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Abstract: The aim of this study was to examine the prevalaidating violence and jealousy among univesstiaglents. The
role of situational and background factors of fiskxplaining violent behaviour was examined. Thelg included 33 men and
89 women participants, from 20 to 24 years of dgan the Faculty of Philosophy at the University Mbstar. For the
assessment of dating violence, The Revised Corfilictics Scales (CTS2) Partner-to-Partner was udates and females
estimated the intensity of their jealousy in hymital situations presenting scenarios of emotiamal sexual infidelity. The
results of the analyses of the total sample shotlvatl boys and girls differ significantly with regpeo the frequency of
committing and exposure to violent behaviour iratirdy relationship. Men were more often the pegiets of sexual abuse and
threatening behaviour in relation to women. Atshene time they were more often exposed to variousd of examined abuse
in comparison to women. No differences in the isigrof jealousy between men and women were fotliodvever, a regression
analysis showed that jealousy, as a contextuahbki and earlier violent behaviour, as well ast@asonal variable, is a
significant predictor of the exposure and perpemanf dating violence. The results of this stutipsld be taken into account in
the development and implementation of programmeth@®prevention of violent behaviour in youth d@dwlating relationships.
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1. Introduction

Adolescence is period where young people begirotmf emotional damage or fear on a partner. Such abusg m
and maintain dating relationships. Recent researdhclude humiliating, underestimating, embarrassiagd
documented the significant occurrence of violenae icontrolling a partner (6). Other commons forms aths
adolescent dating relationships (1-2). The wideiebarof abuse are isolating the victim from friends andifaras well
forms, function, frequency as well as the manifimtaof as denying the victim access to money or other cbasi
violent behaviour causes for there to be varighiiit the resources (6). Physical dating violence includdivities of
definition of violence. The term adolescent datwmjence is  physical force such as slapping, hitting, pushinighvihe
often described in the context of stable emotionahtention, or perceived intention, of causing phgbipain or
relationships, which characterize threats or plajsisexual injury to a partner (7). Sexual abuse refers toesitdd
and psychological harm inflicted by a current irdim sexual behaviour without a person's consent orirfgrthat
partner (3-4). However, some authors suggest thaset person physically (4). Experience with dating vimle may
relationships do not necessarily need to be stabtkeed it occur in a relationship with one partner, as wslldarring
can refer to one-time dating (5). dating periods with various partners. During th@earience

A consensus is evident in the literature that amt@et of violence, different subtypes of abuse, for exEnmhysical
dating abuse includes three forms, psychologichijsigal abuse, psychological aggression or threats canrottu
and sexual abuse. Psychological abuse encompassead conjunction. The results shows that victims of wmigti
array of unphysical behaviours, whose effect iscémise violence are often exposed to multiple forms oflemnze
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from a partner (8-15). Research studies have asadf a
significant relationship between physical
psychological aggression (16-17). Murphy and O'€aB)
emphasize psychological aggression as a signifipaattictor
of physical abuse, while exposure to physical
psychological abuse predicts sexual abuse (19z&r({20)
confirmed the existence of a significant relatiagpdbetween
physical and sexual abuse. Studies involving worasn
participants indicated a statistically significaobrrelation
between physical, sexual, psychological and vediaise
(21). Similar results were obtained by Straus e{2#), who
reported a significant intercorrelation betweengb®jogical
aggression,
suggest a significant overlap between differenttyqds of
violence, which implicate that exposure to one tygke
violence, is rare.

Several studies have found that a lot of partnelewice is
reciprocal or that very often victims of violentHaiour are
or become perpetrators of violence (17, 23-27) h\kéispect
to dating violence, three profiles can be distisbed:
victims, perpetrators and victims/perpetrators ddtirdy
violence (28). Partners with reciprocal
perpetrators of severe forms of violence. Furtheemthey
are more often violent toward their partner comgacethose
who are only victims or perpetrators of dating giude (29).

Predictors of Violent Behaviours in Young Aduliating Relationships

Jealousy is defined as a set of affective, beha&ipand

abuse andognitive responses that occurs when the existamckor

quality of a person’s relationship is in realisbic imaginary
terms threatened by a third party (39). It can leadositive

andr negative emotions, as well as to different bahaal

responses (40-42). According to Smith and LazadB, (
tendencies toward certain emotional and behavioural
responses, as biologically determined behavio@spanses,
helps people to manage their emotions and adaphetio
environment. Tendencies constitute a basic oriemat
toward a specific emotion (positive or negativdjarges in
the level of physiological arousal, as well as ¢spielated

physical and sexual abuse. These dsadinwith the background of a specific emotion (e.g.stsoor

benefits of the relationship). According to thehais, anger
has an innate tendency for attack. The action tenydef fear

is avoidance or escape. The clear action tendemcsafiness
is separation from people who cause a feeling sx.I&inally,
guilt is associated with action tendencies sucla@sogies
for damage caused. People usually experience a naite
of emotions at the same time, which lead to theioeace of
different action tendencies (44). Jealous persoas c

violencee ar simultaneously feel fear (tendency for avoidanceswape),

anger (tendency for attack), as well as other amseti
(sadness, guilty), and consequently respond inffarelnt
manner (45). In addition to the type of emotionpearienced,

A considerable body of research indicates a differe a significant influence on jealousy is the intepsif the

prevalence rate of dating violence (30). Rates afing
violence using a stricter definition of dating \akte, such as
physical and/or sexual abuse that causes injunget from
10% to 20% regarding those adolescents exposeidlenge
in dating relationships (31). Studies using a widefinition
of dating violence which included psychological sbu
reported the prevalence of violence at about 50%. (Ro

emotional experience (46). A more intense expeeeat
anger, compared to fear, can lead to a higher pilityaof
responding to jealousy by attacking. People whoontep
more intense emotional experience of jealousy énftinm of
a negative emotional expression (e.g., showing thega
emotion in front of their partner), inappropriate
communication patterns (e.g., shouting, threatertingir

consensus has emerged regarding the rates of wiolgrartner) and “other behaviours” (e.g., spying oekégg to

behaviour by gender. Numerous studies finds differates
of perpetration by gender, which are not in accocdawith
public perception of the higher perpetration oflenwe by
males and the higher prevalence of females asmactf
violence (26). So far, the studies conducted sugbasthere
are no gender differences in the rates of expogore
psychological and physical violence (32). Howewtudies
note higher rates of female perpetration in psyaffical and
physical violence, compared to men (32). With respe
severe types of physical violence among gendemlit@ned
results are not consistent. For example, someestigliggest
that females are more often victims of severe forofis
violence (9), while some others suggest that merpesne to
be victims of more serious forms of violence (33-3ather
studies emphasize similar levels of victimizatiepaorted by
males and females (35).

Since previously conducted studies have found
relationship between dating violence and mentalthga6),
it seems relevant to investigate the prevalencedaifng
violence among young people as well as to reveattuses
of such behaviour. Findings suggest that the nmopbitant
risk factor for inflicting and sustaining datingoleénce is
jealousy (37-38).

control their partner) (39, 41-42) are more prome&dmmit
verbal and/or physical abuse toward their parthgainst the
background of jealousy, sexual excitement or passan be
a positive as well as a negative emotion (45). Rebers
suggest that jealousy based on passion can eneourag
behaviours such as sexual aggression (47). Acaprtbn
Riggs and O'Leary (48), in the “background-situadid
model of aggression, jealousy represents situdtifatdors
that increase conflict within a relationship andtribute to
violent behaviour. The model postulates that bamhkgd
factors are along situational factors. The authmsposed
that the variables of exposure to prior datingefiaie can be
a significant risk factor for committing the samedifferent
type of violent behaviour.

Since a small number of studies investigated the
relationship between emotional/sexual jealousy dating
wiolence, this study tried to investigate this tielaship by
examining the role of situational and backgroundtdes.
More specifically, the first aim of the study wasinvestigate
the prevalence rate of dating violence, as wellt@agest
gender differences in committing and exposure twlewnit
behaviour. The second aim of the study was to ohéter
whether emotional and sexual jealousy as a situaltiosk
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factor, as well as background risk factors (prigpasure to
violence by partner) significantly contribute to tidg
violence.

2. Methods

2.1. Participants

The study was conducted on a convenience samdigaf
students from the Faculty of Philosophy, Universitjvlostar.
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intercourse with another person, without achievingleep
emotional relationship (the situation of sexualdefity) and
in a situation of deep emotional attachment to laeroperson,
without actual sexual intercourse (the situatioreofotional
infidelity).

2.3. Procedure

All participants gave their approval to participatethe
study. Questionnaires were applied during reguiasses in

The sample consisted of 33 (27%) males and 89 (730}8cture halls. The average time taken to compléte t

females, with an average age of 21.057 (SD=0.4G2E
inclusion criterion for participation in study wathat
participants had been in an emotional relationshigh a
member of the opposite sex during the past yeat thre time
of conducting the study.

2.2. Instruments

Dating violence was assessed using the Revisedli€onf

Tactics Scale (CTS2) Partner-to-Partner (22, 48 $cale
was designed to measure the range of tactics nsegponse
to conflict with the partner during the past yedB); The
78-item scale (39 behaviours or experiences, eskbdaonce
for the respondent and once for the partner) isengdof five
subscales: negotiation, psychological aggressidrysipal
assault, sexual coercion and injury. The respondssgsses
the frequency with which the acts were used ducoiflict
with a partner in the past year using a 6-pointescanging
from “never” to “20 or more times.” There are alesponse
options of “Never in the last year, but did happefore that.”
and “This has never happened.” The time requirembtoplete
the questionnaire is seven minutes. There are aevethods
of scoring the Conflict Tactics Scales. The simpisgo add
the response category code values for each scaleabe a
sum scale. A mean score can also be used as amnmedshe
distinction between abused and non-abused. Behayiou
types of behaviours, can also be scored dichotoincas
“present” or “not present”. Dichotomized scores ased in
the calculation of the frequency. Higher scores tbe
subscales indicate more use of the tactic or obrmain of
tactics. The author states that the internal ctersty ranges
from the .79 to .95 for the subscales (49). A aomditory
factor analysis has not confirmed the original fisetor
structure. In our study, five extracted factorseveomparable
to factors classified as relational abuse, emotiand verbal

guestionnaires was 15 minutes. After completing the
guestionnaires, the participants were asked teeplaem in a
box, which was placed at the exit of the lecturk fi&e study
was accompanied by a form stating the participant's
agreement to participate in the study, the constatthors of
the questionnaires to use the study, as well asEthés
Committee of the Faculty of Philosophy in Mostar.

3. Statistical Analysis

The results of 17 participants were excluded frdma t
analysis because of the omission of data on gefsisien
participants), as well as because of the incomglatavering
of questions related to violent behaviour (10). tAtistical
analysis was conducted on 122 participants, of vBR were
males and 89 females, ranging in age from 20 toeats
(M=21.057; SD=0.432).

An analysis of the prediction was carried out andhata of
students that had been in a dating relationshipnduahe past
six months (N=85).

Scores on all the CTS2 subscales were formed ampdes
linear combination. In order to test whether theules have a
normal distribution on all the CTS2 subscales, the
Kolomogorov-Smirnov test was used. The distributidrthe
results on the CTS2 subscales was not normal (p¥0ahich
was the reason for the use of non-parametric Btatis
methods. Regarding the distribution of the redoltgealousy,
the analysis obtained showed a normal distributianthe
scale of sexual, but not on emotional jealousy.

Gender differences in the intensity of emotionalgesy, as
well as sexual differences in the frequency of elgpeing
different forms of adolescent dating violence asted by the
Mann-Whitney U test. Gender differences in thensigy of
sexual jealousy are tested with the t-test. Prediaif various

_types of violence were determined using multiplgression

abuse, threatening behaviour, and sexual and mlysiGns)yses, using the backward method. A statisticallysis

violence. The coefficients obtained were in theepatable
range with Cronbach's alpha from .677 to .858.

In order to test jealousy, the modified Busse mathas
used (50), which included an assessment of thesitte of
jealousy in a hypothetical situation of emotionatl sexual
infidelity. Participants were instructed to imagitieat the
person, whom they are in relationship with, wasnested in
another person. On a scale of seven degrees, Wiemeant
not jealous, and “6” completely jealous, particifsamere
asked to evaluate the degree of jealousy in atgtuavhere
the person they were in a relationship with haduakx

was performed using the computer program: Stat3odt,
STATISTICA (data analysis software system), version

4. Results

Based on the results of the analysis, it was dsted that
85 participants (69.672%) indicated that during phst year
or at the time of the study they were in an emation
relationship with a person of the opposite sex.

Gender differences in experiencing dating violemese
obtained for verbal abuse, threatening behavioaxual
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abuse and physical abuse. Analyses of the resultses] that
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violence compared to females (Table 1).

males were more prone to experiencing those tyges o

Table 1. Descriptive parameters of exposure to differentrf®of dating violence with regards to gender otipgrants

) ) Men Women

Forms of violent behavior - - p
N (%) Median Q3-Q1 N (%) Median Q3-Q1

Relational violence 7 (21.22) 2.83 3.50-1.83 26 (29.21) 2.83 4.00-1.66 0.32 0.746
Emotional and verbal violence 16 (48.48) 1.25 2.00-0.37 24 (26.96) 0.50 1.37-0.12 2.50 0.012**
Threatening behaviour 18 (54.54) 0.50 1.92-0.00 21 (23.59) 0.00 0.33-0.00 2.92  0.003*
Sexual violence 17 (51.51) 0.75 1.37-0.12 22 (24.71) 0.00 0.62-0.00 3.83  0.000***
Physical violence 13 (39.30) 0.00 1.17-0.00 25 (28.08) 0.00 0.33-0.00 250 0.012*

Note: Q3-Q1quartiles; Z Mann Whitney U test; * p<0.05;px0.01; ***p<0.001

Statistically significant gender differences wefgtained
with respect to committing violence against a partiMales
were significantly more likely to be perpetrators sexual

abuse and threatening behaviour than females. Nfitard to
emotional, verbal and physical abuse, gender diffegs
were not obtained (Table 2).

Table 2. Descriptive parameters of perpetration of differfarms of dating violence with regards to gendepaticipants

) ) Men Women
Forms of violent behavior - - p
N (%) Median Q3-Q1 N (%) Median Q3-Q1

Relational violence 12 (36.36) 3.17 4.00-1.00 26 (29.21) 3.00 4.00-2.00 0.59 0.554
Emotional and verbal violence 17 (51.51) 1.50 2.62-0.62 24 (26.96) 0.75 1.50-0.31 1.83 0.067
Threatening behaviour 18 (54.54) 0.50 1.00-0.00 23 (25.84) 0.00 0.42-0.00 3.05 0.002**
Sexual violence 21 (63.63) 0.57 1.43-0.00 20 (22.47) 0.00 0.00-0.00 3.38  0.000***
Physical violence 15 (45.45) 0.00 1.67-0.00 15 (16.85) 0.00 0.00-0.00 190 0.057

Note: Q3-Q1quartiles; Z Mann Whitney U test; * p<0.05;px0.01; ***p<0.001

The average scores and standard deviation of thasity
of jealousy that participants experienced in a fiypical
situation of sexual and emotional infidelity areegented in
Table 3. The results showed that there are noisttally
significant gender differences in the intensityjeslousy in a
hypothetical situation of sexual infidelity (t=02;7df=120;
p=0.942), as well as a hypothetical situation ofogomal
infidelity (Z=0.322; p=0.746).

Table 3. The intensity of jealousy on hypothetical situatimf sexual and
emotional infidelity regarding to the gender of peipants

Intensity of jealousy
Men Women tz p

Types of infidelity

2.71+1.32 2.69+1.21  0.07 0.942t
2.75 (4.00-2.00) 3 (3.50-2.00) 0.32 0.746%

Sexual (M£SD)
Emotional (Mdn;
Q3-Q1)

Note: Tt-test for independent sample; $Mann-Whitney 41 te

In order to assess the predictive contribution émious
forms of dating violence, we conducted multipleresgion
analyses, separately for committing dating violerared
exposure to dating violence. Analyses were cawigdvhere
the criteria variables in all models were the farfrviolence
(relational violence, physical violence, threatenirehaviour,
sexual violence, emotional and verbal violence)d @he
predictor variables were gender, age, other formsatence
and jealousy in hypothetical sexual and emotionfdiélity.

Significant regression predictor models for comimgft
violent behaviour are shown in Table 4.

Jealousy in hypothetical sexual infidelity was fduo be a
significant predictor of relational violence. Whigrcomes to
committing physical violence, threatening behawoand
sexual violence explained almost 85% of the vagant
physical violence. Furthermore, emotional, verbald a
physical violence were found to be significant peeats of
threatening behaviour toward a partner, which toget
explained almost 82% of the variance. Sexual vicéewas
found to be a significant predictor of physical leice,
which explained 74% of the variance of the criterio
variable.

Predictors of emotional and verbal violence agaiast
partner are found to be threatening behaviour aatbjisy in
hypothetical sexual infidelity. Significant regress predictor
models of experiences of violent behaviour are eneesi in
Table 5. Jealousy in emotional infidelity was foulodbe a
statistically significant predictor of exposure telational
violence. Significant predictors of exposure to gbgl
violence were exposure to threatening behaviour sendal
violence, which together explained almost 74% oé& th
variance of the criterion variable. When it come®xposure
to threatening behaviour, significant predictors rave
exposure to emotional, verbal, physical as wellsasual
violence. Those predictors together explained 83% o
variance. A significant predictor of exposure toxusd
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violence was found to be exposure to threatenidgbeur
and physical violence, which together explained 78%6
variance. Furthermore, exposure to threatening\betaand
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jealousy in hypothetical sexual infidelity were rsifgcant
predictors of exposure to emotional and verbaleriok.

Table 4. Multiple regression coefficients for predictorspsrpetration violence in dating relationship (prettirs: gender, ages, committing of other forms of

violence, types of infidelity)

Criterion variable R R?

Relational violence 0.51 0.26
Physical violence 0.92 0.85
Threatening behaviors 0.91 0.82
Sexual violence 0.86 0.74
Emotional and verbal violence 0.78 0.91

Predictors B

Sexual infidelity 0.51***
Threatening behaviors 0.56%***
Sexual violence 0.41%*
Emotional and verbal violence 0.24%**
Physical violence 0.73***
Physical violence 0.86***
Threatening behaviors 0.63***
Sexual infidelity 0.26***

Note: R multiple correlation; Rmultiple correlation squaref;standardized regression coefficient; **p<0.001

Table 5. Multiple regression coefficients for predictorsexposure to violence in dating relationship (preaiis: gender, ages, committing of other forms of

violence, types of infidelity)

Criterion variable R R?

Relational violence 0.54 0.29
Physical violence 0.86 0.74
Threatening behaviors 0.91 0.83
Sexual violence 0.85 0.72
Emotional and verbal violence 0.80 0.63

Predictors B

Emotional infidelity 0.54%**
Threatening behaviors 0.61***
Sexual violence 0.28***
Emotional and verbal violence 0.28***
Physical violence 0.43***
Sexual violence 0.31%**
Threatening behaviors 0.58***
Physical violence 0.30***
Threatening behaviors 0.67***
Sexual infidelity 0.26***

Note: R multiple correlation; Rmultiple correlation squarefl;standardized regression coefficient; ***p<0.001

5. Discussion

Research on testing the relationship between jegland
violence, as well as examining the influence afaibnal and
a background factor in violent behaviour is relajwrare. So
the aim of this study was to investigate gendderihces in
the frequency of violent behaviour and the intgnsif
jealousy. Furthermore, this study examined potemniik
factors for committing and being exposed to datiimdence.
The results of this study showed that young merevmeore
frequently physically abused by their partner coragato
young women. No statistically significant differesc in
committing physical violence regarding gender watained.
The results are consistent with numerous studiedwzied so
far (32-33, 51-52). Research studies emphasizevibkgnce
by women is rarely followed by physical injury anubstly
includes some mild forms of physical violence. Wiéispect
to serious physical injuries, the probability isgtmér for
women compared to men (34). Wolf et al. (31) alsonfi
significant gender differences in committing phgséigciolence.

possible that women far more than men use physickince
due to gender differences in negotiation stylesselech
revealed that men and women alike use differeategjies in
expressing their needs, wants and desires. Menttenge
strategies that are more direct, such as askingtiqus,
stating or discussing about their needs and degB8&s.
Females are more likely than males to rely on éeutir
strategies related to allusion and withdrawal (Sayirect
strategies, compared to direct, are less effedtivachieving
goals, in other words getting what the person whots their
partner (55). Scanzoni and Polonko (56) state ithditect
negotiation strategies are not effective, becauseple
become frustrated which results in the use of deerc
strategies such as indirect aggression or psychuabg
aggression, or even in open aggression such asicphys
violence. According to this study, it can be coxed that
women use violence in situations of frustrationaatype of
communication, when they determine that all othetsgies
are shown to be useless.

The results of our study showed that men were nikeby

According to the authors, women were more frequentlto be perpetrators of sexual violence in datingti@hships

perpetrators of physical violence compared to nmealliage
periods. However, the prevalence of physical peatien
between genders begins to decline in late adolesceks a
result, the differences obtained are no more signf. It is

compared to women (63% of men compared to 22% of

women). However, men state that they are more &etly
abused with sexual violence by their partners (5if%nen
compared to 24% of women). The results obtainettate a
significant prevalence of sexual violence, as vesll other
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forms of violence, in dating relationships in theaof Bosnia
and Herzegovina. The obtained prevalence of sesalnce
is higher than that found in other countries (57-60he
prevalence of sexual violence in other countriegyea from
3% to 37% in men, as well as between 2% to 24%omen.
According to the above-mentioned studies, 14% &b 43

Predictors of Violent Behaviours in Young Aduliating Relationships

these differences are not confirmed in most ofstdies that
have been conducted in this area.

DeWeerth and Kalma (70) noted that women scoreehigh
than men in the reported likelihood of physical amabal
abuse of their partner in a case of sexual infigeloreover,
two additional studies reported that male and ferstildents

women, and 0.3% to 36% of men reported that thesewewho have had an experience of infidelity did notvéha

victims of sexual violence in dating relationshipside from
the higher prevalence of sexual violence so faraiobt
compared to conducted study, the unexpected resgltthat
higher sexual violence was obtained in men compaoed
women. Some previous studies (61) found that menrare
often perpetrators than victims of sexual violertdewever,
women are those who are exposed to this form dérez in
dating relationships. These results could highligbhitoring
changes over time, in which women are now comngjtis
well as experience sexual violence to the samd taveven
more than men. The presence of less traditionaliring in
the younger population could contribute to thisrdea A

significant differences in the impact of the sexnéitlelity on
their sexual relationship (71), or even in theieptation to the
sexual and emotional aspects of infidelity (69)atcordance
with Harris's (69) findings, the results obtainedthis study
also did not find any gender differences in thensity of
jealousy in hypothetical situations of sexual amdogonal
infidelity. So far studies conducted have revedlfed jealousy
is not an emotion that is a source of stress, hu¢raotion
related to aggressive behaviour. The same wasrowedi in
our study. An analysis of the regression resultsaglul that
jealousy to sexual infidelity significantly predictthe
perpetration and exposure to relational, emotiamal verbal

growing trend of promoting assertive behaviours andbuse. This result, as well as those of earliatia, reported

self-promotion in women, as well as the same itiNtafor
taking the “first step” for men and women could tidute to
more aggressive behaviour in women during theiogiship.
One possible cause of aggressive behaviour in waroahd
be changes reflected in more open attitudes abloeit t
sexuality (62).

With regard to the results of psychological violenio
dating violence, it was found that men are sigaifity more
exposed to threatening behaviour, emotional anchaler
violence, compared to women. Some earlier stud@sdn
higher female, than male, aggression which is esgqa@ in
indirect aggressive tendencies (63-64).
differences may be a reflection of the earlier dbsd gender

differences in negotiation strategies. Women whweha

endured conflict situations are more likely to avphysical
violence due to the perceived differences in ptajstrength.
Regarding physical abuse, women are more ofterepratprs
of this form of violence, regardless of their age.

However, if we consider the self-assessment esfit
psychological violence perpetration, it is eviddatt there are
no significant gender differences in the perpeatratiof
relational, emotional and verbal violence. Onlyngiigant
gender differences were obtained for threateningabieur
where men, compared to women, were more prone
committing this form of violence. It is possible ath

that jealousy is a frequent source of dissatisfadth intimate
partner relationships or relational abuse. Althouggme
earlier studies identified jealousy as a signiftcask factor
for hostile, aggressive and violent behaviour talapartner
(70, 72-74), the results of our study did not canfithe
predictive value of jealousy for physical formswblence.
However, it was found that jealousy significantgntributed
to psychological forms of violence. The resultshié study
indicated that the perpetration of certain formsiofence is a
significant risk factor for the perpetration of ethforms of
violent behaviour toward their partner. More acteisa

The obthinegesults revealed that people exposed to one formiobdénce

are at a higher risk of being exposed to other $ovfrviolence
in partner relationships. The results obtained icowfd the
results of studies suggesting that women who haérénce
of one type of violence are more likely to expecer variety
of other forms of violence from their partners (75)
Exposure to threatening behaviours, in this studss
found to be a statistically significant predictdrexposure to
physical, emotional, verbal and sexual abuse tartner. The
results support the findings of studies that reaal strong
relationship between psychological and physicalsabin
intimate dating relationships (8, 19).
toAs evident from the obtained results,
behaviours, as a form of psychological abuse, argraficant

psychological aggression in women may be driven bgredictor of other forms of violence, which is iocardance

emotional excitement and therefore not perceived
aggressive or abusive behaviour. In accordancethighthey
do not report a higher incidence of this form oblence
compared to men. In other words, attitudes thaifyuthis

type of violence, as well as not a lack of awarenafsthe
harmfulness of this behaviour could contribute lte tower
reporting of psychological violence toward theirtpars (65-
66). Evolutionary psychologists argue that there aex
differences in jealousy, whereby men tend to beenalous
with respect to the sexual infidelity of partnehil@ women to
emotional infidelity (67-68). In contrast, Harr89) notes that

asith the assumption of psychological aggressioa pessible
precursor to other forms of violence in dating tielaships
(18). However, this study used data collected thhoa
transversal design which does not allow us theidente to
conclude that psychological aggression is a precwfkother
forms of violence.

According to our results, sexual violence was tissieally
significant predictor of physical violence and #iening
behaviour. Furthermore, physical abuse was a titally
significant predictor of sexual violence and thesdng
behaviour. The same relationship was obtainedarsthdy by

threatening
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Munoz Rivas et al. (59). The relationships obtainadged
from 0.70 to 0.50, for both men and women. Theltedave
an important impact on prevention programmes dewvice in
dating relationships since they refer to the fdwattthe
presence of one form of aggressive behaviour, édpec
violent behaviour which aims to control a partmepresents a
significant risk factor for other forms of violebé&haviour (76).
Regression analyses on the committing of violents® a
indicated a relationship between perpetrations iferént
forms of violence. Threatening behaviours towarel ifctim
were significant risk factors of physical and eroodl
violence toward a partner. Physical violence waslafactor
for sexual violence and threatening behaviour, evisiéxual
violence significantly contributed to physical v@okce. These
results are in accordance with some earlier stuttiestudies
conducted on a married couple, the perpetratiophgsical
and psychological victimization significantly coibted to
the perpetration of sexual violence (19). FrieZ® &so found
a relationship between physical and sexual violémoearried
women. Similar results were obtained by Meyer et/dl) in a
study conducted on couples involved in marital dpgr The
authors found that the wife's assessments of seatuade by
her partner were significantly related to thosexjosure to
psychological, physical and physical aggression atow
partners. The relationship obtained between théerdifit
forms of violence, whether they refer to the peig@n or
exposure to violence significantly indicates an riag
between different forms of violence. A person exgub® one
form of violence is more likely to experience sowkher
forms of exposure or perpetration of intimate datiolence.
Therefore, professionals involved in the preventibrlating
violence should, in a situation of exposure to émen of
violence, consider the possibility of risk of othferms of
victimization. Although this study did not directhgst the
assumption of the situational-background modelighR and
O'Leary (48), some of these assumptions were ¢oafirby
the results obtained. However, on the one sidégyeg as a
contextual or background variable, and on the oteatier
exposure to violence as a situational variable sageificant
risk factors for perpetration and exposure to vioke Future
studies should examine the influence of others dpaxind
variables (family characteristics, attitude towardslence,
personality traits) and situational variables &drealcohol
consumption) predicted by the model.

The limitations to this study with respect to makivalid
inferences are related to the sample in questitighiis not
representative and does not necessary reflect #me s
prevalence of dating violence as in the generalufztion.

However, the prevalence and relationship betwees t
examined variables are in accordance with the esudi

conducted so far in our country, as well as actbssworld.
Another significant limitation of these studiestlie fact that
they are mostly based on self-assessment measlines.
experience of dating violence is assessed by epbt.
However, other alternative methods of measuringndat
violence also have limitations, which are even bighHn
studies of violence witnesses are rarely presettleacents

often avoid talking to other persons about thepegiences of
victimization or their perpetration of violence,dcait is quite
rare for perpetrators of violence to be prosectggudicial

authorities or to appear in the police system (78).

6. Conclusion

The results of this study indicated a high prevedenf
dating violence among young people. The obtainedlt®e
have implications for preventive programmes whibowd
be focused on raising knowledge regarding partners’
behaviour in their relationship, abilities to stamlone’s self,
as well as the possibility of identifying violen¢taviour and
to adequately respond to violence. Such progranshesld
be sensitive to gender differences, and partiqultntused
on the education of young men and women in areasavh
they have less knowledge about this theme as vgeless
skills for the constructive resolution of conflicks dating
relationships. The obtained relationship betwegmiicant
forms of violence, whether it refers to the peratdn or
exposure to violence, in this study suggests aifgignt
overlap between different forms of violence. By dsting
only one form of partner violence we are not abde t
completely understand intimate dating violence,edeine
the consequences of such experiences or even prpxigher
help to victims or perpetrators of violence. Furthere, this
study revealed the contextual variable of jealoasd the
situational variable of earlier violence as sigrafit
predictors of perpetration and exposure to datiigdence.
Future studies should take this into account aniderot
variables of violence postulated by the
background-situational model of aggression.
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