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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation, "Testing the Boundaries; Intimate Violence and the 

General Theory of Crime" Is a test of the General Theory of Crime regarding 

intimate violence. The investigation is three pronged. I test the applicability of 

the General Theory to explain the causal structure of intimate violence, intimate 

offending risks and risks of intimate victimization. Additionally, the meaning for 

both leaming theory and control theory in criminology concerning the link 

between witnessing parental violence and later delinquent acts is discussed. This 

current work fills two gaps in the field of contemporary criminology. First, few 

studies of intimate violence have been undertaken from a criminological, control 

perspective. Second, this investigation attempts to extend the General Theory to 

predict victimization risks. The results of the analyses clearly support the 

applicability of applying the General Theory of Crime to explain dating violence 

and general crime. 
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Chapter One: 

Introduction and Literature Review 

1.1 Introduction 

Intimate Violence is a focus of considerable concern among the public, the 

professional criminal justice community and the academic community. The 

murder of Nicole Brown Simpson thrust the subject of violence among intimates 

into the national spotlight. There is much public attention directed at the subject, 

due to it's heightened exposure. Women's shelters and crisis lines have 

developed across the nation. Policy makers have focused increased attention on 

possible legal sanctions to deter violence between intimate partners (Shemnan, 

1992). Special fields of study within criminology and family studies have 

emerged to investigate intimate violence (Straus and Gelles, 1990). Although 

general theories of crime (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990) suggest that their 

theories are general enough to explain most crime, violence between intimates 

has yet to be investigated from a general theory perspective. 

Early criminological research on violence did discover a major role played 

by intimates in violent acts. Wolfgang's (1968) investigation into criminal 

homicide, unearthed numerous cases involving intimate partners. This finding 

follows from Von Hentig's eariier work (1931) that suggests that numerous 

victims of crime were known by their assailants. Wolfgang's analysis into the 
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precipttating factors leading to homicide concluded with a concept of "victim 

precipitation". The active participation of victims in their demise aptly described 

the situation reflected in the majority of homicides between intimate partners. 

According to Wolfgang (1958), both victim and offender are often 

entwined in conflict that culminates in homicide. In Wolfgang's opinion, the victim 

is a direct participant, and is partly responsible for his or her own death. 

Wolfgang believed, in victim-precipitated homicides, that the victim provokes the 

offender and is somewhat responsible for the homicide. Victim-precipitation, as 

a criminological concept, has lost political acceptance, but may be a valuable 

insight into describing the intimate relationship that leads to violence. Felson 

(1996) recently investigated the relationship between gender, body size and the 

initiation of violence. His conclusions suggest that big people (men) can hurt little 

people (women) with relative Impunity given their smaller size and lack of 

successful defense tactics. When little people (women) initiated the violence, 

they were much more likely to encounter retaliation, and injuries, from their larger 

adversaries. As the intimate relationship is explored empirically in greater detail, 

the concept of victim precipitation in intimate violence is difficult to dismiss. 

Studies of victim precipitation lay dormant until the sixties and seventies 

when national victimization studies were undertaken. Wrth the advent of self-

report surveys in the 60's and 70's, new data enabled investigators to research 

the etiology of victimization (Hindelang, et al, 1978). In particular, crime among 



15 

intimates was found to be grossly under-reported in official statistics. With the 

victimization surveys, the victim-offender relationship in intimate violence, as well 

as other crimes, can be investigated. Much recent effort has been expended to 

describe the victim-offender relationship. Little clarification of the relationship, 

beyond stranger vs. non-stranger victimization, has yet been attempted. Intimate 

relationships, involving love, emotional attachment, and conflict, may or may not 

differ from other known, but not intimate relationships (such as friends, 

acquaintances and co-workers). The nature of the intimate bond regarding 

violence precipitation or deterrence must be addressed, so that discussions on 

the victim-offender relationship can be more broadly informed. 

Past research on victimization has shown a remarkable similarity between 

both victim and offender in terms of demographics and lifestyle choices 

(Hindelang, et al, 1978; Lauritsen, Sampson and Laub, 1991). It has been 

suggested that, given the similarity in demographics and lifestyle choices of the 

victim and offender, often they may be one and the same person. A similar link 

between demographic variables, lifestyle choices and intimate violence has yet to 

be made. From the research on homophily and social networks (Smith-Lovin 

and McPherson, 1993), it is suggested that we involve ourselves intimately with 

other similar to us demographically. With this in mind, intimate relationships may 

be the most similar demographically of all personal relationships. 



Much of the current research conducted regarding victimization employs 

the lifestyle/routine activity perspective. This perspective provides predictions in 

nsk of victimization that correspond to certain lifestyle choices. The 

lifestyle/routine activity perspective also describes similarities among victims and 

between victims and offenders. Although the perspective does predict 

victimization, it is not a general theory of crime, and does not investigate the 

causal relationship between offender characteristics, victim involvement and 

crime commission. This perspective, stressing classical criminology's concepts 

of choice and rationality, is easily combined with other classical theories of crime 

causation. Such a combination extends the scope of the investigation of crime, 

as it explains both offending and victimization. 

Intimate violence research, for the most part, has focused on one 

participant to the exclusion of the other. This may be due to substantive 

concems or research methodology. Few sun/eys (with the exception of Straus 

and Gelles' National Family Violence Surveys) collect data simultaneously from 

victims and offenders of intimate violence, on their victimization and offending 

experiences. With the exception of Straus and Gelles, few attempts have been 

made within this sub-field to apply rigorous tests of criminological theory to the 

study of violence among intimates (Sugarman and Hotaling, 1989). The data 

produced so far has provided the field with rich Insight Into the dynamics of the 

violent relationship in detail and nuance, but has given Irttie insight into the causal 



forces driving ttie violence. A data set is needed that remedies this shortcoming. 

It must include data on both offenders and victims of intimate violence and a 

variety of crimes. 

1.2 Literature on Intimate Violence: Offenders, Victims and Causes 

Research on violence between intimate partners has exploded in the last 

decade. So expansive is the literature on violence between intimates, that a 

separate sub-field of family violence research has emerged. The family violence 

sub-field has been prolific in its research production. Interest in family violence 

research was spearheaded by the work of Straus and Gelles in 1976 with the first 

National Family Violence Survey (Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). 

The National Family Violence Surveys (in 1976 and 1985), chronicled 

Americans' involvement in and frequency of family violence. Before this time no 

nationally representative data existed which chronicled violence among 

intimates. Previous empirical work focused on homicide and general violence 

(Wolfgang, 1958; Toch, 1969), but did not specifically examine violence among 

family members. However, past research on homicide clearly indicates such a 

pattern as the majority of assailants were known personally to their victims 

(Wolfgang, 1958). Since the mid 1970's, the issue of domestic violence and 

spouse abuse has risen in national prominence. 



Currently, much empirical research on intimate violence concerns police 

responses and legal deterrents to domestic violence (Shenman, 1992, Davis and 

Taylor, 1997; Fyfe, et al., 1997). It is suggested that repeat domestic violence 

can be deterred through police intervention and arrest. Some of the findings 

have point to groups particularly at risk for police intervention. In cases of 

intimate violence in which the police are called, Sherman (1992) finds that the 

couples involved are disproportionately poor and non-white. However, such 

infonnation must be looked at judiciously. Official data sources obscure non-

serious acts of violence, and may under-represent both non-injury producing 

violence and the middle class, white offenders. Such measures may include a 

racial or class bias, with white, middle class partners reluctant to call the police 

and expose a private situation. However, the findings may point to a group of 

people at heightened risk for violence in their personal relationships. 

Believing that formal social control can prevent acts of domestic violence, 

Sherman, et al. (1982) relied on deterrence theory for their theoretical grounding. 

Sherman, amending his previous suggestion of deterrence via mandatory arrest, 

(1982) now concludes that mandatory arrest laws do little toward deterring 

recidivists in intimate violence (Sherman, 1992). Other studies find mixed results 

regarding the detenrent effect of arrest on intimate violence (Fyfe et al., 1997). 

Good public policy was premised on insufficient theoretical work. If the causes of 

domestic violence are not detemnined, no policy, regardless of how well-
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intentioned, will prcxjuce a deterrent effect. Yet, policy programs aimed at 

reducing intimate violence proliferate. If intimate violence is causally similar to 

other crimes, then arrest will do no more to deter intimate violence, than it does 

to deter drug dealing or shoplifting. This is a question that must be addressed, 

and is vital for future policy decisions. 

From Straus and Gelles and others influential in the field of family and 

inter-personal violence, we have learned a great deal about the offender, the 

victim and the situational character of intimate violence. In terms of prevalence. 

Straus and Gelles suggest that 20-30% of all intimate couples have ever 

experienced some level of intimate violence in their relationship (Straus and 

Gelles, 1990); serious violence such as punching or threatening with a weapon, 

occurs at significantly lower rates. Approximately, 10-15% of all couples have 

experienced intimate violence within the last year (Ibid.). As they have designed 

the sample to be a random representation of the nation as a whole, their findings 

are applicable to ail intimate couples, regardless of whether the couple is dating, 

cohabiting, or married (Stets and Straus, 1989). 

1.2.1 Literature Regarding the Demographics of Intimate Violence 

Demographically, both victims and offenders of intimate violence differ 

somewhat from offenders and victims of other crimes. The age/crime peak tends 

to be slightly later for domestic assault (around age 25), than for simple or 
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aggravated assault (Britt, 1993). This finding may be an artifact of official data 

collection strategies as one has to be married or part of a domicile to commit 

marital or domestic assault. As data collection strategies allow for the broad 

definition of intimate, rather than marital, violence, the peak of intimate violence 

may be earlier, thus mirroring the curve for violence in general. 

The age and crime relationship, with the majority of offenders between the 

ages of sixteen to twenty-five, is supported in the literature on Intimate Violence. 

Richard Gelles indicates that age is considered to be a strong predictor of 

intimate violence, with the young as the most likely offenders and victims (Straus, 

1994). Intimate Violence, as with other crimes, tends to decline with age, albeit 

less dramatically (Feld and Straus, 1989). When age is controlled, Yllo and 

Straus (1981) find that cohabiting couples have significantly higher rates of 

intimate violence, as compared to either dating or marital couples. 

Admittedly, intimate violence occurs within all racial and class groups, yet 

researchers find that intimate violence occurs disproportionately within non-white, 

poor groups (Sigelman, etal., 1984; Straus and Gelles, 1990; Gelles, 1993; Neff 

et al., 1995). Sherman et al. (1992) find that blacks and the very poor comprise a 

disproportionate number of police responses to domestic violence. However, as 

note above, official statistics may under-represent less serious forms of violence 

or violence committed among middle and upper class couples. As race and 



21 

class are unpredictable correlates of crime In general, past family violence 

research suggests that a similar trend holds true in this literature as well. 

Most Interestingly, sex or gender is Inconsistent in its predictive power for 

Intimate violence. A shocking finding emerged from Straus and Gelles' first 

Family Violence Survey— men and women admit to engaging In similar levels of 

non-serious violence (Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz, 1980). A great deal of 

empirical research has been devoted to the explanation of mutual battering. 

Some authors are adamantly opposed to the Idea of sexual symmetry In 

battering relationships (Dobash et al, 1992). Dobash, et al. insist that definitions 

of intimate violence that include a range of serious and non-serious violence, 

mask the trivial nature of women's Involvement. According to the authors, when 

women are Involved, ostensibly in self defense, they commit rather non-serious 

acts of violece. However, men's Involvement Is believed to be characterized by 

Injury and abuse (Ibid). 

Other family violence researchers support Straus et al's Initial findings, 

that men and women engage in neariy the same levels of non-serious, Intimate 

violence (Straus, 1994; Straus and Gelles, 1990; Lake, 1993; Roscoe & 

Callahan, 1985; Bemard and Bernard, 1983, SIgelman et al., 1984). From this 

perspective, there Is nothing "gendered" regarding intimate violence. Violence is 

used equally by men and women and motivation toward violence Is thought to be 

similar for men and women. However, when serious violence, or injuries 
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sustained as a result of the violence is the dependant variable, men are much 

more likely to engage in serious violence against their female partners, and 

produce more severe injuries as a result of their violence (Straus, 1994; 

Makepeace. 1986; Straus and Gelles, 1990). Male over-representation in 

serious violence is consistent with the findings of past self report surveys 

regarding crime seriousness (Hindelang, et al., 1981). Yet with the above 

infomriation in mind, one fact remains. Women are reporting levels of non-

serious intimate violence that are as high or higher than their male partners 

(Straus, 1994). Such a finding is difficult to dismiss and, as such, creates an 

important dilemma for intimate violence research. 

This dilemma must be examined. Do men and women commit different 

types of violence against one another? Does female offending mean something 

different from male offending? Are women engaging in mutual, instrumental, 

violence against their male intimate partners (Felson, 1996)? Or are women 

actively protecting themselves (and others) from their abusive mates? In the 

literature the issue is split. Feminist scholars negate the idea of mutual battering, 

suggesting instead that women are defending themselves against socially 

powerful, abusive mates (Yllo, 1990). Other family violence researchers 

disagree. In contî st Straus and Gelles (1990) agree with criminologists' past 

findings concerning victims and offenders— that today's victim is tomorrow's 



offender. The issue of mutual Involvement in intimate violence must be resolved, 

If the causal analysis of intimate violence is to proceed. 

1.2.2 Research into Causal Explanations of Intimate Violence 

Research into the causes of intimate violence centers on learning and 

subculture theories in criminology (Sutheriand, 1947; Wolfgang and Ferracuti. 

1967). Within the field of Intimate violence research, the Intergenerational 

Transfer of Violence hypothesis resembles criminological theories of value 

transmission. According to this hypothesis, children of abusive parents (abusive 

toward their children or toward each other) leam from their parental role models 

to be violent toward their loved ones. Abusive parents teach their children that 

violence directed toward Intimates Is normal. It is believed that child 

maltreatment in the form of physical abuse, mental abuse, neglect or witnessing 

parental abuse, alters the child psychologically (thus producing maladjustment), 

and teaches the child to value violence as a conflict resolution tool. 

The majority of the researchers investigating the causes of Intimate 

violence accept the Idea that violence is passed on through leaming and imitation 

from generation to generation (Smith and Williams, 1992; Carter et al, 1988; 

Bernard and Bemard, 1983). According to the transfer hypothesis, the abusive 

parent teaches the child that violence is an appropriate response to relationship 

conflict. The child, thus amned with his or her past family socialization, enters a 



relationship, experiences conflict and reacts with violence, thus ensuring 

replication of the cycle. 

There exists a modest amount of dissention in the ranks of intimate 

violence researchers, conceming the merit of the transfer hypothesis. Some 

researchers suggest that the causal explanation for intimate violence may be 

more complex than learning and imitating violence (Gelles, 1994; Feld and 

Straus, 1989). In recent articles, Simons et al. (1995; 1997; 1998) question the 

transfer hypothesis, finding instead that the parent to child learning process is 

mediated by the anti-social nature of the parents themselves. Their conclusions 

suggest that intimate violence, much like other crimes, is rooted in a general anti

social propensity. An anti-social propensity Is characterized by ineffective 

parenting and an absence of effective teaming. 

SImilariy, Kaufman and Zigler (1994) suggest that the "intergeneratlonal 

transfer of violence is overstated" (pg. 209). From their review of past empirical 

work using the transfer hypothesis, the authors suggest that the hypothesis Is 

detrimental to the field In general and should be abandoned (Ibid). Only 30-40% 

of "maltreated" (defined above) children reproduce this violence In their own 

Intimate relationships. The causal relationship between child maltreatment and 

later Intimate violence Is far from conclusive. Statistical association is achieved, 

but the learning transfer does not appear to be causally prior to later anti-social 

acts of the child. Yet, the majority of researchers In the field refuse to abandon 
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this causal perspective, choosing to focus on the 30% of maltreated children who 

replicate their abuse. Instead of the 70% of maltreated children and adults who 

do not. 

Other investigators Into the causes of intimate violence employ theories of 

external stressors that incite violence. One such perspective Is the frustration-

aggression hypothesis, popularized by Dollard, and generalized by Agnew 

(1992). According to such a perspective, anger is generated by external 

stressors such as stress at work, poverty, low self esteem, or irritants in the 

environment (ie... crying babies). The resultant frustration generated by the 

external stressors must be released, and often finds an outlet in violence directed 

at loved ones (Foo and Margolin, 1995; Seltzer and Kalmuss, 1988; Ogle et al., 

1995; Makepeace, 1987). Often times alcohol or drugs is added to the volatile 

mix, and violence is unavoidable according to the theory (Vogel and Himelein, 

1995). 

Alcohol and drug use, as well as stress and anger, have long been 

correlated with violence. Yet, some researchers within the mainstream field of 

criminology appear to have abandoned the frustration-aggression hypothesis, 

prefemng instead to look at violence as an instrumental choice, rather than a 

determined action (Felson and Tedeschi, 1993). There appears to be little 

concun-ent theoretical development within the intimate violence research field, as 

studies linking spousal abuse to stress and anger continue. However, substance 



use is actively questioned as a cause of intimate violence. In reaction to the 

disinhibition theory which suggests that alcohol releases violent impulses. Gelles 

(1994) strongly states that "alcohol and drugs are associated with violence— they 

are not the cause" (pp. 182). According to Gelles, alcohol and violence are 

linked to a "whole set of social, situational and individual factors" (pp. 194). The 

causes of intimate violence according to Gelles (1994) and Straus (1994) are 

neither the result of positive reinforcement (learning violence from parental role-

models) nor negative, extemal stimuli (stress and alcohol explanations). As it 

stands, little is know about the causes or cause of intimate violence, yet much is 

known about variables correlated with intimate violence. One final perspective 

into the causes of intimate violence examines the direct participation of victim 

and offender. 

1.2.3 Research on Victim-Precipitation and the Escalation of intimate 
Violence 

Research on victim-precipitation within the intimate violence research field 

is scarce. Such characterizations are avoided as they place too much emphasis 

on the victim's responsibility in her own victimization. However, topics of victim-

participation, mutual violence and victim involvement in the escalation of violence 

appear in the literature on Intimate Violence. Richard Felson (1996) finds in his 

study of inter-personal violence that smaller sized initiators of violence (women), 

suffer greatly when they Initiate violence. Bachman and Carmody (1994) 
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discover that in assaults by intimates, victims who fought back either verbally or 

physically sustained greater injuries as a consequence of their involvement The 

same is not true for self-protection and stranger assaults. Finally, Feld and 

Straus (1989) report that wives' use of minor violence pose a significant risk for 

the escalation of serious violence by the husband (pp. 141). Although the nature 

of intimate violence is transient, severe violence is thought to be precipitated by 

the use of violence by the victim in most cases (Ibid). 

The concept of victim-precipitation in intimate violence is eclipsed by 

investigations into the instigation of violence. When asked about the initiation of 

the most recent violent episode, 53.1% of the wives currently experiencing 

intimate violence reported initiating the confrontation (Straus, 1994). Again, not 

only do women report neariy equal levels of non-serious violence (mutual 

battering) as their male partners, but women report greater levels of violence 

initiation. It is not known what level of violence (serious or non-serious) was 

initiated by these women. This finding is in direct contrast to the accepted belief 

in the battered women syndrome, introduced by Walker in the early 1970*s 

(Walker, 1979). According to Walker, after years of sustained abuse, women 

develop a condition of teamed helplessness. As a result, the women become 

passive victims of their husband's abuse and can not gather the strength to leave 

the abusive relationship. There is little representation of learned helplessness 

and passivity in Straus' aforementioned findings. 
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Violent relationships tend to sustain themselves. When violence is 

experienced within the relationship, less than half of the relationships (marital, 

dating or cohabiting) disband (Sigelman, et al.. 1984; O'Keefe et al, 1986; 

Bergman, 1992; Makepeace, 1982). The abuse continues throughout the 

duration of the relationship, sometimes escalating, oftentimes remaining the 

same. It does not appear that experiencing violence is reason enough to break 

up the relationship for a number of couples. In this instance, the victim is 

indirectly involved in the perpetuation of the abuse because he or she has not 

ended the relationship, thus eliminating the opportunity for intimate violence. 

Such a perspective is a theoretical hot potato as it appears to place blame on the 

victim for the continuation of intimate violence. This is not the argument being 

made. It Is widely accepted that victims of other crimes may perpetuate their 

own victimization. To think othenwise about the crime of intimate violence leaves 

theoretical Investigations into the causes of violence uninformed. One theoretical 

perspective into the causes of violence and other crimes Is the General Theory of 

Crime by Gottfredson and HIrschi (1990). 

1.3 Current Research on the General Theory of Crime 

1.3.1 Gottfredson and Hirschi on the General Theory 

Gottfredson and HIrschi have developed a general framework for 

investigations into the cause of crime. According to the authors, disparate crimes 
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such as rape and vandalism have one common cause— the inability to defer 

gratification and the absence of a future orientation (1994, pp. 11). With such a 

life perspective, the offender generally engages in acts that provide him with 

immediate pleasure or reward in the short run, yet may carry heavy penalties in 

the future. Gottfredson and Hirschi grant that self-control, or the ability to defer 

gratification for future rather than immediate rewards, is variable within the 

population. Those deficient in self control will be the most likely offenders, and 

"vulnerable to the temptations of the moment' (1990; pp. 87). No special 

motivation is needed to push the offender into committing crime. Rather It Is the 

absence of any motivation toward conformity that places the offender particulariy 

at risk for crime. 

Self Control can be viewed as an Intemal, regulatory mechanism, 

supported by external agents of control, such as parents, peers and school. The 

individual with low self control is not compelled to commit crime because of his 

short-sighted proclivities, but instead, he is not prevented, by intemal or external 

controls, from acting on immediate impulses that tempt us all. The authors take 

their cues on human nature from the Classical school of criminology. From such 

authors as Bentham, Beccaria, and Hobbes, Gottfredson and Hirschi developed 

their rational, pleasure seeking, choice-making actor. According to such a 

perspective, deviance and crime is natural, and conformity must be explained. 

The actor exhibiting low self control has been freed from social and personal 



constraints and is not bothered by convention or conformity. The possession of 

self control keeps an individual on the straight and narrow; an absence of self 

control allows deviant impulses to come to fruition. 

Previous research testing the General Theory have done a bit of a 

disservice to the theoretical underpinnings of the theory (Grasmick et al, 1993; 

Ameklev et al, 1993; Gibbs and Giever, 1995). Much of the current empirical 

work uses elements of self control as proxies for motivation. It is implied that the 

offender is motivated by tastes for adventure or preference for physical activities, 

thus causing his resultant choices leading to crime. This view of the General 

Theory is not altogether conrect. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990, pg. 90) suggest 

that the elements of self contiol are manifestations of low self control in action, 

rather than detemnining causes. Therefore, the inability to sit still through boring 

homework assignments Is equally a manifestation of low self control as is 

cigarette smoking or promiscuous sex. The division of self control into attitudinal 

and behavioral components is misleading. Self control is an immeasurable 

concept in and of itself. However, researchers can measure the manifestations 

of self contirol, both attitudinal and behavioral manifestations. These are the 

consequences of lacking self control, they are not the cause of low self control. 

Gottfredson and Hirschi distinguish their theory of self control as a theory 

of criminality that was built from descriptions of the crime. Looking first to the 

elements of the crime, the authors built their concept of the offender. Crime, in 
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general requires littie skill and planning and, as such, the offender often 

possesses little educational or technical skills which are unnecessary to the 

commission of the crime. Criticisms of tautology have been launched at the 

theory as it closely weds concepts of the crime with characteristics of the 

offender. Methodologically, this criticism is addressed as non-crime 

manifestations of low self control can tie used to predict crime rates and 

participation. However, the authors find little cause for worry, as they believe that 

criticisms of tautology only point to the intemally consistent nature of their theory. 

1.3.2 Empirical Findings Regarding Self Control in the Literature 

Previous empirical tests of the General Theory have implemented either 

behavioral or attitudinal measures of the concept of self control. For the most 

part, studies have implemented one operationallzation of the concept and not the 

other. Gottfredson and Hirschi assume that the best Indicators of self control are 

behavioral measures. In one such account, seat belt usage was measured at a 

random, DUI stop. (Keane et al, 1993). Behavioral measures of self control may 

be less susceptible to memory decay and misrepresentation. However, few 

studies have employed behavioral measures of self control, preferring, instead, 

to focus on a psychological interpretation of self control. 

The first studies that empirically tested Gottfiredson and Hirschi's 

propositions relied primarily on attitudinal measures of self control (Grasmick et 



al., 1993; Ameklev et al., Brownfield and Sorenson, 1993; Wood et al., 1993; 

Gibbs and Giever, 1995). Implicit in this perspective is an assumption that self 

control is a measurable personality trait which predisposes the actor toward 

criminality. According to this perspective, the elements of self control, once 

operationalized, tap into the actor's motivation toward offending. Gottfiredson and 

Hirschi do not maintain that one's personality determines ones offending. Quite 

to the contrary— nothing pushes or motivates the offender. It is primarily one's 

lack of motivation toward conformity that allows criminal impulses to come to 

fruition. 

The eariy attitudinal studies have had a tremendous impact on the 

literature. They were ground-breaking empirical works which charted unknown 

waters. Tests of self control were performed to predict a variety of crime and 

deviance: imprudent, risky behavior (Ameklev et al., 1993; Wood et al., 1993), 

vandalism, theft and drug use (Wood, et al., 1993), official and self-reports of 

delinquency (Brownfield and Sorenson, 1993; Polakowski, 1994) and general 

acts of force or fraud (Grasmick, et al., 1993). In addition, empirical tests were 

performed on a variety of populations: adults (Grasmick, et al., 1993; Ameklev, et 

al., 1993), juveniles (Brownfield and Sorenson, 1993; Polakowski, 1994; Wood, 

et al., 1993) and college students (Gibbs and Giever, 1995; Piquero and Tibbetts, 

1996). 
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In general, support for the General Theory (via attitudinal measures of self 

control) was found. Specifically, self control was found to be antecedent to 

situational factors (Piquero and Tibbetts, 1996), interact with situational variables 

(Grasmick, et al., 1993; Piquero and Tibbetts, 1996), a unidimenslonal construct 

(Grasmick et al. 1993), and is best used in its disaggregated fonn- as six 

elements of self control, rather than as one factor (Wood, et al., 1993). The 

studies, in general, found support for the General Theory, although their 

measurement of self control left much of the variance in their model to be 

explained (Grasmick, 1993; Ameklev, etal., 1993; Brownfield and Sorenson, 

1993; Wood et al., 1993). This may be attributed to the missing behavioral 

measures of self control (Evans, et al., 1997). When both measures of self 

control are added in the model the explained variance increases, nearly doubling 

some eariier findings (Ibid.). Without the inclusion of behavioral measures of self 

control, the previous models are incomplete. 

Both attitudinal and behavioral measures of self control are equal 

manifestations of self control. Behavioral measures of self control avoid the 

tendency to operationalize self control as a personality trait (Hirschi and 

Gottfredson, 1993). Two recent studies have employed either behavioral 

measures alone, or a combination of behavioral and attitudinal measures of self 

control (Keane, et al., 1993; Evans, et al., 1997). Keane et al, employed one 

"objective" measure of self control (seat belt usage), and two subjective 



measures of self control (t)eing asked not to drive while under the influence and 

continuing to drive, and an assessment of self s BAC leveQ. Both measures of 

self control were found to be significant predictors of BAC levels. 

Evans et al. (1997 ,̂ found that their scale of analogous behaviors 

(smoking, drinking, accidents, skipping work, driving fast) was a significant 

predictor of criminal involvement (pp. 492). in fact, the variance explained by 

their "analogous acts" model is nearly twice that of the model containing only 

attitudinal variables. When the two models are combined, the explained variance 

increases only slightiy from that of the model with analogous behaviors alone. 

Future empirical tests of the General Theory must combine attitudinal and 

behavioral measures of self control for them to be complete. 

1.4 Review of Past Literature on Victimization and Ufestyle Theory 

Although not explicitly addressed in their argument, the extension of the 

general theory to predict victimization is clearly possible. The literature linking 

victims and offenders is well known (Lauritsen et al., 1991; Hindelang, et al, 

1978; Gottfredson, 1984). Often times only serendipity separates the role of 

victim from the role of offender. Gottfredson and Hirschi acknowledge that the 

atbaction situations and locales hold for offenders can attract possible victims as 

well (pp. 17). This is especially evident when a victimization occurs within the 

context of committing a crime. In these instances the boundaries between victim 
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and offender are blurred. Past studies of self control and offending that do not 

separate victims and offenders may, inadvertently, test the applicability of the 

general theory to predict victimization. 

1.4.1 Ufestyte/RouUne Activities Theory 

Cohen and Felson (1978) developed their Routine Activities Theory to 

explain "direct contact predatory victimization" (pp. 588). According to the 

authors, crime requires a victim, an offender, and opportunity to commit the 

crime. If one of the elements of the act is missing, then a crime does not occur. 

Crime occurs when the elements come together in illegitimate, routine activities 

(such as drinking, drug use, going to bars, "cruising"). The target or victim must 

be attractive (high monetary value, or high chance for success), the offender 

must be motivated (motivated by classical assumptions of self interest and 

rationality), and guardianship of the target must be absent. When these 

elements come together in space and time, a crime will occur. According to 

Cohen and Felson, and Hindelang, et al (1978), there exist particular areas in 

space and time that are conducive to crime. Crime tends to be higher in urban 

areas of high population density. Burglaries occur in the afternoon while people 

are away from home. Assaults occur at night, and on weekends when people 

are drinking. 



According to the Lifestyle perspective (Hindeiang, et al. 1978) victims, 

because of certain lifestyle choices may participate in their own victimization. 

Victims and offenders alike tend to be young, male and non-white. Victims and 

offenders of personal, direct-contact crimes tend to spend their time "hanging 

out* at night with other young males (Gottfredson, 1984). Both lifestyle and 

routine activity perspectives premise their beliefs on the classical assumption of 

rationality. The offender chooses the easiest target to victimize (Comish and 

Clarke, 1986). The offender weighs the costs and benefits of each particular 

crime and chooses the crime with the greatest opportunity for success and the 

least amount of risk or effort. Accordingly, victimization tends to be close 

spatially and inter-personally. The majority of assault victims know their 

attackers (Lauritsen, et al., 1991). The majority of offenders commit their crimes 

within a small locality (Hindeiang, et al. 1978; Gottfredson, 1984). As such, crime 

tends to be a local and personal phenomenon. 

1.4.2 Victim Precipitation and Multiple Victimization 

From the literature conceming repeat victimization, one teams that the 

locus of victimization and offending can be incredibly small. Victimization in one 

crime tends to Increase the chances of victimization in another crime (Hindeiang, 

etal., 1978; Nelson, 1980; Spelman, 1995). According to Gottfredson (1984), 

"the distribution of victimization is skewed dramatically: le, most respondents 
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report no victinnisations during the reference period, a few report some, and a 

very small number report several" (pp. 41). Repeat victims tend to expose 

themselves to crime situations time after time. Yet the effects of recent 

victimization on future victimization appear to be temporary, do not persist long 

term, and diminish within a year (Polvi, et al., 1991; Spellman, 1995). A decline 

In victimization risks Is thought to occur when self-protective or target-hardening 

devices are employed (Hope, 1991). 

When considering the role of victim-precipitation In victimization, the role 

of the offender and victim must be considered. Wolfgang (1958) found a 

significant role of victim-precipitation in homicides by people known to the 

offenders. In the majority of homicides involving participants known to each 

other, the victim precipitated the attack with verbal or physical contact (Ibid). It 

has been suggested recently that the victim, by engaging in criminal or 

delinquent acts, places him/herself in risk of being victimized. Sampson and 

Lauritsen found that engaging in criminal or deviant acts increases one's chances 

of being victimized (1990). Leading a lifestyle that includes exposure to crime 

situations and offenders (typical of the lifestyle of most offenders) increases one's 

risk of victimization. If one lives in a high crime area, is victimized, continues to 

live in the same area, and engages in few acts of self-protection, then the 

chances of repeat victimization are high (Miethe et al. 1990). 



1.5. Conclusions and Predictions 

The principal aim of this project is to integrate the study of violence 

between intimate partners into mainstream criminological theory. In order to do 

this, a three pronged investigation will be undertaken. Analysis will be performed 

on the crime, the offender and the victim of intimate violence to highlight the 

similarities or differences the crime, offender and victim of intimate violence 

share with other crimes. No one part of the analysis stands alone; each 

represent an advance toward an explanation of Intimate violence. 

First, the causal structure of the crime will be investigated for its 

congruence with other crimes such as drug use and property crime. A threshold 

question involves whether intimate violence is unique as a type of crime, or 

whether it fits better into a general theory. The General Theory of Crime 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990), claims to provide predictions for both crime and 

offenders whatever the form of crime. Is the causal structure of the crime of 

intimate violence indistinguishable from other crimes? If so, then general 

theories that do make specific predictions about the versatility and criminal 

propensity of the offender are tenable. 

Second, if the causal structure of intimate violence is found to be 

indistinguishable from other crimes, then the analysis of the offender of intimate 

violence will proceed. It is in this chapter that the versatility and propensity of the 

offender will be tested. Is the intimate offender versatile in his or her crime 
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commission? Do levels of self-control vary given the crimes committed? What is 

the role of opportunity in intimate violence? As parenting practices are the key 

toward instilling self control in children, do childrearing practices differ, resulting 

In differing criminal specializations? These are questions inherent to the study of 

the causes of offending. If the causal structure of intimate violence is similar to 

that of other crimes, then the offender of intimate violence should be 

indistinguishable in terms of self control and lifestyle choices from offenders of 

other crimes. 

Finally, the victim of intimate violence will be examined. It is the intent of 

this examination to explore possible linkages between various victimizations. 

Past victimization literature suggests that victims of disparate crimes are more 

alike than dissimilar (Hindelang, et al., 1978, Lauritsen and Laub, 1991). It is 

suggested that victimization in any crime increases one's risk of victimization in 

any subsequent crime. If this is true, and the victim of intimate violence is similar 

to victims of other crimes in terms of lifestyle choices and demographics, then a 

general theory may explain their risk of victimization. An examination of lifestyle 

choices, levels of self control and child-rearing practices is proposed to 

differentiate victims of intimate violence from victims of other crimes. 

If the General Theory can predict offending in intimate violence, and 

victims and offenders resemble each other as they do for other crimes, then the 

scope of the General Theory should extend to the prediction of victimization. The 
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second aim of this project is to extend and refine the General Theory as it is 

presented by Gottfredson and Hirschi, particularly as rt relates to risks of 

victimization. 

The final aim of this project is the holistic investigation of violence among 

intimates. Such a project has yet to be undertaken by one researcher studying 

intimate violence. The data set must measure victimization and offending 

concurrently. Past research on the versatility of crime commission predicts 

involvement in a variety of crimes (Britt, 1994; Klein, 1978). Therefore, data on 

victimization and offending must be collected for a variety of crimes. 

Comparisons can then be made between intimate offenders and victims, as well 

as among victims and offenders of a variety of crimes. 

Causal investigations that examine the crime, the offender and the victim 

provide the field with more complete infonmation into the dynamics of crinne 

commission, than analyses of only one element of crime. This is particulariy true 

for the research done on intimate violence, as a dynamic relationship between 

the participants is proposed. Few studies have been undertaken that examine 

the crime of intimate violence from a criminological, control perspective. 

Several studies have used high school, dating samples (Makepeace, 

1981; Henton, et al., 1983; Roscoe & Callahan. 1985; O'Keefe, et al., 1986; 

Bergman. 1992). If the crime of intimate violence is indistinguishable from other 

crimes and other victimization, then the age/crime relationship will hold for 



41 

intimate violence. With this suggestion in mind, the population to study should 

fall well within the crime-prone age range. The sample size should be large 

enough to capture enough respondents of the relatively rare crime of intimate 

violence. The high school sample should number at least 800 respondents for 

statistical tests to be meaningful. Although statistically rare, the crime of intimate 

violence is a crime nonetheless, with far-reaching implications for criminal justice 

practitioners and academics, alike. This investigation contributes to the 

expansion of knowledge concerning intimate violence in particular, and, more 

importantly, to crime in general. 
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Chapter Two: 

The Sample and Data CoHection 

2.1 Data Collection 

Data for this study were collected in the Spring of 1997 in Fayetteville, 

Arkansas. This project is a part of the larger Tucson Youth Projecti. The 

resultant survey instrument contains data on independent, etiological variables 

thought to influence crime causation. Additionally, data was collected on a 

variety of crime and victimization that comprise both independent and dependent 

variables. Data was collected for the purposes of creating rates of crime, 

investigating concepts of versatility among various types of crime and 

victimization, and ultimately to describe and predict crime among a high school 

population. A study of high school students is particulariy attractive as it captures 

potential offenders in their prime years of offending. Additionally, a high school 

sample should provide data with a good degree of variation of responses on a 

number of crimes and indicators of crime. High school samples, although not a 

criminal as an incarcerated sample of offenders, do report significant levels of 

involvement in various criminal activities. The participation of high school 

students in dating violence has not been well documented. 

The selection of the site and the population under study was based on 

convenience and the ease of access to our desired population of high school and 

1 Michael Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi, Principle investigators. Funded in part by a grant from 
the National Science Foundation; Grant # 36756 



junior high school students. It was a goal to test the propositions of the General 

Theory of Crime on those individuals who are, because of their youth, at prime 

risk for offending. The students selected were asked to complete a two hundred 

question, self-report survey on delinquency. As part of the arrangement 

guaranteeing access, we consented to add a fifty question second survey 

(prepared by a school administrator to be used in conjunction with a state-wide 

Youth at Risk survey) to our instrument that consisted of one hundred and fifty 

questions. Participation was completely voluntary, and students were advised to 

refrain from answering questions that made them uncomfortable. Given school 

policies in this school district, only negative consent from the participating 

parents was required. Parents not wishing their children to be involved in the 

survey were given the right to refuse participation. 

High school samples tend to contain considerable delinquency. Although 

students who are currently enrolled in and attending school are believed to be 

more conventional than their drop-out age peers, self report studies tend to find 

considerable amounts of violence, theft and substance use in schools (Hindelang 

et al, 1980; Hirschi, 1969; Huizinga and Elliott, 1986). Because minor 

delinquency is rather common among this population, and serious delinquency 

very rare, a large sample is desired. Dating violence is hypothesized to be 

relatively rare within this population, thus warranting a sample that is large 

enough to capture this relatively rare crime. It was detemnined that a sample of 

1000 or more students would be sufficient for our data analysis needs. Because 
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few studies are conducted regarding the dating patterns and dating violence of 

teenagers, this was our target population (Roscoe and Callahan, 1985; 

Sigelman, etal, 1984; Margolin and Foo, 1995). 

In addition, self control is thought to be stable (Gottfiredson and Hirschi, 

1990) and measurable early in life. Gottfiredson and Hirschi believe that one's 

level of self control is reliably established by the age eight to twelve (1990). As 

such, a survey administered to teen-agers is believed to reflect established levels 

of self control, and provide reliable information on current activities. In general, 

crime peaks in middle adolescence. If efforts are to be made to investigate the 

convergence of dating violence with other crimes in terms of causation, a teen-

aged sample that surveys youth during their prime crime-prone years is needed. 

Fayetteville has two high schools and two junior high schools (Fayetteville 

One and Two Dlstricts2). We were limited in our sampling to grades nine through 

eleven by the school administrators. We were unable to sample either grade 

eight (because the school administrators thought the Instrument to be 

Inappropriate for tills grade) or grade twelve (because they were already 

engaged In a previous study, unrelated to ours). The age distribution of the 

sample Is listed In Table 2.1. Regardless of these restrictions, we received 

tremendous co-operation from local officials, school administrators, and teachers 

during the data collection. 

2 The names of the districts involved have been changed. 
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Survey administration took place over three days. Students responded to 

the surveys during their study halls or free periods. In one survey administration, 

the English teachers gave the survey during the normal class period. We 

encountered a variety of settings and group sizes ranging from cafeterias and 

auditoriums (close to 300 respondents in one location) to classrooms and 

libraries (approximately 30-40 students in each location). Co-operation was 

encouraged, but not rewarded either monetarily or academically. 

Answers to the 200 questions were recorded on Scantron fonms and were 

later merged to create the data set used in the analysis. For an analysis of 

missing data, see Appendix B. Missing data have been substituted with the 

mean score for each item in the subsequent analyses. With encx)uragement 

from the researchers and the school ofRcials, incomplete surveys were kept to a 

minimum (around 5-10% of all retumed surveys were unusable). 

2.2 Validity and Reliability of Self Report Surveys 

Although the use of self report surveys are often believed to be invalid and 

unreliable due to respondent acquiescence, telescoping, and memory decay, 

numerous works support the use of self report studies. The premiere evidence 

on the reliability and validity of self report measures is found Hindelang et al.'s 

book. Measuring Delinquency (1980). One of the express purposes of their 

study was to assess the reliability and validity of self report surveys. The authors 

tind that the self report scales of delinquency are reliable indicators of 
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delinquency. Also, when self report measures of behavior are compared to 

official reports of actual behavior, the researchers find that respondents, 

delinquents and non-delinquents alike, accurately report to researchers their 

offenses known to the police. Self report measures of official delinquency, and 

offenses not known to the police, are believed to be vaiki measures of 

delinquency regardless of class or race, in a follow up study designed to assess 

the results of the Measurino EDelinouencv study. Huizinga and Elliott (1986) also 

find that self report measures are reliable and valid measures of delinquent 

behavior. 

One criticism of self-report surveys administered to educational 

populations must be addressed. It has been offered previously that the most 

delinquent children will not be present in school, and therefore the sample is 

skewed in the positive direction with the majority of the sample reporting no or 

few delinquent acts. This is true for our sample (see Appendix B for scatterplots 

showing the positive skew and low involvement in serious delinquency). As can 

be seen from Table 2.1, the majority of the students do not report high 

involvement in delinquent activities. Yet, because of the large sample size, there 

are a sufficient number of students who do report delinquent involvement. As the 

severity of the offense increases, the proportion of those who report committing 

the offense decreases dramaticallys. In addition, when delinquents are in school, 

they are often reluctant to complete a survey, and increase the non-response 

3 See gang fights and drive by shcx)tings 
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rate. 

2.3 Survey Construction and Item Selection 

The survey used was the result of three years of collaborative work and 

extensive pre-testing. With the exception of some of the dating violence 

(hypothetical scenarios) and the school violence items, each item has been pre

tested by either our project or drawn from published works. The survey was 

designed to replicate the analyses from Hirschi's 1969 Causes of Delinauencv. 

and provide preliminary tests of self control as described by Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990). Data were collected on gambling, intimate violence, school 

violence, gang violence, as well as theft, drug and alcohol use, and general 

delinquency. 

For a variety of items on the sun/ey, questions were drawn from other 

empirical works in the field. For our gang items, questions were taken from the 

Denver Youth Study (Espensen and Huizinga, 1993). Questions on bullying and 

other school violence were drawn from the work of Olweus (1978). The Conflict 

Tactics Scale (Straus and Gelles, 1980) was used in modified form for the 

questions conceming dating violence. Finally, a variety of empirical works were 

consulted for questions regarding lifestyle choices, guardianship, and recent 

empirical measures of self control in the criminological literature (Hindelang, et 

al., 1978; Osgood 1988; Grasmick et al., 1993; Gibbs and Giever, 1995; 

Polakowski, 1995). Items on the questionnaire measured demographic 
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variables, and variables concerning family, school, and peer relationships. Thus 

the data provide a comprehensive survey of etiological and theoretical variables 

concerning crime and delinquency. 

The Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980) tests 

levels of and participation in acts of intimate violence. Because of limited space 

considerations, and as a result of previous pre-tests, only two acts of intimate 

violence were tested- slapping and hitting. Straus and Gelles (1990) find that the 

majority of intimate violence that occurs is "non-serious" violence such as 

pushing, slapping, hitting with an open hand, threatening to hit or "verbal abuse". 

Serious violence such as kicking, biting, punching, threatening with a weapon, 

using a weapon or strangling, is relatively rare. We pre-tested several of Straus 

and Gelles' non-serious violence items (hitting, pushing and slapping) on a 

college sample and found that hitting and slapping were the most common fonms 

of violence. Threatening to hit and the use of "verbal violence" were excluded 

because they did not involve inter-personal, violent contact. 

For the purposes of this study, dating violence is operationalized as the 

hitting someone he or she was dating or being hit by someone he or she was 

dating. We assumed that hitting someone to be similar to, yet more serious than, 

slapping someone. If someone has admitted to hitting a partner, chances are 

that the same person has slapped or pushed a partner as well. Hitting appeared 

to be a broad enough concept to allow the respondent to define what he or she 

deems a hit. As hitting someone is a common enough act to capture relatively 



large numbers of responses and is comparable to the legal definition of assault, it 

was chosen as the dating violence variable. 

The appropriateness of the use of intimate violence in certain situations 

was assessed. Respondents were asked if it Is acceptable to "slap" a partner tf 

the respondent caught him or her cheating or hit a partner for embarrassing you 

in front of friends. These items correspond to findings in the literature that 

suggest that infidelity and the fear of "losing face" are two of the most common 

reasons given for the initiation of Intimate violence. The acceptability of violence 

as the result of a conflict while drunk or on drugs was also assessed. These 

items are unique to this survey and are included to test the connection between 

attitudes conceming dating violence and perpetration or victimization of dating 

violence. 

For each crime and delinquency question (offending and victimization), 

data were collected on participation and frequency of involvement. The 

questions were worded, "have you ever...", thus increasing the number of 

respondents answering In the affirmative, and avoiding the problem of 

telescoping evident In time-dependent responses. Answers were assessed on a 

four point Likert scale with a one corresponding to "never" engaging in the 

behavior and a five corresponding to engaging in the behavior "many times". A 

respondent with a low score on the delinquency items represents an individual 

with little involvement in delinquency. Memory decay Is always a concem, and 

may increase when the time of recall is expanded. Memory decay is much less a 
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problem for more severe, and therefore significant, acts of crime and delinquency 

(Hirschi et al, 1980). it is also of little consequence for the majority of our 

sample. Given the low to moderate amount of offending reported by the majority 

of the sample and the general age/crime relationship for infrequent offenders, I 

assume that the respondents are reporting relatively recent events, and do not 

need a bounded reply.4 

2.4 Sample Distribution on Demographic Variables 

The resultant sample contains 1149 subjects and the demographics are 

listed in Table 2.1. The sample is not intended to be representative of high 

schools and junior high school nationally, as it was the intention to test a theory 

of crime rather than gather data on incidence and prevalence of crime. The lack 

of generalizablllty for this sample does not diminish if s importance. Rarely has 

data been collected that tests the propositions outlined in Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's General Theory of Crime on a junior high school and high school 

population. Percentages are reported for the demographic items of Interest In 

Table 2.1. 

4 Because the majority report little or moderate amounts of offending and that crime peaks 
approximately around age 16-18, the few offenses reported are probably recent events. 
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Table 2.1 Item Descriptions and Raw Percentages 

ITEM DESCRIPTION RAW PERCENTAGES 
What is your sex? M: 49% F: 50.2 
What is your age? 14: 9% 15: 33.5 

16: 33.5 17: 20.7 
Have your parents ever received Wel̂ re t}enefits? Never 80.2 

Not now: 17.0 
Yes, now: 12.8 

Percentage White White: 86% 
What grade are you In? 9"": 37.5 

10": 32.9 
11": 28.4 
12": 1.2 

Who currently acts as a father for you? Real, at home: 62.3 
Real, not home: 13.1 
Stepfather 10.4 
Other 3.7 
No one: 9.6 

Who currently acts as a mother for you? Real, at home: 86.6 
Real, not home: 5.4 
Stepmother 3.0 
Other 2.6 
No one: 1.9 

What is you yearly family income? LT $10,000: 7.3 
$10-25,000: 14.0 
$26-39,000: 21.8 
$40-65,000: 21.7 
$66,000 plus: 24.9 

How does your family compare to other families in your neighborhood? 
(refers to economic comparisons) 

Much better .7 
Better 4.3 
Same: 60.5 
Worse: 22.9 
Much Worse: 8.7 

How much education do you plan to get? Some High School: 1.9 
High School Grad: 8.0 
Trade School: 4.4 
Some College: 9.6 
College Grad: 75.6 

How much education does your father have? Some High School: 11.1 
High School Grad: 19.2 
Trade School; 4.5 
Some College: 15.5 
College Grad: 46.0 

How much education does your mother have? Some High School: 9.5 
High School Grad: 23.0 
Trade School: 4.6 
Some College: 17.9 
College Grad: 43.0 
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As can be seen from Table 2.1, the majority of respondents have parents 

who earn a middle-class salary, and who have never received welfare benefits. 

The sample is mostly fifteen (33.5%), sixteen (33.5%) or seventeen (20.7%) 

years of age. This distribution is fortunate as it captures the earliest range of the 

16-24 year old range reported by the National Crime Victimization Survey to be 

the most likely intimate violence victims (Greenfeld, et al., 1998).5 This 

distribution may be beneficial to see if national trends in intimate violence are 

replicated in our sample. 

The majority of students live with both their biological father and mother, 

and plan to go to college. The students appear to be middle to upper class, with 

over 65% reporting parental income in excess of $25,000 a year. Most of the 

students have parents that have attended or graduated from college. Sixty-one 

percent of fathers and 60% of mothers of children in the sample have some 

college or are college graduates. The site selected houses a major state 

university and may have Influenced the large number of parents with college 

experience, and the high number of students who expect to go to college. The 

sample demographics appear to reflect this semi-rural or suburban location of 

this college town with the majority of the students living with their biological 

parents who report middle class incomes. Certainly the sample distribution 

would differ in race and class had the survey been administered in a large urban 

setting. 

5 No comparable data was available on the age range of the most likely offenders. 
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2.5 Frequency of Criminal Offending and Victimization and Creation of Scales 

The survey instrument developed Is intended to give information on a 

variety of crime and delinquency. The principle aim of this study is to compare 

dating violence to other crimes in temris of causation. In order to do this, scales 

of comparison dependant variables were created. Because past work 

researching dating violence has tended to employ a specialization perspective, to 

disprove the existence of specialization in dating violence a general crime 

offending scale is needed for comparison. Items that appear to be similar to 

dating violence, "have you ever beaten someone up on purpose" are included to 

test the assumption present in the intimate violence literature that offenders 

specialize in assault against their intimate partners. A general crime and 

delinquency scale that covers a broad range of serious crime and non-serious 

delinquency was created from the items listed in Table 2.2. 

The same rationale was employed to create the comparison General 

Victimization scale. If offenders are assumed to be specializing in dating 

violence, then the same is certainly true about the victims of that violence. Never 

has it been suggested in the dating violence literature that dating violence victims 

are also victims of other crimes. Similariy, it has not been suggested that victims 

of dating violence are involved in committing crime other than dating violence. 

The general crime and general victimization scales will be used to test these 

assumptions. Table 2.2 reports the distribution of dating violence, general crime 

and delinquency and general victimization in the sample. 



54 

Table 2.2 Frequency Distribirtion of the Dependent Variable 

Response Category Percentages 
Item Description Never Once/ Sevrf. Many 

Twice Times Times 
Dating Violence 
Have you ever been hit by someone you were dating? 81.4 12.8 2.9 2.6 
Have you hit someone you were dating? 87.5 8.1 2.2 1.5 
General Crime Victimization 

Have you ever had something taken from you by force? 55.6 34.7 6.2 3.2 
Have you ever been beaten up or physically hurt on 67.8 23.5 5.5 3.0 
purpose? 
Have you ever assaulted by someone using a weapon? 83.0 12.5 2.6 1.8 
Have you ever had something stolen from you? 15.7 57.4 18.4 7.4 
Have you ever been teased or picked on by someone at 
school? 21.2 44.3 17.7 14.4 
Have you ever been intentionally excluded from a group at 
school? 51.1 33.8 8.1 6.5 
General Crime Offenses 

Have you ever been suspended or expelled from school? 76.9 15.8 3.3 3.5 
Have you ever been picked up by the police? 75.2 18.0 3.4 3.3 
Have you ever taken things of medium value that did not 
belong to you ($2-$50)? 65.1 22.7 6.3 5.4 
Have you ever taken things of larger value that did not 
belong to you ($50 +)? 84.0 9.3 2.1 4.2 
Have you ever taken a car for a ride without the owner's 
permission? 79.6 13.8 2.9 3.5 
Have you ever banged up anything on purpose that did not 
belong to you? 60.0 25.6 7.7 6.1 
Have you ever beaten up someone (not a brother or sister) 
or hurt anyone on purpose? 58.1 27.3 8.6 5.9 
Have you driven a car when you had been drinking? 80.0 13.6 2.9 3.2 
Have you ever used force to get something you wanted 
from another person? 55.6 34.7 6.2 3.2 
Have you ever taken part in gang fights? 86.5 6.9 2.6 4.1 
Have you ever partidpated in a drive by shooting? 92.2 3.6 .9 3.0 
Have you ever smok  ̂marijuana? 53.9 12.0 8.9 22.8 
Have you ever used other drugs (cocaine, heroin, ecstasy, 

7.7 LSD, steroids)? 77.9 9.0 4.3 7.7 
Have you ever shot dice for money? 70.8 16.3 5.9 6.6 

N's range from 1128-1133 



As can be seen from the frequencies of the items, the majority of the 

sample has committed relatively few acts of crime or delinquency. Dating 

violence, either offending or victimization is still relatively rare with 81.4% of the 

sample never having been hit by a dating partner, and 87.5% never having hit a 

dating partner. Vandalism, assault, smoking marijuana, and using force to get 

something, are the most commonly reported offenses by the sample. Gang 

fighting, drive by shootings and stealing items of high value are relatively rare 

occurences. Use of drugs other than marijuana and shooting dice for money are 

also relatively rare offenses within this population. The items reported in Table 

2.2 represent a cross-section of offenses on the survey instrument. The items 

represent trivial and serious offenses, and are used to comprise a delinquency 

scale that is broad enough to encompass a general idea of crime. However, to 

increase the number of respondents who have never committed any of these 

offenses and in effect increase the variation in the delinquency scale, some of 

the offenses with high rates of participation, such as smoking cigarettes and 

drinking alcohol are excluded. Vandalism and stealing small items are included 

in the scale to represent trivial offenses that have high levels of student 

involvement. 

Neariy all of the victimization items from the survey are included in Table 

2.26. The one item excluded from the victimization analysis asks the respondent 

whether he or she has ever been hit by a parent. Because being hit by a parent 

6 Being iiit by a parent was not included because it was believed to confound with the parental 
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is so highly conreiated with witnessing parents hit each other, a principle 

independent variable used in later analyses, it is excluded from the scale to 

prevent tautology. Students report very high levels of being teased, and having 

items stolen from them. They also report high levels of victimization in assault, 

having something taken from them by force, and being intentionally excluded 

from groups at school. Being assaulted by someone with a weapon appears to 

be a rare event It appears that the previous findings regarding victimization and 

offending for this age group in general, hold true for this sample. The most 

common offenses are theft, simple assault and drug offenses. Later analyses 

will investigate the link between victimization and offending within this group. 

Because boys and giris report different levels of victimization and 

offending (Hindelang, 1980; Hindelang et al, 1979), the items in Table 2.2 are 

stratified by sex to investigate potential patterns in offending and victimization by 

sex. Giris are involved in the same crimes as boys are, but report lower levels of 

offending. Also, when giris are involved in crime they are more likely to report 

involvement in property and drug crimes and less likely to report involvement in 

violent crimes. The data in Table 2.3 presents involvement in offending and 

victimization by sex for the sample. The table is organized to present 

involvement by gender, and not the representation of boys and giris as offenders 

or victims per item. 

abuse independent scale created for the later analyses. 
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Table 2.3 Percentage of Boys and Girls Reporting Criminal Offending and 
Victimization 

Item Description BOYS GIRLS 
Dating Violence 
Have you ever been hit by someone you were dating? 18.4 18.9 
Have you hit someone you were dating? 7.0 17.2 
General Crime Victimization 

Have you ever had something taken from you by force? 48.3 40.8 
Have you ever been beaten up or physically hurt on purpose? 40.1 24.8 
Have you ever assaulted by someone using a weapon? 21.3 13.0 
Have you ever had something stolen from you? 87.6 81.1 
Have you ever been teased or picked on by someone at 
school? 77.8 80.0 
Have you ever been intent'onally excluded from a group at 
school? 50.5 47.8 
General Crime Offenses 

Have you ever been suspended or expelled from school? 32.2 13.8 
Have you ever been picked up by the police? 31.9 17.5 
Have you ever taken things of medium value that did not belong 
to you ($2-$50)? 41.4 28.3 
Have you ever taken things of larger value that did not belong to 
you ($50+)? 21.9 9.8 
Have you ever taken a car for a ride without the owner's 
permission? 22.4 18.1 
Have you ever banged up anything on purpose that did not 
belong to you? 51.3 28.9 
Have you ever beaten up someone (not a brother or sister) or 
hurt anyone on purpose? 55.0 29.1 
Have you driven a car when you had been drinking? 24.0 15.7 
Have you ever used force to get something you wanted from 
another person? 57.3 34.3 
Have you ever taken part in gang fights? 18.4 8.8 
Have you ever participated in a drive by shooting? 11.9 3.7 
Have you ever smoked manjuana? 48.1 43.9 
Have you ever used other drugs (cocaine, heroin, ecstasy, LSD, 
steroids)? 22.7 21.5 
Have you ever shot dice for money? 42.6 16.0 

N's range from 1128-1133 

According to the data from this survey, 18.9% of girls and 18.4% of boys 

In the sample report having been hit by someone they were dating. Only 7.0% of 
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the boys in the sample report hitting someone that they were dating, but 17.2% of 

girls in the sample report hitting their dating partner. As can be seen in Table 

2.3, boys are over-represented in most categories of offending and victimization. 

More boys than girls report victimization by assault, and assault with a weapon. 

Boys are also more likely to report involvement in gang fights, drive by shootings, 

stealing items of high value, beating someone up, using force to get something 

that they vrant, shooting dice for money, being suspended from school and being 

picked up by the police. 

Boys and girls are about as likely to report smoking marijuana, using other 

drugs, driving under the influence, and joyriding. When giris report high levels of 

crime Involvement in general, they are likely to be involved in smoking marijuana, 

vandalism, using force to get something they wanted, and stealing things of 

moderate value. Boys, on the other hand, are most likely to report Involvement in 

assault, vandalism, using force to get something they want, being suspended 

from school, being picked up by the police, stealing things of moderate value and 

smoking marijuana. 

Scales were created of the general crime and general victimization items 

reported in Tables 2.2 and 2.3. Items in each scale were summed together to 

create the scale, and the item-total correlations and reliabilities of each scale are 

listed in Tables 2.4 and 2.5. Each of the scales is reliable, and deletion of any 

item would decrease the reliability of the scale. The four dependent variables 
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used in later analyses are: dating violence offending, dating violence 

victimization, general crime offending and general crime victimization. 

Table 2.4 Item-Total Correlations and Scale Reliability of the General Crime 
Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Correlation 
Have you ever been suspended or expelled firom school? .6157 
Have you ever been picked up by the police? .6643 
Have you ever taken things of medium value that did not t)elong to you? .6720 
Have you ever taken things of larger value that did not belong to you? .6591 
Have you ever taken a car for a ride without the owner's permission? .5287 
Have you ever banged up anything on purpose that did not belong to .6180 
you? 
Have you ever beaten up someone (not a brother or sister) or hurt anyone .6214 
on purpose? 
Have you driven a car when you had been drinking? .4774 
Have you ever used force to get something you wanted from another 
person? .4779 
Have you ever taken part in gang fights? .5882 
Have you ever participated in a drive by shooting? .4809 
Have you ever shot dice for money? .5486 
Have you ever smoked marijuana? .5476 
Have you ever used other drugs (cocaine, heroin, ecstasy, LSD, .5585 
steroids)? 

AIpha= .8866; N=1078: ltems=14 

Table 2.5 Item-Total Correlations and Scale Reliability for the General 
Crime Victimization Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Correlation 
Have you ever had something taken from you by force? .5221 
Have you ever been beaten up or physically hurt on purpose? .5098 
Have you ever had something stolen from you? .4500 
Have you ever been teased, called names or picked on by someone at 
school? .3705 
Have you ever been intentionally excluded fix)m a group at school? .4752 
Have you ever assaulted by someone using a weapon? .5309 

Alpha= .7354; N=1124: ltems=6 
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Chapter Three: 

Scale Construction of Independent Variables 

3.1 Measuring Self Control 

One ongoing debate within the criminological community regarding the 

measurement of self control concerns behavioral versus attitudinal indicators of 

self control. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990; see also Keene, 1993) clearly prefer 

behavioral measures of self control because they are concrete manifestations of 

self control that can be easily measured. Behavioral measures of self control 

assess acts already committed, such as the "analogous acts" of smoking, 

drinking alcohol, and promiscuous sex, that Gottfredson and Hirschi describe 

(1990, pg. 91). Smoking, drinking, not wearing a seat belt, and promiscuous sex 

are activities that bring the individual short term pleasure at the expense of long 

term gains. Regardless of whether the pleasure is physical or emotional, when 

one engages in risk taking behavior such as refusing to wear a seat belt, one's 

immediate autonomy is increased, yet one's long temn well being is 

compromised. 

Attitudinal measures often times assess opinions of actions yet to be 

taken or beliefs yet to be tested. The link between attitudes and resultant 

behaviors is tenuous at best. People may act in ways that are opposite to 

personally held beliefs. Therefore, measuring self control by the attitudes one 

holds is less reliable, than the measurement of self control by the acts already 
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committed.7 Evans et ai. (1997) have reiterated Gottfredson and Hirschi's 

suggest that self cx^ntroi cannot be completely measured rf behavioral measures, 

such as accidents and "analogous acts", are not included. 

3.1.1 Creating a Self Control Scale 

Contained in the survey instrument used to collect data for this study, the 

six examples of self control that the authors describe (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 

1990, pg. 90) are represented. Self Control is explored by including both 

behavioral and attitudinal measures. The attitudinal measures included address 

diligence, verbal vs. physical ability, self-centeredness, risk-taking, and skill and 

planning (see Table 3.1). Although self control is not easily partitioned out into its 

constituent parts, the dimensions of self control described by Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, relate to the variety of ways that self control may be manifested. The 

aim in this analysis is to create a self control scale that sufficiently represents the 

concept of self control. The effectiveness of using multiple measures versus a 

uni-dimensional scale is not discussed. 

In addition to the attitudinal measures of self control included in Table 3.1, 

behavioral items that measure school performance and accidents are included. 

These items measure behaviors affected by levels of self control. Those 

respondents reporting high levels of self control will perform better in school and 

have few. if any, accidents. Because individuals with high self control see the 

7 Previous research indicates that it is unlikely that attitudes concerning crime precede criminal 
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future rewards of current academic diligence, they will be likely to do well in 

school. Also, because children with higher levels of self control see the risks 

inherent in many situations, they may not be daring enough to place themselves 

in situations where they can be physically hurt, thus depressing the number of 

accidents the child reports. 

Table 3.1 also contains others measures that may indicate levels of self 

control. Access to criminal opportunity can be viewed as a measure of self 

control. Not only do those who lack self control capitalize on existing criminal 

opportunities, but according to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), they create 

criminal opportunities. Similar to the number of accidents reported, the number 

of criminal opportunities encountered may be a measurement of self control. The 

child with high self control sees hanging out with friends at night, unsupervised 

by adults as too risky. They will tend to avoid situations where criminal 

opportunities are likely. 

acts, but rather that they follow criminal acts (Heriaert 1997). 
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Table 3.1 Self Control and Criminal Opportunity Items 

ITEM DESCRIPTION: SELF CONTROL ITEMS 
DILIGENCE 
I try hard in school. 
I see no need for hard work. 
Whatever I do, I try hard. 
I usually finish my homework. 
In general, do you like or dislike school? 
How important is getting good grades? 
Do you care what teachers think of you? 
An easy life is a happy life. 
SELF-CENTEREDNESS 
I try to get things I want even when I know that if s causing problems for other people. 
To get ahead, you have to do some things that are not right 
If s okay to get around the law if you can get away with it 
Rules were made to be broken. 
If s okay to take something from big business because they won't miss it anyway. 
Only fools tell the truth all the time. 
I have lots of respect for the police. 
I tell good stories even if they aren't the whole truth. 
Most things people call delinquency don't really hurt anyone. 
Fools and suckers deserve what they get 
RISK TAKING 
Sometimes. I take a risk just for the fun of it 
Hitchhiking is too dangerous for me. 
I am usually pretty cautious. 
SKILL AND PLANNING 
I talk over future plans with my parents. 
I live for today, and let tomorrow take care of itself. 
When I get caught in a lie, I just tell another one. 
People who break the law are almost always caught and punished. 
I don't devote much thought and effort to preparing for the future. 
I try to save as much money as I can. 
PHYSICAL VS. VERBAL 
I lose my temper easily. 
There is no good reason for one person to hit another. 
BEHAVIORAL SELF CONTROL ITEMS 
Have you ever been in a car accidenf? 
Been hurt riding your bike, skateboard? 
Been to the emergency room for injuries? 
Broken one of your bones? 
Hours spent on homework per week? 
What kinds of grades do you get? 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: CRIMINAL OPPORTUNITY ITEMS 
Have you ever gone looking for someone to hang around with at night? 
Have you ever stayed away from school because you had better things you wanted to do? 
My parents know where I am when I am away fit>m home. 
How many hours per week do you spend riding around in a car with friends? 
Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? 
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Table 3.1 contains all the items proposed to measure self control in the 

survey instrument. From these forty items, one Self Control scale will be 

developed. To do so, exploratory factor analyses were performed. Exploratory 

factor analysis using principle components analysis and varimax rotation was 

performed on each separate concepts Varimax rotation is used when variables 

under consideration are believed to be related. It maximizes the error variance of 

the items included, and produces results that are most easily interpreted 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996; pp.666 ). When the forty items were entered into 

an exploratory factor analysis using varimax rotation, eight distinct factors 

emerged. Although there are eight factors with eigenvalues larger than 1.0, there 

is a tremendous drop off between factors 1 and 2 (see Appendix C , Fig. 5 for 

the scree plot). Factor One is neariy four times larger than factor 2, thus 

suggesting that actually there is only one significant factor emerging. To test this 

proposition, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was employed 

and the factor number extracted was constrained to one. Since I am only 

concemed with creating one scale of Self Control, and not In testing the strength 

of competing measures of self control, only those items with factor loading scores 

in the good range of .45 and higher (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1997, pg. 677) will be 

used in creating the Self Control scale. 

8 Oblique rotation was used in all the following factor analysis as well. No significant difference In 
factor loadings occurred. For the ease of interpretation and scale construction, varimax rotation 
is prefenred. 
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TABLE 3.2 Principle Components (Varimax Rotation) Analysis of the Self 
Control, Behavioral Self Control and Opportunity Items 

Table 3.3 reports the factor loading scores of forty items measuring 

attitudinal self control, behavioral self control and criminal opportunity. Those 

items having factor loading scores higher than .45 are highlighted in bold type. 

The items selected to comprise the self control scale are both attitudinal and 

behavioral measures of self control. Most of the opportunity items and all the 

accidents items failed to meet the required selection criteria. From this analysis, 

self control as measured by the number of accidents the respondent reports is 

distinct from a more comprehensive measure of self control. Also, the 

opportunity items appear, for the most part to be distinct firom traditional 

measures of self control. 

Factor Bqenvalue 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

8.24680 
2.33234 
1.89688 
1.62831 
1.46899 
1.10451 
1.06587 
1.00127 
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TABLE 3.3 Factor Loading Scores for Items in the Self Control Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION: SELF CONTROL ITEMS FACTOR 
LOADING 
SCORES 

DILIGENCE 
I try hard in school. .55284 
I see no need for hard work. .57253 
Whatever I do, I try hard. -.45998 
f usually finish my homework. -.55530 
In general, do you like or dislike school? .47599 
How important is getting good grades? .57915 
Do you care what teachers think of you? .58390 
An easy life is a happy life. .39962 
SELF-CENTEREDNESS 
I try to get things I want even when I know that its causing problems for other 
people. .47877 
To get ahead, you have to do some things that are not right .63286 
Its okay to get around the law if you can get away with it .74663 
Rules were made to t)e broken. .72397 
Its okay to take something from big business because they won't miss it .69595 
anyway. 
Only fools tell the truth all the time. .55979 
I have lots of respect for the police. -.54119 
I tell good stories even if they aren't the whole truth. .29390 
Most things people call delinquency don't really hurt anyone. .44670 
Fools and suckers deserve what they get .16791 
RISK TAKING 
Sometimes, I take a risk just for the fun of it .45772 
Hitchhiking is too dangerous for me. -.41810 
I am usually pretty cautious. -.40915 
SKILL AND PLANNING 
I talk over future plans with my parents. .50810 
I live for today, and let tomorrow take care of itself. .34855 
When 1 get caught in a lie, I just tell another one. .49983 
People who break the law are almost always caught and punished. -.28597 
I don't devote much thought and effort to preparing for the future. .44705 
I try to save as much money as I can. -.23101 
PHYSICAL VS. VERBAL 
I lose my temper easily. -31948 
There is no good reason for one person to hit another. .33485 
BEHAVIORAL SELF CONTROL ITEMS 
Have you ever been in a car accident? -.25556 
Been hurt riding your bike, skateboard? -.29626 
Been to the emergency room for injuries? -.24503 
Broken one of your bones? --15394 
Hours spent on homework per week? .48383 
What kinds of grades do you get? .49558 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: CRIMINAL OPPORTUNITY ITEMS 
Have you ever gone looking for someone to hang around with at night? -.39295 
Have you ever stayed away from school because you had better things you 
wanted to do? -.58939 
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My parents know where I am when I am away from home. 
How many hours per week do you spend riding around in a car with friends? 
Have any of your friends t)een pfcked up by the polfce? 

-.60452 
-.32453 
-.55779 

The twenty two items selected tentatively comprising the self control scale, 

were then tested for reliability. Six items were dropped to increase scale 

reliability. The item-total correlations for each items, and the scale reliability are 

reported in Table 3.4. 

TABLE 3.4 item-Totat Correlations and Alpha of the Self Control Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Correlation 
Only fools tell the truth all the time. .5947 
To get ahead, you have to do some things that are not right .6678 
if s okay to get around the law if you can get away with it .7047 
Rules were made to t̂ e broken. .7092 
If s okay to take something from big business because they won't miss 
it anyway. .6404 
1 see no need for hard work. .5152 
When I get caught in a lie, I just tell another one. .4831 
I talk over future plans with my parents. .4436 
Sometimes, I take a risk just for the fun of it .4180 
I try to get things I want even when I know that ifs causing problems for 
other people. .4776 
On average, how many hours per week do you spend studying or doing .3877 
homework? 
In general, do you like or dislike school? .4003 
How important is getting good grades to you? .3985 
What kinds of grades do you get? .4178 
Do you care what teachers think of you? .4885 
try hard in school. .4594 

Alpha= .8701; N=1034; ltems=16 

The Self Control scale is reliable and measures a broad domain of 

attitudes and behaviors related to self control. The items in the Self Control scale 

are scored on a five point Likert scale with one corresponding to "strongly agree" 
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and five corresponding to "strongly disagree". Items are coded so that a low 

score on the items represents "low self control" and a high score represents "high 

self control". The frequencies of the items in the self control scale are included in 

Table 3.5. When self control is graphed in a histogram (see Appendix C), the 

variable appears to be skewed. The great majority of the sample reports 

moderate to high self control. This finding is to be expected as the sample was 

selected from a population of students who are currently enrolled in school. To 

be cunrently attending school and therefore available on the survey day, suggest 

at least a moderate level of self control in the respondent. 

The items in the scale appear to correspond to the risk-taking, self-

centeredness and diligence elements of self control. Although the other 

dimensions are not represented in the factor, this does not undermine the belief 

that this factor is an accurate representation of self control. The six dimensions of 

self control as outiined by Gottfredson and Hirschi are intended to represent 

potential domains of analysis within which the concept of self control is found. 

They do not propose that each element of self control represents a distinct 

subsection of self control, but rather when the elements are considered in 

concert, self control is measurable. From this understanding, groupings of tfie 

elements of self control may differ yet stiff measure the same underlying concept 

of self control. It is predicted that self control and delinquency have an inverse 

relationship with those exhibiting high self control commit few crimes. 
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Table 3.5 Frequency Distribution of Variables in the Self Control Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION' Response Category Percentages 
SA AG UN DA SO 

To get ahead, you have to do some things that 9.7 17.9 22.6 28.0 21.7 
aren't right 
Ifs okay to get around the law if you can get 10.3 17.8 21.7 24.9 25.2 
away with it 
Rul̂  were nnade to be broken. 12.0 16.4 22.0 27.5 25.3 
Ifs okay to take sonnething from big business 
because they won't miss it anyway. 5.7 9.0 17.7 34.5 33.2 
f see no need for hard work. 4.5 5.4 9.6 37.9 42.6 
Sometimes. 1 take a risk just for the fun of it 21.6 41.8 18.7 12.5 5.5 
1 try to get things 1 want even when 1 know ttiat 
ifs causing problems for other people. 5.0 17.4 27.3 36.6 13.7 
Only fools tell the truth all the time. 10.2 13.5 19.7 31.3 25.3 
1 talk over future plans with my parents. 25.1 41.4 16.5 10.8 10.8 
1 try hard in school. 29.7 45.2 15.0 7.4 2.8 
When 1 get caught in a lie, 1 just tell another 
nno 

7.2 17.8 23.4 32.7 18.8 
UIIC. 

3 + 2 Hour 1 Hour % >Vr 
Hour per per Hour Hour 
per day day per per 
day day day 

On average, how many hours per week do you 
spend doing homework? 7.9 15.4 27.6 16.0 33.2 

Like It About Dislike 
Equal It 

In general, do you like or dislike school? 21.5 54.0 24.2 
Very Imp. Fairly CompI 
imp. Unimp Unimp 

How important is getting good grades to you? 52.9 39.1 5.5 2.4 
Mostly Mostly Mostly Mostly Mostly 

A's B's C's D's F's 
What kinds of grades do you get? 34.9 38.4 20.4 4.7 1.5 

1 care 1 care 1 dont 
a lot some care 

much 
Do you care what teachers think of you? 27.5 46.5 25.4 
* n's range from 1075-1137 

The items that did not survive the self control scale construction, are used 

to create the acddents and criminal opportunity scales. The four items 
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measuring accidents are combined to create an accidents scale. Although the 

previous factor analysis did not indicate that the accident items should be 

included in a self control scale that is dominated by attitudinal measures of self 

control, there is theoretical relevance for creating an altemate accidents scale 

that measures behavioral manifestations of self control. The accidents scale will 

serve as an additional scale used to test the impact of self control on the 

dependent variables. As can be seen in Table 3.6, the accidents scale is not 

very reliable (alpha= .56), but because it is theoretically important, and rfs effects 

are previously untested, it Is included in the analysis. No combination of the four 

accident measures yielded a higher scale reliability. 

TABLE 3.6 Item-Total Correlations and Scale Reliability for the Accidents 
Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Correlations 
Have you ever been in a car, tnjck or motorcycle accident? .2506 
Have you ever been hurt riding your bike, skateboard or rollerblades? .3212 
Have you ever been to the emergency room of a hospital because of 
injuries due to an accident? .4680 
Have you ever broken one of your bones? .3483 

Alpha= .5597; n=1124; ltems=4 

Table 3.7 contains the frequencies for the items in the accidents scale. 

The majority of respondents report few accidents. With the exception of incurring 

injuries from riding a skateboard, rollerblades. or bicycle, few respondents report 

multiple injuries. This is particuiariy true if the injuries sustained are serious and 
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require medical treatment It is predicted that respondents who suffer many 

accidents are risk taking and adventuresome. In turn, they are more likely to 

take risks that may expose them to criminal opportunities, and make crime 

commission and victimization greater. 

Table 3.7 Frequency Distribution of Items in the Accidents Scale 

Behavioral Self Control 
Have you ever been in a car, truck or motorcycle 
accident? 
Have you ever t>een hurt riding your bike, skateboard 
or rollerblades? 
Have you ever been to the emergency room of a 
hospital because of injuries due to an accident? 
Have you ever broken one of your bones? 

Never Once/ Sevrf. Many 
Twice Times Times 

37.7 48.7 9.9 3.6 

18.5 21.3 44.0 14.8 

46.0 37.0 9.2 7.1 
59.6 30.6 5.7 3.6 

N's range from 

3.2 Criminal Opportunity Scales 

According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), low self control alone does 

not create crime. Opportunity for crime commission must be present It is when 

propensity meets opportunity that crime is most likely. The opportunity items 

included in the initial self control factor analyses did not survive the analysis, and 

are not included in the self control scale. The opportunity items will be used to 

create scales that measure criminal opportunity apart from self control. The 

opportunity items in the questionnaire correspond to two conceptually different 

types of opportunity. There are items that measure generalized criminal 

opportunity, and items that measure dating violence opportunity. The General 
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Criminal Opportunity items tap into the concept of "unsupervised leisure time" 

(Osgood et al., 1988; 1990). The items measure how much time is spent outside 

of adult supervision, in addition, Marcus Felson's (1986) idea of "intimate 

handlers", a revised concept based on Hirschi social control theory (1969) in 

which significant others place physical and psychological restraints and monitors 

on our behavior, is included in the questions that address whether parents know 

the whereabouts of their children. 

Finally, questions that measure dating violence opportunity are included. 

These items are original to this survey and are based on concepts from the 

literature on criminal opportunity. The dating opportunity items are modeled on 

the other opportunity items in the survey. Because dating violence cannot occur 

if one does not date, questions regarding dating experience and involvement 

were included. It is hypothesized that those teen-agers that date more, and have 

positive attitudes toward dating many people expose themselves to more 

opportunities for dating violence. Because dating violence has an atypical 

gender distribution as compared to other crimes with at least half of the offenders 

being female, additional dating opportunity items are included in the survey. The 

dating violence situation may be unique and therefore contribute to the atypical 

gender distribution. It is also important to assess the effect of guardianship on 

both general behavior and dating behavior. Therefore, questions regarding 

parents' knowledge of who the child is dating are included on the survey 

instrument. Table 3.8 contains the criminal opportunity and dating violence 
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opportuntty ttems. 

[Table 3.8 Proposed Criminal and Dating Violence Opportunity Items 

ITEM DESCRIPTION: CRIMINAL OPPORTUNITY ITEMS 
Have you ever gone looking for someone to hang around with at night? 
Have you ever stayed away from school because you had better things you wanted to do? 
My parents know where I am when I am away from home. 
How many hours per week do you spend riding around in a car with friends? 
Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? 
Have you ever been sent out of the classroom by a teacher? 
DATING OPPORTUNITY ITEMS 
Have you ever gone out on dates? 
How many hours per week do you spend going on dates? 
My parents always know who I am dating. 
When I date, I almost always double date. 
I have had dates with more than one person in the same week. 
I wouldn't date someone that I didn't know really well. 

An exploratory factor analysis using principle components analysis with 

varimax rotation was perfomned on the twelve items listed above. The results of 

this analysis are listed in Tables 3.9 and 3.9.1. According to the results of Table 

3.9, there appear to be two non-trivial factors with eigenvalues of 1.0 or higher. 

Table 3.9.1 reports the factor loadings of each items. In general, the factors 

seem to represent general criminal opportunity and dating opportunity although 

there is some overlap of items. 

TABLE 3.9 Principle Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation of the 
Criminal and Dating Opportunity Items 

Factor Number Eigenvalue 

1 
2 

3.57454 
1.62772 



74 

The results of the factor analysis are a bit ambiguous. One of the criminal 

opportunity items (hours spent riding around with friends) loads on Factor Two 

which seems to represent dating opportunity. Two of the dating opportunity 

variables (I wouldn't date someone that I didn't know really well and my parents 

always know who I am dating) load on Factor One, the factor that seems to 

measure criminal opportunity. The factors emerging are not clearly defined as 

dating violence or general criminal opportunity factors. If one factor that 

measured opportunity was to be created that I would choose only the items with 

high factor loading scores on Factor One to create the scale. However, there is a 

substantive interest in testing the independent effects of dating opportunity and 

generalized criminal opportunity on predicting dating violence. Because there is 

a theoretical interest in testing the effects of generalized and crime specific 

opportunity, two opportunity scales were created. 
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TABLE 3.9.1 Factor Loading Scores of Criminal Opportunity and Dating 
Opportuntiy Scales 

FACTOR FACTOR 
LOADING LOADING 
SCORES SCORES 

PTEM DESCRIPTION: CRIMINAL OPPORTUNITY fTEMS FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 
Have you ever gone looking for someone to hang around with at night? 

.51210 .29474 
Have you ever stayed away from school because you had better things 
you wanted to do? .63800 .26775 
My parents know where 1 am when 1 am away from home. .71245 .10041 
How many hours per week do you spend riding around in a car with 
friends? .28983 .52125 
Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? .62548 .26511 
Have you ever been sent out of the classroom by a teacher? .54911 .23721 
DATING OPPORTUNITY rTEMS 
Have you ever gone out on dates? .02277 .82343 
How many hours per week do you spend going on dates? -.00922 .82494 
My parents always know who 1 am dating. .71490 -.11179 
When 1 date, 1 almost always double date. .34285 -.04526 
1 have had dates with more than one person in the same week. .18923 .62443 
1 wouldn't date someone that 1 didn't know really well. .48512 .13536 

3.2.1 Criminal Opportunity Scale Constmction 

Table 3.9.2 reports the scale reliability for the General Criminal 

Opportunity scale. The scale is fairly reliable with an alpha equal to .7313. The 

six proposed criminal opportunity items used in the previous two factor analyses 

(regarding the construction of the self control and opportunity scales) are 

included in the general criminal opportunity scale. Although Gottfredson and 

Hirschi are certainly correct when they assert that opportunity measures are 

proxies for self control, in later regression analysis both variables will be used. 
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TABLE 3.9.2 Item-Total Correlations and Alpha of Criminal Opportunity 
Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Correlations 
Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? .5578 
Have you ever gone looking for someone to hang around with at night? .4307 
Have you ever been sent out of the classroom by a teacher? .5704 
Have you ever stayed away from school because you had better things 
you wanted to do? .5782 
My parents know where I am when I am away from home. .4258 
How many hours per week do you spend riding around in a car with 
friends? .3749 

Alpha= .7313; n=1064; ltems=6 

The frequency distribution for the items in the opportunity scale is listed in 

Table 3.9.3 and in Figure 8 in Appendix 0. From the frequency distribution and 

the histogram of criminal opportunity, It appears that most students are exposed 

to moderate or low amounts of criminal opportunity. The items in the criminal 

opportunity scale represent time spent away from adult supervision, time spent in 

peer groups away from adult supen/lsion, and the presence or absence of adult 

guardianship and knowledge of the child's whereabouts. Because crime takes 

so little time to commit, substantial amounts of time spent outside of adult view, 

will amount to substantial amounts of criminal opportunity. The one item, "have 

you ever been sent out of the classroom by a teacher" is interesting and a bit 

controversial. It is both a measure of delinquency (acting up in school) and a 

measure of criminal opportunity. A great deal of crime occurs in schools. If the 

child is sent out of the classroom, ostensibly to be punished by the principle, and 

that child Is not accompanied by an adult guardian en route to his punishment, 
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then that child is freed from adult supervision temporarily. As crime takes little 

time to commit, substantial time spent outside of adult view, will result in 

substantial criminal opportunity. 

Table 3.9.3 Frequency Distribution of Items in the Criminal Opportunity 
Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION * Response Category Percentaaes 
Criminal Opportunity Never Once/ Several Many 

Twice Times Times 
Have you ever gone looking for someone to hang around with 
at night? 33.5 28.6 19.2 17.9 
Have you ever stayed away from school because you had 
better things you wanted to do? 42.9 34.4 12.0 10.3 

SA AG UN DA SD 

My parents know where 1 am when 1 am away from home. My parents know where 1 am when 1 am away from home. 
23.0 37.0 17.2 14.5 8.2 
None 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 + 

How many hours per week do you spend riding around in a 
car with friends? 22.7 33.2 21.1 9.9 13.2 

None One Two Three Four + 

Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? 39.9 15.1 13.9 5.1 26.0 
Never Once Several Many 

Times 
Many 

Have you ever been sent out of the classroom by a teacher? Have you ever been sent out of the classroom by a teacher? 
35.6 37.1 13.4 13.5 

3.2.2 Dating Opportunity Scale Construction 

The six items corresponding to dating opportunity were used to create the 

dating violence scale. When items were eliminated to increase the scale's 

reliability only two items were left: do you date, and how many hours per week 

do you spend dating. The other items that were created to measure parental 

knowledge of the child's dating partner, exposure to many dating partners, and 

attitudes toward dating in general are not important measures of dating 

opportunity. Apparently, only the simplest measures of dating opportunity are 
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needed. The scale created is fairly reliable, and the frequency distribution 

reported in Table 3.9.4, shows that the majorit/ of the sample have dated, and 

that a number date often. 

TABLE 3.9.4 Item-Total Correlations and Scale Reliability for the Dating 
Opportunity Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Conrelations 
Do you date? .5776 
How many hours per week do you spend going on dates? .5776 

AIpha= .7278; N=1092; ltems=2 

This scale does not tap into parental monitoring of whom the child dates, 

and therefore the effects of parental guardianship, via approval of dating partners 

will not be tested. Dating opportunity, as operationalized in this scale will test the 

effects of dating, and hours spent dating, on predicting dating violence. Future 

analyses may be in order to tease out the individual effects of parental 

monitoring, promiscuity, and hours spent dating on predicting dating violence. 
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TABLE 3.9.5 Frequency Distribution of the Dating Opportunity Items 

Dating Opportunity 
Never Once/ Sevri. Many 

Twice Times Times 
Have you ever gone out on dates? 13.4 22.7 23.6 36.1 

None 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 + 
How many hours per week do you spend going on 
dates? 26.9 27.4 22.4 11.9 11.4 

3.3 Creation of Parental Violence Scales 

There is a great deal of research on the inter-generationai transfer of 

violence in which young children who witness or experience parental violence 

and then replicate this violence in later relationships. According to this 

prediction, children who have been hit by parents or have witnessed parents hit 

each other, are more likely than children who do not witness parental violence to 

become either victims or offenders of later violence in their own intimate 

relationships. To test the proposed effect of family violence on later dating 

violence, and crime in general, a Parental Violence scale was created. Although 

the self control scales are of primary theoretical importance to this study, the 

potential influence that abusive parents have on dating violence, general crime or 

on self control, can not be overiooked. According to the literature, roughly forty 

percent of all couples engaged in intimate violence had experienced or witnessed 

parental violence in the past (Straus and Gelles, 1990). If this hypothesis is true. 



it is predicted that Family Abuse will relate positively to delinquency in general 

and to dating violence in particular. 

To create a scale to be used in later bi-variate and multi-variate analyses, 

factor analysis was performed on the four family abuse items in the 

questionnaire. The items are: have you ever seen your father hit your mother, 

have you ever seen your mother hit your father, have you ever been hit by either 

of your parents, have you ever hit one of your parents. One factor emerged. 

These four items then were tested for scale reliability. Two items, have you ever 

been hit by either of your parents and have you ever hit one of your parents, 

were dropped to increase scale reliability. The scale created is listed in Table 

3.9.6, and measures whether the respondent has ever witnessed parental 

violence. 

TABLE 3.9.6 Item-Total Correlations and Alpha for the Parental Violence 
Scale 

Item Description Item-Total Correlation 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? .6156 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? .6477 

Alphas.6910; N=1130: ltems=2 

The sample distribution for the two items in the Parental Violence scale is 

listed in Table 3.9.7. The items in the Family Abuse scale were also scored on a 

Likert scale with one indicating that the respondent had "never" experienced or 
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witnessed parental abuse, and a score of five indicates that the respondent had 

experienced or witnessed parental abuse "many times". As can be seen from the 

frequencies of the items and the histogram of Parental Violence (see Fig. 10, in 

Appendix C), few respondents in the sample have witnessed parental violence. 

When respondents did witness one parent hit the other, they were more likely to 

see the father hit the mother. This finding is consistent with other research, and 

it is suggested by past research that ̂ ther to mother violence has a more 

deleterious impact on children and their later experience with violence, given the 

different levels of social power of men and women. 

Table 3.9.7 Frequency Distribution of the items in the Parental Violence 
Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION * Response Category Percentages 
Never Once or Several Many 

Twice Times Times 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 83.1 7.9 4.2 4.4 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 82.9 11.4 2.9 2.5 

* n's range from 1130-1133 

3.4 Attitudes Towards Dating Violence and Help Seeking Scale Construction 

The final independent variables discussed, those which will be used in 

later multi-variate analyses, measure attitudes toward dating violence. The 
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rationale behind testing these effects is two-fold. First, the relationship between 

attitudes and behaviors concerning dating violence is tested. If respondents 

report that they are very likely to use violence in certain dating situations, do they 

then report offending? Although the causal relationship of the attitudes and 

behavior can not be clarified here as attitudes may reflect previous behavior 

instead of predicting future behavior, holding pro-violence attitudes may signal 

current or future dating violence. More importantly, the items are included to 

predict dating violence victimization. 

According to a rational choice perspective on victimization the potential 

"target" can be desirable or undesirable to the potential offender. An attractive 

dating violence target is available (opportunity), and may believe that violence is 

acceptable in dating relationships and therefore does not quit the relationship 

when it occurs, nor does the "target" tell others or react adversely when the 

dating violence occurs. Because much has been written concerning mutual 

abuse in relationships and women's disproportionate involvement in intimate 

violence as compared to other violent crimes, both target and offender may hold 

the same beliels. On the converse, an unattractive target for dating violence 

would hold high help seeking attitudes, and would be likely to tell someone else 

or call the police if they were victimized in a dating relationship. 

The items in Table 3.9.8 were factor analyzed to look for uni-

dimensionality. The results of the factor analysis are listed in Table 3.9.8. The 

attitudes towards dating violence loaded on two separate factors that appear to 
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represent Violent Attitudes and Help Seeking. TTie higher factor loading score for 

each item is represented in bold type. One item, "how likely is it that you would 

stay with a partner who hit you" does not load heavily on either factor and is 

eliminated from later scale construction. 

Table 3.9.8 Factor Loading Scores For the Items in the Attitudes Toward 
Dating Violence Scale 

FACTOR FACTOR 
LOADING LOADING 
SCORES SCORES 

nEM DESCRIPTION: Attitudes Towards Dating Violence FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 
How likely is it that you would do the following in a dating 
relationship... 
Hit a partner if you caught him or her cheating on you? .71905 .13627 
Slap a partner for embarrassing you in fiont of friends? .64839 .06428 
End an argument with you partner by using physical violence? .80059 -.19674 
Hit you partner while you were drunk or on drugs? .76372 -.22369 
Stay with a partner who hit you? -.38363 .43428 
Call the police if a partner hit you? .30181 .78388 
Tell someone else if a partner hit you? .18543 .79550 

The attitudes towards dating violence items were used to create two 

scales: Violent Attitudes and Help Seeking. The scale reliabilities and inter-item 

correlations for each scale are listed in Tables 3.9.9 and 3.1.1 respectively. Both 

scales are reliable and represent a variety of attitudes assessing the acceptability 

of dating violence and help seeking when faced with dating violence. Although 

the scale reliabilities are not high, especially for the Help Seeking scale, the 

scales represent important substantive hypotheses to be tested in the prediction 

of dating violence offending and victimization. 



84 

TABLE 3.9.9 Item-Total Correlations and Reliability of the Attitudes 
Towards Dating Violence Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Correlations 
How likely is it tiiat you would do the following in a dating 
relationship... 
Hit a partner if you caught him or her cheating on you? .5335 
Slap a partner for embarrassing you in fiont of fnends? .4713 
End an argument with you partner by using physical violence? .5838 
Hit you partner while you were drunic or on drugs? .5174 

AIpha= .7217; n=1078; Items=4 

TABLE 3.1.1 Item-Total Correlations and Scale Reliability for the Help 
Seeking Scale 

Item Description Item-Total Correlation 
How likely is it that you would do the following in a dating 
relationship? 
Call the police if a partner hit you? .5255 
Tell someone else if a partner hit you? .5255 

Aipha=.6888: N=1084: ltems=2 

Table 3.1.2 reports the frequency distribution for the items in both the 

Violent Attitudes and Help Seeking Scales. Few respondents report that they 

would be very likely or somewhat likely to use violence in a variety of dating 

situations. Respondents are most likely to view violence as likely if it is in 

response to Infidelity. Although the majority of the sample does not see violence 

as a likely outcome of a variety of potentially stressful situations, they do not 

appear to be likely to seek help if it does occur. According to the results in the 

table the respondents are about as likely as not to call the police and less likely 



than not to tell someone else tf they experienced violence in a dating relationship. 

These findings suggest that dating violence, if it does occur, not likely to be 

reported to others. The victim is reluctant to engage third parties in the 

relationship, and may increase the risk for dating violence initially and in the 

future. 

Table 3.1.2 Frequency Distribution of Items in the Attitudes Toward 
Violence and Help Seeking Scales 

ITEM DESCRIPTION * Response Category Peroentaqes 
VERY SOME UND SOME VERY 

UKELY UKELY UNUKE UNUKE 
How likely is it that you would do the following in a dating 
relationship...? 
ATTITUDES TOWARD DATING VIOLENCE 
Hit a partner if you caught him or her cheating on you? 

14.5 10.2 10.3 10.6 54.5 
Slap a partner for embarrassing you in firont of friends? 

11.7 13.3 12.1 12,3 50.6 
End an argument with you partner by using physical 
violence? 4.4 2.8 7.9 9.7 75.2 
Hit you partner while you were drunk or on drugs? 3.3 4.3 9.7 7.1 72.1 
HELP SEEKING 
Call the police if a partner hit you? 36.9 13.4 20.7 13,4 15.5 
Tell someone else if a partner hit you? 16.0 7.4 16.3 24.7 35.6 

3.5 Bi-Variate Relationships Between the Independent Variables, Sex and Class 

To test for possible multi-collinearity problems among the independent 

scales, bivariate correlations were run. The results of this analysis are presented 

in Table 3.1.3. Multicollinearity is not considered to be a problem for these 

independent variables as none of the correlations exceeds .7 (Tabachnick and 

Fidell, 1997). However, self control and opportunity are highly conrelated (-.60) 

and their inclusion into multivariate regression equations may produce redundant 
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findings. However, because they measure slightly different theoretical domains, 

they are included separately as independent measures. 

TABLE 3.1.3 Pearson's Correlations Among the Independent Variables 

04 05 06 07 08 09 

01 Sex n.s. .28 -.20 -.15 n.s. .15 
02 Age n.s. n.s. n.s. .15 .17 -.10 
03 Welfare Receipt .21 -.18 .07* n.s. .15 .07* 
04 Family Abuse 1.0 -.25 .32 .23 .11 .22 
05 Self Control 1.0 -.28 -.60 -.12 -.24 
06 Accidents 1.0 .34 .13 .12 
07 Opportunity 1.0 .35 .12 
08 Dating Oppty. 1.0 n.s. 
09 Violent Attitude 1.0 

* indicates a significance at the p < .05 level; all other correlations are significant at the p < .001 level 

Several relationships among the independent variables should be noted. 

Each of the independent variables perfomns as suggested by Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's General Theory. Accordingly, as self control increases, accidents, 

holding violent attitudes, criminal opportunity and dating opportunity decrease. It 

is proposed that as self control increases, the individual understands the 

consequences of risky actions and chooses not to participate in them. 

Additionally, self control is inversely associated with welfare receipt and family 

abuse. When the respondent reports having parents who have received welfare 

benefits, or witnessing parental abuse, self control decreases. It may be that the 

effect of welfare receipt and parental abuse on self control is mediated by 

criminal opportunity. Parents who are involved in abuse against each other may 

not be paying attention to their children and therefore are not taking the time to 
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teach children self control. Parents who have received welfare payments 

cunrently or in the past may have inconsistent work schedules that interfere with 

adequate childcare and child-rearing. 

Finally, self control is positively associated with being a girl. In other 

studies (Zager, 1994, Burton, et al., 1998) giris have been shown to exhibit 

higher levels of self control (coded as 1=Male and 2=female). Girls are also less 

likely to report numerous accidents and high criminal opportunity. Girls, 

however, are more likely than boys to believe that violence is acceptable in 

certain dating situations. To investigate the relationship between the theoretical 

predictor variables and sex and class, further analysis is needed. 

Self Control (Zager, 1994; Burton, etal., 1998) and Criminal Opportunity 

(Hindelang, et al; 1978) is believed to vary by sex, with giris exhibiting higher 

levels of self control, and exposed to or exposing themselves to lower levels of 

criminal opportunity. Class is believed to vary negatively with Self Control, if with 

declining income we also have declining supervision and monitoring, due to 

parents working and leaving children pooriy supervised. The variable selected, 

"Has your family ever received welfare benefits" (coded as 1=never, and 3=yes, 

now), was chosen because it most accurately depicts the class standing in 

question. People whose income falls below the poverty line can not pay for 

adequate child-care when at work, and may be more likely to leave their children 

unsupervised at times. Cross tabulations, with Chi-Square tests of association 

were run to test the relationship between tiie independent variable scales and 
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demographic variables. The results of these correlation analyses are found in 

Table 3.1.4. 

According to Gottfinedson and Hirschi, those with low self control are 

uninterested in work, and the restraints it places on their freedom and mobility. 

Therefore, those with low self control are believed to have unstable job histories. 

When the students report on their parent's receipt of welfare benefits, they may 

actually be reporting their parent's unstable job history or their level of self 

control. Parents with low self control are ill-equipped to instill it in their children, 

through diligence and careful monitoring. 

Table 3.1.4 Bivariate Associations Between Independent Variables 

Percent 
Percent Male Cunrently 

Receiving 
Welfare Benefits 

37.8 
63.4 
44.2 

43.9 
35.7 
66.2 
23.8 

Percent Witnessing Parental Abuse 47.7 
Percent Reporting Low Self Control 65.5 
Percent Reporting Many Accidents 58.8 
Percent Reporting High Criminal 
Opportunity 53.3 
Percent Reporting High Dating Opportunity 46.5 
Percent Reporting Strong Violent Attitudes 37.7 
Percent Reporting Strong Helpseeking 77.9 

Several relationships found in Table 3.1.4 should be noted. Boys are 

more likely than girls to report lower levels of self control, many accidents, high 

criminal opportunity and strong helpseeking attitudes. Giris are more likely than 



boys to report strong violent attitudes. And boys and girls are about as likely to 

have witnessed parental violence, and report high dating opportunities. Those 

respondents whose parents currently receive welfare payments are more likely 

than the respondents whose parents have never received welfare payments to 

report lower levels of self control. They are less likely to hold strong help seeking 

attitudes if they do encounter dating violence, and are more likely to view 

violence as acceptable in certain dating situations. 

Class and sex will be used as demographic variables in later multiple 

regressions on the offender and the victim. At this point, all independent 

variables and scales have been specified. All scales appear to be singular, 

reliable, and theoretically relevant. Chapter Four explains the proposed model 

and the multiple regression models used to undercover differences or similarities 

between dating violence and general crime in terms of Demographics, Self 

Control, Parental Violence, Attitudes toward Dating Violence and Opportunity. 
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Chapter Four: 

Predicting Dating Violence and General Offending 

4.1. Theoretical Predictions of Self Control and Dating Violence 

The theoretical background of the analysis gained from Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, suggests that self control, as operationalized in attitudinal and behavioral 

measures, along with criminal opportunity measures will predict most types of 

crime. Attitudinal measures of self control tap the dimensions of risk taking, self-

centeredness and adherence to laws and norms. The behavioral indicators 

measure school performance (grades, and homework per week) and accidents. 

The accidents scale is separate from the other self control scale which includes 

the school performance items. The dating violence offender is hypothesized to 

resemble the general offender and exhibit low self control, have poor school 

perfonmance and numerous accidents. 

The opportunity measures are divided into two scales: generalized 

criminal opportunity, and dating opportunity. The criminal opportunity measures 

tap into generalized opportunity items such as how many hours the youth spends 

riding around in a car at night with friends, and dating opportunity items that 

measure how often the respondent dates. The dating items are separated from 

the generalized crime opportunity items to test the possibility that increased 

dating exposure provides opportunity for dating violence to occur, when holding 

generalized criminal opportunity constant. Dating offenders may have increased 

dating opportunities that make dating violence commission more likely. It is 
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hypothesized that dating violence offenders will expose themselves to greater 

dating violence opportunities, and date more often, than non-dating violence 

offenders. Therefore, It is important for the prediction of dating violence to 

include proven measures of criminal opportunity as an indication of lifestyle 

choices, as well as, crime-specific opportunity measures that describe the 

antecedent crime situation. 

Finally, the research on violence between intimates suggests that 

witnessing parental violence may pre-dispose the young child to commit later 

acts of intimate violence. This is due to socialization influences that teach the 

young child that violence is appropriate in certain intimate situations. It is 

suggested that witnessing parental violence nonnalizes the use of violence 

against intimates, and makes the child more likely to offend against intimates and 

less likely, if victimized, to seek outside help to prevent further victimizations. 

Therefore, it is predicted that witnessing parental violence and believing in the 

acceptability of violence in dating situations, will increase the likelihood of 

committing acts of dating violence. The parental abuse scale Is separated from 

the violent attitudes scale to test the independent effects of each on the risk of 

dating violence offending. Growing up in a home where parents engage in abuse 

may indicate more about the nature of that home in terms of parental, social 

control than simply the transmission of violent attitudes. 

Dating violence offenders are believed to exhibit low self control and have 

access to abundant criminal opportunities. Dating violence offenders are 
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believed to accept the use of violence in dating situations, reject help seeking 

attitudes, and come from homes where the parents engage in violence against 

each other. These are the specific hypotheses being tested. Three general 

propositions are also being tested: Can the general theory of crime predict 

dating violence? Are dating offenders different from general offenders in terms of 

prediction? Are dating offenders versatile in their offending, or do they specialize 

in dating violence to the exclusion of other crimes?. Because much of the 

research on violence between intimate partners assumes that this crime is 

distinct from other crimes in terms of causation, analyses are performed on 

general crime as a dependent variable to highlight similarities or differences 

between general crime and dating violence. According to Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, dating offenders should not differ from otiier offenders in terms of 

behavior or causation. Therefore, dating offenders will be versatile offenders 

who commit a wide variety of crime and delinquency and exhibit low self control. 

4.2. Analyzing Bivariate Associations 

4.2.1. Correlational Analysis Between Independent and Dependent 
Variables 

Before a multivariate test of self control on dating violence can be 

performed, bivariate relationships between independent and dependent variables 

must be assessed. The bivariate tests serve two purposes. First, they test the 

relationships t̂ etween the independent variables as a check on multi-collinearity 

before the scales are entered into regression analyses. Second, the bivariate 
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analysis show preliminary results or trends between the independent scales arxJ 

the dependent variables of dating violence offending and general crime 

offending. The first bivariate aniyses used Pearson's Correlation coefficients to 

test for relationships t̂ etween variables. The results are summarized in Table 

4.1. 

TABLE 4.1 Correlations Among the Independent and Dependent Variables 

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 

01 Sex n-s. .28 -.20 -.15 n.s. .15 .07 -.23 
02 Age n.s. n.s. n.s. .15 .17 -.10 n.s. n .̂ 
03 Welfare Receipt -21 -.18 .or n.s. .15 ssr .12 .19 
04 Family Abuse 1.0 -.25 .32 .23 .11 22 .32 .32 
05 Self Control 1.0 -.28 -.60 -.12 -.24 -.22 -.63 
06 Acckjents 1.0 .34 .13 .12 .23 .42 
07 Opportunity 1.0 .35 .12 .23 .68 
08 Dating Oppty. 1.0 n.s. .19 .26 
09 Violent Attitude 1.0 .30 .21 
10 Datinq Violence 1.0 .38 
11 General Crime 1.0 

* indicates a significance at the p < .05 level: all (̂ hercorrelafions are significant at the p< .001 tewei 

Many relationships in Table 4.1 must be highlighted. Rrst, dating violence 

offenders do appear to commit other types of crime, as the correlation between 

dating violence and general crime is significant at the p < .001 level (.38). From 

this analysis it appears that dating offsndeis are not spectalists in dating 

violence, but commit other criminal acts as well. Second, sex is the only variable 

that differentiates dating violence offisnders from general crime oftenders. 

According to the relationships reported in Table 4.1, women are more likely to 

report engaging in dating violence offending than men. Men, however, are more 
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likely to report engaging in general acts of crime and delinquency. The fact that 

women report more acts of dating violence offending that men is puzzling. This 

gender discrepancy may be due to the fact that the variable chosen, hitting a 

dating partner, is non-serious, and perhaps non-specific and may account for 

women's over-representation. Or, the altemative explanation may be that 

women do hit their dating partners more than men, or at least report it when they 

do. 

When comparing relationships between the independent variables and the 

two dependent variables, the relationships appear to be very similar. Both dating 

opportunity and general crime opportunity are positively associated with dating 

violence and general crime. According to these results, engaging in 

"unsupervised leisure time" appears to increase the likelihood for dating violence, 

and dating more often, appears to increase the likelihood of general crime 

offending. This finding may highlight the non-specialized nature of the offenders, 

and that exposure to any criminal opportunity may increase the chance for 

offending in a variety of crimes. 

Self control, accidents, wel̂ re receipt, violent attitudes and abuse appear 

to have similar relationships with general crime and dating violence. As self 

control decreases, dating violence and general crime increase. Similariy, as the 

number of accidents increases, so does dating violence and general crime. 

Having parents who currentiy receive welfare benefits, increases the likelihood 

for both dating violence and general crime. 
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When the child witnesses parental violence or holds pro-violence 

attitudes, dating violence and general crime increases. This finding reflects the 

findings in much of the research on the inter-generational transfer of violence, yet 

introduces a new element in the associations with general crime. It appears that 

vy^nessing parental violence is deleterious to the child regardless of whether the 

criminal outcome is dating violence or general crime. It is suggested that 

witnessing parental violence may make one more likely to engage in law 

breaking behavior in general, rather than specializing in violence against people 

well known to them. Another argument against the specialization hypothesis is 

found in the analysis of violent attitudes. Holding violent attitudes, that it is 

acceptable to use violence in specific dating situations, appears to increase the 

likelihood of both dating violence and general crime. These findings suggest that 

approving of the use of violence in dating relationships may not only influence the 

risk of dating offending, but offending in other violent and non-violent crimes as 

well. 

The relationships among independent variables are reported in Table 4.1. 

The relationship between self control and opportunity is the strongest (-.60). As 

self conti-ol decreases, criminal opportunity Increases. This Is the relationship 

suggested by Gottfredson and Hirschi. They suggest that people with low self 

control create criminal opportunities by making risky lifestyle choices. Although 

the association Is high, it is not high enough (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1997; pg. 

84) to indicate multicollinearity problems. It is reasonable to assume that the two 
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scales represent different concepts, and can be included together in multivariate 

analyses. Self control and dating opportunity also appear to be inversely related, 

although it is not as strong an association as self control has with general crime 

opportunity. This is due to the social conventionality ofthe two acts. Dating is a 

relatively accepted practice among teenagers age thirteen to seventeen. 

Frequent dating, or dating with multiple partners is less socially accepted. 

However, since the scale consists of only two questions, do you date and how 

often you date, we would expect a smaller correlation coefficient than if the scale 

were comprised of items that measured how many dating partners one has. The 

criminal opportunity scale includes items such as staying out of school because 

the student had something better to do, and going out looking for someone to 

hang out with at night. These are much less socially acceptable practices than 

dating, and we would expect larger correlation coefficient. 

Family abuse has an inverse relationship with both welfare receipt and self 

control. The temporal priority ofthe association between family abuse and 

welfare receipt is unclear, however, as one becomes a welfare recipient the 

likelihood for abuse between parents increases. The converse of this is also true 

and may make more logical temporal sense. Parents who engage In violence 

against their spouses, according to the general theory of crime, may have weak 

conventional ties, and poor commitiTient to work and career. The relationship 

between family abuse and self conti'ol is also predicted by Hirschi and 

Gottfredson. If one assumes that parents who hit each other are less effective 



parents than parents who do not hit each other, then their ability to 

control in their children, when they are not exhibiting it themselves, 

impaired. 

instill self 

maybe 

4.2.2. Cross-tab Analysis of Independent and Dependent Variable 

Further bivariate relationships are included in Table 4.2. Data from cross 

tabs of dependent variables and independent variables are listed in Table 4.2. 

The first relationship of note. Is the association between dating violence and 

other crimes. 

Table 4.2 Bivariate Associations Between Independent and Dependent 
Variables 

Dating Dating General 
Offender Non- Offender* 

Offender 
Percent Female 71.5 47.8 49.6 
Percent Currently Receiving Welfare 10.4** 3.1** 4.3-
Benefits 
Percent Witnessing Parental Abuse 51.1 19.0 23.4 
Percent Reporting Low Self Control 58.9 33.6 43.5 
Percent Reporting Many Accidents 58.5 39.3 45.3 
Percent Reporting High Criminal 59.1 31.0 42.0 
Opportunity 
Percent Reporting High Dating 55.5 33.1 38.4 
Opportunity 
Percent Reporting Strong Violent Attitudes 76.7 36.4 44.0 
Percent General Offender* 94.0 78.6 100.0 

* but not a dating offender; ** significant at the p < .05 level, all other assodations are significant 
at the p < .001 level; N's range from 1048-1128 
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According to the data in Table 4.2, 94% of ail dating offenders have committed 

other acts of crime or delinquency. This is contrasted with 78.6% of respondents 

who did not report dating violence, but did report some other act of crime or 

delinquency. The versatility of dating violence offenders appears to be clear. 

They are not specializing in one type of crime to the exclusion of others. 

Dating violence offenders are more likely to come from homes where they 

witnessed parental abuse, have parents who currently receive welfare benefits, 

exhibit a low level of self control, and report having had many accidents than 

either dating non-offenders or general (but not dating) offenders. In addition, 

dating violence offenders are more likely to hold strong violent attitudes, 

experience high criminal opportunity, and high levels of dating involvement than 

either dating non-offenders or general offenders. Dating offenders are much 

more likely to be women than either dating non-offenders or general offenders. 

Dating violence offenders are more likely to be female, experience higher levels 

of criminal opportunity, date more, witness parental abuse, hold pro-violence 

attitudes and exhibit lower levels of self control when compared to general crime 

offenders. This is somewhat surprising, especially given the sex distribution of 

the crime. However, dating violence Is an assault and the general crime scale 

includes items such as minor theft and vandalism which some may consider to 

be non-serious forms of delinquency. To understand the what may be causing 

the divergence between dating violence offenders and general offenders, 

especially regarding the sex distribution, a multi-variate analysis is needed. 
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4.3 Multi-Variate Anafyses: Simple and Sequential Linear Regressions 

4.3.1 Unear Regression of Dating Violence and General Crime on 
Theoretical Concepts 

The first multivariate test involves the theoretical propositions laid out by 

Gottfredson and Hirschi regarding the predictive power of the general theory of 

crime for most crimes. According to the authors, self control measures when 

linked with opportunity measures should significantly predict most types of 

criminal and delinquent offending. As such, a simple test of the theory would 

include only those measures. However, because little wori< by criminologists has 

focused on dating violence, I also included the one important predictor variable 

found in the results of most research on violence between intimates: family 

abuse. However, the meaning of witnessing parental abuse is still under debate. 

Gottfredson and Hirschi would see this variable as another measure of self 

control. Having parents who hit each other may be a proxy for one's potential 

level of self control. Therefore, the abuse variable does not necessarily 

represent a competing theory against which the General Theory of Crime is 

tested. The test of the General Theory of Crime, coupled with the key predictor 

variable of family abuse, is presented in Table 4.3. 

The variables, or scales as may be the case, were entered into a linear 

regression at the same time. The dependent variables were regressed 
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separately on the independent variables of Abuse, Self Control, Accidents and 

Opportunity. As can be seen from the results presented in Table 4.3, family 

abuse is the main significant predictor variable for dating violence offending. 

Accidents, or behavioral self control, has a non-significant effect on predicting 

dating violence. The primary measure of Self Control and Opportunity are 

significant predictors of dating violence at the p < .05 level, but their coefficients 

are quite small. Because the sample size Is large (N=1149), one can not place 

too much weight on the significance of such small regression coeffiecents. 

Table 4.3 Regression of Dating Violence and General Crime on Theoretical 
Predictor Variables 

Dating General 
Violence Crime 

Beta Beta 
Abuse .2762 .1677 
Accidents n.s. .1433 
Self Control .0971* -.2986 
Opportunity .0900* .1677 

.15 R^= .58 
F= 42.99 F= 345.3 
p < .001 p < .001 

* indicates significance at the p < .05 level; all other coefficients are significant at the p < .001 
level 

When general crime is regressed on the independent variables, ail 

variables are significant predictors of general crime. In this Instance, self control 

appears to have the greatest influence on predicting general crime offending. 

The explained variance for this model is good (R2= .58), and it appears that the 
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model explains over half of the variance in the relationship. The explained 

variance, when dating violence is the dependent variable, is relatively low (.15). 

The model predicts only approximately 15% of the variance in the relationship. 

This finding indicates that much about dating violence offending remains to be 

explained or specified. However, given the asymmetrical distribution of dating 

violence, the low explained variance could be a function of the highly skewed 

nature of the dependent variable. According to the findings in Table 4.3, there is 

less work to do concerning the prediction of general crime by using the concepts 

outlined by Gottfredson and Hirschi, than there is for dating violence offending. 

However, because of the original hypotheses concerning the congruence in 

prediction of both dating violence and general crime, the same models will be 

used to predict both crimes. Further analyses are needed to better predict dating 

violence offending. 

4.3.2 Sequential Unear Regression of Dating Violence 

The two dependent variables, dating violence offending and general crime 

offending were regressed sequentially on ten independent variables. The 

sequence and timing at which each independent variable was entered was 

determined by temporal priority and theoretical significance. Sex and Welfare 

Receipt were entered into the model first. They are the theoretically relevant 

demographic variables that are believed to have an effect on both dating violence 

and general crime. In the second block of variables, Family Abuse was entered. 

Witnessing parents who use violence against one another is a salient 
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independent variable and believed to precede self control, accidents, opportunity 

and violent attitudes. According to Gottfredson and Hirschi, parents who hit each 

other are lacking in self control, and are unable to extricate themselves from their 

short-term orientation to teach their children self control. Also, insofar that 

parents who abuse each other are insufficient guardians, criminal opportunity 

and accidents may increase for the children of these homes. The parents may 

be so concerned with their own relationship dynamics, that they neglect or 

overtook the goings on of their children. Finally, according to the research on 

family violence, children who witness parental violence normalize the use of 

violence against intimates. As such, parental violence precedes adoption of 

violent attitudes. 

Self control and accidents are entered into as the third block of 

independent variables. Of the remaining theoretical variables, they are the most 

important. According to Gottfredson and Hirschi, it is the level of self control 

exhibited that separates offenders and non-offenders In any crime. The 

opportunity variables, generalized criminal opportunity and dating opportunity, 

are entered in the fourth block of independent variables in the equation. Of the 

remaining independent variables they are the most salient. They are entered 

subsequent to the self control variables, as there is some suggestion that people 

with low levels of self control create criminal opportunties. However, because of 

the high association between self control and criminal opportunity, this decision is 

relatively arbitrary. One could be justified in entering the opportunity measures 
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with the self control measures in the third block of variables. 

To test the relationship between attitudes and behaviors, the violent 

attitudes variable was entered into the regression equation in the fifth block of 

variables. Although the items in the scale correspond to the appropriateness of 

using violence in a variety of dating situations, the variable may also be 

predictive of general crime as well. It may point to an attitude that is accepting of 

law-breaking behavior in general, and may not be simply useful as a test 

between attitudes and behaviors concerning dating violence. 

Finally, interactions between independent variables were added in the 

sixth block of variables. Some have argued that a significant Interaction between 

sex and self control occurs that accounts for much of the significance of sex on 

general crime (Zager, 1993). Given the atypical gender distribution of dating 

violence, the sex and self control interaction may be particulariy helpful in 

predicting offenders. Sex and opportunity may interact, thus creating different 

criminal opportunities for boys as for giris. This may also help explain dating 

violence, and why giris are likely offenders. Girls may have constrained general 

criminal opportunity due to gender role socialization that keeps giris close to 

home and accounted for at night. However, giris may have greater dating 

opportunity than they have generalized crime opportunity, and thus have greater 

access to committing dating violence rather than other types of crime. Finally, 

researchers of family abuse predict that witnessing dating violence has different 

effects for boys and giris. It is hypothesized that giris who witness parental 
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violence leam to beconne victims, and boys who witness parental violence learn 

to be aggressors. This relationship holds true if the mother is the victim and the 

father is the offender, as same-sex role modeling is proposed. Therefore, a sex 

and abuse interaction is created to test this hypothesis. Given the fact that the 

majority of the dating offenders in this sample are girls, the previous assertion is 

shalcy.9 Including this interaction may help to explain the atypical gender 

distribution of dating violence, and to predict dating violence. 

The results of the sequential regression are listed in Table 4.4. A word of 

caution is needed. Because of the large sample size (N=1105) for this 

regression, many variables may be significant at the p < .05 level, without 

contributing anything significantiy toward prediction because of their low 

coefficient size. Only those variables that are significant at the p < .001 level will 

be explained. 

Model One contains only the demographic variables of sex and welfare 

receipt. Welfere receipt is a significant predictor of dating violence with receiving 

welfare benefits increasing the student's chances of offending. In Model Two, 

when Abuse is entered into the equation, the effect of Welfare Receipt declines. 

Having witnessed parental abuse increases the likelihood of being a dating 

offender. The explained variance increases dramati'cally (from .02 to .11) with 

the inclusion of only one variable. This model is a significantiy better fit than the 

model that only contains demographic variables. When the self control variables 

9 Unless, of course, the girls are modeling female perpetrators. 
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are entered in the equation in Model Three, the variance explained increases 

(from .11 to .15). but not as dramatically. Sex becomes significant in this model, 

abuse remains significant and accidents and self control are significant predictors 

of dating violence. As self control decreases, the likelihood of dating violence 

increases. The strongest of all the significant variables in this model is Family 

Abuse. Witnessing parental abuse increases the likelihood of becoming a dating 

violence offender. 

TABLE 4.4 Regression of Dating Violence Offending on independent 
Variables 

Modeli Model 2 Models Model 4 Models Models 
Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta 

Variable Name 
Sex .oess* .0578* .1318** .1239** .0765* .4817** 
Welfere .1189" .0598* -.0309 -.0305 .0303 .0261 
Abuse .3010** .2418** 2322** .2058** .6535** 
Self Control -.1313** -.0968* -.0427 .1175* 
Accidents .1708** .1495** .1325** .1243** 
Opportunity .0496 .0571 .2599* 
Dating .1081** .1143** .1247** 
Violent Attitude .2086** .1974** 
SelfOppty. -.1972* 
Self*Sex -.1526* 
Sex* Abuse -.5603** 
Constant 

R^=.02 RVII RV15 RV17 R^=.21 R .̂24 
F= F=45.02 F=41.55 F=33.22 F=37.26 F=31.70 
11.24 p < .001 P < .001 p <.001 p <.001 p < .001 
p < .05 

** indicates significance at the p < .001 level; * indicates significance at the p < .05 level 

Model Four contains the opportunity variables, with the dating opportunity 

variable being most of interest in predicting dating violence. When the 

opportunity variables are entered into the equation, the explained variance 
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increases, but not dramatically. Sex rennains significant, with women being the 

likely offenders, family abuse remains significant, as does accidents. Self 

Control drops out of the equation. However, because accidents represent a 

behavioral manifestation of self control, its influence is still apparent, even when 

the attitudinal items become non-significant. Criminal opportunity is not 

significant, but dating opportunity is. it appears that dating violence offenders are 

female, have many accidents, witnessed parental abuse, and date frequently. 

Model Five contains the intemal test on the congruence between attitudes 

and behaviors. When violent attitudes is entered into the equation, the effect of 

sex becomes less important, but all previous significant variables remain 

significant (Abuse, Accidents, Dating Opportunity). The explained variance 

increases (from .17 to .21) and the model fit appears to improve when the violent 

attitudes variable is added. Holding violent attitudes relevant to dating violence 

situations is now the most powerful predictor variable. There does appear to be 

a congruence between attitudes and behaviors concerning dating violence. 

When respondents respond that they are likely to use violence in certain 

situations, they do. 

The final equation contains the interaction terms of sex and self control, 

sex and opportunity and sex and abuse. The only significant interaction term is 

sex and abuse, with boys who witness parental violence being the likely dating 

violence offenders (Beta= -.5603). However, net of the interaction terms, sex is 

still significant, with girls being the likely offenders. No interaction effect with 
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witnessing parental violence appears with girls and dating violence offending. 

Witnessing parental abuse, net of sex interactions, accidents, dating 

opportunities, and holding violent attitudes all remain significant In the final 

model. The two abuse variables (Witnessing parental abuse and the abuse sex 

interaction) are the most powerful predictors of dating violence. However, the 

effect of being a girl is also a powerful predictor of dating violence. The profile of 

the dating offender in this sample emerges. Dating offenders are likely to be 

girls, or boys who have witnessed parental abuse. Dating violence offenders 

have witnessed parental abuse, have many accidents, dating frequently, and 

believe that violence is appropriate in certain dating situations. 

In terms of theoretical relevance, several hypotheses are supported. 

Witnessing parental abuse significantly increases the likelihood of dating violence 

by children. It is my belief that parental abuse is a proxy variable for bad 

parenting. I do not believe that tutelage is occurring, yet this can not be 

disproved in this analysis. Self control, in the behavioral form of accidents, is a 

significant predictor of dating violence. Other measures of self control that are 

more attitudinal in nature are significant predictors of dating violence when dating 

opportunity and violent attitudes are not present in the equation. Dating 

opportunity is an important key In predicting dating violence. Teenagers who 

date more are exposing themselves to greater opportunities for dating violence 

offending. Finally, in the instance of this crime, respondent's attitudes are 

congruent with their behaviors. Of course, there is still the question of temporal 
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priority between dating violence attitudes and dating violence offending. 

Respondents who report that they are likely to use violence in certain dating 

situations may be doing so because they have already used violence in dating 

situations. The offenders may be justifying past behavior. 

4.3.3 Sequential Linear Regression of General Crime Offenders 

Although the General Crime offender dependent variable was added to 

compare dating violence offending to other crimes, it is itself an original test of 

the general theory of crime on a high school and junior high school sample. 

Because the primary purpose of the general crime dependent variable is 

comparative, all of the variables including in the regression equation for dating 

violence were used to predict general crime. The variables were entered into the 

regression in the same sequence as they were entered for general crime. The 

general crime scale used in this analysis contains both minor crime such as 

vandalism and minor theft, as well as "serious" crime such as driving under the 

influence, taking part in gang fights, and using drugs other than maijiuana for a 

few examples. According to the description of this scale in Chapter Two, 19.5 % 

of the sample had never committed one of the fourteen items that comprise the 

scale. 

The results of the sequential linear regression of general crime on the 

selected independent variables are, listed in Table 4.5. As with dating violence, 

because of the large sample size, only variables significant at the p < .001 level 

will be discussed. When only the demographic items are entered into the 
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regression, both sex and welfare receipt are significant predictors of general 

crime. Men are the likely offenders, and welfare receipt increases the likelihood 

of general crime offending. The explained variance in this model is quite low, 

and much variance is left unexplained. When abuse is entered in the second 

block of variables, the explained variance increases substantially (from .09 to 

.19). All variables remain significant predictors of general crime when abuse is 

entered into the equation. General offenders are boys, come from homes in 

which parents had received welfare benefits, and witnessed parental abuse while 

growing up. The fact that witnessing parental abuse has a positive Impact on 

future crime and delinquency in general, and not only dating violence, again 

negates the specialization theory outlined by the inter-generational transfer of 

violence hypotheses. No transfer" theorist has suggested that witnessing 

parental violence could positively influence non-violent crimes by youth, as well 

as, the violent crimes they would predict. 

When the self control variables are added in the third block of variables, 

the demographic variables decline in significance, but the abuse and both of the 

self control variables remain significant. Self control, essentially accounts for 

most of the contribution of sex to the prediction of general crime. This is an 

Important finding, as much has been made conceming the importance of sex as 

a predictor of later crime and delinquency. Self Control, as measured by 

attitudes and performance In school, Is the most powerful predictor of general 

crime offending (Beta = -.4548). As self control decreases, risk of general crime 
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offending increases. The explained variance of this model substantially 

increases over the model with abuse and the demographic variables (.19 vs. 45). 

Of all the models tested there is the greatest increase in explained variance 

when the self control variables are entered into the equation. 

Model Four includes the opportunity variables in the regression equation. 

Criminal opportunity measures are predicted to have good explanatory power 

when predicting general crime ofTending. It is hypothesized that when the 

opportunity measures are coupled with the self control measures, that prediction 

of general crime will be the most powerful. When the opportunity variables are 

entered into the equation, sex becomes significant again but has such a small 

value that it's significance Is questionable. Abuse remains significant, as does 

self control and accidents. The self control variables do decline in predictive 

strength, yet remain significant predictors. In this equation, criminal opportunity 

is the strongest predictor of general crime offending. However, in light of the high 

correlation between self control and criminal opportunity (-.60), the fact that self 

control remains significant when opportunity measures are entered into the 

equations attests to if s predictive strength. The explained variance (R^= .56) is 

high, with this model explaining over half of the variance in the equation. From 

this model we see that general offenders are most likely boys, have witnessed 

parental abuse, report low levels of self control, report high numbers of accidents 

and are exposed to many criminal opportunities. 
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Table 4.5 Regression of General Crime on independent Variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Models Model 4 Models Models 
Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta 

Variable Name 
Sex -.2391- -.2474- -.0638* -.0779- -.0926- -.0777 
Welfare .2048** .1430- .0641* .0525* .0524* .0486* 
Abuse .3111- .1673- .1442- .1361- .4189-
Self Control -.4548- -.2543- -.2476- -.1199* 
Accidents .2418- .1629- .1576- .1417-
Opportunity .3880- .3903- .7940-
Dating .0495* .0514* .0592* 
Violent Attitude .0654* .0603* 
SeirOppty. -.3537-
Self*Sex .2015* 
Sex* Abuse -.3571-
Constant 

II b
 

to
 

RV19 R^=.45 R^=.56 R^=.56 R^=.59 
F=58.45 F=86.52 F=184.8 F=203.6 F=180.7 F=149.3 
p < .001 p < .001 P<.001 p < .001 p <.001 p < .001 

** indicates significance at the p < .001 level; * indicates significance at the p < .05 level 

Model Five adds Violent Attitudes to the equation. This nnodel does not 

improve on the variance explained, nor contribute a new, significant variable. It 

is not an improvement over Model Four. The three interaction terms are added 

in Model Six. The explained variance of Model Six increases to .59, but that Is 

with a loss in parsimony as four new variables add only three one hundredths of 

a point to the explained variance. Abuse, Accidents, and Opportunity remain 

significant, but Self Control declines in significance. Of the interaction terms, the 

interactions between self control and opportunity, and sex and abuse are 

significant predictors of general crime offending. As self control decreases, 

opportunity increases and this changes the risk for general crime offending, net 

of self control and opportunity alone. When boys witness parental violence, they 
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are more likely general crime offenders than boys who do not witness abuse, or 

than girls who do witness parental abuse. Although the interaction tenns provide 

useful infonnation on how self control, opportunity, sex and abuse interact to 

influence risks of general crime offending, I do not believe that they add much 

toward predicting general crime over Model Four. Model Four is the most 

parsimonious model with the highest explained variance. 

4.4 Trimmed Regression Models for Dating Violence Offending and General 
Crime Offending 

The regressions of dating violence offending and general crime offending 

were re-mn with the non-significant variables "trimmed" out of each block of 

variables entered Into the regressions. The results of both the dating violence 

offending and general crime offending are shown in Tables 4.6 and Table 4.7 

respectively. When Abuse is entered into the regression of dating violence 

offending on the selected independent variables, the effect of sex becomes non

significant. When Dating Opportunity is entered Into the regression equation in 

block four, the Self Control variable becomes non-significant, but the Accidents 

variable and the Abuse variable remain significant predictors of dating violence 

offending. When Dating Opportunity is entered into the equation at this stage, 

sex becomes significant (only at the p < .05 level), but It Is boys who are the likely 

offenders. Although all the coefficients are significant in this model, there Is no 

improvement in the variance explained In this model over the previous model (.15 

and .15). 
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Table 4.6 Trimmed Regression Model of Dating Violence on Independent 
Variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Models Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta 

Sex .0881* .3831 
Welfare .1260 
Abuse .3164 .2931 .2581 .2260 .7364 
Accidents .1211 .1771 .1369 .1454 
Self Control -.1089 
Dating .1365 .1473 .1517 
Violent Attitudes .2434 .2275 
Sex'Abuse -.6485 
Constant 

R .̂01 R .̂10 R .̂15 R^= .15 R^= .21 R^= .23 
F= 17.83 F= 125.2 F= 62.28 F= 47.28 F= 68.03 F= 53.26 
p < .001 p < .001 p <.001 p <.001 p < .001 p <.001 

* indicates significance at the p < .05 level; all other coefficients are significant at the p < .001 
level 

In the fifth block of variables. Violent Attitudes is entered into the equation. 

This variable wipes out the sex effect, but Abuse, Accidents and Dating 

Opportunity remain significant The variance explained in this model is greater 

than in the previous model (R^=.15 vs. R^=.21). This model is a better fit with the 

addition of one variable than the previous models. The final equation adds the 

interaction effects into the regression. When the interactions are added to the 

equation, sex again becomes significant, with women being the likely offenders. 

Abuse, Accidents, Dating Opportunity, Violent Attitudes, and the Sex and Abuse 

interaction are all significant. The explained variance increases to .23 with the 

inclusion of two variables (sex and sex/abuse interactions). This model appears 

to be the best model for predicting dating violence offending. According to this 

model, dating violence offenders are girls, or boys who have witnessed parental 
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violence, have witnessed parental abuse, have numerous accidents, date often, 

and believe that violence is acceptable in dating relationships. 

The trimmed regression results of general crime offenders on the selected 

independent are included in Table 4.7. The best fitting model appear to be either 

Model Three that includes the significant effects of Abuse, Accidents, Self 

Control and Criminal Opportunity, or Model Four that includes Abuse, Accidents, 

Criminal Opportunity, and the interaction terms of Self Control and Opportunity 

and Sex and Abuse. The explained variance of Model Three is .58, and the 

explained variance of Model Four is .62. In the interest of parsimony. Model 

Three appears to be the best predictor of General Crime Offending. According to 

this model. General Crime Offenders have witnessed parental abuse, report 

numerous accidents, report low levels of self control, and are exposed to high 

criminal opportunity. 

Table 4.7 Trimmed Regression of General Crime on Independent Variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Beta Beta Beta Beta 

Sex -.2547 
Welfare .1336 
Abuse .3379 .1962 .1677 .3544 
Accidents .2216 .1433 .1231 
Self Control -.5118 -.2986 
Opportunity .4107 .9522 
Sex*Abuse -.2254 
Self*Opportunity -.4576 
Constant 

R .̂23 R .̂48 R .̂58 R .̂62 
F= 91.90 F= 322.7 F= 345.3 F= 323.4 
p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 

all coefficients are significant at the p < .001 level 
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4.4 Summary 

Regarding the previous hypotheses, several conclusions can be drawn. 

From the finding of the bivariate and multivariate analyses, the general theory of 

crime, as proposed by Gottfredson and Hirschi does predict dating violence 

offending. Self control, accidents and dating opportunity are significant 

predictors of dating violence offending. In multi-variate analyses, accidents and 

dating opportunity are significant predictors of dating violence offending. Dating 

opportunity is crime-specific opportunity, not described per se by Gottfredson and 

Hirschi. However, it allows crime to occur by setting the stage. Insofar as this 

creates criminal opportunity and those lacking in self control both create and 

capitalize on opportunities, dating opportunity fits within the purview of the 

General Theory of Crime. Although the Self Control variable did not survive in 

simple or sequential multivariate tests, the variable accidents, a behavioral 

measure of Self Control, suggested by Gottfredson and Hirschi did. People who 

report high levels of accidents are more likely to report dating violence offending. 

The previous finding rejects the idea of specialization in dating violence, 

the second hypothesis. Dating violence offenders do not specialize in dating 

violence to the exclusion of other crimes, or In this case, other imprudent 

behaviors. A greater number of dating violence offenders are involved in other 

criminal and delinquent acts than dating, non-offenders. 

In terms of prediction, only abuse and accidents significantly predict both 
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dating violence offending and general crime offending. The two types of crime 

are predicted by many of the same variables, and the two they do have in 

common are important The fad. that witnessing parental abuse makes the child 

as likely to commit general acts of crime and deviance as committing dating 

violence, is important This finding questions the premise of the intergenerational 

transfer of violence hypothesis. Violence against one's intimates is not the only 

outcome of witnessing parental violence. Parents may not be simply transmitting 

that it is nomiative to beat the ones you love, but that law-breaking in general is 

normative. 

Self control, as measured behaviorally in accidents, is a significant 

predictor of both general crime offending and dating violence offending. This 

finding supports the contention by Gottfiredson and Hirschi that theirs is a general 

theory to be used to predict a wide variety of criminal acts. Specific theories 

aimed at explaining dating violence are no longer needed. The motivation 

behind dating violence offending and general offending appear to be the same. 

Individuals who are short-sighted and risk taking appear to involve themselves in 

a wide variety of delinquent and criminal acts. 

Finally, the opportunity measures included in the equations were 

significant However, crime specific measures of dating exposure are better 

predictors of dating violence than the generalized criminal opportunity measures. 

Although they are different measures of opportunity, both the dating opportunity 

and the generalized opportunity are measures of exposure to possible criminal 



situations. The idea that individual propensity, low self control, when coupled 

with cnminal exposure, opportunity, predicts a wide variety of crime is important. 

Rarely have the two concepts been linked empirically to predict criminal 

offending. The prediction of either type of crime involves a parental measure 

(Abuse), a measure of self control (Accidents) and a measure of opportunity 

(dating exposure and general criminal exposure). The models that include all 

three variables are the best predictors of dating violence and general crime. 
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Chapter Five: 

Predicting Dating Violence and General Victimization 

5.1 Predicting Dating Violence and General Victimization 

Many who have studied victimization have highlighted the finding that 

particular lifestyle choices may increase one's risk of victimization (Hindeiang, et 

al, 1979; Sampson and Lauritsen, 1990). Staying out late, frequenting bars, and 

using alcohol have been shown to increase the likelihood of personal 

victimization in adults. For youth, crime is thought to be a by product of what 

Osgood et al., (1988) calls unsupervised leisure time. This is time spent outside 

the supervision of parents or other adults. Sampson and Lauritsen found that, 

among teen-age offenders, many reported numerous acts of victimization (1990). 

The roles of victim and offender may be indistinguishable if lifestyle choices 

contribute to both. 

The General Theory of Crime explains criminal offending as the result of a 

general orientation toward risk taking, imprudent behavior. The typical offender 

Is concerned little with the repurcussions of him immediate acts. These 

repurcussions may include broken bones due to accidents, or physical injury of 

another due to fighting. Because victimization and offending have been so 

closely linked in research findings, the General Theory of Crime should be able 

to extend its predictive powers to explain victimization. Victimization may be 

another manifestation, akin to criminal offending, of low self control. By seeking 
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out exciting, dangerous environments and companions, those who lack self 

control may be increasing their risk of victimization inadvertently. 

The General Theory of Crime should be able to predict general crime 

victimization, if the above relationship holds true, as well as it predicts general 

offending. However, the true question under study is how well the General 

Theory of Crime can predict Dating Violence Victimization. Numerous studies, 

beginning with Straus and Gelles' (1980) work, have indicated that victims of 

dating violence, have at times been perpetrators of the same violence. Straus 

and Gelles term this "mutual battering". If the line was blurred between victim 

and ofTender in general crimes of burglary, theft and non-Intimate assault, then it 

is more ill defined in instances of dating violence. If mutual battering is occurring 

in this sample, then the General Theory of Crime should be able to predict it, as it 

predicted dating violence offending. 

The following propositions are being tested: Can the General Theory of 

Crime predict Dating Violence Victimization? Can the General Theory of Crime 

predict General Crime Victimization? Are different types of victimization 

predicted by the same variables? Are Dating Violence Victims versatile in their 

victimization, are they "multiple victims'* of various crimes, or "serial victims" of 

dating violence alone? What Is the relationship between Dating Violence 

Victimization and Dating Violence Offending—is there "mutual battering"? The 

approach to studying dating violence victimization and general crime victimization 
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Is the same as the approach for studying the offenders in Chapter Four. This Is 

done deliberately to test if the same relationships among the variables that were 

used to predict dating violence and general crime offending apply to the 

prediction of dating violence and general crime victimization. 

5.2 Bivariate Relationships Among the independent and Dependent Variabies 

The variables used in the analyses of Dating Violence Victimization and 

General Victimization are the same variabies used to predict Dating Violence 

Offending and General Crime Offending. Because it Is hypothesized that dating 

violence victims have engaged in acts of dating violence offending, the variables 

used to predict offending should predict victimization. Because self control is 

hypothesized to be able to predict victimization, both self control measures are 

Included In the analysis. From past work on victimization, opportunity measures 

that reflect risky lifestyle choices are important predictors of victimization. Dating 

opportunity was a better predictor for dating violence than general opportunity 

measures. Both opportunity measures are included in the analysis. 

Witnessing parental abuse is believed to have significant effects on future dating 

violence offending and dating violence victimization. Witnessing parental abuse 

was a significant predictor of dating violence offending, and expected to be a 

significant predictor of dating violence victimization. 
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Witnessing parental abuse is suggested to normalize violent and 

delinquent acts, promoting the acceptability of violence in certain dating 

situations. If dating violence victims believe that it is acceptable to use violence 

in dating situations, then this may increase their risk of victimization. By 

accepting the use of violence, the potential victims may become "good targets" 

for the crime. Since they do not believe that dating violence is inappropriate, the 

potential victims may be victimized with few repercussions. Again, the possibility 

may be that the attitudinal measures are measuring attitudes adopted after tiie 

violence has occurred. In this instance the acceptability of violence is only a post 

hoc neutralization of the pain felt, or a neutralization of their involvement in their 

own victimization. 

One additional attitudinal variable has been added. To measure attitudes 

toward violence, and perhaps target attractiveness (Felson, 1997), a help 

seeking variable is added. The scale contains two items that measure how likely 

it is that the respondent would tell someone if their dating partner hit them, and 

how likely they would be to call the police If their dating partner hit them. It is 

proposed that those who score high on help seeking would make "unattractive" 

targets because they would bring in third parties whom may deter future violence 

or jeopardize the life of the relationship. It is suggested that those respondents 

who score high on help seeking are likely to quit the relationship should violence 

occur, thus removing the potential for future victimization. 



122 

Sex and Welfare Receipt are included to test the influence of 

demographics on victimization. Previous finding regarding general victimization 

suggest that victims and likely to be male and poor (Hindelang et al, 1978). The 

sex distribution of dating violence victimization given finding regarding mutual 

battering, should be equally divided between men and women. Straus (1993) 

found that intimate violence offenders and victims were disproportionately poor 

and members of the working and "underclass". There may be many factors 

associated with having parents who have received welfare benefits, some of 

which may explain the effect of social class on dating violence. The effect of 

welfare receipt is proposed for dating violence victims is proposed to be similar to 

the effect for dating violence offenders. Welfare receipt should become non

significant when self control and opportunity measures are entered into the 

equation. 

5.2.1 Correlational Analyses of Victimization and Independent Variables. 

The relationships between the independent variables have been 

discussed previously in Chapter Four. However, some correlations should be 

noted. Witnessing parental abuse, increases the chances that the respondent 

views violence in certain dating situations to be acceptable (r=. 22). Those 

respondents who report higher levels of self control are less likely to view 

violence in certain dating situations as acceptable. Those respondents who 
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report lower levels of self control are less likely to hold help seeking attitudes if 

victimized. Women are more likely to report help seeking attitudes than men. 

But, curiously, those who report believe that violence is acceptable in certain 

dating situations also report high help seeking attitudes. 

Victims of dating violence are both boys and girls, but boys are more likely 

to be victims of general victimization. Receiving welfare payments increases the 

chances of being both a dating violence victim and a general victim. Witnessing 

parental abuse increases the likelihood of both dating violence victimization and 

general crime victimization. Those who report low levels of self control, and 

many accidents are likely to be either dating violence victims or general crime 

victims. Both dating violence victims and general crime victims are exposed to 

many criminal opportunities. Having greater dating opportunities increases the 

chances of being a dating violence victim, but has less of an effect on becoming 

and general crime victim (although significant at the p < .05 level). Believing that 

violence is acceptable in certain dating situations, and being unlikely to report 

dating violence to others, increases the likelihood of both dating violence 

victimization and general crime victimization. Finally, dating violence victims are 

victims of other crimes as well (r=.38). 

The profiles of the dating violence victim and the general crime victim are 

very similar. However, dating more often increases the chances of dating 

violence victimization but has little effect on general crime victimization. Also, 
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general crime victims are likely to be boys, whereas dating violence victims are 

equally boys and giris. Dating violence and general crime victims have parents 

who have received welfare benefits, witnessed parental abuse, report low self 

control and many accidents, are exposed to many criminal opportunities, believe 

that violence is acceptable in certain dating situations, and are unlikely to tell 

others if dating violence happened to them. Additionally, dating violence victims 

appear to be versatile in their victimization. They report being victimized in other 

types of crimes in addition to dating violence. 

TABLE 5.1 Correlations Among the Independent and Dependent Variables 

03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 

01 Sex n.s. .28 -.20 -.15 n.s. .15 .46 n.s. -.13 
02 Welfare Receipt .06* -.18 o

 
00

 

.15 n.s. o
 

00
 

n.s. .13 .15 
03 Parental Abuse 1.0 -.25 .18 .23 .11 .22 n.s. .31 .35 
04 Self Control 1.0 -.28 -.60 -.12 -.24 .27 -.23 -.34 
05 Accidents 1.0 .34 .14 .12 -.10 .21 .39 
06 Opportunity 1.0 .35 .12 -.19 .24 .34 
07 Dating Oppty. 1.0 n.s. n.s. .20 .09* 
08 Violent Attitude 1.0 .16 .22 .19 
09 Help Seeking 1.0 -.12 -.13 
10 Dating Victim 1.0 .38 
11 General Victim 1.0 

* indicates a significance at the p < .05 level; all other correlaBons are significant at the p < .001 level 

5.2.2 Cross-tab Analysis of Dating Violence Victimization and General 
Crime Victimization 

The results of the bivariate, cross-tab analyses of dating violence 

victimization and general crime victimization are listed In Table 5.2. There are 

many interesting relationships to note. Although women were more likely to be 
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dating violence offenders than general crime offenders, dating violence victims 

and general crime victims are equally male and female. This finding creates a 

dilemma. If giris are the likely dating violence offenders in this sample, then why 

are not boys the likely victims of their dating violence? It is unlikely that gIris are 

victimizing other giris in numbers large enough to account for the parity between 

boys and giris in dating violence victimization. Another option may be that the 

giris are inflating their reporting, or that boys are depressing their reporting of 

dating violence offending. Finally, it may be that the girls who report committing 

acts of dating violence are victimizing boys who are out of the sampleio. It is a 

question that can not be answered with this survey data. However, the 

implications regarding the relationship dynamics of dating violence are far 

reaching. If giris are involving themselves with older boys, or boys who have 

dropped out of school (and therefore, out of our sample), then their choice of 

dating partner may be a risk factor itself. 

Dating violence victims are more likely than either dating, non-victims or 

general crime victims to have parents who received welfare benefits, witness 

parental abuse, report low levels of self control and many accidents, report 

exposure to many criminal and dating opportunities, believe that violence is 

acceptable in certain dating situations, and are less likely to tell a third party if 

they were hit by a dating partner. Dating violence victims are more likely to have 

10 Because we have included both high schools and junior high schools in Fayetteville, AR, I anr\ 
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been victims of other crimes than were dating, non-victims. Dating violence 

victims are more likely to report committing acts of dating violence offending than 

are general crime victims. Finally, dating violence victims are more likely to 

report involvement in general crime offending (91.9%) than either dating non-

victims (77.9%) or general crime victims (84.5%). All the above relationships are 

significant at the p < .001 level. 

Table 5.2 Bivariate Associations Between Independent and Dependent 
Variables 

Dating Dating General 
Violence Violence Non- Crime 
Victim Victim Victimization 

Percent Female 51.4 50.5 49.1 
Percent Currently Receiving Welfcire 6.5 3.4 4.0 
Benefits 
Percent Witnessing Parental Abuse 40.2 19.0 23.9 
Percent Reporting Low Self Control 54.5 32.5 38.3 
Percent Reporting Many Accidents 56.5 37.2 42.8 
Percent Reporting High Criminal 58.2 29.0 37.0 
Opportunity 
Percent Reporting High [>ating Opportunity 53.3 31.6 36.0 
Percent Reporting Strong Violent Attitudes 60.4 36.9 42.4 
Percent Reporting High Help Seeking 34.5 25.4 28.0 
Percent Reporting General Victimization 96.7 86.7 100.0 
Percent Reporting Dating Violence Offender 40.0 5.6 12.8 
Percent General Offender* 91.9 77.9 84.5 

all associations are significant at the p < .001 level; N's range from 1048-1128 

The versatility argument is supported here. Not only are victims of dating 

violence victims of other crimes, they report very high levels of general crime 

offending. They are more likely to be involved in committing other types of crime 

assuming that these t>oys are older than school age, or are drop outs. 
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offending. They are more likely to be involved in committing other types of crime 

than are victims of general crime. They are nearly as likely to commit other acts 

of crime, as are dating violence offenders (91.9% vs. 94% respectively). Forty 

percent of dating violence victims, report dating violence offending. The mutual 

battering hypothesis is tentatively supported here. The picture of the dating 

violence victim in this sample differs radically from the one presented in most of 

the literature on dating violence. According to the results presented here, dating 

violence victims are engaging in other behaviors that may increase their risk of 

dating violence and other crimes as well. 

Dating violence victims are exposed to many dating and criminal 

opportunities and report low levels of self control. They are likely to view 

violence in dating relationships as nonnative, and have witnessed parental 

violence in the past. Although one can not conclude that dating violence victims 

are active participants in their victimization, they do report high levels of 

involvement in risky activities that may increase their chance of victimization and 

offending in a variety of situations. The picture presented by previous 

researchers on the victim-offender relationship that includes mutual battering and 

interchangeable roles between the victim and the offender, is represented here. 

From this data, it is difficult to discern differences among the bivariate 

relationships regarding dating violence victims, and dating violence offenders. 

The prediction of general victimization and dating violence victimiî ati'on is 
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furthered by mutti-variate analyses in the next section. The purpose of the multi

variate analyses is to determine the similarity, in temns of prediction, between 

dating violence victims and general victims. The similarity between dating 

violence victims and offenders is clear. 

5.3 Multvariate Linear Regression Equations 

5.3.1 Unear Regression of Dating Violence Victimization and General 
Crime Victimization on Theoretical Predictor Variables 

A simple test of the ability of the General Theory of Crime to predict dating 

violence victimization and general crime victimization would include measures of 

self control and opportunity. The effect of witnessing parental abuse has been 

shown to influence children's future dating violence offending. Witnessing 

parental abuse is a significant predictor of dating violence offending for this 

sample. It is included in a simple theoretical test of dating violence on the 

proposed theoretical predictor variables. Because dating opportunity was found 

to be a significant predictor of dating violence offending while general criminal 

opportunity was not, two different models are run testing the effect of general and 

specific opportunity on dating violence victimization. Table 5.3 presents the 

results of these analyses. 
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Table 5.3 Regression of Dating Violence and General Crime Victimization 
on Theoretical Predictor Variables 

Dating Dating General 
Violence Violence Crime 
Victini 1 Victim 2 Victim 

Beta Beta Beta 

Abuse .2616 .2541 .2278 
Accidents .1049 .1014 .2386 
Self Control --0814* -.1211 -.0918* 
Crime Opportunity .0814* .1964 
Dating Opportunity .1387 

R .̂14 R .̂15 R .̂27 
F=41.91 F= 47.24 F= 92.79 
p < .001 p < .001 p<.001 

* indicates significance at the p < .05 level; all ottier coefficients are significant at the p < .001 
level; N= 1006 

According to the regression results in Table 5.3, in Model One when 

dating violence victimization is regressed on abuse, self control, accidents and 

general criminal opportunity, accidents and abuse are significant predictors of 

dating violence victimization. The model does not fit the data well, as it explains 

only 14% of the variance. The General Theory is useful in predicting dating 

violence, as accidents are a significant predictor of dating violence victimization. 

However, much regarding dating violence victimization is left unexplained. 

The second model regresses dating violence victimization on abuse, 

accidents, self control and dating opportunity. Although the explained variance 

does not increase sut>stantialiy in this model when compared to model one, all of 
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the independent variables are significant predictors of dating violence 

victimization. Both accidents and self control, measured by attitudinal questions 

and school performance items, are significant predictors of dating violence 

victimization. Dating opportunity is also a significant predictor of dating violence 

victimization. According to this model, dating violence victims have witnessed 

parental abuse, report many accidents, report low levels of self control, and date 

often. This model provides better prediction of dating violence than Model One, 

and lends more support to suggestion that the General Theory of Crime can 

predict dating violence victimization. 

The General Theory of Crime also predicts general crime victimization. 

Abuse, accidents and criminal opportunity are significant predictors of 

victimization. Witnessing parental violence, being exposed to many criminal 

opportunities and having many accidents increase the likelihood of general crime 

victimization. The explained variance of this model is substantially higher for 

general crime victimization than it is for dating violence victimization. But, for all 

models tested, much regarding victimization is left unexplained. 

5.3.2 Sequential Linear Regression of Dating Violence Victimization on 
Selected Independent Variables 

Similar to the analyses on the offender, both dating violence victims and 

general crime victims were regressed on selected independent variables. The 

effects of demographic variables, self control variables, opportunity variables. 
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attitudinai variables and interaction terms on dating violence victimization and 

general crime victimization are assessed. The order at which variables entered 

as blocks in the regression equation parallels the analyses on the offenders. 

Because demographic variables of sex and welfare receipt are believed to occur 

first, they are entered into the equation first. Also, they comprise the simplest 

prediction of dating violence and general crime victimization. 

The abuse variables are entered next as they are thought to be temporally 

prior to the self control, opportunity and the attitudinai variables regarding dating 

violence. Witnessing parental abuse is believed to have strong deleterious 

consequences on later attitudes towards dating violence. Children who see 

parental violence are more likely to view this violence as nonnai and therefore 

are less likely to bring third parties in to stop the violence. The self control 

variables, Self Control and Accidents, are entered in the third block of variables. 

One's level of self control is believed to influence one's perceived criminal 

opportunities and attitudes toward law-violating. The opportunity variables are 

entered into the regression equation in the fourth block of variables. Both crime-

specific opportunity variables, dating exposure, and generalized criminal 

opportunity variables are entered into the equation. They are entered into the 

equation after the self control variables because of the possibility that those with 

low self control create criminal opportunity. 
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The variables measuring attitudes toward dating violence and the 

willingness to seek help if victimized in a dating relationship are entered into the 

equation in block five. Although the connection between attitudes and behaviors 

Is notoriously tenuous, one's feelings regarding dating violence may increase 

one's risk for dating violence. Because the relationship between attitudes and 

behaviors is problematic, they are believed to be less predictive of dating 

violence victimization or general crime victimization than the previous variables 

entered Into the equation that are more behavioral in nature. This Is why they 

are given a low priority of entrance Into the regression equation. 

Finally, the Interaction terms of sex and abuse, sex and opportunity and 

self control and opportunity are entered into the equation. According to the 

literature, giris who witness parental violence are more likely to become victims 

than offenders of later dating violence. Sex Is thought to interact with opportunity 

thus creating greater risks of victimization for boys who are given greater 

freedom In their activities than are gIris. Self control is also believed to interact 

with opportunity, and that those with low self control seek out or create criminal 

opportunities and thus increase their risk of victimization in the process. Table 

5.4 presents the results of the sequential linear regression of dating violence 

victimization on the previously described independent variables. The same 

significance criteria of p < .001 as was used with the analyses on the offender Is 

employed here. When the demographic variables are entered in Model 1, only 
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welfare receipt is significant at the p < .001 level. The explained variance in this 

model is very low (.01) and the model is not a good predictor of dating violence 

victimization. When witnessing parental abuse is entered into the equation in 

Model 2, the effect of welfare receipt becomes non-significant. Witnessing 

parental abuse is a significant predictor of later dating violence victimization. The 

explained variance in this model is also very low. and the model does not 

adequately fit the data. 

As the self control variables, Self Control and Accidents, are entered into 

the equation, the explained variance increases to R^=.13. Self Control, 

Accidents and Abuse are each significant predictors of dating violence 

victimization. Although much of the variance is left unexplained. Model Three 

appears to be a good improvement over past models in predicting dating 

violence. 

When the Opportunity variables. General Crime Opportunity and Dating 

Exposure, are entered into the equation in Model Four, the explained variance of 

the model increases to .15. This is not a significant improvement on the 

explained variance of Model Three. However, when dating opportunity is entered 

into the equation, the predictive effect of self control diminishes. Dating exposure 

appears to account for the contribution of self control on predicting dating 

violence victimization. The Generalized Crime Opportunity is non-significant, but 

the effect of witnessing parental abuse remains a significant predictor of dating 
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violence victimization. So far, the effect of opportunity in predicting dating 

violence victimization mirrors ifs effect on predicting dating violence offending. 

Having increased exposure to dating increases the chances of dating violence 

offending and victimization, while increased exposure to generalized criminal 

opportunity has little effect on either outcome. 

Table 5.4 Regression of Dating Violence Victimization on Theoretical 
Predictor Variables—Multiple Models 

AAodell Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta 

Variable Name 
Sex -.0155 -.0281 .0376 .0293 .0559 .1375 
Welfare .1165" .0519 .0241 .0222 .0272 .0243 
Abuse .2966** .2485** .2351** .2173** .4840** 
Self Control -.1311** -.0945* -.0314 -.0447 
Accidents .1219** .1003* .0921* .0898* 
Opportunity .0499 .0443 .0982 
Dating .1269** .1322** .1347** 
Violent Attitude .1644** .1611** 
Help Seeking -.1499** -.1535** 
SeirOppty. -.0409 
Self*Sex .1136 
Sex* Abuse -.3347* 
Constant 

RVOI R^=.09 RVI3 RV15 RV18 RV19 
F= 6.69 F=34.71 F=29.04 F=24.48 F=24.35 F=19.19 
D < .001 P < .001 P < .001 p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 

indicates significance at the p < .001 level; * indicates significance at the p < .05 level; N=971 

The variables concerned with attitudes toward dating violence and 

willingness to seek help if victimized in a dating relationship are entered into the 

regression equation in Model Five. The explained variance increases to .18, still 
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leaving much of the variance in the equation left unexplained. When the 

attitudinal variables are included in the equation, Violent Attitudes and Help 

Seeking, they further diminish the effect of self control and criminal opportunity 

on predicting dating violence victimization. However, Abuse and Dating 

Opportunity remain significant predictors of dating violence victimization. 

According to this model, dating violence victims have witnessed parental abuse, 

have many dating opportunities, believe that violence in certain dating situations 

is acceptable, and are unlikely to seek help if victimized in a dating relationship. 

This model appears to be the best predictor of dating violence victimization 

presented so far. 

In the final model, the interaction terms are introduced. None of the 

interaction terms are significant at the p < .001 level, and the variables that are 

significant in Model Five remain significant in Model Six. The introduction of the 

interaction terms appears to do little to explain dating violence victimization. The 

variables in Model Five comprise the best prediction of dating violence in these 

analyses. The results of the trimmed sequential regressions of dating violence 

on the significant predictor variables are listed in Table 5.5. When the original 

sequential regression is trimmed of all non-significant variables in each 

sequence, the final model contains the significant effects of Abuse (Beta= .2367), 

Dating Opportunity (Beta= .1698), Help Seeking (Beta= -.1421) and Violent 

Attitudes (Beta= .1909). The results of the trimmed regressions at each stage of 
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entering independent variables resembles the results of the original sequential 

regression analyses in Table 5.4. 

Table 5.5 Trimmed Regression of Dating Violence Victimization on 
Theoretical Predictor Variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Models 
Beta Beta Beta 

Abuse .2628 .2833 .2367 
Accidents .1116 
Self Control -.1345 
Dating .1715 .1698 
Help Seeking -.1421 
Violent AtUtudes .1909 
Constant 

R^= .14 R^= .12 .16 
F= 56.02 F= 74.00 F= 51.34 
P < .001 p < .001 p < .001 

all coefficients are significant at the p < .001 level; N=1064 

5.3.3 Sequential Linear Regression of General Crime Victimization on 
Selected Independent Variables 

The results of the sequential linear regression of general crime 

victimization on the demographic variables, abuse, self control, opportunity, 

attitudes towards dating violence and the interaction variables are listed in Table 

5.6. When only the demographic variables are entered Into the regression 

equation, both sex and welfare receipt are significant predictors of general crime 

victimization. Boys and those respondents whose parents had received welfare 

benefits are the most likely victims of general crime. The explained variance 
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(R  ̂.04) is very low and this is an inadequate model to predict general crime 

victimization. When the Abuse variable is entered into the equation in Model 

Two the explained variance increases substantially (from .04 to .14), 

although the model still does not adequately predict general crime victimization. 

When Abuse is entered into the equation the effect of having parents whom had 

received welfare payments in the past declines, and effectively becomes non

significant Sex remains significant, with boys being the likely victims of general 

crime. 

In the third model, self control is entered into the regression equation. The 

explained variance in this model is greater than in the previous model that only 

contained the demographic variables and the Abuse variable (R  ̂= .14 vs. R^= 

.25). However, the explained variance is still low, indicating that there are other 

variables not included in tiie model that predict general crime victimization. 

When the self control variables. Self Control and Accidents, are entered into the 

equation, the effect of sex on general crime victimization disappears. This is 

similar to the finding regarding self control, sex and general crime offending, in 

these analyses, self control accounts for the majority of the effect of sex on 

offending and victimization. This is a tremendous finding for the criminological 

literature. Sex has been thought to be one of the most important predictors of 

both criminal offending and victimization. However, as it appears here, sex 
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contributes little to the prediction of general crime offending or victimization net of 

level of self control. 

In Model Four, when the opportunity variables, generalized criminal 

opportunity and dating opportunity, are entered Into the equation, the effect of 

Self Control, as measured by attitudes and school performance, declines. In this 

model, Abuse, Accidents, and Generalized Criminal Opportunity are all 

significant predictors of general criminal victimization. The explained variance In 

this model is not a good improvement over the previous model that did not 

include the opportunity items. This is also a significant finding, as it has been 

believed that exposure to criminal opportunities is the main predictor of 

victimization. Up to this point, exposure to high risk environments has been 

believed to be one of the best explanations of why victimization occunred, 

especially when explaining non-profitable, personal victimization. However, as 

the previous results show, personal propensity to place oneself in high-risk 

environment, or the lack of self control, may better explain general crime 

victimi2:ation than presence in risky situations alone. Dating exposure is non

significant in predicting general victimization, as it was in predicting general crime 

offending. This is also a significant finding in that it suggests that specialized 

opportunities like dating opportunity are better predictors of specific crimes than 

of general crime. 
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Table 5.6 Regression of General Crime Victimization on Theoretical 
Predictor Variables—Multiple Models 

ModeM Model 2 Models Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta 

Variable Name 
Sex -.1575- -.1699- -.0559 -.0577* -.0574 -.1027 
Welfare .1393- .0712* .0238 .0169 .0183 .0134 
Abuse .3197- .2359- .2237- .2099- .2946* 
Self Control -.1961- -.0784* -.0435 .0819 
Accidents .2585- .2252- .2185- .2169-
Opportunity .2284- .2290- .5544-
Dating -.0561 .0532 -.0478 
Violent Attitude .1023- .1032-
SeirOppty. -.2674* 
SelTSex .1254 
Sex* Abuse -.1104 
Constant 

R^=.04 R^=.14 R^=.25 R^=.28 R'=.29 R^=.29 
F=21.26 F=52.19 F=64.52 F=53.16 F=43.13 F=33.33 
p < .001 p < .001 P < .001 p<.001 p < .001 p < .001 

** indicates significance at the p < .001 level; * indicates significance at the p < .05 level; N=970 

Models Five and Six introduce the attitudes towards dating violence and 

the interaction terms respectively. The explained variance in both models is not 

a significant improvement over the model with the demographic variables, self 

control variables and opportunity variables (R  ̂.28 vs. .29). When the 

attitudinal variables are added in Model F'lveii, each of the previously significant 

variables remain significant predictors of general victimization. Believing that 

violence is acceptable in dating relationships is a significant predictor of general 

11 The variable help seeking was entered into a previous regression of general crime 
victimization and was non-siginficant Because it is a dating specific deterrent, it is not used in 
the test of generalized victimization. 
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crime victimization. This finding suggests that believing that violence is 

acceptable in certain dating situations makes one susceptible to many types of 

victimization, both violent and non-violent victimization. This may suggest that 

believing it is acceptable to use violence in dating situations has a more global 

applicability. 

None of the interaction temns in Model Six are significant. The best and 

simplest model for predicting dating violence is model five that includes the 

significant effects of Abuse, Accidents, Generalized Criminal Opportunity, and 

Violent Attitude. According to this analysis, general crime victims come from 

homes where they witnessed parental abuse, report many accidents, have 

numerous criminal opportunities, and believe that violence in certain dating 

situations is acceptable. Specialization in terms of explaining the causation of 

dating violence, either as offenders or victims, is unwarranted. Witnessing 

parental abuse and holding beliefs that support dating violence are equally good 

predictors of dating violence victimization and general crime victimization. 

When a trimmed sequential regression was run of general crime 

victimization on the significant predictor variables, the results were very similar to 

those found in Table 5.6. According to the data presented In Table 5.7, when the 

last set of significant variables is entered into the equation. Violent Attitudes 

declines in significance. Abuse, Accidents and Criminal Opportunity remain 

significant predictors of General Crime Victimization. In light of this analysis, the 
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best model for predicting general crime victimization would be a model that 

contains the Abuse. Accidents and Criminal Opportunity variables. Although this 

is the best model tested, the explained variance is still quite low. with neariy three 

fourths of the variance left unexplained. 

Table 5.7 Trimmed Regression of General Crime Victimization on 
Theoretical Predictor Variables—Multiple Models 

Model 1 Model 2 Models Model 4 
Beta Beta Beta Beta 

Sex -.1449 
Abuse .3547 .2436 .2240 .2029 
Accidents -.2073 .2693 .2649 
Setf Control .2639 
Opportunity .2532 .2513 
Violent Attitudes .0823* 
Constant 

R^= .14 R .̂25 

00 CM R^= .28 
F= 92.89 F= 119.2 F= 134.1 F= 102.1 
p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 

* indicates significance at the p < .05 level; all other coefficients are significant at the p < .001 
level 

It should be remembered that the General Crime Victimization variable 

contains items that measure violent and non-violent vlctimlzation.i2 The models 

proposed are predicted to explain dating violence victimization. That the 

proposed variables adequately predict both violent and non-violent victimization, 

12 Traditionally, non-violent property victimization has been predicted by variables that measure 
the value and portability of the "targef being stolen (Cohen and Felson, 1979). Inclusion of such 
predictive variables in these models would certainly increase ttie variance explained. However, 
since the general crime victimization analyses are foremost comparative, no variables predictive 
of only property victimization were included. 



142 

as well as violent and non-violent offending, attests to the generality of the 

models. It does not appear that we need different sets of predictor variables for a 

wide range of behaviors. 

5.4 Summary 

Three basic hypotheses were tested concerning dating violence 

victimization. First, are dating violence victims, victims of other types of crime? 

Second, how are dating violence offending and victimization related? Is there a 

mutuality of abuse occurring? Third, do the same causal variables predict both 

dating violence victimization and general crime victimization. Do we need 

specialized theories to predict each type of crime? In addition, one theoretical 

proposition was being tested. Can the General Theory of Crime predict 

victimization, be it dating violence or general crime victimization? The first three 

hypotheses have importance relevance to tiie study of crime between intimates. 

The final proposition regarding the true generality of Gottfredson and Hirschi's 

General Theory of Crime has much greater potential impact on criminological 

research. Rarely have victimization and offending been treated as opposite 

sides of the same coin when rt comes to predicting causation. Employing such a 

perspective allows the researcher to widen the net of behaviors under study. 

According to the bivariate results presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.2, dating 

violence victims are victims of other types of crime with 96.7% of dating violence 

victims reporting victimization in other types of crime. The correlation between 
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dating violence victimization and general crime victimization (r= .38) is significant 

at the p < .001 level. Instead of dating violence victims being "serial victims" of 

repeated acts of dating violence as some in the literature suggest (Farrell, 1996), 

they appear to be "multiple victims" of other crimes or "victim prone" in character. 

Dating violence victims are also involved in criminal offending as well, further 

negating the specialization hypothesis. A general causal explanation for both 

general crime victimization and dating violence victimization is suggested. 

The overwhelming majority of dating violence victims report committing 

types of general crime (91.9%). The involvement of dating violence victims in 

committing other types of crime is significantly higher than those who were never 

a dating violence victim (77.9%) or those who report general, but not dating 

violence, crime victimization (84.5%). Dating violence victims not only appear to 

be versatile in their victimization, but also in their offending. They are more likely 

to commit an act of general crime (91.9%) than they are to commit an act of 

dating violence (40.0%). Rather than the dating violence victim as martyr 

portrait, the dating violence victims in this sample appear to have significant 

criminal pasts. 

Although the conrelati'on between dating violence victimization and dating 

violence offending is significant at the p < .001 level, the majority of dating 

violence victims do not report dating violence offending (60.0%). However, 

dating violence victims are significantly more likely to be dating violence 
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offenders than are general crime victims (40.0% of dating violence victims vs. 

12.8% of general crime victims). Although the relationship between dating 

violence offending and victimization does not appear to be clear cut, there does 

appear to be mutuality of abuse for many couples. 

In terms of causation and the applicability of the General Theory of Crime 

to predict either dating violence victimization or general crime victimization, the 

results are mixed. According to the bivariate results of Tables 5.1 and 5.2, dating 

violence victimization and self control are correlated at the p < .001 level (r=-.23; 

Accidents r= .21). Also, dating violence victims are more likely to report low 

levels of self control than either dating, non -victims or general crime victims 

(54.5%, 32.5%, and 38.3% respectively). Dating violence victims are also more 

likely to report having many accidents tiian either dating, non-victims, or general 

crime victims (58.2%, 29.0%, and 37.0% respectively). In simple, multivariate 

tests of the General Theory found in Table 5.3, dating violence victimization and 

general crime victimization are predicted by Abuse, Self Control, and Accidents. 

All of the variables are significant at tiie p < .001 level. 

However, general crime opportunity does not predict dating violence 

victimization as well as dating opportunity. This suggests that crime specific 

opportunity measures are more appropriate for predicting dating violence 

victimization than generalized opportunity measures. The self control measures 

are better predictors of general crime victimization than they are for dating 
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violence victimization, although in these simple tests of the theory all of the 

variables entered were significant predictors of both dating violence victimization 

and general crime victimization. 

When the same measures of self control, abuse and opportunity are 

entered sequentially into a regression equation predicting dating violence 

victimization, the effect of self control declines, especially when dati'ng 

opportunity is added (see Table 5.4). Both measures of self control are 

significant predictors at the p < .05 level, but the Beta coefficients are relatively 

small (both are close to .1). A more lenient application of significance would 

conclude that self control is a significant predictor of dating violence. However 

because of the large sample size and the existence of other better, more 

significant, predictors the significance of self control in predicting dating violence 

victimization is questionable. Self control, as measured by the number of 

accidents reported, is a significant predictor of general crime victimization. This 

Is an important finding as it proves that the General Theory of Crime can be used 

to predict general crime offending, dati'ng violence offending and general crime 

victimization. These do not appear to be causally distinct behaviors. 

Witnessing parental abuse and being exposed to criminal opportunity, 

either generalized opportunity or dating opportunity, signrficantiy predict both 

dating violence victimization and general crime victimization. Yet believing that 

violence is acceptable in dating relationships and being unwilling to seek help 
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when victimized by a dating partner, are significant predictors of dating violence 

victimization alone. Although different types of victimization appear to require 

different explanations, the elements tiiey share in common are important The 

effect of witinessing parental violence can not be over-stated. 

Witnessing parental violence increases the risk of becoming a general 

offender, a dating violence offender, a general crime victim and a dating violence 

victim. Witnessing parental violence appears to transmit more than the belief 

that intimate violence is normative, in addition, exposure to criminal opportunity, 

whether general or specific, increases the chance of becoming a general 

offender, a dating violence offender, a general crime victim and a dating violence 

victim. Generalized criminal opportunity predicts general crime offending and 

victimization, whereas dating opportunity predicts dating violence offending and 

victimization. Cleariy these are important predictor variables to be included in 

future analyses. 
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Chapter Six: 

What is the Meaning of Parental Violence? 

6.1 Literature Review of Parental Violence on Later Childhood Behavior 

6.1.1. The Intergenerational Transfer of Violence 

Most of the current work investigating the link between parental violence 

and later child violence suggests that violence is learned and passed on from 

generation to generation (Mihalic and Elliot, 1997; O'Keefe, 1998; Widom, 1989; 

Doumas, et al., 1994; Smith and Williams, 1992; O'Keefe, 1997). There appears 

to be two propositions emerging from the intergenerational transfer of violence 

perspective. First, along the lines of Bandura's classical teaming theory on 

aggression (1973), children imitate aggressive actions that they perceive to be 

beneficial or exhibit high social power or status. Therefore in households where 

the powerful maintain dominance through violence, the children of the household 

model this rewarded behavior. We would expect that children nnodel whichever 

behavior they perceive as beneficial. According to the Imitative model, children 

are mimicking adult violence in their later dating relationships. 

The second proposition suggested by the intergenerational transfer of 

violence perspective concerns normative transfer. Because evidence has 

emerged that suggests that those who engage in violence against intimate 

partners also engage in a variety of other deviant and criminal acts (Hotaling, 

Straus and Lincoln. 1990; Simons, Conger and Wu, 1994), proponents of the 

learning perspective have widened the scope of their theory beyond pure 
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imitation into nomriative transfer. According to this variant of learning theory the 

child is not simply imitating rewarded behavior and thus only producing intimate 

violence in the future, but teams a whole nonnative system that includes violence 

against intimates and other deviant and criminal acts (Straus, Gelles and 

Steinmetz, 1980; O'Leary, 1988). What is being "passed on" in this tradition is a 

general disregard for conventional norms of right and wrong behavior. The child, 

in essence, teams to value anti-social activity because he or she sees it as a high 

status or valuable behavior. Therefore the child is encouraged, because he or 

she wants the reward witnessed in childhood when a parent acted violently or 

non-violently criminal, to re-enact this anti-nomiative behavior in adolescence 

when dating and on into adulthood when mamed. But, remember, violence 

against intimate partners Is just one possible outcome of this value system that 

suggests that violence and other crime is acceptable. 

6.1.2 Weakened Parent-Child Attachments 

Little work is done that questions tiie hold that the teaming theory has on 

explaining the causes of intimate violence. However, the Gluecks (1950), 

McCord (1991), Simons et al. (1994, 1997,1998), McNeal and Amato (1998), 

and Widom (1989) suggest tiiat perhaps it is neglectful parenting that allows a 

host of delinquent and deviant acts to occur. It is not that the child is modeling a 

powerful role model when he or she engages in dating violence, or that he or she 

is enacting a learned normative system that teaches that violence is acceptable. 
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but rather, that the children are suffering from a lack of guidance (Gottfredson 

and Hirschi, 1990; pp. 94). It is proposed that parents who hit each other are 

ineffective parents at teaching their children right and wrong behavior, when they 

are not sure of the distinction. McNeal and Amato (1998) find that children who 

witness parental violence have weakened attachments to their parents. Simons 

et al (1998) find that when positive parenting, measured by attachment, 

monitoring and reasoned punishment, is included in regression analyses the 

effect of witnessing interparental violence on later dating violence, disappears. 

Perhaps parents who hit each other are neglectful parents in general. They may 

be so consumed in their own problems at the moment that they ignore and forget 

about their children. The impact of neglectful parenting on later delinquency has 

been well documented (Glueck, 1950; McCord, 1991; Widom, 1989). In fact, 

neglect Is more likely to produce delinquency than harsh parenting which 

includes corporal punishment or abusive parenting. 

The belief that parents who hit each other are ineffective parents is 

consistent with Gottffredson and Hirschi's views of self control. For self control to 

be instilled (learned) In the child a parent must "monitor, correct and punish" 

(1990; pp. 97) errant acts. A parent who is lacking in self control Is unlikely to 

have the impulse control and foresight to consistently go through the steps 

necessary to create a child with high self control. Parents with low self control, 

as manifested by their own use of violence, are Incapable of teaching their 

children much of anything. Nor are they capable of restraining unchecked 
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tendencies in their children from which they also suffer. Both child and parent 

are living in the moment with little regard for others' suffering or the future 

consequences of their actions. According to this classical view on human nature, 

the instrumental use of violence achieves some end, is natural, and needs no 

teaching. 

6.2 Competing Hypotheses Regarding Parental Violence and Delinquency 

The meaning of witnessing parental violence is far from clear. If one if 

investigating from a Learning Theory perspective, it is predicted that witnessing 

parental violence, if the violence somehow suggests dominance or is rewarded, 

teaches children that it is acceptable and in fact, powerful to hit the ones you 

love. If normative transfer is the mechanism upon which children leam that 

intimate violence, as well as a number of other crimes are good, then children will 

model actions in the parents that they find desirable. Either way, a strong parent 

to child bond is required and acts as a conduit for the transfer of values. 

Contrary to the Learning Theory perspective. Social Control theory would 

predict that ineffective parenting leads to later delinquent acts in children. When 

teachings of conventional morality are absent, the child is freed from social 

controls exerted by his or her parents and is free to act on momentary impulses. 

When the parent manifests little control over his or her own actions, he or she is 

unlikely to pursue correction of the same behaviors in their child. Those people 

manifesting low self confrol tend to be short-sighted, self absorbed and sensitive 
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to the temptations of the moment. As a parent, the individual with low self control 

is predicted to have weakened attachments to their children, does not monitor or 

effectively punish the children, and when the parent does punish the child it Is 

likely to be inconsistent and harsh rather than reasoned (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 

1995). It is predicted that parents who hit each other are ineffective role models 

to teach conventional morality and prevent delinquency. 

6.2.1 The Control Perspective: Poor Parenting 

Hi: Weak Child to Parent Bond via Attachments 

Ha-' Poor Monitoring and Supervision 

H3: Parental Attachment is negatively related to Dating Violence and 
General Crime (Offending and Victimization) 

H4: Parental Attachment and Monitoring Will Mediate the Effect of 
Parental Violence on Dating Violence and General Crime 

6.2.2 The Learning Perspective: Imitation and Value Transfer 

Hi: Strong Child to Parent Bond via Attachments (learning conduit) 

H2: Good Monitoring and Supervision (increased teaching opportunities) 

H3: Parental Attachment Is Positively Related to Dating Violence and 
General Crime (Offending and Victimization) 

H4: Parental Attachment and Monitoring Will Not Mediate the Effect 
Of Parental Violence on Dating Violence and General Crime 
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6.3 Bivariate Results of Parental Violence on Parental Attachments 

To begin to test the two competing perspectives a variety of bivariate 

analyses were performed. The frequencies of the parental attachment and 

monitoring variables selected are presented in Table 6.1. The variables selected 

are consistent with past research measuring parental attachment and monitoring 

(Hirschi, 1969). The items are replicates of items measuring parental attachment 

and monitoring found in Hirschi's 1969 Richmond Youth Survey. There is, in 

fact, a possibility for a reliability check on these items that were collected on 

different instruments, different samples, different geographical regions and at 

different time periods. 

For the most part children agree or strongly agree with statements that 

measure parental attachment and effective monitoring. At least a third to half of 

the sample appear to fc)e moderately to highly attached to their parents and 

believe that their parents know where they are when they are away fi'om home or 

with who they are on a date. These respondents would score high on parental 

attachment and monitoring. However, at least one third of the sample disagrees 

or strongly disagrees with questions that measure whether they want to be like 

their mom or dad, talk over future plans with their parents, their parents know 

where they are when away from home or whom they are with when dating, or 

feel that their mom understands them. These respondents would score low on 

parental attachment and parental monitoring. 
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Table 6.1 Frequency Distribution of the Parental Attachment and Parental 
Monitoring Variables 

rTEM DESCRIFFIGN Response Category Percentages 
SA AG UN DA so 

My parents know where 1 am when 1 am away from 
home. 22.4 36.0 16.7 14.1 8.0 
My parents always know wtio 1 am dating. 24.5 26.8 19.3 17.6 8.6 
I would like to be the kind of person my fiather is. 15.0 23.0 25.3 15.4 19.5 
1 would like to be the kind of person my mother is. 13.4 22.2 27.9 20.2 15.3 
1 talk over future plans with my parents. 24.4 40.2 16.0 10.4 6.1 
1 share my thoughts and feelings with nny mother. 18.8 29.5 18.9 17.9 13.4 
My moth  ̂seems to understand me. 18.7 30.6 18.5 15.6 13.6 

Cert. Prob. Mayt)e Doubt Don't 
It Know 

Would your mother stick by you if you got into 
really bad trouble? 50.2 22.2 12.1 7.5 3.3 
Would your father sttek by you if you got into really 
bad trouble? 40.4 22.6 12.8 12.0 6.5 

Table 6.2 contains the Pearson's correlation coefficients for associations 

between the two parental violence variables and the parental attachment and 

monitoring variables. Parental abuse, formerly a composite variable, was broken 

down into having ever seen your mother hit your father, and having ever seen 

you father hit your mother. This was done for two reasons. First, greater 

specificity can be achieved when it is known how the violence of one parent 

affects the attachment that the parent exhibits toward the child (eg... the 

relationship between witnessing mother hit father and feeling that your mother 

would stick by you if you got into really bad trouble). Second, It has been 

suggested that female to male violence means something different to children 

than male to female violence. In female to male violence children may interpret 

the violence as retaliatory or self-protective, whereas children may view male to 
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female violence as antagonistic. To account for the possibility of such views, 

both types of violence are presented. 

TABLE 6.2 Correlations Among the Parental Attachment and Monitoring 
Variables and Interparental Violence Variables'*' 

MOM HIT 
DAD 

DAD HIT 
MOM 

My parents know where 1 am when 1 am away from home. -.14 -.10 
My parents always know who i am dating. -.13 -.11 
1 would like to be the kind of person my father is. -.14 -.25 
1 would like to be the kind of person my mother is. -.10 -.11 
1 talk over fubjre plans with my parents. -.07* -.07* 
1 share my thoughts and feelings with my mother. .06* -.10 
My mother seems to understand me. -.11 -.10 
Would your mother stick by you if you got into really bad 
trouble? -.14 -.22 
Would your ^ther stick by you if you got into really bad 
trouble? -.16 -.18 

* indicates a significance at the p < .05 level; alt other correlations are significant at the p < .001 level 

According to the results presented in Table 6.2, children who witness 

either their mother hit their father or their father hit their mother are less likely 

than children who do not witness parental violence to report that their parents 

know where they are when they are away from home or who they are dating, 

they are less likely to report that they talk over future plans with their parents, 

want to be the kind of person that their dad or mom is, feel that their mother 

understands them, and are less likely to believe that their mom or dad would 

" The correlation of the variables have you ever seen your ^ther hit your mother and have you 
ever seen your mother hit your father is .54 
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stick by them if they got into really bad trouble. It also doesn't appear to matter 

whether the parent is the initiator or recipient of the violence. 

It is interesting to note the relationship between mother hits father and 

wanting to be like mom. Children who witness their mother hit their father are 

less likely to want to be like their mom. The same relationship holds true for 

fathers as role models. The one anomalous relationship exists between 

witnessing parental violence, of either type, and sharing thoughts and feelings 

with your mother. According to the results in Table 6.2, children who witness 

parental violence with either the mother as the offender or victim are more likely 

than children who do not witness parental violence to share thoughts and 

feelings with their mother. The relationship is positive, but rather small. 

Tables 6.3a and 6.3b contain the results of the bivariate cross-tabs 

between the two parental violence variables and the attachment and monitoring 

variables for both males and females. If the leaming perspective is true, then the 

children witnessing parental violence should have strong attachments to the 

parent who is the offender. If the control theory perspective is conrect, then 

attachments between parents and children should be weaker for those children 

who witness parental violence when compared to the attachments of children 

who do not witness parental violence. Also, since the main theme of the control 

perspective conceming parental violence and the parent to child bond is one of 

ever seen your mother hit your father is .54 
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neglect, those children who witness parental violence should report lower levels 

of supervision than the children who do not witness parental violence. 

The results of Tables 6.3a and 6.3b are reported per item for both boys 

and girls. According to the results in Tables 6.3a and 6.3b, both boys and girls 

who have witnessed parental violence report lower levels of parental supervision 

than the children who have not witnessed parental violence. However, this 

finding is much more pronounced for the girls who have witnessed parental 

violence. According to the results of the question regarding whether parents 

know who their child is dating, girls who have witnessed parental violence are 

two to three times as likely to strongly disagree that their parents know who they 

are dating, than the girls who have not witnessed parental violence. This 

variable is of particular interest to the prediction of dating violence. A parent who 

does not know who their child is dating is hard pressed to prevent potential 

dating violence. The parent Is not acting as an effective guardian in preventing 

dating violence when he or she does not even know whom the child is dating. 

Additionally, girls who witness parental violence are less likely to agree with the 

statement. My parents know where I am when I am away from home, as 

compared to girls who have not witnessed parental violence. The same trends 

exist for males who have witnessed parental violence, but the differences are not 

as marked. 

The analysis of the attachment variables is more complex. However, it is 

clear that both girls and boys who witness parental violence do /7o  ̂want to be 
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like either their mother or father. Boys and girts who witness parental violence 

are less likely to want to be like their mother or father than are children who have 

not witnessed parental violence. This relationship holds regardless of whether 

the mother or father is the offender or victim of the violence. Additionally, it 

does not appear to matter whether the child is reporting on the offending or 

victimization of the same sex parent, or the opposite sex parent Girls and boys 

who have witnessed parental violence are less likely to want to be the kind of 

person their mother or father is, as compared to girls and boys who have not 

witnessed parental violence, regardless of whether they have witnessed father to 

mother violence, or mother to father violence. This finding Is particularly 

detrimental to the role modeling hypothesis crucial to a learning theory 

perspective. According to the results presented here, children who witness 

parental violence do not emulate the parents who they see using violence 

against each other. 

Giris and boys diverge in their emotional attachments to their parents. 

Boys who witness parental violence, in either form, do not differ much from their 

peers who have not witnessed parental violence on how much they share their 

thoughts and feelings with their mothers and whether they talk over future plans 

with their parents. Girls who have witnessed parental violence, are less likely 

than girls who have not witnessed parental violence, to report that they talk over 

However, boys who have witnessed their father hit their mother are more likely to strongly 
agree with the statement 1 would like to be the kind of person my mother is, than boys who have 
not witnessed parental violence. The boys may be reporting on some type of characteristic they 
find laudable in their victim mothers. 
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future plans with their parents, and that they share thoughts and feelings with 

their mother. GIris who have witnessed mother to father violence are less likely 

to share thoughts and feelings with their mother than the girls who report 

witnessing father to mother violence. Again, as a reminder, mother to father 

violence and father to mother violence are highly correlated, and so we can not 

assume that we are talking about discrete categories of events here. Witnessing 

father to mother violence does not preclude witnessing mother to father violence. 

Both boys and girls who have witnessed parental violence are less likely than 

their peers who have not witnessed parental violence, to report that their mother 

understands them, and that their mother or father would stick by them if they got 

into really bad trouble. 



TABLE 6.3a RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WITNESSING PARENTAL VIOLENCE, PARENTAL ATTACHMENT AND 
SUPERVISION VARIABLES BY SEX (MALES) 

Males 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

My parents know where I am when I am away from home. 

YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 

17.5 
17.6 
12.4 
18.6 

27.5 
41.1 
29.2 
41.2 

21.3 
19.3 
21.3 
19.2 

20.0 
13.6 
21.3 
13.2 

13.8 
8.4 
15.7 
7.8 

My parents always know who I am dating. 
21.8 23.1 20.5 24.4 10.3 
20.3 27.1 25.3 17.6 9.7 
17.6 24.7 23.5 18.8 15.3 
21.2 26,8 24.8 18.5 8.7 

I would like to be the kind of person my father is. 
12.3 16.0 19.8 13.6 38.3 
18.2 26.0 26.9 13.9 15.0 
14.3 24.2 15.4 14.3 31.9 
17.9 24.8 27.9 13.7 15.7 
I would like to be the kind of person my mother Is. 

14.8 
11.9 
10.9 
12.6 

27.2 
20.3 
25.0 
20.8 

29.6 
32.5 
27.2 
33.0 

16.0 
19.7 
19.6 
19.0 

12.3 
15.6 
17.4 
14.6 

I talk over future plans with my parents. 
20.2 41.9 19.3 10.7 7.9 
21.5 44.3 16.5 7.6 10.1 
20.2 40.4 16.9 11.2 11.2 
20.4 42.2 19.7 10.5 7.2 
I share my thoughts and feelings with my mother. 

20,0 20.0 27.5 18.8 13.8 
12.7 28.3 22.7 20.6 15.7 
19.8 25.3 26.4 16.5 12.1 
12.7 27.4 22,8 21.1 16.0 



Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

My mother seems to understand me. 
YES 28.8 23.8 20.0 12.5 15.0 
NO 18.3 33.7 22.7 13.0 12.3 
YES 29.2 22.5 16.9 11.2 20.2 
NO 18.2 34.1 23.3 13.2 11.2 

Certainly Probably Maybe Doubt It Don't 
Know 

Would your mother stick by you If you got into really bad 
trouble? 

YES 36.0 30.7 14.7 14.7 4,0 
NO 53.4 24.0 13.8 5.7 3.2 
YES 38.1 22.6 15.5 17.9 6.0 
NO 53.5 25.3 13.6 4.8 2.8 

Would your father stIcK by you If you got into really bad 
trouble? 

YES 21.9 17.8 23.3 28.8 8.2 
NO 44.6 26.2 13.2 10.0 5.9 
YES 22.0 22.0 29.3 19.5 7.3 
NO 45.0 25.8 11.8 11.4 6.0 

N's range from 512-547 



TABLE 6.3b RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN WITNESSING PARENTAL VIOLENCE AND PARENTAL ATTACHMENT AND 
SUPERVISION VARIABLES BY SEX (FEMALES) 

Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
Females Agree Disagree 

My parents know where 1 am when 1 am away from home. 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 26.4 26.4 12.3 19.8 15.1 
NO 29,2 37.2 14.8 13.5 5.3 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 26.3 28.4 13,7 17.9 13.7 
NO 29.1 36.6 14.4 14.0 5.8 

My parents always know who 1 am dating. 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 16.2 29.6 12.4 23,8 18.1 

NO 33.0 29.0 16.0 16.4 5.5 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 16.0 26.6 16.0 24.5 17.0 Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

NO 32.6 29.6 15.1 16.6 6.0 
1 would like to be the kind of person my father is. 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 6.6 9.4 18.9 15.1 50.0 Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 
NO 15.4 25.6 26.9 17.6 14.5 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 10.5 12.6 15.8 15.8 45.3 Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 
NO 14.4 24.5 27.3 17.6 16.3 

1 would like to be the kind of person my mother is. 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 11.3 14.2 20.8 23.6 30.2 Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? 

NO 15.0 26.0 25.8 20.9 12.3 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 9.5 13.7 23.2 24.2 29.5 Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

NO 15.2 25.8 25.3 20.8 12.9 
i talk over future plans with my parents. 

Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 20.0 39.0 16.2 15.2 9.5 
NO 32.1 41.8 13.1 9.7 3.3 

Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 20.2 44.7 16.0 13.8 5.3 Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 
NO 31.7 40.5 13,4 10.1 4.3 

1 share my thoughts and feelings with my mother. 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 20.8 22.6 12.3 18.9 25.5 

NO 25.1 35.2 15.8 15.4 8.6 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 16.7 28.1 11.5 17.7 26.0 Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

NO 25.8 33.7 15.9 15.7 9.0 



My mother seems to understand me. 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 14.2 23.6 9.4 20.8 32.1 

NO 19.8 32.4 17.6 18.9 11.3 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 13.7 24.2 8.4 20.0 33.7 

NO 19.7 32.0 17.7 19.0 11.5 
Certainly Probably Maybe Doubt It Don't 

Know 
Would your mother stick by you if you got into really bad 

trouble? 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 39.8 22.3 15.5 15.5 6.8 

NO 57.7 22.3 10.9 6.0 3,1 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 45.7 18.5 16.3 13.0 6.5 

NO 56.2 23.0 10.8 6.7 3.3 
Would your father stick by you If you got Into really bad 

trouble? 
Have you ever seen your father hit your mother? YES 23.3 17.5 17.5 28.2 13.6 

NO 48.8 24.3 11.6 9.4 6.0 
Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? YES 28.3 14.1 22.8 23.9 10.9 Have you ever seen your mother hit your father? 

NO 47.3 24.7 10.6 10.7 6.7 

N'8 range from 652-580 

ON N> 
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6.4 Predicting Parental Attachment 

A parental attachment scale was created from the non-monitoring, 

parental attachment items listed in Table 6.1. A similar scale was created of the 

two parental monitoring items but the analysis is not presented. Although 

analysis was performed using the parental violence items to predict monitoring, 

parental monitoring will not be used in subsequent multivariate analyses. The 

components of the Parental Attachment scale and the alpha reliability are listed 

in Table 6.4. Only "I share thought and feelings with my mother" is excluded 

from the scale. The scale appears to be reliable and will be used in later 

analysis. 

Table 6.4 Item-Total Correlations and Alpha for the Parental Attachment 
Scale 

ITEM DESCRIPTION Item-Total Correlation 
I would like to be the kind of person my father is. .6962 
I would like to be the kind of person my mother is. .6771 
I talk over future plans with my parents. .7176 
My mother seems to understand me. .6924 
Would your mother stick by you if you got into really bad trouble? .7120 
Would your father stick by you if you got into really bad trouble? .7177 

Aipha= .7394; N=1054: ltems=6 

N's range from 1090-1111 
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The first model presented in Table 6.5 regresses parental attachment on 

both types of parental violence, age, welfare receipt and self control. Model 1 

reports the results for the female sample and Model 2 refers to the male sample. 

Table 6.5 Regression of Parental Attachment on Parental Violence, Self 
Control, Welfare Receipt and Age 

Model 1 Model 2 
Beta Beta 

FEMALE MALE 
Age n.s. n.s. 
Welfare Benefits -.142 -.112* 
Mother Hits Father n.s. n.s. 
Father Hits lUother -.257 n.s. 
Self Control .404 .441 

Constant 
R^= .31 II 

F= 45.15 F= 28.26 
P < .001 P < .001 

* indicates a coefficient is significant at the .05 level; all other coefficients are significant at the 
p < .001 level 

Because past studies have suggested that girls and boys may manifest different 

outcomes when witnessing parental violence, and also, that girls and boys may 

differ In their levels of attachment to parents, regressions are run separately on 

sub-sample of girls and a suk)-sample of boys. Girls who witness their father hit 

their mother are less likely to report high levels of parental attachment than are 

girls who do not witness parental violence by their father, but witnessing father to 

mother violence does not appear to significantly effect parental attachment for 

the boys. Also, according to Model 1 and Model 2, children who report higher 
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levels of self control report higher levels of parental attachnnent. Children who 

come from homes where the parents have ever received welfare benefits also 

report lower levels of parental attachment. Witnessing mother to father violence 

does not appear to affect the parent to child bond for either girls or boys. 

An additional regression was run to predict respondents level of self 

control. Because attachments between parent's and children may be mediated 

by the level of self control that the child displays, the impact of witnessing 

parental violence on establishing levels of self control in children is important to 

explore. Additionally, the bivariate, cross-tab findings in Table 6.3, may be 

confounded by not controlling for level of self control. Those children with low 

levels of self control who witness parental violence may be the most likely dating 

offenders and victims as was suggested in previous chapters. Level of 

respondent's self control was regressed on, both types of parental violence and 

parental attachment. Two regressions were run, one for the sample of boys and 

one on the sample of girls. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 

6.6. 
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Table 6.6 Regression of Self Control on Parental Violence, Parental 
Attachment and Parental Monitoring 

Model 1 Model 2 
Beta Beta 

FEMALE MALE 
Mother Hits Father -.100* -.103  ̂
Father Hits Mother n.s. n.s. 
Parental Attachment .264 .273 
Parental Monitorfng .415 .365 
Constant 

R .̂37 R^= .35 
F= 76.04 F= 61.82 
P < .001 P < .001 

* indicates a coefficient is significant at the .05 level; all other coefficients are significant at the 
p < .001 level 

According to the findings presented in Table 6.6, Parental Attachment and 

Effective Monitoring increase the likelihood of reporting high levels of self control 

for both boys and giris. Respondents who witness mother to father violence are 

less likely to report high levels of self control, but this does not apparently differ 

for boys and girls. This finding again questions the validity that same-sex gender 

role modeling is occum'ng, in which children are more likely to adopt the values 

and behaviors of their same-sex role models than opposite-sex role models. 

Witnessing father to mother violence appears to have no effect on predicting 

levels of self control net of witnessing mother to father violence, and parental 

attachment. Self control as measured by attitudinal and behavioral items 

predicted dating violence offending, general crime offending and general crime 

victimization. The final question then becomes how do parental violence, 
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parental attachment, parental nnonitoring and self control predict dating violence 

and general crime in a multivariate model. So far, witnessing father to mother 

violence decreases the child to parent bond for giris. Witnessing mother to father 

violence decreases the likelihood that the child will report high levels of self 

control. If parental attachment and self control are negatively related to parental 

violence, then it would be predicted that parental violence is positively related to 

dating violence whereas, parental attachment and self control are negatively 

related to dating violence. 

6.5 Multivariate Analysis of Parental Attachment and Monitoring, and Parental 
Violence on Dating Violence and General Crime 

The results of the multivariate regression analyses are presented in Table 

6.7. Increasing levels of self control decrease the likelihood of becoming a dating 

violence offender, a dating violence victim, a general crime offender and a 

general crime victim when parental violence, parental attachment and parental 

monitoring are controlled. However, levels of self control do not predict being a 

female dating violence victim. Witnessing your father hit your mother increases 

the likelihood of becoming a male dating violence offender, a dating violence 

victim, a general crime offender and a general crime victim. The same is true for 

witnessing your mother hit your father, with the exception of a non-significant 

effect on predicting dating violence victimization. Increasing parental monitoring 

decreases the chances of becoming either a general crime offender or victim. 

Parental attachment does not significantly predict either type of crime or 
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victimization. However, parental attachment does significantly predict general 

crime and general crime victimization with increasing levels of attachment 

decreasing the chance of being either a general crime offender or victim, when 

self control is not in the regression equation. Self control and parental 

attachment are so closely related, that net of levels of self control, parental 

attachment has no predictive power. Also, because some of the measures 

within the self control scale are behavioral, this scale may be a more powerful 

predictor of later behavior than the parental attachment scale that is comprised 

solely of attrtudinal measures. 

TABLE 6.7 Linear Regressions of Dating Violence and General Crime on Parental 
Violence, Parental Attachment and Monitoring, and Self Control Variables 

Dating Dating Victim Genetal General 
Offender Offender Victim 

Giris Boys Girls Boys Gfris Boys Giris Boys 
Mother Hit Father .240 .205 n.s. n.s. .169 .179 .118* .129* 
Father Hit Mother n.s. .285 .284 .267 .096* .172 .183 .155 
Parental Attachment n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Parental Monitoring n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. -.158 -.162 -.161 o

 
o

 

Self Control -.136* -.174 n.s. -.166* -.429 -.460 -.143* -.195 
Constant 

RVIO R .̂23 R .̂11 RV16 R .̂40 R .̂45 R .̂20 RVI8 
F=12 F=29 F= 12 F=17 F=65 F=76 F=26 F=21 
P<.001 P<.001 P<.001 P<.001 P<.001 P<.001 P<.001 P<.001 

* indicates significance at the p < .05 level; all other coefficients are significant at the p < .001 
level; 

Several additional trends in the data regarding hypothesis number four 

presented in Table 6.7 must be noted. The following comments compare the 

regression results from the previous chapters with the regression results that 
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include the positive parenting variables. First, the effects of parental violence on 

general crime and dating violence offending and victimization do decrease when 

parental attachment, parental monitoring and self control variables are added to 

the equation. The effects in the previous analyses using witnessing parental 

violence to predict dating violence and general crime offending and victimization, 

although in the same direction, were much larger. Second, because self control 

and parental monitoring and attachment are so closely related, the results in 

Table 6.7 must be looked at cautiously. Self Control, Parental Attachment and 

Parental Monitoring may be measuring the same underlying concept. In 

sequential regression analysis, the effect of parental attachment and monitoring 

disappears once self control is added to the equation (data not presented). 

Finally, because the variables are measured at the same time, it is unclear as to 

the causal ordering between self control, parental abuse, parental attachment 

and parental monitoring. 

6.6 Summary and Conclusion 

When correlation analyses Is examined, the propositions of the social control 

theory are cleariy supported. Witnessing parental violence depresses reporting 

positive parental attachment and effective monitoring. From this analysis, it 

appears that children who witness parental violence are not attached to their 

parents and their parents are not acting as effective monitors on their behavior. 

Further, the belief in same sex and opposite sex role modeling is questioned in 
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the bivariate, cross-tab analyses as neither the girls or the boys appear to be 

advocating any same-sex, or cross-sex for that matter, role modeling. According 

to individual relationships, children who witness parental violence are not 

attached to their violent parents, do no want to be like them, and do not believe 

that their parents would stick by them if they got into really bad trouble. 

Additionally, it appears that children who witness parental violence also do not 

believe that their parents know where they are and whom they are dating most of 

the time. These findings are strong evidence against the learning theory's 

contention that violence is transmitted over a strong parent to child bond. Not 

only does the parent to child bond appear to be weak, the children are reporting 

that they do not want to be the type of person that their mother or father is. No 

apparent role modeling is occurring for this sample of children who have 

witnessed parental abuse. Also, it does not appear to make a difference in the 

children's role modeling assessment whether it is the mother or father who is 

acting violently toward the other spouse. Girls who witness mother to father 

violence do not want to be like their mothers; girls who witness father to mother 

violence do not want to be like their Others. The same relationship holds true for 

the boys as well. 

Not surprisingly, according to the multivariate regression analysis, 

witnessing father to mother violence decreases the likelihood of reporting high 

levels of parental attachment. Witnessing mother to father violence decreases 

the likelihood of reporting high levels of self control. High levels of self control 
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then predicts high levels of parental attachment. It is difficult to explain why 

mother to fether violence influences self control and not parental attachment. 

One possible explanation might concem parenting strategies. As mothers bear 

the majority of chiid-rearing responsibilities, when adequate matemal support is 

lacking, teaching self control is difficult. However, in such a situation, we would 

expect to find mother to father violence predicting parental attachment as well as 

self control. An alternate explanation might be furthered. It may be that mother 

to father violence is more anti-normative than father to mother violence, given 

women's lesser involvement in violent crime In general. In this instance when 

mother to father violence occurs the child is presented with an environment that 

Is strongly anti-normative, with parents who demonstrate low self control, and 

who provide few checks on their children's deviant impulses. Regardless, the 

findings that witnessing parental violence depresses parental attachment and self 

control are cleariy supportive of the Social Control perspective as witnessing 

parental violence attenuates the child to parent bond. 

Finally, witnessing parental violence in either form increased the likelihood 

that the respondent would report being a dating violence offender, a general 

crime offender and a general crime victim for both boys and girls. Witnessing 

father to mother violence also predicted becoming a dating violence victim for 

both boys and girls. Witnessing father to mother violence Increased the 

likelihood of reporting being a dating violence offender for boys, but not for girls. 

However, witnessing mother to father violence also increased the likelihood of 
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reporting being a dating violence offender for boys, so same-sex role modeling 

does not seems to be the rule. Low self control was the strongest predictor of 

becoming a dating violence offender, victim, or a general crime victim or 

offender. Parental attachment was found to only have a weak depressing effect 

of becoming a general crime victim. Increasing levels of effective monitoring 

decreased the likelihood of being a general crime victim or offender. 

When the hypotheses are viewed as a whole, the social control theory is 

strongly supported. Witnessing father to mother violence weakens the bond that 

children experience. Witnessing mother to father violence decreases the 

likelihood of reporting high levels of self control, which is predictive of high levels 

of parental attachment. Including parental monitoring and attachment variables 

into multivariate analyses do decrease the effect of parental violence on 

predicting either dating violence or general crime. Finally, although the effects 

are sometimes non-significant in regression analysis, when significant, parental 

attachment and effective monitoring are negatively related to both dating violence 

and general crime. 

Overall, the analyses presented here present a threat to the efficacy of 

using learning theory to explain the mechanism through which children who 

witness parental violence become violent themselves. It does not appear that 

there is role modeling occurring in which children view their abusive parents as 

socially powerful and the object of emulation. Instead the portrait of neglectful 

parenting emerges of those parents who engage in inter-parental violence. 
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Gottfredson and Hirschi's belief that low self control emerges in the absence of 

learning resounds here in the analyses presented. Children who have parents 

involved in inter-parental violence are suffering fixjm a lack of teaching, either in 

the merits of parental violence, or in the merits of a conventional, law-abiding life. 
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Chapter Seven: 

Summary and Conclusions 

7.1 Hypotheses Related to Dating Violence 

In the first chapter, several questions were listed. First it was suggested 

that the causal structure of the crime of dating violence be compared to the 

causes of other types of crime. Do similar variables predict similar types of 

crimes? Is dating violence different In terms of causation from other types of 

crime? Second, the dating violence offender was compared to general crime 

offenders. Is the dating violence offender a specialist in dating violence or does 

he display versatility in his participation in a variety of criminal and delinquent 

acts? Third, can the General Theory of Crime be extended theoretically to 

predict victimization? Related to this proposition, is the victim of dating violence 

a victim of other types of crime as well? Is there overiap between offending and 

victimization in dating violence and other types of crime? As these questions 

were investigated, a new question emerged. What is the meaning of witnessing 

parental violence on juvenile's subsequent delinquent acts? How does 

witnessing parental violence affect the parent to child bond? The analyses 

performed illuminated these empirical questions and will be explained 

sequentially. 
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7.2 Conclusions Regarding Dating Violence and General Offending 

In relation to the first question, dating violence is associated with other 

crimes. According the results reported in Table 4.2, 94.0% of dating violence 

offenders have committed another act of crime or delinquency. Both types of 

offenders are characterized by low self control, numerous accidents, high 

exposure to criminal opportunities, and believe that violence is acceptable in a 

variety of situations. However, dating violence offenders are more likely to be 

girls, and general crime offenders are more likely to be boys. Dating violence 

offenders appear to be versatile in their criminal involvement. They report 

offending in a wide variety of crime and delinquency. Dating offenders are also 

likely to be dating violence victims as well. Dating violence offenders are likely to 

report many accidents, high dating opportunities and have witnessed parental 

abuse while they were growing up. 

Dating violence offenders in this particular sample are girts. This is a 

shocking enough finding on its own. Although it has been suggested that girls 

involve themselves relatively frequently in acts of "minor" dating violence, as 

measured in these analyses, never before have they been the majority of 

offenders. However, a word of caution must be said. The giris in the sample 

given their lower involvement in general crime, may be over-reporting their 

involvement in dating violence offending. The acts of dating violence that they 
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engage in may be particularly salient to them when they have committed 

relatively few other acts of crime and delinquency. For this reason, future 

analyses must separate the analysis by sex. Female dating violence offenders 

may differ in terms of explaining their crime from male dating violence offenders. 

Although, dating violence offenders may not differ in motive by sex, until the 

analyses are separated we can not be confident of such a conclusion. 

In comparison to dating violence offenders, general crime offenders are 

likely to have witnessed parental abuse, report low levels of self control, report 

many accidents and are exposed to many criminal opportunities. In terms of 

causation, the two types of offenders do not appear to be very different. The 

measure of self control that contains attitudinal and school performance 

variables, does not signiftcantiy predict dating violence offending. However, 

when self control is measured by using what Gottfredson and Hirschi term 

analogous acts such as accidents, self control is a significant predictor of dating 

violence offiending. Opportunity measures are also an important part in 

predicting dating violence offending. The generalized criminal opportunity 

measures do not significantly predict dating violence, but the dating opportunity 

measures do. What does all this mean for research on dating violence? 

First, the idea that dating violence offenders are specialists in dating 

violence must be abandoned. From the findings reported here, dating violence 

offenders are criminals in general. Their behavior should be viewed broadly, and 
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should not be limited to violence within the narrow confines of an intimate 

relationship. Because they are not specialists in dating violence, researchers do 

not need specialized theories to explain their behavior. So far, the theorists who 

support the intergenerational transfer of violence hypothesis have only half the 

information. Because of substantive oversights, these theorists never thought to 

investigate how parental abuse effects children in a number of ways. Because 

dating violence offenders are also general crime offenders, and because 

witnessing parental abuse has deleterious effects on future law-breaking in 

general, the causal scope of predicting dating violence must be widened. 

However, this does not suggest that the causal model should be specialized. 

The models with the greatest predictive power in my findings contained only 

three variables. 

What do each of the three variables mean for the prediction of dating 

violence? First, the impact of witnessing parental abuse has ti'emendous, 

negative impact on later delinquency. It does not only cause heightened risk for 

inter-personal violence, but heightens the risk for other personal and property 

crimes as well. The meaning of witnessing parental violence on later 

delinquency will be discussed subsequentiy. However. I can make a few 

generalizations. Having witnessed parental abuse decreases tiie child's level of 

self control (Table 5.1. r=-.25). It increases the likelihood that the child will 

experience many acddents, have increased opportunity to date and criminal 
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opportunities (Table 5.1, P=.18, r= .11 and r= .23). Having witnessed parents 

who hit each other also increases the likelihood that the respondent will see 

violence in certain dating situations as appropriate (Table 5.1, r=. 22). 

The impact of the General Theory of Crime on predicting dating violence 

offending is also great The authors suggest that to predict crime, one should 

use measures of self control, both attitudinai and t>ehavloral measures, and 

measures of opportunity. Self control, as measured by the number of accidents 

the respondent reports, and opportunity, as measured by dating opportunity, are 

significant predictors of dating violence offending. The extension of the General 

Theory of Crime to the explanation of crime between people well known to each 

other is fruitful. Dating violence is a "serious" crime, and this analysis extends 

the scope of the previous tests of the General Theory. It have been found to 

predict imprudent behaviors (Ameklev, et al., 1993), driving under the influence 

(Keene et al, 1993), acts of delinquency and crime in a longitudinal cohort in 

England (Polakowski, 1993) and deviance and crime among college students 

(Gibbs and Geiver, 1994). That it can predict a specific type of crime, overiooked 

in causal analysis by many criminologists, is significant. And that the prediction 

of dating violence offending mirrors the prediction of general crime offending in 

this high school sample, is even more significant as it proves if s global 

applicability. 
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The importance of opportunity measures in predicting dating violence 

must not be overiooked. It may seem simplistic to state that when one dates 

more, one has greater opportunity to commit dating violence. However, this 

particular crime has not been explained by using situational variables. Although 

the generalized criminal opportunity variable did not significantly predict dating 

violence offending, this does not mean that opportunity is not a critical part of the 

causal chain. Different crimes may have different opportunity structures, as 

these findings bear out. One would not assume that the portability value of the 

"target", in this case a dating partner, a traditionally used opportunity variable 

would have an impact on whether dating violence occurred. To use crime 

specific opportunity variables does not lessen the general importance of 

opportunity in causal analyses. 

From these analyses, an entirely new picture of the dating violence 

offender emerges. She is likely to engage in many other acts of crime and 

reports low levels of self control. She is risk taking, imprudent and is exposed to 

many dating opportuniti'es. She is likely to have come from a home where her 

parents were engaged in violence towards each other. She is a general crime 

offender and should be treated as such. Yet, to predict her dating violence 

offending crime specific measures of dating opportunity should be used. She is 

likely to also be a victim of dating violence and other crime (94.9% of female 

dating violence offenders are general crime victims; 57.7% of female dating 
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violence offenders are dating violence victims). There is still much to be known 

regarding why dating violence occurs. In particular, the family dynamics where 

parents are engaged in violence against each other needs to be investigated. 

Yet, the picture, albeit different from past research findings, of the dating violence 

offender emerges. 

7.3 Conclusions Regarding Dating Violence and General Victimization 

From the regression analyses, the following picture of the dating violence 

victim emerges. The dating violence victims in this sample are likely to have 

witnessed parental violence, to have many dating opportunities, believe that 

violence is acceptable in certain dating situations and are unlikely to seek outside 

help if hit in by a dating partner. In contrast the general crime victim has 

witinessed parental violence, reports many acddents, and is exposed to many 

criminal opportunities. The prediction of dating violence victimization and general 

crime victimization appears to diverge. However, the witiiessing parental 

violence variable and the opportunity measures are significant predictors of both 

types of victimization. The findings of the sequential, multi-variate regressions 

suggest that the two types of victimization have different causes. 

Yet, the bivariate analyses suggest that the two types of victimization are 

more similar than they are different According to the results presented in Tables 

5.1 and 5.2, dating violence victims are victims of other crimes. They are also 
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offenders of other crimes as well. Dating violence victinns are more likely to be 

general crime offenders than they are likely to be dating violence offenders. 

Dating violence victims are also more likely to be general crime offenders than 

general crime victims (91.9% vs. 84.5%). They are also more likely to report low 

levels of self control, many accidents, high criminal opportunity and high dating 

opportunity than are general crime victims. It appears that the dating violence 

victim is versatile in his or her victimization and offending. What does this 

versatility mean for studies of dating violence victims? 

Little scrutiny has been placed on the dating violence victim's criminal 

past. It was generally assumed that he or she was less likely to be involved in 

crime than her partner, the offiender (Felson, 1998). Victims of dating violence 

are often described as acting in "self defense" when they do happen to engage in 

violence against their partners, and that they are often provoked at great lengths 

before reacting violently (Ibid). However, this analysis suggests otherwise. It 

does not appear that those victims, who are also perpetrators of dating violence 

or other crimes, respond violently only when provoked. The analysis presented 

here shows a victim who more closely resembles Lauritsen, Sampson and 

Laub's (1990) victim who is also an offender, roles that are ambiguously defined. 

Yet, what impact do each of the predictor variables have for the study of dating 

violence victimization? 
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First, dating violence victims have witnessed parental violence. The same 

is true, however, for general crime victims. Again, the far-reaching influence of 

parental violence on later crime and victimization is highlighted. Second, the 

General Theory of Crime does not appear to adequately predict dating violence 

victimization. Although in regressions, the self control variables are significant at 

the p < .05 level (see Table 5.4), their predictive strength is questionable. This 

finding is odd in light of the strong association between dating violence 

victimization and general crime victimization, dating violence victimization and 

dating violence offending and dating violence victimization and general crime 

offending. Self control, as measured by either accidents or attitudes and school 

performance, is a significant predictor of dating violence offending, general crime 

offending and general crime victimization. The relationship between dating 

violence victimization and self control warrants more investigation. The 

relationship may be attenuated by the impact of dating opportunity on dating 

violence victimization. Dating opportunity is a significant predictor of dating 

violence, but if s association with self control is not well known. Dating 

opportunity and self control are inversely associated (Table 5.1; r= -.12). It could 

be argued that dating opportunity is simply a proxy for risk taking behavior and 

low self control, it is difficult to tease out this relationship at present, but it should 

be investigated in future wori(. 
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The fact that the General Theory of Crime has been extended to predict 

general crinrte victimi2:ation is noteworthy. This is a theoretical extension of the 

theory to cover behaviors hinted at, but not specified, by Gottfredson and Hirschi. 

It highlights the inter-related nature of victimization and offending, and thus 

suggests on common cause; the conjunction of low self control in the presence 

of criminal opportunity. Few studies of victimization have applied criminological 

theories to predict its occurrence. These findings suggest that victimization and 

offending are not causally distinct and can be predicted by a general theory. 

Finally, dating violence victimization was significantly predicted by assessing 

the respondents' attitudes toward the acceptability of violence in dating 

relationships and by their willingness to seek help if they were a victim of dating 

violence. Dating violence victims viewed violence in dating relationships as 

acceptable, and were unwilling to seek help if they were victimized In a dating 

relationship. Although the source of these attitudes could be exposure to violent 

parents, the existence of such attitudes may make them more attractive "targets" 

(Felson, 1991). Because the victims believe that violence is acceptable, when 

violence happens to them they do not view it as problematic. Additionally, 

because dating violence is nonnative to them, they see no need to seek help 

from an outside party in hopes of intervening and ceasing the violence. When 

the victim is "attractive", then the offender can commit violence continually and 

with impunity. 
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7.4 Conclusions Regarding Witnessing Parental Violence and Later Delinquency 

Because witnessing parental violence has a strong deleterious impact on 

later delinquency and crime, its meaning must be investigated. According to 

proponents of the learning theory perspective, children who witness parental 

violence learn to emulate that violence, and replicate it in later relationships. Yet, 

proponents of Control theory view the situation quite differently. According to a 

control perspective it is the parent's overall neglectful behavior, rather than the 

act of witnessing parental violence, that has the greatest impact on children's 

later behavior. It is assumed that parents who hit each other may be neglectful 

parents, and unable to restrain the anti-social actions of their children when they 

are unable to restrain their own. The findings reported in Chapter Six cleariy 

support the assumptions of control theory. Children who witness parental 

violence are less likely than their peers who have not witnessed parental 

violence, to want to be like their violent parents and are less likely to feel that 

their parents would stick by them if they got into really bad trouble. It appears 

that children who witness parental violence do not feel attached to parents who 

act violently. 

Witnessing parental violence is negatively related to both parental 

attachment and the respondent's level of self control. Children who witness 

parental violence are less attached to their parents and are more likely to report 
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low levels of self control. When the analyses from the preceding substantive 

chapters were re-run with the inclusion of parental attachment and monitoring 

variables, the effect of witnessing parental violence, so strongly predictive of 

dating violence and general crime offending and victimization, is substantially 

reduced. From these analyses, it is not difficult to reject the idea that children are 

emulating their violent role models. The children in this sample who have 

witnessed parental attachment are less attached to their parents than children 

who have not witnessed parental violence. If it is to be assumed that learning 

takes place over a durable parent to child bond, then these children are 

incapable of emulating the parents to whom they are not bonded. Although it is 

suggested that parental attachment and monitoring mediates the effect of 

witnessing parental violence on later crime and delinquency, the analysis was not 

attempted here. More sophisticated statistical analysis is need and should be 

attempted in the future to tease out the spurious relationship between witnessing 

parental violence and later delinquency. 

7.5 Implications and Future Research 

7.5.1 Implications 

The implications of this research on future public policy are enonnous. 

Rarely has the dating violence offender been viewed as a versatile offender who 

is Involved in a variety of criminal offenses. The literature on intimate violence 
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often acknowledges the use of alcohol and drugs as part of the offender's 

repertoire. However, the use of alcohol and drugs is viewed as a precedent to 

violence rather than indicative of a larger pattern of anti-social, criminal behavior. 

This research clearly indicates that the dating violence offender does not differ 

significantly from general crime offenders. As such, the offender should not be 

treated differently, and treatments to eradicate dating violence need not be 

designed to meet the special needs of dating violence offenders. It does not 

appear that dating violence offenders are unique in their motivation to commit 

crime. They exhibit low self control and are in contact with specialized criminal 

opportunity that may make dating violence an accessible crime to them. 

However, specialized opportunity must not be confused with specialized 

motivation or propensity to commit dating violence. Because dating violence 

offenders do lack self control, they will take whichever opportunity that contains a 

high degree of success. When the low self control offender meets an attractive 

target who engages in crime him or herself, believes that dating violence is 

acceptable, and is unlikely to seek help to stop the violence, a perfect crime 

situation emerges. All of the elements are in place and dating violence occurs 

and recurs. 

One of the most common and conti-oversial programs used by the criminal 

justice community to combat intimate violence is mandatory arrest. Arresting 

offenders of dating violence will have little effect on their behavior, as arrest has 
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been proven to be an inconsistent deterrent for other types of offenders. Dating 

violence offenders are not specialists, and are as likely to be caught and arrested 

committing some other act of crime. Policies used to combat dating violence 

should keep in mind that these offenders are involved in a variety of criminal and 

delinquent acts. A more judicious effort would combat crime globally, rather than 

wasting money on programs that assume that this is a unique offender. 

The implications for the study and treatment of dating violence victims are 

perhaps more incendiary. According to the findings in this study, dating violence 

victims are actively engaged in a variety of crimes and numerous types of 

victimization. They too exhibit low self control, view violence as acceptable in 

certain dating situations and are reluctant to invite others into the relationship to 

stop the violence once it occurs. This is not the profile put forth by most 

researchers of intimate violence. Those researchers who support a feminist 

perspective on dating violence will be surprised to see such a characterization. 

The victim of intimate violence has long been believed to be a long suffering, 

abused partner, violated by her stronger spouse and the patriarchal system in 

general that sets her up for such violence. To take a close look at her own 

criminal past is tantamount to victim-blaming. 

Yet, research into the dynamics of victimization oftentimes engages in 

vicitin-blaming. When one leaves a wallet full of cash lying in a crowded public 

place, we believe that the victim is at fault when the money is stolen. The public 
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takes an active role in preventing property and personal victimization by installing 

bars and alarms on our homes, persons, and automobiles. When a drunk patron 

picks a fight in a bar and is assaulted, we believed that he is somewhat to blame 

for his victimization. However, when the partners are intimates our cold 

assessment of the situation diminishes. It is as if the intimate relationship throws 

off all rules of what criminologists know of crime in general. This research proves 

that what criminologists know about crime in general applies to crime between 

intimate partners. Both victim and offender have varied criminal pasts, exhibit 

short-sightedness and impulsivity, and have access to ample criminal 

opportunity. Ignoring the possible transgressions of the victim does little to our 

understanding of dating violence. Only when all parts of the criminal situation are 

investigated can true prevention be suggested. This study is only the first 

attempt to gain a rigorous theoretical understanding of the dynamics of dating 

violence. Unfortunately, public policy is years ahead of the theoretical study of 

intimate violence. Until theoretical investigation catches up with policy, the 

prevention programs are destined to fail. 

7.5.2 Future Research 

Future research into dating violence must attempt three things. First, the 

relationship between witnessing parental abuse, acquisition of self control and 

dating violence must be investigated. The impact of witnessing parental violence 
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on beconiing a dating violence victim, dating violence offender or general crime 

victim or offender is indisputable. However, it is not known whether it is tiie 

function of tutelage or neglect. The results of the analyses presented here 

suggest that parents who engage in violence are, in general, not bonded to their 

children and are at times neglectful. According to a Control perspective in 

criminology, the strategic use of violence is inherent in all of us; ifs suppression 

must be taught It is important to understand the connection between parental 

abuse, self control, and later criminality as many prevention programs are based 

on "breaking the cycle" of intimate violence taught through the generations. This 

study represents simply a first step In questioning the intergenerational transfer 

of violence. Further investigations should concentrate more closely on the 

interactions between violent parents and their children. If the results of this study 

are correct, the relationship is fraught with difficulty and permissiveness. 

Secondly, subsequent analyses should tease out the gender effect on 

dating violence offending. Analyses that separate giris from boys may Illuminate 

the nature of dating violence. The current findings are contradictory. Giris in 

general in this sample commit far fewer acts of crime and delinquency (marijuana 

smoking and vandalism notwithstanding). Yet, giris are the majority of dating 

violence offenders, and dating violence offenders report significant involvement 

in a variety of criminal acts. Dating violence offenders report lower levels of self 

control and higher numbers of accidents as compared to general offenders. The 
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question remains whether the girls who are dating violence offenders are "higher 

rate" offenders, or whether it is the few boys who report being dating violence 

offenders who are actually committing numerous other crimes. To investigate 

this paradox, separate anal̂ es should be run on boys and girls. 

The last suggestion for future work is outside the capabilities of this data 

set. Future work on dating violence should collect detailed data on the crime 

situation. Because dating opportunity is such a strong predictor of dating 

violence, we need to know what is going on in the dating situation. Much like 

Ronald Clarice's (1986) investigation of the rational choices of burglars, we need 

detailed data on the decision making process leading up to committing dating 

violence. Data to be collected should focus on the dynannic relationship of the 

victim and the offender, the presence or absence and type of guardianship, peer 

support for committing the crime and the location of the crime. Altiiough dating 

violence victims and offenders are versatile in both criminal offending and 

victimization, there are some unique qualities to this crime such as the availability 

of dating opportunities. The dating opportunity may be structured differently than 

other criminal opportunities, as it has no effect on predicting general crime 

offending or victimization. There is much left to be explained regarding the 

decision making process leading up to dating violence if the offender and victim 

are viewed as active participants in the crime rather than passive reactants to 

past teaming. 
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AÎ ona. 
THE UNWEBSITY OF 

Human Subjects Committee 

HEALTH SOENCES CENTER Tucson. Artajna 33724-513 
(320) 626-6721 

1622 E. Mabel St. 
P.O. Box 245137 
Tucson. Aruona 5 
(320) 626-6721 
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18 April 1997 

Travis Hirschi, Ph.D. 
Department of Sociology 
Social Sciences Buildinc, Rconi 432 
PO BOX 210027 

RE; A MEASUREMENT STUDY OF CONTROL THEORY EXPLANATIONS OP 
DELINQUENT AND DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 

Dear Dr. Hirschi: 

We have received documents concerning your above cited project. 
Requested final phase of project involves replication and extension 
of questionnaire study originally conducted more thain 30 years ago 
(subject recruitment and data collection in Fayetteville, Arkansas; 
data sinalysis only will be performed at this site) . Projecc at this 
site was originally classified as exenrot from review on 8/3 0/93 [45 
CFR Part 46.101(b) (2)1 . Currently requested extension at this site 
will involve analysis of anonymous data only, therefore regulations 
published by the U.S. Department of Health emd Human Services [45 
CFR Part 46.101(b) (4)1 exempt this type of reseairch from review by 
our Cotntnittee. 

Thank you for keeping us informed of your wor.k. If you have any 
questions concerning the above, please contact this office. 

Sincerely yours. 

Wi,lliam F Denny, M.D. 
Chairmaui 
Human Subjects Commitcee 

WFD:js 
cc: Departmencal/Collsge Review Committee 
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APPENDIX B 

Survey instrument 



FAYEHEVILLE HIGH SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE 
MAV 1997 
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This is part of a study of opinions, attitudes and activities of young people in the Fayetteville area. Our 
purpose is to better understand why we behave as we do. and to use ttvs knowledge to plan useful and 
effective programs. 

Your answers are anonymous. Do NOT put your name or any ottier form of identification on this form or on the 
answer stieet. We win not attempt to identify you in any way. 

Please answer the questions the way you really feel, even if you think tt̂ re are people who disagree with 
you. If you do rK>t wont to answer a question, you may skip it. But try to answer al you can in ttie time 
available. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE RRST QUESTION ONLY: 

Please locate the column labelled GRADE OR EDUC. on the front side of your answer stieet. Note ttrat this 
column has 16 small circles numbered 1-16. From ttie ctioices given below, indicate which church you belong 
to (fiil in ttie corresponding circle). 

1. African Methodist Episcopal 
2. Assemblies of God 
3. Baptist 
4. Catholic 
5. Church of Christ 
6- Church of God 
7. Congregotionalist 
8. Episcopalian 
9. Jewish 
10. Lutheran 
11. Islam 
12. Methodist 
13. Mormon (Latter Day Saints) 
14. Pentecostal 
15. Presbyterian 
16. None of these 

HOW TO MARK YOUR ANSWERS 

DO NOT MARK ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE. Please mark the answer stieet with a number 2 perrcil. After each 
question, there ore several answers. Rl the small circle on ttie stieet that stands for the answer you tiave 
chosen. 

1. Please indicate your sex: 
A. Male 
B. Female 

2. Please indicate your race: 
A. White 
B. Hispanic 
C. Black 
D. Asian 
E. Native American 

3. Please indicate your age: 
A. 14 or younger 
B. 15 
C. 16 
D. 17 
E. 18 or older 



4. What grade are YOU in? 
A. 9th 
B. 10th 
C.llth 

5. How rrxjnv brothers (include half and step-brothers) do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 

6. How many sisters (include half and step-sisters} do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 

7. Who currently acts as a fatt»er for you? 
A. My real father, who lives at home 
B. My real father, who does rrat live at home 
C. My step fattier 
D. Othier relative or adult 
E. No one 

8. Who currently acts as a mother for you? 
A. My real mother, who fives at home 
B. My real mother, who does not five at home 
C. Mystepmottier 
D. Other relative or adult 
E. No one 

9. How much education does your fattier tiave? 
A. Some high school or less 
B. Graduated from tugh school 
C. Trade or business school 
D. Some college or junior college 
E. Graduated from a 4-vear college 

10. How much education does your mother hove? 
A. Some high school or less 
B. Graduated from high sctKX3l 
C. Trade or business school 
D. Some college or junior college 
E. Graduated from a 4-year college 

11. What is your yearly family income? 
A. SlOthousandorless 
B. $10-25 thousand 
C. $26-39 thousand 
D. $40-65 thousand 
E. $66 thousand Of more 

12. How does your family compare to ottier fonnilies in your neighborhood? 
A. Much better off 
B. Better off 
C. About the same 
D. Worse off 
E. Much worse off 



13. Is your mother working? 
A. Working full-time 
B. Working part-time 
C. Looking for work 
D. Keeping house 
E. Other 

14. Is your fattier working? 
A. Working fuH time 
B. Working part-time 
C. Looking for work 
D. Keeping house 
E. Other 

15. Have your parents ever received welfare benefits? 
A. No. never 
B. Not now. but they used to 
C. Yes. now 

16. Compared to most people your age. ore you...? 
A. Bigger 
B. Average 
C. Smaller 

17. How would you rate yourself in school ability compared to ttie other students at your schoof? 
A. Among ttie best 
B. Above average 
C. About average 
D. Below average 
E. Among ttie worst 

18. On average, how many hours per week do you spend studying or doing homework? 
A. 3 ornnore hours a day 
B. About2tioursaday 
C. About 1 tiour a day 
D. About 1/2 tiour a day 
E. Less ttian 1/2 hour a day 

19. In general, do you like or disfike school? 
A. Like it 
B. Like it and dislike it about equally 
C. Disfike it 

20. How important is getting good grades to you? 
A. Very important 
B. Somewtiat important 
C. Fairly unimportant 
D. Connpletety unimportant 

21. What kinds of grades do you get? 
A. Mostly A's 
B. Mostly B's 
C. Mostly C*s 
D. Mostly D*s 
E. Mostly F's 

22. Do you care what teachers think of you? 
A. I care a lot 
B. I care some 
C. I don't core much 



23. How much education do you plan to get? 
A. Sonne Ngh school 
B. High school graduation 
C. Trade or business school 
0. Sonne college or junior college 
E. College graduation (4 years) 

24. Are you one of the leaders in your group of friends? 
A- Yes 
B. No 

25. Would you say that your group of friends is the "top crowd' at this school? 
A. Yes 
B. Near the top 
C. No 

26. How much do you think most teachers like your group of friends? 
A. Very much 
B. Fairly well 
C. Not much 
D. Not at all 

27. Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? 
A. No 
B. One friend has 
C. Two friends have 
D. Three friends hove 
E. Four or nnore friends have 

28. On average, how often do you attend religious services? 
A. Once a week or more 
B. Two or three times a nrxjnth 
C. Once a month 
D. A few times a year 
E. Never or almost never 

A = NEVER 
B = ONCE OR TWICE 
C= SEVERAL TIMES 
D = MANY TIMES 

ONCE 
OR SEVERAL MANY 

HAVE YOU EVER... NEVER TWICE TIMES TIMES 

29. Played on on organized sports team? A B C 0 
30. Gone looking for someone to hang around with at night? A B C D 
31. Stayed away from school because you had better things 

you wanted to do? A B c D 
32. Ctieotedonaquizorexam? A B c 0 
33. Been sent out of a classroom by a teactier? A B c 0 
34. Been suspended or expelled from school? A B c D 
35. Been picked up by ttie police? A B c D 
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ONCE 

OR SEVERAL MANY 
HAVE YOU EVER- NEVER TWICE TIMES TIMES 

36. Taken little things (worth less ttian $2) that cfid not belong 

to you? A B C D 

37. Taicen things of medium value (between $2 and S50) ttiot 

did not belong to you? A B C D 

38. Taken things of larger value (worth over $50) that cfid not 

belong to you? A B C D 

39. Taken a car for a tide without ttie owner's permission? A B C D 

40. Banged up sometNr .̂ on purpose, ttxit did not belong to 

you? A B C D 

41. Beaten up on someor^e (not a btott«r or sister) or hurt 

anyone on purpose? A B C 0 

42. Driven a car wtien you had been drinking? A B C 0 

43. Used force to get something you wanted from another 

person? A B C D 

44. Been in a car, truck or nnotorcycle accident? A B C D 

45. Been hurt riding your bike, skateboard or rofferbkides? A B C D 

46. Been to ttie emergency room of a hospital because of 

ini'uries due to an accident? A B C D 

47. Broken one of your bones? A B C D 

48. Seen your fatfter hit your mottier? A B C D 

49. Seen your mottier hit your fattier? A B C D 

50. Been hit by eittier parent? A B C D 

51. Hit one of your parents? A B C D 

52. Been hit by someone you were dating? A B C D 

53. Hit someone you were dating? A B C 0 

54. Had sometNng taken from you by force? A B C D 

55. Been beaten up, or physically hurt, on purpose? A B C D 

56. Had something stolen from you? A B c D 

57. Been teased, called names or picked on by someone at 

sctxxsl? A B c D 

58. Been intentiorxally excluded from o group at sctraol? A B c D 

59. Been assaulted by someone using a weapon? A B c D 

60. Repeatedly teosed. called names or picked on arK>ttter 

student at sctxxsi? A B c D 

61. IntentionaBy excluded anottier student from a group at sctKxsl? A B c 0 

62. Worked for poY during ttte school yeor? A B c 0 

63. Slapped, shoved or hit anottier student at school? A B c 0 

64. Taken part in gang fights? A B c D 

65. Participoted in a drive by shooting? A B c D 



ONCE 
OR SEVERAL MANY 

HAVE YOU EVER... NEVER TWICE TIMES TIMES 
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66. Shot dice tor monev? A B C D 
67. Bet rrwney on sporting events? A B C D 
66. Played cards tor nnoney? A B C D 
69. Drank alcohol? A B C 0 
70. Smoked cigarettes (or used smokeless tobacco)? A B C D 
71. Srrxjked nxirijuana? A B C D 
72. Used other drugs (cocaine, ecstasy, heroin, LSD, steroids)? A B C D 
73. Gone out on dates? A B C D 
74. Participated in youth clubs outside of school? A B c D 
75. Lied to your parents about your grades? A B c D 

A= STRONGLY AGREE 
B = AGREE 
C = UNDECIDED 
D = DISAGREE 
E = STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Pleose Indicate how strongly vou AGREE or DISAGREE with the toBowina statements... 

SA UN 0 SD 

76 1 try hard in school. A B C D E 
77. 1 ten good stories, even if they aren't the whole truth. A B C D E 
78 1 am usually pretty cautious. A B c D E 
79. 1 don't devote much ttwjught arvd effort to prepaiirtg 

for the future. A B c D E 
80. 1 try to save as much nnoney as 1 can. A B c D E 
81. 1 lose my temper easily. A B c D E 
82. Only fools tell the truth an the time. A B c D E 
83. To get ahead, you have to do some things that are not 

right. A B c 0 E 
84. It's okay to get orourKi the law if you con get away with it. A B c D E 
85. Rules were made to be broken. A B c D E 
86. It's okay to take something from big business because 

they won't miss it anyway. A B c D E 
87. 1 see no need for hard work A B c D E 
88. 1 have lots of respect for the police. A B c D E 
89. When 1 get caught in a Se. 1 just tell another one. A B c D E 



90. Sometimes. I take a risk just for the fun of it. 

91. Whatever I do. I try hard. 

92. I try to get things I want even when I know that it's causing 

problems for other peopie. 

93. I have trad dates with more than one peison in the sarrie 

week. 

94. I share my ttioughts and feelings with my mother. 

95. I believe in going steody with the same person. 

96. Hitchhiking is too dangerous for rrie. 

97. There is no good reason for one person to hit anottier. 

98. Teachers pick on me. 

99. I would Ike to be ttie kir»d of person my mottier is. 

00 I would Oke to be the kind of person my father is. 

01 People who break the law are almost always caught 

and punished. 

02 Most things people call delinquerK;y don't realy hurt 

anyone. 

03 I would ike to be the kind of person my best friend is. 

04 I respect my best friends' opinions about the important 

tru'ngs in fife. 

05 I live for today, and let tonrxjrrow take care of itself. 

X)6 An easy life is a happy fife. 

07 The devil actuolly exists. 

06 Fools and suckers deserve what ttiey get. 

09 I talk over future plans with my parents. 

10 I wouldn't date someone ttKit I didn't know really wen. 

11 My mottier seems to understand me. 

12 My parents know where I am when I am away from home. 

13 In general, my parents Bke my friends. 

14 My parents always krtow who I am dating. 

15 Wtien I date. I almost always double date. 

16 Having a cor is very important to me. 

17 There is life after death. 

18 I usually finish my homework. 

19 My friends participate In school activities 
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SA UN D SD 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A 8 C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C 0 E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C 0 E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C 0 E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B c D E 

A B c D E 

A B c D E 

A B c D E 

A B c D E 

A B c D E 

A B c D E 

A B c D E 



A = NONE AT ALL 201 
B =1-2 HOURS 
C = 3-4 HOURS 
D = 5-6 HOURS 
E= 7 OR MORE HOURS 

How mony hours per week do vou spend doing these thirx^s? NONE 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 OR MORE 

120. WatcNng television? A B C D E 
121. Reading newspapers or news magazines? A B c D E 
122. Reading books for pleasure? A B c D E 
123. Going on dates? A B c D E 
124. Sitting around talking to friends? A B c D E 
125. Sitting around talking to parents? A B c D E 
126. Working around the house for your parents? A B c D E 
127. Working on hobbies? A B c D E 
128. Riding around in a car with friends? A B c D E 

A = VERY LIKELY 
B = SOMEWHAT LIKELY 
C = UNDECIDED 
D = SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY 
E= VERYUNLIKaY 

How likely is it that vou would do the foltowinq In o dating relotionship? 

VL SL UN SU VU 

129. Hit o partner if you caught him Of her cheating on you? A B C D E 
13G. Siopopanr«et loi erribaiiassing you in front of friends? A B C D E 
131 . End an argument with your partner by using physical violertce? A B C D E 
132. Hit your partner while you were drunk or on drugs? A B C D E 
133. Stay with a partner who hit or slapped you? A B C D E 
134. Cai the poTice if a partner Nt you? A B C D E 
135. Ten someone else if a partr>er hit you? A B C D E 

A = YES 
B = NO 

Please answer YES or NO to the foUowina auestions... YES NO 

136. bttTereaguninyourfrKjme? A B 
137. Do you drive a car? A B 
138. Have you been asked to join a gang? A B 
139. Have you ever belonged to a gang? A B 
140. Are you currently in a gang? A B 
i4i. Have you threatened or beaten up someone to get ttiem 

to join a gang? A B 
142. Have you been threatened or beaten up because you 

wouldn't join a gang? A B 
143. Have you ever been diagnosed by a doctor as having 

Attention Deficit orxl HyperactivitY Disordet.(ADHD)? A B 
144. Have you ever been prescribed rnedication for ADHD? A B 



145. How many members are in your gang? 
A. IVotinagang 
B. 2-3 members 
C. 4-9 members 
D. 10-20 members 
E. 21 or rrxire members 

146. What would be the worst thing atXTut getting caught for stealing? 
A. Ihe poKce might not treat you right 
B. Your parents would be angry 
C. Your friends would loolc down on you 
D. Don't know 

147. Do your parents ever punish you in the following ways? (Mark aB ttxwe ttxit apply) 
A. By slapping or flitting you 
B. By not letting you do ttiettiings you want to do 
C. By naggit>g or scoldtrvg you 
D. By calling you bad names 
E. By yelling at you 

148. Would your mother stick by you if you got into really bad trouble? 
A. Certacnly 
B. Probably 
C. Mayt>e 
D. I doubt it 
E. I don't know 

149. Would your father stick by you if you got into reaDy bad trouble? 
A. Certainly 
B. Probably 
C. Maytae 
0. (doubtit 
E. I don't know 

150. Which school do you usually attend? 
A. FayettevSle High School: East Campus 
B. FoyetteviBe High School: West Campus 
C. WoodiarKlJunior High School 
D. RomayJunior High School 

Thank you very much. Please continue to questions 151 -200. 
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APPENDIX C 

Graphs and Figures of Independent and Dependent Variables 
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Figure One 

Distribution of General Crime Offending 
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Figure Two 
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Figure Three 

Distribution of Dating Violence Offending 
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Figure Four 

Distribution of General Crime Victimization 
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Figure Five 

Self Control Scree Plot 
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Figure Six 

Distribution of Self Control 
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Figure Seven 

Distribution of Accidents 
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Figure Ten 

Distribution of Family Abuse 
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