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ABSTRACT 

 

Toxic Expectations: Proposing and Testing Violent Entitlement Theory to Predict Intimate 

Partner Violence 

 

by 

 

Afsoon D. Hansia 

 

While research on intimate partner violence (IPV) is extensive, research investigating 

the motivations of IPV perpetration have yielded inconsistent evidence and opposing 

theoretical (and often atheoretical) frameworks across a diverse range of disciplines. These 

issues, in part, are due to scholars not a) agreeing on basic IPV terminology, b) 

distinguishing between different forms of IPV, and c) considering relational dynamics, and 

d) accounting for cultural factors that may shift from couple to couple. In this dissertation, I 

attempt to address these gaps by proposing a new theoretical framework titled Violent 

Entitlement Theory (VET) that seeks to explain acts of IPV that are not necessarily 

embedded in dynamics of long-term interpersonal control. VET stipulates that this form of 

IPV is enacted as a punishment against a partner that is driven most proximally by anger 

arising from a sense of unfulfilled relational entitlement that is contextually-and culturally-

bound. I propose that URE can generally be calculated through a specific formula that 

considers metrics from both individuals in a dyad. Importantly, I expect that increased URE 

elevates risk of psychological aggression (H1) and physical assault (H2) and that these 

effects are moderated by gender (RQ1/RQ2). I conducted two studies—an experiment and a 
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cross-sectional survey study—to test the validity of VET-based predictions. Overall, results 

from Study 1 and Study 2 suggest that URE is associated with physical assault perpetration 

(H2), but not psychological aggression (H1). In Study 2 (but not Study 1), gender moderated 

the effect of URE’s role on physical assault perpetration (RQ2) such that as URE increases 

for men, physical assault perpetration increases. This effect is the opposite for women, 

however, such that as URE increases, physical assault decreases. Gender did not, however, 

moderate the link between URE and psychological aggression in either study (RQ1). 

Overall, these results suggest that key ideas in VET, particularly regarding URE and male 

led physical assault perpetration, can contribute new perspective on the correlates of IPV.  
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Chapter 1: The Insights and Limits of the Existing IPV Literature 

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a global issue that affects 20-80% of women in 

their lifetime (Devries, Mak, et al., 2013). In the US, approximately one third of men and 

women experience some form of sexual violence, physical violence, and/or stalking by an 

intimate partner in their lifetimes (Smith et al., 2018). About 41% of female IPV survivors 

and 14% of male IPV survivors report some form of physical injury related to IPV (Black, 

2011). Many of these injuries are quite serious and can be chronic, affecting the cardiac, 

digestive, reproductive, and nervous systems (Black, 2011). Beyond physical ailments, IPV 

is associated with long-lasting mental health problems, such as depression and post-

traumatic stress disorder (Warshaw et al., 2009). IPV is, without doubt, a major public 

health problem the world over.  

IPV also inflicts immense social costs. When accounting for the economic toll 

associated with IPV, for instance, including medical services for IPV injuries, lost 

productivity of paid work, and criminal justice fees, the lifetime economic cost for IPV 

totals $3.6 trillion (Peterson et al., 2018). Given the immense individual, relational, familial, 

and societal costs attributable to IPV, it is paramount that researchers continually seek to 

better understand the primarily causes of IPV in efforts to reduce incidence and recidivism 

rates. Indeed, if scholars can identify the primary drivers of IPV, then clinicians and 

specialists can use this knowledge to inform IPV prevention and treatment efforts through 

tailored interventions, policies, and programs. 

This dissertation aims to provide new insight regarding predictors of IPV 

perpetration. In this first chapter, I review the existing research on IPV motives and the 

current gaps and limitations in the literature. These limitations highlight why new theories 

and theory-based research related to IPV are needed. To that end, I propose and test a new 
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theoretical framework in this dissertation, called Violent Entitlement Theory (VET). In 

Chapter Two, I describe the assumptions and tenets of VET. In Chapters 3 - 6, I describe 

two studies—an experiment and a cross-sectional survey study—that test the validity of 

VET-based predictions. Finally, in Chapter 7, I discuss the overall implications of these two 

studies and future directions. Before articulating the main ideas underlying VET, it is 

imperative to thoroughly review the extant IPV literature. Despite a number of important 

contributions that existing work on IPV has made for understanding its causes and 

consequences, many limitations exist. In general, the past five decades of IPV research has 

been fraught with controversy and disagreement, including disagreements over basic 

terminology. I begin this review chapter, then, by describing basic definitions of relational 

violence. 

IPV Terminology and Definitions 

While violence has many manifestations, including self-harm, the focus of this 

dissertation is violence in the context of romantic relationships. Unfortunately, despite 

several decades of research, the proper term and definition of this form of violence has not 

reached consensus among researchers and practitioners. Scholars initially focused, for 

instance, on “wife abuse” (e.g., Yllo et al., 1989) to describe husband-perpetrated violence 

toward a wife. This term is clearly problematic, however, because it excluded female-

perpetrated violence and violence that occurs within non-married couples. This term was 

eventually superseded by the term domestic violence (DV), which is still used by scholars 

today (Johnson & Ferraro, 2000, Leslie & Wilson, 2020; Ruddle et al., 2017). This term, 

too, is limited, though, because DV is often used interchangeably with family violence (e.g., 

Langlands et al., 2009), which includes any violence that happens within a family, including 

violence perpetrated towards children (Tolan et al., 2006).  
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Given these issues, I use the term IPV throughout this dissertation. IPV has been 

used by a number of researchers as an alternative to DV to specifically refer to violence that 

transpires between romantic partners, irrespective of gender or relationship status (e.g., 

married, dating). While this term solves some of the aforementioned terminological issues, 

the term IPV is not without controversy. Not all researchers, for instance, agree on the 

specific behaviors that constitute IPV. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

(CDC), for instance, defines IPV as “physical violence, sexual violence, stalking and 

psychological aggression (including coercive tactics) by a current or former intimate partner 

(i.e., spouse, boyfriend/girlfriend, dating partner, or ongoing sexual partner)” (Breiding et 

al., 2015, p. 11). Despite the apparent inclusivity of that definition, scholars have identified 

additional forms of violence that they believe should be considered as IPV, including 

economic abuse (Yau et al., 2021) and spiritual abuse (Dehan & Levi, 2009). In addition, the 

CDC definition seems to imply that even one act of violence towards an intimate partner can 

be considered IPV. Consider, in contrast, the definition provided by the Domestic Violence 

Hotline website which considers IPV as “a pattern of behaviors used by one partner to 

maintain power and control over another partner in an intimate relationship” (National 

Domestic Hotline, n.d.). With this latter definition, single acts of violence are not necessarily 

IPV unless they become a pattern of abuse. 

Terminological differences matter because they present numerous challenges for the 

interpretability and generalizability of research findings, intervention testing, and theory 

development. Consider, for instance, that research consistently shows high rates of IPV 

recidivism (Babcock, Costa, et al., 2004; Davis & Taylor, 1999; Feder & Wilson, 2005). 

Incidence rates for IPV, moreover, particularly in the US, have not significantly declined 

over the past 40 years (Wagers & Radatz, 2020). These are critical insights. Yet, the 
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interpretation of these findings is complicated if studies are employing different conceptual 

and operational definitions of IPV. It is essential, then, that researchers clearly identify their 

preferred conceptual and operational definitions of IPV. Thus, in the following sections, I 

will clearly outline my definition of violence and the specific forms of IPV that I will focus 

on in this dissertation. 

Violence in Intimate Relationships and the Focus of this Dissertation 

Violence, as defined by Hamby (2017) is “nonessential, unwanted, intentional, and 

harmful behavior” (p. 170). A closer look at these four elements reveals critical distinctions 

between violence and other broad concepts. Hamby (2017) first considers violence as a non-

essential act. “Essential” violence includes acts of aggression that are in the service of one’s 

survival or one’s children’s survival. As such, acts of aggression that are in the service of 

self-defense or the protection of others would not be considered violence. With this in mind, 

most acts of human aggression, such as bullying or child abuse, are nonessential. Thus, 

while acts such as bullying could be considered functional in that they achieve some benefit 

(e.g., elevating one’s social status), those same benefits could be achieved through various 

non-violent means. Thus, based on Hamby’s definition, bullying is considered a form of 

violence.  

Second, violence is an unwanted behavior that excludes acts of force or harm that are 

permissible by the individual enduring them. Such examples would include those pertinent 

to medical procedures (e.g., surgery, chemotherapy), contact sports, or consent-based sexual 

behaviors. Thus, violence encompasses acts that are performed against another individual 

without their permission. Third, violence must be intentional; falling on someone 

accidentally, for instance, cannot be considered intentional harm while throwing a punch at 

someone can almost always be considered a deliberate act. Finally, violence must be 
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harmful. This last criteria is the most difficult concept to apply to violence identification 

because thresholds of harm can be vary across scholars and organizations.  For instance, the 

Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire (Hamby et al., 2013) sets the threshold of harm for 

physical injury as pain that is felt one day later. For psychological disorders, the American 

Psychiatric Association (2013) sets a minimum degree of impact (e.g., significant distress) 

and a minimum timeframe of experiencing symptoms, such as one month for PTSD. While 

the thresholds in these examples are useful in that they provide clarity to the concept of 

harm, I would argue that the thresholds are too high. Pain that is felt one day later would 

exclude physical acts that I would consider violent such as slapping, pushing, or pulling 

someone’s hair. Similarly, a one-month threshold of psychological impact is difficult to 

prove. Shouting and name calling may not directly lead to significant distress for one month, 

but it may indirectly impact self-esteem for much longer periods of time. Thus, in this 

dissertation, I maintain what I would consider a much more cautious threshold of harm. Any 

behavior that causes pain (or meant to cause pain) will fulfil the criteria of harm for violence 

identification.  

While identifying harm requires some degree of subjectivity, Hamby (2017) asserts 

that harmful behavior must be lasting to some degree and must have a high likelihood of 

harm. This latter point implies that actions that have a low likelihood of harm, in general, 

such as romantic rejection, cannot be considered violence because it likely creates lasting 

harm for only an extreme minority of individuals. Extending this logic, acts that have a high 

likelihood of lasting harm but do not end up resulting in injury should still be considered 

violence. For example, firing a gun at someone and missing the person is an act of violence 

given that it had a high likelihood of harm.  
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It is important to note that the criteria for violence discussed thus far aligns closest 

with the definition of IPV provided by the CDC (Breiding et al., 2015) which considers even 

one act of violence as a possible act of IPV. Therefore, in this dissertation, I will consider 

any act of violence against an intimate partner as IPV, regardless of whether it is couched in 

a pattern of systematic violence. While patterned abuse is no doubt more severe and riskier 

than isolated incidents of violence, I maintain that it is paramount to include isolated forms 

of violence as IPV as even one act of violence can still result in long lasting outcomes or 

even death, and is therefore, equally deserving of scholarly attention.  

Even with this definition of violence in mind, a broad variety of behaviors can be 

considered violent. As mentioned earlier in this section, IPV can include abusive behaviors 

that are physical, psychological, sexual, economic, or even spiritual. For the purposes of this 

dissertation, I will investigate two forms of IPV: physical assault and psychological 

aggression. Research suggests that these two forms of violence (a) are the most common 

manifestations of IPV (Breiding et al., 2015), (b) align together in terms of reported motives 

(Neal & Edwards, 2015), (c) coincide frequently together (Capaldi & Crosby, 1997; 

O’Leary & Maiuro, 2001), and (d) are often grouped together in studies of IPV (e.g., 

Capaldi et al., 2012). There is very little research on sexual violence, but the few studies that 

have focused on it has demonstrated that the motives for sexual IPV likely differ from those 

of physical and psychological (Caldwell et al., 2009). Even less research has been done on 

economic and spiritual violence, with no studies to my knowledge, investigating the motives 

of these types of violence. Therefore, I believe there is a solid rationale for focusing on 

psychological aggression and physical assault in this dissertation. It is vital to recognize, 

however, that both these forms of IPV have different prevalence rates (Smith et al., 2018) 



 

 
7 

and are qualitatively different from a medical and legal standpoint. Therefore, I will keep 

both forms of IPV differentiated when possible.  

Using the definition provided by Stets and Straus (1989), I consider physical assault 

as “an act carried out with the intention or perceived intention of causing physical pain or 

injury” (p. 162). With this description, physical injury, or even physical contact, does not 

need to occur for physical assault to take place. Thus, shooting a gun or throwing a large 

object at someone, but missing the person’s body, is still considered physical assault. 

Psychological aggression, previously called “verbal aggression,” is defined as “a 

communication intended to cause psychological pain to another person, or a communication 

perceived as having that intent” (Vissing et al., 1991, p. 224). Some examples of 

psychological aggression that Vissing et al. (1991) provide include “name calling or nasty 

remarks”, “slamming a door or smashing something”, and “stony silence or sulking” (p. 

224). Accordingly, physical assault and psychological aggression are both terms that 

describe behaviors that inflict harm (or have the intention to inflict harm), consist of a 

diverse range of behaviors, can occur as isolated incidents, and can inflict harm that lasts 

even in the short term. With the relevant terminology in place, I will next examine key 

findings in the existing literature on the motivations for psychological and physical IPV.  

Power and Control 

Much of the debate surrounding the motivating factors of IPV perpetration has been 

centralized around discussion of power and control. In their meta-analysis of IPV 

motivations, Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (2012) reported that 57 out of the 75 (76%) 

studies they reviewed measured some form of power and control. This finding reflects the 

long legacy of power and control discussions that have existed since the onset of IPV 

research. IPV became a focus of research beginning with the Women’s Rights Movement 
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and the Battered Women’s Movement in the 1960’s and 1970’s. During this time, IPV 

shifted away from being a “private family matter” and into the national conversation 

(Wagers & Radatz, 2020) as IPV perpetration became criminalized and different agencies 

began establishing women’s shelters as a form of refuge from male batterers (Schechter, 

1982). 

This began an entire new area of study, led by gender researchers who began to take 

a critical look at IPV (AKA “wife abuse”, “domestic violence”, or “marital violence”) and 

argued that its perpetration was firmly couched in historical, cultural, political, and social 

gender inequities between men and women (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Dobash et al., 1992; 

Pence & Paymar, 1993). From this perspective, IPV perpetration is necessarily a gendered 

phenomenon, driven primarily by men’s motivation to gain power and control over women. 

Through this framework, IPV could be understood as a symptom of patriarchal beliefs, 

which is composed of a strong belief in the institutional power of men, and the inferiority of 

women, and gendered domestic roles (Yoon et al., 2015). 

Dobash et al. (1992), for example, argued, that these conditions create a form of 

violence against “wives” that is “often persistent and severe, occurs in the context of 

continuous intimidation and coercion, and is inextricably linked to attempts to dominate and 

control women” (p. 71). Thus, a key component of male-perpetrated IPV in this framework 

is that it is repetitive in nature and has the singular drive to control a female partner. 

Critically, this definition of IPV is narrower than the definition provided by the CDC 

(Breiding et al., 2015), and, instead, aligns closely with the definition provided earlier by the 

Domestic Violence Hotline. Dobash and colleagues (1992) cite evidence from emergency 

rooms, courts, police records, women’s shelters, and national criminalization surveys that 

demonstrate survivors of IPV being largely female. They also contend that while there may 
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be male underreporting of IPV victimization in these settings, females also face high 

pressures and often precarious circumstances that drive them to underreport.  

Whilst these scholars do not deny that female perpetrated IPV occurs, they largely 

maintain that a vast majority of this form of violence is conducted in the service of self-

defense or retaliation (Dobash et al., 1992; Saunders, 1988). Note that retaliation and self-

defense are conceptually similar but there are differences between them. In particular, self-

defense is an act of aggression undertaken to protect oneself from immediate harm while 

retaliation is a form of revenge that could have legal consequences (Leisring, 2012). This is 

a critical distinction because, using Hamby’s definition of violence (2017), only retaliation 

would constitute a form of IPV. Self-defense, in contrast, would not be considered violence, 

and instead be conceptualized as an essential act of aggression. Unfortunately, however, the 

distinction between retaliation and self-defense is not consistent throughout the literature, 

which complicates the claim put forth by gender researchers that female perpetrated IPV is 

predominately conducted in self-defense (Stairmand et al., 2020). 

In agreement with the gender researchers are some evolutionary scholars who 

provide a more distal explanation for IPV (e.g., Buss, 2002; Buss & Duntley, 2011; Goetz et 

al., 2008; Wilson & Daly, 1992; 1993; 1996; 1998). Buss and Duntley (2011), for example, 

argue IPV is a male-specific adaptation, while female perpetrated violence is a “self-

defense” (p. 417) measure that evolved as a response to the aggressive male strategy. 

Through this lens, IPV is still conceptualized as a gendered phenomenon, but one that arose 

in human evolution to solve the male problem of paternity confidence and mate poaching by 

a rival partner. While cis-gendered females do not face the issue of maternity confidence, 

paternity is mistakable. Similarly, mate poaching, which describes the act of luring someone 

out of an existing relationship for a long or short-term one is a surprisingly common mating 
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strategy (Buss & Duntley, 2011). As a result, males evolved a sense of male sexual 

proprietariness which refers to the tendency of heterosexual males to view their female 

intimate partners as personal property (Wilson & Daly, 1993, 1996, 1998). Wilson and Daly 

(1993) argue that this form of proprietariness leads males to have a sense of entitlement over 

their female partners which makes them possessive and sensitive to any cues of possible 

sexual infidelity. When these cues are present, males feel sexual jealousy which directly 

leads to behaviors that can be characterized as mate guarding (Buss, 2002; Goetz et al. 

2008).  

Mate guarding includes behaviors designed to “a) preserve access to a mate while 

simultaneously b) preventing the encroachment of intrasexual rivals, and c) preventing a 

mate from defecting from the mateship” (Buss, 2002, p. 23). Indeed, there is strong evidence 

that mate guarding exists throughout the animal kingdom. Male whiptail lizards, for 

example, closely follow their female companions for 1-2 days around ovulation and are 

aggressive towards other male lizards, ultimately gaining monopolized access to fertile 

females (Olsson et al., 1996). This sort of behavior is common throughout the animal 

kingdom and is taxonomically spread (Birkhead & Moller, 1998, Edward et al., 2015). In 

regard to human behavior, Buss (2002) describes various manifestations of mate guarding, 

ranging from non-violent behaviors such as “resource display” (p. 27; referring to gift 

giving) to violent behaviors (e.g., physically attacking either one’s own partner or a potential 

rival).  

Evidence cited by Wilson and Daly (1996) suggests that men who use severe and 

frequent violence against female partners are often those who are most controlling and 

limiting in the interactions of their partners with others. From this perspective, then, IPV can 

be understood as a process cascading from the experience of male sexual jealousy and a 
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desire to control female autonomy in efforts to mitigate threats from rivals and increase 

paternity confidence.  

Ultimately, both gender and evolutionary scholars view IPV as a predominately-male 

behavior driven by a desire to control the autonomy of female intimate partners. While the 

former group of scholars typically discusses this drive as a symptom of historical patriarchal 

traditions, the latter group often examines IPV as a behavior inherent to male psychology. 

That said, gendered and evolutionary explanations for IPV do not need to be viewed as 

oppositional, as exemplified by the fact that evolutionary and gender researchers have 

written together using both frameworks (e.g., Dobash et al., 1992). Another point of 

consideration is that the vast majority of evolution and gender researchers consider 

psychological aggression to be beyond the scope of IPV. This is apparent, for instance, in 

Dobash et al.’s (1992) differentiation between “verbal aggression” and “violence” (p. 78). 

Hence, it should be understood that arguments from these disciplines regarding IPV as a 

male behavior motivated by power and control are referring exclusively to physical (rather 

than psychological) forms of IPV. 

The gendered approach to power and control in IPV perpetration has shaped IPV 

prevention and treatment work. For example, a common psychoeducational approach, called 

the Duluth model, was developed in the early 1980s as a direct result of gender researchers’ 

approach to IPV (Pence & Paymar, 1993). This model assumes instances of IPV are 

embedded in a pattern of power and control, such that men exercise violence to control 

women and women instigate violence to defend themselves (Pence & Paymar, 1993). 

Central to the Duluth model is the power and control wheel which is extensively used in 

women’s shelters and support groups (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). The power and control 

wheel provides a graphical representation of the major forms of control: coercion and 
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threats; intimidation; emotional abuse; isolation; minimizing, denying, and blaming; use of 

children; using male privilege; and economic abuse (Pence & Paymar, 1993). Each spoke of 

the wheel is meant to reinforce that violence does not occur in isolation, but rather appears 

with multiple control tactics. Often, IPV programming that uses this approach will include 

the power and control wheel as a focal point of discussion to explore the destructiveness of 

patriarchal beliefs and challenge male assumptions of the right to control their partners 

(Kelly & Johnson, 2008). 

Given that the Duluth model is foundational to a majority of IPV treatment programs 

(Price & Rosenbaum, 2009), it is essential to recognize the chief criticisms that have been 

raised regarding its implementation and efficacy. For example, some scholars (e.g., Wagers 

& Radatz, 2020) have questioned the decision some US states have made, whereby IPV 

programming was mandated to adhere to the Duluth model (Snead et al., 2018) and, 

simultaneously, prohibited from utilizing alternative programs despite empirical evidence 

that other programs are sometimes more successful than Duluth-based programs (e.g., 

Zarling et al., 2019). The overall effectiveness of the Duluth model at decreasing IPV 

recidivism has also been questioned (Babcock et al., 2016), stemming in part from the 

critique that the Duluth model advocates a problematic one-size-fits-all approach. The 

Duluth approach, moreover, does not apply to many communities of color and ignores IPV 

in homosexual relationships, which do not have applicable arguments of patriarchal power, 

female perpetrated IPV (that is not motivated by self-defense) and IPV perpetrated by 

factors beyond power and control (Wagers & Radatz, 2020). Some of these criticisms are 

echoed by the founder of the Duluth model, Ellen Pence, who penned years later after the 

establishment of the Duluth model:  
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"By determining that the need or desire for power was the motivating force behind 

battering, we created a conceptual framework that, in fact, did not fit the lived 

experience of many of the men and women we were working with. The DAIP staff 

[...] remained undaunted by the difference in our theory and the actual experiences of 

those we were working with [...] It was the cases themselves that created the chink in 

each of our theoretical suits of armor. Speaking for myself, I found that many of the 

men I interviewed did not seem to articulate a desire for power over their partner. 

Although I relentlessly took every opportunity to point out to men in the groups that 

they were so motivated and merely in denial, the fact that few men ever articulated 

such a desire went unnoticed by me and many of my coworkers. Eventually, we 

realized that we were finding what we had already predetermined to find" (Pence, 

1999, pp. 29-30).  

Pence’s (1999) reflections, in tandem with various other criticisms of the Duluth 

Model, point to critical gaps resulting from gender researchers’ IPV framework. The chief 

problem has been that that this framework cannot explain many of the underlying motives in 

many situations involving IPV. I would conjecture that this is, in part, due to variations in 

IPV terminology. There is certainly a clear link between power and control in patterned 

abuse but looking at IPV as a broader construct that includes less frequent forms of abuse 

opens alternative explanations for violence perpetration. One prominent perspective, 

described next, considers violence through a much broader construct and, as such, finds 

evidence for a wide variety of causal motivations.  

IPV as a Multi-Faceted Phenomenon  

The next key body of work regarding IPV perpetration has been conducted by a 

group of scholars often called family violence researchers (Winstok et al., 2017). These 
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researchers typically agree with gender researchers that social structures do give men an 

advantage in controlling women and that women are more likely to be seriously injured than 

men (e.g., Jose & O’Leary, 2009; Straus, 2010). However, family violence scholars diverge 

from gender researchers in several key ways. First, family violence scholars consider IPV 

from a broader lens that includes violent behavior that can range in severity and be patterned 

or infrequent. This is most apparent through studies that consider violence prevalence (e.g., 

Straus et al., 1996) which is a measure that reflects even one act of IPV perpetration within a 

given time frame (e.g., a year or within a lifetime). Working with this construct of IPV, 

family violence scholars claim that power and control is only one facet of explaining IPV 

among dozens of other risk factors and motives (e.g., Straus, 2010). In addition, this 

perspective of IPV leads family violence researchers to claim that men and women do not 

differ significantly in their motives for IPV perpetration (e.g., Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 

2010) nor do they differ in perpetration rates (e.g., Straus, 1993; Robertson & Murachver, 

2007).  

When considering their first claim—that men and women do not significantly differ 

in IPV perpetration motives—it is important to recognize that family violence scholars, 

relative to gender researchers, also conceptualize IPV motivations in fundamentally different 

ways. While gender researchers advocate for a framing of IPV through the dual constructs of 

power and control, family violence researchers see IPV motivations as a larger category that 

can include a diverse range of possible motives. Aligned with Fiske’s (2014) definition of 

motives as fundamental, underlying psychological processes that trigger thoughts, emotions, 

and behaviors towards others, family violence researchers set their research sites on wide-

ranging causes of IPV.  
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Family violence researchers often presume that aggression is a goal-oriented 

behavior and that perpetrators engage in aggression to achieve some benefit to themselves, 

in spite of whatever negative consequences arise (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012). 

Consequently, whatever is the perceived benefit is what can constitute as a “motive.” Some 

benefits that Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (2012) outline include regaining power or 

control, protecting oneself from harm (i.e., self-defense), transmitting communication about 

an intra/interpersonal process (e.g., anger or jealousy), or retaliating for a perceived injustice 

(i.e., infidelity). Stairmand et al. (2020) argue that motives are distinct from enduring 

personality traits (such as narcissism) nor are motives aspects of a particular situation. 

Rather, Stairmand and colleagues contend, motives are a by-product of the interaction 

between the two.  

Motives of IPV are often grouped with attributions of IPV, which are similar, but 

arguably distinct from each other. While motivations point to the underlying processes of 

IPV, attributions, as defined by Neal et al. (2015), refer to why someone thinks IPV 

occurred. For example, if someone perpetrates physical assault towards their romantic 

partner after their romantic partner flirted with someone else, the perpetrator might attribute 

the IPV to “flirting,” despite that their underlying motive might be better characterized as 

jealousy. Therefore, attributions are more proximal in nature. Yet, attributions are still 

conceptually similar to motives in that they are both much narrower in scope than terms like 

“reasons” or “antecedents” of IPV which can include distal (e.g., cultural norms) and 

proximate (e.g., substance use) factors. Although there is a conceptual difference between 

attributions and motives, I will review findings for both IPV motives and attributions since 

these terms align closely with each other and, in practice, many scholars use these terms 

interchangeably.  
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One of the earliest studies that investigated motives of IPV perpetration was 

conducted by Makepeace (1986) that examined the motives behind physical assault 

perpetration between male and female college students. Makepeace reported that the most 

commonly-occurring motives for men were (in order) uncontrollable anger, intimidation, 

self-defense, and retaliation. For women, the most commonly reported motives were (in 

order) self-defense, uncontrollable anger, and retaliation. Since this study, numerous 

scholars have continued research on IPV motives. For the most part, these studies examine 

motives for physical assault perpetration (e.g., Babcock, Costa et al., 2004), but some 

scholars consider motives for both physical assault and psychological aggression (e.g., Neal 

et al., 2015; Hamberger et al., 1997). Few studies exist that exclusively consider 

psychological aggression perpetration in the context of IPV (e.g., Shorey, Febres, et al., 

2011).  

Several meta-analyses have been published on physical assault motivations and 

attributions. A particularly noteworthy meta-analysis is Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al.’s 

(2012) review of 75 studies that reported on physical assault motivations. Across these 

studies, the authors found seven broad categories of IPV motivations: (a) control/power, (b) 

self-defense, (c) expression of negative emotion (i.e. anger), (d) communication difficulties, 

(e) retaliation, (f) jealousy, and (g) other. Another comprehensive review, conducted by 

Neal and Edwards (2015), examined specifically physical assault attributions. The authors 

reported comparable groupings to those reported by Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (2012). 

They found that across the 50 articles included in their study, both men and women 

commonly reported perpetrating physical assault because of anger, control, a desire to get 

attention, retaliation, and self-defense. Moreover, they frequently found that attributions, 

such as anger, control, self-defense, retaliation, and attention-seeking have been self-
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reported by both perpetrators and victims. Thus, based on the reviews by Langhinrichsen-

Rohling et al. (2012) and Neal and Edwards (2015), there seems to be evidence that suggests 

physical assault perpetration is motivated by many factors that are in addition to increased 

control over an intimate partner. 

While there is much less research on motivations of psychological aggression 

perpetration, the studies that do examine psychological aggression motivation report similar 

findings to those that examine physical assault perpetration. Neal and Edwards (2015), for 

example, reported that both female and male perpetrators of psychological aggression report 

attributions of anger, control, self-defense, retaliation, and a desire to get attention. 

Additionally, Elmquist et al. (2016) found that both men and women frequently self-report 

psychological aggression perpetration as motivated by negative emotions, jealousy and 

communication difficulties. While motivations for psychological aggression and physical 

assault overlap considerably, Neal et al. (2015) reported some key differences between both 

forms of violence with their sample of college women. For example, the authors found that 

women who perpetrated psychological aggression were more likely to report their use of 

violence as motivated by a desire to get attention or gain control in the relationship than 

women who perpetrated physical assault.  

When considering the existing findings for attributions and motivations for 

psychological aggression and physical assault, there is some critical alignment with 

gendered frameworks of IPV to bear in mind. Many of the various motivations and 

attributions of physical and psychological IPV could be argued as highly relevant to power 

and control. For example, intimidation or jealousy would directly relate to notions of power 

and control through existing gender (and evolutionary) theory. However, it would be hard to 

make that argument for all the motivations/attributions that appear in the literature as some 
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are clearly outside of the scope of power and control. For example, communication 

difficulties emerged as a key motive of physical and psychological IPV perpetration. For 

instance, in Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al.’s (2012) review, 36 out of 75 studies (48%) 

measured communication difficulties as a motive for perpetrating physical assault. From 

these studies, Langhinrichsen-Rohling and colleagues reported that for both men and 

women, communication skills are protective against IPV perpetration. 

There is ample evidence from the field of Communication that would support the 

moderating influence of communication skills. Scholars such as Infante (1987) and Aloia 

and Solomon (2015) point to the Argument Skills Deficiency Model (ASDM), which argues 

that communication skills determine whether people can effectively defuse hostility during 

conflict interactions or experience conflict escalation. This model proposes that those with 

stronger argumentative skills develop constructive communication habits when facing 

conflict because they support their claims with evidence and reasoning. Those who lack 

effective argumentation skills, in contrast, are more likely to resort to destructive measures 

such as verbal aggression which, subsequently, increases the likelihood of physical violence, 

especially in relationships characterized by mutual verbal aggressiveness (Infante et al., 

1989; Infante & Rancer, 1982). Evidence supports this model and demonstrates that 

physically-abusive relationships are higher in verbal aggression, but lower in 

argumentativeness, than non-violent/non-distressed relationships (Infante et al., 1989) and 

non-violent/distressed relationships (Sabourin et al., 1993). 

Some of the evidence supporting IPV as a multi-faceted phenomenon also point to 

the next salient difference between family violence and gender researchers. Family violence 

scholars maintain that there is gender symmetry in multiple aspects of IPV perpetration, 

including motivations. Some of the studies examined thus far seem to support this argument 
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by demonstrating that motivations, such as argumentative skills, anger, control, a desire to 

get attention, retaliation, and self-defense are vital for both men and women. However, in 

Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (2012)’s meta-analysis, results are not straightforward across 

a variety of different motivations. Of the 12 papers that the authors reviewed that looked at 

significant gender differences in control/power motives towards IPV, three (25%) reported 

no significant gender differences, three (25%) found power/control as more likely to be a 

motive for men than women, one paper (8%) found that women were statistically more 

likely to be motivated by power/control, and one paper (8%) found mixed results. The 

remaining four papers (33%) did not provide statistics to determine any significant 

differences between genders. From these results, then, it is not clear whether gender 

symmetry exists in power and control motive as it relates to physical assault perpetration. 

Alternatively, these results do not demonstrate a consistent pattern of predominate male 

control motive, which calls into question whether scholars should extend gendered 

assumptions to broader terminological constructs of IPV. 

Examining self-defense motive yields similar results. Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. 

(2012) found that five of the ten papers (50%) that investigated gender differences in self-

defense motive indicated that women, relative to men, were more likely to report self-

defense as a reason for physical assault perpetration. Contrastingly, four papers (40%) did 

not find any statistical difference in self-defense motive between men and women. The one 

remaining paper (10%) found that men were more likely to report self-defense than women. 

Thus, half of the studies reviewed contributed validity to the argument that women engage 

in violence for self-defense; however, the other half did not. Importantly, Langhinrichsen-

Rohling and colleagues called attention to their finding that, overall, self-defense was a 

motivating factor in most samples by only a minority of participants. This presents a 
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different view from the gendered framework of IPV which assumes that the majority of 

female perpetrated IPV is conducted in self-defense. However, we must keep in mind that a) 

the results of Langhinrichsen-Rohling and colleagues are qualified by their admission that 

self-defense often gets conflated with anger and retaliation in many studies which can 

ultimately downplay the importance of self-defense as an IPV motivation, and b) gender and 

family violence researchers are operating under two conceptually different definitions of 

IPV.  

Through a family violence approach to IPV, there is evidence that challenges the 

assumption of self-defense motive as being uniquely female. Straus (2010), for instance, 

examines the methodologies and results of three studies that are cited by a report from the 

World Health Organization (Krug et al., 2002). Each of the three studies state plainly that 

violence by women is usually in the form of self-defense. In each citation, he finds a series 

of concerns, including contradictory results to this claim. Overall, Straus argues that the 

literature demonstrates that men and women have the same motivations. Citing evidence 

from Cascardi and Vivian (1995), Fiebert and Gonzalez (1997), and Kernsmith (2005) 

alongside a number of others, he argues that women, like men, are motivated toward 

violence by a host of forces including coercion, anger, and punishing misbehavior.  

Beyond the motives of power/control and self-defense, family violence scholars 

suggest that women are more motivated toward physical assault perpetration through anger 

than men are. Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (2012) report that in two of the papers they 

included in their review, women were more likely than men to report anger as a motive for 

physical assault. No papers were found where anger was more of a motive for men than 

women’s violence. However, like the qualification for the findings of self-defense motive, it 

is possible that anger could also be conflated with other constructs. Langhinrichsen-Rohling 
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et al. mention that anger was often measured in conjunction with things like jealousy or 

retaliation and, often, many studies do not report statistical differences between genders. 

Therefore, there is an explicit need for research to be conducted on the gender differences in 

IPV perpetration motivation with clearer terminological expatiation.  

In addition to the gender symmetry argument towards IPV motives, family violence 

scholars similarly maintain that there is gender symmetry in violence perpetration. When we 

look at IPV by prevalence, there is some evidence for this. In the most recent National 

Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey, for instance, Smith et al. (2018) reported that 

about a third of both men and women have experienced physical assault and psychological 

aggression in their lifetime by an intimate partner. However, it is important to note that this 

report would not be able to necessarily distinguish between violence perpetrated in self-

defense versus other motivations. Similarly, it does not take distinguish between frequency 

or severity of violence, which is often elevated in male perpetrated violence (Johnson, 

2006).  

Overall, the findings from family violence researchers differ with those of gender 

researchers, although both frameworks are not necessarily in direct conflict. Recall that both 

groups of scholars have different operational definitions of IPV. Michael Johnson (e.g., 

Johnson, 1993) recognizes this critical difference between scholars and incorporates both 

forms of violence (i.e., patterned versus infrequent violence) into one IPV typology.  

Johnson’s Typology as a Bridge Between Perspectives 

Michael Johnson’s control-based typology of IPV (e.g., Johnson, 2008, 2011; Kelly 

& Johnson, 2008) offers a possible solution that resolves the mixed evidence of both gender 

and family violence researchers. Johnson attempts to reconcile both bodies of literature by 

pointing out that both groups of scholars are talking past each other by describing two 
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distinct forms of violence. In his typology, control/power is one of the most distinguishing 

features of the different types of violence (Johnson, 2008). Johnson (2017) recounts how he 

initially proposed two types of IPV: Coercive Controlling Violence (CCV; originally titled 

Patriarchal Terrorism) and Situational Couple Violence (SCV; originally titled Ordinary 

Couple Violence). While both these terms have been revised by him throughout the years 

and the typology has expanded (e.g., Johnson, 1995; Johnson, 2006a; Johnson, 2008; Kelly 

& Johnson, 2008), the core of these two concepts have remained at the heart of Johnson’s 

IPV typology. 

The first form of violence in Johnson’s typology, CCV, aligns most closely with 

gender researchers and those who work with agency samples. This type of violence is 

characterized by an intense level and pattern of power and control over one’s romantic 

partner. Within CCV, power and control can manifest itself through emotional abuse, 

intimidation, coercion, gaslighting, physical violence, and threats (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). 

This type of IPV is most frequently encountered in domestic violence shelter settings 

(Johnson, 2006a) and, as such, is most likely to be the type of violence that people think 

about when they hear the term domestic violence. CCV is, on average, more likely to have 

both physical and psychological violence and be more frequent and severe than other types 

of IPV (Johnson & Leone, 2005). As a result, survivors of CCV are more likely to be injured 

physically and suffer from psychological effects such as depression or PTSD (Kelly & 

Johnson, 2008). Moreover, CCV is more likely to include violence borne from jealousy 

(Babcock, Costa, et al., 2004). Critically, Johnson contends that this form of violence is 

gender asymmetrical and almost exclusively perpetrated by men (Johnson, 2006a). 

Although, in later writings, Kelly and Johnson (2008) acknowledge that women and men in 

both heterosexual or same-sex relationships can perpetrate CCV. 
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In direct contrast to CCV is SCV which aligns closest to the type of IPV described 

by family violence researchers. SCV is the most common type of couple violence (Johnson, 

2008) which explains why SCV predominates (89%) in some community samples of IPV 

(compared to 79% of some clinical samples classified as CCV cases; Kelly and Johnson, 

2008). Johnson (2008) explains that this form of IPV is the type of violence that continually 

shows evidence of gender symmetry by family violence researchers. 

While jealousy and some of the same behaviors that occur in CCV can also exist 

within cases of SCV, the most distinguishing difference between SCV and CCV is its 

relation to power and control. The persistent pattern of power and control that characterizes 

CCV is largely absent in SCV. Instead, SCV includes violence that is rooted in anger or 

poor conflict management skills (rather than jealousy) and only involves short-term bids for 

control (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). Johnson (2006b) gives the example of a mugger, who may 

want to control his victim for only a few moments to extract their belongings, but once the 

immediate goal has been accomplished, the mugger is no longer interested in long-term 

control. In other words, violence in SCV is a response to a particular situation rather than a 

persistent desire to control one’s partner in every situation. Men who perpetrate SCV, unlike 

those who perpetrate CVV, do not differ from non-violent men in misogynistic attitudes, 

borderline and antisocial personalities, or general violence outside the family (Babcock, 

Costa, et al., 2004; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000). While SCV is less likely to escalate 

over time than CCV, it can occur as an isolated incident, sporadically or quite frequently 

(Kelly & Johnson, 2008).  

It is worth noting that there are three types of IPV discussed in Kelly and Johnson 

(2008) that have since been added to Johnson’s (1995) original framework. I mention them 

briefly as the other three forms of violence are either subsets of the first two types of 
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violence or do not meet the criteria for violence using the definition I presented at the start 

of this chapter. The third distinct form of IPV is Violent Resistance and it almost exclusively 

involves women who resist CCV. Perpetrators of this form of violence are not acting in the 

interest of long-term power and control in the relationship, but rather acting in a form of 

self-defense to a partner who seeks the goal of controlling them. However, keeping in mind 

Hamby’s (2017) definition of violence at the beginning of this chapter, this form of self-

defensive aggression does not meet the criteria to be considered violence.  

A fourth type of IPV is Separation-Instigated Violence and consists of “unexpected 

and uncharacteristic acts of violence” committed by a romantic partner during a separation 

period (Kelly & Johnson, 2008, p. 487). These acts involve one or two episodes of violence 

and are not typically consistent with patterns of abuse or control. The final type of violence 

is called Mutual Violent Control. This occurs when both partners are violent and attempt to 

control one another (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). This is a relatively rare form of violence 

(Beck et al., 2013) and not much is known about its features, frequency or consequences 

(Johnson & Ferraro, 2000; Kelly & Johnson, 2008).  

Johnson’s typology is important because it potentially resolves a number of 

controversial debates in the field of IPV such as the gender symmetry argument or whether 

IPV is rooted in patriarchal traditions. By proposing multiple, distinct forms of violence, 

both gender and family violence researchers are correct in describing at least one of the 

distinct forms of IPV. According to Johnson’s (2008) typology, while gender scholars have 

been describing CCV, family violence scholars have been describing SCV. Thus, each group 

of scholars, according to Johnson, have been looking at only a part of IPV and insisting it is 

the whole. From a clinical perspective, Johnson (2006b) suggests that certain intervention 

styles could be more appropriate given the type of IPV. Couples therapy, for instance, may 
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be a more appropriate intervention strategy for SCV than CCV. Nevertheless, while it may 

seem that many of the outstanding issues of IPV have been resolved with Johnson’s IPV 

typology, numerous gaps and unresolved questions remain. 

Limitations and Gaps of Existing Literature 

While Johnson’s typology has gained support from a wide range of scholars (e.g., 

Leone et al., 2013; Nielson et al., 2015; Schneider et al., 2013) and was the first body of 

work to highlight an extremely important terminological difference between family violence 

and gender scholars, there are several important limitations and gaps from this framework to 

consider. Most importantly, the distinctions in Johnson’s (e.g., 2008) typology can be 

potentially risky as it groups different forms of IPV, such as physical assault, psychological 

aggression, and sexual violence, together into a single category of IPV. For instance, SCV is 

distinguished from CCV, mainly, from the element of control. However, SCV and CCV 

both can be characterized by multiple forms of IPV such as psychological, sexual, and/or 

physical assault perpetration. This sentiment is reflected by Johnson (2006a) who affirms 

“many of the separate violent incidents of SCV may look exactly like those involved in IT 

or VR” (p. 562). This is problematic in that there may be good reason to keep these forms of 

IPV separate in research.  

Critically, physical assault, psychological aggression, and sexual violence are 

conceptually distinct and have a very different range of consequences from a legal and 

medical standpoint. Physical assault, for instance, may result in an immediate need for 

medical attention and has a much higher risk of homicide, while psychological aggression 

may result in much longer term effects on mental health. Moreover, Jacobson et al. (1996) 

and Kim et al. (2008) found that as time progressed with physically violent men, physical 

assault tended to decrease over time while psychological aggression remained consistent. 
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While I do not discuss sexual violence in depth in this dissertation, it is imperative to 

recognize that sexual violence is also conceptually distinct, can uniquely lead to 

reproductive harm and other consequences, and has motivations that differ significantly 

from those of physical assault and psychological perpetration (Caldwell et al., 2009). These 

findings together demonstrate that scholars studying IPV motivations may need to place 

greater emphasis on IPV forms as differentiated by physical behaviors (or the absence of 

them) alongside distinctions of control.  

Additionally, scholars need to better understand some crucial gaps in research left 

behind by Johnson (e.g., 2008) and, by extension, family violence researchers. Specifically, 

there needs to be a clearer theoretical framework to explain the motivations behind SCV and 

CCV. While gender and evolutionary scholars have offered patriarchy and male sexual 

proprietariness, respectively, as conceptual frameworks for CCV, there is not yet a concise 

theoretical framework that explains SCV. Family violence researchers have offered a range 

of potential motivations that can lead to IPV (which in this context aligns closest with SCV), 

as reviewed by Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (2012). Nevertheless, many of the motivations 

summarized by Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (2012) do not seem to be motives at all. For 

example, “anger” and “jealousy” are described by the authors as two of the seven categories 

that emerged from their meta-analysis of IPV motivations. However, “anger” and “jealousy” 

are emotions. Motives were defined earlier as a set of fundamental, underlying processes 

that trigger certain behaviors and are undertaken for some benefit. With this definition in 

mind, jealousy and anger cannot be motives because communicating anger and/or jealousy 

are not necessarily linked to benefits. Instead, they most likely function as mediators 

between an underlying motive and IPV. Based on the arguments of other scholars (e.g., Buss 

& Duntley, 2011) jealousy can be conceptualized as a mediator between male sexual 
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proprietariness and, specifically, CCV perpetration. However, the question remains whether 

anger could possibly mediate the relationship between motive and SCV perpetration? And if 

so, what is that motive? As will be discussed further in the next chapter, Sell et al. (2009) 

has offered one potentially useful explanation through the Recalibrational Theory of Anger, 

which posits that anger is an emotion that drives aggression for the purposes of getting what 

one wants. However, even with this theory in mind, scholars do not yet know the precise 

mechanisms that activate this motivation.  

This remaining question can most likely be better informed through further 

consideration of relationship dynamics. In almost all the frameworks discussed thus far, 

there is a distinct focus on the intrapersonal processes. However, Spencer et al. (2020) 

reports that the strongest risk markers for physical violence perpetration came from factors 

within the microsystem of the individual (i.e., the immediate setting of the individual) such 

as what other forms of violence have previously occurred in the relationship or relationship 

satisfaction. Perhaps further investigation into other relationship dynamics may yield more 

predictive power to models that deal with IPV perpetration.  

Clearly, then, if we are to effectively understand and, hopefully, prevent IPV from 

occurring in at-risk couples we need a new theoretical perspective that, at minimum, 

elucidates the fundamental motives for IPV (including isolated and infrequent acts of 

violence) and their underlying processes that link IPV to a range of physically- and non-

physically violent behaviors. This new theoretical framework should also consider relational 

dynamics, distinguish between different forms of IPV, and take into account cultural factors 

that may shift from couple to couple. Using an interdisciplinary approach that incorporates 

research from communication, family studies, public health, social psychology and 

evolutionary psychology, I propose such a model in Chapter 2.  
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Chapter 2: Violent Entitlement Theory 

In this chapter, I propose a new theoretical perspective on IPV called Violent 

Entitlement Theory (VET). VET seeks to fill some of the remaining gaps in the IPV 

literature by investigating and predicting the motivations that lead to the form of IPV that 

Johnson (2008) calls SCV.  One promising avenue in this regard is research related to 

narcissism which is defined, broadly, as “entitled self-importance” (Krizan, 2018, p. 16). 

Krizan (2018) maintains that “[n]arcissistic individuals are those who view their own needs 

and goals as more significant than other’s and exhibit an inflated sense of importance and 

deservingness” (p. 16). Indeed, a number of scholars have pointed toward the association 

between IPV and narcissism (Baumeister et al., 1996; Catalá-Miñana et al., 2014; Corral & 

Calvete, 2014; Dutton & Hart, 1992, Romero-Martinez et al., 2016; Ryan et al., 2008; 

Swogger et al., 2007). 

While this association is promising and sheds light on potential causal mechanisms 

of IPV, current research on narcissism is problematic. The most popular narcissism scale, 

the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1979), has come under criticism in 

that it combines qualitatively different personality traits that, studied in isolation, predict 

multiple behavioral outcomes differently. For example, in line with previous research (e.g., 

Watson & Biderman, 1993), Brown et al. (2009) argues that the Narcissistic Personality 

Inventory is comprised of the two distinct factors of grandiosity and entitlement, which 

function independently (and often contrastingly) to predict mental health and ethical 

misconduct. Grandiosity is often associated with leadership qualities, pro-social behavior, 

and self-esteem while entitlement is associated with “maladaptive types of narcissism” 

(Brown et al., 2009, p. 952) such as aggression (Pincus et al., 2009), psychotism (Buss & 

Chiodo, 1991), and Machiavellianism (Ackerman et al., 2010). Ackerman et al. (2010) 



 

 
29 

though advocating for a three-factor solution for narcissism, comes to similar conclusions, 

noting that entitlement is a qualitatively different form of narcissism that seems to account 

for the associations of narcissism with negative interpersonal behaviors such as “impulsive 

anti-sociality” and aggression. It seems necessary, then, for scholars to shift their focus to 

entitlement rather than narcissism and place this concept in a larger theoretical picture that 

can account for the different cognitive and behavioral processes that work together and 

function in a dyadic relationship in a particular cultural context. 

With this rationale in mind, VET proposes a new perspective of IPV perpetration 

that seeks to explain acts of IPV that are not necessarily embedded in dynamics of long-term 

interpersonal control. VET stipulates that this form of IPV is enacted as a punishment 

against a partner that is driven most proximally by anger arising from a sense of unfulfilled 

relational entitlement that is contextually-and culturally-bound. 

Assumptions 

There are two core assumptions that VET builds upon. The first is that individuals 

become angry when they are under-benefited in their relationships. This assumption draws 

mainly from Equity Theory (Adams, 1965; Walster et al., 1978) which postulates that 

people expect their investments in a relationship to be reciprocated fairly and get aggravated 

when this does not happen. Since its inception, Equity Theory has influenced a number of 

scholars from a diverse set of disciplines including those from social psychology (Adams, 

1965; Deutsch, 1975), communication (e.g., Dunbar, 2000; T. D. Afifi et al., 2016), and 

occupational health (e.g., Hu et al., 2013; Schaufeli, 2006; Siegrist, 2002). Consequently, the 

principles of equity can be applied to a broad range of relationships (e.g., romantic 

relationships, work associates). Although many of the adaptations of Equity Theory differ in 

their specifics, at their core, they all maintain the assumption that individuals become 
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stressed when there is a mismatch between investments and their subsequent outcomes 

(Meier & Semmer, 2012). Indeed, scholars have demonstrated that those who perceive 

themselves to be in relationships where both partners’ contributions are matched are more 

likely to maintain these relationships (e.g., Walster et al., 1978), be happier (e.g., Utne et al., 

1984), be more satisfied in their relationships (Dunbar, 2000), and be better able to 

overcome hardships arising in relationships (T. D. Afifi et al., 2016). Evolutionary 

psychologists have contributed further evidence by finding that couples with lower mate 

value discrepancies (thus, less mismatch in subjective individual traits) tend to have higher 

marital satisfaction (Conroy-Beam et al., 2016) and that humans, globally, tend to mate 

assortatively with regards to overall desirability (Conroy-Beam et al., 2019).  

Much of the crux of VET rests on the premise originally claimed by Adams (1965) 

which is that individuals use an interpersonal comparison to determine whether there is a 

mismatch in their romantic relationships such that each partner’s ratio of efforts to outcome 

are related. People can ultimately receive less investment from their partner than they desire 

(i.e., be under-benefited) or receive more investment than they desire (i.e., be over-

benefited). While many of the original models of Equity Theory assume that a mismatch in 

either direction is stressful (i.e., being under-benefited or over-benefited; Adams, 1965; 

Hatfield et al., 1985; Walster et al., 1978), other scholars only emphasize the negative 

effects of being under-benefited (e.g., Meier & Semmer, 2012; Siegrist, 2002).  

In this dissertation, I only assume the latter, such that individuals will find it 

particularly aggravating to be under-benefited in a relationship. This is because there is 

evidence that being under-benefited has a stronger negative impact than being over-

benefited (e.g., Hatfield et al., 1982; Sprecher, 1986; Taris et al., 2002; Walster et al., 1978). 

For example, evidence found by Sprecher (1986) demonstrates that the negative emotions of 
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anger, hate, and resentment are much more closely associated with being under-benefited 

than over-benefited. This is unsurprising given that the over-benefited are profiting more 

from the relationship than the under-benefited. It is important to also note that most work on 

Equity Theory has been done on Western populations; thus, this assumption is particularly 

true for Western societies but needs further consideration for other types of societies, 

particularly collectivistic ones. 

The second assumption that VET builds upon is that all humans are capable of 

violence (Daly & Wilson, 1988). This departs from work in the extant literature that views 

violence as pathological or disordered, perpetrated by those who, for example, were 

physically abused as children or have cognitive disorders (e.g., Capaldi et al., 2012). In 

representative US samples, 30% of both men and women report experiencing at least one act 

of sexual violence, physical violence, or stalking by an intimate partner during their lifetime. 

While this statistic does not differentiate between violence motivations (i.e., some of the 

violence included in this statistic could actually be conducted in self-defense), this point, 

alongside the fact that this number is replicated globally for women (with some countries 

climbing to an 80% prevalence rate; Devries, Mak, et al., 2013), points toward an underlying 

universal ability to partake in violence given a particular set of risk factors and motives. My 

goal then is to use this dissertation to take a step toward understanding more clearly the 

nature of the inputs that most directly lead to violence. I believe the first step towards this 

goal begins with understanding the formation and fulfillment of relational entitlement.  

Relational Entitlement 

Relational entitlement has been defined by Tolmacz and Mikulciner (2011) as “the 

sense of entitlement in close relationships” (p. 76). While this definition provides the basis 

for an understanding of relational entitlement, it lacks a detailed explanation of the term 
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entitlement. Thus, I propose an alternative definition that (a) incorporates Sell et al.’s (2009) 

definition of entitlement as an “expectation of better treatment” (p. 15075) and (b) draws 

from the assumptions of Equity Theory as outlined in the previous section. A more nuanced 

definition of relational entitlement, then, is a person’s expectation of a minimum level of 

positive treatment from an intimate partner to match the perceived investment of them self. 

I contend that relational entitlement is derived from an internal assessment that 

considers the two fundamental concepts of positive externalities and social exchange which 

are explained in the evolution-based work of Tooby and Cosmides (1996). Positive 

externalities are “[b]ehaviors that are not undertaken as intentional acts of altruism” but 

nonetheless have “side-effects that are beneficial to others” (p. 137). For example, Tooby 

and Cosmides (1996) give the example of “[s]omeone who is a better wayfinder, game 

locator, tool-maker, or who speaks neighboring dialects” tends to be a “better associate, 

independent of the intentional altruistic acts she might direct toward you” (p. 137). In other 

words, positive externalities are traits that, when expressed in behavior, benefit another 

individual at no personal cost to oneself. This can be linked to conceptualizations of mate 

value which is “roughly, a person’s overall desirability to their pool of potential mates” 

(Conroy-Beam et al., 2016, p. 2) as mate value is measured through individuals’ desirable 

traits (Buss, 1989; Conroy-Beam et al., 2016). 

Importantly, what is considered a positive externality can differ by contexts, cultures, 

and individual personalities. Consider, for instance, Tooby and Cosmides’s (1996) example 

whereby a “wayfinder” or “game locator” would be much more likely to be considered a 

positive externality in hunter gatherer societies than in present-day Western ones. Similarly, 

culture can also influence the preferred ideal level of a positive externality. For example, 

heterosexual women who lives in Country A may consider, on average, the ideal male 
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partner to be a 7 out of 10 in terms of artistic ability, while in Country B this number might 

be a 5 out of 10. Furthermore, individual personalities can also affect how positive 

externalities are evaluated. Narcissists, for instance, may over inflate their self-assessments 

of their positive externalities and judge their charisma and leadership qualities as over 

benefiting their partner more than they do in reality. 

 Social exchange, on the other hand, is an act that benefits another individual at a 

personal cost to oneself (Tooby & Cosmides, 1996). The greater the personal cost to oneself 

to give a benefit to another, the greater the social exchange benefit one has presumably 

given. Tooby and Cosmides (1996) conceptualize a cost as “a diminution in [an 

individual’s] direct reproduction” (p. 121). Building on this conceptualization, I consider a 

personal cost to be any expenditure of time, energy, or resources from an individual to 

benefit another. In the context of romantic relationships, social exchange aligns closely with 

the concept of relationship maintenance behaviors, which are defined by Canary and 

Stafford (1992) as the “actions and activities used to sustain desired relational definitions” 

(p. 5). Relationship maintenance behaviors are acts that benefit one’s intimate partner and 

that require investments on the part of an individual. If we examine items from Stafford’s 

(2011) Relational Maintenance Behavior Scale, we see that all scale items depict 

relationship maintenance behaviors that benefit a romantic partner at a cost to one’s time 

(e.g. “spends time with our families”), energy (“shows me how much I mean to him/her”), 

or resources (e.g., “shares in the joint responsibilities that face us”). Each of these items 

requires use of a finite set of resources from an individual. For example, an intimate partner 

demonstrating how much an individual “mean[s] to him/her” can range in behaviors from 

planning special outings to purchasing a thoughtful gift. However, most behaviors that fall 
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under this category would require use of one’s cognitive faculties, time, physical energy, 

and often financial resources. 

 Like positive externalities, social exchange benefits can also be sensitive to different 

cultures, contexts, and individual differences. For example, individuals from collectivistic 

cultures (Hui & Triandis, 1986) may place greater value on acts of social exchange that 

benefit family members more than individuals from individualistic cultures. Moreover, it 

should be noted that acts of social exchange are not always purely costly to the individual. In 

more collectively-oriented partnerships, for example, benefiting a partner can benefit oneself 

as well. For example, helping an intimate partner acquire a higher paying job can tangibly 

benefit both partners’ financial resources. There is also evidence from Aron et al. (1991) that 

in relationships with a strong sense of communalism, individuals include their intimate 

partner in their sense of self, so that a behavior that benefits the self and one that benefits the 

other become blurred. Nevertheless, even if it is the case that some behaviors are not 

completely costly to the self, personal costs often exist in the enactment of relational 

maintenance behaviors. And it is precisely this remaining cost—within the social exchange 

process underlying relational maintenance (Stafford & Canary, 2006)—that I focus on with 

VET.  

Theoretical Premises of VET 

As one of the main tenets of VET, I propose that each member of a dyad makes an 

internal assessment of the positive externalities and social exchange benefits their intimate 

partner contributes to the relationship. As social exchange is inextricably related to personal 

cost, I propose that individuals’ assessments of their intimate partner’s relationship 

maintenance behaviors are weighted by the personal cost their intimate partner incurred. For 

example, using a simple monetary analogy, if Person A and Person B were both to invest 
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$100 into their respective relationship, but Person A only has $1,000 total while Person B is 

a multi-millionaire, then under this principle, Person A has incurred a much larger personal 

cost, and thus has given a much higher social exchange benefit to their intimate partner.  

For a more complete picture, we can continue the analogy of Person A to include the 

concept of positive externalities and their specific relational dynamics. Say, for instance, 

Person A perceives that they offer 6 positive externalities and 10 social exchange benefits 

(which has been weighted to factor in personal cost). Person A would therefore conclude 

that they offer 16 total benefits to their partner. If Person A judges that their intimate 

partner, on the other hand, possesses only 5 positive externalities, then their partner would 

need to offer 11 social exchange benefits for Person A to avoid feeling under-benefited. 

Person A, then, feels entitled to a certain level of positive treatment in the form of social 

exchange benefits. Anything less can be considered a source of inequality, or even a 

transgression, from the part of Person A’s intimate partner.  

Importantly, the social exchange calculation considers a couple’s relational history, 

but is also constantly recalibrating so that even one severe enough transgression can 

ultimately tip the scales toward an imbalanced relationship, as the transgression negatively 

factors into the overall assessment of partner social exchange. Similarly, assessments of 

positive externalities may shift over time as partners naturally shift in their characteristics. 

Of course, these assessments are only grounded in perception and not necessarily in reality. 

It might be that individuals who make assessments of extreme relational inequality have 

misguided notions of their own grandiosity. Regardless of whether these assessments reflect 

a true reality or not, relationship assessments as described in VET depend primarily on the 

perception of equality. 
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Notice also in the example above that Person A is only offering 10 social exchange 

benefits but expects 11 social exchange benefits in return. This phenomenon could account 

for other conceptual definitions of entitlement, especially those related to narcissism, such as 

“expecting special favors without assuming reciprocal responsibilities” (Raskin & Hall, 

1979, p. 1). The entitled individual may feel that they are already accounting for the 

“special” treatment through their positive externalities. This offers an alternative explanation 

for narcissists’ propensity to exploit others (e.g., Ackerman et al., 2010; Emmons, 1987). 

While Emmons (1987) argues that these individuals exploit in order to increase their self-

worth, I argue that these individuals exploit because they feel like they deserve to. 

Entitlement has been studied before in predicting the occurrence of IPV as it has 

been theorized that entitlement gives rise to deservedness and ownership rights of relational 

partners, which then gives rise to permission to enact violent behavior (Brainerd et al., 1996; 

Exline et al., 2004; Fields, 2012; Walters, 2007). While many scholars have established a 

link between entitlement and aggression, Fields (2012), noted that entitlement does not 

uniquely predict IPV nor does it account for the link between narcissism and IPV. While 

Fields (2012) offers the possibility that entitlement was already accounted for in their 

analyses through other scales that measured socially-dominant attitudes or hostile 

attributional biases, I suggest an alternative view. I argue that we should focus on unfulfilled 

relational entitlement (URE), rather than entitlement in isolation (i.e., at the individual 

level). URE stems from an individual not receiving the social exchange benefits they 

expected from their partner. I propose that URE can generally be calculated through the 

following formula where the difference between the positive externalities of oneself and 

one’s partner is summed with the (weighted) difference between the social exchange 

benefits of oneself and one’s partner:  
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URE = [(Positive ExternalitiesS - Positive ExternalitiesP) + [(Exchange BenefitsS*Personal 

CostS) - (Exchange BenefitsP*Personal CostP)]. 

A positive value from this equation indicates higher URE (i.e., perceiving oneself as 

under-benefited), while a negative value indicates a lower URE score (i.e., perceiving 

oneself as over-benefited). I propose that individuals are constantly recalibrating this 

assessment so that any action or event can ultimately make an individual reassess any of the 

variables in the URE equation to yield a positive URE value (indicating unfulfillment). It is 

possible for positive externalities to be reevaluated as changes in employment status, 

appearance, personality, relational satisfaction, or resources arise. Alternatively, social 

exchange benefit calculations can be reassessed as individuals perceive their partner’s 

actions as ones that are not properly taking their welfare into account. It is possible, then, 

that even one particular action can serve as a catalyst to tip the scales toward unfulfillment. 

This tipping of the scales is conceptually similar to what Bushman and Baumeister (1998) 

call an ego threat, which is what they consider any singular event that threatens a person’s 

ego such as insults or criticism. 

Importantly, the existence of URE is not necessarily a clear determinant of violence. 

It is probable that most individuals have URE at some point in their romantic relationships, 

at least in small amounts, and that a vast majority of these individuals do not perpetrate IPV. 

However, it is when URE exists in large amounts that I expect the risk of violence increases. 

Critically, it can therefore be conjectured that narcissists (although not exclusively so) have 

a high risk of IPV perpetration.   

 The greater one’s URE, the more likely I would expect this person will assess a 

specific event as negatively valanced towards them, which can ultimately trigger anger and 

punishment motive in a bid for treatment they feel entitled to receive. This idea aligns 
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closely with the Recalibrational Theory of Anger (Sell et al., 2009) which posits that anger 

is a functional emotion that evolved for the purposes of negotiating and resolving conflicts 

in the interest of the angry individual. Another way of understanding this idea is that anger is 

an emotion used by an individual to gain power and/or control in a given situation. Evidence 

from experimental economics using public goods games also supports this idea as research 

has shown that punishment is an effective tactic in changing people’s behavior towards 

oneself (Fehr & Gächter, 2000; Kurzban et al., 2001). Indeed, Tooby et al. (2006) maintain 

that any form of transgression that is perceived to undervalue an individual should trigger 

anger, and “anger and punitive sentiment are closely related functional systems, using much 

of the same infrastructure” (p. 127). Thus, I propose that heightened levels of URE enhance 

anger and, ultimately, a punitive sentiment towards one’s intimate partner. This punitive 

sentiment can manifest in problematic and violent ways as the individual with heightened 

URE seeks to re-adjust the behavior of their intimate partner. Specifically, the person with 

heightened URE believes that their personal welfare needs to given higher priority by the 

partner. To reiterate in unambiguous terms, this is the perpetrator’s perception and not 

indicative of an objective reality. Furthermore, it is critical to recall that violence is a broad 

category that can take many forms (e.g., physical, emotional, sexual, etc.). As mentioned in 

Chapter 1, I will be exclusively focusing on only physical assault and psychological 

aggression in this dissertation. Thus, I argue that heightened URE is a key risk factor for 

physical assault and psychological aggression in romantic relationships. 

Contextual Variables 

If URE is a key risk factor to physical assault and psychological aggression, how 

does URE relate to other contextual variables that are known risk or protective factors 

towards IPV? I argue that many contextual variables either intensify or mitigate risk towards 
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violence by directly skewing perceptions of URE or contributing independently to violence 

risk through unique processes. Narcissism as a personality trait, as mentioned earlier, is a 

clear example of a factor that most directly skews URE assessment. Narcissists are highly 

likely to have elevated URE in their romantic relationships because they most likely judge 

their positive externalities much higher than what their partner perceives. Alcohol might be 

another such factor where inebriation leads to impaired judgement, and possibly, an overly 

negative assessment of a partner’s actions leading to over-inflated feelings of URE. 

Another potential intensifying variable is male sexual proprietariness. As discussed 

in Chapter 1, male sexual proprietariness refers to the tendency of heterosexual males to 

view their female intimate partners as personal property (Wilson & Daly, 1993, 1998). This 

sense of proprietariness can intensify URE, but it might also independently increase violence 

risk through a separate set of processes (i.e., unrelated to URE). While Wilson and Daly 

(1993, 1998) recognize that male sexual proprietariness can vary from individual to 

individual and across different cultures, they argue that this psychological tendency exists at 

some level in all human societies. Wilson and Daly (1993) argue that this form of 

proprietariness leads males to have a sense of entitlement over their female partners, which 

is how proprietariness may ultimately intensify URE. Still, I maintain that the sense of 

entitlement over one’s perceived personal property is qualitatively different than the 

entitlement referenced in URE. URE ultimately triggers punitive motive; thus, URE leads to 

reactive violence. Male sexual proprietariness, however, may motivate reactive and 

preemptive violence, the latter stemming from a bid for control over a female intimate 

partner against real or imagined threats.  

This bid for control often manifests through coercive violence, which includes 

behaviors such as intimidation, isolating one from friends and family, or controlling one’s 
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whereabouts (Dutton & Goodman, 2005). I would expect that a strong sense of sexual 

proprietariness paired with elevated URE can lead to a more severe type of violence, 

aligning with the type of IPV that Johnson (2008) coined as CCV (as discussed in Chapter 

1). Indeed, Johnson (2008) characterizes perpetrators of CCV as almost exclusively male 

and those with a high need for control. Moreover, CCV is more likely to include violence 

borne from jealousy (Babock et al, 2004) and be more severe (Johnson, 2008). In a meta-

analysis conducted by Love et al. (2020) that reviewed the risk factors for perpetrators of 

both CCV and SCV, the authors found that CCV was most closely associated with 

controlling behavior, jealousy, stalking and patriarchal beliefs. Given the effects of male 

sexual proprietariness, gender becomes an important risk factor that might separately 

contribute, and possibly moderate, URE’s effects on IPV. Thus, as discussed later, gender is 

tested in this dissertation as a potential moderator in the link between URE and IPV.  

In sum, various contextual variables (only some of which were alluded to here) can 

be conceptualized as either intensifying URE or contributing separate, direct effects toward 

IPV. In this sense, URE is useful in that it links a number of risk factors to violence 

perpetration through a cohesive theoretical framework. As will be discussed momentarily, 

this is just one of several important contributions that VET provides. 

Theoretical Contributions 

With the core tents of VET described, it is critical to articulate the specific 

theoretical and applied contributions that VET makes toward the IPV literature. First, VET 

was developed to account for cultural differences. The need for recognition of cultural 

variation in social scientific theory has been raised by numerous scholars from various fields 

(W. A. Afifi & Cornejo, 2020; Henrich et al., 2010; Nettle & Frankenhuis, 2019; Zietsch & 

Sidari, 2019). While I maintain that IPV is a human problem, I also stress the importance of 
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the variability of positive externalities and social exchange depending on the population 

under study. For example, in honor cultures (Nisbett & Cohen, 1996), reputations of 

toughness and strength are paramount, implying that these constructs are particularly 

weighted in positive externality assessment. Because the constructs that factor into URE are 

relatively broad, URE assessments should be able to account for cultural differences (such 

as those relevant to honor cultures) with the development of fine-tuned instruments. This 

point will be further discussed in the General Discussion (Chapter 7).  

The second contribution of VET is that it adds a new perspective toward clinical 

settings for both risk assessments and cognitive behavioral therapy approaches. This is 

especially needed given some of the critiques of current IPV intervention strategies (Wagers 

& Radatz, 2020). For example, in the US, the first formal efforts toward IPV intervention 

began in the 1970’s with the establishment of domestic violence shelters for IPV survivors 

(Buzawa et al., 2017) and intervention/treatment programs for IPV perpetrators (Adams & 

Cayouette, 2002; Wagers & Radatz, 2020). However, fifty years later, the high incident rate 

of IPV (Smith et al., 2018) demonstrates that IPV is still a common experience among 

Americans, and it is generally agreed that incidence rates for IPV have not significantly 

declined during this time (Wagers & Radatz, 2020). Moreover, meta-analytic reviews for 

perpetrator specific programs find very limited evidence of treatment programs reducing 

IPV recidivism (e.g., Babcock, Green, et al., 2004; Davis & Taylor, 1999; Feder & Wilson, 

2005). Many scholars argue (e.g., Smyth et al., 2006; Wagers & Radatz, 2020) that one 

major problem with these programs is that they use a one size fits all approach, which 

includes an over reliance on the criminal justice system and a lack of nuance when 

addressing different communities who have unique needs and relational contexts. Wagers 

and Radatz (2020) argue that one way to address this one size fits all approach is to use 
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proper assessment tools at intake into programs to develop a personalized clinical case plan 

that addresses underlying issues specific to individuals. A finely tuned URE measure is one 

possible assessment that can be incorporated into an IPV perpetrator’s intake program as it 

provides a unique lens into their relational history, can be tracked over time, and is less face 

threatening than direct IPV measures.  

This novel approach can also be used to assess couples as high risk for IPV before 

violence has occurred. Based on couples’ URE scores, practitioners could intervene to 

educate partners on risk factors to offer protection and safe haven to vulnerable individuals 

to extricate them from risky relational environments. A VET framework can also be 

integrated into cognitive behavioral therapy for IPV perpetrators seeking treatment. 

Tracking their URE over time could help provide evidence if they are likely to enact IPV in 

their relationships.  

A third contribution is that VET integrates and unifies much of the existing literature 

on IPV risk factors. I argue that many risk factors of IPV are understood better through a 

lens that considers IPV a behavior ultimately motivated by an attempt to extract a level of 

treatment the perpetrator feels entitled to receive (i.e., triggered by URE assessments). This 

is important because one problem in IPV research is that a substantial portion of it (e.g., 

research grounded in clinical disciplines, social psychology, and communication) often 

considers proximate explanations of IPV without a larger theoretical framework in place. 

Consequently, there is an inordinate amount of focus on specific variables as key risk factors 

for IPV perpetration. For example, there is a particular focus on alcohol consumption as a 

risk factor for IPV perpetration. Focus on alcohol as a contributor to IPV is found across 

multiple disciplines, including clinical psychology (Foran & O Leary, 2008; Leonard & 

Quigley, 2016; Leonard & Quigley, 1999; H. S. Pan et al., 1994), public health (Coker et al., 
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2000; Cunradi et al., 2002; Devries, Child, et al., 2013; Grisso et al., 1999; Kyriacou et al., 

1999; World Health Organization, 2013), and social work (Miller et al., 2000). 

 Yet, alcohol, a seemingly straightforward risk factor for IPV, is anything but 

without a larger theoretical framework in place to contextualize its potential effects. 

Consider, for instance, that research pointing to the importance of alcohol in IPV 

perpetration is derived from Western samples. When we account for non-Western societies, 

a different picture emerges. In Afghanistan, for instance, 53% of ever-married women have 

experienced physical violence since the age of 15, with this number climbing to 91% and 

93% in certain provinces of Afghanistan (Central Statistics Organization et al., 2017). This 

is despite the fact that it is illegal to drink alcohol at any age in Afghanistan, and only .07% 

of the population have self-reported drinking habits of any frequency—a statistic further 

verified by large-scale urine, hair, and saliva testing in a subset of the population (Cottler et 

al., 2014). In fact, 33 of the 50 Muslim majority countries have prohibitions on alcohol, 

ranging from total prohibition to strict restrictions (Al-Ansari et al., 2015). Muslim women, 

nevertheless, still have an increased rate of IPV (Adam & Schewe, 2007; Barkho et al., 

2010; Colorado-Yohar et al., 2012; Lee & Hadeed, 2009). While religious tenets, of course, 

do not guarantee adherence among the faithful, scholars have systematically found that 

Muslim individuals across the globe report significantly less alcohol consumption than non-

Muslim participants (Abu-Ras et al., 2010; Ahmed et al., 2014; Probst et al., 2017; S. Pan et 

al., 2016). Thus, a dilemma with a key variable such as alcohol presents itself: if alcohol 

consistently emerges in research as the key risk factor for IPV, scholars still need to explain 

how populations that do not typically consume alcohol can still have increased IPV rates.  

Moreover, scholars need to consider that alcohol drinkers in the US far outnumber 

IPV perpetrators. Roughly, 86% of people ages 18 years and older reported that they drank 
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alcohol at some point in their lifetime (SAMHSA, 2019) while only 25% of individuals are 

reported to have perpetrated IPV in their lifetime (Desmarais et al., 2012). Without firm 

theoretical footing, it is hard to predict when alcohol is a risk factor for IPV perpetration and 

when it is not. With the theoretical framework outlined in VET, alcohol’s role can become 

much clearer. Alcohol is a known substance that impairs executive function, and as a 

necessary consequence, judgement. I would argue that alcohol creates an overinflated 

discrepancy in the perpetrator’s mind between their and their intimate partner’s relational 

investment such that past and current interactions with an intimate partner become grossly 

exaggerated in the mind of the person under the influence of alcohol so that it significantly 

increases violent risk. Thus, it is plausible, albeit speculative at this point, that alcohol 

contributes to violence based on pre-existing levels of URE. Thus, if we consider alcohol as 

a moderator to existing levels of URE, it is easier to explain why populations with and 

without frequent alcohol consumption have high levels of IPV perpetration.  

Similarly, VET can shed light on why childhood violence increases the likelihood of 

IPV perpetration and victimhood for some people, but not for others. Scholars from public 

health, developmental psychology, and social welfare fields often point to childhood 

violence as a key predictive factor to IPV (Capaldi et al., 2012; Manchikanti Gómez, 2010; 

Vagi et al., 2013; Yakubovich et al., 2018). In fact, the CDC (2019a) lists “victim of 

physical or psychological abuse” as “consistently one of the strongest predictors of 

perpetration.” It is overly simplistic, however, to assume that all individuals who were 

abused become perpetrators of abuse. Manchikanti Gómez (2010), for example, reported 

that 19% of IPV perpetrators and 18% of victims report being abused as children. What 

about the other 80% of couples who experience IPV? Further, how can we explain findings 

suggesting child abuse can equally predict both IPV perpetration and victimhood at similar 
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rates? As Arata et al. (2005) reported, aggressive behavior towards others constitutes only 

one of many possible outcomes for the future behavior of mistreated children. Rather than 

becoming aggressive as adults, these individuals are just as likely to grow up withdrawn 

from others, depressed, or suicidal (Arata et al., 2005). While symptoms of aggression and 

depression are not mutually exclusive, they also do not necessarily co-occur with each other. 

Self-reported delinquency (i.e., fighting, theft, vandalism, etc.), for instance, only has a 

correlation between .15 to .39 with various other symptoms including depression symptoms 

(Arata et al., 2005). 

I propose that we can consider the processes of childhood violence on future IPV 

perpetration versus victimization through new perspective provided by VET. Perhaps 

physical/emotional abuse recalibrates weightings of entitlement in children such that they 

take in certain characteristics as particularly weighted in entitlement formation. Thus, if a 

parent abused a child for talking back or “speaking out of line”, the child learns that certain 

characteristics like, for example, being a parent, being physically stronger, being financially 

responsible is worthy of higher entitlement and deserves a certain expectation of treatment 

(e.g., not being talked back to). In other words, children take the attributes of their abuser 

and incorporate it into what they think are positive externalities that warrant a certain caliber 

of treatment that, when unfulfilled, deserve a certain level of punishment to recalibrate their 

behavior. While this is not that far from the explanation of a social learning perspective 

(Bandura, 1977), using this particular conceptualization creates new avenues of IPV 

research. It allows us to predict, for instance, that if adults who were abused as children do 

not internalize characteristics of their abuser, then they will not be more likely to have a 

skewed sense of entitlement and be at more risk of perpetrating IPV in their adult 

relationships. Similarly, if these same adults are paired with intimate partners who do have 
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these characteristics, it will be more likely that these people will consider their partners as 

more deserving of a bloated sense of entitlement. From a VET perspective, we can see how 

child abuse can predict both IPV perpetration and victimhood. VET, then, uses an 

interdisciplinary approach to make a comprehensive model that can inform the precise 

conditions under which IPV is likely to arise.  

 The fourth important contribution is that VET fills important gaps in existing 

theories, particularly those in both Equity Theory (Adams, 1965) and the Recalibrational 

Theory of Anger (e.g., Sell et al., 2009). For example, Equity Theory proposes that 

individuals seek equal relationships without ever expanding on what exactly makes an 

equitable relationship. While the construct of power may be invoked in these discussions, 

power, like equity, is a somewhat ambiguous concept that is tricky to both define and 

measure (Burgoon et al., 1998). Further, some studies of Equity Theory casts women as 

perceiving themselves as less deserving of equity (e.g., Hatfield et al., 1985), but it is hard to 

explain why that is the case using the basic premises of Equity Theory. So, either current 

measurements of equity are not reflective of women’s experiences or a problematic gender 

bias pervades the theory, which undermines its validity and utility in the current framework.  

 Answering what specifically goes into the assessments of equity also answers some 

of the gaps in the Recalibrational Theory of Anger. For example, the Recalibrational Theory 

of Anger posits that anger is a functional emotion that evolved for the purposes of 

negotiating and resolving conflicts in the interest of the angry individual. In this theory, the 

notion of welfare tradeoff ratios (WTR) has been put forward to help clarify the relationship 

surrounding anger and entitlement. A welfare tradeoff ratio is the ratio of the extent to which 

a party values your welfare relative to their own (Sell et al., 2009). Each individual in a 

relationship has a separate WTR that guides their behavior towards their partner and the 
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behavior they feel they are entitled to. Sell and colleagues (2009) argue that individuals use 

anger and punishment to recalibrate WTRs of partners who do not hold the welfare of the 

individual in high enough regard. Yet, for a better understanding of WTR’s role in anger and 

punishment, there are some underlying questions that need to be addressed. Where do these 

expectations for treatment come from? How are they formed? What exactly are the 

expectations individuals hold towards relational partners? Moreover, how does someone 

track the WTR they are receiving? 

VET attempts to answer all these questions (as well those left unanswered by Equity 

Theory). VET proposes that expectations for treatment come from one’s perception of their 

investments into a relationship through a series of calculations using the measurable 

constructs of positive externalities and social exchange. An important premise of VET is 

that individuals expect that the treatment received from a partner should at minimum match 

the perceived investment of the individual and that individuals track whether or not their 

expectations are met through assessments of their partner’s positive externalities and social 

exchange. The URE formula presented in this chapter serves as a representation of this 

calculation, such that expectations of treatment from an intimate partner should sum to less 

than or equal to zero URE. Any value above zero then would be considered behavior that 

failed to meet expectations, or an inequity.  

Thus, if the basic premises of VET are supported, there are numerous theoretical and 

applied contributions that VET can provide. To begin evaluating the validity of VET’s 

predictions, I outline a set of hypotheses and research questions tested in this dissertation. I 

detail each hypothesis and research question in the next section.  

Predictions 
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VET proposes that people in romantic relationships track the investments that they 

and their partner make into their relationship through contributions from positive 

externalities and social exchange. These investments give rise to certain expectations of 

treatment from an intimate partner, that when unmet, increases violence risk. Thus, at its 

core, VET predicts that individuals with a heightened sense of URE should be at greater risk 

of enacting violence against their intimate partner—especially, as focused on in this 

dissertation, physical assault and psychological aggression. As mentioned in Chapter 1, 

these two forms of violence are the most common forms of IPV (Breiding, 2015), are often 

aligned in terms of reported motives (Neal & Edwards, 2015), frequently co-occur (Capaldi 

& Crosby, 1997; O’Leary & Maiuro, 2001), and are often grouped together in studies of IPV 

(e.g., Capaldi et al., 2012). Thus, I expect both forms of violence to increase under 

conditions of high URE. However, given that both these forms of violence have quite 

different prevalence rates (Breiding, 2015), are qualitatively different from medical and 

legal standpoints, and have supporting evidence that there may be at least some different 

mechanisms motivating physical assault and psychological aggression (e.g., Jacobson et al., 

1996), I separate them in the following hypotheses: 

H1: Individuals with greater URE are more likely to perpetuate physical assault 

towards their romantic partner. 

H2: Individuals with greater URE are more likely to perpetuate psychological 

aggression towards their romantic partner. 

In addition to these hypotheses, I expect that gender potentially moderates the effect 

URE has on violence. As discussed earlier, there are several potential moderators that might 

alter the association between URE and IPV. In this dissertation, which provided an initial 

test of VET, I will focus primarily on the effects of gender as a potential moderator. From its 
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original conception, the field of IPV research has been a heavily gendered topic of study, 

beginning with the early gender scholars who began researching this field (Dobash & 

Dobash, 1979; Saunders, 1988). Since then, gender has been central to numerous scholars in 

many other fields ranging from evolutionary scholars who theorize on the related role of 

male sexual proprietariness (e.g., Wilson & Daly, 1993; 1998) to family violence 

researchers (e.g., Straus, 2008) who argue that IPV perpetration is a gender symmetrical 

phenomenon. Indeed, almost all empirically-based models of IPV include gender as an 

important factor in understanding IPV perpetration (e.g., Holtzworth-Munroe, 1992; 

Johnson, 2008). Given the long-standing importance of gender in research on IPV, it is 

critical to include a variable in this dissertation. Yet, based on the state of the literature, it is 

difficult to form specific hypotheses on the direction of potential gender effects. Thus, I 

present the following research questions:  

RQ1: Will the effect hypothesized in H1 be moderated by gender? 

RQ2: Will the effect hypothesized in H2 be moderated by gender? 

In the following chapters, I report the methods, results, and implications of two 

studies—an experiment and a survey study—designed to test H1, H2, RQ1, and RQ2.  
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Chapter 3: Study 1 Methodology 

Purpose and Procedure 

The purpose of this study is to provide an initial test of VET’s proposed relationships 

in an experimental setting. Participants were recruited through the crowd sourcing website 

Prolific.co. Since VET theorizes the processes involved in violence perpetration from the 

perspective of the violent actor, couples were not necessary for this study. Individuals, 

moreover, were preferred for the safety of participants who may not want to disclose abuse 

in a way that could be linked to their abusive partner. Supporting this approach is Moffit et 

al.’s (1997) argument that, under conditions that ensure complete confidentiality, either 

perpetrator or victim reports are suitable methods for reliably and validly researching partner 

abuse. Recruitment through crowdsourcing survey organizations, such as Prolific.co, ensures 

a higher level of anonymity that could otherwise be compromised through community-based 

recruitment methods. 

Once participants consented to the study, they were given an approximately 10-

minute survey that placed them in one of eight conditions that asked them to imagine 

themselves in a relationship with a hypothetical romantic partner. Participants were then 

asked to consider a scenario with their romantic partner that was intended to be upsetting 

and were asked to answer questions about their possible behavior in that circumstance. The 

survey was taken online on private computers using the Qualtrics platform in exchange for 

$2.50 as monetary compensation. This study was approved by the Human Subject Review 

Board at the University of California, Santa Barbara.  

Participants 

There were 513 participants who completed the survey. Participants were included in 

analyses if they completed over 70% of the survey, passed a data quality check based off an 
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open response item (see measures), and identified as either male or female (which was 

necessary to test RQ1 and RQ2). This resulted in a total of 500 participants included in 

analyses. Participants ranged in age from 18-74 (M = 31.90, SD = 10.75). Fifty-four percent 

of participants identified as female, 46% as male. Participants were free to report multiple 

ethnic and racial identities. A majority (73%) identified as White or Caucasian, 15% as 

Asian or Asian American, 9% as Hispanic or Latino/a/x, 6.0% as Black or African 

American, 3% as Multiracial, and 1% as Indigenous, Native American, or Alaska Native. 

Less than one percent of participants identified as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, 

Middle Eastern or North African, preferred to self-describe or preferred not to answer. 

In terms of relational status, approximately 32% were married, 29% were not 

currently seeing anyone, 27% were seriously dating, 7% were casually dating, 5% were 

engaged, and 1% characterized their relational status as “other.” Eighty percent of 

participants identified as heterosexual, 10% as bisexual, 3% as lesbian, 2% as pansexual, 2% 

as undecided, 1% as gay, and 1% as asexual. Less than one percent identified as queer, 

preferred to not answer, or preferred to self-describe.  

Experimental Manipulation 

There was a total of eight conditions in this experiment that manipulated three 

variables integral to URE formation within the VET framework: positive externalities, 

exchange benefits and personal cost (see Table 1 for full breakdown of conditions). 

Participants were randomly assigned to one condition where they were given a prompt (see 

Appendix A) that asked them to imagine a relationship with a hypothetical partner. The 

condition then described the participant’s attributes and behavior in their romantic 

relationship compared to those of their hypothetical partner. The participant was described 

as either high or low on positive externalities (described in terms of intelligence, 
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attractiveness, positivity, and financial stability), exchange benefits (described in terms of 

investment of time and energy into the relationship), and personal cost (described as the total 

time and energy that they have available to invest). 

After participants read about their hypothetical relationship, participants were 

directed to read a scenario that was the same across all conditions and described an incident 

where their hypothetical romantic partner flirted with the participant’s work colleague at a 

holiday event (see Appendix A for full text). To enhance the realism of the scenario, a stock 

image of lights was added below the scenario text (see Appendix A for image). The scenario 

was written with the intention to induce anger while also remaining ambiguous enough to 

allow multiple interpretations to avoid a ceiling effect.  

Table 1 

Experimental Conditions 
 
 

Positive Externalities Exchange Benefits Personal Cost 

Condition 1 High High High 

Condition 2 Low High High 

Condition 3 High Low High 

Condition 4 High High Low 

Condition 5 High Low Low 

Condition 6 Low Low High 

Condition 7 Low High Low 

Condition 8 Low Low Low 

Post-experimental measures 

Revised Conflict Tactics Scale 

The Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2; Straus et al., 1996) was adapted to 

measure the perpetration of two forms of IPV, psychological aggression and physical 
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assault. All questions related to the scales of psychological aggression (α = .83, M = 1.43, 

SD = .52) and physical assault (α = .91, M = 1.03, SD = .17) were used. The CTS2 has Level 

1 and Level 2 subgroupings of each type of violence so that it differentiates between more 

dangerous forms of violence (i.e., Level 2) and less severe forms of violence (i.e., Level 1). 

For example, with regard to physical assault, a Level 2 manifestation is choking whereas a 

Level 1 manifestation is slapping. Both levels, to be clear, are problematic, but 

differentiating the severity of violent behaviors can help categorize individuals who engage 

in the most dangerous forms of violence. In the current study, as will be discussed in 

Chapter 4, the Level 1 and 2 manifestations were merged within the physical assault and 

psychological aggression higher-order latent constructs. 

 Due to the experimental nature of this study, the CTS2 was adapted to measure the 

violence inclination of the participant rather than actual past violent behavior. Instead of 

asking participants how often an act has occurred within their relationship, the survey asked 

participants to consider how they would feel like reacting towards their romantic partner in 

private if the scenario they read had happened to them regardless of how they would 

actually act. This nuanced phrasing was included to 1) make IPV related questions less face 

threatening and 2) measure more directly the impulse toward violence rather than the actual 

behavior. This latter point aims to address the tenet of VET that URE affects violent 

impulse, which then feeds into violent behavior. Thus, when considering URE as an 

independent variable, measuring violence inclination as the dependent variable is 

appropriate, as inclination is considered the most proximal dependent variable in the VET 

model.  

 Each item that was selected from the CTS2 was adapted to the future tense (e.g., 

“insulted or swore at my partner” was adapted to read “insult or swear at my partner”) and 
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given a 1-5 Likert response scale where a “1” indicated the participant was “not at all likely” 

to want to engage in that particular behavior and a “5” indicated that the participant was 

“very likely” to want to engage in that behavior. There was a total of 8 psychological 

aggression items; examples include “[I would..] insult or swear at my partner”, “shout or 

yell at my partner”, “destroy something belonging to my partner”, and “threaten to hit or 

throw something at my partner.” The physical assault scale consisted of 12 items; example 

items include “[I would…] grab my partner”, “push or shove my partner”, “choke my 

partner” and “beat up my partner.” See Table 2 for the descriptive statistics for physical 

assault and psychological aggression by gender. 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Psychological Aggression and Physical Assault by Level and 

Gender 

Gender M SD Min Max 

Man Psych. Aggression  1.35 .44 1.00 3.38 

Phys. Assault  1.01 .06 1.00 1.58 

Woman Psych. Aggression  1.51 .57 1.00 4.13 

Phys. Assault  1.04 .23 1.00 3.42 

Total Psych. Aggression  1.43 .52 1.00 4.13 

Phys. Assault  1.03 .17 1.00 3.42 

 

Realism 

As a validity check, one closed-ended question was included that asked the 

participant, “How easy or difficult was it for you to imagine yourself in this scenario?” (M = 

3.49, SD = 1.17). Participants then responded on a 5-point scale where a “1” indicated a 

“hard time imagining” themselves in the scenario and a “5” indicated the participant could 

“very much imagine” themselves in the scenario. Overall, the mean of 3.49 suggests 

participants were reasonably able to envision themselves in the scenarios. Further analysis of 

this item is provided in the next chapter.  
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Entitlement Scale  

As one of my manipulation checks, the eight-item Entitlement Rage scale (Pincus et 

al., 2009; α = .83, M = 2.52, SD = .78) was included in the survey form. The Entitlement 

Rage scale is one of seven subscales included in Pincus et al.’s 52-item Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory (PNI). Other dimensions of pathological narcissism in this scale 

include: Exploitativeness, Grandiose Fantasy, Self-sacrificing Self-Enhancement, 

Contingent Self-Esteem, Hiding the Self, and Devaluing.  

There is another well-known scale concerning entitlement that could have been 

used—Tolmacz and Mikulincer’s (2011) relational entitlement scale. However, the items 

from the relational entitlement scale were not adaptable for this study given that the items 

measured feelings toward one’s current relationship (e.g., “I am possessed with my partner’s 

faults” or “When I feel angry with my partner, it’s difficult for me to calm down”) and these 

items would be difficult for participants to assess with a hypothetical romantic partner. As 

far as I am aware, no other alternative relational entitlement scale exists that would have 

been suitable as a manipulation check for this experiment. For this reason, I elected to use 

the well-validated entitlement rage scale from the PNI as part of my manipulation check. 

Given that the entitlement rage scale is closely associated with aggression (Pincus et al., 

2009), I expected experimental conditions that aimed to heighten URE to correspond to a 

higher entitlement rage score. Example items from the Entitlement Rage scale included 

statements such as “It irritates me when people don’t notice how good a person I am” and “I 

get mad when people don’t notice all that I do for them.” Participants then ranked their 

agreement with each statement from 1 “Strongly disagree” to 5 “Strongly agree.” 
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Anger 

A second manipulation check concerned evoked anger from the scenario. Two items 

that measured anger were adapted from Sell et al. (2009) and combined to create an anger 

scale (r = .75). Participants were asked to rate on a scale of 1 (“Very slightly or not at all”) 

to 5 (“Extremely”) how likely they would feel “enraged” or “angry” if the situation they 

read happened to them. I intended the anger scale to serve as an alternative manipulation 

check complimentary to the Entitlement Rage scale (Pincus et al., 2009). Whereas the 

entitlement rage scale captures relatively stable tendencies toward entitlement, the anger 

items are state-based, and therefore potentially more likely to fluctuate after reading a 

hypothetical scenario. If the manipulation worked, I expected that conditions with 

heightened URE should elicit more anger than conditions with lower URE. 

Textbox 

An open-ended response box was provided asking if there is anything else the 

participant would like to add. This question was included to filter out any potential 

nonsensical responses from bots and was scanned for any important themes that stood out to 

participants.  
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Chapter 4: Study 1 Results and Discussion 

Analysis Plan, Variable Coding, and Descriptive Statistics 

The main goal of this study was to test if heightened URE made it more likely that 

participants would report a desire to perpetuate psychological aggression (H1) or physical 

assault (H2) towards a romantic partner. In addition, I examined whether these hypothesized 

effects were moderated by gender (RQ1 and RQ2). Logistic regressions were conducted to 

evaluate the hypotheses and research question across the 8 conditions (see Table 3 for list of 

conditions).  

When using the CTS2, researchers need to consider multiple variants of 

psychological aggression and physical assault. This is because violence in community 

samples, especially physical assault, mostly trends toward zero, with typically 70% to 90% 

of participants having a score of zero (Straus, 2004). This results in an extremely skewed 

distribution that is typically unable to be normalized even through statistical transformation. 

Consequently, statistical assumptions for various tests are often violated. As a result, the 

CTS2 is scored in a manner that typically does not yield a continuous outcome measure. 

Rather, the most common method of scoring the CTS2, and the method used in this study, is 

by calculating violence prevalence (Straus, 2004).  

A prevalence score recodes violence occurrence as a binary response, where no 

violence occurrence is coded as “0” and violence occurrence is coded as “1” to indicate what 

percent of the group engaged in one or more acts of violence during a referent period (either 

in the past year or in the entire course of the relationship). A total of 71% of participants 

indicated they felt like engaging in at least one act of psychological aggression towards their 

hypothetical romantic partner after reading the scenario, while only 12% of participants 

reported feeling like engaging in at least one act of physical assault. See Table 3 and Table 4 
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for descriptive statistics for psychological aggression and physical assault prevalence by all 

eight experimental conditions. Given the dichotomous nature of the outcome variable, a 

logistic regression was run with all independent variables.  

Table 3 

Psychological Aggression Prevalence by Condition  

 

 

Psych. Aggression 

Total 0 1 

Condition 1 N 16 48 64 

% within condition 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 

2 N 8 54 62 

% within condition 12.9% 87.1% 100.0% 

3 N 22 41 63 

% within condition 34.9% 65.1% 100.0% 

4 N 17 47 64 

% within condition 26.6% 73.4% 100.0% 

5 N 14 50 64 

% within condition 21.9% 78.1% 100.0% 

6 N 24 37 61 

% within condition 39.3% 60.7% 100.0% 

7 N 16 47 63 

% within condition 25.4% 74.6% 100.0% 

8 N 26 33 59 

% within condition 44.1% 55.9% 100.0% 

Total N 143 357 500 

% within condition 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 

Note. “0” signifies zero inclinations toward psychological aggression and “1” signifies as 

least one reported inclination toward psychological aggression 
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Table 4 

Physical Assault Prevalence by Condition 

 

 

Phys. Assault 

Total 0 1 

Condition 1 N 52 12 64 

% within condition 81.3% 18.8% 100.0% 

2 N 52 10 62 

% within condition 83.9% 16.1% 100.0% 

3 N 56 7 63 

% within condition 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 

4 N 53 11 64 

% within condition 82.8% 17.2% 100.0% 

5 N 59 5 64 

% within condition 92.2% 7.8% 100.0% 

6 N 56 5 61 

% within condition 91.8% 8.2% 100.0% 

7 N 59 4 63 

% within condition 93.7% 6.3% 100.0% 

8 N 52 7 59 

% within condition 88.1% 11.9% 100.0% 

Total N 439 61 500 

% within condition 87.8% 12.2% 100.0% 

Note. “0” signifies zero inclinations toward physical assault and “1” signifies as least one 

reported inclination toward physical assault 
 

It is noteworthy to mention that the CTS2 can also be scored by two other methods. 

The first method considers violence prevalence by severity. In this scoring method, violence 

prevalence is given further distinction by the creation of three categorical outcome variables 

(as opposed to two) by splitting violence occurrence into two categories: prevalence of 

Level 1 violence only and prevalence of Level 2 violence. Given the adaptations to the 

CTS2 for Study 1, I chose to analyze results with the default method of scoring which uses 

only the higher order categories of prevalence without further delineation into severity level. 
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Study 2, however, as will be seen in Chapter 5, has the ability for finer-grained distinction 

since it assesses past violent behavior in actual relationships (as opposed to hypothetical 

scenarios).  

The second scoring method considers annual frequency of violent acts. In the 

original CTS2 scale, participants report how many times in the past year they have engaged 

in a particular violent behavior toward their intimate partner. The annual frequency scoring 

method sums up the frequency of items to yield a measure of how many acts of violence 

occurred in the last year. This scoring method was not possible for Study 1 due to the 

hypothetical nature of the study. 

Simplified URE Categorization of the Experimental Conditions 

Before discussing the results of the CTS2 based on violence prevalence, I want to 

first note two different treatments of the experimental conditions in the results. The main 

tests of the hypotheses and research questions will utilize the eight experimental conditions 

as they were designed for this study (as described in the previous chapter). However, after 

reviewing the results of these analyses, I observed several that occurred due to the 

distribution of physical assault inclination, and to a lesser extent psychological aggression 

inclination, being much lower than expected. As will be discussed momentarily, in the 

prevalence results for physical assault, the interaction effect between Condition 5 and gender 

had an extremely large odds ratio, and after some investigation, this was due to zero men in 

Condition 5 reporting physical assault inclination. Moreover, a brief glance at Table 4 

indicates low n’s overall across each condition with respect to physical assault inclination. 

These issues suggest that such low prevalence rates for physical assault spread out over 

eight conditions and paired with gender moderation tests required much more power than 

what Study 1 offers. One possible way to address this issue is to supplement the findings (in 
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post-hoc analyses) based on the eight-condition system with a consolidated system, whereby 

the eight conditions were divided into just two higher-order categories (i.e., high URE and 

low URE). This simplified system allows me to still conduct hypothesis testing, but in a 

much more simplified design and with increased power. I refer to this alternative approach, 

as noted in Table 5, as the Simplified URE Categories.  

Table 5 

Original Experimental Conditions and the Simplified URE Categorization of the Conditions 
 
 

Positive Externalities Exchange 
Benefits 

Personal Cost Simplified 
URE Category 

Condition 1 High High High High URE 

Condition 2 Low High High High URE 

Condition 3 High Low High High URE 

Condition 4 High High Low High URE 

Condition 5 High Low Low Low URE 

Condition 6 Low Low High Low URE 

Condition 7 Low High Low Low URE 

Condition 8 Low Low Low Low URE 

 

With the Simplified URE Categories, I analyzed differences regarding prevalence of 

psychological aggression and physical assault across only two conditions of URE (high and 

low). High versus low URE categories were constructed from the original 8 categories this 

way: conditions that had at least two of three components manipulated to be “high” (i.e., 

Conditions 1-4) were coded into the “high URE” category and conditions which had at least 

two of the three URE components (e.g., Conditions 5-8) manipulated to be “low” were 

coded into the “low URE” category (see Table 3). The analytic plan was the same when 

testing the original eight-category system and the simplified system. That is, the logistic 
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regressions used with the original eight-condition system and simplified-condition system 

were identical such that both models considered the effects of URE (via the experimental 

condition), gender, and the interaction between URE and gender on both physical assault 

and psychological aggression inclination. Further, both models controlled for age given the 

existing research that IPV perpetration tends to decrease throughout adulthood (Capaldi et 

al., 2012).  

 For the remainder of this chapter, I provide findings based on the both the original 

eight-condition system and simplified-condition systems. Given the post hoc nature of the 

simplified category system, the simplified results could have been presented after the results 

for the original eight categories. The decision was made to present the results for the two 

category systems together because it made it easier to follow and compare the findings. See 

Table 6 and Table 7 for descriptive statistics for psychological aggression and physical 

assault prevalence using the simplified conditions (i.e., high versus low URE). 

Validity Checks 

Realism 

Eighty percent (80%) of respondents reported at least being able to “moderately 

imagine themselves” in the scenario, while 20% reported having or “somewhat” having a 

hard time imagining themselves in this scenario. A one-way ANOVA revealed that mean 

realism scores across conditions were not significantly different from each other (p > .05). 

These results indicate support for experimental validity as a majority of participants were 

able to imagine themselves in the scenario and no condition was considered more or less 

realistic than another. 
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Randomization Checks 

Chi square tests were not significant (p > .05) for the relationship between gender 

and condition. Thus, there was not significantly more of one gender in any one condition 

than the others. A one-way ANOVA also showed that age was not significantly different 

across conditions (p > .05). 

Table 6 

Psychological Aggression Prevalence by Condition (Simplified) 

 

Gender 

Psych. Aggression 

Total 0 1 

Men Condition Low URE N 43 74 117 

% within condition 36.8% 63.2% 100% 

High URE N 39 74 113 

% within condition 34.5% 65.5% 100% 

Total N 82 148 230 

% within condition 35.7% 64.3% 100% 

Women Condition Low URE N 37 93 130 

% within condition 28.5% 71.5% 100% 

High URE N 24 116 140 

% within condition 17.1% 82.9% 100% 

Total N 61 209 270 

% within condition 22.6% 77.4% 100% 

Total Condition Low URE N 80 167 247 

% within condition 32.4% 67.6% 100% 

High URE N 63 190 253 

% within condition 24.9% 75.1% 100% 

Total N 143 357 500 

% within condition 28.6% 71.4% 100% 

Note. “0” signifies zero inclinations toward psychological aggression and “1” signifies as 

least one reported inclination toward psychological aggression. 
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Table 7 

Physical Assault Prevalence by Condition (Simplified) 

 

Gender 

Phys. Assault 

Total 0 1 

Men Condition Low URE N 109 8 117 

% within condition 93.2% 6.8% 100.0% 

High URE N 96 17 113 

% within condition 85.0% 15.0% 100.0% 

Total N 205 25 230 

% within condition 89.1% 10.9% 100.0% 

Women Condition Low URE N 117 13 130 

% within condition 90.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

High URE N 117 23 140 

% within condition 83.6% 16.4% 100.0% 

Total N 234 36 270 

% within condition 86.7% 13.3% 100.0% 

Total Condition Low URE N 226 21 247 

% within condition 91.5% 8.5% 100.0% 

High URE N 213 40 253 

% within condition 84.2% 15.8% 100.0% 

Total N 439 61 500 

% within condition 87.8% 12.2% 100.0% 

Note. “0” signifies zero inclinations toward physical assault and “1” signifies as least one 

reported inclination toward physical assault 

 
Manipulation Check 

Both the Entitlement Rage Scale (Pincus et al., 2009) and the anger scale (adapted 

from Sell et al., 2009) was included to serve as a manipulation check with the assumption 

that conditions that (theoretically) heightened URE the most should have the highest means 

of entitlement rage and anger. For both scales, I used a one-way ANOVA to test whether 

mean entitlement rage and anger scores significantly differed across both the original eight 

category conditions and the simplified conditions. For both entitlement rage and anger, the 
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one-way ANOVAs demonstrated that mean entitlement rage scores were not significantly 

different across either original or simplified conditions (p > .05). While this suggests that the 

manipulation check was not successful, which is entirely possible given some of the 

limitations of the study (as will be discussed later), it is also equally possible that both the 

entitlement rage and anger scales were not well suited for the manipulation check of this 

experiment given that (a) entitlement rage is probably a relatively-stable self-perception that 

is unlikely to fluctuate based on a hypothetical scenario, and (b) anger is a logical 

expectation of URE but is not perfectly aligned conceptually with URE. These points will be 

discussed further in the “Future Directions and Limitations” section of Study 1. 

Results for Prevalence  

Psychological Aggression  

Both H1 and RQ1 can be answered through tests pertaining to psychological 

aggression. H1 predicted that individuals with greater URE are more likely to perpetuate 

psychological aggression towards their romantic partner. RQ1 asked whether the effect 

hypothesized in H1 would be moderated by gender.  

To test H1 and answer RQ1, I conducted a logistic regression which required dummy 

coding the Condition variable given it is a categorical predictor variable with multiple 

levels. Condition 8 (which had the lowest manipulated URE levels) served as the reference 

category. This means Condition 1-7 were each compared to Condition 8 to determine if 

there was a significant difference in psychological aggression inclination between 

conditions.  

In addition, the model also included gender, the interaction between gender and 

URE, and age. For H1 to be fully supported, psychological aggression inclination in 

Conditions 1-7 should all be significantly higher than that of Condition 8. For H1 to be 
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partially supported, any combination of Conditions 1-7 should be significantly higher than 

Condition 8. In terms of RQ1, any statistically significant interaction terms between gender 

and condition would indicate at least partial support of a gender moderation effect.  

The omnibus test using logistic regression revealed that the original model was 

statistically significant, χ2(16) = 44.35, p < .001. Upon closer examination of the independent 

variables (see Table 8), only one main effect reached marginal significance.  

Table 8 

Logistic Regression Results for Psychological Aggression Prevalence with Original 

Conditions 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

 Constant -.06 .49 .02 1.00 .90 .94 

Age .00 .01 .18 1.00 .68 1.00 

Gender .33 .53 .39 1.00 .53 1.39 

Condition   7.12 7.00 .42  

Condition 1 .34 .53 .42 1.00 .52 1.40 

Condition 2 1.22 .63 3.75 1.00 .05 3.37 

Condition 3 .78 .55 2.07 1.00 .15 2.19 

Condition 4 .20 .52 .15 1.00 .70 1.23 

Condition 5 .78 .53 2.13 1.00 .14 2.17 

Condition 6 .19 .56 .11 1.00 .74 1.21 

Condition 7 .87 .54 2.61 1.00 .11 2.40 

Condition * Gender   11.25 7.00 .13  

Condition 1 * Gender 1.29 .84 2.37 1.00 .12 3.63 

Condition 2 * Gender .86 .95 .83 1.00 .36 2.37 

Condition 3 * Gender -.76 .75 1.03 1.00 .31   .47 

Condition 4 * Gender 1.42 .84 2.91 1.00 .09 4.15 

Condition 5 * Gender .73 .84 .75 1.00 .39 2.07 

Condition 6 * Gender -.05 .75 .00 1.00 .95 .95 

Condition 7 * Gender -.03 .79 .00 1.00 .97 .97 

Note. “Condition 8” and “Male” served as the reference category for “Condition” and 

“Gender”, respectively 
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Specifically, the main effect for Condition 2 (relative to Condition 8) was marginally 

significant (p = .05). This marginal effect indicates that participants in Condition 2 were 

3.37 times more likely to be inclined toward psychological aggression than participants in 

Condition 8. These results, at best, indicate very weak partial support for H1. Given, 

however, that only one of the conditions demonstrated a notable difference from the 

reference category (Condition 8), the overall pattern of results do not support H1. In 

response to RQ1, the results indicate that gender did not moderate the link between URE 

and violent psychological aggression.  

When conditions were collapsed into the Simplified URE Categories (see Table 9), 

omnibus testing indicated a significant model (χ2(4) = 15.46, p < .01), but upon examination, 

no main effects or interaction terms were significant, thus rejecting H1 and the possibility of 

a moderating gender effect for H1 (RQ1). 

Table 9 

Logistic Regression Results for Psychological Aggression Prevalence with Simplified 

URE Conditions 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

 Constant .41 .52 .62 1.00 .43 1.51 

 Age .00 .01 .01 1.00 .92 1.00 

URE Condition .10 .28 .13 1.00 .72 1.10 

Gender -.18 .62 .08 1.00 .77    .84 

URE * Gender .56 .40 1.89 1.00 .17 1.75 

Note. “Low URE” and “Male” served as the reference category for “Condition” and 

“Gender”, respectively 

 
Physical Assault 

Both H2 and RQ2 can be answered through tests pertaining to physical assault. H2 

predicted that individuals with greater URE are more likely to perpetuate physical assault 
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towards their romantic partner. RQ2 asked whether the effect hypothesized in H2 would be 

moderated by gender.  

To test H2 and answer RQ2, I conducted a logistic regression where Condition 8 

(which had the lowest manipulated URE levels) served as the reference category. This 

means that, once again, Conditions 1-7 were individually compared to Condition 8 to 

determine if there was a significant difference in physical assault inclination between 

conditions. In addition, the model also included gender, the interaction between gender and 

URE, and age. For H2 to be fully supported, physical assault inclination in Conditions 1-7 

should all be significantly higher than that of Condition 8. For H2 to be partially supported, 

any combination of Conditions 1-7 should be significantly higher than Condition 8. For 

RQ2, any statistically significant interaction term would indicate that the effect in H2 is at 

least partially moderated by gender.  

The logistic regression for the original model was not statistically significant (χ2(16) 

= 23.69; p > .05), nor were any main effects or interaction terms (see Table 10; all ps > .05). 

These results lead to a rejection of H2 and fail to support a gender moderation effect (RQ2). 

Of note, the interaction effect between Condition 5 and gender had an extremely large odds 

ratio, but upon further investigation, this is most likely due to the fact that zero men in 

Condition 5 reported physical assault inclination.  

 Once the conditions were collapsed into the Simplified URE Categories, however, 

the logistic regression was re-run and omnibus testing indicated a statistically significant 

model, χ2(4) = 10.10, p < .05. The model explained 4% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance of 

physical assault inclination and correctly classified 88% of cases. As shown in Table 11, a 

significant main effect was found for URE condition (p < .05) where people in the higher 

versus lower URE condition were more likely to indicate physical assault inclination. This 
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result is consistent with H2. Table 11 also demonstrates a non-significant main effect for 

gender and age (p > .05 for both) and a non-significant interaction effect between URE 

condition and gender, thus rejecting a gender moderation effect (p > .05; RQ2). 

 

Table 10  

Logistic Regression Results for Physical Assault Prevalence with Original Conditions 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

 Constant -1.05 .70 2.26 1.00 .13 .35 
 Age -.03 .01 2.87 1.00 .09 .98 

Gender -.31 .82 .15 1.00 .70 .73 

Condition   5.25 7.00 .63  

Condition 1 -.05 .76 .00 1.00 .95 .95 

Condition 2 .54 .74 .53 1.00 .47 1.72 

Condition 3 -.83 .91 .83 1.00 .36 .44 

Condition 4 .43 .71 .37 1.00 .54 1.54 

Condition 5 -19.44 6969.51 .00 1.00 1.00 .00 

Condition 6 -.49 .92 .29 1.00 .59 .61 

Condition 7 -.90 .91 .98 1.00 .32 .41 

Condition * Gender   3.37 7.00 .85  

Condition 1 * Gender .96 1.06 .83 1.00 .36 2.62 

Condition 2 * Gender -.25 1.07 .05 1.00 .82   .78 

Condition 3 * Gender 1.31 1.20   1.19 1.00 .28 3.70 

Condition 4 * Gender -.09 1.06 .01 1.00 .94 .92 

Condition 5* Gender 19.99 6969.51 .00 1.00 1.00 481190209.63 

Condition 6 * Gender .19 1.26 .02 1.00 .88 1.21 

Condition 7 * Gender .34 1.32 .07 1.00 .79 1.41 

Note. “Condition 8” and “Male” served as the reference category for “Condition” and 

“Gender”, respectively 
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Table 11 

Logistic Regression Results for Physical Assault Prevalence with Simplified URE 

Conditions 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

 Constant -2.79 .88 9.96 1.00 .00 .06 

URE Condition .89 .45 3.87 1.00 .049 2.43 

Age -.02 .01 2.63 1.00 .11 .98 

Gender .79 1.00 .61 1.00 .43 2.20 

URE * Gender -.33 .59 .32 1.00 .57 .72 

Note. “Low URE” and “Male” served as the reference category for “Condition” and 

“Gender”, respectively 

 

Overview of Study 1 Results and Discussion  

Psychological Aggression 

 Results were largely unsupportive of H1. Results for the original eight category 

system did indicate one marginally-significant difference consistent with H1, such that 

participants in Condition 2 reported higher psychological aggression inclination compared to 

participants in Condition 8 (see Table 10). Recall that Condition 8 was manipulated to have 

the lowest URE. This finding, however, was not accompanied by evidence from other 

conditions that were predicted to have similar results. Thus, it is possible this one significant 

difference is based mainly on chance. Moreover, collapsing conditions into Simplified URE 

Categories also did not yield any support for H1.  

In response to RQ2, there was no evidence of a gender-based interaction effect on 

the link between URE and psychological aggression. Overall, then, the Study 1 results for 

psychological aggression suggest that URE has little to no effect on psychological 

aggression. This conclusion is tentative at this time, given that this is the first test of URE on 

psychological aggression.  
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Physical Assault 

Results demonstrated partial support for H2 which predicted that individuals with 

greater URE would be more likely to perpetuate physical assault towards their romantic 

partner. When analysis was conducted for the original eight-category model, there was no 

supporting evidence for H2. However, when URE was collapsed into the Simplified URE 

Categories (“high” and “low”), results suggested that participants were 2.4 times more likely 

to be inclined toward physical assault perpetration when they were in the high versus low 

URE conditions. It is possible that the discrepancy in results between the original and 

simplified models—whereby a significant effect only emerged in the simplified category 

system—is attributable to a lack of power in the original eight-category test. Still, although 

the results for the simplified model are intriguing and encouraging, they must be interpreted 

with caution, particularly given the simplified model structure was developed in a post hoc 

fashion.  

In terms of RQ2, which asked whether the effects of URE on physical assault would 

be moderated by gender, both models (i.e., original and simplified) indicated no evidence for 

an interaction effect. Yet, like the interpretation for the results of psychological aggression 

above, further testing is warranted to be confident in these results. 

Limitations and Future Research  

 The first important limitation to note is that the manipulation check for the 

experiment did not yield evidence that URE was successfully manipulated across the eight 

conditions. While the experiment’s goal was to manipulate URE, this was a difficult task to 

evaluate given that URE is a novel concept proposed only in this dissertation. In efforts to 

approximate differing levels of URE for the manipulation check, I utilized two 

complimentary scales that measured entitlement rage and anger. Tests, however, detected no 
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significant differences across the conditions for entitlement rage nor anger. The lack of 

entitlement and anger differences across conditions could suggest that URE was not 

successfully manipulated in this study. This is possible for two reasons. First, a vignette 

study is highly unlikely to be equivalent to real-life circumstances and, thus, one’s real-life 

entitlement (i.e., their existing entitlement levels coming into the study) may not be easily 

overridden by hypothetical relationship dynamics. Secondly, the scenario used in the study 

might not have been sufficiently anger-provoking for the high versus low levels of URE to 

be salient to participants’ behavior. In other words, even when URE was manipulated to be 

high, the hypothetical nature of the study limited how much anger any participant might 

feel.  

 However, another interpretation for the failed manipulation check could be that 

entitlement rage and anger were not appropriate constructs to approximate URE. While there 

is conceptual similarity, URE remains a qualitatively different concept than both entitlement 

rage and anger. While URE is something that fluctuates depending on the specific relational 

experiences and perceptions an individual has regarding their partner, entitlement rage is 

likely to be a relatively stable quality of an individual in relation to the world as a whole (as 

opposed to a specific partner). Although anger was assessed as state-based, which seemingly 

makes it more likely to be sensitive to the URE manipulation, it is possible within a VET 

framework that URE can be high while anger is not. Thus, while one might logically expect 

anger to be heightened with increased URE, this need not be the case. Anger, for instance, is 

theorized to be a likely outcome of URE, but anger is not a necessary condition for URE to 

exist. In sum, then, it remains possible that the manipulation used in this study was 

unsuccessful. It also remains plausible that entitlement rage and anger were not ideal 
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variables for the manipulation check. Further research on the proper manipulation check 

variables for the scenarios developed herein would be beneficial.   

As mentioned above, another limitation to this study was that the distribution of 

physical assault inclination was extremely low when compared to physical assault 

prevalence in community samples. For instance, Smith et al. (2018) reports lifetime physical 

assault prevalence rates of about 31% total for both men and women using a nationally 

representative sample while physical assault inclination in this study (which should arguably 

be higher than actual incidence rates) was only 12%. Similarly, psychological aggression 

inclination prevalence was also lower than expected. For Study 1, the prevalence rate was 

72% across men and women, a 7% decrease compared to the 79% psychological prevalence 

rate in Straus et al. (1996)’s sample. The lowered rates for both physical assault and 

psychological aggression suggest that the transgression in the experimental scenario was not 

severe enough, particularly with regard to physical assault. Alternatively, it is plausible that 

social desirability plays a larger role in studies like the current one where participants are 

reporting hypothetical inclination to engage in physical assault and psychological 

aggression. Reporting on actual past behavior, while also potentially subject to social 

desirability bias, might not be quite as susceptible.  

Another important limitation to note was the sheer number of conditions, which 

might have left this study underpowered to detect small effects. In retrospect, given that this 

was an initial test of URE, different choices in study design might have been warranted in 

the interest of increased power. With eight conditions, and interaction effects, a larger 

sample size would have been beneficial. Alternatively, the same sample size might have 

been better utilized with fewer conditions (i.e., manipulating just one or two variables 

instead of three). As previously noted, it is also plausible that the scenario used in this study 
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was too tepid to elicit anger and make URE salient to behavioral intentions. In that regard, 

utilizing alternative partner offenses (i.e., other than the office party scenario) could been 

useful. A final limitation of note concerned the gender interaction effects, which were 

confined to only male and female identifying genders. With a larger or more purposive 

sample, future research can speak to the effects of URE on IPV with regard to other gender 

identities as well. 

In the interest of future research, it is also important for studies to move beyond 

hypothetical scenarios to examine actual relational experiences. Reporting on behavior in 

actual relationships overcomes some of the limitations of the current experimental study, 

such as failed manipulation checks, scenarios that are not anger inducing enough, or 

suppressed power due to too many conditions. Reporting on actual relational experience 

might also yield a more meaningful and consequential assessment of URE (relative to a 

manipulated URE level based on experimental condition). Additional advantages of 

studying actual relational experiences also come from more meaningful assessments of the 

VET constructs. Exploring actual relational experiences, for instance, enables assessment of 

past behaviors indicative of physical assault and psychological aggression as opposed to just 

inclination toward physical assault and psychological aggression.  

Studies of actual behavior also enable more sophisticated tests of physical assault 

and psychological aggression. In Study 1, for instance, the nature of the measurement only 

enabled me to test prevalence of physical assault and psychological aggression. A study of 

actual behavior, however, enables tests of additional dimensions beyond prevalence, such as 

frequency and severity of violence. In the next chapter, I describe Study 2, which addressed 

some of the limitations that arose in Study 1 by implementing a design that examines 
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participants’ reports on their actual romantic relationships, including past behaviors of 

physical assault and psychological aggression within those relationships. 
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Chapter 5: Study 2 Methodology 

Purpose and Procedure 

The main purpose of Study 2 was to further examine the fundamental propositions of 

VET. Whereas Study 1 tested aspects of VET through an experiment that employed 

hypothetical scenarios, Study 2 surveyed adults regarding their existing romantic 

relationships. Individuals who were either married or in a civil union were recruited through 

the crowd sourcing website, Prolific.co, and given an approximately 20-minute survey that 

asked a series of questions about their current romantic relationship. The survey solicited 

responses about their perceptions and behaviors regarding the relationship. The survey was 

created using the Qualtrics platform. Participants received $3.17 for completing the 

survey. This study was approved by the Human Subject Review Board at the University of 

California, Santa Barbara.  

Participants 

A total of 529 participants began the study. Participants were included in analyses if 

they completed over 70% of the survey, passed a data quality check (based on an open 

response item; see measures), and identified as either male or female. This resulted in a total 

of 508 participants included in analyses. Participants ranged in age from 20-75 years (M = 

40.59, SD = 11.13), with 48% identifying as female and 52% as male. Participants were free 

to report multiple ethnic and racial identities. A majority (80%) identified as White or 

Caucasian, 13% as Black or African American, 5% as Asian or Asian American, 4% as 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x, 2% as Multiracial. Less than one percent identified as Indigenous, 

Native American or Alaska Native, Middle Eastern or North African, or preferred to self-

describe. There were no participants who selected “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 

Islander” or “prefer not to answer” as a response option. Ninety-two percent of participants 
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identified as heterosexual, 4% as bisexual, 1% as gay, and 1% as lesbian. Less than 1% of 

participants identified as queer, pansexual, asexual, or preferred to self-describe.  

Measures 

See Appendix B for the full survey used in Study 2.  

URE 

URE (M = -1.22, SD = 4.65) was calculated through the formula described in 

Chapter 2 and reproduced here: 

URE = [(Positive ExternalitiesP - Positive ExternalitiesS) + [(Exchange BenefitsS*Personal 

CostS) - (Exchange BenefitsP*Personal CostP)]. 

Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics for URE by Gender 

Gender N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Men 266 -19.96 14.01 -1.44 4.87 

Women 242 -16.99 10.54 -.96 4.40 

Total 508 -19.96 14.01 -1.21 4.65 

 

The individual variables within the above formula were measured using the measures 

described next.  

Positive Externalities. Positive externalities are traits that, when expressed in 

behavior, benefit another individual at no cost to oneself. Positive externalities are 

conceptually similar to mate value, which is “roughly, a person’s overall desirability to their 

pool of potential mates” (Conroy-Beam et al., 2016, p. 2) based on their desirable traits 

(Buss, 1989; Conroy-Beam et al., 2016). Thus, positive externalities were measured through 

partner, self, and ideal partner mate value measures adapted from a scale developed by 

Conroy-Beam (in prep). This measure assessed 15 dimensions of mate value traits, 
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influenced in part by the mate preference questionnaires from Hill (1945) and Buss (1980), 

using 2 items for each dimension (30 items total). In the current study, I employed a single 

item to assess each of the 15 dimensions (15 items total) in efforts to reduce the potential for 

response fatigue among the respondents. Consider that participants were asked to complete 

the items three times—once each for self, partner, and the ideal partner. Thus, the single-

item strategy keeps the total survey items for positive externalities down to 45 (instead of 

90). 

The items I selected for each dimension were those I considered to use commonly-

understood language. For example, I retained “how often should your ideal romantic partner 

laugh?” over “how comical should your ideal romantic partner be?” The one exception I 

made concerned the items assessing “attractiveness of face” and “attractiveness of body.” 

For these items, I combined these concepts to create a new item that instead asks about 

“physical attractiveness.”  

Mate values were calculated through the same three-step process described by 

Conroy-Beam et al. (2016). In this process, Conroy-Beam et al. used a heterosexual sample 

to compute mate value for the participant and the participant’s partner by calculating the 

Euclidean distance between the participant or the participant’s partner and the average 

preferred partner traits as reported by the opposite sex of the person being evaluated. For 

example, a female participant’s mate value is calculated by comparing her traits to the 

average preferred partner traits as reported by males. If the Euclidean distance between this 

female individual’s traits and the average preferred female partner traits was short, then this 

individual would be considered to have relatively high mate value. Thus, a smaller mate 

value number (i.e., shorter distance) indicates a higher mate value for the individual.  
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Unfortunately, there is no existing literature on mate value calculations with 

Euclidean distances for non-heterosexual participants. As my sample of non-heterosexual 

participants was small, I opted to adjust the strategy only for gay and lesbian identifying 

participants. For participants that identified their sexual orientation as gay, their traits were 

compared to the traits of the ideal male partner according to other participants who self-

identified as gay. A similar strategy was employed with participants who identified their 

sexual orientation as lesbian where their mate value calculation took into account the ideal 

female partner preferences according to other participants who identified as lesbian. 

Although the strategy just described for mate value calculations has not been previously 

used, I deemed it appropriate because it maximizes participant inclusivity. Given the 

newness of this strategy, I ran the analyses testing the hypotheses and research questions 

both with and without LGBTQ+ identifying participants. Ultimately, analyses indicated that 

the results were nearly identical for samples that included or did not include LGBTQ+ 

participants. Thus, the final tests reported in this dissertation include participants identifying 

as LGBTQ+. 

Table 13 

Descriptive Statistics for Positive Externalities by Gender 

Gender N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Men Mate value (self) 266 3.13 18.29 8.37 2.96 

Mate value (partner) 266 2.72 17.41 7.92 2.62 

Women Mate value (self) 242 3.25 20.76 8.76 2.85 

Mate value (partner) 242 3.16 18.05 8.41 2.79 

Total Mate value (self) 508 3.13 20.76 8.56 2.91 

Mate value (partner) 508 2.72 18.05 8.15 2.71 

 

In accordance with the URE formula, the positive externalities of the participant (i.e., 

their mate value score; M = 8.56, SD = 2.91) was subtracted from their partner’s positive 
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externalities (i.e., their partner’s mate value score; M = 8.15, SD = 2.71) so that a positive 

value indicates a discrepancy where the participant is higher than their partner in mate 

value. Of note, participants’ mate values were, on average, higher than their partners’. See 

Table 13 for the descriptive statistics of positive externalities.  

Social Exchange. Social exchange is an act that benefits another individual at a cost 

to oneself (Tooby & Cosmides, 1996). Costs can be any expenditure of time, energy or 

resources from an individual to benefit another. In the context of romantic relationships, 

social exchange aligns with the concept of relationship maintenance. Relationship 

maintenance is defined by Canary and Stafford (1992) as the “actions and activities used to 

sustain desired relational definitions” (p. 5), thus implying a sense of investment on the part 

of the individual to benefit their partner. Consequently, social exchange for both the 

participant and the participant’s partner was measured through a modified version of 

Stafford’s (2011) Relational Maintenance Behavior Measure Scale. For space 

considerations, I used the highest loading item from Stafford’s (2011) reported confirmatory 

factor analysis of each of the following six subscales: positivity (e.g., “acts positively”), 

understanding (e.g., “is understanding”), self-disclosure (e.g., “talks about his/her fears”), 

assurances (e.g., “talks about future events (e.g., having children, or anniversaries, or 

retirement, etc.)”), tasks (e.g., “shares in the joint responsibilities that face us”), and 

networks (e.g., “includes our friends in our activities”). As social exchange also 

encompasses the idea of shared resources, I developed one additional item to measure 

financial contribution (e.g., “contributes financially to our relationship”). Each item was 

written twice to capture both the participant’s and the participant’s partner’s behavior so that 

participants answered a total of 14 questions (7 for self and 7 for partner social exchange). 

Participants responded to each item using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“strongly 



 

 
81 

disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). A composite score for social exchange was constructed 

and entered into the URE equation for both the participant (α = .71, M = 5.77, SD = .78) and 

the participant’s partner (α = .79, M = 5.64, SD = .95). 

 
Table 14 

Descriptive Statistics for Social Exchange by Gender 

Gender N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Men Social Exchange (partner) 266 1.86 7.00 5.70 .95 

Social Exchange (self) 266 2.14 7.00 5.82 .76 

Women Social Exchange (partner) 242 2.00 7.00 5.58 .95 

Social Exchange (self) 242 2.86 7.00 5.72 .80 

Total Social Exchange (partner) 508 1.86 7.00 5.64 .95 

Social Exchange (self) 508 2.14 7.00 5.77 .78 

 

Personal Cost. As there was no existing measure for the personal cost of social 

exchange in a relationship, I created a scale composed of six items each for both the 

participant and the participant’s partner. Example items for the scale included “In general, it 

is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for [me/my partner] to contribute financially to our 

relationship” and “In general, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for [me/my 

partner] to invest time into our relationship.” A composite score was created for both the 

participant (α = .74, M = 2.16, SD = .74) and the participant’s partner (α = .77, M = 2.36, SD 

= .82) to be substituted into the URE formula. 
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Table 15 

Descriptive Statistics for Personal Cost by Gender 

Gender N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Men Personal Cost (partner) 266 1.00 5.17 2.36 .80 

Personal Cost (self) 266 1.00 5.00 2.13 .78 

Women Personal Cost (partner) 242 1.00 4.67 2.36 .84 

Personal Cost (self) 242 1.00 4.50 2.18 .71 

Total  Personal Cost (partner) 508 1.00 5.17 2.36 .82 

Personal Cost (self) 508 1.00 5.00 2.16 .74 

 

Conflict Tactics Scale 

The CTS2 (Strauss et al., 1996) was used to measure the perpetration of the same 

two forms of IPV from Study 1—psychological aggression and physical assault. All 

questions related to the scales of psychological aggression (α = .77, M = 2.11, SD = .96) and 

physical assault (α = .88, M = 1.22, SD = .58) were used. As mentioned previously in 

Chapters 3 and 4, the CTS2 has Level 1 and Level 2 subgroupings of each type of violence 

so that it differentiates between more dangerous forms of violence (i.e., Level 2) and less 

severe forms of violence (i.e., Level 1).  

There was a total of 8 psychological aggression items that were divided equally 

between measuring Level 1 and Level 2 psychological aggression. Example items for Level 

1 psychological aggression include “I insulted or swore at my partner” and “I shouted or 

yelled at my partner.” Examples of Level 2 psychological aggression include “I destroyed 

something belonging to my partner” and “Threatened to hit or throw something at my 

partner.” The physical assault scale consisted of 12 items, 5 for Level 1 physical assault and 

7 for Level 2 physical assault. Example items for Level 1 physical assault include “I grabbed 

my partner” and “I pushed or shoved my partner” and, for Level 2, “I choked my partner” 

and “I beat up my partner.”  
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For both psychological aggression and physical assault scales, participants read each 

item and were asked to assess the frequency of each behavior toward their romantic partner. 

Participants selected whether the behavior occurred “once in the past year”, “twice in the 

past year”, “3-5 times in the past year”, “6-10 times in the past year”, “11-20 times in the 

past year”, “more than 20 times in the past year”, “not in the past year but it did happen 

before”, or “this has never happened.” 

Textbox 

An open-ended response box was provided asking if there is anything else the 

participant would like to add. This question was provided to filter out any potential 

nonsensical responses from bots and was scanned for any important themes that stood out to 

participants.  
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Chapter 6: Study 2 Results and Discussion 

Analysis Plan and Descriptive Statistics 

Similar to Study 1, I conducted analyses to examine whether greater URE made it 

more likely to perpetuate physical assault (H2) or psychological aggression (H1) towards a 

romantic partner and whether either of these effects would be moderated by gender (RQ1 

and RQ2, respectively). While in Study 1 I operationalized physical assault and 

psychological aggression by prevalence, for Study 2, I added two supplementary forms of 

analysis so that the annual frequency (i.e., the total number of violent acts in the last year) 

and severity (i.e., the distinction between levels of violence that would pose a greater risk of 

injury/harm) of each form of violence was also taken into account. Both of these 

supplementary forms of analyses are described in Straus (2004). In Study 1, annual 

frequency and violence severity were not possible to measure given the hypothetical nature 

of the study and the categorical classification of URE (via experimental condition), 

respectively. However, since Study 2 considers past behavior and has a continuous outcome 

measure for URE, both annual frequency and violence severity became possible measures to 

add to analyses for further nuance.  

Thus, for Study 2, I scored the CTS2 in three different ways to capture the (a) 

prevalence, (b) severity, and (c) annual frequency of psychological aggression and physical 

assault in the study’s sample. Each form is described in detail momentarily. Each type of 

scoring necessitated a different statistical test, yet all models run for this study considered 

the effects of URE, gender, and the interaction between URE and gender on both physical 

assault and psychological aggression. Further, all models controlled for age given the 

existing research that IPV perpetration tends to decrease throughout adulthood (Capaldi et 
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al., 2012). Table 16 provides descriptive statistics for psychological aggression and physical 

assault by severity level and gender. 

Table 16 

Descriptive Statistics for Physical Assault and Psychological Aggression by Gender 

Gender N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Man Psych. Aggression (L1) 266 1.00 7.50 2.76 1.43 

Psych. Aggression (L2) 266 1.00 6.00 1.31 .68 

Phys. Assault (L1) 266 1.00 6.60 1.38 .88 

Phys. Assault (L2) 266 1.00 6.29 1.14 .57 

Woman Psych. Aggression (L1) 242 1.00 7.25 3.06 1.54 

Psych. Aggression (L2) 242 1.00 5.75 1.35 .73 

Phys. Assault (L1) 242 1.00 5.80 1.33 .73 

Phys. Assault (L2) 242 1.00 4.43 1.10 .37 

Total Psych. Aggression (L1) 508 1.00 7.50 2.90 1.49 
 Psych. Aggression (L2) 508 1.00 6.00 1.33 .70 
 Phys. Assault (L1) 508 1.00 6.60 1.36 .81 
 Phys. Assault (L2) 508 1.00 6.29 1.12 .49 

 

Prevalence  

Prevalence was coded in the same way described in Study 1. A prevalence score 

recodes violence occurrence as a binary response, where no violence occurrence is coded as 

“0” and violence occurrence is coded as “1” to indicate what percent of the group engaged 

in one or more acts of violence during a given period (either in the past year or in the entire 

course of the relationship). Eighty-nine percent (89%) of participants indicated they had 

engaged in at least one act of psychological aggression during the course of their 

relationship, while 75% indicated they had perpetrated at least one act of psychological 

aggression in the last year. As a significantly larger number of participants indicated 

engaging in at least one act of psychological aggression during the course of their 

relationship, only acts of psychological aggression occurring in the past year were 
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considered in all three analyses of psychological aggression, echoing the default referent 

period recommended by Straus (2004). 

 Physical assault, however, was much rarer in the sample: 22% reported physical 

assault perpetration in the last year and 34% reported physical assault perpetration ever in 

the relationship. Consequently, acts of physical assault perpetrated during the entire course 

of the relationship were included in the calculation of prevalence. Given the dichotomous 

nature of the prevalence variable, logistic regression was used to test the effects of URE 

(H1/H2) and gender (RQ1/RQ2) on prevalence.  

Prevalence with Severity 

Prevalence with severity was coded in a manner that builds upon the strategy above 

by calculating prevalence with distinction to varying levels of violence severity. This results 

in violence prevalence coded into one of three mutually exclusive categories: “1” is coded as 

no violence prevalence, “2” is coded as Level 1 violence prevalence only, and “3” is coded 

as Level 2 violence prevalence. As done with the first scoring method, prevalence for 

psychological aggression was considered as one or more acts of psychological aggression in 

the past year, and prevalence for physical assault was considered as one or more acts of 

physical assault ever in the course of the relationship. Results demonstrated that 25% of 

participants did not engage in any psychological acts of aggression in the last year, 57% 

committed Level 1 acts of psychological aggression only, and 19% inflicted Level 2 acts of 

psychological aggression. For physical assault, 66% of participants reported no physical 

assault ever, 21% reported Level 1 physical assault perpetration, and 14% reported Level 2 

physical assault perpetration. Analysis was completed using a multinomial logistic 

regression where the “no violence” subgroup served as the reference category. A follow-up 
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multinomial regression test was also conducted to differentiate between Level 1 and Level 2 

violence, whereby Level 1 served as the reference category. 

Annual Frequency 

The final scoring method of the CTS2 was designed to reflect the annual frequency 

of violence in the last year for both psychological aggression and physical assault. This 

continuous score was calculated through two important steps. First, all violence response 

options were recoded to reflect the number of acts of violence indicated for that behavior. 

For example, if a participant indicated that a particular behavior did not happen before or did 

not happen in the last year, that item was coded as “0.” Response options that indicated that 

the behavior happened once or twice were coded as “1” and “2”, respectively. As 

recommended by Straus (2004), I used the midpoint for all response options that included a 

range. For example, the response item that a particular behavior happened 3-6 times in the 

last year was coded as “4.” Once all values were recoded, the items were then summed to 

give an annual frequency score for psychological aggression (M = 11.38, SD = 16.77) and 

physical assault (M = 3.72, SD = 14.75). This yielded continuous outcome measures that 

made linear regression appropriate for analysis.  

Results for Prevalence  

Psychological Aggression Prevalence 

As a reminder, H1 predicted that individuals with greater URE are more likely to 

perpetuate psychological aggression towards their romantic partner. RQ1 asked whether the 

effect hypothesized in H1 would be moderated by gender.  

To test H1 and answer RQ1, I conducted a logistic regression where psychological 

aggression prevalence in the last year served as a dichotomous outcome variable (either “no 

psychological aggression” or “psychological aggression prevalence”). For psychological 
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aggression, the omnibus test using logistic regression revealed that the model was not 

statistically significant, χ2(4) = 4.53, p > .05, rejecting H1 and indicating no gender 

moderation effect (RQ1). Upon closer examination of the independent variables, only the 

main effect of gender is marginally significant (p = .06). This marginal effect indicates that 

women were 48% more likely than men to report engaging in acts of psychological 

aggression. While potentially informative, this finding must be interpreted with caution 

given not only its marginal significant but also the aforementioned non-significant omnibus 

test. 

Table 17 

Logistic Regression Results for Psychological Aggression Prevalence 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

 Constant 1.29 .40 10.45 1.00 .00 3.64 

URE -.01 .07 .01 1.00 .91 .99 

Age -.01 .01 .92 1.00 .34 .99 

Gender .39 .21 3.53 1.00 .06 1.48 

URE * Gender .00 .05 .01 1.00 .92 1.00 

 

Physical Assault Prevalence 

As a reminder, H2 predicted that individuals with greater URE are more likely to 

perpetuate physical assault towards their romantic partner. RQ2 asked whether the effect 

hypothesized in H2 would be moderated by gender.  

To test H2 and answer RQ2, I conducted a logistic regression where physical assault 

prevalence (ever) served as a dichotomous outcome variable (either “no physical assault” or 

“physical assault prevalence”). The logistic regression model was statistically significant, 

χ2(4) = 21.54, p < .001. Overall, the model explained 6% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in 

physical assault perpetration and correctly classified 66% of cases. As shown in Table 6, 
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there were significant main effects found for URE (H2; p < .01) as well as the covariate age 

(p < .01), but not gender (p > .05). In addition, as discussed momentarily with regarding to 

RQ2, a significant URE x gender interaction was found (p < .01).  

Table 18 

Logistic Regression Results for Physical Assault Prevalence 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

 Constant .66 .40 2.75 1.00 .10 1.93 

URE .18 .06 8.34 1.00 .00 1.20 

Age -.03 .01 11.56 1.00 .00 .97 

Gender -.05 .19 .08 1.00 .78 .95 

URE * Gender -.12 .04 8.41 1.00 .00 .88 

 

The significant main effect for URE provides support for H2. The main effect for the 

covariate age suggests that the likelihood of physical assault perpetration is 3% less likely 

for every one unit increase in age. Although the main effect for URE was significant and 

suggests that URE is positively related to physical assault prevalence (H2), the significant 

interaction term between URE and gender, which was the focus of RQ2, complicates 

interpretation of the URE main effect. Indeed, it is typically not recommended to interpret 

main effects if there is an interaction effect that runs in two opposite directions (Rosenthal & 

Rosnow, 1991), which, as shown in Figure 1, is the case here.  

As can be seen in Figure 1, men with increased URE were more likely to engage in 

physical assault perpetration. Women, contrastingly, were less likely to engage in physical 

assault as their URE increases. Thus, there was only partial support for H2 which predicted 

that individuals with greater URE would be more likely to perpetuate physical assault 

towards their romantic partner. While an elevated level of URE does appear to make 

physical assault perpetration more likely for men, it unexpectedly, appears to make physical 



 

 
90 

assault perpetration less likely for women. In response to RQ2, then, gender appears to be an 

important moderator of URE’s effect on physical assault perpetration. 

Figure 1 

Interaction between URE and Gender on Physical Assault Prevalence  

 

Results for Prevalence and Severity 

Psychological Aggression Prevalence and Severity 

The multinomial logistic regression for psychological aggression in the last year 

demonstrated that model fit improved with the addition of the predictor variables compared 

to the model containing only the intercept, χ2(8) = 27.24, Nagelkerke R2= .06, p < .01. 

Parameter estimates (see Table 19) reveal that, contrary to hypotheses, neither URE nor a 

gender moderation effect (RQ1) was significant for L1 or L2 psychological aggression (p > 



 

 
91 

.05). Age and gender, however, demonstrated significant main effects for only Level 2 

psychological aggression. For every increased year in age, participants were 5% less likely 

to engage in Level 2 psychological aggression. Further, females were 1.75 times more likely 

than males to carry out acts of more severe (i.e., level 2) psychological aggression. No 

predictors were significant for Level 1 psychological aggression. 

However, these results do not provide a complete picture of gender or age effects on 

psychological aggression. For example, while gender was a significant main effect between 

the no psychological aggression group and the Level 2 psychological aggression group, I 

cannot yet say whether there is a main effect of gender if I were to compare the Level 1 and 

Level 2 psychological aggression groups directly to each other. If, for instance, the main 

effect of gender is not statistically significant between groups characterized by Level 1 and 

Level 2 psychological aggression, then results would suggest that dividing psychological 

aggression inclination into multiple levels of severity does not add further nuance. If, 

however, the main effect of gender was statistically significant between groups 

characterized by Level 1 and Level 2 psychological aggression, then I could more 

confidently report that results indicated that females were more likely than males to instigate 

Level 2 psychological aggression, but not Level 1. Thus, to round out this set of analyses 

and investigate whether there were any differences between Level 1 and Level 2 

psychological aggression, a follow up multinomial regression was conducted with Level 2 

psychological aggression serving as the reference category.  

The omnibus test for the follow up multinomial regression was identical to the first 

since only the reference category changed; however, parameter estimates (see Table 20) 

confirmed that Level 2 psychological aggression significantly differed from both the no 

psychological aggression and Level 1 psychological aggression groups in terms of age (p < 



 

 
92 

.001). For every increased year in age, participants were also 5% less likely to engage in 

Level 2 psychological aggression than they were Level 1 psychological aggression. 

However, the gender effect was not significantly different from Level 1 to Level 2 

psychological aggression, despite it being significantly different between the Level 2 and no 

psychological aggression group. Taken together, the results of both multinomial regressions 

for psychological aggression suggests that gender is not a reliable indicator. While it is 

possible that there is a gender difference in psychological aggression perpetration based on 

the significant difference found between the Level 2 and no psychological aggression 

groups, it is unclear how robust this finding is given the non-significant difference found 

between the Level 1 and Level 2 severity groups. Overall, then, the follow-up results suggest 

that the potential gender effect must be interpreted with extreme caution. 

Table 19 

Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Psychological Aggression Prevalence by 

Severity 

 B 
Std. 

Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

95% 

CI LL 95% CI UL 

2 Intercept .31 .51 .38 1.00 .54    

Age .00 .01 .01 1.00 .91 1.00 .98 1.02 

URE -.03 .07 .21 1.00 .65 .97 .85 1.11 

Gender .33 .22 2.27 1.00 .13 1.39 .91 2.13 

URE * Gender .03 .05 .29 1.00 .59 1.03 .93 1.13 

3 Intercept .89 .72 1.51 1.00 .22    

Age -.05 .02 12.00 1.00 .00 .95 .92 .98 

URE .06 .09 .48 1.00 .49 1.07 .89 1.28 

Gender .56 .28 3.92 1.00 .048 1.75 1.01 3.04 

URE * Gender -.05 .06 .80 1.00 .37 .95 .84 1.07 

1 “No psychological aggression in the last year” 2 “Level 1 psychological aggression 

only” 3 “Level 2 psychological aggression.” The reference category is: 1.  
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Table 20 

Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Psychological Aggression Prevalence by 

Severity (Follow up) 

 B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

95% 

CI LL 

95% CI 

UL 

1 Intercept -.89 .72 1.51 1.00 .22    

Age .05 .02 12.00 1.00 .00 1.05 1.02 1.09 

URE -.06 .09 .48 1.00 .49 .94 .78 1.13 

Gender -.56 .28 3.92 1.00 .05 .57 .33 .99 

URE * Gender .05 .06 .80 1.00 .37 1.06 .94 1.19 

2 Intercept -.57 .65 .78 1.00 .38    

Age .05 .01 14.87 1.00 .00 1.05 1.03 1.08 

URE -.10 .08 1.34 1.00 .25 .91 .77 1.07 

Gender -.23 .25 .88 1.00 .35 .79 .49 1.29 

URE * Gender .08 .05 2.31 1.00 .13 1.08 .98 1.20 

1 “No psychological aggression in the last year” 2 “Level 1 psychological aggression 

only” 3 “Level 2 psychological aggression.” The reference category is: 3.  
 

Physical Assault Prevalence and Severity 

 A multinomial logistic regression indicated that model fit improved with the addition 

of the predictor variables compared to the model containing only the intercept, χ2(8) = 22.66, 

Nagelkerke R2= .05, p < .05. Parameter estimates (see Table 21) revealed that for Level 1 

physical assault perpetration (ever), the main effect of age (p < .05) and the interaction 

between gender and URE were significant (p < .05). The main effect of URE was marginally 

significant (p = .06). The results are nearly identical for Level 2 physical assault (ever) with 

the exception that the main effect of URE reaches significance (p < .01), while the main 

effect of age (p < .05) and the interaction between URE and gender (p < .01) remain 

significant.  
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Table 21 

Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Physical Assault Prevalence by Severity 

 B 
Std. 

Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

95% CI 

LL 

95% CI 

UL 

2 Intercept .17 .58 .09 1.00 .76    

Age -.03 .01 7.88 1.00 .01 .97 .95 .99 

URE .15 .08 3.63 1.00 .06 1.16 1.00 1.34 

Gender -.04 .23 .03 1.00 .86 .96 .61 1.51 

URE * Gender -.10 .05 4.15 1.00 .04 .90 .82 1.00 

3 Intercept -.19 .67 .08 1.00 .77    

Age -.03 .01 5.69 1.00 .02 .97 .94 .99 

URE .24 .09 7.52 1.00 .01 1.27 1.07 1.51 

Gender -.06 .27 .05 1.00 .82 .94 .55 1.60 

URE * Gender -.15 .06 6.80 1.00 .01 .86 .77 .96 

Note. 1 “No physical assault ever” 2 “Level 1 physical assault only” 3 “Level 2 physical 

assault.” The reference category is: 1. 

 

 Likelihood ratios reveal a 3% decrease in both Level 1 and Level 2 physical assault 

perpetration for every year in age gained. Graphing the interaction effects for both Level 1 

and Level 2 physical assault indicated identical trends to those in the previous logistic 

regression results (see Figure 2 and Figure 3). These results reiterate partial support for H2 

and further suggest (in response to RQ2) that increased URE has opposite effects on male 

and female physical assault perpetration. While males appear more likely to engage in 

physical assault perpetration as their URE increases, females, unexpectedly, appear less 

likely to inflict physical assault towards their partner as URE increases. Given the nature of 

the interaction effect between URE and gender, the main effect of URE on physical assault 

was not interpreted.  
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Figure 2 

Interaction between URE and Gender by Physical Assault Prevalence and Severity (No 

violence vs Level 1-only) 
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Figure 3 

Interaction between URE and Gender by Physical Assault Prevalence and Severity (No 

violence vs Level 2) 

  
 A follow up multinomial regression (see Table 22) where Level 2 physical assault 

served as the reference category showed no significant difference between Level 1 and 

Level 2 physical assault in any predictor variables (p > .05). Given that the same variables 

were statistically significant for both Level 1 and Level 2 physical assault when each were 

compared to the no violence group, and that follow up testing indicated that both Level 1 

and Level 2 are statistically equivalent to each other, I suggest that the effects of age, URE, 

and URE x gender is more generally applied to physical assault prevalence as opposed to a 

specific level of physical assault severity.  
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Table 22 

Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Physical Assault Prevalence by Severity 
(Follow up) 

 B 
Std. 

Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

95% CI 

LL 

95% CI 

UL 

1 Intercept .19 .67 .08 1.00 .77    

Age .03 .01 5.69 1.00 .02 1.03 1.01 1.06 

URE -.24 .09 7.52 1.00 .01 .79 .66 .93 

Gender .06 .27 .05 1.00 .82 1.06 .63 1.81 

URE * Gender .15 .06 6.80 1.00 .01 1.16 1.04 1.30 

2 Intercept .37 .80 .21 1.00 .64    

Age .00 .02 .00 1.00 .99 1.00 .97 1.03 

URE -.09 .10 .87 1.00 .35 .91 .75 1.11 

Gender .02 .32 .01 1.00 .94 1.02 .55 1.90 

URE * Gender .05 .07 .53 1.00 .47 1.05 .92 1.20 

Note. 1 “No physical assault ever” 2 “Level 1 physical assault only” 3 “Level 2 physical 

assault.” The reference category is: 3. 
 

Results by Annual Frequency 

Psychological Aggression Annual Frequency 

For psychological aggression, multiple regression analysis indicated a significant 

model that included the four same independent variables (R2 =.02, F(4, 505) = 2.61, p < 

.05). Consistent with previous analyses, URE was not a significant predictor of 

psychological aggression nor was URE moderated by gender. These results lead to a 

rejection of H1. Moreover, in response to RQ2, there was no apparent gender moderation 

effect (RQ1). Significant main effects were found for gender (β = .09, p < .05) and age (β = -

.09, p < .05). These results indicated that younger participants were more likely to report an 

increased annual frequency of psychological aggression in the last year. While the 

robustness of a gender effect was unclear with tests of prevalence, a potential gender effect 

becomes more apparent with tests of annual frequency. With this form of analysis, women 

tended to report more acts of psychological aggression than men. 
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Table 23 

Regression Results for Psychological Aggression Annual Frequency 

 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B 

Std. 

Error Beta 

 (Constant) 12.42 3.59  3.46 .00 

Age -.14 .07 -.10 -2.15 .03 

URE .61 .49 .17 1.24 .22 

Gender 3.26 1.49 .10 2.18 .03 

URE * Gender -.35 .32 -.14 -1.07 .28 

 
Physical Assault Annual Frequency 

The overall regression model was statistically significant, F(4, 505) = 4.08, p < .01, 

R2 =.03. Physical assault in the last year was significantly predicted by age (β = -.12, p 

<.01), URE (β = .38, p <.01), and the interaction between URE and gender (β = -.32, p 

<.05). These results converged with those of the preceding analyses in that: (a) the annual 

frequency of physical assault decreases as participants age, (b) gender was not a significant 

predictor in the model, (c) the main effect of URE was not interpreted given the direction of 

the interaction effect, and (d) as URE increases for men, physical assault perpetration 

increases, while (e) this effect is the opposite for women, such that physical assault 

decreases as URE increases (H2; RQ2). A graph of the interaction is shown in Figure 4. 
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Table 24 

Regression Results for Physical Assault Annual Frequency 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 (Constant) 12.05 3.12  3.86 .00 

Age -.16 .06 -.12 -2.69 .01 

URE 1.20 .42 .38 2.82 .01 

Gender -1.33 1.30 -.05 -1.03 .30 

URE * Gender -.70 .28 -.33 -2.47 .01 

 
Figure 4 

Interaction between URE and Gender on Physical Assault Annual Frequency  
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Overview of Study 2 Results and Discussion  

Psychological Aggression 

 There was some minor evidence in Study 1 (with regard to H1) suggesting that URE 

might increase psychological aggression. No such evidence surfaced for Study 2. Across all 

three analyses, URE was not significantly associated with psychological aggression. Thus, 

all tests in Study 2 failed to support H1. Further, in response to RQ1, there was no evidence 

that URE was moderated by gender for psychological aggression. Only two predictors of 

psychological aggression demonstrated statistical significance in the Study 2 analyses: age 

and gender.  

Age was a predictor of psychological aggression in two of the three analyses. While 

Study 1 did not find a main effect for age, Study 2 indicated that as participants grow older, 

they are less likely to engage in Level 2 psychological aggression. Follow-up testing further 

indicated that as individuals age, they are more likely to engage in Level 1 and 

simultaneously less likely to engage in Level 2 psychological aggression. These results 

coincide with Kim et al. (2008) which found in a 10-year longitudinal panel study that men 

were significantly likely to decrease the severity of psychological aggression over time, 

although the prevalence rates of psychological aggression remained stable over time, such 

that at least one incident of psychological aggression occurred during each of their time 

interval assessments (roughly every two years). The findings from this study together with 

those from previous literature suggest that psychological aggression prevalence in the form 

of at least one incident over the course of longer time interval (such as a year or two) is 

stable and common among most romantic couples; however, as individuals grow older, any 

incidence of psychological aggression enactment become increasingly likely to be in the less 

severe category of behavior (i.e., Level 1).  
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Gender was another significant predictor that emerged in analyses. A gender effect 

emerged in both tests of prevalence and annual frequency. However, in tests of prevalence, 

the interpretation of the gender effect was much more ambiguous. Gender was only 

marginally significant in tests of psychological aggression prevalence (without distinction to 

severity levels). For tests of prevalence that considered psychological aggression severity, 

results demonstrated that the gender effect only existed for Level 2 acts of psychological 

aggression (but not Level 1) when compared to the reference category of no psychological 

aggression. That is, women were 1.75 times more likely than men to engage in acts like 

destroying things or threatening to harm their partner, but no difference emerged for less 

severe acts of psychological aggression such as shouting or swearing at their partner. 

Follow-up testing, though, found no significant difference in the main effect of gender 

between Level 1 and Level 2 psychological aggression, indicating that neither men or 

women are more likely to engage in Level 1 psychological aggression compared to Level 2 

psychological aggression (or vice versa). The lack of a significant gender effect between 

Level 1 and Level 2 psychological aggression perpetration makes interpreting the gender 

effect unclear. Most likely, then, the finding that women are more likely to perpetrate level 2 

psychological aggression is unreliable. 

 While the gender effect did not clearly emerge through tests of prevalence, the 

gender effect comes into better focus when considering the results of tests by annual 

frequency. Tests that considered the annual frequency of psychological aggression indicated 

that women more frequently engaged in acts of psychological aggression than men, which is 

compatible with arguments made by family violence researchers (e.g. Straus, 2010) and 

Johnson’s typology (e.g., Johnson, 2008) (as discussed in Chapter 1 and will be further 

discussed in Chapter 7). These findings also align with research conducted by Muñoz-Rivas 
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et al. (2007) who found that women (relative to men) more frequently engaged in acts of 

psychological violence toward their partners. This could suggest that the gender effect for 

psychological prevalence does exist, but it only comes into focus when considering tests of 

annual frequency. Again, though, it is advisable to treat these gender effects with caution 

given that they were not found consistently across all models.  

Physical Assault 

 Study 2 offered consistent evidence that URE is significantly associated with 

physical assault (H2). Yet, in response to RQ2, it appears that the link between URE and 

physical assault is moderated by gender, such that as URE increases for men, physical 

assault perpetration increases. This effect is the opposite for women, however, such that as 

URE increases, physical assault decreases.  

One possible explanation for the significant moderation effect found in Study 2 

regarding physical assault concerns the controversial claim made by gender scholars that 

women are more likely than men to perpetrate physical assault as a means of self-defense or 

retaliation. Empirical evidence has both supported (e.g., Kernsmith, 2005; Makepeace, 

1986; Ross, 2011) and not supported (e.g., Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012; Leisring, 

2012) the claim that self-defense accounts for a majority of female perpetrated IPV. Part of 

this is most likely due to self-defense not being clearly defined by some scholars (e.g., 

Makepeace) or differentiated from retaliation by others (e.g., Harned, 2001). While scholars 

need to continue to work on better understanding the reasons for the mixed results on female 

self-defense motivation, the findings from Study 2 supports the idea that heterosexual 

female IPV perpetration is interconnected to male IPV perpetration.  

 In other words, female physical assault perpetration might be higher when they have 

lowered URE because they are retaliating or using self-defense as their primary motive for 
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physical assault. These women, then, may be perpetrating physical assault against 

physically-violent male partners (with heightened URE) who initiated violence first. Thus, 

the differing results with regard to RQ2 between Study 1 and Study 2 could be accounted for 

by considering that the females in Study 2 might be responding to real life circumstances 

that counteract any main effects of URE on physical assault perpetration.  

This interpretation would support the argument made by gender researchers that 

heterosexual women’s physical violence is rarely done in isolation (i.e., without provocation 

from male violence). Rather, women’s physical violence might be predictive of men’s 

physical violence behavior as women’s violence behavior is driven by their self-

defense/retaliation following a partner’s violence. This would indicate that physical assault 

perpetration is fundamentally different for women than it is for men, and that as a 

consequence, URE operates in a much more nuanced way for men and women. When we 

consider relational conditions on the ground, low URE could increase risk of physical 

assault perpetration by possibly increasing risk of IPV victimization. If lower URE does 

indeed increase risk of IPV victimization, that suggests that at least some of the physical 

assault that women engage in is not appropriately considered IPV at all, as it is not actually 

violence. Revisiting the definition of violence in Chapter 1, violence must be essential 

(Hanby, 2017); therefore, acts of aggression carried out for survival are not considered 

violence. Moreover, this possibility raises the issue of whether perceptions of lower URE are 

a direct result of IPV victimization. Perhaps, female survivors of IPV are more likely to 

internalize violence against them such that they devalue their contributions to their romantic 

relationship, and as a result have lower URE assessments. As neither study measured IPV 

victimization, this point can only be investigated through further research.  
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This rationalization of the interaction effect assumes, however, that heterosexual 

males who have high URE tend to be in relationships with female partners who have low 

URE. That is to say, this interpretation assumes romantic partners have opposing URE 

perceptions where if one believes themselves to be under-benefited in a relationship, the 

other partner should believe themselves to be over-benefited. There is some evidence from 

Equity Theory that demonstrates support for this interpretation. Davidson (1984) found a 

modest, negative correlation (r = -.19) between partner’s equity assessments such that if one 

partner believed themselves to be over-benefited, the other partner tended to believe 

themselves under-benefited. However, the magnitude of this effect was low, emphasizing 

the subjectivity of equity assessments and further need for investigation on this topic. 

Another possibility could be that low URE for women has the same effect that high 

URE does for men. Perhaps, while high URE triggers male-perpetrated physical assault 

through a process steeped in anger and unfulfilled expectations, low URE might 

alternatively trigger female-perpetrated physical assault through a different set of processes, 

such as through jealousy or possessiveness. If further evidence supports this second 

interpretation, then VET would need subsequent revising to account for the cognitive 

processes that occur under conditions of low URE. This idea will be further expanded upon 

in the General Discussion (next chapter). 

While both interpretations warrant further research, it is possible to interpret the lack 

of an interaction effect between gender and URE in Study 1 as potential support for the first 

interpretation that posits low URE in females as an indirect result of female self-

defense/retaliation against male intimate partners with high URE. In Study 1, females who 

were given a hypothetical scenario tended to have heightened physical assault inclination in 

conditions with elevated URE (see Table 7). Thus, Study 1 may be tapping into the main 
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effects of URE on females through a lens that is less murky than Study 2 given that Study 1 

separated participants from any real-life partner or relationship dynamics. In other words, 

females in Study 1 were responding to an imaginary partner’s actions which makes any 

indication of physical assault inclination a result of URE manipulation rather than self-

defense/retaliation.  

It is also noteworthy to mention that no significant gender effect for physical assault 

emerged in any of the tests run in Study 1 or Study 2 which implies that men and women are 

comparable in their likelihood of enacting physical assault behaviors overall, aligning with 

arguments from family violence scholars (e.g., Straus, 2010). 

In terms of age, it was consistently found in Study 2 to be a significant predictor of 

physical assault where physical assault perpetration decreases with age, supporting previous 

literature (Capaldi et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2008; Rodridguez et al., 2001). Interestingly, this 

finding contradicts earlier IPV literature that considered physical assault to inevitably get 

worse over time (Pagelow, 1981; Stets & Straus, 1989). More generally, the pattern of 

decreased violence with age is also consistent with the pattern of crime and violence which 

peaks in adolescence and then steadily declines (Blumstein et al., 1986; Sampson & Laub, 

2003; Wiesner et al., 2008). Kim et al. (2008) reported in their 10-year longitudinal study 

that young couples tended to have higher physical and psychological aggression prevalence 

through their observed data rather than their self-reported data, suggesting younger 

individuals do not necessarily view aggressive behaviors as problematic. Rather, it seems, 

this perspective only emerges with greater maturity. It is also noteworthy that effects for age 

only emerged in Study 2. Study 1, which used experimental conditions to manipulate URE, 

did not show an age-based effect on physical assault. I discuss explanations for these 

differences between Studies 1 and 2 in the next chapter.  
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 Overall, there were stark differences in Study 2 between psychological aggression 

and physical assault perpetration. Firstly, psychological aggression was much more 

prevalent across both studies than physical assault. For example, participants were roughly 

three times more likely to indicate having engaged in psychological aggression during the 

course of their relationship than physical assault. Second, aside from age, the significant 

predictors for physical assault were not the same as those that emerged for psychological 

aggression. While there was consistent evidence in Study 2 (and partial evidence in Study 1) 

that URE and the interaction between URE and gender were significant predictors for 

physical assault perpetration, no such evidence emerged for psychological aggression in 

Study 2. Similarly, while a consistent gender effect emerged for psychological aggression in 

Study 2 where women were more likely than men to engage in psychological aggression, 

gender on its own did not seem to be an important predictor for physical assault in either 

Study 1 or Study 2. These results seem to point to the idea that psychological aggression is a 

facet of IPV that is qualitatively different from physical assault and has potentially a unique 

set of triggers. I will further explore his possibility, and its relevance to theory and 

application, in the next chapter.  

Limitations and Future Research  

There are several important limitations of Study 2. First, this study used a 

community sample to measure IPV perpetration. Given that physical assault perpetration is a 

serious, yet relatively rare phenomenon, the distribution of physical assault perpetration was 

quite skewed, trending toward zero as predicted by Straus (2004). This made analyses more 

complicated and required several different complementary analyses to better interpret 

results. Future researchers should consider oversampling from populations with known 



 

 
107 

violence perpetration, such as clinical samples, to see if results from this study can be 

replicated.  

Second, while research by Moffit et al. (1997) demonstrated that there is strong 

agreement between both perpetrator and survivor on IPV occurrence, the current study only 

examined the role of URE in IPV perpetration from the lens of IPV perpetrators. Future 

researchers interested in this topic should consider sampling participants that are survivors 

of IPV or both romantic partners to extend findings and examine the replicability of results. 

Other research questions that could be explored in future studies include whether couples 

tend to agree regarding each other’s URE. Moreover, do URE scores for partners tend to run 

in opposite directions? That is, if one person in the relationship has high URE, does the 

other partner tend to have low URE? As was discussed previously with regard to the gender-

based interaction effect for physical assault, the answer to this question may shed light on 

why heterosexual females with low URE were found to be more likely to perpetrate physical 

assault. I speculated that this result could be attributable to females being most likely to 

enact assault as retaliation or self-defense against male partners with high URE. However, 

only future research can better understand this phenomenon as it is also possible that low 

URE in women could directly trigger physical assault through a different set of processes, 

such as jealousy or possessiveness. In general, the results of this study indicate that future 

investigations of VET must take a more nuanced approach to gender.  

 Further, the results of this study suggest that psychological aggression is a 

component of IPV that is qualitatively different from physical assault and has potentially a 

unique set of triggers that is distinct, and not necessarily overlapping, with physical assault. 

While there is research that supports that different personality traits predict psychological 

aggression compared to physical assault (e.g., Carton & Egan, 2017), future research can 
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further consider the unique set of predictors between psychological aggression and physical 

assault, and whether entitlement, in any form, plays a role in psychological aggression. 

Finally, further tests will be needed to evaluate the validity of mate value calculations used 

for the LGBTQ+ sample given that I updated the approach to the existing mate value 

calculation strategy for participants who identify as gay or lesbian.  
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Chapter 7: General Discussion 

Overall, results from Study 1 and Study 2 suggest that URE is associated with 

physical assault perpetration (H2), but not psychological aggression (H1). In Study 2, gender 

moderated the effect of URE’s role on physical assault perpetration (RQ2). Gender did not, 

however, moderate the link between URE and psychological aggression in either study 

(RQ1). Overall, these results suggest that key ideas in VET, particularly regarding URE and 

physical assault, can contribute new perspective on the correlates of IPV. In this chapter, I 

discuss the results from both studies and their implications for the further development of 

VET and potential application for IPV treatment and prevention 

It is puzzling at first to explain why URE was a predictor for physical assault 

(particularly in Study 2) but not for psychological aggression. Given that both forms of 

violence have been found to have similar motivations (Neal et al., 2015) and that 

psychological aggression has been reported to be one of the strongest predictors of physical 

assault in romantic relationships (Baker & Stith, 2008), I expected that perpetration of both 

forms of violence would increase with elevated URE assessments. However, the results of 

both studies seem to indicate that this was not the case. Instead, there must be other 

motivations for psychological aggression that go beyond punishment. For example, Neal et 

al. (2015) found that women who perpetrated psychological IPV were more likely to report 

their use of violence as motivated by a desire to get attention or gain power or control in the 

relationship than women who perpetrated physical IPV. Thus, it seems that other drivers that 

exclude relational entitlement motivate psychological IPV and that further work is necessary 

to better understand these motivations and whether entitlement is truly unrelated to 

psychological forms of IPV.  
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In regards to RQ1 and RQ2, there was no evidence in either Study 1 or Study 2 that 

URE was moderated by gender for psychological aggression perpetration. In conjunction 

with the null results for H1, this adds further evidence that URE is not a significant predictor 

for psychological aggression perpetration. For physical assault perpetration, however, Study 

2 demonstrated consistent evidence that gender moderated the effects of URE where 

elevated URE was associated with increased risk for male physical assault perpetration but 

lowered risk for female assault perpetration. Indeed, for women, those most likely to report 

physical assault perpetration were those with the lowest levels of URE. Study 1, however, 

did not demonstrate a gender moderation effect for physical assault perpetration.  

The implications of the differences between the results for psychological aggression 

and physical assault perpetration is important in that it demonstrates clear rationale for 

separating these forms of violence in research. Other scholars have also pointed to different 

risk factors for both psychological and physical violence. For example, Kim et al. (2008) 

demonstrated that antisocial behavior and depressive symptoms of either partner lead to 

changes over time in male psychological aggression, but these risk characteristics did not 

track exactly for male physical aggression. Female perpetration was not included in this 

study.  

Thus, the findings of this dissertation build on existing evidence that the risk factors 

for some forms of violence do not overlap with others. This is critical because there are 

many empirical studies that merge psychological and physical manifestations of IPV when 

examining risk factors (e.g., Capaldi et al., 2012). As discussed in Chapter 1, Johnson’s 

(e.g., 2008) typology of IPV is one of the more popular typologies of IPV. However, this 

typology only separates different forms of IPV by levels of control while simultaneously 

merging psychological and physical forms of IPV together. The results from this dissertation 
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suggest that this approach is potentially problematic, especially given that tests from Study 2 

demonstrated clear differences in results between physical assault and psychological 

aggression perpetration. 

The gender moderation effect for physical assault also has implications on further 

development of VET. Counter to expectations, women with lower URE were found to be 

more likely to report physically assaulting their intimate partner than women with higher 

URE. In the previous chapter, I postulated that this finding could either be interpreted as 

evidence that URE is associated indirectly with physical assault perpetration through male 

partners’ initial violence enactment or that lower URE directly influences physical assault 

perpetration in unanticipated ways. Either interpretation has important implications for 

VET’s conceptualization of the role of gender in the association between URE and IPV.  

The first interpretation, which was discussed in more detail in the previous chapter, 

ultimately suggests that women’s violence is yoked to men’s violence. That is, men with 

high URE are more likely perpetrate violence against female partners, and in response, these 

same female partners, who theoretically have low URE, enact physical assault in 

retaliation/self-defense. This possibility opens endless avenues of research, some of which 

have already been discussed. Perhaps most important, this interpretation of the results, albeit 

speculative, raise the possibility that females with low URE who perpetrate physical assault 

are possibly more appropriately categorized as IPV survivors. In other words, if their assault 

is enacted in self-defense, that assault would not fit the criteria of IPV. As defined in 

Chapter 1, for aggression to be considered violence, there needs to be a “non-essential” 

element to the behavior. Thus, acts of survival do not constitute violence. This would then 

suggest that URE is an exclusive risk factor for physical forms of male IPV perpetration, 

aligning with arguments made by gender researchers. Further research on this matter may 
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also shed light on whether male’s physical IPV perpetration leads to low URE in females 

such that females internalize violence against them to believe they do not contribute enough 

to their relationship or whether females had low URE before IPV victimization. The former 

possibility suggests that low URE is possibly an outcome to IPV rather than a predictor. 

Indirect evidence for this view emerges from literature linking IPV victimization with 

lowered self-esteem (e.g., Childress, 2013). 

The second interpretation would suggest that, for women, lowered URE triggers 

internal processes that are most likely separate from those that happen under conditions of 

elevated URE for men. For example, it may be that while elevated URE triggers physical 

assault through anger and punitive sentiment for men, lower URE may trigger physical 

assault for females through processes related to jealousy or possessiveness. Females who 

feel over-benefited may worry about their partner leaving them for an alternative partner 

which sparks feelings of jealousy. Indeed, jealousy has been found to be associated with 

violent responses (Guerrero et al., 1995). Moreover, studies based on Equity Theory have 

shown that feelings such as anger can emerge from perceptions of over-benefitedness (e.g., 

Sprecher, 1986), especially for women (Hatfield et al., 1985).  

Linking jealousy to female-perpetrated physical assault towards intimate partners has 

potentially important consequences for research of IPV, in general, and for future 

formulations of VET, in particular. Jealousy as it relates to gender has been traditionally 

linked to male perpetrated IPV by gender (e.g., Dobash & Dobash, 1979) and evolutionary 

(e.g., Wilson & Daly, 1993) scholars as well as by Johnson (2008) in his control-based 

typology of IPV. Linking jealousy to IPV as a female, rather than male, strategy would be 

contradictory to the understandings of these frameworks, although not necessarily 

unprecedented. A number of other scholars have presented evidence that females often enact 
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IPV based on jealousy (Fernandez-Fuertes and Fuertes, 2010; Jackson et al., 2000; Neal et 

al., 2015). I contend that researchers of IPV need to more carefully consider the role that 

jealousy might play in both male- and female-perpetrated IPV. Moreover, future iterations 

of VET will need to reconsider the role of URE in physical assault perpetration by 

evaluating how feelings of over-benefitedness (i.e., low URE) can potentially trigger 

physical assault, especially in women.  

Other key routes for future inquiry emerge from the inconsistent finding from 

Studies 1 and 2. Study 1, for example, did not have a gender moderation effect for physical 

assault perpetration. This could potentially be explained by several factors, not the least of 

which being the differences in study design between the two studies. While Study 1 

measured violence inclination through hypothetical scenarios using an experimental design, 

Study 2 measured past violence behavior in participants’ current relationship using a cross-

sectional survey design. Thus, the two studies necessitated different outcome measures of 

IPV—one based on hypothetical actions and the other based on past behavior. It is possible, 

then, that URE affects both men and women in similar ways, but “real” relational conditions 

(i.e., those stemming from actual relational experiences in Study 2) affect female physical 

assault perpetration through much stronger indirect forces. The different outcomes may also 

point towards the difference between what people want to do compared to what they 

actually do. Perhaps women with elevated URE may be more likely to want to perpetrate 

physical assault towards an intimate partner but exert better self-control than men. Desire to 

enact IPV is best captured by Study 1 and its use of hypothetical scenarios. Study 2, because 

it attempted to assess actual behavior would not be able to capture actions that were desired 

but not carried out. As noted earlier, it is perhaps only in situations of self-defense or 

retaliation that women may be moved towards actually perpetrating physical assault.  
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Finally, it may be that due to the cross-sectional survey design of Study 2, the 

association between URE and physical assault for women is in the opposite causal direction 

than expected. It could be, instead, that female physical assault perpetration affects URE 

levels such that it leads to feelings of guilt and over-benefit (i.e., high URE).  Consequently, 

women may experience feelings of physical assault perpetration differently than men. For 

example, it may be that women who perpetrate physical assault begin with high levels of 

URE, but after physically hurting their partner, they experience feelings of remorse or guilt 

which directly leads to feelings of being over-benefited. The hypothetical nature of Study 1 

would prevent any feelings of remorse since participants are asked to imagine what they 

would want to do to a hypothetical partner in the scenario provided. This could explain, 

then, why in Study 1, high URE is a predictor of IPV perpetration for both men and women, 

but in Study 2 low URE becomes a possible outcome of female IPV perpetration. 

Another possibility that explains the differences between Study 1 and Study 2 could 

revolve around issues with power and validity, especially in Study 1. The distribution of 

violence inclination for both physical assault and psychological prevalence in Study 1 was 

lower than actual perpetrated violence in both community samples (e.g., Smith et al., 2018) 

and Study 2. This is surprising given that one might logically assume that rates of violence 

inclination would be greater than rates of violence perpetration. In other words, all violence 

perpetration, presumably, is preceded by violence inclination, but not all violence inclination 

should lead to violence perpetration. The low distribution in Study 1 could suggest that (a) 

Study 1 was not anger-inducing enough, (b) reporting violence inclination is more 

susceptible to social desirability bias than violence perpetration, or (c) violence is so often 

unpredictable and occurs in spur of the moment decisions that violence behavior truly 

outnumbers the more conscious and self-aware construct of violence inclination. Ultimately, 
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then, there are myriad ways to explain the differences between Study 1 and Study 2. Thus, 

further work will be necessary to better understand the validity of each of these possible 

explanations. 

In terms of the main effect for age, it was unsurprising that Study 2 results 

demonstrated that age plays an important role in predicting physical and psychological IPV 

perpetration. Specifically, these results demonstrated that overall prevalence and frequency 

of physical assault declines with age. This is true for both Level 1 and Level 2 physical 

assault severity. Similarly, the severity and frequency of psychological aggression declines 

with increased age, although results indicate that at least some level of psychological 

aggression prevalence remains stable in relationships, regardless of age. These results align 

very closely with those from Kim et al. (2008) who found that over a ten-year span, physical 

assault prevalence and psychological aggression severity decreased over time for males 

toward their intimate partners, but psychological aggression prevalence remained consistent 

throughout this time period; specifically, it was found that at least one incident of 

psychological aggression occurred during each of their time interval assessments (roughly 

every two years). Considering these results with those of others who find that violence and 

crime more generally peaks in adolescence and steadily declines afterwards (Blumstein et 

al., 1986; Sampson & Laub, 2003; Wiesner et al., 2008), suggests that there may be some 

developmental processes involved in violence perpetration. Younger individuals might be 

more prone toward physical and psychological violence, especially in its more severe forms. 

An exception to this, however, is psychological aggression prevalence, which appears to be 

a relatively common and stable phenomenon across many romantic relationships. This 

implies that researchers who are interested in psychological forms of IPV need to consider 

more closely definitions of psychological IPV and how to measure it more clearly. It is 
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generally well accepted that psychological IPV can be just as harmful, if not more so, than 

physical forms of IPV (Coker et al., 2000). However, if at least some level of psychological 

aggression is extremely common, scholars need to work towards understanding and 

standardizing thresholds of psychological aggression to distinguish its more nefarious forms 

from those that may be a normal part of romantic relationships.  

 Importantly, the main effect of age that was found in Study 2 was not found in Study 

1. This again might relate to the differences in study design between Study 1 and Study 2, 

especially in relation to the differences between violence inclination and actual behavior. As 

self-control generally gets better with age (Burton et al., 1999), perhaps older individuals are 

better able to control their violence inclination from becoming violence perpetration. Other 

possibilities to explain the difference in results relating to age between Study 1 and Study 2 

could revolve around issues with power and validity for Study 1 discussed already in this 

chapter.  

Turning to the effects of gender, neither study found significant main effects of 

gender on physical assault perpetration. In some ways, this is not surprising as there is 

substantial literature that demonstrates men and women tend to perpetrate similar rates of 

physical IPV (see Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012 for a review) especially when looking 

at IPV without control dynamics. Moreover, this finding aligns with Kelly and Johnson’s 

(2008) argument that community samples tend to have gender symmetry in IPV perpetration 

as opposed to clinical samples which have more male perpetrated IPV. It is also important to 

keep in mind that I did not measure violence motivation, so I do not know whether there is a 

gender difference in self-defense/retaliation motive.  

The gender symmetry effect was not apparent, however, for psychological 

aggression perpetration. The gender effect emerged most clearly in Study 2’s test of annual 
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frequency which found that women engage more frequently in psychological aggression than 

men. This aligns closely with the findings of others. For example, Muñoz-Rivas et al. (2007) 

also found that women more frequently engaged in acts of psychological violence than men 

toward intimate partners. Similarly, Leisring (2012) observed that 95% of women in her 

study report perpetrating one act of psychological abuse (termed as emotional abuse in their 

study) against a romantic partner.  

One possible explanation for why women are more likely to perpetrate psychological 

aggression is because of discrepancies in physical size that often exist between men and 

women. Neal et al. (2015) offers the explanation that because women are typically smaller 

in build than men, it may be more effective for them to gain power or control in their 

relationship through psychological aggression rather than physically. Moreover, they 

contend that women are most likely reinforced for their use of psychological aggression by 

actually gaining power in their relationship through these means rather than physical ones.  

Another possible explanation is provided by Winstok and Straus (2011) who found 

evidence that men and women manage both status enhancement and risk reduction in 

different ways. In Winstok and Straus’s (2011) hypothetical scenario study, men were found 

to be most likely to indicate physical and psychological aggression in response to 

provocation by male strangers and least likely to indicate physical and psychological 

aggression in response to their female intimate partner’s provocation. Women, on the other 

hand, were most likely to indicate physical and psychological aggression inclination in 

response to provocation from their male intimate partner and were least likely to respond in 

such a way to male strangers’ provocation. Based on these findings, the authors suggest that 

male aggression in response to that of a male stranger’s is associated with status 

enhancement because it signals bravery and aligns with gender-related social expectations. 
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Similarly, male aggression toward female intimate partners is actually uncommon and 

deviates from the norm precisely for the same reason: it goes against social expectations and 

often leads to a social and personal cost. Winstok and Straus (2011) argue that women are 

generally aware of the social expectation for men to not hurt female intimate partners, and 

thus, physical or psychological aggression towards a male intimate partner is a form of risk 

reduction as they are a much less dangerous opponent than a stranger. It may be that a 

combination of social expectations for each gender and physical size discrepancies between 

men and women create a dynamic that can explain the gender effect found in this study 

(where women perpetrate, on average, more psychological aggression than men). 

Alternatively, there is the possibility that social expectations for men increase the biases that 

arise from social desirability, such that men underreport their hypothetical and past violence 

behavior toward female partners compared to women. Overall, the possible interpretations 

for the gender effect in this dissertation warrants future research on female perpetrated 

psychological violence. 

Theoretical Implications 

Broadly speaking, VET aims to offer new perspective on the primary drivers of IPV 

perpetration by complementing and extending existing theories. Through the proposed 

calculation for URE assessment, for example, VET contributes to Equity Theory by 

providing one possible explanation for what comprises equity assessments. Consider that the 

average distribution of URE centered around zero, meaning that most people in the sample 

were with intimate partners who met their expectations. In other words, most people 

reported feeling equitable in their relationship. Studies that test equity in romantic 

relationships demonstrate that most individuals in a romantic relationship perceive 

themselves as equitable in their relationship (e.g., Henningsen et al., 2009). URE 
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assessments, then, provide a new avenue for making equity assessments in romantic 

relationships. VET also builds on the Recalibrational Theory of Anger by providing further 

explanation of the expectations of treatment individuals have toward their relational partner, 

particularly an intimate partner. Specifically, through the proposed calculations of URE, 

VET seeks to inform what specific expectations individuals have toward their romantic 

partner (i.e., through their partner’s positive externalities, exchange benefits, and personal 

cost), how these expectations are formed (i.e., through the positive externalities, exchange 

benefits and personal costs of oneself), and how they are tracked (i.e., through URE 

assessments).  

In addition to the contributions that VET provides to existing theories, VET adds an 

additional risk factor to the existing literature for physical IPV perpetration, particularly for 

men, although possibly for women as well. As mentioned in Chapter 2, one of VET’s chief 

strengths is that although it adds an additional risk to IPV perpetration to an already 

burgeoning list of IPV risk factors, it seeks to unify a number of risk factors under a single 

theoretical framework which consolidates some existing literature and provides new 

research avenues.  

Clinical Implications 

With more research, the results from both studies can have important implications 

for clinical settings. First, results from this study suggest that clinicians should consider 

risk/protective factors separately for each form of IPV. Evidence from Study 1 and Study 2, 

for instance, aligned with previous research to demonstrate that advanced age is a protective 

factor for physical assault perpetration, but not necessarily for psychological aggression. 

Keeping the forms of IPV separate in clinical evaluations can lead to more accurate and 

detailed assessments of IPV perpetration risk. In this same vein, clinical outcomes can also 
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be improved through IPV differentiation as it is likely that certain IPV treatment/prevention 

strategies are effective for only certain forms of IPV perpetration.  

Moreover, better understanding the motives behind IPV perpetration can improve 

support for IPV prevention work. The finding that elevated URE is an important risk factor 

for men who perpetrate physical assault can directly inform tailored programming and 

enhance the effectiveness of current IPV prevention strategies. Case managers from 

programs that support other behavioral health issues and that demonstrate co-morbidity with 

IPV perpetration (such as substance use or mental health; Capaldi et al., 2012) can 

administer URE assessments to their clients to help flag individuals who have heightened 

URE and invite them for further follow up discussions. These discussions can be facilitated 

by clinicians to engage men specifically about their expectations for their intimate partner 

(and what to do when these expectations are unmet). These measurements can also be used 

to support women and extradite them from risky situations before violence has occurred. 

Other potential avenues for URE assessments can include opportunities through community 

engagement such as booths at community events or partnerships with primary care doctors.  

Additionally, URE assessments can provide tools for IPV treatment work. For 

example, URE assessments could be used as a point of focus in cognitive behavioral therapy 

sessions for IPV perpetrators seeking treatment. Discussing how to manage unmet partner 

expectations and the origin of these expectations can provide clinicians a new approach to 

counseling sessions that may ultimately improve IPV recidivism rates. URE assessments 

could also be used as a metric to track progress over time for IPV perpetrators in couples 

therapy treatment programs. Typically, couples therapy treatment programs are not available 

in many states (and banned in some cases; Wagers & Radatz, 2020); however, this form of 



 

 
121 

therapy is a widening and empirically supported alternative approach that seeks to escape 

from the traditional one size fits all approach (Mills et al., 2019; Stith et al., 2004). 

It is still unclear what the clinical implications are for the finding that women with 

low URE have an increased likelihood of IPV perpetration. Whether low URE in women 

signals risk of IPV perpetration only or perpetration and victimization, assessments of low 

URE in women can signal to clinicians and other specialists that there is an increased risk of 

IPV involvement for these individuals. Further work can inform which programs would be 

most appropriate for women with low URE as it relates to IPV resources for at-risk 

survivors and/or perpetrators.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

There are a number of important limitations to consider for both Study 1 and Study 2 

to inform future directions for VET. First, while URE was a significant predictor for 

physical assault perpetration, URE only accounted for a small percentage of variance in 

models from both studies. Thus, URE’s predictive power appears limited. This can 

potentially be addressed with alternative measures for the variables in the URE calculations, 

but it may be that URE’s scope is simply limited in that it cannot predict certain forms of 

physical IPV that are non-punitive in nature. For example, Shorey, Cornelius, et al. (2011) 

found that 20% of women reported engaging in physical aggression because they found it 

sexually arousing. Similarly, in a meta-analysis of IPV motivations, Langhinrichsen-Rohling 

et al. (2012) reported that 11% of the studies they examined had participants who indicated 

sexual arousal as a motivating factor for violence perpetration. These findings speak more 

broadly to the point that violence, by its very nature, cannot always be rationalized as goal 

oriented. In such cases, the utility of a construct such as URE is negligible at best.  
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A second limitation to consider is that both studies used community samples. Future 

studies should consider sampling from populations with known rates of violence such as 

clinical samples. This is important because the rate of physical assault is much rarer in 

community samples, which makes recommendations for statistical testing default to tests of 

prevalence (Straus, 2004). With a clinical sample, there will be more of a normal 

distribution of violence which may yield different results and allow for more confidence 

with tests of annual frequency. Moreover, Kelly and Johnson (2008) argue that clinical 

samples perpetrate a qualitatively-different type of IPV than community samples. Thus, it is 

critical to investigate whether the results of these studies, especially the finding that elevated 

URE predicts male physical assault perpetration, holds up in different types of samples. 

Third, both studies only measured IPV perpetration. Future work can also include 

reporting of IPV victimization. This could further inform the gender moderation effect found 

in Study 2 for physical assault. I put forth one possible interpretation that females with low 

URE were more prone to perpetrating physical assault because they were retaliating or 

acting in self-defense against male partners who physically assaulted them first. Including 

measures of IPV victimization in future work could test this hypothesis by clarifying 

whether women with low URE also report higher IPV victimization.  

In addition to including measures of IPV victimization, the lingering questions from 

Study 2’s gender moderation effect can be further answered through future work that 

samples dyads instead of individuals. For instance, studies that included both intimate 

partners could assess how common and in what contexts couples agree with URE 

assessments. If one partner is high in URE, for example, is the other partner low in URE? 

This type of work can also speak further to the types and patterns of violence most common 

when both partners have high URE. However, work that incorporates reports from both 
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intimate partners would be challenging as there would need to be extensive efforts to ensure 

the safety and confidentiality of each individual in the dyad.   

Scholars can also consider whether URE shapes behavior with other types of 

relational partners. It might be possible that individuals have aggregate levels of URE, such 

they feel a sense of unfulfilled entitlement in all or many of their personal relationships. This 

generalized sense of URE might shape behavior in varying relational situations. For 

example, individuals with high levels of generalized URE might be especially prone to 

destructive interpersonal conflict with friends and works associations. If true, research can 

also examine some of the root causes of generalized URE (e.g., insecure attachment style, a 

history of chronic relational difficulty, narcissistic personality). 

In this same vein, it may be that URE can shed light on some of the cognitive 

processes shaping violence in other various relationship types, such as those between parents 

and children. Previous literature has shown, for example, that parents are more likely to be 

aggressive toward their child when they perceive their child’s misbehavior as purposely 

hostile toward them (Springer, 2001). Thus, parents may also create URE assessments, 

albeit most likely in a different formulation to the URE calculation proposed here, to track 

whether they are receiving the treatment they feel they deserve and whether violence risk 

increases when they do not. However, this also raises the question of whether there is a 

particular threshold of URE that needs to be met before violence potential arises? Also, does 

URE accumulate over time such that positive values of URE amplify when left unresolved? 

If so, how do behaviors such as forgiveness or constructive communication affect 

unresolved URE? The answers to these questions could produce important developments in 

the field of conflict resolution.  
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 Future investigations of VET should also include other potential indicators in 

statistical testing of VET. For example, I would expect that many individuals with high URE 

opt to end their relationships and move on. One indicator that may influence whether an 

individual with high URE ends the relationship or not is the number and attractiveness of 

alternative partners. This can be captured through work on interdependence theory, 

specifically Rusbult and Buunk’s (1993) work on the comparison level for alternatives (CL-

alt), or through an evolutionary perspective such as Conroy-Beam et al.’s (2016) discussion 

on mate value discrepancy partner-potential which is a term that operationalizes the 

attractiveness and abundance of alternative mates compared to a current partner. A number 

of studies have demonstrated that people in relationships often change their behavior 

towards their partner based on their alternative options (e.g., Anderson & Emmers-Sommer, 

2006; Conroy-Beam et al., 2015; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Considering the existing 

evidence on this matter, I would expect that people who perceive fewer alternative partners 

are less likely to end their relationship in circumstances of high URE. 

Another potentially fruitful indicator to include in future tests of VET could be 

measures of proprietariness. As mentioned in Chapter 2, proprietariness is the tendency to 

view one’s intimate partner as one’s own private property. I theorized that URE when co-

occurring with high levels of proprietariness may lead to particularly severe types of IPV as 

it can lead to both pre-emptive and reactive violence. Future research can test this hypothesis 

and investigate whether this combination aligns closely with conceptualizations of CCV 

(Kelly & Johnson, 2008). 

Scholars interested in future development of VET should also consider alternative 

formulas for URE calculation alongside alternative measures for positive externalities, social 

exchange, and personal cost. These alternatives should be culturally sensitive and maximize 
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accuracy of URE assessments. One alternative calculation could calculate URE by 

averaging social exchange and positive externalities (rather than summing them together). 

This alternative calculation could be compared to the one used in this dissertation to 

ascertain whether one has more predictive validity. Different calculations of URE can 

ultimately provide more accurate assessments of entitlement and therefore be a better 

predictor of male physical IPV in clinical settings.  

Moreover, more culturally sensitive measures can move away from a “one size fits 

all approach” to IPV assessment (Wagers & Radatz, 2020) and instead provide a more 

useful metric of IPV perpetration risk across a broad range of communities. The mate value 

assessments in this dissertation, for example, is one step in the right direction because the 

traits included in the assessments by Conroy-Beam et al. (in prep) were informed from a 

previous study that considered the mate preferences of over 37 cultures (Buss, 1989). The 

mate value measure is also flexible in the sense that mate value is compared to an “ideal” 

partner that is set by the population under study. In this way, the study’s sample ultimately 

sets the ideal male partner’s level of, say, “humor” or “artistry” so that mate value 

assessments will necessarily shift from culture to culture to accommodate different 

weightings on ideal partner traits. However, even the mate value measure used in this 

dissertation could be adapted to fit the population under study with proper context. For 

example, in Afghanistan, the notion of ghairat (loosely translated as “honor”) is a culturally 

significant variable that would be very pertinent to mate value assessments. I would expect 

that including ghairat as a dimension of mate value would yield much more accurate 

assessments of positive externalities. Likewise, future iterations of social exchange measures 

could similarly yield more accurate assessments of URE with scales that were flexible (like 
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the measurement used for mate value) to assess the distinct weightings that various cultures 

place on certain behaviors.  

Testing URE cross-culturally can also produce the added benefit of understanding 

how entitlement and equity is shaped and moderated in similar and different ways by 

culture. For example, societies that vary across patriarchal beliefs may find different gender 

effects with URE. Aside from its theoretical contributions, further investigating cultural 

variables may be particularly critical for local activists who seek change as these individuals 

may be able to use this knowledge to pinpoint and challenge aspects of culture that increase 

IPV perpetration.  

A final consideration is that for both studies, analyses were limited to only male and 

female identifying participants. Larger samples with greater representation of other genders 

can investigate further the effects of URE on IPV perpetration and how the gender 

moderation effect found in this dissertation adjusts once other genders are taken into 

consideration. Similarly, both studies had a mostly heterosexual sample; future work should 

consider more closely how the effects of URE relate to other sexual orientations.  

Final Summary 

Through the proposed theoretical framework of VET, this dissertation sought to 

contribute to the vast body of work on IPV by testing the role of entitlement (and its 

fulfilment) on the physical and psychological manifestations of IPV. Across both studies, 

evidence surfaced that URE is an important factor for physical assault perpetration. 

Importantly, however, results also demonstrated that URE’s effect on physical assault 

perpetration manifests differently for men and women. As was discussed throughout this 

chapter, the results reported in this dissertation have important implications for both theory 

and practice related to IPV. Numerous limitations and future avenues of research arose in 
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this dissertation which, if addressed, can provide important insights that will build from the 

findings in this manuscript.  

On a final note, as scholars learn more about the impulses and risk factors that lead 

to violence, it is critical to recognize that these insights are not deterministic. No individual 

is fated to perpetrate IPV, nor is IPV perpetration in any form ever justified. VET and the 

studies reported in this dissertation were my attempt to contribute new insight into the 

factors that potentially contribute to IPV. Although this was an initial attempt, and while the 

results were mixed, this work suggests that constructs such as URE hold promise for 

offering new perspective on why IPV occurs in certain situations. It is my hope that scholars 

continue to explore new ideas regarding IPV so that we make continual progress toward 

eradicating it. Continued theory and research that ultimately informs prevention and 

treatment has the ability to shape and change countless lives before they are unnecessarily 

shattered by violence. 
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Appendix A: Study 1 Survey 

 

 

Start of Block: Captcha 

 

Q343 Please select the button below to make sure you are not a robot. 

 

End of Block: Captcha 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 

Q2 What gender do you identify with? 

o Man  (1)  

o Woman  (2)  

o Trans woman, trans feminine, or transgender male to female  (3)  

o Trans man, trans masculine, or transgender female to male  (5)  

o Non-binary/Gender Non-conforming, Genderqueer, or fluid  (4)  

o Prefer not to answer  (6)  

o Prefer to self-describe  (7) 

________________________________________________ 
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Q3 What is your age (in years)?  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q296 What is your current relational status? 

o Not seeing anyone  (1)  

o Casually dating  (4)  

o Seriously dating  (5)  

o Engaged  (6)  

o Married  (7)  

o Widowed  (8)  

o Other  (9) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Display This Question: 

If What is your current relational status? = Casually dating 

And What is your current relational status? = Seriously dating 

And What is your current relational status? = Engaged 

And What is your current relational status? = Married 
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Q127 How long (in years) have you been in your current relationship? Please put your 

best estimate if you do not know. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q128 What is your sexual orientation? 

o Heterosexual  (1)  

o Bisexual  (2)  

o Gay  (7)  

o Lesbian  (3)  

o Asexual  (4)  

o Pansexual  (8)  

o Queer  (9)  

o Undecided  (10)  

o I prefer not to answer  (5)  

o Prefer to self-describe:  (6) 

________________________________________________ 
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Q129 Which of the following best describes your race/ethnicity? (select all that apply) 

▢ Indigenous, Native American or Alaska Native  (1)  

▢ Asian or Asian American  (10)  

▢ Black or African American  (2)  

▢ Hispanic or Latino/a/x  (3)  

▢ Middle Eastern or North African  (4)  

▢ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  (5)  

▢ White or Caucasian  (6)  

▢ Multiracial  (7)  

▢ Prefer not to answer  (8)  

▢ Prefer to self-describe:  (11) 

________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Demographics 
 

Start of Block: Condition 1 (PE high, EB high, PC high) 

 

Q253 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 
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Your relationship: A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with 

romantically. After multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small 

apartment downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match, 

but after about a year, you start realizing that you are much more physically attractive, 

intelligent, financially stable, and positive than this person. You also notice that you invest 

all the time and energy that you have available into your relationship. Plus, you invest 

overall more time and energy than your partner into the relationship. You love this person 

and you believe they are better than the other options available. So, when you think about 

your future with this person, you would like to make this relationship work, despite 

whatever future issues arise. 

 

 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 1 (PE high, EB high, PC high) 
 

Start of Block: Condition 2 (PE low, EB high, PC high) 

 

Q331 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 

Your relationship: A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with 

romantically. After multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small 

apartment downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match, 

but after about a year, you start realizing that you are much less physically attractive, 

intelligent, financially stable, and positive than your partner. However, you also notice that 

you invest all the time and energy that you have available into your relationship. Plus, you 

invest overall more time and energy than your partner does into the relationship.     You love 

this person and you believe they are better than the other options available. So, when you 

think about your future with this person, you would like to make this relationship work, 

despite whatever future issues arise. 

 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 2 (PE low, EB high, PC high) 
 

Start of Block: Condition 3 (PE high, EB low, PC high) 

 

Q336 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 
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Your relationship: A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with 

romantically. After multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small 

apartment downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match, 

but after about a year, you start realizing that you are much more physically attractive, 

intelligent, financially stable, and positive than your partner. You also notice that you invest 

all the limited time and energy that you have available into your relationship, although in 

comparison, your partner invests overall more time and energy than you do into the 

relationship.     You love this person and you believe they are better than the other options 

available. So, when you think about your future with this person, you would like to make 

this relationship work, despite whatever future issues arise. 

 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 3 (PE high, EB low, PC high) 
 

Start of Block: Condition 4 (PE High, EB high, PC low) 

 

Q341 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 

Your relationship: A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with 

romantically. After multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small 

apartment downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match, 

but after about a year, you start realizing that you are much more physically attractive, 

intelligent, financially stable, and positive than your partner. While you do not invest all the 

time and energy you have available into your relationship, you notice that you invest overall 

more time and energy than your partner does into the relationship.     You love this person 

and you believe they are better than the other options available. So, when you think about 

your future with this person, you would like to make this relationship work, despite 

whatever future issues arise. 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 4 (PE High, EB high, PC low) 
 

Start of Block: Condition 5 (PE hi, EB low, PC low) 

 

Q346 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 

Your relationship: 

A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with romantically. After 
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multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small apartment 

downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match, but after 

about a year, you start realizing that you are much more physically attractive, intelligent, 

financially stable, and positive than your partner. However, you also notice that you do not 

invest all the time and energy you have available into your relationship. Plus, you invest 

overall less time and energy than your partner does into the relationship.     You love this 

person and you believe they are better than the other options available. So, when you think 

about your future with this person, you would like to make this relationship work, despite 

whatever future issues arise. 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 5 (PE hi, EB low, PC low) 
 

Start of Block: Condition 6 (PE low, EB low, PC hi) 

 

Q351 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 

Your relationship: A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with 

romantically. After multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small 

apartment downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match, 

but after about a year, you start realizing that you are much less physically attractive, 

intelligent, financially stable, and positive than your partner.  You also notice that you invest 

all the limited time and energy that you have available into your relationship, although in 

comparison your partner invests overall more time and energy than you do into the 

relationship.     You love this person and you believe they are better than the other options 

available. So, when you think about your future with this person, you would like to make 

this relationship work, despite whatever future issues arise. 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 6 (PE low, EB low, PC hi) 
 

Start of Block: Condition 7 (PE low, EB high, PC low) 

 

Q356 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 

Your relationship: A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with 

romantically. After multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small 

apartment downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match. 

Now it has been one year since you entered a relationship with this person and you have 
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come to realize that you are much less physically attractive, intelligent, financially stable, 

and positive than your partner. While you do not invest all the time and energy you have 

available into your relationship, you have taken note that you invest overall more time and 

energy than your partner does into the relationship.     You love your partner, and when you 

consider your future with them, you decide that your partner is better than the alternatives 

available to you. So, you would like to make your relationship work, no matter the future 

issues that arise with them.  

 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 7 (PE low, EB high, PC low) 
 

Start of Block: Condition 8 (PE low, EB low, PC low) 

 

Q361 Please read and imagine yourself in the hypothetical scenario below. Then, 

respond to the questions following the scenario: 

Your relationship: A mutual friend has introduced you to someone who you hit it off with 

romantically. After multiple months of dating, you two decide to move in together to a small 

apartment downtown. At first in the relationship, you two seemed like a very even match, 

but after about a year, you start realizing that you are much less physically attractive, 

intelligent, financially stable, and positive than your partner. You also notice that you do not 

invest all the time and energy you have available into your relationship. Plus, you invest 

overall less time and energy than your partner does into the relationship.     You love this 

person and you believe they are better than the other options available. So, when you think 

about your future with this person, you would like to make this relationship work, despite 

whatever future issues arise. 

 

 

 

 

End of Block: Condition 8 (PE low, EB low, PC low) 
 

Start of Block: Scenario 

 

Q363 The Scenario:  

Today is your company’s annual holiday party that you have been looking forward to 

attending with your partner for weeks. At the party, everything seems to be going well and 

everyone seems to be getting along with your significant other. However, mid-way through 

the event, you notice that your partner is enthusiastically chatting with and enjoying the 

company of a very attractive coworker whom you’ve had very limited interaction with in the 
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past. You also notice your partner is laughing and joking with this person more than they 

ever do with you, and at one point, they even lightly touch the other person on the shoulder.  

 

 
 

 

 

End of Block: Scenario 
 

Start of Block: Conflict Tactics Scale 2 

 

Q304 How would you feel like reacting towards your romantic partner once you are in 
private with them? This is regardless to how you are likely to actually act. 
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1 (not at all 
likely) (1) 

2 (somewhat 
likely) (2) 

3 (moderately 
likely) (3) 

4 (likely) (4) 
5 (very likely) 

(5) 

Explain my 
side to my 

partner   (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Insult or swear 
at my partner 

(11)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Respect my 
partner's 

feelings (12)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Push or shove 
my partner 

(13)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Slam my 
partner against 

a wall  (14)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Destroy 
something 

belonging to 
my partner 

(15)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Beat up my 
partner   (16)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Burn or scald 
my partner on 
purpose  (17)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Kick my 
partner   (18)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Throw 
something at 
my partner 

that could hurt  
(19)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Twist my 
partner’s arm 
or hair  (20)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Grab my 
partner (21)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Slap my 
partner (22)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Use a knife or 
gun on my 

partner  (23)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Threaten to hit 
or throw 

something at 
my partner  

(24)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Accuse my 
partner of 

being a lousy 
lover  (25)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Call my 
partner fat or 

ugly  (26)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Say something 
to spite my 

partner  (27)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Stomp out of 
the room or 

house during 
the argument  

(28)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Shout at my 
partner (29)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Agree to a 
solution that 
my partner 
suggests to 

work through 
the issue  (30)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Suggest a 
solution to 

work through 
the issue  (31)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Tell my 
partner I was 
sure we could 

work it out  
(32)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Show my 
partner I care 
about them   

(33)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Choke my 
partner   (34)  

o  o  o  o  o  

Punch or hit 
my partner 

with 
something that 

could hurt   
(35)  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

End of Block: Conflict Tactics Scale 2 
 

Start of Block: PANAS 
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Q283 This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different feelings 

and emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that 

word. Indicate how you would feel if you were in the scenario just described. 

 
Very slightly 
or not at all 

(1) 
A little (2) Moderately (3) Quite a bit (4) Extremely (5) 

Upset (1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Distressed (3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Jittery (4)  o  o  o  o  o  

Nervous (5)  o  o  o  o  o  

Ashamed (6)  o  o  o  o  o  

Guilty (7)  o  o  o  o  o  

Irritable (8)  o  o  o  o  o  

Hostile (9)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Angry (10)  o  o  o  o  o  

Enraged (11)  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

End of Block: PANAS 
 

Start of Block: Entitlement Measure 
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Q294 Please answer how much the following statements describe you. 

 
Not at all 

like me (0) 
(1) 

1 (2) 2 (3) 3 (4) 4 (5) 
Very much 
like me (5) 

(6) 

It irritates 
me when 

people don't 
notice how 

good a 
person I am 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

I get mad 
when 

people don't 
notice all 

that I do for 
them (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

I get 
annoyed by 
people who 

are not 
interested in 
what I say 
or do (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

I typically 
get very 

angry when 
I'm unable 

to get what I 
want from 
others (4)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

I will never 
be satisfied 
until I get 
all that I 

deserve (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

When I do 
things for 

other 
people, I 

expect them 
to do things 
for me (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

I get angry 
when 

criticized 
(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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I can get 
pretty angry 
when others 

disagree 
with me (8)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

End of Block: Entitlement Measure 
 

Start of Block: Realism 

 

Q294 Next, we are trying to understand how realistic this scenario was for you. How easy or 

difficult was it for you to imagine yourself in this scenario?  

o I had a hard time imagining myself in this scenario  (1)  

o I had somewhat of a hard time imagining myself in this scenario  (2)  

o I could moderately imagine myself in this scenario  (3)  

o I could imagine myself in this scenario  (4)  

o I  could very much imagine myself in this scenario  (5)  

 

End of Block: Realism 
 

Start of Block: Textbox 

 

Q295 Is there anything else you would like to tell us? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Textbox 
 

Start of Block: Conclusion 
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Q282 Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Your participation is very 

appreciated and your responses can help us understand intimate partner violence further and 

how to create appropriate intervention work in future clinical work. If any of these questions 

upset you and you'd like to talk with someone, please consider using the resources below:  

 

 

National Domestic Violence Hotline (1.800.799.SAFE) 

National call center refers to local resources; Spanish plus 160 other languages available; no 

caller ID used.  

 

 

National Suicide Prevention Lifeline (1.800.273.TALK ) 

Support and assistance 24/7 for anyone feeling depressed, overwhelmed or suicidal.  

 

 

SAMHSA Treatment Referral Helpline, 1-877-SAMHSA7 (1-877-726-4727) 

Get general information on mental health and locate treatment services in your area. Speak 

to a live person, Monday through Friday from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. EST.  

 

 

The Crisis Support Services of Nevada Call Center is an organization that provides free 

counseling and psychological services to anyone in the US. They can be reached by phone 

(1-800- 273-8255) 24 hours a day, every day or you can visit their website at 

https://cssnv.org/about/.  

 

 

 

 

 

End of Block: Conclusion 
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Appendix B: Study 2 Survey 

 

 

Start of Block: Captcha 

 

Q373 Please select the button below to make sure you are not a robot. 

 

End of Block: Captcha 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 

 

Q372 Please enter your Prolific ID: 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

 

Q377 In which country do you currently reside?  

▼ United States of America (1) ... Zimbabwe (1357) 
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Q375 What is your current relational status? 

o Single  (1)  

o In a relationship  (4)  

o Engaged  (5)  

o Widowed  (6)  

o Married  (7)  

o Divorced  (8)  

o Separated  (9)  

o Never Married  (10)  

o Rather Not Say  (11)  

o In a civil partnership/civil union or similar  (12)  
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Q272 What gender do you identify with? 

o Man  (1)  

o Woman  (2)  

o Trans woman, trans feminine, or transgender male to female  (3)  

o Trans man, trans masculine, or transgender female to male  (5)  

o Non-binary/Gender Non-conforming, Genderqueer, or fluid  (4)  

o Prefer not to answer  (6)  

o Prefer to self-describe  (7) 

________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

Q3 What is your age (in years)?  

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q127 How long (in years) have you been in your current relationship? Please put your 

best estimate if you do not know. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q275 What is your sexual orientation? 

o Heterosexual  (1)  

o Bisexual  (2)  

o Gay  (7)  

o Lesbian  (3)  

o Asexual  (4)  

o Pansexual  (8)  

o Queer  (9)  

o Undecided  (10)  

o I prefer not to answer  (5)  

o Prefer to self-describe:  (6) 

________________________________________________ 
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Q277 Which of the following best describes your race/ethnicity? (select all that apply) 

▢ Indigenous, Native American or Alaska Native  (1)  

▢ Asian or Asian American  (10)  

▢ Black or African American  (2)  

▢ Hispanic or Latino/a/x  (3)  

▢ Middle Eastern or North African  (4)  

▢ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  (5)  

▢ White or Caucasian  (6)  

▢ Multiracial  (7)  

▢ Prefer not to answer  (8)  

▢ Prefer to self-describe:  (11) 

________________________________________________ 
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Q347 What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you 

have received? 

o Some elementary or grade school (i.e., grades K - 5)  (1)  

o Some junior high or middle school (i.e., grades 6-8)  (2)  

o Some high school (i.e., grades 9-12)  (3)  

o High School Diploma/GED  (4)  

o Technical or Vocational Training/Degree  (5)  

o Associate’s degree (AA)  (6)  

o Bachelor’s degree (BA, BS)  (7)  

o Master’s degree or Higher (MA, MS, PHD)  (8)  
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Q348 What is your present religion, if any? 

o Protestant  (1)  

o Roman Catholic  (2)  

o Mormon  (3)  

o Orthodox such as Greek or Russian Orthodox  (4)  

o Jewish  (5)  

o Muslim  (6)  

o Buddhist  (7)  

o Hindu  (8)  

o Atheist  (9)  

o Agnostic  (10)  

o Something else  (11) ________________________________________________ 

o Nothing in particular  (12)  

 

End of Block: Demographics 
 
 

Start of Block: Entitlement Measure 
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Q145 Please answer how much the following statements describe you: 

 

 

 

Q294 It irritates me when people don't notice how good a person I am 

o Strongly agree  (7)  

o Somewhat agree  (8)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (9)  

o Somewhat disagree  (10)  

o Strongly disagree  (11)  

 

 

 

Q295 I get mad when people don't notice all that I do for them 

o Strongly agree  (6)  

o Somewhat agree  (7)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (8)  

o Somewhat disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  
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Q296 I get annoyed by people who are not interested in what I say or do 

o Strongly agree  (6)  

o Somewhat agree  (7)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (8)  

o Somewhat disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  

 

 

 

Q297 I typically get very angry when I'm unable to get what I want from others 

o Strongly agree  (6)  

o Somewhat agree  (7)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (8)  

o Somewhat disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  
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Q298 I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve 

o Strongly agree  (6)  

o Somewhat agree  (7)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (8)  

o Somewhat disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  

 

 

 

Q299 When I do things for other people, I expect them to do things for me 

o Strongly agree  (6)  

o Somewhat agree  (7)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (8)  

o Somewhat disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  
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Q300 I get angry when criticized 

o Strongly agree  (6)  

o Somewhat agree  (7)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (8)  

o Somewhat disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  

 

 

 

Q301 I can get pretty angry when others disagree with me 

o Strongly agree  (6)  

o Somewhat agree  (7)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (8)  

o Somewhat disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  

 

End of Block: Entitlement Measure 
 

Start of Block: Mate Preferences 
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Q194 For the following questions, we are interested in what you desire in an ideal long-

term partner (e.g. committed, romantic relationship). 

  

  

 Below are a number of qualities a potential long-term partner might possess. Please think 

about your ideal long-term partner in comparison to all adults (ages 18-75) within your 

country. 

  

  

 For some questions, you might prefer your ideal partner to possess more of a quality 

compared to the average person. For other questions, you might prefer your ideal partner to 

be similar to the average adult. And for some questions, you might prefer your ideal partner 

to possess much less of a quality than the average person in your country. 

  

  

 To clarify how common or rare these qualities are, we have included for reference the rough 

numbers of people (out of 100) who are higher or lower than each value on each quality. 

  

  

 Please consider each quality below and rate how much of each quality you would prefer in 

an ideal long-term (committed, romantic) partner. 
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Q195 How romantic should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely unromantic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely romantic(Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q197 How driven should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely apathetic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely driven (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q199 How artistic should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely unartistic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely artistic (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q201 How positive should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely negative (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely positive(Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q203 How healthy should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely unhealthy overall (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely healthy overall (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q205 How often should your ideal romantic partner laugh? 

o Laughs extremely rare (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Laughs extremely often (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q207 How intelligent should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely unintelligent (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely intelligent (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q209 How much should your ideal romantic partner like kids?  

o Strongly dislikes kids (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Strongly likes kids (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q211 How generous should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely selfish (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely generous (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q213 How physically attractive should your ideal romantic partner's be? 

o Extremely physically unattractive (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely physically attractive (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q215 How religious should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Not at all religious (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely religious (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q217 How financially stable should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely financially unstable (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely financially stable (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q219 How good in bed should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely bad in bed (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely good in bed (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q221 How respected by others should your ideal romantic partner be? 

o Extremely disrespected by others (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely respected by others (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q223 How good should your romantic partner's relationship with their family (e.g., 

parents, siblings, etc.) be? 

o Extremely bad relationship with their family (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely good relationship with their family (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  

 

End of Block: Mate Preferences 
 

Start of Block: Mate Value (partner rated) 

 

Q130 For the following questions, we are interested in what your actual long-term 

partner is like. 
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 Below are a number of qualities that your partner may or may not possess. Please think 

about your partner in comparison to all adults (ages 18-75) within your country. 

  

  

 For some questions, your partner might possess a lot of a quality compared to the average 

person. For other questions, your partner might be similar to the average adult. And for 

some questions, your partner might possess much less of a quality than the average person in 

your country. 

  

  

 To clarify how common or rare these qualities are, we have included for reference the rough 

numbers of people (out of 100) who are higher or lower than each value on each quality. 

  

  

 Please consider each quality below and rate how much of each quality your partner has 

compared to all adults within your country. For each question, please try to be 

as honest and accurate as possible. Rate based on what your partner is actually like right 

now, not how you wish they will be in the future 
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Q131 How romantic is your current partner? 

o Extremely unromantic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely romantic(Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q133 How driven is your current partner? 

o Extremely apathetic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely driven (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q135 How artistic is your current partner? 

o Extremely unartistic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely artistic (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q137 How positive is your current partner? 

o Extremely negative (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely positive(Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q139 How healthy is your current partner? 

o Extremely unhealthy overall (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely healthy overall (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q140 How often does your current partner laugh? 

o Laughs extremely rare (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Laughs extremely often (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q143 How intelligent is your current partner? 

o Extremely unintelligent (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely intelligent (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q147 How much does your current partner like kids?  

o Strongly dislikes kids (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Strongly likes kids (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q149 How generous is your current partner? 

o Extremely selfish (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely generous (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q151 How physically attractive is your current partner? 

o Extremely physically unattractive (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely physically attractive (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q153 How religious is your current partner? 

o Not at all religious (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely religious (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q156 How financially stable is your current partner? 

o Extremely financially unstable (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely financially stable (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q158 How good in bed is your current partner? 

o Extremely bad in bed (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely good in bed (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q160 How respected by others is your current partner? 

o Extremely disrespected by others (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely respected by others (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q162 How good is your current partner's relationship with their family (e.g., parents, 

siblings, etc.)? 

o Extremely bad relationship with their family (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely good relationship with their family (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  

 

End of Block: Mate Value (partner rated) 
 

Start of Block: Mate Value (self rated) 

 

Q163 For the following questions, we are interested in what you are like. 
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 Below are a number of qualities that you may or may not possess. Please think about 

yourself in comparison to all adults (ages 18-75) within your country. 

  

  

 For some questions, you might possess a lot of a quality compared to the average person. 

For other questions, you might be similar to the average adult. And for some questions, you 

might possess much less of a quality than the average person in your country. 

  

  

 To clarify how common or rare these qualities are, we have included for reference the rough 

numbers of people (out of 100) who are higher or lower than each value on each quality. 

  

  

 Please consider each quality below and rate how much of each quality you have compared 

to all adults within your country. For each question, please try to be 

as honest and accurate as possible. Rate based on what you are actually like right now, not 

how you wish to be in the future. 
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Q164 How romantic are you? 

o Extremely unromantic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely romantic(Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q166 How driven are you? 

o Extremely apathetic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely driven (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q168 How artistic is your current partner? 

o Extremely unartistic (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely artistic (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q170 How positive are you? 

o Extremely negative (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely positive(Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q172 How healthy are you? 

o Extremely unhealthy overall (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely healthy overall (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q174 How often do you laugh? 

o Laughs extremely rare (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Laughs extremely often (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q176 How intelligent are you? 

o Extremely unintelligent (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely intelligent (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  

 

 

 



 

 
227 

Q178 How much do you like kids?  

o Strongly dislikes kids (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Strongly likes kids (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q180 How generous are you? 

o Extremely selfish (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely generous (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q182 How physically attractive are you? 

o Extremely unattractive face (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely attractive face (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q184 How religious are you? 

o Not at all religious (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely religious (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q186 How financially stable are you? 

o Extremely financially unstable (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely financially stable (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q188 How good in bed are you? 

o Extremely bad in bed (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely good in bed (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q190 How respected by others are you? 

o Extremely disrespected by others (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely respected by others (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  
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Q192 How good is your relationship with your family (e.g., parents, siblings, etc.)? 

o Extremely bad relationship with their family (Bottom 1 out of 100 people)  (1)  

o (Bottom 3 out of 100 people)  (2)  

o (Bottom 8 out of 100 people)  (3)  

o (Bottom 18 out of 100 people)  (4)  

o (Bottom 32 out of 100 people)  (5)  

o Average (Top 50 out of 100 people)  (6)  

o (Top 32 out of 100 people)  (7)  

o (Top 18 out of 100 people)  (8)  

o (Top 8 out of 100 people)  (9)  

o (Top 3 out of 100 people)  (10)  

o Extremely good relationship with their family (Top 1 out of 100 people)  (11)  

 

End of Block: Mate Value (self rated) 
 

Start of Block: Violent Communication 

 

Q15 No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when they disagree, get 

annoyed with the other person, want different things from each other, or just have spats or 

fights because they are in a bad mood, are tired or for some other reason. Couples also have 
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many different ways of trying to settle their differences. This is a list of things that might 

happen when you have differences. Please mark how many times you did each to these 

things in the past year in your relationship. 

  

 Please note, your responses will remain completely confidential. 

 

 

 

Q14 I explained my side of a disagreement to my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q17 I insulted or swore at my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q18 I showed my partner I cared even though we disagreed 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q20  

I threw something at my partner that could hurt 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q21 I twisted my partner's arm or hair 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q23 I showed respect for my partner's feelings about an issue 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q24 I pushed or shoved my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  

 

 

 



 

 
242 

Q25  

I used a knife or gun on my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q328 I called my partner fat or ugly 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q329 I punched or hit my partner with something that could hurt 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q330 I destroyed something belonging to my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q331 I choked my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q332 I shouted or yelled at my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q334 I slammed my partner against a wall 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q335 I said I was sure we could work out a problem 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q336 I beat up my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q337 I grabbed my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q338 I stomped out of the room or house or yard during a disagreement 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q339 I slapped my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q340 I suggested a compromise to a disagreement 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q341 I burned or scalded my partner on purpose 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q342 I accused my partner of being a lousy lover 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q343 I did something to spite my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q344 I threatened to hit or throw something at my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q345 I kicked my partner 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  
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Q346 I agreed to try a solution to a disagreement my partner suggested 

o Once in the past year  (1)  

o Twice in the past year  (2)  

o 3-5 times in the past year  (3)  

o 6-10 times in the past year  (4)  

o 11-20 times in the past year  (5)  

o More than 20 times in the past year  (6)  

o Not in the past year, but it did happen before  (7)  

o This has never happened  (8)  

 

End of Block: Violent Communication 
 

Start of Block: Transgression History 
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Q260 My partner frequently upsets me 

o Strongly agree  (16)  

o Agree  (17)  

o Somewhat agree  (18)  

o Somewhat disagree  (20)  

o Disagree  (21)  

o Strongly disagree  (22)  

 

 

 

Q261 My partner often does things that hurt me 

o Strongly agree  (4)  

o Agree  (5)  

o Somewhat agree  (6)  

o Somewhat disagree  (8)  

o Disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  
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Q262 My relationship is often strained due to my partner's actions 

o Strongly agree  (4)  

o Agree  (5)  

o Somewhat agree  (6)  

o Somewhat disagree  (8)  

o Disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  

 

 

 

Q263 I often feel wronged by my partner 

o Strongly agree  (4)  

o Agree  (5)  

o Somewhat agree  (6)  

o Somewhat disagree  (8)  

o Disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  
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Q264 My partner has a history of making mistakes in our relationship 

o Strongly agree  (4)  

o Agree  (5)  

o Somewhat agree  (6)  

o Somewhat disagree  (8)  

o Disagree  (9)  

o Strongly disagree  (10)  

 

End of Block: Transgression History 
 

Start of Block: Cost Discrepancy 
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Q29  I can inflict greater costs on my partner than my partner can on me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q31 I can hurt my partner more than my partner can hurt me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q32 I can make my partner’s life more difficult than my partner can do to me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q33 I can retaliate against my partner more effectively than they can to me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q34 Compared to my partner, I am more powerful in the relationship 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q35 If my partner and I were to divorce/break-up, they would be much more worse off 

than me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

End of Block: Cost Discrepancy 
 

Start of Block: Relationship Maintenance (Partner) 

 

Q67  

Please indicate the extent to which you believe your spouse currently performs in order to 

maintain your romantic relationship, e.g., over the past two weeks. He/she/they: 
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Q68 Acts positively with me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q72 Is understanding with me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q76 Talks about his/her fears with me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q83 Talks about future events concerning our relationship (e.g., having children, or 

anniversaries, or retirement, etc.) with me 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q87 Shares in the joint responsibilities that face us 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q91 Includes our friends in our activities 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q351 Contributes financially to our relationship 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

End of Block: Relationship Maintenance (Partner) 
 

Start of Block: Personal Cost (partner) 

 

Q335 Each of the behaviors you read above can vary in difficulty for each individual 

and, subsequently, can come at more of a personal cost to the person. For example, if both 

friend A and friend B gave you $10, but friend A had $100 dollars in their wallet and friend 

B only had $10 in their wallet, we would say that friend B incurred more of a personal cost 

to give you that $10. Similarly, some individuals may find it much easier than others to 

maintain and invest in relationships given their personality, resources, or time.   

 

Now, please think of the behaviors you reported on above and consider how much of a 

personal cost these behaviors are for your partner regardless of whether they actually 

perform any of these behaviors. 
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Then, respond to the statement below reflecting how much you agree or disagree. 

 

 

 

Q336 In general, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for my partner to contribute 

financially to our relationship.  

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q356 In general, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for my partner to spend 

money on me.  

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q352 In general, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for my partner to invest 

time into our relationship. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q357 In general, my partner has ample time to spend with me. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q353 Given my partner's personality, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for 

them to treat me well. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q358 Given how my partner naturally acts, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) 

for them to make me feel like they care about me. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

End of Block: Personal Cost (partner) 
 

Start of Block: Relationship Maintenance (self) 

 

Q302 Now, please indicate the extent to which you believe you currently perform in 

order to maintain your romantic relationship, e.g., over the past two weeks: 
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Q303 Act positively with your partner 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q305 Be understanding with your partner 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q307 Talk about your fears with your partner 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q311 Talk about future events (e.g., having children, or anniversaries, or retirement, 

etc.) with your partner 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q313 Share in the joint responsibilities that face you both 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 



 

 
281 

 

 

Q315 Include friends in activities 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q367 Contribute financially to your relationship 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

End of Block: Relationship Maintenance (self) 
 

Start of Block: Personal Cost (Self) 

 

Q382 Each of the behaviors you read above can vary in difficulty for each individual 

and, subsequently, can come at more of a personal cost to the person. For example, if both 

friend A and friend B gave you $10, but friend A had $100 dollars in their wallet and friend 

B only had $10 in their wallet, we would say that friend B incurred more of a personal cost 

to give you that $10. Similarly, some individuals may find it much easier than others to 

maintain and invest in relationships given their personality, resources, or time.   

 

Now, please think of the behaviors you reported on above and consider how much of a 

personal cost these behaviors are for yourself regardless of whether you actually perform 

any of these behaviors. 
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Then, respond to the statement below reflecting how much you agree or disagree. 

 

 

 

Q383 In general, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for me to contribute 

financially to our relationship.  

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q384 In general, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for me to spend money on 

my partner.  

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q385 In general, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for me to invest time into 

my relationship. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

 

 

Q386 In general, I have ample time to spend with my partner. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q387 Given my personality, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for me to treat 

them well. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Q388 Given how I naturally act, it is easy (i.e., comes at little personal cost) for me to 

make my partner feel like I care about them. 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  

 

End of Block: Personal Cost (Self) 
 

Start of Block: Textbox 

 

Q377 Is there anything else you would like to tell us? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Textbox 
 

Start of Block: Conclusion 

 

Q265 Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Your participation is very 

appreciated and your responses can help us understand intimate partner violence further and 

how to create appropriate intervention work in future clinical work. If any of these questions 

upset you and you'd like to talk with someone, please consider using the resources below:  
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National Domestic Violence Hotline (1.800.799.SAFE) 

National call center refers to local resources; Spanish plus 160 other languages available; no 

caller ID used.  

 

National Suicide Prevention Lifeline (1.800.273.TALK ) 

Support and assistance 24/7 for anyone feeling depressed, overwhelmed or suicidal.  

 

SAMHSA Treatment Referral Helpline, 1-877-SAMHSA7 (1-877-726-4727) 

Get general information on mental health and locate treatment services in your area. Speak 

to a live person, Monday through Friday from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. EST.  

 

The Crisis Support Services of Nevada Call Center is an organization that provides free 

counseling and psychological services. They can be reached by phone (1-800- 273-8255) 24 

hours a day, every day or you can visit their website at https://cssnv.org/about/.  

 

 

Regardless of your relationship dynamics, we wish to remind you that you are worthy and 

deserving of love and respect. We wish you and your romantic partner a healthy and loving 

road ahead.  

 

End of Block: Conclusion 
 

 

 




