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In response to criticisms of the Conflict Tactics Scales, Straus revised the original scale to
include sexual aggression and injury. The purpose of the present study was to use this new
scale (o replicate and expand existing knowledge of psychological, physical, and sexual
aggression in dating relationships. Four-hundred-gighty-one college students completed
the Revised Conflict Tactics Scales. As expected, females reported perpetrating more psy-
chological aggression than males; there were no gender differences in reported physical
aggression; and psychological and physical aggression tended to co-occur. Contrary o
previous research. there were no gender differences in injuries. As cxpected, nales report-
ed perpetrating more sexual coercion than females; however, females atso reported per-
petrating sexual aggression. and there were nro gender differences in reported
victimization. For males, sexual coercion perpetration {not victimization) was related to
the perpetration and victimization of physical and psychological aggression. For females.
both sexual coercion perpetration and victimization were related to the perpetration and
victimization of psychological aggression and viclimization from physical aggression, but
not to physical aggression perpetration.

undreds of studies using the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS), developed by Straus, have

reported high rates of perpetration of violence in romantic relationships by both

females and males (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarmarn, 1996). The high
rate of reported violence by women, which is equal to that reported by men, has prompted
attacks of the CTS on methodological grounds. Chief among these criticisms are that:

1. the CTS does not consider the context and consequences of the aggression (e.g.,
women are more likely to be physically injured by men than men are by women:
Marshali, 1992}

not enough physicaily aggressive acts are included, thus reducing the validity and reli-
ability of the results (Straus et al., 1996);

o

3. sexual aggression is not addressed, and men are much more likely to perpetrate sexu-
al aggression in a relationship thar are women (Straus et ab.. 1996);

4. respondents are not asked aboul their motivations for aggressive acts, which can be
important because females” aggression may be only in seif-defense (e.g.. Pleck, Pleck,
Grossman, & Bart, 1977-1978);
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5. the CTS limits the context of the viclence to the everyday settings in which it occurs;
the wider historical context and background both of the relationship of men and
women in general, along with the social, cultural, and universal laws of societies in
general, need (o be examined {e.g., Dobash & Dobash, 1988).

Recently, Straus et al. addressed some of these criticisms by revising their widely-used
CTS. Additions to the Revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2) include an injury subscale
{six questions that address possible consequences of physical aggression); expansion of
the subscales of negotiation, psychological aggression, and physical aggression, so that
each subscale now has added facets to increase reliability and validity; and a sexual coer-
cion subscale (seven itens that address varying levels of sexual coercion).

By utilizing the CTS2, we hoped to provide a stronger test of previous findings that
females and males reported equal rates of physical aggression in relationships (e.g., Straus
& Gelles, 1986; Straus & Gelles, 1988). In addition, through using the new injury sub-
scale of the CTS2, we obtained new data on gender differences in possible consequences
of physical aggression in relationships. That is, even if males and females are perpetrat-
ing egual amounts of physical aggression (or if females are perpetrating more), are they
being physically injured at the same rate? Past research that has assessed injurious conse-
quences with measures other than the CTS has shown that females experience a higher
rate of injury at the hands of their male partners than males do at the hands of their female
partners (e.g.. Cantos, Neidig, & O’Leary, 1994; Cascardi, Langhinrichsen, & Vivian,
1992 Stets & Straus, 1990). It was therefore expected in this study that the females who
are involved in physically aggressive relationships would experience a higher rate of
injury than the males who are involved in physically aggressive retationships.

The new sexual coercion subscale offers an opportunity to further explore the dynam-
ics of abusive relationships. Specifically, this new subscale can be used tc address many
flaws inherent in the current sexual aggression literature. First, most research on sexual
aggression asks respondents to report if they have ever been raped, forced to have sex on
a date without their consent (date rape), or verbally coerced or pressured into sex (e.g.,
Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987; Schubot, 2001; Struckman-Johnson, 1988; Zweig,
Barber, & Eccles, 1997). These questions do not address sexual aggression within the con-
text of an ongoing romantic relationship. The CTS2, however, asks respondents to report
forced, threatened, or pressured anal, oral, or vaginal sex within the past 12 months, and
over the course of the relationship. By asking about sexual aggression within the context
of a romantic relationship, we can gain better knowledge of the incidence of sexual
aggression between men and women in presumably loving, commitied relationships.
Second, an assumption in the existing sexual aggression literature is that many men who
are victims of sexual coercion and aggression are victimized by other men (e.g., Zweig et
al., 1997). However, this assumption cannot be confirmed if the sex of the offender is not
asked, as is the case in the Zweig and associates study. In the current study the gender of
the respondent’s partner was obtained, and therefore, if a male is sexually coerced or
forced, it is known whether the offender is male or female.

The psychological aggression subscale of the CTS has long been ignored in the litera-
ture. Researchers who use the CTS tend to report only physical abuse, whereas few stud-
ies have reported the amount of psychological aggression. Gender differences, however,
have been found in psychological aggression using the Psychological Maltreatment
Inventory, with females perpetrating significantly more psychelogical aggression than
maies (e.g., Kasian & Painter, 1992: Molidor, 1995). In the present study, the incidence of
psychological aggression and gender differences were examined.
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In addition to examining incidence data and gender differences on each of the subscales
of the CTS2 separately, this new scale offers the opportunity to explore relations among the
subscales. For instance, if females perpetrate more psychological and physical aggression
and males perpetrate more sexual aggression, is there a relation between the perpetration
of psychological and physical aggression among females and their experience of sexual
aggression at the hands of their male partners? Finaily, to address the fourth criticism of the
CTS, a new way of assessing self-defense as a motive is presented in this report. It has long
been assumed that the high rate of physical aggression perpetrated by females was mostly
in self-defense (e.g., Saunders, [1986; Walker, 2000). Although motives are not directly
assessed with the CTS2, we offer a new way of indirectly exploring the self-defense
motive: a difference score. For each respondent, the amount of aggression experienced can
be subtracted from the amount of aggression perpetrated. A positive score would indicate
that respondents report perpetrating more aggression than they receive, suggesting that they
are not acting solely out of self-defense.

In sum, the present study investigated dating aggression using the newly revised
Contflict Tactics Scales. Based on previous research, it was hypothesized that females per-
petrate either equal or greater amounts of both physical and psychological aggression than
males. However, because males are physically stronger than females, it was hypothesized
that females would be injured at a higher rate than males in physically abusive relation-
ships. It was also hypothesized that males would perpetrate more sexual aggression than
women would, and the possible relationships between psychological, physical, and sexu-
al aggression were explored. Finally, a new method of indirectly assessing self-defense as
a motive using the CTS2 is presenied.

METHOD

Participants

Participants were 481 college students (179 male, 302 female; mean age 19.1 years) from
a large northeastern predominantly upper-middle class university. Potential participants
were recruited through the introductory psychology research pool and were required to
have been in a romantic relationship within the previous 6 months in order to qualify for
the study. Those who were eligible to participate were offered research credit for their
introductory psychology course. The majority of participants were White (77%), with the
remainder being Asian (13%), Hispanic {5%), Black (2%), and Other (3%}).

Materiails

Demographic Questionnaire. Inn addition to providing information on age, race, and
gender, participants were also asked to indicate the gender of their partner, the type of
relationship they had {married, living together, dating). the length of the relationship, and
the level of emotional commitment (ranging from “not emotionally attached or in love™ to
“in love and married™.

The Revised Conflict Tactics Seales (CTS2; Straus, 1996). The CTS2 is a 78-item ques-
tionnaire that assesses the amount of negotiation, psychological aggression, physical
aggression, sexual coercion, and injury that occurs between the males and females, as
reported by the participants. Participants are asked to rate on a 6-point scale (1 = once; 6 =
more than 20 times) the namber of times a particular conflict tactic was used by both the
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participant and his‘her partner in the previous year. ln addition, participants are asked to
indicate whether or not they or their partners ever used each conflict tactic over the course
of the relationship. The CTS2 has demonstrated good construct and discriminant validity
and good reliability, with internal consistencies ranging from .79 t0 .95 (Straus et al., 1996),

The data from the CTS2 were analyzed in several ways. First, prevalence data were
computed; that is, for each subscale (negotiation, psychological aggression, physical
aggression, injury, sexual coercion) the percentage of participants wheo reported perpe-
trating and receiving any one of the acts in that subscale was computed. Analyzing the
data in this manner allows for an estimate of the percentage of males and females who per-
petrate each of the different types of aggression and who are the victims of each of the
types of aggression. Prevalence data gives an indication of the percenlage of participants
who perpetrate or experience each of the aggressive acts in their relationships, but this data
is limited because it does not provide information on the severity or frequency of these
aggressive acts. To examine this, the chronicity of each of the subscales was computed.
For each participant, the amount of acts perpetrated and received in the previous year on
cuch of the subscales was computed, Participants ranked on a scale from 0 to 6 how many
times in the previous year they experienced the acts listed (0 ="0times; | =1 time; 2 =2
times; 3 =3 to Stimes; 4 =6 to 10 times: 5= ] to 20 times; 6 = more than 20 times). To
obtain an approximate count of the number of times each act was committed in the previ-
ous year, data were transformed according o the following scale: 0 = 0 acts in previous
year; I =T actin the previous year; 2 = 2 acts in the previous vear; 3 = 4 acts in the pre~
vious year; 4 = 8 acts in the previous vear; 5 = 16 acts in the previous year; 6 = 25 acts in
the previous year.

Finalty, because couples were not recruited for this study, the participating males and
females were nol necessarily dating each other. Thus, each relationship that is reported on
is Targely independent for the males and females. Consequently, compariag the use and
receipl of aggressive acts across gender may not be informative. It is more informative to
investigate the amount of aggressive acts each individual used and received within the
relationship on which they are reporting. That is, are participanis using more aggression
than they are receiving, or vice versa? To answer this question, a difference score was cal-
culated for each participant who reported being involved in an aggressive relationship as
either the perpetrator or viclim of each type of aggression (e.g., it participants reperted
that they were either the perpetrators or victims of physical aggression in their relation-
ship, & physical aggression difference score was calculated). For each participant, we sub-
tracted the amount of aggression received from the amount of aggression used. A positive
score indicates that participants used more aggression in their refationships than they
received, whereas 4 negative score means that they received more aggression than they
used. In other words, those who received & positive difference score could be labeled the
primary perpetrators of aggression in their relationships, whereas those who received a
negative score could be iabeled the primary victims,

RESULTS

The majority of the participants were dating their partners (97%}, with 3% unmarried, liv-
ing with their partners. However, the level of emotional commitment vatied: 37% of the
participants were either not emotionally attached to their partners or were emationally
attached but not in love: 32% were in love with their partners; 30% were in love and either
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thinking about or discussing marriage with their partners; and 1% were engaged to their
partners. The average length of relationship was 11.89 months (SD 110.91). In addition, 5
males (2.8%) reported that they currently had a male partner, and 3 females (1%) report-
ed that they currently had a female partner.

Tabie 1 presents the data for the perpetration and victimization of each of the CTS2
subscales. The prevalence of each act (% yes) is presented. In addition, for each subscale
the mean number of acts used within the previous year by the participants who reported
using such acts is presented, as is the mean number of acts received in the previous year
by those participants who reported the victirnization of such acts,

Negotiation

All participants reported using negotiation tactics to resolve conflicts in their intimate rela-
tionship, and all but one female reported that their partners used such tactics. There were no
gender differences in either the use (males: M = 59.4, SD = 39.3; females: M = 595, 8D =
36.3; 1 =-0.023, p > .9) or receipt (males: M =56.1, 5D = 38.3; females: M =60.2, D =37.8;
¢ = -1.14, p > 25) of negoliation tactics during the previous year in intimate reiationships.

Perpetration of Aggression

Psychological Aggression. The majority of the participants reported using psycholog-
ically aggressive acts in their relationships. Morcover, there were no gender differences in
the perpetration of psychological aggression over the course of the refationship: 82% of
the males and 86% of females reported that they used some type of psychologically
aggressive act (%° = £.33, p > .25). Chronicity scores for participants who reported perpe-
trating (males: r = 147: females: n = 258) psychological aggression were analyzed to
investigate gender differences in the amount of psychologicaliy aggressive acts perpetras-
ed within these relationships in the previous year, When chronicity is considered, females
report having perpetrated significantly more acts than males (mates: M = 13.30, SD =
18.7: females: M = 18,79, §D = 21.6; 1 = 2.58, p < .01). A closer look at the individual
items in this subscale shows that the higher rate of perpetration for females can be
accounted for by the items “insulting or swearing at partrer,” “shouting or yelling at part-
ner,” “stomping out of the room in a disagreement,” and “doing something to spite the
partner.”

Physical Aggression. A substantial minority of participants reported perpetrating phys-
ical aggression in their relationships. Specifically, 29% of males and 35% of females
reported that they perpetrate physical aggression, and as with psychological aggression,
there were no significant gender differences (x? = 1.93, p > .15). When physical aggres-
sion is subdivided into minor and severe aggression, a similar pattern is seen. That is, over
the course of the relationship, 25.3% of mates and 34% of females reported perpetrating
minor physical aggression (x2 = 3.53, p > .05), and 10.5% of males and 7.5% of females
reported perpetrating severe physical aggression, (4% =124, p > 23).

There were no gender differences in the amount of physically aggressive acts perpe-
trated within the previous year (males: M = 8.13, 8D = 13.9; females: M =7.30, 5D =
12.7; ¢ = 0.38, p > .70) in the subset of individuals in physically aggressive relationships
(males: n = 52; females: n = 105). Moreover. there were no gender differences in the
amount of minor (males: n = 46, M = 7.00, §D = 11.1; females: n = 101, M =7.01, 8D
=12.0: t =-0.01, p > .99) or severe (males: n =19, M =532, 5D = 0.0; females: n =23,
M=72.42. 8D =2.1:1 = 1.50, p > .10) physical aggression perpetrated.
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Figure 1. Types of physically aggressive relationships as reported by males and females.







