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ABSTRACT 

The Conflict Tactics Scale (GTS; Straus, 1979) is the 

most widely used instrument for measuring violence between 

romantic partners (Schafer, 1996). Responses to the CTS in 

studies of partner and parent-child violence have 

previously been factor analyzed with differing results. 

This study is the first to examine the factor structure of 

the stranger version of the CTS. CTS data were collected 

from 3,391 undergraduate introductory psychology students 

(1,116 men and 2,275 women). The responses of 1,770 of the 

participants (586 men and 1,184 women) to the to partî ier 

(self reported behavior toward partner), by partner 

(reports of partner's behaviors), to stranger (self 

reported behavior toward strangers), and by stranger 

(reports of stranger's behaviors) versions of the CTS were 

factor analyzed. In all but one of the exploratory factor 

analyses of the men's and women's data, 4 factors emerged 

(Physical Aggression, Severe Physical Aggression, Verbal-

Psychological Aggression, and Reasoning), although there 

were minor differences between them in some of the specific 

items which loaded onto these factors. In the men's by 

stranger responses, 3 factors emerged: Reasoning-Conflict 



Avoidance, Verbal Aggression-Threats-Mild Violence, and 

Serious Physical Violence. The GTS responses of 1,621 of 

the participants (530 men and 1,091 women) were included in 

a series of confirmatory factor analyses, the results of 

which indicated that the factor structures obtained with 

the exploratory factor analyses were good matches for the 

data, with the exception of the men by stranger version 

which was an adequate fit. A subsample of the respondents 

(n = 1,291; 419 men and 872 women) also completed the Short 

Michigan Alcohol Screening Test. Chi-square analyses 

suggested that alcohol abuse related differently to partner 

and stranger violence. Male alcohol abusers were more 

likely to engage in stranger violence perpetration, but not 

partner violence perpetration. Male alcohol abusers were 

also more likely to be the victims of stranger violence. 

The only significant relationship between alcohol and 

violence for women was that women alcohol abusers were more 

likely to perpetrate verbal aggression and violence toward 

partners. 

These results provided evidence of different 

underlying psychological dynamics for partner and stranger 

violence. Implications of the findings and suggestions for 

future research and adaptations of the CTS are presented. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Partner and stranger violence are significant problems 

for college aged persons as they are in other populations 

(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997c; Dromgoole & Gogan, 

1995; Dutton, 1988; Kandel-Englander, 1992; Laner, 1983; 

Makepeace, 1981; Straus, 1980; Straus & Gelles, 1986; 

Straus & Gelles, 1988). It has been estimated that as many 

as 20% of college students have experienced partner 

violence, and that 70% have known someone who has 

experienced partner violence (e.g.. Makepeace, 1981). 

College students have also been reported as experiencing 

higher levels of violence than high school students 

(Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989). In recent samples (Gulp, 

Sharp, Saari, Gogan, & Ballinger, 1998; McCormick, Saari, 

Sharp, Gogan & Ballinger, 1998) 35% of student men and 9% 

of student women reported having been severely violent 

toward strangers in the last 12 months. The same 

percentages of men and women reported having been the 

victims of severe violence from strangers. 

Since its development, the Conflict Tactics Scale 

(GTS; Straus, 1979) has been the most widely used 



instrument to measure violence between partners (Schafer, 

1996). Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, and Sugarman (1996) 

reported that the GTS has been administered in research to 

over 70,000 subjects in 20 countries and had been used in 

about 4 00 published studies. They indicated that the 

instrument has been used less often clinically, mostly in 

family assessments. An online search of Dissertation 

Abstracts International revealed that the GTS has been used 

in 193 doctoral dissertations. Boone and Flint (1988) used 

the CTS to measure violence between respondents and 

strangers. They stated that since the conflict tactics 

measured are used outside of family relationships, it is 

useful for measuring aggression in a wide variety of 

interpersonal relationships. Gogan and her colleagues have 

also used the GTS to measure conflict tactics and 

interpersonal violence between strangers (Dromgoole & 

Gogan, 1995; Gulp, Sharp, Saari, Gogan & Ballinger, 1998; 

McCormick, Saari, Sharp, Gogan & Ballinger, 1998). 

Theoretical Basis of the GTS 

Straus began investigating aggression between couples 

with an early version of the Conflict Tactics Scale in 1974 

in reaction to a then prevalent view called ''catharsis 



theory." Catharsis theory states that if one is able to 

''let off steam" verbally, then that person is less likely 

to engage in physical aggression (Shostrom, 1967). This 

catharsis model was based upon the notion that humans are 

hard wired to be aggressive, and that this aggression can 

not be successfully inhibited. Therefore, if one tries to 

overcome this biological urge, eventually, there will be an 

explosive outpouring of aggression. Another reason for the 

appeal of the catharsis model was research that found that 

highly intimate groups were more likely to engage in more 

highly emotional conflict (Coser, 1966). This was 

characterized as the "love-hate relationship" (Gharny, 

1972, as cited in Straus, 1974). Straus (1974) suggested 

that readers of this research had the causal relationship 

backwards in that the more deeply invested people are in an 

intimate relationship, the more emotionally charged their 

conflict would be. Thus, the emotional conflict stems from 

the level of the investment in the relationship and not the 

other way around. 

Straus was particularly concerned with the encounter 

group movement, some of the proponents of which advocated 

"leveling" or giving free and open voice to aggressive 

feelings and attempting to leave behind the notion of 



strained civility between members of families, a notion 

which they considered antiquated and repressive (Straus, 

1974). He wrote that "'Gut-level communication', 

'leveling', and 'letting it all hang out' may only be a 

modern psychological version of the old medical practice of 

blood-letting - harmless but useless in some cases and 

injurious or fatal in others" (1974, p. 14). 

Straus (1974) proposed that, in fact, the exact 

opposite of the catharsis theory was true, that as levels 

of verbal aggression increased, levels of physical 

aggression would also increase. If this practice became 

widely used, he said, it could lead to highly negative 

consequences. 

Straus (1979) suggested that there is an optimal 

amount of conflict that allows families and other groups to 

progress, but remain able to cooperate at maximum 

efficiency. Thus the relationship between conflict and 

group or family well being is curvilinear. The absence of 

conflict or very high levels of conflict would result in 

low levels of group well being, but moderate levels would 

be beneficial. When conflict is denied, or when it is too 

great, a higher level of hostility between group members is 

likely to result (Straus, 1979). 



Description of the GTS 

The GTS, designed to study the methods people use in 

interpersonal conflict (Straus, 1979), was developed for 

use in the 1975 National Family Violence Survey. The GTS 

was planned as a short instrument capable of quickly and 

conveniently obtaining information about behaviors used in 

conflicts between family members and items were generated 

from pilot work using open-ended interviews. 

The GTS is an 18-item instrument with response 

categories including "never," "once," "twice," "3-5 times," 

"6-10 times," "11-20" times, and more than 20 times for the 

frequency of various conflict resolution behaviors over the 

last year. There is also a response category for "don't 

know." GTS items are presented with pairs of response 

scales such that for each item subjects report how many 

times in the last year they used each conflict tactic with 

the other person (partner, child, stranger), as well as how 

many times others performed each behavior toward them (see 

Appendix A). 

Three types of conflict tactics were included in the 

GTS on the basis of theoretical importance. The factors 

that have been identified through factor analysis by Straus 

(1979) and others will be considered in more detail below. 



The Reasoning scale contains three items (items 1-3) and 

measures the rational use of discussion and debate (e.g., 

#1 "Discussed the issue calmly," #3 "Brought in or tried to 

bring in someone to help settle things"). The Verbal 

Aggression scale contains seven items (items 4-10) and 

measures the use of nonverbal or verbal communication to 

hurt or threaten the other person (e.g., #4 "Insulted or 

swore at the other one," #10 "Threw or smashed or hit or 

kicked something"). The Violence scale includes eight 

items (items 11-18) and measures the use of physical force 

(#11 "Threw something at the other one," #18 "Used a knife 

or gun"). 

Social Desirability 

It would appear that it would be difficult for persons 

to respond to some of the items due to concerns about the 

social desirability of their responses. However, Shehan 

and Lee (1990) suggested that the sequence of the items 

from least to most aggressive makes it easier for subjects 

to report violence when it is used as a last recourse in 

resolving conflict. Furthermore, the instructions for the 

instrument contain statements that indicate that conflict 

is an ordinary occurrence "no matter how well a couple gets 



along." Straus (1979) reported that in his samples the 

refusal rate was low and was comparable to that of other 

survey data. While Straus acknowledged that violence is 

probably underestimated due to some subjects' reluctance to 

describe times when they have been violent (Straus, 1990b), 

he asserted that since the CTS generally produces higher 

rates of reported violence than other instruments, it may 

be closer to the true rate than other measurement 

techniques. He also suggested that this underestimate is 

not as important for research purposes as it would be for 

clinical applications of the instrument. In research 

investigating the relationship of social desirability to 

the CTS, the relationship has been found to be non

significant in treatment samples (Saunders, 1986) and in 

community samples (Newberger, 1987, as cited in Straus, 

1990b). Arias and Beach (1987) found that the CTS Violence 

scale for both husbands' and wives' reports of their own 

violent behaviors was negatively correlated with the 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability scale (-.23 for men; 

-.32 for women). Among subjects who reported engaging in 

violence, social desirability was unrelated to reports of 

the severity or frequency of violence. Social desirability 

was also unrelated to reports of being a victim of spousal 



violence. Straus (1990b) suggested that an important 

finding in Arias and Beach's study was that when social 

desirability is controlled for, the relationship between 

the GTS and other variables of interest remains. 

Partner Violence Rates and Gender Equity in 
Perpetration and Victimization 

While it is often assumed that partner violence is 

perpetrated most often by men toward their female partners, 

data suggest that women are as likely to perpetrate 

physical violence in relationships as men are. In Straus, 

Gelles, and Steinmetz's 1975 survey of 2,143 married or 

cohabiting people from a national probability sample, the 

rate of male to female partner violence was 121 per 1,000 

or 12.1% for overall violence (threw something, pushed, 

grabbed, or shoved, slapped, kicked, bit, or hit with a 

fist, hit or tried to hit with something, and beat up), 

while the female to male rate was 11.6% (reported in Straus 

& Gelles, 1986). For severe violence (kicked, bit, or hit 

with a fist, hit or tried to hit with something, beat up, 

threatened with a gun or knife, and used a gun or knife) 

the male to female rate was 38 per 1,000 (3.8%) and the 

female to male rate was 46 per 1,000 (4.6%). In 1985, 

rates in another national sample (n = 6,002) indicated that 
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while there was no statistically significant change in the 

occurrence of partner violence between 1975 and 1985, the 

prevalence of male to female partner violence had decreased 

(11.3% overall; 3.0% severe), while the female to male 

overall rate had increased (12.1% overall; 4.4% severe) 

(Straus & Gelles, 1986). 

Fiebert (1997) published an annotated bibliography in 

which he examined 70 empirical studies and 15 reviews or 

analyses which were reported between 1977 and 1997 and 

pĵ ovided evidence that the women in the studies surveyed 

(aggregate sample size > 58,000) were at least as violent 

or more violent than their partners. Even in the face of 

such statistics, it appears that the perception of domestic 

or partner violence as "wife-battering" still exists. A 

search of Psyclnfo yielded over 200 studies that 

investigated the phenomenon of "wife beating" or "wife 

battering." While some authors (e.g., Straus) clearly 

operationalize "wife beating" as the behavior of beating up 

one's wife, many individuals equate male to female partner 

violence with the terms "wife beating" or "battering." The 

proliferation of treatment groups for "batterers" also 

seems to lend some credence to this perception. It appears 

that the term "partner violence" would be a more 



appropriate descriptor as it is gender neutral and may be 

used to describe behaviors by both men and women. 

One explanation that has been offered for this gender 

inequity in studying partner violence is the differing 

consequences for violence perpetrated by men and women. 

Bureau of Justice Statistics (1997d) indicate that of 

persons seeking treatment in emergency rooms as a result 

interpersonal violence, 15.1% of the 1,417,500 cases 

surveyed presented as a result of violence between 

themselves and a spouse, ex-spouse, girlfriend, or 

boyfriend. When separated by sex, 36.8% of the 554,700 

women in the sample had been injured by a spouse, ex-

spouse, boyfriend, or girlfriend, while the number for men 

(862,000) was 4.5%. This finding is also supported by 

Cascardi, Langhinrichsen, and Vivian (1992) who found that 

while men and women in their sample were equally likely to 

perpetrate violence, one third of the men and one half of 

the women had sustained injuries as a result of partner 

violence. Further, they found that women sustained 

injuries that were more severe than those of their male 

counterparts. Thus, although the frequency of partner 

violence perpetrated by women may be higher than that of 

men, there appears to be a difference between the frequency 
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of aggressive acts committed and the probability that they 

will result in an injury (Carlson, 1987). While the direct 

consequences of partner violence appear to differ between 

men and women, the anticipated and perceived consequences 

also seem to differ. Fiebert and Gonzalez (1997) obtained 

reports from 978 college women who reported that over the 5 

year reporting period, 29% were perpetrators of physical 

aggression toward their male partners. They also found 

that younger women (women in their 20's) were more likely 

to become physically violent than their counterparts over 

30. The reason offered most frequently for the violence in 

this sample was to obtain a partner's attention 

emotionally. These women also reported that they did not 

expect retaliation, nor did they believe that their 

partners would be seriously injured. Riggs and Gaulfield 

(1997) examined the expected consequences of physical 

violence in 119 male undergraduates and found significant 

differences between violent and non-violent men in their 

sample. Violent men were more likely to believe that 

"winning the argument" would be the result of physical 

violence, while the non-violent men were more likely to 

believe that a dissolution of the relationship would result 

from physical violence. 
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Self-defense is another suggested explanation for the 

violence perpetrated by women. Studies have emerged on the 

initiation of violence, which might provide a challenge to 

this theory. Billingham and Sack (1986), Bland and Orne 

(1986), Demaris (1992), and Bookwala, Frieze, Smith, and 

Ryan (1992) found that women were more likely to initiate 

violence than were their male partners. These findings 

suggest that as the women in these samples reported that 

they initiated the violence, it is highly improbable that 

it was in self-defense. 

Several studies (Billingham & Sack, 1986; Flynn, 1990; 

Makepeace, 1986) indicate a "mutual violence" between 

partners in a relationship. The interaction between the 

two partners and the attitudes that they bring to the 

relationship are areas which are promising in suggesting 

explanations for partner violence. Gully and Dengerink 

(1983) were able to predict the verbal conflict resolution 

behavior of male and female subjects using GTS scores. 

Their participants were assigned to male-female pairs and 

asked to role play a conflict resolution scenario. Pairs 

were assigned on the basis of GTS scores (violent-violent, 

violent-nonviolent, and nonviolent-nonviolent). Violent 

individuals exhibited more negative communication during 
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the conflict resolution when their partners were classified 

as violent than when their partners were classified as 

nonviolent. The authors suggested that while aversive 

behavior may be a learned tactic, it is partially dependent 

upon the behavior of other individual in the interaction. 

Thus, a person who is violence prone might be more likely 

to behave in an aggressive manner with a violence prone 

partner as compared with a non-violence prone partner. 

Stranger Violence 

While there has been a great deal of study using the 

GTS, the vast majority of it has focused on violence within 

the family and in romantic relationships. Although this is 

the type of measurement for which the GTS is designed, 

there is also interest in measuring the type of conflict 

tactics used outside the home. 

College students have been reported as experiencing 

higher levels of stranger violence than high school 

students experience (Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989). In recent 

samples (Gulp, Sharp, Saari, Gogan, & Ballinger, 1998; 

McCormick, Saari, Sharp, Gogan & Ballinger, 1998), 35% of 

student men and 9% of student women reported having been 

severely violent toward strangers in the last 12 months. 
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The same percentages of men and women reported having been 

the victims of severe violence from strangers. While it 

appears that women perpetrate equal or greater numbers of 

aggressive physical acts against their partners than men, 

men are involved in a far greater number of stranger 

violence episodes (as either victims or perpetrators) than 

women. In Fagan, Piper, and Cheng's (1987) sample of 68 6 

high school students (mostly between 15-17, no average age 

reported) from "inner-city, high crime neighborhoods," 51% 

of the males and 37% of the women reported having been the 

victim of a violent crime in the past year. Bureau of 

Justice statistics (1997b) indicate that 40 men and 17 

women out of 1,000 (4% and 1.7%) were victims of violent 

crime (homicide, rape/sexual assault, robbery, aggravated 

assault, simple assault) in 1994. This indicates that men 

were more than two times as likely than women to be 

victimized by violent crime. Of the persons presenting in 

emergency rooms as the result of violence related injuries 

for whom the relationship between the victim and attacker 

was known, 44% of male victims and 17.3% of female victims 

presented as a result of stranger assaults (Bureau of 

Justice Statistics, 1997d). In the same emergency room 

survey, men perpetrated 66% of the violence, teenage males 
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accounted for 15% (total male perpetrators = 81%), while 

women accounted for 11% and teenage females for 4% (total 

female perpetrators = 15%). 

Fagan and Wexler (1987) posited a relationship between 

family and stranger violence and suggested that there is a 

need for a better understanding of the relationship. They 

further suggested that while there has been a great deal of 

research undertaken in an attempt to understand family and 

partner violence, that this has remained separated from the 

criminal justice driven research on violence toward 

strangers. 

There appear to be three types of violent people. 

Some violent people are exclusively partner violent or 

exclusively stranger violent while others are "pan-violent" 

persons who perpetrate violence toward strangers and 

partners. Fagan and Wexler (1987) reported that 4 6% of 

partner violent men who are arrested had previously been 

arrested for other violent behavior. They also reported 

that pan-violent men perpetrated the most frequent and 

severe violence in the home. Partner and stranger violence 

do appear to involve two separate underlying psychological 

dynamics. They have been found to be associated 

differently with other factors such as alcohol abuse, in 
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that stranger violent men are more likely to abuse alcohol 

than are partner violent or non violent men (Gulp, Sharp, 

Saari, Gogan, & Ballinger, 1998; McCormick, Saari, Sharp, 

Gogan, & Ballinger, 1998), and concerns about bodily 

integrity, in that partner violent men are more likely than 

stranger violent or non violent men to have anxiety 

concerning bodily integrity (Dromgoole, 1997). Among the 

reasons an understanding of the differing dynamics of 

partner and stranger violence would be important is the 

possibility for developing interventions. 

Intervention is a meaningful consideration in studying 

stranger violence in that it is generally accepted that 

observing or being a victim of family violence is a risk 

factor for later violent acting out (Fagan & Wexler, 1987) . 

Fagan, Piper, and Cheng (1987) found that adolescents who 

reported victimization by a stranger were more likely to 

frequently commit serious delinquent acts, which included 

greater prevalence rates of property crime and violent 

crime than their non-victimized counterparts. One 

interesting finding of this study was that while the 

prevalence rates were higher for victimized youths (i.e., 

they were more likely to engage in property and violent 

crime), the incidence rates were higher for young men who 
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did not report a history of victimization. They suggested 

that the reason for this finding was that there was a 

"small group of high-rate offenders who avoid victimization 

through their own aggressive behaviors and who raise the 

incidence rates for each crime type" (p. 600). 

The CTS was used to measure conflict tactics toward 

strangers in a study by Boone and Flint (1988). They were 

able to use GTS scores to predict group membership 

(aggressive vs. non-aggressive) in a sample of inner city 

Black adolescent males. However, they did not report any 

comparisons between family and stranger violence. 

Alcohol and Violence 

Alcohol and violence have been considered to be 

related in a meaningful way. Past studies have found a 

relationship between alcohol use and stranger violence 

(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997c; Miller et al., 1990). 

Studies have also found that partner violent men more often 

than other men have problems with alcohol use (e.g., 

Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986; Kantor & Straus, 1987). In 

other studies (e.g., Tolman & Bennett, 1990) it has been 

found that half of all batterers in treatment have problems 

with alcohol. Partner violence by women has been less 
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often studied, but alcohol use by both partners has been 

related to women's being hit by their partners (e.g., 

Eberle, 1982; Miller et al., 1990). 

A probable confound of studies of alcohol and partner 

violence is the fact that a significant percentage of 

partner violent men are also pan-violent. Since these men 

are more often referred for treatment than those who are 

exclusively partner violent (Shields, McGall, & Hanneke, 

1988), in all studies not recognizing this confound, 

treatment samples examining partner violent men also 

contain a significant proportion of pan-violent men. 

Dromgoole (1997) suggested that based upon previous 

research, the lack of clarity as to whether alcohol use is 

related to partner violence or general violence should be 

resolved by extracting data from pan-violent persons during 

statistical analyses. Dromgoole (1997) found that among 

men there is indeed a differential relationship between the 

types of violence perpetrated and alcohol abuse. She found 

that pan and stranger violent men had significantly higher 

scores on measures of alcohol use and/or problems than both 

nonviolent or partner violent men. Nonviolent and partner 

violent men were not significantly different in reported 

alcohol abuse. 

18 



Victimization also appears to be related to alcohol 

use. McCormick and her colleagues (1998) found that in a 

sample of male college students (N = 368), men who used 

alcohol excessively were more likely to be the victims of 

serious violence than those who use less alcohol were. 

This was true of both partner and stranger victimization, 

however, it appears that alcohol related differentially to 

stranger and partner violence in that 61% of those who had 

reported being the victim of serious stranger violence were 

classified in the "high alcohol use" group, while 32% of 

the partner victims, 47% of the "pan-victims" and 21% of 

the non-victims were in the "high alcohol use" group. 

Previous Factor Analyses 

Straus (1979) factor analyzed the Husband to Wife and 

Wife to Husband forms of the CTS. His factor analysis 

suggested that the items load on three factors associated 

with the three scales, but he also found a fourth factor. 

The last two items, which both involve the use of a weapon, 

loaded heavily onto the new factor. The Violence scale had 

the highest factor loadings, followed by Verbal Aggression, 

the severe violence factor, and then the Reasoning scale. 

Straus indicated that the severe violence factor was the 
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result of these two forms of violence being more life 

threatening than the more "ordinary" forms of violence. 

Several studies have performed factor analyses of the 

GTS for partner violence. Some have vielded three factors 

corresponding with the three scales, while others found the 

same four factors as Straus (1979). All item numbers 

referenced below are from the GTS (Appendix A; Straus, 

1979). 

Hornung, McGullough, and Sugimoto (1981) factor 

analyzed-the Conflict Tactics Scales completed by a sample 

of 1,553 Kentucky women 18 or older (no average age given. 

Items 7 ("Cried") and 10 ("threw or smashed or hit or 

.kicked something") were left out of this analysis. The 

analysis of the women.̂  s self reports as well as that of the 

women's ratings for their male partners yielded three 

factors. They called their first factor "psychological 

abuse.'"̂  It contained items 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9. The second, 

factor was called "ohysical aggression" and contained items 

11,,12,,13, 14, and 15. The third factor, "life-

threatening violence," contained items 16, 17, and 18. 

Items 1 through 3 did have not have significant factor 

loadings. 
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Barling, O'Leary, Jouriles, Vivian, and MacEwen (1987) 

reported 2 studies in which the Conflict Tactics Scales 

responses of 187 couples seeking marital therapy and 398 

non-clinic couples who had been recently married were 

factor analyzed. Barling et al. wrote that the self-

ratings combined with the partner ratings and averaged 

would yield more reliable and valid ratings of the 

behaviors than would self-report or other report alone. In 

both studies, these averaged partner and self-rating 

resp6nses were used in the analyses. They excluded item 18 

("used a gun or knife") due to the low frequency with which 

it is endorsed. In the first study (clinical group: 187 

couples; average age: men = 37, women = 35), the analysis 

of the men's data yielded 4 factors. The first factor 

consisted of items 11-17 and 9 and was termed "physical 

aggression." They did not find as others had previously, 

that mild and severe aggression loaded on separate factors. 

Factor 2, "psychological aggression," consisted of items 4, 

5, 6, 8, and 10. This factor differed from Straus' (1979) 

findings as item 9 had been found to load onto his verbal 

aggression factor. There were 2 remaining factors, but 

neither of them was interpreted as neither of them 

accounted for more than 10% of the variance. These 2 
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factors contained items 7 and 3, and items 2 and 1 

respectively. The clinical group women's data yielded 4 

factors as well. The first factor included items 9-17, was 

called physical aggression. Items 4-8 loaded onto the 

second factor, psychological aggression. Once again, there 

were two factors which were not interpreted due to their 

accounting for less than 10% of the variance. The first of 

these contained item 3 and a negative loading for item 1, 

and the second contained only item 2. These results 

differed from those of the men in that Item 7 "cried" 

loaded significantly onto the psychological aggression 

factor and Item 10 loaded onto the physical aggression 

factor for the women, but not the men. 

In the second study, (non-clinical newlyweds: 398 

couples; average age: men = 26, women = 24) the men's and 

women's data were pooled as a result of similarity between 

the factor structures of the sample from study one as well 

as the similarity between the results for men and women in 

the Straus (1979) sample. In study 2, Barling and 

colleagues (1987) four factors. The first factor (physical 

aggression) contained items 9-15. The second factor 

(psychological aggression) consisted of items 4-8. Items 

16 and 17 comprised the third factor, which was not 
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interpreted due to its not accounting for more than 10% of 

the variance (it accounted for 7%). However, these items 

were the most severe items included in their version of the 

GTS, and are similar to the previously found severe 

violence factors. The fourth factor accounted for only 6% 

of the variance and thus was not interpreted. It includes 

Items 2 and 3. 

TenVergert, Kingma, and Gillespie (1990) performed 

factor analyses of the responses to final 8 items of the 

GTS as well as the item "choked" of 68 6 respondents who 

were 18 years of age or older (average age and age range of 

respondents not reported), living in Alberta, Canada, and 

who were married or "living in a marriage-like 

relationship" (p. 50) during the year prior to the 

interview. In the analyses, item 18 "used a knife or gun" 

of the GTS was left out as none of the respondents endorsed 

it. Exploratory factor analysis was performed on the 

pooled data of male and female respondents. Confirmatory 

factor analyses were also performed on the data in order to 

compare the two-factor model of violence against the one 

factor model. The exploratory factor analysis suggested 

that there were two violence factors. The first "mild 

violence," contained items 11-13, and 15. The second 
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factor, "severe physical violence" contained items 16, 17, 

and "choked." Confirmatory factor analysis of a one factor 

model using the Unweighted Least Squares method (ULS) 

yielded a Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) of 0.99 and a root 

mean square residual of 0.06, which are both strong 

indicators that the data is a good fit to the model 

proposed. For the two-factor model, the GFI was also 0.99, 

and the root mean square residual was 0.05, again 

suggesting a good fit. They also found that the covariance 

between factors 1 and 2 was 0.8 9, a finding that they 

believed could suggest that the 2 factors were actually 

measuring a higher order factor that was underlying them 

both. However, given the strong indications that both 

models were a good fit to the data, no conclusion could be 

drawn as to the best model based upon this particular test. 

TenVergert and her colleagues then attempted a confirmatory 

factor analysis using the weighted Generalized Least 

Squares (GLS) method in order to obtain further information 

about the possible superiority of the one- or two-factor 

solution. GLS uses a x̂  to determine goodness of fit. They 

determined that the unidimensional model was superior, 

because while both models were good fits for the data, the 

bidimensional model did not prove to be a statistically 
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significant improvement over the simpler, one-dimensional 

model. 

Caulfield and Riaas (1992) oerformed 2 factor analyses 

on data obtained from unmarried colleae students. Thev 

used an adaptation of the GTS in which items 18 and 15 were 

left out. In addition, the item "threatened to break up 

with partner" was added. In the first study, the 

participants were 268 male and 399 female unmarried 

undergraduate introductory psychology students (modal age = 

18; range = 17 - "over 21"). A pattern of 4 factors 

emerged for both the men and the women. The first factor 

(physical aggression./threat) consisted of items 9-14. The 

second factor (verbal aggression./coercion) contained items 

4-8 plus the added item, "threatened to break up with 

partner." The third factor (reasoning) differed between 

the men and women in that for the men it contained items 1-

3, but for the women, it contained only items 1 and 2. 

Item 3 did not load significantly onto any of the factors 

for the women. The fourth factor (severe aggression) 

consisted of the last two items on the version used, items 

16 and 17 ("beat up" and "threatened partner with a knife 

or gun"). 
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Due to the similarities between the men and women in 

Study 1, Gaulfield and Riggs (1992) pooled the men's and 

women's data for their second study. This sample contained 

117 male and 172 female unmarried undergraduates enrolled 

in introductory psychology (modal age = 18; range = 17-19). 

Again, 4 factors were found. The first contained items 3-8 

and the new item, "threatened to break up with partner." 

The factor structure differed from the first study in that 

this factor, "verbal aggression./coercion," was the 

strongest (as opposed to the second strongest in study 1), 

and that item 3 loaded onto this factor in the second 

study. The second factor was the physical aggression 

factor, which contained items 9-14, and was identical to 

the first factor of study 1. The third factor had 

significant loadings from the first two items. This was 

the same as the women's reasoning factor from the first 

study. Finally, the severe aggression factor contained the 

last two items, and was identical to the fourth factor in 

the first study. 

These two studies support the use of the GTS to assess 

dating aggression in undergraduates. They also support the 

separating of the violence factors into mild and severe. 

Caulfield and Riggs (1992) disagreed with the suggestion of 
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Barling et al. (1987) who advocated that items 11 and 12 be 

dropped from future studies. They suggested that these two 

items tapped into behaviors such as coercion and 

intimidation, which are correlated with overt physical 

aggression, but are more difficult to measure directly. 

Pan, Neidig, and O'Leary (1994) administered the CTS 

to a sampling of military personnel which included 7,504 

men (mean age = 29) and 896 women (mean age =27). They 

used a version of the CTS in which items 1 and 15 were left 

out. Seven items were added to their version of the survey 

when couples who had been interviewed about tactics used in 

conflicts spontaneously generated them. These items were 

"refused to give affection or sex to partner," "threatened 

to leave the marriage," "threatened to do things like take 

monev or have an affair," "tried to control vour soouse 

physically (held down, etc.)," "driven recklessly to 

frighten your spouse," "choked or strangled your spouse," 

and "physically forced your spouse to have sex." Pan and 

her colleagues performed separate factor analyses on the 

men's and women's self-report (to partner) and men's and 

women's reports of their partner's behavior (by partner). 

A pattern of 3 factors emerged for both the men's and the 

women's to partner version. The first factor for the men 
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("severe Dhvsical aaaression") consisted of items 14, 16, 

17, and 18, along with the added items "choked or strangled 

your spouse," and "physically forced your spouse to have 

sex." This factor was the same for the women, except that 

the added item "driven recklessly to frighten your spouse" 

loaded significantly, and item 14 did not load onto the 

factor. The second factor ("psychological aggression") 

contained items 4-6, 8 and 9, plus the added items, 

"refused to give affection or sex to spouse," and 

"threatened to leave the marriage." It was the same for 

the men and women with the exception that item 7 loaded 

significantly onto this factor for women, but not for men. 

The third factor ("mild physical aggression") contained 

items 9 and 11-13 as well as the added item "tried to 

control your spouse physically (hold down, etc.)" and 

differed between the men and women in that for the women it 

contained items 10 and 14. Item 3 was the sole item 

loading significantly onto an uninterpreted fourth factor 

for both men and women. Items 2 "gotten information to 

back your side of things" and the added item "threatened to 

do things like take money or have an affair," did not load 

significantly onto any of the factors for the women or the 

men. In addition to these two items, items 7, 10, and the 
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added item, "driven recklessly to frighten your spouse" did 

not load sianificantlv for the men to oartner factor 

analyses. The by partner factor structures for men's and 

women's reports of their spouses behavior were very 

different from each other. The men's reports of their 

partner's behavior yielded three factors. The first ("mild 

physical aggression") contained items 9-14, and the added 

item "tried to control vou ohvsicallv (held down, etc.)." 

The second factor was the "severe physical aggression" 

factor and contained items 16-18 and the added items 

"choked or stranaled." "ohvsicallv forced vou to have sex," 

and "driven recklessly to frighten you." The third factor 

was iudaed to have described Dsycholoaical aaaression and 

contained items 4-8 and the added items "refused to aive 

affection or sex," and "threatened to leave the marriage." 

Item 2 and the added item "threatened to do things like 

take money or have an affair" did not load significantly 

onto any factor, and item 3 was the only item that loaded 

onto an uninterpreted fourth factor. The women's reports 

of their partners' behavior yielded only 2 factors that 

were interpreted by Pan and her colleagues. The first 

factor was labeled "severe physical aggression" and 

contained items 9-14, item 16, and the added items "tried 
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to control vou Dhvsicallv (held down, etc.)," and "choked 

or strangled." The second factor, "psychological 

aggression," contained items 4-6, item 8, and the added 

items "refused to give affection or sex," and "threatened 

to leave the marriage." Items 17 ("threatened with a knife 

or gun"), and 18 ("used a knife or gun") both loaded onto 

an uninterpreted third factor which is analoaous to the 

severe violence factor in studies in which doublets 

(factors containina onlv two items) were interoreted. Item 

3 and 7 loaded onto an uninterpreted fourth factor, while 

item 2 and the added items "driven recklessly to frighten 

vou," "threatened to do thinas like take monev or have an 

affair," and "physically forced you to have sex," did not 

load significantly onto any factors. The items "driven 

recklessly to frighten you," and "threatened to do things 

like take money or have an affair" narrowly missed 

inclusion on the psychological aggression factor. The item 

"Dhvsicallv forced vou to have sex" narrowly missed 

inclusion on the first factor ("severe physical 

aggression"). 

Pan and her colleagues (1994) also reported a 

successful attempt to cross validate their findings with a 

second sample (demographically similar to the first) of 
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3,596 men and 425 women. They reported the facrors 

(psvcholoaical. mild Dhvsical and severe Dhvsical 

aggression) and the factor loadings of the items were 

similar across both samples. Specific loadings were not 

reported, but the men's and women's to partner factor 

analyses yielded separate factors for severe and mild 

physical agaression. and the women's bv oartner reDort 

again yielded one aggression factor which included all 

items involvina Dhvsical aaaression exceDt those which 

involved weapon use. 

Schafer (1996) tested the one violence factor model 

against the two-factor model proposed by Pan et al. (1994) 

and Straus (1990b). These data were collected from a group 

of 533 college students as part of a larger experiment that 

sought to assess the effect of various data collection 

techniques on participants' responses to questions about 

violence and sexual history. Age range and mean age of the 

samDle were not reDorted. It is unclear whether Schafer 

administered the entire CTS, but his analysis compared 

goodness of fit for a two factor model (items 11-13 

conprised the first factor and items 14-18 were the second) 

versus a single violence factor model. He found that for 

women, the single factor model was a good fit, but that for 
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men, neither the one or two factor model reoresented a good 

fit. Schafer suggested that more stringent tests such as 

confirmatory factor analysis be used in future studies. He 

also proposed the possibility that men and women interpret 

the CTS violence items differently and should be kept 

separate in analyses. 

Cascardi, Avery-Leaf, O'Leary, and Smith Slep (1999) 

completed a factor analysis of the Conflict Tactics Scale 

responses of 2,320 high school students (1,180 men, age 

range 14 through "over 18," 73.7% of the male respondents 

were 16 or 17; and 1,140 women, age range 14 through "over 

18," 82.4% of the female resDondents were 16 or 17) who 

were all involved in a longitudinal study of a dating 

violence prevention program. They divided the sample in 

half randomly and performed exploratory factor analyses on 

half, then used the other half for confirmatory factor 

analyses. They used a modified version of the CTS that 

removed items 15 and 18, included "choked" from the CTS-R 

and added the additional item "physically restrained your 

Dartner." In their analvses, they left out the first three 

items. For the men, self-reported aggression (to partner), 

a two-factor solution emerged. Items 11-17 (minus 15, 

which was not included) plus the item "choked" loaded onto 
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the first factor ("Phvsical Aaaression"). Items 4 through 

10 plus item 13 loaded onto the second factor 

("Psychological and Mild Physical Aggression"). Neither 

item 7 ("cried") nor the item "Dhvsicallv restrained 

partner" loaded onto a factor at 0.40 or higher. The 

women's to partner factor structure contained 2 factors as 

well. The first was interpreted as representing "Physical 

Violence." It contained items 9, 11-14, 16, 17, and the 

items "choked," and "Dhvsicallv restrained oartner." The 

second factor ("Psvcholoaical Aaaression") contained items 

4-8 and item 10. All of the items loaded significantly 

onto one of the two factors. When male resDondents were 

asked to report upon their partners' aggression, two 

factors emerged. Factor one, "Psychological-Mild Physical 

Aggression," included items 4 through 14 and the added item 

"Dhvsicallv restrained." The second factor, "Severe 

Aggression," contained "choked" and items 16 and 17. The 

responses of the female respondents rating their partners' 

behavior also yielded two factors. The first, "Physical 

Aaaression," contained items 9 and items 11-17 (minus 15 

which was excluded), as well as "choked" and "physically 

restrained." The second, "Psychological Aggression," 

contained items 4, 5, 6, 8, and 10- Item 7 did not load 

33 



significantly onto either factor, and Items 9 and 12 loaded 

onto both factors, althouah thev onlv loaded sianificantlv 

onto factor 1. 

Confirmatory factor analvses were oerformed on the 

remaining half the data to confirm the four above models bv 

Cascardi and her colleagues (1999). Initially, all four 

were found to be poor fits to the data when items were 

constrained to load only on their factors. However, when 

adjustments were made which allowed some items to load on 

morfe than one factor, and when some of the error terms from 

some items were allowed to correlate, goodness of fit 

improved and the models were judged to be a good fit for 

the data. 

Nine of the previous factor analyses noted above used 

versions of the CTS comoarable to that used in the oresent 

study. Six of these (Caulfield & Riggs, 1992, studies 1 

and 2; Hornung et al., 1981; Pan et al., 1994; Straus, 

1979; TenVergert et al., 1990) supported the presence of 4 

factors (Reasoning, Verbal Aggression, Physical Aggression, 

Severe Aggression). Three (Barling et al., 1987, studies 1 

and 2; Cascardi et al., 1999) failed to support the 

Dresence of a Severe Aaaression factor. 
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Factor analysis remains an important area of study 

with the Conflict Tactics Scale, as the clustering of 

conflict resolution behaviors toward strangers has yet to 

be studied. This clustering is important for two reasons. 

First, it could enable future researchers to develop "cut 

scores" by which they can categorize participants as non

violent, violent, or severely violent. Second, it allows 

for further development of the dimensions underlying the 

general construct of violence. By looking at the 

clustering of items, we might further refine ideas about 

respondents' beliefs about the severitv of violence. 

Third, it allows for a more complete understanding of the 

potential differences between partner and stranger violence 

for men and women. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The primary purpose of this study was to perform 

preliminary evaluations of the factor structure of the 

stranaer version of the CTS. As there have been no 

previous studies examining the factor structure of the 

stranger versions of the GTS, no formal hypotheses were 

made concerning the factor structure of the stranger 

version. Even though previous data (Dromgoole, 1997) 
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suggested that partner and stranger violence represent two 

separate constructs, it is likely that the factor structure 

of the stranger version will be similar to that of the 

partner version due to the fact that the behaviors being 

measured are the same. That is, although the dynamics 

involved in violent behavior mav differ for oeroetrators 

and victims of oartner and stranaer violence, the oattern 

of behavior may be similar. The findings of Straus (1979) 

and Eblen (1987, as cited in Straus, 1990b) which suggest 

that the pattern of behavior for parent-child conflict 

tactics is similar to the pattern for partner conflict 

tactics provide support for this expectation. It was 

exoected that the to- and bv-oartner and the to- and by-

stranger versions of the GTS would yield 4 factors, 

including Reasoning, Verbal/Psychological Aggression, 

Physical Aggression, and Severe Physical Aggression. This 

would replicate the factor structure which was previously 

found by Straus (1979) and others (Gaulfield & Riggs, 1992; 

Hornung et al., 1981; Pan et al., 1994; TanVergert et al., 

1990), that included separated factors for severe physical 

aggression and physical aggression. We further expected 

that the responses of men and women to the to partner and 

by partner versions would have similar factor structures, 

36 



as was found in the above mentioned studies. They were 

analyzed separately, however, in order to retain samples of 

men and women for comparison with the men's and women's 

stranger versions. The factor structure is likely to be 

most like that found by Caulfield and Riggs (1992), who 

used a similar sample of unmarried college students. An 

additional reason for keeoina the men and women separate is 

that the by partner version has not been factor analyzed as 

frequently as the to partner version. Of the nine studies 

noted above, four studies with men (Barling et al., 1987: 

studies one and two; Cascardi et al., 1999; Pan et al., 

1994), and five studies with women (Barling et al., 1987, 

studies one and two; Cascardi et al., 1999; Hornung et al., 

1981; Pan et al., 1994) have factor analyzed the by partner 

version of the CTS. If the factor structures for to 

partner and by partner differ between men and women, such 

information would be lost if men's and women's responses 

were combined. 

The results of the present study can contribute to the 

body of literature by providing information about the 

relationships between alcohol abuse and violence 

oeroetration and alcohol abuse and violence victimization 

in women. As relatively little is known about the 
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characteristics of women who perpetrate violence, it was 

expected that they would be similar to men who perpetrate 

violence, in that they would be more likely than nonviolent 

individuals to abuse alcohol. It was expected that the 

results of the present study would support previous 

findings (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997c; Miller et 

al., 1990) which suggested a relationship between alcohol 

abuse and stranger violence in that resoondents who reoort 

perpetrating violence against strangers and/or who being 

victilnized by strangers would be more likely to report 

abusing alcohol. Parks and Zetes-Zanetta (1999) found a 

possible relationship between victimization and alcohol 

abuse in that women who were more frequently exposed to a 

"bar environment" had a greater likelihood of being 

victimized by strangers. 

As a result of the common dynamics shared by pan-

violent and stranger violent men (Dromgoole, 1997), it was 

hvDothesized that the same relationship between alcohol and 

stranger violence would hold true for pan-violent men. 

Women were not included in Dromgoole's sample, and pan-

violent women have not previously been studied. It is 

expected that the relationship of alcohol abuse and 
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stranger violence for pan-violent women will be similar to 

that of men. 

Persons who report partner violence perpetration and 

victimization were not expected to be more likely than 

those who do not report partner violence perpetration and 

victimization to report alcohol abuse. This finding would 

differ from the findings of previous studies (Hotaling & 

Sugarman, 1986; Kantor & Straus, 1987) which suaaested that 

partner violent men are more likely to abuse alcohol. It 

would also differ from studies of the relationship between 

the victimization of women by partners and alcohol abuse, 

some studies (i.e., Eberle, 1982; Miller et al., 1990) 

which suggested that women who abuse alcohol may be at an 

increased risk for partner victimization. In the previous 

literature, there has been little study of the relationship 

of alcohol abuse and partner violence perpetration by 

women. In one study of this relationship, Sommer, Barnes, 

and Murray (1992) found that high MacAndrew Scale scores 

(suggestive of alcoholism or attitudes and reported beliefs 

similar to those of alcoholics) were one of the factors 

contributing to the perpetration of partner violence by 

women. We believed that by analyzing the responses of pan-

violent men separately, we could avoid the confound which 
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was present in previous studies examining the relationship 

of alcohol and partner violence. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

Participants were 3,391 undergraduate students who 

were enrolled in introductory psychology classes. The 

participants, 1,116 men and 2,275 women, had an average age 

of 19 (mean = 19.25, SD = 3.20, range = 17-48). Most (84%) 

were Caucasian, 12% were Hispanic, 4% were African 

American, and less than 1% were Asian. Most (76%) were 

freshmen and some were upperclassmen (15% sophomores; 6% 

juniors; 3% seniors). The maioritv (93%) were sinaie, 5% 

were married, 1% were cohabiting, and 1% were separated or 

divorced. Using an alpha level of .05, the men and women 

were not significantly different demographically, with the 

exception that the men were slightly older than the women. 

The men had an average age of 19.81 years, while the women 

had an average age of 18.97: x̂  (4, N = 3389) = 108.84, p < 

.0001) . 

The participants received the questionnaires used as 

Dart of a arouD of survev instruments included in a "mass 

survey" in which all interested undergraduate introductory 

psychology students had the option of participating for 
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partial course credit. The instruments for the current 

study, along with several instruments being used by other 

researchers, were presented to groups of about 7 0 

participants at a time in a large lecture hall. The 

Conflict Tactics Scale was included in this "mass survev" 

for 6 consecutive semesters. The order of all of the 

instruments was counterbalanced, and participants used 

optical scanner sheets to record their responses. The 

total time required for participants to complete all of the 

instrtaments was about one and one half to two hours. A 

subsample 1,291 of the participants (419 men and 872 women) 

responded to the Short Michiaan Alcoholism Screenina Test. 

(SMAST; Selzer, Vinokur, & van Rooijen, 1975). Not all of 

the respondents in the sample received the SMAST due to the 

fact that the study was conducted over the course of 6 

semesters and the SMAST was not included every semester. 

Procedures 

Participants signed consent forms and filled out the 

questionnaires. The responses of the participants were 

coded and used to create two data sets. The sample was 

divided in half using the last 4 digits of the 

participants' identification number. Half of the 
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participants' responses (N = 1,770; 586 men and 1,184 

women) to the 18 item versions of the CTS were subiected to 

exploratory factor analyses (Group A), while the remaining 

half (Group B: N = 1,621; 530 men and 1,091 women) was 

reserved for the confirmatorv factor analvses. 

Measures 

Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS). 

The CTS (Appendix A; Straus, 1979) is an 18-item 

self-report measure (see introduction for full 

description). Cronbach alpha has been used to measure the 

internal consistency reliability for each of the subscales 

of the CTS in previous studies (Straus, 1990b). For 

husband to wife data, alpha for Reasoning ranged from .42 

to .50, for Verbal Aggression .62 to .80, and for Violence 

.69 to .88. For wife to husband data, the alpha for 

Reasoning ranged from .43 to .51, for Verbal Aggression .76 

to .79, and for Violence .79 to .82. Evidence for 

concurrent validity was provided by Boone and Flint (1988) 

who found that the CTS subscales correlated significantly 

with the corresponding scales of the Buss-Durkee Hostility 

Inventory. The predictive validity of the GTS was 

demonstrated by Gully and Dengerink (1983) who were able to 
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predict the conflict resolution behavior of male and female 

respondents using their GTS scores. 

The versions of the GTS included in the current 

investigation were participant to partner, partner to 

participant, participant to stranger, and stranger to 

participant to report on conflict resolution tactics used 

in the last twelve months. 

Short Michigan Alcoholism Screening Test (SMAST) 

The SMAST (Appendix B; Selzer, Vinokur, & van Rooijen, 

1975) is a 13-item self-report questionnaire that measures 

alcohol abuse by examining particular occurrences related 

to alcohol abuse (e.g., #7 "Has drinking ever created 

problems between you and your wife, husband, a parent or 

other near relative?," #13 "Have you ever been arrested, 

even for a few hours, because of other drunken behavior?"). 

The SMAST has a correlation of 0.97 with the 25 item 

Michigan Alcoholism Test, suggesting that these 13 items 

are as effective as the 25 item version for screening 

DurDoses (Selzer et al., 1975). Selzer et al. also found 

evidence of internal consistency reliability (coefficient 

alpha = .95). Criterion validity was demonstrated by 

correlations of .83 and .94 with diagnoses of two separate 
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arouDs of oersons who had been diagnosed by clinicians as 

alcoholic or nonalcoholic. 

For screenina ourooses. oersons resDondina to 3 or 

more items in the alcoholic direction are considered 

alcoholic. This cut-off is based on hospitalized 

alcoholics' resDonses to the SMAST (Selzer et al, 1975). 

Demographic Survey 

A brief demographic survey was used to obtain 

infortnation about age, sex, race./ethnicity, classification 

(vear in school). and marital status. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results 

Exploratory Factor Analyses 

All items used in the exploratory factor analysis 

(Group A) were subjected to Kaiser's measure of sampling 

adequacy (MSA) , which evaluates whether the items share a 

sufficient amount of variance to attemot factor analvsis. 

MSA values of 0.50 to 0.60 are considered to be marginally 

adeauate. while MSA values of areater than 0.80 are 

considered excellent (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 

1996). Each of the overall MSA values for the 8 versions 

(men and women to- and by-partner and to- and by-stranger) 

were excellent, ranging from 0.8612-0.9097. The MSA values 

for each item were also obtained. All items had MSA values 

which were acceptable, with all item MSA values greater 

than 0-70 except for men's by partner items 17 (MSA = 

0.6135) and 18 (0.5375), men's to stranger 18 (0.6940), 

women's by partner 18 (0.6402), and women's to stranger 17 

(0.6861) (for a full listing of the MSA values for each of 

the versions of the CTS, see Tables 1 and 2). These items 
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may have had lower MSA's as a result of the infrequency of 

their endorsement. 

The results of chi-squares for the demographic 

variables indicated that the two halves of the sample were 

comparable on the basis of their demographic similarity. 

The Group A men had an average age of 19.91 (S.D. = 3.9, r 

= 17-45), and were predominantly Caucasian (84% Caucasian; 

13% Hispanic; 3% African American; < 1% Asian;). Most were 

colleae freshmen (67% freshman; 21% soohomore; 7% iunior; 

5% senior). The maioritv (93%) was sinaie, 5% were 

married, 1% were cohabiting, and 1% were separated or 

divorced. The Group B men were demographically similar 

(average age = 19.47; x̂  (4, N = 1,116) = 3.89, p = .42; 82% 

Caucasian; 11% Hispanic; 6% African American; 1% Asian; 

X^(3, N = 1,116) = 1.19, p = .7 6; 67% freshman; 18% 

sophom.ore; 11% junior; 4% senior; x^(3, N = 1,116) = 1.24, o 

= .75;; 93% single; 5% married; 1% cohabiting; < 1% 

separated or divorced; x^(4/ N = 1,116) = 1.73, p = .79). 

The Group A women had an average age of 18.9 years, 

and were predominantly Caucasian (84% Caucasian; 4% 

Hispanic; 12% African American; < 1% Asian;). Most were 

college freshmen (80% freshman; 13% sophomore; 5% junior; 

2% senior or beyond). The maioritv (92%) was sinaie, 5' 9. 
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were married, 2% were cohabiting, and 1% were separated or 

divorced. The Group B women were demographically similar 

(average age = 19.10 years; x̂  (4, N = 2,275) = 2.25, p = 

.69; 87% Caucasian; 10% Hispanic; 3% African American; < 1% 

Asian; x^(3, N = 2,275) = 1.69, p = .64; 80% freshman; 14% 

sophom.ore; 4% junior; 2% senior or beyond; x^O, N = 2,275) 

= .16, p = .98; 93% single; 5% married; 1% cohabiting; 1% 

separated or divorced; x̂  (4, N = 2,275) = 3.73, p = .44;). 

The principal factor method was used to extract the 

factors, and this was followed by a promax (oblique) 

rotation. In interpreting the factor patterns, items were 

considered to load onto a factor if the factor loading was 

greater than or equal to 0.40 onto that factor, and less 

than 0.40 on the others. Items which loaded onto more than 

one factor at 0.4 0 were dropped from subsequent analyses. 

An eigenvalue of one or greater was required to retain a 

factor. 

Men's self-reported partner conflict 
tactics 

For the men to partner CTS, 4 factors were retained 

(see Table 3) which accounted for 67% of the variance in 

the data. The first (eigenvalue = 6.18) contained items 9-

12 and accounted for 34% of the variance. The second 
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(eigenvalue = 3.22) consisted of items 13, 17, and 18 and 

accounted for 18% of the variance. The third factor 

(eigenvalue = 1.48) had significant loadings from items 4-8 

and accounted for 8% of the variance. The fourth factor 

(eigenvalue = 1.33) contained items 1-3 and accounted for 

7% of the variance. Item 14, 15 and 16 loaded onto factors 

1 and 2 and were not considered to contribute sianificantlv 

to either factor. 

Men'g report of their partners' conflict 
tactics 

When the men's reports of their partners' use of 

conflict tactics were factor analyzed, 4 factors emerged 

(see Table 4) which accounted for 65% of the variance in 

the data. The first (eigenvalue = 6.09) contained items 9-

15 and accounted for 34% of the variance. The second 

(eigenvalue = 2.85) consisted of items 4-8 and accounted 

for 16% of the variance. The third factor (eiaenvalue = 

1.64) had significant loadings from items 16-18 and 

accounted for 9% of the variance. The fourth factor 

(eigenvalue = 1.14) contained items 1-3 and accounted for 

6% of the variance. 
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Women's self-reported partner conflict 
tactics 

For the women to partner CTS, 4 factors were retained 

by the criteria of havinc eiaenvalues areater than or eaual 

to 1 (see Table 5) which accounted for 66% of the variance 

in the data. The first (eigenvalue = 6.45) contained items 

9-15 and accounted for 36% of the variance. The second 

(eigenvalue = 3.03) consisted of items 4-8 and accounted 

for 17% of the variance. The third factor (eigenvalue = 

1.23) had significant loadings from items 1-3 and accounted 

for 7% of the variance. The fourth factor (eigenvalue = 

1.12) contained items 17 and 18 and accounted for 6% of the 

variance. Item 16 loaded onto both factors 1 and 4, and 

thus was not considered to be a significant contributor to 

either factor. 

Women's report of their partners' 
conflict tactics 

For the women by partner CTS, 4 factors were retained 

by the criteria of having eigenvalues greater than or equal 

to 1 (see Table 6) which accounted for 64% of the variance 

in the data. The first (eigenvalue = 6.09) contained items 

9-16 and accounted for 34% of the variance. The second 
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(eigenvalue = 3.05) consisted of items 4-8 and accounted 

for 17% of the variance. The third factor (eigenvalue = 

1.30) had significant loadings from items 1-3 and accounted 

for 7% of the variance. The fourth factor (eigenvalue = 

1.06) contained items 17-18 and accounted for 6% of the 

variance. Item 17 loaded significantly onto both factor 1 

and factor 4. However, its loading was higher onto factor 

4. Given that the retention criteria for factor 4 was met 

bv its eigenvalue, but that removina item 17 would leave 

only one item (item 18) on factor 4, it was decided to 

allow item 17 to remain in the analvsis and to load onto 
-I 

factor 4, but not onto factor 1. 

Men's self-reported stranger conflict 
tactics 

For the men to stranger CTS, 4 factors were retained 

by the criteria of having eigenvalues greater than or equal 

to 1 (see Table 7) which accounted for 73% of the variance 

in the data. The first (eigenvalue = 7.17) contained items 

4, and 8-16 and accounted for 40% of the variance. The 

second (eigenvalue = 1.50) consisted of items 1-3 and 

accounted for 17% of the variance. The third factor 

(eigenvalue = 1.60) had significant loadings from items 5-7 

and accounted for 9% of the variance. The fourth factor 
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(eigenvalue = 1.30) contained items 13, 17, and 18 and 

accounted for 7% of the variance. Item 13 loaded onto 

factors 1 and 4 and was not considered to contribute 

meaningfully to either factor. 

Men's report of conflict tactics used bv 
strangers 

For the men by stranger CTS, 3 factors were retained 

by the criteria of having eigenvalues greater than or equal 

to 1 (see Table 8) which accounted for 67% of the variance 
» 

in the data. The first (eigenvalue = 7.54) contained items 

11, and 13-18 and accounted for 42% of the variance. The 

second (eigenvalue = 3.29) consisted of items 1-3 and 5-7 

and accounted for 18% of the variance. The third factor 

(eigenvalue = 1.25) had significant loadings from items 4, 

8-12, 14 and 15 and accounted for 7% of the variance. 

Items 11, 14, and 15 loaded onto both factors 1 and 3, and 

thus were not considered to be significant contributors to 

either factor. 

Women's self reported stranger conflict 
tactics 

For the women to stranger CTS, 4 factors (see Table 9) 

were retained which accounted for 70% of the variance in 
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the data. The first (eigenvalue = 6.34) contained items 9-

16 and accounted for 35% of the variance. The second 

((eigenvalue = 3.47) consisted of items 4-8 and accounted 

for 19% of the variance. The third factor (eigenvalue = 

1.48) had significant loadings from items 1-3 and accounted 

for 8% of the variance. The fourth factor (eiaenvalue = 

1.32) contained items 17-18 and accounted for 7% of the 

variance. 

Womeri's report of conflict tactics used 
by strangers 

When the women's reported use of conflict tactics used 

by strangers was factor analyzed, 4 factors emerged (see 

Table 10) which accounted for 70% of the variance in the 

data. The first (eigenvalue = 6.42) contained items 9-16 

and accounted for 36% of the variance. The second 

(eiaenvalue = 3.51) consisted of items 4-8 and accounted 

for 19% of the variance. The third factor (eigenvalue = 

1.49) had significant loadings from items 1-3 and accounted 

for 8% of the variance. The fourth factor (eigenvalue = 

1.15) contained items 16-18 and accounted for 6% of the 

variance. Item 16 loaded onto factors 1 and 4 and thus was 

not considered to contribute meaninafullv to either factor. 
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Confirmatorv Factor Analvses 

Confirmatorv factor analvses were performed on the 

half of the data which remained for each of the versions of 

the CTS for men and women to ascertain the adequacy of the 

fit of the eiaht models derived in the exploratorv factor 

analyses. Items that loaded at 0.4 0 or above on more than 

one scale were drooped from the analvsis (Hatcher, 1994). 

As a chi-square test of goodness of fit often yields false 

positives when usina larae samples (Hatcher, 1994), other 

indices of goodness of fit were used. The Rentier's 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1989, as cited in 

Hatcher, 1994) and the Bentler and Bennett's Non-Normed 

Index (NNI; Bentler & Bonnett, 1980) were used to estimate 

goodness of fit. Values of greater than 0.90 on the CFI 

and the NNI suggest a good fit, while values greater than 

0.80 suggest an acceptable fit. In cases where fit was 

less than optimal, the LaGrange Multiplier test was used to 

identifv Dotential improvements in model fit. The LaGranae 

Multiplier test provides a list of modifications that will 

improve fit by examining all of the possible item factor 

loadings and correlations between item residuals. 

Modifications suggested generally include allowing an item 

to load on more than one factor, allowing error terms for 
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two items to correlate, or dropping an item from the 

analysis. All of the modifications made involved allowing 

error terms for some items within factors to correlate. 

For purposes of this study, items were limited to loading 

on only one factor, so modifications of this kind were not 

made. There were no cases in which suggested improvements 

included removing items from the analysis. For factor 

loadings for the confirmatorv analvses, see 9s 11-18. 

Men's"and women's partner versions 

For the men to partner version, the CFI was 0.8 997, 

and the NNI was 0.8747. When the error terms for items 5 

and 6, 6 and 7, 4 and 8, 13 and 18, and 18 and 17 were 

allowed to covary (as outlined in Cascardi et al. , 1999) 

the CFI increased to .9639 and the NNI increased to .9520. 

For the men by partner version, the CFI was 0.9227, and the 

NNI was 0.9090. When the error terms for items 13 and 14 

were allowed to covary, the CFI increased to .9332 and the 

NNI increased to .9208. For the women to partner version, 

the CFI was 0.9140, and the NNI was 0.8964. When the error 

terms for items 14 and 15, 4 and8, 6 and 5, 11 and 14, 4 

and 7, and 12 and 15 were allowed to covary, the CFI 

increased to 0.9644 and the NNI increased to 0.9556. For 
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the women by partner version, the CFI was 0.8917, and the 

NNI was 0.8 697. When the error terms for items 10 and 12, 

8 and 4, 16 and 17, and 13 and 14 were allowed Lo covary, 

the CFI increased to 0.9130 and the NNI increased to 

0.8 952. All of these indices were indicative of an 

adequate fit, thus suggesting that the 4-factor model is a 

good fit for these data for both men and women. 

Men's and women's stranger versions 

For the men to stranger version, the CFI was 0.8354, 

and the NNI was 0.8036. When the error terms for items 4 

and 8, 4 and 9, 1 and 2, 12 and 14, 14 and 15, 14 and 16, 

and 15 and 16 were allowed to covary, the CFI increased to 

0-9203 and the NNI increased to 0.8978. For the men bv 

stranger version, the CFI was 0.8150, and the NNI was 

0.7768. When the error terms for items 1 and 2, 3 and 7, 4 

and 8, 5 and 6, and 17 and 18 were allowed to covarv, the 

CFI increased to 0.9148 and the NNI increased to 0.8908. 

For the women to stranger version, the CFI was 0.8868, and 

the NNI was 0.8658. When the error terms for items 9 and 

10, 13 and 14, and 14 and 16 were allowed to covary the CFI 

increased to 0.9450 and the NNI increased to 0.9310. For 

the women by stranger version, the CFI was 0.8757, and the 
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NNI was 0.8517. When the error terms for items 10 and 14, 

13 and 14, and 14 and 15 were allowed to covary, the CFI 

increased to 0.9345 and the NNI increased to 0.9198. All 

of these indices with the exception of the men by stranger 

version were indicative of an adeauate fit, prior to 

modifications. The men by stranger version (which was a 3-

factor model) demonstrated marginally acceptable goodness 

of fit prior to modifications. When the modifications were 

made, all of the factor structures were iudaed to have a 

good*fit, while the fit for men bv stranaer was adeauate. 

Guttman Scale Analysis 

Preliminary analyses were performed to determine if 

the versions of the CTS administered for the study should 

be subjected to scalogram analyses. A Guttman scale can 

reasonably be assumed to be unidimensional in that all of 

the items tap into a broader underlying construct to 

varying degrees (Edwards, 1957). A subject's responses to 

such a scale would be all in one direction (i.e., 

affirmative; in the case of the CTS, subjects would 

acknowledae the occurrence of the behavior described bv 

each item) until the respondent reaches a point where she 

or he responds in the opposite direction (i.e., negative; 
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for the GTS, denying the occurrence of the behavior 

described in the item), from which point, she or he would 

answer all items in the opposite direction (i.e., neaative) 

(Edwards, 1957). 

Cloaa and Sawver (1981) suaaested that prior to formal 

scaloaram analvsis. two preliminarv tests should be 

performed to determine whether there was sufficient 

evidence of such a scale. The first is to determine the 

oercentaae of subiects whose responses fit a perfect 
.i~ -J ^f J. J. 

scaloaram pattern. The second is to look at the 

correlation matrix to determine whether there were negative 

correlations between individual items and factors or 

subscales and negative inter-item correlations, which would 

indicate that the items were not measuring the same 

construct. 

For the to partner versions (using the combined 

sample, including Group A and Group B), 12% of the men's 

responses and 6% of the women's responses replicated a 

Guttman pattern. For the bv partner versions, 9% of the 

men's responses and 8% of the women's responses replicated 

a Guttman pattern. For the to stranger versions 16.5% of 

the men's responses and 21% of the women's responses 

replicated a Guttman pattern. For the by stranger 

58 



versions, 13% of the men's and 19 percent of the vvomen's 

responses replicated a Guttman pattern. By conrrasr, a 

perfect scale by Guttman's standards would have 10C% 

replication. Cloaa and Sawver (1981) suaaested in an 

example that even a scale for which over 8 0% of the 

respondents' response patterns replicated a Guttman scale 
J- ^ J- A~ 

would need further testina before it could reasonablv be 

considered to meet Guttman's scaling criteria. 

With respect to the correlation matrices of the items, 

some ""of the items on everv version have neaative 

correlations with each other, while most of the item.s 

correlate neaativelv with the factors other than that on 
_y -I. 

which they load significantly. Clogg and Sawyer (1981) 

suaaest that in order to construct a Guttman scale, such 

items should be dropped. As the purpose of this study is 

not to create such a scale, such item exclusion would not 

be appropriate. It does appear that the CTS as a whole 

does not constitute a Guttman scale. Furthermore, it 

appears that the CTS versions used in this studv. as 

evidenced bv the factor structure and these preliminarv 

analvses, is not unidimensional. 
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Perpetration, Victimization, and Alcohc_ Use 

A subsample of four hundred and nineteen men and eight 

hundred and seventv two women completed the SR^ST. Usina a 

series of chi-square analyses, these participants were 

found to be similar on the demographic variables (age, 

race/ethnicity, classification, m.arital status) to those 

who did not receive the SMAST. The men who completed the 

SMAST were found to be similar to those who did not with 

respect to their responses to the Conflict Tactics Scale 

usina a series of 2 (completed the SMAST; did not receive 

the SMAST) X 2 (endorsed an item on a factor; did not 

endorse an item on a factor) chi-squares. As there were 15 

chi-sauares for men and 16 for women, the sianificance 

level was adjusted to minimize the likelihood of Type I 

error. The adjusted level was determined by dividing the 

oriainal sianificance level (p = .05) bv the number of 

cases (15 for men and 16 for women), which in both cases 

rounded to p = .003. 

Although similar demographically, the women in the 

subsample who completed the SMAST appeared to be different 

in terms of CTS factor scores from those who did not. 

Women who completed the SMAST were significantly more 

likely to endorse items on the reasoning factor on three of 
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the eight CTS versions than were women who did not receive 

the SMAST (to partner: 98.9% vs. 96.4%,- respectively. y~(I, 

N = 1760) = 10.75, p = .001; bv partner: 97.7% vs. 95.1%, 

y^(l, N = 1732) = 7.54,- p = .006; to stranaer: 92.8% vs. 

Q1QS- A--2M }s\=iaQa\=A^io -rs ^ onm-Kw oi->-=.r.r>r£i-K-. 

who completed the SMAST were also significantly m.ore likely 

to endorse items from the verbal aggression factor on all 

four versions (to partner: 96.1% vs. 92.6%, respectiveiv, 

y^(l/N= 1784) = 9.59, p = .002; bv partner: 92.7% vs. 

.2 _ _ _ QQ RS- A / ^ M M = 1 T ^ 7 \ = Q 7"^ r > = n O ' ^ * -h/^ o-h r~ => n rr Ci-K-• 7 (̂  Q! 

T7-0 <^i Qs- v '^ M M = 1 7 / 1 Q ^ = /I R 0 1 r-v <." n n m • K - I? o-i--»"=!T-.rTQv 
v./ - i _ • . ^ ef 

7 7 QS- T70 an 73- A/^ / 1 M = 1 ^ 7 Q ^ = R ̂  /I 1 r̂  << 0 0 0 1 \ HT-, 

two of the versions, women who completed the SMAST were 

more likelv to endorse items from the physical aaaression 

factor (to partner: 33.2% vs. 26.3%, respectively, y" (1, N -

1 7 « R \ = 1 O 0 1 -rs z= 0 0 9 ' V^^7 T-I a T-h rn o-K-• '^C. ^ g- TT-O 9fi QS- ^̂ ^̂  / 1 

N = 1747) = 11.54, p = .0007; to stranger: 14.0% vs. 13.8%, 

y^(l, N = 1780) = 0.01, p = .93; by stranaer: 19.4% vs. 

1 7 "53- -»/2 / 1 M = 1 7 9 7 \ = 1 9 Q r^ — 9 ^ « \ T h o H-I -F-Fo- f -or^ / -c io 

reversed for the severe physical aggression in that the 

women who did not receive the SMAST were more likely to 

endorse severe physical violence items that those who did, 
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for two versions of the CTS, these differences were 

sianifleant (to partner: 2.3% vs. 1.6% respectively, "̂ '"(1, N 

= 1 7 Q 4 \ = 1 0 7 1-, = 9 0 . K-(7 r - ,= ) r~+-nQT- • 1 a% T Z C 1 A% -»/- M M 

= 1 7 4 1 \ = « -94 r^ = 0 0 / 1 . -|-r^ o + - > - 3 1 - , ^ o 7" • 9 R S- x r o O 9 ^ S-

N = 1794) = 15.17, p < .0001; by stranger: 5.5% vs. 1.8%, 

-v2 n _ M = 17(;n\ = 1R q9. n <- 0001^ 

Responses to the SMAST were compared with the 

respondents' reported levels of perpetration and 
i- J. JL J-

victimization to and bv partners and stranaers. 
..£ X. -^ 

Respo^ndents were classified as having perpetrated violence 

when thev reported performina a behavior at least as severe 
-£ X. i- _/ 

as pushina, arabbina, or shovina toward another person in 

the past year (endorsed CTS to partner or to stranger item 

12 or higher). Respondents were classified as having been 

victimized when thev reported another person performina a 

behavior at least as severe as pushina, arabbina, or 

shovina in the past year (endorsed CTS bv partner or bv 
—' JL -i • -Li- J 

Stranger item 12 or higher). Based upon the cutoff scores 

for the SMAST suggested by Selzer, Vinokur, and van Rooijen 

(1975), participants who responded to three SMAST items in 

the alcoholic direction were considered to be alcohol 

abusers. Participants who responded to zero or one item in 

the alcoholic direction were considered not to be alcohol 
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abusers. Selzer and his colleaaues (1975) also found that 

people who responded to two items in the alcoholic 

direction did not fit unambiguously into either the alcohol 

abuser or non-alcohol abuser categories, and were 

classified as "possibly alcoholics" (p. 125). Participants 

responding to two items in the alcoholic direction were 

excluded from these analyses. 

A series of six 2 (perpetrated violence; did not 

perpetrate violence; or, was victimized; was not 

victimized) X 2 (alcohol abuser; non-alcohol abuser) chi-

squares was performed for men and for women to determine 

whether there were significantly (at an alpha level of .05) 

different numbers of persons reportina perpetration or 

victimization who abused alcohol. Significantly more men 

who reported stranaer violence perpetration, 40.5%, 

reported abusing alcohol, compared to 26.1% of those who 

did not, x^ilf N = 25 9) = 5.37, p = .02. Of the m.en who 

reported pan-violence perpetration, 52.6% reported abusina 

alcohol, while only 26.1% of men who did not report 

perpetratina pan-violence perpetration reported abusina 
X . J . -^ i- X . J - i. ^ 

alcohol, x̂ (lf N = 237) = 13.88, p = .001. Alcohol abuse 

was not related to partner violence perpetration for men in 

that 28.6% of men who reported being partner violent also 
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reported abusing alcohol, while 26.1% of those who did not 

report beina partner violent reported abusina alcohol, y(i» 

N = 194) = 0.041, p = .840. Women who reported partner 

violence perpetration were however more likely to abuse 

alcohol than those who did not (41.3% vs. 27.7%), y'̂ d, N = 

577) = 8.508, p = .004. Women who reported stranger 

violence perpetration (29.8%) were not sianificantlv more 
X. X. » ' _/ -i 

likelv to report abusina alcohol than those who did not 

report stranaer violence perpetration (27.7%), y^(1, N = 

498)*= 0.091, p = .763. Women who reported pan-violence 

perpetration (31.1%) were not sianificantlv more likely to 

report abusina alcohol than those who did not {21.1%), y (1, 

N = 525) = 0.356, p = .551. 

For men, alcohol abuse was significantly related to 

pan-violence victimization, in that men who reported beina 
X- ' J- _y 

a victim of violence from both partners and strangers were 

more likely to abuse alcohol than were non-victims (44.6% 

Trs 9'̂  Q§:, r'c^^r>c^nY\\Tc:^\\T\ , y^ (1 , N = 1 9^ ) = « 1 (̂« - r̂  = 004 

The same was true of men reporting stranger violence 

victimization (39.5% vs. 23.9%), x^(l^ N = 219) = 5.946, p = 

.015, but not to partner violence victimization (35.9% vs. 

23.9%), X^(l/ N = 177) = 2.239, p = .135. For wom.en, 
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alcohol abuse was not sianificantlv related to 

victimization of any tvpe. 
.J -i. i-

The factors of each of the versions of the CTS were 

compared post hoc with the reported level of alcohol use 

using a series of 2 (endorsed an item on a factor; did not 

endorse an item on a factor) X 2 (alcohol abuser; non-

alcohol abuser) chi-squares. As there were 15 chi-squares 

for men and 16 for women, the significance level was 

adiusted to o = .003 (as described above) to minimize the 

likelihood of Tvpe I error. 
-L X. 

There was no relationship between the Reasonina or 
X. —-• 

Phvsical Aaaression factor and alcohol abuse for anv of the 

versions. There was a sianifleant relationship between the 
—^ .L 

Verbal/Psychological Aaaression factor and reported alcohol 

use for the men by partner version in that 37.8% of men who 

reported that their partners were verbally aggressive 

toward them also reported abusing alcohol, compared with 

11.9% of those who did not report that their partners were 

verbally aggressive toward them but who reported abusing 

alcohol, y^(l, N = 320) = 10.821, p = .001. The Severe 

Aggression factor was significantly related to reported 

alcohol use only in the men by stranger version. The rate 

of alcohol abuse was 54.0 for men who endorsed a Severe 
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Violence item, while it was 27.7% for those who die not, 

X^d/ N = 305) = 15.589; p = .001. 

Discussion 

The results of the factor analyses supported a four-

factor model such as that found bv previous studies 
-L. X. 

(Caulfield & Riggs, 1992, studies 1 and 2; Hornung et al.. 

1981; Pan et al., 1994; Straus, 1979; TenVergert et ai., 

1990) for all versions except the men's by stranaer 

version. The reasoning factor contained items 1-3 on every 

version except the men by stranger version, in which items 

1-3 and 5-7 combined to form a "conflict avoidance" factor. 

The verbal aaaression factor contained items 4-8 on all of 

the versions except the men to and by stranger versions. 

For the men, the to stranger version contained items 5-8. 

For the men's by stranger version, items 4, 8-10, and 12 

combined to form, a verbal/physical aqgression factor. The 

phvsical aaaression factor contained items 9-15 on the men 
JL -t -i -/ 

by partner, women to partner, women by stranger versions. 

For the women by partner and women to stranger versions, it 

contained item 16 ("beat up the other one"). On the men to 

partner version, it contained items 9-12. On the men to 

stranger version, it contained items 4 ("insulted or swore 
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at the other one"), 8-12, and 14-16. As previously noted, 

physical aggression and verbal aggression combined as one 

factor for the men by stranger version. The severe 

aggression factor contained items 17 and 18 on every 

version. On the men to partner version, it also includeo 

item 13 ("slapped the other one"). On the men by partner 

version, it included item 16 ("beat up"). On the men by 

stranger version, to items 17 and 18, it added items 13 and 

16. 

•since results of the factor analyses for men and women 

on the stranger violence versions were different 

(particularly with respect to the by stranger version), 

data from men and women should be kept separate in future 

studies of stranger violence. However, as found in 

previous analyses (Barling et al., 1987; Caulfield & Riggs, 

1992), the men's and women's to partner and by partner 

factor structures were similar enough to suggest that data 

from men and women may be combined in future analyses. In 

addition, since there were differences between the factor 

structures for the stranger and partner versions (at least 

for men), and since the relationship of the partner and 

stranger violence to alcohol was different, as it was in 

Dromgoole's (1997) study, it is likely that there are 
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different psvcholoaical dynamics underlvina partner and 
i- -i- ^ _X -i. —/ ..-

stranger violence. As such, they should continue to be 

evaluated separately. 

In the future, investigators conducting research 

examining the characteristics of partner or stranger 

violent individuals should measure both partner and 

stranger violence in order to avoid the confound of 

includina pan-violent individuals in analyses of partner 

violence. This will increase the likelihood of obtaining 

samples of individuals who are purelv partner or stranaer 
i- i- ^ 1. -^ 

violent as well as the likelihood of furtherina the body of 

knowledge concerning the characteristics of pan-violent 

individuals. This is especially true concerning women. 

The past literature contains a small amount of information 

about pan-violent men (Fagan & Wexler, 1987; Dromgoole, 

1997), but there do not appear to be any existing studies 

of pan-violent women. 

With regards to treatment considerations, Fagan and 

Wexler (1987) found that many of the men who are referred 

for treatment as a result of partner violence are actually 

pan-violent. Thev also found that pan-violent men are 
J. -< •*-

likely to commit more severe and frequent violent acts. 

Clinicians who work with partner violent individuals would 
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be better informed and prepared if thev took a 
.i. X. -L 

comprehensive historv of violence toward both partners and 
X. _1 ._ 

strangers. Collateral sources (i.e., the referral source, 

probation or parole officers etc.) should be consulted to 
J- X. • 

ensure that such a history is thorouah and accurate. When 

an individual is found to be pan-violent, it will be 

especially important to evaluate risk for injury to the 

partner, as the risk for more severe and frequent acts of 

violence will be greater than with exclusively partner 

violent individuals. The clinician miaht proceed with an 

eve toward the how the factors which contribute to the 

individual's past partner perpetration and stranaer 
X. J_ J- X. -^ 

perpetration differ, as well as which contributing factors 

are shared. 

The factor structure of the men's stranger versions 

may provide an interestina insiaht into men's perceptions 

of violent behavior and threat in relation to strangers. 

Items 4 and 8-16 are clustered together on the to stranger 

version, while 4 is included in a factor with items 8-15 in 

the by stranger version which suggests that "insulted or 

swore" and "did or said something to spite" is perceived as 

threatening at a similar level to the more physically 

violent items including such behaviors as hitting, kicking, 
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and beating up. Another interesting cluste; 

the by stranger version is the second factor v;hioh contains 

items 1-3 and 5-7. This suaaests that the behaviors 

described by the traditional Reasoning items (1-3' are 

perceived as similar to refusina to talk, leavina the 

situation and crvina when performed bv stranaers. It 

appears that with behaviors performed by strangers, 

sleights or insults are perceived as very threatening. 

This mav provide additional support for the "culture of 

honor" which has been found among Southern men (Nisbett & 

Cohen, 1996), and has been discussed by Garbarino (1999) as 

an explanation for violence amona those from the South, or 

those whose families have historicallv lived in the South. 

This term refers to the linaerina influence of a culture 

which traditionally supported seeking revenge against those 

who are perceived as insulting one's honor. Nisbett and 

Cohen found that when adolescents from the South were 

bumped and insulted by other students in a hallway, they 

experienced a greater level of physiological arousal than 

their Northeastern counterparts. As the current studv was 

performed in a region which can count Southern culture 

among its cultural influences, this finding may represent a 

confound. Further study with a sample of men from another 
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region of the United States would be necessary to determine 

the role of culture in these findings. 

For women, it appears that the 4 factors are fairly 

uniform regardless of whether they are describing partner 

or stranger violence. This suggests that violence may 

represent a single construct for women. 

The results suggest that Item 9 ("Threatened to hit or 

throw something at the other one") may be used as a cut 

Doint to classify oersons as violent versus non-violent in 

future research with all of the partner versions and with 

the women's to and by stranger versions. This item would 

be useful as a cut point as it appears to be the break 

between verbal aggression (items 4-8 on all 6 above noted 

versions) and physical aggression (which begins with item 9 

on all 6 above noted versions). In addition, items 17 and 

18, which involve the use of a deadly weapon, constituted a 

separate severe violence factor on all of the versions with 

the exception of the men's by stranger version. 

The findings about the nature of the relationship of 

alcohol and violence for men confirmed previous findings in 

that it appears that alcohol plays a role in both 

perpetration and victimization with strangers, but not 

partners. The finding that alcohol relates to pan-violence 
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perpetration and victimization for men suggests that 

persons who are generally violent have some problems 

similar to those of stranger violent men. That they may 

also have difficulties similar to those experienced by 

partner violent men has been suggested by Dromgoole (1997). 

She suggested that the similarity of pan-violent men to 

both partner violent and stranger violent men is a serious 

confound in much of the previous research on partner 

violence. In many previous samples, the participants were 

court referred for treatment for domestic violence. In 

such samples, pan-violent men were not separated, resulting 

in confusing and inconsistent results. 

The relationship of alcohol to the perpetration of 

physical partner violence in the absence of significant 

relationships to other types of perpetration and to 

victimization of any type for women was somewhat 

unexpected. This differed from previous findings in that 

others have found alcohol use in women to be related to 

victimization experiences. However, the previous findings 

may be an artifact of the inclusion of pan-violent men in 

the samples, which would increase the general likelihood of 

victimization and alcohol abuse in the home. Furthermore, 

few of the past studies have surveyed the women involved in 
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violent relationships about their own experiences of 

perpetration. 

The findings regarding the relationships of the 

individual factors of the CTS to reported alcohol abuse are 

interesting, especially given that they differ somewhat 

from the findings of the current investigation noted above 

that stranger violent men had higher rates of alcohol abuse 

than non violent men, and the finding that alcohol plays a 

role only in stranger violence. For the men, abusing 

alcohol was related to reporting being a victim of severe 

aggression from strangers and to reporting being a victim 

of verbal aggression from partners. It is possible that by 

separating overall violence into physical aggression and 

severe physical aggression rather than simply using 

incidence of any violence, while it would provide more 

detailed results, causes a decrease in the observed effect 

of alcohol abuse on violence. For the women, abusing 

alcohol was not related to any of the factors of any of the 

versions of the CTS. 

Areas for Future Study 

Future studies might employ versions other than the 

stranger and partner versions of the CTS. For instance, 
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the Bureau of Justice Statistics (1997a, 1997c) reports 

frequency of occurrence for violence between friends and 

extended faitiilv members. It mav be that these cateaories 
-A .^ -^ 

between partner and stranger in the level of intimacy could 

tell researchers more about the effect of relationship 

closeness on the two constructs. Bv Drovidina information 

about the relationshios between the two, such research may 

also provide information about the two endpoints of the 

continuum. 

Another future direction for research appears to be 

constructing multiple regression equations which use 

demographic variables and other variables of interest (such 

as alcohol use) to predict partner and stranger violence 

perpetration and victimization. This would allow 

researchers to understand the contribution made by each 

factor and to suggest possible targets for intervention. 

If individual items were used in the regression equation, 

the researchers would be able to determine which items 

carried most of the weight in predicting violent behavior 

and could construct shorter versions of the instrument. 

Before shorter versions could be considered useful, the 

hypothesis that the early items increase respondents' 

comfort levels would need to be tested. One Dossibilitv 
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for testing this hypothesis would to determine whether the 

three items alone make the same contribution to predicting 

behavior as they do when given in the context of the other 

items. 

Future research may also investigate the intersections 

between victimization (by partners and strangers) and 

perpetration (to partners and strangers) experiences. Such 

investigations might provide information concerning the 

individuals reporting such experiences and the mutual 

occurrence of perpetration and victimization. A more 

general implication of the current investigation for future 

research is that perpetration and victimization experiences 

should be examined in more detail for both men and women. 

Although there is a wealth of literature (Fiebert, 1997; 

Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997a, 1997b, 1997c, 1997d) 

suggesting that both women and men experience violence from 

the perspectives of perpetrator and victim, previous 

studies have generally been limited to the study of men as 

Deroetrators and women as victims. 

Limitations 

Among the limitations of this study are that it was 

performed with a college sample. While there were a 
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minority who were older and who were or had been married, 

results are likely to have limited generalizability. 

Another limitation is that the samole was limited to 

persons from an area heavily influenced by Southern 

cultural values. To determine whether the factor patterns 

(men by stranger in oarticular) can be consistently 

expected one would need to studv resDonses from oersons in 

other aeoaraohic reaions. 
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Table 1 

Measure of sampling adequacy, men's data 

Item 

Overall 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

To partner 

0.87187588 

0.706954 

0.704697 

0.816993 

0.849145 

0.841501 

0.835770 

0.817337 

0.848886 

0.872834 

0.899132 

0.911704 

0.925789 

0.907568 

0.873814 

0.913927 

0.894276 

0.865922 

0.869054 

By partner 

0.86116682 

0.740229 

0.749810 

0.756703 

0.897025 

0.867023 

0.890861 

0.849022 

0.903003 

0.908620 

0.937314 

0.910475 

0.923105 

0.946263 

0.862985 

0.831453 

0.767274 

0-615462 

0.537510 

To stranger 

0.88904359 

0.771484 

0.734619 

0.847102 

0.904967 

0.834266 

0.895053 

0.848681 

0.889242 

0.935284 

0.955333 

0.929640 

0.931046 

0.929317 

0.861516 

0.923864 

0.927489 

0.758781 

0.693978 

By stranger 

0.90971869 

0.825832 

0.834581 

0.898864 

0.917262 

0.865103 

0.894804 

0.876941 

0.923452 

0.918217 

0.927966 

0.940962 

0.956892 

0.940192 

0.906446 

0.922388 

0.925624 

0.902574 

0.844648 
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Table 2 

Measure of sampling adequacy, women's data 

Item 

Overall 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

To partner 

0.90816680 

0.766707 

0.792841 

0.878869 

0.900490 

0.912287 

0.917752 

0.921035 

0.888311 

0.962718 

0.953679 

0.951409 

0.936210 

0.921920 

0.911494 

0.911779 

0.865773 

0.803991 

0-759025 

By partner 

0.89678480 

0.666897 

0.744871 

0.831932 

0.876037 

0-904828 

0.895011 

0.900960 

0.877930 

0.928216 

0-960877 

0.930362 

0.917303 

0.916851 

0.892121 

0.920596 

0.896792 

0.876958 

0.640264 

To stranger 

0.86776635 

0.770770 

0.751243 

0.824062 

0.890389 

0.862105 

0.893477 

0.885127 

0.893647 

0.929116 

0.915530 

0-905807 

0.948151 

0.854144 

0.849318 

0.910799 

0.848249 

0.686124 

0.733606 

By stranger 

0.89124511 

0.812524 

0.768439 

0.840216 

0.901832 

0.883229 

0.877440 

0.926196 

0.893635 

0.924041 

0.941447 

0.932009 

0-938703 

0.918507 

0.904269 

0.924184 

0.882148 

0.751991 

0.801927 

78 



Table 3 

Men to partner factor loadings (> 0.40; rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item Factors 

2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calm.ly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

07. Cried 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.51 

0.79 

0.87 

0-68 

0.74 

0.81 

0.86 

0.70 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.90 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 0.72 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.76 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.76 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.52 

0.58 

0.45 

0.71 

0.58 

0.44 

0.57 

0.86 

0.92 
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Table 4 

Men by partner factor loadings (> 0.40; rounded to 2 digits) 

Item Factors 

2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

07. Cried 

0.54 

0.87 

0.84 

0.76 

0.77 

0.87 

0.68 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.76 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.79 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 

0.72 

0.81 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.83 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.79 

0.86 

0.84 

0.43 

0.89 

0.93 
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^able 5 

\fomen to partner factor loadings (> 0.4 0; rounded to 2 
iigits) 

Item Factors 

2 3 
01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

0.78 

0.83 

0.63 

0.78 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) » 

0.79 

0.82 

07. Cried 0.63 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.84 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.72 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 

0.65 

0.79 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.86 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 0.87 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 0.90 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 0.88 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.40 0.60 

0.71 

0.79 

81 
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Table 6 

Women by partner factor loadings (> 0.40; rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item Factors 
2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

07. Cried 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.82 

0-80 

0.52 

0.83 

0.72 

0.82 

0.46 

0.81 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.69 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 0.49 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.84 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.70 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.85 

0.91 

0.84 

0.80 

0.46 0.49 

0.89 
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Fable 7 

^en to stranger factor loadings (> 0.40; rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item Factors 

2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

0.86 

0.92 

0.84 

0.64 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
ya rd) 

07. Cried 

0.86 

0.79 

0.87 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.56 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 
at the other one 

0.83 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 0-75 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.68 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.96 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 

16. Beat up the other one 

0.42 

0.96 

0.88 

0.88 

0.46 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.86 

0.88 
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Table 8 

Men by stranger factor loadings (> 0.40; rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up (your/their) 
side of things 

0.73 

0.71 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in someone to 
help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

0.70 

0.75 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 0.83 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or yard) 0.74 

07. Cried 0.73 

08. Did or said something to spite the other 
one 

0.75 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something at 
the other one 

0.88 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked something 

11. Threw something at the other one 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0 . 5 5 

0 . 7 2 

0 .54 

0 . 5 3 

0 . 8 0 

0 . 8 0 

0 . 8 5 

0 . 6 5 

0 . 4 3 

0 . 6 6 

0 .54 

0 . 4 9 
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Table 9 

Women to stranger factor loadings (> 0.40; rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item Factors 
2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

07. Cried 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.75 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 0.80 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.89 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.79 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 0.57 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 0.80 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 0.90 

16. Beat up the other one 0.69 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.84 

0.88 

0.80 

0.63 

0.86 

0.86 

0.82 

0.77 

0.84 

0.89 
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Table 10 

Women by s t r ange r f ac to r loadings (> 0.40; rounded to 2 
d i g i t s ) 

Item Factors 
2 3 

01 . Discussed the i s sue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your / the i r ) s ide of th ings 

0.81 

0.89 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

0.79 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 0.66 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

0.81 

0.86 

07. Cried 0.78 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.77 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.80 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

0.74 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.86 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.82 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 0.59 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 0.88 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 0.87 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.46 0.54 

0.85 

0.84 
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Table 11 

Men to partner confirmatory factor loadings (rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item Factors 

2 3 4 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
{your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

0.70 

0.90 

0.57 

0.77 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

0.59 

0.64 

07. Cried 0.33 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.83 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 
at the other one 

0.86 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 0.68 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.77 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.84 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.96 

0.55 

0.25 
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Table 12 

^en by par tner confirmatory factor loadings (rounded to 2 
d ig i t s ) 

Item Factors 
2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or t r i e d to bring in 
someone to help s e t t l e things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

0.68 

0.83 

0.63 

0.76 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

0.68 

0.66 

07. Cried 0.52 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.77 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.77 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 

0.84 

0.86 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.83 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 

0.67 

0.80 

0.82 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.62 

0.93 

0.92 
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i-able 13 

?omen to partner confirmatory factor loadings (rounded to 2 
iigits) 

Item Factors 

2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

n c,7 

0.88 

0.49 

0.77 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 0.69 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
Mar 6) 

0.74 

07. Cried 0.67 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.73 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.81 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 

0.79 

0.88 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.84 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

15- Hit or tried to hit with something 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.75 

0.78 

0.79 

0.94 

0.84 
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Table 14 

Women by partner confirmatory factor loadings (rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item Factors 

2 3 4 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

0.56 

0.87 

0.54 

0.70 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 0.71 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
yard) 

0.74 

07. Cried 0.49 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.69 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.86 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 

0.65 

0.88 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.75 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

0.76 

0.79 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 0.77 

16. Beat up the other one 0.46 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

1.00 

0.77 
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Table 15 

Men to stranger confirmatory factor loadings (rounded to 2 
d ig i t s ) 

Item Factors 
1 2 3 4 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 0.65 

02. Got infonaation to back up 0.76 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 0.91 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 0.59 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 0.84 

06. St®mped out of the room or house (or 0.80 
ya Tr<i) 

07. Cried 0.53 

08. Did or said something to spite the 0.62 
other one 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.79 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 0.74 
something 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.84 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.86 
one 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 0.81 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 0.80 

16. Beat up the other one 0.66 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 1.00 

18. Used a knife or gun 0.69 
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Table 16 

Men by stranger confirmatory factor loadings (rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up (your/their) 
side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in someone to 
help settle things 

0.64 

0.71 

0.83 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 0.68 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or yard) 

0.73 

0.66 

07. Cried 0.59 

08. Did or said something to spite the other 
one 

0.68 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something at 
the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked something 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other one 

13. Slapped the other one 

16. Beat up the other one 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

0.79 

0 . 8 5 

0 . 7 7 

0 . 6 3 

0 . 5 0 

0 . 8 5 

0 . 7 6 
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Table 17 

Women to stranger confirmatory factor loadings (rounded to 2 
digits) 

Item 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 

Factors 
2 3 

0-73 

0.90 

0.70 

0.66 

0.79 

06. Stes^ed out of the room or house (or 
y.ard) 

0.81 

07. Cried 0.76 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.75 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.66 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

0.65 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.86 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.82 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 0.71 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 0.82 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 0.91 

16. Beat up the other one 0.66 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a knife or gun 

1.00 

0.90 
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Table 18 

Women by s t r ange r confirmatory fac to r loadings (rounded to 2 
d i g i t s ) 

Item Factors 
2 3 

01. Discussed the issue calmly 

02. Got information to back up 
(your/their) side of things 

03. Brought in or t r i ed to bring in 
someone to help s e t t l e things 

04. Insulted or swore at the other one 

0.75 

0.91 

0.71 

0.76 

05. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 0.78 

06. Stomped out of the room or house (or 
ya r6) 

0.79 

07. Cried 0.66 

08. Did or said something to spite the 
other one 

0.80 

09. Threatened to hit or throw something 0.73 
at the other one 

10. Threw or smashed or it or kicked 
something 

0.81 

11. Threw something at the other one 0.88 

12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0.83 
one 

13. Slapped the other one 0.74 

14. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 0.75 

15. Hit or tried to hit with something 0.86 

17. Threatened with a knife or gun 

18. Used a Icnife or gun 

0 .45 

0 .82 
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APPENDIX A 

CONFLICT TACTICS SCALE 
YOU AND PARTNER(S) 

Circle the answer that says how often in the past year you and your partner(s) did each of 
the things listed below. Be sure to answer separately one item for you and one for 
partner(s). (Consider all relationships with partners during the past year.) 

0. Never 
1. Once 
2. Twice 
3. 3-5 times 
4. 6-10 times 
5. 11-20 times 
6. More than 20 times 
7. Don't know 

You to Partner Partner to You 
In the Paist Yezu: In the Past Yeiu: 

0 1 . D i scussed t h e i s s u e ca lmly 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 9 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 20. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 02. Got information to back up (your/their) side of 
things 

03. Brought in or tried to bring in someone to help 
settle things 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 21. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

04 . I n s u l t e d o r swore a t t h e o t h e r one 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 2 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

0 5 . Sulked a n d / o r r e f u s e d t o t a l k about i t 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

06 . Stomped o u t of t h e room o r house (or ya rd) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 4 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

07. Cried 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 25. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

0 8 . Did o r s a i d someth ing t o s p i t e t h e o t h e r one 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 6 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 27. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 09. Threatened to hit or throw something at the 
other one 

10 . Threw o r smashed o r h i t o r k icked something 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 8 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 1 . Threw someth ing a t t h e o t h e r one 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 9 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 . Pushed, g rabbed , o r shoved t h e o t h e r one 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 3 . S lapped t h e o t h e r one 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 1 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14 . Kicked, b i t , o r h i t w i t h a f i s t 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 1 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 5 . Hi t o r t r i e d t o h i t w i t h something 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 3 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16 . Beat up t h e o t h e r one 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 4 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 7 . T h r e a t e n e d w i t h a k n i f e o r gun 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 5 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 8 . Used a k n i f e o r gun 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 36 . 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX B 

SMAST 

1. Do you feel you are a normal drinker? (By normal we 
mean you drink less than or as much as most other 
people.) 

2. Does your wife, husband, a parent, or other near 
relative ever worry or complain about your drinking? 

3. Do you ever feel guilty about your drinking? 

4. Do friends or relatives think you are a normal drinker? 

5. Are you able to stop drinking when you want to? 

6. Have you ever attended a meeting of Alcoholics 
Anonymous? 

7. Has drinking ever created problems between you and your 
wife, husband, a parent, or other near relative? 

8. Have you ever gotten into trouble at work because of 
drinking? 

9. Have you ever neglected your obligations, your family, 
or your work for two or more days in a row because you 
were drinking? 

10. Have you ever gone to anyone for help about your 
drinking? 

11. Have you ever been in a hospital because of drinking? 

12. Have you ever been arrested for drunken driving, driving 
while intoxicated, or driving under the influence of 
alcoholic beverages? 

13. Have you ever been arrested, even for a few hours, 
because of other drunken behavior? 

No Yes 
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APPENDIX C 

EXPANDED LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Partner and stranger violence are significant 

problems for college aged persons as they are in other 

populations (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997c; Dromgoole 

& Gogan, 1995; Dutton, 1988; Kandel-Englander, 1992; Laner, 

1983; Makepeace, 1981; Straus, 1980; Straus & Gelles, 1986; 

Straus & Gelles, 1988). It has been estimated that as many 

as 20% of college students have experienced partner 

violence, and that 70% have known someone who has 

experienced partner violence (e.g.. Makepeace, 1981). 

College students have also been reported as experiencing 

higher levels of violence than high school students 

(Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989). In recent samples (Gulp, 

Sharp, Saari, Gogan, & Ballinger, 1998; McCormick, Saari, 

Sharp, Cogan & Ballinger, 1998) 35% of student men and 9% 

of student women reported having been severely violent 

toward strangers in the last 12 months. The same 

percentages of men and women reported having been the 

victims of severe violence from strangers. While it is 

often assumed that partner violence is perpetrated most 
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often by men toward their female partners, women are as 

physically violent in relationships as men (see Fiebert, 

1997, for an annotated bibliography describing 85 

investigations finding gender equity in perpetration of 

violence). 

Since its development, the Conflict Tactics Scale 

(CTS; Straus, 1979) has been the most widely used 

instrument to measure violence between partners (Schafer, 

1996). Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, and Sugarman (1996) 

reported that the CTS has been administered in research to 

over 70,000 subjects in 20 countries and had been used in 

about 400 published studies. They indicated that the 

instrument has been used clinically in family assessments. 

An online search of Dissertation Abstracts International 

revealed that the CTS has also been used in 193 doctoral 

dissertations. Boone and Flint (1988) used the GTS to 

measure violence between respondents and strangers. They 

stated that since the conflict tactics measured are used 

outside of family relationships, it is useful for measuring 

aggression in a wide variety of interpersonal 

relationships. Gogan and her colleagues have also used the 

CTS to measure conflict tactics and interpersonal violence 

between strangers (Dromgoole & Cogan, 1995; Gulp, Sharp, 
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Saari, Cogan & Ballinger, 1998; McCormick, Saari, Sharp, 

Cogan & Ballinger, 1998). 

Theoretical Basis of the GTS 

Straus began investigating aggression between couples 

with an early version of the Conflict Tactics Scale in 1974 

in reaction to a then prevalent view called '̂catharsis 

theory." Catharsis theory states that if one is able to 

^̂ let off steam" verbally, then that person is less likely 

to engage in physical aggression (Shostrom, 1967). This 

catharsis model was based upon the notion that humans are 

hard wired to be aggressive, and that this aggression can 

not be successfully inhibited. Therefore, if one tries to 

hold back this biological urge toward aggression, 

eventually, there will be an explosive outpouring of 

aggression. Another reason for the appeal of the catharsis 

model was research that found that highly intimate groups 

were more likely to engage in more highly emotional 

conflict (Coser, 1966). This was characterized as the 

"'love-hate relationship" (Gharny, 1972, as cited In Straus, 

1974). Straus (1974) suggested that readers of this 

research had the causal relationship backwards in that the 

more deeply invested people are in an intimate 
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relationship, the more emotionally charged their conflict 

would be. Thus, the emotional conflict stems from the 

level of the investment in the relationship and not the 

other way around. If people believed however, that the 

converse were true, it would seem that an easy path to 

emotionally intense relationship would be to have highly 

emotionally charged conflicts. In a time when 

relationships and norms were changing in American society, 

this quick fix to obtain more intimacy would seem to have 

been particularly appealing. 

Straus suggested that several other social forces 

contributed to the appeal of a cathartic release of 

aggression as well as to the tendency of catharsis 

adherents to move away from applications of research such 

as Straus'. Among these was the movement (particularly in 

the middle class) away from formalism within the family. 

Along with this movement in the family, other powerful 

social and scientific forces were moving to produce change 

in the Zeitgeist. Examples of this shift are the changes 

in sexual mores, change from a rational view of 

interpersonal processes to having more emphasis placed on 

the expression of emotions, and a fusion of the idea of 

biological determination of behavior with the previous 
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emphasis on the unconscious drives. Straus suggested that 

another contributor was the proliferation of conflict 

theory which, while it was a useful theory, taken in the 

extreme would lend itself to the "more is better" 

philosophy about conflict. Added to this was the 

unprecedented access that the common person had to ideas of 

behavioral sciences and ideas about newly developed 

therapeutic techniques. Persons who were in favor of such 

sweeping changes, which seem at least in part to have been 

positive, would be more likely to become enamored with 

techniques which suggested "Tetting it all hang out" 

(Straus, 1974). 

Straus was particularly concerned with the encounter 

group movement (Back, 1973), some of the proponents of 

which advocated "'leveling" or giving free and open voice to 

aggressive feelings and attempting to leave behind the 

notion of strained civility between members of families 

which they considered antiquated and repressive (Straus, 

1974). He wrote that "'^Gut-level communication,' 

leveling,' and ^letting it all hang out' may only be a 

modern psychological version of the old medical practice of 

blood-letting—harmless but useless in some cases and 

injurious or fatal in others" (1974, p. 14). 
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Straus (1974) proposed that in fact, the exact 

opposite of the catharsis theory was true, that as levels 

of verbal aggression increased, levels of physical 

aggression would also increase. If this practice became 

widely used, he said, it could lead to highly negative 

consequences. Straus further argued that all of the 

dominant theories at the time including social learning, 

symbolic interactionism, and labeling would lead one to the 

conclusion that a behavior which is practiced frequently 

(in this case aggression) would become part of the persons 

standard repertoire and become expected by others. Thus, 

verbal aggression would become syntonic and generalize to 

physical aggression. 

Thus it seems that the theorists in favor of leveling 

imply that more is better in regards to conflict. This 

relationship would be a linear relationship which taken in 

the extreme (i.e., the more expression of aggression the 

better the relationship) seems ridiculous. Straus 

described how there was however a "'kernel of truth" 

underlying the assumptions of these theorists. He stated 

that "it may be that leveling and honesty in the sense of 

getting issues out into the open and in the sense of not 

hiding one's anger or disagreement are positive forces in 
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human interaction. That is, to try to deny to ourselves 

and others that we feel anger is a distortion of reality 

which is likely to cause trouble; and to avoid bringing out 

issues is to preclude the possibility of resolving them" 

(1974, p. 26). 

Straus (197 9) suggested that there is an optimal 

amount of conflict that allows families and other groups to 

progress, but remain able to cooperate at maximum 

efficiency. Thus the relationship between conflict and 

group or family well being may well be curvilinear. The 

absence of conflict or very high levels of conflict would 

result in low levels of group well being, but moderate 

levels would be beneficial. When conflict is denied, or 

when it is too great, a higher level of hostility between 

group members is likely to result (Straus, 1979). 

One of the findings of Straus' 1974 study which 

supported this theory was the low correlation between 

scores on the Reasoning Scale (first three items of the 

GTS; see Appendix A) and Physical Aggression (items 11-18) 

scores and the higher correlations between Verbal 

Aggression (items 4-10) scores and Physical Aggression 

scores. Initially, there appeared to be a confound in the 

research in that blue-collar families reported more 
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physical and verbal aggression than their white-collar 

counterparts. However, when participants were separated by 

SES, the negative relationship between Reasoning and 

Physical Aggression was found to be even stronger in the 

working class group. Straus suggested that perhaps the 

norms prohibiting physical violence against one's partner 

were not as firmly ingrained in the working class 

participants and thus factors such as intellectualization 

of conflict played a stronger part in moderating violence. 

Development of the GTS 

Straus developed the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS) 

with the idea of measuring tactics which family members use 

to manage conflict. It was designed as a short instrument 

capable of quickly and conveniently obtaining information 

about behaviors used in conflicts between family members 

and items were generated from pilot work using open-ended 

interviews. He admitted that there are likely to be an 

infinite number of techniques employed to negotiate 

conflict. However, it is necessary to provide the 

participant with a list of prompts for tactics which may be 

used in conflicts to minimize omissions due to forgetting 
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motivated by a wish to present one's self positively or 

otherwise (Straus, 1979). 

The GTS is an 18-item instrument with response 

categories including never, once, twice, 3-5 times, 6-10 

times, 11-20 times, and more than 20 times for the 

frequency of various conflict resolution behaviors over the 

last year. There is also a response category for "don't 

know." CTS items are presented with pairs of response 

scales such that for each item subjects report how many 

times in the last year they used each conflict tactic with 

the other person (partner, child, stranger), as well as how 

many times others performed each behavior toward them (see 

Appendix A). 

Three types of conflict tactics were included in the 

CTS on the basis of theoretical importance. The factors 

that have been identified through factor analysis by Straus 

(1979) and others will be considered in more detail below. 

The Reasoning scale contains three items (items 1-3) and 

measures the rational use of discussion and debate (e.g., 

#1 "Discussed the issue calmly," #3 "Brought in or tried to 

bring in someone to help settle things"). The Verbal 

Aggression scale contains seven items (items 4-6, 8-10) and 

measures the use of nonverbal or verbal communication to 
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hurt or threaten the other person (e.g., #4 "Insulted or 

swore at the other one," #10 "Threw or smashed or hit or 

kicked something"). Item 7 ("cried") was originally 

included as a non-scored item designed to make subjects 

feel more at ease about responding to the instrument. The 

Violence scale includes eight items (items 11-18) and 

measures the use of physical force (#11 "Threw something at 

the other one," #18 "Used a knife or gun"). 

Scoring Methods 

There are a variety of methods to score the GTS. The 

simplest (1) is to sum the Likert responses for each of the 

three scales (Reasoning, Verbal Aggression, Physical 

Aggression). Another method (2) involves weighting the 

responses according to the frequencies represented by the 

points for the Likert scale (e.g., a response of 3 to an 

item would be weighted 4, as 4 is the middle of the 

frequency range "3-5 times"). Another method of scoring 

(3) standardizes each scale on a 0-100 scale by expressing 

the score as a percentage of the maximum possible score. 

Straus reported that there is no statistical advantage to 

transformation, but by allowing for each scale to be 

expressed in similar units, results can be easier to 
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understand. Scores may also be dichotomized (4) to 

indicate the occurrence or non-occurrence of the various 

types of violence measured (Straus, 1990c). Finally, by 

use of the normative tables (5, Straus, 1990a), the score 

may be expressed in terms of percentile ranking relative to 

a national sample. Straus (1990c) has suggested that the 

scoring method chosen fit with the purpose of the study. 

For example, when reporting statistics to the general 

public, rates of violence expressed in rates of occurrence 

(dichotomous scoring) may make the results easier to 

understand. 

Social Desirability 

It would appear that it would be difficult for persons 

to respond to some of the items due to social desirability. 

With this in mind, there were built-in factors designed to 

make the CTS more palatable for participants. First, the 

tactics are presented with instructions which normalize 

conflict and suggest that it routinely occurs. 

Furthermore, the instructions for the instrument contain 

statements that indicate that conflict is an ordinary 

occurrence "no matter how well a couple gets along." Next, 

initial items are very benign, functioning as a "warm-up" 
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to gradually ease the participants into the more extreme 

items and may put them into the mindset that if extreme 

items were used, that they were used as a last resort 

(Straus, 1979; Shehan & Lee 1990). Shehan and Lee (1990) 

also suggested that the sequence of the items from least to 

most aggressive makes it easier for subjects to report 

violence when it is used as a last recourse in resolving 

conflict. Straus suggested that the order of 

questionnaires when investigating more than one type of 

relationship might also be helpful to some participants in 

that the parent to child version was presented first. This 

accomplished 2 goals: first, physical force is most easily 

accepted by society when directed at children by parents; 

second, the practice effect of having seen these items when 

the respondents reached the partner items might lessen 

their negative reaction to them. Even when presented in 

isolation however, the partner versions have a low refusal 

rate. Bulcroft and Straus (1975) found that 72 percent of 

mailed out CTS forms were returned. It also seems that 

another factor contributing to the ease of acceptance by 

participants is that their reports of their own behavior is 

presented side by side with their reports of their 

oartners' behavior. One would think that this would allow 
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them to justify their own behavior more easily when it is 

juxtaposed with their partners' negative behaviors. 

Straus (1979) reported that in his sample the refusal 

rate was low and was comparable to that of other survey 

data. Straus (1990b) acknowledged that violence may be 

underestimated due to some subjects' reluctance to describe 

times when they have been violent. While Straus suggested 

that the true rate is likely higher than the rate suggested 

by the CTS, he asserted that since the CTS generally 

produces higher rates of reported violence than other 

measurement tools, it may be closer to the true rate. He 

also suggested that this underestimate is not as important 

for research purposes as it would be for clinical uses of 

the instrument. 

In research investigating the relationship of social 

desirability to the CTS, the relationship has been found to 

be non-significant in treatment sanples (Saunders, 1986) 

and in community samples (Newberger, 1987, as cited in 

Straus, 1990b). Arias and Beach (1987) found that the CTS 

Violence scale for perpetrated violence for both husbands 

and wives was correlated with the Marlowe-Crowne Social 

Desirability scale (-.23 for men; -.32 for women). 

However, among subjects who reported engaging in violence, 
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social desirabilitv was unrelated to reoorts of the 

severity or frequency of violence. Social desirability was 

also unrelated to reports of being a victim of spousal 

violence. Straus (1990b) suggested that an important 

finding in Arias and Beach's study was that when social 

desirability is controlled for, the relationship between 

the CTS and other variables of interest remains. 

Reliability and Validity 

The internal consistency reliability of the CTS has 

been measured in several studies with the Cronbach alpha 

(Straus, 1990b). For husband to wife data, the alpha for 

Reasoning ranged from .42 to .50, for Verbal Aggression .62 

to .80, and for Violence .69 to .88. For wife to husband 

data, the alpha for Reasoning was .43 to .51, for Verbal 

Aggression .76 to .79, and for Violence .79 to .82. These 

findings suggest that the Violence scale has the strongest 

internal consistency, followed by Verbal Aggression and 

then Reasoning. Straus (1990b) estimated that these 

differences are primarily due to the differing number of 

items between scales. He also suggested that in any study 

in which reasoning was very important, that one could add 

the reasoning items dropped from the original form of the 
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CTS. In fact, reasoning is virtually never studied in the 

violence literature and it seems to serve more of a buffer 

or warm up function for the CTS. 

Straus (1990b) stated that since there were no 

established and valid instruments for measuring conflict 

tactics, concurrent validity could not be established. He 

noted that an explanation for this problem was that the 

validity of many instruments in sociological research is 

not reported. This is due to the belief that if great care 

is taken to ensure the representativeness of the sample, 

then the measures used in studying the sample must be 

valid. However, the CTS scales have been found to be 

significantly correlated with corresponding scales of the 

Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (Boone & Flint, 1988). 

This provides some evidence for concurrent validity. 

Gully and Dengerink (1983) demonstrated the predictive 

validity of the CTS when they were able to predict the 

verbal conflict resolution behavior of male and female 

subjects using CTS scores. Their participants were 

assigned to male-female pairs and asked to role play a 

conflict resolution scenario. Pairs were assigned on the 

basis of CTS scores {violent-violent, violent-nonviolent, 

and nonviolent-nonviolent). Violent individuals exhibited 
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more negative communication during the conflict resolution 

when their partners were classified as violent than when 

their partners were classified as nonviolent. The authors 

suggested that while aversive behavior may be a learned 

tactic, it is partially dependent upon the behavior of 

other individuals. 

Another approach to examining validity is to measure 

the agreement between family members' reports. Straus 

(1974) found that parents' CTS reports of conflict tactics 

used were correlated with the CTS reports of conflict 

tactics of their college-aged children who had recently 

left home. The fathers' reports were correlated with the 

students' reports at .19, .51 and .64 for Reasoning, 

Verbal Aggression, and Violence, respectively, while the 

students'-mothers' correlations were .12, .43, and .33. 

Straus (1979) later reported that the low rates for the 

Reasoning scale were likely due to the behaviors measured 

by the other two scales being more highly charged 

emotionally, thus being easier to remember. Jouriles, 

Mehta, McDonald, and Francis (1997) compared the reports on 

the parent child version of the CTS by parents and children 

among families that had sought treatment for the children's 

conduct problems. Mothers and fathers reported more 
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parent-child aggression than the children reported. While 

reliability was moderate to high based upon total variance 

accounted for by observed variables, convergent validity 

was generally low, with the exception of highly correlated 

mother-child and father-child aggression. 

Other authors have examined the convergence between 

the reports of husbands and wives, some studies have found 

that partners in clinical samples appear to underestimate 

their own violence (Edelson & Brygger, 1986; Browning & 

Dutton, 1986). In fact, Straus (1990b) suggested that this 

is a reason to use caution in the clinical application of 

the CTS. Following treatment in Edelson and Brygger's 

sample, not only had violence decreased, but also 

convergence in partners' reports of violence had increased. 

Szinovacz (1983) found that while there were similar 

ratings of the husbands' violence from both partners, the 

wives rated themselves as more violent than their husbands' 

ratings of them would suggest. While there was agreement 

in these ratings for overall presence of violence, there 

was disagreement regarding the specific behavioral tactics 

and their frequencies. Browning and Dutton (1986) compared 

CTS reports of husbands and wives in which the husband was 

in therapy for wife assault. They found that husbands 
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tended to view their relationships as mutually violent, 

while the wives viewed the relationship violence as 

primarily the husbands'. 

The National Family Violence Surveys 

Straus used the CTS as well as other interview 

questions in a 1975 study which aimed to establish base 

rates for violence between parents and children and between 

spouses. This study used a national probability sample of 

2,143 married or cohabiting persons. The completion rate 

for this sample was 65 percent. The male to female partner 

violence found in that sample was 121 per 1,000 for overall 

violence and 38 per 1,000 for severe violence ("kicked, bit 

or hit with a fist" or higher). The female to male partner 

violence rate was 116 per 1,000 for overall violence and 46 

per 1,000 for severe violence. 

In 1985, Straus and his colleagues completed another 

national survey of conflict tactics used in families 

(reported in Straus & Gelles, 1986). The 1985 sample 

contained 6,002 households and differed in that it was 

conducted by telephone rather than by in person interviews 

as in the 1975 study. The data on partner violence came 

from a subsample of 3,520 households meeting criteria for 
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inclusion. The completion rate for this sample was 84 

percent. The male to female partner violence found in that 

sample was 113 per 1,000 for overall violence and 30 per 

1,000 for severe violence. The female to male oartner 

violence rate was 121 per 1,000 for overall violence and 44 

per 1,000 for severe violence. Straus and Gelles (1986) 

noted that although the differences were not significant, 

the violence totals were less in 1985 than thev were in 

1975. Possible explanations offered for the difference 

were: that people were more reluctant to report abuse in 

1985 due to increased societal attention; societal changes 

such as increases in the age of first marriage and first 

child and improved economic situation in 1985; and an 

increase in the number of prevention and treatment 

programs. 

Partner Violence Rates and Gender Equity in 
Perpetration and Victimization 

While it is often assumed that partner violence is 

perpetrated most often by men toward their female partners, 

data from several sources suggest that women are as likely 

to perpetrate physical violence in relationships as men 

are. In Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz's 1975 survey of 

2,143 married or cohabiting people from a national 
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probability sample, the rate of male to female partner 

violence was 121 per 1,000 or 12.1% for overall violence 

(threw something, pushed, grabbed, or shoved, slapped, 

kicked, bit, or hit with a fist, hit or tried to hit with 

something, and beat up), while the female to male rate was 

11.6% (reported in Straus and Gelles, 1986). For severe 

violence (kicked, bit, or hit with a fist, hit or tried to 

hit with something, beat up, threatened with a gun or 

knife, and used a gun or knife) the male to female rate was 

38 per 1,000 (3.8%) and the female to male rate was 46 per 

1,000 (4.6%). In 1985, rates in another national sample (n 

= 6,002) indicated that while there was no statisticallv 

significant change in the occurrence of partner violence 

between 1975 and 1985, the prevalence of male to female 

partner violence had decreased (11.3% overall; 3.0 severe), 

while the female to male overall rate had increased (12.1% 

overall; 4.4% severe) (Straus & Gelles, 1986). 

In the Caulfield and Riggs (1992) sample of 667 

unmarried college students, the rates of partner violence 

were reported as percentages of respondents who had 

endorsed particular items. In this sample, 6.9% of the men 

and 14.6% of the women endorsed item 11 (threw something at 

partner), 19.8% of the men and 29-3% of the women endorsed 
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item 12 (pushed, grabbed, or shoved partner), 7.3% of the 

men and 19.2% of the women endorsed item 13 (slaooed 

partner), 3.1% of the men and 13% of the women endorsed 

item 14 (kicked, bit or hit with a fist), 1.9% of the men 

and 2.3 % of the women endorsed item 16 (beat UD oartner), 

and 2.3% of men and 1.8% of women endorsed item 17 

(threatened partner with a knife or gun). 

Cascardi, Avery-Leaf, O'Leary, and Smith Slep (1999) 

surveyed 2,320 high school students and reported rates of 

item endorsement for perpetration (to partner) and 

victimization (by partner) separated by sex. This allows 

for stronger assumptions about the validity of these 

prevalence rates in that the resoondents orovided not onlv 

information about perceptions of their own perpetration, 

but also their perceptions of the number of times their 

partners had perpetrated violence toward them. For 

violence perpetrated against a partner, 6.5% of the men and 

15.0% of the women endorsed item 11 (threw somethina at 

partner), 13.7% of the men and 28.0% of the women endorsed 

item 12 (pushed, grabbed, or shoved partner), 4.3% of the 

men and 18.1% of the women endorsed item 13 (slapped 

partner), 5.5% of the men and 16.9% of the women endorsed 

item 14 (kicked, bit or hit with a fist), 1.6% of the men 
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and 3.6 % of the women endorsed item 16 (beat up partner), 

and 1.3% of men and 1.8% of women endorsed item 17 

(threatened partner with a knife or gun). In addition, 

respondents were presented with items asking about the 

occurrence of physical restraint (14.2% men; 12.3% women) 

and choking (2.5%men; 2.4% women). When asked about the 

violence perpetrated against the respondent by his or her 

partner, 14.6% of the men and 10.8% of the women reported 

that their partner had thrown something at them (item 11), 

21.5% of the men and 20.8% of the women reported that their 

partner had pushed, grabbed, or shoved them (item 12), 

16.8% of the men and 7.9% of the women reported that their 

partner had slapped them (item 13), 14.3% of the men and 

10.2% of the women reported that their partner had kicked, 

bit or hit them with a fist (item 14), 2.4% of the men and 

2.7 % of the women reported that their partner had beaten 

them up (item 16), 2.2% of men and 1.7% of women reported 

that their partner had threatened them with a knife or gun 

(item 17), 11.9% of men and 15.2% of women reported that 

their partner had physically restrained them, and 3.4% of 

men and 3.2% of women reported having been choked by their 

partner. 
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Barling, O'Leary, Jouriles, Vivian, and MacEwen (1987) 

also obtained to partner and by partner ratings of violence 

from participants. They then averaged the two scores with 

the aim of achieving more accurate ratings. In this study 

there were two samples, a clinic sample and a non-clinical 

sample. However, in the non-clinical sample, the responses 

of the men and women were pooled, and prevalence of 

aggressive behavior separated by sex was not reported. In 

the clinical sample, the percentage endorsing item 11 was 

44.9% for men and 51.3% for women, item 12 was 63.1% for 

men and 60.4% for women, item 13 was 51.3% for men and 

58.3% for women, item 14 was 37.4% for men and 41.2% for 

women, item 15 was 39.6% for men and 40.6% for women, item 

16 was 31.6% for men and 27.3% for women, and item 17 was 

27.8% for men and 31.0% for women (all item numbers from 

the CTS, Appendix A). 

Fiebert (1997) published an annotated bibliography in 

which he examined 70 empirical studies and 15 reviews or 

analyses which were reported between 1977 and 1997 and 

provided evidence that the women in the studies surveyed 

(aggregate sample size > 58,000) were at least as violent 

or more violent than their partners. Even in the face of 

such statistics, it appears that the perception of domestic 
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or partner violence equating "wife-battering" still exists. 

A search of Psyclnfo yielded over 200 studies that 

investigated the phenomenon of "wife beating" or "wife 

battering." While some authors (e.g., Straus) clearly 

operationalize "wife beating" as the behavior of beating up 

one's wife, many individuals equate male to female partner 

violence with the terms "wife beating" or "battering." The 

proliferation of treatment groups for "batterers" also 

seems to lend some credence to this perception. 

One explanation that has been offered for this gender 

inequity in studying partner violence is the differing 

consequences for violence perpetrated by men and women. 

Bureau of Justice Statistics (1997d) indicate that of 

persons seeking treatment in emergency rooms as a result 

interpersonal violence, 15.1% of the 1,417,500 cases 

surveyed presented as a result of violence between 

themselves and a spouse, ex-spouse, girlfriend, or 

boyfriend. When separated by sex, 36.8% of the 554,700 

women in the sample had been injured by a spouse, ex-

spouse, boyfriend, or girlfriend, while the number for men 

(862,000) was 4.5%. This theory is also supported by 

Cascardi, Langhrinrichsen, and Vivian (1992) who found that 

while men and women in their sample were equally likely to 
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perpetrate violence, one third of the men and one half of 

the women had sustained injuries as a result of partner 

violence. Further, they found that women sustained 

injuries that were more severe than those of their male 

counterparts. Thus, although the frequency of partner 

violence perpetrated by women may be higher than that of 

men, there appears to be a difference between the frequency 

of aggressive acts committed and the probability that they 

will result in an injury (Carlson, 1987). While the direct 

consequences of partner violence appear to differ between 

men and women, the anticipated and perceived consequences 

also seem to differ. Fiebert and Gonzalez (1997) obtained 

reports from 97 8 college women who reported that over the 5 

year reporting period, 29% were perpetrators of physical 

aggression toward their male partners. They also found 

that younger women (women in their 20's) were more likely 

to become physically violent than their counterparts over 

30. The reason offered most frequently for the violence in 

this sample was to obtain a partner's attention 

emotionally. These women also reported that they did not 

expect retaliation, nor did they believe that their 

partners would be seriously injured. Riggs and Caulfield 

(1997) examined the expected consequences of physical 
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violence in 119 male undergraduates and found significant 

differences between violent and non-violent men in their 

sample. Violent men were more likely to believe that 

"winning the argument" would be the result of physical 

violence, while the non-violent men were more likely to 

believe that a dissolution of the relationship would result 

from physical violence. 

Self-defense is another suggested explanation for the 

violence perpetrated by women. Studies have emerged on the 

initiation of violence, which might provide a challenge to 

this theory. Billingham and Sack (1986), Bland and Orne 

(1986), Demaris (1992), and Bookwala, Frieze, Smith, and 

Ryan (1992) found that women were more likely to initiate 

violence than were their male partners. These findings 

suggest that as the women in these samples initiated the 

violence, it is highly improbable that it was in self-

defense. 

Several studies (Billingham & Sack, 1986; Flynn, 1990; 

Makepeace, 1986) indicate a "mutual violence" between 

partners in a relationship. The interaction between the 

two partners and the attitudes that they bring to the 

relationship are areas which are promising in suggesting 

explanations for partner violence. Gully and Dengerink 
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(1983) were able to predict the verbal conflict resolution 

behavior of male and female subjects using GTS scores. 

Their participants were assigned to male-female pairs and 

asked to role play a conflict resolution scenario. Pairs 

were assigned on the basis of CTS scores (violent-violent, 

violent-nonviolent, and nonviolent-nonviolent). Violent 

individuals exhibited more negative communication during 

the conflict resolution when their partners were classified 

as violent than when their partners were classified as 

nonviolent. The authors suggested that while aversive 

behavior may be a learned tactic, it is partially dependent 

upon the behavior of other individual in the interaction. 

Thus, in relation to a non-violence prone partner, a person 

who is violence prone might be less likely to behave in an 

aggressive manner than in relation to a violence prone 

partner. 

Stranger Violence 

While there has been a great deal of study using the 

CTS, the vast majority of it has focused on violence within 

the family and in romantic relationships. Although this is 

the type of measurement for which the GTS is designed. 
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there is also interest in measuring the type of conflict 

tactics used outside the home. 

College students have been reported as experiencing 

higher levels of stranger violence than high school 

students experience (Sugarman & Hotaling, 1989). In recent 

samples (Gulp, Sharp, Saari, Gogan, & Ballinger, 1998; 

McCormick, Saari, Sharp, Gogan & Ballinger, 1998) 35% of 

student men and 9% of student women reported having been 

severely violent toward strangers in the last 12 months. 

The same percentages of men and women reported having been 

the victims of severe violence from strangers. While it 

appears that women perpetrate equal or greater numbers of 

aggressive physical acts against their partners than men, 

men are involved in a far greater number of stranger 

violence episodes (as either victims or perpetrators) than 

women. In Fagan, Piper, and Cheng's (1987) sample of 68 6 

high school students (mostly between 15-17, no average age 

reported) from "inner-city, high crime neighborhoods," 51% 

of the males and 37% of the women reported having been the 

victim of a violent crime in the past year. Bureau of 

Justice statistics (1997b) indicate that 40 men and 17 

women out of 1,000 (4% and 1.7%) were victims of violent 

crime (homicide, rape/sexual assault, robbery, aggravated 
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assault, simple assault) in 1994. This indicates that men 

were more than two times as likelv than women to be 

victimized by violent crime. Of the persons presenting in 

emergency rooms as the result of violence related injuries 

for whom the relationship between the victim and attacker 

was known, 44% of male victims and 17.3% of female victims 

presented as a result of stranger assaults (Bureau of 

Justice Statistics, 1997d). In the same emergency room 

survey, men perpetrated 66% of the violence, teenage males 

accounted for 15% (total male perpetrators = 81%), while 

women accounted for 11% and teenage females for 4% (total 

female perpetrators = 15%). 

Fagan and Wexler (1987) posited a relationship between 

family and stranger violence and suggested that there is a 

need for a better understanding of the relationship. They 

further suggested that while there has been a great deal of 

research undertaken in an attempt to understand family and 

partner violence, that this has remained separated from the 

criminal justice driven research on violence toward 

strangers. 

There appear to be three types of violent people. 

Some violent people are exclusively partner violent or 

exclusively stranger violent while others are "pan-violent" 
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persons who perpetrate violence toward strangers and 

partners. Fagan and Wexler reported that 46% of partner 

violent men had previously been arrested for other violent 

behavior. They also reported that pan-violent men 

perpetrated the most frequent and severe violence in the 

home. Partner and stranger violence do appear to involve 

two separate dvnamics, as thev are associated differently 

with other factors, such as alcohol abuse (Gulp, Sharp, 

Saari, Cogan & Ballinger, 1998; McCormick, Saari, Sharp, 

Cogan & Ballinger, 1998) and concerns about bodily 

integrity (Dromgoole, 1997). Among the reasons such an 

understanding of the differing dynamics of partner and 

stranger violence would be important is the possibility of 

developing interventions-

Intervention is a meaningful consideration in that it 

is generally accepted that observing or being a victim of 

family violence is a risk factor for later violent acting 

out (Fagan & Wexler, 1987). Fagan, Piper, and Cheng (1987) 

found that adolescents who reported victimization by a 

stranger were more likely to frequently commit serious 

delinquent acts, which included greater prevalence rates of 

property crime and violent crime than their non-victimized 

counterparts. One interesting finding of this study was 
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that while the prevalence rates were higher for victimized 

youths (i.e., they were more likely to engage in property 

and violent crime), the incidence rates were higher for 

young men who did not report a history of victimization. 

They suggested that the reason for this finding was that 

there was a "small group of high-rate offenders who avoid 

victimization through their own aggressive behaviors and 

who raise the incidence rates for each crime type" (p. 

600) . 

The CTS was used to measure conflict tactics toward 

strangers in a study by Boone and Flint (1988). They were 

able to use CTS scores to predict group membership 

(aggressive vs. non-aggressive) in a sample of inner city 

Black adolescent males. However, they did not report any 

comparisons between family and stranger violence. 

Alcohol and Violence 

Alcohol and violence have been considered to be 

related in a meaningful way. Past studies have found a 

relationship between alcohol use and stranger violence 

(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997c; Miller et al., 1990). 

Studies have also found that partner violent men more often 

than other men have problems with alcohol use (e.g., 
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Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986; Kantor & Straus, 1987). In 

other studies (e.g., Tolman & Bennett, 1990), it has been 

found that half of all batterers in treatment have problems 

with alcohol. Partner violence by women has been less 

often studied, but alcohol use by both partners has been 

related to women's being hit by their partners (e.g., 

Eberle, 1982; Miller et al., 1990). 

A probable confound of studies of alcohol and partner 

violence is the fact that a significant percentage of 

partner violent men are also pan-violent. Since these men 

are most often referred for treatment (Shields, McCall, & 

Hanneke, 1988), in all studies not recognizing this 

confound, treatment samples examining partner violent men 

also contain a significant proportion of pan-violent men. 

Dromgoole (1997) suggested that based upon previous 

research, the lack of clarity as to whether alcohol use is 

related to partner violence or general violence should be 

resolved by extracting data from pan-violent persons during 

statistical analyses. Dromgoole (1997) found that among 

men there is indeed a differential relationship between the 

types of violence perpetrated and alcohol abuse. She found 

that pan and stranger violent men had significantly higher 
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scores on m.easures of alcohol use and/or problems than 

nonviolent or partner violent men. 

Victimization also appears to be related to alcohol 

use. McCormick and her colleagues (1998) found that in a 

sample of male college students (N = 368), men who used 

alcohol excessively were more likelv to be the victims of 

serious violence than those who use less alcohol were. 

This was true of both partner and stranger victimization, 

however, it appears that alcohol related differentially to 

stranger and partner violence in that 61% of those who had 

reported being the victim of serious stranger violence were 

classified in the "high alcohol use" group, while 32% of 

the partner victims, 47% of the "pan-victims" and 21% of 

the non-victims. 

Previous Factor Analyses 

For tables displaying factor structures for the 

following studies, see Tables 19, 20, 21, and 22. 

Jorgensen (1977) 

Jorgensen (1977) factor analyzed the responses of his 

sample of 120 married couples (average age for men = 30.3; 

women = 28.6; 29.4 overall) from the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
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area who were randomly selected for participation. The 

participants had been married an average of 6.7 years. He 

gave his participants a list of 23 items including many 

items borrowed from the 1974 version of the GTS. Although 

it seems that Jorgensen was not using the GTS as it has 

been used in other studies, Straus (1990b) cites his work 

as an example of a factor analytic study using the CTS. 

Specific factor loadings were not included in Jorgensen's 

publication, but he noted that a principal factor analysis 

with an oblique rotation yielded 3 factors. Data obtained 

from the men and the women in the sample was pooled for the 

factor analysis. Jorgensen used his three factors as a 

means of categorizing the level of marital conflict 

intensity in the relationships of his participants. He 

called his factors high intensity, medium intensity, and 

low intensity. High intensity included items such as 

threatening physical violence, throwing something at the 

spouse, pushing and shoving the spouse, and hitting the 

spouse. Medium intensity included modes of conflict 

behavior including insulting the other person, arguing 

heatedly, or yelling and stomping out of the room. Looking 

for a new way to settle the conflict, attempting to discuss 
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the issue calmly, and attempting to understand the spouse's 

point of view were considered to be low intensity tactics. 

Straus (1979) 

Straus (1979) factor analyzed the husband to wife and 

wife to husband forms of the CTS. The CTS was given to 

2,143 married or cohabiting couples from a nationally 

representative sample (respondents all 18 or over, average 

age not reported). He used a loading of 0.4 0 as standard 

criteria for retaining an item on a factor. His factor 

analysis of the men's data suggested that the items load on 

three factors basically associated with the three proposed 

scales ("Reasoning," "Verbal Aggression," and "Violence"), 

but he also found a fourth factor (see Table 23). Item 7 

("cried") was given to the subjects as part of the GTS 

(mostly as a "warm up" item), but left out of this 

analysis. Item 3 ("brought someone in...") did not load onto 

any factor higher than 0.26. The last two items, which 

both involve the use of a weapon, loaded heavily onto the 

new factor. The Violence factor had the highest factor 

loadings, followed by Verbal Aggression, the severe 

violence factor, and then the Reasoning factor. Straus 

indicated that the severe violence factor was the result of 
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these two forms of violence being more life threatening 

than the more "ordinary" forms of violence. For the women 

in this sample the factor structure was very similar (see 

Table 24), with Violence being the first factor and 

containing items 9-15, Verbal Aggression being the second 

and contained items 4-8 (minus 7 which was left out of the 

analysis). Severe Physical Aggression being the third but 

containing only item 18, and Reasoning being the fourth and 

containing items 1 and 2. Items 3, 16, and 17 did not load 

significantly onto any factor, but item 17 narrowly missed 

inclusion on factor 3 with a loading of .38, and item 16 

narrowly missed inclusion onto factor 1 with a loading of 

.37. 

Hornung, McGullough, and Sugimoto (1981) 

Hornung, McGullough, and Sugimoto (1981) factor 

analyzed the Conflict Tactics Scales completed by a sample 

of 1,553 Kentucky women 18 or older (no average age given) 

who had been married or living with a male partner at the 

time and were randomly selected. This study was the first 

in which the respondents were asked to rate not only their 

own conflict tactics, but also those of their partners. 

Items 7 ("Cried") and 10 ("threw or smashed or hit or 
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kicked something") were left out of this analysis. A 

criterion of factor loading equal to or greater than 0.50 

was used to include items on a factor and an eigenvalue 

greater than one was required to retain a factor. No 

specific item loadings were included in the published 

study. The analysis of the women's self-reports as well as 

that of the women's ratings for their male partners yielded 

three factors. They called their first factor 

"psychological abuse." It contained items 4 ("insulted or 

swore at the other one"), 5 ("sulked or refused to talk 

about it"), 6 ("stomped out of the room or house (or 

yard)"), 8 ("did or said something to spite the other 

one"), and 9 ("threatened to hit or throw something at the 

other one"). The second factor was called "physical 

aggression" and contained items 11 ("threw something at the 

other one"), 12 ("pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 

one") 13 ("slapped the other one"), 14 ("kicked, bit, or 

hit with a fist"), and 15 ("hit or tried to hit with 

something"). The third factor, "life-threatening 

violence," contained items 16 ("beat up the other one"), 17 

("threatened with a knife or gun") and 18 ("used a knife or 

gun"). Items 1 through 3 did have not have significant 

factor loadings. Another interesting finding is that item 
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9 loaded at greater than 0.50 on both the psychological 

abuse factor and the physical aggression factor. They 

suggested that this item might be a transition item between 

acts of psychological aggression and physical aggression. 

Barling, O'Leary, Jouriles, Vivian, 
and MacEwen (1987) 

Barling and colleagues (1987) reported 2 studies in 

which the Conflict Tactics Scales responses of 187 couples 

seeking marital therapy and 398 non-clinic couples who had 

been recently married and were participants in a 

longitudinal study were factor analyzed. They used the 

Hornung et al. (1981) version of the GTS, which asked for 

the participants' ratings of their own tactics as well as 

ratings of the tactics used by their partner. Barling et 

al. wrote that the self-ratings combined with the partner 

ratings and averaged would yield more reliable and valid 

ratings of the behaviors than would self-report or other 

report alone. In both studies, these averaged partner and 

self-rating responses were used in the analyses. Rather 

than the seven-point scale typically used, a three-point 

Likert scale was used (0=no aggression; l=a single instance 

of the aggressive act; 2 = two or more instances of the 

aggression) in order to narrow the item distributions. 
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They excluded item 18 ("used a gun or knife") due to the 

low frequency with which it is endorsed as well as concerns 

with the possibility that persons who use weapons in their 

occupation (e.g., police, military personnel) might 

mistakenly endorse the item. Items 7 ("cried") and 10 

("threw or smashed or hit or kicked something") were used 

in the analysis, as opposed to the Hornung study, in which 

they were left out. Items loading at greater than or equal 

to 0.40 were considered to contribute significantly, and 

only factors which accounted for more than 10% of the 

variance were considered meaningful. When items loaded 

onto more than 1 factor, only the highest loading was 

considered in the interpretation of the factors. 

Barling et al. (1987) Study 1 

In the first study (clinical group: 187 couples; 

average age: men = 37, women =35), the analysis of the 

men's data yielded 4 factors. The first factor consisted 

of items 11-17, and 9. Items 9 and 12 loaded significantly 

onto the second factor as well, but their loadings onto 

factor 2 were lower than they were on factor 1. They 

determined statistically that these cross loadings did not 

confound the interpretability of factor 1. They termed 
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this factor "physical aggression." It accounted for 36% of 

the variance. They did not find as others had previously, 

that mild and severe aggression loaded on separate factors. 

Factor 2, "psychological aggression," consisted of items 4, 

5, 6, 8, and 10. This factor differed from Straus' (1979) 

findings as item 9 had been found to load onto his 

psychological aggression factor. Item 10 loaded onto 

factor 1 as well, but this cross loadina was deemed not to 

affect the interpretability of the second factor. There 

were 2 remaining factors, but neither of them was 

interpreted as neither of them accounted for more than 10% 

of the variance. These 2 factors contained items 7 and 3, 

and items 2 and 1 respectively. 

The clinical group women's data yielded 4 factors as 

well. The first factor included items 9-17, was called 

physical aggression, and accounted for 35% of the variance. 

Items 4-8 loaded onto the second factor, psychological 

aggression, which accounted for 22% of the variance. Once 

again, there were two factors which were not interpreted 

due to their accounting for less than 10% of the variance. 

The first of these contained item 3 and a negative loading 

for item 1, and the second contained only item 2. These 

results differed from those of the men in that Item 7 
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cried" loaded significantly onto the psychological 

aggression factor and Item 10 loaded onto the physical 

aggression factor for the women, but not the men. 

Barling et al. (1987) Study 2 

In the second study (non-clinical newlyweds: 398 

couples; average age: men = 26, women = 24), the men's and 

women's data were pooled as a result of similarity between 

the factor structures of the sample from study one as well 

as the similarity between the results for men and women in 

the Straus (1979) sample. The study 2 analysis yielded 

four factors. The first factor (physical aggression) 

contained items 9-15 and accounted for 33% of the variance. 

Item 10 loaded onto factors 1 and 2, but this cross loading 

was not deemed to interfere with the interpretability of 

factor 1. The second factor (psychological aggression) 

accounted for 11% of the variance and consisted of items 4-

8. Items 16 and 17 comprised the third factor, which was 

not interpreted due to its not accounting for more than 10% 

of the variance (it accounted for 7%). However, these 

items were the most severe items included in their version 

of the GTS, and are similar to the previously found severe 

violence factors. The fourth factor accounted for only 6% 
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of the variance and thus was not interpreted. It includes 

Items 2 and 3. 

Barling and colleagues concluded that the results of 

their studies suggested that measurement of physical 

aggression in future studies could be accomplished by 

looking at items 11-17. They wrote that although items 9 

and 10 usually load on the physical aggression factor, that 

these items could be excluded due to the lack of actual 

physical aggression toward the partner contained in these 

items. They further stated that inclusion of these items 

might cause an over estimate of the prevalence of physical 

violence (from 53% to 68% in their non-clinical sample). 

Finally, they suggested that items 9 and 10 are more 

similar to the psychological aggression items in severity 

and outcome than they are to the physical aggression. They 

did not reject the idea of a severe or life threatening 

violence factor, and speculated that a possible reason for 

the failure to find it was the fact that there are only 2 

of these items, and scales (if built into an instrument) 

should contain roughly equal numbers of items. They 

further wrote that these 2 items are rarely endorsed and 

might not carry enough of the variance to create an 

independent factor. They suggested that in the future more 
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severe violence items might be included in order to create 

a more meaningful factor. They also suggested that item 

17, since it is only the threat might not be included, as 

it does not include any actual violence, but rather, it 

contains only a threat. 

TenVergert, Kingma, and Gillespie (1990) 

TenVergert and her colleagues performed factor 

analyses of the responses to final 8 items of the GTS as 

well as the item "choked" of 686 respondents who were 18 

years of age or older (average age and age range of 

respondents not reported), living in Alberta, Canada, and 

who were married or "living in a marriage-like 

relationship" (p. 50) during the year prior to the 

interview. Some of the participants were interviewed by 

phone, and others were interviewed in person. Replies to 

each item were in dichotomous format in which 1 = one or 

more times and 0 = no violence. In the analyses, item 18 

"used a knife or gun" of the CTS was left out as none of 

the respondents endorsed it. The participants also 

completed a version for report of their partners' behavior 

(by partner). Exploratory factor analysis was performed on 

the pooled data of male and female respondents. 
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Confirmatory factor analyses were also performed on the 

data in order to compare the two-factor model of violence 

against the one factor model. 

The exploratory factor analysis suggested that there 

were two factors. The first "mild violence," explained 42% 

of the variance and contained items 11-13, and 15. The 

second factor, "severe physical violence" contained items 

16, 17, and "choked" and accounted for 15% of the variance. 

Item 14, "kicked bit or hit with a fist," loaded on both 

factors. 

Confirmatory factor analysis of a one factor model 

using the Unweighted Least Squares method (ULS) yielded a 

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) of 0-99 and a root mean square 

residual of 0.06, which are both strong indicators that the 

data is a good fit to the model proposed. For the two-

factor model, the GFI was also 0.99, and the root mean 

square residual was 0.05, again suggesting a good fit. 

They also found that the covariance between factors 1 and 2 

was 0.89, a finding that they believed could suggest that 

the 2 factors were actually measuring a higher order factor 

that was underlying them both. However, given the strong 

indications that both models were a good fit to the data, 

no conclusion could be drawn as to the best model based 
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upon this particular test. TenVergert and her colleagues 

then attempted a confirmatorv factor analvsis usina the 

weighted Generalized Least Squares (GLS) method in order to 

obtain further information about the possible superiority 

of the one- or two-factor solution. GLS uses a x̂  to 

determine goodness of fit. For the one-factor solution, the 

.2 2 X was 8.32 (df = 20). For the two-factor solution, the x 

was 6-71 (df = 19). They determined that the 

unidimensional model was superior, given that, although both 

models were good fits for the data, the bidimensional model 

did not prove to be a statistically significant improvement 

over the simpler, one-dimensional model. 

Gaulfield and Riggs (1992) 

Gaulfield and Riggs (1992) performed 2 factor analyses 

on data obtained from unmarried college students. They 

used an adaptation of the CTS in which items 18 ("used a 

knife or gun") and 15 ("hit or threatened [tried] to hit 

with something") were left out. In addition, the item 

"threatened to break up with partner" was added. Principal 

Components analysis using an oblique rotation was utilized. 

Items which loaded at greater that 0.40 were considered 
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significant contributors, and factors with eigenvalues 

greater than one were retained. 

Caulfield and Riggs (1992) Study 1 

In the first study, the participants were 268 male and 

399 female unmarried undergraduate introductory psychology 

students (modal age = 18; range = 17 - "over 21"). A 

pattern of 4 factors emerged for both the men and the 

women. The first factor (physical aqqression/threat) 

accounted for 35% of the variance for both women and men 

and consisted of items (item numbers from the CTS Appendix 

A) 9-14. The second factor (verbal aqqression/coercion) 

accounted for 16% of the men's variance and 13.5% of the 

women's. It contained items 4-8 plus the added item, 

"threatened to break up with partner." The third factor 

(reasoning) differed between the men and women in that for 

the men it contained items 1-3, but for the women, it 

contained only items 1 and 2. Item 3 did not load 

significantly onto any of the factors for the women. It 

accounted for 8.4% of the men's variance and 7.2% of the 

women's. The fourth factor (severe aggression) accounted 

for 6% of the men's variance and 6.6% of the women's. It 

consisted of the last two items on the version used, items 
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16 and 17 ("beat up" and "threatened partner with a knife 

or gun"). 

Caulfield and Riggs (1992) Study 2 

Due to the similarities between the men and women in 

Study 1, Gaulfield and Riggs pooled the men's and women's 

data for their second study. This sample contained 117 

male and 172 female unmarried undergraduates enrolled in 

introductory psychology (modal age = 18; range = 17-19). 

Again, 4 factors were found. The first accounted for 36.4% 

of the variance and contained items 3 - 8 and the new item, 

"threatened to break up with partner." The factor 

structure differed from the first study in that this 

factor, "verbal aggression/coercion," was the strongest (as 

opposed to the second strongest in study 1), and that item 

3 loaded onto this factor in the second study. The second 

factor was the physical aggression factor, which contained 

items 9-14, accounted for 12% of the variance, and was 

identical to the first factor of study 1. The third factor 

accounted for 7% of the variance and had significant 

loadings from the first two items. This was the same as 

the women's reasoning factor from the first study. 

Finally, the severe aggression factor accounted for 6.6%of 
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the variance, contained the last two items, and was 

identical to the fourth factor in the first study. 

These 2 studies supported the use of the GTS to assess 

dating aggression in undergraduates. They also supported 

the separating of the violence factors into mild and 

severe. Caulfield and Riggs disagreed with the suggestion 

of Barling et al. (1987) who advocated that items 11 and 12 

be dropped from future studies. They suggested that these 

two items tapped into behaviors such as coercion and 

intimidation, which are correlated with overt physical 

aggression, but are more difficult to measure directly. 

Pan, Neidig, and O'Leary (1994) 

Pan and her colleagues (1994) administered the CTS to 

a sampling of military personnel which included 7,504 men 

(mean age = 29) and 896 women (mean age = 27). Of these 

participants, 6,917 men and 779 women also reported on the 

version of the CTS measuring conflict tactics used by the 

partner toward the respondent. These respondents were 

randomly selected from 38 United States Military bases and 

represented about 15% of the total population of those 

installations. They used a version of the CTS in which 

items 1 ("discussed the issue calmly") and 15 ("hit or 
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tried to hit with something") were left out. Seven items 

were added to their version of the survey when couples who 

had been interviewed about tactics used in conflicts 

spontaneously generated them. These items were "refused to 

give affection or sex to partner," "threatened to leave the 

marriage," "threatened to do things like take money or have 

an affair," "tried to control your spouse physically (held 

down, etc.)," "driven recklessly to frighten your spouse," 

"choked or strangled your spouse," and "physically forced 

your spouse to have sex." They used a 5 item Likert 

response scale ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (more than seven 

times) and asked respondents to rate the number of 

occurrences over the year prior to their responding to the 

survey. They retained items which loaded onto factors at 

0.40 or greater, and which had communalities greater than 

.20. Factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were retained 

as factors with the exception that factors with only one or 

two items were not considered to be meaningful. Pan and 

her colleagues performed separate factor analyses on the 

men's and women's self report (to partner) and men's and 

women's reports of their partner's behavior (by partner). 
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Pan, Neidig, and O'Leary (1994) men and 
women to partner 

A pattern of 3 factors emerged for both the men's and 

the women's to partner version. The first three factors 

accounted for about 50% of the variance. Variance 

accounted for by each of the factors individually was not 

reported. The first factor for the men ("severe physical 

aggression") consisted of items (item numbers from the CTS, 

Appendix A) 14, 16, 17, and 18, along with the added items 

"choked or strangled your spouse," and "physically forced 

your spouse to have sex." This factor was the same for the 

women, except that the added item "driven recklessly to 

frighten your spouse" loaded significantly, and item 14 

("kicked, bit or hit") did not load onto the factor. The 

second factor ("psychological aggression") contained items 

4-6, 8 and 9, plus the added items, "refused to give 

affection or sex to spouse," and "threatened to leave the 

marriage." It was the same for the men and women with the 

exception that item 7 "cried" loaded significantly onto 

this factor for women, but not for men. The third factor 

("mild physical aggression") contained items 9 and 11-13 as 

well as the added item "tried to control your spouse 

physically (hold down, etc.)" and differed between the men 

and women in that for the women it contained items 10 
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("thrown, smashed, hit, or kicked something") and 14 

("kicked, bit, or hit with a fist"). Item 3 was the sole 

item loading significantly onto an uninterpreted fourth 

factor for both men and women. Items 2 "gotten information 

to back your side of things" and the added item "threatened 

to do things like take money or have an affair," did not 

load significantly onto any of the factors for the women or 

the men. In addition to these two items, items 7, 10, and 

the added item, "driven recklessly to frighten your spouse" 

did not load significantly for the men to partner factor 

analyses. 

Pan, Neidig, and O'Leary (1994) men and 
women by partner 

The by partner factor structures for men's and women's 

reports of their spouses behavior were very different from 

each other. It was reported that the factors yielded by 

both again accounted for more than 50% of the variance. 

The men's reports of their partner's behavior yielded three 

factors. The first ("mild physical aggression") contained 

items 9-14, and the added item "tried to control you 

physically (held down, etc.)." The second factor was the 

"severe physical aggression" factor and contained items 16 

- 18 and the added items "choked or strangled," "physically 
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forced you to have sex," and "driven recklessly to frighten 

you." The third factor was iudaed to have described 

psychological aggression and contained items 4-8 and the 

added items "refused to give affection or sex," and 

"threatened to leave the marriage." Item 2 and the added 

item "threatened to do thinas like take monev or have an 

affair" did not load significantly onto any factor, and 

item 3 was the only item that loaded onto an uninterpreted 

fourth factor. 

The women's reports of their partners' behavior 

yielded only 2 factors that were interpreted by Pan and her 

colleagues. The first factor was labeled "severe physical 

aggression" and contained items 9-14, item 16, and the 

added items "tried to control you physically (held down 

etc.)," and "choked or strangled." The second factor, 

"psychological aggression," contained items 4-6, item 8, 

and the added items "refused to give affection or sex," and 

"threatened to leave the marriage." Items 17 ("threatened 

with a knife or gun"), and 18 ("used a knife or gun") both 

loaded onto an uninterpreted third factor which is 

analogous to the severe violence factor in studies in which 

doublets (factors containing only two items) were 

interpreted. Item 3 and 7 loaded onto an uninterpreted 
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fourth factor, while item 2 and the added items "driven 

recklessly to frighten you," "threatened to do things like 

take money or have an affair," and "physically forced you 

to have sex," did not load significantly onto any factors. 

The items "driven recklesslv to friahten vou," and 

"threatened to do things like take money or have an affair" 

narrowly missed inclusion on the psychological aggression 

factors due to their respective loadings on that scale of 

0.37 and 0.39. The item "physically forced you to have 

sex" narrowly missed inclusion on the first factor ("severe 

physical aggression") by virtue of its loading on that 

factor of 0.37. 

Pan and her colleagues also reported a successful 

attempt to cross validate their findings with a second 

sample (demographically similar to the first) of 3,596 men 

and 425 women. They reported the factors (psychological, 

mild physical and severe physical aggression) and the 

factor loadings of the items were similar across both 

samples. Specific loadings were not reported, but the 

men's and women's to partner factor analyses yielded 

separate factors for severe and mild physical aggression, 

and the women's by partner report again yielded one 
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aggression factor which included all items involving 

physical aggression except those which involved weapon use 

Schafer (1996) 

Schafer (1996) tested the one violence factor model 

against the two-factor model proposed by Pan et al. (1994) 

and Straus (1990b). These data were collected from a group 

of 533 college students as part of a larger experiment that 

sought to assess the effect of various data collection 

techniques on participants' responses to questions about 

violence and sexual history. Age range and mean age of the 

sample were not reported. It is unclear whether Schafer 

administered the entire CTS, but his analysis compared 

goodness of fit for a two factor model (items 11-13 

comprised the first factor and items 14-18 were the second) 

versus a single violence factor model. Schafer used a 3-

item Likert scale rather than the 7-item version. He found 

that for women, the single factor model was a good fit, but 

that for men, neither the one or two factor model 

represented a good fit. Schafer suggested that more 

stringent tests such as confirmatory factor analysis be 

used in future studies. He also proposed the possibility 
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that men and women interpret the CTS violence items 

differently and should be kept separate in analyses 

Cascardi, Avery-Leaf, O'Leary, and 
Smith Slep, (1999) 

Cascardi and her colleaaues comoleted a factor 

analysis of the Conflict Tactics Scale responses of 2,320 

high school students (1,180 men, age range 14 through "over 

18," 73.7% of the male respondents were 16 or 17; and 1,140 

women, age range 14 through "over 18," 82.4% of the female 

respondents were 16 or 17) who were all involved in a 

longitudinal study of a dating violence prevention program. 

They divided the sample in half randomly and performed 

exploratory factor analyses on half, then used the other 

half for confirmatory factor analyses. They used a 

modified version of the CTS that removed items 15 ("hit or 

tried to hit with something") and 18 ("used a knife of 

gun"), included "choked" from the CTS-R and added the 

additional item "physically restrained your partner." They 

used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = 

sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = always) rather than the 

previously used dichotomous, 3-point, or 7-point rating 

scales. They used this version due to concerns about 

asking respondents to quantify the number of times they 
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performed a behavior over the course of a relationship. In 

their analyses, they left out the first three items, and 

they collapsed the response categories such that 0 = never, 

1 = rarely, and 2 = sometimes, often, and always. Items 

were considered to load significantly onto a factor if they 

loaded at 0.40 or areater. 

Cascardi et al. self-reoorted aaaression 

For the men, self-reported aggression (to partner), a 

two-factor solution emerged. Items 11-17 (minus 15 which 

was not included) plus the item "choked" loaded onto the 

first factor ("Physical Aggression") which accounted for 

29.8% of the variance. Items 4 through 10 plus item 13 

loaded onto the second factor ("Psychological and Mild 

Physical Aggression"), which accounted for 13.8% of the 

total variance. Neither item 7 ("cried") nor the item 

"physically restrained partner" loaded onto a factor at 

0.40 or higher. The item "physically restrained partner" 

loaded onto Factor 1 at .34 and factor 2 at .38, while item 

7 loaded onto the second factor at .33. 

The women's to partner factor structure contained 2 

factors as well. The first was interpreted as representing 

"Physical Violence." It accounted for 30.7% of item 
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variance and contained items 9, 11-14, 16, 17, and the 

items "choked," and "physically restrained partner." The 

second factor ("Psychological Aggression") contained items 

4-8 and item 10. All of the items loaded significantly 

onto one of the two factors. 

Cascardi et al. report of partners' aggression 

When male respondents were asked to report upon their 

partners' aggression, two factors emerged. Factor one, 

"Psychological-Mild Physical Aggression," included items 4 

through 14 and the added item "physically restrained" and 

accounted for 34.2% of the variance. The second factor, 

"Severe Aggression," contained "choked" and items 16 and 

17. 

The responses of the female respondents rating their 

partners' behavior also yielded two factors. The first, 

"Physical Aggression," contained items 9 and items 11- 17 

(minus 15 which was excluded), as well as "choked" and 

"physically restrained," and accounted for 33.7% of the 

variance. The second, "Psychological Aggression," 

contained items 4, 5, 6, 8, and 10. Item 7 did not load 

significantly onto either factor, and Items 9 and 12 loaded 
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onto both factors, although they only loaded significantly 

onto factor 1. 

Cascardi et al. confirmatory factor analyses 

Confirmatory factor analyses were performed on the 

remaining half the data to confirm the four above models. 

Initially, all four were found to be poor fits to the data 

when items were constrained to load only on their factors. 

However, when adjustments were made which allowed some 

items to load on more than one factor, and when some of the 

error terms from some items were allowed to correlate, 

goodness of fit improved and the models were judged to be a 

aood fit for the data. 
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Table 19 

Men To Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

Studies 
Item A* B C Dl D2 E Fl F2 G H 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
*F1 
*G1 
*G2 
*G3 
*G4 
*G5 
*G6 
*G7 
*I 1 
*I 2 

R 

VA 

VA 

PA 

PA 
PA 

PA 

R 
R 
NS 
VA 
VA 
VA 
— 

VA 
PA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
SA 
SA 

R* 
R* 
7 
VA 
VA 
VA 
7 
VA 
PA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

7 
7 
7 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

PA 
PA 
PA 
SA 
PA 
SA 
SA 

SA 

R 
R 
R 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

SA 
SA 

VA 

R 
R 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

SA 
SA 

VA 

— 

NS 
7 
VA 
VA 
VA 
NS 
VA 
PA 
NS 
PA 
PA 
PA 
SA 

SA 
SA 
SA 

VA 
VA 
NS 
PA 
NS 
SA 
SA 

— 

— 

— 

VA 
VA 
VA 
NS 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
VA 
PA 
PA 

PA 
PA 
— 

NS 
PA 
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Table 19 Continued 

Key for Table 19 
Men To Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

A*= Jorgensen, 1977 Men's and women's data pooled 
B = Straus 1979 
C = Hornung et al., 1981 (Women only sample) 
Dl = Barling, et al., 1987 study 1(clinical sample) average 
of self rating and partner's ratina 
D2 * = Barling, et al., 1987 study 2(non-clinical sample) 
men's and women"s data pooled 
E = Tanvergert, Kingma, and Gillespie, 1990 
Fl= Gaulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 1 (clinical sample) 
F2 *= Gaulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 2 (non-clinical sample) 
men's and women's data pooled 
G = Pan et al., 1994 
H = Cascardi et al., 1999 
PA = Physical Aggression 
VA = Verbal/Psychological Aggression 
SA = Severe Aggression 
R = Reasoning 
NS = no significant loadings on any factor 
— = left out of analysis or CTS version used for study 
? = loaded significantly, but factor was not interpreted 
R* = comparable to reasoning in other studies, but not 
interpreted as a factor 

"threatened to breakup with partner" 
"refused to give affection or sex to 

"threatened to leave the marriage" 
"threatened to do things like take money 

or have an affair" 
*G4 = added item "tried to control your spouse physically 
(held down, etc.)" 
*G5 = added item "driven recklessly to frighten your 
spouse" 
*G6 = added item "choked or strangled your spouse" 
*G7 = added item "physically forced your spouse to have 
sex" 
*I 1 = added item "physically restrained partner" 
*I 2 = added item "choked" 

*F1 = added 
*G1 = added 
partner" 
*G2 = added 
*G3 = added 

item 
item 

item 
item 

164 



Table 20 

Women To Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

Itemi 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
• Fl 

*G1 
*G2 
*G3 
*G4 
*G5 
*G6 
*G7 
*I 1 
*I 2 

A* 

VA 

VA 

PA 

PA 
PA 

PA 

B 
R 
R 

VA 
VA 
VA 
— 

VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
NS 
NS 
SA 

G 
NS 
NS 
NS 
VA 
VA 
VA 
— 

VA 
VA 
— 

PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
SA 
SA 
SA 

Dl 
7 
7 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

Studi 
D2 * 

m 

7 
7 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

.es 
E 
— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

PA 
PA 
PA 
SA 
PA 
SA 
SA 

SA 

Fl 
R 
R 
L\0 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

SA 
SA 

VA 

F2 * 
R 
R 
T7-7\ 
Vjtt. 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

SA 
SA 

VA 

G 
— 

NS 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

SA 
SA 
SA 

VA 
VA 
NS 
PA 
SA 
SA 
SA 

H 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

PA 
PA 
— 

PA 
PA 
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Table 20 Continued 

Key for Table 20 
Women To Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

A*= Jorgensen, 1977 Men's and women's data pooled 
B = Straus 1979 
C = Hornung et al., 1981 
Dl = Barling, et al., 1987 study 1(clinical sample) average 
of self rating and partner's rating 
D2 * = Barling, et al., 1987 study 2(non-clinical sample) 
men's and women^s data pooled 
E = Tanvergert, Kingma, and Gillespie, 1990 men's and 
women^s data pooled 
Fl= Caulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 1 (clinical sample) 
F2 *= Gaulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 2 (non-clinical sample) 
men's and women's data pooled 
G = Pan et al., 1994 
H = Cascardi et al., 1999 
PA = Physical Aggression 
VA = Verbal/Psychological Aggression 
SA = Severe Aggression 
R = Reasoning 
NS = no significant loadings on any factor 
— = left out of analysis or CTS version used for study 

? = loaded significantly, but factor was not interpreted 
R* = comparable to reasoning in other studies, but not 
interpreted as a factor 

*F1 = added item "threatened to break up with partner 
*G1 = added item "refused to give affection or sex to 
partner" 
*G2 = added item "threatened to leave the marriage" 
*G3 = added item "threatened to do things like take money 
or have an affair" 
*G4 = added item "tried to control your spouse physically 
(held down, etc.)" 
*G5 = added item "driven recklessly to frighten your 
spouse" 
*G6 = added item "choked or strangled your spouse" 
*G7 = added item "physically forced your spouse to have 
sex" 
*I 1 = added item "physically restrained partner" 
*I 2 = added item "choked" 
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Table 21 

Men By Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
• Fl 

*G1 
*G2 
*G3 
• G4 
*G5 
*G6 
*G7 
*I 1 
*I 2 

Studies 
Item A* B C Dl D2 E Fl F2 G H 

9 

•? 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

7 
9 

VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 

NS 
7 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
— 

SA 
SA 
SA 

VA 
VA 
NS 
PA 
SA 
SA 
SA 

PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
— — 

PA 
PA 

PA 
SA 
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Table 21 Continued 

Key for Table 21 
Men By Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

A= Jorgensen, 1977 
B = Straus 1979 
C = Hornung et al., 1981 (Women only sample) 
Dl = Barling, et al., 1987 study 1(clinical sample) average 
of self rating and partner's rating 
D2 * = Barling, et al., 1987 study 2(non-clinical sample) 
men's and women^s data pooled 
E = Tanvergert, Kingma, and Gillespie, 1990 
Fl= Caulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 1 (clinical sample) 
F2 *= Gaulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 2 (non-clinical sample) 
men's and women's data pooled 
G = Pan et al., 1994 
H = Cascardi et al., 1999 
PA = Physical Aggression 
VA = Verbal/Psychological Aggression 
SA = Severe Aggression 
R = Reasoning 
NS = no significant loadings on any factor 
— = left out of analysis or GTS version used for study 
? = loaded significantly, but factor was not interpreted 
R* = comparable to reasoning in other studies, but not 
interpreted as a factor 

*F1 = added item "threatened to breakup with partner 
*G1 = added item "refused to give affection or sex to 
partner" 
*G2 = added item "threatened to leave the marriage" 
*G3 = added item "threatened to do things like take money 
or have an affair" 
*G4 = added item "tried to control your spouse physically 
(held down, etc.)" 
*G5 = added item "driven recklessly to frighten your 
spouse" 
•G6 = added item "choked or strangled your spouse" 
*G7 = added item "physically forced your spouse to have 
sex" 
*I 1 = added item "physically restrained partner" 
*I 2 = added item "choked" 
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Table 22 

Women By Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

Item A* 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
*F1 
*G1 
*G2 
*G3 
*G4 
*G5 
*G6 
*G7 
*I 1 
*I 2 

B C 

NS 
NS 
NS 
VA 
VA 
VA 
— 

VA 
VA 
— 

PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
SA 
SA 
SA 

Dl 

R* 
R* 
7 
VA 
VA 
VA 
7 
VA 
PA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
— 

Studies 
D2 E Fl 
• 

7 
7 
7 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
— 

F2 G 

— 

NS 
7 
VA 
VA 
VA 
NS 
VA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
— 

SA 
7 
7 

VA 
VA 
NS 
SA 
NS 
SA 
NS 

H 

VA 
VA 
VA 
NS 
VA 
PA 
VA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
PA 
— 

PA 
PA 
— 

PA 
PA 

169 



Table 22 Continued 

Key for Table 22 
Women By Partner Previous Factor Analyses 

A= Jorgensen, 1977 
B = Straus 1979 
C = Hornung et al., 1981 
Dl = Barling, et al., 1987 study 1(clinical sample) average 
of self rating and partner's rating 
D2 * = Barling, et al., 1987 study 2(non-clinical sample) 
men's and women*s data pooled 
E = Tanvergert, Kingma, and Gillespie, 1990 
Fl= Caulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 1 (clinical sample) 
F2 *= Gaulfield & Riggs, 1992 study 2 (non-clinical sample) 
men's and women's data pooled 
G = Pan et al., 1994 
H = Cascardi et al., 1999 

PA = Physical Aggression 
VA = Verbal/Psychological Aggression 
SA = Severe Aggression 
R = Reasoning 
NS = no significant loadings on any factor 
— = left out of analysis or CTS version used for study 
? = loaded significantly, but factor was notinterpreted 
R* = comparable to reasoning in other studies, but not 
interpreted as a factor 
*F1 = added item "threatened to breakup with partner" 
*G1 = added item "refused to give affection or sex to 
partner" 
*G2 = added item "threatened to leave the marriage" 
*G3 = added item "threatened to do things like take money 
or have an affair" 
*G4 = added item "tried to control your spouse physically 
(held down, etc.)" 
*G5 = added item "driven recklessly to frighten 

your spouse" 
*G6 = added item "choked or strangled your spouse" 
*G7 = added item "physically forced your spouse to have 
sex" 
*I 1 = added item "physically restrained partner" 
*I 2 = added item "choked" 
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Table 23 

Straus, 1979, Men's Factor Loadings (greater than 0.40) 

Item 

1. discuss calmly 
2. got information 
3. brought in someone 

Factor I Factor II Factor 
III 

Factor IV 

0.53285 
0.70899 
NS 
0.26763 

4. insulted/swore 
5. sulked, refused to 
talk 
6. stomped out 
7. cried 
8. did something to 
spite the other one 
9. threatened to hit 
or throw something 
10 threw, smashed, hit 
or kicked something 
11. threw something at 
other 
12. pushed, grabbed, 
shoved 
13. slapped 
14. kicked, bit, or 
hit with fist 
15. hit/tried to hit 
with something 
16. beat up other one 
17. threatened with 
knife or gun 
18. used knife or gun 

Not used 

0.55660 

0.40762 

0.51970 

0.71076 

0.82132 
0.71760 

0-65134 

0-71374 

0-70421 
0.55026 

0.65913 
Not used 
0.72242 

0.49279 

0.54265 

Not used Not used 

0.41558 
0.94094 

0.90618 
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Table 24 

Straus, 1979 Women's Factor Loadings (greater than 0.40) 

Item 

1. discuss calmly 
2. got information 
3. brought in someone 

Factor I Factor II Factor 
III 

Factor IV 

0.44539 
0.82394 
NS 
0.26763 

4. insulted/swore 
5. sulked, refused to 

talk 
6. stomped out 
7. cried 
8. did something to 

spite the other one 
9. threatened to hit 
or 

throw something 
10. threw, smashed, 
hit 

or kicked 
something 
11. threw something at 

other 
12. pushed, grabbed, 

shoved 
13. slapped 
14. kicked, bit, or 
hit 

with fist 
15. hit/tried to hit 

with something 
16. beat up other one 

17. threatened with 
knife or gun 

18. used knife or gun 

Not used 

0.62976 

0.56102 

0.73059 

0.71399 

0.67712 
0.82331 

0.77995 

NS 
0.37491 
NS 
0.32082 

0.65880 
0.55217 

0.71357 
Not used 
0.67467 

0.43413 

0.44523 

Not used Not used 

NS 
0.35559 
NS 
0.38534 
0.81766 
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