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Violence responsibility, attitudes toward violence, 
and factors affecting violence: Examining the intimate 
relationships of university students

While the Turkish Language Association defines the con-
cept of violence as “extremism in emotion and behavior,” 

the World Health Organization (WHO) evaluates with this con-
cept in a more comprehensive way. Violence is considered 
as a situation which gives rise to physical and psychological 
harm to oneself or to the other party as a result of the delib-

erate application of physical force to the individual or to the 
individual/individuals around him according to WHO.[1-3] It 
is seen that the issue of domestic violence was discussed in 
many studies, but the issue of violence experienced by adoles-
cents and young adults in their relationships has been ignored 
when we review the literature.[4,5]

Objectives: The goal of this research is to evaluate the university students’ violence responsibility and attitudes toward 
intimate relationship.
Methods: The research was performed in a descriptive and cross-sectional design with students at the Health Sciences 
Faculty of a private university in Istanbul. The research universe consisted of 2057 students in the 2017–2018 academic 
year. On the other hand, the sampling was calculated by using the formula with a known universe, and it was found 
that at least 384 students should be reached. 424 of the students who volunteered to participate in the study between 
February and July 2018. The data were collected via e-mail using a Personal Information Form, Attitudes Toward Dating 
Violence Scales, and Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale.
Results: It was determined that 89.6% of the students were female, 98.3% were single, 40.6% were studying in the 
nursing department, and 29.7% were first year students. It was found that 20% of the students used violence before, 
57.1% witnessed, 5.7% were exposed to violence in the relationship, and 2.6% used violence in the relationship. A sta-
tistically significant relationship was found between the attitudes toward dating violence and gender (p<0.05). It was 
observed that as the students’ grades increased, the level of intimate violence responsibility decreased. It was deter-
mined that the mean scores of the sub-dimension of violence recognition in The Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale 
were higher and significant (p<0.05) for those who used violence and those who were exposed to violence.
Conclusion: It was determined that one-fifth of university students exposed to violence, and more than half of them 
witnessed. It was found that age, gender, family type, and the use of violence affect the level of violence acceptance. 
The students’ responsibility in intimate violence was found to be associated with gender, class, family type, and dura-
tion of relationship.
Keywords: Intimate relationship; intimate violence; university student; violence responsibility.
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Intimate relationship (close relationship) is a type of relationship 
which is established with the expectation of love, friendship, and 
happiness by planning social activities with opposite sex. Inti-
mate relationships, which help individual to form and develop 
his identity, also contribute to the development of the sense of 
responsibility of both individuals in understanding each other 
and to learn to cooperate. But the individuals who are in an inti-
mate relationship may sometimes have conflicts and may resort 
to violent behaviors during this conflict process.[6]

Intimate violence is a type of violence which is difficult to in-
tervene because individuals generally try to hide and/or solve 
it within themselves.[7] Besides, it is considered that the rate 
incidence of intimate violence, like other types of violence, is 
increasing day by day. Aslan et al.[7] defined intimate violence, 
which is one of the types of interpersonal violence, as the 
sexual, verbal and emotional violence of the partners against 
each other or the social restrictions on each other's behaviors. 
On the other hand, American Center for Disease Protection 
and Prevention defines intimate violence as any physical, ver-
bal, emotional, and/or sexual abuse applied during the rela-
tionship.[8]

Intimate violence is evaluated in three groups as verbal, psy-
chological/emotional, and sexual/gamic intimate violence. 
Behaviors such as slapping, pushing, and scratching lead to 
physical dating violence; humiliating, insulting can be shown 
as examples of emotional/psychological intimate violence, 
and harassing behaviors, rape, and attempted rape are some 
of the behaviors which can be shown as examples of sexual/
gamic intimate violence.[9,10]

The rate of verbal violence applied during the dating period is 
11%–15%; it has been reported that the rate of physical violence 
varies between 9 and 43%.[11] It was determined that 8.9% of 
women were exposed to sexual abuse before the age of 15 ac-
cording to the Research on Domestic Violence Against Women 
in Türkiye (2015).[12] In the report published by WHO (2013), the 
rate of being exposed to violence in the relationships of individ-
uals is 29.4% in people having age in the range of 15–19, while 
it is 31.6% in individuals between the ages of 20-24.[13]

The first intimate violence research was conducted in 1981 by 
Makepeace et al.[14] As a result of this study, it was stated that 
61% of their relatives experienced violence during dating and 
one out of every five university students was subjected to inti-
mate violence. It was determined that the rate of exposure to 
dating violence varied between 15% and 50% in the last year 
in another study conducted with nearly 2200 high school stu-
dents in the USA.[15,16] It was determined that one out of every 
three women has been exposed to intimate violence in the 
last year, and men have been exposed to violence as much as 
women.[17]

The researches in this area are limited in our country. In a study 
involving vocational school students, it was found out that 
12.9% of first-year students and 25.8% of fourth-year students 
were exposed to violence in their current relationship.[7] In 
another study, university students’ attitudes toward violence 
in intimate relationships were evaluated and it was seen that 
boys were more approving of intimate violence than girls.[18] 
It is reported that there are strong links between the attitude 
toward violence and the implementation of violence. There 
are many factors which affect attitudes toward interpersonal 
violence. Some of these include witnessing or being exposed 
to violence. In the literature, it is emphasized that especially in 
the presence of domestic violence, the aggression of individu-
als who are taken as role models outside the family, or the chil-
dren who are rejected by their parents, display violent behav-
iors more frequently in later ages. Domestic violence can be 
considered the same as intimate violence which can be seen 
in the following years. The importance of attitudes toward in-
timate violence in social psychology is also emphasized, and 
it is reported that attitudes have a place in the transformation 
and acceptance of behavior.[7,19,20]

It was seen that studies on the types and incidence of intimate 
violence are more common, while studies which measure the 
level of individuals’ sense of responsibility for violence are 
limited when the literature is reviewed.[9,16,17] This research 
was carried out to determine the level of responsibility and 
attitude of university students toward violence in intimate re-
lationships and to examine the relationship with the factors 
affecting them.

Research Questions
1.	 What are attitude levels of university students toward inti-

mate relationships?
2.	 What are levels of violence responsibility of university stu-

dents in intimate relationships?
3.	 What are the factors which affect attitudes of university 

students toward intimate relationships?
4.	 What are factors which affect violence responsibility of 

university students toward intimate relationships?
5.	 What is the relationship between attitudes of university 

students toward intimate relationships and their violence 
responsibilities?

What is known about this subject?
•	 Intimate violence is a type of violence which is difficult to intervene due to 

the particular that individuals try to hide and / or solve it by themselves, 
and its incidence in society is considered to be increasing day by day.

What does this article add to the facts that are known?
•	 It was seen that there were studies on the types and incidence of inti-

mate violence, but there are no studies that measure the level of individ-
uals’ sense of violence responsibility when literature review was done. 
This study is performed to evaluate the responsibility and attitude of 
university students toward violence in their intimate relationships, and 
it is considered that it will be able to fill the gap in the literature.

What is its contribution to the practice?
•	 Being a serious public health problem, first of all, the goal should be 

to change the violent behavior that is influenced by attitudes in order 
to prevent intimate violence. In this process, by means of a multidisci-
plinary approach, early detection of cases and giving priority to individ-
uals in high-risk groups will enable these people to establish and main-
tain healthy relationships.
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Materials and Method
Type and Design
While the independent variables of the research, which was 
carried out in descriptive, relationship-seeking, and cross-sec-
tional design, are constituted of university students' gender, 
department, class, marital status, income level, who you live 
with, and family type, the dependent variables are attitude 
scores toward dating violence, intimate violence responsibil-
ity scores, exposure to dating violence, witnessing, and/or ap-
plication situations.

Place and Time
Research data were obtained from students studying at the 
Faculty of Health Sciences of a foundation university in Istan-
bul between February and July 2018.

Universe and Sample
The population of the research consisted students (n=2.057) 
studying at this faculty in the 2017–2018 academic year. Its 
goal was to reach at least 384 students by using the sam-
ple formula whose universe is known in the selection of the 
sample. 424 of the students who volunteered to participate 
in the research and were actively enrolled in the school at 
the time of the research constituted the sample of the re-
search.

Data Collection Process
The research data were collected online by sending the data 
collection tools to the students’ e-mail addresses via Google 
Forms after obtaining the permission of the ethics committee 
and the institution. In this process, an online survey form was 
sent to the university e-mail addresses of the students. A let-
ter stating the purpose and scope of the research was sent to 
the e-mail addresses of the students. If they wanted to partic-
ipate in the study, they were first provided to give their con-
sent on the informed consent page. Afterwards, the students 
accessed the data collection tools and the students who an-
swered all the questions were evaluated within the scope of 
the research.

Process
Data were collected using the “Personal Information Form,” 
“the attitudes toward dating violence scales" and "The Inti-
mate Violence Responsibility Scale.”

a. Personal Information Form
This form, which was created by the researchers by review-
ing the literature, was composed of a total of 18 questions 
which include the introductory characteristics of the stu-
dents, the use of violence and/or witnessing and exposure 
to violence.[5,12,21]

b. The Attitudes Toward Dating Violence Scales
The goal of the scales developed by Price, Byers, and the 
Dating Violence Research Team in 1999 is to determine the 
physical, psychological, and sexual violence attitudes of girls 
and boys in the dating relationship. The Turkish validity and 
reliability study of the scale was carried out by Yumuşak and 
Şahin in 2014. The scale is a 5-point Likert (1 strongly disagree, 
5 strongly agree) type and consists of a total of fifty items, four 
of which are subscales. There are also reverse scored items in 
the scale. Sub-dimensions of scale are as follows:
•	 Scale of attitudes toward psychological violence perpe-

trated by men in dating: 15 items (reversely scored items: 
1, 2, 5, 9, 10 and 13) 

•	 Scale of attitudes toward physical intimate violence by 
men: 12 items (reversely scored items: 1, 3, 5, and 7)

•	 Attitude scale toward psychological violence perpetrated 
by women in dating: 11 items (reversely scored item: 1) 

•	 Scale of attitudes toward physical intimate violence by 
women in dating: 12 items (reversely scored items: 7, 8, 10, 
and 12)

The scale is interpreted on both the total score and the sub-
scale scores, and high scores obtained from the scale and sub-
scales indicate that the level of acceptance for dating violence 
is high.[18]

The internal consistency Cronbach’s Alpha values of the sub-
scales of the scale were found to be between 0.75 and 0.87.[18] 
In this study, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of the scale was 
found to be between 0.73 and 0.78. 

c. The Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale
It was developed by Yun and Vonk in 2011 to determine the at-
titudes of individuals toward the level of responsibility for their 
violent behavior toward their partners. The validity and reliabil-
ity study of the scale was carried out in our country by Akın et 
al.[22] in 2012. The scale, which consists of 20 items, is in a 5-point 
Likert type (1 strongly disagree, 5 completely agree). There is 
no reverse scored item in the scale. The scale is comprised of 4 
sub-dimensions which constitute the structure of violence re-
sponsibility as minimization (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7, α=0.81), 
violence recognition (items 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12, α=0.83), partner 
blame (items 13, 14, 15 and 16, α=0.80) and distal blame (items 
17, 18 19 and 20, α=0.64). In this study, the Cronbach’s Alpha 
coefficient of the scale was found to be 0.84, 0.70, 0.89 and 0.79, 
respectively. It is seen that as the score obtained from all sub-
dimensions of the scale increases, the individual’s violence re-
sponsibility in the relevant sub-dimension also increases.

Ethical Responsibilities
The research was performed with the approval of the Ethics 
Committee and the permission of the institution with the letter 
dated 26.02.2018 and numbered 2018/13-30 from the "Non-In-
terventional Ethics Committee" of a university in Istanbul.
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Data Analysis
The number, frequency, and mean and standard deviation val-
ues of the data analyzed with the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences Windows 24.0 (IBM Corp.) statistical package 
program were determined by descriptive statistical tests. The 
conformity of the variables to the normal distribution was 
evaluated with the Shapiro-Wilk test. The Mann–Whitney U 
test was used for pairwise group comparisons for non-nor-
mally distributed data, and the Kruskal–Wallis H test was used 
for group comparisons of three or more. Spearman correla-
tion test was used in determining the relationship between 
the attitudes toward dating violence scales, and The Intimate 
Violence Responsibility Scale. Statistical significance level was 
accepted as p<0.05.

Results

The average age of 424 students participating in the study 
was 20.6±2.5. It was determined that 89.6% of the students 
were female, 40.6% were studying in the nursing department, 
29.7% were first year students, 98.3% were single, and 63.9% 
had an income level equal to their expenses. It was observed 
that 80% of the participants had a nuclear family and 84.4% of 
them lived with their families (Table 1).
It was determined that average number of dates the student 
had was 2.4±5.4. It was determined that 20% of people in the 
sample had used violence before, 57.1% had witnessed vio-
lence, 5.7% were exposed to violence in the relationship, and 
2.6% resorted to violence in the relationship. It was learned 
that 23.3% of them stated that they were exposed to any type 
of violence in, 68.7% of those who were exposed to violence 
experienced emotional and 66.7% verbal violence when stu-
dents’ exposure to domestic violence is examined (Table 2).
The participants’ mean score of violence responsibility in The 
Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale was 52.23±9.10 (min: 
20, max: 100), minimization sub-dimension mean score was 
23.59±7.11 (min: 7, max: 35), and the violence recognition 
mean score was 12.28±4.50 (min: 5, max: 25), partner blame 
sub-dimension mean score was 10.73±4.88 (min: 4, max: 20) 
and distal blame sub-dimension mean score was 5.58±2.77 
(min: 4, max: 20). When the attitudes toward dating violence 
scales are examined, it is seen that total mean score of scale is 
81.73±23.44 (min: 50, max: 250), attitudes toward male psy-
chological dating violence scale mean score was 25.39±8.01 
(min: 15, max: 75), attitudes toward male physical dating vi-
olence scale mean score was 15.94±5.82 (min: 12, max: 60), 
attitudes toward female psychological dating violence scale 
mean score was 20.20±7.50 (min: 11, max: 55), and attitudes 
toward female physical dating violence scale violence scale 
mean score was 20.17±8.18 (min: 12, max: 60). 
A statistically significant relationship was found between all 
subscales of the attitudes toward dating violence scales and 
gender (p<0.05). Men’s acceptance level of psychological 
and physical violence in dating was higher than women. It 

was also seen that the acceptance level of psychological and 
physical violence applied by women during dating was lower 
than that of men. It was observed that the level of acceptance 
of dating violence decreased as the grades of the students 
increased, while the acceptance level of dating violence in-
creased for those who had an extended family type, but these 
conditions were not significant (p>0.05). Only the mean score 
of the attitudes toward female psychological dating violence 
scale was found to be statistically significant while it was seen 

Table 1. Distribution of Students' Socio-demographic 
Characteristics (n=424)

Socio-demographic Characteristics	 n	 %

Sex
	 Female	 380	 89.6
	 Male	 44	 10.4
Department
	 Emergency Aid and Disaster Management	 2	 0.5
	 Nutrition and Dietetics	 40	 9.4
	 Child Development	 50	 11.8
	 Speech and Language Therapy	 14	 3.3
	 Midwifery	 50	 11.8
	 Occupational therapy	 16	 3.8
	 Physical therapy and rehabilitation	 22	 5.2
	 Gerontology	 3	 0.7
	 Nursing	 172	 40.6
	 Audiology	 29	 6.8
	 Healthcare Management	 13	 3.1
	 Social services	 13	 3.1
Grade
	 1. Year	 126	 29.7
	 2. Year	 123	 29.0
	 3. Year	 85	 20.0
	 4. Year	 90	 21.3
Marital Status
	 Married	 7	 1.7
	 Single	 417	 98.3
Socioeconomic Status
	 Income less than expenses	 53	 12.5
	 Income equal Expenses	 271	 63.9
	 Expenses less than income	 100	 23.6
Family Type
	 Nuclear Family	 339	 80.0
	 Extended Family	 70	 16.5
	 Fragmented Family	 15	 3.5
Who do you live with?
	 Alone	 16	 3.8
	 With my family	 358	 84.4
	 With my friends	 24	 5.7
	 With foreigners (at dormitory)	 7	 1.6
	 Others	 19	 4.5
Total	 424	 100.0
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that the level of acceptance of dating violence was lower for 
those who had a relationship of 4 years or more at the time of 
the study, (p<0.05). It was determined that those who resorted 
to violence had a higher level of acceptance of dating violence 
(Table 3).

It was found that exposure to violence did not affect the level 
of acceptance of dating violence. It was seen that the mean 
score of the attitudes toward male psychological dating vio-
lence scale was higher for those who were exposed to eco-
nomic violence in the family, and it was found statistically sig-
nificant (p<0.05).

The male mean score of minimization and distal blame sub-
scales in The Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale was higher 
than females; it was determined that female’ mean scores of vi-
olence recognition and partner blame were higher than male, 
but these situations were not statistically significant. It was 
found that grade, family type, and current dating status did 
not affect the students’ mean scores of The Intimate Violence 
Responsibility Scale, and these were not statistically signifi-
cant (p>0.05) (Table 4).

It was determined that the mean scores of the violence recog-
nition and partner blame sub-dimension in intimate relation-
ships of the perpetrators and victims of violence were higher, 
and it was found statistically significant (p<0.05). It was seen 
that the cases of minimization and partner blame were lower, 

and it was statistically significant (p<0.05) (Table 4).
It was determined that those who were exposed to domes-
tic violence in all types of domestic violence had lower mean 
scores for minimization and higher mean scores for violence 
recognition. It was determined that the mean score of part-
ner blame was higher in all types of violence except physical 
violence, and these situations were found to be statistically 
significant (p<0.05). A weak and linear relationship was found 
between the students’ level of the attitudes toward dating vi-
olence scales and The Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale 
(r=0.094–0.185) (Table 5).

Discussion

Phenomenon of violence affects more and more people in 
each passing day, and it comes out as an important public 
health problem. Individuals from all segments of society may 
be exposed to at least one of the types of violence in their daily 
life, they may witness, and sometimes resort to violence. The 
violence perpetrated by young adults against their close part-
ners has recently attracted the attention of some researchers. 
Dating violence is an important sociological problem in that it 
is the determinant of violence both in the period of violence 
and in the following periods and that it can continue through-
out life.[7,21,23] This research was conducted to evaluate univer-
sity students’ violence responsibility in close relationships and 
their attitudes toward violence.
Violence, which is a learned behavior, is also likely to be re-
peated. Also, previous exposure to or witnessing violence 
increases the likelihood of intimate violence.[23,24] Using vi-
olence is synonymous with accepting the existence of vio-
lence. Exposure to violence is one of the factors which affect 
the acceptance level of violence, as is resorting to violence. 
In this study, it was determined that 57.1% of the individual’s 
witnessed violence, 20% of them used violence before, 2.6% 
of them resorted to violence in the relationship, and 5.7% 
of them were exposed to violence in the relationship (Table 
2). In the booklet published by WHO (2013), it is stated that 
30% of women worldwide have experienced physical or sex-
ual violence from their partners.[13] In a study conducted by 
Ohnishi et al.[25] (2011) in determining intimate relationship 
abuse among Japanese university students, 47.8% of the stu-
dents stated that they had experienced physical, verbal, and 
sexual violence from their partners at least once. It is stated 
that 36% of women across the country are exposed to physi-
cal violence, 12% to sexual violence, and one out of every five 
women with a university or higher education is exposed to 
physical violence according to the results of the Research on 
Domestic Violence Against Women in Türkiye (2014).[26] In the 
study of Yumuşak (2013), it was stated that the attitudes of 
medical students toward intimate violence were significantly 
lower than those from other faculties.[11] It is stated that 16% 
of 1st grade students and 19.6% of 4th grade students prac-
tice intimate violence in another study which examined 
nursing students’ exposure to or practice of dating violence.

Table 2. Distribution of Characteristics of Students' Violence 
Experiences and Knowledge

Descriptive Characteristics	 n	 %

Previous use of violence
	 Yes	 85	 20.0
	 No	 339	 80.0
Previous witnessing violence 
	 Yes	 242	 57.1
	 No	 182	 42.9
Exposure to violence in a relationship
	 Yes	 24	 5.7
	 No	 400	 94.3
Using violence in a relationship
	 Yes	 11	 2.6
	 No	 413	 97.4
Exposure to domestic violence
	 Yes	 99	 23.3
	 No	 325	 76.7
Type of violence by survivors of domestic violence*
	 Physical violence	 29	 29.3
	 Emotional violence	 68	 68.7
	 Verbal violence	 66	 66.7
	 Sexual violence	 2	 2.0
	 Economic violence	 19	 19.2

*More than one option is marked.
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[7] In another study conducted with students in an intimate 
relationship; 52.9% of the participants stated that they were 
exposed to violence in an intimate relationship, and 52% of 
them stated that they used violence in an intimate relation-
ship.[21] In the results of the study, although the rates of using 
or witnessing violence before were found to be high, similar 
to the results of other studies, it can be thought that since 
the majority of the students are female students, they try to 
be more selfless in their dating relationships, and therefore 
the rates of being exposed to or resorting to violence are 
lower. In addition, this result may be due to the fact that the 
students studying in health-related fields mostly cover the 
concept of human value within the scope of their vocational 
courses.

Various studies, both in our country, and abroad, have shown 
that the acceptance level of boys for using psychological and 

physical violence during dating is higher than girls.[5,12,21,27,28] 
Research findings also showed that, in line with the literature, 
both men and perpetrators of violence had a higher accep-
tance level of violence than others (Table 3). Differences in 
the cultural upbringing of children brought up according to 
gender roles affect the perception of violence. In this process, 
while girls are supported to be compliant and docile, it is sup-
ported, and even tolerated, especially for boys, to be more ag-
gressive, and freer. The fact that the violent attitudes of men 
who resort to violence more frequently are high indicates that 
attitudes can easily turn into behaviors. Additionally, it should 
be noted that as the level of acceptance of dating violence in-
creases, the presence of violence in the relationship may in-
crease.

It is expected that people’s attitudes toward violence will 
change in a positive way, and they will gain awareness about 

Table 3. Comparison of Students' Socio-demographic Characteristics with The Attitudes Towards Dating Violence Scales Mean Scores 

						     The Attitudes Towards Dating Violence Scales

			  Attitudes Towards			  Attitudes Towards			  Attitudes Towards			   Attitudes Towards 
			  Male Psychological			  Male Physical			  Female Psychological			  Female Physical 
			   Dating Violence			   Dating Violence			   Dating Violence			   Dating Violence 
			   Scale			   Scale			   Scale			   Scale Violence Scale

		  Mean	 SS	 Med.	 Mean	 SS	 Med.	 Mean	 SS	 Med.	 Mean	 SS	 Med.

Sex
	 Female	 24.35	 7.1	 23.0	 15.42	 4.9	 13.0	 19.85	 7.4	 18.0	 19.86	 7.9	 17.0
	 Male	 34.34	 9.6	 35.0	 20.5	 9.7	 17.5	 23.31	 7.6	 24.5	 22.93	 9.8	 21.0
Mann-Whitney U		 U=3.401. p=0.000			  U=4.979. p=0.000			   U=6.096. p=0.003			   U=6.678 p=0.028
Grade
	 1.Year	 26.14	 8.6	 25.0	 17.13	 7.5	 14.0	 21.54	 8.0	 20.5	 21.73	 9.2	 18.0
	 2. Year	 26.11	 7.7	 25.0	 15.64	 4.6	 14.0	 20.22	 7.4	 19.0	 19.68	 7.7	 17.0
	 3. Year	 24.35	 6.9	 23.0	 15.28	 4.5	 14.0	 18.94	 6.5	 17.0	 19.69	 6.9	 18.0
	 4. Year	 24.34	 8.2	 22.5	 15.33	 5.3	 13.0	 19.51	 7.4	 17.5	 19.13	 7.9	 17.0
Kruskal Wallis		 Χ2=5.307. p=0.151			  Χ2=6.081. p=0.108			   Χ2=6.345. p=0.096			   Χ2=5.146. p=0.161
Family Type
	 Nuclear	 25.13	 7.7	 24.0	 15.57	 5.0	 14.0	 19.88	 7.4	 18.0	 20.03	 8.1	 18.0
	 Extended	 26.58	 9.3	 25.5	 17.57	 8.4	 15.0	 21.52	 7.7	 19.0	 21.35	 8.5	 19.0
	 Fragmented	 25.66	 7.2	 25.0	 16.86	 6.5	 14.0	 21.46	 7.0	 19.0	 18	 6.7	 15.0
Kruskal Wallis		 Χ2=1.008. p=0.604			  Χ2=3.122. p=0.210			   Χ2=3.988. p=0.136			   Χ2=3.551. p=0.169
Current Dating Status
	 No	 25.18	 8.0	 24.0	 16.10	 6.0	 14.0	 20.12	 7.4	 19.0	 20.42	 8.0	 18.0
	 Yes/0-1 years	 27.15	 8.4	 27.0	 16.19	 6.1	 14.0	 22.17	 7.8	 22.0	 20.79	 8.7	 18.0
	 Yes/2-3 years	 24.97	 7.4	 24.0	 15.55	 4.4	 14.0	 19.89	 7.7	 18.0	 19.87	 9.2	 16.0
	 Yes/4 years and	 24.2	 7.4	 23.0	 15.06	 5.1	 13.0	 17.86	 6.6	 15.0	 18.11	 6.2	 16.0 
	 above
Kruskal Wallis		 Χ2=4.733. p=0.192			  Χ2=1.814. p=0.612			  Χ2=10.034. p=0.018			   Χ2=4.071. p=0.254
Previous Using Violence
	 Yes	 26.81	 8.4	 27.0	 16.36	 6.6	 14.0	 22.27	 10.0	 20.0	 21.54	 10.0	 18.0
	 No	 25.35	 8.0	 24.0	 15.93	 5.8	 14.0	 20.15	 7.4	 19.0	 20.14	 8.1	 18.0
Mann-Whitney U		 U=1.995. p=0.490			  U=2.210. p=0.875			   U=2.074. p=0.623			   U=2.134. p=0.731

p<0.005.
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violence and have the ability to establish healthy relationships 
with the increase in age and education level. In the Research 
on Domestic Violence Against Women in Türkiye (2014), it is 
stated that 45% of men with no education or who have not 
completed primary school, and 20% of men with undergrad-
uate and graduate education have committed physical vio-
lence.[26] It was found that partners with short relationship 
duration inflict more emotional violence on each other in the 
study of Aydın Avcı et al.[27] (2014). However, in the studies of 
Kepir-Savoly et al.[29] (2014) and Karabacak and Kodan (2015), 
it was found that there was no significant difference between 
university students' relationship years and acceptance levels 
of violence.[28] In the study, it was determined that the level 
of acceptance of violence decreased as students' grades and 
duration of relationship increased (Table 3). This may be due 
to the fact that as the duration of the relationship increases, 

the level of acceptance of violence may decrease due to the 
increase in the dependence of the individuals on each other 
or the fear of loss, or the fact that it becomes more difficult 
to break away from the relationship as the dependence in-
creases, even if there is violence in the relationship. In Aslan's 
(2008) study, it is seen that 18% of the students studying in the 
1st year of nursing and 41% of the students studying in the 4th 
grade stated that they were exposed to intimate violence.[7] 
It can be seen that the acceptance levels of violence vary de-
pending on socio-cultural variables when the findings of the 
study are compared with the literature. As the class of the per-
son increases, since his age also increases, he matures, clarifies 
his own truths, is more confident in himself, and accordingly, it 
is thought that he does not accept violence. More studies are 
needed to make clearer conclusions in this area.

Table 4. Comparison of Students' Socio-demographic Characteristics with The Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale Mean Scores

						     The Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale (IVRS)

			   Minimization			  Violence recognition		  Partner Blame			   Distal Blame

		  Mean	 SS	 Med.	 Mean	 SS	 Med.	 Mean	 SS	 Med.	 Mean	 SS	 Med.

Sex
	 Female	 23.3	 6.9	 23.0	 12.5	 4.4	 12.0	 10.9	 4.8	 12.0	 5.5	 2.7	 4.0
	 Male	 25.9	 7.8	 26.0	 10.6	 4.4	 10.0	 9.63	 5.3	 9.0	 6.2	 3.1	 4.0
Mann-Whitney U		 U=1.067. p=0.102			  U=1.074. p=0.093			   U=1.168. p=0.229			   U=1.304. p=0.567
Grade
	 1.Year	 22.6	 6.6	 22.0	 11.4	 3.9	 11.5	 11.7	 5.1	 12.0	 6.6	 3.9	 5.0
	 2. Year	 24.3	 7.5	 25.5	 12.1	 4.3	 12.0	 9.97	 4.9	 9.0	 5.1	 2.0	 4.0
	 3. Year	 24.3	 7.3	 24.5	 12.8	 4.8	 12.5	 10.9	 5.1	 11.0	 5.3	 1.6	 4.0
	 4. Year	 23.4	 7.1	 23.0	 13.1	 4.8	 13.0	 10.2	 4.1	 11.0	 5.2	 2.2	 4.0
Kruskal Wallis		 Χ2=2.383. p=0.497			  Χ2=3.732. p=0.292			  Χ2=3.249. p=0.355			   Χ2=6.189. p=0.103
Family Type	  
	 Nuclear	 23.6	 7.5	 24.0	 12.1	 4.5	 12.0	 10.5	 4.9	 12.0	 5.4	 2.1	 4.0
	 Extended	 23.6	 5.1	 24.0	 12.8	 4.3	 12.5	 11.9	 4.5	 12.0	 6.4	 4.4	 4.0
	 Fragmented	 23.0	 7.6	 20.0	 13.7	 4.1	 14.5	 10.3	 5.0	 9.5	 6.0	 3.4	 5.0
Kruskal Wallis		 Χ2=0.199. p=0.905			  Χ2=1.171. p=0.557			  Χ2=2.094. p=0.351			   Χ2=0.840. p=0.657
Those Who Are Currently Dating	  
	 Yes / 0-1 years	 23.9	 6.6	 25.0	 11.6	 4.5	 12.0	 11.4	 5.1	 12.0	 5.9	 3.1	 4.0
	 Yes / 2-3 years	 24.1	 7.2	 25.0	 12.4	 3.8	 12.0	 9.91	 4.5	 10.0	 4.9	 1.7	 4.0
	 Yes / 4 years and	 22.5	 7.7	 22.5	 13.3	 4.9	 13.0	 10.5	 4.7	 11.0	 5.8	 2.9	 5.0 
	 above
Kruskal Wallis		 Χ2=1.406. p=0.495			  Χ2=3.437. p=0.179			  Χ2=2.310. p=0.315			   Χ2=5.032. p=0.081
Previous Using Violence	  
	 Yes	 20.5	 7.0	 20.0	 16.87	 3.4	 16.5	 13.62	 3.9	 14.0	 5.87	 3.1	 4.5
	 No	 23.75	 7.1	 24.0	 12.05	 4.4	 12.0	 10.59	 4.8	 11.0	 5.57	 2.7	 4.0
Mann-Whitney U		  U=4.44. p=0.163			   U=2.51. p=0.004			   U=3.94. p=0.068			   U=5.93. p=0.723
Previous Exposure to Violence	  
	 Yes	 20.0	 5.9	 20.5	 15.93	 4.2	 17.0	 14.0	 4.1	 14.5	 6.0	 4.0	 4.0
	 No	 23.97	 7.1	 24.0	 11.9	 4.3	 12.0	 10.39	 4.8	 11.0	 5.54	 2.6	 4.0
Mann-Whitney U		  U=8.03. p=0.032			   U=5.85. p=0.001			   U=6.95. p=0.005			   U=1.184. p=0.887

p<0.05.
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The family type of individuals and their experience of domes-
tic violence can also affect the level of acceptance of violence 
and the attitude toward violence although the occurrence of 
violence is not the only determinant.[21] It is reported that cor-
poral punishment is frequently used as a discipline method in 
child-rearing methods in the traditional Turkish family struc-
ture.[24] The inequality-based position of women in the family 
environment and the insignificance of their labor lead to vi-
olence, especially in families with a patriarchal structure. Be-
cause this situation is almost a show of power for the spouse 
who is thought to be in a stronger position than herself.[30] In 
Türkiye, the rate of married women being exposed to eco-
nomic violence at any time in their lives has been reported as 
30%.[26] In the study, it was observed that the acceptance level 
of intimate violence was high among those who have an ex-
tended family type and those who are exposed to domestic 

economic violence (Table 3). It is thought that the individual 
views and attitudes of people who grow up or who are grown 
up in a large family structure are affected by family members 
considering that the majority of the society has a patriarchal 
structure, which causes domestic violence to be perceived as a 
more tolerable event. Especially in people who are financially 
dependent on their spouse, violence is more common, which 
can lead to acceptance of violence.
Violence responsibility refers to the attitude of responsibility 
that the individual has for his violent behavior toward his part-
ner during the dating relationship. It was found that the male 
students participating in the study had a higher mean score of 
minimizing violence in close relationships and blaming exter-
nal factors when the relationship between violence responsi-
bility and gender was examined in the study, while the mean 
score of accepting violence and blaming the partner was 

Table 5. The Correlation between the Attitudes Towards Dating Violence Scales and the Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale

Variables	 The Intimate	 Minimization	 Violence	 Partner	 Distal	 Attitudes	 Attitudes	 Attitudes	 Attitudes 
		  Violence		  Recognition	 Blame	 Blame	 Towards	 Towards Male	 Towards Female	 Towards Female 
		  Responsibility					     Male	 Physical	 Psychological	 Physical Dating 
							       Psychological	 Dating	 Dating	 Violence 
							       Dating	 Violence	 Violence	 Scale 
							       Violence	 Scale	 Scale 
							       Scale	

Minimization
	 r	 .384								      
	 p	 0.000								      
Violence Recognition
	 r	 .508	 -.290							     
	 p	 0.000	 0.000							     
Partner Blame
	 r	 .534	 -.308	 .306						    
	 p	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000						    
Distal Blame
	 r	 .300	 -.318	 .281	 .293					   
	 p	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000					   
Attitudes Towards Male Psychological Dating Violence Scale
	 r	 0.094	 -0.143	 0.134	 .169	 .275				  
	 p	 0.229	 0.068	 0.083	 0.029	 0.000				  
Attitudes Towards Male Physical Dating Violence Scale
	 r	 0.145	 0.022	 0.026	 .175	 .187	 .496			 
	 p	 0.064	 0.783	 0.735	 0.024	 0.015	 0.000			 
Attitudes Towards Female Psychological Dating Violence Scale
	 r	 .159	 -0.118	 0.143	 .257	 .171	 .571	 .456		
	 p	 0.041	 0.131	 0.065	 0.001	 0.027	 0.000	 0.000		
Attitudes Towards Female Physical Dating Violence Scale
	 r	 .184	 -0.055	 0.108	 .275	 0.139	 .378	 .506	 .543	
	 p	 0.018	 0.485	 0.165	 0.000	 0.073	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	
The Attitudes Towards Dating Violence Scales
	 r	 .185	 -0.100	 0.134	 .284	 .233	 .781	 .688	 .837	 .777
	 p	 0.017	 0.201	 0.084	 0.000	 0.002	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000

Spearman's rank correlation coefficient test, p<0.05.
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higher for female students, but these conditions were not sta-
tistically significant (Table 4). In the study of Yumuşak (2013), 
it was found that the average of blaming external factors is 
higher among women, and they see their husbands' behav-
iors as selfish and accusatory.[11] Studies examining students' 
violence tendencies in relationships show that male students 
have a higher tendency to violence.[24,28] It is an expected re-
sult that their tendency to violence is higher, that they are ig-
nored due to the normalization of violence, that they do not 
feel responsible for violence and that violence is attributed 
to other factors taking into account that the perpetrators of 
violence are mostly men. Considering the opposite, it is natu-
ral for people who are exposed to violence to accept violence 
unwillingly and to blame their partner. It is thought that the 
research on the subject of violence responsibility is limited al-
though the results of the research are similar to the literature, 
and the results about the gender variable may vary due to the 
time of the research and individual and social differences.

In the study, it was observed that the 1st grade students were 
more likely to blame their partner and external factors in dat-
ing violence (Table 4). This may be due to the fact that stu-
dents have a shorter relationship period due to their age, and 
they tend to blame their partner or other factors without re-
sorting to seeking solutions for the problem.

Individuals' level of perception of the problems in their rela-
tionships and the strategies they will develop for solutions are 
directly related to the socio-cultural factors of the society they 
grew up in.[30] For this reason, the socio-cultural characteris-
tics and family structure of the individuals may be effective in 
the tendency of the individual to show violence or violent be-
havior. It is stated that students whose parents are separated 
are more likely to resort to bullying behaviors or are victims 
of physical violence.[21] The research supports this statement 
and shows that those with a broken family structure accept 
the violence responsibility more, although they do not mini-
mize violence, while those with an extended family structure 
attribute the violence responsibility to their partner or other 
external factors. This result indicates that acceptance due to 
the violence witnessed or exposed as a child is seen more in 
the broken family; On the other hand, in the extended fam-
ily, the majority of the society is in a patriarchal structure and 
therefore, it is thought that the correctness of the decisions 
taken is mostly not questioned, therefore the partner, or ex-
ternal factors are more blamed.

In the literature, it is stated that the violence experienced or 
witnessed in childhood increases the probability of perpetrat-
ing violence in men and doubles the exposure to violence in 
women.[22] In the study, it was seen that students who used or 
were exposed to violence had higher scores for accepting vio-
lence and blaming their partner or external factors. Therefore, 
it has been observed that he blames external factors as well as 
himself and his partner in the event of violence. In this case, it 
should not be forgotten that the victim of violence can also be 
the perpetrator of violence. It may be caused by the transfer 

of violence by social learning theory or the perception of vio-
lence by partners as a sign of love and interest.
It was found that there was a weak and linear relationship 
between the level of attitudes toward intimate violence and 
the level of violence responsibility in close relationships of 
the participants within the scope of the study (Table 5). The 
level of acceptance toward intimate violence also increases 
as the level of attitudes toward intimate violence increases. It 
is seen that as the average score obtained from the sub-di-
mensions of the violence responsibility in close relationships 
scale increases, the individual's violence responsibility in the 
relevant sub-dimension also increases. Violence responsibility 
increases even though a little bit (Levels of violence recogni-
tion, minimization, and partner and distal blame) as the level 
of acceptance toward intimate violence increases. This situ-
ation may be due to the fact that violence is perceived as a 
normal event for the person with the potential to commit vio-
lence and that the source of this event is due to other people/
factors other than himself. In addition, this situation assumes 
that although the victim of violence does not want to accept 
the violence, they may experience violence depending on the 
partner/other factors.[18,22]

Limitation of the Study
The research is limited to the data obtained from the students 
registered at the Faculty of Health Sciences of a foundation 
university in Istanbul at the time of the research, it cannot be 
generalized to all students.

Conclusion 

It was observed that there are fewer studies that determine 
attitudes of university students toward close relationships and 
the level of violence responsibility while information about 
types and incidence of intimate violence is found in the liter-
ature. This research is capable of filling the gap in the litera-
ture. In line with the results obtained from the research, it was 
determined that one-fourth of the university students expe-
rienced domestic violence, one-fifth of them resorted to vio-
lence, and more than half of them witnessed violence. It was 
observed that age, gender, family type, duration of intimate 
relationship, use of violence and exposure to domestic eco-
nomic violence affected the level of acceptance of violence. 
It was determined that majority of the scores obtained were 
at a moderate level when the scales of violence responsibil-
ity in intimate relationships and attitudes toward violence are 
examined. Attitudes toward close relationships and responsi-
bility for intimate violence were found to be associated with 
gender, class, family type, duration of relationship, resorting 
to or being exposed to violence. It was observed that those 
who were exposed to violence in all types of domestic vio-
lence minimized violence more in intimate relationships, ac-
cepted violence more and blamed the partner more in other 
types of violence other than intimate violence. It was deter-
mined that there was a weak and linear relationship between 
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level of attitude toward intimate violence and level of violence 
responsibility in close relationships.

Suggestions
Attitudes of individuals affect their behavior. It is necessary 
to define violence correctly and to increase the awareness 
of individuals in attitudes toward intimate violence. In this 
way, the individual will give healthy reactions to violence and 
will develop healthy coping methods. To prevent violence, it 
should be aimed to change the violent behavior. It should not 
be forgotten that intimate violence is a serious public health 
problem. For this reason, early detection of cases with a mul-
tidisciplinary approach and giving priority to individuals in 
high-risk groups will allow them to establish and maintain 
healthy relationships.
In attitudes toward intimate violence, first of all, individual and 
cultural characteristics and violence situations should be de-
fined. Education programs on intimate violence should be es-
tablished for individuals who have been exposed to and wit-
nessed violence. Comprehensive emergency support plans 
should be established to know how to respond in the event 
of violence. At all education levels, it should be aimed to raise 
awareness of both students and educators by adding courses 
on intimate violence to the curriculum and organizing sym-
posiums. In addition to educators, nurses who are among the 
health professionals who are the first to encounter individuals 
being exposed to violence, should also be informed about in-
timate violence and the legal and judicial issues of intimate 
violence. It is recommended to create training programs on 
intimate violence and anger control, conduct experimental 
research, and plan descriptive studies to detect anger, aggres-
sion, and rage before violence.
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