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The Relationship Between Dating Violence and Ambivalent
Sexism Among Emerging Adults: A Cross Sectional Study

Yetiskinlige Gecgisteki Bireylerde Flort Siddeti ile Celisik Duygulu
Cinsiyetcilik Arasindaki Iliskinin Incelenmesi: Kesitsel Bir Calisma

Seda KARAKAYA CATALDAS', Aysegiil AKATAY?, Mukaddes KONYAR®, Merve ORNEK"”

ABSTRACT

Aim: This study aimed to examine the relationship between dating
violence and ambivalent sexism in emerging adults.

Material and Methods: This study adopted cross-sectional design
with 154 participants using convenience sampling. Sociodemograp-
hic Information Form, Ambivalent Sexism Inventory and Dating Vi-
olence Questionnaire were used as data collection tools. Spearman’s
correlations, Mann Whitney U and Kruskal Wallis analysis were
performed for analysis.

Results: A statistically negative low correlation was found between
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory and Dating Violence Questionnaire.
There was a statistically significant difference between general vi-
olence, economic violence and sexual violence by gender, in which
women were found to not support attitudes towards dating violence
compared to men. We also found that a statistically significant diffe-
rence in hostile sexism by gender in which the men had higher hos-
tile sexism mean scores than the women. This study highlighted the
association between dating violence and ambivalent sexism among
emerging adults.
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Calismanin amaci: Bu ¢alisma, beliren yetiskinlerde flort siddeti ile
celisik duygulu cinsiyet¢ilik arasindaki iligkiyi incelemeyi amagla-
mistir.

Materyal ve Yontem: Kesitsel desenle ve kolayda ornekleme yon-
temi kullamlarak 154 katihmcidan veri toplanmistir. Veri toplama
araci olarak Sosyodemografik Bilgi Formu, Celisik Duygulu Cinsi-
yetcilik Olgegi ve Flort Siddeti Olgegi kullanimigtir: Spearman ko-
relasyon, Mann Whitney U ve Kruskal Wallis analizleri yapilmistir.
Sonuclar: Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyet¢ilik ve Flort Siddeti arasinda
istatistiksel olarak negatif yonlii diisiik bir iliski bulunmustur. Cin-
siyete gore genel siddet, ekonomik siddet ve cinsel siddet arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir fark bulunmus, kadinlarin erkeklere
kiyasla flort siddetine yonelik tutumlar: desteklemedigi goriilmiistiir.
Ayrica, cinsiyete gore diismanca cinsiyet¢ilik arasinda da istatistik-
sel olarak anlaml bir fark bulunmusg, erkeklerin diismanca cinsiyet-
¢ilik puan ortalamalarimin kadinlardan daha yiiksek oldugu goriil-
miistiiv. Bu ¢alismada, yetiskinlige gegisteki bireylerde flort siddeti
ile ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyet¢ilik arasinda iligki oldugu belirlenmistir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Yeni yetiskinler, flort siddeti, ¢elisik duygulu
cinsiyet¢ilik

Introduction

Dating violence is a prevalent psychological
and social issue that harms the lives of many
adolescents and young adults. While dating
violence (DV) is commonly thought of as
physically aggressive behavior by a man toward
a woman, it is defined as men and women can
be both perpetrators and victims at the same time
(1). DV includes many forms including physical,
psychological, sexual, and cyber (2).
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Studies show that individuals subject to dating
violence are generally in emerging adulthood (3).

The concept of “emerging adulthood,” defined as
a developmental period that includes adolescence
and adulthood between the ages of 18 and 25
(4). During emerging adulthood, romantic
relationships tend to be experienced more clearly.
In this period, the individual’s behavior is formed,
and the individual may show behaviors aimed at
proving himself/herself. This may create a risk
of dating violence (5). Research has highlighted
the prevalence of dating violence among high
school students in the United States, revealing
that physical and sexual dating violence, as well
as other forms of violence, such as bullying,
are reported (6). Furthermore, research has
explored the prevalence of dating violence among
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undergraduate students in Nigeria and found high
rates of both current and lifetime dating violence

(7).

Ambivalent sexism, as characterized by both
hostile and benevolent attitudes towards women,
has been associated positively with dating
violence perpetration and victimization among
young men and women (8). Ambivalent sexism
is a complementary justification for gender
inequality and is divided into two dimensions:
Hostile sexism and benevolent sexism. Hostile
sexism refers to the idea that men are naturally
stronger than women and the perception of
women as merely sexual objects, which leads
to the promotion of traditional gender roles and
the belief that women are dependent on men,
powerless, and inferior. On the other hand,
benevolent sexism is based on the acceptance of
the existence of relationships in which men are
cared for by women, the appreciation of women
who meet traditional gender stereotypes, and the
glorification and protection of women in their
roles as wives and mothers. Hostile sexism, a
component of ambivalent sexism, has been linked
explicitly to dating violence (9). Therefore,
adopting a traditional view of gender, the
asymmetrical power relations between men and
women due to the patriarchal social structure and
the perception of violence as a normal behavior
are the primary sources of dating violence (10).
Studies have indicated the predictive nature
of ambivalent sexism on perpetration and
victimization in dating relationships and highlight
the importance of addressing sexist beliefs in
understanding and preventing dating violence
among individuals (9).

Research exploring the relationship between
dating violence and ambivalent sexism is limited
in national and international literature. Studies
examining the relationship between ambivalent
sexism and dating violence attitudes have focused
on university students. No specific study examines
this relationship in emerging adulthood (3). In this
context, this study is expected to contribute to the
literature and the development of dating violence
prevention and intervention strategies. This
study aimed to examine the relationship between
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attitudes toward dating violence and ambivalent
sexism in emerging adults.

Method
Design

This study used a descriptive cross-sectional
design

Procedure

An online data collection link was composed via
Google Forms. Recruitment leveraged via social
media and word of mouth. A poster was created,
including the aim of the study and the study link,
and shared on social media. The participants
were informed that participation in the study
was completely voluntary—the participants who
approved the individual consent form in the
link were directed to data collection tools. The
study data were collected between 1 December
2023 and 1 April 2024. 162 questionnaires were
fulfilled, but when the incomplete questionnaires
were removed, 152 data were considered for
analysis.

Data Collection Tools
Sociodemographic Information Form

The sociodemographic information form included
several questions about age, gender, marital status,
working status, income level, to have a romantic
relationship, to face dating violence, and if yes,
the type of it (i.e., physical, psychological, severe,
economic, sexual).

Dating Violence Attitude Questionnaire (DVQ)

The scale consists of a total of 28 items and five
subscales, including general violence (5 items),
physical violence (5 items), psychological
violence ( 6 items), sexual violence (7 items)
and economic violence (5 items). The scale is
a S5-point Likert type, scoring as 1: Strongly
disagree to 5:Strongly agree. The 23 items scored
reverse. The total score is close to 5, which means
participants do not support the attitudes towards
dating violence. The Cronbach’s Alpha internal
consistency coefficient is 0.91, and the subscales
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range from 0.72-0.85. (11). The current study’s
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the total scale
was 0.84.

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI)

The scale was developed by (12). Turkish
adaptation of the scale was conducted by (13).
The scale consists of 22 items, including 11 items
to measure benevolent sexism and 11 items to
measure hostile sexism. There is no item scoring
in reverse. This is a 6-point Likert-type scale,
scoring from “1=strongly disagree” to “6=strongly
agree”. High-scale scores indicate high levels of
benevolent and hostile sexism. The Cronbach’s
Alfa for the ASI was .85. In the current study, the
alpha coefficient for the total scale was .92.

Statistical analysis

All data were analyzed using SPSS version 28
for Windows. The data were not found to be
normally distributed. Descriptive statistics were
used, such as frequencies, percentages, means,
standard deviations, and minimum and maximum
values. Spearman’s correlations were employed
to determine relationships between variables.
Mann Whitney U test and Kruskal Wallis analysis
were performed. The statistical significance level
was set as p<0.05.

Ethical considerations

The Ethical permission was obtained by the Kog
University Social and Human Review Board
(2023.374.1RB3.167). All participants approved
the informant consent before the study. Participants
were informed that they could withdraw from the
study at any time and that all information to be
obtained would be kept confidential.

Results
Participants

Participants (n = 154) were volunteers in the
general population recruited through an online
Google form. The mean age of participants was
23.27+1.58 years. Of them, 83.1% were females,
89% were single, 61.7% were not working, and
45.5% had stated income equal to expenses.
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In addition, 42.9 % of them have a romantic
relationship, and 81.2% have experienced dating
violence in their relationship. Considering the
frequency of those who faced violence, the most
common type was psychological violence, with
13.6%. Then, the cyber violence (4.5%) and
sexual violence (0.6) were taken part (Table 1).

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Participants
(n=154), Istanbul-2024

[ n %
Age
Mean+SD 23.27+1.58
Min-Max 18-25
Median 23
Gender
Female 128 | 83.1
Male 26 | 16.9
Marital Status
Single 137 | 89
Married 15 9.7
Living with partner 2 1.3
Working Status
Working 59 | 383
Not working 95 [ 61.7
Income Level
Income equal to ezpenses 70 | 45.5
Income more than expenses [ 46 | 29.9
Income less than expenses 36 | 23.4
Romantic relationship status
Currenlty yes 66 | 42.9
No 49 [ 31.8
Used to be 39 | 253
Experience of dating violence
Yes 29 [ 18.8
No 125 | 81.2
Types of dating violence
Psychological violence 21 | 13.6
Sexual violence 1 0.6
Siber violence 7 4.5
Mean, SD: Standart Deviation

A statistically difference was found the between
general violence, economic violence, sexual
violence by gender (p<0.05). The women had
higher general violence, economic violence and
sexual violence mean scores than the men ( Table
2).
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Table 2. Comparison of General Violence, Physical Violence, Psychological Violence, Economic
Violence and Sexual Violence Scores by Gender (n =154) , Istanbul-2024

Subscales Gender n Mean Rank Sum of Ranks U p

General violence Man 26 60.56 1574.50 1223.5 0,015*
Woman 128 80.94 10360.50

Physical violence Man 26 70.46 1832 1481 ,323
Woman 128 78.93 10103

Psychological violence Man 26 73.27 1905 1554 591
Woman 128 78.36 10030

Economic violence Man 26 38.94 1012.50 661.5 <,001**
‘Woman 128 85.33 10922.50

Sexual violence Man 26 59.58 1549 1198 ,009**
‘Woman 128 81.14 10386

*p<.05.**p<.01.

Table 3. Comparison of General Violence, Physical Violence, Psychological Violence, Economic
Violence and Sexual Violence Scores by Gender (n =154) , Istanbul-2024

Subscales Gender n Mean Rank | Sum of Ranks U P
Hostile Sexism Man 26 96.94 2520,50 1158.50 | 0,015*
Woman | 128 73.55 9414,50
Benevolent sexism Man 26 73.33 1906,50 1555.5 ,601
Woman 128 78.35 10028,50

*p<.05 **p< .0l

A statistically difference was found the between
hostile sexism by gender (p<0.05). The men
had higher hostile sexism mean scores than the
women (Table 3).

A statistically negative low correlation was found
between Ambivalent Sexism Inventory and

Dating Violence Questionnaire (r= -,261, p<.01).
A statistically correlation was found between the
ambivalent sexism, physical violence (r=-,273,
p<.01), psychological violence (r=-,360, p<.01)
and economic violence (r=-,267, p<.01) (Table 4)
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Table 4. Correlations and descriptive statistics for primary variables (n=154) , Istanbul-2024

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Hostile Sexism 27,77 ,96 1

Benevolent 30,63 91 ,590™ 1

sexism

Ambivalent 58,41 1,67 | ,897" | ,886™ 1

Sexism

General 23,79 17 -,144 | -,021 | -,094 1

Violence

Physical 23,62 A7 [ -2737-2137 | -,2737 | ,494™ 1

Violence

Psychological 26,68 27 | -288"|-,356" | -,360"" | ,304™ | 527" 1

Violence

Economic 21,20 24 1 -296" | -, 177" | -267 | ,337 | ,356™ | ,334™ 1

Violence

Sexual 32,48 34 -,046 ,077 ,016 | ,583™ | ,339™ | ,215™ | ,271™ 1
Violence

Dating 127,79 84 [ -2827 | 181" | -,261* | ,735™ | ,713* | ,674™ | ,647" | ,743™ | 1
Violence

*p<.05.**p<.01.

Discussion

This study aimed to examine the relationship
between attitudes toward dating violence and
ambivalent sexism in emerging adults.

In the present study, the 19.5% woman and
11.5% man indicated that they had experienced
dating violence. While supporting our outcomes,
a systematic review reported that types and
severity of dating violence varied across studies,
but overall, women were more likely to face
violence than men (14). We found that 18.8% of
participants were subjected to dating violence,
which is 13.6% to psychological violence, 4.5%
to cyber violence, and 0.6% to sexual violence. A
study reported that 31.6% of women and 24.4%
of men were found to have been subjected to
physical violence among university students (15).
In another study conducted with nursing students,
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it was found that 18.0% of first-year students,
40.1% of fourth-year students, and 28.6% of
all students were exposed to violence in dating
relationships in which 39.5% of the participants
were exposed to psychological violence, and 3.9%
were exposed to sexual violence (16). In another
study of 500 university students in Turkey, it was
concluded that 19.4% of women were exposed to
physical violence, 88% to psychological violence,
and 7.8% to sexual violence (17). Considering the
literature, the violence ratio in the present study
is relatively small. 31.8% of the participants
stated they had not experienced a romantic
relationship. It can be thought that they may not
have experienced dating violence because they
have never had romantic relationships.

The present study found there was a statistically
significant difference between general violence
(0,015), economic violence (<,001), and sexual
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violence (,009) by gender, in which women were
found to not support attitudes towards dating
violence compared to men. Ambivalent sexism,
a concept that incorporates both hostile and
benevolent attitudes toward women, has been
linked to dating violence among emerging adults.
A statistically low negative correlation was found
between ambivalent sexism and dating violence
(r= -.261, p<.0l). The present study found a
statistically significant difference in hostile sexism
by gender (p<0.05) in which the men had higher
hostile sexism mean scores than the women.
Hostile sexism is a form that is characterized by
hostility towards women, humiliating attitudes,
and openly negative beliefs. It reflects opposed
views of gender relations in which women are
perceived as trying to control men, challenging
traditional gender roles, or advocating for their
rights. Gender is the basis of sexism. Gender
shapes people to form a man-woman identity in the
socialization process and to learn the social roles
and patterns (independent-dependent, rational-
emotional, etc.) of this identity (18). Therefore, as
a result of negative stereotypes towards women,
women are discriminated against and seen as
inferior to men.

Our outcomes were in line with the literature.
In the study with participants aged 18-54 years
and found a relationship between dating violence
attitudes and benevolent and hostile sexism
(19). 1t is found that individuals who perpetrated
violence against their partners exhibited higher
levels of sexism than those who did not engage
in such behaviors (20). In addition, the study
revealed a relationship between both hostile
sexism and benevolent sexism and the occurrence
of dating violence in young people. A study
revealed that there is a relationship between
sexism and the perspective on dating violence
(9). The study showed a positive relationship
between women who exhibited hostile sexism,
men who exhibited benevolent sexism, and their
attitudes towards dating violence, including both
psychological and physical forms, perpetrated
by individuals of all genders. It is emphasized
the relationship between dating violence and
benevolent sexism, which was underscored
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despite its implicit and relatively moderate natiire
(21). Research indicated that gender role attitudes
had a predictive role in all dimensions of dating
violence attitudes (22). Research has indicated
that individuals who affirm hostile sexism are
more likely to understate the magnitude of dating
violence, which suggests a link between sexist
beliefs and the adoption of harmful behaviors in
relationships (23). This suggests that individuals
with ambivalent sexist views may be more likely
to engage in or be victimized by dating violence.
Studies have also investigated the impact of
ambivalent sexism on relationship quality among
new adult straight-dating partners. Results
suggest that ambivalent sexist attitudes play a role
in forming perceptions of relationship quality in
such couples(24). Moreover, ambivalent sexism
was associated with the endorsement of rape
myths among male college students, emphasizing
a significant correlation between attitudes toward
dating violence and ambivalent sexism (25).

This study has several limitations. Although online
surveys provide convenience and enable data
collection from diverse geographic locations, there
may be a self-selection bias among participants
who choose not to participate in online surveys,
thereby limiting the generalizability of the
findings. Future research should aim to include
larger samples to enhance representativeness.
Also, the sample of this study consists only
of emerging adults. This situation creates a
limitation in terms of generalizability of the study
results. Furthermore, a combination of qualitative
and quantitative studies is necessary to gain a
comprehensive understanding of the relationship
between dating violence and ambivalent sexism.

Conclusion

This study highlighted the association between
dating violence and ambivalent sexism among
emerging adults. Therefore, combating sexism is
crucial to diminish dating violence. Campaigns
that aim to reduce sexism in public and educational
settings are essential considerations in tackling
the challenges of dating violence. These efforts
would pave the way for combating sexism and
contribute to tackling dating violence.
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