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The Relation Between Dating Violence Victimization and
Commitment Among Turkish College Women: Does the

Investment Model Matter?

Ezgi Toplu-Demirtas, Department of Educational Sciences, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey
Zeynep Hatipoglu-Stimer, Department of Educational Sciences, Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey
Jacquelyn W. White, Department of Psychology, University of North Carolina at Greensboro, United States

The present study explored the sexual, physical, psychological, and overall dating violence experiences, and related these experiences to Investment Model
variables among Turkish college women. Three hundred and ninety dating women from four universities in Ankara, Turkey completed the Satisfaction, Invest-
ment, Alternatives, and Commitment subscales from the Investment Model Scale and the Sexual Coercion, Physical Assault, and Psychological Aggression sub-
scales from the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale. 79.5 percent reported at least one incident of violence in a dating relationship within the previous year.
Regression analyses indicated that satisfaction fully mediated the relations between physical, psychological, and overall dating violence victimization and
commitment, but not for sexual victimization. The results suggest that future research should explore the possibility that the dissatisfaction women experience

may be related to an increased likelihood of relation termination.

Evidence suggests that dating violence is a pervasive global
problem among college students (Chan, Straus, Brown-
ridge, Tiwari, and Leung 2008). However, little is known
about such victimization among college women in Turkey.
Dating violence may include sexual, physical, or psycho-
logical abuse. According to Chan et al’s comprehensive
international dating violence study of nearly 16,000 college
students from twenty-one countries, a high percentage of
women reported physical and sexual dating violence des-
pite large differences among countries. Their results indi-
cate that the dating violence problem is not limited to
industrialized Western countries. In another large-scale
international study using data obtained from thirty-one
universities in sixteen countries, Straus (2004) reported
high rates of physical violence against dating partners. Two
recent studies suggest that dating violence is a pervasive
problem among Turkish university students as well. In one
study of 240 college women, 21.6 percent reported that
they experienced violence in their current dating relation-
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Research Projects Coordination, Middle East Tech-
nical University (Project # BAP- 05-02-2010-04).

ship (Aslan, Vefikulucay, Zeyneloglu, Erdost, and Temel
2008). In a more recent survey with 337 dating college
women, 29.1 percent reported having experienced sexual
victimization at least once in their lifetime. This percentage
climbed to 77.4 percent for psychological victimization.
The rate for physical victimization was 37.1 percent (Toplu
and Hatipoglu-Siimer 2011). Taken together, the available
empirical evidence demonstrates that Turkish college
women are at high risk for victimization. It is likely that the
cultural context of violence against women provides a
backdrop for understanding dating violence among Tur-
kish college students.

1.The Turkish Context of Violence against Women

Since the foundation of the Turkish Republic in 1923, Tur-
kish women have gradually been granted relatively equal
legal rights, with a number of legal amendments being
implemented to advance women’s well-being. To name a
few, Turkey signed the Convention on the Elimination of
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All Forms of Discrimination against Women in 1985, and
the Beijing Declaration in 1995. With the establishment of
the Directorate-General on the Status and the Problems of
Women in 1990, important steps have been taken at the
governmental level as well. The adoption of the “Law for
the Protection of the Family” in 1998, the new “Penal
Code” in 2005, the “Prime Ministry’s Circular No. 26218”
in 2006, and the new “Law for the Protection of the Family
and Prevention of Violence Against Women” in 2012 are
the latest achievements indicating that prevention of viol-
ence against women is a state policy (Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet
Meclisi [TBMM] 2012).

Despite all the measures taken to prevent violence at the
state level, in practice, the traditional value structure seems
to resist improving the quality of life of Turkish women.
Violence against women remains a significant problem and
adversely affects their health and well-being. According to
the results of a nationwide representative “Violence against
Women in Turkey” study (N= 1800; Altinay and Arat
2009), approximately one out of every three Turkish
women has been the victim of intimate partner violence/
domestic violence, and much of women’s lives is strictly
controlled by their husbands. Altinay and Arat found that
almost half of the women who had been physically abused
by their partners had never disclosed this to anyone. The
study also revealed that one fourth of women did not feel
adequately equipped to deal with present or future viol-
ence, stating that they could do nothing if their partner
were to beat them. Social pressures on women make it very
hard for them to leave an abusive relationship. Even after
they leave, they are not safe. Divorced/separated women
are more likely to be the victims of intimate partner viol-
ence than married women. A study conducted by the Tur-
kish Republic Prime Ministry, Directorate-General on the
Status and Problems of Women, found that 73 percent of
divorced/separated women had experienced either physical
or sexual violence (Turkish Republic Prime Ministry 2009).

The data available on violence against women in Turkey, in
the context of Turkey’s patriarchal values, raise questions
about the nature of beliefs about relationships, gender
roles, intimacy, and violence in college students’ dating
relationships. Gender inequality in patriarchal societies has
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been cited as one of the factors that influences the preva-
lence of violence against women (Hortagsu, Kalaycioglu,
and Ritterberger-Tili¢ 2003). Turkish culture generally has
been described as traditional, patriarchal, and auth-
oritarian (Fisek 1982).

In traditional Turkish families, family honor is regarded as
extremely important: “Honor may refer to a man’s repu-
tation as a participant in the community (seref), or it may
refer to his reputation as determined by the chastity of the
women in his family (namus).” (Ozgiir and Sunar 1982,
350). The preservation of female virginity has also been
equated with family honor. Defense of family honor is
accepted as the man’s duty (Ozgiir and Sunar 1982).
Women who engage in premarital sexuality may be sub-
jected to various sanctions, including “honor killing,”
physical abuse, and involuntary virginity examinations. In
addition, they are also viewed as less desirable marriage
partners (Sakalli-Ugurlu and Glick 2003). The double stan-
dards for male and female sexuality, virginity, and tradi-
tional myths regarding the hymen are still prevalent even
in the better-educated sections of society (Cok and Gray
2007; Egsizoglu et al. 2011). Thus, while recent legislative
initiatives have the effect of improving the status of
women, the influence of patriarchal values and threats of
serious reprisals for violation of gender roles still creates a
precarious position for Turkish college women.

Research on dating violence among Turkish college women
is in its infancy. Hence, there are many unanswered ques-
tions. For example: Does violence in a relationship with a
sexual component have different consequences? Do vic-
tims report offenses? What factors affect the likelihood of
the woman leaving an abusive relationship? How do young
women make sense of the experience, given the contra-
dictory societal expectations that men should protect
women while holding women responsible for victimization
by their protectors? To begin to explore these questions, the
present study focused specifically on the relation between
dating violence and commitment to a relationship. Given
the correlational nature of the study we cannot determine
whether commitment to a relationship increases risk of
victimization, that is, male partners feel it is “safe” to be
abusive, or, alternatively, victimization alters perceptions of
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the relationship, including commitment, as a coping strat-
egy to endure the relationship, because cultural factors may
make it too difficult to leave. We begin by examining the
components of commitment - relationship satisfaction,
investment, and perceived alternatives.

2. Investment Model and Dating Violence Victimization

The Investment Model (Rusbult 1980, 1983) has become
the major theory used to understand how women deal with
abusive relationships, in light of growing evidence that
many women stay in abusive relationships, if only for a
short time (Katz, Kuffel, and Brown 2006; Rhatigan, Street,
and Axsom 2006). The model has been of value in studying
responses to dissatisfaction in romantic involvements
(Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982), stay and leave beha-
viors in abusive relationships (Katz, Kuffel, and Brown
2006; Rhatigan and Street 2005; Rusbult and Martz 1995),
willingness to sacrifice (Etcheverry and Le 2005), forgive-
ness (Cann and Baucom 2004), and dating infidelity (Dri-
gotas, Safstrom, and Gentilia 1999).The value of the
Investment Model over violence-specific theories of
women’s responses to abuse lies in its focus on social, con-
textual, and interdependence factors rather that individual
variables that are open to victim-blaming interpretations
(Edwards, Gidycz, and Murphy 2011; Rhatigan, Street, and
Axsom 2006). The theory suggests that satisfaction, invest-
ment, and quality of alternatives combine to predict rela-
tionship commitment and greater commitment results in
greater difficulty terminating the relationship.

As an extension of Interdependence Theory (Kelley and
Thibaut 1978), the Investment Model developed by Rusbult
(1980, 1983) consists of four components: commitment,
level of satisfaction, size of investment made, and per-
ception of the availability of alternatives. Satisfaction
means a general evaluation of the relationship with its
rewards and costs. Investment, which may be financial
(money), temporal (time), and/or emotional (effort), refers
to how much a person has already invested in the relation-
ship. Quality of alternatives refers to a comparison with
potential alternative relationships (i.e., is there a better
available alternative?). Commitment involves intentions to
stay in a relationship, feelings of psychological attachment,
and a positive orientation toward a long-term relationship
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(Rusbult, 1980, 1983). It is theorized that higher commit-
ment is determined by greater satisfaction, heavier invest-
ment, and poorer alternatives (Rusbult 1980, 1983), and
that commitment is lower among victimized than non-
victimized women (Rhatigan et al. 2006).

Rhatigan and Street’s (2005) correlational study conducted
in United States is of most relevance to the present study,
and methodologically similar, although they did not
include sexual victimization. They reported that higher
levels of abuse were associated with lower levels of commit-
ment, but when they looked at each type of abuse, the pic-
ture became more complicated. They found negative
correlations between physical and psychological violence
and satisfaction, as well as a negative correlation between
physical abuse and investment, but a positive correlation
between investment and psychological abuse. They also
reported that satisfaction, but not investment or quality of
alternatives, mediated the relation between abuse and com-
mitment, suggesting that relationship satisfaction is critical
to feelings of commitment.

In the light of findings to date, the current study seeks to
investigate the relation between Investment Model (i.e.,
satisfaction, investment, perceived alternatives, and com-
mitment) and dating violence victimization (i.e., sexual,
psychological physical, and overall dating violence victim-
ization) among Turkish college women. In Turkey, the
Investment Model has been used to examine issues related
to intimate relationships, such as the perception of religios-
ity and stereotypes about romantic relationships (Okutan
and Biiyiiksahin-Sunal 2010), future time orientation in
romantic relationships, love attitudes, and attachment
(Bityiiksahin and Hovardaoglu 2007), and positive illusions
in marriages and causality and responsibility attributions
(Akbalik-Dogan and Biiyiiksahin-Sunal 2011), but not dat-
ing violence. Given the Turkish cultural context of intimate
relationships, the relative importance of the relation
between dating violence and satisfaction, investment,
quality of alternatives, and commitment may differ from
the pattern observed by Rhatigan and Street (2005). Thus,
building on Rhatigan and Street, which is the only study to
date of which we are aware that explicitly examined each
type of dating violence in relation to the components of
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commitment, the present study seeks to expand the find-
ings to a different cultural context.

Firstly, we hypothesize, like Rhatigan and Street (2005),
that there will be a negative correlation between satisfac-
tion and victimization, and commitment and victimization.
Secondly, when commitment is regressed on victimization
and satisfaction, satisfaction will be positively related to
commitment, leaving victimization non-significant, and
thus will mediate the relationship between victimization
and commitment (see Figure 1). Lastly, although Rhatigan
and Street (2005) did not find a mediating role for invest-
ment or quality of alternatives, we remain open to the
possibility that these may be relevant in the Turkish con-
text. Given the strength of patriarchal values in Turkey, we
expect alternatives and investment to also be important.
Turkish college women who have engaged in any pre-
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marital sexual activity (vaginal or not) may feel they have
no other alternatives, thus staying in the relationship and
investing time, effort, and energy. Fewer perceived alter-
natives and greater investment (due to sexual involvement)
may increase the likelihood of tolerating violence. Addi-
tionally, unlike Rhatigan and Street, we included sexual vic-
timization in the present study. Because of the importance
of virginity in Turkey, we expect that correlations between
sexual victimization and the Investment Model may differ
from those for physical and psychological victimization,
although there is no current evidence to suggest that.
Because we wanted to ensure that reports of victimization
in the previous year refer to the same relationship as the
Investment Model variables, we divided the sample into
two groups based on duration of the relationship: one year
and less or longer than one year. Only data from the latter
were included in our test of the hypotheses.

Figure 1: Investment Model variables mediating the relationship between victimization and commitment

Mediators
Satisfaction
Investment
Alternatives
Path a Path b
Independent Variahles
fota Y|ctlm|z§t|9n . Dependent Variable
Psychological victimization .
o Commitment
Physical victimization
Sexual victimization Path ¢
Step 1

Path ¢’
Step 2
B decreases/becomes insignificant with mediator
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3. Method

3.1. Participants

Three hundred and ninety dating women from four state
universities (distributed 63.8 percent, 15.6 percent, 12.3
percent, 7.7 percent, with 0.6 percent not specified) in
Ankara voluntarily participated: 14 prep students (in pre-
paratory classes; 3.6 percent), 82 first-years (21.0 percent),
146 sophomores (37.4 percent), 60 juniors (15.4 percent),
43 seniors (11.0 percent), 32 master’s level (8.2 percent),
and 13 doctoral level (3.3 percent). The mean age of the
participants was 21.04 (SD = 2.16) with an age range
between 17 and 30. Data for the study were collected dur-
ing the fall and spring semesters of the 2010-2011 aca-
demic year. Surveys were administered to the participants
during regular class hours after required permission had
been obtained from the Human Subjects Ethics Committee
(i.e., the institutional review board in Turkish universities)
and course teachers. Classes in which data were collected
included Introduction to Education, Educational Psychol-
ogy, Classroom Management, Guidance, Principles of
Kemal Ataturk, History of the Turkish Revolution, and
Turkish, just to name a few. Clear instructions and
information about the purpose of the study were given and
anonymity and confidentiality were assured on the consent
form. Participants were instructed not to involve partners/
friends in the activity. It took the participants approxi-
mately 15 to 20 minutes to complete the survey.

3.2. Data Collection Instruments

3.2.1. Demographic Information

A demographic information form was used to obtain the
respondents’ sex, age, university, year, and information
related to their relationship characteristics (e.g., length of
relationship in months, relationship status).

3.2.2. Dating Violence Victimization

Three subscales of the Turkish version (Turhan, Guraksin,
and Inandi 2006) of the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale
(Straus et al. 1996) were used to assess physical, sexual, and
psychological victimization. Turhan, Guraksin, and Inandi
(2006) used the forward translation/back-translation pro-
cedure to ensure the equivalency of the English and Tur-
kish versions of the whole Revised CTS (CTS2). The results
of the explanatory analyses of the whole scale were con-
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sistent with the original scale, revealing a multidimensional
factor structure similar to the original one. The scale as a
whole demonstrated satisfactory evidence of validity and
reliability. For each item the respondents reported the fre-
quency with which they experienced the event on an eight-
point scale: 0 (this has never happened), 1 (once in past
year), 2 (twice in past year), 3 (3 to 5 times in past year), 4 (6
to 10 times in past year), 5 (11 to 20 times in past year), 6
(more than 20 times in past year), 7 (not in the past year but
has happened previously). The twelve-item Physical Assault
Scale was used to measure physical dating violence victim-
ization with items such as: “My partner threw something at
me that could hurt” and “My partner slapped me.” The
analysis yielded an internal consistency of .91 for physical
assault. The eight-item Psychological Aggression Scale was
used to assess psychological dating violence victimization,
and included items such as: “My partner shouted or yelled
at me” and “My partner said something to spite me” Cron-
bach’s alpha for the psychological aggression scale was .79.
The seven-item Sexual Coercion Scale was used to measure
sexual dating violence victimization. One of the items was
about the use of condoms. The other six were related to
verbal insistence (two items; one for vaginal, one for anal/
oral sex), use of force (two items; one for vaginal, one for
anal/oral sex), and the use of threats (two items; one for
vaginal, one for anal/oral sex). Examples included “My
partner insisted on sex when I did not want to (but did not

» «

use physical force)”, “My partner used force (like hitting,
holding down, or using a weapon) to make me have sex,’
and “My partner used threats to make me have sex.” In the

present study Cronbach’s alpha was .80.

The CTS subscales were scored in two ways. First, to deter-
mine the percentage of women experiencing each type of
victimization, a dichotomous 0/1 prevalence variable was
created to categorize whether or not sexual, physical, and
psychological victimization had occurred during the past
twelve months (Straus et al. 1996). Because we were inter-
ested in victimization during the previous year (in the last
twelve months), we coded category 7 as 0, as recom-
mended by Straus et al. (1996). For each subscale,
responses were summed to create an index of degree of vic-
timization in the past year. Higher scores indicate more
victimization. Finally, an index of total victimization was

m ijev.org



1JCV :Vol. 7 (2) 2013, pp. 203 - 215

Toplu-Demirtas, Hatipoglu-Siimer, and White: Relation Between Dating Violence Victimization and Commitment

obtained by summing the sexual, physical, and psycho-
logical victimization scores.

3.2.3.The Investment Model

Biiyiiksahin, Hasta, and Hovardaoglu (2005) adapted and
evaluated the satisfaction, investment, and quality of alter-
natives subscales of Rusbult, Martz, and Agnew’s (1998)
Investment Model Scale (IMS) in terms of validity and
reliability among Turkish university students. The commit-
ment subscale was later translated by Biiyiiksahin and
Taluy (2008). All the items make use of nine-point Likert
scales with 1 indicating “disagree completely” and 9 indi-
cating “agree completely”” Satisfaction is defined as the
number and magnitude of resources tied to a relationship,
measured using a five-item scale. Items include “Our rela-
tionship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for intimacy,
companionship, etc” and “My relationship is close to ideal”
Higher scores indicate greater satisfaction. Investment is
measured using a five-item scale that focuses on resources
put into the relationship. Items include “T have put a great
deal into our relationship that I would lose if the relation-
ship were to end” and “Many aspects of my life have
become linked to my partner (recreational activities), and I
would lose all of this if we were to break up” Higher scores
indicate greater investment. Quality of Alternatives is
measured using a five-item scale and assesses perceptions
of availability of other partners. Items include “The people
other than my partner with whom I might become
involved are very appealing” and “If I weren’t dating my
partner, I would do fine - I would find another appealing
person to date” Higher scores indicate higher-quality alter-
natives. Commitment is measured using a seven-item scale
that assesses commitment to the relationship. Items include
“I want our relationship to last for a very long time” and “It
is likely that I will date someone other than my partner
within the next year” Higher scores indicate greater com-
mitment. In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha for satis-
faction, quality of alternatives, investment, and
commitment was .94, .85, .88, and .93, respectively.

4. Results

Analysis proceeded in three steps. First, we determined
that there were no significant differences between the
samples obtained at the different universities, and were
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thus able to collapse the data from all four universities for
all analyses. We also assessed for age differences between
victimized and non-victimized women, and found only
one. The psychologically victimized group was younger,
but the magnitude of the difference was small (eta squared
=.04), thus age was not included in the analyses. The mean
relationship duration was 16.6 months (SD = 18.18) with a
range from 1 to 144 months, with only the psychologically
victimized group having significantly longer relationships
than the not psychologically victimized group, but the
magnitude of the difference was small (eta squared = .01).
For the purpose of testing the relations between the invest-
ment model variables and victimization, the sample was
dichotomized on the basis of length of relationship, into
shorter duration (0-12 months inclusive; n = 206, 52.8 per-
cent) and longer duration (13 months or longer; n = 184,
47.2 percent). Second, descriptive statistics were computed,
along with bivariate correlations between all variables.
Third, for the women in the longer-duration group, we
conducted a series of regression analyses to test the
hypothesis that the relation between victimization and
commitment was mediated by satisfaction, investment, and
qualitative of alternatives, as predictors of sexual, physical,
psychological, and overall victimization. Before performing
regression analyses, we conducted a series of tests to assess
whether the assumptions of linear regression were violated.
Although the distributions for the Physical Assault and
Sexual Coercion subscales were positively skewed, our
sample size was sufficient to justify not performing a trans-
formation (Hayes 2013). To handle missing data due to
item non-response, we used the listwise deletion method,
since the cases lost were less than 5 percent (Graham,
Cumsille, and Elek-Fisk 2003).

4.1. Frequency of Victimization and Bivariate Relations among Variables
Table 1 presents a breakdown of each type of victimization,
as well as patterns of co-occurrence for the total sample as
well as for women in the shorter and longer relationship
groups. Of 206 women whose relationship had lasted one
year or less, 65 reported sexual victimization, (31.6 per-
cent), 67 reported physical victimization (32.5 percent),
and 139 reported psychological victimization (67.5 per-
cent). There was also a pattern of significant co-occurrence
between sexual and psychological victimization, x2 =16.37,
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P <.001; sexual and physical victimization, x2 = 18.28, p
<.001; and psychological and physical victimization x2 =
23.57, p <.001. For the short duration group, 35 (16.9 per-
cent) experienced all three forms of victimization.

Of 184 dating women whose relationship had lasted longer
than a year, 42 reported sexual victimization (22.8 per-
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cent), 68 reported physical victimization (37 percent), and
146 reported psychological victimization (79.3 percent).
For longer-duration relationships the pattern of co-occur-
rence was less pronounced, with only psychological and
physical victimization co- occurring, X2 = 4.34, p <.05. For
the long duration group, 19 (10.3 percent) experienced all
three forms of victimization.

Table 1: Mean frequency and percentage of types of victimization in the past year (N=184)

Total Shorter duration Longer duration

N=390 N=206 N=184
Type of victimization f(%) M SD f(%) M SD f(%) M SD t
None 20.51 - - 25.73 - - 14.67 - - -
Only sexual 282 350 201 388 271 1.79 163 533 115 -2.28*
Only physical 333 318  1.88 291 416 194 380 200 1.00  2.24%
Only psychological 3153 451 394 27118 394 375 3641 498 377 -152
Physical and psychological but not sexual 17.18 1613  15.65 12.62  10.95 6.63 2228 1917 1847  -2.09*
Physical and sexual but not psychological 0.26 4.00 - - - - 0.54 4.00 - -
Sexual and psychological but not physical 10.51 9.48 5.64 10.68 8.89 6.19 10.32  10.60 450 -76
Sexual and physical and psychological 1385 4031  32.06 16.99 4493  36.55 10.32  31.93 20.15 1.31
Any 79.49 1326  19.63 7427 1418 1235 85.33 1235 14.18 .78

Note: *p<.05

Frequency (M): The items in CTS-R were rated on an eight-point frequency scale (never, once, twice, three to five times, six to ten times, eleven to twenty times, more than twenty times, and not in the
past year but did happen before. Category 7 (not in the past year but did happen before) was coded as 0, as suggested by Straus, since we wanted the victimization scores for the past twelve

months. For the percentage. a 0/1 dichotomv was created.

Table 2 shows the bivariate correlations between all vari-
ables for the longer-duration group. As can be seen, all
forms of victimization were significantly correlated (rang-
ing from .24 to .75), with sexual victimization showing the
weakest relation with physical and psychological. Cor-
relations with total victimization suggest that all forms of
abuse contributed to the total (for physical, r = .93; for psy-
chological; = .90, and for sexual, = .50). Small but statis-

tically significant correlations were found between the
component variables of the Investment Model. Physical
and psychological victimization, as well as total victimiz-
ation, were significantly negatively correlated with satisfac-
tion and commitment, but not correlated with investment
or quality of alternatives. However, the correlations
between sexual victimization and components of the
Investment Model were non-significant.
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Table 2: Descriptives and bivariate correlations among predictor and outcome variables for longer relationship duration (Ns from 172 to 184)

Possible Actual 1 9

Variable range range 3 4 5 6 7 8
sexual victimization (1) 0-42 0-20 1.00 .36%* 24%* b50** -14 -.07 .08 -15
physical victimization (2) 0-72 0-60 1.00 JI5** 93** 21 .07 .05 -16*
psychological victimization(3) ~ 0-48 0-48 1.00 90** - 35** .08 A1 -28**
total victimization (4) 0-162 0-108 1.00 -28** .06 .08 -22%*
satisfaction(5) 5-45 7-45 1.00 A2** -40** T6**
investment(6) 5-45 5-45 1.00 -35%* .60**
quality of alternatives (7) 5-45 5-45 1.00 -.b8**
commitment (8) 7-63 15-63 1.00

Note: **p <.01; *p <.05

4.2. Evaluation of the Investment Model

The Investment Model, as proposed by Rusbult (1980,
1983), was tested for those women in the longer-duration
subsample who reported at least one experience of victim-
ization during the past year. The effects of predictors (sat-
isfaction, investment, quality of alternatives) on
commitment were examined.' As shown in Table 3, the
model significantly predicted commitment, F (3, 163) =
128.19, p < .05 with R’ = .70, indicating that 70 percent of
the variance in commitment (M = 51.07; SD = 13.63) was
predicted by satisfaction (M = 35.75; SD = 9.29), invest-
ment (M = 25.12; SD = 9.78), and alternatives (M = 19.75;

SD = 10.38). Satisfaction, investment, and alternatives
uniquely explained 20 percent, 6 percent, and 6 percent of
the variance, respectively. According to standardized coef-
ficients (f3), there were significant positive relations
between satisfaction and commitment (8 = .52), and
investment and commitment (3 = .27). The association of
alternatives to commitment remained significantly
negative (8 = -.27). Women in longer-duration relation-
ships reported greater investment, (1, 381) = 3.54, p <
.05, fewer alternatives, t (1, 377) = 2.12, p < .05, and
greater commitment, ¢ (1, 369) = 2.98, p < .05, than
women in shorter-duration relationships.

Table 3: Regression analysis summary for commitment, test of Investment Model (N=167)

Variable B SEB 8 s’ t p R R F
84 70 128.19*

Satisfaction a7 07 52 20 10.53 00*

Investment .38 .07 27 6 5.61 .00*

Alternatives -35 06 -27 6 -5.68 00*

Note: B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the unstandardized regression coefficient; f = standardized regression coefficient; s = proportion of all the variance in the
outcome variable associated with one predictor; R = the multiple correlation coefficient; R = the proportion of variance in the outcome accounted for by the predictor variable(s); F ratio, whether

the equation as a whole is statistically significant
*p<.001

1 We examined the alternative direction (commit-
ment predicted victimization), and whether the
relation was mediated by satisfaction, investment, or
alternatives. The results were non-significant.
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4.3. Relations between Investment Model Variables and Victimization

We tested the hypothesis that the relation between total
victimization and commitment would be mediated by sat-
isfaction, investment, and quality of alternatives, using
steps suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986), using the sub-
set of the sample that reported a current relationship of
longer than a year. First, the test of the investment model
(see above) confirmed that all three variables predicted
commitment. Second, we documented that total victimiz-
ation predicted commitment, F (1, 161) = 7.94, p < .05,
with R = .05, (8 = -.22, t = -2.82, p <.01). Third, a regres-
sion analysis examining total victimization as a predictor of
satisfaction, investment, and quality of alternatives
revealed that only satisfaction was significantly predicted
by total victimization, F (1, 161) = 13.50, p < .05, with R® =
.08, (B=-.28,t=-3.68, p <.01). Thus, in the final step test-
ing for mediation, we considered satisfaction as a mediator
of the victimization-commitment relation. The final model
was significant, F (2, 155) = 96.24, p < .05, with R’ = .55,
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and satisfaction, = .74, t = 13.28, p =.001, remained sig-
nificant, indicating that satisfaction fully mediated the
relation between total victimization and commitment. We
repeated the same tests of mediation for each type of vic-
timization. The same pattern was observed for psycho-
logical and physical victimization. For both forms of
victimization, satisfaction fully mediated the relation
between victimization and commitment. A Sobel test was
performed to ascertain whether there was a significant
decline in the relation between victimization and commit-
ment when satisfaction was added as a mediator. Results
revealed that satisfaction carried the influence of victimiz-
ation (z = 2.23, p < .05 for overall victimization, z = 2.97, p
< .05 for psychological victimization, and z = -1.68, p < .10
for physical victimization). However, sexual victimization,
although negatively related to satisfaction (p = .07), was
not related to commitment; therefore, we could not test for
mediation. See Table 4 for a summary of all the regression
analyses.

Table 4: Summary of mediation analyses with satisfaction as mediator between victimization within past year and commitment (Ns from 158 to 170)

B SEB 8 R
Total victimization and commitment
Step 1 Total victimization -.20 .07 -22%* 05%*
Step 2 Total victimization -00 .05 -00"
Satisfaction 1.09 .08 JhxEx Hh*E*
Sobel z=2.23,p=.02
Psychological victimization and commitment
Step 1 Psychological victimization -53 14 - 28*** 08***
Step 2 Psychological victimization -02 .09 -01"
Satisfaction 90 .08 B1F** B5***
Sobel z=2.97,p=.00
Physical victimization and commitment
Step 1 Physical victimization -.30 14 -.16* .03*
Step 2 Physical victimization .00 .09 -00™
Satisfaction 1.12 .08 JE*** HTH**

Sobel z=-1.68,p =.09

Note: B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the unstandardized regression coefficient; # = standardized regression coefficient; R2 = the proportion of variance in the

outcome accounted for by the predictor variable(s).
*** p<.001;**p <.01; *p<.05
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5. Discussion

The present study revealed several significant aspects of
dating violence among Turkish students. First, within
longer-duration relationships (on average sixteen months
up to survey date), a surprisingly high percentage of
women (85.4 percent) had experienced at least one
instance of dating violence, with psychological abuse being
the most frequently experienced form (M = 6.21) (by over
half the sample: 79.3 percent) and sexual victimization
being the least frequently experienced (M = 1.12) (22.8
percent). Physical victimization was intermediate (M =
2.92, 37 percent). Second, the percentage of Turkish
women who experienced some form of victimization was
higher than typically reported in Western samples,
especially for just the past twelve months rather than life-
time. For example, college women from ten European
countries, Canada, and the United States reported physical
victimization rates ranging from 12.7 percent (Sweden) to
31.5 percent (United Kingdom) and sexual victimization
rates ranging from 9.2 percent (Netherlands) to 42 percent
(Greece), in the previous twelve months (Chan et al. 2008).
Similar to the present study, Toplu and Hatipoglu-Siimer
(2011) found a high percentage of women reporting psy-
chological abuse in a Turkish sample (77.4 percent). Addi-
tionally, frequent co-occurrence of multiple forms of
victimization was reported in the present study, adding to a
growing literature arguing for explicit attention to
co-occurrence (Smith, White, and Holland 2003; White
2009). The present study is the first to report on co-occur-
rence of victimization among Turkish college women, and
the first to include psychological victimization in the
examination of co-occurrence. Additionally, the results
indicate that women who experienced physical victimiz-
ation were also at increased risk of experiencing psycho-
logical abuse, although the data cannot tell us if the various
forms of victimization occurred during the same event or
on different occasions during the relationship.

The present study confirms the validity of the Investment
Model among Turkish college women. As hypothesized,
satisfaction, investment, and quality of alternatives pre-
dicted commitment, increasing our confidence in using the
model to understand dating violence among Turkish col-
lege women. In the present study, we examined the Invest-
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ment Model and victimization among only the subset of
women who reported a current relationship lasting longer
than one year, in order to ensure that the ratings of the
Investment Model variables were associated with the perpe-
trator of the abuse. Our results did not fully replicate those
of Rhatigan and Street (2005). Whereas they found a posi-
tive relation between investment and psychological abuse
and a negative association between investment and physical
abuse, we did not. However, like Rhatigan and Street
(2005), the present study found that both forms of victimiz-
ation were negatively associated with satisfaction, which
mediated the relation between commitment and both psy-
chological and physical victimization, as well as total vic-
timization. We had expected that sexual victimization
would also be related to commitment, as well as to satisfac-
tion, investment, and quality of alternatives. However, it
was not. It is possible that although a substantial percentage
of the sample experienced sexual victimization, the mean
frequencies were too low to detect the expected relations.
Additionally, the measure of sexual victimization included
both verbally coerced and physically forced sexual victimiz-
ation. Hence, the degree of specificity may have been inad-
equate to uncover a relation between sexual victimization
and various aspects of investment in a relationship.

6. Limitations of the Study and Future Directions

The present study had several limitations. First, the data
were based on retrospective self-reporting. Participants
were asked to remember dating violence occurrence within
the past year, with the risk of memory distortion. More-
over, there is the risk of respondents concealing certain
information. Secondly, the sample was a convenience
sample (undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in
the four universities in Ankara, Turkey). Therefore, the
findings may not be generalizable or may be generalizable
only to this population. Thirdly, although the results of the
Sobel test indicated that satisfaction mediated the victimiz-
ation/commitment relationship, the p-value for physical
victimization did not reach the standard .05 level. This
could be due to an inadequate sample size (the Sobel test
works best with large samples) or it is possible that for
physical victimization other factors, such as fear, might
also mediate the relationship. Further research is recom-
mended to explore this possibility. Finally, the study is
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cross-sectional/correlational in nature. Therefore, one can-
not infer causality or establish temporal ordering from the
findings. However, neither the Investment Model nor other
theories of dating violence hypothesize that level of com-
mitment would alter the risk of victimization. Additionally,
preliminary analyses exploring the possibility that commit-
ment might predict victimization indicated that this is
unlikely, strengthening a tentative conclusion that victimiz-
ation leads to less commitment as a result of less satisfac-
tion in the relationship. However, longitudinal research will
be necessary to gain a deeper understanding of the victim-
ization/commitment relation.

Despite these limitations, the results add to the growing lit-
erature that has adopted the framework of the Investment
Model to understand various facets of abusive relation-
ships. This approach is promising for Turkish samples as
well, given that the Investment Model appears valid for
Turkish samples. There is a lack of literature regarding dat-
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