influential outliers

Following missing data, influential outliers were examined. An outlier is “a case with
such an extreme value on one variable (a univariate outlier) or such a strange
combination of scores on two or more variables (multivariate outlier)” (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2007, p.72). Univariate outliers were checked using SPSS.PASW by
detecting standardized z scores values exceeding the range between +3,29 and -3,29
(p < .001, two tailed test) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Potential outliers were
detected for the sub-constructs of psychological aggression (Restrictive Engulfment,
Denigration, and Dominance/Intimidation) and constructs of witnessing interparental
psychological aggression. Table 4.1, briefly summarized the minimum and

maximum values of z-scores and the number of univariate outliers if detected.

Table 4.1
Minimum and Maximum Values and Number of Cases for Z-Scores (N=1015)

Z-scores Min Max # of Cases
Zscore(Restrictive Engulfment) -1.00 511 11
Zscore(Denigration) -.56 7.52 19
Zscore(Hostile Withdrawal) -1.38 3.32 4
Zscore(Dominance) -.59 7.82 12
Zscore(Patriarchy) -1.70 3.24 -
Zscore(Gender Socialization) -1.97 2.65 -
Zscore(Witnessing to F to M) -1.23 2.62 -
Zscore(Witnessing to M to F) -1.18 3.45 6
Zscore(Acceptance) -1.68 5.09 3
Zscore(Sexist Beliefs) -2.14 2.46 -

Note. Witnessing to F to M = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression; Witnessing M to
F PA = Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression; Acceptance = Acceptance of
psychological aggression.
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Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) assert that extremeness of standardized score depends
on the size of the sample size, that is to say, with very large sample sizes it is not
extraordinary to catch univariate outliers (p. 73). Furthermore, SEM is a multivariate
analysis, multivariate outliers, rather than univariate, thus considered. Multivariate
outliers were identified using AMOS 18 by calculating Mahalanobis distance
(Mahalonobis D?). Mahalonobis D? measures the observations farthest from the
centroid. 69 cases were considered as outliers since the critical value was exceeded,
x2 (3291) = 140.169, (p < .001) in the data set. The researcher repeated the analyses
with and without outliers and noticed no difference between the model fit indices
except for x2/df ratio, which is sensitive to sample size. Moreover, removal of cases
with outliers caused new outliers. So, no cases were deleted and the analyses

proceeded with the current dataset with multivariate outliers.

4.1.1.5 Normality

Univariate and multivariate normality assumption were assessed via AMOS 18. For
univariate normality, the indexes of skewness (symmetry of the distribution) and
kurtosis (peakedness of the distribution) were inspected. The indexes ranged between
-1.453 and 5.980 for skewness, and -1.301 and 42.687 for kurtosis. When stated that
the sample is normally distributed, one expects either of the indexes to be close to
zero. The indexes, in the current dataset, pointed out a non-symmetrical distribution.
For multivariate normality, Mardia’s test was run. A coefficient greater than 3 and 10
indicates minor and severe nonnormality, respectively (Kline 2005; Ullman, 2006).
The result of Mardia’s test was found to be significant; 1320.25, p<.001. This
indicated a nonnormal multivariate distribution. Clearly speaking, the normality
assumption was violated. As a remedy, in the first place, item parceling was

considered to be appropriate.

4.1.1.6 Linearity and homoscedasticity

The linearity assumption -a straight-line relationship between variables- and the

homoscedasticity assumption - dependent variable’s exhibition of similar amounts of
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variance across the range of independent variables- were tested through the visual
examination of bivariate scatterplots (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The graphical
evaluation of pairs of scatterplots ended in linear associations and homogeneously
distributed variances between variables, which meant the assumptions of linearity

and homoscedasticity were met.

4.1.1.7 Multicollinearity

Assumption of multicollinearity was checked out univariately and multivariately.
Evaluation of assumption was produced in SPSS. For univariate multicollinearity,
inter-correlations were screened to view if any exceeded the cutoff value of .80
(Stevens, 2002) or .90 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In the correlation matrix, no
unsatisfactorily strong bivariate correlations were encountered (r = .69 max.). For
univariate multicollinearity, -through collinearity diagnostics- the variance inflation
factors (VIF), tolerance values, condition index (Cl) and variance proportion (VP)
were explored. The highest value for VIF was 1.949, which was far below the
common cutoff value 5. The values of tolerance ranged between .86 and .51.
Commonly, values close to zero are problematic for tolerance. For ClI, none of the
components (max. 16.774) exceeded 30 (the rule of thumb) (Tabachnick & Fidell,

2007). Taken together, no multicollinearity was evident.

4.1.2 Descriptive statistics and gender differences

In this part, means, standard deviations were computed for predictor, outcome and
mediator variables in order to describe dating college students’ characteristics.
Gender differences were explored among study variables for the decision of multi-
sample analysis (simultaneous analysis of independent samples). In other words, if
gender difference was observed on psychological aggression variables, the model
would have been tested for male and female college students simultaneously not
separately to reduce the probability of Type | error, false positive. In depth gender
differences were also provided for the psychological aggression measures to see

whether male and female participants differentiated in their use of specific
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psychologically aggressive behaviors. Bonferroni correction was applied to reduce
the Type | error due to multiple comparisons. Thus, p values were adjusted

appropriately. SPSS.PASW was used to carry out the descriptive statistics analyses.

4.1.2.1 Descriptive statistics for study variables

As descriptive statistics, the means, standard deviations of the study variables for the
total sample and by gender were computed as the first step. P value was adjusted as
.005 (.05/10) Then a series of independent t tests were conducted to analyze the
possible differences between males and females. Prior to the analyses, homogeneity
of variances between groups was assessed by Levene’s test. One should report that
equal variances among groups are assumed, if the significance value for Levene’s
test is larger than .05. Cohen’s ds were also calculated to ensure that the differences
among groups were not by chance. An accepted rule is to interpret a Cohen’s d of 0.2

as small, 0.5 as medium, and 0.8 as large (Cohen, 1988).

Except for gender socialization construct, Levene’s tests were non-significant, p>
.05, homogeneity of variances was assumed. SPSS provides an alternative t value
when the assumption is violated. For gender socialization, this value was reported.

The alpha level was set to .001.

As presented in the Table 4.2., the means obtained from dating college students for
hostile withdrawal (Mpostile = 12.38, SD = 6.91) were highest which were followed by
the mean scores of restrictive engulfment (Mgestrictive = 6.87; SD = 6.87) and
dominance/intimidation (Mpominance = 2.97, SD = 4.98). Denigration had the lowest
scores (Mpenigration = 2.91, SD = 5.19). The means were low when compared to
maximum scores one can obtain. This pattern was repeated in males and females.
Separate independent sample t tests were conducted to compare the psychological
aggression variables for males and females. According to the results, there were no
significant differences between the scores of females and males on denigration [t
(1008) = -.45, p = .65], hostile withdrawal [t (1008) = 1.36, p = .17] and
dominance/intimidation [t (1008) = .02, p = .98]. Only the scores of restrictive
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engulfment differed between females (Mfemaie = 6.87, SD = 6.87) and males (Mmaje =
7.33, SD = 6.99), [t (1008) = 3.24, p = .00, Cohen’s d = .23]. Females used more
controlling behaviors to their partners than males. The difference was small to

medium according to Cohen (1988).

The results of male and female comparisons revealed no differences in gender
socialization [t (537, 05) = .43, p = .68], witnessing father to mother [t (1008) = .98,
p = .33] and mother to father [t (1008) = -.14, p = .89] psychological aggression. On
the other hand, patriarchy differed, [t (1008) = -8.98, p = .000, Cohen’s d = .59] and
the magnitude of the difference was medium to large. Male (Mpyae = 26.17, SD =
9.13) college students compared to females counterparts (Msemale = 21.38, SD = 7.12)

had higher patriarchy scores.

In terms of mediator variables, there were significant differences in scores of
acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs for males and females.
Males (Mmae = 14.83, SD = 4.42) got higher scores than females (Msemaie = 13.57, SD
= 3.95) in the acceptance of aggression, [t (1008) = -4.48, p =.000, Cohen’s d = .30].
In other words, male participants were more accepting of psychologically aggressive
behaviors toward a dating partner than their female counterparts. The difference was
small to medium. For sexist beliefs, the magnitude of the difference increased to
medium to large in favor of males (Mpyae = 41.82, SD = 11.46). Females (Msemale =
34.40, SD = 11.41) held less hostile sexist beliefs, [t (1008) = -9.46, p = .000,
Cohen’s d = .65].

To conclude, only one of the endogenous and exogenous variables, and two of the
mediator variables resulted in significant differences. For endogenous variable the
strength of the difference was small. It seemed that gender might distort the results of

model testing.
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Table 4.2

Means, Standard Deviations, and Gender Differences for Study Variables

Total (N=1015)

Females (N=706)

Males (N=304)

Variables Plgzzigb(:e SD M SD M >D 3 P’ Cohden ’
Restrictive Engulfment 0-42 6.87 6.87 7.33 6.99 5.81 6.48 3.24 .001 23
Denigration 0-42 291 5.19 2.86 4.78 3.02 6.05 -.45 .650 .01
Hostile Withdrawal 0-42 12.38 6.91 12.61 8.55 11.78 9.58 1.36 174 -.03
Dominance/Intimidation 0-42 2.97 4.98 2.98 4.76 2.97 551 .02 982 -.00
Patriarchy 9-54 22.80 8.08 21.38 7.12 26.17 9.13 -8.98 .000 59
Gender Socialization 0-42 31.95 11.92 32.00 8.85 31.74 9.55 43 .668 -.00
Witnessing to F to M** 0-42 13.41 10.89 13.59 10.92 12.86 10.66 .98 .326 -.01
Witnessing to M to F** 0-42 10.72 9.05 10.71 9.95 10.80 9.05 -14 .886 .00
Acceptance of Aggression 7-35 13.95 4.13 13.57 3.95 14.83 4.42 -4.48 .000 .30
Sexist Beliefs 6-66 36.61 8.91 34.40 11.41 41.82 11.46 -.9.46 .000 .65

Note. Witnessing to F to M = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression; Witnessing to M to F = Witnessing father to mother psychological

aggression.

Five college students identified themselves as gender-other. Total N is 1015. Total N for females and males is 1010.

®Two tailed, df=1008.
bn=.05/10=.005)



4.1.2.2 Descriptive statistics for psychological aggression variables

The researcher also looked for prevalence for psychological aggression in the last six
months regarding gender. To determine the percentage of college students’
perpetrating psychological dating aggression, a dichotomous 0/1 scoring was created.
To categorize “yes” at least an act of psychological aggression occurred during the
last six months on each dimension. Table 4.3 presented a list for the frequency of
each type of perpetration for women and men. Of 706 women, 606 (85.2%) reported
Restrictive Engulfment, 387 (54.85%) reported Denigration, 680 reported (96.3%)
Hostile Withdrawal and, 398 (43.6%) reported Dominance/Intimidation. A great
majority of women indicated to perpetrate isolating, restricting, monitoring and
controlling behaviors (Restrictive Engulfment) and withholding emotional
availability behaviors (Hostile Withdrawal). Slightly more than half of them
committed humiliating and degrading acts (Denigration) and dominating and
intimidating acts (Dominance/Intimidation). The pattern was evident within the
subsample of men. The percentages marginally changed. Hostile Withdrawal
(91.1%) and Restrictive Engulfment (80.3%) were the most common types of
psychological aggression followed by Dominance/Intimidation (52.3%) and
Denigration (50%). The next step proceeded by comparing women and men on

particular psychological behaviors they engaged.

Table 4.3
Percentage of Types of Psychological Aggression Perpetration
Women (N=706) Men (N=304)
Yes? No Yes No
Type of Perpetration f(%) N f(%) N f(%) N f(%) N
Restrictive Engulfment 85.2 606 14.2 100 80.3 244 19.7 60
Denigration 548 387 452 319 50 152 50 152
Hostile Withdrawal 96.3 680 3.7 26 91.1 277 89 27

Dominance/Intimidation 56.4 398 43.6 308 52.3 159 47.7 145

Note. *For percentage a 0/1 dichotomy was created. Category 7 (not in the past year but did happen
before) was coded as suggested by the author of the scale, since the researcher wanted perpetration
scores for the past six months, not lifelong. For yes, at least an act of psychological aggression
occurred during the last six months.
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4.1.3 Bivariate correlations among study variables

The main goal of this study is to build a structural equation modeling to better
understand the relationships among societal, perceived parental and personal
cognitive variables. Preliminary to structural model, bivariate correlations were
computed to depict the associations among the exogenous (patriarchy, gender role
socialization, witnessing interparental psychological aggression), mediator
(acceptance of psychological understanding, sexist beliefs) and endogenous
(psychological aggression) variables among man and women college students.

For this purpose, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated
separately for men and women. For the interpretation of correlations, different
researchers suggest different guidelines; however, Cohen’s guideline is the one
strictly followed. According to Cohen (1998, pp. 79-81), correlations from .10 to .29,
.30 to .49 and .50 to 1.00 are considered as small (weak), medium (moderate) and
large (strong), respectively. The results of the Pearson correlations were presented in
Table 4.4. The top and bottom half of the matrix referred to correlations of women
and men, correspondingly. The correlations were interpreted independently for men

and women participants.

For women, thirty seven out of fourty five bivariate correlations were statistically
significant. As theoretically, the sub-constructs of psychological aggression were
significantly and positively associated with each other. This meant different types of
psychological aggression co-occurred. Among psychological aggression variables,
the weakest correlation was between Restrictive Engulfment and Denigration (r =
.36, p < .01) and the strongest was among Denigration and Dominance/Intimidation
(r =.59, p <.01). The remaining correlation coefficients ranged between the lowest
and highest values. Sexist beliefs and acceptance of psychological aggression
(moderator variables) were positively and significantly correlated, r = .35, p < .0L1.
That is to say, college students with higher scores on sexist beliefs tended to get

higher acceptance scores. Inconsistent with the expectations, associations among
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exogenous variables were insignificant or weak except for the witnessing mother to
father and father to mother psychological aggression, (r = .69, p < .01). Participants
who witnessed mothers’ psychological aggression to fathers were also more prone to
witnessing fathers’ psychological aggression to mothers. No significant correlations
were found between patriarchy and witnessing mother to father (r = .05, p > .05) and
father to mother (r = -.02, p > .05) psychological aggression. Gender socialization’s
relation to patriarchy (r = .28, p <.01) and recalling mother to father (r = .12, p <.01)
and father to mother (r = .17, p <.01) psychological aggression were significant and

positive though weak.

The relationship between endogenous and mediator variables were positive and
moderate for acceptance of psychological aggression (r = .35, p < .01, r = .30, p <
01, r=.28,p<.01, r=.24, p<.01) and insignificant or positive but weak for sexist
beliefs (r = .16, p <.01, r=.06, p > .05, r =.10, p < .05, r =.09, p < .05), which was
unwelcomed. Just to clarify, students’ with more sexist beliefs and accepting of
psychological aggression in relationships were more inclined to use psychological
aggression. The mediator variables’ (acceptance of psychological aggression and
sexist beliefs) relations to exogenous variables were significant and positive as
predicted for patriarchy (r = .32, p < .01, and r = .50, p < .01, respectively) and
gender socialization (r = .23, p < .01, and r = .27, p < .01, respectively), but were
surprisingly insignificant for witnessing interparental psychological aggression.
Honestly, perceived parental variables -witnessing mother to father and father to
mother psychological aggression- were unreasonably not connected or poorly
connected to other exogenous, mediator and endogenous variables, contrary to the

expectations.
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Table 4.4

Intercorrelations among Study Variables for Women and Men College Students

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Restrictive Engulfment - 36**  47FF AR 13k 17** .07 .09* 35**  16**
2. Denigration H51** - A3**  5o** .04 A13** .08* A1** 30** .06
3. Hostile Withdrawal B52**  48** - A9** .06 10* 2% 17 28** 10*
4. Dominance/Intimidation S7F* 59*F*  46** - .08* A5*F*  13** 15%F 24 .09*
5. Patriarchy 36** 16**  |15%*  27** - 28** .05 -.02 32**  5O**
6. Gender Socialization 26** 15* .08 A8**  29%* - A7*F* 2%k 23%%  27**
7. Witnessing F to M .03 10 A1 -.02 -.00 10 - 69** .04 .00
8. Witnessing M to F .06 18** 14* .05 -.05 .04 T1** - .08* -.02
9. Acceptance of Aggression A40**  A5**  33**  40**  33** 21%* .07 .09 - 35**
10. Sexist Beliefs 27*% 16**  19**  22%%  §2**  32** .04 -.02 33** -

Note. Intercorrelations for women participants (N = 706) are presented above the diagonal, and intercorrelations for men participants (N = 304) are presented
below the diagonal . Witnessing F to = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression, Witnessing M to F = Witnessing mother to father psychological

aggression.
*p<.05, **p<.01, two tailed.



For men, thirty out of fourty five bivariate correlations were statistically significant.
Theoretically, as in the women participants, the sub-constructs of psychological
aggression were significantly and positively associated with each other. Among
psychological aggression variables, the weakest correlation was between Restrictive
Engulfment and Dominance/Intimidation (r = .46, p < .01) and the strongest was
among Denigration and Dominance/Intimidation (r = .59, p < .01). The rest of the
correlation coefficients ranged between the lowest and highest values. Sexist beliefs
and acceptance of psychological aggression (moderator variables) were positively
and significantly correlated, r = .33, p < .01. Inconsistent with the expectations,
associations among exogenous Vvariables were insignificant or weak except for the
witnessing mother to father and father to mother psychological aggression, (r =.71, p
< .01). No significant correlations were found between patriarchy and witnessing
mother to father (r = -.05, p > .05) and father to mother (r = -.00, p > .05)
psychological aggression. Gender socialization’s relation to patriarchy (r = .29, p <
.01) and recalling mother to father (r = .04, p > .05) and father to mother (r = .10, p >

.01) psychological aggression were insignificant.

The relationship between endogenous and mediator variables were positive and
moderate for acceptance of psychological aggression (r = .40, p < .01, r = .45, p <
.01, r=.33,p<.01,r=.40, p <.01) and positive but weak for sexist beliefs (r = .27,
p<.01,r=.16,p>.05r=.19, p<.05 r=.22, p<.05). Different from women, for
acceptance of aggression, the correlations in magnitude and for sexist beliefs,
correlations in significance increased. The mediator variables’ (acceptance of
psychological aggression and sexist beliefs) relations to exogenous variables were
significant and positive as predicted for patriarchy (r = .33, p<.01,and r = .62, p <
.01, respectively) and gender socialization (r = .21, p < .01, and r = .32, p < .01,
respectively), but were surprisingly insignificant for witnessing interparental
psychological aggression. As in the women’s, perceived parental variables -
witnessing mother to father and father to mother psychological aggression- were not
connected or poorly connected to other exogenous, mediator and endogenous
variables, contrary to the expectations.
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No propositions were made concerning the link among exogenous and endogenous
variables. A rapid check on the results in the correlation matrix displayed weak or no
correlations both for women and men participants. This further supported the role of
mediators between exogenous and endogenous variables. Overall, the results of the
correlations provided tentative but promising evidences for the hypothesized
relationships among societal, perceived parental and personal cognitive variables in

predicting psychological aggression.

4.2 Primary Analyses

As the primary analyses, item parceling was first discussed and applied. Secondly,
the measurement model was established and tested. Thirdly, structural model was
developed and tested. The model was trimmed as the fourth step and the direct and
indirect associations were estimated. Following, hypotheses testing were provided.

Finally, the results were summarized.

4.2.1 Item parceling

An Item Parceling procedure was employed prior to model testing. As Little,
Cunningham, Shahar, and Widaman (2002) stated “Parceling is a measurement
practice that is used in multivariate data analysis approaches, particularly for use
with latent variable analysis techniques “(p. 152). Parcels are constructed simply by
summing or averaging two or more items within a factor which is an alternative to
the use of individual items (Bandalos, 2002; Bandalos & Finney, 2001; Little et al.,
2002).

Parceling items attracts researchers since it is a remedy for non-normality, small
sample sizes, cases to indicators ratio, and unstable parameter estimates (Bandalos &
Finney, 2001; Little et al., 2002). Though the sample size is not small in the current
dataset, the researcher considered adopting item parceling due to the following
reasons; the get a more normality distributed data (the present is severely skewed and

kurtoic) and to reduce the number of model parameters. Thus, more stable parameter
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estimates and better model fit would obtain (Bandalos & Finney, 2001, Little et al.,
2002; MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999; Nasser & Takahashi, 2003).
The procedure is highly recommended when the unidimensionality of the factors to
be parceled is strictly verified (Bandalos & Finney, 2001; Hall, Snell, & Foust, 1999;
Little et al., 2002).

Referring to the previous point, in order to decide to parcel or not to parcel, the
unidimensionality was ascertained as the first step. According to Hair et al. (2006),
unidimensionality is “a characteristic of a set of indicators that has only one
underlying trait or concept in common (p. 584). To assay unidimensionality,
principal component analysis was applied as the extraction method. The eigenvalue
greater than one criteria was used to establish unidimensionality for the all constructs

used in the study.

From the Table 4.5 as can be seen, except for gender socialization, the
unidimensionality of the constructs was demonstrated. For the concerned construct,
the items were subjected to a factor analysis using principal component, in which the
number of factors was fixed to one. The items loaded well on a single factor,
accounting for 37.75% of the variance. The factor loadings range between .73 and
.38. Thus, the researcher regarded this as sufficient evidence for unidimensionality

along with the original single factor structure.

After determining unidimensionality, as the next step, the number of indicators and
the technique for building parcels was settled. As Little at al. (2002) suggested, three
parcels per construct were chosen to represent the latent constructs. A random
assignment technique was applied while building the parcels (Hall et al., 1999; Hair
et al., 2006; Little at al., 2002). An empirical basis was attempted for the random
assignment. Depending on factor loadings, from the highest to lowest, each item was
simply and successively assigned to parcels groupings (Hall et al., 1999). The
average, rather than sum, of the items was preferred. The Table 4.6 clearly depicted
the parceling, name of the parcels, and aggregated items in the latest step. To

illustrate, for construct Restrictive Engulfment, three parcels, named as Restrictive 1,
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Restrictive_ 2 and Restrictive_3 were created. The parcel

Restrictive_1 was

comprised of averaging the items of Psyl, Psy3 and Psy7. The procedure was

repeated for the all study constructs. Merely, the number of items per parcels altered

relying on the item numbers of the constructs.

Table 4.5
Evidence of Unidimensionality and Cronbach’s Alphas for Item Parceling
Construct It;m Component Eigenvalue Var;;mce Factor Loadings a
Min Max
Restrictive 5 1 3.13 4470 52 76 79
Engulfment
2 .85 12.20
Denigration 7 1 3.76 53.71 .62 .82 .83
2 72 10.28
Hostile
Withdrawal 7 1 4.08 58.30 .66 .85 .88
2 .90 12.93
Dominance/ 1 3.47 4952 58 80 81
Intimidation
2 .95 13.65
Patriarchy 9 1 3.53 39.18 .78 .28 .78
2 97 11.66
Gender 1 5.28 3775 80 50 82
Socialization
2 1.27 9.04 .80 .39 .78
Father to
Mother 7 1 3.82 54.60 .85 .56 .86
2 .80 11.53
Mother to 1 3.43 4903 .80 54 82
Father
2 .90 12.97
Acceptance 1 2.25 3219 72 33 64
of Agg
2 .97 17.60
Sexist 11 1 5.61 50.97 .78 64 .90
Beliefs
2

Note Father to Mother = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression; Mother to Father =
Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression; Acceptance of Agg = Acceptance of

psychological aggression.
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Table 4.6
Parceling, Name of the Parcels, and Aggregated Items

Name of Construct Name of Parcels Aggregated Items
Restrictive Engulfment Restrictive_1 Psy 1+ Psy 3+ Psy 7
Restrictive_2 Psy 4+ Psy 6
Restrictive_3 Psy 5+ Psy 2
Denigration Denigration_1 Psy 12+ Psy 8+ Psy 14
Denigration_2 Psy 9+ Psy 13
Denigration_3 Psy 10+ Psy 11
Hostile Withdrawal Withdrawal 1 Psy 20+ Psy 16+ Psy 19
Withdrawal _2 Psy 21+ Psy 15
Withdrawal _3 Psy 17+ Psy 18
Dominance/Intimidation  Dominance_1 Psy 26+ Psy 22+ Psy 27
Dominance_2 Psy 25+ Psy 24
Dominance_3 Psy 23+ Psy 28
Patriarchy Patriarchy 1 Pat 3+ Pat 1+ Pat 5
Patriarchy 2 Pat_7+ Pat 2+ Pat 8
Patriarchy 3 Pat_4+ Pat 6+ Pat 9
e Soc_14+ Soc_13+ Soc_1+
Gender Socialization Gen_Soc 1 Soc_3+ Soc 2
Gen Soc 2 Soc_12+ Soc_11+ Soc_10+
- = Soc_8+ Soc_6
Soc_5+ Soc_9+ Soc_4+
Gen_Soc_3 Soc_7+ Soc_6
. Wit_FtoM_7+ Wit_FtoM 6+
Father to Mother Wit_Psy FtoM_1 Wit_FtoM_2

Wit_Psy FtoM_2 Wit_FtoM_1+ Wit_FtoM_4
Wit _Psy FtoM_3 Wit_FtoM_5+ Wit_FtoM_3
. Wit_MtoF_1+ Wit_MtoF 6+
Mother to Father Wit_Psy MtoF 1 Wit_MtoF 2
Wit_Psy_MtoF 2 Wit_MtoF_7+ Wit_MtoF 4
Wit _Psy MtoF 3 Wit_MtoF_5+ Wit_MtoF 3

ﬁ;;ergii?fﬁ o pioceptance_ADUS_ A7+ Att_9+ Att_15
,Zé\cceptance_Abuse_ Att_16+ Att_6
?cceptance_Abuse_ Att_3+ Att_10

Sexist Beliefs Sexist_Beliefs_1 Sex_16+Sex_21+Sex_7+Sex_4
Sexist_Beliefs_2 gex_l1+Sex_15+SeX_2+SeX_1

Sexist_Beliefs 3 Sex_12+Sex_20+Sex_6
Note Father to Mother = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression; Mother to Father =
Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression.
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The multivariate assumptions of outliers, normality and reliability were checked after
item parceling. For the identification of multivariate outliers, Mahalonobis D? were
calculated via AMOS 18. With a degrees of freedom 376, only two cases were
detected as outliers since the critical value was exceeded, 2 (376) = 146.169, (p <
.001) in the data set and they were kept for further analysis. The number of outliers
dramatically decreased. Means, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis values of
parcels were portrayed in Table 4.7. Indexes ranged between -.45 and 5.00 for
skewness, and -1.33 and 28.98 for kurtosis. The inspection of indices showed that
normality was improved by the use of item parceling. Half of the men and women
reported not to perpetrate psychologically aggressive acts for denigration and
dominance/intimidation. The means for denigration and dominance/intimidation
were also low. This resulted in a data skewed toward low values with sharp
peakedness, which is very common in aggression studies. Thus, the analysis
proceeded with the parcels.

Tough the numbers of items decreased (three indicators per parcel) the reliability
coefficients did not suffered (please see Table 4.5 and Table 4.7 for a comparison).
For psychological aggression variables -Restrictive Engulfment, Denigration, Hostile
Withdrawal, Dominance/Intimidation-, witnessing father to mother psychological
aggression the reliability coefficients slightly decreased. On the contrary, coefficients
for patriarchy, gender socialization, witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression and acceptance of psychological aggression slightly increased. The
Cronbach alpha for sexist beliefs was not affected, it remained same. All the values
were above .70, except for acceptance of psychological aggression, (a« = .69), which

is hardly below the accepted rule of thumb (Nunnally, 1978).
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Table 4.7

Means, Standard Deviations, Skewness and Kurtosis Values of Parcels

Parcels M SD  Skewness  Kurtosis  Cronbach a
Restrictive_1 .84 1.00 1.60 3.02 A7
Restrictive 2 120 1.44 1.27 1.07
Restrictive_3 98 1.15 1.48 2.53
Denigration_1 43 87 2.96 10.42 81
Denigration_2 24 .66 4.28 24.08
Denigration_3 58  1.02 2.36 6.70
Withdrawal _1 1.88 1.32 .69 -.04 87
Withdrawal_2 205 154 .58 -.29
Withdrawal_3 132 144 1.08 .56
Dominance_1 51 .83 2.40 7.31 79
Dominance_2 18 .70 5.00 28.98
Dominance_3 .54 .98 2.30 6.13
Patriarchy 1 2.34 1.07 .63 -14 .79
Patriarchy_2 294 101 .76 .61
Patriarchy_3 232 112 12 -.15
Gen_Soc_1 253 .72 -14 - 75 .88
Gen_Soc_2 224 .72 .20 -.75
Gen_Soc_3 203 .72 .38 -.64
Wit_Psy FtoM_1 1.47 1.69 1.08 .23 .84
Wit_Psy_FtoM_2 3.37 2.09 -.13 -1.33
Wit_Psy FtoM_3 1.13 157 1.41 1.20
Wit_Psy MtoF_1 1.49 150 .92 .07 .85
Wit_Psy_ MtoF_2 222 155 49 -.15
Wit_Psy_MtoF_3 90 134 1.63 2.32
Acceptance_Abuse_1 224 73 .36 -.08 .69
Acceptance_Abuse_2 201 .85 .66 .06
Acceptance_Abuse_3 160 .66 1.60 3.90
Sexist_Beliefs 1 314 1.20 .06 -.58 .90
Sexist_Beliefs 2 3.20 1.18 -.01 -.68
Sexist_Beliefs_3 3.74 1.19 -45 -.23
Note Restrictive = Restrictive engulfment; Withdrawal = Hostile withdrawal, Dominance =

Dominance/Intimidation; Gen_Soc = Gender socialization; Wit_Psy FtoM = Witnessing father to
mother psychological aggression; Wit_Psy MtoF = Witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression; Acceptance_Abuse = Acceptance of psychological aggression.
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4.2.2 Model testing

For model testing, the analyses continued as follows. Initially, the measurement
model was specified and estimated after item parceling. Secondly, the structural
model was identified and evaluated. For estimation of measurement model, in the
first place, a ten-factor confirmatory factor analysis was performed. In the second
place, for the evaluation of structural model, a structural equation modeling was

conducted.

Since the current study was interested in finding the answer to the question whether
the hypothesized structural model differed for gender, a multi sample approach was
applied both for measurement and structural model. For measurement model, test of
measurement equivalence across gender and for structural model, test of structure

according to gender were intended (Reise, Widaman, & Pugh, 1993).

Though item parceling significantly improved nonnormality, the data was still mildly
nonnormal due to as previously stated reasons. Hence, maximum likelihood
estimation (MLE) was chosen, which is robust to nonnormality in order to test

measurement and structural model. 18™ version of AMOS was used for the analyses.
4.2.2.1 Measurement model

A ten-factor confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to see the relationships
among latent variables and to determine if the parcels were created properly. To
interpret the results of confirmatory factor analysis, the researcher made use of
multiple criteria; overall fit, parameter estimates, latent factor correlations, and

standardized residuals, which provided in detail onwards.

A multi sample confirmatory factor analysis was applied to see that the measurement
model differed with regard to gender. If one desires to compare groups (in SEM), the
measurement invariance is to be tested first (Byrne & Watkins, 2003; Chen, Sousa &

West, 2005). Measurement invariance includes the test of the equivalency of the
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constructs gauged in two or more independent groups. The aim is to make sure that
the same constructs are measured across groups. Thus, it can be concluded that the

differences are due to the groups, not the measures.

Brown (2006) suggested the following steps for testing a multi group confirmatory
factor analysis to test the equivalence across groups; loose cross validation (test of
the model separately in each group), configural invariance (simultaneous test of
groups for equivalency), metric invariance (test of the equivalency of factor
loadings), scalar invariance (test of the equivalency of indicator intercepts) and strict
invariance (test of the equivalency of indicator residual variances). Hair et al. (2006),
on the other hand, argued that suggested minimum levels of invariance depend on the
research questions. For measurement model comparisons, if the aim is to compare
the basic structure (i.e., Is the construct perceived and use in a similar manner?) a full
configural and (at least) partial metric invariance is required (Byrne, Shavelson, &
Muthen, 1989; Hair et al., 2006, pp.742-743).

The researcher conducted the CFA for the test of measurement model as prerequisite
for the test of structural model and was interested in the invariance of factor
measurement and variance-covariance structures. Thus, she merely followed the first
three steps to test the model’s equivalency across gender. For that matter, for the full-
sample data, for women-sample data, for men-sample data preliminary single group
analyses and a multi group analysis were utilized. The measurement model was

summarized in Figure 4.1.

With the aforementioned discussion in mind (pp.102 to evaluate the overall model
fit, several fit indices were inspected. Briefly, for RMSEA, Browne and Cudeck’s
(2006) recommendation were taken (RMSEA < .05, close fit; .05 < RMSEA < .10,
mediocre fit; RMSEA > .10, poor fit). For y2/df ratio, Kline (1998) was preferred
(x2/df < 3). For SRMR, CFI and TLI, Hu and Bentler (1999)’s suggestions were
considered, a SRMR less than .08, a CFI greater than .95 and a TLI greater than .95,

respectively.
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4.2.2.1.1 Preliminary single-group CFA for the full sample data

First, a preliminary single group CFA was conducted for the full sample data to
determine if any modification was needed in the hypothesized model. As presented
in the Table 4.8, the chi square test of model fit was significant, ¥2 (360, N = 1015) =
1164. 86 p = .00), which indicated that the model did not fit to the data. To correct
the sensitivity of chi square to sample size, the normed chi square (¥2/df ratio) was
used. With 42 as 1164.86 and df as 360, the obtained y2 over df (y2/df) ratio was
3.24, which was slightly higher than the recommended, value, 3 (Kline, 1998). The
RMSEA value was .05 (90% CI = .04-.05) which suggested close approximate fit
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The standardized RMR (SRMR) was .03, lesser than
suggested cutoff value (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The other fit indices CFI and TLI had
values of .95 and .94 which were equal to the recommended ones. Hoelters N was
371 (p = .00), the sample size large enough to detect the differences from the null
hypothesis. Overall, the values of selected fit indices consistently represented a
closely fitted measurement model, for that reason, no improvements were

considered.
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Figure 4.1 Measurement model

Note: Acceptance_Abuse_1-Acceptance_Abuse_3: Acceptance of Psychological Aggression,
Denigration_1-Denigration_3: Denigration item parcels, Dominance_1-Dominance_3:
Dominance/Intimidation item parcels, Gen_Socl- Gen_Soc3: Gender Socialization item parcels,
Patriarchyl-Patriarchy3: Patriarchy item parcels, Restrictive_1- Restrictive_3: Restrictive Engulfment
item parcels, Sexist Beliefs1-Sexist Beliefs3: Sexist Beliefs item parcels, Wit Psy FtoM_1-
Wit_Psy FtoM_3: Witnessing Father to Mother Psychological Aggression, Wit _Psy MtoF 1-

Wit_Psy MtoF 3: Witnessing Mother to father Psychological Aggression, Withdrawal 1-
Withdrawal_3: Hostile withdrawal item parcels
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Table 4.8
The Results of Single Group and Multi Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis:

Measurement Model

RMSEA A
x2 df y2/df CFI TLI SRMR (90%Cl)  CFI
Single Group 416485 360 324 95 94 03 05(04-05)
Full Sample
Loose Cross
Validation

Women 90418 360 251 .95 .94 .03 .05(.04-.05)
Men 70717 360 196 95 94 .05  .06(.05-.06)

Configural 174807 729 240 94 92 06  .04(.04-04)
Invariance

Metric 1809.29 749 242 93 92 .06  .04(.04-04) .002
Invariance

Factor V.C. 192481 799 241 93 92 .04  04(03-04) .007
Invariance

Note. Factor V.C.Invariance = Factor VVariance Covariance Invariance.

4.2.2.1.2 Preliminary single-group CFA for the women sample data: Loose

cross validation

Next, the hypothesized —unmodified- model was fitted using the women-sample data
only (N=706). Table 4.8 presented the summary of the results of CFA. The fit indices
for the hypothesized measurement model were, x2 = 904.18, df = 360, ¥*/df = 2.51, p
<.001, CFI = .95, NFI = .94, SRMR = .03, RMSEA = .05 (90% CI of .04 to .05),
which suggested an approximate close fit. That is, the model sufficiently well
explained the relationships in the data obtained from women sub-sample.

4.2.2.1.3 Preliminary single-group CFA for the men sample data: Loose cross

validation

Subsequently, the above hypothesized model was fitted using the men-sample data
only (N=304) Table 4.8 presented the summary of the results of CFA. The fit indices
for the hypothesized measurement model were, ¥2 = 707.17, df = 360, x*/df = 1.96, p
<.001, CFI = .95, NFI = .94, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .06 (90% CI of .05 to .06),
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which suggested a reasonable fit. That is, the model sufficiently well explained the
relationships in the data obtained from men sub-sample.

4.2.2.1.4 Multi group CFA: Configural invariance

Configural invariance is the first level of measurement invariance (Horn, McArdle,
& Mason, 1983). It means that latent factors are equivalent across groups. The test of
configural invariance allows the researcher to specify a baseline (unconstrained)
model in which the groups compared have the same factor structure. To test the
configural invariance (to construct a baseline model), a multi group CFA was
employed. The results were summarized in Table 4.8, 2 = 1748.07, df = 729, ledf =
2.40, p <.000, CFl = .94, TLI = .92, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .037 (90% CI of .035
to .039). They indicated that the model displayed close approximate fit; the
configural invariance was fully met. That is, a reliable baseline model was
constructed and the constructs in the measurement model were invariant across

gender. In other words, similar latent variables were present in men and women data.
4.2.2.1.5 Multi group CFA: Metric invariance

Metric invariance is the second level of measurement invariance. It means that the
factor loadings between the indicators and their corresponding factor are equivalent
across groups (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1999). The test of metric invariance allows the
researcher to ascertain that the unit of measurement of the factors is identical across
groups. To test the metric invariance, a multi group CFA was employed. The results
were summarized in Table 4.8, * = 1809.29, df = 749, ¥*/df = 2.42, p < .000, CFI =
93, TLI = .92, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .037 (90% CI of .035 to .040). The results
indicated that the model displayed close approximate fit, but to compare the fit for
the configural and metric models, chi-square difference test is employed (Bentler &
Bonett, 1980). One expects chi-square difference test to be non-significant to say that
metric invariance is achieved. It was not, ¥’ (Adf = 20) = 61.22 in this case.
However, the chi square difference test is too sensitive to non-normality and large

sample size. Given that that the data was not normal and the sample size was large,
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the guideline offered by Cheung and Rensvold (2002) was followed instead. They
asserted that a difference of larger than .01 in the CFI would indicate a meaningful
change in model fit for testing measurement invariance. It was smaller than .01 in
the current study, ACFI = .936-.934=.002. The metric invariance was fully met. That
is, factor loadings between the indicators and their corresponding factor in the
measurement model were invariant across gender. In other words, similar factor

loadings were present in men and women data.

To summarize, the results of single group CFA with full sample data, two separate
single group CFAs for men and women and multi group CFA demonstrated that the
latent constructs in the model and factor loadings of those latent constructs were

equivalent across gender.

4.2.2.1.6 Multi group CFA: Factor variance covariance invariance

Based on the previous analyses, it was concluded that the model across gender had
measurement invariance. For more complex models, as in the structural models, to
compare the different groups, one should test structural invariance, as well.
Structural invariance further tests whether the links among the latent variables in two

or more independent groups are properly drawn.

The following steps for testing a structural invariance is required in addition to
metric invariance if one intends to find out if the certain paths in a specified
structural model and variances in the latent variables are equivalent across gender;
invariance of factor covariance (test of the equivalency of factor correlations),
invariance of factor variance (test of the equivalency of factor variances) and
invariance of error terms (test of the equivalency of error terms; optional) (Byrne et
al., 1989; Hair et al., 2006, pp. 742-743; Pedhazur, 1982). AMOS concomitantly

computes invariance of factor variance and covariance.

In addition to metric invariance, factor variance covariance invariance is required

first to compare the standardized measures of association (Pedhazur, 1982). It means
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that the factor variances and covariances among latent variables are equivalent across
groups. To test the factor variance covariance invariance, a multi group SEM was
employed. The results were summarized in Table 4.8, y* = 1924.81, df = 799, x*/df =
2.41, p <.000, CFl = .93, TLI =.92, SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .037 (90% CI of .035
to .040). The results indicated that the model fitted, but to compare the fit for the
configural and factor variance covariance invariance models, chi-square difference
test is employed (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). One expects chi-square difference test to
be non-significant to say that metric invariance is achieved. It was not, y°x (Adf = 70)
= 176.74. However, the chi square difference test is too sensitive to non-normality
and large sample size. Given that that the data was not normal and the sample size
was large, the guideline offered by Cheung and Rensvold (2002) was followed
instead. They asserted that a difference of larger than .01 in the CFI would indicate a
meaningful change in model fit for testing measurement invariance. It was smaller
than .01 in the current study, ACFI = .936 - .929= .007. The factor variance
covariance invariance was met. That is, correlation coefficients and multiple squared
correlation coefficients were invariant across gender. In other words, similar
correlation coefficients (paths) and squared correlation coefficients were present in
men and women data. To conclude, the model did not vary across gender, a single-

sample structural equation modeling would be enough.

In addition to model fit indices, as the second criteria, parameter estimates were
identified to validate the measurement model. To ascertain the significance of
indicators’ loading on latent variables and to interpret the loadings, the
unstandardized and the standardized regression weights were utilized. The standard
regression coefficients less than .10, around .30 and greater than .50 pointed small,
medium and large effect, respectively (Kline, 2005). As depicted in Figure 4.2, the
standardized regression weights were all above .50, and a great majority of them
were above .70, ranging between .51 and .94 for women and .59 and .99 for men.
The item parcels were thoroughly loaded on their respective construct. This indicated
that item parcels were properly created, well estimated and plausible.
Correspondingly, the squared multiple correlations were over 30% in some and 50%

in most cases both for men and women.
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Table 4.9
The Standardized Regression Weights (SRW), Squared Multiple Correlations (SMC)

and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) in Measurement Model

Women Men
Parcels SRW SMC AVE SRW SMC AVE
Restrictive 1— Restrictive 82 67 57 83 69 .95
Engulfment
Restrictive 2— Restrictive 67 45 59 35
Engulfment
Restrictive_3— Restrictive 76 58 78 61
Engulfment
Denigration_1— Denigration 87 16 58 .93 .86 71
Denigration_2— Denigration 16 .58 .84 10
Denigration_3— Denigration .63 39 16 58
Withdrawal 1— Hostile 94 8g .70 99 98 .75
Withdrawal
Withdrawal 2— Hostile 85 73 83 69
Withdrawal
Withdrawal 3— Hostile 71 50 77 59
Withdrawal
Dominance 1— 86 73 .56 82 68 .65
Dominance/Intimidation
Dominance_2— 56 .32 72 51
Dominance/Intimidation
Dominance_3— 79 .62 87 .76
Dominance/Intimidation
Patriarchy 1— Patriarchy 19 62 A8 82 67 95
Patriarchy 2— Patriarchy .68 46 70 49
Patriarchy 3— Patriarchy .60 .36 71 50
Gen_Soc 1— Gender Socialization 82 .68 11 81 65 .71
Gen_Soc 2— Gender Socialization .86 15 80 .64
Gen_Soc 3— Gender Socialization .85 71 91 .83
Wit_Psy FtoM_1— Wit FtoM Psy g7 76 .68 89 79 .68
Agg
Wit_Psy FtoM_2— Wit FtoM Psy 79 62 78 61
Agg
Wit_Psy_FtoM_3— Wit FtoM Psy g1 65 79 63
Agg
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Table 4.9 (Continued)

Wit_Psy MtoF_1— Wit MtoF Psy gg 78 .69 90 81 66
Agg

Wit_Psy_MtoF_2— Wit MtoF Psy g1 66 83 60

Agg

Wit_Psy_MtoF_3— Wit MtoF Psy 79 63 75 56

Agg

Acceptance_Abuse_1— Acc of 71 51 43 64 41 45
Psy Agg

Acceptance_Abuse_ 2— Acc of 79 52 75 56

Psy Agg

Acceptance_Abuse 3— Acc of g 26 61 37

Psy Agg

Sexist Beliefs 1— Sexist Beliefs 88 .78 .76 90 .80 .74
Sexist Beliefs 2— Sexist Beliefs .86 14 81 .66
Sexist_Beliefs 3— Sexist Beliefs .88 17 .88 A7

Note. Wit FtoM Psy Agg = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression; Wit MtoF Psy Agg
= Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression; Acc of Psy Agg = Acceptance of
psychological aggression.

Average value extracted (AVE) values were also calculated manually as the evidence
of convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As in the Table 4.9, both for males
and females, AVEs were all above .50 except for acceptance of psychological
aggression. Thus, convergent validity of the parceled constructs was further
supported (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
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Figure 4.2 Standardized regression weights, squared multiple correlations and latent
factor correlations in measurement model for women
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Latent factor correlations were inspected as the third criterion to interpret the results
of measurement model. Results revealed that fourty out of fourty five correlations
were statistically significant both in women and men sub-samples. For women, the
links between patriarchy and denigration, and patriarchy and hostile withdrawal were
insignificant. The insignificant links were the ones between gender socialization and
hostile withdrawal, and witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and
dominance/intimidation for men. The significant correlations were mostly weak and
medium according to Cohen (1988) except for correlations among psychological
aggression variables, which were moderately large. This demonstrated that latent
variables in the measurement model were related but empirically distinct, which
assumed discriminant validity. The only inconsistency with this was the notably
strong correlation between witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and
witnessing mother to father psychological aggression, (r = .82, p <.001 for women, r
= .85, p <.001 for men), which was not surprising. Psychological aggression among
partners is argued to be largely mutual, particularly among non-clinical samples
(Johnson, 1995; Ryan & Kanjorski, 1998). Moreover, the reports were perceived
rather than actual. The tendency toward reporting similar rates of interparental
psychological aggression is reasonable. Statistically, .82 and .85 does not cause
multicollinearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Consequently, witnessing father to
mother psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression were recognized as distinct but related variables. Table 4.10 and Figure
4.3 briefly summarized of inter-correlations among latent variables for measurement

model.
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Table 4.10
Intercorrelations among Latent Variables for Measurement Model

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Restrictive Engulfment - A8** 56** 62** 16** 21** A2%* 16** A48** 21**
2. Denigration 62** - 49** A2** .04 A7 A1* d4%* A40** .09*
3. Hostile Withdrawal 59** 53** - 59** .09 A1** A5** 21%* 37r* A5**
4.Dominance/Intimidation .69** J0** 49** - A1** 19** A18** 21%* 33** A5**
5. Patriarchy 35** 18** 14* 26%* - 36** 14%** A4%* 39** S4**
6. Gender Socialization 30**  18** .09 21%*  28** - 26%*  23**  30**  32**
7. Witnessing to F to M 14> 22%* 21%* A1 A1** 22** - 82** A3** 23**
8. Witnessing to M to F 18** 30** 24%* A7* A2** A15* .85** - 21%* 29**
9.Acceptance Aggression 50** .60** A2%* 53** 39*F*  26%*  .33*%* 36** - A2%*
10. Sexist Beliefs 27 * 21** 23** 22*%* .60** 31** 23** 33** 39** -

Note. Witnessing to F to M = Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression, Witnessing M to F PA = Witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression, Acceptance = Acceptance of psychological aggression. Inter-correlations for women participants (N = 706) are presented above the diagonal,

and inter-correlations for men participants (N = 304) are presented below the diagonal.

*p<.05, **p<.01, two tailed.
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Figure 4.3 Standardized regression weights, squared multiple correlations and latent
factor correlations in measurement model for men
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Finally, standardized residual covariances were examined to see any discrepancies
existed between the proposed and estimated measurement model. Standardized
residuals that fall between -2.5 and +2.5 are accepted as usual. Values larger than -
4.00 and +4.00 are considered cause for concern. Not many cases fell out of + 2.5
and fairly few cases greater than of + 4.0 were observed both for women and men
sub-samples. For very large samples, however, it is not unusual to observe
standardized residuals outside +2.5 (Field, 2009).

4.2.2.2 Structural model

A single-sample Structural Equation Modeling was employed to see the direct and
indirect associations among the dating college students’ societal, perceived parental
and personal cognitive variables and psychological aggression perpetration. To
interpret the results of structural equation modeling, the researcher made use of
multiple criteria; overall fit, parameter estimates, and squared multiple correlation
coefficients. To analyze overall model fit, chi-square, normed chi-square, RMSEA,
CFI, TLI, and SRMR were used. To analyze direct, indirect and total effects,
parameter estimates were applied. To find out how much variance in the mediator
and outcome variables were accounted for by the model, squared multiple correlation

coefficients latent factor correlations were utilized.

To evaluate the overall model fit, fit indices inspected were as follows. For, RMSEA,
Browne and Cudeck’s (2006) recommendation were taken (RMSEA < .05, close fit;
.05 < RMSEA < .10, mediocre fit; RMSEA > .10, poor fit). For y2/df ratio, Kline
(1998) was preferred (¥2/df < 3). For SRMR, CFI and TLI, Hu and Bentler (1999)’s
suggestions were considered, a SRMR less than .08, a CFI greater than .95 and a TLI
greater than .95, respectively.

4.2.2.2.1 Hypothesized model

The hypothesized model, depicted in the Figure 4.4, tested the direct and indirect

effects of societal (patriarchy and gender socialization), perceived parental

164



(witnessing interparental psychological aggression), and personal cognitive
(acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs) variables as determinants

of use of psychological aggression among dating college students.

Within the model, the direct associations of patriarchy, gender socialization, father to
mother and mother to father psychological aggression (exogenous variables), on
acceptance of aggression and sexist beliefs (mediator variables) and use of
psychological aggression (endogenous variable) and the direct associations of
acceptance of aggression and sexist beliefs (mediator variables) on use of
psychological aggression (endogenous variable) were intended to be analyzed.

Moreover, within the model, the indirect associations of patriarchy, gender
socialization, father to mother and mother to father psychological aggression
(exogenous variables) on use of psychological aggression (endogenous variable) via
acceptance of aggression and sexist beliefs (mediator variables) were intended to be

analyzed.

4.2.2.2.2 Model testing

The hypothesized model was tested with structural equation modeling using the
single-sample data as the measurement and structural invariance were met. The
results were as shown in the Table 4.11. The chi square was significant, ¥2 (384) =
1279, 17, (p < .001). As stated earlier, normed chi square was interpreted instead to
handle with the sensitivity of y2 statistics to sample size. The normed chi square was
3.33, slightly higher than the recommended value. With such a large sample size, the
value was assumed as reasonable. Consistently, the CFI (.94) and TLI (.94)
suggested reasonably good fit of the model to the data. The SRMR = .04 and
RMSEA = .048 (90 CI = .045-.051) values demonstrated close approximate fit. In
short, the results revealed that the hypothesized structural model fitted considerably

well.
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Table 4.11
Summary of the Model Fit Statistics for the Hypothesized Model

Goodness of Fit Indices

RMSEA

x2 df  x2/4df CFlI TLI SRMR (90% CI)

.048

Proposed Model 1279,17 384 333 .94 .94 .04 (.045-.051)

In the measurement part of the model, all of the factor loadings were statistically
significant. The loadings ranged between .53 and .96, all large in effect size
magnitude (see Appendix J). In other words, the indicators were unquestionably

well-described by their corresponding latent variables.

In the structural part of the model, 10 out of 14 regression coefficients (paths) were
statistically significant. In other words, 10 of the 14 proposed direct effects from
exogenous to mediator, from exogenous to endogenous and from mediator to
endogenous variables were significant. The significant coefficients ranged between
.09 and .67, small to large in effect size magnitude. Of the 10 paths three were from
exogenous (societal and perceived parental) to endogenous (psychological
aggression), five were from exogenous (societal and perceived parental) to mediator
(personal cognitive) and two were from mediator (personal cognitive) to endogenous
variables (psychological aggression). The statistically non-significant paths were the
direct paths from (a) witnessing father to mother psychological aggression to
acceptance of psychological aggression (b) witnessing father to mother psychological
aggression to sexist beliefs (c) witnessing mother to father psychological aggression
to sexist beliefs and (d) witnessing father to mother psychological aggression to use
of psychological aggression. The standardized parameter estimates were portrayed in
Figure 4.4, with non-significant path in red arrows and significant paths in black

arrows.
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In order to find out how much variance in each latent variable in the model was
accounted for, the squared multiple correlation coefficients (R?) were inspected. The
R? values for the mediator and endogenous variables in the model were listed in
Table 4.12. The societal (patriarchy and gender socialization) and perceived parental
(witnessing interparental psychological aggression) variables explained 18% of the
variance in acceptance of psychological aggression and 49% of the variables in sexist
beliefs. Together with the societal, perceived parental and personal-cognitive

variables, the overall model explained 31% of the variance in psychological

aggression.
Table 4.12
Squared Multiple Correlations for Latent Variables
R* SE
Mediator variables
Acceptance of psychological aggression 18* .02
Sexist beliefs 49* .04
Endogenous variable
Psychological aggression 31* .03

Note. *p <.05.

4.2.2.2.3 Direct and indirect associations

In this part, the direct and indirect associations among exogenous (societal and
perceived parental), mediator (personal cognitive) and endogenous (psychological
aggression) variables were widely investigated. For the direct and indirect effects and
their statistical significance, bootstrapping (set at 2000) was used due to its
robustness to normality (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen, 2010). Bias corrected (BC) percentile
intervals with 95% confidence were also reported (Bollen & Stine, 1990). The
bootstrapped results of direct, indirect and total estimates without and with mediators
were provided in Table 4.13.
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According to bootstrapped results, the direct effects from exogenous variables to
endogenous variable were statistically significant, except for witnessing father to
mother psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression (B = -.08, p
>.05). Specifically, the direct effects of patriarchy (f = .25), gender socialization (p =
.11), witnessing mother to father psychological aggression (f =.16) on psychological
aggression were significant, but small in effect. That is, dating college students who
internalized societal patriarchy, and socialized in gender stereotypical ways, engaged
in more psychological aggression towards their dating partners. Speaking for societal
variables, patriarchy contributed more than gender socialization in understanding
psychological aggression. Speaking for perceived parental variables, dating students
who witnessed mother to father psychological aggression were more likely to use
psychological aggression toward their partners. Witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression did not directly contributed to use of psychological
aggression. This also demonstrated that perceptions were different for participants

with witnessing interparental aggression.

Five out of eight direct effects of exogenous variables on mediator variables were
statistically significant. Specifically, the direct effects of patriarchy ( = .34), gender
socialization ( = .15), and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression ( =
.22) on acceptance of psychological aggression were significant. Witnessing father to
mother psychological aggression ( = -.11, p > .05) did not have a direct effect on the
acceptance of psychological aggression. The direct effect of patriarchy on
psychological aggression was moderate, while the others were weak. The results
indicated that students with more internalized patriarchy and gender stereotypical
messages accepted more psychological aggression. Similarly, those who witnessed
mother to father psychological aggression were more prone to acceptance of
psychological aggression.

The direct effects of patriarchy (B = .66) and gender socialization ( = .09) on sexist
beliefs were statistically significant and positive. The former effect was large, while
the latter one small. Dating people with internalized patriarchal values and socialized

gender held more sexist beliefs. That is, societal variables were closely related to
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personal cognitive variables. As opposed to this, perceived parental and personal
cognitive variables were not statistically linked.

The direct effects between mediator and endogenous variables were all statistically
significant. Particularly, the direct effects of acceptance of psychological aggression
(B = .47) on psychological aggression were positive and moderate. Surprisingly, the
direct effect of sexist beliefs (B = -.23) on psychological aggression were negative
and small. To be more precise, dating college students with accepting more
psychological aggression and endorsing less sexist beliefs perpetrated more

psychological aggression.

The indirect effects of exogenous variables on the endogenous variable via
acceptance of psychological aggression were all significant, except for witnessing
father to mother psychological aggression on use of psychological aggression via
acceptance of psychological aggression. Specifically explaining, the indirect effect of
patriarchy on psychological aggression through acceptance of psychological
aggression was significant and positive, (B = .10). That is, acceptance of
psychological aggression mediated the relationship between patriarchy and
psychological aggression. College students with more internalized patriarchal
thoughts had a tendency towards acceptance of aggression and thus committed more
psychological aggression. The mediation was partial. Similarly, the indirect effect of
gender socialization on psychological aggression through the acceptance of
aggression was significant and positive, (B = .05). Mediation effect, which was
partial, was found. Participants who received messages promoting traditional gender
roles were more accepting of aggression which, in the end, increased the risk of
perpetrating it. In brief, the acceptance of psychological aggression as one of the
personal cognitive variables partially mediated the relationship between societal

variables and psychological aggression.
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Table 4.13

Bootstrapped Results of Direct, Indirect and Total Effects

Path S p BC Interval

Direct Effects
Patriarchy - Aggression 246 .001  (.188,.305)
Patriarchy - Acceptance 335 .001 (.257,.411)
Patriarchy - Beliefs 667 .002 (.610,.717)
Gender - Aggression 107  .001  (.061, .154)
Gender > Acceptance 146 .001  (.085, .205)
Gender - Beliefs 092 .004 (.029,.156)
Witnessing F to M - Aggression -.083 .062 (-.184,.004)
Witnessing F to M - Acceptance -114 061 (-.247,.006)
Witnessing F to M - Beliefs -.065 .280 (-.196, .057)
Witnessing M to F - Aggression 159  .001  (.075,.257)
Witnessing M to F - Acceptance 217 .001  (.105, .342)
Witnessing M to F - Beliefs 050 416 (-.067,.179)
Acceptance - Aggression 465 .001  (.376, .551)
Beliefs - Aggression -233 .001 (-.320, .139)

Indirect Effects
Patriarchy - Acceptance - Aggression 102 .000 (.077,.131)
Patriarchy - Beliefs - Aggression 034 392 (-.043,.110)
Gender - Acceptance - Aggression .054 .001 (.030,.084)
Gender - Beliefs - Aggression 005 .270 (-.005, .020)
Witnessing F to M - Acceptance - Aggression -.043 .065 (-.094, .003)
Witnessing F to M - Beliefs - Aggression -003 .286 (-.024,.003)
Witnessing M to F - Acceptance - Aggression 085 .001 (.042,.138)
Witnessing M to F > Beliefs > Aggression 002 .329 (-.003,.023)

Total Effects
Patriarchy - Aggression 382 .001 (.178, .418)
Gender = Aggression 166 .001  (.081,.222)
Witnessing F to M - Aggression -129 .074 (-.266, .013)
Witnessing M to F - Aggression 246 .001  (.126, .393)

Note. Reported BC intervals are the bias corrected 95% confidence interval of estimates resulting from bootstrap analysis
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For perceived parental variables, a similar pattern was observed. The indirect effect
of witnessing mother to father psychological aggression on use of psychological
aggression via acceptance of aggression was significant and positive, (B = .09).
Again, a partial mediation was suggested. Participants who witnessed psychological
aggression from mother to father in the family while growing were more prone to
accepting it, thus were more likely to inflict psychological aggression towards their
dating partners. Contrary to this, no mediation was detected for the indirect effect of
witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and psychological aggression
through acceptance of violence (B = -.04, p> .05). The effect was negative and
insignificant interestingly. That is, witnessing father to mother psychological
aggression throughout childhood had neither direct nor indirect effect on use of
psychological aggression. In sum, the acceptance of psychological aggression as one
of the personal cognitive variables mediated the relationship between one of the
perceived parental variables and psychological aggression. Once to say, witnessing

interparental aggression had different effects on the use of aggression via acceptance.

The indirect effects of exogenous variables on the endogenous variable via sexist
beliefs were all non-significant. Specifically, holding sexist beliefs did not mediate
the relationship between patriarchy (B = .03, p = .392), gender socialization ( = .01,
p = .270), and witnessing interparental psychological aggression (f = -.00, p = .286
for father to mother; f = .00, p = .329 for mother to father) on use of psychological

aggression.

4.2.2.2.4 Hypotheses testing

In this part, the specific hypotheses stated earlier in introduction part were separately
discussed. Considering the direct effects (paths), ten out of fourteen hypotheses were
supported. Considering the indirect effects (mediation), three out of eight hypotheses

were supported.

Hypothesis 1 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
would significantly and directly be related to use of psychological aggression.
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Path A: There will be a significant relationship between patriarchy and use of
psychological aggression. The hypothesis was supported. The relationship was
significant and positive, B = .25, p=.001, 95% CI [.188, .305].

Path B: There will be a significant relationship between gender socialization
and use of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was confirmed. The relationship
was significant and positive,  =.11, p =.001, 95% CI [.061, .154].

Hypothesis 2 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
will significantly and directly be related to personal cognitive variables (acceptance

of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs).

Path C: There will be a significant relationship between patriarchy and
acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was accepted. The
relationship was significant and positive, g = .34, p=.001, 95% CI [.257, .411].

Path D: There will be a significant relationship between patriarchy and sexist
beliefs. The hypothesis was verified. The relationship was significant and positive, B
= .67, p=.002, 95% CI [.610, .717].

Path E: There will be a significant relationship between gender socialization
and acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was approved. The

relationship was significant and positive, f = .15, p=.001, 95% CI [.085, .205].

Path F: There will be a significant relationship between gender socialization
and sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was validated. The relationship was significant and
positive, B =.09, p =.004, 95% CI [.029, .156].

Hypothesis 3 assumed that personal cognitive variables (acceptance of psychological
aggression and sexist beliefs) will significantly and directly be related to use of

psychological aggression.
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Path G: There will be a significant relationship between acceptance of
psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was
justified. The relationship was significant and positive, p = .47, p = .001, 95% CI
[.376, .551].

Path H: There will be a significant relationship between sexist beliefs and use
of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was confirmed. The relationship was
significant and negative, p =-.23, p =.001, 95% CI [-.320, -.139].

Hypothesis 4 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)

will significantly and directly be related to use of psychological aggression.

Path I: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing father to
mother psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression. The
hypothesis was rejected. The relationship was nonsignificant, 3 = -.08, p = .062, 95%
Cl [-.184, .004].

Path J: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing mother to
father psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression. The hypothesis
was supported. The relationship was significant and positive, p = .16, p = .001, 95%
Cl [.075, .257].

Hypothesis 5 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
will significantly and directly be related to personal cognitive variables (acceptance

of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs).

Path K: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing father to

mother psychological aggression and acceptance of psychological aggression. The
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hypothesis was refuted. The relationship was nonsignificant, p = -11, p = .061, 95%
Cl -.247, .006].

Path L: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing father to
mother psychological aggression and sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was disapproved.
The relationship was nonsignificant, § = -.07, p = .280, 95% CI -.196, .057].

Path M: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing mother to
father psychological aggression and acceptance of psychological aggression. The
hypothesis was supported. The relationship was significant and positive, p = .22, p =
.001, 95% [CI .105, .342].

Path N: There will be a significant relationship between witnessing mother to
father psychological aggression and sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was not
supported. The relationship was non significant, B = .05, p = .416, 95% [CI -.067,
176].

Hypothesis 6 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
will significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through

the acceptance of psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 6a: Patriarchy will significantly and indirectly be related to use
of psychological aggression through the acceptance of psychological aggression.
The hypothesis was verified. The mediation effect was significant and positive, § =
.10, p =.000, 95% [CI .077, .131], but partial.

Hypothesis 6b: Gender socialization will significantly and indirectly be
related to use of psychological aggression through the acceptance of psychological
aggression. The hypothesis was approved. The mediation effect was significant and
positive, B = .05, p=.001, 95% [CI .030, .084], but partial.
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Hypothesis 7 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
will significantly and indirectly be related to psychological aggression through the

acceptance of psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 7a: Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression will
significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through the
acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was rejected. The mediation
effect was nonsignificant, p = -.04, p =.065, 95% [CI -.094, .003].

Hypothesis 7b: Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression will
significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through the
acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was validated. The
mediation effect was significant and positive, B = .09, p =.001, 95% [CI .042, .138],
but partial.

Hypothesis 8 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
will significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through

sexist beliefs.

Hypothesis 8a: Patriarchy will significantly and indirectly be related to use
of psychological aggression through sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was rejected. The
mediation effect was nonsignificant, p = .03, p =.392, 95% [CI -.043, .110].

Hypothesis 8b: Gender socialization will significantly and indirectly be
related to use of psychological aggression through sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was
refuted. The mediation effect was nonsignificant, = .01, p = .270, 95% [CI -.005,
.020].

Hypothesis 9 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
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will significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through
sexist beliefs.

Hypothesis 9a: Witnessing father to mother psychological aggression will
significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through
sexist Dbeliefs. The hypothesis was disapproved. The mediation effect was
nonsignificant, negative and full, B = -.00, p = .286, 95% [CI -.024, .003].

Hypothesis 9b: Witnessing mother to father psychological aggression will
significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression through the
acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was not supported. The
mediation effect was nonsignificant, § = .00, p =.329, 95% [CI -.003, .023].

4.3 Summary of the Results

Descriptive analyses revealed that majority of dating college students surveyed
inflicted or sustained psychological aggression toward their dating partners in the last
six months. Though the prevalence was high, the means were relatively low. The
most experienced type was hostile withdrawal followed by restrictive engulfment,
dominance/intimidation and denigration. The gender difference emerged only in
restrictive engulfment. Dating women committed more controlling behaviors.
Conversely, dating college men compared to women reported more internalized
patriarchy, acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs. Bivariate
associations indicated that the study variables were mostly inter-correlated.
Generally speaking, dating college students, who internalized more patriarchy,
received more traditional gender messages and witnessed interparental psychological
aggression while growing were more prone to endorse sexist beliefs and accept
psychological aggression, thereby committed more psychologically aggressive acts

toward their dating partners.

Multi sample confirmatory factor analysis indicated that the model did not differ

with regard to gender; factor loadings, factor variance and factor covariance were

177



equivalent. The factor loadings in the measurement were well explained by their
corresponding factors and the average variance extracted by the measures were quite
high. The measurement and structural model fitted the data well. Acceptance of
psychological aggression —as one of the personal cognitive variables- did partially
mediate the relationship between societal and perceived parental variables and use of
psychological aggression. Sexist beliefs, on the other hand, did not. The
hypothesized model, overall, accounted 31% of the variance in psychological

aggression.
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CHAPTER YV

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The present chapter involves four sections. In the first section, a brief overall
discussion regarding prevalence and gender differences is provided. In the second
section, the hypothesized model and specific hypothesis are discussed considering
the relevant literature. Thirdly, implications for practice are highlighted. The last
section focuses on recommendations for further studies to address the gaps
identified.

5.1 Discussion Regarding the Prevalence and Gender Differences

Though not stated as one of the aims, the study tried to find an answer to the question
of whether college students commit psychological aggression in their relationships.
Unfortunately, they do. 96.3% of the college dating women indicated to have
withheld emotional availability (hostile withdrawal) to punish the dating partner.
85.2% of the women reported to have used isolating, restricting, monitoring and
controlling acts (restrictive engulfment). 56.4% and 54.8% of them admitted to have
dominated (domination/intimidation) and degraded (denigration) their partners,
respectively. The finding was roughly in line with Leisring (2013), as she reported
95%, 93%, 35%, and 59% of acts of hostile withdrawal, restrictive engulfment,
denigration, and domination/intimidation, respectively. For women, the difference
for denigration and dominance/intimidation might be subtle at first look or it might
be due to cultural grounds. It could be speculated that in collectivistic Turkish
culture, the acts of dominance/intimidation might be perceived as sign of
love/affection, while more overt acts of denigration such as yelling, ridiculing, and

name calling (in front of others) might be discouraging and thus be avoided. In
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individualistic US culture, the acts of dominating/intimidating partner might be
undesirable and thus be avoided due to the excessive emphasis on interdependence in
relationships (Hortagsu, 2015). For men, the prevalence rates were 91.1%, 80.3%,
52.3%, and 50% for hostile withdrawal, restrictive  engulfment,
domination/intimidation, and denigration, respectively. The same trend was observed
for the order of percentage for dating college men. Unfortunately, no data for men is
available to compare cross culturally. However, the results revealed consistent
findings regarding the commonality of psychological aggression reaching the rates as
high as 90%s for males and females utilizing Turkish and non-Turkish samples with
different measures (Harned, 2001; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Jenkins &Aube, 2002;
Leisring, 2013, Toplu & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011). In sum, psychological dating
aggression appears to be reciprocal (Ryan & Kanjorski, 1998).

Considering means, hostile withdrawal (12.61) was highest followed by restrictive
engulfment (7.33), dominance/intimidation (2.98), and denigration (2.86) for
females. The pattern was repeated in males; hostile withdrawal (11.78) was highest
followed by restrictive engulfment (5.81), dominance/intimidation (3.02), and
denigration (2.97). The present findings regarding means were found consistent with
previous psychological aggression studies conducted with dating college students in
Turkey (Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013) but inconsistent in Italia
(Bonechi & Tani, 2011). Similar to Leisring’s (2013) study in US, Bonechi and Tani
(2011) presented that acts of denigration were inflicted more than acts of
domination/intimidation. The lack of mean statistics in the original and later studies
(Murphy & Hoover, 1999; Murphy et al., 1999) made it difficult to compare and
draw conclusions. Yet, it appears that previous cultural explanation could be one

explanation that fits.

In the current study, gender difference on the means of types of psychological
aggression was investigated, as well. Overall, results demonstrated no gender
differences except for restrictive engulfment. Dating women, to a small extent,
engaged in more controlling behaviors to their partners than males. This result

regarding gender difference was inconsistent with previous psychological aggression
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research conducted with only METU students. In that study, none of the types
differed between males and females, though the same instrument was utilized
(Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Stimer, 2013). However, the finding is neither
surprising nor stunning. The literature, theoretically and empirically, is contradictory
regarding the issue of gender on psychological aggression perpetration. Some
empirical studies have found gender differences on the behalf dating college women
(Gover et al., 2008; Munoz-Rivas et al., 2007; Perry & Fromuth, 2005) while some
others did not (Dye & Davis, 2003; Forbes et al., 2004; Gormley & Lopez, 2010;
Harned, 2001; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Jenkins & Aube, 2002; Shook et al., 2000).
As Johnson (1995, 2005, 2006) have argued, research with community based
samples including colleges (sampling), using brief structured instruments
(measurement) points out “common couple violence” (situational couple violence),
which is widespread but minor and less gendered. On this matter, the empirical
findings of the present study may support the theoretical perspective of Johnson

(1995). Yet obviously, it is too early to draw conclusions.

The theoretical and empirical inconsistencies have triggered the author’s interest in
examining the gender differences on the proposed model of the use psychological
dating aggression for further evidence to defend. The proposed model of
psychological aggression was based on Feminist and Social Learning Theory and
was initially analyzed via multisampling structural equation modeling, which
intended to test of structure according to gender. The results of the multisampling
analyses suggested that the model did not vary across gender. Consequently, the
model solely tested for the entire sample. The literature has conflicting evidences
regarding gender differences in psychological aggression models depending on
scoring methods, dyadic data, and statistical analysis. To name a few, Karakurt et al.
(2013) in the test of the model of family of origin, egalitarian attitudes and
attachment using couple data found a large (49%) and small (16%) amount of
variances in females and males, respectively. The pathways differed across gender,
as well. Likewise, utilizing same sample and design with different variables, similar
findings were reported (Karakurt & Cumbie; 2012). Using couple averaged scores

rather than individuals, Jenkins and Aube (2002) encountered no gender difference in
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gender related constructs in psychological aggression perpetration. In separate
analyses of males and females Gover et al. (2008) -using logistic regression- and
Gormley and Lopez (2010), Hammock and O’Hearn (2002) and Sharpe and Taylor
(1999) —using multiple regression- demonstrated differences in the significance and
magnitude of variables interested. The use of structural equation models with
individual samples, revealed no gender-related differences (Cui et al., 2010; Dye &
Davis, 2003). It is not unusual to find gender differences in separate analyses of
samples in regression and structural models since it increases type | error. Bearing
the previous empirical findings, Johnson’s (1995) typology and advanced
multisampling structural modeling in mind, gender difference does not appear to be

unlikely.

5.2 Discussion Regarding the Hypothesized Model and Specific Hypothesis

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the predictors of psychological
aggression perpetration within a hypothesized model based on feminist and social
learning theory. In particular, the study examined the role of societal, perceived
parental and personal cognitive variables and how they interact to affect use of
psychological aggression among Turkish dating college students. Correspondingly, a
meditational model was tested in which patriarchy, gender socialization, and
witnessing interparental psychological aggression were proposed to become useful
tools to predict the engagement in psychologically aggressive acts mediated with
acceptance of psychological aggression, and sexist beliefs. Structural equation
modeling was utilized to test the proposed model depicted in the Figure 1.1 (p. 14)

and the results were previously presented in chapter four.

Multiple factors have been identified as the underlying causes of psychological
aggression perpetration among dating college students including patriarchy, gender
socialization, witnessing interparental psychological aggression, acceptance of
psychological aggression, and sexist beliefs. However, no study has been found to
assess the multiple associations among those variables based on a conceptual model

in national and international literature. The lack of literature regarding psychological
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aggression in Turkey and absence of such research that coupled feminist arguments
with social learning theory in international literature made it difficult to compare the
findings with the previous ones. Moreover, sampling (high school students, college
students, and dating non college people or men only-female only), scoring
(individual vs. couple averaged), statistical (multi sampling, single sampling, and
actor-partner interdependence models), victimization and perpetration, and separate
and together analysis of aggression forms (physical, sexual, psychological, stalking)
are the issues that hinder comparing and contrasting. Henceforth, the findings were
compared with limited parts of the preceding studies conducted in international
literature, predominantly in Europe and the United States.

The results of the single-group structural equation modeling displayed that the
proposed relationships were well supported by the data. The analyses recommended
no modifications such as including additional relationships but a few modifications
such as removing witnessing father to mother interparental psychological aggression.
Yet, the author decided to keep the variables. Any finding would merely be valuable
and advisory due to being first. Consistent with the decision, the model was
statistically sound and almost perfectly described the data. The proposed model
accounted 18%, 49%, and 31% of the variance in acceptance of psychological

aggression, sexist beliefs, and psychological aggression perpetration, respectively.

The findings gathered from the current study theoretically supported the significance
of societal, perceived parental and personal cognitive factors in use of psychological
dating aggression. Derived from Feminist Theory, societal factors -internalization of
patriarchy and socialization of gender messages- directly and indirectly via personal
cognitive factor —acceptance of psychological aggression- contributed to use of
psychological aggression among college students. The society they live in affected
college students’ cognitions and behaviors regarding aggression in dating
relationships (Dobash & Dobash, 1979); that is, societal variables seem to set the
stage for aggression. Derived from Social Learning Theory, perceived parental factor
—mother to father psychological aggression- directly and indirectly via personal

cognitive factor —acceptance of psychological aggression- contributed to use of
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psychological aggression among college students. Observation of parents’ aggressive
behaviors directly or indirectly through cognitive meditational processes influenced
college students’ aggressive behaviors against their dating partners (Bandura, 1971).
A picture of key theories of dating violence was initially shaped in Turkish culture in
the present study. However, a cursory glance brought out some provocative findings.
No links between witnessing father to mother psychological aggression, acceptance
of psychological aggression, sexist beliefs and psychological aggression were
established. That is, witnessing father to mother psychological aggression was not
directly or indirectly related to psychological dating aggression, witnessing mother to
father psychological aggression was, though. Very broadly, witnessing aggression
from parents was perceived differently for participants. Another not provocative but
accordingly interesting finding to note is the uncorrelation of sexist beliefs to
witnessing interparental aggression. Very broadly, perceived parental factors
appeared to have less explanatory power than societal factors and acceptance of

psychological aggression had a mediating role as a personal cognitive factor.

The present study was depended on the premise that psychological aggression, as a
measure, is multidimensional (Bonechi & Tani, 2011; Murphy & Hoover, 1999;
Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013) and, as a model, is multifaceted. To
briefly conclude, the findings supported the premise. College students’ engagement
in psychologically aggressive behaviors was highly affected by societal, perceived
parental and personal cognitive factors.

In a nutshell, the preliminary findings announced weak to strong relationships
between the exogenous, mediator and endogenous variables. Specifically, the
associations between patriarchy and sexist beliefs, and acceptance of psychological
aggression and use of psychological aggression were the most strongest. In the
prediction of psychological aggression, acceptance of psychological aggression was
the most salient factor. The associations between gender socialization and sexist
beliefs, and gender socialization and use of psychological aggression were the
weakest. In the prediction of psychological aggression, gender socialization was the

most ambiguous factor.
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In the remaining part, the specific hypotheses stated earlier in the introduction were
separately discussed. Considering the direct effects (paths), 10 out of 14 hypotheses
were supported. Considering the indirect effects (mediation), three out of eight

hypotheses were supported.

Hypothesis 1 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
would significantly and directly be related to use of psychological aggression. Under

the first hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis were formulated.

Path A predicted a significant direct relationship would exist between patriarchy and
use of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was supported and the direction was
positive. That is, college students with higher internalized patriarchy tended to
perpetrate more psychological aggression against their dating partners. Though
defined and measured patriarchy differently, this finding was mainly supportive of
previous ones in literature, regardless of gender (Dye & Davis, 2003; Follingstad et
al., 2002; Hammock & O’Hearn, 2002; Karakurt & Cumbie; 2012; Hatipoglu-Siimer
& Toplu, 2011). That is, patriarchy is not associated with male-only psychological
aggression. When gender differences emerged, the findings contradicted (Jenkins &
Aube, 2002). Defining patriarchy as traditionality, Jenkins and Aube (2002) found
that for males being more traditional and for females being more egalitarian
increased the risk of perpetration of psychological aggression. In other words, being
patriarchal was associated with only men’s aggression. Yet, the researchers further
found that, for both genders, being hostile and in the need of controlling were best
predictors of engagement in psychologically aggressive acts (Jenkins & Aube, 2002).
To put it differently, egalitarian dating women are expected to commit psychological
aggression while traditional ones are not. The women participants of the current
study were averagely patriarchal and thus they can be considered either traditional or
egalitarian. In either ways, they committed psychological aggression. The men
participants were, to a large extent, patriarchal compared to women. Though seems
complicated, combining the present finding with previous literature, the right

question to ask might be what motives those traditional/patriarchal women to be
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hostile and controlling in their dating relationships; is it self defense
(Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012) or resentment (Jenkins & Aube, 2002;
Hammock & O’Hearn, 2002) as feminist have argued? The literature is clear about
men’s best motive; it is power and control (Franchina et al., 2001; Langhinrichsen-
Rohling et al., 2012). Considering resentment, Jenkins and Aube (2002) and
Hammock and O’Hearn (2002) alleged that women when continuously concede to
“the good girl” image, the demands of partner and relationship may be more prone to
feel resentment in the long term, and thus use psychological aggression against
partners. Overall, though it is beyond the scope of the present study and sounds
speculative, the findings might allude to the possibility that college dating women

and men both aggress to their partners, but for different reasons.

Path B proposed a significant direct relationship between gender socialization and
psychological aggression. The hypothesis was confirmed and the direction was
positive. That is, college students who were bombarded with strict gender- related
messages while growing up from parents were more prone to use psychological
aggression toward their dating partners. Sad to say, the association between gender
socialization and psychological aggression has been a neglected area. Despite to this
possible hypothetical association, there is no empirical finding investigated to
compare and contrast. The finding told the readers the lack of gender difference,
which might be confusing, but it is not. In dating relationships, in our culture, college
men and women evaluate relationships differently; women constantly worry about
their relationships, while men do when they have conflict in the relationship
(Hortagsu, 2015); that is, women are more relationship-oriented. The messages (i.e.,
“Women are naturally just more nurturing than men” and “Women are happiest
when they are in a relationship”) they receive while growing up also support this as
measured by socialization of gender norms scale (Epstein, 2008) in the present study.
Consistent with being relationship-oriented, when conflict arises in the relationships,
women try to handle it, while men avoid (Hammock & O’Hearn, 2002) and the
mismatch distress women more than men (Rusbult, Johson, & Morrow, 1986). This
distress and disappointment in the end might result in psychological aggression

perpetration. Men, on the other hand, receive messages such as “no man wants a
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woman to boss him around” and “a real man gets what he wants” while growing up
(Epstein, 2008), which automatically facilitates their use of aggression,
psychological or not. For women, on the other hand, only way to aggress seems
psychological rather than sexual and physical. It should be noted that as a
conceptually well developed yet empirically poorly supported concept, more
evidence is needed for the aforesaid theoretical link between gender socialization and
psychological aggression. It is difficult to discuss evidently with such insufficient
evidences. In sum, the society related variables assessed in the current study
favorably predicted psychological aggression in college students’ dating

relationships.

Hypothesis 2 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
would significantly and directly be related to personal cognitive variables
(acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs). Under the first
hypothesis, four sub-hypothesis were formulated. Since findings regarding specific
hypotheses were too limited, a general discussion was held, after the sub-hypotheses

were briefly and individually summarized.

Path C forecasted a significant direct relationship would exist between patriarchy and
acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was accepted and the
direction was positive. In other words, college students with higher internalized
patriarchy were more inclined to accept psychological aggression against their dating

partners.

Path D hypothesized a significant direct relationship between patriarchy and sexist
beliefs. The hypothesis was verified. The relationship was significant and positive. In
other saying, dating college students with more internalized societal patriarchy were

more likely to have sexist beliefs.

Path E predicted a significant direct relationship would exist between gender
socialization and acceptance psychological aggression. The hypothesis was

approved. The relationship was significant and positive. To put it different way,
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dating college students who were exposed to traditional gender role messages from
parents while growing up had a tendency to accept psychological aggression against

their partners.

Path F proposed a direct significant relationship between gender socialization and
sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was validated. The relationship was significant and
positive. Namely, dating college students who received specific messages promoting
gender inequality from their families during childhood were more vulnerable to

exhibit sexist beliefs.

Regarding four sub-hypotheses, the finding mainly displays similarities with the
previous ones in the literature (Capezza &Arriaga, 2008). Capezza and Arriaga
(2008) stated that compared to less patriarchal college students, more patriarchal
ones perceived psychological aggression as more “acceptable”, “positive”, and less
“blameworthy” and “abusive”. Remembering that Turkish culture is largely
patriarchic and accordingly the families are (Kagit¢ibasi, 1982), it is not plausible to
infer that societal patriarchy is translated into individual beliefs, attitudes and
acceptance of aggression. As an answer to how this translation occurs, Capezza and
Arriaga (2008) introduced “attributions”; patriarchal people attribute aggression to

victims, not to the perpetrators.

Considering the societal patriarchy and sexist beliefs link, the finding was supported
by earlier studies (Forbes et al., 2004; Franchina et al., 2001; Karakurt et al. 2013;
Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001). Moderate to strong positive associations between
dominance and egalitarian attitudes and moderate to strong negative associations
between egalitarian attitudes and sexism was demonstrated by Karakurt et al. (2013)
as the current study did. The robust negative relation between egalitarianism and
specifically sexism was made apparent among Japanese and American (Yamawaki,
Ostenson, & Brown, 2009) and Turkish college students (Sakalli, 2001). Though
studied with only males, Franchina et al. (2001) acknowledged that college students

when perceived that their masculinity (the power that think they spontaneously have)
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was threatened by their female dating partners, cognitive and affective negative

attributes —such as sexism- against partners augmented.

No earlier study has attempted to investigate the connections between gender
socialization and acceptance of psychological aggression, and gender socialization
sexist beliefs, so there are no findings to compare with our results. Taking the four
sub-hypotheses together under the second hypothesis, it is possible to state that the
findings supported the proposed direct role of societal factors on personal cognitive
factors. Societal patriarchy and families delivering patriarchal messages through
gender socialization foster aggression-supportive attitudes and beliefs such as
acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist belief; that is, personal cognitive
factors might be micro-social expressions of broader patriarchy and family
(DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1993).

Hypothesis 3 assumed that personal cognitive variables (acceptance of psychological
aggression and sexist beliefs) will significantly and directly be related to use of
psychological aggression. Under the third hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis were
formulated.

Path G forecasted a significant direct relationship between acceptance of
psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was
justified. The relationship was significant and positive. Dating college students who
were more accepting of psychological aggression engaged in more psychological
aggression toward their partners. The finding obtained in the present study paralleled
with the previous ones that acceptance of psychological aggression and use of
psychological aggression is closely linked regardless of gender (i.e., Aloia &
Solomon, 2013; Capezza &Arriaga, 2008; Fincham et al., 2008; Forbes et al., 2006;
Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001). As the only exceptions, Forbes et al. (2004) reported
large gender differences -the association was significant only for males, and White
and Humprey (1994) found no association for females. Supporting the theory of
planned behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), the relations between beliefs, attitudes,

intentions and behaviors are possibly proved. One possible explanation for the

189



aforementioned gender difference and/or insignificance might be the “intentions”
mediating the link between attitudes (acceptance of psychological aggression) and
behavior (use of psychological aggression). As Forbes et al. (2004) also suggested as
reason, college females could use psychological aggression as self defensive in those
studies. In that sense, according to the theory of Fishbein and Azjen (1975), college
students who used psychological aggression as a self defense may neither have
positive attitudes nor intend to aggress. The correlational/cross-sectional design of
the current study does not allow us to make inferences that which one comes first
(acceptance or aggression) or which causes which but some scholars, with the help of
longitudinal designs, asserted that attitudes (acceptance) might follow the behaviors
(psychological aggression) (Nabors & Jasinski, 2009; Orpinas et al., 2013).
Consequently, it is possible that acceptance of psychological aggression and use of
psychological aggression reinforce each other, which has crucial influence on the
prevention and intervention efforts of psychological aggression at college campuses.

Path H foresaw a significant direct relationship between sexist beliefs and use of
psychological aggression. The hypothesis was agreed. The relationship was
significant but surprisingly negative. Dating college students who held more sexist
beliefs perpetrated less psychological aggression against their partners. The literature
revealed contradictory evidence on the proposed link. Most of the studies found
positive associations (Forbes et al., 2004; Forbes et al., 2006; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe,
2001; Rojas-Solis & Raimundez, 2011) while the remaining a few studies found
insignificant associations (Karakurt et al., 2013). Furthermore, there was somewhat
inconsistent evidence regarding whether gender had an impact on the link. For
example, Karakurt and Cumbie’s (2012) study presented the positive connection
between sexism and psychological aggression only for females. The connection was
evident only for males in Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe’s (2012) study. Distinctively, more
sexist men and less sexist women perpetrated more psychological aggression in
Jenkins and Aube’s (2002) research. The “motives” (self defense vs. power/control)
were referred for interpretation. Keeping this in mind, it was suggested that some
variables at the societal (and/or familial) variables might function as a “suppressor

variable” by masking or reducing a “true” association between a criterion and
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predictor variable, between sexism and use of psychological aggression in this case.
The researcher did not investigate which variable acted as a suppressor, but it
warrants further investigation. One possible explanation is that such hostilely sexist
college students might decrease involvement in psychologically aggressive acts since
they have alternative ways to behave aggressively such as physical and sexual; that
IS, psychological aggression may act as a precursor of sexual and physical assault
(i.e., Murphy & O’Leary, 1989; O’Leary, 1999). Alternatively, hostilely sexist
students may not perceive psychological aggression as abusive; thus, underreported
it. Consistent with the explanation, Yamawaki et al. (2009) represented that hostile
sexism and perceived seriousness of aggression were considerably and reasonably
correlated for Japanese and American college students, respectively. The associations
were negative. Maybe, hostile sexism functions differently in Turkish culture for any
unclarified points here. Any further discussion would be speculative rather than
interpretative. Additional research is called to grasp the meaning of sexist beliefs and

psychological aggression amongst dating college students.

Hypothesis 4 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
would significantly and directly be related to psychological aggression. Under the

fourth hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis were formulated.

Path | predicted a significant direct relationship would exist between witnessing
father to mother psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression. The
hypothesis was rejected. The relationship was non-significant; in a word, college
students’ witnessing their fathers’ use of psychological aggression to their mothers’
was unrelated. The finding was consistent with some of the findings (Alexander et
al., 1991; Edwards et al., 2014; Shook et al, 2000; White & Humphrey, 1994) and
inconsistent with most of the other findings (Black et al., 2010; Cui et al., 2010;
Edwards et al., 2009; Karakurt et al., 2013; Kennedy et al., 2002; Reitzel-Jaffe &
Wolfe, 2001). For example, Cui et al. (2010) demonstrated a moderate association
among interparental verbal aggression and partner verbal aggression regardless of

gender. Though weak, Edwards et al. (2009) also reported that paternal verbal abuse
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was related to verbal perpetration among college women. In Kennedy et al’s. (2002)
study, for both males and females, witnessing interparental psychological aggression
was independent of daily relationship conflict, but a more intriguing pattern, in
which gender differed, was observed. For males witnessing father, for females
witnessing mother psychological aggression contributed greater daily anger.
Congruently, witnessing male and female parental conflict had a direct effect on
male and female relationship aggression, respectively, in Karakurt et al.’s (2013)
study. Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe (2001) stated the direct effect as well, but only for
males. Black et al. (2010), taking a step further, identified that current witnessing of
interparental psychological aggression had an effect upon use of psychological

aggression among emerging adults.

Path J proposed a significant direct relationship between witnessing mother to father
psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was
supported and the direction was positive. That is, college students who witnessed
their mothers’ use of more psychological aggression toward their fathers’ were more
liable to perpetrate acts of psychological aggression toward partners in their current
dating relationships. Still, the literature is confusing and contradictory. There are
some studies finding significant and positive association between witnessing
interparental aggression and psychological aggression (Black et al., 2010; Edwards et
al., 2009; Karakurt et al., 2013; Kennedy et al., 2002; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001,
White & Humphrey, 1994). For example, witnessing parental aggression was a
predictor for female college students’ psychological aggression (White & Humphrey,
1994). Specifically speaking, Edwards et al. (2009) pointed that witnessing maternal
verbal use contributed to the females’ use of verbal aggression. Likewise, witnessing
male and female parental conflict had a direct effect on male and female relationship
aggression, respectively, in Karakurt et al.’s (2013) study. Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe
(2001) declared the direct effect as well, but only for males. Additionally, Black et
al.’s (2010) finding —the relationship between not retrospective but current
witnessing of interparental psychological aggression and use of psychological
aggression- was also significant regardless of gender. Some other studies found no
significant relationship (Edwards et al., 2014; Shook et al, 2000).
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As fairly clear, the literature indicated mixed results for the relationship between
witnessing interparental aggression and psychological aggression perpetration. Those
variations were mostly related to the issues such as gender (male only vs. female
only or both), sampling (adolescents, college students, adult daters), instrumentation,
statistical procedures (manifest vs. latent variables), in-separation of variables
(witnessing vs. experiencing or witnessing interparental vs. witnessing father to
mother and mother to father) and the inconsistency between antecedent and outcome
variable (physical witnessing but psychological aggression). Due to such variations,
findings seem far from being conclusive. Even so, finding that witnessing mother to
father and father to mother psychological aggression operates differently is worthy of
discussion. Given the mutuality -high correlation between witnessing mother to
father and father to mother psychological aggression in the current study- it is
intriguing that only witnessing mother to father psychological aggression emerged as
significant predictor for both gender. This difference might stem from a couple of
reasons. The first one might be the widespread perception that psychological
aggression is identified with women perpetrators and physical aggression is with men
perpetrators (Williams et al., 2012). The second might be related to the theoretical
arguments; social learning theorists assert that women are more tended to model
mothers’ behaviors, while men are fathers’ ones (Mischel, 1966). Consistent with
these explanations, Eriksson and Mazerolle (2015) found that for males — father only
and bidirectional observation (not mother only) predicted males’ physical aggression,
but all associations were non-significant for females. Males, in the current study,
seemed to ruin the modeling argument; but the intense relationship between boys and
their mothers in our culture (Hortagsu, 2015) may operate similarly as the one
between girls and their mothers. Taken together, dating college students could be
more likely to imitate psychological aggression from their mothers to fathers, and
thus committed more psychological aggression. The next hypothesis of the study
(Hypothesis 5, path K and N) would also be helpful to interpret this result.
Participants who witnessed more mother-to-father psychological aggression were
more acceptive of psychological aggression. The path was non-significant for father

to mother psychological aggression; that is witnessing father-to-mother
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psychological aggression was related neither to acceptance of psychological
aggression nor use of psychological aggression in the current study. The intensive
relationship as a caregiver between mother and child compared to the one between
father and child (Hortagsu, 2015) might be third reason. Witnessing mothers’
psychological aggression toward fathers, yet abusive, may be tolerable. According to
the finding, first attempts to understand whether transmission of psychological
aggression is role specific (males-father to mother and females-mother to father
psychological aggression) remained unclear; yet, it obviously appears that witnessing
mother to father and father to mother psychological aggression function differently
for both gender. This highlights the significance of further investigation of

witnessing interparental psychological aggression.

Hypothesis 5 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
would significantly and directly be related to personal cognitive variables
(acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs). Under the first
hypothesis, four sub-hypothesis were formulated. Due to the quite limited literature,
a general discussion was held, after the sub-hypotheses were briefly and individually

summarized.

Path K forecasted a significant direct relationship would exist between witnessing
father to mother psychological aggression and acceptance of psychological
aggression. The hypothesis was refuted, the relationship was non-significant. In other
words, witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and acceptance of

psychological aggression were unrelated.

Path L hypothesized a significant direct relationship between witnessing father to
mother psychological aggression and sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was disapproved,
the relationship was non-significant. In other saying, dating college students’
witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and sexist beliefs were

unconnected.
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Path M predicted a significant direct relationship would exist between witnessing
mother to father psychological aggression and acceptance of psychological
aggression. The hypothesis was supported. The relationship was significant and
positive. To put it different way, dating college students who were exposed to mother
to father psychological aggression while growing up had a tendency to accept
psychological aggression against their partners in their current relationships.

Path N proposed a direct significant relationship between witnessing mother to father
psychological aggression and sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was unsupported, the
relationship was non-significant. Namely, dating college students’ recalling of

mother to father psychological aggression and sexist beliefs were not related.

Regarding four sub-hypotheses, there is more literature on acceptance of
psychological aggression and witnessing interparental psychological aggression.
Frankly speaking, literature on the association between sexist beliefs and witnessing
interparental psychological aggression is nearly absent. Previous studies broadly
reported either a significant positive relationship (Clarey et al., 2010; Eriksson &
Mazerolle, 2015; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe (2012) or no relationship between
acceptance of psychological aggression and witnessing interparental psychological
aggression (Carr & Vandeusen, 2002; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe (2012). The findings of
the present study were literally in line with that of Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe (2012).
Witnessing mother to father aggression was positively related to acceptance while
witnessing father to mother was not. As previously discussed (Hypothesis 4, Path J),
several arguments might be raised for the difference such as perceptions and
modeling. The findings suggest that witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression rather than witnessing father to mother may put college students at greater
risk of acceptance of psychological aggression they witnessed.

Considering the association between witnessing interparental psychological
aggression and sexist beliefs, a similar aforementioned pattern was identified, but the
nonsignificant associations (Carr & Vandeusen, 2002; Karakurt et al., 2013)
outweighed the significant positive ones (Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2012). The findings
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in the current study supported the former. Only Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe (2012) found
a significant correlation between witnessing wife to husband aggression and sexist
beliefs and witnessing husband to wife and sexist beliefs. More interestingly, the
strongest path in the model was the one between negative beliefs regarding gender,
and violence and negative peer associations (Reitzel Jaffe & Wolfe, 2012). The
negative beliefs mediated the relationship between family of origin aggression and
relationship aggression, and the negative peer associations did further mediate the
relationship between negative beliefs and relationship aggression (Reitzel Jaffe &
Wolfe, 2012). Given (1) the mostly non-significant associations between witnessing
interparental aggression and sexist beliefs, and (2) the peer influence on the attitudes
(DeKeseredy, 1990; Reitzel Jaffe & Wolfe, 2012; Ryan & Kanjorski, 1998), it might
not be bizarre to infer that sexist beliefs might be affected from peers rather than
families. More precisely, it is possible that there is not a direct effect between
witnessing interparental aggression and sexist beliefs; possible meditating effect
needs to be tested such as peer effect or other personal cognitive (justifications of the
psychological aggression), situational (threat susceptibility) and skill related (anger

management, communication, emotion regulation skills) variables.

Hypothesis 6 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
would significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression
through the acceptance of psychological aggression. Under the sixth hypothesis, two
sub-hypothesis were formulated.

Hypothesis 6a forecasted a significant indirect relationship would exist between
patriarchy and use of psychological aggression through the acceptance of
psychological aggression. The hypothesis was verified. The mediation effect was
significant, positive, but partial. That is, college students with higher internalized
societal patriarchy were more inclined to accept psychological aggression, and thus

engaged in more psychologically aggressive behaviors toward their dating partners.

Hypothesis 6b hypothesized a significant indirect relationship between gender

socialization and use of psychological aggression through the acceptance of
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psychological aggression. The hypothesis was approved. The mediation effect was
significant, positive, but partial. In other words, dating college students who received
more gender specific messages while growing up were more likely to accept
psychological aggression, which in turn contributed to use of more psychological

aggression toward their partners.

The literature has been scarce regarding the associations between patriarchy,
acceptance of psychological aggression, and use of psychological aggression,
presumably in part due to the belief that patriarchy and psychological aggression is
irrelevant. This is true for gender socialization, acceptance of psychological
aggression, and psychological aggression perpetration literature, as well.
Conversely, the findings in the present study made it evident that patriarchy and
gender socialization had both direct and indirect effects on use of psychological
aggression. Findings suggest that acceptance of psychological aggression places
college students, who internalized societal patriarchy and received gender
stereotypical messages in their families while growing up, at relatively higher risk for
psychological aggression in their current dating relationships. Though patriarchy in
the society and gender stereotypical messages received cannot be altered in the short
term with individual efforts, cognitions could be. The findings, very concisely,
illustrate the significance of investigating the co-influence of societal and personal
cognitive (more particularly acceptance of psychological aggression) variables on the
prediction, and eventually, the prevention and intervention for psychological

aggression among dating college students.

Hypothesis 7 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
would significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression
through the acceptance of psychological aggression. Under the seventh hypothesis,

two sub-hypothesis were formulated.

Hypothesis 7a predicted a significant indirect relationship would exist between

witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and use of psychological
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aggression through the acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was
rejected. The mediation effect was non-significant. That is, the association between
witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and use of psychological
aggression was not mediated by acceptance of psychological aggression amongst

dating college students.

Hypothesis 7b proposed a significant indirect relationship between witnessing
mother to father psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression
through the acceptance of psychological aggression. The hypothesis was validated.
The mediation effect was significant and positive, but partial. That is, college
students who were exposed to mother to father psychological aggression while
growing up were more prone to accept psychological aggression against dating
partners, which in turn, leaded to use of more psychological aggression toward their
dating partners.

The hypotheses regarding the meditational role of acceptance of psychological
aggression were partially supported. But yet, at large, the mediation effect for
witnessing interparental aggression and psychological aggression was in line with the
previous findings (Aloia & Solomon, 2013; Alexander et al., 1991; Clarey et al.,
2010; O’Hearn & Margolin, 2000; O’Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001).
Alexander et al. (1991), for example, -though not separated as mother and father-
demonstrated that students witnessing aggression in the family and holding accepting
attitudes perpetrated more verbal aggression. Further, Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe
(2001), just like in the current study, reported both direct and indirect effect between
family of origin violence and relationship abuse, and through negative beliefs
regarding gender and acceptability of aggression, respectively. One unique finding of
the present study was the parental differences in mediation. The mediating effect was
affirmed only for mother-to-father psychological aggression, not for father-to-
mother. The findings suggested that witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression rather than witnessing father to mother may put college students at risk of
acceptance of psychological aggression they witnessed, ~ which in turn, may further

increase the risk of use of psychological aggression. Theoretical and cultural
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explanations, -the author does not find it necessary to repeat- were offered for the
difference. The most common issue raised by the researchers who found such a
mediating role was the necessity of prevention/intervention programs with a focus on
challenging acceptability of (psychological) aggression among college students as

the author did in the previous discussion.

Hypothesis 8 assumed that societal variables (patriarchy and gender socialization)
would significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression
through sexist beliefs. Under the eighth hypothesis, two sub-hypothesis were
formulated.

Hypothesis 8a forecasted a significant indirect relationship would exist between
patriarchy and use of psychological aggression through sexist beliefs. The hypothesis
was rejected. The mediation effect was non-significant. In other words, sexist beliefs
did not mediate the relationship between patriarchy and use of psychological

aggression among dating college students.

Hypothesis 8b hypothesized a significant indirect relationship between gender
socialization and use of psychological aggression through sexist beliefs. The
hypothesis was refuted. The mediation effect was non-significant. In other saying,
sexist beliefs did not mediate the relationship between gender socialization and use
of psychological aggression among dating college students.

As aforementioned previously as one of the gaps, the literature has been dearth of
studies investigating the associations between patriarchy and gender socialization
and use of psychological aggression via sexist beliefs, which makes comparisons
impossible. Though literature regarding the associations between patriarchy and
sexist beliefs (Forbes et al., 2004; Franchina et al., 2001; Karakurt et al. 2013;
Reitzel-Jaffe & Wolfe, 2001; Yamawaki et al., 2009), and sexist beliefs and
psychological aggression (Forbes et al., 2004; Forbes et al., 2006; Reitzel-Jaffe &
Wolfe, 2001; Rojas-Solis & Raimundez, 2011) have been built, in the present study,

the mediating role of sexist beliefs was not supported. That is, sexist beliefs did not
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increase or decrease the likelihood of perpetrating psychological aggression among
dating college students who internalized societal patriarchy and received traditional
gender role messages. One possible explanation might be measurement. Based upon
the burgeoning literature, the researcher utilized Hostile Sexism subscale of
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996) to gauge the endorsement of
sexist beliefs as a personal cognitive variable. Forbes et al. (2004) evidently argued
that Hostile Sexism involves not only “cognitive schemas” but also “affective
components” thus, interpretation of the scale is often “confounding” (p.252). They
further argued that in the sexism and aggression association, it is the affective
component, which is closely related to psychological aggression. Moreover, specific
manifestations of cognitive schemas such as acceptance of aggression were
suggested (Forbes et al., 2004). Second possible explanation might be lack of such an
indirect relationship; that is, broader societal and cultural contexts might be directly
tied to use of psychological aggression as in the current study or sexist beliefs,
themselves, may not be sufficiently enough to commit psychological dating
aggression. More intense cognitive tendencies such as acceptance of psychological
aggression and intentions to psychologically aggress may be required. If the reason is
not Forbes et al.’s (2004) cognition-affection distinction, the lack of indirect-
association seems to make the role of sociocultural perspectives (patriarchy and
gender socialization in this case) appear to be considerably larger (Burt, 1980; Forbes
et al., 2004).

Hypothesis 9 assumed that perceived parental variables (witnessing father to mother
psychological aggression and witnessing mother to father psychological aggression)
would significantly and indirectly be related to use of psychological aggression
through sexist beliefs. Under the ninth hypothesis, two subhypothesis were
formulated.

Hypothesis 9a predicted a significant indirect relationship would exist between
witnessing father to mother psychological aggression and use of psychological
aggression through sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was disapproved. The mediation

effect was non-significant. That is, the association between witnessing father to
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mother psychological aggression and psychological aggression perpetration was not
mediated by sexist beliefs amongst dating college students.

Hypothesis 9b proposed a significant indirect relationship between witnessing
mother to father psychological aggression and use of psychological aggression
through sexist beliefs. The hypothesis was unsupported. The mediation effect was
non- significant. That is, the association between witnessing mother to father
psychological aggression and psychological aggression perpetration was not

mediated by sexist beliefs amongst dating college students.

In the light of mediational role of sexist beliefs in the relations between witnessing
interparental psychological aggression and the use of psychological aggression, the
literature has more to say beyond direct relationships, and, the findings seems
somewhat consistent on the matter (Karakurt et al., 2013; Eriksson & Mazerolle,
2015). For example, Karakurt et al. (2013) found no mediational association for
egalitarian attitudes across gender. Likewise, in Eriksson and Mazerolle’s (2015)
study, mediator of attitudes toward wife beating was insignificant, as well. The
present finding supported the existing ones. To put it differently, sexist beliefs did
not increase or decrease the likelihood of perpetrating psychological aggression
among dating college students who witnessed interparental psychological aggression.
The study found such a (partial) mediation for the relation between witnessing
mother to father psychological aggression and psychological aggression via
acceptance of psychological aggression (Hypothesis 7b). This brought the cognitive-
affective component discussion (Hypothesis 8a) into mind. Both Karakurt et al.
(2013) and Eriksson and Mazerolle (2015) utilized a battery of scales including
sexism and attitudes to measure sexist beliefs. Keeping Forbes et al.’s (2004)
argument about hostile sexism in mind, it is well-accepted that attitudes have
cognitive (beliefs), affective (feelings) and behavioral (past experience) components
(Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960). More explicitly, specific expressions for cognitive
schemas such as acceptance of aggression were offered (Forbes et al., 2004). For
witnessing mother to father psychological aggression, a direct association is evident

in the present study; thus, the role of witnessing appears to be relatively noticeable.
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The associations between sexist beliefs, peer effect, and psychological aggression
have fairly been documented by Reitzel-Jaffe and Wolfe (2001). It is likely that there
are some other dynamics to shape sexist beliefs, one of which might be peer effect.
Taken hypotheses eight and nine together, the answer to how the relationship
mechanism occurs between societal and perceived parental variables have become

clearer; through acceptance of aggression, not sexist beliefs.

5.3 Implications for Theory, Research, and Practice

The present study investigated the associations between societal and perceived
parental variables and psychological aggression perpetration via mediating personal
cognitive factors among a large sample of undergraduate and graduate dating
students enrolled at major state and private universities in Ankara. Therefore, the
study has the capacity to produce useful information in order to understand use of
psychological aggression of dating college students in Turkey, and the results of the
study have the potential to offer insights for future efforts either to prevent or
intervene psychological dating aggression perpetration. In the section that follows,
the implications were identified.

5.3.1 Implications for theory

Theoretically, this study once more confirmed that psychological aggression is
multidimensional -rather than unidimensional- including related but different aspects
as suggested by Murphy and Hoover (1999). Therefore, exploring psychological
aggression through Murphy and Hoover’s (1999) Multidimensional Measure of
Emotional Abuse can not only enhance the understanding of psychological dating
aggression among college students in Turkey but also allow cross-cultural research
since it has English and Italian (Bonechi & Tani, 2011) versions, as well. Cross
culture comparisons are informative regarding what is culture specific and culture
general (universal). Furthermore, the present study supported and enhanced the
premise that psychological dating aggression is a complex, rather than a simple

phenomenon. The model derived from Feminist and Social Learning Theory
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provided evidence that both societal, perceived parental and personal cognitive
variables are important in gaining insight into psychological aggression among
dating college students. Societal variables displayed more explanatory power than
perceived parental and personal cognitive factors. In that sense, the findings of the
current study can considerably contribute to the efforts in developing a psychological
dating aggression theory on the national and international basis.

5.3.2 Implications for research

Along with theoretical contributions, the results of the current study presented
significant empirical findings concerning the predictive role of variables on
psychological aggression perpetration Firstly, patriarchy, as the key variable of
societal variables, was the second strongest predictor of psychological aggression
with a direct and indirect effect via acceptance of psychological aggression. Though
not strongest as patriarchy, gender socialization had a direct and indirect effect, as
well. That is, the society/culture in which a person lives, and the messages a person
receives, not surprisingly, seem to set the stage for psychological aggression. The
evidence on the behalf of the premise that intimate partner violence is rooted in
society challenges Dutton and Nicholl’s (2005) narrower premise that intimate
partner violence is rooted in psychopathology. The theoretical and empirical
implications, in the long term, reflect themselves in practical ones, which were

discussed in the next section.

The perceived parental variables, did not contribute to the predictive power of
psychological aggression as much as hypothesized, yet, an intriguing finding
emerged. Only witnessing mother to father psychological aggression directly
increased the likelihood of engaging in psychological aggression. The indirect effect
via acceptance of psychological aggression was evident, as well. This provided
partial support for social learning perspective of psychological aggression
perpetration (Follette & Alexander, 1992). Yet, the finding might be worthwhile for
national psychological aggression literature while developing prevention and
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intervention programs. The researchers are suggested to keep parent specific patterns
in mind and plan the content accordingly.

As the strongest predictor of the personal cognitive variables and the model, and as
the consistent mediator in the relation between societal and perceived parental
variables, the contribution of acceptance of psychological aggression is substantially
valuable. Exposure to psychological aggression in the intimate relationships through
society, family -and media, as well- seems to desensitize college students to
psychological aggression, and thus increases the likelihood of acceptance of it, which
in turn, promotes use of psychological aggression. Concordantly, the role of
acceptance of psychological aggression is beyond argument although which one
precedes which one is not free from controversy. According to Fishbein and Ajzen
(1975) attitudes come first. Contrary to theory, Nabor and Jasinski (2009) challenge
attitude-behavior cycle, proving evidence from longitudinal data. In either situation,

acceptance of psychological aggression is empirically and practically influential.

5.3.3 Implications for practice

Practically, the findings have quite a lot to inform program developers, psychological
counselors, counselor educators, university administrators and policy makers.

Implications were discussed in detailed in the following paragraphs.

The present study produced valuable information for understanding prevalence,
psychological dating aggression, and associated contributing factors such as
internalized patriarchy, early gender socialization messages, witnessing mother to
father psychological aggression, and acceptance of psychological aggression. All
those contributing factors give cues for practitioners whose purpose is to develop
programs to prevent psychological dating aggression. The prevention programs, very
broadly, are divided into two as primary and secondary (Cornelius & Resseguie,
2006). The former aims to prevent before dating violence occurs while the latter one
aims to prevent already occurring violence in dating relationship but both target the

entire population within high schools and college settings and/or risk groups
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(Cornelius & Resseguie, 2006). As the variables of the current study, internalized
patriarchy, early gender socialization messages, witnessing mother to father
psychological aggression, and acceptance of psychological aggression may
contribute to both types of prevention programs. More specifically, as the societal
and perceived parental variables, patriarchy, gender socialization, and witnessing
mother to father psychological aggression reflect themselves in the personal
cognitive variables such as acceptance of the psychological aggression. Personal
cognitive variables such as attitudes toward justifying aggression (Avery-Leaf,
Cascardi, O’Leary, & Cano, 1997), power issues and gender inequality (Avery et al.,
1997), gender-based expectations (Foshee & Langwick, 2004), gender role
stereotyping (Schwartz, Magee, Griffin, & Dupuis, 2004), justification of dating
aggression (Macgowan, 1997), knowledge and norms regarding dating violence
(Foshee & Langwick, 2004; Jaycox et al., 2006) have been at the core of those
programs. In this regard, designing prevention programs that include challenging and
altering acceptability of psychological aggression will, in the long term, be effective
in reducing psychological aggression perpetration and victimization, as well.
Keeping this in mind, Hendy et al. (2003) suggests that the success of
aggression/violence prevention programs will increase provided that they stay
focused on changing the aspects of cognition, affection and behaviors of aggressors
rather than victims. Thus, for secondary prevention programs, the author

recommends that aggressors be targeted, rather than victims.

Furthermore, considering the inconsistencies regarding gender differences in the
previous research, the proposed model was tested via multi sample structural
equation modeling, the results revealed that the associations did not vary across
gender; that is gender specific patterns did not emerge. The finding demonstrates that
the programs aiming at preventing and intervening should target men and women

dating college students together rather than separate.

The findings of the present study suggest that efforts to prevent psychological
aggression perpetration among college students should include parents as active

participants, as well since the parents have effect on college students’ thinking and

205



behaving. Though witnessing father to mother psychological aggression did not
directly or indirectly contributed to use of psychological aggression, the high
correlation between perceived parental variables make it evident that both parents
engage in psychological aggression. Further, the results in the current study
highlighted partial support for the assumptions of Social Learning Theory, which
state that witnessing mother to father psychological aggression directly and indirectly
via acceptability of psychological aggression is related to use of psychological
aggression. More specifically, it seems reasonable that for primary prevention, the
individual —for challenging the acceptability of psychological aggression-, for
secondary prevention, the parents should be targeted, as well. For intervention,
attempts to challenge cognitions such as acceptance of the psychological aggression,
attitudes toward justifying aggression power issues and gender inequality, gender-
based expectations, gender role stereotyping, justification of dating aggression,
knowledge and norms regarding dating violence might teach the college students
how to filter perceived parental factors (witnessing mother to father psychological
aggression in this study) and thus might help diminishing psychological dating
aggression. Nevertheless, the attempts may be insufficient for secondary prevention.
The parental interventions might focus on their acceptability of psychological
aggression and the negative influence of their psychologically aggressive behaviors

on their children.

The findings of the current study may inform college counselors of psychological
dating aggression, as well. Though the researcher has not come up with any
information on availability of college students seeking help specifically for
psychological dating aggression, it is clear that they ask help for “romantic
relationships”, “communication problems”, and “ending the relationship” (Yerin-
Giineri, 2006; Yerin-Giineri, Aydin, & Skovholt, 2003). Moreover, it is evidently
known that college students are not aware of the seriousness, harmfulness, and
abusiveness of psychological dating aggression (Capezza & Arriaga, 2008; Williams
et al., 2012). Coupled with the unawareness of psychological aggression of college
counselors, the secrecy surrounds, which makes psychological aggression kept

hidden and unspoken. Therefore, it is essential for college counselors to be aware of
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psychological dating aggression and common presenting problems that co-occur with
psychological dating aggression (Murray & Kardatzske, 2007). Thus, to raise the
knowledge and awareness of counselors and/or mental health professionals in the
campus regarding psychological aggression and dating violence is one of the first
attempts to utilize. Taking it as a step further, university health and counseling
centers should integrate dating violence screening procedures into regular checks.
Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse Scale (Murphy & Hoover, 1999)
may operate as the assessment of psychological aggression during regular checks. If
the counselor gets the sense of psychological aggression/dating violence in the dating
relationship of the client, s/he needs to explore the severity and the aforementioned
risk factors (internalized patriarchy, early gender socialization messages, witnessing
mother to father psychological aggression, acceptance of psychological aggression,
sexist beliefs). More specifically, in intervention, a discussion of how college
students in the patriarchal culture with early traditional gender role messages
received and with witnessing mother to father psychological aggression in the family
would be at higher risk of acceptability and thus use of psychological aggression
might be included. Support groups might be formed for perpetrators. Furthermore,
for college students, psycho-educational group counseling programs designed to
enhance healthy and dating violence free relationships sound great. Challenging
myths regarding relationship expectations, dating norms, gender roles, dating
violence/psychological aggression, acceptability of aggression, sexist beliefs as the
personal reflections of patriarchal ideologies of the society may be the focus of the
psycho-educational group counseling programs. Peer counseling run by
undergraduates or graduates should be instituted to make sure that psychological

backup help available.

Counselor educators, first of all, should be knowledgeable and sensitive about dating
violence in general and psychological aggression in specific. Then, conveying this
knowledge and sensitivity to psychological counselor nominees is the next step.
Counselor educators can integrate issues related to the gender, definition, types,
motives, risk markers, consequences, prevention and intervention, and resources

available to seeking help into educational curriculum. This may be achieved in the
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courses offered or through reading lists, panels, seminars, etc. For the ones who are
interested in intimate partner violence/dating violence, psychological counselor
nominees may be guided to non-governmental organizations and educations/trainings
available. Above all, developing awareness into gender, patriarchy, gender role
socialization, and dating violence/psychological aggression would be exceptionally

valuable.

University administrations have a lot to do, as well. It is crucial to develop
campuswide awareness through events, posters, flyers, talks, seminars, etc to inform
students regarding dating violence/psychological aggression, prevention/intervention
efforts and resources available. University health and counseling services, offices
providing services to the students or university student clubs may collectively take
the responsibility to enhance awareness. The clubs, for example, may institute a “no
tolerance to dating violence/psychological aggression” policy. The perpetrators of
dating violence/psychological aggression are often reluctant to seek help due to the
unawareness (Smith & Donnelly, 2001). Thus, special emphasis on the awareness-
enhancing and help seeking facilities should be placed. An agent or office may be
founded in order to assist college students in trouble with psychological aggression
or efficient intercampus referrals should be provided. In sum, dating violence free

campus should be the policy of university administration.

The results of the study may inform the policy makers, as well. The Ministry of
Family and Social Policies should incorporate psychological aggression in intimate
relationships, including dating ones, into their policies, as well as physical, and
sexual violence. Dating violence such as domestic violence and violence against
women should be treated as a separate entity. The public should be reached and
educated through targeted messages that psychological aggression is not “normal”
rather “abusive” to increase broad awareness. This might be done both at the
community level and in the educational system. At the community level, non-
governmental organizations such as Mor Cati should be encouraged to involve in and
carry out such campaigns since they draw attention to dating violence and

psychological aggression for years. Media might be utilized for awareness raising
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through public service announcements. Dating violence in general and psychological
dating aggression in specific occurs as early as the preteen ages. Thus, Ministry of
Education should integrate dating violence/psychological aggression into curriculum
of middle and high schools. Awareness through events, posters, flyers, talks,
seminars should be part of every middle and high schools. Likewise, the Council of
Higher Education should integrate a must course regarding intimate partner violence
and/or dating violence into university curriculum. Considering the legal system, first
of all, the laws should be revised and renewed based on international human rights
treaties signed by Turkish state such as “Istanbul Sézlesmesi” (Mor ¢at1, 2014). Clear
and concrete sanctions are needed regarding the perpetrator of psychological (dating)
aggression depending upon the severity and psychological help should be one of
those sanctions. Mental health professionals, nongovernmental organizations, law
makers, and policy makers should collaborate to define the clear and concrete
sanctions. The implementation of the sanctions should be closely monitored by

independent agents.

5.4 Recommendations for Future Research

The current study was the first attempt to address the mediational role of personal
cognitive factors in the relation between societal and perceived parental factors and
use of psychological aggression among dating college students in Turkey. Therefore,
the findings should be considered as clearly preliminary. Yet, research on
psychological aggression is still in its infancy, and additional research is necessary to
build upon those preliminary findings. Thus, specific recommendations for future

research are presented in this section.

Derived from Feminist and Social Learning Theory, the study proposed and tested a
model in which the associations among societal (patriarchy, gender socialization),
perceived parental (witnessing interparental psychological aggression), personal
cognitive factors (acceptance of psychological aggression and sexist beliefs) and
psychological aggression were explored. However, patriarchy and gender

socialization are not single, unique indicators of societal factors, though gender
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socialization deserves the attention of further research. There are alternative societal
factors such as power and control (Woodin & O’Leary, 2009) and dominance
(Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012). Patriarchy-sounded variables such as masculinity
(Franchina et al., 2001) and threat susceptibility (Hammock & O’Hearn, 2002) are
also noteworthy to investigate. Considering Social Learning Theory, a whole lot
more research is needed. First and foremost, to shed light on the issue whether
witnessing interparental psychological aggression is gender specific, replications
should be attempted in the future research. Replications will further help ensure
whether witnessing mother to father, and father to mother psychological aggression
operate differently or not in Turkish culture. Moreover, family of origin
(international transmission of aggression) hypothesis derived from Social Learning
Theory includes not only “witnessing” but also “experiencing” aspect (Bandura,
1971; O’Leary, 1988; Riggs & O’Leary, 1989), which is also in the need of research.
Furthermore, a fuller understanding of the role personal cognitive factors requires
variables that are freed from affective components such as acceptance of
psychological aggression, justifications of psychological aggression, and intentions

for psychological aggression (Forbes et al., 2004).

Incorporated the theories of Feminist and Social Learning, the proposed model
explained 31% of the variance in psychological aggression. However, there are a
large number of multifaceted models of aggression from different theoretical
perspectives (i.e., Bell & Naugle, 2008; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Riggs &
O’Leary, 1989; Dutton, 1995), which have included several risk factors such as
demographics (gender, age, length of the relationship, seriousness of the
relationship), relational (satisfaction, investment, quality of alternatives,
commitment, attachment), intrapersonal (acceptance, sexism, beliefs, attitudes,
knowledge, perceptions, skill related-anger management, problem solving,
communication, emotion regulation— and personality related-The Big Five),
interpersonal (peer effect), and situational (use of alcohol and drugs, the role of
stress). Attempts to build new models with aforementioned variables or to test the
existing models would undoubtedly be insightful. Moreover, Turkish culture has

been regarded as collectivistic (Géregenli, 1997; Hortagsu, 2015; Imamoglu, 2003)
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and to reflect Turkish culture’s contribution to psychological aggression and the
related issues could be seemingly seminal. Additionally, on the basis of the often
cited antecedent in discussion, “motives” warrants further investigation to acquire a

thorough understanding of psychological aggression.

As a personal cognitive variable, acceptance of psychological aggression consistently
emerged as a significant mediator between societal and perceived parental variables
and psychological aggression. Promoting psychological dating aggression, research
into acceptability of psychological aggression would advance our knowledge.
However, some researchers, relying on longitudinal design, asserted that attitudes
follow aggression (Nabor & Jasinski, 2009). The design of the present study is
correlational and cross-sectional in nature, which limits causality. Therefore,
longitudinal research is needed to have a deeper understanding of acceptability-
aggression association. Longitudinal design will be helpful in testing the stability of
results for the other study variables such as witnessing interparental aggression and

sexist beliefs, as well.

The results of the multi-sample structural equation modeling indicated that the
structural model did not vary by gender. Though gender is a controversial issue, the
finding was largely in line with the psychological aggression literature (i.e., Cui et
al., 2010; Dye & Davis, 2003; Hammock & O’Hearn, 2002), if the model was not
analyzed individually. In future studies, the researcher recommends multi-sample
approaches rather than separate analysis of the model according to gender to avoid
type one error. Moreover, common couple violence type of aggression is mostly
reciprocal (Johnson, 1995) and is affected by partner’s attitudes, behaviors etc. in the
relational context (Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt et al., 2013). Thus, utilizing
dyads as data and actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) as a statistical
method is highly advisable.

Self report and retrospective data was utilized in the current study. College students
were asked to remember psychological aggression within the six months and to recall

their parents’ psychological aggression and early gender role messages during
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childhood. Thus, mono-method (Heppner et al., 1992) and social desirability
(Hamby, 2005; Krahe & Berger, 2005; Toplu & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011) biases have
been of concern. To overcome the mono-method bias, in future studies, multi-
methods may be included such as using couple samples (Karakurt & Cumbie, 2012;
Karakurt et al.,, 2013) and couple averaged scores (Jenkins & Aube, 2002).
Furthermore, using partner report data might be particularly beneficial. To prevent
socially desirability bias, social desirability might be added as a control variable.
Prior to this, the associations among gender, psychological aggression and social
desirability should be established in future research. Gathering reports from both
partners of the couple would also be helpful for social desirability, as in the mono-
method bias (Hendy et al., 2003).

In terms of the sample, there are some recommendations to consider. At first, the
present study was conducted with a sample of dating college students (graduate and
undergraduate) from private and public universities in Ankara, which may limit
generalizability (Fraenkel et al., 2012). Though majority of research on
psychological dating aggression was carried with undergraduate and graduate
samples, there are dating people at the similar ages that do not receive college
education. Research into this population is less extensive. Nevertheless, love is the
virtue of young adulthood as stated in Erikson’s (1968) psychosocial development
theory. Therefore, larger and more diverse populations such as samples from
different universities and cities in Turkey, and samples from different age groups and
subcultures would strengthen the novel findings in this research. Secondly,
convenience sampling —most prevalent yet least desirable sort of sampling- was
applied in this research, which may limit representativeness (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
Hence, random sampling procedures would facilitate representativeness in future
research. Yet, the researcher cautiously recommends this due to specific inclusion
criteria —currently dating, at least one moth of relationship, being over 18 years old

and voluntary.

Lastly, the pilot and main data in the present study were collected through in-class

administration and online survey, respectively. The researcher did not statistically
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compare the pilot and main data in terms of similarities and differences due to large
differences in sample size. Another reason for no comparison was the intended use
of the data. The pilot data was used to adapt the scales, while the main data to test
the hypothesized model. Still, the findings in the main study (in which the data was
collected online) were discussed with the findings in the adaptation study (in which
the data was collected in class) of Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse
scale (Toplu-Demirtas & Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013) with regard to similarity and
dissimilarity. The findings were almost identical. Furthermore, Brock et al. (2014)
suggested that online administration performed better than written one in terms of
validity and reliability specifically for psychological aggression perpetration
measures. They highlighted “the utility of collecting aggression data online” due to
“perceived anonymity afforded” (Brock et al., 2014, p.1). The researcher prioritizes
the need for such a research in Turkish literature to ensure that online administration
of psychological aggression measures can be valid and reliable as the further

evidence.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Sample Items of Multidimensional Measure of Emotional Abuse

Cok Boyutlu Duygusal Istismar Olgegi Ornek Maddeleri

Asagida, partnerlerin (kiz ya da erkek arkadas/sevgili/flort) bir tartisma

ya da anlasmazlik aninda yasayabilecekleri/gosterebilecekleri davranislar yer

almaktadir. Liitfen, son alt1 ay icinde her bir davranisi ka¢ defa gosterdiginizi

asagidaki derecelendirmeyi kullanarak isaretleyiniz. Eger bu davranislardan birini

son alt1 ay icinde gdstermediyseniz ama daha dnceden yaptiysaniz 7’yi isaretleyiniz.

(1) Bir kere  (4) 6-10 kere (7) Son alti ayda olmadi ama daha énce oldu
(2) Iki kere  (5) 11-20 kere (0) Hi¢bir zaman olmadi
(3) 3-5 kere  (6) 20 kereden fazla
o | @ < 3
X M X Py o + |o E .8
'a=3 = 2 E o |S o .«
®lo | g« |8 T
1. Partnerime siipheci bir tavirla nerede
veya kimlerle birlikte oldugunu 11234 |56 |70
sordum.
2. Partnerimin kisisel esyalarini gizlice 11213lals5!6!l7]!0
karistirdim.
3. Partnerimin aptal oldugunu sdyledim 11213lals516l710
ya da ima ettim.
4'.. Partperlme onun degersiz oldugunu 112013lals5!6!l7]!0
sOyledim.
_5. Konusamayacak }_/a_da ko_nusmayl 112013lals5!6!l7]!0
istemeyecek kadar sinirlendim.
6. K1zd1g1mda partnerime soguk ya da 11213lals!l6!l 70
mesafeli davrandim.
7 Partnerimi korkutacak kadar 11213lalslel7!o0
ofkelendim.
8: Partnerime fikirlerimi saldirganca 11213lals!l6!l 70
diretmeye calistim.

Note Only two sample items per dimensions were illustrated.
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Appendix B: Sample Items of Sex Role Stereotyping Scale

Ataerkillik Olcegi Ornek Maddeleri

Liitfen verilen derecelendirmeyi kullanarak ifadelere ne olgiide katildiginizi

belirtiniz.

(1) Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum (2) Katilmiyorum (3) Biraz Katilmiyorum

(4) Biraz Katiliyorum (5) Katiliyorum (6) Kesinlikle Katilryorum
25 B H g zles
= > S o Q| 8 |= 9
g #Il= g=2 5[ 2
zE ElmEmZ 2|gzZ
V= S & g |¢8
I 2| 2 M LT
1. Bir kadin toplum icinde kocasma ters
, 1 2 3 4 5 6
diisecek davranislar1 asla yapmamalidir.,
2. Evlenmek ve aile kurmak istemeyen kadinda
: . 1 2 3 4 ) 6
bir sorun var demektir.
3. Kadmlarin kariyer sahibi olmast kabul 1 5 3 4 5 6
edilebilir, fakat evlilik ve aile 6nce gelmelidir.
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Appendix C: Sample Items of Socialization of Gender Norms Scale

Cinsiyet Olusumu Ol¢egi Ornek Maddeleri

Biiyiirken insanlarin nasil davranmasi, hissetmesi ve etkilesimde bulunmas1 gerektigi
konusunda pek ¢ok mesaj aliriz. Bu mesajlar farkli sekillerde olabilir; bazilarini
duyariz,  bazilarim1  ise  sormadan  biliriz.  Siz  biiyiirken  anne-
babanizdan/cevrenizden ne tiir mesajlar aldimz? Asagida, toplumda var olan bazi
diisiince ve inanglar listelenmistir. Her mesaj ig¢in, anne-babanizdan ne kadar
duydugunuzu ya da aldiginizi, asagida verilen “Hi¢”, “Cok az”, “Biraz” ya da “Cok”
ifadelerinden birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz. Mesajla aym diisiincede olabilir ya da

olmayabilirsiniz; biz sadece o mesaji1 alip almadiginizla ilgileniyoruz.

(1) Hig¢ (2) Cok az (3) Biraz (4) Cok
N
o © & e
s 8 m O

1. Gergek bir erkek, istedigini elde eder.

2. Duygularmi kontrol altinda tutmak énemlidir.

3. Mutlu olmasan bile mutluymus gibi goriinmek, iyi
olmanin bir pargasidir.
4. Kadinlar en ¢ok bir iligki yasarken mutludurlar. 1 2 3 4

5. Asla korktugunu belli etme. 1 2 3 4
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Appendix D: Sample Items of Ambivalent Sexism Inventory

Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olcegi Ornek Maddeleri

Liitfen her bir ifadeyle ne derece hemfikir oldugunuzu verilen derecelendirmeye

uygun olarak belirtiniz.

(1) Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum (2) Katilmiyorum (3) Biraz Katilmiyorum

(4) Biraz Katiliyorum (5) Katilyyorum (6) Kesinlikle Katiltyorum
25 B H g zles
= > S s 2| 5 |[= 9
cE glEdsa 23
8= = |2 £ |&%
EEIE I

1. Bir¢ok kadin masum séz veya davraniglari

: 1 2 3 4 | 5 6

cinsel ayrimcilik olarak yorumlamaktadir.

2. Kadinlar ¢ok ¢abuk alinirlar. 1 5 3 4 5 6

3. Feministler ger¢ekte kadinlarin erkeklerden 1 5 3 4 5 6

daha fazla giice sahip olmalarini istemektedirler

4. Bir¢ok kadin erkeklerin kendileri igin

yaptiklarina tamamen minnettar | 1 2 3 4 | 5 6

olmamaktadirlar.
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Appendix E: Sample Items of Intimate Partner Violence Attitude Scale-Revised

Yakin iliskilerde Siddete yonelik Tutum Olgegi- Gozden Gegirilmis Formu

Ornek Maddeleri

Liitfen her bir ifadeyle ne derece hemfikir oldugunuzu verilen derecelendirmeyi

kullanarak belirtiniz.

(1) Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum
(4) Katiltyorum

(2) Katilmiyorum
(5)Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

(3) Kararsizim

yanlis oldugunu diigiinliyorum.

gl E
) £| E | &
8 8|5 228
EEIREERE
1. Partnerimin bana karsi cinsten biri ile
; . 1 2 3 4 5
konugmamami sdylemesi gururumu oksar.
2. Partnerimin giiniin her dakikasi ne yaptigimi 1 5 3 4 5
sormasi hosuma gitmez.
3. Partnerim beni incitmedigi siirece “tehditlerini” 1 5 3 4 5
mazur gorurum.
4.  Partnerimin  bagkalarinin  Oniinde  beni
< o1 .. 1 2 3 4 5
asagilamasini ¢ok biiyiik bir sorun olarak gérmem.
5. Partneri bigak ya da tabancayla tehdit etmek asla
et 1 2 3 4 5
uygun degildir.
6. Partnerime ait herhangi bir seye zarar vermenin 1 5 3 4 5

Note Only two sample items per dimensions were illustrated
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Appendix F: Sample Items of Conflict Tactics Scale — Adult recall Version

Catisma Yontemleri Ol¢egi-Yetiskin Hatirlama Formu Ornek Maddeleri

Ne kadar 1yi geginirse gecinsin ebeveynlerin uyusmazlik yasamasi, birbirine
kizmasi, birbirlerinden farkli beklentilerinin olmasi, herhangi bir nedenden dolay1
agiz dalasmna girmesi ya da kavga etmesi olasidir. Ebeveynlerin uyusmazlik
durumlarinda gosterdikleri davranislar da farklhidir. Asagida, ebeveynler uyusmazlik
yasadiginda olabileceklerin bir listesi yer almaktadir. Liitfen siz biiyiirken her bir
davranist babanizin annenize kag¢ defa gosterdigini ve siz biiyiirken her bir
davranisi annenizin babaniza ka¢ defa gosterdigini asagidaki derecelendirmeyi
kullanarak isaretleyiniz.

Burada ebeveyn ile anne-baba (iivey anne ya da baba dahil) kastedilmektedir.
Su anda ebeveynlerinizden biri ya da ikisi hayatta olmayabilir, ayr1 ya da
bosanmis olabilir. Bizim i¢in 6nemli olan siz biiyiirken, kayip, ayrilik, bosanma
gerceklesinceye kadar gegen siirede hatirladiklarimizdir. Hatirliyorsaniz liitfen
cevaplamaya devam edin. Anne-baba disinda biri tarafindan biiyiitiildiiyseniz (dede,
babaanne/anneanne, hala, dayi, amca, teyze vb.) ya da bir aile ortami disinda

bliylidiiyseniz (yetistirme yurdu/sevgi evi vb.) bu kismi1 cevaplamadan geciniz.

Bu davranislar ne siklikta oldu?
(1) Bir kere  (3) 3-5kere  (5) 11-20 kere (0) Hi¢bir zaman olmadi
(2) Iki kere ~ (4) 6-10 kere (6) 20 kereden fazla

Babam Anneme Annem Babama
1. Hakaret veya kiifiir etti.

112|13]4/5/6|0 112/3/4/5(6|0

2. Sigko ya da ¢irkinsin diye alay
etti.

3. Ona ait bir esyay1 kasitl olarak
kird1.

112|13]4/5/6|0 112/3/4/5(6|0
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Appendix G: Sample Items of Demographic Information Form
Katihmai Bilgi Formu Ornek Maddeleri
Bu kisimda sizinle ilgili genel bilgiler sorulmaktadir. Liitfen her bir maddeyi
okuyup durumunuzu en iyi yansitan secenegi isaretleyiniz ya da bosluklar

doldurunuz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz
O Kadin
O Erkek

2. YASIMIZ. ...
3. UNIVersiteniz. .........ovvveeeeeeeee e,
A4, FaKulteniz. .........ooooeom e,

5. Siifiniz

O O O O O O O
Hazirlik 1. simif 2. sif 3. siif 4. smif Y. Lisans  Doktora
6. Asagidakilerden hangisi su anki flort iliskinizin durumunu en iyi tanimlar?
O Flort /Cikma
O Birlikte yasama
7. Su anki flort iliskiniz ne kadar zamandir devam ediyor?(Liitfen ay olarak
belirtiniz) ---------- Ay
8. Asagidakilerden hangisi su anki flort iliskinizi en iyi tamimlar?
O Bilmiyorum/Kararsizim
1 Gegici/Oylesine
O Diizenli/Ciddi
9. Asagidakilerden hangisi su anki flort iliskinizde yiiz yiize goriisme
sikligimizi en iyi tanimlar?

O O O O O O O
. L. Giin
Ayda bir . Iki Haftada .
defadan V93P pofiada Herhafta  birkag  Hergin  $MdC
defa . birden
az bir kez cok

10. Asagidakilerden hangisi su anki flort iliskinizin gelecegini en iyi tanimlar?
O Evlenecegiz.

O Evlenmeden, boyle, birlikte devam edecegiz.

O Bitecek, ben ayrilmak istiyorum/ayrilacagim.

O Bitecek, partnerim ayrilmak istiyor/ayrilacak.

O Gelecegimiz hakkinda bir fikrim yok/bilmiyorum.

11. Asagidakilerden hangisi gecmis flort iliskinizin/iliskilerinizin durumunu
en iyi tammmlar?

O Daha once hig iliskim olmamusti, bu ilk iligkim.

O Daha 6nce baska bir iliskim olmustu.

O Daha once birden fazla iliskim olmustu.
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Appendix H: Middle East Technical University Human Subjects Ethics

Committee Approval Letter
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Appendix I: Intimate Partner Attitude Scale- Revised Permission Letter

Tarih: Fri, 8 Nov 2013 17:44:18 +0000
Kimden: "Fincham, Francis" <ffincham@fsu.edu>
Konu: RE: Attitudes toward Intimate Partner Violence Scale -IPVAS-revised

Kime: Ezgi Toplu Demirtas <ezgi@metu.edu.tr>

Please do translate it. And good wishes for your research. Below is scale and here is

URL.: http://fincham.info/ipvas-r.jpg

[http://fincham.info/ipvas-r.jpg]

From: Ezgi Toplu Demirtas [mailto:ezgi@metu.edu.tr]
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2013 7:23 AM

To: Fincham, Francis

Cc: ezgi@metu.edu.tr

Subject: Attitudes toward Intimate Partner Violence Scale -IPVAS-revised

Dear Dr. Fincham

| am a Research Assistant at Middle East Technical University, Department of
Educational Sciences, Ankara-Turkey. | am also involved in my graduate study; my
major is Psychological Counseling and Guidance. Currently, 1 am working on my
doctoral dissertation regarding the predictors of dating violence among Turkish

university students.

During my literature review, | found your 17-item Attitudes toward Intimate Partner
Violence Scale (IPVAS-Revised) which measures attitudes toward IPV in a dating

relationship. However, | could not come up with the Turkish version of it. Therefore,
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I am writing to ask if you could give permission to carry out the translation and
adaptation process of the IPVAS-Revised and employ the total 17-item IPVAS-
Revised in my dissertation study. | will also appreciate if you send the format of the

scale in order to stick to the original format.

Thank you in advance.

Yours Sincerely,

Ezgi Toplu Demirtas

Research Assistant

METU

Faculty of Education

Department of Educational Sciences
Ankara, TURKEY

(Office) +903122104045
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Appendix J: Ankara University Ethics Committee Approval Letter

AMKAR S UNIVERS TESI
ETiK KURULU

KARAR ORNEGI

Karar Tarlhl 2208114
Taplant Sayisi 1G7
Harar Sayis C 1154

1153-0rta Dogu Teknik Oniversltesi Egiim Bilimled Enstitiell doktora chrancisi Ezgi
Toplu Demiras'm “Far Foen Universite Ofnengilar Arazinda Pzikelojik Saldirganhga Siden
Yollar. Teplumsal Cegdiskenler. Almlanan Ale Degiskenled ve Kipisel Silissal Lediskenlerin
Efilosirl” baghky bezine ait Slgekled Oabwersiemir dbrenciserne uygulanablimesine izin
werllenasine iligkin 0042014 anhli “nean Uzerindz Yapilan Elinik Dis Argstienalar Bagwuru
Forrmu® Efik KuruumJazes incelsnrig i,

Taplan gamsmeler ve incslemeler sonucunda. Exgi Taplu Demirtagn stzkorusu
bagrunsunu sragtima  yapoucak  Oniversitemiz fakbitadenslilityikaekokulung  yapimas
oerektiging ovbirlidiile karar vasildi,

ASLININ AYHIDIR
2200472014

{-ﬁi&rﬁfﬁ%‘iﬂ%ﬁﬁf
Ay )

e

1T AKATY 4
rhearsrlin
b o o

250



Appendix K: Hacettepe University Ethics Committee Approval Letter
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Appendix L: Baskent University Ethics Committee Approval Letter
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Appendix M: Gazi University Ethics Committee Approval Letter
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Appendix N: Hypothesized Structural Model with Standard Estimates
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Appendix O: Turkish Summary

TURKCE OZET

FLORT iLiSKiSi OLAN UNiVERSITE OGRENCILERi ARASINDA
PSIKOLOJiK SALDIRGANLIGA BASVURMA: TOPLUMSAL, EBEVEYNE
ILISKIiN VE KiSiSEL DEGISKENLERIN ETKILESIMi

1. GIRIS

Erikson’in (1968) Psikososyal Gelisim Kurami’na gore geng yetiskinligi kapsayan
altinc1 donem, yakinliga kars1 yalitilmiglik olarak adlandirilir ve bu dénemde “sevgi”
on plandadir. Bireylerin bagliliga dayali romantik iligkiler kurmasi ve siirdiirmesi bu
donemin en temel beklentilerinden biridir ve bu donemde baslayan flort iliskileri

evlilikle sonuglanabilir.

Evlilikle sonuglanmasa da, flort iliskisinin {iniversite 6grencilerinin beden ve ruh
sagligina olumlu ve koruyucu bir etkisinin oldugu disiiniilmektedir. Braithwaite,
Delevi ve Fincham (2010) tarafindan, 1621 iiniversite 6grencisi ile ylriitillen bir
caligmada, baglilik iceren bir iliskisi olan bireylerin iliskisi olmayan bireylere gore
daha az ruh saglig1 ve yeme bozuklugu problemi yasadiklari, daha az riskli davranis
gosterdikleri ve daha az sayida cinsel partner belirttikleri bulunmustur. Benzer
bulgular iiniversite Ogrencilerinin ruh sagligimi inceleyen diger arastirmalarda da

ortaya konmaktadir (6rn; Whitton, Weitbrecht, Kuryluk ve Bruner, 2013).

Ne yazik ki, bu donemdeki biitiin flort iliskilerinin etkisi yukarida ifade edildigi gibi
her zaman iyimser bir tablo ortaya koymayabilir. Samsun kulis haber adl1 bir internet
gazetesinde yayinlanan “Bogazi kesilen 6grenci: O ani hi¢ unutmayacagim” baslikli

bir haber bu baglamda aydinlatici olabilir. Yaklasik iki yildir flort eden biri 18 digeri
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19 yasindaki iki {iniversite 6grencisi kiskancglik sebebiyle tartigir; tartigma sirasinda
kadin 6grenci sevgilisine bir tokat atar ve bunun iizerine erkek onu sirtindan ve
bogazindan bicaklar. Eski erkek arkadasindan sikayet¢i olan kadin 0Ogrenci,
durusmada olay giiniinden 6nce defalarca eski erkek arkadasindan ayrildigini ancak,
onun kendisini intihar etmekle tehdit etmesi iizerine her defasinda iliskiye yeniden
basladigini ifade eder. Kadin 6grenci, eski erkek arkadasinin ¢ok kiskang oldugunu,
giyimine, gezmesine, kararlarina karigtigimi belirtir. Erkek Ogrenci ise, eski kiz
arkadasinin onu aldattigmmi diislindiigiinii, bu nedenle kiskandigini, tartismaya
basladiklarin1 ve tokat sonrasi ne yaptigini hatirlamadigini sdyler. Bu haber flort
siddetinin oldukea iyi bir 6rnegidir. Haber degeri tagimasinin nedeni flort iliskisinin
daha goriiniir bir bicimini yansitmasidir. Intihar girisiminde bulunmakla tehdit
etmek, kiskanglik nedeniyle sik sik tartismak, karsi tarafi kontrol altina almak icin
giyimine, kararlarina miidahale etmek ve kars1 tarafi korkutacak kadar 6fkelenmek
gibi davraniglar, flort siddetinin daha az goriiniir tarafin1 “psikolojik saldirganligi”
olusturur. Bu olayda oldugu gibi fiziksel siddete ¢ogu zaman psikolojik saldirganlik
da eslik eder (O’Leary, 1999). Bu olayda goriilmemekle birlikte cinsel siddet de flort
siddetinin bir alt bi¢imidir.

Flort siddeti, flort yasantisindaki bircok siddet tiiriinii kapsayan bir semsiye kavram
olarak kullanilmaktadir Ornegin, Andersen ve Danis (2007) flort siddetini “bir flort
iliskisinde eslerden birinin digerini tehdit veya eylem yoluyla fiziksel, cinsel ya da
sozel (psikolojik) olarak istismar etmesi” (s. 88) olarak tanimlamaktadir. Flort
siddetinin fiziksel boyutu “bir sey firlatmak, itmek, dirsek atmak, elini kolunu
biikmek, sacin1 ¢ekmek, tokat atmak, yumruk atmak, ddvmek, tekme atmak, yakmak,
bogmak, bigak ve silah kullanmak™ gibi davranislari icermektedir (Straus, Hamby,
Boney-McCoy ve Sugarman, 1996). Makepeace’in (1981) fiziksel siddet ile ilgili
onciil calismasindan bu yana yapilan ¢ok sayida calisma iiniversite 0grencilerinin
flort iliskisinde fiziksel siddete basvurma oraninin ortalama olarak %30 ile %40
arasinda degistigini gostermektedir (Chan, Straus, Brownridge, Tiwari ve Leung,
2008; Straus, 2004; Toplu ve Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011; White ve Koss, 1991). Flort
siddetinin cinsel boyutunu “kondom kullanmadan cinsel iliskiye zorlamak, anal, oral

ve/ya vajinal iligki icin tehdit etmek, anal, oral ve/ya vajinal iliskiye zorlamak™ gibi
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davraniglar olusturmaktadir (Straus ve ark., 1996). Cinsel siddete bagsvurma oranlari
ise ortalama olarak %20 ile %30 arasinda degismektedir (Chan ve ark., 2008; Fisher,
Cullen, ve Turner, 2000; Harned, 2001; Hines ve Saudino, 2003; Murray ve
Kardatzke, 2007; Toplu ve Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011; White ve Smith, 2004).

Flort siddetinin bir alt boyutu olarak arasgtirilmaya baglanan psikolojik flort siddeti,
son yillarda alan yazinda “psikolojik saldirganlik” bashigi altinda gelismektedir.
Konunun onciilleri de “siddet” ya da *“ duygusal istismar” yerine “psikolojik
saldirganlik” denmesini Onermektedir (Murphy ve Cascardi, 1993; Murphy ve
O’Leary, 1989; O’Leary, 1999; Follingstad, 2007). Psikolojik saldirganlik “bir
kisinin partnerini kiigiik diisiirme ve onu suclu, lizgilin, eksik/yetersiz hissettirerek
0zsaygisini zedeleme gibi amaglarla dalga ge¢me, s6zlii tehditler, partneri ailesinden
ve arkadaglarindan soyutlama ve partneri kontrol etmek c¢abasi” olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Lawrence, Yoon, Langer ve Ro, 2009, s. 20). Psikolojik
saldirganlik ¢ok boyutlu bir kavramdir. “Kontrol” boyutu esin eylemlerini ve sosyal
iligkilerini tecrit etmeye, kisitlamaya, gozlemeye ve kontrol etmeye ve/ya esin
kendine bagimliligin1 attirmak amach sahiplenme ve kiskanglik sergilemeye yonelik
davranig ve eylemleri icermektedir (Murphy ve Hoover, 1999). “4sagilama” boyutu
asagilamalar ve kiiclimsemeler yolu ile esin 6z giivenini zedelemeye yonelik
eylemleri ve sozel saldirilart icermektedir (Murphy ve Hoover, 1999).
“Diismanca/Duygusal Geri Cekilme” boyutu bir g¢atisma sirasinda soguk ve
cezalandirici bicimde uzak kalma, duygusal temastan kacinma gibi esi cezalandirma
ya da iliski ile ilgili kaygi ve gilivensizlik yaratma amaci ile gosterilen davranislari
icermektedir (Murphy ve Hoover, 1999). “Gézdag:” boyutu ise daha yogun sozel
siddet uygulama, ona ait bir mala zarar verme ya da tehdit etme gibi yollar
kullanarak este korku ve boyun egme yaratmayr amaglayan davranislardan
olusmaktadir (Murphy ve Hoover, 1999). Flort iligskisinde psikolojik saldirganliga
bagvurma oraninin ortalama olarak %70 ile %80 arasinda degistigi ve hatta %90’lara
kadar ulastigi bilinmektedir (Harned, 2001; Hines ve Saudino, 2003; Jenkins ve
Aube, 2002; Leisring, 2013; Munoz-Rivas, Gomez, O’Leary ve Lozano, 2007
Neufeld, McNamara ve Ertl, 1999; Toplu ve Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011).
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Psikolojik saldirganlik, flort siddeti i¢inde en yaygin goriilen tiirdiir. Arastirmalar,
geng yetiskinlik donemindeki psikolojik saldirganligin, simdiki ve sonraki flort
iliskisinde cinsel ve fiziksel siddetin habercisi oldugunu (Frieze, 2000; Murphy ve
O’Leary, 1989) ve hatta evlilikteki siddetin gii¢lii bir yordayicis1 oldugunu
gostermektedir (White, Merill ve Koss, 2001). Psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma
sadece magdur degil, fail {izerinde de olumsuz etkilere neden olmaktadir (Shorey,
Cornelius ve Bell, 2012). Yayginligina ve yikici etkilerine ragmen psikolojik
saldirganhik, diger siddet tiirleri ile karsilastirlldiginda, {iniversite 6grencileri
tarafindan onemsenmemekte ve hatta normallestirilmektedir. Bu durum, tiniversite
ogrencilerinin psikolojik saldirganligi bir problem olarak algilamamasina, “sevgi,
kiskanglik, ask™ adi altinda kabullenici tutumlar gelistirmesine ve uzun vadede bu

davranislara bagvurmasina neden olabilir.

Bugiine dek psikolojik saldirganlik konusunda yiiriitillen calismalar ¢ok degerli
bilgiler saglamigsa da psikolojik saldirganligin nedenleri anlamak icin daha
sistematik caligmalara ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Son yillarda, psikolojik saldirganligi
daha iyi anlamak i¢in tek bir kuramdan bakmak yerine, birka¢ farkli kuramdan
yararlanarak modeller test edilmeye baslanmistir (Alexander, Moore ve Alexander,
1991; Bell ve Naugle, 2008; Follingstad, Bradley, Helff ve Laughlin, 2002; Karakurt,
Keiley ve Posada, 2013; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001). Bu modellerde yararlanilan
kuramlar, Feminist Kuram (Dobash ve Dobash, 1979), Catisma Kurami (Straus,
1979), Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami (Bandura, 1971) ve Baglanma Kurami (Bowlby,
1969) gibi biiyiikk Olclide bilinen ve evlilik iliskisinde siddet alanyazinindan

devsirilmis kuramlardir..

Bu calismada da iiniversite 6grencileri arasinda psikolojik saldirganlifa bagvurma
davranigini aciklamak i¢in benzer bir yol izlenmistir. Modelin kuramsal ¢ercevesine
karar vermek i¢in bilimin toplumun ihtiyacglarindan beslendigi diisiincesi, Tiirk
toplumunun ve ailesinin ataerkilligi (Arat, 1994; Kagitgibast 1982; Okman-Fisek
1982; Sakalli, 2001), ve ilgili alanyazin gibi Olciitler géz Oniine alinmistir. Bu
Olclitlere dayanarak psikolojik flort saldirganligimi  anlamak icin Oncelikle

“toplumsal” ve “ailesel” (Woodin ve O’Leary, 2009) nedenlere odaklanmaya ihtiyag
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oldugu diisiiniilmiistiir. Bu baglamda modelin kuramsal ¢ergevesi olarak Feminist
Kuram ve Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami’nca onerilen varsayimlardan yararlanilmustir.
Cok kisaca, Feminist Kurama gore (Dobash ve Dobash, 1979) yakin iliskilerdeki
siddetin nedeni, bireylerin ataerkil bir toplumda dogmalar1 ve 6nceden belirlenmis
cinsiyet rollerine gore yetistirilmeleridir. Sosyal Ogrenme Kuramina (Bandura, 1973)
gore ise, yakin iligkilerdeki siddetin nedeni bireylerin sarthi ve edimsel kosullanma
yolu ile ve/ya bilissel siirecler ile siddete dogrudan ve dolayli olarak taniklik etmeleri

ya da siddeti deneyimlemeleridir.

Tiirkiye ataerkilligin egemen oldugu bir toplumdur ve bireylerin egemen kiiltiirel
degerlerden etkilenmemeleri olasi goriilmemektedir (Kagitgibasi, 1982). Modelin
Feminist Kuram’dan esinlenen toplumsal degiskenlerinden biri olan ataerkilligin
psikolojik saldirganlik ile baglantisi ise arastirmacilarin ilgisini yeni ¢ekmektedir. Bu
nedenle smirli sayida ¢alisma vardir. Aragtirmacilar, ataerkilligin yansimasi olarak,
cinsiyete iliskin kurgular (Jenkins ve Aube, 2002), erkeklik (Franchina, Eisler ve
Moore, 2001), tehdide kars1 duyarlilik (Hammock ve O’Hearn, 2002), kontrol istegi
(Dye ve Davis, 2003), tahakkiim (Karakurt ve Cumbie, 2012), gii¢ ve giic doyumu
(Hatipoglu-Stimer ve Toplu, 2011) gibi degiskenlerle psikolojik saldirganligin
iligkisini incelemislerdir. Bu calismalar, ilgili degiskenlerle psikolojik saldirganliga

bagvurma arasinda pozitif bir iligki oldugunu gostermistir.

Ailelerin de egemen degerlerden etkilenmeleri kaginilmazdir (Kagitgibasi, 1982). Bu
etki baglaminda da bireyler, hangi diisiince, duygu ve davraniglarin kendi cinsiyet
rollerine uygun olup olmadigina iliskin olarak dogduklar1 andan itibaren ailelerinden
stirekli mesajlar almaktadir. Cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasi, bu arastirmada sinanan
modelin Feminist Kuramdan esinlenen bir diger toplumsal degiskenidir. Cinsiyet
toplumsallagsmas1 daha cok cinsiyet catismasit (gender conflict, Epstein, 2008)
alanmin arastirma konusu oldugundan, alanyazinda psikolojik saldirganliga

basvurma ile arasindaki iligkileri inceleyen ¢alismalara heniiz rastlanmamustir.

Ataerkilligin egemen oldugu toplumda ve ailelerde biiyliyen ve biiyiirken oldukca

fazla cinsiyet¢i mesajlar alan bireyler, ebeveynlerinin birbirlerine psikolojik
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saldirganlik iceren davraniglar gostermesine de maruz kalabilirler. Bu arastirmada
onerilen modelin Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami’ndan esinlenen ebeveyne iliskin
degiskenlerinden biri olan ana-baba arasindaki psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme
ile psikolojik saldirganliga bagsvurma arasindaki iliskileri inceleyen c¢alisma sayisi
olduk¢a fazladir. Bazi ¢aligmalar bu iligkilerin dogrudan .(Avakame, 1998; Black,
Sussman ve Unger, 2010; Cui, Durtschi, Donnellan, Lorenz ve Conger, 2010;
Karakurt ve ark., 2013; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001; White ve Humprey, 1994)
bazilar1 da tutumlar (Alexander ve ark., 1991; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001,
psikolojik saldirganligi kabul (Aloia ve Solomon, 2013) ve flort siddetini kabul
(Clarey, Hokoda ve Ulloa, 2010; O’Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001) gibi
degiskenler lizerinden dolayli oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Toplumsal ve ebeveyne iligkin degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma
arasindaki dogrudan iliskiler alanyazindaki bircok c¢alisma tarafindan ortaya
konmussa da, neden bdyle bir toplumda dogan ve ebeveynlerinin birbirlerine siddet
uygulamasina taniklik eden her bireyin kendi flort iliskisinde psikolojik saldirganliga
basvurmadig1 agiklanamamaktadir. Bu noktada bazi kuramlar (Sosyal Ogrenme
Kurami, Sosyal Bilgiyi Isleme Modeli, Planlanmis Davranis Kurami) kisisel biligsel
degiskenlerin roliinii vurgulamaktadir. Bu kuramlara gore bireyler, nasil
davranacaklarina kendileri karar verirler ve karar verme asamasinda bilissel

stireglerden gegerler.

Psikolojik saldirganlik alanyazininda kuramlara dayanarak ya da kuramlardan
bagimsiz kisisel biligsel degiskenlerin “araci” roliine odaklanan ¢ok sayida calisma
vardir. Aragtirmacilar, cinsiyetgi inanglar (Archer ve Graham-Kevan, 2003; Karakurt
ve Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt ve ark., 2013; Lisco, Parrott ve Teten Tharp, 2012;
Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001), esitlik¢i tutumlar (Karakurt ve Cumbie, 2012;
Karakurt ve ark., 2013), siddetin mesrulastirilmas: (Eriksson ve Mazerolle, 2015),
muhafazakar tutumlar (Alexander ve ark., 1991), siddeti kabul (Aloia ve Solomon,
2013; Capezza ve Arriaga, 2008; Clarey ve ark., 2010; O’Hearn ve Margolin, 2000;
O’Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001; Straus, 2004; White ve Humprey),
kadina yonelik tutum (Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001; Shook, Gerrity, Jurich ve
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Segrist, 2000), siddete yonelik tutum (Nabors ve Jasinski, 2009), es dovmeye yonelik
tutumlar (Eriksson ve Mazerolle, 2015) ve tecaviiz mitlerini kabul (Reitzel-Jaffe ve
Wolfe, 2001) gibi bir¢ok kisisel biligsel degiskenin araci roliinii incelemislerdir.
Degiskenlerle yapilan ¢alismalarin sayist ve anlamliligi, psikolojik saldirganlik ile
calistlip ¢alisilmadigi, calismanin  kuramsal ¢ercevesi tarafindan desteklenip
desteklenmedigi ve kiiltiirlin cinsiyet¢i yapisi (Abadan-Unat, 1982; Sakalli, 2001)
g0z Oniine alinarak, psikolojik saldirganlig1 kabul ve cinsiyet¢i inanglar bu ¢alismada

sinanan modelin kisisel biligsel araci1 degiskenleri olarak seg¢ilmistir.

Psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme ile psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma arasindaki
iligki oldukc¢a ¢ok sayida arastirmaya konu olmustur. Bu arastirmalarin bulgular iki
degiskenin istikrarli iliskisini ¢arpici bir bi¢cimde gozler Oniine sermektedir.
Universite dgrencileri érnekleminde psikolojik saldirganhig: kabul etme, psikolojik
flort saldirganligina bagvurma riskini arttirmaktadir (6rn; Aloia ve Solomon, 2013;
Capezza ve Arriaga, 2008; Fincham, Cui, Braithwaite ve Pasley, 2008; Reitzel-Jaffe
ve Wolfe, 2001). Psikolojik saldirganligi kabuliin, toplumsal ve ebeveyne iligkin
degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma arasindaki iligkilerdeki araci rolii
de alanyazinca desteklenmektedir (6rn, O’Hearn ve Margolin, 2000; Reitzel-Jaffe ve
Wolfe, 2001).

Bir diger kisisel biligsel degisken olan cinsiyet¢i inanglar ile psikolojik saldirganliga
basvurma arasindaki iliski, psikolojik saldirganligi kabul ile psikolojik saldirganliga
basvurma arasindaki iliski kadar istikrarli olmasa da, cinsiyet¢i inanglara sahip
olmak, tniversite Ogrencileri arasinda, psikolojik flort saldirganligina bagvurma
riskini arttirmaktadir (Forbes, Adam-Curtis, Pakalka ve White, 2006; Forbes, Adam-
Curtis, ve White, 2004; Karakurt ve Cumbie, 2012; Karakurt ve ark., 2013; Rojas-
Solis ve Raimundez, 2011; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001). Cinsiyet¢i inanglara sahip
olmanin, toplumsal ve ebeveyne iliskin degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganliga
basvurma arasindaki iligkilerdeki araci rolii de alanyazinca desteklenmektedir (6rn;

Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001).
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Sonug¢ olarak, bu aragtirmada, flort iligskisi olan {iniversite Ogrencileri arasinda
psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma davranigini anlamak i¢in, Feminist Kuram’dan
esinlenerek  olusturulan  toplumsal  degiskenler (ataerkilllk ve cinsiyet
toplumsallagsmasi), Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami’min varsayimlarindan esinlenerek
olusturulan ebeveyne iligkin algilanan degiskenler (ana-baba arasindaki psikolojik
saldirganliga taniklik etme) ve kisisel biligsel degiskenler (psikolojik saldirganligi

kabul ve cinsiyetci inanglar) harmanlanarak bir model tasarlanmistir (Sekil 1.1).

Psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma ve cinsiyet arasindaki iliski karmasiktir.
Orneklemi kadin ve erkek olarak ikiye ayirarak yapisal iliskileri test eden galigmalar
beklenilen yonde cinsiyet farkliliklari rapor etmektedir (Gormley ve Lopez, 2010;
Gover, Kaukinen, ve Fox., 2008; Hammock ve O’Hearn, 2002; Sharpe ve Taylor,
1999). Bu ¢alismada, yapisal iliskilerde “gercek” bir cinsiyet farki olup olmadigini
anlamak i¢in, ¢ok orneklemli yapisal esitlik modellemesi analizi segilmistir (Byrne,
2004; Kline, 2005; Schumacker ve Lomax, 2004). Cok orneklemli yapisal esitlik
modellemesinde, modeldeki yapisal iliskilerin alt 6érneklemler i¢in (bu ¢alismada
kadin-erkek) farklilagip farklilagmadigi alt orneklemlerde es zamanli olarak
degerlendirilir ve bu sekilde 6rneklemin kadin ve erkek olarak ikiye boliinerek test

edilmesinden dogan Tip I hatanin 6niine ge¢ilmesi amaclanir.

Tirkiye’de psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma konusunda yiiriitiilen g¢alismalarin
sayis1 olduk¢a azdir ve bunlarin biiyiik bir cogunlugu betimsel ve korelatif (iliskisel)
calismalardan olugmaktadir. Simdiye kadar yapilan c¢alismalarda psikolojik
saldirganhigin gii¢ algis1 ve giic doyumu (Hatipoglu-Siimer ve Toplu, 2011; Inan-
Arslan, 2002) ve psikolojik flort saldirganligina yonelik tutumlarla (Yumusak, 2013)
iliskisi  arastinllmistir.  Psikolojik ~ flort  saldirganligini  degerlendirmede
kullanilabilecek 6lcek ihtiyacini gidermek amaciyla 6lgek uyarlama (Duygusal Taciz
Olgegi, Karakurt, Ergiiner-Tekinalp ve Terzi, 2009; Cok Boyutlu Duygussal Istismar
Olgegi, Toplu-Demirtas ve Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2013) ve dlgek gelistirme (Romantik
Iliskiyi Degerlendirme Olgegi, Kilinger ve Tuzgol-Dost, 2013) ¢alismalari
gerceklestirilmistir. Bunlarin yani sira, flort iligkisi olan iiniversite 6grencileri

arasinda psikolojik flort saldirganligina bagvurma davramiginin sikligma yonelik
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calismalar da yapilmistir (Toplu ve Hatipoglu-Siimer, 2011; Inan-Arslan, 2002).
llgili alanyazinda, herhangi bir kuramsal cerceveye dayanan ve yapisal iliskileri test

eden bir ¢alismaya ise heniiz rastlanmamastir.

1.2 Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, flort iliskisi olan {iniversite 6grencileri arasinda, kigisel bilissel
degiskenlerin (psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme ve cinsiyet¢i inanglar) toplumsal
(ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasi) ve ebeveyne iligkin algilanan degiskenler
(anneden babaya ve babadan anneye psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme) ile
psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmedeki roliinii
incelemektir (Sekil 1.1). Bu amag dogrultusunda, bu arastirmada, asagidaki sorulara

yanit aranmigtir.

1. Toplumsal (ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagmasi), ebeveyne iligkin algilanan
(anneden babaya ve babadan anneye psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme) ve kisisel
biligsel degiskenlerden (psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme ve cinsiyet¢i inanglar)
olusturularak oOnerilen model flort iliskisi olan iiniversite O6grencileri arasinda
psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma davranislarini ne 6l¢iide agiklamaktadir?

2. Onerilen model cinsiyete gore farklilasmakta midir?

1.3 Arastirmanmin Hipotezleri

Yukarida belirtilen amag dogrultusunda agagidaki hipotezler test edilmistir.

1. Toplumsal degiskenler (ataerkillik, cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasi) ile psikolojik

saldirganliga bagvurma arasinda bir iligki vardir.

2. Toplumsal degiskenler ile kisisel biligsel degiskenler (psikolojik saldirganligi

kabul, cinsiyet¢i inanglar) arasinda bir iliski vardir.
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3. Kisisel biligsel degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma arasinda bir iliski

vardir.

4. Ebeveyne iliskin algilanan degiskenler (ana baba arasindaki psikolojik
saldirganliga taniklik etme) ile psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma arasinda bir iligki

vardir.

5. Ebeveyne iligkin algilanan degiskenler ile kisisel bilissel degiskenler arasinda bir

iligki vardir.

6 ve 8. Toplumsal degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma, a. psikolojik

saldirganlig1 kabul ve b. cinsiyet¢i inanglar araciligi ile dolayl olarak iliskilidir.

7 ve 9. Ebeveyne iliskin algilanan degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma,
a. psikolojik saldirganligi kabul ve b. cinsiyet¢i inanglar aracilig ile dolayli olarak

iliskilidir.

1.4 Arastirmanin Onemi

Psikolojik saldirganlik, diinyada fiziksel ve cinsel flort siddetine kiyasla
arastirmacilarin ilgisini yeni yeni ¢ekmeye baslamistir ve bu durum psikolojik
saldirganligr kavramayr ve kuramsallagtirmay1 geciktirmistir. Feminist Kuram’dan
alinan toplumsal ve Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami’ndan alman ebeveyne iliskin algilanan
ve kisisel biligsel degiskenler ile olusturulan bu modelin test edilmesiyle elde edilen
bulgularin ulusal ve uluslararasi alanyazina konunun kavramsallastirilmasi ve
kuramsallastirilmasi1 agisindan katki saglayacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Topluluk¢u ve
ataerkilligin egemen oldugu bir kiiltirde elde edilen bulgular, psikolojik flort
saldirganligini anlamada neyin kiiltiire 6zgii ya da evrensel oldugunu anlamaya da
yardimct olacaktir. Ayrica, ¢alismanin bulgularinin, {niversite o6grencilerinde
psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma davraniginin engellenmesine iliskin olusturulacak
farkindalik kazandirma gibi 6nleyici ya da miidahale edici/iyilestirici programlara

151k tutmasi beklenmektedir.
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Tiirkiye’de psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma konusunda yapilan ¢aligmalar oldukca
kisitlidir. Bunun nedenlerinden biri de gecerligi ve giivenirligi kanitlanmis 6lgme
araclarmin eksikligi olabilir. Bu c¢alisma kapsaminda Catisma Yontemleri Olgegi-
Yetiskin Hatirlama Formu (Straus, Hamby, Finkelhor, Bonney-McCoy ve Sugarman,
1995) ve Yakin iliskilerde Siddete Yénelik Tutum Olgegi-Gozden Gegirilmis Formu
(Fincham, Cui, Braithwaite ve Pasley, 2008) Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmis ve psikometrik
ozellikleri degerlendirilmistir. Ayrica Cok Boyutlu Duygusal Istismar Olgegi’nin
(Murphy ve Hoover, 1999) gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme aras1 oldugu bir kez daha
ortaya konmustur. Tiim bu Olgeklerin bu alanda, bundan sonra baglayacak olan
calismalara Onciilik etmesi beklenmektedir. Dahasi bu Olgekler Kkiiltiirlerarasi

karsilastirmali ¢alismalara da olanak saglayacaktir.

Bu c¢alismada ¢ok orneklemli Yapisal Esitlik Modeli (YEM) analizi kullanilmaistir.
Bu yontemin, 6nerilen modelin kadin ve erkek ornekleminde ayri ayr test edilmesi
yerine tek bir orneklemde test edilmesine ve modelin cinsiyete gore degiskenlik

gosterip gostermediginin anlasilmasina yardimei olacagi diisiiniilmektedir.

2. YONTEM

2.1 Arastirmanin Deseni

Bu calismanin amaci, flort iligkisi olan {iniversite 6grencileri arasinda, kisisel bilissel
degiskenlerin toplumsal ve ebeveyne iliskin algilanan degiskenler ve psikolojik
saldirganliga bagvurma arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmedeki roliinii incelemektir. Bu
baglamda bu arastirma iligkisel bir arastirma desenine sahiptir (Fraenkel, Wallen ve
Huyn, 2012).

2.2 Orneklem

Bu arastirmanin 6rneklemini Ankara’daki dort devlet ve dort vakif {iniversitesinde

lisans ve lisansiistii diizeyde egitimlerini siirdiiren, halihazirda bir flort iligkisi olan,
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1015 dgrenci olusturmustur. Orneklem, kolay ulasilabilirlik yontemi ile secilmistir.
Katilimeilarm  706°s1 (%69.9) kadin, 304’0 (%30.0) erkektir (Tablo 3.1).
Katilimcilarin yaslar1 17 ile 35 yas (Ort. = 13.03, Ss = .95) arasinda degismektedir.
Egitim diizeylerine gore dagilim incelendiginde ise 702’sinin (%69.2) lisans ve
313’tiniin (%30.8) lisanstistii 6grenci oldugu goriilmektedir. Katilimcilarin flort

iliskilerinin siiresi, 1 ve 126 ay arasinda degismektedir (Ort. = 22.47, Ss = .22.81).

2.3 Veri Toplama Aracglar

Bu ¢alismada; Cok Boyutlu Duygusal istismar Olgegi (CBDIO; Murphy ve Hoover,
1999), Ataerkillik Olgegi (AO; Burt, 1980), Toplumsal Cinsiyet Olusumu Olgegi
(TCOOQ; Epstein, 2008), Catisma Yontemleri Olgegi-Yetiskin Hatirlama Formu
(CYO-YHF; Straus ve ark., 1995), Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi (CDCO;
Glick ve Fiske, 1996), Yakin iliskilerde Siddete Yonelik Tutum Olcegi-Gozden
Gegirilmis Formu (YISTO-GG; Fincham ve ark., 2008) ve Katilimec1 Bilgi Formu

veri toplama araci olarak kullanilmustir.

2.3.1 Cok Boyutlu Duygusal istismar Ol¢egi (CBDIO)

Cok Boyutlu Duygusal Istismar Olgegi (Murphy ve Hoover, 1999) (6lgek icin bknz
Ek A), flort iliskisi olan bireyler arasindaki saldirganlifa basvurma davranislarim
belirlemek amaciyla kullanilan, her boyutu yedi maddeden olusan, dort boyutlu
(Kontrol, Asagilama, Diigmanca Geri Cekilme, Goézdagi ) ve 28 maddelik, bir
kendini degerlendirme Olcegidir. Her bir madde “son 6 ay icinde” oOlgekteki
davraniglarin ne siklikta oldugunu 6lgmeye c¢alismaktadir. “1” son bir yil i¢inde
olayin sadece bir kere oldugunu, “2” iki kere, “3” ii¢-bes kere, “4” alti-on kere, “5”
on bir-yirmi kere, “6” yirmi kereden fazla oldugunu, “7” son alti ay igerisinde
olmadigini fakat ondan 6nce oldugunu, “0” ise hi¢ olmadigin belirtir. Katilimcilarin
ilgili alt olgeklerden aldiklar1 yiiksek puanlar psikolojik saldirganlik iceren

davraniglarin fazlaligini gosterir.
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Olgek Toplu-Demirtas ve Siimer-Hatipoglu (2013) tarafindan Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmis,
psikometrik 6zellikleri incelemistir. ilk bulgular 6lgegin flort iliskisi olan iiniversite
ogrencilerinin psikolojik saldirganlik igeren davramislarini 6lgmede gecerli ve

giivenilir bir 6lgme araci olduguna dair kanitlar sunmaktadir.

Olgegin bu c¢alismada elde edilen i¢ tutarlik katsayilar1 Kontrol, Asagilama,
Diismanca/Duygusal Geri Cekilme ve Gézdagi boyutlar i¢in sirasiyla .79, .83, .88,

ve .81 olarak hesaplanmustir.

2.3.2 Ataerkillik Olgegi (AO)

Ataerkillik Olgegi (Burt, 1980) (dlgek icin bknz Ek B), ataerkil diisiinceleri lgmek
icin gelistirilmis, 9 maddelik, tek boyutlu bir kendini degerlendirme Olgegidir.
Katilimcilar, her bir maddenin kendi goriislerini ne derecede yansittigini kesinlikle
katilmiyorum (1) ile kesinlikle katiliyorum (6) araliginda derecelendirilmis, 6’1
Likert tipi olgek iizerinden degerlendirmektedir. Olgekten elde edilen puanlarin

yiiksek olmasi kisinin ataerkil diisiincelerinin fazlaligina isaret etmektedir.

Olgegin Tiirkge uyarlamasi Beydogan (2001) tarafindan gergeklestirilmis ve elde
edilen bulgular 6l¢egin Tiirk¢e formunun, orijinal dlgegin psikometrik 6zelliklerini

tastyan ve tek boyutlu, gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢me aract oldugunu gostermistir.

Olgegin bu ¢alismada elde edilen i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .83 olarak hesaplanmustir.

2.3.3 Toplumsal Cinsiyet Olusumu Ol¢egi (TCOO)

Toplumsal Cinsiyet Olusumu Olgegi (Epstein, 2008) (dlgek igin bknz Ek C),
insanlarin biiyiirken ailelerinden toplumsal cinsiyete iliskin ne gibi mesajlar
aldiklarim1  6lgmek i¢in gelistirilmis bir kendini degerlendirme Olcegidir.
Katilimcilarin yanitlar1 0°dan 4’e dogru derecelendirilmis “hig, ¢ok az, biraz, ¢ok”
olarak tanimlanmuis, 4’1i siklik olgegi ile Olgiilmektedir Yiiksek puanlar esitlik¢i

ve/veya geleneksel rollere iliskin mesajlarin daha fazla alindigin1 géstermektedir.
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Olgek Tiirkce’ye Arict (2011) tarafindan uyarlanmis ve gecerlik giivenirlik
caligmalar1 yine Aric1 (2011) tarafindan gergeklestirilmistir. Bu ¢aligmalar sonucunda
Olcegin 19 maddelik “Geleneksel Cinsiyet Rolleri (14 madde)” ve “Esitlik¢i Cinsiyet

Rolleri (5 madde)” olmak iizere 2 boyutlu bir yap1 gosterdigi sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Olgegin bu calismada elde edilen i¢ tutarlik katsayis1 Geleneksel Cinsiyet Rolleri
boyutu i¢in .87 olarak hesaplanmistir.

2.3.4 Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olcegi (CDCO)

Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi (Glick ve Fiske, 1996) (dlgek icin bknz Ek D),
kadina ve erkege yonelik cinsiyet¢i tutumlart 6lgmek i¢in gelistirilmis, her boyutu 11
maddeden olusan, iki boyutlu (Korumaci Cinsiyetgilik ve Diismanca Cinsiyetgilik)
ve 22 maddelik bir kendini degerlendirme dlgegidir. Olgekte her bir madde 1 =
kesinlikle katilmiyorum’dan 6 = kesinlikle katiliyorum’a dogru derecelendirilmis,
6’11 Likert tipi Olgek lizerinden puanlanmaktadir. Alt 6l¢eklerden alinan puanlarin
yiiksekligi, katilimcinin korumaci ya da diismanca cinsiyetci tutumlarinin da arttigini

gostermektedir.

Olgegin Tiirkge uyarlamasi Sakalli-Ugurlu (2001) tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir.
Elde edilen bulgular, 6l¢egin Tiirkge formunun, orijinal Olgegin psikometrik
ozelliklerini tastyan, benzer alt boyutlar1 iceren, gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci

oldugunu gostermistir.

Olgegin bu ¢alismada elde edilen i¢ tutarlik katsayisi Diismanca Cinsiyetcilik alt
boyutu i¢in .90 olarak hesaplanmustir.
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2.3.5 Yakin lliskilerde Siddete Yonelik Tutum Ol¢egi-Gozden Gecirilmis Formu
(YISTO-GG)

Yakin Iliskilerde Siddete Yonelik Tutum Olgegi-Gozden Gegirilmis Formu (Fincham
ve ark., 2008) (6lgek i¢in bknz Ek E), flort iliskilerinde yasanan psikolojik ve fiziksel
siddete yonelik {iniversite Ogrencilerinin tutumlarmi 6lgmek igin gelistirilmis, 3
boyuttan (Istismar-8 madde, Kontrol-5 madde ve Siddet-4 madde) ve 17 maddeden
olusan bir kendini degerlendirme 6lcegidir. Olgek, tutumlart 1 = Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum’dan 5 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum’a dogru derecelendirilmis, 5’1i Likert
tipi dlgek ile dlgmektedir. Olgekten alinan yiiksek puanlar, psikolojik ve fiziksel

saldirganliga yonelik tutumlarin da arttigini ifade etmektedir.

Olgegin Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmasi, gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismasi bu tez kapsaminda
yapilmistir. Olgegin orijinal formundan farkli olarak Istismar boyutundaki bir madde
Kontrol boyutuna yliklenmistir. Elde edilen bulgular 6l¢egin iiniversite 6grencilerinin
flort iliskilerinde yasanan psikolojik ve fiziksel siddete yonelik tutumlarini 6lgmede

gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci olduguna dair kanitlar sunmaktadir.

Olgegin bu calismada elde edilen i¢ tutarlik katsayisi Istismar alt boyutu igin .64

olarak hesaplanmustir.

2.3.6 Catisma Yontemleri Olgegi- Yetiskin Hatirlama Formu (CYO-YHF)

Catisma Yontemleri Olgegi- Yetiskin Hatirlama Formu (Straus ve ark., 1995) (8lgek
icin bknz Ek F), bireylerin ¢ocukluklarinda ebeveynleri arasinda yasanan psikolojik
saldirganlik davranislarina ne Olclide taniklik ettiklerini  6lgmek amaciyla
gelistirilmis bir kendini degerlendirme &lgegidir. Olgegin “Psikolojik Saldirganlig:”
Olgen alt boyutu 7 maddeden olugmaktadir. Ayni maddeler babadan anneye ve
anneden babaya olmak iizere iki kez sorulmaktadir. Olgekteki maddeler, kisi
“biiyiirken”  belirtilen davranmiglarin  ne siklikta gozlemlendigini  Olgmeye
caligmaktadir. “1” biiylirken olayin sadece bir kere oldugunu, “2” iki kere, “3” {i¢-bes

kere, “4” alti-on kere, “5” on bir-yirmi kere, “6 yirmi kereden fazla oldugunu, “0”
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ise hi¢ olmadigini belirtir. Katilimcilarin ilgili alt 6l¢ekten aldiklart ytliksek puanlar,
anne-baba arasindaki saldirganlik iceren davraniglara taniklik ettikleri durumlarin

fazla oldugunu gosterir.

Olgegin maddeleri Turhan, Guraksin ve Inandi (2006) tarafindan Tiirkge’ye
cevrilmistir. Ancak, 6lgegin yukarida ifade edilen bigimde kullanimi ve psikometrik

Ozelliklerinin incelenmesi bu tez kapsaminda gergeklestirilmistir.

Olgegin bu calismada elde edilen i¢ tutarlik katsayis1 Psikolojik Saldirganlik alt
boyutu i¢in babadan anneye ve anneden babaya sirasiyla .86 ve .82 olarak

hesaplanmustir.

2.3.7 Katilma1 Bilgi Formu

Katilimcr Bilgi Formu, katilimeilarin kisisel, egitimsel ve iliskisel durumuna iliskin

demografik sorulari iceren, arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanmig bir formdur (Form i¢in

bknz EK G).

2.4 Veri Toplama Siireci ve Islem

Arastirmada 6ncelikle ODTU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan ve es zamanl
olarak diger {iniversitelerin etik kurullarindan gerekli etik izinler alinmstir.
Uygulamalar 2013-2014 egitim o6gretim yili bahar doneminde gergeklestirilmistir.

Ana ¢alisma i¢in veriler sanal ortamda toplanmustir.

Sanal ortamda veri toplama siirecinde ise birka¢ farkli yol izlenmistir. Calismada
kullanilacak olan 6l¢ekler, MetuSurvey kullanilarak, sanal ortama aktarilmistir. Sanal
ortama aktarildiginda elde edilen baglanti (link), uygulama izni veren
tiniversitelerdeki 6grencilerin elektronik posta adreslerine bir agiklama yazisi ve
gontlli katilim formuyla birlikte gonderilmistir. Agiklama yazisinda, ¢alismanin
amaci ve katilim kosullar1 (18 yasinin tizerinde olmak, halihazirda bir flort iliskisine

sahip olmak, Ankara’daki bir iiniversitede lisans ve lisansiistii 6grenci olmak ve
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goniilliiliik) yer almistir. Goniilli olarak katilmayr kabul eden ogrenciler, ilgili
baglantiya yonlendirilmis ve bilgilendirme formunu okuduklarini onayladiktan sonra
anket maddelerini yanitlamislardir. Bu yontem i¢in izin vermeyen {iniversitelerin
Ogrencilerine, liniversitelerin resmi ve resmi olmayan sosyal medya hesaplarindan,
kampiiste Ogrencilerin yogun olarak bulunduklar1 noktalara {izerinde QR kodu
bulunan el ilanlarindan ve {iiniversitelerin resmi web sitelerindeki duyurulardan

ulasiimistir. Olgekleri yanitlama siiresi ortalama 18 dakika 59 saniyedir.

2.5 Veri Analizi

Bu calismanin amac1 tiniversite Ogrencilerinin flort iligkilerinde psikolojik
saldirganlik davranislarin1 aciklamayi amacglayan bir model gelistirmek ve modelin
gecerligini test etmektir. Bir diger amag¢ ise Onerilen modelin kadin erkek
ornekleminde farklilasip farklilagmadigini aragtirmaktir. Bu amagclar dogrultusunda
Onerilen modeli test etmek i¢in temel analiz metodu olarak AMOS paket programi

kullanilarak, ¢cok 6rneklemli Yapisal Esitlik Modellemesi (YEM) yapilmustir.

2.6 Calismanin Simirhihiklar

Bu arastirmaya 6zgii baz1 sinirliliklar vardir. Bunlardan ilki, ¢calismada tek bir kisiden
(mono method bias; Heppner, Kivlighan ve Wampold, 1992), 6z-bildirim 6lgekleri
kullanilarak veri toplanmasi ve katilimcilardan ge¢cmise yonelik bilgileri
hatirlamalarinin  istenmesidir. Psikolojik saldirganlik arastirmalarinda toplumsal
begenirlik yoniinde cevap verme ve saldirganlik davranislarini hatirlamama riskleri
olasidir. Bir diger smirlilik ise, bu ¢aligmanin katilimecilarinin, Ankara’daki
tniversitelerin lisans ve lisansiistii Ogrencileri arasindan, kolay Ornekleme
yontemiyle secilmesidir. Bundan dolayi, ¢alisma bulgularinin {iniversite egitimlerine
devam eden lisans ve lisansiistii 6grencilerine genellenip genellenemeyecegi agik
degildir. Son olarak, iliski odakli arastirmalara katilim konusunda kadinlarin daha
istekli olmasi, Orneklemde cinsiyet yanliligina neden olmus olabilir. Zira bu

calismanin katilimcilarinin % 70’1 kadin, % 30’u ise erkektir.
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3. BULGULAR

YEM analizinin ¢alisma verilerine uygunlugunu degerlendirmek i¢in kullanilan
model uyum 1yiligi indeksleri Tablo 3.5 ve Tablo 3.6’da verilmistir. Cok 6rneklemli
yapisal esitlik modellemesi sonuclart (Tablo 4.8), onerilen modelin cinsiyete gore

degismedigini gostermistir ve model tek bir 6rneklemde test edilmistir.

Tek o6rneklemli YEM analizi sonuglart modelin veriye uyum sagladigini ve uyum
iyiligi indekslerinin kabul edilebilir diizeyde oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Modelin
kikare/serbestlik derecesi orani 3.31, CFI ve TLI degerleri .94, SRMR degeri .04 ve
RMSEA degeri .05 olarak bulunmustur.

Modelde onerilen dogrudan ve dolayli yollarin anlamliligini degerlendirmek igin,
bootstrapping metodu ile elde edilmis standardize edilmis beta yikleri ()
kullanilmistir. Beta yiiklerine gore, 6nerilen 14 dogrudan yolun 10 tanesi istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bulunmustur (Sekil 4.4). Anlamli yollar arasindaki en yiiksek iliski
ataerkillik ile cinsiyet¢i inanglar arasinda (.67), en digiik iligki ise cinsiyet

toplumsallagmasi ile psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma arasindadir (.11).

Ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasindan psikolojik flort saldirganligini kabul ve
cinsiyetci inanglar ve psikolojik saldirganliga basvurmaya giden tiim yollar olumlu
yonde anlamlidir. Psikolojik saldirganligi kabul ve cinsiyetci inanglardan psikolojik
saldirganlifa bagvurmaya giden yollardan ilki olumlu, ikincisi ise olumsuz yonde
anlamlidir. Psikolojik siddeti kabul, toplumsal degiskenler ile (ataerkillik ve cinsiyet
toplumsallagmas1) psikolojik saldirganlik arasindaki iliskilere kismi olarak aracilik
etmistir. Psikolojik saldirganligi kabul, ebeveyne iliskin degiskenlerden sadece
anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme ile psikolojik saldirganlik
arasindaki iligkide bir ara degisken gorevi gérmektedir. Diger araci degisken olan
cinsiyet¢i inanglar, toplumsal ve ebeveyne iliskin degiskenler ile psikolojik

saldirganlik arasindaki iliskide herhangi bir dolayl etkisi yoktur (Tablo. 4.14).
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Babadan anneye psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme, psikolojik saldirganliga
bagvurma iizerinde toplam bir etkiye de sahip degildir. Bu degisken dogrudan,
dolayli ve toplam olarak herhangi bir etkiye sahip degildir. Bunun disindaki dissal
degiskenlerin psikolojik saldirganlik {izerindeki toplam etkileri ise anlamlidir (Tablo.

4.14).

Tablo 4.12°de gosterilen R? sonuglar1 ve regresyon esitliklerine gore ataerkillik,
toplumsal cinsiyet toplumsallasmasi ve anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganliga
taniklik etme, psikolojik flort saldirganligini kabul etme, cinsiyet¢i inanglara iligkin
varyansin sirastyla %18’ini ve %49’unu ve bu degiskenler hep birlikte psikolojik

flort saldirganligina bagvurmaya iliskin toplam varyansin %3 1’ini agiklamistir.

4. TARTISMA

4.1 Arastirma Bulgularimmin Tartisilmasi

Bu c¢aligmanin amaci, flort iligkisi olan {iniversite 6grencileri arasinda, kisisel biligsel
degiskenlerin (psikolojik saldirganlig1 kabul etme ve cinsiyet¢i inanglar) toplumsal
(ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasi) ve ebeveyne iliskin algilanan degiskenler
(ana-baba arasindaki psikolojik saldirganhiga taniklik etme) ile psikolojik
saldirganliga basvurma arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmedeki roliinii incelemektir. Bu
baglamda kuramsal cerceve olarak Feminist Kuram ve Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami
temel alinarak bir model olusturulmustur (Sekil 1.1) ve bu modelin cinsiyete gore

farklilasip farklilasmadigi cok 6rneklemli YEM kullanilarak test edilmistir.

4.1.1 Cinsiyet ve Modele iliskin Tartisma

Analiz sonuglart modelin cinsiyete gore farklilagmadigini gostermistir. Bu bulgu,
modelin kadin-erkek ornekleminde ayr1 ayr test edildigi ¢alismalarin bulgulariyla
tutarli degildir (Karakurt ve ark.,2013; Karakurt ve Cumbie; 2012); ancak, tek bir
orneklemde test eden calismalarin bulgulariyla tutarhidir (Cui ve ark., 2010; Dye ve

Davis, 2003). Ayrica, cinsiyet farki bulunmamasi, Johnson’in (1995) ileri siirdiigii
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tipolojiyle de uyumludur. Tipolojiye gore klinik olmayan 6rneklemlerde (liniversite
ogrencileri gibi) saldirganlik davraniglart (psikolojik saldirganlik dahil), esler
arasinda karsiliklidir (cinsiyet farki yoktur), yaygindir fakat daha kiiciik ¢aplidir.
Johnson’ (1995) tipolojisi ve daha giiglii bir istatistiksel analiz olan ¢ok 6rneklemli
YEM sonuglar birlikte diistiniildiigiinde cinsiyet farkinin bulunmamasi anlamli bir

bulgudur.

Tek bir 6rneklemde gergeklestirilen YEM bulgulari, Feminist Kuram ve Sosyal
Ogrenme Kurami temel alinarak Onerilen psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma
modelinin, flort iligkisi olan iiniversite ogrencileri Ornekleminden elde edilen
verilerle desteklendigini gostermektedir. Modelde onerilen 14 yoldan 10’u
anlamlidir. Babadan anneye psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etmeden psikolojik
saldirganligr kabule, cinsiyet¢i inanglara ve psikolojik saldirganliga basvurmaya
giden tiim yollar istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmamistir. Bir diger istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bulunmayan yol ise, anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik
etmeden cinsiyet¢i inanglara giden yoldur. Onerilen 8 dolayl iliskiden 3’ii
anlamlidir. Psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme, ataerkillik, cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasi
ve anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme ile psikolojik saldirganliga
basvurma arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmistir. Model psikolojik saldirganliga

basvurmanin %3 1’ini agiklamaktadir.

4.1.2 Hipotezlere iliskin Tartisma

Bu c¢aligmanin bulgulari, iniversite Ogrencileri arasinda psikolojik  flort
saldirganligima basvurma ile toplumsal degiskenler (ataerkillik ve cinsiyet
toplumsallagmasi) arasinda olumlu yonde ve dogrudan iligkiler oldugunu géstermistir
(Hipotez 1) ve bu bulgu genel olarak alanyazinla tutarlidir (Dye ve Davis, 2003;
Follingstad ve ark., 2002; Hammock ve O’Hearn, 2002; Karakurt ve Cumbie; 2012;
Hatipoglu-Siimer ve Toplu, 2011). Bu bulgu, psikolojik saldirganligin, toplumun
diisiince sisteminin bir yansimasi olarak ataerkillikten ve biiyiirken ana babadan

alinan cinsiyetci iletilerden etkilendigini gostermektedir.
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Toplumsal degiskenler (ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagmasi) ayni zamanda
kisisel degiskenlerle de (psikolojik saldirganligi kabul ve cinsiyet¢i inanglar) olumlu
yonde ve dogrudan iliskilidir (Hipotez 2). Alanyazinla paralel olarak, bu ¢alismanin
bulgular1 da, toplumsal ataerkillikten etkilenen daha geleneksel bireylerin psikolojik
saldirganlig1 kabul etmeye (Capezza ve Arriaga, 2008) ve daha cinsiyetci inanglar
sergilemeye yatkin olduklarini ortaya koymaktadir (Forbes ve ark., 2004; Franchina
ve ark., 2001; Karakurt ve ark., 2013; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001). Ayrica, bu
bulgu, hem bireysel hem de topluluk¢u kiiltiirlerdeki c¢alismalarla tutarlik
gostermektedir (Yamawaki, Ostenson ve Brown, 2009; Sakalli, 2001).

Kisisel degiskenler ile (psikolojik saldirganligi kabul ve cinsiyet¢i inanglar)
psikolojik saldirganlia bagvurma arasindaki iliskiler de modelde oOnerildigi gibi
anlamhidir (Hipotez 3). Psikolojik saldirganligi destekleyen diislincelere sahip
tiniversite 6grencileri psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurmaya daha egilimlidir ve bu
bulgu alanyazin tarafindan da biiyiik dlclide desteklenmektedir (Aloia ve Solomon,
2013; Capezza ve Arriaga, 2008; Fincham ve ark., 2008; Forbes ve ark., 2006;
Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001). Ancak, ilgingtir ki, bu ¢alismada cinsiyet¢i inanglar ile
psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma arasindaki iliski olumsuz yonde bulunmustur. Bir
baska degisle, daha cinsiyet¢i inanglara sahip iiniversite Ogrencileri daha az
saldirganlik davranis1 gostermektedir ve genel olarak bu bulgu alanyazinla
celismektedir ( Forbes ve ark., 2004; Forbes ve ark., 2006; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe,
2001; Rojas-Solis ve Raimundez, 2011). Burada toplumsal (ya da ebeveyne iligkin)
degiskenlerden biri, cinsiyet¢i inanglar ile psikolojik saldirganlik arasindaki iliskide
baskilayict (suppressor) degisken islevi gorerek, aslinda var olan bir iliskiyi
maskelemis olabilir. Bu g¢alismada cinsiyet¢i inanglar “Diigmanca Cinsiyetcilik”
Olcegi ile Olglilmistir ve bu denli diismanca cinsiyet¢i inanglara sahip bireyler
psikolojik saldirganlik yerine ornegin fiziksel saldirganliga bagvuruyor ya da
psikolojik saldirganlig1 6nemsiz algiladiklar1 (Yamawaki ve ark., 2009) i¢in daha az

rapor ediyor olabilirler.

Ebeveyne iligkin degiskenlerden babadan anneye psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik

etme ile psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma arasindaki iligki istatistiksel olarak
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anlamsiz, anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganlifa taniklik etme ile psikolojik
saldirganliga bagvurma arasindaki iliski anlamli ve olumlu yonde bulunmustur
(Hipotez 4). Literatiirde bu bulgular1 destekleyen ve desteklemeyen ¢alismalar vardir.
Ilging olan, iki bulgu arasindaki farkliliktir. Bu farkliligin birkac nedeni olabilir. ki,
psikolojik saldirganliga kadinlarin bagvurdugu genel algis1 olabilir (Williams, South-
Richardson, Hammock ve Janit, 2012). Hipotez 5’in bulgular1 ile birlikte
diisiiniildiiglinde ise bir diger neden, anneden babaya saldirganligin kabul edilebilir
oldugu algisidir ve bu algi davranisa doniisiiyor olarak goriilmektedir. Nedeni ne
olursa olsun, ana-baba arasindaki saldirganliga taniklik etmenin psikolojik

saldirganlikla iligkisi, baba ve anne i¢in degiskenlik gostermektedir.

Benzer sekilde, ebeveyne iliskin degiskenler ile kisisel degiskenler arasindaki
iligkiler de farklilik gostermektedir (Hipotez 5). Babadan anneye psikolojik
saldirganliga taniklik etme ile kisisel degiskenler arasindaki iliskiler istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bulunmamistir. Anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme
ile psikolojik saldirganligi kabul arasindaki iliski anlamli, cinsiyetgi inanglar
arasindaki iligki anlamsizdir. Literatiir de bu iliskiler konusunda net degildir. Ancak,
bu g¢aligmanin bulgulari, psikolojik saldirganligi kabul konusunda babadan ziyade
annenin etkisine isaret etmektedir. Tiirk kiiltiiriinde ¢ocuk bakimi konusunda annenin
agirhig1 ve anne-g¢ocuk arasindaki yogun ve giiclii iliski (Hortagsu, 2015) bu sonucun
nedeni olarak oOne siiriilebilir. Bu iliski, kadmlarin psikolojik saldirganlik
gosterebilecegi algis1 ile birlesince, saldirganligi olumluyor olabilir. Cinsiyetci
inanglar konusunda ise, literatiir, ebeveynlerden cok akranlara dikkat ¢ekmektedir

(Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe, 2001).

Kisisel degiskenlerden psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme, toplumsal (ataerkillik ve
cinsiyet toplumsallasmasi) degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganlia bagvurma
arasindaki iliskiye kismi olarak aracilik etmistir (Hipotez 6). Alanyazinda bu iligkiyi
inceleyen bir ¢alismaya hentiiz rastlanmamistir. Ancak, bu bulgu, Feminist Kuram’in
ataerkil bir toplumda dogan ve 6nceden belirlenmis cinsiyet rollerine gore yetistirilen
bireylerin iliskilerde siddeti kabul etmeye yonelik diisiinceler gelistirmeye yatkin

oldugu, bunun da kisinin siddete bagvurmasina neden oldugu varsayimi ile paraleldir
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(Dobash ve Dobash, 1979 ) ve bu varsayimi toplulukgu bir kiiltirde de destekler
niteliktedir.

Kisisel degiskenlerden psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme, ebeveyne iligkin algilanan
degiskenlerden anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme ile psikolojik
saldirganliga bagvurma arasindaki iliskiye kismi olarak aracilik etmistir (Hipotez 7).
Bu bulgu -taniklig1 ebeveynler arasi olarak ayirmadan incelese de- biiyiikk oranda
alanyazinla tutarlidir (Aloia ve Solomon, 2013; Alexander ve ark., 1991; Clarey ve
ark., 2010; O’Hearn ve Margolin, 2000; O’Keefe, 1998; Reitzel-Jaffe ve Wolfe,
2001). Ancak, babadan anneye olan taniklik i¢in aracilik etkisi bulunmamistir. Bu
bulgu, aym zamanda, Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami'nin anne-baba arasindaki psikolojik
saldirganliga taniklik etmenin, psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme riskini arttirdigi,
bunun da kisilerin kendi iliskilerinde saldirganliga basvurmalarina yol agtif
varsayimi ise paraleldir (Bandura, 1793) ve varsayimi toplulukc¢u bir kiiltiirde de

anne tizerinden destekler niteliktedir.

Psikolojik saldirganligt kabul etmenin aksine cinsiyet¢i inanglar, toplumsal
(ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagmasi) degiskenler ile psikolojik saldirganliga
bagsvurma arasindaki iligkilere aracilik etmemistir (Hipotez §8). Arastirmaci,
alanyazinda dogrudan bu iliskiyi inceleyen bir ¢alismaya rastlamamistir. Kullanilan
oleek (Diismanca Cinsiyetcilik) iliskisizlige dair bir neden olabilir. Olgek, bu
calismada, kisisel biligsel bir degiskeni 6l¢gme amaciyla kullanilmistir. Ancak, Forbes
ve ark. (2004) bu olgegin, sadece “biligsel semalarr” degil “duyussal yapilari” da
6l¢tiigiinii, bu durumun sonuglar1 yorumlamada karisikliga neden olabilecegini one
stirmektedir (s. 252). Bir diger neden de —bu calismada oldugu gibi- boyle bir araci

degisken iligskisinin olmama durumu olabilir.

Kisisel degiskenlerden cinsiyet¢i inanclar ise, ebeveyne iliskin algilanan degiskenler
(anne-baba arasindaki psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etme) ile psikolojik
saldirganliga bagvurma arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmemistir (Hipotez 9) ve bu
bulgu -kisitl da olsa- mevcut alanyazinla tutarlidir (Karakurt ve ark., 2013; Eriksson

ve Mazerolle,2015). Bunun nedeni daha once tartisilan 6lgegin bilissel ve duyussal
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yapilar1 ayirt edememesi, cinsiyet¢i inanglart ebeveyne iligkin algilanan
degiskenlerden ziyade akran iliskilerinin anlamlandirmasi, ya da boyle dolayli bir

etkinin var olmamasi olabilir.

4.2 Kuram, Arastirma ve Uygulamaya Yonelik Cikarimlar

Teorik agidan, bu caligmanin bulgulari, psikolojik saldirganligin tek boyutlu degil,
Murphy ve Hoover’in (1999) one siirdiigii gibi, birbiriyle iliskili fakat farkli
yapilardan olusan ¢ok boyutlu bir kavram oldugunu bir kez daha ortaya koymustur.
Bu bulgu, Amerika (Murphy ve Hoover, 1999) ve Italya’dan (Bonechi ve Tani,
2011) sonra, psikolojik saldirganligin ¢ok boyutlulugunun kiiltiire 6zgii olmaktan

cok, evrensel oldugunu dogrular niteliktedir.

Bu ¢aligmada Feminist Kuram ve Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami’ndan alinan degiskenlerin
entegre edilmesiyle 6nerilen psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma modeli test edilmistir.
Calismanin bulgulari, Feminist Kuram’in onerdigi gibi, toplumsal degiskenlerin
(ataerkillik ve cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasi) psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma ile
dogrudan ve kisisel biligsel bir degisken olan psikolojik saldirganligi kabul iizerinden
dolayli olarak iligkili oldugunu gostermistir. Benzer bir sekilde bulgular, Sosyal
Ogrenme Kurami'min &nerdigi gibi, ebeveyne iliskin algilanan degiskenlerden
anneden babaya psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik etmenin, psikolojik saldirganliga
basvurma ile dogrudan ve psikolojik saldirganligi kabul {izerinden dolayli olarak
iligkili oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Elde edilen bu bulgular, genel olarak, ilgili
kuramlarin psikolojik saldirganligin nedenlerine yonelik varsayimlarini toplulukgu

bir kiiltirde de destekler niteliktedir.

Aragtirma agisindan da bu c¢alisma bazi 6nemli ¢ikarimlar igermektedir. Psikolojik
saldirganlik, fiziksel ve cinsel flort siddetine kiyasla daha ge¢ arastirilmaya baslanan
bir konu oldugu i¢in, konu iizerine yapilan bilimsel arastirmalar daha azdir Bu
nedenle, bu c¢alismanin bulgulari, psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma davranisinin
farkl1 degiskenlerle olan iliskisi ve bu degiskenlerin psikolojik saldirganliga

bagvurma davranigini yordamast ile ilgili 6nemli ampirik bulgular ortaya ¢ikarmistir.
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Sonuglar, ataerkilligin, cinsiyet toplumsallagsmasinin, anneden babaya psikolojik
saldirganliga taniklik etmenin, psikolojik saldirganli§a bagvurma iizerinden dogrudan
ve psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme lizerinden dolayli olarak etkiledigini ve bu
bulgularin cinsiyete gore farklilasmadigin1 gostermistir. Psikolojik saldirganliga
bagvurma davranisini etkileyen en giiclii degisken ise psikolojik saldirganligi kabul
etmedir. Bir diger ilging bulgu, babadan anneye psikolojik saldirganliga taniklik
etmenin dogrudan, dolayli olarak ve toplamda psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma

davranisi tizerinde hicbir etkisinin olmamasidir.

Tiirkiye’de ise psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma konusu heniiz yeni yeni
arastirmacilarin ilgisi ¢ekmeye baslamistir ve konu ile ilgili bilimsel caligsmalar
olduk¢a azdir. Bu nedenle, Tiirk kiiltiirlinde psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma
kavramini tanitmak ve konu ile ilgili arastirma yapmak oldukga gerekli ve dnemli bir
adimdir. Bu nedenle, bu arasgtirmanin, Tirk kiiltiiriinde psikolojik saldirganliga
basvurma arastirmalarina Oncii olmasi umulmaktadir. Cok Boyutlu Duygusal
Istismar Olgegi’nin bir kez da gegerligin ortaya konmasinin ve Catigma Y dntemleri
Olgegi-Yetiskin Hatirlama Formu ve Yakin {liskilerde Siddete Yonelik Tutum
Olgegi-Gozden Gegirilmis Formu’nun Tiirkge’ye ¢evrilmesinin siireci hizlandiracag

varsayilmaktadir.

Yukarida belirtilen bulgularin, program gelistiricilere, {iniversite psikolojik
danigmanlarina, psikolojik damisman yetistiren akademisyenlere, {iiniversite
yoneticilerine ve politika belirleyicilere  uygulamalarinda 151k tutmasi
beklenmektedir. Bu kisimda sadece program gelistiricilere ve tiniversite psikolojik

danigmanlarina yonelik ¢ikarimlar vurgulanmistir.

Bu ¢alismanin bulgularmin tiniversite 6grencilerine yonelik hazirlanacak onleyici ve
lyilestirici programlarin igeriginin belirlenmesi konusunda program gelistiricilere
onemli katkilar saglayacag: diisiiniilmektedir. Toplumdaki ataerkilligin ve biiyiirken
aileden almman cinsiyet¢i mesajlarin ve annenin babaya uyguladigi psikolojik
saldirganliga maruz kalmanin bireydeki yansimasi olarak psikolojik saldirganligi

destekleyici diistinceleri -ve hayli iligkili- cinsiyet¢i diisiinceleri degistirecek igerikte
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hazirlanacak programlarin, bu ¢alismada elde edilen risk faktorlerine karsi onleyici

ve iyilestirici bir etki yaratacagi diistiniilmektedir.

Universite dgrencilerine ydnelik hazirlanacak, zellikle, miidahale edici programlarin
iceriginin belirlenmesi konusunda da ¢alismanin bulgularindan yararlanilabilir.
Miidahale edici programlarda yalnizca iiniversite 6grencilerinin degil, ebeveynlerinin
de yer almasinin faydali olacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu programlarda ebeveynlere,
birbirlerine karsi gosterdikleri psikolojik saldirganlik iceren davranislara
cocuklarinin maruz kalmasinin g¢ocuklar1 {izerindeki olumsuz etkiye yol actif

vurgulanmalidir.

Bu c¢alismada modelin cinsiyete gore farklilasmadigi bulunmustur ve bulgu
psikolojik  flort saldirganligi alanyazininca da desteklenmektedir. Program
gelistiriciler ve psikolojik danismanlar, uygulanacak Onleyici ve miidahale edici
programlarda kadin ve erkek Ogrencileri birlikte, tek bir hedef kitle olarak

diistinebilirler.

Universite 6grencilerinin flért iliskisinde yasanan psikolojik saldirganlii énemsiz
olarak algiladiklar1 ve bunu kabul etmeye yatkinliklar1 bilinmektedir (Capezza ve
Arriaga, 2008; Williams ve ark., 2008). Bu durum, {niversite psikolojik danigma
merkezlerinde ¢alisan psikolojik danigmanlarin konuya iligkin yeterli bilgisinin ve
farkindaliginin olmamasi ile birlesince, psikolojik saldirganlik, psikolojik danisma
siirecinde ele alinmamis, konusulmamis ve istii kapali kalmig bir konu olarak
kalmaktadir. Bu nedenle, psikolojik danigmanlarin psikolojik flort saldirganligi,
nedenleri ve sonucglari konusunda farkindalik kazanmasi olduk¢a Onemlidir.
Psikolojik danigmanlarin, kazanilan farkindalikla, bireyi tanima amaclh yapilan ilk
goriismede psikolojik saldirganliga yonelik de bilgi almasinin ve bunun rutin hale
getirilmesinin yararli olacag diisiiniilmektedir. Cok Boyutlu Duygusal Istismar

Olgegi de bu amagla kullanilabilir.

Miidahale asamasinda, durumun ciddiyetini ve risk faktorlerini kesfetmeye yonelik

goriigme yapilmas1 Onerilmektedir. Bu gorlismelerde, i¢ine dogulan ataerkil
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toplumun kisideki yansimalari, cocuklukta ebeveynlerden alinan cinsiyet¢i mesajlar,
annenin babaya uyguladigi psikolojik saldirganliga ¢ocukluk déneminde maruz
kalma, kisinin psikolojik saldirganligi kabul etme yoniindeki egilimi ve bunun da
psikolojik saldirganliga bagvurma egilimi ile iliskisi konusulabilir. Psikolojik siddete

basvuranlar i¢in destek gruplari olusturulabilir.

Onleyici ve iyilestirici olarak psikoegitim gruplarindan yararlanilabilir ve bu
gruplarda flort iliskisine dair beklentiler ve mitler, cinsiyet rolleri, cinsiyet¢i ve
psikolojik saldirganligi destekleyici diislincelerin sorgulanmasi igerik olarak

diisiiniilebilir.

4.3 Gelecekteki Arastirmalar icin Oneriler

Tiirkiye’de psikolojik saldirganliga basvurma konusunda kuramsal temellere
dayanan, sistematik caligmalara gereksinim duyulmaktadir. Bu calisma, psikolojik
saldirganligi, Feminist ve Sosyal Ogrenme Kurami degiskenleri cergevesinde
incelemistir. Bunun yapilan ilk ¢alisma oldugu g6z oOniinde bulundurularak, bu ve
farkli kuramsal yaklasimlar kullanilarak psikolojik saldirganligin incelenmesinin,

psikolojik saldirganligi anlamak agisindan aydinlatici olacagi diigiiniilmektedir.

Bu c¢alismada toplumsal ve ebeveyne iliskin sadece ikiser degisken dahil edilmistir.
Gelecekteki aragtirmalarda giic, kontrol, tahakkiim gibi toplumsal, biiylirken
ebeveynden ¢ocuga psikolojik saldirganligi deneyimleme gibi ebeveyne iliskin bagka
degiskenlerin de dahil edilmesinin, psikolojik flort saldirganligi davraniginin
anlasilmasinda yararli olacag:i diisiiniilmektedir. Ebeveyne iliskin degiskenler bu
calismadaki gibi anne ve baba olarak ayr1 ayr1 incelenebilir. Psikolojik saldirganliga
yonelik niyet ve psikolojik saldirganligi mesrulastirma gibi degiskenler de kisisel

biligsel degiskenler ad1 altinda incelenebilir.

Toplumsal, ebeveyne iliskin ve kisisel biligsel degiskenler disinda, farkli kuramsal
cercevelerden demografik (iligskinin siiresi ve ciddiyeti), iliskisel (baglilik, doyum),
kisisel (psikolojik saldirganligi mesrulastirma gibi biligsel ve 6fke kontrolii, duygu
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diizenleme gibi davranigsal), i¢sel (baglanma), kisileraras: (akran etkisi) ve durumsal
(madde/alkol kullanimi) bir¢ok degiskenin, psikolojik saldirganlia basvurma ile

iliskisinin incelenmesinin yararli olacagi diisiiniilmektedir.

Bu calismada, flort iligkisindeki tek partnerden 6z-bildirim yolu ile veri toplanmistir.
Gelecekteki calismalarda, diger partnerden de veri toplanmasinin, sosyal begenirlik
ve veri toplamada tekli yontem yanliligini azaltmak agisindan daha saglikli olacagi

distiniilmektedir.

Psikolojik saldirganlifa basvurma ve cinsiyet iliskisi olduk¢a karmasiktir. YEM
analizlerinde modellerin kadin-erkek Ornekleminde test edilmesi bu karmasiklig
daha da arttirmaktadir. Cinsiyet farki olup olmadigin test etmek i¢in bundan sonraki

arastirmalarda da ¢ok 6rneklemli YEM analizlerinin kullanilmasi 6nerilmektedir.

Bu arastirmanin 6rneklemini, kolay ulasilabilirlik yontemi ile secilen, Ankara’daki
devlet ve vakif iiniversitelerinde egitim goren ve bir flort iligkisi olan lisans ve
lisansiistii  6grenciler olusturmustur. Sonuglarin  genellenebilirligini  arttirmak
acisindan bundan sonraki c¢alismalarda, seckisiz Ornekleme yOnteminin
kullanilmasinin ve farkli 6rneklemlerle bu iliskilerin tekrarlanmasinin yararli olacag
diisiiniilmektedir. Universite egitimi almayan benzer yas grubundaki bireylerle
caligmalar uluslararast alanyazinda da olduk¢a simirhidir. Bu yas grubuyla
gerceklestirilecek c¢alismalar 6zellikle Onerilmektedir. Boylamsal arastirmalar da
calismanin degiskenleri arasinda neden-sonug iliskilerinin kurulabilmesine katki

saglayacaktir.
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