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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

 

 The purpose of the current study was to identify the presence of any differences in 

perceptions of dating violence, relative to gender type, roles, and socialization, among 142 

African-American college students. One hundred and forty-nine students were sampled, from 

a Historically Black College or University (HBCU), located in the southeast region of the 

United States. One hundred and forty-two of the students were African-American and were, 

therefore, included in the final data analyses. Forty-seven percent of the students were male 

and 53% of the students were female, with an average age of 23 years. The students were 

academically classified as third- and fourth-year students and represented various academic 

courses of study. The study participants reported that they were primarily from middle SES 

backgrounds. However, the majority were also reportedly recipients of “need-based” financial 

aid. 

 The impact of gender, SES, and history of interpersonal violence were utilized as 

independent variables and were correlated with dependent variables derived from the 

following assessment measures: The Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Scale (AIV), the 

BEM Sex Role Inventory (BEM), the Conflict Tactics Scale-2 (CTS2), the Dating Violence 

Questionnaire (DVQ), and the State Trait Anger Inventory-2 (STAXI-2). These measures 

assessed acceptance of violence, gender types/roles, methods of conflict resolution, history of 

interpersonal violence, and anger management skills, respectively. The assessment measures 

were administered, in a group format, during the student’s regularly-scheduled class period. In 

an effort to minimize potential gender bias, the students were seated separately, based on 

gender, throughout the course of the study. 

 It was hypothesized that “masculine-typed” individuals would be more accepting of 

violence than “feminine-typed” individuals, regardless of gender. Yet, females were 

hypothesized to report having inflicted more violence on their partners than their male 
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counterparts. It was further hypothesized that females would report having sustained more 

injury as a result of violence instigated against them in their dating relationships. Overall, both 

males and females were expected to place more attributions of blame on males for violence in 

their dating relationships as a whole.  

Violence perpetrators were predicted to be more likely to endorse the infliction of 

“minor” forms of violence, such as pushing and slapping. Both socioeconomic status (SES) 

and history of interpersonal violence were predicted to impact anger, acceptance of 

interpersonal violence, and both physical and psychological aggression/assault in dating 

relationships. Lastly, it was hypothesized that strong correlations would exist between anger 

and violence and jealousy and violence, respectively. 

The results of the current study showed that while “more masculine” characteristics, 

irrespective of gender, were not found to be associated with a greater acceptance of violence, 

male study participants were found to be more accepting of violence as a means of conflict 

resolution in their dating relationships. No significant gender differences were found, relative 

to the perpetration of dating violence. Perpetrators of courtship violence did, indeed, more 

frequently endorse “minor” forms of violence, such as slapping and pushing. African-

American males reportedly sustained more injury, as a result of their partner’s violence, than 

their female counterparts. SES was not found to be a significant predictor of dating violence. 

However, anger, jealousy, and a history of interpersonal violence were all found to be 

significantly correlated with violence within the dating relationship. 

The current study was considered to be exploratory in nature and provided a good 

foundation for the investigation of violence among African-American college students. Two 

major areas of concern, which are likely to impact the evaluation of dating violence, emerged 

as a result of this study. These areas are the development of a more uniform and universal 

definition of dating violence and improving the assessment/measurement of dating violence, 

whereas the current measures could potentially be combined and expounded upon to create 

more concise, yet thorough measures of dating violence. 

Future research should continue to sample populations of African-Americans in an 

effort to further identify risk markers which might impact their participation in acts of dating 

violence as victims or perpetrators. However, more diverse samples, relative to age, 
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education, SES, and ethnicity are necessary for the purpose of comparison and, ultimately, 

increasing the generalizability of future study results. By increasing focus on the study of 

dating/courtship violence, issues of prevention/intervention can be more readily addressed in 

the future. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

 

Interpersonal violence, defined as "behavior by persons, against persons, that 

threatens, attempts, or completes intentional infliction of physical or psychological harm," is a 

common social problem in our society (Task Force on Male Violence Against Women of the 

American Psychological Association Commission on Violence and Youth (APACVY), 1993, 

p. 89). Studies of interpersonal violence have shown that dating relationships are often a time 

of conflict and abuse, with partners falling prey to emotional outbursts of anger and jealousy 

(Henton, Cae, Koval, Lloyd, & Christopher, 1983), frequently resulting in physical acts of 

violence.  

There are various forms of interpersonal violence and violence can manifest itself in a 

number of ways in intimate relationships. Such "intimate" forms of violence include domestic 

violence, sexual abuse, child abuse, and dating/courtship violence (Clark, Beckett, Wells, & 

Dungee-Anderson, 1994). While each of these forms of violence is in dire need of further 

exploration, the current review will focus exclusively on dating/courtship violence. (Dating 

violence and courtship violence are interchangeable terms and will therefore be used 

interchangeably in the current review.) 

 Studies have shown that courtship violence tends to begin early in the lifecycle, 

particularly given that dating is often a very important component of most teenagers’ lives. In 

addition, because adolescence has generally been viewed as a time in which friendships are 

formed and adolescents are afforded an opportunity to formulate the qualities they deem 

important in future dating partners (Levy, 1990), it has even been suggested that adolescent 

girls who do not have boyfriends often feel ashamed and, therefore, frequently pursue 

relationships even if they are not ready. Thus, to satisfy the peer pressure from friends, an 
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adolescent might stay in the dating relationship even if it becomes abusive (Smith & Donnelly, 

2001).  

Over a decade ago, as many as one third of high school students were faced with 

physical and sexual violence (Levy, 1990). In fact, over the years, with the gradual increase in 

incidents of dating violence in high school settings, dating violence in adolescence has come to 

been seen as a form of “school violence.”  Not only are a large number of high school students 

likely to be victims of abuse by dating partners, but a high percentage of such incidents 

actually occur on school grounds (Molidor & Tolman, 1998).  

While dating violence does not predominate in any socioeconomic, religious, or ethnic 

group, some studies, however, have shown a large gender differential in dating violence in 

adolescence, with 95% of victims of adolescent dating violence being female (Jersey Battered 

Women’s Service, 1995). In contrast, other studies of adolescent dating violence have been 

more consistent with studies of dating violence in adulthood, showing acts of violence to be 

comparable by gender (Cascardi, Avery-Leaf, O’Leary, & Smith-Slep, 1999, p. 545). Despite 

the observed discrepancies, however, because adolescence occurs during the formative years 

of one’s life and, simultaneously, has been shown to be a period that is significantly impacted 

by acts of violence and aggression within dating relationships (Levy, 1990), it seems inevitable 

that such acts of violence would continue into adult dating relationships, potentially increasing 

in prevalence with time.  

In an effort to decrease occurrences of dating violence, to the extent possible, it is 

important that dating relationships be void of acts of violence, aggression, and negativity. 

Thus, in addressing dating violence, increased attention should be placed on the motivation 

and perceived functionality of unhealthy dating relationships (Cascardi  et al., 1999, p. 551). 

According to Smith and Donnelly (2001), there are three stages in dating violence. “Phase one 

is named the tension-building stage,” during which the perpetrator becomes “edgy, critical, 

possessive and volatile” (p. 53). As a result, the victim may begin to withdraw from the 

perpetrator to avoid any type of confrontation. The perpetrator may then notice the victim’s 

actions and react by persuading the victim to stay. This chain of actions lends to an 

unavoidable phase two.  

“Phase two is marked by the acute battering incident” (p. 54). Additionally, phase two 
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can be restricted to severe verbal abuse. Consequently, tension in the relationship leaves, 

which then leads to phase three. Phase three, the “honeymoon phase,” is what keeps the 

victim from ending the relationship. The perpetrator feels guilty for his/her actions and 

attempts to make the relationship work by appearing loving and affectionate. The victim, in 

turn, may blame him/herself for the abusive behavior, rationalize the abuse, or attribute the 

abusive behavior to a misunderstanding. This stage, which is marked by a “sense of calm” is, 

unfortunately, usually short lived and leads back to phase one. Such cyclical patterns of abuse 

are not only found in dating relationships, but often appear to precipitate violent behavior in 

marriage (Smith & Donnelly, 2001). 

  Further research, including cross-cultural analyses, is needed on the stages of dating 

violence, perceptions of the acceptability of violence in dating relationships, and attributions 

of blame for violent acts in dating relationships, as there are a variety of factors which seem to 

impact violence within the context of dating relationships. Many of these concepts will be 

expounded upon in the forthcoming literature review. While the current study will focus 

primarily on the experiences of dating violence in a sample of college students, various 

theories of dating violence will be explored and may prove useful in conceptualizing the onset 

of abuse in early dating relationships and its continued existence in dating relationships in 

adulthood, including collegiate populations. 

  Additionally, in its discussion of dating violence, the forthcoming literature review 

will look more closely at both violence and aggression, within the context of dating 

relationships. An overview of violence will be provided, including psychological and 

emotional acts of violence in dating relationships and the extent to which they serve to impact 

physical dating violence. In exploring physical dating violence, emphasis will be placed on 

specific theories that have emerged in this field of study, including the impact of an 

individual’s upbringing on later perpetration or acceptance of violent behavior. Finally, in 

introducing the focus of the current study, both the influence of gender on violence in dating 

relationships, as well as the existence of violence in understudied populations (i.e., ethnic 

minorities) will be investigated.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

 

 

Physical Versus Psychological Violence in Dating Relationships 

 

 

Courtship violence, which has been defined as "the use or threat of physical force or 

restraint carried out with the intent of causing pain or injury to another," is a form of 

interpersonal violence that has received increased attention by researchers over the course of 

the past two decades (Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989, p. 181). Physical courtship violence "may 

take the form of pushing, shoving, kicking, hitting, beating, or using a weapon" (Clark  et al., 

1994, p. 266). Other types of physical violence include “slapping, hair-pulling, punching, 

biting, choking and beating with an object” (Smith & Donnelly, 2001, p. 55). While it is 

possible for physical abuse to occur as a single, isolated incident, it is often recurring and more 

severe each time (Smith & Donnelly, 2001). Further, some abusive dating relationships, if not 

terminated, may result in injuries or fatalities (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993).  

While the majority of the research in the area of dating violence has focused 

exclusively on acts of physical violence and aggression, psychological abuse, while 

understudied, is also a form of courtship violence (Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989). In fact, 

psychological and emotional acts of violence have been examined less often in both dating and 

marital relationships (Stets, 1991). However, in contrast to what some studies have suggested, 

interpersonal violence is not limited to physical violence. Further, because studies of couples 

have demonstrated that psychological aggression can be a predictor of physical aggression, it 

is important that the concept of psychological aggression be understood as well (Leonard & 

Senchak, 1996; Murphy & O’Leary, 1989; O’Leary, Malone, & Tyree, 1994).  

Psychological abuse, which is another form of courtship violence, “consists of coercive 

or aversive acts intended to produce emotional harm or [the] threat of harm” (Murphy & 
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Hoover, 1999, p. 40). Such abuse can often produce fear, increase dependency, and lower the 

self-concept of the recipient. Generally, a higher percentage of partners experience 

psychological abuse than physical abuse in intimate relationships (Keyser & Sweetland, 1985). 

In fact, psychological/emotional abuse is actually the most common form of dating violence 

and tends to begin in adolescent dating relationships. Because one’s self esteem is primarily 

developed during the adolescent years, it is often difficult to cope with humiliation and/or 

criticism, thereby exacerbating the effects of the abuse.  

Jealousy is the most common cause of emotional abuse, as it may lead to heated 

arguments, threats, intimidation, and/or fear of the perpetrator (Carlson, 1987; Makepeace, 

1981). Attempting to make the victim feel as though s/he is crazy is another form of emotional 

abuse. More specifically, manipulating of the facts of an incident may lead to the perpetrator 

blaming the victim. Consequently, the victim may begin to second-guess his/her own thoughts. 

“As a result, [their] self-esteem is lowered and [s/he] becomes more dependent on [their] 

partner for fear that [s/he] cannot make the correct decisions on [their] own” (Smith & 

Donnelly, 2001, p. 56).   

Ultimately, because psychological abuse tends to attack one’s self-esteem and feelings 

of self-worth, while it is not a source of actual physical injury, in many ways it can be just as 

harmful, both mentally and emotionally, as physical abuse. Unfortunately, however, because 

few studies have focused on psychological abuse, the literature does not seem to specify any 

level of harm, or long-term effects, associated with psychological abuse. 

Summary 

Overall, in investigating dating violence, it is essential that the varying levels of 

potential violence be considered. That is, studies should take care to identify whether they are 

focusing on emotional/psychological, physical, or sexual abuse within dating relationships. 

Further, it is important to understand that dating/courtship violence is a serious issue 

regardless of the nature or the frequency of the violence, as it may not only cause mental, 

emotional, or physical damage, but it may set an unhealthy pattern for future relationships. 
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Incidence and Prevalence of Courtship Violence 

 

 

The Incidence of Courtship Violence 

The systematic investigation of physical courtship violence began in 1981. A 

groundbreaking study by Makepeace (1981) began documenting the significant violence 

within the college-age dating population. In his study, Makepeace (1981) found that one out 

of five students had experienced dating violence themselves and 70% of students at least knew 

someone who had experienced dating violence.  

Dating violence generally begins in adolescence, at approximately 15 or 16 years of 

age, with the onset of violence usually occurring after a commitment has been established in 

the relationship or after the relationship has been maintained for a period of time (Bethke & 

DeJoy, 1993). A 1998 study by Burcky, Reuterman, and Kopsty found that the majority of 

adolescents who reportedly experienced dating violence were between the ages of 14 and 15 

(40%), with only approximately 2% reporting having first experienced dating violence at age 

18 or older; thereby suggesting that dating violence tends to begin early on in adolescence.  

According to Cascardi, Avery-Leaf, O’Leary, and Smith-Slep (1999), studies of dating 

violence over the past decade have found that the percentages of dating violence among high 

school students ranged from 9% to 41%, with the rate of self-reported victimization ranging 

from 12% to 41%. It should be noted that several factors, including possible methodological 

issues, may have contributed to the wide range in the observed percentages of dating violence 

in high school, which was found across studies. For instance, contingent upon the wording of 

the questions asked in a given study, some of the students may not have associated certain 

occurrences with actually being acts of dating violence.  

On the other hand, presuming that the questions were worded clearly, some students 

may have been ashamed to answer the questions accurately. Alternatively, the number of 

students sampled in one study versus another may account for the observed differences. Or, 

equally plausible is the possibility that some of the studies may have focused on students of a 

slightly older age, which may have increased the likelihood that they were involved in dating 

relationships. Essentially, there are many possibilities which may account for any discrepancies 
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in percentages of dating violence. However, because such possibilities have not been clearly 

explored in the dating violence literature, they are endless. 

Levy (1990) found that as many as one-third of the high school students in his study 

were dealing with physical or sexual abuse in their relationships at the time of the study. Along 

the same lines, a study by Bergman (1992), in three high schools representing varying 

educational settings across the country, found that 28% of adolescents reportedly experienced 

dating violence, sexual abuse, and verbal threats. More specifically, in this study, 15.7% of the 

girls and 7.8% of the boys had experienced dating violence (with the rates increasing to 24.4% 

and 9.9%, respectively, when combining physical abuse with sexual abuse). Comparatively, 

45% to 68% of college students have been found to sustain and/or initiate violence in dating 

relationships (Billingham, 1987; Bookwala  et al., 1992; Cate  et al., 1982; Pedersen & 

Thomas, 1992). Additional research is necessary to determine if actual occurrences of dating 

violence increase with age or if the direct relationship between dating violence and age stems 

from the fact that college-aged students tend to date much more frequently than high school 

students (i.e., the issue may be one of more incidents of dating violence corresponding with 

the increase in the amount of dating, as a function of age). 

A study by Forshee (1996), which surveyed 1,965 eighth and ninth graders, found that 

as many as 35% of the females and 39% of the males reported the presence of dating violence 

in their intimate relationships. Of the students who endorsed the presence of courtship 

violence in this particular study, 15% of the females and 28% of the males reported having 

inflicted acts of violence on their partners for reasons other than self-defense. In contrast, 16% 

of the males and 5% of the females reported inflicting violence as a means of self-defense. It 

should also be noted that studies of adolescent dating have shown 53% to 72% of the dating 

violence to be mutual or reciprocal (Henton  et al., 1983). 

Summary 

Based on the above statistics, dating violence appears to have its inception in the early 

dating years, with 40% of the initial victimization occurring between the ages of 14 and 15 

(Burcky, Reuterman, & Kopsty, 1988). It also appears that the frequency of dating violence 

tends to increase with age. For instance, while the percentage of adolescents who have 

instigated and/or been victims of dating violence has been found to range from 9 to 41% 
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(Cascardi et al., 1999), this statistic appears to increase among college students, with 

percentages ranging from 45% to 68% (Pedersen & Thomas, 1992). In interpreting these 

statistics, however, it is important to consider the likelihood that college-aged students will 

date more than their younger, high school counterparts. Additionally, because college students 

are older, they may also be slightly more comfortable with admitting to instances of abuse and 

may have more access to resources for addressing such violence than younger, high school 

students.  

As evidenced by the widespread incidence and prevalence of dating violence, it is an 

area that is in need of increased attention. Further, there appears to be a need for longitudinal 

studies in the area of dating violence. In doing so, it may be possible to ascertain the root of 

the observed differences in the frequency of dating violence in high school versus college 

student populations. Additionally, it may be possible to determine if the students who are 

victims or aggressors of dating violence in high school actually continue to have such 

experiences in college. 

The Prevalence of Courtship Violence &  

the Inherent Phenomenon of Inaccurate Reporting 

 

While estimates of the prevalence of courtship violence have been shown to vary 

considerably from study-to-study over the past two decades, it is irrefutable that violence is 

consistently an "alarmingly common aspect of dating behavior," occurring to a substantial 

degree within the context of dating relationships (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993, p. 36). Although 

Arias, Samios, and O’Leary (1987) found slightly higher prevalence rates of abuse by men 

compared to women, these researchers suggest that men may have a tendency to inaccurately 

report their victimization.  

Gray and Foshee (1997) suggest that because acts of aggression instigated by males, 

against females, are viewed as less socially acceptable than “women hitting men,” the males in 

their study may have been inclined to inaccurately report their use of violence (p. 126). 

Because there is a high level of negativity associated with dating violence in general, the male 

subjects may have been hesitant about fully disclosing their victimization or perpetration of 

violent acts. Such reluctance on the part of males may also result from the notion that 

admitting to victimization will somehow adversely impact their pride (Williams & Martinez, 
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1999). Additionally, as previously stated, there appears to be a social stigma associated with 

men being physically abusive to females, who are often seen as weaker and less capable of 

defending themselves.  

Considering the potential shame associated with being involved in violent dating 

relationships in general, however, both males and females may find merit in inaccurately 

reporting their victimization, or even their perpetration of violence, at times. For instance, 

females who inaccurately report victimization may fear being seen as weak or submissive. As a 

whole, due to feelings of embarrassment or shame, the willingness of dating violence victims 

to accurately report all forms or instances of violence experienced is questionable.  

The results of the male self-report data in a study by Cascardi et. al., (1999) study 

suggested that adolescent males tend to report victimization more than they report 

perpetration. Because these results are inconsistent with some of the previous dating violence 

studies, which have suggested that adult males tend to report less victimization, it is possible 

that adolescent males simply tend to be more forthright in reporting their victimization in 

violent dating relationships (Cascardi et al., 1999). Alternatively, adolescent males may report 

more victimization because they do not wish to appear culpable for acts of violence in dating 

relationships. At any rate, in light of the sundry reasons adolescent males may produce results 

which differ from adult males in reporting victimization, additional research is necessary in this 

area. In doing so, future exploration of this area may benefit from continued use of the 

Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS; Straus, 1979), as until the 1999 study by Cascardi et al. the CTS 

had not been previously investigated in a sample of high school adolescents. Thus, the results 

of the Cascardi et al. (1999) study provide preliminary support for the CTS as a measure of 

dating aggression and victimization among adolescents.  

Another study by Deal and Wampler (1986) found that males were more likely to 

report dating violence if the abuse was not reciprocal (i.e., if their victimization was not a 

result of their having first perpetrated violence against their partner and/or if they did not 

strike their partner back after being victimized). In contrast, the vast majority of the 385 male 

participants in a 1998 study by O’Keefe and Treister seemed to readily admit to responsibility 

for initiating instances of violence. However, the willingness of these males to take 
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responsibility for initiating the violence in their relationships may be a result of the males either 

considering dating violence acceptable or not viewing violence against women as stigmatizing.  

Overall, the general percentage of violent acts, with males as the victims, may appear 

to be less due to the number of incidents that appear to go unreported on a daily basis (Clark 

et al., 1994). While the phenomenon of inaccurate reporting has not been highlighted as a 

significant issue for women, in light of the stigmatization associated with both victimization 

and perpetration, inaccurate reporting is certainly a possibility for both genders. That is, while 

a large number of females tend to report victimization, it is quite possible that there may even 

be more female victims who are just as ashamed as males to report their victimization. On the 

other hand, the large number of females reporting victimization may be due to possible 

overreporting on their part. Also possible, depending upon the specific conditions of testing, is 

that the perceived level of anonymity of the information provided may contribute to 

potentially inaccurate responding. Thus, in the study of dating violence, any gender 

discrepancies should be interpreted with caution. Further, because the level of candidness with 

regard to the reporting of relationship violence has been found to be much more likely in some 

studies, more research is needed on the factors which contribute to ones willingness to 

disclose participation in acts of violence, both as victims and aggressors.  

Summary 

In light of the above considerations, statistics on dating violence, for both genders, in 

adulthood may actually be even higher than recent studies have suggested. Additionally, 

because few gender differences have ultimately emerged in more recent studies of dating 

violence (Molidor & Tolman, 1998), it is plausible that the observed (or perceived) inaccurate 

reporting by males over a decade ago (Arias et al., 1987) may not be as likely of an 

occurrence at present. However, unfortunately the literature in the area of dating violence has 

failed to explore the possibility of inaccurate reporting occurring across genders in the study 

of dating violence. In an effort to address this issue, studies sampling couples involved in 

dating relationships may be useful.  

Another factor which should be explored, as a potential contributor to the 

phenomenon of inaccurate reporting, is the possibility that respondents in a given study may 

fail to thoroughly comprehend what behaviors actually constitute dating violence. As such, 
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studies should look more closely at the manner in which dating violence is defined to ensure 

that the subjects have a thorough understanding of the questions being asked. Overall, when 

interpreting study results, it is important to remain cognizant of the possibility of inaccurate 

reporting and its potentially adverse impact on the observed results. It also is important to 

distinguish between the various forms of abuse which may be present in dating relationships, 

as the incidence and prevalence of abuse may vary by type. 

 On a whole, adult females appear to be victimized more frequently than adult males. It 

should be noted, however, that the pattern of reporting for adolescent males looks quite 

different from that of adult males, with adolescent males reporting more frequent 

victimization. With this in mind, more research is needed on potential influences, occurring at 

different developmental stages, particularly in the lives of males, which may impact the 

likelihood of their experiencing and ultimately reporting victimization. Some of the differences 

and discrepancies presented above may be better conceptualized through scrutinizing the 

theories which have been developed, over the years, regarding dating and courtship violence. 

 

Theories of Dating Violence 

 

 

There are several competing theories on violence in dating relationships. However, of 

these theories, the literature has generally focused on the social learning and the feminist 

theories in identifying the underpinnings of dating violence. As such, while a number of 

theories will be discussed in this section, the studies included in this literature review have 

generally relied on the social learning and feminist theories.  

The Social Learning Theory 

According to the American Psychological Association (APA), "the strongest 

developmental predictor of a child's involvement in violence is a history of previous violence" 

(Sautter, 1995, p. 1). In fact, statistics show that approximately 70% of those who are 

involved in the criminal justice system, as criminals, were victims of abuse or neglect in 

childhood. Additionally, violence within the family of origin, including parental characteristics 

and child-rearing strategies, may be related to violence in the future.  

The social learning theory, proposed by Bandura (1977), suggests that children learn 

through “direct behavioral conditioning” and by modeling behavior they have observed in 
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others. In conceptualizing acts of violence according to this theory, some studies have shown 

that many perpetrators of violence may actually be merely emulating what they have witnessed 

in their neighborhoods. Along the same lines, the social learning theory suggests a possible 

link exists between witnessing parental spousal abuse and replicating such acts in relationships 

with dating partners. With this in mind, while many adolescents tend to have their first 

experience with dating violence in their teenage years (Williams & Martinez, 1999), many 

youth who grow up to become aggressive adults are often merely displaying behavior which 

they were exposed to all of their lives (Sautter, 1995).  

Makepeace (1987) showed that victims of violence in dating relationships were more 

likely than non-victims to have experienced "distant" relationships with their parents and to 

have been subjected to "harsh" forms of discipline. Similarly, some studies have shown that, in 

a number of cases, adults tend to release their anger and frustrations, at the expense of their 

children, through avenues such as domestic violence and sexual abuse. In fact, in some 

instances, adults sexually and/or physically abuse their children, sometimes even mentally or 

physically abusing their spouse in the presence of their children. Consequently, many children 

are not even safe in their own homes, due to either continually witnessing aggressive acts or 

experiencing regular victimization from their caretakers. 

Studies examining the linkages between the experience of violence in one’s family of 

origin and eventually inflicting violence in dating relationships appear to have produced 

ambiguous results (O’Keefe, 1998). In testing the social learning theory to determine what 

intergenerational factors differentiated adolescents who inflicted violence in their relationships 

from those who did not, O’Keefe (1998) examined several protective and vulnerability factors 

in a subsample of 1,012 adolescents, from multiracial/ethnic backgrounds, exposed to high 

levels of interparental violence. While a high percentage of adolescents who witnessed 

significant levels of interparental violence reported that they had both inflicted and were 

recipients of relationship violence, females who witnessed high levels of interparental violence 

(i.e., experiencing child abuse) had a greater likelihood of both inflicting and receiving dating 

violence.  

The students in the O’Keefe (1998) study were distributed anonymous questionnaires, 

in groups, during regular class periods. A subsample of 232 of these students [94 boys 
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(40.5%) and 138 girls (59.5%)], restricted to respondents who reported that they witnessed 

high level of interparental violence, was analyzed. The subsample was tested using a modified 

version of the violence subscale of the CTS (Straus, 1979) to assess the amount of violence 

received from dating partners during the course of dating. A modified version of the Physical 

Aggression subscale of the CTS (Straus, 1979) was used to assess the amount of interparental 

violence witnessed, as well as the amount of adolescent dating violence experienced. Lastly, 

the Justification of Violence Scale (adapted from a scale developed by Margolin & Foo, 1992) 

was used to assess attitudes on violence and Rosenberg’s (1979) Self-Esteem Scale was used 

to assess the respondents’ level of self-esteem (O’Keefe, 1998).  

Results of the above study showed a high percentage of these at-risk adolescents 

inflicted and were recipients of dating violence. Fifty-one percent reported they had never 

inflicted violence against a dating partner, while 49% reported they had inflicted violence on a 

dating partner at least once. Self- esteem for males emerged as a significant protective factor, 

distinguishing high-risk males who inflicted dating violence from those who did not. Further, 

and again along the same lines as the social learning theory, a relatively high percentage of the 

adolescents who witnessed high levels of family violence reportedly had both inflicted and 

were victims of abuse. 

Coupled with to the fact that all of the measures used in the O’Keefe (1998) study 

were self-report measures, items on some of the measures required the respondents to recall 

experiences of violence in their home as children, as well as in dating relationships over a span 

of years. Therefore, the respondents may have fallen prey to memory distortion and/or even 

potentially intentional distortion, in an effort to present themselves in an overly favorable light. 

On the other hand, it is possible that memory served as an asset to the study participants. That 

is, the participants may have been highly reliable sources of information if they remembered 

the incidents of violence well over the years. As such, the observed study results may need to 

be interpreted with caution. 

Based on the social learning theory, a recent study by Gray and Foshee (1997) found 

that individuals in mutually violent relationships reported higher frequencies of either 

witnessing parent-to-parent abuse or experiencing abuse at the hands of an adult when they 

were children. In this study, a self-report questionnaire measuring dating violence and 
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potential correlates of dating violence was administered to 185 adolescents, in the 6
th
 to 12

th
 

grades, in a public middle school and high school. As a result of a 50% response rate, the 

subjects in this study were limited to 77 students who reported dating violence in their most 

recent or current relationships. Sixty-four percent of the participants were female and 46% 

were male. Sixty-two percent were Caucasian, 35% were African-American, and 3% were 

classified as other. 

Violent relationships were divided into three profiles: (a) victim only, (b) perpetrator 

only, and (c) mutually violent. The participants were asked to indicate the number times 

specific violence occurred. Effects of violence on the relationship were determined by the 

subject’s responses to two questions. The questions included witnessing spousal abuse 

between their parents as a child and experiencing physical abuse by an adult at home. Study 

results showed that of the 77 subjects, 11 were only victims of violence, 15 were only 

perpetrators of violence, and 51 were both. Adolescents involved in mutually violent 

relationships with their current or most recent dating partner reported both initiating and 

sustaining greater amounts of violence. The mean number of violent experiences for 

individuals in mutually violent relationships was 17.4, compared to 3.7 for those in the 

“victims only” group. Thus, overall, individuals in mutually violent relationships showed a 

significantly higher frequency of witnessing spousal abuse or violence by an adult at home 

(Gray & Foshee, 1997). 

Consistent with the social learning theory, both recent marital and dating violence 

literature have examined the plausibility of an intergenerational transmission of violence. 

However, simply because a child has witnessed violence in their rearing does not mean that 

they will automatically be prone to enter into a violent dating relationship. For instance, as 

indicated above, there is evidence that males who witness violence as children tend to be less 

likely than their female counterparts to be involved in violent relationships (O’Keefe, 1998). 

Thus, further research is necessary to help determine what factors differentiate the children 

(both males and females) who have witnessed violence in their families, and grow up to 

engage in similar violence, from those who do not. In other words, despite being raised in a 

violent environment, what contributes to whether or not a person will become a victim or a 

perpetrator of violence? (Jackson, 1999).  
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Other Theories Based on Familial Relationships 

The Attachment Theory. Similar to the social learning theory, but less utilized in 

studies of courtship violence, is the attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969). The attachment theory 

proposes that children form a mental representation of relationships based on past history with 

their caregivers. While this theory is well-known and utilized in the study of many areas of 

psychology, social learning theory is a related theory, which has been utilized much more in 

the dating violence literature. 

The “Product of Divorce” Theory. Some studies have shown that experiencing 

divorce adversely impacts later relationships of the children who were products of divorce 

(Billingham & Notebaert, 1993). However, unfortunately, none of these studies have specified 

whether acts of violence were actual factors in the divorce itself. Two longitudinal studies 

have shown that those who are products of divorce tend to not only experience difficulty 

maintaining their own relationships, but they are often dissatisfied in their relationships and 

tend to be overly concerned about later relationships (Kelly, 1981; Wallerstein, 1987).  

Additionally, it has been shown that individuals who are products of divorce "self-

select into violent relationships," with approximately one fourth of the children from divorced 

families becoming involved in abusive relationships, as either the victim or the aggressor, by 

the late teens or early adulthood (Wallerstein & Blakeslee, 1989, p. 113). By the same token, 

in a more recent study by Billingham and Notebaert (1993), which sought to determine if 

experiencing divorce of one’s parents was related to the overall use of conflict resolution 

strategies in current dating relationships, being a product of a divorced family seemed to have 

a lasting impact on later dating relationships. However, these results should be interpreted 

with caution, as no data were provided on children from non-divorced families for 

comparative analyses.  

The Feminist Theory 

The other framework by which acts of violence have most commonly been 

conceptualized is the feminist theory. The feminist theory locates relationship violence within 

the traditional power structures of male dominance and female subservience (O’Keefe & 

Treister, 1988). More specifically, this theory emphasizes that while power and domination 
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may underlie violence where females are the victims, the reverse generally does not hold true 

(Jackson, 1999).  

Some studies have suggested that both psychological and physical abuse often undergo 

a vicious cycle, which may be related to the feminist theory and the power structure of dating 

relationships (Kornblit, 1994). From a psychological standpoint, the abusive partner becomes 

obsessed with the victim. In turn, this obsession may gradually increase into jealousy and 

suspiciousness, which leads to accusations, intense questioning and interrogation, and 

ultimately verbal harassment, all “in the name of love.”  Then, directly related to the desire for 

power and control, inherent in the feminist theory, the abuser may use a frightening tone or 

exhibit an explosive temper, which serves to frighten the victim, rendering them afraid to say 

anything to “set [the abuser] off.”  Overall, in support of the feminist theory, making the 

victim feel crazy, causing them to doubt themselves, and/or isolating them from family and 

friends are all ways to maintain the power and control often sought by the abuser (Levy, 

1993). 

In assessing the role of power and domination in physically violent dating 

relationships, Cuddeback (1995) found that, on average, the participants reportedly 

maintained “more traditional and conservative attitudes toward women” in a variety of areas, 

including the area of dating/courtship violence (p. 2). Thus, most subjects maintained the 

attitude that violent behavior against women did indeed occur in an attempt to maintain power 

and control over women’s behavior. Ultimately, this study seems to suggest that battering 

behavior may be directly related to being products of more “conservative,” “patriarchal” 

family systems.  

Consistent with the feminist theory, it has been found that the power differences that 

exist between males and females in today’s society tend to be pervasive in dating relationships 

that are both psychologically and physically violent. That is, the male role in such dating 

relationships tends to be characterized by the need for power and domination (O’Keefe & 

Treister, 1998). On another note, the size of the violence perpetrator may feasibly be a factor 

impacting the aforementioned lower reporting of male victimization. As such, from a physical 

standpoint, because males are often larger and stronger than females, future research is needed 
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to determine if this power differential contributes to females sustaining greater physical injury 

as a consequence of being victims of violence (Molidor &Tolman, 1998).  

Ultimately, given additional research, it may be possible to determine the likelihood 

that females tend to more often require medical attention, consequently becoming involved in 

the social service system more often than their male counterparts. If such support is garnered, 

it may be conclusive that males, who are unlikely to sustain as severe injuries as females, may 

not have their victimization recognized by the social service system. In turn, the slightly lower 

percentages of male dating violence victims, relative to females, may be accounted for.  

The Algebra of Aggression 

Aggression typically involves intentionally hurting or injuring someone who does not 

wish to be hurt. In turn, if the resulting injuries are severe or have served as a threat to human 

life, the behavior which was exhibited is likely to constitute an act of violence. Some of the 

characteristics associated with possible aggressors include: anger, rage, hostility, abuse, 

fatigue, illness, alcohol use, severe psychopathology, an aggressive lifestyle or violent culture, 

and using violence for extrinsic gains. However, ultimately, the most important issue in 

identifying aggression is intentionality and whether the victim desired (or acquiesced to) the 

“noxious stimuli” (Megargee, 1993)   

For the most part, males have been shown to exhibit more aggressive tendencies than 

females, suggesting that testosterone tends to directly impact aggressive behavior. However, 

while some researchers have found more testosterone among violent individuals, others have 

not, thus suggesting that male testosterone levels may be impacted by situational factors. 

Relative to females, adrenaline and hormones associated with premenstrual syndrome or 

thyroid disorders have been shown to increase levels of irritability, resulting in aggressive 

behavior. However, the link between hormones and aggressive behavior has not been shown 

to be as direct as the link between testosterone and aggression (Megargee, 1993). 

The algebra of aggression can be seen as a conceptual framework for analyzing 

aggressive behavior. According to the algebra of aggression theory, in the face of potentially 

aggressive situations, an internal algebra is implemented, whereas the strength of each possible 

response is calculated and the strongest is selected (i.e., do the forces favoring aggression 

exceed those opposing it?). For instance, given a potential altercation between two individuals 
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in a dating relationship, flight may be a viable option for safety reasons (i.e., to avoid physical 

violence and the associated potential for injury). However, it may also be seen as cowardly. 

On the other hand, while becoming physically violent by attacking the individual may satisfy 

one’s aggressive needs, it may result in personal injury. Thus, the individual must consider 

how much similar aggressive responses (i.e., physical violence) have been punished or 

rewarded in the past. Correspondingly, the more successful aggressive responses have been in 

the past, the more likely the person will exhibit them in the future. Overall, depending upon 

the circumstances surrounding the situation, those involved must essentially calculate the 

strength of the outcome of each option (Megargee, 1993).  

The algebra of aggression theory has been related to one’s upbringing, in that how a 

child is raised may determine if his/her values will be deviant. That is, often, if a child’s basic 

survival needs are not met, if they have “deviant” role models, if they are raised in “a 

subculture of violence,” and/or if they are undersocialized, they may grow up without 

adequate values and, therefore, be more prone to exhibit aggressive behavior. Such aggressive 

behavior may also be cultivated as a result of how an individual is socialized in adulthood as 

well (Megargee, 1993) and, ultimately, may impact how they respond to conflict in their 

dating relationships.  

Overall, according to Megargee (1993), the literature has produced contradictory 

results regarding the expression of aggressive tendencies. That is, some say that expressing 

anger in small doses is healthy and ultimately decreases violent tendencies. On the other hand, 

it has been suggested that such behavior serves to increase violent tendencies. 

Summary 

While intergenerational patterns, consistent with the social learning theory, have been 

found in violent dating relationships, studies have generated mixed results in this area. For 

instance, while some studies have found that witnessing interparental violence as a child or 

being the product of divorce serve to adversely impact future dating relationships (O’Keefe, 

1998; Billingham & Notebaert, 1993; Kelly, 1981; and Wallerstein, 1987), others have shown 

that such children grow to be “normal,” well-functioning adults (Billingham & Gilbert, 1990; 

Cuddeback, 1995). In light of the aforementioned, although some inferences can be made 
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relative to the impact of one’s family of origin and levels of aggression on future acts of 

violence, the pathway to violence is not at all clear.  

Overall, violence appears to be multi-determined, with each of the aforementioned 

theories helping to contribute to the increased understanding of courtship violence. However, 

while this section touched on various possible theoretical bases for dating violence, in an 

effort to provide both a more in-depth understanding of potential precipitants of dating 

violence (and a more well-rounded means by which to conceptualize acts of violence), the 

current literature review and ensuing study will look primarily to the social learning and 

feminist theories in conceptualizing dating violence.  

Social learning and feminist theories remain the most influential studies in the area of 

dating violence and, although they have some limitations, they provide the best conceptual 

framework for understanding dating violence. With this in mind, some of the studies presented 

in the current review will be evaluated based on their ability to provide support for the 

aforementioned theories. It will also be determined if these theories appear to be relevant to 

the study of courtship violence and how they may relate to the intent and motivation of the 

perpetrators of violence in dating relationships. It is important, however, to keep in mind that 

the majority of the studies presented in the current literature review were not implemented 

with specific theories in mind. However, reviewing the results of these studies as they relate to 

the feminist and social theories may shed some light on information that will be useful for 

future studies. 

 

Factors Impacting the Acceptability of Dating Violence 

 

Despite the increasingly high levels of dating aggression, the mean satisfaction level 

and, correspondingly, the level of acceptance in violent dating relationships is reportedly fairly 

high (Bradbury & Fincham, 1991). It is suspected that the reportedly high level of satisfaction 

in violent dating relationships stems from the “paradoxical coexistence of love and aggression 

in dating relationships” (Arias  et al., 1987, p. 87). In a study by Cate, Henton, Koval, 

Christopher, and Lloyd (1982), 29% of both abusers and victims of abuse reported instances 

of abuse as love. Similarly, in a study by Henton et al., (1983), almost 27% of victims and 
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over 31% of aggressors interpreted instances of aggression as love, thereby affirming their 

level of acceptance.  

There is also evidence that individuals in "longer term" dating relationships and those 

in dating relationships with higher levels of intimacy tend to experience correspondingly 

higher levels of aggression in these relationships (Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989). In fact, the 

results of a study by Sharpe and Taylor (1999) found that the length of the dating relationship 

(in months) was associated with greater relationship violence.  

In many instances, once a dating relationship has been sustained for some time without 

any violent episodes, following the eventual episode of violence, the victims reportedly often 

remain in the relationship believing that the violent act may have been a one-time occurrence. 

For instance, in a 1993 study by Bethke and DeJoy, it was shown that, despite the occurrence 

of a violent episode, based on the relatively amicable history of their dating relationships, 

approximately half of violence victims studied chose to remain in their dating relationships, 

subjecting themselves to subsequent acts of violence. It should be noted that, of those who 

continued in the violent dating relationships following the initial violent episode, 60% reported 

either that the physical violence continued or that there was no actual improvement in the 

quality of the relationship in general, as evidenced by the presence of forms of emotional 

abuse (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993).  

On the contrary, Bookwala, Frieze, and Grote (1994) showed that some couples 

involved in violent dating relationships have not only remained in such relationships, but have 

reported both deeper involvement and improvement in these relationships following instances 

of aggression. Despite such findings, however, it remains unclear what specific levels and 

specific forms of aggression tend to be related to increased involvement and improvement in 

violent dating relationships. It is possible, for instance, that victims and perpetrators of 

violence not only remain in such relationships, but work hard at improving these relationships 

in an effort to alleviate any related cognitive dissonance. However, the literature, 

unfortunately, has not focused on specific reasons for the increased involvement and 

improvement in some previously violent dating relationships, as observed by Bookwala, 

Frieze, and Grote (1994). 
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In many dating relationships, violence has increasingly been seen as an acceptable part 

of the relationship. In a study by Roscoe (1985), of the possible acts of violence presented, 

70% of the college students surveyed deemed at least one form of violence as acceptable 

between dating partners. Along the same lines, the subjects in a study by Arias and Johnson 

(1989) described partner violence as actually being "important" under certain circumstances. 

These subjects generated certain situations, such as sexual infidelity on part of the victim and 

retaliation following sustained violence, although clearly very different circumstances, as being 

instances in which dating violence was acceptable. Additionally, in some studies, the level of 

interpersonal control within the dating relationship has been predictive of dating violence and 

has influenced its perceived acceptability. For instance, in one study, an individual's inability to 

change varying aspects of their partner's behavior was shown to impact violence, resulting in 

both verbal and physical aggression (Stets & Pirog-Good, 1987). 

In the aforementioned study by Bethke and DeJoy (1993), which explored the factors 

influencing the acceptability of dating violence in 142 undergraduate students, the 

acceptability of dating violence tended to vary with the status of the relationship and the sex 

of perpetrator. In general, violent behaviors perpetrated by males were judged more harshly 

than similar behaviors by females. That is, male violence was seen as less acceptable, more 

injurious, and more criminal than female violence. However, both sexes found "slapping a 

partner because s/he hit first" to be a situation where violence might be acceptably endorsed 

(Bethke & DeJoy, 1993). These findings are strikingly similar to the aforementioned study by 

Arias and Johnson (1989), whereas dating violence was seen not only as acceptable, but 

"important" if the violence was a form of retaliation in response to sustained violence.  

In addition, while the students reportedly did not approve of violent tactics, as 

previously mentioned, they were more tolerant of violent behaviors (i.e., slapping and 

pushing) instigated by males when they occurred in a serious dating relationship and, 

correspondingly, deemed the males less responsible for the acts of dating violence in such 

instances. In contrast, female subjects overall were deemed less responsible for instigating acts 

of dating violence in both serious and casual relationships. The seriousness of dating 

relationship also seemed to affect how the subjects perceived various actions that might have 

been taken after each episode. For instance, subjects reportedly would have been more willing 
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to recommend “proactive measures,” such as individual counseling, couple’s therapy, “talking 

things over,” or “working things out” over relationship termination for couples in more 

serious relationships. In general, in response to violent episodes, “proactive measures” were 

judged more appropriate when the victim was female.  

Summary 

Despite the potential utility of the aforementioned information on the acceptability of 

dating violence, the results of Bethke and DeJoy’s (1993) study should be interpreted with 

caution, as vignettes were used in lieu of measures with actual validity or reliability of 

measurement. It also may have been more effective to use reactions to actual personal 

experiences of violence, as opposed to having created violent scenarios. In addition, although 

the CTS, a valid and reliable measure, appeared to accurately assess the subject’s experience 

of dating violence, with individuals who were reportedly in violent relationships obtaining 

higher scores on this measure than those who were not, in general, consideration was not 

given to the potential variability in the definition of relationships in the study. Clarification in 

this area may have proven useful in addressing any confusion relative to varying levels of 

relationship commitment. 

Overall, based on the above study results, there appears to be a strong correlation 

between relationship investment and the acceptability of violence, with greater investment in 

the relationship (i.e., being involved in a serious versus a casual relationship) increasing the 

acceptability of violence in response to relationship conflict. Additionally, the study results 

suggest that violence perpetrated by males in dating relationships appears to be viewed as 

more egregious, perhaps due to the greater potential for injury that exists when the 

perpetrator is male. Consequently, the acts of violence or aggression perpetrated by females 

are often viewed as more acceptable (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993), particularly in instances where 

the violence is deemed necessary as a mechanism of defense or retaliation.  

 

Forms of Abuse in Dating Relationships 

 

Emotional Abuse as a Correlate of Physical Abuse 

In exploring and assessing forms of abuse, Murphy and Hoover (1999) found 

aggressive, vindictive, and controlling interpersonal styles to be positively correlated with 

emotionally abusive behavior. The participants of this study were in dating relationships at the 
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time of the study and had never been married. The study consisted of two samples. Sample 1 

consisted of 71 females, with an average age of 20.1. Of the participants in the first sample, 

21% were African-Americans, 10% were Asian Americans, 59% were Caucasian, and 10 % 

were of other racial and ethnic origin. The mean length of the relationships for those in the 

first sample was 18.5 months and 11.3% of the study participants were living with their 

partners at the time of the study. Sample 2 consisted of 86 females, with an average age of 

19.1 and similar demographics to those of Sample 1. 

The researchers developed a rationally-derived, 54-item Emotional Abuse Scale, which 

was used to assess levels of psychological abuse in the context of dating relationships. 

Physical Aggression was assessed using eight physical aggression items from the Conflict 

Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979;1990). The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding- Version 

6 (BIDR-6; Paulhus, 1991) was used to assess the social desirability response bias. The 

Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (IIP; Alden, Wiggins, & Picus, 1990; Horowitz, 

Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno, & Villasenor, 1988) was used to assess the participant’s level of 

interpersonal problems and the levels of emotional attachment were assessed using subscales 

from the Reciprocal Attachment Questionnaire (West & Sheldon-Keller, 1994). Study 

participants completed questionnaires in classrooms in groups of 8-15 people. Both Sample 1 

and Sample 2 completed the emotional abuse items, the physical abuse scale, and the measure 

of social desirability. Sample 2 also completed the interpersonal problem and attachment 

measures (Murphy & Hoover, 1999). 

The results of the Murphy and Hoover (1999) study found a significant correlation 

between the four rationally-derived subscales of emotional abuse and the CTS measure of 

physical aggression. In addition, for reports of abuse by one’s partner, a significant difference 

in the magnitude of the four emotional abuse factors was found relative to levels of 

aggression. Physical aggression correlated significantly with scales measuring levels of 

“denigration” and “dominance/intimidation.”  Further, physical aggression produced much 

lower correlations with “restrictive engulfment” (which is associated with signs of insecure 

attachment and a compulsive need for nurturance) and “hostile withdrawal.” These study 

results suggest that an aggressive, vindictive, and controlling interpersonal style may 

precipitate emotionally abusive behavior in general. 
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Based on the observed results of the Murphy and Hoover (1999) study, the four 

emotional abuse subscales appear to converge in measuring behaviors that are linked to 

problems with dominance, coercion, and aggression. Thus, future studies may benefit from 

discriminating among patterns of emotional abuse which have overlapping, yet somewhat 

discernable, associations with the broader domain of interpersonal problems. On another note, 

this study consisted solely of college-age female students. Future studies in this area may 

benefit from including males in the sample, as well as a wider range of ages.  

The Impact of Self-Esteem on Forms of Abuse 

In exploring the role of emotional abuse as an antecedent to physical abuse, a 1999 

study by Sharpe and Taylor utilized a sample of 110 male and 225 female undergraduate 

psychology students. The students were administered a number of measures to assess their 

feelings of self-worth, as well as the roles they played in their interpersonal relationships. 

Rosenberg’s (1979) Self-Esteem Inventory was used to assess the participants’ level of self-

esteem. In addition, a 12-item scale, created by Nada-Raja, McGee, and Stanton (1992), was 

used to assess their peer relations. The Love Attitude Scale (Knox & Sporakowski, 1968), a 

30 item measure, was used as to measure levels of romanticism within the subject’s 

relationships.  

Margolin and Foo’s (1992) Justification of Violence Scale, Stets’ (1991) Interpersonal 

Control Scale, and Braiker and Kelly’s (1979) Conflictual Relationship Scale were used to 

measure the student’s attitudes toward violent relationships. A modified version of the 

violence subscale of the CTS (Straus, 1979) was used to assess the amount of violence 

received from dating partners during the course of dating. On this measure, the subject’s 

responses were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (ranging from 0=none to 6=over 20 

times). The Rouse (1990) Dominance scale, a 10-item measure, was used to assess the level 

of dominance in the subject’s interpersonal relationships. Finally, an 11-item scale, constructed 

by O’Neil and colleagues (1988), was used as a measure of personal power and “personal 

causation” in their violent relationship interactions (Sharpe & Taylor, 1999). 

The results of the Sharpe and Taylor (1999) study, which studied both physical and 

emotional abuse in dating relationships, found low self-esteem to be unequivocally related to 

both physical and emotional abuse in female study participants. It should be cautioned, 
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however, that although the CTS, a well-validated measure for studying relationship violence, 

was used in Sharpe and Taylor’s (1999) study, these researchers created a modified version of 

this measure for use in their study. Therefore, it is possible that the utility of the observed 

results are limited, as the modified version of the CTS used has not proven to adequately 

measure the construct of abuse.  

Summary 

In light of the aforementioned, not only is there a need for additional study on forms of 

abuse in more diverse populations, but the understudied area of psychological/emotional 

abuse, specifically, is an area in great need of increased attention. Further, in conceptualizing 

forms of dating violence, it is essential that a distinction be made relative to what specifically 

constitutes physical, sexual, or emotional violence. Making such distinctions may result in a 

more uniform definition of dating violence. In turn, the percentage of subjects who reportedly 

experienced dating violence may be altered.  

To illustrate, in a study by Bethke and DeJoy (1993), 40.3% of the females and 36.8% 

of the males were reportedly victims of dating violence. If, however, some of the subjects in 

this sample deemed certain behaviors normative, they may have refrained from including these 

behaviors in their account of their dating violence experiences.  Alternatively, the subjects may 

have been focusing on a specific form of violence inconsistent with the area the researchers 

intended to measure (i.e., they may have reported on sexual aggression, whereas the 

researchers may have been seeking to investigate emotional or physical aggression). 

Consequently, such distinctions could result in noteworthy differences in the study outcomes.  

Additionally, in analyzing the various forms of dating violence, it may be helpful to 

identify possible roots of abuse and violence in general. In so doing, we may be able to better 

conceptualize the extent to which the “lines tend to be blurred” in developing more concrete 

definitions and distinctions between forms of violence. 
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Gender As a Mediator of Courtship Violence 

 

 

The Frequency of Acts of Dating Violence by Gender 

It has traditionally been a common belief that males are more violent and tend to inflict 

more harm on their partners when perpetrating acts of violence in heterosexual dating 

relationships. However, “one consistent and perplexing finding in the college-age dating 

violence literature is that the prevalence of acts of dating violence is equal or comparable by 

gender” (Molidor & Tolman, 1998, p. 180). That is, most previous studies on dating violence 

have found very few gender differences in the prevalence and the frequency in acts of violence 

in dating relationships (Bethke & DeJoy, 1993).  

 Violent acts tend to be used by both sexes, with females actually being slightly more 

likely to report using violent tactics (Arias, Samios, & O'Leary, 1987). On the other hand, 

there is also evidence that the amount of sustained violence received from one’s partner has 

been shown to be the most reliable predictor of women’s instigation of violence in dating 

relationships (Marshall & Rose, 1990). That is, women are more likely to initiate violent acts 

in dating relationships after having endured violence at the hands of their partner over time.  

In a 1998 study by O’Keefe and Treister, 939 students (385 boys (41%) and 554 girls 

(59%)) in the public school system, ranging in age from 14-18, were examined to determine if 

gender-specific differences emerged in victimization in violent dating relationships. Relative to 

the instigation of violence in their dating relationships, O’Keefe and Treister (1998) found that 

the males tended to have initiated violence more frequently than the females when equal 

responsibility was not claimed for the act of violence (i.e., when the violence was not 

reportedly reciprocal).  

Twenty-four percent of the males reported that their partners “usually/always” 

initiated the acts of violence, 28% reported “usually/always” initiating the violence 

themselves, and 48% reported equal responsibility for the acts of violence. As for females, 

39% reported that the violence was generally initiated by their mate, 20% reported usually 

initiating the violence themselves, and 41% reported equal responsibility for the acts of 

violence. Thus, despite the higher percentage of male initiators of dating violence, both 
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genders more frequently reported equal responsibility for the instances of violence (O’Keefe & 

Treister, 1998).  

The observed results of the O’Keefe and Treister (1998) study appear to be related to 

the feminist theory. Consistent with the feminist theory, where acts of violence in intimate 

relationships must be interpreted within the context of power differences in male-female 

relationships, it is plausible that the violence some of the men received was in retaliation for 

having utilized their power by forcing sexual activity on their partners. Additionally, gender 

differences in the study participant’s perceptions of violence were not only evident in their 

responses to the acts of violence, but also appeared to be related to the power differences 

proposed by the feminist theory. Female violence victims were reportedly more often 

“emotionally hurt” or experienced “fear,” whereas male victims reportedly “thought it was 

funny” or became “angry.”  These results imply that female victims tend to experience greater 

emotional and psychological injury as a result of violence in their dating relationships. They 

also suggest that males may also be less inclined to take the acts of violence seriously in some 

instances. 

On the other hand, because a significant number of the study participants were from 

low SES families, which has been shown to be related to exposure to violence, it seems 

possible that, consistent with the social learning theory, exposure to violence in the 

community may have provided a learning environment for increasing the subject’s tolerance 

for intimate violence. Further, the SES status of the clients may have contributed to the higher 

dating violence rates observed in this study, as “subjects residing in urban areas [tended to] 

have higher dating violence rates than those in less urbanized areas” (Makepeace, 1987). 

It should be noted, however, that a “convenience sample” was used in the O’Keefe 

and Treister (1998) study, as the schools were selected based on their proximity and the ease 

of accessibility by the researchers. Further, only the classrooms consisting of teachers who 

were willing to participate were used in the study. With these things in mind, the 

generalizability of the above study results to individual participating schools, or even to the 

larger area, may be further limited (O’Keefe & Treister). 

Along the same lines as the O’Keefe and Treister (1998) study, a study by Molidor 

and Tolman (1998) examined the frequency of abuse against both males and females and the 
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context and consequences of those acts. These researchers sought to test the aforementioned 

feminist theory, that females were more likely to be the victims of dating violence and would 

be more negatively affected by the abusive actions taken against them. This study consisted of 

635 students, between the ages of 13 and 18, from a large mid-western high school. The 

socioeconomic composition of the subjects ranged widely from middle to upper class 

(professional and white-collar workers) to lower middle class (professionals, laborers, and 

blue-collar workers). While the majority of the participants were of a European-American 

background, there were a reportedly a “substantial number” of African-Americans, Asians, 

and Hispanics (specific percentages by race were not provided). 

Questionnaires in the Molidor and Tolman (1998) study were distributed in 23 gym 

classes, separated by gender during each period. Three hundred and one females and 305 

males fully completed the questionnaire. The questionnaires included questions regarding who 

initiated a given violent interaction within the context of a dating relationship, why the violent 

act occurred, where it occurred, who was present at the time of the incident, if the incident 

resulted in any physical consequences, if there were any emotional reactions to the abuse, how 

the abuse ultimately impacted the relationship, and who the abuse was reported to, if at all.  

These researchers also created a modified version of Straus’ (1979) CTS, which was 

used to measure the physical dating violence. However, the wording on this measure was 

modified to examine specific abusive acts by a dating partner. Three items were added to the 

CTS, including “hair pulled, intentionally scratched, and painfully pinched,” to examine other 

physically abusive behaviors that are potentially common to adolescent dating. The three 

additional items were based on Nelson, Saunders, and Landsman’s (1990) modification of the 

CTS. The verbal subscale of the CTS was not used. Additionally, although verbal and 

psychological maltreatment were reportedly measured by another scale, the details and results 

of the scale used were not reported in the study (Molidor & Tolman, 1998).  

The results of the Molidor and Tolman (1998) study revealed that males and females 

did not differ significantly according to the overall frequency of violence in any past 

relationships. Of all the students in the sample who had dated, 36.4% of the girls and 37.1% 

of the boys reported that they had experienced physical violence in their dating relationships. 

Of those students who reported experiencing dating violence, 36% of the girls reported that 



29 

they defended themselves when they experienced a violent act by their partner. In addition, 

47.8% of the girls reported serious harm and physical injury in 33.6% of the incidents. In 

contrast, even when examining the worst incident of dating violence, boys reported little or no 

personal injury in 90% of the incidents. It should noted, however, that only a portion of the 

CTS was used in this study, which may have adversely impacted its overall level of validity. 

On another note, an analysis performed to assess the occurrence of any type of dating 

violence (physical, psychological, or sexual) indicated that no significant gender differences 

were found in the rates of current dating violence in the Molidor and Tolman (1998) study. 

However, as evidenced by the above percentages, although the rates of dating violence may 

be similar with respect to gender, there is a much greater potential for damage (i.e., physical 

injury) when violence is inflicted by males. 

Forms/Types of Dating Violence by Gender 

Relative to the nature of the violent acts perpetrated in violent dating relationships, the 

three most frequently reported forms of violence in this study were being grabbed, pushed, or 

shoved. Secondary to these forms of violence, with respect to frequency, were slapping one’s 

partner or throwing something at them (O’Keefe & Treister, 1998). However, no significant 

gender differences seem to exist with regard to the specific nature of violent acts committed in 

dating relationships. Even so, because there may be significant differences in the precipitants 

of violence based on gender, gender remains an important factor to be considered in 

conceptualizing instances of dating violence. 

More specifically, results of O’Keefe and Treister’s (1998) study found that in their 

sample, 45.5% of the females and 43.2% of the males had experienced some form of physical 

aggression, on at least one occasion, within the context of dating relationships. More 

specifically, males had a greater likelihood of reporting having been “slapped, kicked, bitten, 

hit with a fist, or being hit with an object.”  Females, on the other hand, were more likely to 

report having been the victim of forced sexual activity by their mate. However, no significant 

gender differences emerged relative to the nature of the dating violence inflicted as a whole.  

Additionally, despite the fact that research has shown that females tend to sustain 

significantly more physical injury as a result of being victims of dating violence (Browne, 

1993), no data were obtained on the extent of the possible injuries sustained as a result of the 
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violence. In general, as will be expounded upon below, the study results revealed significant 

differences in the following predictors as a function of gender: race, self-esteem, justification 

of violence, and the infliction of dating violence. 

Gender Differences in Predictors of Relationship Violence 

Significant differences have ultimately been found between the predictors of 

relationship violence. Consistent with the social learning theory, the males in the O’Keefe and 

Treister (1998) study reported having experienced more interparental aggression in their 

upbringing and more exposure to both community and school violence. The male study 

participants also seemed to have higher self-esteem than their female counterparts. Females, 

on the other hand, reported having been involved in more conflictual dating relationships, as 

well as being involved in more serious dating relationships (O’Keefe & Treister, 1998).  

Gender Differences in the Motivation to Inflict Violence 

In the O’Keefe and Treister (1998) study, for both genders, being victims of dating 

violence correlated most strongly with initiating violence in dating relationships (i.e., violence 

was reciprocal). Also, both males and females indicated that the violence instigated by their 

mates was most frequently a result of jealousy. These results are similar to those of a 1991 

study by Folingstad, Wright, Lloyd, and Sebastian, which showed that the most frequent 

motive for the victimization of females in violent dating relationships was first their partner’s 

jealousy, followed by their partner’s anger. Similarly, for males, jealousy was most frequently 

endorsed to explain their partner’s violent behavior, with revenge (i.e., “to get back at” their 

partner in response to his initial behavior) being endorsed as the second most frequent.  

Gender Differences in the Impact of Dating Violence on Self-Esteem  

The results of a study by Sharpe and Taylor (1999) showed low self-esteem to be 

related to inflicting and receiving both physical and psychological violence, particularly in 

females. Because it has been speculated that females invest a greater amount of their self-

worth in their dating relationships (Stets, 1991), it is possible that when difficulties arise in 

these relationships, females may experience more of a decline in self-esteem. The males in this 

study were more likely to report receiving violence from their partners. Correspondingly, the 

females were more likely to report inflicting violence. However, in this study, there was no 

mention made of the level of injury sustained by the violence victims, thus no comparative 
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analysis by gender was possible relative to the result of sustained injury and any long-term 

effects the violence may have on self-esteem. 

Summary 

Based on the information presented above, the frequency of acts of violence appears 

to be comparable by gender (Molidor & Tolman, 1998), with the most common forms of 

violence being grabbing, pushing, shoving, or throwing something at the victim (O’Keefe & 

Treister, 1998). However, it appears that the reason for instigating acts of violence tend to be 

quite different, with females’ instigation of violence being more frequently a consequence of 

being victims of sustained violence (Marshall & Rose, 1990). There is also evidence that 

females tend to sustain more emotional, psychological, and even physical injury as a result of 

being victims of violent acts. 

Males and females appear to have differing predictors of future violent behavior, 

although both genders appear to be motivated to acts of violence by jealousy (O’Keefe & 

Treister, 1998; Folingstad et al., 1991). With this in mind, it is important that studies 

investigating acts of dating violence take care to distinguish males from females. In doing so, 

we may be able to identify gender-specific strategies to combat acts of violence in dating 

relationships. 

 

Dating Violence in an Understudied Population 

 

 

Dating Violence in African-American Communities 

While violent acts in general do not discriminate based on socioeconomic status, 

gender, or ethnic group, because "violence occurs more frequently in inner cities than in 

suburbs, African-American communities and families are disproportionately affected" by 

violence, compared to their counterparts who reside in the suburbs (Clark et al., 1994, p. 

266). In fact, the phenomenon of violence is so widespread in African-American communities 

that it is becoming increasingly normative. As such, many children of African-American 

descent are at great risk for experiencing violence in their interpersonal relationships (Clark et 

al., 1994).  

"Although interpersonal violence has negative effects for all people, it can be more 

devastating for ethnic minorities, particularly those who rely on family as a protective buffer 
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against racism and oppression" (APACVY, 1993, p. 89). In fact, prejudice and discrimination 

may even serve as antecedents to violence in the African-American community. That is, 

oppressive acts imposed by the majority culture may foster anger and despair, which may 

ultimately manifest itself in the form of violent behavior. Further, in an attempt to maintain the 

cohesiveness within the family unit, African-American family members may often tolerate such 

violent acts. This pattern of violence is also seen in African-American dating relationships 

(Clark et al. 1994). 

A Comparative Analysis 

By using a multivariate approach to the study of gender differences in dating violence, 

O’Keefe and Treister (1998) sought to increase levels of awareness in this area, sampling a 

racially, ethnically, and socioeconomically diverse population. Of the students studied, 84% 

were upperclassmen (high school juniors and seniors), 11% were sophomores, and 5% were 

freshmen. The schools ranged in ethnic and racial backgrounds, with 53% identified as Latino, 

20% Caucasian, 13% African-American, 6.7% Asian, and 7% other ethnicities. The students 

came from varying socioeconomic backgrounds, with over half of the students coming from 

low SES families (based on the Hollingshead [1975] two-factor scale, 51% of the adolescents’ 

families were low SES status, 30% middle, and 19% high).  

With respect to race, African-American males, in the 1998 study by O’Keefe and 

Treister, were significantly more likely than Caucasian, Asian, or Latino males to be victims of 

dating violence. In contrast, African-American females, compared to their Caucasian 

counterparts, were less frequently victimized, while Asian females were more often victimized, 

compared to Caucasians. However, it is unknown if any of the study participants were 

involved in interracial dating relationships. Thus, caution should be taken in avoiding hasty 

generalizations about the impact of race.  

Gender Differences in Dating Violence Among African-Americans 

Relatively few studies have explored courtship violence among African-American men 

and women. Two of these studies have placed great emphasis on the role of gender 

differences on levels of courtship violence and aggression within the African-American 

community. For instance, both Plas and Gessner (1983) and Rouse (1988) maintain that 

African-American males are more likely than African-American females to report that their 
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dating partner used a "moderate form of physical force against him, such as pushing, slapping, 

or striking with an object" (p. 317).  Along the same lines, Demaris (1990) found that African-

American females reported more violence against their boyfriends than African-American 

males did their girlfriends. 

In an effort to better comprehend potential gender differences in the use of specific 

forms of violence within the context of African-American student's dating relationships, a 

study by Clark (1994) scrutinized various possibly related variables. Family variables, 

including types of interactions with one’s parents, personality variables, including gender-role 

characteristics, one’s level of interpersonal needs, and one’s perceptions of their partner's 

aggression were all investigated. More specifically, gender differences, as they relate to verbal 

and physical aggression during courtship violence, were assessed using the following 

variables: parent's child-rearing patterns; student's level of masculinity or femininity; student's 

need for control, affection, and inclusion in interpersonal relationships; and verbal and physical 

aggression sustained from dating partner. 

 The subjects in this study were 311 African-American students (76 males and 235 

females), with a mean age of 20.05 years, who were currently in dating relationships or had 

dated within the past year. None of the students had ever been married. Fifty-eight percent of 

the subjects were reared in two-parent families, 29% in single-parent families, 9% in blended 

families, and all other subjects by their grandparents or other relatives. As assessed by the 

Hollingshead Index of Social Position (1957), the subject’s mean social class score of 42.41 

fell in the middle-class range (Clark et al., 1994).  

Several informative results were generated from this study. First and foremost, the 

majority of males and females studied admitted to using some form of verbal aggression with 

their partner, with more than one-third of African-Americans, regardless of gender, reportedly 

experiencing at least one verbally abusive act from their dating partner. In fact, over half of 

the African-American males and females admitted to insulting, refusing to talk to, or making 

spiteful comments to their dating partner. In addition, over one-third of the males and at least 

one-half of the females reported using physical aggression toward a date on at least one 

occasion. Consistent with previous studies on African-American dating violence, African-

American males were reportedly more frequently victims of courtship violence than their 
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female counterparts, with pushing and shoving being the two most frequently reported 

aggressive behaviors (Clark et al., 1994).  

Clark et al. (1994) found that males and females tended to differ only slightly in their 

descriptions of their dating partner's behaviors, with 91% of males and 88% of females having 

experienced at least one incident with a verbally aggressive partner. Half of both males and 

females had been victims of at least 3 of the 6 verbally aggressive behaviors, yet females 

reportedly acted out in a verbally aggressive manner slightly more than their male counterparts 

(94% vs. 92%, respectively). Low femininity was associated with the use of verbal aggression 

for females. Overall, while the subjects reported less use of physical aggression compared to 

verbal aggression, females also reportedly used significantly more physical violence against 

their dating partners than their male counterparts (47% vs. 35%, respectively). Low 

masculinity was associated with the use of physical aggression for males (Clark et al., 1994). 

The perception of one's dating partner's behavior was found to be the most salient 

variable for determining if violence was used to resolve conflict in dating relationships. That 

is, those most likely to use verbal aggression against their partner were those who perceived 

their partner as verbally aggressive. The same was found for physical aggression, especially in 

males, particularly if the subject’s father had utilized a psychologically controlling child-

rearing pattern. However, there was no correlation found between maternal child-rearing 

practices and acts of aggression by either gender (Clark et al., 1994). 

The Phenomenon of Inaccurately Reporting African-American Dating Violence  

While it is possible that the males in the Clark et al. (1994) sample intentionally 

inaccurately reported their use of aggression in an effort to appear more socially desirable, it is 

also possible that African-American females may simply tend to use more violence in their 

dating relationships. These possibilities should be kept in mind when conceptualizing the 

current results.  

Issues of Intent and Injury in African-American Dating Violence 

In the study of courtship violence, more attention should be focused on intent, 

motivations, and functions of aggressive behaviors, such as a reaction to perceived threat or 

preventing a partner’s unwanted acts or coercions (Cascardi et al., 1999). These distinctions 

are important because males may perceive certain actions as playful if they do not intend to 
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harm their partner, whereas their partner may interpret such behavior as aggressive (Clark, 

1994).  

With this in mind, the perceived level of appropriateness of one’s partner's behavior 

may be essential to understanding courtship violence among African-Americans. That is, if the 

majority of the men in this study saw their behavior as playful, rather than violent, they may 

have failed to report what would otherwise be considered violent behavior. Thus, more 

uniform definitions of violence and aggression may be useful in the study of courtship 

violence. 

Tolerance and the Acceptability of Dating Violence Among African-Americans 

Acts of aggression by women may be tolerated more by men, particularly given that, 

as previously stated, men are less likely to sustain injury than women in instances of 

relationship violence. This phenomenon may account for the higher occurrence of female 

aggression observed in the Clark et al., 1994 study. Also, because high masculinity was not 

found to be predictive of aggression, it is possible that masculine traits are likely to not 

predispose African-American males to act out violently. Alternatively, it is possible that the 

measure used to assess the relationship between gender role and aggression was not a very 

good one. Parenting skills may also have indirectly influenced violence by shaping the 

subject’s attitudes regarding appropriate roles of men and women. However, the current 

dating violence literature appears to have a paucity of studies which speak to the impact of 

parenting skills on one’s attitude in future relationships. 

Attributions of Blame for Dating Violence Behaviors Among African-Americans 

Another study by West (1995) sought to investigate attributions of blame in violent 

African-American dating relationships, based on the gender of the aggressor. Similar to the 

aforementioned study, the prevalence of dating violence was high, with the majority of these 

African-American subjects having experienced or inflicted physical and/or psychological abuse 

within the context of a dating relationship. In contrast, whereas the majority of the subjects 

had been both victims and aggressors in the relationship, the females in this study tended to be 

the victims of serious forms of violence more often than their male counterparts.  

In the West (1995) study, 171 African-Americans (88 males and 83 females) between 

the ages of 16 and 24 were asked to rate a series of vignettes, relative to their attributions of 
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blame, in instances of courtship violence. Two variations of the vignettes were used, whereas 

either a male or a female served as the aggressor. It was hypothesized that both racial role 

identification and one’s degree of adversarial sexual beliefs would play integral roles in 

predicting the level of courtship violence among the African-American subjects in their study.  

The results of this study showed that for women, positive attitudes toward courtship 

violence were directly correlated with higher levels of racial identification. That is, the more 

the female subjects identified with their own race, the more likely they were to view courtship 

violence as acceptable. However, this pattern was not observed for men. Additionally, women 

who obtained higher scores on adversarial sexual beliefs tended to inflict more physical abuse 

on their partners. Again, this finding did not hold true for men. Relative to the attribution of 

blame, for both men and women, higher racial identification scores were associated with 

higher levels of environmental attributions of blame. Further, when rating vignettes, subjects 

attributed blame to both the male victims, as well as the male aggressors more than the female 

victims and the female aggressors, respectively.  

Along the same lines of the above conceptualizations, relative to ethnicity, such studies 

have shown that the more African-American female subjects identify with their own race, the 

more likely they are to view courtship violence as acceptable (West, 1995). This finding is 

consistent with the concept that African-Americans may be more accepting of courtship 

violence within their race, as a result of feeling a need to maintain an intact family structure as 

a means of combating the plethora of external stressors adversely impacting the family system 

(APACVY, 1993).  

Similar to the general dating violence literature and the common trend in our society, 

as a whole, African-American subjects tend to assess greater attributions of blame to the male 

regardless of if he is the aggressor or the victim. In addition, the more both African-American 

males and females identified with their own race, the more they tended to exhibit more 

external attributions of blame (West, 1995). This finding is consistent with the aforementioned 

theory that African-Americans tend to perceive courtship violence as being influenced by the 

oppressive nature of society. 
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Summary 

Although some studies have indeed suggested that African-Americans are at an 

increased risk for violence within the context of their intimate relationships (Clark et al., 

1994), as mentioned above, there are very few studies which have focused specifically on 

dating violence in African-American populations. In fact, one of the biggest problems facing 

the dating violence literature has lay in the shortage of cross-cultural research, which has 

appeared to cause non-white populations to “remain invisible” (Jackson, 1999, p. 244).  

While the aforementioned study by West (1995), which assessed attributions of blame 

relative to gender, provided useful information on the role of racial identification in African-

American courtship violence, the fact that vignettes were used in this study may impact the 

generalizability of the study results. Thus, it might have been more effective had the subjects 

in this study been required to rate attributions of blame relative to their own personal 

experiences of courtship violence. That is, the subject’s attribution ratings may have been 

more effective had they rated real instances of violence, as opposed to contrived scenarios. 

Also, a measure such as the CTS (Straus, 1979) may have been useful and reliable in 

providing information on how the subjects dealt with such conflict and their perceptions of 

their partner’s role in the occurrence of abuse.  

By the same token, despite the plethora of information generated by the Clark et al., 

1994 study, which scrutinized gender-specific variables related to African-American courtship 

violence, it should be noted that the overall small sample size in this study is likely to 

adversely impact the generalizability of the study results. Further, there were a relatively small 

number of males included in study, relative to the number of females, with a 

disproportionately large number of predictors used. The researchers also failed to explore 

reasons for using violence within dating relationships. Such factors may have been important 

in understanding the reciprocal nature of courtship violence in African-Americans, specifically. 

Dating violence is a significant problem in our society. This problem spans all racial 

and ethnic backgrounds and socioeconomic levels and is not limited to adulthood. In fact, it 

has been found that most dating violence has its onset in adolescent years (Bethke & DeJoy, 

1993). Studies have shown that no significant gender differences exist in the frequency or 
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prevalence of relationship violence, although females tend to be more often guilty of 

instigating acts of violence as the aggressor (Arias, Samios, & O’Leary, 1987). 

 While family tends to play a major role in many cultures, it has been shown to play a 

particularly integral role in African-American culture in serving as somewhat of a protective 

buffer against the external ills of racism and discrimination. Thus, because dating relationships 

tend to provide a form of training in the development of much needed skills for marriage and 

family life, it has been theorized that if African-American dating relationships are subject to 

violence, they may foster negative values that are carried over into married relationships. Such 

prolonged violence may ultimately threaten the eventual development of a strong familial 

system, thereby adversely impacting the future stability of the family. In turn, if the African-

American family system is weakened as a result of exposure to violence within the family, it 

may become more susceptible to external pressures, such as racism and discrimination, 

thereby resulting in a reciprocal cycle of violence (APACVY, 1993). 

 

Overview of the Literature Review 

 

While females reportedly tend to utilize more violent and aggressive tactics in their 

dating relationships, as a whole the results of past studies have reflected few gender 

differences in the frequency of dating relationship violence as a function of gender (Arias et 

al., 1987). Further, although no significant differences have been found relative to the nature 

of the violent acts instigated by males versus females, the predictors of the violent acts have 

been found to indeed vary with gender. Additionally, both genders tend to more often take 

equal responsibility for the initiation of violence. Violence is also most often reciprocal (i.e., 

being a victim of dating violence correlates strongly with the victim also instigating violence in 

dating relationships). Jealousy has proved to be the most frequent cause of relationship 

violence, with the violence most often resulting in fear or emotional hurt for women, 

compared to men either thinking the act of violence was funny or becoming angry and seeking 

revenge (O’Keefe & Treister, 1998).  

The studies cited in the current review have been insightful relative to the impact of 

gender on violent dating relationships. However, as previously mentioned, the results of the 

studies presented should be interpreted with caution, as there is always the potential for both 
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genders to be reluctant in reporting their role in any abusive dating behavior. That is, it is 

possible that some of the males and females in a given study may have tended to 

underestimate their perpetration and overestimate their victimization in violent dating 

relationships, ultimately resulting in inaccurate estimates of the role of gender in such 

relationships. 

There is a great need for more studies that focus specifically on dating violence in non-

white student populations, particularly given that the findings observed among minority 

student populations may differ significantly from the information which has been gleaned from 

the literature about dating violence in Caucasian dating relationships. However, in an effort to 

narrow the focus and to be as thorough as possible, the researcher has chosen to focus on just 

one of the many minority populations that is understudied in this area. As such, the current 

study will focus exclusively on violence in African-American dating relationships. More 

specifically, a comparative analysis will be performed to ascertain what gender differences, if 

any, exist relative to experiences and perceptions of dating violence in this understudied 

population. Ultimately, studying the dynamics of courtship violence, including gender 

differences within intimate relationships, and what family variables may contribute to these 

differences, can provide useful information for formulating effective methods of intervention, 

particularly within populations most vulnerable to violence, such as ethnic minorities (Clark et 

al., 1994).  
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CHAPTER 3 

CURRENT STUDY 

 

 

 

 

The aforementioned studies present a fairly ambiguous picture of the dating violence 

literature. However, based on the results of these studies, it is indisputable that there is a 

significant need for more research to inform the literature in this area.  

 

Purpose 

 

The purpose of the current study, in its investigation of courtship violence, was to 

provide additional clarity on some of the current issues directly related to this area of study, 

while simultaneously providing an increased awareness of issues which have been 

understudied in this area. Although dating violence research has made significant 

advancements over the past two decades, relatively few studies have focused specifically on 

African-American populations. Furthermore, even fewer studies have sought to identify the 

possible existence of any differences in gender type, roles, and socialization, relative to dating 

violence experiences and perceptions in this non-white population.  

The current study, which was exploratory in nature, investigated perceptions of dating 

violence within a population that was primarily comprised of African-American males and 

females. The data were scrutinized to determine if any gender-specific differences emerged in 

the participant’s perceptions of violence, within the context of courtship. More specifically, 

the participant’s performance on the assessment measures administered was used to examine 

their level of acceptance of violence, attributions of blame for violent behavior, injury 

sustained from acts of violence, history of violence, socioeconomic status, and feelings of 
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anger. The majority of these constructs were used to identify any specific interactions based 

on gender.  

Based on previous dating violence studies using African-American populations, 

coupled with results of studies in the general dating violence literature, the hypotheses for the 

current study were: 

 

Hypotheses 

 

 

(1) Acceptance of Violence: Consistent with previous findings and the notion of 

stigma, the male study participants, compared to the female participants, will 

be more accepting of dating violence as a means by which to “resolve” conflict 

within their dating relationships.  

 

(2) Perpetration of Violence: Compared to males, female study participants will 

report having inflicted more violence on their partners in their dating 

relationships.   

 

(3) Forms of Violence: Violence perpetrators, compared to non-perpetrators, will 

more frequently endorse “minor” forms of physical violence, such as pushing 

and slapping.   

 

(4) Sustained Injury & Attributions of Blame: Compared to males, females are 

more likely to report having sustained an injury as a result of their partner’s 

violence. Correspondingly, greater attributions of blame will be placed on 

males, compared to females, across all study participants, for violence in dating 

relationships (regardless of their role as perpetrator of victim). 

 

(5) Gender Type: Subjects who are masculine-typed are likely to be accepting of 

the perpetration of violence, whereas they will be less tolerant of victimization.  
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On the other hand, subjects who are feminine-typed are likely to be more 

accepting of victimization and less accepting of perpetration of violence. 

 

(6) Socioeconomic Status: Subjects from low SES groups will demonstrate more 

outward expressions of anger, will be more accepting of interpersonal violence, 

and will demonstrate higher levels of physical and psychological aggression 

than their counterparts from middle and upper SES groups. 

 

(7) History of Violence: A personal and/or familial history of violence will predict 

more outward expressions of anger, less anger control, more acceptance of 

violence, and more physical and psychological aggression. 

 

(8) The Relationship Between Anger & Violence: The Physical Assault and 

Physical Injury subscales (from the CTS2) will positively correlate (i.e., a 

positive linear relationship) with the State Anger Scale/Feel Like Expressing 

Anger Physically, the Trait Anger/Angry Reaction, and the Anger Expression 

Out Scales (of the STAXI-2).  

 

(9) The Relationship Between Jealousy & Violence: Consistent with studies that 

have shown jealousy to be a significant predictor of violence within dating 

relationships, a positive correlation will exist between jealousy and the 

perpetration of violence, the amount of sustained injury, and the expression of 

anger. 

 

Method 

 

 

Participants 

One hundred and forty nine third- and fourth-year students, the majority of whom 

were African American (95.3%, n=142), participated in the current study.  The study 

participants were sampled from a Historically Black College or University, located in the 



43 

United States. (Please Note: In fulfilling the purpose of the current study, both the 

demographic data presented herein, as well as the final analyses, solely include the 142 

subjects who identified themselves as African-American.) Forty-seven percent (n=67) of the 

study participants were male and 53% (n=75) were female.  The average age of the students 

was 23.12 years (sd= 5.18).  The vast majority of the study participants were from middle 

SES backgrounds (82.6%, n=117,) and the majority (81.2%, n=115) indicated that they were 

receiving financial aid.  Participants had a mean GPA of 2.74 (sd=.75), were academically 

classified as juniors (i.e., third-year students; 45.2%, n=64) and seniors (fourth-year students; 

54.8%, n=78), and represented various academic courses of study.  

Sample Representativeness 

The institution from which the current sample was derived has an enrollment of 

approximately 12,100 students, 41% (5,003) of whom are male and 59% (7,097) of whom are 

female. Of the students in the total university population, 92% (11,082) are classified as 

African-American [41% (4,503) male and 59% (6,579) female]. Approximately 30% (3,634) 

of the students in the total university population are classified as freshmen, 17% (2,012) 

sophomore, 17% (2,063) junior, 21% (2,507) senior, 8% (937) graduate, 4% (473) 

professional, and 4% (474) unclassified. In total, these students range in age from 18 to 64, 

with a mean age of 24.25 for those classified as juniors and seniors.   

Relative to financial aid data, 57% of the students in the total population are receiving 

“need-based” aid. Comparatively speaking, it should be noted that the percentage of students 

in the current sample who were reportedly receiving financial aid (81.2%) was substantially 

higher than the percentage of students receiving financial aid in the total university population. 

(Note: The data provided above, on the total university population, are based on statistics 

presented in the University’s 1999-2000 Facts and Statistics on Student Enrollment Data. 

Statistical data appears to have remained relatively consistent over the past few years.) 

 In an effort to increase the generalizability of the current study results, the 

demographic data of the university population from which the current sample was derived 

were compared to that of the population of students enrolled in Historically Black Colleges & 

Universities (HBCU’s) across the nation.  It should be noted, however, that comparisons were 
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not made between the current University population and HBCU’s within the state, as 12,100 

of the 14,531 students in HBCU’s in the state are enrolled at the current University from 

which the sample was derived. That is, the students enrolled at the institution from which the 

current sample was derived account for 83.3% of the students enrolled in HBCU’s in the 

entire state.  

The statistics of the current university population are consistent with the national 

statistics on gender of students at HBCU’s--41% (144,006) male and 59% (166,065) female 

(U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Higher Education 

General Information Survey, 1996).  Overall, chi square analyses comparing the gender of the 

university population with that of HBCU national data revealed no significant differences  

[x
2
(1) = .603, p<.01] (See Table 1). 

 

 

 

Table 1: Summary of Current Sample/Population Gender Distribution Compared to National           

  Gender Distribution in HBCU’s (U.S. Department of Education, 1996) 
 

   Current Sample  Current Population      Nat’l HBCU’s 

 

 

Gender 

 N    %  N  %  N      %

Male  70  47  5,003  41  114,006  41 

Female  79  53  7,097  59  166,065  59 

*Note: The gender statistics provided for each category include the grand total of  

 students who fall into each category, respectively, regardless of ethnicity  

 

 

 

 

Relative to race, when comparing the current university population with that of 

National HBCU’s, statistically significant differences were found between the number of 

African-American students enrolled in the current university population and the number of 

African-American students enrolled in HBCU’s nationally [x
2
(1)=129.7, p<.05] (See Table 2).   

It should be noted that comparable national data were not available on the average age and 

academic classifications of students in these populations.  As such, age and academic 

classification comparisons were not made. 
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Table 2: Summary of African-Americans in the Current University Population Compared to   

   African-Americans in National HBCU’s (U.S. Department of Education, 1996) 
 

         Current Sample Current Population   National HBCU’s 

Race  N    %        N      %       N        % 

African-American  142  95.3   11,082    92.0  230,162   82.2* 

* = Difference from Current Population is Statistically Significant 

 

 

 

Instruments 

 

Please refer to Appendix A for a sampling of specific questions contained in each of 

the following assessment instruments. 

The Conflict Tactics Scale2 (CTS2; Straus, Hamby, McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) is 

comprised of 39 items, including two questions for each item, resulting in a total of 78 

questions.  The questions on this measure are asked in the form of pairs, given that they are 

designed to be asked about both the examinee and their partner (i.e., each item is asked first 

for what the examinee has done and then repeated on the next line for what the partner has 

done). The Physical Assault Scale of the CTS2, for instance, includes a measure of one’s own 

physical aggression, as well as one’s experiences of their partner’s physical abuse (Cascardi et 

al., 1999). Thus, the CTS2 obtains data on the behavior of both partners, although only one 

partner is tested. It should be noted that, while couple data is most desirable, the data obtained 

from one partner can be useful as well (Straus, et al., 1996).  

(Please Note:  Henceforth, the CTS1 will be used to refer to the original CTS and the 

CTS2 will be used to refer to the revised CTS.  Statements which apply to both versions will 

simply use CTS.) The CTS can be used as an interview schedule or as a self-administered 

questionnaire, as it works well when administered by an interviewer or as a self-administered 

test. Despite its length, the administration time for the CTS is 10-15 minutes and, therefore, is 

brief enough to be practical in clinical settings or for inclusion in epidemiological surveys. A 

shorter version of the test is also available (Straus et al., 1996). The CTS2 only requires a 6
th
 

grade reading ability and is likely to be have good utility with many cultural groups, as the 
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CTS1 has been utilized with several U.S. ethnic groups and in other nations. The CTS2 scales 

have good internal consistency, with coefficients just as high as (or higher than) reliabilities 

previously reported for the CTS1. Of the three major scales, the Psychological Aggression 

Scale is the least internally consistent, however (Straus, 1996).  

 On the CTS, utilizing a checklist describing various violent acts, respondents are 

asked to identify responses they have utilized, in the way of conflict resolution, over the 

course of the past year. The CTS2 employs four subscales, including the “Negotiation Scale” 

(which is new and replaces the “Reasoning Scale” of the CTS1), the “Psychological 

Aggression Scale” (originally referred to as the “Verbal Aggression Scale” on the CTS1), the 

“Physical Assault Scale” (originally referred to as the “Violence Scale”), and the “Physical 

Injury Scale.”  The Negotiation Scale doubled the number of items from the Reasoning Scale 

to six; three of which refer to cognitive aspects of negotiation and three of which refer to 

emotional acts. The psychological aggression scale retains four of the six original items (such 

as “Stomped out of the room”), two of which are in a slightly modified format. Ultimately, the 

major change, in the transition from the CTS1 to the CTS2, occurred in the adding of four 

additional items to the psychological aggression scale.  

As for the Physical Assault Scale, all nine original items are included, although some of 

the actual items were modified.  For example, one of the items on this scale of the CTS1 was 

listed as “Threw something at him/her,” without indicating if the item was a pillow or a brick, 

whereas the CTS2 makes it more explicit by specifying, “Threw something at my partner that 

could hurt”. The Physical Injury Scale is a newly-derived subset of the Physical Assault Scale 

and includes injury as an important consequence, as the CTS1 did not measure physical injury 

(Straus et al., 1996). 

In their individual research, some dating violence studies, such as that of Molidor and 

Tolman (1998), have revised the wording of the CTS1 items to explore abusive acts by dating 

partners. For instance, the modified version of the CTS1 used in the Molidor and Tolman 

study included items such as, “had hair pulled, intentionally scratched, and painfully pinched,” 

in its examination of how partners resolve conflict within the context of dating relationships. 

In scoring the CTS1, the measure is divided into the three subscales of overall, moderate, and 
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severe violence. Of the three subscales, the severe violence subscale has been the most 

commonly analyzed in dating violence research. 

Originally, the CTS1 was used as a measure of family members’ responses to conflict. 

However, different versions of the CTS1 were established to measure both the extent to 

which partners in dating, cohabitating, or marital relationships engage in psychological and 

physical attacks on each other, as well as their use of reasoning or negotiation to deal with 

conflicts (Straus, Hamby, McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996). It should be noted that most dating 

violence studies have used the CTS1 and have tended to use the measure primarily for 

measuring physical relationship violence, opting to measure verbal, emotional, and 

psychological maltreatment by other means, if at all (Molidor & Tolman, 1998). 

Researchers such as Sugarman and Hotaling (1989), as well as other studies which 

have used the severe violence subscale, tend to categorize severe violence as “having an 

object thrown, being punched, choked, or threatened with a weapon.”  In contrast, the 

moderate violence subscale items have included hair-pulling, kicking, scratching, slapping, 

and/or pinching. However, Molidor and Tolman (1998) note that the distinction between the 

three violence subscales is actually fairly “arbitrary,” as any of the described acts could 

potentially result in “severe physical or emotional consequences.” 

Compared to the CTS2, the CTS1 appears to have been developed from more of a 

standpoint of brevity, as the reasoning scale only had three items and the psychological 

aggression scale had only six items. Although the physical assault scale had nine items, some 

researchers deemed this inadequate, as they added other violent acts in developing the CTS2. 

The CTS2, therefore, has additional items in each of the three original scales. The increased 

number of items enables more facets of each construct to be included in each scale, thereby 

increasing the likelihood that the scale will be valid. Additional items also tend to increase the 

reliability of the scale (Straus et al., 1996).  

The CTS2 provides a better distinction between minor and severe acts of violence. 

The severe violence portion of the physical assault scale was strengthened by adding two new 

items and eliminating the overlapping item. In addition, the distinction between minor and 

severe has been applied to the psychological aggression scale, as well as the new coercion and 

injury scales. The CTS2 also includes scales to measure additional types of partner abuse (i.e., 
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sexual coercion) and a consequence (i.e., physical injury from assaults by a partner). These 

scales refer to concrete acts or events. Consequently, the questions can be asked within the 

same framework and using the same response categories (i.e., how often did this happen in the 

past year or some other time period) as used for negotiation, psychological aggression, and 

physical assault scale items (Straus et al., 1996).  

Despite important differences between the two measures, the theoretical basis and 

mode of operationalization are fundamentally the same for the CTS1 and the CTS2. Because 

the CTS has been shown to be the most widespread and reliable means of studying dating 

violence to date, it has been deemed most appropriate for the current investigation. Although 

the CTS2 tends to assess violence relative to “acts,” only briefly tapping into intent and 

consequences, the other instruments that will be used in the current study (and are expounded 

upon below) are likely to provide additional, useful information not gleaned from the CTS2. 

Permission to reproduce the CTS-2, for use in the current study, was directly obtained 

from the author of this assessment measure, with an agreement that the data would be shared 

upon the completion of the research study. Please refer to Appendix B for a copy of the 

permission form. 

The BEM Sex Role Inventory (BEM; Bem, 1974) is a 60-item adjective checklist, 

which is used to categorize individuals (high school students, college students, and adults) 

according to their sex role, as a function of the degree to which they identify with an array of 

gender-typed attributes. In doing so, sex-role identity status is assessed among two 

dimensions of femininity/masculinity. Using the BEM, by definition, femininity is associated 

with the presence of expressive traits, such as nurturance, compassion, and sensitivity. 

Masculinity, on the other hand, is associated with the presence of instrumental traits, such as 

self-reliance, independence, and competitiveness. However, the BEM does not treat 

masculinity and femininity as opposite poles of a single dimension, but instead considers 

masculinity and femininity as two independent dimensions of individuals. In fact, the author of 

this measure, Sandra Lipsitz Bem, held that it is possible for single individuals to possess both 

stereotypically masculine and feminine characteristics (Keyser & Sweetland, 1985). 

The BEM consists of a set of 60 personality characteristics (20 masculine, 20 feminine, 

and 20 gender-neutral items), generally in the form of adjectives, presented on a single sheet 
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of paper. Each adjective is accompanied by a 7-point Likert-type rating scale, ranging from 1 

to 7. The 20 adjectives which describe masculine personality characteristics yield scores on the 

Masculinity Scale, the 20 adjectives describing feminine personality characteristics yield scores 

on the Femininity Scale, and the remaining 20 items yield scores based on “Femininity minus 

Masculinity Differences” (Murphy, Impara, & Plake, 1999).  

The BEM is self-administered and, falling on a seven-point scale, the individual’s 

responses to each item are indicative of how true each of the personality characteristics is 

about themselves. For example, an individual writes a number from one to seven (one 

indicating “Never or almost never true,” seven indicating “Always or almost always true,” and 

other numbers indicating less extreme responses) next to phrases, such as “Sensitive to the 

needs of others,” “Forceful,” or “Truthful.”  Positive scores on this measure indicated 

femininity, negative scores indicate masculinity, and high scores in either direction suggest a 

strong tendency toward being either sex-typed (i.e., a male with a tendency toward 

masculinity and a female with a tendency toward femininity) or sex-reversed (i.e., a male with 

a tendency toward femininity and a female with a tendency toward masculinity; Keyser & 

Sweetland, 1985). 

  The administration time of the BEM is 10-15 minutes and it is easily administered in 

group or individual settings, requiring little interaction between the examiner and the subjects 

(Murphy, Impara, & Plake, 1999). The procedures for administration are clear and 

straightforward, with adequate examples for respondents. Further, because the BEM is self-

administered, it requires no special examiner training and minimal involvement on the part of 

the examiner. As such, it seems unlikely that any problems could occur in administering the 

test. Ultimately, the responsibility of the examiner is principally to clarify the instructions, 

remind the subjects that no items should be skipped, and to respond to questions in as neutral 

a manner as possible. A scoring guide for the BEM is included in the test kit to expedite hand-

scoring, and machine-scorable punch cards are available from the publisher (Keyser & 

Sweetland, 1985). 

The original version of the BEM was published in 1978, with subsequent publications 

of the measure through 1981. Because the original adjectives of the BEM were selected over 

20 years ago, the possibility was opened up that the BEM may be outdated in terms of 
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representations of masculine and feminine gender roles. There is, however, evidence that 

college students’ perceptions of gender roles have not changed since the 1970’s (Street, 

Kimmel, & Kromrey, 1995). 

In contrast, to the original BEM (described above), the short form of the BEM is a 30-

item subset of the original BEM, containing 10 masculine, 10 feminine, and 10 “filler” items. 

Items for the short BEM were selected to maximize the internal consistency of the Masculinity 

and Femininity Scales, as well as to maximize the independence of the two scales. The BEM 

and the short BEM are considered to be equivalent versions (with the short form correlating 

around .90 with the original form) and ultimately, despite the number of items contained 

within, both measures are used to classify people as masculine, feminine, androgynous, or 

undifferentiated (Beere, 1990).  

Essentially, the BEM represents an attempt to use a paper and pencil test to determine 

an individual’s sex role. To this end, the BEM has been presumed to be a valid method for 

classifying individuals, with studies showing the test scores to be relatively consistent over the 

time period of one month. However, it should be noted that the BEM was developed as a 

research tool. Thus, the test is not apt to be of significant value to practitioners (Keyser & 

Sweetland, 1985). The psychometric properties of the scales on this measure were 

demonstrated to be strong, thus making it an attractive instrument for use in psychological 

research. Additionally, Bem (1974) reported high internal consistency and test-retest reliability 

of the BEM, with the test-retest reliability within a sample of 28 males and 28 females proving 

highly reliable over a four-week period (Holt & Ellis, 1998). 

Permission to reproduce the BEM, for use in the current study, was purchased from 

the company who holds copyrights to this measure. Please refer to Appendix C for a copy of 

the permission form. 

The State Trait Anger Inventory (STAXI; Spielberger, 1986) is a 44-item inventory 

that was developed and standardized to assess components of anger using a detailed 

evaluation of normal and abnormal personality traits (Cohen, 1998). The revised version, the 

STAXI-2 (Spielberger, 1998), has 57-items. The STAXI-2 will be used for the purpose of 

conducting the current research. 

The STAXI-2 is geared toward individuals age 16 and older and can be administered 
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in five to ten minutes (Cohen, 1998). The STAXI-2 is hand-scored using a two-part, 

carbonless form. This form is a portion of the rating sheet containing the item responses. The 

test booklet contains a scoring grid that is used to total and record raw scores, percentiles, 

and T-scores. There is also a profile for graphing percentile scores (Spielberger, 1999). While 

the STAXI-2 can be administered and scored by staff with limited training, its interpretation 

requires professional training in psychology, psychiatry, or educational testing in order to 

obtain a valid and appropriate interpretation of the results. Further, because the test results 

may be easily misunderstood in the absence of professional experience in its interpretation, the 

report generated should never be given to the respondent (Vagg & Spielberger, 1999).  

 Both the STAXI and the STAXI-2 have been utilized in researching ailments such as 

heart disease, hypertension, cancer and a wide array of psychosomatic and behavioral 

disorders. These inventories measure anger as an emotional state (State Anger), as well as 

one’s disposition to experience angry feelings as a personality trait (Trait Anger). On the 

STAXI-2, the Trait Anger scale has two subscales, “Angry temperament” and “Angry 

Reaction.”  Three subscales, “Anger-out,” “Anger-in,” and “Anger Control” are used to 

assess the frequency of Anger Expression (Cohen, 1998). Through the STAXI-2, the client’s 

current emotional experience of anger, the intensity of anger, as well as their global 

disposition to experience anger over time, are quantified (Psych Screen, Inc., 2000). The 

STAXI-2 consists of six scales: “Trait Anger,” “Anger Expression-Out,” “Anger Expression-

In,” “Anger Control-Out,” “Anger Control-In,” and “State Anger.”  There are also five 

subscales and an Anger Expression Index (Spielberger, 1999).  

The “State Anger” (S-Ang) scale refers to the intensity of the individual’s angry 

feelings either at the time of testing or a time and situation specified by the test administrator. 

The “State Anger/ Feeling Angry” (S-Ang/F) subscale reflects the intensity of a variety of 

angry feelings experienced by the STAXI-2 respondent during the testing situation. The “State 

Anger/Feel Like Expressing Anger Verbally” (S-Ang/V) subscale measures the extent to 

which the respondent feels like expressing her anger verbally during the testing situation. The 

“State Anger/Feel Like Expressing Anger Physically (S-Ang/P)” subscale measures the 

intensity of the feelings to express anger physically that the respondent reported during the 

testing situation (Vagg & Spielberger, 1999).  
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The “Trait Anger” (T-Ang) scale evaluates a person’s general predisposition to 

become angry. The “Trait Anger/Angry Temperament” (T-Ang/T) subscale measures anger 

that is experienced quickly and with little provocation. The “Trait Anger/Angry Reaction” (T-

Ang/R) subscale measures the tendency to become angry or agitated when the respondent is 

criticized, receives negative feedback, or believes she is being treated badly (Vagg & 

Spielberger, 1999). 

The “Anger Expression-Out” (AX-O) scale describes the extent to which a person 

expresses her emotional experience of anger in an outwardly negative and poorly controlled 

manner. The “Anger Expression-In” (AX-I) scale measures the extent to which people hold 

things in or suppress anger when they are angry or furious. The “Anger Control-Out” (AC-O) 

involves the expenditure of energy to monitor and control the physical or verbal expressions 

of anger. The “Anger Control-In” measures how often a person attempts to relax, calm down, 

and reduce angry feelings before they get out of control. The “Anger Expression Index” (AX 

Index) provides an overall estimate of the repondent’s tendencies to express anger either 

outwardly toward other people, or inwardly toward oneself (Vagg & Spielberger, 1999). 

 The administration and scoring manual for the STAXI-2 provides detailed correlations 

of the “State Anger” and “Trait Anger” scales with the other personality scales. The manual 

“also provides evidence supporting the validity of the anger expression scales” (Cohen, 1998).  

Permission to reproduce the STAXI-2, for use in the current study, was directly obtained 

from the author of this assessment measure, with an agreement that the results of the final 

analyses would be shared upon the completion of the research study. Please refer to Appendix 

D for a copy of the permission form. 

The Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Scale  (AIV; Burt, 1980) is a 44-item, 

“summated rating scale” which measures ones endorsement of force and coercion, particularly 

against women, as a means of solving problems or gaining compliance. The AIV consists of 

six subscales, five dealing specifically with violence against women. Three of these five 

subscales pertain to the use of violence, in relation to sexual activities. Half of the items 

support the use of violence (i.e., “Sometimes the only way a man can get a cold woman 

turned on is to use force”), while the other half oppose the use of violence (i.e., “A man is 

never justified in hitting his wife”). A 7-point likert-type response scale, ranging from 



53 

“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree,” accompanies each item. The items are individually 

scored on this 7-point scale, with a higher number of points assigned to the response that is 

supportive of violence (Beere, 1990). 

The AIV is a self-administered, self-report inventory, although it can be used in an 

interview format. The administration time for this measure is approximately five minutes. The 

measure has been used to assess college students, adults, convicted rapists, and child 

molesters and is appropriate for ages 18 and older. Burt (1980, 1983) administered the AIS to 

598 adults in Minnesota, obtaining an alpha coefficient of .59. Similarly, Malamuth (1986) 

tested 155 men using the AIS and obtained an alpha coefficient of .61. 

 The AIV was developed concurrently with four other scales: Adversarial Sexual 

Beliefs (ASB), Sexual Conservatism, the Sex Role Stereotyping Scale, and the Rape Myth 

Acceptance Scale. Burt (1980) looked at the relationship between Rape Myth Acceptance 

scores and a variety of other variables. The results of Burt’s (1980) study showed that, of the 

attitude measures, scores on the AIV were the strongest predictor of Rape Myth Acceptance 

scores. Along the same lines, Check and Malamuth (1983) administered the AIV and the Sex 

Role Stereotyping Scale to a group of college students. As predicted, the correlation between 

scores on the two measures was significant (r = .39). 

Permission to reproduce the AIV, for use in the current study, was directly obtained 

from the author of this assessment measure, with an agreement that the results of the final 

analyses would be shared upon the completion of the research study. Please refer to Appendix 

E for a copy of the permission form. 

The Dating/Courtship Violence Questionnaire (DVQ; Watson, 2003) is a 15-item, 

demographic questionnaire, which was designed by the researcher to obtain basic, factual data 

about the study participants.  In addition to general demographic information, such as age, 

gender, race, SES, etc., information relative to the respondents’ academic standing (i.e., 

classification and grade point average), as well as information relative to dating history, is 

asked as well. 
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Procedure 

 
 

Latin Squares Design 

 In designing an “efficient, well-balanced study without relying on chance,” a Latin 

Squares Design (LSD) was utilized to systematize the order in which the assessment measures 

were administered, thereby controlling for test order effects (Lewis, 1994, p. 414). This 

design consisted of a simple method of construction, which guaranteed counterbalancing. In 

designing the LSD, a chart was constructed (see Table 3), including the names of each of the 

four assessment measures which were administered. Within this chart, the names of the 

assessment measures were arranged in rows and columns, such that each measure (or 

experimental condition) occurred only once (i.e., an equal number of times) in each row and 

once in each column of the chart (Lambert, 1987).  Once the LSD chart was complete, the 

researchers arranged the physical testing instruments in the order predetermined by the chart.  

Ultimately, the tests were administered in this order at the time of the study. 

 

 

 

Table 3: Order of Assessment Measure Administration Utilizing LSD 

 

AIV BEM STA DVQ CTS 

BEM CTS AIV STA DVQ 

CTS DVQ BEM AIV STA 

DVQ STA CTS BEM AIV 

STA AIV DVQ CTS BEM

 

*Note: AIV = Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Scale; BEM = Bem Sex Role Inventory; STA = State-

Trait Anger Inventory-2; DVQ = Dating Violence Questionnaire; CTS = Conflict Tactics Scale-2 

 

 
 

 

Recruitment of Study Participants 

Prior to the onset of the proposed study, the researcher sought permission from the 

Institutional Review Boards, at the southeastern university participating in the study, as well 

as The Florida State University, to pursue the current research project (see Appendices F & 

G, respectively).  As previously mentioned, the research study participants consisted of 149 
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undergraduate students from a major southeastern University.  The participants were of both 

genders and from a variety of academic majors.  The study was restricted to students from the 

selected University, due to the high percentage of minority students in attendance at the 

University.  Further, students who are classified as juniors and seniors were of primary focus, 

in an effort to increase the probability that the participants had engaged in a dating relationship 

since they entered college.   

Although the students were from various major academic courses of study, the study 

was solely conducted in Criminology classes, which the students were taking as an elective.  

As such, the research study participants were recruited with the assistance of a University 

faculty member who is housed in the Criminology Department.  This faculty member served as 

a liaison between the students at the University and the Principal Investigator (P.I.).   

Administration of Testing Instruments 

The students participated in the study in a group format, during their regularly 

scheduled class period, but were seated separately based on their gender. It should be noted 

that males and females were seated separately, as research has shown that subjects are likely 

to be more comfortable, more forthcoming, and more candid in their responses to personal 

and/or sensitive questions when tested in an environment with same-sex individuals. Abuse 

victims, for instance, may fear violence if tested in close proximity to their aggressor 

(Wingood and DiClemente, 1997).  

The P.I. and her Undergraduate Research Assistants (U.R.A.) distributed the research 

materials, including the questionnaires, consent forms, and writing utensils.  Upon their 

arrival, the students were informed that participation in all facets of the study was voluntary 

and that they could discontinue their participation at any time, without penalty.  The students 

were also forewarned that the questions included on the questionnaires distributed may have 

been of a personal and/or sensitive nature.   

All study participants were treated in accordance with the legal and ethical 

considerations set forth by the American Psychological Association.  Prior to the 

administration of the questionnaires used in this study, the students were provided with a brief 

overview of the study and were informed of the purpose of the study.  They were then asked 

to review the “informed consent form” (see Appendix H), giving their consent to participate in 
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the study.  The students were asked to read the form to themselves quietly, while the forms 

were simultaneously read aloud by the Principal Investigator. Upon reviewing the informed 

consent forms, the students were then provided an opportunity to excuse themselves if they 

were not interested in participating in the study.   

Only one student chose to discontinue study participation, and did so at the onset of 

the study. The students who chose to remain and participate in the study were instructed to 

sign the informed consent form at the bottom, signifying their agreement.  The researcher then 

read aloud two definitions, one of interpersonal violence and one of dating violence, which the 

students were asked to keep in mind in responding to the questionnaires. The definition of 

interpersonal violence which was used, “behavior by persons that threatens, attempts, or 

completes intentional infliction of physical or psychological harm,” was derived from the 

American Psychological Association Commission on Violence and Youth (1993, p. 89) and 

the definition of dating violence which was utilized, “the use or threat of physical force or 

restraint, carried out with the intent of causing pain or injury to another” was derived from 

Sugarman & Hotaling (1989, p. 181). 

The students then completed a demographic questionnaire (the Dating Violence 

Questionnaire) and four (4) additional questionnaires—the Conflict Tactics Scale 2, The BEM 

Sex Role Inventory, the State Trait Anger Inventory 2, and the Acceptance of Interpersonal 

Violence Scale, which measured their methods of conflict resolution, their perceptions of 

various gender roles, their methods of anger management, and their attitudes on dating 

violence, respectively (please refer to Appendix A for a sampling of questions asked in the 

questionnaires). While the students were allowed to complete the questionnaires at their own 

pace and were allotted as much time as needed to complete the questionnaires, on average, 

the students took approximately 20 to 30 minutes to complete the questionnaires in their 

entirety.   

It should be noted that no names or social security numbers were utilized and the 

assessment measures were color-coded and numbered beforehand for both organizational 

purposes and to protect the anonymity of the study participants.  Only the P.I., her Major 

Professor, and the URA’s had access to the data collected, particularly for data entry and 

analysis purposes.  The data were maintained in a locked file cabinet, housed in a locked file 
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room of the FSU Department of Psychology.  The P.I., and her Major Professor, had access 

to this file cabinet and provided access to the URA’s, as needed.   

Debriefing, Risks, & Benefits 

As each student completed his/her battery of questionnaires, they were collected by 

the P.I. and the URA’s, who then performed a cursory review of the materials to ensure 

completion.  The P.I. then provided the students with detailed information on the subject of 

dating violence, including statistical information on what past research has shown.  They were 

also given information on obtaining psychological services and/or other mental health 

treatment.  Two pamphlets were made available for the students to utilize as resources. One 

of the pamphlets, entitled “Resources for Victims” was provided by the Clayton County 

Solicitor General’s Office (2000) and the other, “What Everyone Should Know About Family 

Violence” was provided by the Channing L. Bete. Company, Incorporated (1995).   

The P.I. addressed general questions and comments while the students remained in a 

group format. Subsequently, upon dismissing the students, the P.I. made herself available to 

speak with individuals who requested additional information or who required a referral to a 

mental health practitioner.  She also sought the assistance of the Criminology professor in 

identifying students who appeared to require additional attention or assistance after the 

research study had been conducted. 

On a smaller scale, the study participants received the benefit of being exposed to an 

area of research which is relevant to the criminal justice system and the curriculum which was 

being taught in their Criminology class.  However, on a larger scale, they received knowledge 

about an area of study which could potentially be critical to their participation in current and 

future dating relationships.  This knowledge is particularly important given the percentages of 

college-age students who have been identified in the literature as participants in violent dating 

relationships.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

 

Statistical Power Analysis 

 

 

For the purpose of the current study, the primary effect was the history and severity of 

interpersonal violence, gender, and socioeconomic status on anger, acceptance of violence, 

and both physical and psychological aggression.  In determining power, the effect size, the 

number of subjects, and the alpha level all had to be taken into consideration. Cohen (1988) 

recommended a value of .80 for determining power, in the absence of other criteria.  

However, relative to statistical procedures such as those utilized in the current analyses, he 

suggested a “medium effect size” (i.e., .15; Cohen, 1992).  

A .30 correlation was tested, with 80% power, and a non-directional alpha level of 

.05.  Based on the results of this power analysis, it was determined that a sample of 

approximately126 students would be sufficient in producing the desired effect when testing 

the main and interaction effects for the current study. Thus, the number of subjects sampled in 

the current study (n=149) was adequate for achieving significant power in conducting all of 

the data analyses. 

 

Data Analytic Strategy 

 

 

The primary purpose of the current study was to determine if gender-specific 

differences exist in African-American college students’ perceptions of dating violence. In 

fulfilling this purpose, the independent variables which were used in the current study were: 

gender (male or female), history of interpersonal violence (in one’s family and community 

during upbringing, as well as in interpersonal relationships as an adult), severity of violence (in 
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one’s interpersonal relationships), and socioeconomic status (low, middle, or upper class). 

The information for the independent variables was gleaned from the demographic 

questionnaire which the students completed during the course of the study (please refer to 

Appendix A for a sample of specific questions). Descriptive statistics were performed on all 

demographic data, including race, gender, age, and academic classification. (Please refer to 

“Participants” section found in Chapter 2 for statistics on the demographic data.) 

Several dependent variables were derived from the assessment measures which were 

administered.  More specifically, three of these variables were derived from the STAXI-2 and 

pertain to the expression of anger and/or the presence of anger as a temporary mood state or 

as a stable personality trait.  Two of the variables, which were derived from the AIV, pertain 

to one’s level of acceptance of interpersonal violence and attributions of blame for violent 

behavior.  Three variables were derived from the BEM and measure masculine versus feminine 

personality traits and jealousy.  Lastly, three variables were derived from the CTS2 and 

pertain to both physical and psychological aggression and injury resulting from interpersonal 

violence.  (Please refer to Table 4 for a more thorough description of the dependent variables 

and please see Appendix I for a related table, which includes the frequencies, means, standard 

deviations, ranges, etc. of the dependent variables.)  

 

Data Analyses 

 

 

Because the current study focuses exclusively on African-Americans and, 

correspondingly, because so few non-African-American students participated in the study, 

students who identified themselves as non-African-American were excluded from the final 

analyses. Thus, ultimately, the students whose data were included in the final analyses of the 

current study were those who both completed all of the assessment instruments in their 

entirety and those who identified themselves as African-American (95.3%, n=142).  

Relative to dating relationships, 96% (n=136) of the study participants reported that 

they had been in a dating relationship, with 87.2% (n=124) having been in a dating 

relationship for at least one month in the past 2-3 years. 56.4% (n=80) of the students 

reported that they were currently involved in a dating relationship.  The longest relationship 

averaged 1.98 years (sd=1.99) and, for those currently involved in dating relationships, the 
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average length of the relationship was 2.19 years (sd=4.33). Only 7.4% (n=11) of the students 

were married.   

Ten percent (n=14) of the students identified themselves as having been involved in an 

abusive relationship, 40% of the students (n=57) reportedly had parents or close relatives who 

had been involved in an abusive relationship, and 28.2% (n=40) of the students had witnessed 

abuse.  Approximately 28% of the students (n=40) reported that they grew up in what was 

considered a violent neighborhood.   

 

 

Table 4: Dependent Variables (Measured on an Interval/Ordinal Scale) 
 

Variable    Description    Measurement 

 

External/Outward Expression of Anger Frequent anger, generally expressed aggressively Items measured on a scale 

Variable (ANGOUT)
1 

toward other people/objects in environment; Anger of one through four  

 may be expressed physically or verbally   

    

State Anger Variable (ANG-S)
1   

The experience of relatively intense angry feelings Items measured on a scale 

 which are likely to be “situationally determined” of one through four 

  

Trait Anger Variable (ANG-T)
 1
 Frequently experiencing angry feelings and Items measured on a scale 

 frustration; often feeling as if treated unfairly of one through four 

 by others  

 

Interpersonal Violence Variable (AIV)
 2
 Measures level of acceptance for acts of  Items measured on a scale 

 interpersonal violence   of one through seven 

 

Attributions of Blame Variable (BLAME)
 2
 Measures attributions of blame for acts of  Items measured on a scale 

 interpersonal violence    of one through seven 

 

Femininity Variable (FEM)
3
 Measures expressive traits, such as nurturance Items measured on a scale 

 compassion, and sensitivity   of one through seven 

  

Masculinity Variable (MASC)
3
 Measures instrumental traits, such as self-reliance, Items measured on a scale 

independence, and competitiveness  of one through seven 

 

Jealousy Variable (JELSY)
3
 Measures extent to which one describes  Items measured on a scale 

themselves as a jealous person; the tendency of one through seven 

to exhibit personality characteristics generally 

associated with jealousy 

 

Physical Assault Variable (PHYS)
4
 Experience of one’s own physical aggression Items measured on a scale 

 and partner’s abuse   of one through seven 

 

Psychological Abuse Variable (PSYCH)
4
  Measures one’s level of psychological  Items measured on a scale 

     Aggression    of one through seven 

  

Physical Injury Variable (INJURY)
4
  Measures injury resulting from violence  Items measured on a scale 

          of one through seven 

 
*Note: 1= Variable derived from the STAXI-2; 2= Variable derived from the AIV; 3= Variable derived from the BEM; 4=Variable 

derived from the CTS2 
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Research Hypotheses 

Hypothesis (1): Acceptance of Violence. The first hypothesis examined whether the 

acceptance of violence differed by gender.  An average Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence 

(AIV) subscore was computed by averaging AIV scores 39 to 44 (please refer to Appendix A 

for specific questions).  The ANOVA on AIV 39-44 by gender was statistically significant, F 

(1, 142) = 18.01, p < .001 (Eta = .11, power = .99).  Examination of the means show that 

males (m=3.28, sd=.82) had higher acceptance of violence scores than females (m=2.62, sd= 

1.04).   

Hypothesis (2): Perpetration of Violence. The second hypothesis examined whether 

violence inflicted on one’s partner differed by gender.  A CTS2 assault score was computed 

by averaging the CTS2 scores 7, 9, 17, 45, 53, 21, 27, 33, 37, 43, 61, and 73 (please refer to 

Appendix A for specific questions).  The ANOVA on this CTS2 assault score, by gender, was 

not statistically significant, F (1, 142) = 1.86, ns (Eta = .01, power = .27).  Examination of the 

means show that males (m=.78, sd=1.31) had about the same scores as females (m=.53, sd= 

.92).   

Hypothesis (3): Forms of Violence. The third hypothesis examined the severity of 

violence, relative to whether perpetrators were most likely to endorse “minor” forms of 

violence more often than “severe” forms of violence. Five CTS2 questions (7, 9, 17, 45, and 

53; please refer to Appendix A for specific questions) were examined by the CTS2 assault 

subscale (severe vs. not severe).  The students were dichotomized into severity groups by 

whether they had perpetrated an assault by answering “yes” or “no” to any of the following 

CTS2 items: 21, 27, 33, 37, 43, 61, and 73 (yes=severe group or no=non-severe group).  

Table 5 shows that each CTS2 question differed by severity group and that the non-severe 

(71.8%, n=102) group produced higher scores than the severe group (28.2%, n=40). These 

differences were statistically significant and suggest that violence perpetrators endorsed minor 

forms of violence more often than severe forms of violence. 
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Table 5: ANOVAs on CTS2 by Severity Level 

       

CTS2   F    Severe  Non-severe  Eta Power 

Item       (n=40)   (n=102) 

Number 

M SD M SD  

 

7   36.42*** 2.14 2.11 .41 1.31  .20 1.00 

9   36.15*** 1.95 2.35 .26 1.08  .20 1.00 

17   46.13*** 3.05 2.53 .74 1.54  .24 1.00 

45   16.67*** 1.81 2.09 .60 1.41  .10  .98 

53   34.39*** 1.33 2.04 .10 .47  .19 1.00 

 
Note: df=1, 142, *** = p < .001 

 

 

 

  Hypothesis (4): Sustained Injury & Attributions of Blame. The fourth question 

examined whether a) injury or b) composite score of AIV 42 and 44 differed by gender.  An 

injury score was computed by averaging the CTS2 questions 11, 71, 23, 31, 41, and 55 

(please refer to Appendix A for specific questions) and the attribution of blame score was a 

composite score of AIV item numbers 42 and 44.  The ANOVA on injury by gender was 

statistically significant, F (1, 147) = 6.12, p < .001 (Eta = .04, power = .69).  Examination of 

the means show that males (m=.71, sd=1.38) had higher injury scores than females (m=.26, 

sd= .84).  A composite score of AIV 42 and AIV 44 was calculated by averaging these two 

questions.  The ANOVA on AIV item numbers 42 and 44 (attributions of blame) by gender 

was statistically significant, F (1, 147) = 7.86, p < .001 (Eta = .05, power = .80).  Further, 

examination of the means show that males (m=3.07, sd=1.47) had higher AIV composite 

scores than females (m=2.35, sd= 1.63), suggesting that males tended to attribute more blame 

for acts of violence to their female counterparts.  

Hypothesis (5): Gender Type. The fifth hypothesis examined if a relationship existed 

between the acceptance of dating violence and one’s gender type. The composite of AIV 39 
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to 44 (please refer to Appendix A for specific questions) and the masculinity and femininity 

scales of the BEM.  AIV39-44 was not significantly related to masculinity, r (142) = .09, or to 

femininity scales, r (142) =  .01, ns.    

Hypothesis (6): Socio-economic Status. The sixth hypothesis examined whether 

Anger Out, AIV 39-44, CTS2 Assault, and CTS2 Psychological Aggression differed by SES 

(lower vs. middle vs. upper; as measured by demographic question number 4 on the DVQ). 

An Anger Out score was computed by averaging STAXI-2 questions 27, 31, 35, 39, 43, 47, 

51, and 55 (please refer to Appendix A for specific questions).  CTS2 Psychological 

aggression was computed by averaging CTS2 questions 5, 35, 49, 67, 25, 29, 65, and 69. 

ANOVAs on these four constructs were not statistically significant by SES.  Table 6 presents 

the means and standard deviations on these constructs by SES groups. 

 

 

 

Table 6: ANOVAs on STAXI-2, AIV, and CTS2 by SES 

 

 

Construct  F                  SES    Eta Power 

    Lower  Middle Upper  

     (n=8)   (n=117) (n=17) 

 

Anger Out  .83 1.99 (.39) 1.93 (.48) 2.16 (.90) .01 .19 

 

AIV 39-44    .61 3.16 (.97) 2.91 (1.03) 2.71 (.93) .01 .15 

 

Physical Assault 1.26 .48 (.98) .62 (1.05) 1.25 (2.14) .02 .27 

 

Psych Aggression .47 1.18 (1.18) 1.49 (1.30) 1.64 (1.58) .01 .13 

Note: df=2, 142 
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Hypothesis (7): History of Violence. The seventh hypothesis examined whether 

personal and familial history of violence (measured by demographic questions 14, 15a, and 

15b on the DVQ; please refer to Appendix A for specific questions) could predict four 

criterion variables (Anger Out, AIV39-44, Assault, and Psychological Aggression).  STAXI-2 

Anger Out was computed by averaging STAXI-2 questions 26, 29, 33, 38, 42, 46, 50, and 54.  

Four regression equations were conducted for each of the four criterion variables with three 

predictors (demographic question numbers 14, 15a, and 15b).  Of the four regressions, the 

demographic questions significantly predicted CTS2 Assault, F (3, 72) = 6.27, p < .01.  The 

predictors accounted for 21% of the variability in CTS2 Assault.  Additionally, having 

knowledge of a parent or close relative in an abusive relationship was a significant predictor of 

assault (see Table 7).  No other predictor was significant, nor did the predictors significantly 

predict the other three criterion variables in the other four regressions. 

 

 

 

Table 7: Regression equations with Anger Out, AIV39-44, Assault, and Psychological 

Aggression as Criterion variables and DVQ Questions14, 15a, and 15b as Predictors 

 

 

Criterion  R
2
   F      Predictors   B SE B  β  t 

     (df) 

 

Anger Out  .03  .61  14 .21 .16  .15  1.30 

     (3,75)  15a .02 .14 .02   .12 

       15b .03 .13 .03   .22 

AIV 39-44  .05  1.17  14  .21 .33 .08  .65 

     (3,72)  15a  .47 .30 .20 1.59 

       15b  .03 .26 .02  .13 

CTS2 Assault  .21  6.27**  14  .22 .31         .08  .71 

     (3,72)  15a  .91 .28 .37 3.22** 

       15b  .32 .25 .15 1.30 

CTS2 Psychological .05  1.23  14  .55 .44 .15  1.24 

   Aggression    (3,71)  15a  .40 .40 .13   .99 

      15b  .36 .36 .08   .66 

 

Note: ** = p < .01 
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Hypothesis (8): The Relationship Between Anger & Violence. The eighth 

hypothesis examined if there was a relationship between CTS2 Assault and Injury with 

STAXI-2 State Anger, STAXI-2 Trait Anger, and STAXI-2 Anger–Out.  Table 8 shows that 

Assault and Injury was positively correlated with each STAXI-2 score.  This positive 

correlation indicates that as Assault and Injury increase, the STAXI-2 scores increase as well. 

   

 

 

Table 8: Correlations among CTS2 Assault and Injury with STAXI-2 State Anger, STAXI-2 

Trait Anger, and STAXI-2 Anger–Out   

  

                                                                                     

      STAXI-2         Assault   Injury   

    

                                                                                     

State  .45***    .50***      

                                                                                     

Trait    .23**      .22*       

                                                                                                                                                                       

Anger Out  .22**      .17* 

                           
Note: n=142; *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

 

 

 

Hypothesis (9): The Relationship Between Jealousy & Violence. The ninth 

hypothesis examined if there was a relationship between Jealousy, as measured by the BEM 

Sex Role Inventory and CTS2 Assault, Injury, and Psychological Aggression, STAXI-2 State 

Anger, STAXI-2 Trait Anger, and STAXI-2 Anger–Out.  Table 9 shows that Jealousy was 

positively correlated to STAXI-2 Trait-Anger and Psychological Aggression.  This positive 

correlation indicates that, for both males and females, as jealousy increases, Injury and Trait 

Anger scores increase.   
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Table 9: Correlations between Jealousy and  CTS2 Assault and Injury with STAXI-2 State 

Anger, STAXI-2 Trait Anger, and STAXI-2 Anger –Out   

                                                                                                        

                                 Jealousy    

                                                                                                       

   Assault      .03       

                                                                                                                                                                       

   Injury      .01       

                                                                                                                                                                       

   Staxi State    .04       

                                                                                                                                                                       

   Staxi Trait    .23**       

                                                                                                                                                                        

   Staxi-Anger out    .15       

                                                                                                                                                                        

   Psychological .17*       

   Aggression                                                                                                    

 
  Note: n=142; *=p<.05, **=p<.01 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

 

The combination of assessment measures used in the current study proved useful in 

measuring dating violence trends in a sample of African-American college students. Many of 

the aforementioned hypotheses were supported and, in light of the observed results, certain 

trends in violent dating relationships appear to be consistent with previous findings, based on 

gender alone. On the other hand, however, some of the results do indeed speak to distinct 

differences in the experience of dating violence among African-American populations, 

compared to what past studies have shown about their Caucasian counterparts. 

 

Gender Type & the Acceptance of Dating Violence 

 

Consistent with a past study sampling African-American men and women (Clark, et 

al., 1994), the presence of “more masculine” characteristics, regardless of gender, in general 

was not found to be associated with the likelihood of being more accepting of violence. 

Relative to the acceptance of dating violence, on the other hand, irrespective of “gender type,” 

the present study showed that African-American male study participants were more likely to 

be accepting of violence as a means of conflict-resolution in their dating relationships. This 

finding is similar to what past studies have shown about their Caucasian male counterparts. 

Given that both African-American males (in the current study) and Caucasian males (in 

past studies) have tended to display a greater level of acceptance for violence within the 

context of dating relationships, it is quite possible that these findings support a general role 

model in our country which condones violence perpetrated by men. In investigating the 

plausibility of this explanation, a future study, geared toward a comparative analysis of male 

subjects of various ethnicities, may be warranted. 
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It should be noted, however, that the current finding regarding the acceptance of 

violence is also consistent with the potentially “self-perpetuating stereotypes” which exist, 

relative to violence among African-American men.  That is, it has been noted that African-

American men have often been depicted as being prone to violence, as well as 

“psychologically impotent,” dependent, and irresponsible (Clark, et al., 1994).  Because this 

notion could potentially contribute to the acceptance of violence observed in African-

American males, future studies of courtship violence with African-American males are likely 

to benefit from investigating the existence of any correlation between negative societal 

stereotypes and the specific role of the African-American male in violent dating relationships.  

In doing so, it may be possible to determine the extent to which African-American 

males tend to be influenced by the overall acceptance of male violence, which appears to be 

condoned by society, versus being influenced by the potentially “self-perpetuating 

stereotypes” which exist about African-American males. Utilizing measures of racial-ethnic 

identity may be useful to this end. (Please refer to the section on “Violence as a Function of 

Race/Ethnicity,” in the “Future Implications” section, for additional information on 

ascertaining the impact of the aforementioned constructs on dating violence.) 

 

The Perpetration of Dating Violence 

 

Relative to the perpetration of violence, the current study showed that African-

American males and females produced very similar scores, suggesting that there are no 

significant gender differences in this area. Thus, African-American female study participants 

did not report having inflicted more violence on their partners in their dating relationships, as 

was initially hypothesized. While the current findings are distinctly different from those of 

Clark, et al. (1994), wherein African-American females were found to perpetrate violence 

more frequently than their African-American male counterparts, they are quite similar to past 

findings in the majority of the dating violence literature, wherein the perpetration of violence 

was found to be “equal or comparable by gender” (Molidor & Tolman, 1998, p. 180). It is 

suspected, however, that these findings may be susceptible to inaccuracy, in light of potential 

issues with the manner in which dating violence is defined. The possible inaccuracy may also 

be a result of either the study participants who were violence perpetrators not viewing their 



69 

behavior as abusive or reluctance, on the part of the study participants who were abused, to 

admit to victimization. 

On the Dating Violence Questionnaire administered at the time of the current study, 

for instance, 10% (n=14) of the current population reported having been involved in an 

abusive relationship. However, when the researchers examined the perpetration of violence, 

based on severity, 28.2% of the population (n=40) actually fell in the “severe” group, 

indicating that they had perpetrated some act of severe violence against a dating partner, 

including psychological forms of aggression such as calling one’s partner fat or ugly, 

destroying the property of one’s partner, and threatening to hit or throw something at one’s 

partner. Alternatively, subjects who fell in the “severe” group also admitted to engaging in a 

variety of forms of physical assault, including using a knife or gun on one’s partner, punching 

one’s partner or hitting them with something that could hurt, choking one’s partner, slamming 

one’s partner against the wall, beating one’s partner up, purposely burning or scalding one’s 

partner, and kicking one’s partner.   

Despite the fact that the aforementioned “severe” behaviors appear to be clearly 

abusive in nature, alarmingly, only 14 subjects admitted to having been involved in an abusive 

relationship. Yet, three times as many subjects had admittedly perpetrated some form of 

severe violence, albeit psychological or physical. Further, it should be noted that only 4 of the 

14 subjects who openly admitted to having been involved in an abusive relationship fell in the 

“severe violence” group, wherein they indicated that they had perpetrated severe forms of 

violence. That is, when asked on the demographic questionnaire (DVQ) if they had been 

involved in an “abusive relationship,” abusers, for the most part (an overwhelming 36 violence 

perpetrators), did not count themselves, presumably as a result of not labeling themselves as 

abusers. However, on the CTS2, these same subjects openly admitted to having perpetrated 

specific acts of violence which are considered to be abusive. With this in mind, it appears that 

abusers generally do not see themselves as abusers and, in turn, may not associate their 

abusive behavior with being abusive in nature. Alternatively, perhaps when abusers are asked 

about being in an “abusive relationship,” they may tend to interpret the question as inquiring 

about whether or not they have been abuse victims (i.e., abused or victimized). 
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In light of the aforementioned, it seems possible that participants who perpetrated 

abuse were less likely than participants who had been abused to identify themselves as having 

been in an “abusive” relationship. However, this conclusion should be reached with caution, 

given that, in addition to the 10 subjects who were abuse victims and openly admitted to 

involvement in an abusive relationship on the DVQ, there were 7 additional subjects who did 

not fall in this group, yet endorsed victimization as measured by the CTS2. Thus, possibly to 

avoid stigmatization or as a result of feelings of shame, these individuals also purposely denied 

having been involved in abusive relationships when asked directly. That is, similar to what has 

been found in instances of rape, where victims most often report having been “sexually 

assaulted,” rarely admitting to being “raped” (U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice 

Statistics on Violence Against Women, 1994), some of the subjects may have associated a 

greater amount of dignity with mislabeling abusive relationships as non-abusive, yet more 

willingly admitted to being victims of specific acts of violence when queried.  

Interestingly, 51% of the overall study participants (n=73) admitted to the presence of 

reciprocal abusive behaviors in their dating relationships, as measured by the CTS2, with only 

14 of these individuals having admitted to involvement in an “abusive” relationship, as 

measured by the DVQ. Thus, an equally likely possibility, accounting for the discrepancy 

found in the reporting of both perpetrators and abusers, is that the study participants merely, 

legitimately, were not aware that certain behaviors were considered to be abusive or forms of 

dating/courtship violence (i.e., an inherent discrepancy in the definition of dating violence). 

Given the viability of this latter option, it is critical that researchers who study the 

phenomenon of dating violence make a unified effort to arrive at a uniform, more exhaustive, 

definition of dating violence that can be utilized when introducing the topic to study 

participants in the future.  

Forms of Interpersonal Violence 

 

Violence perpetrators, regardless of gender, tended to positively endorse more “mild” 

forms of physical violence, such as pushing and slapping, as opposed to violence seen as more 

“severe.” In other words, in the current sample, mild forms of violence were endorsed more 

frequently overall—by both males and females, with no gender differences observed. In 

comparing the current study results to what past studies of African-American students have 
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shown regarding the use of “moderate” forms of violence (i.e., slapping, pushing, and striking 

with an object), the findings of the current study appear to be distinctly different. For instance, 

past studies sampling African-American students (Plas & Gessner, 1983; and Rouse, 1988) 

have shown that females actually tended to endorse mild forms of violence more often than 

their male counterparts.  

In considering the discrepancy between the current study results and the results of past 

studies sampling African-American students, it is noteworthy that both the study by Plas and 

Gessner (1983), as well as the study by Rouse (1988), utilized a sample of African-American 

high school-age students, as opposed to college students. Thus, given what the literature has 

shown regarding the notion of stigma which tends to be associated with admitting to 

perpetrating acts of violence, it is possible that college-age students may find the admission of 

violence to be more stigmatizing than high school-age students. In turn, because the 

perpetration of violence is generally seen as particularly stigmatizing, male and female 

violence perpetrators in the current population may have been more willing to admit what they 

perceived to be “minor” acts of violence, as opposed to more “severe” acts of violence.  

On the other hand, some violence perpetrators may not have felt comfortable 

admitting to acts of violence at all. As such, it is quite possible that both genders may have 

inaccurately reported their use of violence. In light of this possibility, results of future studies, 

relative to gender differences in the forms of violence which are most often perpetrated in 

dating relationships among college-age African-American students, may be mixed as well. 

Thus, precautionary measures should be taken to decrease the likelihood of inaccurate 

reporting. While arriving at a more sound definition of dating violence may be useful to this 

end, an overall move toward our communities seeking to help rehabilitate violence 

perpetrators, rather than ridicule or criticize them, may be helpful as well.  

 

Sustained Injury & Attributions of Blame 

 

African-American males reported having sustained more injury as a result of their 

partner’s violence than African-American females. Further, there was a .94 correlation found 

between the males who reported injury and those who reported having been victims of severe 

forms of violence (with no statistically significant findings for females, relative to reported 
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injury and victimization). This finding was quite unexpected, particularly given that past 

studies have been relatively consistent with the vantage point of Feminist Theory on the issue 

of sustained injury, emphasizing that males tend to use their strength to overpower females in 

instances of dating violence, thereby increasing the risk that the female will actually sustain 

greater injuries (Molidor & Tolman, 1998).  

The results relative to injury are also somewhat perplexing, particularly given that both 

genders more frequently admitted to the perpetration of “minor” forms of violence, such as 

slapping, scratching, and hitting. The fact that the male study participants reportedly sustained 

more injury, as a result of their partner’s violent behavior, would be more understandable had 

the females more frequently endorsed the perpetration of “severe” violence, as such forms of 

violence are generally positively correlated with injury. At any rate, because the perpetration 

of more “minor” forms of violence is less likely to result in significant injury, the injuries which 

the males reported were most likely “minor” injuries which did not result in hospital care, or 

the like.  

In the event that the women did indeed sustain injuries as well, for some reason, they 

were less prone than their male counterparts to admit to these injuries. Their potential 

reluctance to admit to injury sustained from abuse may have possibly been a result of their 

effort to avoid denigrating their African-American male counterparts, as they may have 

perceived this as contributing to the further perpetration of negative stereotypes about the 

African-American family system and African-American men. Thus, the African-American 

female study participants may have found merit in merely presenting themselves and their 

relationships in an overly favorable light (Clark, 1994). 

With respect to attributions of blame, the results of the current study suggest that 

African-American males tend to attribute more blame to females for violence in their dating 

relationships. The observed findings differ from what past studies have found in the area of 

attribution of blame. That is, while past studies have shown both males and females, overall, 

to place greater attributions of blame on males for violence in dating relationships (West, 

1995), the current male study participants had a tendency to more frequently blame their 

female counterparts. The fact that the current male study participants placed greater blame on 

the females is, however, consistent with their report of having sustained greater injury as a 
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result of their partner’s abusive behavior. Thus, it is possible that the male abuse victims who 

sustained injury as a result of the abuse may have been justified in blaming their female 

counterparts. On the other hand, it is possible that the current sample of males, in general, 

found more merit in externalizing blame for abusive behavior. 

 

Socio-economic Status 

 

 

Socio-economic status (SES) was not shown to be a statistically-significant predictor 

of dating violence in the current sample. This finding is inconsistent with results of previous 

studies, which have shown that the higher rates of dating violence tend to exist among 

individuals of lower SES (Makepeace, 1987). It should, however, be noted that an atypical 

measure of SES was utilized in the current study, whereas the subjects merely self-reported 

the SES of their parents as being “upper,” “middle,” or “lower,” with no specific parameters 

being outlined for each category. Further, it is quite possible that the students may not have 

been aware of their parent’s SES and, correspondingly, may have simply provided their best 

guess. With this in mind, it is certainly possible that the student’s reported SES may not have 

been completely accurate. 

Given the manner in which SES was measured in the current study, caution should 

definitely be taken in interpreting the current results based on SES. However, overall, it is 

indisputable that there still appears to have been very little variability in the reporting of SES 

in the current sample, as approximately 82% of the current sample self-identified as falling in 

the “middle” SES range, with only 5% and 12% falling in the “upper” and “lower” SES 

ranges, respectively (.1% of the sample did not provide a response to this question at all). 

Future studies may benefit from including participants from a more diverse background, 

relative to SES, as well as utilizing a better measure of SES. 

 

History of Interpersonal Violence 

 

Consistent with the principles outlined by the Social Learning Theory, a familial 

history of interpersonal violence was found to be significantly correlated with the experience 

of violence in the current sample. More specifically, the study participants who expressed 

knowledge of a relative having been involved in an abusive relationship were more likely to 
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report the personal experience of physical assault. It should be cautioned, however, that 

comparisons based on past studies in this area are quite limited, as the literature has produced 

mixed results. For instance, O’Keefe (1998) emphasized the detrimental impact of a history of 

interpersonal violence on the experience of violence in one’s interpersonal relationships, while 

Cuddeback (1995) has shown that a familial history of abuse may not impact the individual at 

all.  

Direct comparisons cannot be made with many of the past studies, such as O’Keefe 

(1998) and Cuddeback (1995), which have measured the impact of one’s history of personal 

violence on violence in future interpersonal relationships, as these studies did not include 

African-American study participants. It is, however, noteworthy that, overall, studies of 

African-Americans have shown this minority group to be more prone to violence in general, 

including the arena of interpersonal violence (Clark, et al., 1994). Yet, additional research is 

needed, specifically targeting the impact of one’s history of interpersonal violence on future 

acts of interpersonal violence. 

 

The Relationship Between Anger, Jealousy, & Violence 

 

 

The presence of both temporary and stable characteristics of anger, as well as the 

presence of jealous personality traits, was found to be a significant predictor of violence in the 

current sample. More specifically, relative to anger, the results showed that both physical 

assault and injury tend to increase with the increase in either temporary or stable 

characteristics of anger. While past studies have shown variable results, relative to the 

correlation between anger and aggression and acts of interpersonal violence (Megargee, 

1993), because the experience of both assault, as well as injury, were positively correlated 

with anger, characteristics of anger appear to clearly be related to violence in the current 

population. 

Jealous personality traits have been shown to reliably predict violence in past studies 

and, in light of the current study results, appears to be somewhat pervasive, across genders. In 

fact, consistent with the study results, past studies have shown jealousy to be a common cause 

of dating violence, with both males and females identifying jealousy as one of the most 

frequent reasons for the instigation of violence (O’Keefe & Treister, 1998). Along the same 



75 

lines, and also consistent with the current findings, are the findings of Folingstad, Wright, 

Lloyd, & Sebastian (1991), which indicated first the jealousy of one’s partner, followed by the 

partner’s anger as the most frequent cause of violence. 

Essentially, most youth, and many adults, tend to confuse anger, control, and jealousy 

with love and devotion. In turn, this confusion may tend to become ingrained in the mental 

development process (Werkerle & Wolfe, 1999). With this in mind, future research should 

seek to assess for the presence of such deviant thought patterns, as a means of better 

understanding the observed patterns of jealousy and how they may relate to violent behavior 

in dating relationships. 

 

Limitations of the Current Study 

 

 

As with all quantitative research studies, limitations are inevitable and therefore 

deserve consideration. The greatest limitation inherent in the proposed study lay in its 

inclusion of primarily third- and fourth-year college students. This aspect of the study is likely 

to result in a limited generalizability to the general population. Therefore, it will be ultimately 

necessary for future studies to include more diversity relative to age and education level. It 

also may be beneficial to look at dating violence in the general population, as opposed to 

merely within a sample of college students, as to glean a more well-rounded picture of the 

impact dating violence has on the community at-large, across SES. 

The current study also only sampled African-Americans. Although this component of 

the study is beneficial, considering the paucity of information on African-Americans inherent 

in the dating violence literature, future studies may benefit from including participants from 

various other ethnic backgrounds, for the purpose of comparative analyses. Doing so will be 

particularly beneficial, given that there is a paucity of information on other ethnic minorities in 

the dating violence literature as well. 

Another limitation of the current study was while we know whether or not the subjects 

had been involved in a dating relationship at all and the length of their longest relationship, 

there was no way of knowing if their longest relationship was actually the relationship in 

which they experienced violence or abuse. Consequently, while the researchers were able to 

ascertain that, on average, the longest relationship in which the subject was involved lasted 
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1.98 years, correlations were unable to be made, relative to the experience of dating violence 

within their longest relationship.  

Investigating the relationship between length of relationship and one’s 

experience/acceptance of abuse would have been useful, given Sharpe and Taylor’s (1999) 

finding that the length of one’s dating relationship positively correlated with greater 

relationship violence. Thus, in an effort to investigate the theory that people in "long term" 

dating relationships experience correspondingly higher levels of aggression in these 

relationships (Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989), future studies would benefit from examining the 

length of the participant’s abusive relationships and determining the existence of any 

correlation between abuse and length of relationship.  

Lastly, the measures which were used to evaluate dating violence can be considered a 

slight limitation. This limitation is particularly noteworthy, given that past studies have shown 

that a number of issues exist in conceptualizing the actual assessment measures used to study 

dating violence. For instance, relative to the CTS, while this measure has proven useful in a 

variety of contexts, there appears to be a lack of consistency across the various modified 

versions of the CTS. Thus, despite the widespread utility of the CTS, researchers have 

criticized this measure for several reasons.  

First of all, similar to the issue of what constitutes dating violence, it has been argued 

that the construct of “conflict” has not been too well-defined on the CTS. Additionally, the 

CTS was developed with the assumption in mind that there is a gradual increase in 

coerciveness and aggression across all items. Therefore, the measure was not developed to 

include interrelatedness of the subscales (Billingham & Notebaert, 1993). Finally, it has been 

argued that the CTS fails to tap into “meaning, consequences, motivation, and intention” 

where the issue of conflict is concerned (Jackson, 1999). However, despite the noteworthy 

flaws of the CTS, as outlined above, at present this instrument has proven to be the best 

measure by which to assess dating violence in intimate relationships.  
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Implications of the Current Study 

 

 

Generally speaking, a very narrow scope appears to exist where the evaluation of 

dating violence is concerned. Further, based on the current study results, there appear to be 

two major areas of concern which are likely to impact the evaluation of dating violence in 

future dating violence research. These areas are: the definition of dating violence and the 

assessment/measurement of dating violence. While there are various other avenues which may 

be in need of exploration as well, these two areas appear to be of utmost importance. 

The Definition of Dating Violence 

First and foremost, as described above, assessing dating violence appears to be a 

difficult task, primarily as a result of the lack of uniformity that exists in the field with regard 

to the definition of dating/courtship violence. Thus, based on the observed study results and 

consistent with implications of past studies, it appears that a more uniform and universal 

definition of dating violence must be derived. As outlined in the literature review, not only is 

there more than one type of dating violence (i.e., physical, emotional/psychological, sexual), 

but even those categories can be broken down further to represent very specific 

characteristics. Further, it may be even more difficult to differentiate one form of dating 

violence from another, as they are often interrelated (Jackson, 1999).   

With these things in mind, a concerted effort must be made to ensure that the 

definition of dating violence is more inclusive and is presented with much more clarity. Along 

the same lines, generally speaking, it also appears that the dating violence literature has failed 

to define and address certain relevant dating violence issues, such as specific acts of sexual 

violence and abuse.  Making such distinctions, relative to what constitutes physical, sexual, or 

emotional/psychological violence, may not only result in a more uniform definition of dating 

violence but, in doing so, future study results may increase in accuracy, as the study 

participants will be more cognizant of which specific actions are considered violent within 

their dating relationships.   

Ultimately, more detailed descriptions of what constitutes different types of violence 

may curtail the tendency of violence victims and perpetrators to downplay certain violent acts, 

not deeming them violent and ultimately not reporting them as such. In fact, developing a 
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more uniform definition of dating violence may assist in resolving the problem of inaccurate 

reporting, which is largely inherent in the phenomenon of dating violence. 

The Assessment & Measurement of Dating Violence 

Additionally, there is a desperate need in the field for the development of more well-

rounded measures which employ multiple means of assessing dating/courtship violence.  Thus, 

once a uniform definition of dating violence has been established and a more sound basis has 

been discovered relative to the root of dating violence (by virtue of gender, ethnicity, 

socioeconomic status, and the like), consideration should be given to developing standardized 

assessment measures to assist in identifying individuals who are either involved in abusive 

dating relationships or those who are at-risk for future involvement in violent relationships.  

These measures should seek to address all forms of violence, as opposed to just physical 

violence, as to not underestimate the occurrence of violence.   

Relative to the assessment measures used in the current study, because the CTS2 is 

intended to be used in conjunction with measures of whatever cause, context, and 

consequence variables are relevant for the study or clinical situation, it is appears that the 

battery of tests which were used (the AIV, BEM, CTS-2, DVQ, and STAXI-2) are likely to 

be a useful combination in the continued assessment of dating violence in college populations. 

Further, it appears that this battery of tests can be quite instrumental in assessing attitudes 

about conflict or violence and the causes and consequences of using different tactics, while 

simultaneously focusing on specific acts or events, which is the strength of the CTS-2. 

However, more inclusive, concise measures which combine the information gleaned from 

these five assessment measures into two or three would be more practical. 

In seeking to develop such measures, considerably more research is needed on both 

the interrelationships between the different forms of violence and the antecedents to dating 

violence. Ultimately, it is also important that we utilize these newly-developed assessment 

measures to extend the parameters of dating violence research, beyond merely measuring acts 

of violence, to extensively investigating the context of the violence, the motivation, behind it, 

and the meaning and consequences of it (Jackson, 1999). Once such exhaustive measures are 

developed, future studies may benefit from including the newly-developed battery of tests in 

the assessment of dating violence. 
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Future Implications 

 

 

Violence as a Function of Gender 

Because relationship violence has often been shown to be reciprocal in nature, with 

51% of the current sample endorsing reciprocal abuse in their dating relationships, future 

studies may benefit from gathering data on samples of couples, in order to determine how 

their perceptions of each other may be related to courtship violence (Gray & Foshee, 1997). 

Additionally, more specific analyses on the specific manner in which dating violence differs, as 

a function of gender, may prove useful as well. In fact, future studies may also benefit from 

exploring same-sex violent dating relationships, in an effort to determine if similar dynamics, 

relative to the gender of the perpetrator and the victim, exist in such relationships. 

 In assessing each partner’s perception of the other’s behavior, special attention should 

be placed on the impact of both gender and aggression.  That is, any specific gender-role 

expectations the couple may have should be identified.  Additionally, an assessment should be 

made to determine if physical or verbal aggression is more problematic in the relationship.  

Ultimately, such research can assist with future interventions, wherein each individual may 

learn to assume responsibility for their own violent behavior (Clark, et al., 1994). 

Violence as a Function of Race/Ethnicity 

Despite the number of similarities which were observed between the current sample 

and what past studies have shown on dating violence, the number of differences were 

significant enough to suggest that the experience of relationship violence among African-

Americans may be very different in many ways.  As such, there are various cultural 

considerations which must be made in working with African-Americans who have potentially 

been involved in abusive dating relationships. Past studies have demonstrated the need for 

interventions addressing dating violence among African-Americans to be “ethnic sensitive,” 

recognizing the impact of each partner’s level of acculturation (i.e., the extent to which each 

individual identifies with the majority or Western culture, versus how much they identify with 

the African-American culture) on their aversive dating behaviors (West, 1995). As such, 

future studies may benefit from including a measure of racial-ethnic identity. In doing so, the 
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phenomenon of acculturation can be sufficiently noted and controlled for and, ultimately, may 

assist in accounting for any observed cultural differences. 

 

Dating Violence Intervention & Treatment as a Function of Race/Ethnicity  

There are many programs that aim at treating both victims and perpetrators of 

violence, yet very few of these programs are geared toward African-Americans (West, 1995). 

Given the current results, it appears ultimately necessary to develop more programs geared 

specifically toward preventing dating violence among African-Americans.  

While forms of cognitive therapy have proven useful in addressing levels of cognitive 

behavioral awareness in dating relationships in general, ultimately increasing methods of 

effective problem-solving and conflict-resolution, depending upon the African-American 

client’s level of acculturation, he or she may have a diminished capacity for tolerating the 

process of cognitive-behavioral problem-solving. For instance, it is possible that African-

American males accused of courtship violence may experience more difficulty within the 

context of therapy, as African-American males, in general, have historically felt depicted more 

negatively by the majority culture. Consequently, they may face increased difficulty opening 

up to a therapist. Further, consistent with their method of addressing everyday issues and 

concerns, both African-American males and females who experience courtship violence rarely 

seek professional help. Instead, these individuals are more likely to seek the help and support 

of friends (Clark, 1994).   

According to William and Martinez (1999), better understanding the cycle of violence 

in the early stages of adolescence can be instrumental in addressing intervention and 

prevention issues, ultimately facilitating a better understanding of cycles of violence in 

adulthood. Thus, it may be prudent for intervention and prevention programming for African-

Americans to in begin in the adolescent years, in an effort to minimize the likelihood of such 

violent behaviors being displayed in adult years. In doing so, it may be more effective to utilize 

the school system as a primary source of intervention with African-Americans (Clark, et al., 

1994).  

Further, because a high percentage of dating violent acts among African-American 

students tends to occur on school grounds (Molidor & Tolman, 1998), school systems may 
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need to consider creating an “ecology” of dating violence prevention, whereas policies are set, 

intervention plans are developed, and the students are required to participate in classroom 

discussions and workshops on dating violence issues.  Such programs should also focus on 

addressing the myth that violence within the context of dating relationships is acceptable and 

justifiable (O’Keefe & Treister, 1998). 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

The current study has provided some indication of what takes place, relative to acts of 

violence, which college-aged African-American men and women experience in the process of 

dating. It should be noted, however, that the current results can not be considered direct 

contradictions of any of the past studies, as the vast majority of these studies have failed to 

include African-American participants. Further, the studies that have included African-

Americans have included very limited numbers of African-American or other minority subjects 

in their samples. Thus, the current study can be considered an exploratory study, providing 

new information about a sample of African-American college-age students. 

As outlined in the discussion section, based on the current findings, there are several 

course of action which can be taken. First of all, a comparative analysis of males, of various 

ethnicities, will assist in determining the extent to which culture is related to the tendency of 

males to be more accepting of dating violence. Specifically, in samples of African-American 

males, the impact of societal stereotypes should be considered in their increased likelihood to 

be accepting of dating violence. 

Overall, there appears to be an inherent problem with potentially inaccurately reporting 

acts of dating violence. As previously described, abusers seem to be less likely to label 

themselves as such and, correspondingly, rarely endorsed involvement in “abusive 

relationships.” It also appears that African-American females may feel obligated to minimize 

the impact of dating violence perpetrated by their African-American male counterparts.  

On the other hand, given that only 14 subjects in the current study admitted to 

involvement in “abusive relationships,” although nearly half of the current sample had 

experienced abuse on some level (as victim, perpetrator, or reciprocal abuse), African-
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Americans, in general, seem to display an overall discomfort in admitting to their experience 

of violence, whether as the victim or as the abuser.  That is, African-Americans, regardless of 

gender, may be ashamed to admit the occurrence of violence in their dating relationships; 

hence, further contributing to the phenomenon of inaccurate reporting. 

The phenomenon of inaccurate reporting may also be related to the greater likelihood 

of both males and females to admit to minor acts of dating violence, rather than severe acts. 

While it is, indeed, possible that the subjects merely committed fewer acts of dating violence 

over all, care should be taken in interpreting these results, as it is equally likely that they found 

merit in inaccurately reporting the commission of acts of violence. 

As a final consideration in investigating the root of potential inaccurate reporting, the 

males in the current study were found to sustain more injury than their female counterparts, 

which is significantly different from what past studies have shown. As such, future studies 

would benefit from increased focus on the association between gender and injury, relative to 

acts of dating violence. It is also possible that types of injury may need to be more clearly 

delineated in such studies, in an effort to avoid potential inaccurate reporting in this area. 

With these things in mind, future studies should seek to investigate the extent to which 

the phenomenon of inaccurate reporting is related to inherent problems with the definition of 

dating violence, versus the stigmatization associated with abuse in general. Further, in 

designing future studies, special care must also be taken to utilize assessment measures which 

attend to the client’s cultural uniqueness (Clark, et al., 1994). In an effort to make specific 

cultural considerations, it is essential that an increased knowledge and understanding of the 

cultural development of African-Americans be sought (Roark, 1987). 

The current findings also showed a familial history of interpersonal violence to be 

associated with future violence. However, past studies have shown that because many 

African-Americans may inevitably tend to fall victim to societal oppression, the African-

American community may be even less tolerant of oppressive acts that directly impact the 

family system.  Correspondingly, as a consequence of the negative stigma placed on 

relationship violence, African-Americans who participate in acts of dating violence may be 

subject to heavier within-group criticism than other ethnic groups. Thus, it is possible to begin 

with the family, as a means of controlling dating violence in African-American communities. 
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Additionally, school and therapeutic interventions may be useful as well, as previously 

outlined. Essentially, whatever approach to treating the experience of dating violence is taken, 

one of the most important considerations should be the health and the safety of the violence 

victim.  Further, care must also be taken to ensure that any intervention method is culturally 

sensitive. 

The findings presented herein are merely the beginning of the research which is needed 

in this area of study. By continuously seeking to better understand what takes place at the 

early stages of dating violence, particularly in such early stages of intimate relationships, issues 

of intervention and prevention can be more readily addressed and dating violence will 

ultimately become increasingly easier to understand (Williams & Martinez, 1999).  

Additionally, in increasing the focus of future studies on dating violence in African-Americans, 

potential risk markers impacting gender-specific perceptions of dating violence in this 

understudied population may be identified. 
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 

 

 

 

The Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Scale (AIV; Burt, 1980) 

 

Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Subscale—Rated on a Likert-type scale from 1 (Strongly agree) 

to 7 (Strongly disagree) 

 
39. People today should not use “an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth” as a rule for living. 

40. Being roughed up is sexually stimulating to many women. 

41. Many times a woman will pretend she doesn’t want to have intercourse because she doesn’t  

     want to seem loose, but she’s really hoping the man will force her. 

42. A wife should move out of the house if her husband hits her. 

43. Sometimes the only way a man can get a cold woman turned on is to use force. 

44. A man is never justified in hitting his wife. 

 

The BEM Sex Role Inventory (BEM; Bem, 1974) 

 

Rated on a Likert-type scale from 1 (Never or almost never true) to 7 (Always or almost always true) 
 

1.  Defend my own beliefs (M)   8.  Sensitive to needs of others (F)   

2.  Affectionate (F)    10. Strong personality (M) 

4.  Independent (M)    11. Understanding (F) 

5.  Sympathetic (F)    12. Jealous 

7.  Assertive (M)     13. Forceful (M) 

 

* Please Note: M = Masculinity Scale & F = Femininity Scale  

 

 

The Conflict Tactics Scale 2 (CTS2; Straus, Hamby, McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) 

 

Assesses behavior, for both respondent and his/her partner, which has occurred over the course of 

the past 12 months.  Rated on a Likert-type scale from 1 (Never) to 7 (More than 20 times)  

 
5.  Insulted or swore at my partner (M) 

7.  Threw something at my partner that could hurt (M) 

9.  Twisted my partner’s arm or hair (M) 

11. Had a sprain, bruise, or small cut because of a fight with my partner (M) 

17. Pushed or shoved my partner (M) 

21. Used a knife or gun on my partner (S) 

23. Passed out from being hit on the head by my partner in a fight (S) 

25. Called my partner fat or ugly (S) 

27. Punched or hit my partner with something that could hurt (S) 

29. Destroyed something belonging to my partner (S) 
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS (Continued) 

 

The Conflict Tactics Scale 2 (CTS2; Straus, Hamby, McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996), continued 
 

31. Went to the doctor because of a fight with my partner (S) 

33. Choked my partner (S) 

35. Shouted or yelled at my partner (M) 

37. Slammed my partner against a wall (S) 

41. Needed to see a doctor because of a fight with my partner, but didn’t (S) 

43. Beat up my partner (S) 

45. Grabbed my partner (M) 

49. Stomped out of the room or house or yard during a disagreement (M) 

53. Slapped my partner (M) 

55. Had a broken bone from a fight with my partner (S) 

61. Burned or scalded my partner on purpose (S) 

65. Accused my partner of being a lousy lover (S) 

67. Did something to spite my partner (M) 

69. Threatened to hit or throw something at my partner (S) 

71. Felt physical pain that still hurt the next day because of a fight with my partner (M) 

73. Kicked my partner (S) 

 

* Please Note: M = Minor; S = Severe 

 

The Dating Violence Questionnaire (DVQ; Watson, 2003) 

 
4.     Parent’s Socioeconomic Status (Class): Upper Middle  or   Lower  (circle one) 

14.   Have you ever been or are you currently involved in an abusive relationship? 

15a. To your knowledge, have either of your parents or close relatives ever been involved in an abusive  

        relationship?  

15b. If yes (to question 15a), did you ever witness this abuse? 

16.  Did you grow up in a neighborhood that was considered to be “violent?” 

 

The State-Trait Anger Inventory-2 (STAXI-2; Spielberger, 1998) 

Rated on a Likert-type scale from 1 (Almost never) to 4 (Almost always) 

      
26. I control my temper 

27. I express my anger 

29. I keep things in 

31. If someone annoys me, I’m apt to tell him or her how I feel 

33. I pout or sulk 

35. I lose my temper 

38. I keep my cool 

39. I make sarcastic remarks to others 

42. I control my behavior 

43. I do things like slam doors 

46. I can stop myself from losing my temper 

47. I argue with others 

50. I try to be tolerant and understanding 

51. I strike out at whatever infuriates me 

54. I control my angry feelings 

55. I say nasty things 
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APPENDIX B: CONFLICT TACTICS SCALE-2 PERMISSION LETTER 
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APPENDIX C: BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY PERMISSION LETTER 
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APPENDIX D: STATE-TRAIT ANGER SCALE-2 PERMISSION LETTER 

 
From: "Spielberger, Charles" <spielber@chuma1.cas.usf.edu> 

To: "'carbonel@psy.fsu.edu'" <carbonel@darwin.psy.fsu.edu> 

Subject: Permission Letter 

Date: Mon, 23 Jun 2003 12:36:25 -0400 

X-Message-Flag: 

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2653.19) 

Professor Joyce Carbonell 

Florida State University 

 

Dear Professor Carbonell: 

 

Thanks for your June 20 fax. I am very pleased that one of your students is interested in using our revised STAXI-2 in her 

dissertation research. I am enclosing herewith, as an attachment to this e-mail, a copy of my permission letter, and am sending you a 

hard copy, via postal mail.  Since the research described on your request form was related to Ms. Watson's dissertation, I have 

addressed the permission letter to her.  However, I will be happy to give you permission to reproduce STAXI-2 for your research if 

you are interested in using it. Warm personal regards and best wishes to Ms. Watson on completing her dissertation on courtship 

violence. 

 

Charles D. Spielberger, PhD., ABPP, Distinguished Research Professor Emeritus 

Director, Center for Research in Behavioral Medicine and Health Psychology 

University of South Florida, Department of Psychology, PCD 4118G 

4202 East Fowler Avenue, Tampa, Fl 33620-7200 

Phone: 813-974-2342; FAX: 813-974-4617; Email: spielber@chumal.cas.usf.edu 

 

sfh 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

June 23, 2003 

 

 

 

Teknaya Watson, Graduate Student  

Department of Psychology, Psychology Bldg. 

Florida State University 

Tallahassee, FL 32306-1270  

 

Dear Ms. Watson: 

  

In response to your recent request, I am very pleased to give you permission to reproduce the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory  

(STAXI-2) for your dissertation research entitled: 

 

Issues of Intent & Injury: Gender Differences in African American  

College Students' Perceptions of Dating Violence 

 

It is my understanding that your research will be carried out at: 

 

Florida A&M University 

 

This permission is contingent on your agreement to share your research findings with us.  I look forward to receiving further details 

about your procedures and the results of your study as such information becomes available.   

 

Best wishes on your research project.   

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Charles D. Spielberger, Ph.D. 

Distinguished University Research Professor      

Director, Center for Research in Behavioral  

      Medicine and Health Psychology 
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APPENDIX E: ACCEPTANCE OF INTERPERSONAL VIOLENCE SCALE  

PERMISSION LETTER 
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APPENDIX F: FSU HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX G: FAMU HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX H: INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
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APPENDIX I: FREQUENCY, RANGE, MINIMUM, MAXIMUM, MEAN, & 

STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

 

 

 Variable  N          Range     Min.    Max.     Mean SD 

ANGOUT1 142 3.00 1.00 4.00 1.95 0.49 

ANG-S1 141 2.33 1.00 3.33 1.31 0.52 

ANG-T1 142 2.00 1.00 3.00 1.65 0.49 

AIV2 142 5.17 1.00 6.17 2.93 1.00 

BLAME2 142 6.00 1.00 7.00 2.69 1.59 

FEM3 142 6.70 0.00 6.70 4.73 1.13 

MASC3 142 7.00 0.00 7.00 5.10 1.19 

JELSY3 140 6.00 1.00 7.00 2.81 1.72 

PHYS14 142 5.67 0.00 5.67 0.64 1.12 

PHYS24 142 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.56 0.49 

PSYCH4 141 6.00 0.00 6.00 1.47 1.30 

INJURY4 142 5.67 0.00 5.67 0.47 1.14 

*Note:  The variables included in the above table correspond with the dependent variables described in Table 5 of the  

            Results Section, page 60; 1= Variable derived from the STAXI-2; 2= Variable derived from the AIV; 3= Variable  

            derived from the BEM; & 4=Variable derived from the CTS2.  

 

 

*Key:  ANGOUT= External/Outward Expression of Anger Variable 

 ANG-S= State Anger Variable 

 ANG-T= Trait Anger Variable 

 AIV= Interpersonal Violence Variable 

 BLAME= Attributions of Blame Variable 

 FEM= Femininity Variable 

 MASC= Masculinity Variable 

 JELSY= Jealousy Variable 

 PHYS= Physical Assault Variable 

 PSYCH= Psychological Abuse Variable 

 INJURY= Physical Injury Variable 
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SUPERVISED CLINICAL EXPERIENCE 

 

2003  Psychology Intern, The Community Intervention Center, Incorporated,  

Tallahassee, Florida (Internship Outplacement Site); Supervisor: Jackie  

Collins-Robinson, Ph.D. (January 2003- August 2003) 

 

The Community Intervention Center, Inc. (CIC) is a Florida non-profit 

Community Mental Health Agency, which was founded with the goals of 

strengthening families and empowering communities. The CIC provides mental 

health and support services to communities that are most vulnerable and at-risk 

populations. Through community collaboration and coalition building, the CIC 

seeks to maintain a coordinated system of care to serve and support 

individuals, children, and families. Therapeutic services are both home-based 

and community driven, as to maximize family and individual strengths, to 

promote a healthy, productive lifestyle, and to increase the likelihood of 

positive, lasting change in adults, children, and families. 

 

Duties: Provided home-based therapeutic services, counseling, and behavioral 

interventions, focusing primarily on parent education, child/adolescent behavior 

management, skill-building, and counseling. School-based counseling and 

intervention provided, as needed. Provided outpatient psychological services 

for children and families. Developed individual treatment plans for both home-

based and outpatient clients and work with treatment team in carrying out 

treatment plans. Psychological psychosocial, and ecological evaluations for 

children and adolescents, culminating in written assessment reports.  

 

Tests administered included psychometric, objective, and projective personality 

tests, such as the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, the Woodcock 

Johnson, the Children’s Depression Inventory, the P-Chips (Diagnostic) Report 

Form, the Child Behavior Checklist, the Connor’s Rating Scales, the ADHD 

Symptom Checklist-4, and several others. Participated in multidisciplinary team 

meetings, staff meetings, in-service training, and weekly group supervision 

meetings. Maintained progress notes and other documentation of services 

provided. Assisted in the maintenance and updating of client files. Served as a 

liaison between the CIC and other community agencies and service 

organizations, making referrals to other agencies as needed. (8-10 hours/week 

– 300 hours total) 

 

2002-2003 Psychology Intern, The Federal Correctional Institution (FCI) & The Federal 

Detention Center (FDC), Tallahassee, Florida (Site of APA Approved 

Psychology Internship); Supervisors: Allen Hanley, Ph.D., Patricia Bell, Ph.D., 

& Dana Reinhold, Ph.D. (August 2002 – August 2003) 
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 The FCI is a medium-low security facility, which houses over 1200 female 

offenders who have been convicted of a range of federal crimes.  The offender 

population includes individuals who represent the entire range of psychosocial 

pathology.  Alcohol and drug addictions are common in this population, as are 

histories of victimization and/or traumatization.  Associated with the FCI is the 

FDC.  This is a jail facility located just one hundred yards from the FCI.  The 

FDC accommodates up to 300 male inmates who are either permanently 

assigned or awaiting trial, sentencing, or transfer.  Psychology staff primarily 

provide crisis intervention services for the FDC inmates. 

 

 Duties: Individual therapy, with caseload of 8-10 long-term clients (to help 

clients change maladaptive patterns of thought, feeling, and behavior) and 

several brief therapy clients (generally treatment of choice to assist FCI clients 

in crisis and/or pre-trial and pre-sentence male inmates in the FDC).  Provided 

psychological interventions for substance abusers in residential and non-

residential treatment programs.  Supervised and monitored medication 

compliance of inmates, making psychiatric referrals as needed.  Developed and 

implemented group programs and co-led therapy groups.  Explored diverse 

treatment models and methods and reviewed videotaped therapy sessions 

during weekly individual and group supervision sessions (approximately four 

hours per week total) with licensed clinical and/or counseling psychologists.  

Utilized clinical and consulting skills in providing primary psychological 

services to inmates on assigned FCI and FDC housing units.  Participated in 

weekly multidisciplinary treatment team meetings.   

 

Conducted clinical interviews and psychological assessments weekly, including 

intake interviews, screening of newly transferred inmates, and reports (which 

include an interpretation of the MMPI-2) to determine inmate’s need and 

motivation for psychological treatment.  Performed comprehensive evaluations 

of inmates as needed, including impromptu evaluations of inmates in crisis (i.e., 

assessing the presence of suicidal ideation or psychosis and making appropriate 

dispositions).  Administered and interpreted standardized psychological tests.  

Integrated results of psychological tests with behavioral and historical data in 

psychological reports, including diagnosis and treatment recommendations.  

Consulted with medical, educational, and other staff members in completing 

evaluations.  Planned and conducted research projects, including staff projects 

or original projects approved by the institution.  Participated in planned series 

of lectures, case conferences, workshops, and seminars on a multitude of issues 

in psychological development, behavior pathology, psychotherapy, assessment, 

consultation, professional ethics, etc. (32 – 45  hours/week – 2200 hours total) 

 

2002  Psychology Intern, Tallahassee Memorial Behavioral Health Center,  

Tallahassee, FL (Internship Outplacement Site); Supervisor: Larry Kubiak, 

Ph.D. (August 2002 – December 2002) 
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Health Center employed acute adolescent and acute, chronic, and geriatric 

adult psychiatric inpatients, representing a wide range of problems and area 

diagnoses.  Assessments and interventions occasionally required with geriatric 

and adult outpatient and day treatment program clients, as well as clients 

referred from the main hospital and the Memory Disorders Clinic.   

 

Duties: Responsible for psychological assessment, involving interviews, testing, 

and neuropsychological screening.  Assessments culminated in written reports. 

Tests administered included psychometric, objective, and projective personality 

tests, such as the Wechsler Intelligence and memory scales, the Woodcock 

Johnson, the Millon Adult Clinical Inventory, the MMPI-2 and MMPI-A, the 

Rorschach Inkblot Test, and several others.  Specific tests to be administered 

were determined in a thorough consultation with supervisor and depended on 

the specific referral question.  Other duties included, but were not limited to, 

participation in treatment team meetings, consultation in Psychiatric Center 

with physicians and support staff, behavioral contracting, and participation in 

numerous in-service opportunities.  (8-10 hours/week – 150 hours total) 

  

2001-2002 Psychoeducational Group Instructor, Forensic Unit, The Clayton Center, 

Jonesboro, GA; Supervisor: Andrew Cooper, M.Div. (September 2001 – July 

2002) 

 

Duties:  (September 2001 – July 2002) Responsible for leading two 

concurrent, 24-week, domestic violence group sessions for court-ordered 

clients. Provided impromptu, individual psychotherapy with clients and 

interacted with client’s probation officers, as needed.  The majority of the 

clientele were male, although there were a few female clients. Groups were 

primarily Psychoeducational, with some process-oriented components.  Groups 

dealt specifically with various aspects of domestic violence (i.e., mental, 

emotional, physical, psychological, and economic abuse), including prevention, 

alternatives, effective methods of communication, anger and stress 

management, issues of power and control, gender-biases, self-control, etc.  

Group sessions followed a 24-week guide, with a staggering of the two group 

sessions, which were held weekly (i.e., the groups fell 12 weeks apart, relative 

to the 24-week guide).  Clients were given preference of attending group two 

times per week for twelve weeks, one time per week for six months, one to 

two times biweekly, etc.  Consequently, the group composition tended to be 

very diverse, with actual group membership varying with each session.  (7 – 10 

hours/week – 350 hours total) 

 

(February 2002 – July 2002) Responsible for co-facilitating 8-week, substance 

abuse group sessions for court-ordered clients (the majority of whom had been 

charged with driving while under the influence (DUI) or had tested positive for 

various controlled substances at their jobs or while on probation for other 

crimes). Provided impromptu, individual psychotherapy with clients and 
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interacted with client’s probation officers, as needed.  The clientele were both 

male and female, of various ethnicities and socio-economic statuses.  Group 

was primarily Psychoeducational, with some process-oriented components.  

Group dealt specifically with various aspects of substance use/abuse and 

related difficulties (i.e., DUI, anger management, familial, social, and work-

related consequences of substance use/abuse, potential for decreased 

productivity, adverse physical reactivity, prevention, alternatives, etc.)  Group 

generally consisted of viewing a Psychoeducational video, related to substance 

use/abuse (i.e., alcohol use/alcoholism, marijuana use/abuse, cocaine use/abuse, 

HIV/AIDS, etc.), followed by an intense group discussion of the video and 

related topics.  Group members were also required to attend six Alcoholics or 

Cocaine Anonymous (AA or CA) sessions, outside of the center, prior to 

completion of the required eight substance abuse group sessions.  The group 

members were obligated to attend group, at least twice per month, until they 

had completed all eight group sessions.  Because the group members were not 

required to attend sessions weekly (although they could opt to do so), the 

group composition tended to be very diverse, with actual group membership 

varying with each session.  (2 – 3 hours/week, including administrative duties – 

50 hours total) 

 

2001-2002 Group Co-Facilitator/Assistant Program Coordinator, Inside-Out: A 

Motivational Teen Support Group, Morley-Ball & Associates Professional 

Counseling & Consulting Service, Decatur, GA; Supervisor/Co-Facilitator: 

Joyce Morley-Ball, Ed.D. (January 2001 – January 2002)  

 

Duties:  Accompanied supervisor to Millen, GA on a monthly (2001 – 2002 

school term) or biweekly (2000 – 2001 school term) basis, to co-facilitate 

support group for teenage parents. Assisted in the development and facilitation 

of weekly group sessions, as well as the implementation of behavior 

modification programs. Engaged in occasional individual counseling sessions 

with teens, the majority of whom were females.  Maintained progress notes on 

teens for each group and individual session.  Helped coordinate special projects 

and end-of-the-year retreat for teens.  (10-20 hours/month – 150 hours total) 

 

2000 Psychological Trainee & Psychometrist, The Florida State University Adult 

Learning Center, Tallahassee, FL; Supervisor: Christine Renaud, Ph.D.  

(Summer 2000) 

  

Duties:  Administered and interpreted psychological tests to determine if a 

learning disability was contributing to the academic difficulties of adult clients.  

Tests administered included the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS-III), 

the Woodcock Johnson Psychoeducational Battery-Revised  (Cognitive & 

Achievement portions), the Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale-4
th
 Edition 

(selected subtests), and the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.  Tests 

culminated in written psychological assessment reports.  Engaged in weekly 
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supervision sessions.  (20 hours/week – 100 hours total) 

 

1999-2000 Psychological Trainee & Psychometrist, Tallahassee Memorial Behavioral 

Health Center, Tallahassee, FL; Supervisor: Larry Kubiak, Ph.D. (August 1999 

– August 2000) 

   

Duties: Responsible for psychological assessment, involving interviews, testing, 

and neuropsychological screening.  Assessments generally culminated in 

written reports. Tests administered included psychometric, objective, and 

projective personality tests, such as the Wechsler Intelligence and memory 

scales, the Woodcock Johnson, the Millon Adult Clinical Inventory, the 

MMPI-2 and MMPI-A, the Rorschach Inkblot Test, and several others.  

Specific tests to be administered were determined in a thorough consultation 

with supervisor and depended on the specific referral question.  Other duties 

included, but were not limited to, participation in treatment team meetings, 

consultation in Psychiatric Center with physicians and support staff, behavioral 

contracting, and participation in numerous in-service opportunities.  

(Compensation for this placement provided by the Florida State University.) 

(10-20 hours/week, 655 hours total) 

 

1998-1999 Therapist/Practicum Student, Federal Correctional Institution (FCI), 

Tallahassee, FL; Supervisor, Dana Reinhold, Ph.D. (August 1998 – August 

1999) 

   

Duties:  Responsible for meeting psychological needs of female inmates.  

Engaged in both individual and group psychotherapy sessions to address 

psychological and behavioral issues.  Co-facilitated “Mind Over Mood” 

Psychoeducational group and “Moving Beyond” process group for incest 

survivors.  Responsible for inmate tracking and enforcement of regulations, set 

forth by the Bureau of Prisons, in an effort to simultaneously maintain the well-

being of the inmates and the security of the institution. Responsible for monthly 

review of the client’s medications, with psychiatric referrals provided as 

needed.  Maintained accurate progress notes, within a computerized system 

(referred to as PDS), of all therapeutic interventions.  Participated in weekly 

supervision and occasional unit team meetings. (Compensation for this 

placement provided by the Florida State University.) (10-20 hours/week, 540 

hours total) 

   

Psychological Trainee & Psychometrist, The Arthur G. Dozier School for 

Boys, Marianna, FL; Supervisor: Marie Hume, Ph.D. (October 1998 – May 

1999)  

   

Duties:  Responsible for addressing the therapeutic needs of adolescent males 

between the ages of 12-18, with behavioral problems. Facilitated both 

individual and group therapy sessions to address criminal thinking and other 
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relevant issues. Supervised and instructed the boys in adhering to the rules and 

regulations set forth by the school. Administered and interpreted psychological 

tests, such as the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Third Edition (WAIS-III), 

the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Third Edition (WISC-III), the 

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT), the Millon Adolescent Clinical 

Inventory, and the Sentence Completion Test, culminating in thorough 

assessment reports. Also responsible for maintaining accurate progress notes 

on interventions with the boys. Participated in weekly supervision meetings. 

(Compensation for this placement provided by the Florida State University.) 

(10 hours/week, 135 hours total) 

 

1998 Psychological Trainee & Psychometrist, Florida State Hospital, Social 

Learning Unit Chattahoochee, FL; Supervisor: Bill Himadi, Ph.D.  (January 

1998 – May 1998)  

   

Duties:  Unit employed a ward-wide treatment program based on social 

learning principles for chronically institutionalized patients, some of which 

showed aggressive behavior.  Responsible for tracking residents' participation 

in the Social Learning Program, which functions on the "token economy 

system." Utilized the Time-Sample Behavior Checklist and Clinical Frequency 

Data to determine the progress of the residents.  Engaged in individual therapy 

sessions with residents.  Co-facilitated "Small Groups" for residents 

participating in the program. Maintained progress notes and wrote assessment 

reports on residents. Administered and interpreted Psychological Tests, such as 

the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-Second Edition (MMPI-2), 

the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised (WAIS-R), the Positive and 

Negative Syndrome Scale (PANSS; for the assessment of schizophrenia), the 

Folstein Mini Mental State Examination, the Rorschach Inkblot Test, and the 

Thematic Apperception Test (TAT).  Participated in weekly supervision 

sessions and treatment team meetings. (Compensation for this placement 

provided by the Florida State University.) (20 hours/week, 450 hours total) 

 

1997-1999 Psychological Trainee & Psychometrist, Florida State University Psychology 

Clinic, Tallahassee, FL; Supervisors: Daniel Boroto, Ph.D.  (August 1998 – 

May l999) & Donald Kerr, Ph.D.  (August 1997 – August 1998 and Summer 

1999) 

   

Duties:  Engaged in weekly therapy sessions with both adult and child clients. 

Responsible for maintaining progress notes, generating intake and assessment 

reports, and summaries on clients. Administered and Interpreted psychological 

tests, such as the WAIS-III, the Woodcock Johnson Psychoeducational 

Battery (Cognitive & Achievement Portions), the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI-2), the Modern Language Aptitude Test, and 

the WRAT. Participated in weekly case staffing, didactic seminars, observation 

sessions, and supervision meetings. (Compensation for this placement provided 
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by the Florida State University.) (10-15 hours/week, 630 hours, total) 

 

1997 Psychological Trainee & Psychometrist, Florida State Hospital, Gerontology 

Unit, Chattahoochee, FL; Supervisor: Glee Hollander, Ph.D.  (August 1997 – 

December  1997) 

   

Duties:  Engaged in individual therapy sessions with elderly residents. 

Co-facilitated "Community Groups" and "Focus Groups" for low functioning 

residents. Maintained progress notes and wrote assessment and intake reports 

on residents. Administered and interpreted Psychological Tests, such as the 

MMPI-2, the WAIS-R, the Dementia Rating Scale (DRS), the Folstein Mini 

Mental State Exam, the Geriatric Sentence Completion Form, and the Clock 

Drawing Test. Participated in weekly supervision sessions and treatment team 

meetings. (Compensation for this placement provided by the Florida State 

University.) (20 hours/week, 150 hours total) 

 

1995 Student Intern, Morley-Ball & Associates Professional Counseling & 

Consulting Service, Decatur, GA;  Supervisor/Co-Facilitator: Joyce 

Morley-Ball, Ed.D. (January 1995 – May 1995)  

 

Duties:  Founded and co-facilitated Adolescent Support Group, for females 

suffering from anxiety and depression, during supervised fieldwork. Assisted in 

the development and co-facilitation of weekly group sessions. Developed and 

implemented behavior modification programs. Maintained progress notes on 

group members for each group session. 

 

 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

 

2002 Graduate Relations Coordinator, Spelman College, Office of Career Planning 

& Development, Atlanta, GA; Supervisors: Dean Cynthia Neal Spence, Ph.D. 

& Harold Bell, M.S. (February 2002 – July 2002) 

 

Duties:  Served as liaison between Spelman College and Graduate/Professional 

Schools.  Established relationships (i.e., with Graduate School Deans of 

Admissions) that supported recruitment and visitation and bridged programs 

between Spelman College and Graduate/Professional Schools.  Organized 

information sessions, workshops (i.e., Graduate/Professional School 

preparation workshops for faculty and students), and seminars related to 

Graduate/Professional School preparation.  Represented Spelman College at 

Graduate/Professional School fairs and site visits.  Coordinated all 

arrangements related to student transition to Graduate/Professional School 

programs.  Created database to include all students interested in 

Graduate/Professional School Placement.  Visited top-tier 

Graduate/Professional Schools and began organizing Graduate/Professional 



109 

School visitation programs for juniors and seniors.  Coordinated graduate 

school summer research opportunities for sophomores and juniors.  Generated 

materials to assist in creating fellowship/scholarship database for students.  

Hosted Graduate/Professional School visitors.  Worked with on-campus 

Writing Center to develop workshops focusing on personal statement 

development and with the on-campus Office of Media Relations to conduct 

videoconferences.  Worked with the Office of Career Planning to coordinate 

workshops focusing on transitioning from College to Graduate/Professional 

Schools.  Provided career counseling and assisted students with the preparation 

of Graduate/Professional School applications and associated materials.   

  

 Coordinator/Advisor, McNair Scholars Program, Spelman College, Office of 

the Academic Dean, Atlanta, GA; Program Directors: Dean Cynthia Neal 

Spence, Ph.D. & Dean Kai Jackson, Ph.D. (February 2002 – July 2002) 

 

The McNair Scholars Program at Spelman College was geared toward 

upperclassmen in the Social Sciences & Humanities.  The goal of the McNair 

Scholars Program was to increase the rate of doctoral program application, 

matriculation, and attainment by first-generation college students, who were 

underrepresented in graduate programs.  Further, this program sought to assist 

participants in generating the higher-level research skills and mentorship 

necessary for success in gaining graduate study, by participating in intensive 

training sessions, seminars, and colloquia, working with faculty mentors, 

attending and presenting at symposia, both domestically and abroad, and 

participating in summer research internships.  This program was a two-year 

program.  Students were accepted as juniors and remained in the program 

through their senior year.  The maximum number of participants annually was 

twenty students (assuming participation of ten juniors and ten seniors).  This 

grant-funded program was in its first year at Spelman College. 

 

2001 Assistant Project Coordinator, The Morehouse Research Institute, Morehouse 

College, Atlanta, GA; Supervisors: Ira Harrison, Ed.D. and Ms. Evelyn 

Graham. (January 2001 – May 2001) 

 

Duties:  Worked in grant-funded position advising both honor students in the 

Sociology Department, as well as students participating in the Kellogg Racial 

Justice Program.  Consulted with students individually to address any special 

needs, problems, or concerns.  Also provided career counseling, moral support, 

and mentorship for students.  Administered routine evaluations of the student’s 

performance.  Developed written method of obtaining student demographic 

data and feedback on the Kellogg Racial Justice Program.  Assisted in 

curriculum development and funding source identification.  Assisted in creating 

and maintaining liaisons with the National Civic Learning Office and other 

campuses.  Coordinated and implemented biweekly intimate violence 

workshops and seminars.  Engaged in intensive research to help enhance the 



110 

projects and programs sponsored by the Institute.  Attended weekly staff 

meetings and other meetings, on and off campus, related to assigned projects.  

 

1996-1997 Departmental Assistant, Florida State University, Department of Psychology, 

Tallahassee, FL;  Supervisor: Ellen Berler, Ph.D. (August 1996 – August 

1997) 

   

Duties:  Assisted faculty members and teaching assistants in grading material 

submitted by undergraduate students in general psychology courses. 

Responsible for generating and maintaining computerized grade books in 

Microsoft Excel.  Proctored examinations. 

 

1995-1996 Resident Assistant, Spelman College, Upton Hall, Atlanta, GA; Supervisors: 

Ms. Imogene Redwine & Ms. Emilye Mobley (August 1995 – May 1996)  

   

Duties:  Responsible for the effective and efficient supervision of an 

undergraduate college dormitory. Assisted in enforcing the regulations set 

forth for dormitory living by the Office of Residential Life. Available to address 

any individual needs or concerns of the residents. Worked closely with 

Resident Assistants from three other dormitories in scheduling and facilitating 

meetings to obtain feedback from residents. Instrumental in the co-planning of 

projects and programs sponsored by the Office of Residential Life.  Reported 

directly to the Resident Director and the Director of the Office of Residential 

Life. 

 

1994-1995 Student Intern, Regional Personnel Office, U.S. Department of Education, 

Atlanta, GA;  Supervisor: Regional Personnel Director, Benny Hyatt (June 

1994 –June 1995)  

   

Duties:  Responsible for updating and maintaining the personnel files of all 

U.S. Department of Education employees in the Southeast region. Performed a 

series of clerical and administrative duties. 

 
 

RESEARCH EXPERIENCE 

 

2001-2002 Graduate Research Assistant, Office of Academic Affairs, Spelman College, 

Atlanta, GA; Supervisor: Dean Cynthia Neale Spence, Ph.D. (May 2001 – 

January 2002) 

   

Duties:  Responsible for generating information related to, and identifying 

various ethnic groups impacted by, cross-cultural violence against women.  

Performed a thorough review of the recent literature in this area.  Collected a 

plethora of journal articles generated from the literature review and separated 

the articles by ethnic group.  Compiled a dossier of the journal articles 



111 

collected.  Reviewed articles and produced annotated bibliographies on each of 

the articles.  Also responsible for reviewing the New York Times periodical, on 

a daily basis, in search of articles related to cross-cultural violence against 

women.    

 

2000-2003   Doctoral Dissertation Research 

 

Duties:  Expanded literature review on dating/courtship violence from 

comprehensive review paper (see below), in an effort to identify possible 

precursors to violence in African-American dating relationships. Study showed 

that African-American male study participants were more accepting of dating 

violence. No significant gender differences existed, relative to the perpetration 

of violence. Violence perpetrators more frequently committed “mild” forms of 

violence, such as slapping and pushing. Males reportedly sustained more 

violence than their female counterparts. Anger, jealousy, and a history of 

violence were all found to be significantly correlated with violence within the 

dating relationship. “More masculine” personality characteristics, irrespective 

of gender, were not found to be associated with a greater acceptance of dating 

violence. SES was not found to be a significant predictor of violence within the 

dating relationship. Final doctoral dissertation, entitled  “Issues of intent & 

injury: A comparative analysis of gender differences in African-American 

college student’s perceptions of dating violence.” Oral defense successfully 

passed October 2003. 

 

1999-2000 Comprehensive Review Paper 

 

Duties:  Underwent thorough review of literature on dating/courtship violence.  

Research culminated in paper titled “Dating and courtship violence in young 

adulthood.”  Oral comprehensive examination defense successfully passed, 

October 2000. 

 

1997-1999 Master’s Thesis Research 

 

Duties:  Underwent a thorough review of the literature on the substance abuse 

scales of the MMPI-2, relative to incarcerated women. Utilized a portion of a 

database on inmates at Jefferson County correctional facility, coupled with the 

literature review, to generate a Master's thesis.  Study showed that direct self-

report of substance use, using the Social History Questionnaire and the AAS 

scale of the MMPI-2, was more effective than the scales used to discreetly 

measure substance abuse (the MAC-R and the APS).  Final thesis, entitled 
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