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Violence has become an important social problem 
encountered around the world. One of the types of in-
terpersonal violence is dating violence.1 Dating is de-
fined as a type of relationship in which people interact 

socially and attempt to continue or discontinue the re-
lationship and then finish it in line with the desires of 
one party or both parties or continue with an official 
relationship (engagement, marriage or living together). 
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ABS TRACT Objective: The aim of this study is to examine the rela-
tionship between nursing students’ solution-oriented levels and their 
attitudes towards dating violence. Material and Methods: This de-
scriptive study was conducted with 210 nursing students. “Personal In-
formation Form, the Solution Focused Inventory (SFI), and the Dating 
Violence Scale (DVS)” were used to collect the data and ethics com-
mittee approval was obtained. The data were evaluated in SPSS 24.0 
(Statistical Packet for Social Sciences for Windows) statistical program. 
Results: It was determined that 12.9% of the participants were exposed 
to violence in their dating relationship and 8.1% considered committing 
violence against their partner. The SFI mean score was 46.47±11.20 
and the DVS mean score was 4.10±0.39 and the subscale mean scores 
was found 4.60±0.61 for physical violence, 4.56±0.56 for general vio-
lence, 3.61±0.60 for emotional violence, 3.64±0.40 for sexual violence, 
and 3.48±0.46 for economic violence. There was a positive weak cor-
relation between the solution focality levels and dating violence.  
Conclusion: As a consequence, the present study found a positive weak 
correlation between the solution focality level and dating violence. It is 
believed that as the solution-focused thinking level increased, it will 
show a positive effect in decreasing dating violence attitude.  
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ÖZET Amaç: Bu çalışmanın amacı, hemşirelik öğrencilerinin çözüm 
odaklılık düzeyleri ile flört şiddeti tutumlarının ilişkisini incelemek-
tir. Gereç ve Yöntemler: Tanımlayıcı tipteki bu çalışma, 210 hem-
şirelik öğrencisi ile yapılmıştır. Verilerin toplanmasında “Kişisel Bilgi 
Formu, Çözüm Odaklı Envanter [Solution Focused Inventory (SFI)] 
ve Flört Şiddeti Ölçeği [Dating Violence Scale (DVS)]” kullanılmış 
ve etik kurul onayı alınmıştır. Veriler SPSS 24.0 (Statistical Packet 
for Social Sciences for Windows) istatistik programında değerlendi-
rilmiştir. Bulgular: Katılımcıların %12,9’unun flört ilişkisinde şid-
dete maruz kaldığı ve %8,1’inin partnerine şiddet uygulamayı 
düşündüğü belirlenmiştir. SFI ortalama puanı 46,47±11,20 ve DVS 
ortalama puanı 4,10±0,39 ve alt ölçek puan ortalamaları fiziksel şid-
det için 4,60±0,61, genel şiddet için 4,56±0,56, duygusal şiddet için 
3,61±0,60, cinsel şiddet için 3,64±0,40 ve ekonomik şiddet için 
3,48±0,46 bulunmuştur. Çözüm odaklılık düzeyleri ile flört şiddeti 
arasında pozitif ve zayıf bir korelasyon bulunmuştur. Sonuç: Sonuç 
olarak bu çalışmada, çözüm odaklılık düzeyi ile flört şiddeti arasında 
pozitif yönde zayıf bir ilişki bulunmuş olup, çözüm odaklı düşünme 
düzeyi arttıkça flört şiddetini azaltmada olumlu etki göstereceğine 
inanılmaktadır. 
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Dating violence is one of the sub-types of close partner 
violence and is encountered in people who are not of-
ficially married.2,3 In a report presented by the World 
Health Organization in 2018, it is indicated that close 
partner violence is a term approaching both official re-
lationships (marriage) and non-official relationships 
(dating relationship, sexual relationship, out-of-wed-
lock relationship).4 It is seen that dating violence types 
have similar classifications with other violence types 
and are classified as physical, psychological and sexual 
dating violence. Physical dating violence comprises be-
haviors such as kicking, slapping, pushing, and punch-
ing. Psychological dating violence comprises behaviors 
which are not physical but are psychologically hurtful, 
such as mocking, nicknaming or restraining him/her 
from seeing his/her family and friends. Sexual dating 
violence refers to situations such as forcing a person 
into sexual intercourse without his/her consent or re-
tailing about it when he/she rejects. Stalking the per-
son is also regarded as a violent behavior.2,5 

It is stated that the most risky groups in dating 
violence exposure are young adult and adolescent age 
groups. In the studies conducted by the Center for 
Disease Control and Prevention entitled the Youth 
Risk Behavior Survey and the National Intimate Part-
ner and Sexual Violence Survey, it was reported that 
nearly one out of 11 girls and one out of 15 boys are 
exposed to physical dating violence, nearly one out of 
9 girls and one out of 36 boys experience sexual dat-
ing violence and 26% of women and 15% of men ex-
periencing sexual violence, physical violence or 
being stalked by a close partner are younger than 18 
years.6 In a study conducted with university students 
in Türkiye, it was concluded that 28.6% of students 
are exposed to dating violence and 22.1% commit-
ted violence against their partner.7 Dating violence 
short-term effects are injury and even death, its long-
term effects are smoking and alcohol use, eating dis-
orders, posttraumatic stress disorder, decrease in 
self-confidence, and bursts of anger. In addition, there 
might be risky sexual behaviors such as early sexual 
intercourse or unprotected sexual intercourse and sex-
ually transmitted infections which develop as a result 
and long term health outcomes such as unintended 
pregnancy.2,5 Prevention of dating violence prevents 
most violence types to occur in the future.5,8 

Solution-focused approach can be defined as 
strengthening the resources and increasing the in-
domitableness in order for people to change in a pos-
itive direction and sustain that change.9 Solution 
focality includes going towards the solution rather 
than the problem. Solution focality of the person also 
indicates focusing on the solution rather than the 
problem in stressful situations, being strong and re-
silient and coping with problems.10 When examining 
the literature; we have encountered no study exam-
ining solution-focused approaches in dating violence. 
The solution-oriented levels of nurses and nurse 
trainee students, who are among the important health 
professionals and are in constant contact with people, 
who are important professional groups in preventing 
violence and raising awareness of the society, are 
very important. It is thought that it will also have a 
positive effect in preventing dating violence. The aim 
of this study is to examine the relationship between 
nursing students’ solution-oriented levels and their 
attitudes towards dating violence. 

Research Questions 

1. How are the solution-focused thinking levels 
of nursing students? 

2. How are the dating violence attitude levels of 
nursing students? 

3. Is there any correlation between the solution-
focused thinking levels and dating violence attitudes 
of nursing students? 

 METARIAL AND METHODS 

POPuLATION AND SAMPLE Of THE STuDY 
Nursing candidates, who are among the important 
health professionals of the future, who are thought to 
show preventive approaches against violence and 
contribute to the awareness of the society with solu-
tion-oriented approaches in this direction, were in-
cluded in this study. The population of this 
cross-sectional study consisted of nursing students 
(n=384) studying at Kilis 7 Aralık University Yusuf 
Şerefoğlu Faculty of Health Sciences. The sample of 
the study consisted of at least 193 students at the 95% 
confidence interval and 5% significance level. The 
study was conducted with 210 nursing students who 
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met the inclusion criteria and agreed to participate in 
the study. 

DATA COLLECTION  
The study was conducted with 210 students who 
agreed to participate in the study between 01.03.2021 
and 01.04.2021. It took approximately 10-15 minutes 
to complete the survey.   

Inclusion criteria 

- Aged over 18 years, 

- Being a nursing student in Kilis 7 Aralık Uni-
versity, 

- Being voluntary to participate in the study. 

DATA COLLECTION TOOLS 
The data of the study were collected using “the Per-
sonal Information Form, Solution-Focused Inventory 
(SFI), and the Dating Violence Scale (DVS).” In 
order to minimize face-to-face interaction due to the 
pandemic, a digital survey was prepared by the re-
searchers. The digital survey form was submitted to 
the students via WhatsApp (Meta, Inc. California, 
USA) and e-mail.  

Personal Information Form: The socio-demo-
graphic data form was prepared by the researchers 
upon literature review.7,11-14 This form has a total of 
19 questions aiming to obtain information about 
socio-demographic characteristics and dating vio-
lence.  

SFI: Developed by Grant et al., (2012) and 
adapted into Turkish by Şanal-Karahan and Hamarta 
(2015), the inventory is based on short-term solution-
focused therapy and thus measures solution-focused 
thinking (Grant et al., 2012).15 In the 12-item 6-point 
likert inventory (1=strongly disagree; 6=strongly 
agree), items 1, 2, 4, and 5 are rated reversely. The 
inventory has three subscales (Problem disengage-
ment: items 1, 2, 4, and 5; goal orientation: items 9, 
10, 11, and 12; and resource activation: items 3, 6, 7, 
and 8). Higher scores indicates higher solution-fo-
cused thinking. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 
found to be 0.77 for the problem disengagement sub-
scale, 0.84 for the goal orientation subscale, and 0.70 
for the resource activation subscale, and 0.84 for the 
overall inventory.15 In this study, the Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient was found to be 0.75 for the prob-
lem disengagement subscale, 0.93 for the goal orien-
tation subscale, 0.87 for the resource activation 
subscale, and 0.88 for the overall inventory.   

DVS: Developed by Terzioğlu et al., the 5-point 
likert scale (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) 
has 28 items and 5 subscales (physical, general, emo-
tional, sexual, and economic violence) and aims to 
determine the violence attitudes of people in dating 
relationships. As the scores obtained from the scale 
approach 1, this indicates that the person has an atti-
tude supporting dating violence. Twenty three items 
in the scale are rated reversely. In the Turkish valid-
ity-reliability study of the scale developed by 
Terzioğlu et al., the Cronbach’s alpha reliability co-
efficient was found to be 0.91.16 In this study, the 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was found to be 0.86 
for the overall inventory. 

STATISTICAL METHOD 
The data were assessed in the SPSS 24.0 (Statistical 
Packet for Social Sciences for Windows) (IBM 
SPSS, USA) statistics program. In the statistical 
analysis, compatibility of the data normal distribution 
was evaluated via the Skewness and Kurtosis (±1) 
distribution test. It was determined that the data were 
not normally distributed. Descriptive statistics (per-
centage, frequency, mean, standard deviation, mini-
mum, maximum) were used in evaluating the data. 
The Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests were 
used in comparing the non-normally distributed in-
dependent variables. In order to measure the correla-
tion between the SFI and DVS scores, the Pearson’s 
correlation analysis was used. The Pearson’s corre-
lation coefficients were expressed as: <0.2 very weak, 
0.2-0.39 weak, 0.4-0.59 medium, 0.6-0.79 high, and 
≥0.8 very high correlation. The Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficient was calculated.   

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
In order to conduct the study, ethics committee ap-
proval was obtained (date: February 3, 2021, no: 
2021/03). The purpose of the study was written on 
the online form and consent was received from the 
participants. Participation in the study was based on 
voluntariness. The study was conducted in accor-
dance with the Principles of Helsinki Declaration.  
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 RESuLTS 

It was determined that 51.9% of the students were 
aged 20-21 years, 71.0% were female, 34.8% were 
second-year students, 93.3% were single, 85.7% were 
unemployed, 65.7% had an income equal to expense, 
42.9% had ≥5 siblings, 97.6% had parents living to-
gether, 86.7% had mother with ≤ primary education, 
and 66.2% had father with ≤ primary education. It 
was determined that there was a statistically signifi-
cant difference between the employment of the stu-
dents and the SFI total score (p<0.05). There was a 
statistically significant difference between the gen-

der, grade and number of siblings of the students and 
the DVS total score (p<0.05) (Table 1).  

Of the students, 69.0% had no boyfriend/girl-
friend, 16.2% had a boyfriend/girlfriend for 1-3 
years, 40.5% planned to marry the person they dated, 
12.9% were exposed to violence (physical, emotional, 
economic or sexual violence) in their dating relation-
ship at least once so far, 8.1% considered committing 
violence (physical, emotional, economic or sexual vi-
olence) in their dating relationship at least once so far, 
14.3% were subjected to domestic violence, 16.2% had 
a family member (such as mother, father, sibling) sub-
jected to domestic violence, 6.7% had a psychiatric dis-

SFI DVS 
n (%) Mean± SD Significance Mean±SD Significance 

Age 18-19 years 44 (21.0) 48.77±8.26 KW=4.250 4.13±0.40 KW=0.683 
20-21 years 109 (51.9) 44.98±11.76 p=0.119 4.09±0.37 p=0.711 
≥22 years 57 (27.1) 47.54±11.78 4.07±0.42  

Gender female 149 (71.0) 47.52±9.71 Z=-1.233 4.14±0.40 Z=-4.374 
Male 61 (29.0) 43.90±13.95 p=0.217 3.98±0.33 p=0.000 

Grade 1st year 47 (22.3) 48.52±7.22 KW=7.184 4.16±0.38 KW=7.899 
2nd year 73 (34.8) 43.13±13.76 p=0.066 3.98±0.46 p=0.048 
3rd year 44 (21.0) 46.50±11.02 4.13±0.35  
4th year 46 (21.9) 49.60±8.81 4.18±0.25  

Marital status Single 196 (93.3) 46.94±10.72 KW=3.401 3.83±0.66 KW=1.864 
Married 6 (2.9) 40.33±10.51 p=0.183 4.11±0.38 p=0.394 

Engaged 8 (3.8) 39.50±19.19 4.03±0.25  
Employment Yes 30 (14.3) 38.13±13.99 Z=-3.684 4.05±0.38 Z=-1.003 

No 180 (85.7) 47.86±10.05 p=0.000 4.10±0.39 p=0.316 
Income level Income less than expenses 63 (30.0) 44.49±11.20 KW=5.034 4.17±0.31 KW=3.717  

Income equal to expenses 138 (65.7) 47.03±11.038 p=0.081 4.05±0.42 p=0.156 
Income higher than expenses 9 (4.3) 51.66±4.33 4.26±0.15  

Number of siblings 1-2 siblings 39 (18.5) 47.64±9.20 KW=1.845 4.19±0.39 KW=6.984 
3-4 siblings 81 (38.6) 45.41±11.16 p=0.397 4.07±0.37 p=0.030 
≥5 siblings 90 (42.9) 46.91±12.02 4.08±0.39  

Living together with parents Yes 205 (97.6) 46.57±11.28 Z=-1.614 4.11±0.36 Z=-1.045  
No 5 (2.4) 42.40±5.89 p=0.106 3.53±0.86 p=0.296 

Educational level of the mothers ≤ primary school 182 (86.7) 47.10±10.48 Z=-1.440 4.12±0.34 Z=-0.730 
≥ high school 28 (13.3) 42.35±14.62 p=0.150 3.97±0.59 p=0.466 

Educational level of the fathers ≤ primary school 139 (66.2) 46.93±11.32 KW=2.462 4.11±0.37 KW=0.297 
High school 47 (22.4) 45.93±11.47 p=0.292 4.07±0.45 p=0.862 
≥ university 24 (11.4) 44.83±10.15 4.08±0.35  

Total 210 (100.0)

TABLE 1:  The comparison of socio-demographic characteristics and SfI and DVS mean scores of the students (n=210).

Z=Mann Whitney u test;  KW: Kruskal Wallis H test; p<0.05; SfI: Solution-focused Inventory; DVS: Dating Violence Scale; SD: Standard deviation. 
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order and 2.9% took psychiatric medicine. There was 
a statistically significant difference between the dating 
time of the students and the SFI total score (p<0.05). It 
was determined that there was a statistically significant 
difference between the dating time of the students and 
their exposure to violence (physical, emotional, eco-
nomic or sexual violence) in their dating relationship at 
least once so far, their consideration of committing vi-
olence (physical, emotional, economic or sexual vio-
lence) in their dating relationship at least once so far, 
their exposure to domestic violence and the DVS total 
score (p<0.05) (Table 2).  

The SFI total mean score of the students was 
found to be 46.47±11.20 and the subscale mean 
scores were 12.61±4.30 for problem disengagement, 

16.68±4.30 for goal orientation, and 17.17±5.02 for 
resource activation. The DVS total mean score was 
4.10±0.39 and the subscale mean scores were 
4.60±0.61 for physical violence, 4.56±0.56 for gen-
eral violence, 3.61±0.60 for emotional violence, 
3.64±0.40 for sexual violence, and 3.48±0.46 for eco-
nomic violence (Table 3).  

It was determined that there was a positive weak 
correlation between the solution focality levels of the 
nursing students and dating violence (r=0.229, 
p=0.001) (Table 4).  

 DISCuSSION 
Violence has begun to be an ever-increasing impor-
tant problem in all communities. Together with the 

SFI DVS 

n (%) Mean± SD Significance Mean±SD Significance 

The presence of having a boy/girl friend Yes 65 (31.0) 47.07±12.21 Z=-1.043 4.09±0.43 Z=-0.260 

No 145 (69.0) 46.20±10.74 p=0.297 p=0.795 p=-0.260 

4.10±0.37  

Time of dating None 145 (69.0) 46.39±10.46 KW=14.464 4.10±0.36 KW=7.968 

<1 year 21 (10.0) 38.66±17.41 p=0.001 3.85±0.59 p=0.019 

1-3 years 34 (16.2) 48.88±7.78 4.23±0.29  

≥4 years 10 (4.8) 55.80±1.81 4.10±0.30  

Thinking to marry the person dated Yes 85 (40.5) 46.95±12.14 KW=2.007 4.07±0.40 KW=0.066  

No 69 (32.9) 45.84±9.86 p=0.157 4.09±0.36 p=0.797 

Neutral 56 (26.6) 46.51±11.42 4.14±0.41  

Being exposed to violence (physical, emotional, economic or sexual violence) Yes 27 (12.9) 47.51±9.11 KW=1.535 3.98±0.57 KW=6.062 

in their dating relationship at least once so far No 165 (78.5) 46.66±11.29 p=0.464 4.14±0.33 p=0.048 

Neutral 18 (8.6) 43.11±13.07 3.87±0.47  

Considering committing violence (physical, emotional, economic or sexual violence) Yes 17 (8.1) 42.88±15.16 KW=4.601 4.05±0.26 KW=6.922 

n their dating relationship at least once so far No 179 (85.2) 47.10±10.78 p=0.100 4.12±0.38 p=0.031 

Neutral 14 (6.7) 42.71±10.22 3.86±0.47  

Being exposed to domestic violence Yes 30 (14.3) 44.43±14.01 Z=-0.460 3.98±0.44 Z=-2.063 

No 180 (85.7) 46.81±10.66 p=0.646 4.11±0.38 p=0.039 

The presence of a family member exposed to domestic violence (mother, father, sibling etc.) Yes 34 (16.2) 46.23±12.83 Z=-0.227 4.05±0.45 Z=-0.508 

No 176 (83.8) 46.51±10.89 p=0.821 4.10±0.37 p=0.611 

The presence of any psychiatric disease Yes 14 (6.7) 44.00±14.26 Z=-0.105 3.96±0.58 Z=-1.042 

No 196 (93.3) 46.64±10.97 p=0.917 4.11±0.37 p=0.297 

using psychiatric drugs Yes 6 (2.9) 40.66±14.29 Z=-1.122 40.66±0.43 Z=-0.502 

No 204 (97.1) 46.64±11.09 p=0.262 4.10±0.39 p=0.616 

Total 210 (100.0) 

Z=Mann Whitney u test;  KW: Kruskal Wallis H test; p<0.05; SfI: Solution-focused Inventory; DVS: Dating Violence Scale; SD: Standard deviation. 

TABLE 2: The comparison of dating violence-associated characteristics and SfI and DVS mean scores of the students (n=210).
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increase of social violence events, violence has begun 
to be common among young people. Dating violence 
which is one of interpersonal violence types is espe-
cially common among young people and may have a 
physical, social and psychological negative effect on 

them.1,7 It is believed that solution-focused ap-
proaches will facilitate the solution of problems and 
enable people to cope with their difficulties especially 
today when violence is gradually increasing. This 
study was conducted to examine the effect of the so-
lution focality levels especially in nursing students 
who will be one of the important healthcare profes-
sionals of the future on their dating violence attitudes.  

In this study, it was found that there was a sta-
tistically significant difference between the employ-
ment of the students and the SFI total score and the 
employed students had lower solution focality levels 
(Table 1). In a study conducted by Bilge and Engin 
on the effectiveness of solution-focused therapy for 
interpersonal relationships, they determined that em-
ployed health high school students had a lower prob-
lem solving competence.11 In this study, it was 
determined that the students who were male, had 3-4 
siblings and second-year students obtained lower 
scores from the DVS and thus they displayed atti-
tudes supporting dating violence (Table 1). In a study 

Mean SD Maximum-minimum values 
SfI total 46.47 11.20 13-66 
Problem disengagement 12.61 4.30 4-23 
Goal orientation 16.68 5.01 4-24 
Resource activation 17.17 5.02 4-24 
DVS total 4.10 0.39 2.25-4.68 
Physical violence 4.60 0.61 1.20-5 
General violence 4.56 0.56 2.20-5 
Emotional violence 3.61 0.60 1.33-5 
Sexual violence 3.64 0.40 2.43-5 
Economic violence 3.48 0.46 2.20-4.40 

TABLE 3:  Distribution of SfI, DVS and subscale mean 
scores and minimum-maximum values.

SfI: Solution focused Inventory; DVS: Dating Violence Scale; SD: Standard deviation.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 SfI total r  

p  
2 Problem disengagement r 0.544 

p 0.000  
3 Goal orientation r 0.868 0.140 

p 0.000 0.043  
4 Resource activation r 0.897 0.216 0.817 

p 0.000 0.002 0.000  
5 DVS total r 0.229 0.070 0.268 0.303 

p 0.001 0.312 0.000 0.000  
6 Physical violence r 0.177 0.040 0.215 0.215 0.325 

p 0.010 0.565 0.002 0.002 0.000  
7 General violence r 0.347 0.049 0.345 0.387 0.805 0.321 

p 0.000 0.483 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  
8 Emotional violence r 0.019 0.094 0.063 0.063 0.750 0.586 0.425  

p 0.782 0.177 0.362 0.387 0.000 0.000 0.000  
9 Sexual violence r 0.286 0.025 0.262 0.286 0.557 0.324 0.479 0.104 

p 0.000 0.715 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.132  
10 Economic violence r 0.128 0.039 0.131 0.188 0.562 0.281 0.345 0.349 0.184 

p 0.065 0.575 0.058 0.006 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007

TABLE 4:  Correlation distribution of SfI, DVS, and subscale scores.

SfI: Solution focused Inventory; DVS: Dating Violence Scale.



conducted by Yıldırım, it was determined that the 
DVS scores were lower in the male students com-
pared to the female students. Also concerning the 
number of siblings which is one of the other variables 
affecting attitudes towards dating violence, it was de-
termined that the students with 3 and more siblings had 
lower dating violence attitude scores.12 Similar studies 
in the literature have found significant differences be-
tween dating violence and gender, too.17,18 In another 
study, it was revealed that women supported dating vi-
olence.19 In a study conducted by Yolcu and Akbay, it 
was found that second-year university students dis-
played more supportive attitudes towards dating vio-
lence.13 This study is compatible with other studies in 
the literature in general; however, the fact that the num-
ber of siblings was higher in the study might be asso-
ciated with failure of parents to adequately take care of 
their children, lower educational level of parents and 
more traditional attitudes of parents in gender roles. 

In this study it was determined that among the 
nursing students who had a boyfriend/girlfriend; most 
of them had a boyfriend/girlfriend for 1-3 years and 
highly planned to marry the person they dated (Table 
2). A certain number of them were exposed to vio-
lence in their dating relationship or considered com-
mitting violence against their partner and were 
exposed to domestic violence or had a family mem-
ber exposed to domestic violence. In addition con-
sidering the participants in general, it was 
determined that a low rate of them had a psychiatric 
disorder and a certain number of those with a psy-
chiatric disorder took psychiatric medicine. In a 
study conducted by Devrim with nursing students, it 
was determined that 16.6% of the students had been 
with someone for less than a year, 31.4% planned to 
marry the person they dated, 11.4% were exposed to 
violence during their dating relationship, 7.4% were 
exposed to domestic violence, 8.6% had a family 
member subjected to domestic violence and 2.3% 
had a psychiatric disorder.20 In another study, it was 
found that 45.8% of the participants were with 
someone and 32.9% had a relationship for 1 year to 
3 years.21 The present study is compatible with other 
study findings in the literature.  

In this study, it was determined that the students 
who had been with someone for ≥4 years had higher 

solution focality levels (Table 2). There is no study on 
this matter. It is thought that the results obtained were 
associated with the fact that couples know each other, 
spend time together and keep in touch as the time of 
dating extends. 

In the study, it was determined that the students 
who had been with someone for less than <1 year, 
those who were exposed to violence (physical, emo-
tional, economic or sexual violence) in their dating 
relationship, those who considered committing vio-
lence (physical, emotional, economic or sexual vio-
lence) in their dating relationship and those who were 
exposed to domestic violence had attitudes support-
ing dating violence. Dating violence experiences play 
a key role in determining dating violence attitudes 
(Table 2). It is indicated that the more people sup-
port dating violence attitudes, the greater the risk of 
committing and being exposed to dating violence.22 
In the study conducted by Devrim with nursing stu-
dents, it was determined that there was no signifi-
cant difference between the time of dating, exposure 
to domestic violence and the DVS score. There was 
a statistically significant difference between the ex-
posure to violence in a dating relationship and the 
DVS mean score.20 In a study conducted by Karadayı 
aimed at university students, it was determined that 
there was no significant difference between the time 
of dating and the DVS scores. However, statistically 
significant differences were obtained in the exposure 
to violence and commitment of violence in a dating 
relationship.23 Jouriles et al., stated in their study that 
people having a relationship with those who had 
committed violence or had been victimized in their 
previous relationships might have an increased risk 
of being exposed to dating violence.24 Duran and 
Ünsal determined in their study that students who 
were exposed to domestic violence had higher rate of 
committing violence against others and there was a 
positive correlation between the violence commit-
ted by father against mother and the violence com-
mitted by father against another person.25 In another 
study, it was determined that young people who were 
exposed to domestic violence had higher aggressive 
behaviors and violence commitment risks.26 The rea-
son behind why dating time in the present study find-
ings was different from the findings of other similar 
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studies is thought to be associated with the fact that 
partners cannot know each other precisely within a 
time less than a year, as well as lack of communica-
tion and difference of the region where the study was 
conducted.  

In this study, it was determined that the solution-
focused thinking levels of the students were low and 
while the highest mean score was observed in the 
resource activation subscale, the lowest mean score 
was obtained in the problem disengagement sub-
scale (Table 3). Goal orientation contains focusing 
on goals and bringing them into the forefront and 
focusing on a purpose desired. Problem disengage-
ment contains focusing on drifting away from prob-
lems and problem-oriented thoughts.15 Also in 
order for people to achieve their goals, they need 
to overcome the difficulties they experience, dis-
engage from their problems and seek new ways for 
solution.27,28 In a study conducted by Karahan with 
university students in 2016, it was determined that 
problem disengagement was 14.95, goal orientation 
was 17.44 and resource activation was 18.26.29 In 
another study the solution-focused problem disen-
gagement mean score was found to be 14.83, the 
goal orientation mean score was 17.59 and the re-
source activation mean score was 18.92.30 In line 
with the findings obtained from this study, the rea-
son that the lowest mean score of the participants 
was in the problem disengagement subscale is 
thought to be associated mainly with communica-
tional problems and inadequate problem solving 
skills. This study is similar with other study find-
ings in the literature.  

It was determined that the nursing students had 
a positive dating violence attitude in general and 
while they had the lowest mean score in the economic 
violence subscale, the highest mean score was deter-
mined in the physical violence subscale (Table 3). In 
a study conducted with nursing students, the DVS 
total mean score was reported to be 4.53±0.96.20 In 
another study conducted with university students, it 
was determined that the general violence mean score 
which was the dating violence scale subscale was 
23.77±2.64, the physical violence mean score was 
23.30±3.08, the emotional violence total mean score 
was 26.88±4.09, the economic violence total mean 

score was 21.67±3.46, the sexual violence total mean 
score was 29.55±3.49 and the total violence mean 
score was 125.17±12.96.21 This study is different 
from other study findings in the literature in certain 
aspects. It is thought to be associated with cultural 
and social differences of the study region and the 
change in the attitude towards dating violence. Find-
ings of the present study are compatible with the 
findings of Devrim’s study.20 

In the present study it was determined that there 
was a correlation between the solution focality lev-
els of the nursing students and dating violence (Table 
4). As higher solution focality level will increase ap-
proaches aimed at solving a problem rather than prob-
lems, it is believed to be an important factor in 
preventing violence. Jung and Kang determined in 
their study that the greater the dating violence expe-
rience of nursing students is, the higher their toler-
ance to dating violence and the higher the tolerance to 
dating violence is, the more negative the skill of solv-
ing social problems.14 In another study, it was deter-
mined that young people committed violence in their 
dating relationship, which proves the need for apply-
ing effective prevention strategies. In the study, it was 
revealed that couples committing violence are differ-
ent from couples not committing violence due to their 
tendency of applying to negative emotions as a solu-
tion strategy when they experienced a conflict. The 
study stressed the necessity of preventing dating vi-
olence by encouraging healthy relationship skills 
(such as communication, conflict solution).31 The 
present study found that the solution focality level 
may make a positive contribution to the prevention 
of dating violence, which is compatible with studies 
in the literature.  

LIMITATIONS  
The limitations of this study are that it is a local study. 
For this reason, it will contribute to the generaliza-
tion of the study by conducting it with more nursing 
students in different regions investigating dating vi-
olence. 

 CONCLuSION  
As a consequence, the present study found a positive 
weak correlation between the solution focality level 
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and dating violence. It is believed that the increase of 
the solution focality level in dating violence which is 
one of the sub-types of violence that has become a 
gradually increasing social problem especially today 
and poses an important risk factor among young peo-
ple, will have a positive effect on reducing violence. 
Also it is indicated that young people who commit 
and are exposed to dating violence will have a sig-
nificantly increased risk of aggressive and violent be-
haviors in the future and those who are exposed to 
domestic violence and violence comprise more risky 
groups in terms of committing dating violence. It is 
thought to be important to apply necessary ap-
proaches concerning solution focality which plays a 
key role especially in the solution of problems and 
conflicts. It is recommended that violence in nursing 
students who will be among the important healthcare 
professionals of the future, solution-focused ap-
proaches be added and more studies be conducted on 
this subject. 
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