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ABSTRACT
Intimate partner violence (IPV) is harmful and prevalent, but leaving abusive partners is
often challenging due to investments (e.g., time, cohabitation). Identifying warning signs
of abuse is one primary prevention strategy to help people avoid abusive relationships.
The present research sought to identify thoughts, feelings, and behaviors which are not
considered abusive (Study 1), appear before abuse occurs in relationships (Study 2), and
predict abuse (Studies 3 and 4). Study 1 distinguished potential warning signs of abuse
from abusive behaviors using the ratings of professionals with experience in IPV. Study 2
established a timeline of when violent behaviors and possible warning signs first occur in
romantic relationships and demonstrated that potential warning signs typically appear
prior to abuse. Using participants in the first year of their relationship and random forests
analyses, Studies 3 and 4 identified warning signs and protective factors that predicted
overall, physical, psychological, and sexual abuse cross-sectionally (Study 3) and
prospectively over the span of six months (Study 4). Importantly, abuse also occurred in
early stages of some relationships, and was the best predictor of future abuse. Studies 3
and 4 further demonstrated that the number of warning signs a person experienced and
the frequency with which they experienced those warning signs predicted overall abuse.
Seven warning signs emerged as predictors in both studies (e.g., “My partner acted
arrogant or entitled”), suggesting these are particularly important for identifying
potentially abusive relationships. Some warning signs and risk factors identified in this
research also align with multiple theories of IPV (e.g., feminist theories, social learning
theories), which suggests that integrating multiple theories explaining IPV (“theory
knitting”) may be an effective strategy in IPV prevention. The warning signs identified in
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this research can be used in education efforts such as educational programs or
informational websites. Making these warning signs publicly available is a key step in
empowering people to seek support or leave their partners before becoming heavily
invested in a relationship and before experiencing abuse. Ultimately, this research
provides a greater understanding of precursors of intimate partner violence with
implications for prevention efforts in academic and public contexts.
Keywords: intimate partner violence, warning signs, red flags, investment model,
predicting abuse
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SUMMARY FOR LAY AUDIENCE
Intimate partner violence (IPV) is an incredibly harmful and common phenomenon, but
leaving abusive relationships is often challenging. Individuals are more likely to stay in
or return to violent relationships if they have put more time, energy, and other resources
into the relationships. Thus, people in potentially abusive relationships need strategies to
help them recognize signs of violence as early as possible. Identifying warning signs of
abuse is one strategy to help people avoid abusive relationships. The present research
identified warning signs which are not considered abusive (Study 1), appear before abuse
occurs in relationships (Study 2), and predict abuse (Studies 3 and 4). Specifically, Study
1 distinguished warning signs from abusive behaviors using the ratings of professionals
with experience in IPV. Study 2 established a timeline of when violent behaviors and
warning signs first occur in romantic relationships and showed that warning signs
typically appear prior to abuse. Study 3 identified warning signs that predicted different
forms of abuse at the same time point, and Study 4 identified warning signs that predicted
abuse six months in the future. Both studies identified warning signs that predicted
different types of abuse (e.g., physical, psychological, sexual). Studies 3 and 4 further
showed that experiencing multiple different warning signs, and experiencing those signs
frequently, also predicted abuse. Seven warning signs were found to be predictors in both
studies (e.g., “My partner acted arrogant or entitled”), suggesting these are particularly
useful for identifying potentially abusive relationships. Importantly, warning signs and
early instances of abuse appeared within the first few months of many relationships in
Studies 2, 3, and 4, suggesting abuse may occur sooner than previously anticipated. The
warning signs identified in this research can be used in education efforts such as
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educational programs or informational websites. Making these warning signs publicly
available is a key step in empowering people to seek support or leave their partners
before becoming heavily invested in a relationship and before experiencing abuse.
Ultimately, this research provides a greater understanding of precursors of intimate
partner violence with implications for prevention efforts in academic and public contexts.
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CHAPTER 1
The Predictive Validity of Intimate Partner Violence Warning Signs
Intimate partner violence (IPV) involves physical, psychological, or sexual
violence1 committed by individuals towards their romantic partners (Campbell et al.,
2002; Capaldi et al., 2012), which can lead to serious physical and psychological health
consequences, such as depression, anxiety, post-traumatic stress disorder, chronic pain
syndromes, infertility, homicide, and suicide (Adam et al., 2011; Black et al., 2011;
Coker et al., 2002; Krug et al., 2002). IPV is a global issue; a report by the World Health
Organization (WHO) indicated that, globally, up to 61% of women report ever having
experienced physical violence by a partner, up to 59% report ever having experienced
sexual violence by a partner, and up to 75% report ever having experienced one or more
emotionally abusive acts from a partner (WHO, 2012). In the United States, the CDC
reported that in 2015, approximately 36% of women and 33% of men have experienced
sexual violence, physical violence, and/or stalking by an intimate partner in their lifetime,
and over a third of both men and women have experienced psychological aggression
from an intimate partner in their lifetime (Smith et al., 2018). In Canada in 2018, 44% of
women and 36% of men who had ever been in an intimate relationship reported
experiencing some form of physical, sexual, or psychological violence in their lifetime,

1

Physical violence involves forceful physical contact to inflict pain or suffering, for example, slapping,
pushing, or beating; sexual violence entails sexually coercive and physical behaviors, or behaviors targeting
a person’s sexuality, for example, unwanted kissing or touching, manipulating a person into sexual
behaviors, or rape; and psychological violence consists of manipulative, offensive or degrading behaviors,
often verbal, for example, name calling, threats, and restricting movement or access to resources (Ali et al.,
2016; Bagwell-Gray et al., 2015; Capaldi et al., 2012)
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with 12% of woman victims2 and 6% of man victims experiencing abuse daily (Statistics
Canada, 2021). Additionally, IPV takes a substantial financial toll, as costs of IPV exceed
$5.8 billion annually in the United States (National Center for Injury Prevention and
Control, 2003), and $7.4 billion in Canada (including costs borne by the justice system
and survivors; Zhang et al., 2012). Despite the physical, psychological, and economic
impact of IPV, there is a dearth of research regarding whether there are any warning signs
that predict abuse. The present research seeks to identify such signs to help people avoid
abusive partners before relationship investments become so substantial that exiting
becomes difficult.
Leaving is Not Easy
“Why did you stay?” is a frequently heard and dreaded question asked of abuse
victims because many people do not understand that leaving a violent relationship is
incredibly challenging. Researchers have identified many common reasons why people
do not leave their abusers, including fear of being hurt or killed (Burke et al., 2001),
economic dependence (Anderson, 2007), lack of alternative means of economic support,
concern for children, and lack of social support (WHO, 2012). Some reasons are
culturally specific, such as Black women not wanting to leave their partners to prove that
Black relationships are not dysfunctional (Few & Rosen, 2005). Importantly, one of most
powerful motivators for survivors staying with their partners is love and hope they will
change (Kearney, 2001; WHO, 2012). In addition to struggling to leave a relationship,

The terms “victim” and “survivor” will be used interchangeably to describe those who have experienced
IPV or other forms of abuse. However, each individual who has experienced violence has the agency to
choose their own label, and I am only using these terms here to describe those who have experienced abuse
in aggregate. Relatedly, I used terms such as “perpetrator” and “abuser” to describe those who have used
violence, but many people who have perpetrated violence have also experienced it (Capaldi et al., 2012), so
“perpetrators” and “victims” should not be viewed on a binary.
2
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victims also face obstacles to disclosing their experiences or seeking help from social and
professional supports. Examples of these barriers include lack of resources (e.g., health
insurance, transportation), fear of endangering loved ones, unhelpful or threatening law
enforcement, the abuser being in the military or law enforcement (Kulkarni et al., 2010),
stigma associated with help-seeking (Overstreet & Quinn, 2013), language barriers, and
fear of being mistaken for the perpetrator (Wolf et al., 2003). Some motivators to seek
help have been identified, including concern for children’s safety, reaching an emotional
breaking point, and increased knowledge about IPV (Petersen et al., 2004), but these do
not necessarily alleviate existing barriers.
Beyond specific barriers to leaving, disclosing, or seeking help, survivors are
often invested in their relationships by the time violence occurs. People report feeling
invested and planning future investments (which predicts commitment and dissolution)
early on in relationships (Goodfriend & Agnew, 2008; Rusbult, 1983), but very little
research has explored when violence first occurs in relationships. However, given that
many survivors experience a rough pattern of abuse escalation (Field & Caetano, 2005;
Follingstad et al., 1992; Mele, 2009; Rouse et al., 1988), people likely do not experience
extreme violence on a first date and then continue to develop the relationship. By the time
severe IPV is occurring, people are likely highly invested in their relationships. Based on
interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), Rusbult (1980) proposed the
investment model, which posits that relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives
(either other partners or being single), and investments (e.g., children, marriage,
relationship length, shared memories) contribute to how committed a person is to their
relationship. This model can help explain why people stay in dissatisfying relationships –
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they may lack alternatives or have too many investments. Taken a step further, the
investment model can help us understand why people stay in abusive relationships.
Although IPV decreases relationship satisfaction (Rhatigan & Street, 2005; Rusbult &
Martz, 1995; Yoon & Lawrence, 2013), many of the barriers described above can be
considered investments (e.g., children) or lack of alternatives (e.g., lack of social
support), which can lead to dissatisfied people staying in abusive relationships.
Supporting this, Rusbult and Martz (1995) found that abused women at a shelter reported
stronger relationship commitment when they had poorer alternatives and greater
investments. Further, women were more likely to return to their abusers if they were
more committed. Although other research has found mixed support for the investment
model’s ability to explain victims’ decisions to stay (Dardis et al., 2013; Dixon et al.,
2016; Edwards et al., 2011, 2018; Truman-Schram et al., 2000), the general concept of
the investment model, combined with identified barriers to leaving, can help researchers
and advocates understand why leaving abusive relationships is complicated.
Knowledge of the investment model and barriers to leaving relationships can
inform the many systems and organizations which exist to help survivors leave abusive
relationships and provide them with support during and after the process. However, more
efforts are dedicated to helping people who have experienced abuse rather than to
preventing it from happening in the first place (i.e., primary prevention; Krug et al., 2002;
Whitaker et al., 2013). Yet the difficulties associated with leaving abusers demonstrates
that more programs are needed to help people avoid violent relationships entirely.
Keeping people out of abusive relationships could be more efficient than helping people
overcome barriers and investments so that they can leave, so we must identify ways of
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determining if a relationship will become abusive before it does. Further, such
information should be easily accessible to the public to maximize the benefits of these
prevention efforts. Although the present research is heavily information-focused,
violence interventions must provide not only information, but also the motivation and
skills required to address potentially dangerous circumstances. As asserted by the
Information-Motivation-Behavioral Skills model, people will be more likely to initiate
and maintain prevention behaviors if they are well-informed, motivated, and have the
behavioral skills needed to act (Fisher & Fisher, 2002), so interventions must be sure to
address each of these components. Ideally, members of the public would be empowered
with knowledge, motivation, and skills that enable them to identify reasons for concern in
their relationships (and those of others) and then leave or seek support (e.g., counseling)
before substantial investments are made and before abuse occurs.
Risk and Protective Factors
One way to identify potentially violent relationships is with risk and protective
factors. Risk factors are characteristics associated with an increased likelihood of
victimization or perpetration of IPV, whereas protective factors are associated with a
decreased likelihood. These factors are typically demographic, environmental, or
structural (e.g., socioeconomic status, previous experiences of violence), whereas
warning signs are typically behavioral (e.g., criticizing). Large volumes of research have
been dedicated to determining traits associated with IPV victimization and perpetration
with the broad goal of better understanding the reasons for violence, which, in turn, can
aid prevention efforts. Examples of risk factors for perpetrating violence include stress,
childhood exposure to or experience of violence, substance use, traditional sex role
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ideology, previously perpetrating violence, and poor conflict/anger management skills.
Examples of risk factors for victimization include presence and number of children, being
separated from one’s partner, childhood exposure to or experience of violence, and
having attitudes supportive of violence. Factors protective against perpetration include
higher income and social support, while the key protector against victimization is social
support (Capaldi et al., 2012; Dardis et al., 2015; Schumacher et al., 2001; Stith et al.,
2004). Additionally, lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals often face unique risk factors
for victimization and perpetration, such as internalized minority stressors (e.g.,
homonegativity, identity concealment), but this population is understudied (Edwards et
al., 2015). The reasons for the associations between risk factors and abuse are complex
and beyond the scope of this paper, but knowledge of risk and protective factors is highly
valuable for those seeking to recognize and prevent violence. However, despite the
benefits of identifying and understanding risk factors for those working to prevent IPV,
their role in interventions directed towards individuals who are at risk of abuse is limited.
Directly informing members of the public about risk factors for violence may not
be the most effective way to help people recognize potentially violent relationships.
Many risk factors are pieces of information known only to the potential perpetrator, so
identifying them would require their disclosure, which is not guaranteed. For example, a
history of violence perpetration is a risk factor for abuse, but the likelihood of a potential
abuser telling their current partner that they have harmed past partners is unlikely.
Therefore, the knowledge of this risk factor would likely not benefit most people wanting
to learn what to watch for in a relationship. Additionally, the relationships between risk
factors and violence are incredibly complex, and simplified versions can be misleading or
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even harmful. For example, low income is a risk factor for IPV, and although this does
not mean that poor people are violent, that notion could be erroneously inferred. Thus,
informing the public about risk factors, particularly ones with ambiguous relationships to
violence, should be done with caution. Ultimately, while risk and protective factor
research is helpful for professionals, it is presently limited in its ability to be directly
communicated to the public. To help someone identify behaviors that could potentially
signal an abusive relationship, those behaviors should not only predict abuse, but also be
unambiguous and knowable to the person in the relationship. Research on warning signs
of abuse can help identify such behaviors.
Warning Signs of Intimate Partner Violence
Identifying warning signs of violence (sometimes called red flags) is a promising
avenue for helping people avoid violent relationships. Bjørkly (2003) said that
understanding warning signs is of clinical importance for survivors and perpetrators, and
that potential victims should be able to identify these signs. In the same vein, Guigno and
colleagues (2015) said that mental health counselors need to recognize warning signs in
teens for counseling and prevention purposes, and teens also need to be able to recognize
signs themselves. Petersson et al. (2019) noted that red flags are risk factors that risk
assessors should use when making decisions. Langford (1996) stated that early stages of
relationships are particularly dangerous because people have not yet figured out patterns
of violence, so there is a need to assess relationship duration and help people identify
warning signs. Short and McMahon (2008) acknowledged that leaving violent
relationships is difficult, so warning sign research is necessary to prevent people from
engaging with abusers. Murphy and Smith (2010) and Murphy (2011b) emphasized that
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warning signs are the beginning of a slippery slope, so awareness of these signs needs to
be raised, adolescents should be taught how to respond to warning signs, and primary
prevention efforts should be prioritized because of barriers to leaving relationships. Thus,
scholars appear to have reached a clear consensus that warning signs need to be studied.
However, there is not much agreement regarding what warning signs are.
Definitions
Many loose definitions of warning signs exist, and they will briefly be reviewed
here. First, some scholars refer to red flags or warning signs as injuries or behaviors (e.g.,
bruises, depression) in a potential victim to be recognized by a physician (Hamberger &
Ambuel, 1998), counselor (Guigno et al., 2015), risk assessor (Petersson et al., 2019) or
other person. However, the present focus is on signs noticed by (potential) victims about
their (potential) perpetrators, although findings may also be useful to third parties. Some
authors say that there are many types of warning signs, such as proximal (occurring
immediately prior to violence), distal (occurring some time before violence), cognitive
(e.g., thoughts), interactional (e.g., withdrawing of affection), and physiological (e.g., dry
mouth; Bjørkly, 2003). Similarly, Hamberger and Potente (1994) said red flags could be
situations, argument patterns, partner behaviors, internal signs (e.g., anger), or words or
states that have previously led to violence. Some researchers emphasize the proximal
signs of violence in the perpetrator, such as a look in a person’s eye, or a change in their
posture or tone (Langford, 1996; Vatnar & Bjørkly, 2008), or in the potential victim, such
as physiological reactions like nausea, a sinking feeling in the stomach, or increased heart
rate (Czerny & Lassiter, 2016). Occasionally, researchers will only give specific
examples of warning signs; for example, Hayes and Jeffries (2016) noted two — “love
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bombing,” which involves a rapid immersion in a romance, and “having ‘an issue’,”
which involves the potential perpetrator being plagued by a problem such as poor
finances or drug addiction. A few authors believe warning signs or red flags can include
arguably psychologically abusive behaviors (Francis & Pearson, 2019; Kearney &
O’Brien, 2021; Murphy, 2011a; Nardi-Rodríguez et al., 2017; Towler et al., 2017),
physically or sexually violent behaviors (Nardi-Rodríguez et al., 2017; Roberts &
Roberts, 2005), or even severe physical aggression (Curtis et al., 2017); essentially, such
warning signs signal that one is currently in an abusive relationship. Although full
definitions of warning signs are uncommon, two are worth noting. First, Murphy and
Smith (2010) defined warning signs as “partner behaviors that could feasibly lead to
social, emotional, or physical harm – following repeated exposure or some form of
escalation, if not immediately” (p. 629). Second, in her dissertation, Lang (2011) stated
that warning signs are “feelings or behaviors occurring during the first month into a
couple’s inclusive dating and that are identified, at the time or retrospectively, as cause
for concern or suspicion related to intimate partner violence” (p. 22). Although empirical
evidence on when warning signs first occur has yet to be established, both these
definitions suggest that warning signs occur early in a relationship and have the potential
to precede violence.
In addition to or instead of giving explicit definitions, many authors provide lists
or examples of warning signs. These can be general, such as Murphy’s (2011a)
explanation that warning signs include attempts by one’s partner to establish dominance,
weaken self-esteem, or seek revenge, or Islam’s (2009) list which includes jealousy,
aggressiveness, and rapid involvement in the relationship. They can also be somewhat
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specific, such as in Short and McMahon’s (2008) list of signs, which includes not
accepting responsibility for actions, owning or using weapons, or refusing to accept a
breakup. In one of the earliest studies of warning signs, Short and colleagues (2000)
listed several signs, including whirlwind romance, possessiveness, criticism, and blaming
others. Wilson (1997, as cited in Lundberg-Love & Wilkerson, 2006) listed and described
17 behaviors, including jealousy, quick involvement, isolation, and unrealistic
expectations. Pitt (2000) listed red flag behaviors such as hitting, slapping, pinching,
shoving, belittling, and threatening. Roberts and Roberts (2005) also had a long list of
signs, including previously abusing a girlfriend, exerting coercive control, being sadistic
in sexual activities, and exhibiting narcissistic, avoidant/depressive, or borderline
personality disorder. Based on these selected signs, one can see that researchers widely
vary in what they consider to be warning signs or red flags, ranging from arguably minor
behaviors (e.g., jealousy) to psychologically (e.g., isolating) and physically (e.g.,
shoving) abusive behaviors.
A few researchers have developed scales to assess the extent to which people
think warning sign behaviors are concerning (e.g., Francis & Pearson, 2019; Kearney &
O’Brien, 2021; Murphy et al., 2012). For example, Murphy and colleagues’ (2012)
Tendency to Resist or End Abusive Dynamics (TREAD) scale has five domains
(Dominance, Possessiveness, Denigration, Conflict-Control, and Retaliation) and
includes items such as ignoring their partner in front of friends, picking fights with
people they think are trying to steal their partner, using threatening actions when their
partner disagrees with them, and saying rude things about their partner’s gender. Kearney
and O’Brien’s (2021) Relationship Red Flags Scale also has five domains (Monitoring,
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Controlling, Demeaning, Threatening and Aggressive, and Jealous and Possessive
Behaviors) and includes items such as checking their partner’s phone without permission,
interfering with studying, name calling, constant insults, and threatening to share
embarrassing photos. Thus, a wide range of warning sign severity exists even within
validated scales.
Methodological Issues
Conflation with Abuse. One of the biggest problems in warning sign research is
that researchers do not distinguish between warning signs as behaviors which precede
abuse and warning signs which are indicative of current abuse; many consider behaviors
that are arguably psychologically, physically, and sexually abusive to be warning signs.
Violence is known to predict violence (Babcock et al., 2004; Capaldi et al., 2003; Feld &
Straus, 1989; Katerndahl et al., 2010; Murphy & O’Leary, 1989; O’Leary, 1999; O’Leary
& Smith Slep, 2003), so if a researcher argues that warning signs predict abuse, but their
conceptualization of warning signs includes abusive behaviors, that assertion is unhelpful
as it is merely restating what many researchers already know (i.e., that abuse predicts
abuse). Without a clear distinction between warning signs and abusive behaviors, the
value of this research is minimal, because in order to establish whether warning signs
have validity in predicting abuse, they must be differentiated from abuse.
Ignoring Psychological Abuse. Most warning sign research implies these signs
foreshadow physical abuse, but rarely mention psychological abuse (see Francis &
Pearson, 2019 for an exception), which is often overlooked in IPV research more broadly.
This oversight is problematic for several reasons. First, psychological aggression is a
stronger predictor of many relationship outcomes, including relationship satisfaction and
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steps towards dissolution, than physical aggression (Curtis et al., 2017). Second,
psychological violence is as damaging as physical violence, if not more so (Coker et al.,
2002; Follingstad et al., 1990; O’Leary, 1999). Many women report emotional abuse
having a more severe impact on them than physical abuse (Follingstad et al., 1990), and
high levels of psychological abuse are more strongly associated with general health
outcomes than physical abuse (Coker et al., 2002). Even relatively subtle forms of
psychological violence have been shown to predict fear of severe injury or death,
relationship quality, relationship duration, depression, and global emotional distress
(Marshall, 1999). Many women who leave relationships because of IPV often reference
psychologically abusive behaviors as their reason for leaving, even if other violent
behaviors were present (Edwards et al., 2012). Studies have also shown that
psychological violence is more stable over time and does not desist as much as physical
violence (Fritz & O’Leary, 2004; Jacobson et al., 1996; Shortt et al., 2012). Thus, given
the seriousness of psychological abuse, and that it is known to predict physical abuse
cross-sectionally and longitudinally (Babcock et al., 2004; Murphy & O’Leary, 1989;
O’Leary, 1999; O’Leary & Smith Slep, 2003), identifying and understanding warning
signs of psychological abuse should be a key step in the primary prevention of all types
of IPV.
Other Methodological Issues. Despite the underdeveloped state of warning sign
research, several flaws are worth noting. Some lists of warning signs combine multiple
behaviors into one sign; one example on Roberts and Roberts’ (2005) list includes both
poor communication skills and irrational belief system, which could easily be categorized
separately. Even scales of warning signs are limited; Murphy et al. (2012) noted that
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some items were removed from the TREAD scale because they did not fit well in a factor
structure, even though factor loadings likely have little to do with the predictive validity
of a warning sign. Another issue with scales and lists of warning signs is that some are
gender neutral (e.g., “He/she hurts your feelings…”; Murphy et al., 2012), while others
are intended explicitly for women or people in relationships with men (e.g., “The man is
extremely jealous…”; Roberts & Roberts, 2005). However, it is worth noting that
Murphy et al.’s (2012) gender neutral scale has primarily been used to study adolescent
girls (Murphy, 2011a, 2011b; Murphy et al., 2012). More broadly, as Kearney and
O’Brien (2021) have noted, identifying warning signs is difficult because some behaviors
may not be problematic if occurring in isolation or rarely, but that the intensity and
frequency of warning signs may predict violence, so future research must account for
this. The authors further argued that the intent and context of warning signs is also
relevant. Critically, no longitudinal warning sign research has been conducted, so the
extent to which warning signs identified by survivors in hindsight are actually predictive
of future violence is unclear. Survivors’ recollections are incredibly valuable, but
establishing the predictive validity of warning signs will require prospectively assessing
experiences of signs before abuse occurs.
Present State of Knowledge
Keeping methodological concerns in mind, particularly that of the conflation of
warning signs and abusive behaviors, exploring the existing research on warning signs of
IPV is worthwhile. Broadly, the purpose of warning sign definitions, scales, and lists is to
help people identify concerns in their own relationships or the relationships of others.
However, some research has gone into more detail about these possible red flags.
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Survivors’ Identification of Warning Signs. Many warning signs researchers
have explored survivors’ understandings of these red flags. In her dissertation, Lang
(2011) focused exclusively on warning signs of violence, and differences in early couple
behaviors between people whose relationships did and did not turn violent. Methods were
qualitative and all participants discussed behaviors in hindsight. Those in non-violent
relationships generally struggled to identify early negative behaviors and could only point
to “irritants,” whereas those in violent relationships easily identified concerning
behaviors but said they ignored or rationalized the signs. Those in non-violent
relationships tended to speak of their partners genuinely trying to make them happy,
while those in violent relationships felt that their partners were just trying to impress
them or win them over. Some warning signs were primarily displayed by perpetrators
(e.g., planning an extreme first date or using intense flattery), some primarily by the
victim (e.g., acts of service), and some relatively equally by both partners (e.g., driving
long distances). However, survivors often rationalized their own behaviors as well as
their partners’, often by blaming themselves or their partner. Survivors noted that they
had gut instincts, such as feeling funny, weird, strange, off, taken aback, shocked, or
confused, which were initially not trusted but later recognized as red flags. Many of the
victims noted that they were situationally and emotionally vulnerable when they entered
the abusive relationship. Survivors described sexual intimacy occurring too quickly for
them in the relationship, perpetrators who were contemptuous or blaming of their exes,
and asymmetry in disclosing information (either the survivor or perpetrator would
“dump” information on the other); none of these issues were described by those in nonviolent relationships. Lang, like other researchers (e.g., Short et al., 2000), also had
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survivors describe their partners as highly charming and experiencing a process of
quickly becoming intensely enmeshed in the relationship. In her conclusion, Lang
emphasized the importance of trusting gut feelings, in addition to recognizing warning
signs. She also noted that public lists of warning signs often describe extreme behaviors,
even though her participants tended to depict more subtle cues. Publicly available
information should better reflect the experiences of survivors; otherwise, potential
victims may dismiss signs in their own relationships because their partners are not
exhibiting consistent or extreme red flags.
Lang’s (2011) dissertation findings echo other research on survivors of violence
who describe recognizing warning signs in hindsight but doing nothing about them at the
time. Multiple studies have noted that warning signs are more obvious in hindsight
(Hayes & Jeffries, 2016; O'Leary & Maiuro, 2001 as cited in Murphy, 2013). Czerny and
Lassiter (2016) stated that early warning signs are often ignored by women, and NardiRodríguez and colleagues (2017) asserted that people perceive warning signs at different
levels of violence. For her dissertation, Islam (2009) interviewed women who had
participated in an educational program about violence. After learning about warning
signs, many said that they consciously ignored the red flags they recognized in their
relationships because they wanted to stay with their partners. However, some women
who had not yet participated in the program said that warning signs were not always
apparent. In a qualitative pilot study, Hughes and Rasmussen (2010) had several
participants describe their experiences with red flags of violence. One participant knew
her partner was a violent person but did not realize what the signs were (e.g., isolation,
attempts at control). Another mentioned it was helpful to clarify with a counselor which
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of her past experiences might have been red flags. Multiple people were in denial about
red flags; for example, one woman who knew her partner was violent was unable to see
that his previous behavior indicated who he currently was. However, information about
warning signs was helpful; one participant said she would be able to remain out of an
abusive relationship now that she knew the red flags, although she was not fully
confident. In another qualitative dissertation, Weitzman’s (1998) participants described
noticing warning signs prior to marriage, but they either did not know what to do about
them or they ignored them. However, in their interviews they advised other women to
heed early signs. Vatnar and Bjørkly (2008) examined warning signs of imminent
violence and found that 50% of women could predict abuse, and 60% used coping
strategies if they predicted IPV and felt they were able to prevent further escalation.
However, most participants reported that no coping strategies (e.g., cry, escape, call for
help) were effective, and, of the strategies that were considered effective, giving in and
obeying was most effective. Ultimately, this research suggests that most warning signs
are only identified in hindsight, and if they are identified during the relationship,
participants often ignore them, or their reactions are ineffective.
Public Identification of Warning Signs. Other researchers have examined
understandings of warning signs in samples that are not focused on survivors of abuse. A
public survey of college students found that 32% of respondents reported they are not at
all or not very knowledgeable about the warning signs of dating abuse (Knowledge
Networks, 2011). When presented with lists of warning signs, people are somewhat able
to recognize them as concerning. Kearney and O’Brien (2021) found that people scored
moderately on the Relationship Red Flags scale, suggesting that they thought items were
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“quite a bit” warning signs in comparison to several healthy relationship items, which
were rated as “not at all” warning signs. Similarly, Towler and colleagues (2020) found
that individuals perceived warning sign behaviors as having moderate to high levels of
seriousness, although some were viewed as more serious than others. However, women
are more easily able to recognize warning signs (Kearney, 2015), they tend to perceive
warning signs as more serious or unacceptable than men, and they propose more assertive
responses than men (Francis & Pearson, 2019; Towler et al., 2020). Additionally, being
able to recognize red flags is associated with less acceptance of dating violence for
women but not men (Kearney & O’Brien, 2021), and hypermasculinity in men is
associated with being more accepting of dating violence and being less able to recognize
red flags (Kearney, 2015). Thus, although some people are able to recognize warning
signs and understand their seriousness, the public would benefit from more information
about them, and the gendered nature of warning sign perception should be accounted for
in education efforts.
Some particularly rigorous research on warning signs has been conducted by
Murphy and colleagues (2010, 2011a, 2011b, 2012, 2013), who developed the TREAD
Scale. They presented the dyadic slippery slope model, which identifies warning signs as
behaviors that can trigger dynamics such as secrecy, over-dependence, anger, or power
imbalance, all of which can lead to harm. This model recognizes that violence is dyadic,
and therefore that responses to warning signs are important because they have the
potential to perpetuate slippery slope dynamics. This model focuses on adolescents and
encourages them to respond assertively (i.e., neither passively nor aggressively) to
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warning signs, which should help prevent the development of higher risk dynamics and
violent behaviors.
Research using the dyadic slippery slope model has shown that over 90% of
adolescent girls with romantic relationship experience report experiencing at least one
warning sign behavior, and that girls who report high frequency exposure in one domain
of warning sign behaviors are likely to experience high frequencies of exposure in other
domains (Murphy, 2011a; Murphy & Smith, 2010). Murphy and Smith (2010) studied
girls’ open-ended responses to hypothetical warning signs and found that most responses
tended to be passive (e.g., ignoring), though some were aggressive (e.g., retaliation) and
others assertive (e.g., establishing a boundary). In a similar line of research, Francis and
Pearson (2019) also found that adolescents tended to propose passive or vague responses
to hypothetical warning signs, rather than assertive ones. Murphy and Smith (2010) also
found that increased exposure to warning signs tended to be associated with more
permissive attitudes and less protective hypothetical responses. Murphy (2011b) showed
that girls who were exposed to more warning signs were more likely to be
accommodating or reciprocating of those behaviors. Although causality was unclear, the
authors suspected that the relationship between these behaviors was bidirectional (i.e.,
warning signs decreased assertiveness and increased accommodation, and low
assertiveness and increased accommodation increased warning signs). Further, selfconfidence was negatively correlated with warning sign exposure. Finally, Murphy
(2011a) found that girls who were recently exposed to warning sign behaviors were just
as likely to reciprocate or accommodate behaviors they perceived to be risky as they were
to respond assertively. However, this was partially contradicted by Francis and Pearson’s
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(2019) later research which showed that adolescents proposed more protective
hypothetical responses when they viewed the warning signs as less acceptable, although
their responses still tended to lack assertiveness. Given these suboptimal findings, Francis
and Pearson (2019) came to a similar conclusion as Murphy (2011a), which was that
even when adolescents can identify warning signs, they may not know how to respond to
them, so interventions need to be developed to help adolescents address these behaviors.
Interventions and Education. Survivors of IPV often note that knowledge of
warning signs is helpful (Hughes & Rasmussen, 2010), and encourage others to pay
attention to warning signs (Weitzman, 1998) and trust their gut feelings (Lang, 2011).
Members of the public are also interested in learning about warning signs. Evidencing
this are the many public websites (e.g., Canadian Women’s Foundation, Live Your
Dream) dedicated to helping individuals identify warning signs in their own relationships,
or those of friends and family. However, most warning signs described on these sites are
not too different from those discussed in the academic literature (e.g., jealousy,
controlling behaviors), and are therefore subject to the same problems (e.g., conflating
abuse with warning signs; Hill, 2013; Live Your Dream, 2019). Education about warning
signs outside of professional settings has also been documented; Corona and colleagues
(2016) demonstrated that African American maternal caregivers teach their daughters
about red flags in relationships and encourage them to get to know potential partners
before dating them. Thus, there is a clear public interest in information about red flags,
which, in combination with common inadequate responses to warning signs (Francis &
Pearson, 2019; Murphy, 2011a), has led researchers to begin exploring ways of helping
people recognize and address these behaviors.
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Several studies have assessed the effect of educational programs on participants’
understandings of warning signs. Murphy (2011b) piloted a program to address these
concerns in adolescent girls and found that after participating, participants reported a
greater appreciation for risks associated with warning signs, higher self-confidence in
their ability to participate in their own relationships, more sense of personal
accountability for behaviors that cause harm, and more assertive responses to
hypothetical warning signs. However, some girls reported decreased assertive behaviors
to warning signs after participating, which the authors found concerning and worthy of
future research. In another study, college students presented with an online intervention
(STOP Dating Violence) or a website containing information about dating violence
scored higher on recognizing warning signs than those in a control condition (O’Brien et
al., 2019); the online intervention explicitly contained information about warning signs,
but whether the website had similar content was unclear. Similarly, in her dissertation,
Kearney (2019) found that men who participated in a 10-minute online intervention (part
of STOP Dating Violence) demonstrated an increased recognition of warning signs and
retained this information for at least two weeks. Despite these promising findings, other
research on education and warning signs is more mixed. In her thesis, Kearney (2015)
found that prior education about dating violence was not predictive of recognizing
warning signs, and Towler et al. (2020) found that relationship education programs
predicted an increase in women’s perceptions of warning sign behavior seriousness in the
TREAD domain of Denigration, but not in the domains of Dominance-Possessiveness or
Conflict-Retaliation. However, these studies were not designed to evaluate the efficacy of
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a program and merely included past participation in relationship education programs as a
covariate, so the content and quality of the programs is unknown.
Ultimately, the research on educational interventions suggests that these programs
can help people identify warning signs of abuse. Even simply reading a website can help
with recognizing warning signs (O’Brien et al., 2019), which confirms the value of
existing publicly available websites (e.g., Hill, 2013; Live Your Dream, 2019). However,
one should keep in mind that the warning signs used in these studies and websites are
subject to the methodological challenges discussed earlier (e.g., conflation with abuse)
and that their predictive validity remains unknown. Educational sources should be
updated once research has established the predictive validity of warning signs that are not
conflated with abusive behaviors. Further, such programs must also provide motivation
and skills, as well as information (Fisher & Fisher, 2002).
Prospective Prediction
We must identify behaviors which prospectively predict abuse so that people can
recognize these warning signs in their relationships; this is a key step in empowering
people to either leave their partners or seek support (e.g., counseling) before becoming
heavily invested and before abuse occurs. However, researchers and survivors have
identified dozens of behaviors which have been labeled warning signs (many of which
are arguably abusive themselves). While this information is valuable, it may also be
overwhelming for individuals who are consuming content from a primary prevention
campaign. Additionally, although these behaviors may be associated with abuse, whether
they precede and predict abuse has yet to be determined. To best inform primary
prevention campaigns, we need to establish a relatively concise set of behaviors that
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occur prior to abuse, are predictive of abuse, and are not themselves abusive. Given the
many behaviors that have the potential to predict abuse but lack established predictive
validity, we need to use a statistical method which can identify strong predictors within
large numbers of items.
Random Forests
The predictive validity of the warning signs identified by scholars, advocates, and
survivors needs to be established. As many of these as possible should be used to predict
abuse — ideally within the same statistical model — to determine the behaviors to which
those in new relationships should be most attuned. The most common statistical model
used to estimate outcomes with multiple predictor variables is multiple linear regression,
but this approach cannot handle large numbers of predictors without overfitting (i.e.,
when a model is too closely adapted to the sample and therefore does not generalize well;
Strobl et al., 2009). This problem is exacerbated with relatively low sample sizes.
Overall, multiple linear regression is not appropriate for use in this research context.
Fortunately, a nonparametric3 machine learning4 technique called random forests
(Breiman, 2001) is capable of identifying key variables from a large number of
predictors, even with relatively low sample sizes.
The random forests procedure involves training a model on a “forest” of decision
trees5 made of many different samples of the data and predictors to generate a set of

3

Nonparametric algorithms, like those used in many machine learning methods, do not rely on an
underlying statistical distribution (e.g., linear regression assumes a normal distribution).
4
Broadly, machine learning techniques are computational methods that use experience (e.g., data) to
improve performance or make accurate predictions (Mohri et al., 2018).
5
Decision trees are used to classify data by asking a series of yes-or-no questions (“nodes”; e.g., “Is this
person a man or a woman?”) which lead to further questions (“child nodes”; e.g., “Is this person 40 years
old or older?”) until a node without children is reached (a “leaf”). This final node is then used to classify
the datapoint in question (e.g., “This 40+ year old women should get screened for breast cancer”; Kingsford
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forecasts (i.e., predicted values). Specifically, a bootstrapped sample of the data (with
replacement) is taken that is the same sample size as the original dataset, and (typically)
one third of the data is left “out-of-bag” (OOB). The bootstrapped data are then used to
grow a decision tree. In growing the tree, one third of the predictors are randomly
selected, and the best classifier amongst them (i.e., with the lowest sum of squared
residuals, for regression trees) is used as the first (“root”) node. This node is then split,
and another third of predictors is then sampled to determine the following node(s), and
this process continues until the tree is fully grown. Nodes turn into leaves when model fit
is not improved or the sample size is too small (e.g., five or fewer people). The OOB data
is then “dropped” down the tree and a set of forecasts is generated. This entire process,
from bootstrapped sample to generating predicted values, is then repeated many times
(e.g., 5,000). Predicted values are then aggregated to create a final set of forecasts, which
can then be used in other analyses (e.g., to assess model fit; Berk, 2010; Breiman, 2001;
Liaw & Wiener, 2018; Strobl et al., 2009).
Random forests analyses are also able to identify which variables in a model are
most important for forecasting accuracy (Berk, 2010), which is of particular relevance for
establishing warning signs with predictive validity. Importance is typically assessed by
identifying the variables which cause the model’s mean squared error to increase the
most, indicating poorer model fit, when their values are randomly shuffled. Similarly,
variable selection techniques (e.g., VSURF; Genuer et al., 2019), which often involve
running multiple random forests to determine variable importance, can be used prior to
running the primary random forests analysis to determine which variables should be

& Salzberg, 2008). Classifications can be ordinal (classification trees) or numeric (regression trees). The
final structure resembles a flow chart, or tree.
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entered into the model. Using these techniques is preferable to running random forests
with all possible variables, as some predictors may not add to the model’s predictive
strength, and variable selection ensures those are not included, which simplifies
interpretation.
After conducting a random forests analysis, one can also determine associations
between important predictors and the outcome variable by plotting them (Liaw &
Wiener, 2018). Note that the relations between predictors and outcome variables in
random forests can be complex and difficult to interpret, given unique patterns and
associations with other variables in the model. However, gaining an approximate
understanding of the direction of the association between predictors and outcomes is
especially important for the present research, as some variables may have a negative
association with abuse, suggesting that they are not all warning signs, but rather, are
protective against violence. Establishing warning signs will involve identifying important
variables (as determined by the random forests algorithm) with a positive association
with abuse. I will conduct bivariate correlations between predictors and outcomes to
determine an approximate understanding of which predictors should be considered
warning signs versus protective factors. Results of these analyses will not directly reveal
how the variables behave within the random forests model, but they will provide
sufficient information to approximate the direction of the association between the
predictors and the outcome variables. Ultimately, these and random forests analyses will
enable me to identify which of many possible warning signs are prospectively predictive
of abuse and should therefore be used in the primary prevention of intimate partner
violence.

25
Current Study
Summary of Literature and Goals
Survivors of abuse are often invested in their relationships and therefore face
many barriers to seeking support or leaving. These challenges highlight the need for
primary prevention efforts that stop abuse before it happens. Identifying visible warning
signs of violence that are predictive of abuse would enable people to know which
concerning behaviors to look for in their relationships, as well as those of others, and to
seek or provide support if needed. Despite the multiple calls to understand warning signs
and early patterns of violence in romantic relationships, research in this area is limited.
Studies often conflate warning signs with abusive behaviors and prospective research has
never been conducted.
In the present research, I sought to establish (a) a clear distinction between
abusive behaviors and warning signs of abuse, and (b) warning signs with predictive
validity that people can see in early stages of relationships before investments are made
and barriers to leaving or disclosing become difficult to overcome. My research findings
will inform primary prevention campaigns that effectively educate the public on what
warning signs look like and how to respond to them, both in their own relationships and
those of friends and family.
I conducted four studies to achieve these goals. In Study 1, I recruited a sample of
individuals with professional intimate partner violence experience (e.g., researchers,
advocates) to help differentiate abusive and non-abusive behaviors. Study 2 helped
estimate when warning signs and abusive behaviors first occur in romantic relationships
using participants recruited from Prolific (www.prolific.co). Studies 1 and 2 were also
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used to develop a “Relationship Experiences” list which included non-abusive (i.e.,
potential warning signs) and abusive behaviors; this list was used in Studies 3 and 4.
Study 3 cross-sectionally established warning signs that predicted abuse using
participants recruited from Prolific. Study 4 was a longitudinal replication and extension
of Study 3; for six months, it tracked individuals recruited from a variety of platforms
who were in new romantic relationships to determine which warning signs at the initial
time point predicted abuse at the second time point. All study materials and procedures
were reviewed and approved by the local ethics board prior to each study’s initiation, and
all surveys were conducted using Qualtrics Survey Software.
Definitions
I define warning signs as thoughts, feelings, or behaviors that positively predict
abuse, but are not themselves abusive. This definition is complicated by behaviors that
could be considered abusive or not abusive depending on their frequency and severity
(e.g., jealousy), but it at least removes the conflation of warning signs with
unquestionably abusive behaviors (e.g., coercion, physical assault). Study 1 will help
differentiate abusive and non-abusive behaviors, and Study 3 and Study 4 will determine
which non-abusive behaviors positively predict abuse, and these will be considered
warning signs of abuse. The following operational definitions will be used in the
remainder of the paper unless noted otherwise:

a. Physically abusive behaviors are any behaviors involving physical touch (e.g.,
hitting) that at least 75% of professional raters from Study 1 considered to be
abusive.
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b. Psychologically abusive behaviors are any abusive behaviors that do not
involve physical touch (e.g., threats) that at least 75% of professional raters
from Study 1 considered to be abusive.6
c. Sexually abusive behaviors are physically or psychologically abusive
behaviors that involve sex or sexuality (e.g., sexual assault) that at least 75%
of professional raters from Study 1 considered to be abusive.
d. Possible warning signs are any thoughts, feelings, or behaviors that less than
50% of professional raters in Study 1 considered to be abusive.
e. Possible risk factors are any variables that were not rated in Study 1 that I will
also use to predict abuse. These variables, primarily, are demographic (e.g.,
relationship length, age, income) or items associated with abuse in IPV
literature (e.g., power imbalance, previous history of violence). Many of these
were identified as risk factors of abuse in previous literature (e.g., Capaldi et
al., 2012).
f. Warning signs are thoughts, feelings, and behaviors that Study 3 and Study 4
show positively predict abuse, and less than 50% of professionals considered
to be abusive (this does not mean they cannot be abusive in other contexts).
g. Risk factors are variables that Study 3 and Study 4 show positively predict
abuse that are not warning signs (e.g., because they are demographic
variables, like income).
h. Protective factors are variables that Study 3 and Study 4 show negatively
predict abuse. These may or may not have been rated by professionals in

6

Two items were rated by non-professionals in Study 3; this exception is described in the Method.
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Study 1 (i.e., they may have been possible risk factors or possible warning
signs).

Hypotheses
My hypotheses, planned explorations, and analytic plan were pre-registered at
https://osf.io/6389b. I did not have explicit hypotheses about which possible warning
signs would predict intimate partner violence. However, I did hypothesize that I would
identify warning signs that are predictive of overall abuse (i.e., an aggregate of all types
of abuse; H1), physical abuse (H2), psychological abuse (H3), and sexual abuse (H4). I
also hypothesized that I would identify risk factors that are predictive of overall abuse
(H5), physical abuse (H6), psychological abuse (H7), and sexual abuse (H8).7 I further
hypothesized that the number of warning signs people experience (H9), and the
frequency with which they experience them (H10) would predict overall abuse.
Additionally, I explored the robustness of the primary model (H1) against overfitting by
using cross-validation (E1), and determined the extent to which warning signs (E2) and
risk factors (E3) predicted abuse above and beyond abuse at the initial time point (i.e., by
comparing models that did and did not include abuse variables from the first time point).
In addition to my primary hypotheses about warning signs and risk factors, I had
several auxiliary hypotheses. In alignment with research on violence escalation, I
hypothesized that overall abuse would be higher at the second time point than at the first
time point (H11) and that relationship length would positively predict abuse (H12). I also
expected that people would become more aware of possible risk factors with time (H13).

7

Warning signs and risk factors for each type of abuse may or may not overlap (e.g., jealousy may predict
physical and psychological abuse but not sexual abuse).
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Based on the investment literature, I hypothesized that people who are more (versus less)
invested in their relationship would be less likely to have broken up with their partner at
the second time point, even if they experienced high levels of abuse (H14). I also
explored the role of gender in predicting experiencing (E4 – E7) and perpetrating (E8 –
E11) overall, physical, psychological, and sexual abuse. Finally, as Studies 3 and 4 took
place between May 2020 and July 2021, I explored how many participants’ relationships
were affected by the COVID-19 pandemic (E12) and how those relationships were
affected (E13). I used Study 4 to test all hypotheses and explorations, although I also
tested some in Study 3 (i.e., H1-4, H9-10, E1).

CHAPTER 2
Study 1
Many warning signs identified by people within and outside of academia can be
considered abusive (e.g., hitting, threatening, controlling; Live Your Dream, 2019; Pitt,
2000; Roberts & Roberts, 2005). This limitation complicates the value of identifying
these as warning signs because violence is already known to predict violence (Capaldi et
al., 2003; Katerndahl et al., 2010; O’Leary & Smith Slep, 2003). Therefore, identifying
non-violent warning signs of abuse would be most useful for violence prevention.
Broadly, differentiating violent behaviors from non-violent ones is complex,
especially as definitions of violence are socially constructed and change over time
(Muehlenhard & Kimes, 1999). Even professionals who work with victims of violence do
not always agree with each other in labeling abuse (Davis & Carlson, 1981; McMullan et
al., 2010). Further, experiences of IPV are incredibly personal, and many people who
have experienced abuse do not identify as such (Peterson & Muehlenhard, 2011). Thus,
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cleanly distinguishing violence from non-violence (e.g., potential warning signs) is
challenging. This is further complicated by the notion that some warning signs may
become problematic if they occur repeatedly or with intensity (Kearney & O’Brien,
2021), which suggests they could be considered violent under some circumstances but
not others. However, operationalizing warning signs as thoughts, feelings, or behaviors
which predict abuse but are not themselves abusive is still essential to helping people
avoid investing in violent relationships. Thus, with these caveats in mind, I needed to
develop a working categorization of abusive and non-abusive behaviors so that I could
identify potential warning signs of abuse that were arguably not abusive unless occurring
in excess.
Given disparate perspectives on abuse in the literature, I recruited a variety of
professionals with expertise in IPV to classify behaviors as abusive or non-abusive when
occurring in isolation and to use their aggregate ratings for my classifications. I chose to
have behaviors rated in isolation as many behaviors could be viewed as abusive if
performed in excess (e.g., spending time together), but only some behaviors are clearly
abusive when occurring on their own (e.g., hitting). Although this method cannot account
for every individual experience of warning signs or abuse, it serves as an effective
general guideline to ensure that the behaviors eventually identified as predictive of abuse
are not clearly abusive themselves. Ultimately, the primary goal of Study 1 was to
differentiate potential warning signs from abusive behaviors and thus determine the
categorizations of the items used in Studies 3 and 4 “Relationship Experiences” list.8 This

8

Study 4 was launched prior to the completion of Study 1 data collection, but I used some information from
Study 1 to determine which items would be included in the Studies 3 and 4 Relationship Experiences list.
Thus, I examined Study 1 data twice. I first explored the data on March 13 th, 2020 (N = 113) to help
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study was pre-registered at https://osf.io/kp4nd but most pre-registered elements of this
study are not presently relevant and will not be discussed; the following analyses are
exploratory.
Method
Materials, code, and de-identified data can be viewed at https://osf.io/v47dj/.
Research ethics materials may also be viewed in Appendices A – E.
Participants
Recruitment took place between November 2019 and August 2020. To
participate, individuals needed to speak English fluently, live in either the United States
or Canada, be 18 years of age or older, and have expert knowledge of, or professional
experience with, IPV. Examples of those with expertise are graduate students, professors,
or other researchers who have studied IPV, individuals who work for organizations that
help survivors, medical professionals who help survivors, or lawyers who work with
survivors. Participants were recruited from a variety of online locations, including social
media posts, Western University’s Mass Email Recruitment listserv, and cold emails
written to domestic violence shelters, medical centers, law firms, and university
psychology, sociology, gender studies, social work, and law programs in each of the
Canadian provinces and United States. Potential participants were asked to confirm their
eligibility by briefly describing their professional experience with IPV either via a
screening survey or email. Those who met qualifications were sent the survey link and
compensated with either a $5.00 USD or $6.50 CAD Amazon gift card upon submission.

determine which items would be used in Studies 3 and 4. I then completed data collection on August 19 th,
2020, and this final sample’s (N = 173) data were used to determine the final categorizations of whether
items were considered abusive; these data are described and discussed here. A full explanation of how I
decided upon items to be used in Studies 3 and 4 can be viewed at https://osf.io/6qzet/.
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To confirm their eligibility, within the survey, all participants were asked if they had
expertise in IPV, and if so, to briefly describe their experience without including
identifiable information. In recruiting a nonprofessional sample for unrelated research,
four participants identified themselves as professionals, and were thus included in the
present sample. These individuals met the same inclusion criteria, in addition to having at
least a 97% approval rate on at least 10 previous submissions from previous Prolific
(www.prolific.co) experimenters; they were compensated £3.85 upon submitting the
survey. Sample size was determined based on planned analyses for unrelated research
(see https://osf.io/kp4nd).
Of the 203 participants initially recruited, 30 were removed for not having
professional expertise (n = 2), not speaking English fluently (n = 17), not living in the
United States or Canada (n = 1), indicating they did not want their data used (n = 3), or
failing at least one of 14 attention checks (n = 7; not all attention checks were displayed
to each participant). The final sample comprised 173 professionals. The mean age was
32.18 (SD = 10.38, range = 20-69), and 86.71% of participants were women (n = 150),
8.67% were men (n = 15), and 4.62% identified otherwise or did not respond to the item
(n = 8). Of participants, 75.14% were White (n = 130), 5.20% were Asian (n = 9), and the
remaining 19.65% were Hispanic (n = 4), East Indian (n = 4), Indigenous (n = 4), Middle
Eastern/West Asian (n = 2), Black (n = 2), or identified as multiple races (n = 14) or
otherwise (n = 4).
Materials and Procedure
Demographics. Participants were given a brief questionnaire inquiring about
characteristics such as their gender, sexual orientation, race, income, and education.
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Relationship Experiences. Prior to conducting the study, I assembled a total of
309 items to capture a broad range of relationship-related thoughts, feelings, and
behaviors, particularly those associated with IPV. These items were compiled from a
variety of sources, including published research (e.g., scales, scholarly articles) and
public informational websites about warning signs, sexual and domestic violence, and
typical relationship behaviors.9 I ultimately intended to shorten this list for inclusion in
Studies 3 and 4. See https://osf.io/t7pvy/ for detailed information on list compilation and
corresponding references. Each item was written to reflect a man or woman (Justin or
Justine) who was in a relationship with a person whose gender was not stated (e.g.,
Justin(e)’s partner, they/them). Research has shown that the gender of the victim and
perpetrator can influence perceptions of abuse (e.g., Lehmann & Santilli, 1996; Scarduzio
et al., 2017), and I wanted to assess effects of the survivor’s gender in unrelated research.
Items ranged from clearly abusive (e.g., “Justine’s partner beat her up,” “Justin’s partner
forced him to have sex with them”) to arguably ambiguous (e.g., “Justine felt like she
couldn’t say no to her partner,” “Justin’s partner could not control their anger”) to clearly
not abusive (e.g., “Justine’s partner comforted her when she was upset,” “Justin felt
tender towards his partner”).
At the onset of the survey, participants were randomly assigned to the man or
woman victim condition and asked to imagine they were friends with Justin or Justine,
who was in an exclusive romantic relationship in which BDSM (bondage,
discipline/dominance, submission/sadomasochism) was not practiced. Participants were

9

Typical relationship behaviors (e.g., going camping) were included to eventually help lighten Studies 3
and 4 and to prevent participants in those studies from discerning that the research was entirely about
abusive behaviors.
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then told they would fill out a series of forced choice questions. They were asked to
respond as to whether their friend was being abused (not being abusive), to rate each item
as if it occurred in isolation, and to only rate items if they were abusive, not suggestive of
abuse (e.g., a person feeling happy is suggestive of someone being nice, someone buying
a person flowers is being nice). Participants were informed that some of the behaviors
would be ambiguous and to rate them as best as they could. Participants could refer to
these instructions throughout the survey.
Abuse Evaluations. Participants were only shown approximately two-thirds of all
possible items to mitigate fatigue effects. Items were displayed in six blocks ranging from
50 to 58 behaviors. Participants viewed a random four of the six blocks, and behaviors
within those blocks were displayed in a random order. Participants were asked to
categorize each behavior as either, “Yes – this is abusive” (coded as 1) or “No – this is
not abusive” (coded as 0).10
Analyses and Results
Using R statistical software, percentages were calculated for each of the 309 items
(the number of people who rated the item as abusive divided by the total number of
people who viewed the item, multiplied by 100). These included ratings of both the man
and woman survivor items. Items rated as abusive by 75% or more professionals11 were

10

After data collection was initiated for Study 1, I realized that no items addressed stalking behaviors,
which are an unfortunately commonplace abusive behavior (Smith et al., 2018) and therefore worthy of
investigation. To determine the perceived abusiveness of these behaviors, I used a similar procedure as
described above and asked participants in Study 3 (N = 147, described below) to rate two items related to
stalking.
11
Or nonprofessionals, in the case of the two stalking items; both were rated as abusive by over 75% of
participants.
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labeled as abusive in Studies 3 and 4.12 Items rated by 49.99% or fewer professionals
were considered potential warning signs.
Categorizations. Once data collection was complete, I developed the final
categorizations of behaviors to determine which behaviors could be outcome variables
(i.e., included in aggregates of abusive items) and which could be predictors (individual
possible warning signs) in Studies 3 and 4. Although many behaviors are simultaneously
physically, psychologically, and sexually abusive (e.g., rape), I categorized the behaviors
as physical abuse (16 items) if they involved non-sexual physical contact, as
psychological abuse (52 items, including the two stalking behaviors) if they were nonsexual and non-physical, and as sexual abuse (18 items) if they involved sex or sexuality.
Thirty-four items were rated by 50-74% of professionals as abusive and were therefore
not considered abusive or potential warning signs, and all other items were considered
potential warning signs (191 items).13 Example items, ratings, and categorizations can be
viewed in Table 1. The full list of items used in Studies 3 and 4, the percentage of
professionals who rated them as abusive, and their categorizations can be viewed at
https://osf.io/yn5rt/.

12

I pre-registered that the cutoff for abuse would be 50% or more professionals, not 75% or more.
However, after reviewing the items and their ratings, I felt that many of the items rated by 50% or more
professionals as abusive were still arguably ambiguous (e.g., “Justin(e)’s partner was mean to him/her”)
and I wanted to have a very clear distinction between potential warning signs and abusive items, so I
changed the cutoff for abuse to 75%, as that was half the distance to 100%.
13
Note that some of the potential warning signs include typical relationship behaviors, so not all 191
behaviors were identified as warning signs in other literature.
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Table 1
Example Items and Corresponding Abuse Percentages and Categorizations from Study 1

Item

Percentage of
professionals
who rated the
item as
abusive

Categorization

Justin(e)’s partner hit him/her

100.00

Physical abuse

Justin(e)’s partner slapped him/her

99.15

Physical abuse

100.00

Sexual abuse

93.64

Sexual abuse

Justin(e)’s partner manipulated or coerced
him/her into an unwanted sexual activity
Justin(e)’s partner made him/her feel obligated
to engage in sexual activity with them
Justin(e)’s partner refused to speak to him/her
in order to punish him/her
Justin(e)’s partner dismissed or disregarded
his/her opinions or feelings
Justin(e) felt like s/he couldn't say no to his/her
partner
Justin(e)’s partner checked up on him/her (e.g.,
called or texted to see where s/he was)

90.68
75.45
49.56
14.16

Psychological
abuse
Psychological
abuse
Possible warning
sign
Possible warning
sign

Discussion
Study 1 identified 191 potential warning signs of abuse and 86 abusive behaviors
based on the categorizations of 173 individuals with professional IPV expertise
(excepting the two stalking items). These categorizations provide assurance that the
behaviors identified as predicting abuse in Studies 3 and 4 are not considered abusive by
the majority of professionals in the field when occurring in limited amounts. Further, the
behaviors categorized as abusive are viewed as abusive even when occurring in isolation,
suggesting that even low levels of these behaviors occurring in Studies 3 and 4 are
concerning. Additionally, as behaviors rated as abusive by 50-74% of professionals are
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not considered potential warning signs, there is a large ratings gap between abusive
behaviors and potential warning signs, further ensuring that abusive behaviors are not
being used to predict abuse.
Although a majority of professionals categorized these behaviors as abusive,
some items may still be relatively common within romantic relationships (e.g., “My
partner dismissed or disregarded my opinions or feelings”). Given this, participants in
Studies 2-4 who report experiencing behaviors categorized as abusive are not necessarily
in abusive relationships. Further, even participants who experience more severe behaviors
may not necessarily perceive those behaviors as abusive, or they may have happened
without harmful intent. Ultimately, only individuals get to decide whether specific
behaviors or their relationships more broadly are considered abusive. However, though
Study 1 is limited by the challenges associated with distinguishing abusive from nonabusive behaviors (Davis & Carlson, 1981; McMullan et al., 2010; Muehlenhard &
Kimes, 1999), the working categorizations in the present research are evidence-based and
should help eliminate most concerns about overlap between warning signs and abuse.

CHAPTER 3
Study 2
Research indicates that violence can persist and escalate over time (Capaldi et al.,
2003; Field & Caetano, 2005; Follingstad et al., 1992; Rouse et al., 1988) and that
although patterns of violence are not linear, violence generally predicts more violence
(Capaldi et al., 2003; Katerndahl et al., 2010; O’Leary & Smith Slep, 2003). However,
scholars have yet to explore patterns of violence in the earliest stages of romantic
relationships. Similarly, no research has established when warning signs first appear in
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relationships, although Lang (2011) defined warning signs as occurring within the first
month of a couple’s relationship, suggesting these signs appear early. The lack of
research on violence in fledgling relationships is concerning, as investments happen
quickly (Goodfriend & Agnew, 2008; Rusbult, 1983). Given that investments make
leaving abusive relationships more challenging (Rusbult & Martz, 1995), identifying
warning signs that occur as early as possible in relationships is essential.
I sought to identify non-abusive behaviors which occur prior to abuse to
determine which of them predicted abuse; this required knowing when both warning
signs and abuse first occur within romantic relationships. Additionally, I sought to predict
abuse with warning signs that appeared as soon as possible within relationships, given the
prospect of violence escalation. I therefore needed to know when both abusive and nonabusive behaviors first start occurring (if at all, as some forms of abuse may not occur for
years; Rouse et al., 1988) to give myself the best possible chance of determining potential
warning signs that appear prior to the onset of abuse in my longitudinal fourth study.
Specifically, my intention was to identify possible warning signs that would appear by
the first time point that could predict abusive behaviors that would appear by the second
time point. I therefore conducted Study 2 to establish an approximate timeline of when
abusive and non-abusive behaviors occur, as well as their commonness. I then used this
information to determine which behaviors to include in the Studies 3 and 4 Relationship
Experiences list and the relationship length criterion for Studies 3 and 4 (i.e., how long
participants could have been dating their partners in order to qualify). This study was preregistered at https://osf.io/npmk6, but the pre-registered elements of this study are not
presently relevant and will not be discussed; the following analyses are exploratory.
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Method
Materials, code, and de-identified data can be viewed at https://osf.io/r46tj/ and
https://osf.io/yn5rt/. Research ethics materials may also be viewed in Appendices F – J.
Participants
Recruitment took place between October 2019 and January 2020. Participants
were recruited from Prolific (www.prolific.co) and were required to be in a romantic
relationship, have not had a previous relationship with their partner (i.e., if they dated,
broke up, then got back together again, they were ineligible), be fluent in English, live in
either the United States or Canada, be 18 or older, be dating someone 18 or older, and
have at least a 97% approval rating on at least five previous submissions from previous
experimenters to participate. I targeted participants who were in relationships of less than
two years, but participants were not excluded if they were in a longer relationship.
Participants were compensated £3.85. Sample size was determined by the study’s budget.
Of the 131 individuals who completed the survey, six were excluded for failing
honesty checks or at least one of five attention checks (n = 3), having had a previous
relationship with their partner (n = 2), or not living in the U.S. or Canada (n = 1). The
final sample included 125 participants. The sample was 56.80% men (n = 71), 41.60%
women (n = 52), and 1.60% otherwise identified (n = 2). Ages ranged from 18 to 55 (M =
27.82, SD = 6.57) and relationship lengths ranged from two to 37 months (M = 13.92, SD
= 6.65). Of participants, 66.40% were White (n = 83), 11.20% were Asian (n = 14), and
the remaining 22.40% were Black (n = 7), Hispanic (n = 10), East Indian (n = 1), or
identified as multiple races (n = 10). The sample was 72.80% heterosexual (n = 91),
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18.40% bisexual (n = 23), 4.80% gay or lesbian (n = 6), 0.80% questioning or uncertain
(n = 1), and 3.20% identifying otherwise (n = 5).
Materials and Procedure
Demographics. Participants were asked to report on several demographic
variables, including gender, age, race, relationship length, education, and income.
Relationship Experiences. The same 309 items from Study 1 were presented to
participants, except they were re-written to be from the participant’s perspective (e.g.,
“My partner hurt my feelings”). Participants indicated whether each thought, feeling, or
behavior had happened to them since they started dating their current partner by checking
a box (1 = yes, 0 = no). After responding to all 309 items, participants were asked to then
reflect on each of the items which they indicated had happened in their relationship and
estimate the month in which the behavior first occurred. For example, participants who
had first been ignored by their partner in the second month of their relationship would
write the number “2” for the item, “My partner ignored me.” Finally, participants were
asked to report how accurate they felt their responses were (1 = extremely accurate, 5 =
extremely inaccurate; no participant reported accuracy ratings above a 3).
Analyses and Results
Analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 26.0
and R. On average, abusive behaviors first appeared 5.36 (SD = 3.07) months into
relationships, with physical abuse appearing at 5.68 months (SD = 2.44), psychological
abuse at 5.48 months (SD = 3.43), and sexual abuse at 4.56 months (SD = 2.31).
Meanwhile, possible warning sign behaviors first occurred at 3.60 months (SD = 1.68),
indicating that they appear earlier than abuse.
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A percentage was created for each item representing the number of people who
had experienced it (the number of people who indicated they had experienced a behavior
was divided by 125 and then multiplied by 100). Further, for each item, I calculated the
mean month at which the behavior had first occurred for all participants who had reported
experiencing it. These numbers gave me a rough estimate of each behavior’s
commonness and an approximation of when it first occurs in romantic relationships. See
Table 2 for example items, percentages of individuals who experienced the item, and the
mean month in which the item occurred.
Table 2
Example Items and Corresponding Percentages of Study 2 Participants Who Experienced
the Item and the Average Month in Which the Item Occurred

Item

Percentage
Average
of
month
participants
Categorization
in which
who
the item
experienced
occurred
the item

My partner hit me

Physical abuse

3.20

3.75

My partner slapped me
My partner manipulated or coerced me
into an unwanted sexual activity
My partner made me feel obligated to
engage in sexual activity with them
My partner refused to speak to me in
order to punish me
My partner dismissed or disregarded my
opinions or feelings

Physical abuse

1.60

4.50

Sexual abuse

0.80

2.00

Sexual abuse

10.40

5.46

8.80

2.27

19.20

3.67

20.00

2.72

70.40

2.16

Psychological
abuse
Psychological
abuse
Possible
I felt like I couldn’t say no to my partner
warning sign
My partner checked up on me (e.g., called Possible
or texted to see where I was)
warning sign
Note. Item categorizations were based upon Study 1 data.
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Of the 295 behaviors which occurred within the sample, only three were reported
to have occurred 12 months or later into the relationship (note they were each reported by
only one person), so I decided to use 12 months as my relationship length cutoff for
Studies 3 and 4. Although, on average, abusive behaviors did occur within the first six
months of a relationship, restricting my study to individuals who had been in a
relationship for a shorter time period would have limited my ability to recruit an adequate
sample size. Additionally, many abusive behaviors did not occur until after six months,
so I wanted to ensure those were also captured. I therefore limited recruitment for Study 3
to individuals who had been in a relationship for 12 months or less. Knowing that Study 4
would involve following people for six months, I decided to limit recruitment for the
initial time point to participants who had been dating their partner for six months or less,
which would mean the longest relationship length at the second time point would be 12
months. Based on the Study 2 findings, I anticipated being able to capture a substantial
number of warning signs and abusive behaviors within this timeframe.
Random Forests Analyses. Using R, random forests analyses were conducted
using potential warning signs as predictors and sums of physically, sexually, and
psychologically abusive behaviors as outcome variables. Prior to conducting each
random forests analysis, predictor variables were entered into VSURF (a variable
selection package in R; Genuer et al., 2019) to eliminate variables that failed to reduce
each model’s error rate (i.e., only variables which reached the “interpretation” step were
retained).14 The randomForest package (Liaw & Wiener, 2018) was then used to conduct

14

VSURF identifies three sets of important variables at liberal, moderate, and stringent cutoffs; the
“interpretation” step represents the moderate cutoff, while the “thresholding” step is most liberal and the
“prediction” step is most conservative (Joel et al., 2017). See Genuer et al. (2015, 2019) for details.
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the primary random forests analyses using only the most important variables identified by
VSURF. Abuse was operationalized using a cutoff of 50% of professionals from Study 1
rating an item as abusive. These results were used to establish potential warning sign
items for the Studies 3 and 4 Relationship Experiences list. However, they will not be
presented here, as the distinction between abuse and possible warning signs was not
optimal due to the lower abuse cutoff and the incomplete Study 1 results. The warning
signs identified in these analyses may be viewed at https://osf.io/ty7qn/.
Relationship Experiences List Finalization
To prevent fatigue effects in Studies 3 and 4, I took three key factors into
consideration to reduce the number of items in the Relationship Experiences list. First, I
prioritized items which more than 75% or less than 50% of professionals had rated as
abusive in Study 1. Second, I prioritized items which were more common in Study 2.
Third, I prioritized items which the random forests analyses found to predict abuse in
Study 2. More broadly, I selected items based on my understanding of the warning signs
and IPV literature. Ultimately, 200 thoughts, feelings, and behaviors were identified for
inclusion in Studies 3 and 4. Of these, 10 were physically abusive, 19 were
psychologically abusive, 14 were sexually abusive, and 149 were potential warning signs.
Eight variables rated by 50-74% of professionals as abusive were also included for use in
exploratory analyses. Table 3 displays examples of how I made my decisions. A detailed
account of my decision-making process and final selections can be found at
https://osf.io/6qzet/.
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Table 3
Examples of How I Made Inclusion Decisions for Studies 3 and 4 Relationship
Experiences List Items Based on Study 1 and Study 2 Data

Item

My partner
hit me

My partner
burned or
scalded me
My partner
made me
feel
obligated
to engage
in sexual
activity
with them
My partner
tampered
with a
condom or
birth
control
without
telling me

Categor
ization

Percentag
Percentag Average
e of
e of
month
profession
participan in which
als who
ts who
the item
rated the
experience occurre
item as
d the item d (Study
abusive
(Study 2)
2)
(Study 1)

Decision

Physical
abuse

100.00

3.20

3.75

Include

Physical
abuse

98.31

0.00

NA

Not
include

Rationale

For
physical
abuse
items, this
was
relatively
commonly
occurring
Behavior
did not
occur

Sexual
abuse

93.64

10.40

5.46

Include

For sexual
abuse
items, this
was
relatively
commonly
occurring

Sexual
abuse

100.00

0.80

5.00

Not
include

Low
occurrence

75.45

19.20

3.67

Include

Relatively
commonly
occurring

My partner
Psychol
dismissed
ogical
or
abuse
disregarded
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my
opinions or
feelings
My partner
tried to
keep me at
home

Psychol
ogical
abuse

85.45

4.00

5.20

Not
include

Too
similar to
another
item; low
occurrence

Possible
warning
sign

49.56

20.00

2.72

Include

Random
forests
indicated
predictive
of sexual
abuse;
relatively
commonly
occurring

My partner
accepted or
Possible
defended
warning
the use of
sign
violence by
others

33.90

1.60

2.00

Not
include

Low
occurrence

I felt like I
couldn’t
say no to
my partner

Discussion
Study 2 provided several valuable contributions to the present line of research.
First, it established that many instances of abuse and possible warning signs occur within
the first 12 months of a relationship, which justified limiting my Study 3 and Study 4
recruitment to participants who have been dating their partners for less than a year.
Second, it helped to identify behaviors which were most commonly occurring during this
time frame, as some of the 309 behaviors presented to participants rarely occurred or did
not occur at all, suggesting that they would also be unlikely to occur in Studies 3 and 4
and should not be included, thus helping reduce fatigue effects. More broadly, these
findings suggest that psychological abuse may occur more commonly in early stages of
relationships than physical or sexual abuse. Similarly, possible warning sign behaviors
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appear prior to abusive behaviors, demonstrating that identifying these would indeed be
beneficial in preventing abuse before it occurs. However, the average month in which
true warning signs (i.e., those with predictive validity) occur should be investigated in
future research.15 Despite the use of these findings for developing the Relationship
Experiences list, the generalizability of this study is substantially limited in that many
instances of abuse were only reported by a handful of individuals; future research using
larger, random samples or samples comprised entirely of survivors would provide more
accurate information about when abuse first appears and its commonness at different time
points. Ultimately, Study 2 provides tentative insights into early patterns of violence in
romantic relationships, as well as evidence-based justification for my relationship length
inclusion criteria in Studies 3 and 4 and the items used in the Studies 3 and 4
Relationship Experiences list.

CHAPTER 4
Study 3
Having established a series of items representing abusive behaviors and possible
warning signs that occurred within the first 12 months of relationships in Studies 1 and 2,
I next sought to establish whether any possible warning signs predicted abuse in a crosssectional sample in Study 3. Research has suggested that warning signs precede abuse,
and that helping people identify them can aid in violence prevention efforts (Lang, 2011;
Murphy, 2011b; O’Brien et al., 2019). However, many studies conflate these red flags

15

Using the 16 warning signs of overall abuse identified in Study 3 and month data from Study 2, warning
signs appeared, on average, 4.44 (SD = 1.48) months into a relationship. Similarly, using the 12 warning
signs of overall abuse identified in the Study 4, warning signs in Study 2 appeared, on average, 3.70 (SD =
1.23) months into a relationship.
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with abuse and do not explicitly focus on individuals in very early stages of relationships,
when identifying warning signs would be most beneficial. Further, although most
literature operates under the assumption that warning signs appear prior to or alongside
violence, no research has established whether warning signs predict violence.
Determining the predictive validity of warning signs is key to preventing violence, as
educating people about behaviors which are not predictive of abuse would not be
beneficial. Thus, Study 3 sought to identify warning signs of abuse with predictive
validity in a cross-sectional sample of individuals in romantic relationships of less than
12 months. This research is based on findings from Studies 1 and 2, which differentiated
abusive behaviors from potential warning signs and established that both warning signs
and abuse occur within the first 12 months of a relationship, respectively. Study 3 was
pre-registered at https://osf.io/4vb8e,16 although not all pre-registered elements are
presently relevant for discussion. I deviated from the pre-registered code in minor ways
which can be viewed at https://osf.io/rgyts/.
Method
Materials, code, and de-identified data can be viewed at https://osf.io/4698s/.
Research ethics materials may also be viewed in Appendices K – N.
Participants
Recruitment took place in February 2021. Participants were recruited from
Prolific (www.prolific.co). To participate, individuals needed to speak English fluently,
reside within the United States or Canada, be 18 years old or older, be in a romantic
relationship with someone who is 18 years old or older, have never dated their partner

16

The pre-registration documents refer to “Study 5,” but they represent the current Study 3.
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previously, have been dating their partner for 12 months or less, and have at least a 97%
approval rating on at least five submissions from previous experimenters on Prolific.
Participants were compensated £3.35 upon submitting the survey. Sample size was
determined by the study’s budget.
Of the 157 individuals who completed the survey, 10 were excluded for being in a
relationship longer than one year (n = 3), not speaking English fluently (n = 2), not living
in the U.S. or Canada (n = 2), not being in a romantic relationship (n = 1), or failing at
least one of three attention checks (n = 2). The final sample included 147 participants.
The sample was 38.78% men (n = 57), 57.82% women (n = 85), and 3.40% identifying
otherwise (n = 5). Participants’ partners were 52.38% men (n = 77), 44.90% women (n =
66), and 2.72% identifying otherwise (n = 4). Ages ranged from 18 to 54 (M = 24.48, SD
= 6.75), and partners’ ages ranged from 18 to 57 (M = 25.03, SD = 6.76). Of participants,
56.46% were White (n = 83), 15.65% were Asian (n = 23), 15.65% identified as multiple
races (n = 23), and the remaining 12.24% were Black (n = 11), Hispanic (n = 5),
Indigenous (n = 1), and Middle Eastern (n = 1). Of participants’ partners, 51.70% were
White (n = 76), 14.29% were Asian (n = 21), 24.49% identified as multiple races (n =
36), and the remaining 9.52% were Black (n = 9), Hispanic (n = 4), and Indigenous (n =
1). In the sample, 93.88% of participants reported dating exclusively (n = 138); the
remaining 6.12% said they were single (n = 1),17 dating casually (n = 5), engaged (n = 2),
or married (n = 1). Relationship length ranged from one to 12 months (M = 6.25, SD =
2.83). Sexual orientation was not assessed.

17

Although one participant indicated being single, their responses to all other questions in the survey
suggest that this was either an error or they were indicating they were unmarried. I did not pre-register that
I would remove participants based on this question, so I did not remove them from the study.
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Materials and Procedures
Demographics. Participants were asked several demographic questions, including
about gender, race, income, education, and relationship length. Participants also indicated
several characteristics of their partner, including gender and race.
Relationship Experiences. A list of 207 abusive and non-abusive items was
presented to participants. Seven items inquired about sexual violence that participants
perpetrated (for unrelated research), but the remaining 200 items were those developed in
Studies 1 and 2, which asked about behaviors experienced by the participant. Items
included physically, sexually, and psychologically abusive behaviors and potential
warning signs. Items were presented in seven blocks throughout the study to prevent
fatigue effects, and items were randomly presented within each block. Participants were
asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or behavior had occurred since
they had started dating their partner (1 = Never, 4 = Sometimes, 7 = Frequently), and
participants who practiced BDSM were asked to only report on nonconsensual behaviors.
Eight items were inappropriate for the Likert scale (e.g., “My partner and I moved in
together”), so participants were asked to indicate whether these behaviors had happened
by checking a box (1 = yes, 0 = no). Individual potential warning signs were used as
predictor variables, and aggregate abuse variables were created and used as outcome
variables in random forests analyses.
Similar to Study 2, participants also indicated the month in which the abusive
behaviors first occurred in their relationships (e.g., “3” = the third month of the
relationship). The month in which potential warning signs first occurred was not
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assessed, to prevent fatigue effects. Participants were also asked to report how accurate
they felt their responses were (1 = extremely accurate, 5 = extremely inaccurate).
Stalking. As described in Study 1, participants were given forced choice
questions and asked to indicate whether they thought two stalking behaviors were abusive
(coded as 1) or not abusive (coded as 0).
Analyses
A series of random forests analyses were conducted to establish which warning
signs predicted physical, sexual, psychological, and overall abuse (comprising physical,
sexual, and psychological abuse). Individual potential warning signs were used as
predictors, and aggregates representing each type of abuse were used as outcome
variables. In R, VSURF (Genuer et al., 2019) was first used to identify the most
important variables and randomForest (Liaw & Wiener, 2018) was used to determine the
amount of variance those specific variables predicted. All analyses were followed by
correlations between the important predictors and the outcome variable to determine
association direction (i.e., positive correlates would be warning signs, negative correlates
would be protective factors). I also conducted a cross-validation of the overall abuse
model to acquire an estimate of out-of-sample accuracy by splitting the data into testing
and training sets. The training set was used to predict values of overall abuse, and these
predicted values were then compared to the actual values of overall abuse in the testing
set. Finally, I conducted two linear regression analyses to determine whether the number
of warning signs and frequency with which warning signs were experienced were
predictive of overall abuse.
Results

51
Experiences of Abuse
Descriptive analyses showed that the frequency with which abusive behaviors
occurred was low. The mean frequency with which people experienced overall abuse was
1.28 (SD = 0.38; recall the scale was 1 = Never, 4 = Sometimes, 7 = Frequently).
Accordingly, ratings were low for physical (M = 1.14, SD = 0.36), sexual (M = 1.26, SD
= 0.49), and psychological abuse (M = 1.37, SD = 0.48) separately. Additionally,
skewness values ranged from 2.19 (psychological abuse) to 5.14 (physical abuse) and
kurtosis values ranged from 5.26 (psychological abuse) to 36.35 (physical abuse),
indicating that the variable distributions were not within an acceptably normal range
(West et al., 1995). Although random forests can be run using non-normal data (Berk,
2010), given the generally low frequency of abuse within the sample, these distributions
should be kept in mind when interpreting results. Log transformations on regression
outcome variables were run to account for the non-normal distributions, but patterns of
results did not change, so unadjusted analyses are presented; see https://osf.io/rgyts/ for
all analyses.
To determine how long into the relationship, on average, each type of abuse arose,
I calculated the mean month in which each abuse item occurred (e.g., “My partner hit
me”), then used those means to calculate the mean month for each type of abuse (e.g.,
physical abuse). I only used participants who responded to the questions about months
and did not indicate that their reports were somewhat inaccurate or extremely inaccurate
(n = 125). On average, overall abuse first appeared at 2.61 months (SD = 0.58), physical
abuse appeared at 2.35 months (SD = 0.73), psychological abuse appeared at 2.60 months
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(SD = 0.52), and sexual abuse appeared at 2.79 months (SD = 0.51).18 These numbers are
noticeably lower than those reported in Study 2, which may be due to Study 2 including
participants in relationships longer than 12 months.
Random Forests Analyses
I conducted four random forests analyses to predict overall, physical,
psychological, and sexual abuse, respectively. Each model was constructed from 5,000
regression trees, each tree was built on a different bootstrapped sample of two-thirds of
the dataset (with replacement) that equaled the number of participants, and one third of
the total number of predictors was used as the number of variables randomly sampled at
each split. Prior to conducting each random forests analysis, 149 variables were entered
into VSURF analyses to determine the most important predictors.
Given the abnormal distributions of the dependent variables, I ran four baseline
random forests models in which I used the grand mean of each form of abuse to predict
the same form of abuse (e.g., the grand mean of physical abuse predicting physical
abuse). These models did not account for any variance, indicating that the dependent
variables’ abnormal distributions were not responsible for any of the variance predicted
in the real analyses.
Overall Abuse. Analyses revealed that the 17 predictors accounted for 60.89% of
the variance in overall abuse, MSE = 0.06, providing support for the first hypothesis (H1),
which posited that I would identify warning signs of overall abuse. I then examined the

Some participants indicated that behaviors occurred at “0” months. They were possibly referring to
something that occurred prior to completing the first month of their relationship (e.g., in the first week). If
0s are recoded as 1s, the mean months slightly change: Overall abuse (M = 2.79, SD = 0.52); physical
abuse (M = 2.63, SD = 0.64); psychological abuse (M = 2.76, SD = 0.49); sexual abuse (M = 2.93, SD =
0.46). I conducted similar analyses for Study 2, but differences were negligible (e.g., the largest mean
difference was .01).
18
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relative importance of each individual predictor as indicated by the %IncMSE (i.e.,
percent increase in mean squared error; see Figure 1). The %IncMSE score represents the
percentage by which the model’s mean squared error increases when the variable’s values
are randomly shuffled (note that these values cannot be meaningfully compared across
models). A higher mean squared error indicates poorer model fit, so if the random
shuffling of a variable increases this value, then that suggests that the model would be
less predictive without the variable. Higher %IncMSE values indicate greater importance,
i.e., a larger contribution to the model’s overall performance.
Figure 1
Importance of Predictors for Overall Abuse (Study 3)
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As the random forests technique is nonparametric, the contribution of each
variable is not expected to be linear. However, I calculated Pearson correlation
coefficients between each predictor and the overall abuse variable to determine which
variables were likely functioning as warning signs (i.e., positive correlates of abuse)
versus protective factors (i.e., negative correlates of abuse). One predictor was identified
as a protective factor (“My partner valued my abilities and opinions”), so the remaining
16 variables are warning signs of overall abuse. Figure 2 displays correlation statistics.
Physical, Psychological, and Sexual Abuse. I conducted additional random
forests analyses to determine predictors of physical, psychological, and sexual abuse.
After using VSURF’s interpretation step for initial variable selection, two variables
accounted for 31.75% of the variance in physical abuse, MSE = 0.09; 11 variables
accounted for 73.06% of the variance in psychological abuse, MSE = 0.06; and seven
variables accounted for 47.42% of the variance in sexual abuse, MSE = 0.12; these
findings support Hypotheses 2-4, which asserted that I would identify warning signs for
each type of abuse. After conducting these analyses, I examined the relative importance
of each predictor and its correlation with the corresponding abuse variable. One
protective factor was identified for psychological abuse (“My partner valued my abilities
and opinions”) and one protective factor was identified for sexual abuse (“My partner
expressed liking and encouragement for me”); no protective factors were found for
physical abuse. Figures 3, 4, and 5 display importance values of warning signs and
protective factors for physical, psychological, and sexual abuse, respectively, and Figure
2 displays correlation statistics.
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Figure 2
Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Warning Signs and Protective Factors of Overall,
Physical, Psychological, and Sexual Abuse (Study 3)
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Figure 3
Importance of Predictors for Physical Abuse (Study 3)

Figure 4
Importance of Predictors for Psychological Abuse (Study 3)
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Figure 5
Importance of Predictors for Sexual Abuse (Study 3)

Cross-Validation. In principle, random forests analyses are robust against
overfitting because they test each tree on a subset of data that was not used to fit that tree.
However, one way to directly verify this is to manually train the model on one sample
and then test it on another. This process, called cross-validation, provides a more accurate
assessment of model fit, as any overfitting observed when using the same data to test and
train a model will largely disappear. Cross-validation therefore provides a more accurate
estimate of out-of-sample performance (Yarkoni & Westfall, 2017).
For the present study, I wanted to explore the robustness of the random forests
model predicting overall abuse (E1). To do this, I randomly split the data into training (N
= 73) and testing sets (N = 74). I then conducted a VSURF analysis on the training set,
which identified eight predictors of overall abuse at the interpretation step. I then
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conducted a random forests analysis using these predictors, which revealed that they
accounted for 69.33% of the variance in the training data, MSE = 0.04 (note that these
numbers are different from those reported above, as I used only half the dataset). I then
ran the testing data through the model created with the training data and generated a set
of predicted scores for overall abuse. Note that the model did not have access to the real
abuse scores for the testing set – it estimated the values solely by using the model built
with the training data. The generated forecasted values for the testing set were then
compared to the actual reported abuse values in the testing set to determine how well the
model was able to predict abuse. Results showed that 40.48% of the variance in the
testing data could be explained by the model generated with the training data, MSE =
0.10. This demonstrates that the model is robust against overfitting, as it can predict a
substantial proportion of variance in abuse using new data.19
These statistics provide a more precise representation of how well the model
predicting overall abuse described above (which used the full dataset) would perform
when using a new sample of data (i.e., the extent to which those variables are predictive
of abuse). In other words, the 17 predictors identified above account for 60.89% of the
variance within the full sample, but they would likely account for closer to 40.48% of the
variance in a new sample. The warning signs identified in this cross-validation are not

19

For comparison, using similar analytic methods, in a study seeking to identify the most robust predictors
of relationship quality using data from 43 dyadic longitudinal datasets from 29 laboratories, Joel et al.,
2020 found that some of the most common actor-reported relationship variables (e.g., relationship length,
trust, sexual frequency) accounted for 45% of the variance in relationship satisfaction at baseline. However,
partner-reported relationship variables accounted for 15% of variance, actor-reported individual variables
(e.g., age, gender, Big Five personality traits) accounted for 19% of the variance, and partner-reported
individual variables only accounted for 5% of the variance. Thus, the warning signs in the present research
are roughly as good at predicting violence as variables like relationship length and trust are at predicting
relationship satisfaction, and are better at predicting violence than variables like age and personality are at
predicting relationship satisfaction.
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presented here as they are largely redundant and those identified using the full dataset
will be more accurate, given the larger sample.
Regression Analyses
I hypothesized (H9) that the number of warning signs a person experienced would
predict overall abuse. Using the 16 warning signs previously identified by the random
forest, I created a standardized count variable representing the number of warning signs
each participant experienced (95% of participants experienced at least one warning sign;
the number of warning signs experienced ranged from 0-16). I then used this to predict
overall abuse in a linear regression, and I found a statistically significant effect, β = 0.28,
t(145) = 12.70, p < .001, with the beta indicating a moderate effect size.
I also hypothesized (H10) that the frequency with which people experienced
warning signs would predict overall abuse. I created a standardized mean representing the
frequency with which people experienced warning signs and used this as a predictor in a
linear regression, with overall abuse as the outcome variable. I found a moderately sized
and statistically significant effect, β = 0.32, t(145) = 17.84, p < .001. Combined, these
results suggest that the number of warning signs a person experiences, as well as the
frequency with which they experience them, positively predict overall experiences of
intimate partner violence.
Discussion
The present study identified 16 warning signs and one protective factor of overall
abuse which explained 60.89% of the variance in overall abuse; cross-validation analyses
suggested that these findings would explain 40.48% of the variance in other samples
(E1). Additional analyses identified predictors that explained 73.06% of the variance in
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psychological abuse, 47.42% of the variance in sexual abuse, and 31.75% of the variance
in physical abuse. The most important warning signs of both overall and sexual abuse,
psychological abuse, and physical abuse, respectively, were, “My partner and I had sex,
even though I wasn't in the mood,” “My partner disregarded my reasoning or logic
because it did not agree with theirs,” and “I found it difficult to concentrate on work
because thoughts of my partner were occupying my mind.” These findings provide
support for Hypotheses 1-4, which posited that I would identify warning signs that are
predictive of overall, physical, psychological, and sexual abuse. In alignment with
Hypotheses 9 and 10, regression analyses demonstrated that the number of warning signs
a person experienced (i.e., 0 to 16), and the frequency with which they experienced those
signs (i.e., never to frequently), predicted overall abuse. This corroborates Kearney and
O’Brien’s (2021) observation that the intensity and frequency of warning signs should
predict violence.
Interestingly, although some warning signs overlapped between different types of
abuse (e.g., “My partner did not admit when they were wrong” was predictive of overall,
psychological, and sexual abuse), some were unique to a single form of violence (e.g.,
“My partner was rude to someone in the service industry [e.g., waitress, cashier]” was
only predictive of sexual violence). These findings may have implications for different
types of violence prevention, such as focusing on the sexual violence warning signs in the
context of sexual violence prevention programming. Additionally, I identified two
protective factors (“My partner expressed liking and encouragement for me” for sexual
abuse and “My partner valued my abilities and opinions” for overall and psychological
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abuse), which would be valuable for educating people about signs of a healthy
relationship.
The mean frequencies of abuse experiences in this study were low, particularly
for physical and sexual abuse. The higher levels of psychologically abusive behaviors in
the study likely account for the larger overlap between overall abuse warning signs and
psychological abuse warning signs. Despite the low frequencies of abuse, these findings
should still be taken seriously for several reasons. First, Study 1 demonstrated that a large
majority of professionals consider each of the abusive behaviors to be abusive in
isolation, so even low frequencies of these behaviors are concerning. Second, given prior
research on the escalation of abuse (Capaldi et al., 2003; Field & Caetano, 2005), the
abuse that some of these participants experienced may increase over time. Finally, the
relatively high levels of psychological abuse in this study should not be dismissed, given
research that shows that psychological violence is predictive of physical abuse (Babcock
et al., 2004; O’Leary & Smith Slep, 2003), and the consequences of psychological abuse
can be as damaging as physical violence, if not more so (Edwards et al., 2012;
Follingstad et al., 1990; O’Leary, 1999). Concerningly, all forms of abuse first occurred,
on average, within the first three months of participants’ relationships.
The present study identified several warning signs of overall, physical,
psychological, and sexual violence, as well as two protective factors. While these
findings are highly valuable, several limitations should be addressed. First, this study was
conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, which may have limited participants’
physical contact with each other, thus reducing the likelihood of physically and sexually
violent experiences. Second, the warning sign, “We horsed around/played violently/rough
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housed,” was identified as a key predictor of physical abuse; although I did ask
participants who practiced BDSM to only report on violent behaviors that were nonconsensual, I did not have a similar caveat for rough housing behaviors. Thus, some
participants’ reports of physical violence may have occurred within the context of rough
housing, and these results should therefore be approached with caution. Additionally, in
an open comments question, two participants indicated being confused about whether
BDSM behaviors should be counted, which may also have affected results. More broadly,
the relatively low levels of physical and sexual violence may have limited the random
forests algorithm’s ability to detect warning signs for these forms of abuse. Additionally,
although cross-validation analyses suggest that these findings would be robust in other
samples, replicating this study would confirm whether the same warning signs appear as
predictors of abuse in different contexts. Finally, as I did not assess the months in which
warning signs first appeared in these relationships, I could not ascertain when they
occurred relative to the abuse, so it is possible that the warning signs identified here are
predictive of abuse, but appear alongside abuse, which would limit their usefulness in
prevention efforts. To address these broader concerns, I conducted Study 4, which was a
longitudinal replication and extension of Study 3 with a larger sample size.

CHAPTER 5
Study 4
Previous warning sign research is limited by issues such as being entirely
retrospective, conflating warning signs with abuse, and overlooking psychological
violence. Studies 1-2 in the present line of research began to address these challenges by
distinguishing potential warning signs from abuse (Study 1) and establishing when
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potential warning signs and abuse first appear in relationships (Study 2). Study 3 then
provided novel information about warning signs of overall, physical, sexual, and
psychological intimate partner violence, including the identification of 20 warning signs,
but it was limited by its cross-sectional design; I therefore sought to identify warning
signs of intimate partner violence in a longitudinal context that will further establish the
predictive validity of red flags. The fourth and final study used the Relationship
Experiences list developed in Studies 1 and 2 and expanded upon Study 3 by predicting
warning signs of abuse in a longitudinal context, enabling me to determine whether
warning signs in the earliest stages of relationships are predictive of abuse above and
beyond other violent experiences. Additionally, I examined other key elements relevant
to violence prevention, such as risk factors, violence escalation, relationship investment,
gender, and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. This study was pre-registered at
https://osf.io/6389b.20 I deviated from the pre-registration in some circumstances; major
deviations are discussed below, and a list of deviations from the pre-registered code can
be viewed at https://osf.io/dtnq4/.
Method
Materials, code, and de-identified data can be viewed at https://osf.io/69wbq/.
Research ethics materials may also be viewed in Appendices O – S.
Participants
Recruitment took place between May 2020 and July 2021. Most participants were
recruited from Western University’s Mass Email Recruitment listserv (95%), although
some were recruited from Prolific (4%; www.prolific.co) and social media (e.g.,

20

The pre-registration documents refer to “Study 3,” but they represent the current Study 4.
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Facebook, Twitter; 1%). At the onset of the study, participants were required to be in a
romantic relationship, have been dating their partner for six months or less, have not had
a previous relationship with their current partner, be fluent in English, live in either the
United States or Canada, be 18 or older, and be dating someone 18 or older to participate.
Prolific participants were required to have at least a 97% approval rating on at least five
previous submissions from previous experimenters. Potential participants filled out a
screening survey to determine their eligibility. Additionally, five attention checks were
placed in the initial survey, and participants who failed to meet any of these or indicated
that they did not meet eligibility criteria within the survey were not invited to participate
in the second survey. Eligible participants were encouraged to participate in the second
survey even if they were no longer in a relationship with the person they were dating at
the onset of the study. Prolific participants were compensated with £8.50 for submission
of each survey (for a total of £17). All other participants were compensated with their
choice of a $10 USD or $15 CAD TANGO or Amazon gift card upon submitting each
survey (for a total of $20 USD or $30 CAD). Sample size was determined by the study’s
budget.
Of the 698 individuals who submitted the first survey, 86 were excluded for being
younger than 18 (n = 10), not being in a romantic relationship (n = 2), having previously
dated their partner (n = 4), being in a relationship longer than six months (n = 10), not
speaking English fluently (n = 1), indicating their responses were not honest (n = 3), or
not passing at least one of the five attention checks (n = 56). These individuals were not
invited to participate in the second part of the study and were excluded from all analyses.
Thus, 612 people were sent the link to the second survey six months later. Of these
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individuals, 72 did not respond to the second survey, 12 did not indicate that their
responses were honest, and 11 did not pass at least one of the seven attention checks.
Therefore, 517 participants met eligibility criteria at both Time 1 and Time 2. One
hundred sixty-two participants were no longer in a relationship with the person they were
dating six months prior, so they were also excluded from the present analyses (with one
exception, noted below), as I sought to predict abuse in existing relationships. Notably,
60 of the remaining 355 participants indicated that they knew that their partner had also
participated in the study, 41 were not sure if their partner had participated, and 254 were
certain that their partner had not participated. Analyses were run without the 60
participants who indicated having a participating partner (see https://osf.io/s8gkz/), but
the pattern of results did not change (with one exception, noted below), so they were
retained for the reported analyses, as I did not pre-register that participants who had
partners participate would be removed. Thus, the final sample included 355 participants.
The sample was 74.37% (n = 264) women, 25.35% (n = 90) men, and 0.28% (n =
1) identifying otherwise. Participants’ partners were 72.11% (n = 256) men, 27.61% (n =
98) women, and 0.28% (n = 1) identifying otherwise. Participants’ ages ranged from 18
to 41 (M = 21.98, SD = 3.9) and their partners’ ages ranged from 18 to 47 (M = 22.55, SD
= 4.33). Relationship length ranged from 0.5 to 6 months at Time 1 (M = 3.71, SD = 1.4).
Of participants, 47.04% were White (n = 167), 30.99% were Asian (n = 110), and
21.97% identified as multiple races (n = 21), Black (n = 4), Hispanic (n = 8), East Indian
(n = 20), Middle Eastern (n = 11), otherwise (n = 13), or did not respond (n = 1).
Participants’ partners were 52.11% White (n = 185), 24.79% Asian (n = 88), and 23.10%
multiple races (n = 15), Black (n = 9), Hispanic (n = 9), East Indian (n = 21), Middle
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Eastern (n = 15), identified otherwise (n = 12), or no response was given (n = 1). The
sample was 85.92% heterosexual (n = 305), 10.42% bisexual (n = 37), 1.41% gay or
lesbian (n = 5), and 2.25% identifying otherwise (n = 8). The sample of participants’
partners was 91.55% heterosexual (n = 325), 5.35% bisexual (n = 19), 1.70% gay or
lesbian (n = 6), and 1.40% identifying otherwise (n = 5).
Procedure
After being recruited and indicating their eligibility on the screening survey,
participants were given a survey link. Participants who did not fill out the survey were
sent a reminder message three, six, and 21 days after receiving the initial link. Prior to
viewing the survey, participants were given a Letter of Information and asked to provide
consent by checking a box. Those who consented were taken to the initial questionnaire
(T1), which took approximately one hour to complete and included items about abusive
and non-abusive relationship experiences, risk factors, commitment, relationship power,
encouragement from others, exclusivity, and demographics. After submitting this survey,
participants were thanked, shown a list of mental health and domestic violence resources,
and compensated. Participants recruited from Prolific inputted their Prolific ID on the
survey, and participants recruited elsewhere were sent a personalized survey link that
recorded their email address.
Six months later, participants were contacted via email or Prolific and asked to
complete the follow-up survey (T2). Reminder messages were sent out three, six, and 21
days after the initial invitation if participants did not respond to the questionnaire.
Participants were also given the opportunity to re-read the Letter of Information. The
second survey was primarily comprised of items from the first survey. After submitting
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the survey, participants were thanked, debriefed, and compensated. Email addresses and
Prolific IDs were used to link data between T1 and T2; this information was then
removed from the data and replaced with numeric participant IDs.
Materials
Relationship Experiences.
Time 1. As in Study 3, participants were asked to indicate how frequently each of
207 abusive and non-abusive items had occurred within their romantic relationship since
they started dating their partner (1 = Never, 4 = Sometimes, 7 = Frequently). BDSMpracticing participants were asked to only report on nonconsensual behaviors. Items were
presented in seven blocks and displayed in a random order within each block. Potential
warning signs were used as individual predictors in random forests analyses.
Time 2. At the second time point, participants were presented with two blocks
containing 58 randomly displayed items pre-rated as abusive by at least 50% of Study 1
participants (including the seven perpetration items), although only 43 of them would
ultimately be categorized as abusive at the conclusion of Study 1 data collection; these 43
were used to create aggregate outcome variables for random forests analyses. Possible
warning signs were not presented at the second time point, both to mitigate fatigue effects
and because I only sought to predict abuse, not other potential warning signs. Participants
were given instructions similar to those presented at the first time point, with the
exception that they were asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior had occurred within the past six months (i.e., since the last time point).
Participants who were no longer with their partner from the initial survey were also asked
to report on the past six months, including when they were and were not with their former
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partner (as abuse can continue post-breakup; Capaldi et al., 2012), and items were
modified to reflect the breakup (e.g., “My former partner was possessive of me”). The
previously identified abuse items (see above) were used to calculate means for physical,
psychological, sexual, and overall abuse (with higher numbers indicating more abuse),
and these aggregates were used as outcome variables in the random forests analyses.
Risk Factors Scale.
Self. I developed a series of questions for the present research based on risk
factors identified by Capaldi and colleagues (2012). I also used items adapted from
Robins et al. (2001), Herman et al. (2014), and Huesmann and Guerra (1997). These 14
items appeared at the first time point and included inquiries about the participant’s stress,
self-esteem, jealousy, childhood experiences of violence, drug and alcohol use, and
depression and depressive symptoms. Two additional items were included at the second
time point, which inquired about past history of relationship violence. Most items were
on Likert scales ranging from either 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree or 1 =
Never to 7 = Frequently, but some items were presented as yes or no questions (e.g.,
“When you were a child, were you diagnosed with conduct problems or antisocial
behavior?”).
Partner. A similar set of questions was presented to participants that asked about
risk factors they were aware of in their partner. These questions were reworded to reflect
the partner (e.g., “How frequently does your partner drink alcohol?”), participants were
given the option to respond with, “I don’t know,” and one of the two past relationship
violence questions was only presented in the “self” version of the questions. The 14 items
were presented at both time points, as participants may have learned new information
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about their partners during the six months between surveys. Each of the self and partner
items from the first time point was used as an individual predictor in random forests
analyses, so an aggregate was not calculated.
Relationship Commitment. The Modified Investment Model Scale (Lehmiller &
Agnew, 2006) was presented to participants at both time points (unless the participant
broke up with their partner, in which case they only viewed this scale at T1). The 15-item
scale ranges from 1 = Do not agree at all to 9 = Agree completely and includes items
such as, “I feel satisfied with our relationship,” and “I want our relationship to last
forever.” Items correspond to four different subscales, including satisfaction, alternatives,
investment, and commitment. High scores on each subscale indicate more satisfaction,
alternatives, investment, and commitment, respectively. The means for each subscale
were used as predictors in random forests analyses.
Relationship Power. One item adapted from the Sexual Relationships Power
Scale (Pulerwitz et al., 2000) was presented in the initial survey. The question asked, “In
general, who do you think has more power and control in your relationship?” and was
presented with a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1= You, 4 = Both of you equally, and 7
= Your partner. Low scores indicate that the participant has more power and high scores
indicate that the partner has more power. This was used as a predictor in random forests
analyses.
Encouragement and Exclusivity. Participants were presented with three
questions inquiring into the extent to which others encouraged them to continue dating
their partner (1 = Strong discouragement, 7 = Strong encouragement), sexual exclusivity
(1 = Completely exclusive, 7 = Completely open), and emotional exclusivity (1 =
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Completely exclusive, 7 = Completely open). These items were entered as individual
predictors in random forests analyses.
Open Responses.
Warning Signs. At both time points, prior to answering the Relationship
Experiences questions, participants were asked whether they had noticed any red flags or
warning signs in their relationship that concerned them; the T1 response was used as a
predictor in random forests analyses. Participants who answered yes were asked to briefly
describe these behaviors.
Hurt. At both time points, after answering the Relationship Experiences
questions, participants were asked to indicate if their partner had physically or
psychologically hurt them in a way not previously described; the T1 response was used as
a predictor in random forests analyses. Participants who answered yes were then asked to
briefly describe how their partner had hurt them.
COVID-19. Participants were asked whether COVID-19 had affected their
relationship at both time points; the T1 response was used as a predictor in random
forests analyses. Participants who answered yes were asked to briefly describe how
COVID-19 had affected their relationship.
Other Notable Behaviors. Participants were asked whether anything else notable
had occurred in their relationship at both time points, and, if they answered yes, they
were asked to describe what had happened.
Demographics. Participants were asked a series of demographic questions about
themselves and their partner at the first time point. These questions inquired about
gender, sexual orientation, race, employment, income, education, living arrangements,
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and children. Many of these were used as individual predictors in random forests
analyses.
Breakup Questions. At the second time point, participants were asked to indicate
whether they were still dating the same person they were dating when they participated in
the first part of the study. Participants who indicated that they were no longer dating that
person were shown additional questions that inquired into the breakup. These included
items about when it ended, how close the participant is to their former partner, a
description of factors leading to the breakup, and others. The only item relevant to the
present analyses was, “Who decided that you and your former partner should stop seeing
each other?” with responses ranging on a Likert scale from 1 = It was entirely my former
partner’s decision to 4 = The decision was completely mutual to 7 = It was entirely my
decision. All other breakup items are not relevant to the present analyses and will
therefore not be described in detail.
Other Materials. Several additional scales and questions were presented at both
time points that were included for a study not relevant to the present analyses. These
included items on the participant’s sex drive, pornography use, impersonal sexuality, and
hostile masculinity. Additional information about these questions can be viewed at
https://osf.io/cv84s/.
Analyses
Several random forests analyses were conducted. The primary analyses involved
using potential warning signs at T1 to predict abuse (overall, physical, psychological, and
sexual) at T2. VSURF (Genuer et al., 2019) was used to identify important variables and
randomForest (Liaw & Wiener, 2018) was used to determine the amount of variance
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predicted by those variables in R. Analyses were then followed by correlations to
determine association direction and establish warning signs and protective factors.
Additional random forests analyses involved predicting abuse at T2 with other T1
variables (e.g., possible risk factors). As in Study 3, I conducted a cross-validation of the
overall abuse model. Further, I compared the results of a random forests analysis that
used important abuse items from T1 as predictors to a model with both important abuse
items and warning signs and examined whether the second model accounted for more
variance than the first. A similar analysis was also conducted for risk factors. This
method has been used in other relationship research (Joel et al., 2020), and is analogous
to the design of a hierarchical regression. Finally, several other analyses were conducted
to address the remaining hypotheses; specifically, these included paired samples t-tests
and linear, quasi-Poisson, and Cox proportional hazard regression analyses. Continuous
variables entered as predictors in regression analyses were standardized.
Results
Experiences of Abuse
Prior to conducting the primary analyses, I wanted to establish the extent to which
participants experienced abuse at both time points. Similar to Study 3, the mean
frequency with which participants experienced abuse was low. I also explored the
skewness and kurtosis of variables to understand whether data were normally distributed
and found that all the abuse variables had skewness levels above 2, and most had kurtosis
levels above 7, which indicated the data were not distributed within an acceptably normal
range (West et al., 1995). The random forests accounted for the non-normal data (Berk,
2010), and log transformations on regression outcome variables and Wilcoxon signed
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rank tests for paired samples were run to account for the non-normal distributions in
auxiliary analyses. Patterns of results did not change, so unadjusted analyses are
presented below except where noted; see https://osf.io/dtnq4/ for all analyses. Descriptive
statistics for the four abuse items at each time point can be viewed in Table 4.
Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Abuse Variables at Both Time Points
N

M

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Overall Abuse
Time 1
354
1.38
0.47
2.64
9.12
Time 2
355
1.36
0.47
2.86
11.36
Physical Abuse
Time 1
354
1.16
0.37
4.02
21.07
Time 2
355
1.15
0.37
4.61
27.72
Psychological Abuse
Time 1
354
1.55
0.66
2.10
5.02
Time 2
355
1.50
0.63
2.14
5.42
Sexual Abuse
Time 1
354
1.29
0.50
2.90
10.08
Time 2
355
1.31
0.52
2.92
10.43
Note. Sample sizes are different between time points because one participant skipped
abuse items at Time 1 but not Time 2. The scale ranged from 1 = Never to 4 = Sometimes
to 7 = Frequently.
Random Forests Analyses
As in Study 3, all random forests models were constructed from 5,000 regression
trees, each tree was built on a different bootstrapped sample of two-thirds of the dataset
(with replacement), and one-third of the total number of predictors was used as the
number of variables sampled at each split. Prior to each random forests analysis, I entered
the predictor variables (e.g., 149 possible warning signs, 56 possible risk factors) into
VSURF analyses and only retained variables which reached the interpretation step. All
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outcome variables were measured at T2 and all predictor variables (except for four
possible risk factors only measured at T2) were measured at T1.
Given the abnormal distributions of the dependent variables, I ran four baseline
models in which I used the grand mean of each form of abuse at T2 (i.e., overall,
physical, psychological, sexual) to predict the same form of abuse at T2 (e.g., the grand
mean of overall abuse predicting overall abuse) using random forests analyses. The
models were unable to predict any variance, which indicates that the abnormal
distributions of the dependent variables were not responsible for any of the variance
predicted in the real analyses.
Warning Signs. The random forests analysis predicting overall abuse at T2
revealed that 12 variables accounted for 54.45% of the variance, MSE = 0.10, thus
providing support for H1. Further random forests analyses were conducted predicting
physical, psychological, and sexual abuse at T2. Two predictors accounted for 22.86% of
the variance in physical abuse, MSE = 0.11; eight predictors accounted for 55.15% of the
variance in psychological abuse, MSE = 0.18; and 14 predictors accounted for 45.54% of
the variance in sexual abuse, MSE = 0.15; these findings provide support for the second,
third, and fourth hypotheses. The importance of each predictor was assessed by
examining the %IncMSE; Figures 6, 7, 8, and 9 display predictor importance values for
overall, physical, psychological, and sexual abuse, respectively. All predictor variables
were correlated with their respective outcome variables to determine association direction
(see Figure 10), and no protective factors were found.
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Figure 6
Importance of Predictors for Overall Abuse (Warning Signs Analysis; Study 4)

Note. Variables with higher %IncMSE are more important to the model because
randomly shuffling their values causes a higher increase in mean squared error, which is
indicative of poorer model fit.
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Figure 7
Importance of Predictors for Physical Abuse (Warning Signs Analysis; Study 4)

Figure 8
Importance of Predictors for Psychological Abuse (Warning Signs Analysis; Study 4)
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Figure 9
Importance of Predictors for Sexual Abuse (Warning Signs Analysis; Study 4)
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Figure 10
Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Warning Signs of Overall, Physical, Psychological,
and Sexual Abuse (Study 4)
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I used cross-validation to help eliminate overfitting and acquire a better estimate
of out-of-sample performance for the primary model predicting overall abuse (E1). Data
were randomly split into training (N = 177) and testing (N = 178) sets. I then ran a
VSURF analysis on the training set, which identified eight predictors that were then used
in the random forests analysis. The model built on the training data accounted for 44.06%
of the variance in overall abuse, MSE = 0.14. The test data were then run through this
model and a set of predicted scores for overall abuse was generated; these values were
then compared to the true overall abuse values in the test set to establish the training
model’s efficacy. Results revealed that 45.42% of the variance in the testing data was
explained by the model created with the training data, MSE = 0.11. These results suggest
that 45.42% may be a more accurate estimate of out-of-sample variance explained for
overall abuse than the estimate of 54.45% generated using the full sample (see above).
Warning signs identified in the cross-validation are not presented because they are largely
redundant and likely less accurate than those identified using the full sample.
To further establish the role of these red flags, I explored the extent to which they
were able to predict abuse at T2 above and beyond the predictive power of abuse at T1
(E2). To do this, I compared two random forests analyses – one with abuse items from T1
predicting abuse at T2 and one with both warning signs and abuse items at T1 predicting
abuse at T2. Specifically, I conducted a VSURF analysis using the 43 abusive behaviors
at T1 as predictors and overall abuse at T2 as the outcome variable. VSURF identified
four predictors (i.e., “My partner treated me like I was stupid,” “My partner tried to
manipulate or control me,” “My partner made me feel like I was crazy,” and “My partner
did things that harmed my mental health”) which were then entered into a random forests
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analysis predicting overall abuse at T2; results showed that these variables accounted for
52.70% of the variance in overall abuse, MSE = 0.11. Pearson correlation analyses
showed that all variables positively correlated with abuse. I then ran a second random
forests analysis using these four variables and the 12 previously identified warning signs
of abuse at T1 as predictors of overall abuse at T2. Analyses revealed that these 16
variables accounted for 58.72% of the variance in overall abuse at T2, MSE = 0.09, which
is 6.02% more variance accounted for compared to the abuse variables alone. These
findings suggest that although abusive behaviors are the strongest predictors of future
abuse, warning signs still meaningfully contribute to predicting abuse, above and beyond
earlier experiences of violence. Additionally, given that, on average, warning signs occur
prior to violence (see Study 2), knowing that they have predictive validity is essential to
violence prevention.
Finally, I tested Hypotheses 9 and 10, which posited that the number of warning
signs and frequency with which they occurred would predict abuse. I used the 12 warning
signs previously identified in the random forests analysis for overall abuse to test these
ideas. First, I ran a linear regression model with a count of the number of warning signs a
person experienced at T1 (91% of participants experienced at least one warning sign; the
number of warning signs experienced ranged from 0-12) predicting overall abuse at T2,
and found a moderately sized and statistically significant effect, β = 0.28, t(353) = 14.00,
p < .001. Then, I conducted another linear regression model with the mean frequency
with which a person experienced warning signs at T1 predicting overall abuse at T2;
results revealed a moderately sized and statistically significant effect, β = 0.35, t(352) =
20.59, p < .001. Although not pre-registered, I also ran these analyses controlling for
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overall abuse at T1, and both number and frequency of warning signs remained
significant predictors of abuse. Thus, Hypotheses 9 and 10 were supported.
Risk Factors. In addition to identifying warning signs of abuse, I hypothesized
that I would identify risk factors of overall, physical, psychological, and sexual violence
(H5-H8). Sixty-eight possible risk factors were assessed, but twelve were not included in
analyses due to high numbers of missing data (e.g., people responding with “I don’t
know” to information about their partners), so 56 variables were entered into VSURF
analyses. After using VSURF to detect the key variables, I ran another series of random
forests analyses to establish risk factors that predicted future violence. Results revealed
that eight variables accounted for 30.27% of the variance in overall abuse, MSE = 0.16,
thus providing support for H5. The %IncMSE for these factors are displayed in Figure
11. As with warning signs, I wanted to determine whether these variables predicted abuse
above and beyond abuse at T1 (E3). Using a similar method, I predicted overall abuse at
T2 using the eight risk and protective factors and four abuse variables identified in
previous random forests analyses. The abuse predictors alone accounted for 52.70% of
the variance, MSE = 0.11, and the risk factors, protective factors, and abuse items
together accounted for 53.34% of the variance, MSE = 0.11, suggesting that, to a small
extent, risk and protective factors are useful for predicting future violence above and
beyond past violence.
Further analyses revealed that eight predictors accounted for 16.04% of the
variance in physical abuse, MSE = 0.12; six predictors accounted for 25.02% of the
variance in psychological abuse, MSE = 0.30; and five predictors accounted for 21.85%
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of the variance in sexual abuse, MSE = 0.22. These findings provide support for H6-H8.
Figures 12, 13, and 14 display %IncMSE values.
Figure 11
Importance of Predictors for Overall Abuse (Risk Factors Analysis)

Note. Some items have been slightly re-worded from what was presented to participants
for presentation clarity.
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Figure 12
Importance of Predictors for Physical Abuse (Risk Factors Analysis)

Note. Some items have been slightly re-worded from what was presented to participants
for presentation clarity.
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Figure 13
Importance of Predictors for Psychological Abuse (Risk Factors Analysis)

Note. Some items have been slightly re-worded from what was presented to participants
for presentation clarity.

Figure 14
Importance of Predictors for Sexual Abuse (Risk Factors Analysis)

Note. Some items have been slightly re-worded from what was presented to participants
for presentation clarity.
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I conducted additional analyses to better understand the associations between the
predictors and their respective outcome variables. Partner’s level of education, a
categorical variable, emerged as a predictor for overall and physical abuse; however,
further investigation of the results did not reveal an interpretable pattern, so the findings
will not be discussed further. All remaining predictors were continuous and were
correlated with their corresponding abuse outcome variables. Four variables had negative
associations with abuse, indicating that they were protective factors; the rest were
considered risk factors. Correlation statistics are displayed in Figure 15. Additionally, one
variable (relationship investment) had a very low R value which suggested it either had a
non-linear association with the outcome variable (physical abuse) or it was a moderator
within the random forests analysis. Using a partial dependence plot, which graphically
depicts the marginal effect of a variable on the response within a random forests analysis
(Liaw & Wiener, 2018), I plotted investment against physical abuse. The association
visually appeared to be cubic. This complex link was likely shaped by the other variables
in the model (e.g., potential moderators) and therefore may be unstable. To avoid
overinterpretation, relationship investment will not be considered a risk factor.
Ultimately, five risk and three protective factors were found for overall abuse, four risk
and three protective factors were found for physical abuse, four risk and two protective
factors were found for psychological abuse, and four risk and two protective factors were
found for sexual abuse.
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Figure 15
Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Risk and Protective Factors of Overall, Physical,
Psychological, and Sexual Abuse

Note. Some items have been slightly re-worded from what was presented to participants
for presentation clarity.
Auxiliary Hypotheses and Planned Explorations
The primary focus of this line of research was to identify warning signs of
intimate partner violence using random forests analyses. However, I also had several
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tangential hypotheses and planned explorations based on related literature on the
escalatory nature of violence, investment, risk factors, gender, and COVID-19.
Escalation of Violence. I hypothesized that frequency of overall abuse would be
higher at the second time point than the first (H11) and that relationship length would
positively predict abuse (H12). To test the former, I conducted a one-tailed paired
samples t-test to determine whether frequencies of overall abuse were higher at T2 than
T1, but found no effect; H11 was therefore not supported. Similarly, a linear regression
showed that relationship length at T2 was not predictive of frequency of overall abuse at
T2, so H12 was also not supported. Thus, I did not find evidence of violence frequency
escalation.
Although analyses demonstrated that the frequency of abuse did not increase over
time, I wanted to determine whether the number of abusive behaviors increased in a
series of unplanned, exploratory analyses. To test this, I created two count variables
representing the number of abusive behaviors each participant experienced at the first and
second time point. I then conducted two Poisson regression analyses with relationship
length at T1 and T2 predicting the count of abusive behaviors at T1 and T2, respectively.
Poisson regression is most appropriate when using count variables as outcomes, as these
variables often violate assumptions of ordinary least squares regression (e.g.,
heteroscedasticity). However, an assumption of Poisson regression analyses is that the
conditional mean and variance are equal; if the variance is larger than the mean, then the
model has overdispersion (Coxe et al., 2009). Both Poisson regression analyses were
overdispersed, so I instead conducted quasi-Poisson regression analyses, wherein
variance is a linear function of the mean (Ver Hoef & Boveng, 2007). Relationship length
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predicted the number of abusive behaviors experienced at T1; the resulting regression
equation was ln(𝜇̂ ) = 2.13 + 0.14(Relationship Length), with t(353) = 2.72, standard
error = 0.05, p < 0.01 (see Figure 16). However, no effect was found at T2 (p = .07),
although a similar visual trend emerged (see Figure 17). I also conducted a paired
samples t-test to determine whether the number of abusive behaviors increased between
T1 and T2, but results were not significant. Combined, these results suggest that the
number of abusive behaviors people experience increases over time in earlier stages of
relationships, but the effect does not hold in later stages (i.e., the number of abusive
behaviors levels off).
Figure 16
Mean Counts of Abusive Behaviors Experienced Within First Six Months of Relationships
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Figure 17
Mean Counts of Abusive Behaviors Experienced Within Six to Twelve Months of
Relationships

Escalation of Warning Signs. In another set of unplanned analyses, I wanted to
explore whether the 12 warning signs identified by the random forests analysis for overall
abuse increased over time. To do this, I conducted two analyses. First, I conducted a
linear regression with relationship length predicting the mean frequency with which
people experienced warning signs at T1; the result was small but statistically significant,

90
β = 0.10, t(352) = 2.18, p < .05.21 Next, I conducted a Poisson regression with
relationship length predicting the number of warning signs experienced. However, the
model was overdispersed, so I instead conducted a quasi-Poisson regression, which
revealed significant results; the resulting regression equation was ln(𝜇̂ ) = 1.64 +
0.15(Relationship Length), with t(353) = 3.82, standard error = 0.04, p < 0.001.
Together, these results show that, during the first six months of relationships, as
relationship length increased, so did the number and frequency of warning signs. Bar
plots of these results can be viewed in Figures 18 and 19.

21

This effect was at the significance threshold in analyses that did not include the 60 participants who
reported having a partner participate, β = 0.11, t(292) = 1.94, p = .05.
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Figure 18
Mean Frequency of Warning Signs Experienced Within First Six Months of Relationships
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Figure 19
Mean Counts of Warning Signs Experienced Within First Six Months of Relationships

Risk Factor Awareness. I conducted two analyses to test the hypothesis that
people would become more aware of possible risk factors with time (H13). I only used
risk factors associated with the partner (e.g., “How frequently does your partner drink
alcohol?”) from the Risk Factors Scale because other risk factors would clearly be known
to the participant (e.g., “How frequently do you drink alcohol?”). Additionally, I used all
14 possible partner risk factors rather than only those identified in the random forests
analyses to provide more variance and because they have been statistically associated
with violence in past research (e.g., Capaldi et al., 2012). First, I conducted a one-tailed
paired samples t-test and established that participants responded with “I don’t know” to
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more possible risk factors at T1 (M = 1.88, SD = 1.83) than T2 (M = 1.09, SD = 1.43),
t(354) = 9.50, p < .001, 95% CI [0.65 Inf], d = 0.50, thus indicating that people became
more aware of IPV risk factors as their relationships progressed and providing support for
H13. Second, I ran a Poisson regression analysis with relationship length at T1 predicting
the number of “I don’t knows” at T1. After running my planned model, I found that it
was overdispersed, so I ran a quasi-Poisson regression. The resulting regression equation
was ln(𝜇̂ ) = 0.62 – 0.14(Relationship Length), with t(353) = -2.72, standard error = 0.05,
p < 0.01.22 Ultimately, the results were significant and in the anticipated direction, further
supporting H13 and the notion that people are less aware of partner-related risk factors of
violence in earlier stages of their relationships.
Investment and Relationship Termination. Given findings in the investment
literature that suggest leaving an abusive partner becomes more difficult the more one is
invested (Rusbult & Martz, 1995), I hypothesized that people who were more invested in
their relationships would be less likely to have broken up with their partners at the second
time point, even if they experienced abuse (H14). To test this hypothesis, I created a
subset of the data including people who were still with their partners at T2 (n = 355) and
participants who were no longer with their partner and indicated that the decision to end
the relationship was primarily theirs and not their partner’s (n = 70). I did not include
participants whose partners were equally or primarily responsible for terminating the
relationship because I was only interested in decisions made by the participant, based on
their investment and experiences of abuse. Using this sample, I conducted a series of Cox

22

I pre-registered that I would use the entire sample at T1 for this analysis (N = 612), but the presented
findings only use participants who were still in a relationship at T2, for consistency with the rest of the
analyses. However, results of a quasi-Poisson regression using the full T1 sample were highly similar, ln(𝜇
̂)
= 0.62 – 0.21(Relationship Length), with t(610) = -5.65, standard error = 0.04, p < 0.001.
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proportional hazard regression analyses using the survival package (Therneau et al.,
2021). These analyses are a common form of survival analysis for studying the
dependency of survival time (i.e., the time events take to occur) on predictor variables.
These regression models account for time (here, either how many months after T1 the
couple broke up or six months23) and whether an event occurred (here, whether the
participant ended the relationship; Fox & Weisberg, 2011).
I first conducted two models predicting breakup at T2 in which T1 investment and
T1 abuse, respectively, were entered as sole predictors. Unsurprisingly, less investment,
𝛽 = -0.38, HR = 0.69, 95% CI [0.54 0.86], p < .001 and more abuse, 𝛽 = 0.33, HR = 1.39,
95% CI [1.21 1.60], p < .001, predicted participants leaving their partners. I then tested a
model with abuse (T1), investment (T1), and their interaction term predicting likelihood
of breaking up. Investment, 𝛽 = -0.41, HR = 0.66, 95% CI [0.52 0.85], p < .001 and
abuse 𝛽 = 0.35, HR = 1.41, 95% CI [1.22 1.63], p < .001 were statistically significant
predictors of likelihood of breakup, and no interaction was found. The null interaction
indicates that abuse and investment do not moderate each other when predicting
likelihood of breaking up. (i.e., they do not depend on each other). Instead, their effect on
predicting likelihood of breaking up is additive; for example, low levels of investment
and high levels of abuse predict a greater likelihood of breaking up than low levels of
investment and low levels of abuse. This shows that the effects of investment are robust
even within the context of abusive relationships; individuals experiencing abuse are still
less likely to leave if they are more (compared to less) invested in the relationship, which
supports H14.

Six months was used as the “censoring time” because that is how many months couples who did not
break up had been together between T1 and T2.
23
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Gender. I next sought to explore whether the genders of participants and their
partners predicted experiencing overall, physical, psychological, and sexual abuse (E4E11), as gender is often controversially discussed within the IPV literature (see
Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2010 for a discussion). I conducted a series of linear regression
models with participant gender as the predictor and overall, physical, psychological, and
sexual abuse at T2 as the outcome variables. Being a man was predictive of experiencing
overall abuse, β = 0.08, t(352) = 2.62, p < .01, physical abuse, β = 0.05, t(352) = 2.23, p <
.05, and psychological abuse β = 0.12, t(352) = 3.21, p < .01. No effect was found for
sexual abuse. I then conducted another series of linear regression analyses with the
participant’s partner’s gender as the predictor and the four T2 abuse variables as
outcomes. Results showed that having a woman partner predicted experiencing
psychological abuse, β = -0.10, t(352) = -2.66, p < .01, but no effect was found for
overall,24 physical, or sexual abuse. Together, these findings suggest that men within this
study experienced higher levels of overall, physical, and psychological violence than
women, and that women partners perpetrated higher levels of psychological violence than
men partners.
In three unplanned analyses, I also wanted to explore whether the seven items
assessing participants’ sexual perpetration (e.g., “I hurt my partner during sexual
activities”) were associated with gender and experiencing victimization. Pearson
correlations showed sexual perpetration was significantly associated with experiencing

24

Participant gender was a significant predictor for overall abuse in analyses that did not include the 60
participants who reported having a partner participate, such that having a woman partner predicted
experiencing overall abuse, β = -0.08, t(292) = -2.48, p < .05. Similarly, participant gender was also a
significant predictor in the same direction for overall abuse in the full sample when overall abuse was log
transformed, β = -0.03, t(352) = -1.97, p < .05.
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overall abuse at T1, r(352) = 0.47, p < .001, and T2, r(353) = 0.54, p < .001.
Additionally, I conducted a linear regression analysis with gender predicting sexual
perpetration and found that being a man was predictive of perpetrating sexual violence at
T2, β = 0.13, t(352) = 5.57, p < .001. These findings suggest that some participants in the
present study were perpetrating violence as well as experiencing it, and that men reported
perpetrating higher levels of sexual violence than did women.
COVID-19. As the present study took place during the COVID-19 pandemic,
participants’ relationships were likely impacted by its effects. I therefore sought to
explore how many relationships were affected (E12) and how they were affected (E13).
At each time point, participants were asked whether COVID-19 had impacted their
relationship; at T1, 223 participants reported that COVID-19 had impacted their
relationships. Coincidentally, 223 participants at T2 also reported that COVID-19
impacted their relationships, although these were not always the same individuals who
reported being affected at T1. For individuals who said they had been impacted, they
were also asked to briefly describe how. Broadly, most participants who were affected
reported not being able to see their partners as often, although some spent more time
together than they would have otherwise. Many individuals reported experiencing
relationship stress related to the pandemic, although some noted that their relationships
grew stronger because of the unusual circumstances. A summary of key topics and the
number of times they were referenced can be seen in Table 5.
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Table 5
How Participants’ Relationships Were Affected by the COVID-19 Pandemic

Topic

Saw each other less

Fewer public
activities

Long distance

Number of
references –
Time 1
118

42

33

Number of
references –
Time 2
103

34

38

Relationship moved
quicker/grew
stronger

27

19

Saw each other more

26

32

Experienced
relationship stress

22

44

Moved in/isolated
together

20

9

More virtual
communication

16

11

Other (e.g., health
concerns, lack of
physical intimacy,
unable to meet
partner’s friends and
family)

40

43

Paraphrased quote
“We went from seeing
each other all the time to
never.”
“We aren’t able to go on
fun dates like we want to.”
“Long distance has made
visiting and spending time
together really difficult.”
“We got emotionally close
to each other because there
was less unimportant stuff
to talk about.”
“This caused us to spend
lots of time together.”
“I noticed we get into a lot
of arguments because we
are now spending so much
time with each other.”
“We moved in together to
isolate so we’ve spent
most of the past two
months together.”
“We make more frequent
video calls now.”

“He has issues with
substance abuse.”
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Discussion
Study 4 successfully expanded upon Study 3 in identifying warning signs that
were prospectively predictive of intimate partner violence and by addressing auxiliary
hypotheses and explorations. Random forests analyses demonstrated that warning signs at
the first time point were able to predict 54.45% of overall abuse, 55.15% of
psychological abuse, 45.54% of sexual abuse, and 22.86% of physical abuse at the
second time point, six months later. Similarly, risk and protective factors predicted
30.27% of overall abuse, 25.02% of psychological abuse, 21.85% of sexual abuse, and
16.04% of physical abuse that occurred six months later. The most important warning
signs of overall, psychological, sexual, and physical abuse, respectively, were, “My
partner disregarded my reasoning or logic because it did not agree with theirs,” “My
partner resented being questioned about how they treat me,” “I felt like something was
wrong with my partner,” and, “My partner refused to compromise on an important
decision.” In risk factor analyses, relationship satisfaction, a protective factor, was the
most important predictor for overall and sexual abuse, having friends who are violent
towards their partners was the most important risk factor for psychological abuse, and
having a partner who believes that men have the right to punish their partners if they do
something wrong was the most important risk factor for physical abuse (relationship
investment was the most important physical abuse predictor but it is not considered a risk
factor due to its complex and likely unstable role within the model). These findings
provide support for Hypotheses 1-8, which stated that I would identify warning signs and
risk factors for each type of abuse. In support of Hypotheses 9 and 10, linear regression
analyses revealed that the number of warning signs (i.e., 0 to 12) a person experienced
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and the frequency with which they experienced those signs (i.e., never to frequently) was
predictive of experiencing abuse six months later. These findings align with the results of
Study 3 and Kearney and O’Brien’s (2021) suggestion that more intense and frequent
warning signs should predict violence. In planned explorations, I also confirmed that, to a
limited extent, warning signs (E2) and risk factors (E3) predicted future abuse (i.e., at T2)
above and beyond early experiences of abuse (i.e., at T1), which demonstrates the
usefulness of recognizing these behaviors (note this effect was stronger for warning signs
than risk factors). A cross-validation analysis (E1) also showed that warning signs would
likely account for approximately 45% of the variance in a different sample, further
highlighting the practicality of these warning signs outside the present research.
The findings of the present study are similar to those of Study 3. For example,
cross-validation analyses in Study 3 suggested that warning signs would account for
approximately 40% of the variance in a different sample, which is similar to the 45%
statistic found in Study 4. Although most warning signs differed between studies, three
signs emerged as predictors of overall abuse in both studies – “My partner acted arrogant
or entitled,” “My partner reacted negatively when I said no to something they wanted,”
and “My partner disregarded my reasoning or logic because it did not agree with theirs.”
These three variables were also predictors of psychological violence in both studies,
along with “My partner resented being questioned about how they treat me.” The warning
signs “My partner and I disagreed about something sexual” and “My partner and I had
sex, even though I wasn’t in the mood” were also found to predict sexual abuse in Studies
3 and 4. Finally, “My partner created an uncomfortable situation in public” predicted
overall and psychological abuse in Study 3 and predicted sexual abuse in Study 4.
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Warning signs for physical abuse were different across both studies. These results
suggest that while some warning signs may differ across contexts (e.g., in a community
sample versus a primarily university sample), others may be more universal. These seven
warning signs, which are predictive of abuse both cross-sectionally and longitudinally,
should be paid particularly close attention by those who wish to prevent violence.
Some warning signs were found to be predictors of multiple forms of abuse, while
others were only predictive of one type. For example, the warning sign, “My partner
refused to compromise on an important decision” and the protective factor, “I have close,
supportive friendships” predicted all four types of violence. Meanwhile, the warning sign,
“I felt like something was wrong with my partner,” was only predictive of sexual abuse.
Similar patterns of overlapping and non-overlapping warning signs were found in Study
3. This suggests that some warning signs may be generally indicative of violence while
others are more domain-specific, which is relevant for those developing prevention
initiatives (e.g., for general versus sexual violence). Far more overlap was found amongst
risk and protective factors, as only two predictors (relationship investment and
commitment) predicted a single form of abuse; this suggests that risk and protective
factors may be more useful for predicting violence in general, rather than specific types
of it. Additionally, warning signs and risk and protective factors revealed to be more
important could be given more attention in prevention efforts.
Risk and protective factors are valuable for predicting abuse, but they were
weaker predictors than warning signs in the random forests analyses, and they may not
always be visible to individuals in early stages of their relationships. Results of a paired
samples t-test and a quasi-Poisson regression showed that people who were in earlier
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stages of their relationships were aware of fewer partner-related risk factors than those
who had been with their partner for longer periods of time. These findings are
concerning, given how early abusive behaviors first appear in relationships (see Studies 2
and 3). Although many of the risk and protective factors identified in the random forests
analyses were relevant to the participant and not their partner (e.g., “I have close,
supportive friendships”), many risk factors identified in other literature (e.g., Capaldi et
al., 2012) and assessed in these analyses would need to be directly observed by the
participant or disclosed by their partner (e.g., believing a man has the right to punish his
partner if she does something wrong). Indeed, many of the possible risk factors of abuse
measured could not be entered in the random forests analyses because so many people
responded with “I don’t know” to the questions that the analyses would not run. Thus,
using risk factors to prospectively predict violence is limited by whether a person is
aware of them in the first place. Additionally, the risk factors that were known to
participants did not account for as much variance in abuse as warning signs did. These
findings therefore provide further support for the usefulness of warning signs of violence
in prevention efforts, as all possible warning signs were written such that they would be
known to the participant at any stage of the relationship, and they were stronger
predictors of abuse in random forests analyses than were risk factors.
Results of Cox proportional hazard regression analyses demonstrated that
investment was positively predictive of staying in a relationship and experiencing abuse
was negatively predictive of staying in a relationship. No interaction effect was found,
which indicated that levels of abuse and investment did not depend on each other when
predicting likelihood of breaking up. Instead, findings were additive, such that
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individuals with high levels of investment and low levels of abuse were most likely to
stay with their partners, while those with low levels of investment and high levels of
abuse were most likely to leave their partners. This indicates that people with abusive
partners were more likely to stay if they were more (versus less) invested in the
relationship. This aligns with Rusbult and Martz’ (1995) research on the investment
model and survivors of abuse, which showed that survivors who were more committed to
their relationships (e.g., lower alternatives, higher investment) were more likely to return
to their abusers. These findings further demonstrate the importance of identifying
warning signs that predict abuse before substantial investments are made.
Another reason to identify early warning signs of abuse is to help people leave
potentially abusive relationships before violence escalates (Field & Caetano, 2005;
Follingstad et al., 1992). Compellingly, unplanned analyses demonstrated that
relationship length predicted both the number and frequency of warning signs
experienced at T1, suggesting that red flags themselves are escalatory. However, overall
abuse at T2 was not higher than at T1 (H11) and relationship length was not predictive of
experiencing violence at T2 (H12). Despite these null results, unplanned explorations
revealed that the number of different abusive behaviors participants experienced
increased with relationship length at T1, although this effect did not hold at T2 and
differences in the number of abusive behaviors experienced did not differ between T1
and T2. Thus, these findings suggest that while the frequency of violence did not escalate,
in the earlier stages of relationships, the diversity of abusive behaviors did. This effect
may occur because perpetrators acquire opportunities to abuse in different ways as they
learn more about their partners (e.g., one cannot follow a partner to work until they learn
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where their partner works), but this may not necessarily affect the frequency with which
they perpetrate those behaviors in aggregate, and the pattern will level off once enough
information is known about a partner. Ultimately, these findings indicate that early
violence prevention initiatives may be able to help people avoid experiencing a wider
variety of abusive behaviors.
Possible explanations for the null results regarding the escalation of frequency of
abuse should be explored. First, I may have measured abuse too early in participants’
relationships to capture frequency escalation, as some research has shown that more
serious violence does not occur until over two years into a relationship (Rouse et al.,
1988). Second, as evidenced by the COVID-19 questions, approximately a third of
participants saw their partner less than they normally would have, which may indicate
that opportunities for violence frequency to escalate were limited. If either of these
circumstances is responsible for the null findings, then the frequency of violence in the
studied relationships may still escalate in the future. However, another possibility is that
the experiences of violence reported in this research will primarily remain stable over
time and/or eventually desist, which has been observed in many past studies (Feld &
Straus, 1989; Field & Caetano, 2005; Jacobson et al., 1996; Lawrence & Bradbury, 2007;
Yoon & Lawrence, 2013). The diversity of abusive behaviors experienced, while initially
escalatory, also appeared to stabilize over time, as evidenced by the findings that
relationship length did not predict diversity of abuse at T2 and that there were no
differences in the number of abusive items participants experienced between T1 and T2.
Assuming the violence would not escalate further, then the warning signs identified here
can be said to predict experiences of violence that are behaviorally diverse but relatively
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low in frequency. Future research is needed to establish warning signs that are predictive
of more frequent violence and violence that occurs over longer periods of time. However,
given that abuse is predictive of abuse (Capaldi et al., 2003; Katerndahl et al., 2010;
O’Leary & Smith Slep, 2003), and considering the damaging effects of psychological
abuse (Coker et al., 2002; Follingstad et al., 1990; O’Leary, 1999), which was most
common in this research, the warning signs identified here are still highly valuable for
preventing people from experiencing violence, regardless of whether the frequency
escalates.
COVID-19 likely affected the experiences of violence in Study 4. Note that, while
COVID-19 has exacerbated IPV for many people, this finding has typically been
associated with stay-at-home orders (Kofman & Garfin, 2020). Being isolated with an
abuser is less relevant for individuals in newer relationships, who typically do not live
together, so not seeing unusually high levels of IPV in the present research on fledgling
relationships is unsurprising. Indeed, in addressing planned explorations 12 and 13, I
found that 223 participants at T1 and T2 indicated being affected by COVID-19, with the
majority noting that they spent less time together, many indicating that they could not do
as many activities together, and several saying that their relationships were long distance
for some time. The lack of contact may partially explain the relatively low frequency of
violence found in Study 4, and likely Study 3, which was also conducted during the
pandemic. However, some participants described spending more rather than less time
together (including isolating together), several indicated increased relationship stress, and
over a third of participants at each time point reported being unaffected by the pandemic,
so the extent to which COVID-19 impacted the aggregated findings is unclear.
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In an exploratory analysis, I found that participants’ perpetration of sexual
violence was positively associated with their experiences of overall violence. Although
other forms of perpetration were not assessed, these findings suggest that some
experiences of violence in this study were mutual. Previous researchers have theorized
that different types of violence exist. In one violence typology theory (theories which
broadly contend that different types of violence patterns exist), Johnson (Johnson, 1995,
2010; Kelly & Johnson, 2008) identified several forms of violence, most notably coercive
controlling violence (formerly known as patriarchal or intimate terrorism) and situational
couple violence (formerly known as common couple violence). Coercive controlling
violence involves violence used to control and manipulate a partner through various
forms of physical and psychological violence and is frequent, severe, one-sided, and
typically perpetrated by men. Situational couple violence is a less severe, frequent, and
controlling form of violence that is more mutual and typically occurs due to conflict
escalation. In the present research, the generally low frequencies of violence, lack of
frequency escalation, high correlations between perpetrating and experiencing violence,
and the findings that men tended to experience more overall, physical, and psychological
violence than women, suggest that the aggregated experiences of violence may be more
representative of situational couple violence rather than coercive controlling violence.
This is not to say that no individuals in the study were experiencing or may yet
experience coercive controlling violence, or that all instances of abusive behaviors should
be considered situational couple violence, but that the aggregated levels of abuse used as
outcome variables may tend to represent violence that is lower level and more reciprocal
than more severe forms of violence examined in other IPV literature. Distinguishing
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between different typologies of violence is important, as some research (e.g., Rusbult &
Martz, 1995) explicitly focuses on people who have suffered extreme levels of abuse, but
the present studies include people with a wider range of abusive experiences, so the
warning signs identified here may differ from warning signs identified in a sample
primarily comprised of people who have been through severe violence (e.g., shelter
samples).
Considering the relatively low levels of abuse, impact of COVID-19, mixed
evidence for violence escalation, and associations between perpetration and
victimization, the warning signs identified in this study are likely more predictive of
situational couple violence than coercive controlling violence. However, it is possible
that because of COVID-19 and the early stages of the relationships studied, more abuse
would have occurred if people did not have to isolate, or violence frequency escalation
may yet occur as time goes on (e.g., because of COVID-19 restrictions loosening, or
more severe violence naturally happening later in relationships; Rouse et al., 1988).
Nevertheless, given that situational couple violence is more common than coercive
controlling violence (Kelly & Johnson, 2008) and the high correlations between
perpetration and victimization, the majority of violent experiences in this study are likely
more representative of situational couple violence. Thus, the warning signs identified in
the present research are likely predictive of the more common form of intimate partner
violence and can be used to help people avoid this typology of abuse in their own
relationships. The extent to which these or other red flags predict coercive controlling
violence is unclear, as this typology of abuse is rarer and therefore more difficult to
study. Understanding the typology of violence predicted by warning signs is relevant for
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prevention efforts. For example, targeting poor communication skills may be more
beneficial for couples at risk of experiencing situational couple violence, whereas
addressing deeply ingrained misogynistic attitudes may be necessary to prevent coercive
controlling violence perpetration (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). Future research should
identify behaviors which more definitively predict coercive controlling violence, as this
typology of abuse is especially dangerous and urgently requires prevention strategies.
In summary, the present study identified numerous warning signs of overall,
physical, psychological, and sexual abuse, as well as several risk and protective factors,
which predicted abuse that occurred six months later. Additionally, the number of
warning signs and frequency with which they appeared increased over time and predicted
abuse. The importance of these results is highlighted by the finding that people who were
highly invested in their relationships were less likely to leave, even when accounting for
experiences of abuse, showing that violence should be avoided prior to serious
investments being made. Additionally, as many risk factors identified by previous
researchers to be associated with violence (e.g., Capaldi et al., 2012) were not known to
participants in earlier stages of the relationships, primary prevention efforts will greatly
benefit from knowledge of warning signs which were clearly visible to individuals in all
relationship stages. Importantly, the warning signs identified in this study predicted
violence above and beyond earlier experiences of abuse, and cross-validation analyses
suggest that they will likely generalize to similar samples. Although the extent to which
these red flags are predictive of different typologies of abuse is unclear and should be
investigated in future research, the identification of these warning signs is an essential
step in the primary prevention of intimate partner violence.
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CHAPTER 6
General Discussion
The present studies have identified warning signs which are not considered
abusive by a majority of professionals, typically occur prior to abuse, and crosssectionally and prospectively predict violence. Study 1 used professional ratings to
differentiate abusive behaviors from non-abusive behaviors. Study 2 identified when
abusive and non-abusive behaviors first occur within romantic relationships. Using
random forests analyses in a cross-sectional sample, Study 3 identified warning signs and
protective factors which accounted for 60.89%, 31.75%, 73.06%, and 47.42% of the
variance in overall, physical, psychological, and sexual abuse, respectively. Also using
random forests, Study 4 identified warning signs that prospectively predicted overall,
physical, psychological, and sexual abuse that occurred six months later, explaining
54.45%, 22.86%, 55.15%, 45.54% of the variance, respectively. Study 4 also revealed
risk and protective factors which explained 30.27% of the variance in overall abuse, and
16.04%, 25.02%, and 21.85% of the variance in physical, psychological, and sexual
abuse, respectively. Seven warning signs emerged as predictors of violence in both
Studies 3 and 4 (“My partner acted arrogant or entitled,” “My partner reacted negatively
when I said no to something they wanted,” “My partner disregarded my reasoning or
logic because it did not agree with theirs,” “My partner resented being questioned about
how they treat me,” “My partner and I disagreed about something sexual,” “My partner
and I had sex, even though I wasn’t in the mood,” and “My partner created an
uncomfortable situation in public”). Given the nature of the violence reported in Study 4
(e.g., low frequencies, lack of escalation), these warning signs are likely most helpful for
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predicting situational couple violence, rather than coercive controlling violence.
Together, these findings are an important addition to literature on warning signs of abuse
and will be useful in the primary prevention of intimate partner violence.
The identification of warning signs of IPV not only expands on prior research in
this area, but also aligns with goals of survivors and the general public. Multiple scholars
have argued that warning signs are worthy of investigation (e.g., Bjørkly, 2003; Guigno
et al., 2015; Langford, 1996; Murphy, 2011b; Petersson et al., 2019; Short & McMahon,
2008). Many victims of abuse have also noted the importance of warning signs and
recommended that others attend to them (e.g., Hughes & Rasmussen, 2010; Lang, 2011;
Weitzman, 1998). The general public similarly appears interested in warning signs, as
evidenced by the many websites which provide information about red flags (e.g., Hill,
2013; Live Your Dream, 2019). The findings of the present research not only address
these calls but also improve upon flaws in past studies, such as the conflation of warning
signs and abuse, the neglect of psychological violence, and the lack of warning signs
evidenced to have prospective predictive validity. Additionally, the warning signs
identified here are clearly visible to individuals in early stages of romantic relationships,
which is not always the case for other predictors of abuse, such as risk factors, as
demonstrated in Study 4. As evidenced by data from Study 2, these warning signs also
tend to appear prior to abusive behaviors and before high levels of relationship
investment are reported (Rusbult, 1983). This is critical for violence prevention, as Study
4 and related research (e.g., Rusbult & Martz, 1995) show that those who are more
invested in their relationships are more likely to stay, even if they are experiencing abuse.
Additionally, although the frequency of violence did not escalate in Study 4, the number
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of abusive behaviors participants experienced increased within the first six months of
their relationships, suggesting that earlier interventions can prevent people from
experiencing a wider variety of violent behaviors. Further, Studies 3 and 4 align with
prior research on warning signs which suggested that approximately 90% of people in
relationships experience at least one warning sign of abuse (Murphy & Smith, 2010).
While this shows that warning signs are quite common and implies that not all people
who notice warning signs will be in abusive relationships, Studies 3 and 4 also indicated
that the number of warning signs a person experiences, and the frequency with which
they experience those signs, is predictive of future violence, which helps confirm an idea
previously proposed by Kearney and O’Brien (2021). In other words, experiencing one or
two warning signs on occasion is not worrisome, but experiencing multiple warning signs
repeatedly is likely cause for concern. Together, this research has not only identified
warning signs of abuse, but also demonstrated why informing members of the public
about such red flags is highly valuable.
Limitations and Future Directions
The current studies have several limitations. First, Studies 3 and 4, which
identified warning signs of abuse, took place during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Qualitative data from Study 4 indicated that whereas some people were unaffected by the
pandemic, other individuals grew closer, both physically and emotionally, and yet others
were unable to see each other as often as they typically would. These unusual
circumstances may have provided an opportunity for increased levels of violence for
those who isolated together (Kofman & Garfin, 2020), but for the many who saw each
other less, instances of violence may have been lower than would otherwise be expected.
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Although determining the precise effect of COVID-19 on experiences of violence within
these studies is not possible, the warning signs identified in this research should be
caveated by the knowledge that they predicted violence that specifically occurred during
the pandemic. Future research should establish whether similar warning signs emerge
under circumstances requiring less physical isolation.
The frequency with which abuse occurred for most individuals in Studies 3 and 4
was relatively low and, in Study 4, violence frequency did not escalate over time,
experiences of abuse correlated with perpetration of sexual violence, and men primarily
experienced more violence than women. Combined, these results suggest that the
majority of violence reported in this research is more representative of situational couple
violence than coercive controlling violence (Johnson, 1995, 2010; Kelly & Johnson,
2008).25 If this is the case, then the warning signs identified here are likely predictors of
situational couple violence, but the extent to which they predict coercive controlling
violence remains to be determined. Given the relative rarity and severity of coercive
controlling violence, researchers should make extra efforts to study individuals with these
experiences (e.g., via targeted recruitment of at-risk populations). As I did not assess the
typology of violence that occurred in these studies, future research should also determine
whether warning signs of these forms of violence are similar or different. For example,
more manipulative warning signs may be more important predictors of coercive
controlling violence (e.g., trying to make their partner jealous) while signs that are

25

Note that participants were not asked in any study whether they identified as being in an abusive
relationship. Thus, I can only conjecture about the typology of abuse best represented in the samples based
on the behaviors participants reported experiencing. It is unlikely that every participant who reported
experiencing a behavior categorized as abusive would consider themselves to be in an abusive relationship,
but the discussion here is focused on the aggregate levels of abuse predicted in these studies, which appears
to align with situational couple violence.
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indicative of poor communication may be better predictors of situational couple violence
(e.g., refusing to compromise). Gaining a deeper understanding of which warning signs
predict which typologies of violence will help prevention specialists in creating more
targeted interventions, given that different efforts are needed for these different forms of
violence (Kelly & Johnson, 2008). For example, couples experiencing situational couple
violence may benefit from couples’ therapy or programs targeting communication skills,
whereas perpetrators of coercive controlling violence may need to be separated from their
partners and go through more rigorous interventions or therapies that address the root
causes of these harmful attitudes and behaviors.
In Study 4, the lack of escalation in the frequency of violence between T1 and T2
indicates that there was not much change in abuse between these time points. This likely
affected the findings of the random forests analyses, as equivalent amounts of abuse were
happening at both time points. Thus, the warning signs I identified are limited in their
prospective predictive validity, as they were predicting T2 abuse while similar levels of
T1 abuse were occurring simultaneously. However, in my random forests analysis where
I predicted abuse at T2 using warning signs and abusive behaviors from T1, I found that
warning signs were still predictive of 6% of T2 abuse above and beyond T1 abuse, which
is notable given the context of stability of violence between the two time points. This
finding, combined with the knowledge that warning signs occur, on average, prior to
abusive behaviors, shows that the warning signs identified here are still valuable.
However, the lack of change in violence over time in this research shows that stable
levels of abuse may first occur even earlier than anticipated, and this should be accounted
for in future research on warning signs and IPV more broadly. Additionally, future
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research should more definitively establish the extent to which warning signs
independently predict abuse before they are used in interventions.
The sample sizes of Studies 3 and 4 likely affected the stability of the findings
(i.e., the extent to which they would replicate in different samples). Generally, random
forests are known for their applicability in datasets with small sample sizes and large
numbers of predictors (Strobl et al., 2009), but research on the stability of random forests
given different sample sizes, numbers of predictors, and other model parameters is
extremely limited. Some research shows error rates tend to decrease as sample size
increases, although this association has been shown to level off in simulation studies
(e.g., error decreased more between n = 200 and n = 500 than between n = 500 and n =
1000; Biau, 2012). Similarly, the process of determining variable importance, which is
relevant for variable selection (e.g., using VSURF), is less stable when sample sizes are
smaller (e.g., n = 100 versus n = 500) and the number of predictors is higher (e.g., p = 6
versus p = 500; Genuer et al., 2010). Although no clear rules exist for determining sample
size or establishing the post hoc stability of models of a given sample size, the limited
research that exists on this topic suggests that the sample sizes in Studies 2-4 were
insufficient to draw strong conclusions about the results, although Study 4 is likely the
most stable, given its relatively higher sample size. Specifically, the percent variance
explained and the predictors identified would likely vary across different studies. Thus,
future research should use larger sample sizes to establish the predictive strength of
different warning signs more definitively. However, the appearance of seven warning
signs in both Studies 3 and 4 and similar levels of percent variance explained in crossvalidation analyses demonstrate that the current findings are not wholly unstable.
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In addition to having low sample sizes, all four studies are not representative of
the general population and are limited by their high proportions of White people and lack
of LGBTQ+ individuals. In particular, future research should explore whether unique
warning signs exist for those from marginalized backgrounds; this is especially relevant
given that many people from these groups are at elevated risk of violence (Capaldi et al.,
2012; Edwards et al., 2015). For example, a line of research similar to the present studies
could examine warning signs of abuse using a solely LGBTQ+ sample to better
understand the unique experiences of this group. Additionally, such research should
include abusive behaviors and possible warning signs that are especially relevant to these
populations (e.g., threatening to out a partner).
As other researchers have noted (Muehlenhard & Kimes, 1999), distinguishing
abusive and non-abusive behaviors is complex and often subjective; although Study 1
attempted to empirically differentiate potential warning signs from abusive behaviors,
several of the behaviors identified as abusive by a majority of experts are still relatively
commonplace (e.g., disregarding opinions), which may have had downstream effects on
Study 3 and 4 findings. Future research on perceptions of abuse should offer more
contextual information about behaviors, as well as include the option to rate behaviors
continuously rather than dichotomously, to provide a deeper understanding of how
individuals view different behaviors. Relatedly, I did not measure whether participants in
Studies 2-4 perceived the assessed abusive behaviors as abusive, nor whether the warning
signs or abusive behaviors were intentionally committed by their partners. Given the
commonness of some behaviors categorized as abusive in Study 1, assessing perceptions
and intentionality would provide a better understanding of whether participants
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themselves found the behaviors in the study concerning, as well as the extent to which
their partners were intentionally causing harm versus accidentally engaging in negative
behaviors, likely due to misunderstandings or poor communication skills. Future research
on warning signs should better assess the context of both warning signs and abusive
behaviors to gain a deeper knowledge of the nature of what is being predicted.
Future researchers can build upon the findings of the present studies, as well as
other warning sign research, to determine how to best address red flags if they appear
(e.g., by seeking support from others). Previous scholars have suggested that behaviors
which are neither passive nor aggressive but assertive are the best way to respond to a
partner who exhibits warning signs (Francis & Pearson, 2019; Murphy, 2011b), although
this has not been empirically tested. Additionally, several prevention programs and public
websites have been developed to educate people about warning signs (Hill, 2013;
Murphy, 2011b; O’Brien et al., 2019). However, these efforts are limited in that the
warning signs discussed may have been conflated with abuse and did not have
established predictive validity. The present research addressed many limitations of the
prior literature, so it provides a foundational step that future prevention researchers can
use when determining how individuals should respond if they see warning signs in their
own relationships or those of people around them. Future studies could involve providing
individuals who notice warning signs with different types of communication strategies to
determine which is most effective, or interviewing individuals about how they responded
to warning signs and how their partner reacted to their responses. Researchers should also
establish how people who are experiencing warning signs and/or violence would like to
be approached by loved ones who want to be supportive, to ensure that such efforts to
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help are well-received and not viewed as threatening; this will ensure people
experiencing or potentially experiencing violence have strong support systems, which is
important for violence prevention. Finally, continued research in this area, such as on
warning signs of different typologies of violence or in marginalized populations, can be
used to create more specialized responses to prevent violence for those most at risk.
Implications
Findings from these studies have several theoretical and practical implications.
Researchers have explored subjects such as public recognition and perceptions of
warning signs (e.g., Francis & Pearson, 2019; Kearney & O’Brien, 2021; Towler et al.,
2020), exposure to warning signs (e.g., Murphy, 2011a; Murphy & Smith, 2010), and
survivors’ understanding of warning signs (e.g., Hughes & Rasmussen, 2010; Lang,
2011). These and similar lines of research can be expanded upon using present and future
research on warning signs which are distinct from abuse and are prospectively predictive
of abuse. Additionally, results about risk factor visibility suggest that researchers should
be mindful that many risk factors, particularly those relevant to partners, are not always
visible to individuals in relationships, particularly in the earliest stages. Scholars looking
to assess risk factors should not assume their participants will be knowledgeable about all
of these predictors and should seek other methods of assessing them (e.g., by surveying
partners).
Although the present research was primarily bottom-up and data-driven, some of
the risk factors identified here provide support for theories of intimate partner violence.
For example, relationship power and believing that a man has a right to punish his partner
emerged as risk factors, which supports feminist theories of violence (which broadly
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contend that power and gender dynamics are responsible for violence), and having
friends who are violent towards their romantic partners also emerged as a predictor,
which supports social learning theories (which broadly contend that people become
violent through observation and imitation; Dardis et al., 2015). Demonstrating that items
associated with different theories are predictive of abuse provides support for the
integration of IPV theories (“theory knitting”), as this aligns with the notion that no
single theory has yet been shown to fully explain all instances of IPV (Bell & Naugle,
2008; Dardis et al., 2015). Further, gaining a better understanding of the intersections
between warning signs and risk factors, typology theories of violence (e.g., Johnson’s
typology; Johnson, 1995; Johnson, 2010; Kelly & Johnson, 2008), and other IPV theories
would further illuminate the value of predictors of abuse. For example, warning signs and
risk factors of coercive controlling violence may better align with feminist and power
theories of violence, whereas warning signs and risk factors of situational couple violence
may be more similar to traits identified by social learning theories. However, one should
also note that many of the warning signs identified in this research do not clearly align
with any given theory, suggesting that predictors of abuse do not necessarily have to be
based in theory to be useful. Ultimately, better understanding these nuanced, multitheoretical, and data-driven relationships would be valuable not only for future research
on intimate partner violence, but also for the prevention of abuse.
Keeping limitations in mind, the warning signs identified in this research (as well
as some of the risk and protective factors) may be useful in primary prevention efforts.
Specifically, people could be informed about red flags through interventions such as
educational programs in schools or community centers and public websites such as
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RAINN (2017) or the National Domestic Violence Hotline (n.d.). Content about warning
signs unique to specific forms of violence could be used in more tailored campaigns (e.g.,
on sexual violence), and materials on protective factors could be used to help people
identify healthy relationship behaviors. Further, the efficacy of these tools can be
empirically evaluated, as has been done in the past by researchers such as Murphy
(2011b) and O’Brien and colleagues (2019). Information about warning signs must also
be integrated into programs using models such as the Information-Motivation-Behavioral
Skills model (Fisher & Fisher, 2002). The current research is highly information-focused,
but interventions based on these studies and other warning signs research must ensure
participants have the motivation and skills needed to address red flags, in addition to the
information required to recognize them. Importantly, intervention programming should
also emphasize that people who notice warning signs but do not react to them are not
responsible for any negative or violent experiences they may later have. Content about
avoiding victim-blaming should be closely integrated with material about red flags to
ensure that survivors know they are not at fault for any abuse they experience and that
loved ones do not misattribute responsibility.
Given that both warning signs and abuse start appearing within the first few
months of relationships, interventions should be directed towards people who are single
or are in early stages of relationships to make responding to concerning behaviors as easy
as possible. Crucially, prevention efforts should also include information for informal
(e.g., friends and family members) and formal (e.g., teachers, medical professionals)
supports. Individuals in new relationships may have “rose-tinted glasses” on and be less
inclined to look for warning signs than concerned third parties. Interventions should help
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motivate people to look for and address warning signs in their own relationships (Fisher
& Fisher, 2002), but also recognize that this is particularly challenging given the highly
romantic nature of fledgling relationships. Therefore, encouraging people to look for red
flags in the relationships of other people in their lives, and providing them with the
motivation and skills to talk to those individuals if they are worried, could be another
effective strategy for keeping people out of abusive relationships. Importantly, formal
and informal supports do not need to categorize a given relationship as abusive or not to
be helpful (that is the decision of the individual in the relationship), but they can point out
red flags, direct (potential) survivors to further resources (e.g., a website), and provide
any additional support to the extent that they feel comfortable or are trained.
Caveats
The present research should be contextualized with a few caveats. These are not
necessarily limitations of the research, but concepts that should be kept in mind when
interpreting the findings. First, while this research is meant to help educate potential
victims of abuse and those around them, that does not in any way mean that victims are
responsible for their abuse. Prior researchers have also stated that one can acknowledge
that perpetrators are at fault but that helping victims is still important (Murphy & Smith,
2010; Witte & Kendra, 2010). Second, the warning signs identified here are predictive
but not causal of violence. In other words, while these signs may occur before violence
and indicate that abuse could occur in the future, that does not mean they are the reason
why abuse is occurring. Such reasons have been explored in other research (see Bell &
Naugle, 2008; Dardis et al., 2015 for reviews of theoretical explanations for IPV). Third,
although warning signs predict violence, that does not mean that all individuals who
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notice them in their relationships will experience violence. Additionally, not all warning
signs will apply to all people (Short et al., 2000). However, Kearney and O’Brien (2021)
and Studies 3 and 4 suggest that noticing multiple and frequent warning signs may be of
particular concern. More broadly, people cannot be taught to truly predict behavior, as
some violence is inherently unpredictable (Langford, 1996; Witte & Kendra, 2010); these
warning signs should not inspire a false sense of insight or control. Fourth, primary
prevention is important, but findings from this study are meant to supplement, not
replace, research on ways to help those who have already experienced IPV. Exploring
ways of supporting those who have been through violence, as well as addressing people
who perpetrate it, is essential for harm reduction and prevention. Finally, this research on
warning signs will be valuable for the primary prevention of IPV, but helping people
avoid abusive relationships will not address the systemic factors which contribute to
violence in the first place. Confronting these structural foundations, including but not
limited to patriarchy, White supremacy, homophobia, transphobia, ableism, and
capitalism, is paramount to preventing intimate partner violence and violence more
broadly.
Conclusion
Intimate partner violence causes inestimable physical and psychological harm to
people around the globe. Combating this systemic problem requires structural
transformations, listening to those who have experienced violence, and the efforts of
advocates, scholars, activists, health care professionals, educators, and many others. The
present line of research contributes to the prevention of abuse by identifying a variety of
warning signs which are non-abusive, occur before abuse, and prospectively predict
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violence, as well as by deepening our understanding of risk and protective factors,
relationship investment, and patterns of violence. Alongside the implementation of
structural anti-violence efforts, the present research will help empower people to
recognize and address warning signs in their relationships as well as those of loved ones,
thus contributing to the development of healthy relationships and the prevention of
intimate partner violence.
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Appendix B
Letter of Information (Social Media) – Study 1

Project Title:
Differentiating Abusive and Non-Abusive Behaviors
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
LETTER OF INFORMATION
1. Invitation to Participate
We invite you to participate in a research study that examines whether people
consider certain behaviors to be abusive or not abusive, conducted by Dr. Samantha
Joel, Dr. Lorne Campbell, and Nicolyn Charlot of the Department of Psychology at
the University of Western Ontario. You have been invited to participate because you
expressed an interest in participating and you meet our inclusion criteria.
2. Purpose of this Letter
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information to allow you to make an
informed decision regarding participation in this research. Participation will involve
exposure to sensitive questions, including questions about physical, sexual, and
psychological abuse, and it is advised to conduct the study in a private place. You
have the option to decline to take part or to withdraw from the study at any time
without threat of penalty.
3. Purpose of this Study
Much research has been dedicated to studying intimate partner violence. However
little is known about how the same behavior can be perceived as abusive, or not
abusive, by different individuals. Additionally, certain behaviors are perceived by
some people as abusive and other individuals as not abusive. The purpose of this
study is to better understand which behaviors are considered abusive, and the extent
to which they are abusive.
4. Inclusion Criteria
Individuals interested in joining the study must be fluent in English, live in either the
US or Canada, be 18 or older, and have expert knowledge of, or professional
experience with, intimate partner violence to participate in this study
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5. Exclusion Criteria
Individuals who are not fluent in English, do not live in either the US or Canada, are
not 18 or older, or do not have expert knowledge of, or professional experience with,
intimate partner violence are not eligible to participate in this study.
6. Study Procedures
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey asking you
to rate a variety of behaviors, some of which will include physically, sexually, and
psychologically violent behaviors. The survey will also briefly inquire about some of
your own personal experiences with intimate partner violence. The survey is
anticipated to take approximately 45 minutes to complete.
Please be aware that some questions will inquire about physically, sexually, and
psychologically abusive behaviors, and may cause you to experience discomfort.
7. Possible Risks and Harms
Please be aware that there are several questions are of a personal nature that have the
potential to cause discomfort or be emotionally upsetting or triggering. We will be
asking you about violence you have experienced during your lifetime.
If for any reason you experience discomfort, you are free to skip the question(s) or
withdraw at any time. Additionally, if you experience discomfort and would like to
talk with someone about any emotions that the study may have evoked, we
recommend contacting a local mental health hotline or service provider. Below is a
list of websites that can direct you to resources in your area.
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
8. Possible Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your participation
will contribute meaningfully to our understanding of whether certain behaviors are
considered to be abusive, which is of great use to psychological research.
9. Compensation
All compensation will be emailed to participants as Amazon gift cards.
Participants in the United States will be compensated $5 USD for submission of the
survey. You are not required to complete all the questions to receive your
compensation.
Participants in Canada will be compensated $6.50 CAD for submission of the survey.
You are not required to complete all the questions to receive your compensation.
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10. Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to
answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time. You do not waive any
legal rights by consenting to this study. If you wish to withdraw prior to submitting
the first survey, you can exit the survey prior to submitting your answers, and your
data will be destroyed. After submitting the survey, you may request to have your
data removed by contacting [redacted].
11. Confidentiality
All data collected will remain confidential and will be accessible by the authorized
investigator as well as the broader psychology scientific community. Although we are
collecting your email address, which is identifiable information, this information will
be destroyed after data collection is complete, so your data will not be identifiable.
You will be given a unique ID number within Qualtrics. This ID number will be
linked to your email address on a spreadsheet, shared only with members of the
research team, that will be used to track enrollment, study completion, and payment.
If you request to have your data removed while the study is still ongoing, we will be
able to link your email address to your ID number and delete all your data from the
database. You can make this request by emailing [redacted].
De-identified data will be posted on the Open Science Framework website (OSF;
https://osf.io) so that data may be inspected and analyzed by other researchers. The
data that will be shared on the OSF website will not contain any information that can
identify a participant. Representatives of the University of Western Ontario NonMedical Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to
monitor the conduct of this research.
Your survey responses will be collected through a secure online survey platform
called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorizations to protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is
in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbour framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and securely
stored on Western University's server.
All data collected will be confidential and neither the researchers nor anyone else will
be able to identify you as a research participant after all participants submit their
surveys. The data will be stored on a secure server at Western University and will be
retained for a minimum of 7 years. Your data may be retained indefinitely and could
be used for future research purposes (e.g., to answer a new research question). By
consenting to participate in this study, you are agreeing that your data can be used
beyond the purposes of this present study by either the current or other researchers.
12. Contacts for Further Information
After you complete this study, you will receive a debriefing sheet explaining the
nature of the research. If you withdraw from the study and would like a debriefing
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sheet, please contact [redacted]. If you would like any further information regarding
this research project or your participation in the study, you may contact [redacted],
Dr. Samantha Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]),
or Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of
this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics [redacted],
[redacted], email: [redacted]. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research
studies and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept
confidential.
13. Publication
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, you may contact
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
14. Consent
Please indicate your consent by clicking “I have read the letter of information and I
agree to participate” at the bottom of the screen. If you select “I have read the letter of
information and I DO NOT agree to participate,” you will exit the survey.

___ I have read the letter of information and I agree to participate
___ I have read the letter of information and I DO NOT agree to participate
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Appendix C
Letter of Information (Prolific) – Study 1
Project Title:
Differentiating Abusive and Non-Abusive Behaviors
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
LETTER OF INFORMATION
1. Invitation to Participate
We invite you to participate in a research study that examines whether people
consider certain behaviors to be abusive or not abusive, conducted by Dr. Samantha
Joel, Dr. Lorne Campbell, and Nicolyn Charlot of the Department of Psychology at
the University of Western Ontario. You have been invited to participate because you
expressed an interest in participating and you meet our inclusion criteria.
2. Purpose of this Letter
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information to allow you to make an
informed decision regarding participation in this research. Participation will involve
exposure to sensitive questions, including questions about physical, sexual, and
psychological abuse, and it is advised to conduct the study in a private place. You
have the option to decline to take part or to withdraw from the study at any time
without threat of penalty.
3. Purpose of this Study
Much research has been dedicated to studying intimate partner violence. However,
little is known about how the same behavior can be perceived as abusive, or not
abusive, by different individuals. Additionally, certain behaviors are perceived by
some people as abusive and other individuals as not abusive. The purpose of this
study is to better understand which behaviors are considered abusive, and the extent
to which they are abusive.
4. Inclusion Criteria
Individuals interested in joining the study must be fluent in English, live in either the
US or Canada, be 18 or older, and have an active Prolific account with at least 97%
approval on at least 10 previous submissions from previous experimenters to
participate in this study.
5. Exclusion Criteria
Individuals who are not fluent in English, do not live in either the US or Canada, are
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not 18 or older, or do not have an active Prolific account with at least 97% approval
on at least 10 previous submissions from previous experimenters are not eligible to
participate in this study.
6. Study Procedures
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey asking you
to rate a variety of behaviors, some of which will include physically, sexually, and
psychologically violent behaviors. The survey will also briefly inquire about some of
your own personal experiences with intimate partner violence. The survey is
anticipated to take approximately 45 minutes to complete.
Please be aware that some questions will inquire about physically, sexually, and
psychologically abusive behaviors, and may cause you to experience discomfort.
7. Possible Risks and Harms
Please be aware that there are several questions are of a personal nature that have the
potential to cause discomfort or be emotionally upsetting or triggering. We will be
asking you about violence you have experienced during your lifetime.
If for any reason you experience discomfort, you are free to skip the question(s) or
withdraw at any time. Additionally, if you experience discomfort and would like to
talk with someone about any emotions that the study may have evoked, we
recommend contacting a local mental health hotline or service provider. Below is a
list of websites that can direct you to resources in your area.
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
8. Possible Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your participation
will contribute meaningfully to our understanding of whether certain behaviors are
considered to be abusive, which is of great use to psychological research.
9. Compensation
Participants will be compensated £3.85 for submission of the survey. You are not
required to complete all the questions to receive your compensation.
10. Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to
answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time. You do not waive any
legal rights by consenting to this study. If you wish to withdraw prior to submitting
the survey, you can exit the survey prior to submitting your answers, and your data
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will be destroyed. After submitting the survey, you may request to have your data
removed by contacting [redacted].
11. Confidentiality
All data collected will remain confidential and will be accessible by the authorized
investigator as well as the broader psychology scientific community. De-identified
data will be posted on the Open Science Framework website (OSF; https://osf.io) so
that data may be inspected and analyzed by other researchers. The data that will be
shared on the OSF website will not contain any information that can identify a
participant. Representatives of the University of Western Ontario Non-Medical
Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor
the conduct of this research.
Your survey responses will be collected through a secure online survey platform
called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorizations to protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is
in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbour framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and securely
stored on Western University's server.
All data collected will be confidential and neither the researchers nor anyone else will
be able to identify you as a research participant after all participants submit their
surveys. The data will be stored on a secure server at Western University and will be
retained for a minimum of 7 years. Your data may be retained indefinitely and could
be used for future research purposes (e.g., to answer a new research question). By
consenting to participate in this study, you are agreeing that your data can be used
beyond the purposes of this present study by either the current or other researchers.
12. Contacts for Further Information
After you complete this study, you will receive a debriefing sheet explaining the
nature of the research. If you withdraw from the study and would like a debriefing
sheet, please contact [redacted]. If you would like any further information regarding
this research project or your participation in the study, you may contact [redacted],
Dr. Samantha Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]),
or Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of
this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics [redacted],
[redacted], email: [redacted]. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research
studies and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept
confidential.
13. Publication
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, you may contact
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
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14. Consent
Please indicate your consent by clicking “I have read the letter of information and I
agree to participate” at the bottom of the screen. If you select “I have read the letter of
information and I DO NOT agree to participate,” you will exit the survey.

___ I have read the letter of information and I agree to participate
___ I have read the letter of information and I DO NOT agree to participate
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Appendix D
Instruments – Study 1
Prolific ID
This will only be displayed to participants recruited from Prolific.
Please enter your Prolific ID here:
____________________
Thank You Message
We want to thank you for participating in our study. We understand that many questions
will be of a difficult nature, and that we are asking you to spend a lot of time on this
study. Although we anticipate this will only take approximately 45 minutes, please do not
rush. Your responses are very important to us, so we want you to take all the time you
need. Additionally, feel free to skip any questions that you are not comfortable
answering. We believe this research will be an important contribution to our
understanding of intimate partner violence, and we are so grateful to you for helping us
reach that goal. Again, thank you for your time and your responses.

List of Thoughts, Feelings, and Behaviors
Participants will be randomly assigned to a condition where the victim/survivor
(Justin(e)) is either male or female). Additionally, participants will randomly view only
two-thirds of the items to prevent fatigue effects.
Please read the following instructions very carefully
Imagine you are friends with a woman/man named Justin(e) who is in an exclusive
romantic relationship with someone. Justin(e) and his/her partner do not practice BDSM
(i.e., consensual sexual practices that can include inflicting pain on one’s partner).
You will be given a forced-choice questionnaire asking you to rate whether you perceive
certain thoughts, feelings, and behaviors to be abusive or not. Some items will be
ambiguous, so please answer as best you can. You will then be asked to rate some
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors a second time using a rating scale.
Unless otherwise specified, "they" and "their" refer to Justin(e)'s partner and "he," "him"
and "his"/”she” and “her” refer to Justin(e).
Rate items based on whether you perceive Justin(e) to be abused, not whether Justin(e)
him/herself is being abusive.
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Do not think about whether each item may be associated with other thoughts, feelings, or
behaviors – rate each item as if it occurred in isolation.
You may think that some thoughts, feelings, or behaviors are suggestive of abuse, but
please only rate something as abusive if you think that thought, feeling, or behavior is
itself abuse.
For example, if you were rating behaviors for niceness:
Justin(e) feeling happy is suggestive of his/her partner being nice to him/her. → “No, this
is not being nice”
Justin(e)’s partner buying him/her flowers is itself being nice. → “Yes, this is being nice”
Justin(e) telling his/her friends that his/her partner is nice is suggestive of his/her partner
being nice. → “No, this is not being nice.”
Justin(e)’s partner taking him/her and his/her friends out for ice cream is itself being nice.
→ “Yes, this is being nice.”
These instructions will be available to participants on every relevant page if participants
click a “Click to re-read instructions” button.
Please indicate whether the thought, feeling, or behavior is abusive (not indicative of
abuse). Rate items based on whether Justin is being abused. Rate each item as if it
occurred in isolation.
___ Yes – this is abusive
___ No – this is not abusive
If a participant selects yes, they will see the following on a later page. If they select no,
they will not rate the abusiveness of that item.
Please rate how abusive you perceive each item to be.

Not at all
abusive
1

2

3

Somewhat
abusive
4

5

6

Very
abusive
7

Note that in the Qualtrics version there are numbers associated with each item. The
numbers make editing items easier, but they will be deleted after ethics approval has
been granted.
Male version:
Justin's partner was rude to someone in the service industry (e.g., waitress, cashier)
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Justin found out his partner was abusive towards their ex
Justin found out his partner is or was abusive towards their coworkers, friends, or
family
Justin's partner accepted or defended the use of violence by others
Justin's partner accused him of flirting with someone else
Justin's partner accused him of cheating on them
Justin's partner was upset because he talked to someone his partner thought he was
attracted to
Justin's partner drank a lot of alcohol
Justin's partner consumed illegal drugs
Justin's partner was angry with someone or something
Justin's partner could not control their anger
Justin's partner pressured him to do something sexual that he did not want to
Justin's partner did not care about his pleasure during sex
Justin and his partner disagreed about something sexual
Justin's partner made themselves look nice for him
Justin and his partner had an argument
Justin and his partner were unable to resolve an argument
Justin's partner acted arrogant or entitled
Justin's partner made assumptions about what he wanted
Justin's partner blamed him for something they caused or did
Justin's partner blamed their ex for all the problems in that relationship
Justin's partner blamed others for their problems
Justin blamed himself for something that was his partner's fault
Justin's partner violated his boundaries
Justin felt he and his partner had no boundaries in the relationship
Justin's partner tried to change him
Justin felt like he was losing his identity because of his partner
Justin's partner was charming and flattering
Justin's partner flirted with other people
Justin's partner tried to make him jealous
Justin's partner cheated on him
Justin's partner checked up on him (e.g., called or texted to see where he was)
Justin's partner questioned him about where he had been and/or who he was with
Justin's partner indicated that one person in the relationship should have more power
than the other
Justin's partner indicated a belief in traditional roles for men and women
Justin's partner said something rude about Justin's gender
Justin's partner criticized how he looked or what he was wearing
Justin's partner told him to change how he looked or what he was wearing
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Justin and his partner had difficulties communicating
Justin's partner did not listen to what he was saying
Justin's partner expected him to read their mind
Justin's partner compared him to other people
Justin's partner underestimated him
Justin's partner tried to control him
Justin's partner tried to manipulate him
Justin's partner limited his access to something (e.g., phone, computer, car, money)
Justin's partner became angry and then apologized afterwards
Justin's partner disrespected him
Justin's partner did something he asked them not to
Justin's partner interrupted him when he was talking
Justin's partner used him
Justin focused on the positive aspects of his relationship
Justin's partner did not accept responsibility for their actions
Justin's partner did not admit when they were wrong
Justin's partner created an uncomfortable situation in public
Justin's partner suggested they could treat him however they wanted
Justin's partner indicated they have the right to punish him
Justin felt like he was walking on eggshells around his partner
Justin's partner scared him
Justin's partner made him nervous
Justin felt like he was in danger when he was around his partner
Justin's partner made him feel like he was crazy
Justin felt a need to please his partner
Justin's intuition told him something was wrong or off about his partner
Justin felt like something was wrong with him
Justin felt like something was wrong with his partner
Justin's partner made him cry
Justin felt like a burden to his partner
Justin felt emotionally numb
Justin had doubts about his relationship with his partner
Justin felt like he was on an emotional roller coaster when he was with his partner
Justin felt head-over-heels in love with his partner
Justin did not share his true feelings with his partner
Justin felt like his partner was not sharing their true feelings with him
Justin felt dissatisfied with his relationship
Justin felt that he deserved to be hurt or mistreated
Justin felt like things were too good to be true with his partner
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Justin's partner borrowed money from him
Justin's partner was financially irresponsible
Justin's partner tried to control how he spent his money
Justin's partner bought him a small gift
Justin's partner bought him an expensive gift
Justin's partner spent a lot of money on him
Justin's partner gave him a gift that he wished they had consulted him about (e.g., pet,
plane tickets)
Justin's partner made him do something he didn't want to do
Justin found out his partner was abused by their family
Justin's partner ignored him
Justin's partner dismissed or disregarded his opinions or feelings
Justin's partner complained about something insignificant or unimportant
Justin's partner acted immature
Justin's partner refused to compromise on an important decision
Justin's partner was mean to him
Justin's partner insulted him
Justin's partner criticized him
Justin's partner hurt his feelings
Justin's partner humiliated him
Justin's partner teased him
Justin's partner called him names
Justin's partner made him feel worthless
Justin felt like his relationship with his partner was an addiction
Justin felt like he would do anything for his partner
Justin felt like his partner would do anything for him
Justin's partner had unrealistic expectations for the relationship
Justin's partner told him a lot of details about their life
Justin shared more information about his life than his partner shared about theirs
Justin's partner made a romantic gesture but it felt impersonal
Justin's partner criticized his friends and family
Justin's partner discouraged him from seeing his friends and family
Justin's partner expressed jealousy
Justin's partner was possessive of him
Justin's partner indicated that they thought jealousy was natural
Justin's partner lied to him
Justin didn't believe something his partner told him
Justin's partner embarrassed or made fun of him in front of others
Justin's partner did not let him make decisions
Justin's partner tried to make him feel guilty

156
Justin's partner indicated they were dependent on him
Justin's partner made him feel dependent on them
Justin's partner emotionally rejected him
Justin's partner "played games" with him
Justin's partner withheld affection from him
Justin and his partner got engaged
Justin's partner made excessive gestures to please his friends and family
Justin's partner's words and actions were inconsistent
Justin's partner accused him of doing things he did not do
Justin's partner made assumptions about his culture or background
Justin's partner told him that this relationship would be different from their past
relationships
Justin and his partner horsed around/played violently/rough housed
Justin's partner had mood swings
Justin's partner was overprotective of him
Justin's partner put their needs and feelings above his own
Justin's partner threw or broke an object
Justin's partner indicated that they believe violence is an acceptable response to anger
Justin's partner pushed or shoved him
Justin's partner hit him
Justin's partner grabbed him
Justin's partner slapped him
Justin's partner shouted or yelled at him
Justin's partner hurt him
Justin's partner was physically rough with him
Justin's partner's body language or speech patterns changed before they became angry
Justin's partner suggested they should break up
Justin's partner tried to prevent him from interacting with other people he might be
attracted to
Justin's partner violated his privacy (e.g., read his diary, read his mail, looked through
his things)
Justin's partner was not interested in his interests
Justin did not feel romantically attracted to his partner
Justin's partner retaliated when he disagreed with them
Justin's partner resented being questioned about how they treat him
Justin's partner's friends or family warned him against dating his partner
Justin's friends or family warned him against dating his partner
Justin sought professional help (e.g., counselor, therapist) because of his partner
Justin's friends or family complained about his partner
Justin's partner insisted that they spend all their free time together
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Justin and his partner spent all their time together
Justin's partner indicated that they could not bear being without him
Justin's partner wouldn't let him go out with his friends or family
Justin's partner was upset because they didn't spend enough time together
Justin's partner threatened to harm themselves if he left them
Justin's partner threatened to leave him
Justin's partner threatened to harm him if he left them
Justin's partner threatened to harm him
Justin's partner intimidated him
Justin's partner threatened to hurt people, pets, or objects he cares about
Justin's partner was dishonest with him
Justin did not trust his partner
Justin's partner was not genuine with him
Justin's partner checked his electronic communications with others (e.g., texts, social
media, emails)
Justin's partner went through his phone
Justin's partner asked for his password to his phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
Justin's partner refused to give him access to their [Justin's partner's] phone, computer,
social media, or other device/account
Justin's partner tried to control his electronic communications with others (e.g., texts,
social media, emails)
Justin's partner spread messages about him on the internet without his permission
Justin found out his partner owns or has access to weapons
Justin's partner got too serious about the relationship too quickly
Justin's partner acted as though they were more intimate than they were
Justin and his partner moved in together
Justin felt like he was in a whirlwind romance
Justin felt his partner had shared too much personal information with him
Justin felt like he couldn't say no to his partner
Justin's partner reacted negatively when he said no to something they wanted
Justin and his partner watched porn that he [Justin] likes
Justin and his partner watched porn that upset him [Justin]
Justin's partner forced him to watch porn that he [Justin] likes
Justin's partner forced him to watch porn that he [Justin] didn't like
Justin found out his partner watches porn that he [Justin] likes
Justin found out his partner watches porn that upset him [Justin]
Justin's partner acted like a victim when they weren't one
Justin's partner was unsupportive of him
Justin's partner rewarded him for doing what they wanted
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Justin needed to see a doctor because of an injury his partner gave him
Justin had a sprain or bruise because of something his partner did to him
Justin's partner kicked him
Justin's partner hit him with an object
Justin's partner choked him
Justin's partner slammed him against a wall
Justin's partner beat him up
Justin's partner threw something at him that could hurt
Justin's partner burned or scalded him on purpose
Justin's partner intentionally destroyed his belongings
Justin was in physical pain the next day because of something his partner did to him
Justin's partner prevented him from seeing his friends and family
Justin's partner isolated him from his work, studies, or interests
Justin's partner tried to keep him at home
Justin's partner filtered or manipulated information he wanted or needed
Justin's partner wouldn't let him talk to anyone about how they treat him
Justin's partner kept him under surveillance
Justin's partner controlled his daily activities
Justin's partner tried to make his life revolve around them
Justin's partner made a decision about finances without him
Justin's partner prevented him from treating a health problem
Justin's partner was doing things that harmed his mental health
Justin's partner tried to make him submissive to them
Justin's partner did something positive for him that was actually self-interested
Justin's partner threatened to hurt him if he did not do what they told him to do
Justin's partner was contemptuous of him
Justin's partner disregarded his career, education, or role in the household
Justin's partner disregarded his emotions or ideas
Justin's partner disregarded his reasoning or logic because it did not agree with theirs
Justin's partner rejected his perception of a problem
Justin's partner emphasized that they depend on each other
Justin's partner made him subservient to them
Justin's partner treated him like he was stupid
Justin's partner tried to turn his friends or family against him
Justin's partner refused to speak to him in order to punish or hurt him
Justin's partner made him feel incompetent
Justin's partner made him feel ashamed
Justin's partner made him feel insecure
Justin's partner told him he could do something and then became upset when he did
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Justin's partner avoided him
Justin's partner threatened to break up with him if he didn't do what they wanted
Justin's partner stole money from him
Justin's partner refused to help him financially
Justin's partner limited his ability to work
Justin's partner sent him unwanted, explicit images
Justin's partner manipulated or coerced him into an unwanted sexual activity
Justin's partner used physical force to make him do an unwanted sexual activity
Justin's partner degraded him sexually
Justin's partner kissed or touched him when he didn't want them to
Justin's partner forced him to have sex with them
Justin's partner insisted that they have sex
Justin's partner refused to use, or let him use, a condom or birth control
Justin's partner hurt him during sexual activities
Justin's partner made him feel that he owed them sex
Justin's partner got upset when he didn't want to engage in sexual activities
Justin's partner threatened to do something if he did not engage in sexual activity with
them
Justin's partner encouraged him to consume alcohol or drugs before engaging in sexual
activity
Justin's partner made him feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with them
Justin's partner indicated that other people were willing to have sex with them, even if
he wasn't
Justin's partner ignored his feelings regarding sexual activity
Justin's partner tampered with a condom or birth control without telling him
Justin's partner made him feel obligated to engage in sexual activity with them
Justin and his partner had sex, even though he wasn't in the mood
Justin's partner complimented his appearance
Justin's partner told him they loved him
Justin's partner respected him
Justin's partner treated his friends and family with respect
Justin and his partner came to a compromise after an argument
Justin's partner introduced him to their friends or coworkers
Justin's partner introduced him to their family
Justin and his partner spent the night together
Justin and his partner moved in together
Justin and his partner made a major purchase together (e.g., pet, car, house)
Justin and his partner took a vacation together
Justin and his partner went camping together
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Justin and his partner discussed a shared future together (e.g., relationship status, living
situation, desire for children, career aspirations)
Justin's partner gave him a key to their home
Justin and his partner took an overnight trip together
Justin and his partner planned a future activity more than a month in advance
Justin spent time with his friends or family without his partner
Justin's partner listened attentively when he talked to them
Justin's partner noticed when he was upset or down
Justin's partner was physically affectionate with him
Justin's partner was perceptive of his sexual needs
Justin felt comfortable around his partner
Justin's partner comforted him when he was upset
Justin and his partner had an enjoyable sexual experience
Justin spent time by himself
Justin and his partner had a constructive discussion about a problem they had
Justin and his partner spent time on a shared interest
Justin and his partner spent quality romantic time together
Justin and his partner did a fun activity together
Justin's partner was going through a difficult time, so he put away his own concerns to
help them.
Justin felt tender towards his partner.
Justin couldn't control his thoughts about his partner; they were obsessively on them.
Justin felt a powerful attraction to his partner.
Justin found it difficult to concentrate on work because thoughts of his partner were
occupying his mind.
Justin yearned to know all about his partner.
Justin felt that an existence without his partner would be dark and dismal.
Justin's partner was constantly on his mind.
Justin's partner made his body tremble with excitement.
Justin felt that he had an endless appetite for affection from his partner.
Justin felt that no one else could love his partner like he does.
Justin felt he would rather be with his partner than anyone else.
Justin felt that if he were separated from his partner for a long time, he would be
intensely lonely.
Justin's partner made him feel effervescent and bubbly.
Justin eagerly looked for signs indicating his partner's desire for him
Justin felt complete knowing that his partner cares about him
Justin felt happy doing something to make his partner happy.
Justin took delight in studying the movement and angles of his partner's body.
Justin felt that he would love his partner forever.
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Justin's partner valued and respected the whole package that is the "real" him
Justin and his partner had a pleasant night at home together
Justin's partner valued his abilities and opinions.
Justin's partner seemed interested in what he was thinking and feeling
Justin's partner expressed liking and encouragement for him
Justin's partner really listened to him
Justin's partner saw the "real" him
Justin's partner knew him well
Justin's partner was responsive to his needs.
Justin's partner understood him
Justin's partner was on "the same wavelength" as him

Female version:
Justine's partner was rude to someone in the service industry (e.g., waitress, cashier)
Justine found out her partner was abusive towards their ex
Justine found out her partner is or was abusive towards their coworkers, friends, or
family
Justine's partner accepted or defended the use of violence by others
Justine's partner accused her of flirting with someone else
Justine's partner accused her of cheating on them
Justine's partner was upset because she talked to someone her partner thought she was
attracted to
Justine's partner drank a lot of alcohol
Justine's partner consumed illegal drugs
Justine's partner was angry with someone or something
Justine's partner could not control their anger
Justine's partner pressured her to do something sexual that she did not want to
Justine's partner did not care about her pleasure during sex
Justine and her partner disagreed about something sexual
Justine's partner made themselves look nice for her
Justine and her partner had an argument
Justine and her partner were unable to resolve an argument
Justine's partner acted arrogant or entitled
Justine's partner made assumptions about what she wanted
Justine's partner blamed her for something they caused or did
Justine's partner blamed their ex for all the problems in that relationship
Justine's partner blamed others for their problems
Justine blamed herself for something that was her partner's fault
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Justine's partner violated her boundaries
Justine felt she and her partner had no boundaries in the relationship
Justine's partner tried to change her
Justine felt like she was losing her identity because of her partner
Justine's partner was charming and flattering
Justine's partner flirted with other people
Justine's partner tried to make her jealous
Justine's partner cheated on her
Justine's partner checked up on her (e.g., called or texted to see where she was)
Justine's partner questioned her about where she had been and/or who she was with
Justine's partner indicated that one person in the relationship should have more power
than the other
Justine's partner indicated a belief in traditional roles for men and women
Justine's partner said something rude about Justine's gender
Justine's partner criticized how she looked or what she was wearing
Justine's partner told her to change how she looked or what she was wearing
Justine and her partner had difficulties communicating
Justine's partner did not listen to what she was saying
Justine's partner expected her to read their mind
Justine's partner compared her to other people
Justine's partner underestimated her
Justine's partner tried to control her
Justine's partner tried to manipulate her
Justine's partner limited her access to something (e.g., phone, computer, car, money)
Justine's partner became angry and then apologized afterwards
Justine's partner disrespected her
Justine's partner did something she asked them not to
Justine's partner interrupted her when she was talking
Justine's partner used her
Justine focused on the positive aspects of her relationship
Justine's partner did not accept responsibility for their actions
Justine's partner did not admit when they were wrong
Justine's partner created an uncomfortable situation in public
Justine's partner suggested they could treat her however they wanted
Justine's partner indicated they have the right to punish her
Justine felt like she was walking on eggshells around her partner
Justine's partner scared her
Justine's partner made her nervous
Justine felt like she was in danger when she was around her partner
Justine's partner made her feel like she was crazy
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Justine felt a need to please her partner
Justine's intuition told her something was wrong or off about her partner
Justine felt like something was wrong with her
Justine felt like something was wrong with her partner
Justine's partner made her cry
Justine felt like a burden to her partner
Justine felt emotionally numb
Justine had doubts about her relationship with her partner
Justine felt like she was on an emotional roller coaster when she was with her partner
Justine felt head-over-heels in love with her partner
Justine did not share her true feelings with her partner
Justine felt like her partner was not sharing their true feelings with her
Justine felt dissatisfied with her relationship
Justine felt that she deserved to be hurt or mistreated
Justine felt like things were too good to be true with her partner
Justine's partner borrowed money from her
Justine's partner was financially irresponsible
Justine's partner tried to control how she spent her money
Justine's partner bought her a small gift
Justine's partner bought her an expensive gift
Justine's partner spent a lot of money on her
Justine's partner gave her a gift that she wished they had consulted her about (e.g., pet,
plane tickets)
Justine's partner made her do something she didn't want to do
Justine found out her partner was abused by their family
Justine's partner ignored her
Justine's partner dismissed or disregarded her opinions or feelings
Justine's partner complained about something insignificant or unimportant
Justine's partner acted immature
Justine's partner refused to compromise on an important decision
Justine's partner was mean to her
Justine's partner insulted her
Justine's partner criticized her
Justine's partner hurt her feelings
Justine's partner humiliated her
Justine's partner teased her
Justine's partner called her names
Justine's partner made her feel worthless
Justine felt like her relationship with her partner was an addiction
Justine felt like she would do anything for her partner
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Justine felt like her partner would do anything for her
Justine's partner had unrealistic expectations for the relationship
Justine's partner told her a lot of details about their life
Justine shared more information about her life than her partner shared about theirs
Justine's partner made a romantic gesture but it felt impersonal
Justine's partner criticized her friends and family
Justine's partner discouraged her from seeing her friends and family
Justine's partner expressed jealousy
Justine's partner was possessive of her
Justine's partner indicated that they thought jealousy was natural
Justine's partner lied to her
Justine didn't believe something her partner told her
Justine's partner embarrassed or made fun of her in front of others
Justine's partner did not let her make decisions
Justine's partner tried to make her feel guilty
Justine's partner indicated they were dependent on her
Justine's partner made her feel dependent on them
Justine's partner emotionally rejected her
Justine's partner "played games" with her
Justine's partner withheld affection from her
Justine and her partner got engaged
Justine's partner made excessive gestures to please her friends and family
Justine's partner's words and actions were inconsistent
Justine's partner accused her of doing things she did not do
Justine's partner made assumptions about her culture or background
Justine's partner told her that this relationship would be different from their past
relationships
Justine and her partner horsed around/played violently/rough housed
Justine's partner had mood swings
Justine's partner was overprotective of her
Justine's partner put their needs and feelings above her own
Justine's partner threw or broke an object
Justine's partner indicated that they believe violence is an acceptable response to anger
Justine's partner pushed or shoved her
Justine's partner hit her
Justine's partner grabbed her
Justine's partner slapped her
Justine's partner shouted or yelled at her
Justine's partner hurt her
Justine's partner was physically rough with her
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Justine's partner's body language or speech patterns changed before they became angry
Justine's partner suggested they should break up
Justine's partner tried to prevent her from interacting with other people she might be
attracted to
Justine's partner violated her privacy (e.g., read her diary, read her mail, looked
through her things)
Justine's partner was not interested in her interests
Justine did not feel romantically attracted to her partner
Justine's partner retaliated when she disagreed with them
Justine's partner resented being questioned about how they treat her
Justine's partner's friends or family warned her against dating her partner
Justine's friends or family warned her against dating her partner
Justine sought professional help (e.g., counselor, therapist) because of her partner
Justine's friends or family complained about her partner
Justine's partner insisted that they spend all their free time together
Justine and her partner spent all their time together
Justine's partner indicated that they could not bear being without her
Justine's partner wouldn't let her go out with her friends or family
Justine's partner was upset because they didn't spend enough time together
Justine's partner threatened to harm themselves if she left them
Justine's partner threatened to leave her
Justine's partner threatened to harm her if she left them
Justine's partner threatened to harm her
Justine's partner intimidated her
Justine's partner threatened to hurt people, pets, or objects she cares about
Justine's partner was dishonest with her
Justine did not trust her partner
Justine's partner was not genuine with her
Justine's partner checked her electronic communications with others (e.g., texts, social
media, emails)
Justine's partner went through her phone
Justine's partner asked for her password to her phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
Justine's partner refused to give her access to their [Justin's partner's] phone, computer,
social media, or other device/account
Justine's partner tried to control her electronic communications with others (e.g., texts,
social media, emails)
Justine's partner spread messages about her on the internet without her permission
Justine found out her partner owns or has access to weapons
Justine's partner got too serious about the relationship too quickly
Justine's partner acted as though they were more intimate than they were
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Justine and her partner moved in together
Justine felt like she was in a whirlwind romance
Justine felt her partner had shared too much personal information with her
Justine felt like she couldn't say no to her partner
Justine's partner reacted negatively when she said no to something they wanted
Justine and her partner watched porn that she [Justine] likes
Justine and her partner watched porn that upset her [Justine]
Justine's partner forced her to watch porn that she [Justine] likes
Justine's partner forced her to watch porn that she [Justine] didn't like
Justine found out her partner watches porn that she [Justine] likes
Justine found out her partner watches porn that upset her [Justine]
Justine's partner acted like a victim when they weren't one
Justine's partner was unsupportive of her
Justine's partner rewarded her for doing what they wanted
Justine needed to see a doctor because of an injury her partner gave her
Justine had a sprain or bruise because of something her partner did to her
Justine's partner kicked her
Justine's partner hit her with an object
Justine's partner choked her
Justine's partner slammed her against a wall
Justine's partner beat her up
Justine's partner threw something at her that could hurt
Justine's partner burned or scalded her on purpose
Justine's partner intentionally destroyed her belongings
Justine was in physical pain the next day because of something her partner did to her
Justine's partner prevented her from seeing her friends and family
Justine's partner isolated her from her work, studies, or interests
Justine's partner tried to keep her at home
Justine's partner filtered or manipulated information she wanted or needed
Justine's partner wouldn't let her talk to anyone about how they treat her
Justine's partner kept her under surveillance
Justine's partner controlled her daily activities
Justine's partner tried to make her life revolve around them
Justine's partner made a decision about finances without her
Justine's partner prevented her from treating a health problem
Justine's partner was doing things that harmed her mental health
Justine's partner tried to make her submissive to them
Justine's partner did something positive for her that was actually self-interested
Justine's partner threatened to hurt her if she did not do what they told her to do
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Justine's partner was contemptuous of her
Justine's partner disregarded her career, education, or role in the household
Justine's partner disregarded her emotions or ideas
Justine's partner disregarded her reasoning or logic because it did not agree with theirs
Justine's partner rejected her perception of a problem
Justine's partner emphasized that they depend on each other
Justine's partner made her subservient to them
Justine's partner treated her like she was stupid
Justine's partner tried to turn her friends or family against her
Justine's partner refused to speak to her in order to punish or hurt her
Justine's partner made her feel incompetent
Justine's partner made her feel ashamed
Justine's partner made her feel insecure
Justine's partner told her she could do something and then became upset when she did
Justine's partner avoided her
Justine's partner threatened to break up with her if she didn't do what they wanted
Justine's partner stole money from her
Justine's partner refused to help her financially
Justine's partner limited her ability to work
Justine's partner sent her unwanted, explicit images
Justine's partner manipulated or coerced her into an unwanted sexual activity
Justine's partner used physical force to make her do an unwanted sexual activity
Justine's partner degraded her sexually
Justine's partner kissed or touched her when she didn't want them to
Justine's partner forced her to have sex with them
Justine's partner insisted that they have sex
Justine's partner refused to use, or let her use, a condom or birth control
Justine's partner hurt her during sexual activities
Justine's partner made her feel that she owed them sex
Justine's partner got upset when she didn't want to engage in sexual activities
Justine's partner threatened to do something if she did not engage in sexual activity
with them
Justine's partner encouraged her to consume alcohol or drugs before engaging in sexual
activity
Justine's partner made her feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with them
Justine's partner indicated that other people were willing to have sex with them, even if
she wasn't
Justine's partner ignored her feelings regarding sexual activity
Justine's partner tampered with a condom or birth control without telling her
Justine's partner made her feel obligated to engage in sexual activity with them
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Justine and her partner had sex, even though she wasn't in the mood
Justine's partner complimented her appearance
Justine's partner told him they loved her
Justine's partner respected her
Justine's partner treated her friends and family with respect
Justine and her partner came to a compromise after an argument
Justine's partner introduced her to their friends or coworkers
Justine's partner introduced her to their family
Justine and her partner spent the night together
Justine and her partner moved in together
Justine and her partner made a major purchase together (e.g., pet, car, house)
Justine and her partner took a vacation together
Justine and her partner went camping together
Justine and her partner discussed a shared future together (e.g., relationship status,
living situation, desire for children, career aspirations)
Justine's partner gave her a key to their home
Justine and her partner took an overnight trip together
Justine and her partner planned a future activity more than a month in advance
Justine spent time with her friends or family without her partner
Justine's partner listened attentively when she talked to them
Justine's partner noticed when she was upset or down
Justine's partner was physically affectionate with her
Justine's partner was perceptive of her sexual needs
Justine felt comfortable around her partner
Justine's partner comforted her when she was upset
Justine and her partner had an enjoyable sexual experience
Justine spent time by herself
Justine and her partner had a constructive discussion about a problem they had
Justine and her partner spent time on a shared interest
Justine and her partner spent quality romantic time together
Justine and her partner did a fun activity together
Justine's partner was going through a difficult time, so she put away her own concerns
to help them.
Justine felt tender towards her partner.
Justine couldn't control her thoughts about her partner; they were obsessively on them.
Justine felt a powerful attraction to her partner.
Justine found it difficult to concentrate on work because thoughts of her partner were
occupying her mind.
Justine yearned to know all about her partner.
Justine felt that an existence without her partner would be dark and dismal.
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Justine's partner was constantly on her mind.
Justine's partner made her body tremble with excitement.
Justine felt that she had an endless appetite for affection from her partner.
Justine felt that no one else could love her partner like she does.
Justine felt she would rather be with her partner than anyone else.
Justine felt that if she were separated from her partner for a long time, she would be
intensely lonely.
Justine's partner made her feel effervescent and bubbly.
Justine eagerly looked for signs indicating her partner's desire for her
Justine felt complete knowing that her partner cares about her
Justine felt happy doing something to make her partner happy.
Justine took delight in studying the movement and angles of her partner's body.
Justine felt that she would love her partner forever.
Justine's partner valued and respected the whole package that is the "real" her
Justine and her partner had a pleasant night at home together
Justine's partner valued her abilities and opinions.
Justine's partner seemed interested in what she was thinking and feeling
Justine's partner expressed liking and encouragement for her
Justine's partner really listened to her
Justine's partner saw the "real" her
Justine's partner knew her well
Justine's partner was responsive to her needs.
Justine's partner understood her
Justine's partner was on "the same wavelength" as her

Attention checks – these will be randomly displayed throughout the survey.
Please select “Yes – this is abusive”
Please select “No – this is not abusive”
Please select “Somewhat abusive”

Demographics
No formal references – developed by current researchers
Thank you for filling out those surveys – we really appreciate your help with this
research. We have a few more short forms to fill out and then you will be done. This is a
long process, but each element is important, and we want you to know that we value your
contribution.
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Are you fluent in English?
o Yes
o No
Do you live in the United States or Canada?
o Yes
o No

What is your age, in years?
________________________________________________________________

To which ethnic group(s) do you belong? (select as many as apply)
____ Black American / African

____ Asian

____ Hispanic

____ North American Indian

____ White / European

____ Middle Eastern/East Asian

____ East Indian

____ Other (please specify) _______

What is your gender identity?
o Male
o Female
o I identify as ______
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What is your sexual orientation?

o Heterosexual
o Gay/lesbian
o Bisexual
o Questioning or uncertain
o My sexual orientation is _________
Please indicate your total income (per year):
under $15,000 per year _____
$15,000 - 25,000 _____
$25,000 – 35,000 _____
$35,000 – 45,000 _____
$45,000 – 55,000 _____

$55,000 – 65,000 _____
$65,000 – 75,000 _____
$75,000 – 85,000 _____
$85,000 – 95,000 _____
over $95,000 per year _____

What is your current level of education?
____ Less than high school
____ High school graduate
____ Some college
____ 2-year degree or diploma
____ 4-year degree
____ Professional degree
____ Masters
____ Doctorate
Expertise in Intimate Partner Violence
No formal references – developed by current researchers

Do you have expert knowledge of, or professional experience with, intimate partner
violence (IPV)? This could include, but is not limited to, studying IPV or working with
victim/survivors of IPV.
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___ Yes
___ No
Participants who answer yes will see:
Could you please describe your expertise in IPV? For example, you can say that you
study IPV or work in a women’s shelter. Please do not include any personally
identifying information, such as the name of the place you work.

Prior Personal Experience with Intimate Partner Violence
No formal references – developed by current researchers

Have you ever been physically, psychologically, or sexually hurt by someone with whom
you were in a romantic relationship?
___ Yes
___ No
Have you ever been physically, psychologically, or sexually hurt by someone with whom
you were not in a romantic relationship?
___ Yes
___ No
Have you ever physically, psychologically, or sexually hurt someone with whom you
were in a romantic relationship?
___ Yes
___ No
Have you ever physically, psychologically, or sexually hurt someone with whom you
were not in a romantic relationship?
___ Yes
___ No

Perception of Partner Gender
No formal references – developed for the purpose of this study.
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When you were imagining Justin(e)’s partner, did you consistently imagine them as a
particular gender?
___ Yes – I imagined Justin(e)’s partner as male
___ Yes – I imagined Justin(e)’s partner as female
___ No – I alternated between imagining Justin(e)’s partner as either male or female
___ No – I did not imagine Justin(e)’s partner as a particular gender

Warning Sign Question
No formal references – developed for the purpose of this study.
Please list any warning signs or red flags of an abusive relationship that you can think of.
If possible, please try not to include any thoughts, feelings, or behaviors you viewed on
the previous pages.
________________________________

Compensation Preference
This question will only be displayed to participants recruited via email or social media.
For participating in this study, you will be compensated with an Amazon gift card that
will be emailed to you after the completion of the survey. Would you like to be
compensated in United States Dollars or Canadian Dollars?
o United States Dollars
o Canadian Dollars
If you change your mind about how you would like to be paid, please email [redacted].

Honesty Checks
No formal references – developed by current researchers
Which of the following best represents how you approached this survey?
____ I tried hard to answer each question honestly and accurately
____ I answered relatively quickly, but still honestly and accurately
____ I rushed through the survey, skimming the questions as I went
____ I chose random answers just to get to the end of the questionnaire
Is there any reason we should NOT use your data?
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___ Yes
___ No
If the participant responds Yes, they will see:
Why should we not use your data?
______________________________

Do you have any other comments you would like to leave for the researchers?
______________________________
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Appendix E
Debriefing – Study 1

Project Title:
Differentiating Abusive and Non-Abusive Behaviors
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
Debriefing Form
We want to thank you for participating in this research. You have made an important
contribution to our understanding of intimate partner violence, and we are so grateful for
the time and energy you have dedicated to helping us. We are very excited about this
work, and we could not have done it without you.
Now that your participation is complete, we can tell you more about the study you have
just participated in. The broad purpose of this research is to identify which behaviors the
general public perceives to be abusive and compare those to behaviors perceived as
abusive by experts on intimate partner violence. Prior research has shown that there are
discrepancies between public and expert opinions, but the precise nature of this has yet to
be explored. Findings from this study will also be used in future research on warning
signs of intimate partner violence, as behaviors that are not rated as abusive may be
predictive of later violence in relationships. There is little consensus on what is
considered abuse versus a warning sign of abuse, and this study aims to differentiate
these thoughts, feelings, or behaviors.
We apologize for any discomfort that may have resulted from your participation in this
study. If you would like to speak to a mental health hotline or service provider, we
suggest finding one near you by using one of the following websites:
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
Your responses and participation are much appreciated. Without your involvement, it
would not be possible to conduct this research. Thank you.
If you have any questions about this research you may contact [redacted], Dr. Samantha
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Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]), or Nicolyn Charlot
by email ([redacted]). If you have any questions about your rights as a research
participant or the conduct of this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research
Ethics at [redacted] or [redacted] for international callers, email: [redacted].
If you are interested in learning more about ratings of intimate partner violence or the
specific topics underlying this research project, please see:
Dardis, C. M., Edwards, K. M., Kelley, E. L., & Gidycz, C. A. (2017). Perceptions of
dating
violence and associated correlates: A study of college young adults. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 32, 3245-3271.
Short, L. M., McMahon, P. M., Chervin, D. D., Shelley, G. A., Lezin, N., Sloop, K. S., &
Dawkins, N. (2000). Survivors' identification of protective factors and early
warning signs for intimate partner violence. Violence Against Women, 6, 272285.
Waltermaurer, E. (2005). Measuring intimate partner violence (IPV) you may only get
what you
ask for. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 20, 501-506.
Again, we greatly appreciate your involvement in our research, and we encourage you to
reach out if you have any questions or concerns. We truly value your contribution and
thank you for it.
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Appendix F
Research Ethics Approval – Study 2
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Appendix G
Letter of Information (Dating Less Than One Year) – Study 2
Project Title:
Determining Initial Occurrences of Relationship Behaviors
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
LETTER OF INFORMATION
1. Invitation to Participate
We invite you to participate in a research study that examines how relationships
unfold over time and when dating behaviors (e.g., introductions to friends and family)
first occur, conducted by Dr. Samantha Joel, Dr. Lorne Campbell, and Nicolyn
Charlot of the Department of Psychology at the University of Western Ontario. You
have been invited to participate because you expressed an interest in participating and
you meet our inclusion criteria.
2. Purpose of this Letter
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information to allow you to make an
informed decision regarding participation in this research. Participation will involve
exposure to sensitive questions, including questions about physical and psychological
abuse, and it is advised to conduct the study in a private place. You have the option to
decline to take part or to withdraw from the study at any time without threat of
penalty.
3. Purpose of this Study
Most romantic relationship research focuses on people in well-established
relationships. However, little is known about early events in individuals’ dating lives.
The purpose of this study is to establish a timeline of when certain events take place
in romantic relationships. For example, we want to know when people first try new
activities together, introduce each other to friends, and encounter relationship
difficulties.
4. Inclusion Criteria
Individuals interested in joining the study must speak English fluently, reside within
the United States or Canada, are 18 years old or older, are in a romantic relationship,
are dating someone who is 18 years old or older, have never dated their partner before
(i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back together again, you are ineligible), have
been dating their partner for less than one year, and have more than a 97% approval
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rating on Prolific from previous experimenters, and have 5 or more previous
submissions on Prolific.
5. Exclusion Criteria
Individuals are not eligible to participate in this study if they do not speak English
fluently, do not reside within the United States or Canada, are not 18 years old or
older, are not in a romantic relationship, are not dating someone who is 18 years old
or older, have dated their partner before (i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back
together again, you are ineligible), have been dating their partner for more than one
year, or have less than a 97% approval rating on Prolific from previous
experimenters, or have fewer than 5 previous submissions on Prolific.
6. Study Procedures
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to an online survey that is expected to
take approximately 45 minutes. You will be given a list of various thoughts, feelings,
and behaviors relevant to your relationship. You will be asked to indicate if any of the
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors have happened to you in your current relationship,
and if so, when you believe that thought, feeling, or behavior happened. You will also
be asked some demographic questions related to yourself and your relationship.
After all participants’ data are collected, Prolific IDs will be replaced by Participant
IDs created by the researchers, so your data cannot be linked back to your Prolific ID.
Please be aware that many questions will inquire about physically and
psychologically abusive behaviors, and may cause you to experience discomfort.
7. Possible Risks and Harms
Please be aware that there are several questions are of a personal nature that have the
potential to cause discomfort or be emotionally upsetting or triggering. We will be
asking you about the occurrence of psychologically and physically abusive behaviors
in your current relationship. This study may also cause you to reflect on the nature of
your relationship with your partner. We encourage you to use your discretion in
deciding whether to tell your partner about your participation in this study.
If for any reason you experience discomfort, you are free to skip the question(s) or
withdraw at any time. Additionally, if you experience discomfort and would like to
talk with someone about any emotions that the study may have evoked, we
recommend contacting a local mental health hotline or service provider.
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
8. Possible Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your participation
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will contribute meaningfully to our understanding of when events occur in new
romantic relationships, which is of great use to psychological research.
9. Compensation
Participants will be compensated £3.85 for submission of the survey. You are not
required to complete all the questions to receive your compensation.
10. Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to
answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time. You do not waive any
legal rights by consenting to this study. If you wish to withdraw prior to submitting
the survey, you can exit the survey prior to submitting your answers, and your data
will be destroyed. After submitting the survey, you may request to have your data
removed by contacting [redacted].
11. Confidentiality
All data collected will remain confidential and will be accessible by the authorized
investigator as well as the broader psychology scientific community. De-identified
data will be posted on the Open Science Framework website (OSF; https://osf.io) so
that data may be inspected and analyzed by other researchers. The data that will be
shared on the OSF website will not contain any information that can identify a
participant. Representatives of the University of Western Ontario Non-Medical
Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor
the conduct of this research.
Your survey responses will be collected through a secure online survey platform
called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorizations to protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is
in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbour framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and securely
stored on Western University's server.
All data collected will be confidential and neither the researchers nor anyone else will
be able to identify you as a research participant after you submit the final survey. The
data will be stored on a secure server at Western University and will be retained for a
minimum of 7 years. Your data may be retained indefinitely and could be used for
future research purposes (e.g., to answer a new research question). By consenting to
participate in this study, you are agreeing that your data can be used beyond the
purposes of this present study by either the current or other researchers.
As we will be collecting data regarding you and/or your partner’s experiences of
physical and psychological abuse, please be aware that this study is being conducted
solely for research purposes, not assessment purposes. None of the researchers are
qualified to provide mental health support. If you experience discomfort from
participating in this study, we encourage you to seek help using the resources listed
above. Because the researchers involved in this study are not mental health
professionals, they do not have a duty to report. Therefore, any physical or
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psychologically abusive behaviors you report in this study will remain confidential
and will not be disclosed to any authorities under any circumstances (except for data
posted to the OSF, which will be de-identified as described above).
12. Contacts for Further Information
After you complete or withdraw from this study, you will receive a debriefing sheet
explaining the nature of the research. If you would like any further information
regarding this research project or your participation in the study, you may contact Dr.
Samantha Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]), or
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]) or Prolific’s messaging system.
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of
this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics [redacted],
[redacted], email: [redacted]. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research
studies and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept
confidential.
13. Publication
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, you may contact
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
14. Consent
Please indicate your consent by clicking “I have read the letter of information and I
agree to participate” at the bottom of the screen. If you select “I have read the letter of
information and I DO NOT agree to participate,” you will exit the survey.

___ I have read the letter of information and I agree to participate
___ I have read the letter of information and I DO NOT agree to participate
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Appendix H
Letter of Information (Dating More Than One Year) – Study 2
Project Title:
Determining Initial Occurrences of Relationship Behaviors
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
LETTER OF INFORMATION
1. Invitation to Participate
We invite you to participate in a research study that examines how relationships
unfold over time and when dating behaviors (e.g., introductions to friends and family)
first occur, conducted by Dr. Samantha Joel, Dr. Lorne Campbell, and Nicolyn
Charlot of the Department of Psychology at the University of Western Ontario. You
have been invited to participate because you expressed an interest in participating and
you meet our inclusion criteria.
2. Purpose of this Letter
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information to allow you to make an
informed decision regarding participation in this research. Participation will involve
exposure to sensitive questions, including questions about physical and psychological
abuse, and it is advised to conduct the study in a private place. You have the option to
decline to take part or to withdraw from the study at any time without threat of
penalty.
3. Purpose of this Study
Most romantic relationship research focuses on people in well-established
relationships. However, little is known about early events in individuals’ dating lives.
The purpose of this study is to establish a timeline of when certain events take place
in romantic relationships. For example, we want to know when people first try new
activities together, introduce each other to friends, and encounter relationship
difficulties.
4. Inclusion Criteria
Individuals interested in joining the study must speak English fluently, reside within
the United States or Canada, are 18 years old or older, are in a romantic relationship,
are dating someone who is 18 years old or older, have never dated their partner before
(i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back together again, you are ineligible), have
been dating their partner for more than one year but less than two years, and have
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more than a 97% approval rating on Prolific from previous experimenters, and have 5
or more previous submissions on Prolific.
5. Exclusion Criteria
Individuals are not eligible to participate in this study if they do not speak English
fluently, do not reside within the United States or Canada, are not 18 years old or
older, are not in a romantic relationship, are not dating someone who is 18 years old
or older, have dated their partner before (i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back
together again, you are ineligible), have been dating their partner for less than one
year or more than two years, or have less than a 97% approval rating on Prolific from
previous experimenters, or have fewer than 5 previous submissions on Prolific.
6. Study Procedures
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to an online survey that is expected to
take approximately 45 minutes. You will be given a list of various thoughts, feelings,
and behaviors relevant to your relationship. You will be asked to indicate if any of the
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors have happened to you in your current relationship,
and if so, when you believe that thought, feeling, or behavior happened. You will also
be asked some demographic questions related to yourself and your relationship.
After all participants’ data are collected, Prolific IDs will be replaced by Participant
IDs created by the researchers, so your data cannot be linked back to your Prolific ID.
Please be aware that many questions will inquire about physically and
psychologically abusive behaviors, and may cause you to experience discomfort.
7. Possible Risks and Harms
Please be aware that there are several questions are of a personal nature that have the
potential to cause discomfort or be emotionally upsetting or triggering. We will be
asking you about the occurrence of psychologically and physically abusive behaviors
in your current relationship. This study may also cause you to reflect on the nature of
your relationship with your partner. We encourage you to use your discretion in
deciding whether to tell your partner about your participation in this study.
If for any reason you experience discomfort, you are free to skip the question(s) or
withdraw at any time. Additionally, if you experience discomfort and would like to
talk with someone about any emotions that the study may have evoked, we
recommend contacting a local mental health hotline or service provider.
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
8. Possible Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your participation
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will contribute meaningfully to our understanding of when events occur in new
romantic relationships, which is of great use to psychological research.
9. Compensation
Participants will be compensated £3.85 for submission of the survey. You are not
required to complete all the questions to receive your compensation.
10. Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to
answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time. You do not waive any
legal rights by consenting to this study. If you wish to withdraw prior to submitting
the survey, you can exit the survey prior to submitting your answers, and your data
will be destroyed. After submitting the survey, you may request to have your data
removed by contacting [redacted].
11. Confidentiality
All data collected will remain confidential and will be accessible by the authorized
investigator as well as the broader psychology scientific community. De-identified
data will be posted on the Open Science Framework website (OSF; https://osf.io) so
that data may be inspected and analyzed by other researchers. The data that will be
shared on the OSF website will not contain any information that can identify a
participant. Representatives of the University of Western Ontario Non-Medical
Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor
the conduct of this research.
Your survey responses will be collected through a secure online survey platform
called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorizations to protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is
in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbour framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and securely
stored on Western University's server.
All data collected will be confidential and neither the researchers nor anyone else will
be able to identify you as a research participant after you submit the final survey. The
data will be stored on a secure server at Western University and will be retained for a
minimum of 7 years. Your data may be retained indefinitely and could be used for
future research purposes (e.g., to answer a new research question). By consenting to
participate in this study, you are agreeing that your data can be used beyond the
purposes of this present study by either the current or other researchers.
As we will be collecting data regarding you and/or your partner’s experiences of
physical and psychological abuse, please be aware that this study is being conducted
solely for research purposes, not assessment purposes. None of the researchers are
qualified to provide mental health support. If you experience discomfort from
participating in this study, we encourage you to seek help using the resources listed
above. Because the researchers involved in this study are not mental health
professionals, they do not have a duty to report. Therefore, any physical or
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psychologically abusive behaviors you report in this study will remain confidential
and will not be disclosed to any authorities under any circumstances (except for data
posted to the OSF, which will be de-identified as described above).
12. Contacts for Further Information
After you complete or withdraw from this study, you will receive a debriefing sheet
explaining the nature of the research. If you would like any further information
regarding this research project or your participation in the study, you may contact Dr.
Samantha Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]), or
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]) or Prolific’s messaging system.
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of
this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics [redacted],
[redacted], email: [redacted]. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research
studies and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept
confidential.
13. Publication
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, you may contact
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
14. Consent
Please indicate your consent by clicking “I have read the letter of information and I
agree to participate” at the bottom of the screen. If you select “I have read the letter of
information and I DO NOT agree to participate,” you will exit the survey.
___ I have read the letter of information and I agree to participate
___ I have read the letter of information and I DO NOT agree to participate
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Appendix I
Instruments – Study 2
Prolific ID
Please enter your Prolific ID here:
____________________
Thank You Message
We want to thank you for participating in our study. We understand that many questions
will be of a difficult nature, and that we are asking you to spend a lot of time on this
study. Although we anticipate this will only take approximately 45 minutes, please do not
rush. Your responses are very important to us, so we want you to take all the time you
need. Additionally, feel free to skip any questions that you are not comfortable
answering. We believe this research will be an important contribution to our
understanding of intimate partner violence, and we are so grateful to you for helping us
reach that goal. Again, thank you for your time and your responses.

List of Thoughts, Feelings, and Behaviors
Participants will view the list below with the following instructions
Please indicate whether each thought, feeling, or behavior has ever happened to you in
your relationship with your current partner since you started dating. If the thought,
feeling, or behavior has not happened to you in your current relationship, leave the item
blank.
___ Yes, this happened to me in my current relationship
If a participant indicates that a thought, feeling, behavior did happen to them in their
current relationship, they will be shown that item a second time with the following
instructions:
Please reflect on when each thought, feeling, or behavior first occurred in your
relationship since you started dating your partner. It is okay if you're not certain - just
provide your best guess.
For example, if you think that a certain thought, feeling, or behavior first occurred in the
second month of your relationship, enter the number 2. If you think it first occurred in the
sixth month, enter the number 6. Please do not include any other information.

187
We understand that this may be difficult to think about, so please take your time. Your
responses are very important to us, and we truly appreciate the effort you are putting into
this survey.

In which month of your relationship did this thought, feeling, or behavior first occur?
________

My partner was rude to someone in the service industry (e g , waitress, cashier)
I found out my partner was abusive towards their ex
I found out my partner is or was abusive towards their coworkers, friends, or family
My partner accepted or defended the use of violence by others
My partner accused me of flirting with someone else
My partner accused me of cheating on them
My partner was upset because I talked to someone they thought I was attracted to
My partner drank a lot of alcohol
My partner consumed illegal drugs
My partner was angry with someone or something
My partner could not control their anger
My partner pressured me to do something sexual that I did not want to
My partner did not care about my pleasure during sex
My partner and I disagreed about something sexual
My partner made themselves look nice for me
My partner and I had an argument
My partner and I were unable to resolve an argument
My partner acted arrogant or entitled
My partner made assumptions about what I wanted
My partner blamed me for something they caused or did
My partner blamed their ex for all the problems in that relationship
My partner blamed others for his/her problems
I blamed myself for something that was my partner's fault
My partner violated my boundaries
I felt like there were no boundaries in our relationship
My partner tried to change me
I felt like I was losing my identity because of my partner
My partner was charming and flattering
My partner flirted with other people
My partner tried to make me jealous
My partner cheated on me

188
My partner checked up on me (e g , called or texted to see where I was)
My partner questioned me about where I had been and/or who I was with
My partner indicated that one person in the relationship should have more power than
the other
My partner indicated a belief in traditional roles for men and women
My partner said something rude about my gender
My partner criticized how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner told me to change how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner and I had difficulties communicating
My partner did not listen to what I was saying
My partner expected me to read their mind
My partner compared me to other people
My partner underestimated me
My partner tried to control me
My partner tried to manipulate me
My partner limited my access to something (e g , phone, computer, car, money)
My partner became angry and then apologized afterwards
My partner disrespected me
My partner did something I asked them not to do
My partner interrupted me when I was talking
My partner used me
I focused on the positive aspects of our relationship
My partner did not accept responsibility for their actions
My partner did not admit when they were wrong
My partner created an uncomfortable situation in public
My partner suggested they could treat me however they wanted
My partner indicated they have the right to punish me
I felt like I was walking on eggshells around my partner
My partner scared me
My partner made me nervous
I felt like I was in danger when I was around my partner
My partner made me feel like I was crazy
I felt a need to please my partner
My intuition told me something was wrong or off about my partner
I felt like something was wrong with me
I felt like something was wrong with my partner
My partner made me cry
I felt like a burden to my partner
I felt emotionally numb
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I had doubts about my relationship with my partner
I felt like I was on an emotional roller coaster when I was with my partner
I felt head-over-heels in love with my partner
I did not share my true feelings with my partner
I felt like my partner was not sharing their true feelings with me
I felt dissatisfied with my relationship
I felt that I deserved to be hurt or mistreated
I felt like things were too good to be true with my partner
My partner borrowed money from me
My partner was financially irresponsible
My partner tried to control how I spent my money
My partner bought me a small gift
My partner bought me an expensive gift
My partner spent a lot of money on me
My partner gave me a gift that I wish they had consulted me about (e g , pet, plane
tickets)
My partner made me do something I didn't want to do
I found out my partner was abused by their family
My partner ignored me
My partner dismissed or disregarded my opinions or feelings
My partner complained about something insignificant or unimportant
My partner acted immature
My partner refused to compromise on an important decision
My partner was mean to me
My partner insulted me
My partner criticized me
My partner hurt my feelings
My partner humiliated me
My partner teased me
My partner called me names
My partner made me feel worthless
I felt like my relationship with my partner was an addiction
I felt like I would do anything for my partner
I felt like my partner would do anything for me
My partner has unrealistic expectations for our relationship
My partner told me a lot of details about their life
I shared more information about my life than my partner shared about theirs
My partner made a romantic gesture but it felt impersonal
My partner criticized my friends and family
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My partner discouraged me from seeing my friends and family
My partner expressed jealousy
My partner was possessive of me
My partner indicated that they thought jealousy was natural
My partner lied to me
I didn't believe something my partner told me
My partner embarrassed or made fun of me in front of others
My partner did not let me make decisions
My partner tried to make me feel guilty
My partner indicated they were dependent on me
My partner made me feel dependent on them
My partner emotionally rejected me
My partner "played games" with me
My partner withheld affection from me
My partner and I got engaged
My partner made excessive gestures to please my friends and family
My partner's words and actions were inconsistent
My partner accused me of doing things I did not do
My partner made assumptions about my culture or background
My partner told me that this relationship would be different from their past
relationships
We horsed around/played violently/rough housed
My partner had mood swings
My partner was overprotective of me
My partner put their needs and feelings above my own
My partner threw or broke an object
My partner indicated that they believe violence is an acceptable response to anger
My partner pushed or shoved me
My partner hit me
My partner grabbed me
My partner slapped me
My partner shouted or yelled at me
My partner hurt me
My partner was physically rough with me
My partner's body language or speech patterns changed before they became angry
My partner suggested we should break up
My partner tried to prevent me from interacting with other people I might be attracted
to
My partner violated my privacy (e g , read my diary, read my mail, looked through my
things)
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My partner was not interested in my interests
I did not feel romantically attracted to my partner
My partner retaliated when I disagreed with them
My partner resented being questioned about how they treat me
My partner's friends or family warned me against dating my partner
My friends or family warned me against dating my partner
I sought professional help (e g , counselor, therapist) because of my partner
My friends or family complained about my partner
My partner insisted that we spend all our free time together
My partner and I spent all our time together
My partner indicated that they could not bear being without me
My partner wouldn't let me go out with my friends or family
My partner was upset because we didn't spend enough time together
My partner threatened to harm themselves if I left them
My partner threatened to leave me
My partner threatened to harm me if I left them
My partner threatened to harm me
My partner intimidated me
My partner threatened to hurt people, pets, or objects I care about
My partner was dishonest with me
I did not trust my partner
My partner was not genuine with me
My partner checked my electronic communications with others (e g , texts, social
media, emails)
My partner went through my phone without my permission
My partner asked for the password to my phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
My partner refused to give me access to their phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
My partner tried to control my electronic communications with others (e g , texts,
social media, emails)
My partner spread messages about me on the internet without my permission
I found out my partner owns or has access to weapons
My partner got too serious about the relationship too quickly
My partner acted as though we were more intimate than we are
I felt like I was in a whirlwind romance
I felt that my partner had shared too much personal information with me
I felt like I couldn't say no to my partner
My partner reacted negatively when I said no to something they wanted
My partner and I watched porn that I liked
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My partner and I watched porn that upset me
My partner forced me to watch porn that I liked
My partner forced me to watch porn that upset me
I found out that my partner watches porn that I like
I found out that my partner watches porn that upsets me
My partner acted like a victim when they weren't one
My partner was unsupportive of me
My partner rewarded me for doing what they wanted
I needed to see a doctor because of an injury my partner gave me
I had a sprain or bruise because of something my partner did to me
My partner kicked me
My partner hit me with an object
My partner choked me
My partner slammed me against a wall
My partner beat me up
My partner threw something at me that could hurt
My partner burned or scalded me
My partner intentionally destroyed my belongings
I was in physical pain the next day because of something my partner did to me
My partner prevented me from seeing my friends and family
My partner isolated me from my work, studies, or interests
My partner tried to keep me at home
My partner filtered or manipulated information I wanted or needed
My partner wouldn't let me talk to anyone about how my partner treats me
My partner kept me under surveillance
My partner controlled my daily activities
My partner tried to make my life revolve around them
My partner made a decision about finances without me
My partner prevented me from treating a health problem
My partner did things that harmed my mental health
My partner tried to make me submissive to them
My partner did something positive for me that was actually self-interested
My partner threatened to hurt me if I did not do what they told me to do
My partner was contemptuous of me
My partner disregarded my career, education, or role in the household
My partner disregarded my emotions or ideas
My partner disregarded my reasoning or logic because it did not agree with theirs
My partner rejected my perception of a problem
My partner emphasized that we depend on each other
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My partner treated me like I was stupid
My partner tried to turn my friends or family against me
My partner refused to speak to me in order to punish or hurt me
My partner made me feel incompetent
My partner made me feel ashamed
My partner made me feel insecure
My partner told me I could do something and then became upset when I did
My partner avoided me
My partner threatened to break up with me if I didn't do what they wanted
My partner stole money from me
My partner refused to help me financially
My partner limited my ability to work
My partner sent me unwanted, explicit/sexual images
My partner manipulated or coerced me into an unwanted sexual activity
My partner used physical force to make me do an unwanted sexual activity
My partner degraded me sexually
My partner kissed or touched me when I didn't want them to
My partner forced me to have sex with them
My partner insisted that we have sex
My partner refused to use, or let me use, a condom or birth control
My partner hurt me during sexual activities
My partner made me feel that I owed them sex
My partner got upset when I didn't want to engage in sexual activities
My partner threatened to do something if I did not engage in sexual activity with them
My partner encouraged me to consume alcohol or drugs before engaging in sexual
activity
My partner made me feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with them
My partner indicated that other people were willing to have sex with them, even if I
wasn't
My partner ignored my feelings regarding sexual activity
My partner tampered with a condom or birth control without telling me
My partner made me feel obligated to engage in sexual activity with them
My partner and I had sex, even though I wasn't in the mood
My partner complimented my appearance
My partner told me they loved me
My partner respected me
My partner treated my friends and family with respect
My partner and I came to a compromise after an argument
My partner introduced me to their friends or coworkers
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My partner introduced me to their family
My partner and I spent the night together
My partner and I moved in together
My partner and I made a major purchase together (e g , pet, car, house)
My partner and I took a vacation together
My partner and I went camping together
My partner and I discussed a shared future together (e g , relationship status, living
situation, desire for children, career aspirations)
My partner gave me a key to their home
My partner and I took an overnight trip together
My partner and I planned a future activity more than a month in advance
I spent time with my friends or family without my partner
My partner listened attentively when I talked to them
My partner noticed when I was upset or down
My partner was physically affectionate with me
My partner was perceptive of my sexual needs
I felt comfortable around my partner
My partner comforted me when I was upset
My partner and I had an enjoyable sexual experience
I spent time by myself
My partner and I had a constructive discussion about a problem we had
My partner and I spent time on a shared interest
My partner and I spent quality romantic time together
My partner and I did a fun activity together
My partner was going through a difficult time, so I put away my own concerns to help
them
I felt tender towards my partner
I couldn't control my thoughts about my partner; they were obsessively on them
I felt a powerful attraction to my partner
I found it difficult to concentrate on work because thoughts of my partner were
occupying my mind
I yearned to know all about my partner
I felt that an existence without my partner would be dark and dismal
My partner was constantly on my mind
My partner made my body tremble with excitement
I felt that I have an endless appetite for affection from my partner
I felt that no one else could love my partner like I do
I felt I would rather be with my partner than anyone else
I felt that if I were separated from my partner for a long time, I would be intensely
lonely
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My partner made me feel effervescent and bubbly
I eagerly looked for signs indicating my partner's desire for me
I felt complete knowing that my partner cares about me
I felt happy doing something to make my partner happy
I took delight in studying the movement and angles of my partner's body
I felt that I would love my partner forever
My partner valued and respected the whole package that is the "real" me
My partner and I had a pleasant night at home together
My partner valued my abilities and opinions
My partner seemed interested in what I was thinking and feeling
My partner expressed liking and encouragement for me
My partner really listened to me
My partner saw the "real" me
My partner knew me well
My partner was responsive to my needs
My partner understood me
My partner was on "the same wavelength" as me

Attention checks – these will be randomly displayed throughout the survey.
Please type in the number [2, 5, 10]
Please select, “Yes, this happened…”
Please do not select, “Yes, this happened…”

Thank you message
Thank you for filling out those surveys – we really appreciate your help with this
research. We have a few more short forms for you to fill out and then you will be done.
This is a long process, but each element is important, and we want you to know that we
value your contribution.
Accuracy
Please think about your overall responses to the previous questions in which you were
asked to remember the month that certain thoughts, feelings, and behaviors occurred.
How accurate do you feel your responses were?
___ Extremely accurate
___ Somewhat accurate
___ Neither accurate nor inaccurate
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___ Somewhat inaccurate
___ Extremely inaccurate

Demographics
No formal references – developed by current researchers
Are you fluent in English?
o Yes
o No
Do you live in the United States or Canada?
o Yes
o No

What is your age, in years?
________________________________________________________________

To which ethnic group(s) do you belong? (select as many as apply)
____ Black American / African

____ Asian

____ Hispanic

____ North American Indian

____ White / European

____ Middle Eastern/East Asian

____ East Indian

____ Other (please specify) _______

What is your gender identity?
o Male
o Female
o I identify as ______
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What is your sexual orientation?

o Heterosexual
o Gay/lesbian
o Bisexual
o Questioning or uncertain
o My sexual orientation is _________
Please indicate your total income (per year):
under $15,000 per year _____
$15,000 - 25,000 _____
$25,000 – 35,000 _____
$35,000 – 45,000 _____
$45,000 – 55,000 _____

$55,000 – 65,000 _____
$65,000 – 75,000 _____
$75,000 – 85,000 _____
$85,000 – 95,000 _____
over $95,000 per year _____

What is your current level of education?
____ Less than high school
____ High school graduate
____ Some college
____ 2-year degree or diploma
____ 4-year degree
____ Professional degree
____ Masters
____ Doctorate

Are you currently in a romantic relationship?
___ Yes
___ No
How long have you been in a relationship with your partner (in months)?

198
_______
Have you had a previous relationship with your current partner (i.e., you broke up and are
now dating again)?
____ Yes
____ No
What is your partner’s age, in years?
________
What is your partner’s gender?
___ Male
___ Female
___ My partner identifies as _____
Were you and your partner friends prior to dating?
___ Yes
___ No
If participants indicate “Yes” to being friends with their partner prior to dating, they will
see:
Did any noteworthy thoughts, feelings, or behaviors happen in your friendship with your
partner that have not occurred since you started dating?
_________________

Honesty Checks
No formal references – developed by current researchers
Which of the following best represents how you approached this survey?
____ I tried hard to answer each question honestly and accurately
____ I answered relatively quickly, but still honestly and accurately
____ I rushed through the survey, skimming the questions as I went
____ I chose random answers just to get to the end of the questionnaire
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Is there any reason we should NOT use your data?
___ Yes
___ No
If the participant responds Yes, they will see:
Why should we not use your data?
______________________________

Do you have any other comments you would like to leave for the researchers?
______________________________
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Appendix J
Debriefing – Study 2
Project Title:
Determining Initial Occurrences of Relationship Behaviors
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
Debriefing Form
We want to thank you for participating in this research. You have made an important
contribution to our understanding of intimate partner violence, and we are so grateful for
the time and energy you have dedicated to helping us. We are very excited about this
work, and we could not have done it without you.
Now that your participation is complete, we can tell you more about the study you have
just participated in. The broad purpose of this research is to determine when abusive and
non-abusive behaviors first occur in romantic relationships. We hope this research will be
able to help those running prevention campaigns better target individuals at risk of being
abused in their relationships. This research will also influence the design of a study in
which we hope to determine which “warning sign” behaviors are most predictive of
abuse so that we can help people identify these signs in their own relationships and thus
help prevent future violence. We did not have any explicit hypotheses for this study.
We apologize for any discomfort that may have resulted from your participation in this
study. If you would like to speak to a mental health hotline or service provider, we
suggest finding one near you by using one of the following websites:
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
Your responses and participation are much appreciated. Without your involvement, it
would not be possible to conduct this research. Thank you.
If you have any questions about this research you may contact Dr. Samantha Joel by
email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]), or Nicolyn Charlot by
email ([redacted]). If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant

201
or the conduct of this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics at
[redacted] or [redacted] for international callers, email: [redacted].
If you are interested in learning more about intimate partner violence or the specific
topics underlying this research project, please see:
Capaldi, D. M., Knoble, N. B., Shortt, J. W., & Kim, H. K. (2012). A systematic review
of risk
factors for intimate partner violence. Partner Abuse, 3, 231-280.
Murphy, K. A., & Smith, D. I. (2010). Adolescent girls’ responses to warning signs of
abuse in
romantic relationships: Implications for youth-targeted relationship violence
prevention. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 25, 626-647.
Murphy, C. M., & O'Leary, K. D. (1989). Psychological aggression predicts physical
aggression
in early marriage. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 57, 579-582.
Short, L. M., McMahon, P. M., Chervin, D. D., Shelley, G. A., Lezin, N., Sloop, K. S., &
Dawkins, N. (2000). Survivors' identification of protective factors and early
warning signs for intimate partner violence. Violence Against Women, 6, 272-285.
Again, we greatly appreciate your involvement in our research, and we encourage you to
reach out if you have any questions or concerns. We truly value your contribution and
thank you for it.
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Appendix K
Research Ethics Approval – Study 3
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Appendix L
Letter of Information – Study 3

Project Title:
Relationship Timeline Study
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
LETTER OF INFORMATION
1. Invitation to Participate
We invite you to participate in a research study that examines how relationships
unfold over time and when dating behaviors (e.g., introductions to friends and family)
first occur, conducted by Dr. Samantha Joel, Dr. Lorne Campbell, and Nicolyn
Charlot of the Department of Psychology at the University of Western Ontario. You
have been invited to participate because you expressed an interest in participating and
you meet our inclusion criteria.
2. Purpose of this Letter
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information to allow you to make an
informed decision regarding participation in this research. Participation will involve
exposure to sensitive questions, including questions about physical and psychological
abuse, and it is advised to conduct the study in a private place. You have the option to
decline to take part or to withdraw from the study at any time without threat of
penalty.
3. Purpose of this Study
Most romantic relationship research focuses on people in well-established
relationships. However, little is known about early events in individuals’ dating lives.
The purpose of this study is to establish a timeline of when certain events take place
in romantic relationships. For example, we want to know when people first try new
activities together, introduce each other to friends, and encounter relationship
difficulties.
4. Inclusion Criteria
Individuals interested in joining the study must speak English fluently, reside within
the United States or Canada, are 18 years old or older, are in a romantic relationship,
are dating someone who is 18 years old or older, have never dated their partner before
(i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back together again, you are ineligible), have
been dating their partner for 12 months or less, and have more than a 97% approval
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rating on Prolific from previous experimenters, and have 5 or more previous
submissions on Prolific.
5. Exclusion Criteria
Individuals are not eligible to participate in this study if they do not speak English
fluently, do not reside within the United States or Canada, are not 18 years old or
older, are not in a romantic relationship, are not dating someone who is 18 years old
or older, have dated their partner before (i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back
together again, you are ineligible), have been dating their partner for 13 months or
more, or have less than a 97% approval rating on Prolific from previous
experimenters, or have fewer than 5 previous submissions on Prolific.
6. Study Procedures
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to an online survey that is expected to
take approximately 30 minutes. You will be given a list of various thoughts, feelings,
and behaviors relevant to your relationship. You will be asked how often these
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors occur in your relationship, and for some of them
you will be asked to indicate the year and month in which you think the thought,
feeling, or behavior first occurred in your relationship. You will also be asked some
demographic questions related to yourself and your relationship.
After all participants’ data are collected, Prolific IDs will be replaced by Participant
IDs created by the researchers, so your data cannot be linked back to your Prolific ID.
Please be aware that many questions will inquire about physically and
psychologically abusive behaviors, and may cause you to experience discomfort.
7. Possible Risks and Harms
Please be aware that there are several questions are of a personal nature that have the
potential to cause discomfort or be emotionally upsetting or triggering. We will be
asking you about the occurrence of psychologically and physically abusive behaviors
in your current relationship. This study may also cause you to reflect on the nature of
your relationship with your partner. We encourage you to use your discretion in
deciding whether to tell your partner about your participation in this study.
If for any reason you experience discomfort, you are free to skip the question(s) or
withdraw at any time. Additionally, if you experience discomfort and would like to
talk with someone about any emotions that the study may have evoked, we
recommend contacting a local mental health hotline or service provider.
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
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8. Possible Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your participation
will contribute meaningfully to our understanding of when events occur in new
romantic relationships, which is of great use to psychological research.
9. Compensation
Participants will be compensated £3.35 for submission of the survey. You are not
required to complete all the questions to receive your compensation.
10. Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to
answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time. You do not waive any
legal rights by consenting to this study. If you wish to withdraw prior to submitting
the survey, you can exit the survey prior to submitting your answers, and your data
will be destroyed. After submitting the survey, you may request to have your data
removed by contacting [redacted].
11. Confidentiality
All data collected will remain confidential and will be accessible by the authorized
investigator as well as the broader psychology scientific community. De-identified
data will be posted on the Open Science Framework website (OSF; https://osf.io) so
that data may be inspected and analyzed by other researchers. The data that will be
shared on the OSF website will not contain any information that can identify a
participant. Representatives of the University of Western Ontario Non-Medical
Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor
the conduct of this research.
Your survey responses will be collected through a secure online survey platform
called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorizations to protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is
in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbour framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and securely
stored on Western University's server.
All data collected will be confidential and neither the researchers nor anyone else will
be able to identify you as a research participant after you submit the final survey. The
data will be stored on a secure server at Western University and will be retained for a
minimum of 7 years. Your data may be retained indefinitely and could be used for
future research purposes (e.g., to answer a new research question). By consenting to
participate in this study, you are agreeing that your data can be used beyond the
purposes of this present study by either the current or other researchers.
As we will be collecting data regarding you and/or your partner’s experiences of
physical and psychological abuse, please be aware that this study is being conducted
solely for research purposes, not assessment purposes. None of the researchers are
qualified to provide mental health support. If you experience discomfort from
participating in this study, we encourage you to seek help using the resources listed
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above. Because the researchers involved in this study are not mental health
professionals, they do not have a duty to report. Therefore, any physical or
psychologically abusive behaviors you report in this study will remain confidential
and will not be disclosed to any authorities under any circumstances (except for data
posted to the OSF, which will be de-identified as described above)
12. Contacts for Further Information
After you complete or withdraw from this study, you will receive a debriefing sheet
explaining the nature of the research. If you would like any further information
regarding this research project or your participation in the study, you may contact Dr.
Samantha Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]), or
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]) or Prolific’s messaging system.
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of
this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics [redacted],
[redacted], email: [redacted]. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research
studies and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept
confidential.
13. Publication
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, you may contact
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
14. Consent
Please indicate your consent by clicking “I have read the letter of information and I
agree to participate” at the bottom of the screen. If you select “I have read the letter of
information and I DO NOT agree to participate,” you will exit the survey.
___ I have read the letter of information and I agree to participate
___ I have read the letter of information and I DO NOT agree to participate
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Appendix M
Instruments – Study 3

Please enter your Prolific ID:
________________________________________________________________

We want to thank you for participating in our study. We understand that many questions
will be of a difficult nature, and that we are asking you to spend a lot of time on this
study. Although we anticipate this will take approximately 30 minutes, please do not
rush. Your responses are very important to us, so we want you to take all the time you
need.
Please remember that all of your answers will be confidential. Additionally, feel free to
skip any questions that you are not comfortable answering. We believe this research will
be an important contribution to our understanding of relationship behaviors, and we are
so grateful to you for helping us reach that goal.
Again, thank you for your time and your responses.
Screening Questions
Are you currently in a romantic relationship?

o Yes
o No
How long have you been in a relationship with your current partner?

o Year(s) ________________________________________________
o Month(s) ________________________________________________
Have you had a previous relationship with your current partner (i.e., you broke up and are
now together again)?

o Yes
o No
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Are you fluent in English?

o Yes
o No
Where do you live?

o United States
o Canada
o Other ________________________________________________
What is your age, in years?
________________________________________________________________

What is your partner's age, in years?
________________________________________________________________
BDSM Question
Have you and your partner ever practiced BDSM (Bondage and Domination/Dominance
and Submission/Sadism and Masochism; consensual sexual practices that can include
inflicting pain on one’s partner)?

o Yes
o No
Relationship Experiences – Instructions
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
Some questions will ask about physically, sexually, and psychologically abusive
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behaviors. We are only interested in understanding how often these behaviors occur when
they are non-consensual.
You indicated that you and your partner practice BDSM, so when you respond to
questions about you or your partner hurting each other, please only indicate if these
behaviors have occurred without consent.
For example, if your partner has choked you without your consent, indicate the frequency
with which that has happened. However, if your partner regularly chokes you with your
consent and has never choked you otherwise, indicate that your partner has never choked
you.
Relationship Experiences – Block 1
There will be several pages of this nature throughout the survey - please answer the
questions based on these instructions.
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner kissed or touched me when I didn't want them to
My partner forced me to have sex with them
My partner made excessive gestures to please my friends and family
I felt like there were no boundaries in our relationship
My partner told me to change how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner was going through a difficult time, so I put away my own concerns to help
them
My partner and I took a vacation together
My partner got too serious about the relationship too quickly
I felt like I was losing my identity because of my partner
My partner hit me with an object
My partner indicated that they thought jealousy was natural
I was in physical pain the next day because of something my partner did to me
My partner did something I asked them not to do
My partner became angry and then apologized afterwards
My partner criticized me
My partner and I were unable to resolve an argument
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My partner was overprotective of me
My partner and I had a constructive discussion about a problem we had
I couldn't control my thoughts about my partner; they were obsessively on them
My partner made me feel obligated to engage in sexual activity with them
My partner treated my friends and family with respect
I eagerly looked for signs indicating my partner's desire for me
My partner lied to me
My partner expressed jealousy
I felt comfortable around my partner
My partner followed or spied me when I did not want them to
My partner encouraged me to consume alcohol or drugs before engaging in sexual
activity
My partner hit me
My partner reacted negatively when I said no to something they wanted
My partner made assumptions about my culture or background

Relationship Experiences – Block 2
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner teased me
My partner noticed when I was upset or down
My partner went through my phone without my permission
My partner underestimated me
My partner kicked me
My partner expected me to read their mind
My partner slapped me
I felt that I have an endless appetite for affection from my partner
My partner knew me well
My partner consumed recreational drugs
My partner and I did a fun activity together
I felt like I was walking on eggshells around my partner
My partner and I spent quality romantic time together
My partner ignored me
My partner suggested we should break up
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My partner was physically rough with me
I felt a need to please my partner
My partner discouraged or prevented me from going out or spending time with friends
and family.
My partner was physically affectionate with me
My partner manipulated or coerced me into an unwanted sexual activity
My partner indicated they were dependent on me
I insisted that my partner have sex with me
I felt like I was in a whirlwind romance
My partner was rude to someone in the service industry (e.g., waitress, cashier)
My partner made me feel that I owed them sex
My partner physically hurt me
I spent time with my friends or family without my partner
My partner flirted with other people
I did not share my true feelings with my partner
I did not trust my partner
Please select "Never"

Relationship Experiences – Block 3
Below are a series of events that may have happened in your relationship since you
started dating your partner. Please indicate if each event has happened.
My partner gave me a key to their home

Yes - this has happened
since we started dating

My partner introduced me to their friends or coworkers
My partner introduced me to their family
My partner and I moved in together
My partner and I got engaged
I found out that my partner watches porn that upsets me
I found out that my partner watches porn that I like
I found out my partner owns or has access to weapons

Relationship Experiences – Block 4
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
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The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner did things that harmed my mental health
My partner insisted that we have sex
My partner refused to compromise on an important decision
I felt tender towards my partner
My partner dismissed or disregarded my opinions or feelings
I felt complete knowing that my partner cares about me
I felt that if I were separated from my partner for a long time, I would be intensely
lonely
My partner criticized how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner rejected my perception of a problem
My intuition told me something was wrong or off about my partner
My partner listened attentively when I talked to them
My partner did something positive for me that was actually self-interested
My partner and I went camping together
My partner compared me to other people
My partner tried to make me jealous
My partner questioned me about where I had been and/or who I was with
My partner complimented my appearance
My partner shouted or yelled at me
I didn't believe something my partner told me
My partner resented being questioned about how they treat me
My partner refused to give me access to their phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
I felt a powerful attraction to my partner
My partner forced me to watch porn
My partner did not accept responsibility for their actions
My partner and I took an overnight trip together
My partner and I had sex, even though I wasn't in the mood
My partner and I made a major purchase together (e.g., pet, car, house)
My partner was unsupportive of me
I forced my partner to have sex with me
My partner was upset because I talked to someone they thought I was attracted to

Break
We want to thank you again for your participation in this study. We know it is long, so if
you would like to take a short break, please feel free to do so. Your answers are very
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important to us, and we want to make sure you are not tired and do not feel rushed. If you
want to get something to drink, use the bathroom, or just take a moment for yourself, we
encourage you to do so. When you feel you are ready to proceed, please click to the next
page.
Relationship Experiences – Block 5
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
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My partner was financially irresponsible
My partner embarrassed or made fun of me in front of others
My partner made me nervous
I yearned to know all about my partner
I manipulated or coerced my partner into an unwanted sexual activity
My partner drank a lot of alcohol
I made my partner feel obligated to have sex with me
I felt like my partner would do anything for me
My partner told me they loved me
My partner was physically affectionate with me
I threatened to do something if my partner did not engage in sexual activity with me
My partner valued and respected the whole package that is the "real" me
My partner checked up on me (e.g., called or texted to see where I was)
My partner understood me
My partner was charming and flattering
My partner indicated a belief in traditional roles for men and women
My partner expressed liking and encouragement for me
My partner respected me
My partner comforted me when I was upset
My partner seemed interested in what I was thinking and feeling
My partner made me do something I didn't want to do
My partner said something rude about my gender
I felt that I deserved to be hurt or mistreated
I felt like something was wrong with me
My partner was possessive of me
I felt like my relationship with my partner was an addiction
My partner showed up at my home, school, or work and waited for me when I did not
want them to
I felt like I couldn't say no to my partner
My partner made me feel like I was crazy
My partner acted arrogant or entitled
Please select "Sometimes"

Demographics
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What is your gender identity?

o Male
o Female
o I identify as ________________________________________________
To which ethnic group(s) do you belong? (select as many as apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Black

Hispanic

White

East Indian

Asian

Indigenous

Middle Eastern

Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
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Please indicate your total income (per year)

o Under $15,000 per year
o $15,000 - $25,000
o $25,000 - $35,000
o $35,000 - $45,000
o $45,000 - $55,000
o $55,000 - $65,000
o $65,000 - $75,000
o $75,000 - $85,000
o $85,000 - $95,000
o Over $95,000 per year
What is your current level of education?

o Less than high school
o High school graduate
o Some college
o 2 year degree or diploma
o 4 year degree
o Professional degree
o Masters
o Doctorate

217
What is your relationship status?

o Single
o Dating casually
o Dating exclusively
o Engaged
o Married
o Separated
o Divorced
o Widowed
Relationship Experiences – Block 6
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner blamed others for his/her problems
My partner sent me unwanted, explicit/sexual images
My partner blamed their ex for all the problems in that relationship
My friends or family complained about my partner
I felt like things were too good to be true with my partner
I spent time by myself
My partner tried to change me
I hurt my partner during sexual activities
My partner was on "the same wavelength" as me
My partner made me uncomfortable by buying me an extravagant gift or spending a lot
of money on me.
My partner choked me
My partner used physical force to make me do an unwanted sexual activity
I had a sprain or bruise because of something my partner did to me
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My partner and I disagreed about something sexual
My partner emphasized that we depend on each other
My partner criticized my friends and family
I felt like my partner was not sharing their true feelings with me
My partner asked for the password to my phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
I had doubts about my relationship with my partner
My partner was upset because we didn't spend enough time together
My partner was responsive to my needs
My partner hurt me during sexual activities
My partner saw the "real" me
My partner and I planned a future activity more than a month in advance
My partner accused me of flirting with someone else
I felt that I would love my partner forever
My partner retaliated when I disagreed with them
My partner was constantly on my mind
We horsed around/played violently/rough housed
My partner pushed or shoved me

Break
Again, thank you so much for participating in our study. Given its length, we once again
want to offer you the opportunity to take a short break. Your responses will make a
meaningful contribution to relationship research, so we want to make sure you are
comfortable. If you want to get something to drink, use the bathroom, or just take a
moment for yourself, we encourage you to do so. When you feel you are ready to
proceed, please click to the next page.
Relationship Experiences – Block 7
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
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My partner insisted that we spend all our free time together
I felt like I was on an emotional roller coaster when I was with my partner
My partner threatened to do something if I did not engage in sexual activity with them
Someone warned me against dating my partner
My partner called me names
I found it difficult to concentrate on work because thoughts of my partner were
occupying my mind
My partner and I had an argument
My partner complained about something insignificant or unimportant
I felt happy doing something to make my partner happy
My partner and I spent all our time together
My partner did not admit when they were wrong
My partner had mood swings
My partner was angry with someone or something
My partner treated me like I was stupid
My partner made me feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with them
I felt that an existence without my partner would be dark and dismal
My partner and I had an enjoyable sexual experience
My partner avoided me
My partner really listened to me
My partner valued my abilities and opinions
My partner indicated that they could not bear being without me
My partner and I spent time on a shared interest
My partner disrespected me
My partner has unrealistic expectations for our relationship
My partner checked my electronic communications with others (e.g., texts, social
media, emails)
My partner ignored my feelings regarding sexual activity
My partner and I spent the night together
My partner insulted me
I felt that no one else could love my partner like I do
My partner rewarded me for doing what they wanted
Please select "Frequently"

Partner demographics
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What is your partner's gender identity?

o Male
o Female
o My partner identifies as
________________________________________________
To which ethnic group(s) does your partner belong? (select as many as apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Black

Hispanic

White

East Indian

Asian

Indigenous

Middle Eastern

Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
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Please indicate your partner's total income (per year)

o Under $15,000 per year
o $15,000 - $25,000
o $25,000 - $35,000
o $35,000 - $45,000
o $45,000 - $55,000
o $55,000 - $65,000
o $65,000 - $75,000
o $75,000 - $85,000
o $85,000 - $95,000
o Over $95,000 per year
What is your partner's current level of education?

o Less than high school
o High school graduate
o Some college
o 2 year degree or diploma
o 4 year degree
o Professional degree
o Masters
o Doctorate
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Relationship Experiences – Block 8
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
I felt I would rather be with my partner than anyone else
My partner disregarded my reasoning or logic because it did not agree with theirs
My partner and I watched porn together
My partner tried to manipulate or control me.
My partner "played games" with me
My partner created an uncomfortable situation in public
My partner interrupted me when I was talking
My partner threatened to leave me
My partner and I came to a compromise after an argument
My partner was perceptive of my sexual needs
My partner refused to speak to me in order to punish or hurt me
I felt like something was wrong with my partner
My partner's words and actions were inconsistent
My partner and I had difficulties communicating
My partner told me that this relationship would be different from their past
relationships
My partner pressured me to do something sexual that I did not want to
My partner threw or broke an object
My partner and I had a pleasant night at home together
I used physical force to make my partner do an unwanted sexual activity
My partner was dishonest with me

Relationship Experiences – Years and Months
Please reflect on when each thought, feeling, or behavior first occurred in your
relationship since you started dating your partner. It is okay if you’re not certain – just
provide your best guess.
For example, if you think that a certain thought, feeling, or behavior first occurred in the
second month of your relationship, enter the number 2 in Month and 0 in Year. If you
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think it first occurred in the first year and sixth month, enter 1 in Year and 6 in Month.
Please do not include any other information.
We understand that this may be difficult to think about, so please take your time. Your
responses are very important to us, and we truly appreciate the effort you are putting into
this survey. If this page is blank, please continue to the next page.
Item
My partner kissed or touched me when I didn't want them to
My partner hit me with an object
I was in physical pain the next day because of something my
partner did to me
My partner forced me to have sex with them
My partner made me feel obligated to engage in sexual activity
with them
My partner hit me
My partner was physically rough with me
My partner discouraged or prevented me from going out or
spending time with friends and family.
My partner manipulated or coerced me into an unwanted sexual
activity
My partner made me feel that I owed them sex
My partner physically hurt me
My partner went through my phone without my permission
My partner kicked me
My partner slapped me
My partner did things that harmed my mental health
My partner insisted that we have sex
My partner forced me to watch porn
My partner dismissed or disregarded my opinions or feelings
My partner criticized how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner embarrassed or made fun of me in front of others
My partner made me do something I didn't want to do
My partner was possessive of me
My partner made me feel like I was crazy
My partner choked me
My partner used physical force to make me do an unwanted sexual
activity
I had a sprain or bruise because of something my partner did to me
My partner sent me unwanted, explicit/sexual images
My partner hurt me during sexual activities

Year

Month
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My partner retaliated when I disagreed with them
My partner pushed or shoved me
My partner treated me like I was stupid
My partner made me feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with
them
My partner checked my electronic communications with others
(e.g., texts, social media, emails)
My partner ignored my feelings regarding sexual activity
My partner insulted me
My partner threatened to do something if I did not engage in sexual
activity with them
My partner called me names
My partner refused to speak to me in order to punish or hurt me
My partner pressured me to do something sexual that I did not
want to
My partner threw or broke an object
My partner tried to manipulate or control me.

Accuracy
Please think about your overall responses to the previous questions in which you were
asked to remember the year and month that certain thoughts, feelings, and behaviors
occurred.

o Extremely accurate
o Somewhat accurate
o Neither accurate nor inaccurate
o Somewhat inaccurate
o Extremely inaccurate
o I did not respond to any questions about years and months
Stalking items
Imagine you are friends with someone who is in an exclusive romantic relationship.
You will be given two forced-choice questions asking you to rate whether you perceive
certain behaviors to be abusive or not. The items may be ambiguous, so please answer as
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best you can.
Rate items based on whether you perceive your friend to be abused, not whether your
friend is being abusive.
Do not think about whether each item may be associated with other thoughts, feelings, or
behaviors – rate each item as if it occurred in isolation.

Yes - this is abusive

No - this is not abusive

Your friend's partner
followed or spied on your
friend when they did not
want them to

o

o

Your friend's partner
showed up at your friend's
home, school, or work and
waited for them when they
did not want them to

o

o

Honesty Check and Comments
Which of the following best represents how you approached this survey?

o I tried hard to answer each question honestly and accurately
o I answered relatively quickly, but still honestly and accurately
o I rushed through the survey, skimming the questions as I went
o I chose random answers just to get to the end of the questionnaire
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Have you participated in this study before? Please be honest - this will not affect your
compensation in any way.

o Yes, I have participated in this study before
o No, I have not participated in this study before
Do you have any other comments you would like to leave for the researchers?
________________________________________________________________
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Appendix N
Debriefing – Study 3
Project Title:
Relationship Timeline Study
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
Debriefing Form
We want to thank you for participating in this research. You have made an important
contribution to our understanding of intimate partner violence, and we are so grateful for
the time and energy you have dedicated to helping us. We are very excited about this
work, and we could not have done it without you.
The broad purpose of this research is to identify specific, visible behaviors that predict
psychological and physical violence in relationships and ascertain when they tend to
occur. We hope to determine which “warning sign” behaviors are most predictive of
abuse so that we can help people identify these signs in their own relationships and thus
help prevent future violence. Further, we hoped to determine when warning signs and
physically and psychologically abusive behaviors first occur within romantic
relationships, as most prior research has focused on well-established relationships or the
hindsight of individuals who have left abusive relationships. We did not have any explicit
hypotheses for this study.
We apologize for any discomfort that may have resulted from your participation in this
study. If you would like to speak to a mental health hotline or service provider, we
suggest finding one near you by using one of the following websites:
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
Your responses and participation are much appreciated. Without your involvement, it
would not be possible to conduct this research. Thank you.
If you have any questions about this research you may contact Dr. Samantha Joel by
email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]), or Nicolyn Charlot by
email ([redacted]). If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant
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or the conduct of this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics at
[redacted] or [redacted] for international callers, email: [redacted].
If you are interested in learning more about intimate partner violence or the specific
topics underlying this research project, please see:
Capaldi, D. M., Knoble, N. B., Shortt, J. W., & Kim, H. K. (2012). A systematic review
of risk
factors for intimate partner violence. Partner Abuse, 3, 231-280.
Murphy, K. A., & Smith, D. I. (2010). Adolescent girls’ responses to warning signs of
abuse in
romantic relationships: Implications for youth-targeted relationship violence
prevention. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 25, 626-647.
Murphy, C. M., & O'Leary, K. D. (1989). Psychological aggression predicts physical
aggression
in early marriage. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 57, 579-582.
Short, L. M., McMahon, P. M., Chervin, D. D., Shelley, G. A., Lezin, N., Sloop, K. S., &
Dawkins, N. (2000). Survivors' identification of protective factors and early
warning signs for intimate partner violence. Violence Against Women, 6, 272-285.
Again, we greatly appreciate your involvement in our research, and we encourage you to
reach out if you have any questions or concerns. We truly value your contribution and
thank you for it.
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Appendix O
Research Ethics Approval – Study 4
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Appendix P
Letter of Information (Social Media, Mass Emails) – Study 4
Project Title:
Predictive Validity of Intimate Partner Violence Warning Signs (Participants will see:
Relationship Timeline Study)
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
LETTER OF INFORMATION
1. Invitation to Participate
We invite you to participate in a research study that examines how relationships
unfold over time and when dating behaviors (e.g., introductions to friends and family)
first occur, conducted by Dr. Samantha Joel, Dr. Lorne Campbell, and Nicolyn
Charlot of the Department of Psychology at the University of Western Ontario. You
have been invited to participate because you expressed an interest in participating and
you meet our inclusion criteria.
2. Purpose of this Letter
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information to allow you to make an
informed decision regarding participation in this research. Participation will involve
exposure to sensitive questions, including questions about physical and psychological
abuse, and it is advised to conduct the study in a private place. You have the option to
decline to take part or to withdraw from the study at any time without threat of
penalty.
3. Purpose of this Study
Most romantic relationship research focuses on people in well-established
relationships. However, little is known about early events in individuals’ dating lives.
The purpose of this study is to establish a timeline of when certain events take place
in romantic relationships. For example, we want to know when people first try new
activities together, introduce each other to friends, and encounter relationship
difficulties.
4. Inclusion Criteria
Individuals interested in joining the study must be in a romantic relationship, have
been dating their partner for six months or less, have not had a previous relationship
with their current partner (i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back together again,
you are ineligible), be fluent in English, live in either the US or Canada, be 18 or
older, and be dating someone 18 or older to participate in this study. You will not be

231
invited to participate in the second survey if your responses to the first survey reveal
that you do not meet the inclusion criteria or if you fail to meet attention checks in the
first survey.
5. Exclusion Criteria
Individuals who are not in a romantic relationship, have been dating their partner for
more than one month, have had a previous relationship with their current partner (i.e.,
if you dated, broke up, then got back together again, you are ineligible), are not fluent
in English, do not live in either the US or Canada, are 17 or younger, or are dating
someone 17 or younger are not eligible to participate in this study.
6. Study Procedures
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete two online surveys over the
course of six months. The first survey will take approximately one hour to complete,
and you will be asked a series of questions about yourself, your partner, your
relationship with your partner, and the behaviors that have occurred within your
relationship since you first started dating. The final survey will take approximately
30-45 minutes and will repeat questions from the first survey to determine if any
changes have occurred. The total time of your participation will be approximately one
hour and 45 minutes.
Please be aware that some questions will inquire about physically and
psychologically abusive behaviors, and may cause you to experience discomfort.
7. Possible Risks and Harms
Please be aware that there are several questions are of a personal nature that have the
potential to cause discomfort or be emotionally upsetting or triggering. We will be
asking you about the occurrence of psychologically and physically abusive behaviors
in your current relationship as well as past relationships. This study may also cause
you to reflect on the nature of your relationship with your partner. We encourage you
to use your discretion in deciding whether to tell your partner about your participation
in this study.
If for any reason you experience discomfort, you are free to skip the question(s) or
withdraw at any time. Additionally, if you experience discomfort and would like to
talk with someone about any emotions that the study may have evoked, we
recommend contacting a local mental health hotline or service provider. Below is a
list of websites that can direct you to resources in your area. These resources will be
provided with each survey:
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
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8. Possible Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your participation
will contribute meaningfully to our understanding of when events occur in new
romantic relationships, which is of great use to psychological research.
9. Compensation
All compensation will be emailed to participants as Amazon gift cards or TANGO
cards (which allow you to select from a variety of gift card options).
Participants in the United States will be compensated $10 USD for submission of
each survey. You are not required to complete all the questions to receive your
compensation. If you live in the United States, the maximum amount you can earn
participating in this study is $20 USD.
Participants in Canada will be compensated $15 CAD for submission of each survey.
You are not required to complete all the questions to receive your compensation. If
you live in Canada, the maximum amount you can earn participating in this study is
$30 CAD.
You will receive your compensation after submitting each survey.
10. Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to
answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time. You do not waive any
legal rights by consenting to this study. If you wish to withdraw prior to submitting
the survey, you can exit the survey prior to submitting your answers, and your data
will be destroyed. After submitting the survey, you may request to have your data
removed by contacting [redacted].
11. Confidentiality
All data collected will remain confidential and will be accessible by the authorized
investigator as well as the broader psychology scientific community. Although we are
collecting your email address, which is identifiable information, this information will
be destroyed after data collection is complete, so your data will not be identifiable.
You will be given a unique ID number within Qualtrics. This ID number will be
linked to your email address on a spreadsheet, shared only with members of the
research team, that will be used to track enrollment, study completion, and payment.
If you request to have your data removed while the study is still ongoing, we will be
able to link your email address to your ID number and delete all your data from the
database. You can make this request by emailing Nicolyn Charlot ([redacted]).
De-identified data will be posted on the Open Science Framework website (OSF;
https://osf.io) so that data may be inspected and analyzed by other researchers. The
data that will be shared on the OSF website will not contain any information that can
identify a participant. Representatives of the University of Western Ontario Non-
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Medical Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to
monitor the conduct of this research.
Your survey responses will be collected through a secure online survey platform
called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorizations to protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is
in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbour framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and securely
stored on Western University's server.
All data collected will be confidential and neither the researchers nor anyone else will
be able to identify you as a research participant after you submit the final survey. The
data will be stored on a secure server at Western University and will be retained for a
minimum of 7 years. Your data may be retained indefinitely and could be used for
future research purposes (e.g., to answer a new research question). By consenting to
participate in this study, you are agreeing that your data can be used beyond the
purposes of this present study by either the current or other researchers.
As we will be collecting data regarding you and/or your partner’s experiences of
physical and psychological abuse, please be aware that this study is being conducted
solely for research purposes, not assessment purposes. None of the researchers are
qualified to provide mental health support. If you experience discomfort from
participating in this study, we encourage you to seek help using the resources listed
above. Because the researchers involved in this study are not mental health
professionals, they do not have a duty to report. Therefore, any physical or
psychologically abusive behaviors you report in this study will remain confidential
and will not be disclosed to any authorities under any circumstances (except for data
posted to the OSF, which will be de-identified as described above).
12. Contacts for Further Information
After you complete or withdraw from this study, you will receive a debriefing sheet
explaining the nature of the research. If you would like any further information
regarding this research project or your participation in the study, you may contact
[redacted], Dr. Samantha Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email
([redacted]), or Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of
this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics [redacted],
[redacted], email: [redacted]. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research
studies and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept
confidential.
13. Publication
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, you may contact
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
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14. Consent
Please indicate your consent by clicking “I have read the letter of information and I
agree to participate” at the bottom of the screen. If you select “I have read the letter of
information and I DO NOT agree to participate,” you will exit the survey.
___ I have read the letter of information and I agree to participate
___ I have read the letter of information and I DO NOT agree to participate
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Appendix Q
Letter of Information (Prolific) – Study 4
Project Title:
Predictive Validity of Intimate Partner Violence Warning Signs (Participants will see:
Relationship Timeline Study)
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
LETTER OF INFORMATION
1. Invitation to Participate
We invite you to participate in a research study that examines how relationships
unfold over time and when dating behaviors (e.g., introductions to friends and family)
first occur, conducted by Dr. Samantha Joel, Dr. Lorne Campbell, and Nicolyn
Charlot of the Department of Psychology at the University of Western Ontario. You
have been invited to participate because you expressed an interest in participating and
you meet our inclusion criteria.
2. Purpose of this Letter
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information to allow you to make an
informed decision regarding participation in this research. Participation will involve
exposure to sensitive questions, including questions about physical and psychological
abuse, and it is advised to conduct the study in a private place. You have the option to
decline to take part or to withdraw from the study at any time without threat of
penalty.
3. Purpose of this Study
Most romantic relationship research focuses on people in well-established
relationships. However, little is known about early events in individuals’ dating lives.
The purpose of this study is to establish a timeline of when certain events take place
in romantic relationships. For example, we want to know when people first try new
activities together, introduce each other to friends, and encounter relationship
difficulties.
Inclusion Criteria
Individuals interested in joining the study must be in a romantic relationship, have
been dating their partner for six months or less, have not had a previous relationship
with their current partner (i.e., if you dated, broke up, then got back together again,
you are ineligible), be fluent in English, live in either the US or Canada, be 18 or
older, be dating someone 18 or older, and have an active Prolific account with at least
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97% approval on at least 5 previous submissions from previous experimenters to
participate in this study. You will not be invited to participate in the second survey if
your responses to the first survey reveal that you do not meet the inclusion criteria or
if you fail to meet attention checks in the first survey.
4. Exclusion Criteria
Individuals who are not in a romantic relationship, have been dating their partner for
more than one month, have had a previous relationship with their current partner (i.e.,
if you dated, broke up, then got back together again, you are ineligible), are not fluent
in English, do not live in either the US or Canada, are 17 or younger, are dating
someone 17 or younger, have less than a 97% approval rating on Prolific from
previous experimenters, or have fewer than 5 previous submissions on Prolific are not
eligible to participate in this study.
5. Study Procedures
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete two online surveys over the
course of six months. The first survey will take approximately one hour to complete,
and you will be asked a series of questions about yourself, your partner, your
relationship with your partner, and the behaviors that have occurred within your
relationship since you first started dating. The final survey will take approximately
30-45 minutes and will repeat questions from the first survey to determine if any
changes have occurred. The total time of your participation will be approximately one
hour and 45 minutes.
Researchers will contact you via Prolific, and you will be asked to enter your Prolific
ID every time you complete a survey. After all your data are collected, your Prolific
ID will be replaced by a Participant ID created by the researchers, so your data cannot
be linked back to your Prolific ID.
Please be aware that some questions will inquire about physically and
psychologically abusive behaviors, and may cause you to experience discomfort.
6. Possible Risks and Harms
Please be aware that there are several questions are of a personal nature that have the
potential to cause discomfort or be emotionally upsetting or triggering. We will be
asking you about the occurrence of psychologically and physically abusive behaviors
in your current relationship as well as past relationships. This study may also cause
you to reflect on the nature of your relationship with your partner. We encourage you
to use your discretion in deciding whether to tell your partner about your participation
in this study.
If for any reason you experience discomfort, you are free to skip the question(s) or
withdraw at any time. Additionally, if you experience discomfort and would like to
talk with someone about any emotions that the study may have evoked, we
recommend contacting a local mental health hotline or service provider. Below is a
list of websites that can direct you to resources in your area. These resources will be
provided with each survey:
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International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
7. Possible Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but your participation
will contribute meaningfully to our understanding of when events occur in new
romantic relationships, which is of great use to psychological research.
8. Compensation
Participants will be compensated £8.50 for submission of each survey. You are not
required to complete all the questions to receive your compensation. The maximum
amount you can earn participating in this study is £17. You will receive your
compensation after submitting each survey.
9. Voluntary Participation
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate, refuse to
answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time. You do not waive any
legal rights by consenting to this study. If you wish to withdraw prior to submitting
the survey, you can exit the survey prior to submitting your answers, and your data
will be destroyed. After submitting the survey, you may request to have your data
removed by contacting [redacted].
10. Confidentiality
All data collected will remain confidential and will be accessible by the authorized
investigator as well as the broader psychology scientific community. De-identified
data will be posted on the Open Science Framework website (OSF; https://osf.io) so
that data may be inspected and analyzed by other researchers. The data that will be
shared on the OSF website will not contain any information that can identify a
participant. Representatives of the University of Western Ontario Non-Medical
Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor
the conduct of this research.
Your survey responses will be collected through a secure online survey platform
called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorizations to protect all data collected. In addition, Western’s Qualtrics server is
in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbour framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and securely
stored on Western University's server.
All data collected will be confidential and neither the researchers nor anyone else will
be able to identify you as a research participant after you submit the final survey. The
data will be stored on a secure server at Western University and will be retained for a
minimum of 7 years. Your data may be retained indefinitely and could be used for
future research purposes (e.g., to answer a new research question). By consenting to
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participate in this study, you are agreeing that your data can be used beyond the
purposes of this present study by either the current or other researchers.
As we will be collecting data regarding you and/or your partner’s experiences of
physical and psychological abuse, please be aware that this study is being conducted
solely for research purposes, not assessment purposes. None of the researchers are
qualified to provide mental health support. If you experience discomfort from
participating in this study, we encourage you to seek help using the resources listed
above. Because the researchers involved in this study are not mental health
professionals, they do not have a duty to report. Therefore, any physical or
psychologically abusive behaviors you report in this study will remain confidential
and will not be disclosed to any authorities under any circumstances (except for data
posted to the OSF, which will be de-identified as described above).
11. Contacts for Further Information
After you complete or withdraw from this study, you will receive a debriefing sheet
explaining the nature of the research. If you would like any further information
regarding this research project or your participation in the study, you may contact
[redacted], Dr. Samantha Joel by email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email
([redacted]), or Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]) or Prolific’s messaging system.
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of
this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics [redacted],
[redacted], email: [redacted]. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research
studies and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept
confidential.
12. Publication
If you would like to receive a copy of any potential study results, you may contact
Nicolyn Charlot by email ([redacted]).
13. Consent
Please indicate your consent by clicking “I have read the letter of information and I
agree to participate” at the bottom of the screen. If you select “I have read the letter of
information and I DO NOT agree to participate,” you will exit the survey.
___ I have read the letter of information and I agree to participate
___ I have read the letter of information and I DO NOT agree to participate
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Appendix R
Instruments – Study 4

Initial Survey

Thank you
We want to thank you for participating in our study. We understand that many questions
will be of a difficult nature, and that we are asking you to spend a lot of time on this
study. Although we anticipate this will take approximately 1 hour, please do not rush.
Your responses are very important to us, so we want you to take all the time you need.
Please remember that all of your answers will be confidential. Additionally, feel free to
skip any questions that you are not comfortable answering. We believe this research will
be an important contribution to our understanding of relationship behaviors, and we are
so grateful to you for helping us reach that goal.
Again, thank you for your time and your responses.
Prolific ID
Only displayed to participants from Prolific
Please enter your Prolific ID here:
__________
Screening questions
Are you currently in a romantic relationship?

o Yes
o No
How long have you been dating your current partner (in months)? For example, if you
have been dating your partner for three months, please enter the number 3.
________________________________________________________________
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Have you had a previous relationship with your current partner (i.e., you broke up and are
now dating again)?

o Yes
o No
Are you fluent in English?

o Yes
o No
Where do you live?

o United States
o Canada
o Other ________________________________________________
What is your age, in years?
________________________________________________________________

What is your partner's age, in years?
________________________________________________________________
Open response warning signs
Since you started dating your partner, have you noticed any red flags or warning signs
in your relationship that concern you?

o Yes
o No
Only displayed if participant selects “Yes” on the question above
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Could you briefly describe the warning signs or red flags you've seen in your
relationship?
________________________________________________________________

Modified Investment Model Scale
Using the 9-point scale provided below, please think about your romantic relationship
and indicate the extent to which you agree with each item.

I feel satisfied with our relationship.
My relationship is much better than others’ relationships.
Our relationship makes me very happy.
My alternatives to our relationship are close to ideal (dating
another, spending time with friends or on my own, etc.)
My alternatives are attractive to me (dating another, spending
time with friends or on my own, etc.)
My needs for intimacy, companionship, etc. could easily be
fulfilled in an alternative relationship.
I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner.
I feel very attached to our relationship—very strongly linked to
my partner.
I want our relationship to last forever.
I am oriented toward the long-term future of my relationship
(e.g., I imagine being with my partner several years from now).
I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if
the relationship were to end.
Many aspects of my life have become linked to my partner
(recreational activities, etc.) and I would lose all of this if we
were to break up.
I feel very involved in our relationship—like I have put a great
deal into it.
My relationships with friends and family members would be
complicated if my partner and I were to break up (e.g., partner is
friends with people I care about).
Compared to other people I know, I have invested a great deal in
my relationship with my partner.
Please select "Do not agree at all"

Do
not
agre
e at
all
o
o
o
o

….

Agre
e
comp
letely
o
o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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BDSM
Have you and your partner ever practiced BDSM (Bondage and Domination/Dominance
and Submission/Sadism and Masochism; consensual sexual practices that can include
inflicting pain on one’s partner)?

o Yes
o No
Participants will view this message if they indicate they have practiced BDSM.
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
Some questions will ask about physically, sexually, and psychologically abusive
behaviors. We are only interested in understanding how often these behaviors occur when
they are non-consensual.
You indicated that you and your partner practice BDSM, so when you respond to
questions about you or your partner hurting each other, please only indicate if these
behaviors have occurred without consent.
For example, if your partner has choked you without your consent, indicate the frequency
with which that has happened. However, if your partner regularly chokes you with your
consent and has never choked you otherwise, indicate that your partner has never choked
you.
Participants will view this message if they indicate they have not practiced BDSM.
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
Relationship Experiences – Block 1
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
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If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner kissed or touched me when I didn't want them to
My partner forced me to have sex with them
My partner made excessive gestures to please my friends and family
I felt like there were no boundaries in our relationship
My partner told me to change how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner was going through a difficult time, so I put away my own concerns to help
them
My partner and I took a vacation together
My partner got too serious about the relationship too quickly
I felt like I was losing my identity because of my partner
My partner hit me with an object
My partner indicated that they thought jealousy was natural
I was in physical pain the next day because of something my partner did to me
My partner did something I asked them not to do
My partner became angry and then apologized afterwards
My partner criticized me
My partner and I were unable to resolve an argument
My partner was overprotective of me
My partner and I had a constructive discussion about a problem we had
I couldn't control my thoughts about my partner; they were obsessively on them
My partner made me feel obligated to engage in sexual activity with them
My partner treated my friends and family with respect
I eagerly looked for signs indicating my partner's desire for me
My partner lied to me
My partner expressed jealousy
I felt comfortable around my partner
My partner followed or spied me when I did not want them to
My partner encouraged me to consume alcohol or drugs before engaging in sexual
activity
My partner hit me
My partner reacted negatively when I said no to something they wanted
My partner made assumptions about my culture or background
Pornography questions
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Using pornography means to intentionally look at, read, or listen to: (a) pictures, videos,
or films that depict nude individuals or people having sex; or (b) written or audio material
that describes nude individuals, or people having sex. Using pornography does not
involve viewing or interacting with actual, live, nude individuals, or participating in
interactive sexual experiences with other human beings in person or online. For example,
participating in live sex chat or a camshow, and getting a “lapdance” in a strip club are
not considered pornography use.
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How frequently do you use pornography while alone (i.e., without a partner)?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
In an average week, aggressive pornography -- sexually explicit depictions
involving spanking, slapping, choking, gagging, or the infliction of pain -- makes up
______% of the pornography I consume.

o 0%
o 10%
o 20%
o 30%
o 40%
o 50%
o 60%
o 70%
o 80%
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o 90%
o 100%
How frequently do you use pornography together with your partner?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
How often do you read any of the following magazines: Playboy, Penthouse, Chic, Club,
Forum, Gallery, Genesis, Oui, Hustler?

o Never
o Seldom
o Somewhat frequently
o Very frequently
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In the past six months, how frequently have you used pornography while alone (i.e.,
without a partner)?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
In the past six months, in an average week, aggressive pornography -- sexually explicit
depictions involving spanking, slapping, choking, gagging, or the infliction of pain -made up ______% of the pornography I consumed.

o 0%
o 10%
o 20%
o 30%
o 40%
o 50%
o 60%
o 70%
o 80%

248

o 90%
o 100%
In the past six months, how frequently did you use pornography together with your
partner?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
In the past six months, how often did you read any of the following magazines:
Playboy, Penthouse, Chic, Club, Forum, Gallery, Genesis, Oui, Hustler?

o Never
o Seldom
o Somewhat frequently
o Very frequently
Relationship Experiences – Block 2
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
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If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner teased me
My partner noticed when I was upset or down
My partner went through my phone without my permission
My partner underestimated me
My partner kicked me
My partner expected me to read their mind
My partner slapped me
I felt that I have an endless appetite for affection from my partner
My partner knew me well
My partner consumed recreational drugs
My partner and I did a fun activity together
I felt like I was walking on eggshells around my partner
My partner and I spent quality romantic time together
My partner ignored me
My partner suggested we should break up
My partner was physically rough with me
I felt a need to please my partner
My partner discouraged or prevented me from going out or spending time with friends
and family.
My partner was physically affectionate with me
My partner manipulated or coerced me into an unwanted sexual activity
My partner indicated they were dependent on me
I insisted that my partner have sex with me
I felt like I was in a whirlwind romance
My partner was rude to someone in the service industry (e.g., waitress, cashier)
My partner made me feel that I owed them sex
My partner physically hurt me
I spent time with my friends or family without my partner
My partner flirted with other people
I did not share my true feelings with my partner
I did not trust my partner
Please select "Never"
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Sexual Relationships Power Scale
In general, who do you think has more power and control in your relationship?
Both of
Your
You
you
partner
equally

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Relationship Experiences – Block 3
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner did things that harmed my mental health
My partner insisted that we have sex
My partner refused to compromise on an important decision
I felt tender towards my partner
My partner dismissed or disregarded my opinions or feelings
I felt complete knowing that my partner cares about me
I felt that if I were separated from my partner for a long time, I would be intensely
lonely
My partner criticized how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner rejected my perception of a problem
My intuition told me something was wrong or off about my partner
My partner listened attentively when I talked to them
My partner did something positive for me that was actually self-interested
My partner and I went camping together
My partner compared me to other people
My partner tried to make me jealous
My partner questioned me about where I had been and/or who I was with
My partner complimented my appearance
My partner shouted or yelled at me
I didn't believe something my partner told me
My partner resented being questioned about how they treat me
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My partner refused to give me access to their phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
I felt a powerful attraction to my partner
My partner forced me to watch porn
My partner did not accept responsibility for their actions
My partner and I took an overnight trip together
My partner and I had sex, even though I wasn't in the mood
My partner and I made a major purchase together (e.g., pet, car, house)
My partner was unsupportive of me
I forced my partner to have sex with me
My partner was upset because I talked to someone they thought I was attracted to
Break
We want to thank you again for your participation in this study. We know it is long, so if
you would like to take a short break, please feel free to do so. Your answers are very
important to us, and we want to make sure you are not tired and do not feel rushed. If you
want to get something to drink, use the bathroom, or just take a moment for yourself, we
encourage you to do so. When you feel you are ready to proceed, please click to the next
page.
Encouragement, exclusivity
Overall, how much discouragement or encouragement do you get from others to continue
to date?
Strong
Strong
discouragement
encouragement

o

o

o

o

o

o

How sexually exclusive is your relationship with your partner?
Completely
exclusive
(sexual
contact
with others
is not
okay)

o

o

o

o

o

o
Completely
open (no
limits on
sexual
contact
with
others)

o

o
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How emotionally exclusive is your relationship with your partner?
Completely
exclusive
(romantic
feelings for
others are
not okay)

o

o

o

o

o

Completely
open (no
limits on
romantic
feelings for
others)

o

o

Relationship Experiences – Block 4
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently

253

My partner was financially irresponsible
My partner embarrassed or made fun of me in front of others
My partner made me nervous
I yearned to know all about my partner
I manipulated or coerced my partner into an unwanted sexual activity
My partner drank a lot of alcohol
I made my partner feel obligated to have sex with me
I felt like my partner would do anything for me
My partner told me they loved me
My partner was physically affectionate with me
I threatened to do something if my partner did not engage in sexual activity with me
My partner valued and respected the whole package that is the "real" me
My partner checked up on me (e.g., called or texted to see where I was)
My partner understood me
My partner was charming and flattering
My partner indicated a belief in traditional roles for men and women
My partner expressed liking and encouragement for me
My partner respected me
My partner comforted me when I was upset
My partner seemed interested in what I was thinking and feeling
My partner made me do something I didn't want to do
My partner said something rude about my gender
I felt that I deserved to be hurt or mistreated
I felt like something was wrong with me
My partner was possessive of me
I felt like my relationship with my partner was an addiction
My partner showed up at my home, school, or work and waited for me when I did not
want them to
I felt like I couldn't say no to my partner
My partner made me feel like I was crazy
My partner acted arrogant or entitled
Please select "Sometimes"

Risk and protective factors - self
Please answer the following questions using the scales provided.

254
1=
...
Strongly
disagree

7=
Strongly
agree

1=
Never

7=
Frequen
tly

I often feel stressed.
I have close, supportive friendships.
I have high self-esteem.
Jealousy is a natural sign of love.
If a man’s partner does something wrong, he has the
right to punish her
In general, it is wrong to hit other people

...

When you were a child, how often did you witness
violence between members of your family (e.g.,
parents, siblings)?
When you were a child, how often did you experience
abuse from members of your family (e.g., parents,
siblings)?
How often have you been violent towards your
previous romantic partners?
How often are your friends violent towards their
romantic partner(s)?
How frequently do you drink alcohol?
How frequently do you consume recreational drugs?

When you were a child, were you diagnosed with conduct problems or antisocial
behavior?

o Yes
o No
Have you ever experienced depression or depressive symptoms?

o Yes
o No
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Relationship Experiences – Block 5
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner blamed others for his/her problems
My partner sent me unwanted, explicit/sexual images
My partner blamed their ex for all the problems in that relationship
My friends or family complained about my partner
I felt like things were too good to be true with my partner
I spent time by myself
My partner tried to change me
I hurt my partner during sexual activities
My partner was on "the same wavelength" as me
My partner made me uncomfortable by buying me an extravagant gift or spending a lot
of money on me.
My partner choked me
My partner used physical force to make me do an unwanted sexual activity
I had a sprain or bruise because of something my partner did to me
My partner and I disagreed about something sexual
My partner emphasized that we depend on each other
My partner criticized my friends and family
I felt like my partner was not sharing their true feelings with me
My partner asked for the password to my phone, computer, social media, or other
device/account
I had doubts about my relationship with my partner
My partner was upset because we didn't spend enough time together
My partner was responsive to my needs
My partner hurt me during sexual activities
My partner saw the "real" me
My partner and I planned a future activity more than a month in advance
My partner accused me of flirting with someone else
I felt that I would love my partner forever
My partner retaliated when I disagreed with them
My partner was constantly on my mind
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We horsed around/played violently/rough housed
My partner pushed or shoved me
Risk and protective factors - partner
Please answer the following questions using the scales provided.
1=
…
Stron
gly
disagr
ee

7=
Stron
gly
agree

I
don't
know

My partner often feels stressed.
My partner has close, supportive friendships.
My partner has high self-esteem.
My partner believes that jealousy is a natural sign of
love.
My partner believes that if a man’s partner does
something wrong, he has the right to punish her
My partner believes that, in general, it is wrong to hit
other people

1=
Never
When your partner was a child, how often did they
witness violence between members of their family
(e.g., parents, siblings)?
When your partner was a child, how often did they
experience abuse from members of their family (e.g.,
parents, siblings)?
How often has your partner been violent towards
their previous romantic partners?
Please select, "I don't know"
How often are your partners’ friends violent towards
their romantic partner(s)?
How frequently does your partner drink alcohol?
How frequently does your partner consume
recreational drugs?

...

7=
Very
often

I don't
know
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When your partner was a child, were they diagnosed with conduct problems or antisocial
behavior?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Has your partner ever experienced depression or depressive symptoms?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Sex Drive
On average, I would like to engage in sexual activity (e.g. sexual intercourse, sexual
touching, masturbation) ____ times in any given week.
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o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
On average, I engage in sexual activity (e.g. sexual intercourse, sexual touching,
masturbation) ____ times in any given week.

o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
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On average, I masturbate ____ times in any given week.

o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
On average, I would like to have ____ orgasms a week.

o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
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Hostile Masculinity
The following were rated from 1 = Not my style at all to 5 = Totally my style
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I feel that “I’m the best” and that I’m better than others.
I boast a lot about my qualities and my actions.
I’m a self-centered person.
I want things to go the way I want.
I’m a greedy person.
I’m a person who likes giving orders.
Most people act in their own interest. I don’t trust them much.
I have to keep in mind that I’m “the priority” and that first and foremost I have to
think about myself.
People often want to hurt me and I try to give them a taste of their own medicine.

Please read each statement carefully and indicate if it applies to your situation or if you
agree with this statement. Please select “false” if the statement does not apply to your
situation or if you disagree with it.
The following were rated as True or False
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I have the impression that women often flirt with men just to turn them on or hurt
them.
I’m annoyed by the slightest criticism by a woman.
Before, I thought that most women were telling the truth, but now, I know that’s
not the case.
I don’t often disagree with women.
I do very few things to women that make me feel remorse after the fact.
There are a number of women who don’t seem to like me very much.
I generally don’t get mad when a woman makes fun of me.
If I were to let women know what I think, they would probably consider that I’m
a person who is difficult to get along with.
Lately, I’m rather grumpy with women.
At the end of the day, many women are disappointing.
I don’t easily get angry with a woman.
If women had not been determined to hurt me, my personal relationships with
them would have been more positive.
When I think back to what has happened to me, I have no resentment towards the
women I’ve known in my lifetime.
I never sulk when a woman makes me angry.
I’ve been rejected by far too many women in my life.

Voluntary sexual intercourse
How old were you when you first had voluntary sexual intercourse?

o Age: ________________________________________________
o N/A: I have never had voluntary sexual intercourse
How many sexual intercourse partners have you had since age 14?
________________________________________________________________

Break
Again, thank you so much for participating in our study. Given its length, we once again
want to offer you the opportunity to take a short break. Your responses will make a
meaningful contribution to relationship research, so we want to make sure you are
comfortable. If you want to get something to drink, use the bathroom, or just take a
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moment for yourself, we encourage you to do so. When you feel you are ready to
proceed, please click to the next page.
Relationship Experiences – Block 6
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner insisted that we spend all our free time together
I felt like I was on an emotional roller coaster when I was with my partner
My partner threatened to do something if I did not engage in sexual activity with them
Someone warned me against dating my partner
My partner called me names
I found it difficult to concentrate on work because thoughts of my partner were occupying my
mind
My partner and I had an argument
My partner complained about something insignificant or unimportant
I felt happy doing something to make my partner happy
My partner and I spent all our time together
My partner did not admit when they were wrong
My partner had mood swings
My partner was angry with someone or something
My partner treated me like I was stupid
My partner made me feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with them
I felt that an existence without my partner would be dark and dismal
My partner and I had an enjoyable sexual experience
My partner avoided me
My partner really listened to me
My partner valued my abilities and opinions
My partner indicated that they could not bear being without me
My partner and I spent time on a shared interest
My partner disrespected me
My partner has unrealistic expectations for our relationship
My partner checked my electronic communications with others (e.g., texts, social media, emails)
My partner ignored my feelings regarding sexual activity
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My partner and I spent the night together
My partner insulted me
I felt that no one else could love my partner like I do
My partner rewarded me for doing what they wanted
Please select "Frequently"
Relationship Experiences – Block 7
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred since you started dating your partner.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
I felt I would rather be with my partner than anyone else
My partner disregarded my reasoning or logic because it did not agree with theirs
My partner and I watched porn together
My partner tried to manipulate or control me.
My partner "played games" with me
My partner created an uncomfortable situation in public
My partner interrupted me when I was talking
My partner threatened to leave me
My partner and I came to a compromise after an argument
My partner was perceptive of my sexual needs
My partner refused to speak to me in order to punish or hurt me
I felt like something was wrong with my partner
My partner's words and actions were inconsistent
My partner and I had difficulties communicating
My partner told me that this relationship would be different from their past
relationships
My partner pressured me to do something sexual that I did not want to
My partner threw or broke an object
My partner and I had a pleasant night at home together
I used physical force to make my partner do an unwanted sexual activity
My partner was dishonest with me
Relationship Experiences – Block 8
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Below are a series of events that may have happened in your relationship since you
started dating your partner. Please indicate if each event has happened.
Yes - this has happened
since we started dating
My partner gave me a key to their home
My partner introduced me to their friends or coworkers
My partner introduced me to their family
My partner and I moved in together
My partner and I got engaged
I found out that my partner watches porn that upsets me
I found out that my partner watches porn that I like
I found out my partner owns or has access to weapons

Open Responses
Has your partner physically or psychologically hurt you in a way not described
previously since you started dating?

o Yes
o No
This will only be displayed to those who select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly described how your partner has physically or psychologically hurt you
since you started dating?
________________________________________________________________
Has COVID-19 (the novel corona virus) affected your relationship since you started
dating your partner?

o Yes
o No
This will only be displayed to those who select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly describe how COVID-19 has affected your relationship with your
partner since you started dating?
________________________________________________________________
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Has anything else notable occurred in your relationship since you started dating your
partner?

o Yes
o No
This will only be displayed to those who select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly describe the notable event(s) in your relationship with your partner since
you started dating?
________________________________________________________________

Demographics
What is your gender identity?

o Male
o Female
o I identify as ________________________________________________
What is your partner's gender identity?

o Male
o Female
o My partner identifies as
________________________________________________
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What is your sexual orientation?

o Heterosexual/straight
o Gay/lesbian
o Bisexual
o My sexual orientation is
________________________________________________
What is your partner's sexual orientation?

o Heterosexual/straight
o Gay/lesbian
o Bisexual
o My partner's sexual orientation is
________________________________________________
To which ethnic group(s) do you belong? (select as many as apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Black North American/African

Hispanic

White/European

East Indian

Asian

North American Indian

Middle Eastern
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▢

Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
To which ethnic group(s) does your partner belong? (select as many as apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Black North American/African

Hispanic

White/European

East Indian

Asian

North American Indian

Middle Eastern

Other (please specify)
________________________________________________
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Are you a student?

o Yes - full time
o Yes - part time
o No
Is your partner a student?

o Yes - full time
o Yes - part time
o No
Are you employed?

o Yes - full time
o Yes - part time
o No
Is your partner employed?

o Yes - full time
o Yes - part time
o No
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Please indicate your total income (per year)

o Under $15,000 per year
o $15,000 - $25,000
o $25,000 - $35,000
o $35,000 - $45,000
o $45,000 - $55,000
o $55,000 - $65,000
o $65,000 - $75,000
o $75,000 - $85,000
o $85,000 - $95,000
o Over $95,000 per year
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Please indicate your partner's total income (per year)

o Under $15,000 per year
o $15,000 - $25,000
o $25,000 - $35,000
o $35,000 - $45,000
o $45,000 - $55,000
o $55,000 - $65,000
o $65,000 - $75,000
o $75,000 - $85,000
o $85,000 - $95,000
o Over $95,000 per year
What is your current level of education?

o Less than high school
o High school graduate
o Some college
o 2 year degree or diploma
o 4 year degree
o Professional degree
o Masters
o Doctorate
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What is your partner's current level of education?

o Less than high school
o High school graduate
o Some college
o 2 year degree or diploma
o 4 year degree
o Professional degree
o Masters
o Doctorate
Do you and your partner live together?

o Yes
o No
Were you and your current partner friends prior to dating?

o Yes
o No
In one sentence, please describe how you met your current partner.
________________________________________________________________
Are you the primary caregiver (parental figure) of a child?

o Yes
o No
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If so, how many children do you care for?
________________________________________________________________
Is your partner a primary caregiver of a child?

o Yes
o No
If so, how many children does your partner care for?
________________________________________________________________
Do you and your partner share responsibility for a child?

o Yes
o No
If so, how many children do you share responsibility for?
________________________________________________________________

Honesty checks, compensation
Which of the following best represents how you approached this survey?

o I tried hard to answer each question honestly and accurately
o I answered relatively quickly, but still honestly and accurately
o I rushed through the survey, skimming the questions as I went
o I chose random answers just to get to the end of the questionnaire
Do you have any other comments you would like to leave for the researchers?
________________________________________________________________
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This will only be displayed to participants recruited online or in London
For participating in this study, you can be compensated with either an Amazon gift card,
or as one of the dozens of other gift card options available via TANGO
(see www.tangocard.com). What would you prefer?

o Amazon Gift Card - USD
o Amazon Gift Card - CAD
o TANGO Gift Card - USD
o TANGO Gift Card - CAD
Final Survey
Participants will be given the opportunity to view the LOI again before continuing with
the survey.
Prolific ID
This will only be displayed to participants recruited from Prolific
Please enter your Prolific ID:
________________________________________________________________
Thank you
We want to thank you for participating in our study. We understand that many questions
will be of a difficult nature, and that we are asking you to spend a lot of time on this
study. Although we anticipate this will take approximately 45 minutes, please do not
rush. Your responses are very important to us, so we want you to take all the time you
need.
Please remember that all of your answers will be confidential. Additionally, feel free to
skip any questions that you are not comfortable answering. We believe this research will
be an important contribution to our understanding of relationship behaviors, and we are
so grateful to you for helping us reach that goal.
Again, thank you for your time and your responses.
Dating someone new?
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Are you still dating the same person you were dating when you participated in the first
part of this study?

o Yes - I am still dating the same person
o No - I am no longer dating that person
Participants who indicate they are still dating the same person will view questions about
that person. Participants who indicate they are no longer dating that person will view
questions about their partner from when they participated in the first survey. These
questions are in the “Break up” blocks, and refer to the participants’ “former partner.”
Regular intro
Thank you again for your participation. You will now be asked a series of questions
about your current partner that are similar to those you filled out in the last survey.
Unless specified otherwise, please respond to each question while thinking about the past
six months, not the entirety of your relationship. We are only interested in what has
happened in your relationship since you completed the last survey.
BDSM
Have you and your partner ever practiced BDSM (Bondage and Domination/Dominance
and Submission/Sadism and Masochism; consensual sexual practices that can include
inflicting pain on one’s partner)?

o Yes
o No
Participants will view this if they indicate they have practiced BDSM.
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior has occurred in the past six months.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
Some questions will ask about physically, sexually, and psychologically abusive
behaviors. We are only interested in understanding how often these behaviors occur when
they are non-consensual.
You indicated that you and your partner practice BDSM, so when you respond to
questions about you or your partner hurting each other, please only indicate if these
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behaviors have occurred without consent.
For example, if your partner has choked you without your consent, indicate the frequency
with which that has happened. However, if your partner regularly chokes you with your
consent and has never choked you otherwise, indicate that your partner has never choked
you.
Participants will view this if they indicate they have not practiced BDSM.
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior has occurred in the past six months.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
Relationship Experiences – Block 1
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred in the past six months.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My partner kissed or touched me when I didn't want them to
My partner forced me to have sex with them
My partner told me to change how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner hit me with an object
I was in physical pain the next day because of something my partner did to me
My partner made me feel obligated to engage in sexual activity with them
My partner followed or spied me when I did not want them to
My partner encouraged me to consume alcohol or drugs before engaging in sexual
activity
My partner hit me
My partner went through my phone without my permission
My partner kicked me
My partner slapped me
I felt like I was walking on eggshells around my partner
My partner was physically rough with me
My partner discouraged or prevented me from going out or spending time with friends
and family.
My partner manipulated or coerced me into an unwanted sexual activity
I insisted that my partner have sex with me
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My partner made me feel that I owed them sex
My partner physically hurt me
My partner did things that harmed my mental health
My partner insisted that we have sex
My partner dismissed or disregarded my opinions or feelings
My partner criticized how I looked or what I was wearing
My partner shouted or yelled at me
My partner forced me to watch porn
I forced my partner to have sex with me
My partner embarrassed or made fun of me in front of others
I manipulated or coerced my partner into an unwanted sexual activity
I made my partner feel obligated to have sex with me
Please select "Never"

Pornography use
Using pornography means to intentionally look at, read, or listen to: (a) pictures, videos,
or films that depict nude individuals or people having sex; or (b) written or audio material
that describes nude individuals, or people having sex. Using pornography does not
involve viewing or interacting with actual, live, nude individuals, or participating in
interactive sexual experiences with other human beings in person or online. For example,
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participating in live sex chat or a camshow, and getting a “lapdance” in a strip club are
not considered pornography use.
In the past six months, how frequently did you use pornography while alone (i.e., without
a partner)?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
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In the past six months, in an average week, aggressive pornography -- sexually explicit
depictions involving spanking, slapping, choking, gagging, or the infliction of pain -made up ______% of the pornography I consume.

o 0%
o 10%
o 20%
o 30%
o 40%
o 50%
o 60%
o 70%
o 80%
o 90%
o 100%
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In the past six months, how frequently did you use pornography together with your
partner?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
In the past six months, how often did you read any of the following magazines: Playboy,
Penthouse, Chic, Club, Forum, Gallery, Genesis, Oui, Hustler?

o Never
o Seldom
o Somewhat frequently
o Very frequently
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Sex Drive
On average, I would like to engage in sexual activity (e.g. sexual intercourse, sexual
touching, masturbation) ____ times in any given week.

o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
On average, I engage in sexual activity (e.g. sexual intercourse, sexual touching,
masturbation) ____ times in any given week.

o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
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On average, I masturbate ____ times in any given week.

o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
On average, I would like to have ____ orgasms a week.

o 0 time in any given week
o 1-2 times
o 3-4 times
o 5-6 times
o 7-8 times
o 9-10 times
o 11 or more times in any given week
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Hostile Masculinity
The following were rated from 1 = Not my style at all to 5 = Totally my style
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I feel that “I’m the best” and that I’m better than others.
I boast a lot about my qualities and my actions.
I’m a self-centered person.
I want things to go the way I want.
I’m a greedy person.
I’m a person who likes giving orders.
Most people act in their own interest. I don’t trust them much.
I have to keep in mind that I’m “the priority” and that first and foremost I have to
think about myself.
People often want to hurt me and I try to give them a taste of their own medicine.

Break
We want to thank you again for your participation in this study. We know it is long, so if
you would like to take a short break, please feel free to do so. Your answers are very
important to us, and we want to make sure you are not tired and do not feel rushed. If you
want to get something to drink, use the bathroom, or just take a moment for yourself, we
encourage you to do so. When you feel you are ready to proceed, please click to the next
page.
Hostile masculinity – cont.
Please read each statement carefully and indicate if it applies to your situation or if you
agree with this statement. Please select “false” if the statement does not apply to your
situation or if you disagree with it.
The following were rated as True or False
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

I have the impression that women often flirt with men just to turn them on or hurt
them.
I’m annoyed by the slightest criticism by a woman.
Before, I thought that most women were telling the truth, but now, I know that’s
not the case.
I don’t often disagree with women.
I do very few things to women that make me feel remorse after the fact.
There are a number of women who don’t seem to like me very much.
I generally don’t get mad when a woman makes fun of me.
If I were to let women know what I think, they would probably consider that I’m
a person who is difficult to get along with.
Lately, I’m rather grumpy with women.
At the end of the day, many women are disappointing.
I don’t easily get angry with a woman.
If women had not been determined to hurt me, my personal relationships with
them would have been more positive.
When I think back to what has happened to me, I have no resentment towards the
women I’ve known in my lifetime.
I never sulk when a woman makes me angry.
I’ve been rejected by far too many women in my life.

Voluntary sexual intercourse
How old were you when you first had voluntary sexual intercourse?

o Age: ________________________________________________
o N/A: I have never had voluntary sexual intercourse
How many sexual intercourse partners have you had since age 14?
________________________________________________________________
Risk and protective factors – partner
Please answer the following questions using the scales provided.
1=
Stron
gly

...

7=
Stron

I
don't
know
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disagr
ee

gly
agree

My partner often feels stressed.
My partner has close, supportive friendships.
My partner has high self-esteem.
My partner believes that jealousy is a natural sign of
love.
My partner believes that if a man’s partner does
something wrong, he has the right to punish her
My partner believes that, in general, it is wrong to hit
other people

1=
Nev
er
When your partner was a child, how often did they
witness violence between members of their family (e.g.,
parents, siblings)?
When your partner was a child, how often did they
experience abuse from members of their family (e.g.,
parents, siblings)?
How often has your partner been violent towards their
previous romantic partners?
Please select, "I don't know"
How often are your partners’ friends violent towards
their romantic partner(s)?
How frequently does your partner drink alcohol?
How frequently does your partner consume recreational
drugs?

...

7=
I
Very don't
often kno
w

285
When your partner was a child, were they diagnosed with conduct problems or antisocial
behavior?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Has your partner ever experienced depression or depressive symptoms?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Has your partner ever experienced abuse from a former romantic partner?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Have you ever experienced abuse from a former romantic partner?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
If a participant selects “Yes,” they will see:
Please indicate the type(s) of abuse you experienced from a former romantic partner.
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o Physical
o Psychological
o Sexual
Relationship Experiences – Block 2
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred in the past six months.
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
I threatened to do something if my partner did not engage in sexual activity with me
My partner made me do something I didn't want to do
My partner said something rude about my gender
My partner was possessive of me
My partner showed up at my home, school, or work and waited for me when I did not
want them to
My partner made me feel like I was crazy
My partner sent me unwanted, explicit/sexual images
I hurt my partner during sexual activities
My partner choked me
My partner used physical force to make me do an unwanted sexual activity
I had a sprain or bruise because of something my partner did to me
My partner hurt me during sexual activities
My partner retaliated when I disagreed with them
My partner pushed or shoved me
My partner insisted that we spend all our free time together
My partner threatened to do something if I did not engage in sexual activity with them
My partner called me names
My partner treated me like I was stupid
My partner made me feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with them
My partner disrespected me
My partner checked my electronic communications with others (e.g., texts, social
media, emails)
My partner ignored my feelings regarding sexual activity
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My partner insulted me
My partner tried to manipulate or control me.
My partner "played games" with me
My partner refused to speak to me in order to punish or hurt me
My partner pressured me to do something sexual that I did not want to
My partner threw or broke an object
I used physical force to make my partner do an unwanted sexual activity
Please select "Frequently"

Open Responses
Has your partner physically or psychologically hurt you in a way not described
previously in the past six months?

o Yes
o No
Participants will view this if they select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly described how your partner has physically or psychologically hurt you in
the past six months?
________________________________________________________________
Has COVID-19 (the novel corona virus) affected your relationship in the past six
months?

o Yes
o No
Participants will view this if they select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly describe how COVID-19 has affected your relationship with your
partner in the past six months?
________________________________________________________________
Participants will view this if they select “Yes” on the question above.
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Has anything else notable occurred in your relationship in the past six months?

o Yes
o No
Can you briefly describe the notable event(s) in your relationship with your partner in the
past six months?
________________________________________________________________

Modified Investment Scale
Using the 9-point scale provided below, please think about your romantic relationship
and indicate the extent to which you agree with each item.

I feel satisfied with our relationship.
My relationship is much better than others’ relationships.
Our relationship makes me very happy.
My alternatives to our relationship are close to ideal (dating
another, spending time with friends or on my own, etc.)
My alternatives are attractive to me (dating another, spending
time with friends or on my own, etc.)
My needs for intimacy, companionship, etc. could easily be
fulfilled in an alternative relationship.
I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner.
I feel very attached to our relationship—very strongly linked to
my partner.
I want our relationship to last forever.
I am oriented toward the long-term future of my relationship
(e.g., I imagine being with my partner several years from now).
I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if
the relationship were to end.
Many aspects of my life have become linked to my partner
(recreational activities, etc.) and I would lose all of this if we
were to break up.
I feel very involved in our relationship—like I have put a great
deal into it.

Do
not
agre
e at
all
o
o
o
o

….

Agre
e
comp
letely
o
o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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My relationships with friends and family members would be
complicated if my partner and I were to break up (e.g., partner is
friends with people I care about).
Compared to other people I know, I have invested a great deal in
my relationship with my partner.
Please select "Do not agree at all"

o

o

o

o

o

o

Partner participation
Do you know if your partner also participated in this study?

o Yes – they also participated in this study
o No – I am certain they did not participate in this study
o I do not know if they also participated in this study
Break up questions
These questions will be displayed to participants who indicate they are no longer with the
person they were dating when they participated in the first survey.
Introduction
Thank you again for your participation. You will now be asked a series of questions
about your former partner - the person you were dating when you participated in the last
survey.
Unless specified otherwise, please respond to each question while thinking about the
entirety of the past six months, not just the time in which you were dating that person.
We are interested in behaviors that happened both before and after your relationship
ended.
We understand that answering questions about a former partner may be difficult, so we
would like to remind you that you can skip any questions you do not wish to answer.
Breakup questions
Please answer the following questions using the scales provided.
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Who decided that you and your former partner should stop seeing each other?
It was
The
entirely
It was
decision
my
entirely
was
former
my
completely
partner's
decision
mututal
decision

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Approximately how many months ago did you stop dating?
________________________________________________________________
How close are you currently with your former partner?
Not
close at
Casually
all/no
friendly
contact

o

o

o

o

Very
close/good
friends

o

o

I want to get back together with my former partner.
Strongly
agree

o

o

o

o

Strongly
disagree

o

o

Did your relationship with your former partner end suddenly or gradually?
Very
suddenly

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
Very
gradually

o
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Please explain what factors led to the ending of this relationship. In other words, why do
you believe you and your former partner stopped dating one another?

Please explain what factors (if any) contributed to you wanting to remain in your
relationship with your partner. In other words, why did you want to stay with your
partner before you stopped dating?
__________________________
BDSM
Have you and your former partner ever practiced BDSM (Bondage and
Domination/Dominance and Submission/Sadism and Masochism; consensual sexual
practices that can include inflicting pain on one’s partner)?

o Yes
o No
This will be displayed to participants who indicate they practice BDSM.
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
behavior has occurred in the past six months (including when you were and were not with
your former partner).
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
Some questions will ask about physically, sexually, and psychologically abusive
behaviors. We are only interested in understanding how often these behaviors occur when
they are non-consensual.
You indicated that you and your partner practice BDSM, so when you respond to
questions about you or your partner hurting each other, please only indicate if these
behaviors have occurred without consent. For example, if your partner has choked you
without your consent, indicate the frequency with which that has happened. However, if
your partner regularly chokes you with your consent and has never choked you otherwise,
indicate that your partner has never choked you.
This will be displayed to participants who indicate they do not practice BDSM.
On the following page is a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors related to yourself
and your partner. You will be asked to indicate how frequently each thought, feeling, or
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behavior has occurred in the past six months (including when you were and were not with
your former partner).
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
Relationship Experiences – Block 1
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred in the past six months (including when
you were and were not with your former partner).
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
My former partner kissed or touched me when I didn't want them to
My former partner forced me to have sex with them
My former partner told me to change how I looked or what I was wearing
My former partner hit me with an object
I was in physical pain the next day because of something my former partner did to me
My former partner made me feel obligated to engage in sexual activity with them
My former partner followed or spied me when I did not want them to
My former partner encouraged me to consume alcohol or drugs before engaging in
sexual activity
My former partner hit me
My former partner went through my phone without my permission
My former partner kicked me
My former partner slapped me
I felt like I was walking on eggshells around my former partner
My former partner was physically rough with me
My former partner discouraged or prevented me from going out or spending time with
friends and family.
My former partner manipulated or coerced me into an unwanted sexual activity
I insisted that my former partner have sex with me
My former partner made me feel that I owed them sex
My former partner physically hurt me
My former partner did things that harmed my mental health
My former partner insisted that we have sex
My former partner dismissed or disregarded my opinions or feelings
My former partner criticized how I looked or what I was wearing
My former partner shouted or yelled at me
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My former partner forced me to watch porn
I forced my former partner to have sex with me
My former partner embarrassed or made fun of me in front of others
I manipulated or coerced my former partner into an unwanted sexual activity
I made my former partner feel obligated to have sex with me
Please select "Never"

Pornography use
Using pornography means to intentionally look at, read, or listen to: (a) pictures, videos,
or films that depict nude individuals or people having sex; or (b) written or audio material
that describes nude individuals, or people having sex. Using pornography does not
involve viewing or interacting with actual, live, nude individuals, or participating in
interactive sexual experiences with other human beings in person or online. For example,
participating in live sex chat or a camshow, and getting a “lapdance” in a strip club are
not considered pornography use.
In the past six months, how frequently did you use pornography while alone (i.e., without
a partner)?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
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In the past six months, in an average week, aggressive pornography -- sexually explicit
depictions involving spanking, slapping, choking, gagging, or the infliction of pain -made up ______% of the pornography I consume.

o 0%
o 10%
o 20%
o 30%
o 40%
o 50%
o 60%
o 70%
o 80%
o 90%
o 100%
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In the past six months, how frequently did you use pornography together with your
former partner?

o Never
o Almost never
o Less than once a month
o One to 3 times a month
o One to 2 times per week
o 3 to 4 times per week
o About once a day
o More than once a day
In the past six months, how often did you read any of the following magazines: Playboy,
Penthouse, Chic, Club, Forum, Gallery, Genesis, Oui, Hustler?

o Never
o Seldom
o Somewhat frequently
o Very frequently
Risk and protective factors
Please answer the following questions using the scales provided.

My former partner often feels stressed.
My former partner has close, supportive friendships.
My former partner has high self-esteem.
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My former partner believes that jealousy is a natural
sign of love.
My former partner believes that if a man’s partner
does something wrong, he has the right to punish her
My former partner believes that, in general, it is
wrong to hit other people

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

When your former partner was a child, how often did they
witness violence between members of their family (e.g.,
parents, siblings)?
When your former partner was a child, how often did they
experience abuse from members of their family (e.g.,
parents, siblings)?
How often has your former partner been violent towards
their previous romantic partners?
Please select, "I don't know"
How often are your former partners’ friends violent
towards their romantic partner(s)?
How frequently does your former partner drink alcohol?
How frequently does your former partner consume
recreational drugs?
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When your former partner was a child, were they diagnosed with conduct problems or
antisocial behavior?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Has your former partner ever experienced depression or depressive symptoms?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Prior to the relationship you have been answering questions about in this study, has your
former partner ever experienced abuse from a former romantic partner?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
Prior to the relationship you have been answering questions about in this study, have you
ever experienced abuse from a former romantic partner?

o Yes
o No
o I don't know
If a participant selects “Yes,” they will see:
Please indicate the type(s) of abuse you experienced from a former romantic partner.
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o Physical
o Psychological
o Sexual
Relationship Experiences – Block 2
Below are a series of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. Please indicate how frequently
each thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred in the past six months (including when
you were and were not with your former partner).
If a thought, feeling, or behavior has occurred at least once, please do not select "Never."
The following items were rated on a scale from 1 = never to 4 = sometimes to 7 =
frequently
I threatened to do something if my former partner did not engage in sexual activity
with me
My former partner made me do something I didn't want to do
My former partner said something rude about my gender
My former partner was possessive of me
My former partner showed up at my home, school, or work and waited for me when I
did not want them to
My former partner made me feel like I was crazy
My former partner sent me unwanted, explicit/sexual images
I hurt my former partner during sexual activities
My former partner choked me
My former partner used physical force to make me do an unwanted sexual activity
I had a sprain or bruise because of something my former partner did to me
My former partner hurt me during sexual activities
My former partner retaliated when I disagreed with them
My former partner pushed or shoved me
My former partner insisted that we spend all our free time together
My former partner threatened to do something if I did not engage in sexual activity
with them
My former partner called me names
My former partner treated me like I was stupid
My former partner made me feel guilty for not wanting to have sex with them
My former partner disrespected me
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My former partner checked my electronic communications with others (e.g., texts,
social media, emails)
My former partner ignored my feelings regarding sexual activity
My former partner insulted me
My former partner tried to manipulate or control me.
My former partner "played games" with me
My former partner refused to speak to me in order to punish or hurt me
My former partner pressured me to do something sexual that I did not want to
My former partner threw or broke an object
I used physical force to make my former partner do an unwanted sexual activity
Please select "Frequently"

Open responses
Has your former partner physically or psychologically hurt you in a way not described
previously in the past six months?

o Yes
o No
This will be displayed to participants who select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly described how your former partner has physically or psychologically hurt
you in the past six months? Please indicate whether this was relevant before and/or after
your relationship ended.
________________________________________________________________
Has COVID-19 (the novel corona virus) affected your relationship with your former
partner in the past six months?

o Yes
o No
This will be displayed to participants who select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly describe how COVID-19 has affected your relationship with your former
partner in the past six months? Please indicate whether this was relevant before and/or
after your relationship ended.
________________________________________________________________
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Did anything else notable occurred in your relationship with your former partner in the
past six months?

o Yes
o No
This will be displayed to participants who select “Yes” on the question above.
Can you briefly describe the notable event(s) in your relationship with your former
partner in the past six months? Please indicate whether this was relevant before and/or
after your relationship ended.
________________________________________________________________
Partner participation
Do you know if your former partner also participated in this study?

o Yes – they also participated in this study
o No – I am certain they did not participate in this study
o I do not know if they also participated in this study
Honesty checks, compensation
Which of the following best represents how you approached this survey?

o I tried hard to answer each question honestly and accurately
o I answered relatively quickly, but still honestly and accurately
o I rushed through the survey, skimming the questions as I went
o I chose random answers just to get to the end of the questionnaire
Do you have any other comments you would like to leave for the researchers?
________________________________________________________________
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This will only be displayed to participants recruited online or in London
For participating in this study, you can be compensated with either an Amazon gift card,
or as one of the dozens of other gift card options available via TANGO
(see www.tangocard.com). What would you prefer?

o Amazon Gift Card - USD
o Amazon Gift Card - CAD
o TANGO Gift Card - USD
o TANGO Gift Card - CAD
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Appendix S
Debriefing – Study 4
Project Title:
Predictive Validity of Intimate Partner Violence Warning Signs (Participants will see:
Relationship Timeline Study)
Investigators:
Samantha Joel, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Principal investigator)
Lorne Campbell, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of Western Ontario
(Research Support Staff)
Nicolyn Charlot, M.Sc., Ph.D. Student, Department of Psychology, University of
Western Ontario (Research Support Staff)
Debriefing Form
Thank you for participating in this research. You have made an important contribution to
a developing body of knowledge in psychology. Now that your participation is complete,
we can tell you more about the study you have just participated in.
The broad purpose of this research is to identify specific, visible behaviors that predict
psychological and physical violence in relationships and ascertain when they tend to
occur. We hope to determine which “warning sign” behaviors are most predictive of
abuse so that we can help people identify these signs in their own relationships and thus
help prevent future violence. Further, we hoped to determine when warning signs and
physically and psychologically abusive behaviors first occur within romantic
relationships, as most prior research has focused on well-established relationships or the
hindsight of individuals who have left abusive relationships. We did not have any explicit
hypotheses for this study.
We apologize for any discomfort that may have resulted from your participation in this
study. If you would like to speak to a mental health hotline or service provider, we
suggest finding one near you by using one of the following websites:
International: http://www.suicide.org/international-suicide-hotlines.html
International: http://togetherweare-strong.tumblr.com/helpline
International: http://www.yourlifecounts.org/need-help/crisis-lines
United States: centers.rainn.org
Canada and the United States: https://www.domesticshelters.org/
Your responses and participation are much appreciated. Without your involvement, it
would not be possible to conduct this research. Thank you.
If you have any questions about this research you may contact Dr. Samantha Joel by
email ([redacted]), Dr. Lorne Campbell by email ([redacted]), or Nicolyn Charlot by
email ([redacted]). If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant
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or the conduct of this study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics at
[redacted] or [redacted] for international callers, email: [redacted].
If you are interested in learning more about intimate partner violence or the specific
topics underlying this research project, please see:
Capaldi, D. M., Knoble, N. B., Shortt, J. W., & Kim, H. K. (2012). A systematic review
of risk
factors for intimate partner violence. Partner Abuse, 3, 231-280.
Murphy, K. A., & Smith, D. I. (2010). Adolescent girls’ responses to warning signs of
abuse in
romantic relationships: Implications for youth-targeted relationship violence
prevention. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 25, 626-647.
O’Leary, K. D. (1999). Psychological abuse: A variable deserving critical attention in
domestic
violence. Violence and Victims, 14, 3-23.
Short, L. M., McMahon, P. M., Chervin, D. D., Shelley, G. A., Lezin, N., Sloop, K. S., &
Dawkins, N. (2000). Survivors' identification of protective factors and early
warning signs for intimate partner violence. Violence Against Women, 6, 272-285.
Thank you again for your participation – it is greatly appreciated!
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