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l. Scale Description

The Shortened Relationship Conflict Tactics Scale measure is a revised version of the Conflict Tactics
Scale (Strauss, 1979). The Shortened Relationship Conflict Tactics Scale is a 30-item measure
specifically developed to assess conflict in romantic relationships. Fifteen questions are directed to the
participant about his/her current girlfriend/boyfriend. The other 15 questions are asked about the
boyfriend’s/girlfriend’s behavior toward the participant. The questions deal with how the couple has
handled disagreements in the past year (e.g., “I showed my boyfriend/girlfriend | cared for him/her even
though we disagreed.”). Iltems are rated on a seven-point scale, ranging from zero “this has never
happened” to 6 “more than 20 times in the past year.”

1. Report Sample

Analyses were conducted on Cohort 1 year 15 for the normative and control participants only. The total
sample size for these analyses was 269, with 182 Normative participants and 87 Control participants.
One hundred-one participants were not included in this total because they were overlapping between the
normative and control samples (n=55) or missing data. The sample sizes used for analyses are non-
overlapping samples such that the Normative sample is comprised of only Low-Risk respondents and the
Control sample is comprised of only high risk respondents. The total sample was fairly evenly spread
across all sites: Durham (28.4%), Pennsylvania (29.2%), Nashville (20.0%), and Seattle (22.4%).


http://www.fasttrackproject.org/

I, Scaling

This instrument has 18 scales, 9 that reflect how the participant behaved toward his/her current
boyfriend/girlfriend and 9 that reflect how the participant’s boyfriend/girlfriend behaved toward the
participant. Six of these scales reflect behaviors that occurred during the past year, while another six
scales reflect behaviors that occurred in the distant past but NOT in the past year. Finally the last six
scores contrast whether the behaviors had never occurred versus having occurred at sometime during
the student’s lifetime.

The response choice “P” was treated in two ways, in order to ensure a comprehensive look at the data.
First, because a choice of “P” indicates that the behavior did not occur in the past year, the response
choice of “P” was recoded to zero. These variables have an “r’ in the variable name to indicate that they
were recoded. Scales were then created to reflect behaviors that had occurred in the past year. Then,
new dichotomous variables were created to capture data about previous violence that had occurred prior
to the past year, such that the behavior had or had not occurred in the distant past. These variables had

a “P” added to the variable’s name.

Finally, additional dichotomous (never or sometime) variables were created to examine the events as
having happened over the course of the student’s lifetime. Responses that were zero were coded as “0”
for having never occurred. All other responses, whether they were “P” or 1 through 6, were coded as “1”
for having occurred at sometime in the student’s lifetime. The items were given an “X” in their name. The
scales were then created to reflect events that had occurred in the student’s lifetime.

The scales were as follows: Physical Aggression—Student (12r, 14r, 18r, 20r, 22r, 28r, 30r, 36r), Verbal
Aggression—Student (10r, 24r, 34r), Verbal Discussion—Student (8r, 16r, 26r, 32r), Previous Physical
Aggression—Student (p12, p14, p18, p20, p22, p28, p30, p36), Previous Verbal Aggression—Student
(p10, p24, p34), Previous Verbal Discussion—Student (p8, p16, p26, p32), Lifetime Physical
Aggression—Student (x12, x14, x18, x20, x22, x28, x30, x36), Lifetime Verbal Aggression—Student (x10,
x24, x34), Lifetime Verbal Discussion—Student (x8, x16, x26, x32), Physical Aggression—Partner (13r,
15r, 19r, 21r, 23r, 29r, 31r, 37r), Verbal Aggression—Partner (11r, 25r, 35r), Verbal Discussion—Partner
(9r, 17r, 27r, 33r), Previous Physical Aggression—Partner (p13, p15, p19, p21, p23, p29, p31, p37),
Previous Verbal Aggression—Partner (p11, p25, p35), Previous Verbal Discussion—Partner (p9, p17,
p27, p33), Lifetime Physical Aggression—Partner (x13, x15, x19, x21, x23, x29, x31, x37), Lifetime
Verbal Aggression—Partner (x11, x25, x35), and Lifetime Verbal Discussion—Partner (x9, x17, x27, x33).

All of the scales were created by taking the mean of the items in the scale.

V. Descriptives

Some of the subscales had a high number of 0s. Table 1 shows the frequency of participants with scores
of 0 averaging across both samples

Table 1. Frequency of Os

Current (within the Previous | Lifetime
past year)

Physical Aggression—Participant 78% 99% 78%
Verbal Aggression—Participant 42% 98% 41%
Verbal Discussion—Participant 3% 96% 3%

Physical Aggression—Partner 7% 99% 76%
Verbal Aggression—Partner 45% 98% 44%
Verbal Discussion—Partner 3% 96% 3%

Table 2 shows means, standard deviations, and ranges of subscale scores for the normative and control
samples.



Scale Sample N Mean Star)dgrd Minimum | Maximum
Deviation
Physical Aggression-Participant Normative | 182 | 0.19 0.64 0 5.25
Control 87 0.17 0.47 0 3.13
Verbal Aggression-Participant Normative | 182 1.10 1.37 0 6.00
Control 87 1.08 1.17 0 4.00
Verbal Discussion-Participant Normative | 182 3.76 1.61 0 6.00
Control 87 3.17 1.71 0 6.00
Physical Aggression-Partner Normative | 182 | 0.15 0.56 0 5.25
Control 87 0.23 0.54 0 3.13
Verbal Aggression-Partner Normative | 182 | 0.95 1.26 0 6.00
Control 87 1.06 1.26 0 5.67
Verbal Discussion-Partner Normative | 182 3.67 1.59 0 6.00
Control 87 3.19 1.68 0 6.00
Pre\{|qus Physical Aggression- Normative 182 0.00 0.01 0 0.13
Participant
Control 87 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Pre\{|qus Verbal Aggression- Normative 182 0.00 0.02 0 0.33
Participant
Control 87 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Previous Verbal Discussion-Participant | Normative | 182 | 0.02 0.09 0 0.75
Control 87 0.01 0.05 0 0.25
Previous Physical Aggression-Partner | Normative | 182 0.00 0.02 0 0.25
Control 87 0.00 0.02 0 0.13
Previous Verbal Aggression-Partner Normative | 182 0.00 0.02 0 0.33
Control 87 0.00 0.04 0 0.33
Previous Verbal Discussion-Partner Normative | 182 | 0.02 0.09 0 0.75
Control 87 0.00 0.03 0 0.25
Llfet!me Physical Aggression- Normative 182 | 0.08 0.19 0 1.00
Participant
Control 87 0.09 0.22 0 1.00
Lifetime Verbal Aggression-Participant | Normative | 182 | 0.37 0.33 0 1.00
Control 87 0.36 0.33 0 1.00
Lifetime Verbal Discussion-Participant | Normative | 182 | 0.89 0.24 0 1.00
Control 87 0.82 0.27 0 1.00
Lifetime Physical Aggression-Partner | Normative | 182 | 0.06 0.18 0 1.00
Control 87 0.10 0.23 0 1.00
Lifetime Verbal Aggression-Partner Normative | 182 | 0.33 0.33 0 1.00
Control 87 0.36 0.34 0 1.00
Lifetime Verbal Discussion-Partner Normative | 182 0.88 0.24 0 1.00
Control 87 0.84 0.28 0 1.00

A series of t-tests (with unequal variances assumed) indicated that the normative and control samples
significantly differed in the frequency of verbal discussion for both participants and their partners (See
Table 3). In all cases, the normative sample scored significantly higher than the control sample in their
and their partners use of verbal discussion.

Table 3:

t-value p-value

Verbal Discussion—Participant -2.69 0.008
Lifetime Verbal Discussion—Participant -2.04 0.04
Verbal Discussion—Partner -2.24 0.03
Previous Verbal Discussion—Partner -2.43 0.02




V. Recommendations for Use

The Shortened Relationship Conflict Tactics Scale is a 30-item measure specifically developed to assess

conflict in romantic relationships, asking questions about both the participant and his/her partner. Some of
the scales indicated floor effects and should be analyzed accordingly.



