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GENDER ROLES AND DATING VIOLENCE: A MEDIATOR ROLE  

OF MORAL DISENGAGEMENT  
 

 
Abstract: The aim of this study was to investigate the mediator role of moral 
disengagement in the relationship between gender roles and dating violence. 
Participants were 425 university students [310 (72.9%) female, 115 (27.1%) male, Mage 
= 20.68 years, SD = 2.21] who completed questionnaires package involving the Gender 
Roles Attitudes Scale, the Attitudes toward Dating Violence Scales, and the Moral 
Disengagement Scale. The data were analyzed using structural equation modeling. A 
bootstrapping analysis was conducted in order to determine any indirect effects. The 
results showed that gender roles predicted moral disengagement and dating 
violence negatively, and that moral disengagement predicted dating violence 
positively. It was further found that the structural equation model that proposed that 
gender roles had a direct and an indirect effect through moral disengagement on 
dating violence was confirmed. The results of the study were discussed in the light of 
relevant literature, and suggestions for future studies were made. 
 
Keywords: Gender Roles, Daring Violence, Moral disengagement, University 
Students. 

 
 

Introduction 

 

There are many social, economic, religious and cultural reasons behind the background of the 
dating violence that has become a social problem (Angelone, Mitchell, & Lucente, 2012). 
Dating violence has a few types such as physical violence (slapping, hitting, kicking, etc.), 
psychological violence (humiliation, pressuring, nicknaming, etc.), sexual violence (sexual 
abuse, unwanted sexual behavior, sexual pressure, etc.), and stalking (threatening and 
unwanted attention, etc.) (Niolon et al., 2017; Yumusak & Sahin, 2014). Moreover, cyber dating 
violence which occurs online is considered within this scope in recent years (Erdem, Tunc, & 
Erdem, 2018; Morelli et al., 2018).  
 
When the prevalence of dating violence is examined, it is seen that one in four women and 
one in nine men were exposed to physical, psychological, sexual or stalking dating violence at 
least once (Breiding, Chen, & Black, 2014). In addition, approximately 10% of the students were 
exposed to at least one of the dating violence behaviors in the form of slapping, shock or 
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physical injury. (CDC, 2014). Women are more likely to be exposed to dating violence than 
men. 
 
The determinants of dating violence include poor education, low family support and a family 
with a history of gender and race violence, stress, anxiety, adherence to gender roles, violence 
in the previous relationship, substance abuse, and communication skills (Caetano et al., 2000; 
Jakupcak, Lisak, & Roemer, 2002; Niolon et al., 2017). Attitude towards gender role which has 
an important place among these factors (Reyes et al., 2016) is the beliefs held by individuals 
regarding the roles of men and women, boys and girls (McHugh & Frieze 1997). Gender roles 
are considered as either traditional or egalitarian. Traditional gender roles are those that 
nourish the patriarchal structure, allow men to be at the forefront, and fix the woman to the 
boundaries set by society (Turan et al., 2011).  Egalitarian gender roles mean that women and 
men have equal responsibilities in career choice, social and cultural activities, domestic 
responsibilities, child care and upbringing (King & King, 1990). On the other hand, it is 
observed that individuals with traditional roles have a perception that the last word in the 
decision should belong to the man and that women should be passive and play a home-care 
role (Amato & Booth, 1995). According to traditional gender norms, sexually offensive men 
are less concerned with gender equality (Bouffard, 2010). In a study on 120 undergraduates 
using “Traditional/Egalitarian Sex Role Inventory”, while there was a significant relationship 
between traditional gender roles and violence, it was concluded that women became victims 
more often (Willis, Hallinan, & Melby, 1996). In another study, men with traditional gender 
roles were more likely to blame women who were victims of violence (Hillier & Foddy, 1993). 
In a study conducted with adolescents, it was concluded that people with traditional gender 
roles became victims of violence more often (Hilton, Harris, & Rice, 2003). In relevant studies, 
it was found that men with traditional gender roles have higher levels of acceptance of dating 
violence than women (Berkel, Vandiver, & Bahner, 2004; Hillier & Foddy, 1993; Hilton, Harris & 
Rice, 2003). Similarly, other studies have found that individuals with sexist attitudes towards 
women have higher acceptance levels of dating violence (Brown, Sumner, & Nocera, 2002; 
Follingstad et al., 1988; Forbes et al., 2006; Taylor & Sorenson, 2005). As a result, it is seen that 
there is a relationship between the violence of men against their partners and the traditional 
gender roles, as well as the relationship between the victim status of women and their 
traditional gender roles. Individuals with traditional gender roles may have a more affirmative 
perception of the violence in the dating relationship while individuals with an egalitarian 
perception will not be able to tolerate the violence; moreover, those with egalitarian 
perception have lower rates of being the victim of violence than those with traditional gender 
roles.  
 
In the literature, the moral agency theory which Bandura discusses within the scope of the 
Social Cognitive Learning Theory comes to the fore as one of the strongest theories trying to 
explain the violent behavior (Bandura, 1991; Bandura et al., 1996). In moral agency theory, it is 
emphasized that thought and behavior cannot be separated. In addition, behavior is 
considered along with cognitive processes. In this theory, certain moral standards are taken 
into account in the evaluation of the individual's behavior. The individual develops his/her own 
moral standards when he/she adopts and exhibits the behaviors he/she accepts internally 
(Bandura, 1991; 2002). Moral standards enable individuals to experience social and personal 
satisfaction by acting as determinants of their behavior. Behaviors that do not comply with 
moral standards of the individual correspond to personal and negative sanctions such as self-
criticism and self-condemnation. The individual who behaves outside the moral standards 
cannot self-control his/her behavior by experiencing the feelings of guilt and regret, and 
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experiences a moral disengagement. In this case, the mechanisms of moral disengagement 
come into play and allow the cognitive restructuring of the behaviors of individuals that do 
not comply with the moral standards (Bandura, 1991; Bandura et al., 1996). Among the moral 
disengagement mechanisms, advantageous comparison, euphemistic language, and moral 

justification are used to restructure the cognition so as to make harmful behavior seem 
morally acceptable. Diffusion of responsibility and displacement of responsibility cause the 
denial of individuals’ responsibility of behaviors that do not comply with the moral standards 
by making the responsibility uncertain. Disregard or distortion of consequences makes the 
consequences of individuals’ negative behaviors unworthy and minimize their effects. In 
Dehumanization and attribution of blame processes, victim is no longer viewed as a person and 
is regarded as responsible for the negative behavior and its consequences (Bandura, 1990). 
 
Moral disengagement provides evidence in explaining negative behaviors and understanding 
the underlying causes (Hyde, Shaw, & Moilanen, 2010). The literature shows that age, 
education, socio-economic level and religiosity have no effect in the moral disengagement of 
individuals. (Bandura, Barbaranelli, & Caprara, 1996). On the other hand, although there is no 
study focusing on the relationship between dating violence and moral disengagement, a study 
focusing on the relationship between moral disengagement and antisocial behavior has 
shown that moral disintegration was a predictor of antisocial behavior (Hyde, Shaw, & 
Moilanen, 2010). In other studies, it was found that moral disengagement was positively 
associated with aggression, violence, bullying, and antisocial behaviors (Bandura, Caprara, & 
Zsolnai, 2000; Bandura et al., 1996, 2001; Caprara et al., 1996; Gini, 2006; Menesini et al., 2003; 
Paciello et al., 2008). Moreover, the longitudinal studies evidenced the positive relationship 
between moral disengagement and violence (Bandura et al., 2001; Elliott & Rhinehart, 1995; 
Pepler et al., 2008). Individuals with moral disengagement can cause physical and 
psychological harm to both themselves and others (Bandura, 2002, 2017, Paciello et al., 2008). 
All this information suggests that moral disengagement behavior may be related to the dating 
behavior. 
 
Moral disengagement and gender roles are seen as related variables. Individuals with 
traditional gender roles adapt their misbehavior to their own moral standards. Thus, the 
behaviors such as humiliation, marginalization, violence, and dehumanization behaviors 
towards his/her partner become not morally wrong for him/her (Bandura, 1990). The 
individual considers the judgment on his/her partner as a right. Therefore, it can be stated that 
individuals with egalitarian gender roles do not already have a goal to put pressure on their 
partners, but that individuals with traditional gender roles can refer to various ways to ensure 
that their partner is subject to him/her to maintain his or her authority. Within this scope, the 
purpose of this study was to investigate the mediating role of moral disengagement in the 
relationship between gender roles and dating violence. The hypothesized model regarding 
this purpose can be seen in Figure 1.  
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Method 

 

Participants 

 

In this study, convenience sampling method was used. The sample of 425 volunteered 
university students from university in the northwest part of Turkey was recruited between 
October and December 2018. The mean age of the participants was 20.68 years (Standard 
Deviation = 2.21) with a range from 18 to 33 years. Of these, 72.9% (N = 310) were female and 
27.1% (N = 115) were male. 
 

Measures 

 

The data for this study were collected using the Gender Role Attitudes Scale, the Attitudes 
towards Dating Violence Scale and the Moral Disengagement Scale. Detailed information 
concerning these measures is presented below.  
 
Gender Roles Attitude Scale: Gender role attitude was measured with the Gender Roles 
Attitudes Scale (GRAS) developed by García-Cueto and his colleagues (2015). The GRAS is a 
self-report questionnaire with 15 items. Items were rated on 5-point Likert scale from 1 (totally 
disagree) to 5 (totally agree). Items include statements such as ‘‘People should be treated 
equally, regardless of their sex’’. The total score of the GRAS was the sum of the 15 items, with 
the range from 15 to 75, a higher score indicates an egalitarian gender roles attitude level. 
GRAS was translated into Turkish by Bakioğlu and Türküm (in press). The Turkish versions of 
the GRAS have good construct validity (χ 2/df = 2.44, RMSEA = .07, GFI = .90, AGFI = .87, CFI = 
.96, IFI = .96, NNFI = .96 and SRMR = .05) and internal reliability (Cronbach’s α = .88) and test-
retest reliability coefficients (α = .77). In this study, the GRAS also exhibited excellent reliability 
(Cronbach’s α = .82). 
 
The Attitudes towards Dating Violence Scales: Dating Violence attitude was measured with 
the The Attitudes toward Dating Violence Scales (ATDVS) developed by Price and Byers 
(1988). These scales measure attitudes toward use of psychological, physical and sexual 
dating violence, respectively, by boys and by girls. The scales were named as Attitudes 
towards Male Psychological Dating Violence Scale (15 item), Attitudes towards Male Physical 
Dating Violence Scale (12 item), Attitudes towards Female Psychological Dating Violence Scale 
(11 item), and Attitudes towards Female Physical Dating Violence Scale (12 item). The ATDVS is 
a self-report questionnaire with 50 items. Items were rated on 5-point Likert scale from 1 
(totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). Items include statements such as ‘‘Girls have a right to 

Moral 
Disengagement 

Dating Violence Gender Roles 

Figure 1. The hypothesized structural model 
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tell their boyfriend how to dress’’, ‘‘It is O.K. for a girl to slap her boyfriend if he deserves it.’’ 
ATDVS was translated into Turkish by Yumuşak and Şahin (2014). The Turkish versions of the 
ATDVS have good construct validity (for Attitudes Towards Male Psychological Dating 
Violence Scale: RMSEA = .11, GFI = .84, AGFI = .79, CFI = .84, IFI = .84, NNFI = .81, SRMR = .08; of 
Attitudes towards Male Physical Dating Violence Scale: RMSEA = .11, GFI = .89, AGFI = .84, CFI = 
.94, IFI = .94, NNFI = .92, SRMR = .06; for Attitudes towards Female Psychological Dating 
Violence Scale: RMSEA = .12, GFI = .88, AGFI = .82, CFI = .83, IFI = .83, NNFI = .79, SRMR = .08; of 
Attitudes towards Female Physical Dating Violence Scale: RMSEA = .12, GFI = .88, AGFI = .82, 
CFI = .90, IFI = .90, NNFI = .87, SRMR = .07) and internal reliability (Cronbach’s α = ranging from 
.75 to .87). In this study, the ATDVS also exhibited excellent reliability (Cronbach’s α = ranging 
from .78 to .83). 
 
Moral Disengagement Scale: Moral disengagement was measured with the Moral 
Disengagement Scale (MDS) developed by Moore and his colleagues (2011).  The MDS is a self-
report questionnaire with 7 items. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1(totally 
disagree) to 5 (totally agree). Items include statements such as ‘‘It is okay to spread rumors to 
defend those you care about’’. The total score of the Turkish-MDS was the sum of the 7 items, 
with the range from 7 to 35, a higher score indicates a moral disengagement level. MDS was 
translated into Turkish by Erbaş and Perçin (2017). The Turkish version of the MDS have good 
construct validity (χ 2/df = .72, RMSEA = .00, GFI = .99, AGFI = .98, CFI = 1.00 and SRMR = .03) 
and internal reliability (Cronbach’s α = .78). In this study, the MDS also exhibited good 
reliability (Cronbach’s α = .74). 
 

Procedure 

 

The participants completed paper-and-pencil questionnaires in a classroom environment. In 
the data collection stage of the research, the assessment tools were prepared as a leaflet and 
distributed to students in a classroom environment, all of whom had volunteered to 
participate in the research. Before each assessment application, the researchers introduced 
themselves and explained the importance and purpose of the research. In addition, the 
researchers told the participants that there would be no individual evaluation and no 
requirement for identity information and that the results would be used for scientific 
purposes only. The participants were allowed to answer the questionnaires at their own pace 
and typically took about 20 minutes to complete all of the sections. 
 

Data Analysis 

 
Descriptive analysis and Pearson correlation analysis were performed in IBM SPSS Statistics 
22.0. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine the measurement model and 
mediation models in AMOS Graphics. We tested the structural model using maximum 
likelihood estimation. A parceling technique was used in order to avoid errors sourcing from 
one-dimensional measures (Little et al., 2002). Three and two parcels were obtained from the 
Dating Violence Scale and the Moral Disengagement Scale, respectively.  
 
Several indices of goodness-of-fit were used as criteria for the above model selection. We 
used χ2/df< 5, CFI, TLI, GFI, IFI >.90, SRMR and RMSEA <.08, as the assessment standards of 
the model fit index (Hu & Bentler 1999; MacCallum et al., 1996; Tabachnick & Fidell (2007). A 
bootstrap analysis was conducted in order to determine the mediator role of moral 
disengagement in the relationship between gender role and dating violence (Preacher & 
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Hayes, 2008). The Bootstrapping Confidence interval was estimated in the indirect impact of 
gender role on dating violence. 10000 resampling and 95% confidence intervals were used in 
this process.  
 

Results 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 

The total scores of all variables in this study are presented in terms of gender. The mean score 
obtained from gender roles ( :X 51.70) was lower than the mean score of the female 
participants ( :X 54.09), but higher than the score of the male participants ( :X 45.28). The 
mean score obtained from moral disengagement ( :X 17.70) was lower than the mean score 
of the female participants ( :X 16.89), but higher than score of the male participants 
( :X 19.90). The mean score obtained from attitudes towards female psychological dating 
violence ( :X 22.38) was lower than the mean score of both the female participants 
( :X 21.43), but higher than score of the male participants ( :X 24.97). The mean score 
obtained from attitudes towards female physical dating violence ( :X 23.63) was lower than 
the mean score of both the female participants ( :X 22.86), but higher than score of the male 
participants ( :X 25.71). The mean score obtained from attitudes towards male psychological 
dating violence ( :X 29.99) was lower than the mean score of both the female participants 
( :X 27.33), but higher than score of the male participants ( :X 37.16). Similarly, the mean 
score obtained from attitudes towards male physical dating violence ( :X 20.61) was lower 
than the mean score of both the female participants ( :X 19.06), but higher than score of the 
male participants ( :X 24.80).  
 

Preliminary Analyses 
 

The relationships among gender roles, moral disengagement and dating violence levels of 
university students were analyzed using structural equation modeling. The analysis was 
performed in two steps. In the first step, descriptive statistics were determined. In the second 
step, the hypothesized model was tested. The descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation 
coefficients are presented in Table 1.  
 

Table 1. Descriptive correlations among study variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1.GRPar1 -         

2.GRPar2 .55** -        

3.GRPar3 .61** .58** -       

4.MDPar1 -.34** -.43** -.39** -      

5.MDPar2 -.16** -.26** -.30** .50** -     

6.FDVpsyc -.37** -.41** -.43** .34** .28** -    

7.FDVphys -.26** -.32** -.36** .34** .27** .62** -   

8.MDVpsyc -.51** -.42** -.52** .35** .28** .56** .48** -  

9.MDVphys -.41** -.38** -.43** .39** .23** .52** .55** .66** - 

   M 17.09 16.33 18.28 9.90 7.80 22.39 23.63 29.99 20.61 

   SD 4.13 4.00 3.70 3.88 3.29 7.76 8.85 9.29 8.45 
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Note. **p<.01, GRPar gender roles parcels; MDPar moral disengagement parcels; FDVpsyc attitudes 
towards female psychological dating violence scale; FDVphys, attitudes towards female physical dating 
violence scale; MDVpsyc attitudes towards male psychological dating violence scale; MDVphys, attitudes 
towards male physical dating violence scale, M mean, SD standard deviation. 

 
When Table 1 is examined, it can be seen that there is a significant negative correlation 
between gender roles parcels and moral disengagement parcels (r= -.16 ≤ r ≤ -.43, p<.01) and 
between gender roles parcels and dating violence (r= -.26 ≤ r ≤ -.52, p<.01). Moreover, there 
was a significant positive correlation between moral disengagement parcels and dating 
violence (r= .23 ≤ r ≤ .39, p<.01).  
 

Measurement Model 

 

First, we tested the measurement model to assess whether each of the latent variables was 
represented by their indicators. The measurement model consisted of three latent factors, 
gender roles, moral disengagement and dating violence, and nine observed variables. The 
measurement model test indicated a satisfactory model fit: χ2

(22, N = 425) =  67.112, p < .001; 
χ2/df= 2.918; CFI = .97; TLI = .96; GFI = .97; SRMR = .034; RMSEA = .06; C.I. [.58, .86]. The 
factor loadings of all the indicators were significant (ranging from .34 to .74, p <.001), 
demonstrating that respective indicators are true representative of their latent factors. 
 

Mediation Analyses 

 

In the second phase of the study, the structural equation model was tested in order to 
determine the mediator role of moral disengagement in the relationship between gender 
roles and dating violence. The results are presented in Figure 2.  
 
All path coefficients were observed to be significant in the analysis. Gender roles predicted 
dating violence negatively (β = -.65, p<.01) and moral disengagement negatively (β = -.58, 
p<.01). In addition, moral disengagement predicted dating violence negatively (β = .17, p<0.01). 
Moreover, the effect coefficient of moral gender roles predicting dating violence through the 
mediation of moral disengagement was estimated to be -.10. 
 

 

Moral 
Disengagement 

FDVphys FDVpsyc 

MDPar1 

GRPar1 

.75 .58 .68 

MDVphys 

MDPar2 

-.58** 

Dating Violence 
Gender Roles 

MDVpsyc 

-.65** 

.58 

.17** 

GRPar3 

Figure 2. Mediation for moral disengagement on dating violence via gender roles 

.80 

GRPar2 

.73 

.86 

.77 .84 
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When the fit indexes of the model were examined, all of them were found to be at acceptable 
levels. The fit indexes were as follows: χ 2

(22, N = 425) = 53.385, p<.001; χ2/df= 2.427; GFI = .97; CFI = 
.98; NFI = .97; TLI = .97; SRMR = .033; RMSEA =.058. Therefore, it can be stated that the 
structural equation model was confirmed.  
 
10,000 resample bootstrapping were conducted in order to provide additional evidence 
related to the significance of direct and indirect effects. The bootstrapping coefficients and 
the lower and upper bounds of 95% confidence intervals are presented in Table 2. 
 
Table 2. Bootstrapping results 

95% C. I. 

Model paths Coefficient  
Lower 
bound 

 Upper bound 

Direct effect     
     Gender Roles � Dating Violence -.65 -.77  -.52 
     Gender Roles � Moral Disengagement -.58 -.67  -.48 
     Moral Disengagement � Dating Violence .17 .02  .31 
Indirect effect     
    Gender Roles � Moral Disengagement � 

Dating Violence 
-.10 -.18  -.02 

 
When Table 2 is examined, it can be seen that all of the effects in the structural equation 
model were significant. The bootstrapping confidence intervals lower and upper bounds of 
both the direct and indirect effects comprise not zero. Therefore, it can be stated that the 
university students’ gender roles had an effect on their dating violence behaviors through the 
mediation of moral disengagement according to the bootstrapping results.  
 

Discussion 

 
Dating violence is a current issue as a social problem. Identifying and eliminating the causes of 
dating violence is a prerequisite for the happiness of individuals and the welfare of society. In 
this study, the mediator role of moral disengagement in the relationship between gender 
roles attitudes and dating violence behaviors of Turkish university students was investigated. 
As expected, the results showed that the moral disengagement played a mediator role in the 
relationship between gender roles attitudes and dating violence. Accordingly, gender roles 
attitude was negatively correlated with moral disengagement and moral disengagement 
negatively predicted dating violence. In short, it can be expressed that as the university 
students’ moral disengagement level increased, their gender roles egalitarian attitude level 
decreased and dating violence level increased, and vice versa. 
 
In this research, firstly, the differences of gender roles, moral disengagement, and dating 
violence in terms of gender were examined. The results showed that male participants’ mean 
scores of moral disengagement and dating violence were higher than the mean scores of 
women, while males’ gender roles attitude mean score was lower than the mean score of 
women.  
 
The literature involves many studies showing that female had significantly higher gender role 
attitudes (Berkel, Vandiver, & Bahner, 2004; Hilton, Harris & Rice, 2003; Willis, Hallinan, & 
Melby, 1996). In these studies, it was found that women were generally more egalitarian than 
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men. Considering that traditional methods in child care are preferred more in the dominant 
culture in Turkey (Kircaali-Iftar, 2005; Hortacsu, Kalaycioglu ve Rittersberger-Tilic, 2003; 
Buldukoglu ve Kukulu, 2008; Gozutok, Er ve Karacaoglu, 2006; Ahioglu-Lindberg, 2012), it was 
an expected result that male participants had less egalitarian perception. When the studies on 
moral disengagement were reviewed, it was observed that males’ level of moral 
disengagement was higher than female (Bandura et al., 1996; McAlister, Bandura, & Owen, 
2006). Therefore, it can be stated that the results of the current study are in parallel with the 
literature. Considering especially the cultural child care style, it was an expected result that 
males had higher levels of moral disengagement than females. Dating violence is a relatively 
novel field of study for Turkish culture. The studies in limited number show that males had 
significantly more positive perceptions towards dating violence when compared with females 
(Mercer, 1988; O’Keefe, 1997; Sezer, 2008; Erdem & Şahin, 2017). The similar finding in the 
current study shows that the current study not only represented the culture well but also 
supported the studies resulting that males were more positive towards dating violence.  
 
In this study, a negative relationship was found between gender roles attitude and dating 
violence. With reference to this finding, it can be stated that undergraduates in the current 
culture view the dating violence in a more positive way as their egalitarian attitudes decrease. 
This finding is consistent with the literature (Berkel, Vandiver, & Bahner, 2004; Forbes et al., 
2006; Forbes, Adams-Curtis, & White, 2004; Glick et al., 2002; Hillier & Foddy, 1993; Hilton, 
Harris, & Rice, 2003; Jenkins & Aube, 2002; Ryan, 1995; Sigelman, Berry, & Wiles, 1984). 
Individuals with traditional gender roles may regard having a say or dominate their partners as 
a right. Therefore, individuals whose demands are rejected by their partners may prefer to put 
pressure on the partner, stalk them, or commit violence. On the other hand, individuals with 
an egalitarian viewpoint care for the needs of their partner and pay attention to the happiness 
of them. Considering that undergraduates especially in Turkey have traditional gender roles 
(Celik et al., 2013; Vefikulucay et al., 2007), it can be stated that it is inevitable to view it as a 
right to commit violence against the partner.  
 
Another finding obtained in this study was that there was a positive relationship between 
gender roles attitude and moral disengagement. Individuals with traditional gender roles see 
no harm to put pressure on their partners. Individuals who put pressure on their partners 
prefer to adapt their judgement to their moral standards cognitively. Especially in patriarchal 
societies, men already see women at a lower status. They argue that women incite them and 
deserve inhuman treatment as an excuse for their violence against women and believe it 
cognitively (Bandura, 1991; 2002). Considering that the social structure is traditional, it can be 
seen that this behavior is accepted by the social environment. Thus, it can be observed that 
individuals with moral disengagement create moral standards that are accepted by 
themselves and their environment and they maintain their traditional gender roles.  
 
As a final note, this study found that moral disengagement mediated between gender roles 
attitude and dating violence.  A body of research suggested the relationship between gender 
roles and dating violence (Berkel, Vandiver, & Bahner, 2004; Brown, Sumner, & Nocera, 2002; 
Coleman & Stith 1997; Follingstad et al., 1988; Forbes et al., 2006; Hillier & Foddy, 1993; Hilton, 
Harris, & Rice, 2003; Taylor & Sorenson, 2005). When the results of these studies are reviewed 
holistically, it can be expressed that individuals with traditional gender roles had a tendency to 
accept dating violence and they were either violence victim or committed violence. However, 
the literature involves evidence regarding the relationship between moral disengagement and 
violence (Bandura, Caprara, & Zsolnai, 2000; Bandura et al., 1996, 2001, 2002, 2017; Caprara et 
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al., 1996; Elliott & Rhinehart, 1995; Gini, 2006; Menesini et al., 2003; Hyde, Shaw, & Moilanen, 
2010; Paciello et al., 2008; Pepler et al., 2008). Experience of moral disengagement causes 
individuals to accept dating violence, approve violence against themselves, and perceive 
violence as a solution tool for interpersonal problems. Another proof for this notion is 
Bandura’s (1990) opinions regarding the relationship between moral disengagement and 
gender roles. Individuals with traditional gender roles not only have a say on their partners, 
tell them what to do, humiliate, regard them as second-class but also believe that this is what 
needs to be done and what the moral thing is. Therefore, traditional gender roles might be 
affecting moral disengagement, which in turn increases acceptive attitude towards dating 
violence. In a similar manner, egalitarian gender roles might be decreasing the acceptance 
level of dating violence by decreasing the moral disengagement.  
 
The participants of this study were undergraduates. Considering the age period of 
undergraduates, it can be seen that they are in young adulthood. In this period, the 
developmental tasks are to find a job and prepare for marriage (Santrock, 2011; 2014). It is 
seen that individuals build their first satisfactory relationship with the opposite sex during the 
preparation for marriage. In this first relationship with the partner, looking after his/her rights, 
having equal roles in making decisions about life, and sharing responsibility will enable 
individuals to be happy and fulfill the developmental task with a success. However, in a 
situation in which one of the partners is more dominant in the relationship, it will be inevitable 
for the partner who feels under pressure to be unhappy.   
 

Limitations 

 

Certain limitations are evident in the current study. First of all, the responses of participants 
may include social desirability biases, since the data was collected using self-reported 
measures. The study sample includes only a limited number of schools in terms of variety. 
Therefore, the findings of the study should not be generalized as being typical of all university 
students. Additionally, the findings are related to a general sample, and the behaviors of the 
male and female participants were not examined separately. It is recommended that more 
detailed information, using qualitative or other research methods, is obtained in future 
studies, and that the data obtained is investigated in terms of gender and age variables.  
 

Conclusion 
 

The main result of the study is identifying the mediator role of moral disengagement in the 
relationship between gender roles attitudes and dating violence. Considering that the findings 
are consistent with the literature (Berkel, Vandiver, & Bahner, 2004; Forbes et al., 2006; 
Forbes, Adams-Curtis, & White, 2004; Glick et al., 2002) and that gender roles had an 
affirmative effect on dating violence, it becomes clear that universities and other shareholders 
should organize education so that the individuals and especially undergraduates would obtain 
an egalitarian understanding. Considering that undergraduates in Turkey had traditional 
gender roles (Celik et al., 2013; Vefikulucay et al., 2007), undergraduates who are still studying 
at university should be informed and educated by universities and non-governmental 
organizations. Although the data collection tools used in this study did not measure 
committing level of dating violence, remaining silent in case of an existent violence is an 
important factor in terms of dissemination of violence (Rabbani, Qureshi, Rizvi, 2008). The 
partial mediator role determined in the model of this study is an evidence for that situation. 
Prediction of dating violence by the gender roles at a significant level maintained after the 
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moral disengagement was included in the model. Therefore, adapting egalitarian gender roles 
would be an important step in diminishing the dating violence. Within this framework, 
although decreasing sexist viewpoint to decrease the affirmative attitude towards dating 
violence might be effective, it would not be enough by itself. At the same time, efforts to 
support moral development of individuals should be encouraged.  
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