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Abstract
The main questions of this article were: are the different kinds of
psychological violence the predictors of student’s statuses and which
type of this influence we can find? The answer to these questions is
an important symptom of intragroup psychological health because
links between violence and statuses demonstrated relation’s
quality. There were investigated such kinds of psychological
violence as communicative intolerance, cynicism, aggression,
hostility. We required finding the influence of these personality
traits on intragroup relations and informal power, sociometric and
referentometric student’s statuses. The sample consisted of 204
university psychology students of the first, the third and the fifth years.
Data were collected via Sociometric (Moreno) and Referentometric
(Chedrina) procedures, Power structure (Kondratiev), Questionnaire
of Communicative Tolerance (Boyko) and the Cook – Medley hostility
scale. According to the results of descriptive statistics the level of some
investigated characteristics of psychological violence was within
the mean significance. But the mean significance of communicative
intolerance was more than the tendency to the communicative
tolerance. All characteristics of psychological violence (intolerance,
cynicism, aggression, hostility) had direct significant correlations
between each other and these factors had inverse significant links
with different types of statuses. Therefore we concluded that
cynicism, aggression and hostility weren’t predictors of any student’s
statuses in the educational group. At the same time aggression and
hostility were mediators for communicative intolerance as statuses
predictors lowering every kind of statuses.
Keywords: Psychological violence; Intolerance; Cynicism;
Aggression; Hostility; Intra-group status

Introduction

One of the basic statements of modern educational psychology
asserts that the effectiveness of educational process depends
on the level of psychological safety of educational environment
[1-8]. In its turn psychological safety reflects the quality of
interpersonal relations between the participants of educational
environment. So it is the safety of communication and relations in
different types of educational institutions that can be considered
the key element and system-making characteristic of the whole
safety of their educational environment.
The fundamental role of communication as the main
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condition of educational environment safety is determined by
many factors. Thus, according to the theory of I. Bayeva and her
colleagues, basic characteristics of educational environment
safety are independence from psychological violence in
interaction and the possibility to satisfy the need in personally
trustful communication which influences referential importance
of communicative space [1-3].
In Russian psychology the understanding of psychological
safety of the educational environment is based on definition
by [1, 9]. This definition includes three basic components: the
referential importance of educational environment, possibility
to satisfy basic needs in personal trustful communication,
providing of participants security from psychological violence in
interactions between all participants of the educational process.
Dialogical communicative space characterized by the
absence of psychological violence will create the environment
of “ontological safety instead of existential anxiety” Shyu [10],
providing productive development and self-development of
a person. Many investigations showed the negative effect of
violent acts and of the violence environment on the academic
performance levels of the students, their mental health and
health [11-14].
The psychological core of ontological safety makes the
complete emotional and cognitive feeling of “basal trust» which
allows a person to find the meaningfulness of life [15]. According
to E. Ericson’s classical definition, the basal trust means such a
person’s set to him/herself and the world which includes the
person’s trust to him/herself and the feeling of indispensable
propensity of other people to him/her [16].
Psychological safety of educational environment represents
a complicated phenomenon which is connected with many
characteristics and depends on different factors. One of the
basic indicators of educational environment’s safety, as it was
said above, is the quality of interpersonal relations between the
participants of educational environment.

Nowadays there are various definitions of psychological safety,
but the majority of them single out threats in the form of psychological
violence as the primary factor destroying safety [1,2,4].
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The terms “danger”, “risk”, “threat” are traditionally included
into the conceptual base of psychology of safety. In psychological
dictionaries the term “threat” is explained as intention to harm
other person in any form, i.e. as a type of psychological violence.

Psychological violence acts as a fundamental obstacle on the
way to establishing personally confidential relations between
the members of academic groups which makes it impossible to
create dialogical environment favorable for their development
[1,2]. Psychological violence in interpersonal interaction can
be shown in various forms: destructive criticism, accusations,
insults, opened and veiled threats, emotional pressure, etc.
So the major criterion of psychological safety of educational
environment is a low level of psychological violence [6,7].
Psychologically healthy and safe intragroup relations favorable
for training and personal development are based on a low level
of violence manifestation and the ability to transform negative
intentions into positive behavioral forms. And leaders and
high status members of community play the leading role in
management and regulation of intragroup interactions.

The main question of the given research is whether
characteristics of psychological violence in intergroup relations
are predictors of the student’s status in the academic group
and if so, what character this influence has. The answer to this
question is connected with understanding the quality of relations
in student’s groups in the context of social role interaction,
as director reverse correlation of psychological violence with
intragroup student’s status in interpersonal communication is an
indicator of danger or safety of educational environment.

In the given work we examine such characteristics of
psychological violence as communicative intolerance, cynicism,
aggression and hostility as predictors of the student’s status
in the academic group. We are interested in three types of
status: sociometric, referentiometric and the one of informal
power. These types of status indicate relations of interpersonal
importance. Hence, revealing correlations between psychological
violence and intragroup status, we answer the question whether
significant relations between students can mean violent ways of
their implementation among students-psychologists.

Methods
Sample

The sample consisted of 204 first, third and fifth year
students-psychologists of one of the universities in Moscow aged
from 17.5 till 23.4 years; 157 females (78%) and 47 males (22%).
All the students came from in socially safe families. The data were
collected by I. Vagurin and G. Kozhuhar).

Measures

Characteristics of psychological violence were investigated
via Boyko’s questionnaire of communicative tolerance
(whose questions, as a matter of fact, are directed to revealing
intolerance) Boyko [17] and the Cook – Medley hostility scale
Labunskaya [18].
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Communicative Tolerance Scale [17] consisted of 45
judgments which were evaluated with Likert scale from 0
(strongly disagree) till 3 (strongly agree). Indices for 9 subscales
and the general index of communicative tolerance were found.
In the study we used only the general index of communicative
tolerance/intolerance. The maximum number of points (135)
testifies absolute intolerance to other people. The minimum
number of points (0) displays tolerance to all types of partners
in all situations. On the average, according to the data received
by Boiko, heads of medical institutions and divisions had 40
points, nurses – 43 points, tutors – 31 points. The general index is
interpreted as tolerance tendency if it is less than 40 points and is
testified as intolerance tendency when it is more than 40 points.
Cronbach’s a (alpha) as a coefficient of internal consistency of the
integral index of tolerance/intolerance was equal 0.855.
The Cook – Medley Hostility Scale (Russian version) contains 27
statements. Items were administered with a 6-point Likert scale
(6 = always, 1 = never). Levels of these three subscales (hostility
(5 items), cynicism (13 items) and aggression (9)) were counted
by means of the key applied to this scale. Interpretation of the
results for a cynicism scale is as follows: 65 points and more is a
high indicator; 40-65 points is an average index with a tendency to
high; 25-40 points is an average index with a tendency to low; 25
points and less is a low indicator. Interpretation of the results for
an aggression scale is as follows: 45 points and more make a high
indicator; 30-45 points make an average index with a tendency to
high; 15-30 points make an average index with a tendency to low;
15 points and less make a low indicator. Interpretation of the
results for animosities scale is as follows: 25 points and more is a
high indicator; 18-25 points is an average index with a tendency
to high; 10-18 points is an average index with a tendency to
low; 10 points and are less is a low indicator.On a cynicism scale
Cronbach’s alpha was equal 0.556; for aggression Alpha = 0.748
and for hostility Alpha = 0.789.

To define intragroup individual status we used the procedures
revealing interpersonal relations in group, such as sociometry
(Moreno, Russian version), referentometry (Chedrina), and
informal intragroup power structure evaluation (Kondratiev)
[19].

Sociometry

We used a sociometric method to define interpersonal
relationships in an academic group. We asked three questions
with 3-answer choices limited: “With whom you would like to
conduct scientific research together?” (The business criterion);
“With whom you would like to live in the same tent in a camp?”
(The emotional criterion); “With whom you would like to
continue your education in a new group if your group is going to
be reformed?” (The mixed criterion). The received data were used
for studying business status, emotional, mixed and sociometric
status. The sociometric status was counted up as average mean
of the business, emotional and mixed status in academic group
for each student. At the analysis of the data the mixed criterion
was not considered.
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Referentometry
Depending on a research goal, while carrying out a
referentometric procedure firstly it is necessary to define a
set of opinions and judgments of all the members of the group
without an exception concerning some object of estimation most
significant for them. As the objective of applying this method in
the study was to find out students with the highest referential
status in an academic group, at the first stage of the study the
sociometric method was used. At the second stage of the research
the respondents had to choose no more than three fellow
students, whose filled-in sociometry forms were of the greatest
interest for them and to write down their names in a ranked list
column in order of preference. At data processing only the results
of the second stage, i.e. referentometric choices, were analyzed.
Calculation was just the same as at sociometric results processing.
The procedure of informal intragroup power structure
evaluation (in contact community).

This procedure is based on the fact that people make choices
in interpersonal relations due to power of influence of the
perceived person on the perceiving personality. So the applied
techniquepresupposes ranging group members according to
the power of their influence. The students receive formtables
with the list of examinees’ surnames on the left. On the right
the participants are to put down the number of the place which
they attribute to each person in the group due his/her powerful
influence. Then the data is averaged, and each examinee receives
a certain rank on the basis of an average index in the academic
group.

Results and discussion

According to the results of descriptive statistics the level of
such characteristics of psychological violence as cynicism (M
= 47.82; 61.8% of students), aggression (M = 31.48; 58.3% of
students) and hostility (M = 19.69; 65.6% of students) was within
mean significance. Though according to the standard levels in
the Russian version of the scale the mean scores of the three
scales appeared at the average level with a tendency to high, we
interpreted results at the average level, because the following
level was designated as average with a tendency to low. So we
considered all the mean students’ results as lying within the
average range.

The level of hostility at students-psychologists appeared a
little above the levels of cynicism and aggression. Though the
indicators are within mean significance, we believe, that for
psychologists it is more productive to have these parameters on
a medium level with the tendency to a low one or on a low level.
The expected value of communicative tolerance made 48.03
points. According to Boyko, the average index of communicative
tolerance at nursesis 43 points, at doctors – 40 points, at
kindergarten teachers – 31 points [17]. The lower it is, the better
tolerance is expressed. Maximum intolerance can theoretically
reach 135 points. In comparison with representatives of helping
professions (nurses, doctors, teachers), it is possible to say that
students’ expected value of communicative tolerance is on the
edge between tolerance and intolerance.
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Tolerance or intolerance makes the major quality
characteristic of interpersonal relations. According to A. Asmolov,
tolerance assumes willingness to accept other people as they are,
and to co-operate with them on the basis of consent, reciprocity
and active stand manifestation of all the parts concerned.
Tolerance is one of the basic components of life philosophy of a
mature person. Being its value, it becomes evident in the respect
for the views and values of other people [20].
Within the limits of the socialpsychological approach,
tolerance is understood as a set, attitude, need, value, norm, point
of view, belief. Besides, it is a certain moral and legal category
whose genesis is influenced by the society [21].

If intolerance prevails in intragroup relations of educational
community, there will be difficulties in confirming the status
connected with productive pro-social activity of group members.
In other words, within the group structure tolerance can be
examined as one of the basic system-making factors of status
positions of group membership.
According to the results of Pearson’s correlation analysis, all
characteristics of psychological violence have direct significant
correlations between each other Table 1.

All characteristics of psychological violence have inverse
significant links with three types of student’s status as well as
with business and emotional status as substantial criteria of
sociometric position. In other words, if the tendency to apply
psychological violence increases in students’ community, those
students who use it will lower their status and interpersonal
importance for the majority of group members Table 2.

Violence prophylactic treatment among children and
teenagers is the major condition of psychological violence
prevention both in students’ community and in the society as
a whole. It is experimentally proved, that such expressions
of psychological violence as prosecution, intimidation and
victimization in school days, with high degree of probability,
lead to aggression and violence in advanced age, determining the
existence of general long-term antisocial orientations [22].
Hence, the investigated characteristics of psychological
violence are connected in such a way that an increase of one
of them will cause a rise of all the others as we have found
correlations between all of them.

The results of the regressive analysis (the linear plural
analysis, a step-by-step method) reveal, that communicative
tolerance is a predictor of all types of student’s status: the lower
level of intolerance (or the higher level of tolerance) the student
demonstrates in communication, the higher any of student’s
status in the academic group is Table 3, Figure 1. At the same
time, aggression and hostility do not have direct links with any
of the status. Thus, aggression and hostility can be mediators for
lowering every type of status, as they have complex influence
on communicative intolerance which is considered the main
predictor decreasing intragroup position of the student.
By the results of factorial analysis Table 4, all of them are
included in one and the same factor which confirms the integrity
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Table 1: Correlations between the characteristics of psychological
Communicative intolerance
Cynicism

Cynicism

Aggression

Hostility

0.383**

0.456**

0.481**

0.565

0.625**

**

Aggression

violence.
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0.592**

Table 2: Correlation of psychological violence characteristics with different kinds of the student’ status in the academic group.
Communicative intolerance

– р<0.01

Sociometric status

Business status

Emotional status

Informal power

-0.325

-0.422

-0.384

-0.430

-0.538**

-0.212

-0.247

-0.218

-0.267

-0.314**

**

Cynicism

-0.195**

Hostility

-0.214**

Aggression
**

Referetometric status

**

-0.262**

**

**

-0.248**

**

**

-0.244**

-0.223**

**

**

-0.252**

-0.271**

Table 3: The results of the regressive analysis.
Dependent variables
Sociometric status
Business status
Emotional status
Referetometric status
Informal power
Communicative
intolerance
Cynicism

Predictor: communicative intolerance
Sum of squares
F
Standardized CoefficientsBeta
20.540
43.792
-0.422
15.090
34.846
-0.384
18.555
45.730
-0.430
14.417
23.812
-0.325
2131.701
82.289
-0.538
Predictors: aggression and hostility
Hostility
0.325
14548.070
38.402
Aggression
0.263
Hostility
0.448
8981.733
82.041
Aggression
0.300

-0.212**
-0.293**

Sig.
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000

Referetometric
status
Sociometric
status

Informal
power

Communicative
intolerance

Aggression

Hostility
Cynicism

(direct-correlation;

inverse-correlation)

Figure 1: Characteristics of psychological violence as predictors of student’s status in group .

of existence and functioning of the phenomenon of violence/
non-violence at students of our sample. Different kinds of status
make a separate factor, that as we believe, confirms, that they
can be examined through the integrated status of the student
in the group, illustrating the degree of his/her interpersonal
importance in contact community [19].
In many researches hostility is considered the major indicator

of psychological violence. Hostility represents an extensional
phenomenon which is integrated and complex and contains
cognitive, emotional and behavioral aspects of person’s negative
orientation towards interpersonal interaction with other people.
Hostility includes cynicism, anger, irritability, mistrust and
aggression. Its most general components are cynicism (belief that
others are primarily motivated by selfish interests) and mistrust
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Table 4: Results of factor analysis ofpsychological violence characteristics
and different types of student’s status.
Rotated Component Matrix

Component
1

Business status

0.872

Sociometric status

0.767

Referentometric status
Emotional status
Informal power
Hostility

Aggression
Cynicism

Communicative intolerance

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

2

0.789
0.743
0.533

0.844
0.818
0.811

-0.477 0.582

Rotation converged in 3 iterations.

(expectation that people, with high probability, are sources
of harm and bad treatment). These features define a hostile
style of interpersonal interaction which is characterized by the
existence of problems, avoidance behavior, easily appearing
irritation. Hostility is a cognitive construct, unlike aggression
which is understood as behavior and emotions of anger [23-25].
T. Smith defines hostility as devaluation of other people’s values
and motives, expectation that other people are probable sources
of offences, opposition in relation to others, and desire to harm
or perception of harm from others [26]. In many researches
correlation of hostility with bad health is proved. In particular,
cynical hostility as a component of general hostility is considered
a psychosocial factor of poor health, raising susceptibility to
illnesses, medical dysfunction and risk of death [27]. In turn,
chronic hostility bring sunfavorable consequences to health,
including hypertension, ischemic heart disease and death [2831].
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model of types of status and communicative intolerance. At the
same time, the linear analysis by the method of compulsory
inclusion shows that cynicism predicts the level of communicative
intolerance.

Interesting it may be that if a person possesses hierarchical
or formal power as well as the power connected with incomes,
this power generates doubts concerning honesty of other people.
As a result, cynical thoughts about the partners’ intentions
in communication build a barrier to healthy relations [34].
But in this study the informal power of students based on the
authority of personality, but not on his/her formal position was
investigated. Probably for this reason our results showed inverse
correlations: the higher the student’s status is in hierarchies of
power, the more intensive his/her authoritative influence is, the
lesser degree of psychological violence she/he is inclined to use,
and the lesser typical of him/her are cynicism, aggression and
hostility.
For our investigation it was very important that in many
researches influence of a peer status in the school class on the
consequences of child’s long-term development was shown.
In more details, lower peer status was connected to a declined
possibility of getting higher levels of education (to both upper
secondary school and to tertiary education) and raised threats
of adult unemployment [35]. Also, other studies found out
an association between low peer status and a broad range of
diseases such as mental health problems [36,37].

The results of our research received on sample of studentspsychologists did not coincide with the results indicated that
youth nominated as aggressive had high status positions within
peer groupsand were more central members of their peer
group[38-40].
Thus, our results have shown that the interrelation of displays
of psychological violence and different kinds of the status in
student’s groups has its own specificity.

Limitations

These facts underline necessity and importance of the
practice of psychological management focused on hostility in
the prevention and treatment of psychosomatic diseases of the
students.

There were clearly some limitations to this study that must
be noted. Our data was collected using only students-report
measures. Although these methods gave the valid results, they
do not capture social dynamics. Additional research should
incorporate observational methods as well as informant reports
from professors or students from others academic groups. In
this research we have not conducted the comparative analysis of
features of psychological violence at students with the different
status in their academic group (low, average, high status). Also
we have not revealed specificity of association of psychological
violence characteristics and the status depending on a study year
in the university (1-st, 3-rd and 5-th course), and besides gender
features have not been considered.

Analyzing the received data by means of plural regressive
analysis doesn’t allow including cynicism into the prediction

The results of correlation and factor analysis show that
all investigated characteristics of psychological violence in
interpersonal relations have direct significant correlations
between each other, while regressive analysis reveals

Cynical hostility contributes to increased cardiovascular risk
in women and cynicism may especially be detrimental to younger
women [32]. Some results obtained from a sample of young
adults showed that Cook–Medley hostility (Ho) scores were
significantly associated with life stress, trait anger, loneliness and
irrational beliefs [29]. Many investigations show that anger and
hostility are connected with future coronary heart disease (CHD)
and outcome both in healthy and CHD people [33].

Thus, quality of relations in students’ groups is directly
connected not only with the students’ psychological state, but
with their future physical health as well.

Conclusions and suggestions for future research
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peculiarities of the influence of given indicators on each other.
We consider there is an interconnected complete complex of
characteristics of psychological violence whose weak expression
provides the student with high status.
Figure 1 illustrates inverse links between communicative
intolerance and status. Aggression and hostility are depicted as
the predictors of intolerance and cynicism (they are included into
the same model), cynicism directly increases intolerance, and
these three factors appear to be mediators of lowering any type
of status by intensifying intolerant tendencies.

The results of the study lead us to several conclusions. Firstly,
psychological violence in student groups lowers the status of
those students who apply it. Secondly, the level of manifestation
of psychological violence in student groups helps to predict the
individual status of each student as well as the peculiarities of
different status strata as marked levels of intragroup hierarchy.
Thirdly, the main predictor of lowering student psychologists’
status in contact community appears communicative intolerance
whose level of manifestation is directly correlated with
aggression, hostility and cynicism. Fourthly, psychological
violence is an integral phenomenon in which changing of any
characteristic consequences in changing all the other parameters
and the phenomenon as a whole.
Given the serious consequences for personal and professional
students’ development related to psychological violence and ingroup status, future research should examine how the results of
this and similar studies are connected to well-being and various
characteristics of psychological health and how it will provide a
better contextual understanding of these phenomena to improve
social and professional competence of the students.

The importance of studying psychological violence in
educational environment lies in the fact that the degree of
its manifestation in intragroup relations becomes a health
predictor of educational process participants and their academic
achievements. Health is considered to be a complex phenomenon
which includes the analysis of consequences of educational
process influence on person’s physical, mental, psychological and
sociopsychological status in the society.
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