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ABSTRACT

Spousal abuse, one of the many forms of family violence, came into
focus as a social problem as recently as 1971, and incidents of spousal
abuse in Canada vary bioadly. Studies of abusive males and data provided
by spousally abusive males themselves remains relatively infrequent .1 the
literature on spouse abuse. Furthermore, studies of family-of-origin violence
within a male federal offender group are extremely rare.

Exposure to violence in the abuser's family-of-origin is not infrequently
reported in the literature of spousal abuse, as is an intergenerational
transmission of violence. Further, while exposure to violence includes both
parent-child and parent-parent physical abuse, studies examining the
incidence and effects of exposure to interparental abuse have only recently
become a recognized area in the research on spousal abuse.

The purpose of this study of spousally abusive and spousally non-
abusive male federal offenders was to examine data pertaining to childhood
exposure to family violence. Specifically, the following aspects of family-of-
origin violence were examined: percentage of spousally abusive males who
have had prior relationships in which they were also physically abusive,
proportion of males ir, each group who experienced parent-child physical
abuse, proportion of males in each group who were exposed to parent-parent
physical abuse, proportion of males in each group who witnessed (i.e.,
actually saw) interparental physical abuse, proportion of males in each group
who experienced a double dose of violence (i.e., exposure to both parent-
child pt-ysical abuse and parent-parent physical abuse), proportion of males
who are (élSo) violent outside of the home, and the number of males whose

siblings are physically abusive of others.



While childhood exposure to family violence was frequently found in
both the spousally abusive group and the spousally non-abusive group of
males, exposure to family-of-origin violence did not disc-iminate between the
two groups. Thus, whiie causal conclusions could not be drawn, the results
of this study indicate ihat childhood exposure to family violence is frequently
found in a male federal offender popuiation; however, it is neither exclusively
nor predominantly found in a spousally abusive group of males, and an

intergenerational transfer of violence perspective was not supported.
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CHAPTER!

introduction

Family Violence: Spousal Abuse

Family violence is not a new phenomenon  Frankel-Howard,
commenting on the historical background of family violence, observes that
“violence in families ... has long been a characteristic of family life, and has
been tolerated and sanctioned by society" (1989, p. 9). Recent attention to
the problem of family violence is due, in large part, to the women's
movement, the establishment of women's shelters, and an abundant number
of published works that bring it to the attention of the public (Bland & Orn,
1986, p. 129).

Of the many forms of family violence, spousal abuse did riot come into
focus as a social problem: _itil as late as 1971 (Rae-Grant, 1983, p. 505).
And, "until the early 1980s, much of the research ... was on the battered
woman" (Caesar, 1988, p. 49). In terms of estimates of the incidence of
spous=! abuse in Canada, figures vary (likely according to the manner in
which the issue is defined) from 50% of all Canadian women to one iri aine
Alberta women (Cadsky & Crawford, 1988). Widom notes that "considerable
uncertainty and debate remain about the extent of"' spousal abuse (1989, p.
3); nonetheless, there is little contention that it is a significant problem which
merits further research.

Studies of abusive males are an even more recent phenomenon in the
family violence literature, and much of the data describing spousally abusive
males relies heavily (or indeed is often based solely) on victims' reports of
batterers' histories and behaviors. For example, Lehr notes that most of the

data on spousal abuse has "been collected predominantly from wives," and



that "husbands' reports ... rarely appear” (1988, p. 21). Cadsky and Crawford
cite Roy, who exclaims that entire "populations of wife assaulters have been
described by their partners and victims" (1988, p. 120). Carter, Stacey and
Shupe suggest that the focus on (women) victims and the "dearth of reliable
data on male spouse abusers" is likely due to researchers’ greater
accessibility to the victims (1988, p. 259), and as recently as 1990, Claes and
Rosenthal continue to identify the absence of data collected from male

abusers as a largely neglected area in the research of spousal abuse.

Childhood Exposure to Family Violence In Spousally Abusive Males:
The Intergenerational Transmission of Violence Perspective

Many theories and perspectives have been advanced to explain the
causes of family violence generally and spousal abuse specifically. The
perspective of an intergenerational transmission of violence, sometimes
referred to as a cycle of violence or a generational transfer of violence,
attempts to explain spousal abuse in terms of the abuser's exposure in
childhood to family violence (i.e., parent-child abuse and/or parent-parent
abuse). For example, Frankel-Howard (1989, p. 15) notes that within an
intergenerational transmission ot violence perspective, "it is widely held that
violence is a learned behavior and a number of studies have indicated that
children who experience or witness violence have the tendency to be
[spousally] violent in their own adulthood.” However, while childhood
exposure to family violence is not infrequently reported in the literature on
spousal abuse, Frankel-Howard adds that many researchers question the
assumption of an intergenerational transmission of violence, and the
relationship between early exposure to violence and later violent behavior

(including spousal assault) has been widely debated. For example, Widom



(1989) found little evidence that exposure to violence (i.e., parent-child
abuse) resulted in the commission of violent crimes in adulthood, and DiLalla
and Gottesman (1991) support a biological predisposition toward criminality
over other explanations. Alternateiy, Bolton and Bolton (1987) cite two
studies in which researchers found that “inconsistent, harsh, and punishing
parent-child relationships have been correlated with later juvenile and adult
criminal violence" (p. 327), and Dutton and Hart cite a study in which it was
found that abused children were 1.72 times more likely than non-abused
children to have an adult criminal record (1992, p. 110).

Another important consideration in terms of the intergenerational
transmission of violence controversy is the relative infancy of studies on
childhood exposure to interparental abuse. For example, Geffner,
Rosenbaum and Hughes note that, in contrast to child physical abuse (which
came to the forefront in the 1960s), "the study of children who witness
parental violence has only recently become a recognized research area, and
its development is still in the very basic stages" {1988, p. 459).

Methodological problems in spousal abuse research have, in part,
centributed to the assumption of an intergenerational transmission of
violence. For example, Star (1978) studied 58 women, 46 of whom were
physically abused by their partners. Data provided by the women about their
partners suggests that the men who were physically abusive "more often
came from families in which they experienced or witnessed physical abuse"”
(p. 37). These findings, however, should be interpreted with care: Yegidis,
in her 1988 study in which female subjects were also asked to evaluate the
history of their male partners, acknowledges the probability "that the data
were distorted because of the respondents' misperceptions or lack of

knowledge of their partners' early life experienczs" (p. 65). This underscores



the problematic nature of conducting studies of male spousal abusers, all the
while relying =n data about them (or about their childhood experiences) that
has not been provided by them. Caesar (1988) also notes that "most studies
that report findings on the relationship between wife battering and early
exposure to violence ... rely heavily on wives as informants" -- a methodology
Caesar finds questionable (p. 50).

Of the research on a generational transfer of violence and spousal
abuse in which males reported on their own history and behavior, Coleman,
Weinman and Hsi (1980) studied 30 couples reporting conjugal violence and
30 couples reporting no history of violence, and found that maritally violent
couples reported having "observed and/or experienced parental violence
more often than the" maritally non-violent group (p. 199). Unfortunately, no
distinction was made in the Coleman et al. study between exposure to
parent-child abuse, parent-parent abuse, or both. Howell and Pugliesi, in a
study in which males' responses regarding their own behavior with their
spouses were examined, found that males "observing a violent parental
model are about 2.52 times as likely as those not observing a violent parental
model to report engaging in violence" (1988, pp. 23-24). And, Russell, Lipov,
Phillips and White (1989) compared 42 couples requesting counselling from
Family Servicas in Vancouver, of which 32 couples had experienced at least
one episode of spousal physical abuse in the recent past. Russell et al.
found that 33% of the non-violent males and 55% of violent males had
observed parental violence, leading them to conclude that, while the rate of
parental violence was not substantially higher for the group of violent males,
"a strong trend in this direction was observed" (p. 85). Of note, however, is
that one-half of the males in the non-violent group in the Russell et al. study

had been spousally violent in previous relationships (p. 85).



Finally, there is also a paucity of research examining childhood
exposure to family violence among male federal offenders. Carter, Stacey
and Shupe (1992) state that the rate of childhood victimization by abuse in
federal inmates is of interest in future research, and Frank Porporino,
Research Director for Correctional Services Canada, notes that he is not
aware "of any studies that show the ... physical abuse rate of male federal

offenders as a group" (Heinrich, 1993, p. G1).

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine data pertaining to childhood
exposure to family violence (i.e., parent-parent physical abuse and/or parent-
child physical abuse) in male federal offenders. Specifically, data provided
by males referred to Forensic Assessment and Community Services (FACS),
Interpersonal and Family Skills (IFS), a division of Alberta Hospital
Edmonton, between June 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992 were examined.
The entire sample of male federal offenders v.as divided into two groups:
one group comprising men who had (ever) been spousally physically
abusive, and a second group of males who had never been spousally
physically abusive. Specifically, the following areas were studied:

. percentage of spousally abusive males who had prior relationships in
which they were also physically abusive

. proportion of males in each group who experienced parent-child
physical abuse

o proportion of males in each group who were exposed to parent-parent
physical abuse

. proportion of males in each group who actually saw (i.e., witnessed)

interparental physical abuse



. proportion of males in each group who experienced a double dose of
violence (i.e., who were exposed to both parent-child p* - sical abuse

and parent-parent physical abuse)

. proportion of males in each group who are (also) violent outside of the
home

N number of males in each group whose siblings are physically abusive
of others

The present study is +i»scriptive in design, and was therefore
"primarily concerned with finding out 'what is™ (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 331).
Descriptive data were analyzed, and chi square tests (p=.05) were employed
to determine whether differences between the two groups of male federal

offenders were statistically significant.

Overview of the Dissertation

Following Chapter 1, an introductory chapter, a review of the literature
on childhood exposure to family-of-origin violence as it pertains to the
intergenerational transmission of violence perspective and spousal abuse
comprises Chapter |l. Research design and methodology are presented in
Chapter |lI, and research instruments and procedures for data collection are
also described therein. The generalizability and limitations of the oresent
study are also discussed in Chapter lll. Chapter IV contains the research
findings and results, followed by a discussion and summary of the findings

and results in Chapter V.

Definition of Terms
Many terms used in the literature on spousal abuse are not clearly

defined in the particular study in which they appear, and are therefore subject



to inconsistent interpretations. For example, terms such as "spouse,"
"spousal," "wife," "partner," "assault," "abuse," "violence," "abuser,"
"batterer," etc., are often used interchangeably. Similarly, a variety of terms
are applied to the act of spousal abuse, among them: "marital violence,
interspousal violence, comestic violence, spousal assault, wife battering, wife
abuse, women battering, partner abuse [and] wife beating" (Frankel-Howard,
1989, p. 57). Therefore, when discussing existing research, terms will be
reported herein in the manner in which they appear in the particular study
under discussion.

However, for the purpose of the present study, terms are defined as
follows:

Wife/Spouse/Spousal/Partner - while these terms may traditionally

have assumed a legal (marital) relationship to be present, the terms "wife,"
"spouse,” "spousal," and "partner” will be used in the present study "to refer
to an intimate, marriage-/ike reiationship" (Rosenbaum, 1988, p. 923 [italics
added])), thereby enabling the researcher to examine the data of males who
have been legally married, and/or who have (had) common-law relationships
(i.e., live-in relationships of six months or longer duration), and/or who have
(had) live-in relationships of less than six months duration.

Physical Violence/Physical Abuse/Abuse/Assault - Frankel-Howard

cites Straus, who notes that "the point at which violence is regarded as
abuse is a reflection of the social mores of a given time" (1989, p. 12) -- an
observation which underscores the problematic nature of delineating exactly
what abusive behavior generally entails. Frankel-Howard offers the following
definition of spousal physical abuse, formulated by Wiebe: "wife assauit
refers to violent acts by men against their wives/partners ... physical assaults

range from threats, to beating, to homicide" (1989, p. 57). Although wife



abuse includes a broad range of behaviors (such as psychological abuse,
sexual abuse, and physical abuse). for the purpose of the present study, the
terms "violence," "abuse," and "assault" will be inclusive of any and all forms
of physical abuse that may be employed by men against their partners.

Abuser - For the purpose of the present study, the term "abuser," "wife
abuser," or "spousal abuser" will refer to the male partner in the dyad unless
otherwise specified.

Family/Family-of-origin - the term "family" is inclusive of a group of

persons forming a household. The primary parent(s), parental-figure's), or
caregiver(s) are inclusive of any person(s) who represented the male's
parental figure(s), such as his biological mother/father, his adoptive

mother/father, his foster mother/father, biological relatives, etc.



CHAPTERI I

Literature Review

Introduction

The research and literature on family violence generally and spousal
abuse specifically is multitudinous, due in no small part to the fact that "family
members can harm each other in many ways" (Bolton & Bolton, 1987, p. 17).
Further, the expanse of the research on family violence is also due in part to
the fact that several types of abuse occurs within families; most notably, elder
abuse, child abuse, and spousal abuse (male as perpetrator). To a lesser
extent, other types of family violence have also been addressed in the
literature, such as "sibling abuse [and] abuse of parents by their children”
(Frankel-Howard, 1589, p. 7). Husband abuse (i.e., spousal abuse of the
male by the female) is also documented (Bland & Orn, 1986; Bograd, 1990;
Hoffman & Toner, 1988, McNeely & Mann, 1990; Rae-Grant, 1983). Further,
the forms of abuse addressed most frequently in the family violence literature
include physical abuse, sexual abuse, psychological (or emotional) abuse,
and neglect, and this is regardless of whether the focus is on spousa! abuse,
child abuse, or elder abuse.

The various contributors to family violence form yet another important
area of the research. Among the proposed contributors to family violence
generally, for example (and most certainly to name only a few), poverty,
socio-economic status and the absence of economic resources, social
isolation, racial factors, psychological factors (psychopathology and
persoiality/character disorders), environmental factors, and substance abuse
are frequently investigated. Further, family violence research may focus on

the perpetrator and/or the victim, and, for example, factors such as
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unresolved conflict; inappropriate and distorted dependencies; immaturity;,
low self-esteem; lack of role preparation, dominance and control issues;
social and interpersonal skills; denial and defensiveness; maternal collusion;
risk markers, typologies, characteristics and profiles; and victim precipitation
are among the many areas of study. And, the literature on family violence
generally and spousal abuse specifically also includes research in terms of
the prediction of violence as well as investigation of treatment issues.

Theories of family violence also form a portion of family violence
research. For instance, in terms of theories of family violence generally,
individual pathology explanations, sociological explanations, and
structural/political approaches are frequently studied. Within spousal abuse
specifically, studies o: siological explanations, individual pathology, family
dynamics (such as social irteraction theories and ordinary violence),
resource theories (e.g., economic dependence), social and socio-economic
stress, social environment theories; socio-cultural theories and sociological
theories, such as social learning theory (including intergenerational
transmission, sex-role socialization and learned helplessness) also form an
important part of the research.

For the purpose of the present study, a review of the literature on
intergenerational transmission of violence and spousal abuse specifically will
form the parameters of the literature review.

In terms of the literature on spousal abuse and intergenerational
transmission of violence, a considerable number of studies have found that
many male abusers were exposed to childhood violence in their families-of-
origin; however, this is not always the case. Furthermore, there is some
debate as to whether the type of abuse (that is, exposure to interparental

abuse and/or parent-child abuse) is related to later spousal abuse. With
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reference to an intergenerationai transmission of violence and spousal
abuse, for example, Pagelow (1984) notes that "some writers take a
theoretical leap from childhood violence experience to adult violence" (p.
230), and Widom (1989) writes that, while the idea that violence begets
violence may make intuitive sense, "the alleged relationship has not really

'‘passed scientific muster"' (p. 3).

Overview

Following is a review of the literature in which an intergenerational
transmission of violence perspective as it pertains to spousal abuse is
discussed. Studies supporting an intergenerational transmission of violence
and spousal abuse are presented within that context. Thereafter, a
discus:ion of the debate regarding intergenerational transmission and
spousal abuse is presented, and research on federal offenders in terms of
childhood exposure to family violence is described. Finally, methodological
problems in studies of intergenerational transmission and spousal abuse are

summarized.

rhe Intergenerational Transmission of Violence and Spousal Abuse

Numerous theories have been advanced to explain family violence
generally and what is questionably a preponderance of exposure to family-of-
origin violence among spouse abusers specifically. Among them, the
perspective of an intergenerational transmission of violence, also referred to
as a generational transfer of violence or a cycle of violence, "is undoubtedly
the most frequently mentioned theoretical framework in the literature on
family violence" (Pagelow, 1984, p. 223), this despite the fact that an

intergenerational transmission of violence as it pertains to spousal abuse
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continues to be the subject of much debate. The intergenerational
transmission of violence is sometimes referred to as a perspective which
“explains battering historically as behavior that was learned growing up in a
home where spouse abuse and child abuse regularly occurred” (Clacs &
Rosenthal, 1990, p. 215). That is, the perspective that "witnessing and [or]
experiencing violence in childhood 1s an important precipitant of later
violence" explains what is often mieant by a cycle, or intergenerational
transmission, of violence (Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986, p. 119).

Yegidis (1992, p. 524) suggests that, while several theories have been
used to explain family violence in general, social learning theory has
emerged as the most useful model in this respect, and Howell and Pugliesi
(1988) agree that "th- 1. ie of modelling or imitation in learning of violent
behavior has been examined and widely supported” (p. 17). Furthermore,
Russell describes modelling as "an important vehicle for learning abusive
behavior," and notes that it "is held to account for the high incidence of
batterers having witnessed family violence as children" (1988, p. 195).

From a social learning perspective specifically, Bandura writes that
"physical aggression between family members provides a likely model for the
learning of aggressive behavior as well as for the appropriateness of such
behavior within the family" (cited in Widom, 1989, p. 4). Straus, Gelles and
Steinmetz (1980) agree that through modeling, children learn that violence is
an appropriate way to resolve conflict in intimate relationships. In other
words, a social learning perspective "basically argues that one learns
procriminal or deviant attitudes and behaviors in interaction with others,
especially those in oe's primary groups" (Howell & Pugliesi, 1988, p. 17).

Not all researchers, however, are keen proponents of the efficacy of a

generational transfer of violence -- as interpreted by social learning theory --
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to explair spousal abuse, and O'Leary notes that "it appears that a social
learning approach to spousal aggression is not an especially parsimonious
approach” (1988, p. 52). Herrenkohl, Herrenkohi and Toedter observe that,
while a number of researchers have found an intergenerational pattern of
abuse over several generations, "the dynamics that have been hypothesized
to explain such intergenerational transmission of violence are diverse," social
iearning representing only one of several perspectives (1983, p. 305).
Frankel-Howard notes that "recently published works take a less categorical
cause-effect stance, and many question the assumpticn of intergenerational
transmission" (1989, p. 15). And, Howell and Pugliesi (1988) conclude that
"several researche . in the area of spousal assault have concluded that no
single theory or eve any single disciple [sic] have yet been adequate in
thoroughly explaining spouse abuse" (p. 16).

Beyond a social learning explanation of spousal abuse, there exists a
broader perspective of a cycle of violence affect in terms of spousal abuse.
For example, Jaffe, Wilson and Wolfe (1986), in their discussion of the
effects of interparental abuse on children, provide the following observation,
which is worth repeating in its entirety:

The lessons that children are likely to learn from violent parents (to the

extent that they identify with their parents and model this behavior)

can be formulated: (1) violence is an appropriate form ¢t conflict
resolution; (2) violence has a place within the family interaction; (3) if
violence is reported to others in the community, including mental
health and criminal justice professionals, there are few, if any,
consequences; (4) sexism, as defined by an inequality of power,

decision-making, and roles within a family, is to be encouraged; (5)

violence is an appropriate rneans of stress management; and (6)
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victims of violence are to tolerate this behavior at best, and to examine

their responsibitity in bringing on the violence, at worst. (p. 360)

While Jaffe et al. do not present it as such, the foregoing synopsis
includes the concept of power and control, and thus provides a broader
explanation of what a cycle of violence may actually entail in terms of spousal
abuse. Kincaid expounds on this, and suggests that a "cycle of sexism' ...
has a more significant impact than the cycle of violence," and further
hypothesizes that a cycle of sexism perspective may explain spousal
violenze when there has been no (parent-parent or parent-child) physical
abuse in the male's background.

It is proposed here that there is a cycle of sexism which is perpetuated

by generation after generation systematically teaching not just a

double standard of behaviour to men and women but also a

prescription of male dominance as if it had a viclogical basis. (cited in

Frankel-Howard, 1989, p. 77)

Of note is that, in a 52 case-comparison study, Hotaling and Sugarman
(1986, p. 114) found traditional sex role expectation to be a consistent non-
risk marker among male characteristics of batterers and non-batterers, and
propose that "male dominant expectations may be so pervasive that it is not
possible to differentiate violent from nonviolent males on this dimension."

As noted previously, an abundance of theories and explanations have
been advanced to explain the causes of and contributors to family violence
generally and spousal abuse specifically. For example, Frankel-Howard
(1989) describes individual pathology approaches (such as psychopathology,
alcoho! and substance abuse, victim precipitation, and the medical model),
sociological approaches other than the intergenerational transmission of

violence perspective (such as socio-economic stress, stress in family
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dynamics, power and status within the family unit, resource/exchange theory
and ordinary violence), and structural/political approaches (such as a
feminist perspective, a Marxist perspective and race as a salient factor).
And, as previously noted, Yegidis states that as many as 16 theories have
been used to explain family violence (1992, p. 524). While it is beyond the
focus of the present study to present or debate in detail the many proposed
causes and factors of spousal abuse or other issues of theoretical
importance in terms of family violence, for a discussion of the theories of
family violence generally and spousal abuse specifically, the reader is
directed to see, for example: Bersani and Chen, 1988; Frankel-Howard,

1989; Gelies, 1983; McLeer, 1988; O'Leary, 1988; or Pagelow, 1984.

Studies Supporting an Intergenerational Transmission of Violence and

Spousal Abuse

It has been noted that frequently postulated in the literature on
spousal abuse is that exposure to violence in one's family-of-origin is
associated with later spousal abuse. For example, Frankel-Howard reports
that childhood exposure to family violence "continues to be cited as an
important factor in wife assault" (1989, p. 60), and notes that "a number of
studies have indicated that children who experience or witness violence have
the tendency to be violent in their own adulthood" (p. 15). Yegidis (1992, p.
520) notes that not only has recent research in the area of family violence
"consistently found intergenerational transmission," but that historically, the
data on wife abuse also supports a cycle of violence (p. 522). And, Hotaling
and Sugarman (1986), using 52 case-comparison studies as a source of data
to identify risk-markers in husband and wife violence, found that for males,

witnessing parental violence as a child or adolescent showed a very strong
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association with the later use of spousai violence. Experiencing violence
from parents or caregivers was also fourid to discriminate batterers from non-
batterers (p. 111). Of note is that Hotaling and Sugarman (1986) identify risk
markers as attributes or characteristics that are "associated with an
increased probability to ... the use of husband to wife violence," and are not
necessarily causal factors of violence (p. 102).

Caesar (1988) examined violence in the families-of-origin of 44 men
(26 spouse abusers and 18 maritally non-abusive males [including males
who had been abusive on less than two occasions]), and found that spousally
abusive males were more likely than maritally non-violent males "to have
been abused as children, to have witnessed their father beating their mother,
and to have been disciplined as children with corporal ¢ i~ ‘hment" (1988, p.
49). Furthermore, Caesar found that batterers were more likely than
comparison subjects to have both been abused as children and to have
witnessed parent-to-parent violence. For example, of the 26 batterers and 18
maritally non-violent men, 12% and 11% respectively had been abused only;
23% and 17% respectively had witnessed abuse only; and 27% and 0% of
the maritally violent and maritally non-violent men respectively had both been
abused and had witnessed parent-parent abuse. Of note are several
problematic factors that may have affected these results. First, as noted
above, three of the 18 "non-abusive" males in Caesar's study had, in fact,
reported spousally abusive behavior on one occasion. Second, child abuse
was coded only when respondents considered themselves, or their siblings,
to have been physically abused. Thus, data on siblings were included in the
proportion of respondents who were abused as children. Third, respondents
were coded as having experienced parent-to-parent violence only if they had

witnessed it or two or more occasions. Thus, respondents who were
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exposed to but did not actually see interparental violence, or who were
exposed to interpersonal violence and witnessed it on less than two
occasions, were excluded from this group.

While childhood exposure to family violence includes parent-parent
violence and/or parent-chiid violence, some studies have shown that the
impact of witnessing (parent-parent) violence may have a different influence
than the impact of experiencing (parent-child) violence, and Howell and
rugliesi note that "a considerable body of spouse abuse research concludes
that individuals who abuse their spouses tend to come from families in which
they witnessed parental abuse" (1988, p. 17 [italics added]). For example,
Carter, Stacey and Shupe (1988) conducted a study to determine whether
the degree of violence male spousal batterers experienced as children was
related to the severity of their current violent behavior, and to test "the
relationship between early socialization processes and adult violence" (p.
260). Carter et al. collected data about male batterers from 542 women in
shelters. From this data the researchers employed four indexes, which were
then scored according to: (1) whether the batterer had witnessed violence as
a child, had experienced physical abuse as a child, had been neglected as a
child, or had siblings who were physically abused as children; (2) the severity
of the form of violence the batterer used against his partner; (3) the types of
injuries his partner sustained as a result of his actions; and (4) the joint
scores from (2) and (3) to form an index of violence severity (1988, pp. 264-
265). Of note is the use of second-hand, retrospective data in terms of the
information used to formulate data for these indexes. That is, not only was
this data provided about the male by his partner, but, what is more,
information about the male's childhood was provided by his partner. Bearing

this in mind, Carter et a/. found that batterers who experienced a high degree
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of violent socialization in their family of orientation had the highest rate of
high severity violence. "Men's past violent socialization experiences are
related to the severity of their adult viclence toward women, whether the
latter is measured by how the women were injured, [or] by the effects of the
violence" (p. 268). Carter et al. conclude that "merely witnessing
interparental violence seems the most important of the early ‘sources’ of adult
violence" (p. 270, [italics added]).

Further, Kalmuss (1984) conductzd a study of the data from a
nationally representative sample of 2,143 (American) adults (1183 women
and 960 men) to investigate the relationship between two types of childhood
family aggression (parent-parent hitting and parent-child hitting) and
respondents' current severity of marital aggression. All respondents were in
a cohabiting relationship with a member of the opposite sex. Parent-child
hitting was based on how often respondents' parents hit them as teenagers.
Unfortunately, no data were available in terms of parent-child hitting of
respondents' in their pre-teen and earlier childhood years. Respondents'
current rate of marital aggression was measured using Straus' Conflict
Tactics Scale, and was limited to items involving acts of physical aggression
that carried a high risk of serious injury. The rate of husband to wife severe
aggression for the sample was 3.8% (p. 13). Kalmuss found that both types
of childhood aggression are necessary to adequately model severe marital
aggression: "eliminating either childhood aggression effect significantly
decreases our ability to adequately model severe marital aggression” (p. 14).
For example, Kalmuss found that the probability of marital aggression varies
according to different combinations of exposure to childhood aggression.
When both parent-parent and parent-child hitting occurred, the probability of

severe husband to wife aggression is 12%, compared to 1% when neither
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form of aggression has occurred in one's childhood family (p. 15). However,
while parent-parent hitting and parent-child hitting were both positively
related to severe marital aggression, Kaimuss found parent-parent hitting to
be a stronger predictor of marital aggression. In other words, the probably of
current marital aggression is dramatically increased when respondents’' were
exposed to both types of family aggression, but "severe marital aggression is
more likely when respondents observed hitting between their parents than
when they were hit as teens by their parents” (p. 15). Kaimuss suggests the
possibility that the relative rarity of parent-parent hitting (15.8% of
respondents reported observing parental hitting while 62.4% reported being
hit as a teenager by their parents) "may inc:ease its salience as a model for
subsequent family behavior," and that "parent-child hitting ... may be so
common that it is not perceived as physical aggression, but rather as socially
acceptable discipline” (p. 16). In conclusion, Kalmuss notes that cross-
generational patterns of marital aggression are consistent, but weak (p. 18).
Finally, Rosenbaum and O'Leary (1981) studied data collected from
abused women and (when available) their partners, as weli as two
comparison groups: a group of satisfactorily married couples and a group of
discordant but non-violent couples. These researchers reported that "when
wives' reports of husbands’ family backgrounds were analyzed ... spouse and
child abuse were greater in the abused" group than in the comparison groups
(p. 68). However, "when the husbands' self-report data were analyzed ...
there were significant differences among the three groups regarding spouse
abuse [i.e., parent-to-parent violence] in the husband's family of origin ... but
there was only a trend regarding child abuse in the husband's family of
origin” (p. 68). While Rosenbaum and O'Leary do not speculate as to the

reason for this, it could be that, similar to findings in Kalmuss' (1984) study,
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exposure to childhood physical "discipline” is so common that it is perceived
as a socially acceptable means of discipline rather than an abusive or

aggressive act.

The Debate Surrounding an Intergenerational Transmission of Violence

and Spousal Abuse

As previously noted, researchers are divided in their agreement of an
intergenerational transmission of violence: some studies have found no
evidence to support a cycle of violence, and Pagelow (1984) states that "as a
blanket assumption, it has received popular acceptance, but littie
scientifically sound support” (p. 251). Stark and Flitcraft also note that "the
data on intergenerational transmission does not support the cycle of violence
theory as an explanation of women battering" (1988, p. 312). Kalmuss
remarks that "there is controversy as to whether intergenerational effects
exist," and adds that "recent studies of cross-generational patterns of marital
aggression ... have produced equivocal results" (1984, p. 11). Bolton and
Bolton (1987) also report that "current indications are that the case for a
cycle of violence or the intergenerational transmission of violence in the
family has been overstated," with recent studies "finding a lower prevalence
of early violence in currently violent families" than reported in older studies
(p. 81). And Herrenkohl, Herrenkohl and Toedter note that, "while the cases
of intergenerational transmission of violence are dramatic, by no means is
this an unvarying pattern. Surveys of studies find more deviations from the
pattern than they do conformity" (1983, p. 306). Herrenkohl et al. focus on
physical punishment and other childhood factors as they relate to later
marital aggression, and conclude that, while experiences of abuse and

neglect significantly increase the risk of becoming an abuser, several other
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factors in both past and present life likely have equal influence on behavior.
Further, Bolton and Bolton (1987) complain that although empirical support
for a generational transfer of violence is lacking, this has nonetheless failed
to dissuade numerous researchers from reaching the conclusion - ipso facto -
that violence begets violence. Carter, Stacey and Shupe concur, and state
that "despite the assumption ... that the cycle of violence is weill established,
there is only modest ... support for this assumption” (1988, p. 261).

With reference to the existing research on the effects of exposure to
interparental abuse specifically, Geffner, Rosenbaum and Hughes note that
“the study of children who witness parental violence has only recently
become a recognized research area, and its development is still in the very
basic stages” (1988, p. 459). Moreover, Geffner et al. add that "very few
conclusions can be drawn regarding child witnesses of parental violence.
The most fruitful avenues to pursue are those that will help investigatcr
understand the incidence and prevalence of exposure to parental violence"
(p. 475). Further, Widom reviewed studies assessing the consequences of
observing or witnessing parent-parent violence and found that, "among those
witnessing severe family aggression, about 16%-17% reported marital
aggression" as adults (1989, p. 24). Widom concludes by noting only a weak
(albeit consistent) association in large-scale national surveys "between
observing violence and later marital aggression."

in terms of parent-child abuse, Pagelow cites a study by Bolton, Reich
and Gutierres of 774 abused children, in which research data supports the
hypothesis "that victims of child abuse are less likely than their nonabused
siblings to commit aggressive acts" (1984, p. 230 [italics added]). That is, the
Bolton et al. data argue against an intergenerational transmission of

violence. With reference to the intergenerational transmission of violence
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and parenting practices, Pagelow notes that, at "this point, there is no
scientifically sound empiricai evidence that there is a causal relationship
between being an abused child and becoming an adult child abuser. There
is evidence of a weak association, but when up to S0 percent cf child abusers
cannot be shown to have been abused in their own childhoods, the
association can be considered hardly greater than chance” (p. 254). Straus,
Gelles and Steinmetz (1980) also found "only a slight tendency for ...
mothers and fathers who had experienced the most [parent-child] violence to
be more likely to hit their own children" (p. 106). Straus et al. speculate that
this is because “almost everyone in our society hits his or her children” (n.
106).

Finally, Frankel-Howard also acknowledges that some authors
question the assumption of a generational transmission of spousal abuse,
and cites a number of researchers who suggest that the theory needs to be
studied in greater depth (1989, p. 16). However, Pagelow proposes that this
may be a difficult task since, “there is no way that a cycle of violence can be
proved or disproved" (1984, p. 224).

DiLalla and Gottesman (1991) maintain that an important aspect of the
proposed cycle of violence in the transmission of violent behavior within the
family is the affect of biological and genetic contributors to abuse. Dilalla
and Gottesman, in reviewing studies concerning biological or genetic
contributors to violence, note the "sufficiently large body of evidence related
to the biological bases of criminal behavior" (p. 125).

For example, in genetic research, family studies, twin studies (both MZ
and DZ twins), and adoption studies each offer a segment of the broader
picture of the interplay between genetic and environmental influences. That

is, family members share the same genes and the same environment.
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Therefore, if no relationship is demounstrated between family members for a
certain behavior, it could be deduced that "there is no genetic or shared
environmental influence for that behavior" (DiLalla & Gottesman, 1991, p.
125). Twin studies, on the other hand, are particularly useful, in that
monozygotic twins share 100% of their genes while dizygotic twins share, on
average, 50% of their genes. "Thus, a comparison of concordance rates
between the two types of twins provides a handie on the extent of
environmental influence" >f a particular behavior (p. 125). Finally, while
adoptees may not share a similar environment with their biological parents,
they do share common genes.

As already noted, while the male's experience of having been abused
as a child and/or having been exposed to parent-parent abuse is frequently
reported in the literature on spousal abuse, DilLalla and Gottesman argue
that "experiencing violence as victim or observer in the home is not the only
familial cause of later violent criminai behavior” (1991, p. 125). It seems that
individual differences, such as temperament, also have a heritable
component (p. 128). Temperament may thus be an important factor in
determining whether abused children and/or children who have been
exposed to interparental abuse are likely to display abusive behavior towards
their spouse as adults.

Both adoption studies and twin studies have supported the hypothesis
of an intervening genetic factor. For example, DiLalla and Gottesman cite
Cadoret's review of several adoption studies, in which it was conclua: ' that
"genetic factors, including having an alcoholic biological relative, explair
more of the variance in antisocial behavior than do environmental factors,
such as an unstable home environment” (1991, p. 126). This is not to say

that environmental factors have an insignificant impact on abusive or
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antisocial behavior. Dilalla and Gottesman cite an adoption study of male
criminal adoptees by Cloninger, Sigvardsson, Bohman ..nd von Knorring, in
which it was found that "genetic factors played a larger role than did
environmental factors"; however, "when both were combined they greatly
increased the risk of later criminality" (p. 126 [italics added]).

in conclusion, DiLalla and Gottesman note that “cultural inheritance is
just one of the paths that make children similar to their parents ... More often,
the relative roles of cultural and genetic inheritance are [stil] unknown"

(1991, p. 128).

Male Federal Offenders and Childhood Exposure to Family Violence

Dutton and Hart (1992) conducted a study of risk markers for family
violence in a federally incarcerated population. First, researchers reviewed
data from the Correctional Services of Canada files of 597 male offenders.
Then, "70 inmates and 29 of their female partners were interviewed and
administered self-report c;uestionnaires to validate and corroborate the
institutional file records of past and present family violence" (p. 103). Onthe
basis of these file reviews, inmates were divided into three groups: non-
violent offenders (12.4%), stranger-viclence offenders (58%), and family
violence offenders (29.6%). It is important to note that 85 of the 175 men in
the family violence offender group were classified as such because of sexual
assaults (ac well as physical assaults) against family members. Considering
three forms of childhood abuse -- physical abuse, sexual abuse and other
abuse (i.e., witnessing abuse against other family members or severe neglect
or abandonment) -- Dutton and Hart found that "41% of the files contained
reports by offenders indicating that they were seriously abused as a child or

adolescent" (p. 105).



25

Specifically, of the three inmate groups, the family violence offenders
had the highest percentage of childhood abuse at 54.6 percent. (The
stranger violence and non-violent offenders had childhood abuse rates of
38.7% and 20.3% respectively.) Of family violence offenders, 41.4%
experienced childhood physical violence and 20.3% witnessed interparental
abuse. Of these results, (and bearing in mind that childhood sexual abuse
was included among the forms of childhood abuse) Dutton and Hart note
"that childhood abuse appears to have the most weight in the development of
family violence problems in adulthood, followed to a lesser extent by general
violence and then property crimes” (1992, p. 110).

In terms of the cycle of violence perspective and child abuse, neglect,
and violent criminal behavior, Widom conducted an expansive review of the
literature and discovered that the overall findings are contradictory. Of this
retrospective study, Widom notes that "in most of the studies reviewed, the
majority of abused children became neither delinquent nor violent offenders
... [and] there is little evidence that these childhood experiences have lasting
consequences for the commission of violent crimes into adulthood" (1989, p.
23). Widom concludes that existing research findings can be interpreted in
the following manner: "Being abused as a child may increase one's risk for
becoming an abusive parent, a delinquent, or an adult violent criminai.
However, on the basis of the findings from the existing literature, it cannot be
said that the pathway is straight or certain” (p. 24).

DiLalla and Gottesman (1991) aiso address the issue of exposure to
violence and criminality, and note that while abused children are often
thought to be at risk for becoming violent or delinquent or criminal in later life,
researchers need to control for the prevalence of criminality in families, since

it "may be that criminal parents are more likely to abuse or neglect their



26

children, and children with a biological predisposition toward criminality are
the ones that exhibit such behaviors themselves" (p. 128). In terms of
antisocial behavior in generali, DiLalla and Gottesman summarize two twin
studies, in which not only a genetic component for adolescent antisocial
behavior - with a heritability of approximately 70% - but also "the importance
of both genetic and shared environmental influences on antisocial behavior"

is demonstrated (p. 126).

Methodological Problems in Spousal Abuse Research

While the literature on spousal abuse is muititudinous, it has been
noted that there is a relative paucity of first-hand information on male
abusers, and overall, less attention has been paid to male abusers than to
the victims of the abuse. The reasons for tris vary, but it has been
suggested that the dearth of information from male abusers is likely due - at
least in part - to researchers' greater accessibility to the victims of abuse
(Carter, Stacey & Shupe, 1988). Many researchers note that the information
on male abusers has been provided predominantly by their wives (Cadsky &
Crawford, 1988; Caesar, 1988; Carter, Stacey & Shupe, 1988; Claes &
Rosenthal, 1990; Coleman, 1980; Geffner, Rosenbaum & Hughes, 1988;
Lehr, 1988; Rosenbaum, 1988; Telch & Lindquist 196.:), and Telch and
Lindquist acknowledge that this raises some obvious reliability and validity
issues (p. 242).

In terms of spousal abusers and childhood exposure to violence,
Caesar, in her summation of the methodological problems in studies of
marital violence, cites heavy reliance on wives as informants as a problem in
studies in which a relationship between wife abuse and early exposure to

violence is found (1988, p. 50). For example, Yegidis (1988) cautions
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readers to keep in mind when evaluating her findings regarding history of
childhood abuse, that "subjects were asked to evaluate the histories of their
male partners," and further acknowledges that "it is probable that the data
were distorted because of the respondents' misperceptions or lack of
knowledge of their partners' early life experiences" (pp. 64-65).

A second concern in studies of exposure to violence is that "many
researchers have not distinguished between the effects of experiencing and
of observing physical aggression in one's childhood family” (Kalmuss, 1984,
0. 12). Caesar (1988) and Pagelow (1984) also find the tendency to combine
these two distinct phenomena in studies of exposure to violence problematic.
Forsstrom-Cohen and Rosenbaum (1985) underscore this concern, and note
that there "has been a generalized failure in the research literature to control
for the presence of child abuse in the backgrounds of children who witness
marital violence" (p. 468).

Third, Dobash and Dobash state that "little effort has been made to
specify what a violent background is" (cited in Pagelow, 1984, p. 249), and
definitions as to what constitutes violence or abuse in a study are seldom
offered (Caesar, 1988; Geffner, Rosenbaum & Hughes, 1988; Rosenbaum,
1988).

The widespread lack of appropriate comparison groups is a fourth
methodologica! concern (Geffner, Rosenbaum & Hughes, 1988; Widom,
1989; Yegidis, 1992). Geffner et al. note that, within the existing research on
marital violence "there persists a generalized failure to employ appropriate ...
comparison groups" of non-abusive husbands (p. 464). And Herrenkohl,
Herrenkohl and Toedter observe that, in terms of studies of childhood
exposure to violence and later abuse, "one of the problems in the case

studies usually cited in support of this phenomenon is the absence of control
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groups, making conclusions about the importance of a history of abuse
difficult" (1983, p. 306).

In addition to this, Dobash and Dobash note that "little attention has
been paid to the siblings of the individuals studied. For example, "if we
discover that a man who beats his wife comes from a home in which his
father beat his mother but that his three brothers do not beat their wives, then
we have one case that appears to confirm the cycle of violence thesis and
three that refute it" (cited in Pagelow, 1984, p. 249).

In terms of an attempt to confirm the veracity of information provided
by males with reference to spousally abusive behavior, Geffner, Rosenbaum
and Hughes note that "because social desirability would suggest that
subjects would be more predisposed to deny violence that had occurred than
they would to admit violence that had not occurred, it seems prudent to
accept the veracity of a report of violence by any family member (either as
~erpetrator or victim) for purposes of classification" (1988, p. 467). In the
present study, therefore, males' self-reports of spousally abusive or spousally
non-abusive behavior were accepted. While attempting to confirm males'
abusive or non-abusive behavior with their partners' reports may have
provided some sembiance of reliability in terms of the information males
provided regarding spousal abuse, it would also have presented several
serious problems. For example, many participants were unpartnered at the
time of their referral for assessment. Of the female partners, some did not
wish to participate in an assessment, and therefore partner (i.e., female) data
were not abundant. Also, of males who denied past or present spousal
abuse, many could have (and may have) coerced their partners to support
such claims. Finally, the male's partner at time of assessment likely

represented only one of often several females with whom he had been in a
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marriage-like relationship, and males not uncommonly reported having had
numerous intimate relationships. Thus, even if data provided by the male's
present partner had verified his claim of being (presently) non-abusive, this
still left the probiem of how spousal abuse in all previous marriage-like
relationships would be ruled out.

Finally, in terms of reliably identifying abusive and non-abusive males
in the present study, the likelihood that males responded accurately to
questions in the assessment is improved by the fact that the focus of the
assessment was quite broad (i.e., it was not obviously specific to determining
the presence or absence of spousal abuse), and the information to determine
spousal abuse and exposure to violence was drawn from participants'

responses to questions in several instruments.

Summary

it has been noted that research on family violence, and hence the
literature in the area of family vinlence, is vast. Of the three major types of
family violence -- child abuse, elder abuse, and spousal abuse -- research in
terms of physical abuse, sexual abuse, psychological (or emotional) abuse,
and neglect is most frequently found. For the purpose of the present study,
the parameters of the literature review included a focus on the
intergenerational transmission of violence (in terms of childhood exposure to
family violence) and spousal abuse.

The intergenerational transmission of violence, also referred to as the
generational transfer of violence or cycle of violence, has been described as
a perspective in which spousal abuse is viewed as behavior that the abuser
learned by growing up in a home where he was exposed to parent-parent

abuse and/or parent-child abuse. While this perspective is only one of the
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many theories advanced to explain spousal abuse, it is likely the mest
frequently cited perspective in the literature on family violence. However,
researchers are not unanimous in their support of a cycle of violence to
explain spousal abuse. Several studies supporting a cycle of violence in
terms of exposure to violence and spousal abuse have been presented. For
example, in Caesar's study (1988), while 27% of the batterers had both
witnessed and experienced abuse, none of the maritally non-violent men
reported a double-dose of exposure to violence

Exposure to interparental violence in the families-of-origin of males
has been found by some researchers to have a more significant impact in
terms of becoming spousally abusive than does parent-child abuse (e.g.,
Carter, 1988; Kalmuss, 1984; Rosenbaum & O'Leary, 1981). Kalmuss
suggests that this may be due to the fact that parent-child hitting is more
common than parent-parent hitting, thereby increasing its salience for
spousally abusive behavior as an aduit.

Within a federally incarcerated population, Dutton and Hart (1992)
found that family violence offenders experienced the highest percentage of
childhood abuse (including sexual abuse) over non-violent offenders or
offenders who have been violent only outside of the home. !n terms of
delinquency and criminality in general, Widom's review of the literature
addressing an intergenerational transmission of violence resulted in her
conclusion that there is little evidence to indicate lasting effects of exposure
to violence on violent criminal acts in adulthood.

The controversy over the cycle of violence perspective has been
presented, and it was noted that studies have shown more deviation from
than conformity to an intergenerational transmission of violence. Biological

and genetic contributors to abuse were discussed, and it was noted that the
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cycle of violence perspective needs to be studied further. Methodological
problems were also presented, including the veracity of self-reports of
spousally abusive behavior, need for first-hand information provided by the
male abuser, differentiation between two forms of abuse (i.e., exposure to
parent-parent abuse and to parent-child abuse), clear definitions to what
constitutes violence or abuse in a particular study, and the need for
appropriate comparison groups.

The questions forming the basis of the present study originated as a
result of the review of the literature on intergenerational transmission of
violence (in terms of childhood exposure to family violence) and spousal

abuse, and are described in Chapter lli.
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CHAPTER Il
Research Design and Methodology

Introduction
This is a descriptive study, the overall purpose of which was to

examine childhood exposure to family violence (including exposure to both

parent-parent abuse and parent-child abuse) in male federal offenders.

Specifically, the purpose of this study was to examine frequencies,

percentages and patterns for two groups of male federal offenders: those

who are spousally abusive and a second group of spousally non-abusive
males, in terms of the following questions:

1. Of the spousally abusive group, what proportion of males have had
prior relationships in which they were also abu'sive?

2. As children, what proportion of the spousally abusive group
experienced parent-child physical abuse in their family-of-origin?

3. As children, what proportion of the spousally abusive group were
exposed to parent-parent physical abuse?

3a. Of the spousally abusive men who were exposed to parent-parent
abuse, what proportion actually saw parent-parent abuse?

4, What proportion of the spousally abusive group were exposed to both
parent-parent abuse and experienced parent-child abuse (i.e., a
double dose of violence)?

5. As children, what proportion of the spousally nc:n-abusive group
experienced parent-child physical abuse in their family-cf-origin?

6. As children, what proportion of the spousally non-abusive group were

exposed to parent-parent physical abuse?
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6a. Of the spousally non-abusive men who were exposed to parent-parent

abuse, what proportion actually saw parent-parent abuse?

What proportion of the spousally non-abusive group were exposed to

both parent-parent abuse and experienced parent-child abuse (i.e., a

double dose of violence)?

8. Of the spousally atusive group, what proportion of males are also
violent outside of the home?

9. Of the spousally non-abusive group, what proportion of males are
violent outside of the home?

10. How many spousally abusive males have siblings who are physically
abusive of others?

11. How many spousally non-abusive males have siblings who are

physically abusive of others?

Sample

Data provided by a sample of 75 male federal offenders who were
referred to Forensic Assessment and Community Services (FACS),
Interpersonal and Family Skills (IFS), a division of Alberta Hospital
Edmonton, between June 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992 were included in
this study. Males were referred to FACS/IFS by Correctional Services
Canada Case Management Officers or Parole Officers requesting treatment
and/or treatment recommendations for these federal offenders. Before
recommendations for treatment were made and/or treatment within
Interpersonal and Family Skills commenced, all males completed an
extensive, uniform assessment package.

While a total of 106 federal offenders were referred to interpersonal

and Family Skills between June 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992, 31 males



did not commence and/or complete the assessment package for reasons
such as parole revocation, re-incarceration or being unlawfully at large, and
were therefore not included in the present study.

A substantial proportion of male federal offenders are referred to
Forensic Assessment and Community Services (FACS) annually for
treatment and/or treatment recommendations and/or psychological
assessment generally; however, some male federal offenders are referred to
private agencies and some male federal offenders are not referred for
treatment and/or assessment at all. It is not possible to determine what
proportion of male federal offenders (in Canada, in Alberta, and/or in
Edmonton and surrounding area) are referred to FACS/IFS.

The entire sample of 75 male federal offenders was dividcd into two
groups: one group consisted of males who indicated a history of spousally
abusive behavior (n=62), and a second group consisted of males who
indicated no history of spousally abusive behavior (n=13). In terms of
confidentiality, assessment data were sorted numerically by FACS file
number, and each male was then assigned a number from 1 to 75 for the

purpose of the present study.

Assigning Group Membership

In the present study, males were included in the spousally abusive
group if they had used physical force against their wife or partner one or
more times, as determined by a positive response to any of the questions
listed below. Males were included in the non-violent group if they responded

in the negative to all of the following questions:
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1. Have you ever felt so angry with your partner that you have physicaily
hit or slapped or shoved her? (yes/no) (From the FACS-VQ, question
E36.)

2. Have you ever slapped or shoved a partner in a previous relationship?
(yes/no) (From the FACS-VQ, question E37.)

3. When was the last time you hit someone? Was this your wife or
partner? (yes/no) (From the FACS-VQ, question G3.)

4. How many times have you hit your wife or partner so hard that she had
to be treated in hospital? (From the FACS-VQ, question G4.)

5. Have you ever been in a fight using weapons since you were 18 years
old? (yes/no) If yes, was this with your wife or partner? (yes/no)
(From the FACS-VQ, question G5.)

6. When was the last time you were (physically) violent with your
wife/partner? (From the Men's Interview Schedule, question 1.)

7. How many times have you physically abused ... your wife/partner?
(From the Men's Interview Schedule, question 4.)

8. When was the first time ever that you were violent with a partner in a
relationship (wife/girifriend/ partner)? (From the Men's Interview
Schedule, question 8.)

9. If the male's self-report in terms of his criminal history included assault
charge(s) against past or present partners. (From the Special

Problems Unit History Outline, question 3.)

Exposure to Violence: Parent-Child Physical Abuse

In the present study, exposure in childhood to family violence in terms
of parent-child physical abuse was determined if the male reported ever

having been physically hit by a parent, and/or if he reported having been
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physically abused in childhood. Overall, exposure to violence in terms of

parent-child physicai abuse was determined by a positive response to one or

more of the following questions:

1.

Were either of your parents ever violent toward you as a child? (From
the Men's Interview Schedule, question 23.)

Were other family members ever violent toward you as a child? (From
the Men's Interview Schedule, question 24.)

How often were you hit by a parent ... with a belt or stick, kicked,
punched, etc.? Responses other than "never” determined inclusion in
this group. (From the FACS-VQ, question B57{b].)

Were you ever hit so badly by a parent that you had to take time off
school? (yes/no) Get medical help? (yes/no) (From the FACS-VQ,
question B58.)

If the male reported experiencing physical abuse in childhood. (From

the Special Problems Unit History Outline, question 4.)

Exposure to Violence: Parent-Parent Physical Abuse

Exposure in childhood to parent-parent physical abuse was

determined in the present study if the male gave a positive response to any

of the following questions:

1.

How often did one of your parents hit the other? Responses other
than "never" determined inclusion in this group. (From the FACS-VQ,
question B51.)

Was your father ever violent toward your mother? (From the Men's
Interview Schedule, question 22[a].)

Was your mother ever violent toward your father? (From the Men's

Interview Schedule, question 22[b].)
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4. How many of these fights did you actually see? Responses other than
"none" (or no response) determined inclusion in this group. (From the

FACS-VQ, question B55).

Witnessing Interparental Abuse

Witnessing interparental abuse was determined by examining

responses to question 4 (above).

A Double Dose of Violence: Exposure to both Parent-Child Physical

Abuse and Parent-Parent Physical Abuse

The results of the present study in terms of exposure to violence:
parent-child physica! abuse and parent-parent physical abuse were
examined in order to determine what percentage of males experienced a

double dose of violence.

Violence Outside of the Home

Males in each of the two groups were counted as being violent outside
of the home if they responded positively to any the following questions:

1. How many times have you hit anyone (other than your wife or partner)
so hard that they had to be treated in hospital? (From the FACS-VQ,
question G4.)

2. Have you ever been in a fight using weapons since you were 18 years
old? (yes/no) (From the FACS-VQ, question G5.)

3. Have you ever been violent toward other adults outside of your
relationship win your partner? (From the Men's Interview Schedule,

question 20.)
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4. If the male's self-report of his criminal history included assault
charge(s) against persons other than his past or present partner(s).

(From the Special Problems Unit History Outline, question 3.)

Siblings' Physical Abuse of Others

Information about siblings' physical abuse of others in the present
study was determined by the male's response to the following question:
1. Are your brothers and/or sisters physically abusive of others? (From

the FACS-VQ, family-of-origin question.)

Research Instruments

In the present study, data from three research instruments: the Men's
Interview Schedule (Appendix A), the Special Problems Unit History Outline
(Appendix B), and the FACS-VQ (Appendix C) were examined in order to
determine group membership, and to determine exposure to family-of-origin
violence. Specifically, the FACS-VQ contains items which question the
individual on multiple aspects of family and childhood, exposure to abuse,
antisocial personality disorder, alcoholism and drug abuse, health,
relationships, depression and anger, and a number of other scales, and has
been in use since 1983 (Cadsky & Craw/ford, 1988). The Men's Interview
Schedule and the Special Problems Unit History Outline are clinical interview
schedules which were developed by psychologists and psychiatrists at
FACS/IFS and have been refined over the years in order that particular areas
be investigated in a consistent manner within the semi-struct.red portion of

all assessments.
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Data Collection

All data examined in the present study ~ere provided by male federal
offenders referred to Forensic Assessment and Community Services (FACS),
Interpersonal and Family Skills (IFS) for treatment and/or treatment
recommendations. Males were referred to FACS/IFS by Correctional
Services Canada Case Management Officers or Parole Officers. Uniform
assessments were conducted by treatment staff at FACS/IFS ofiices between
June 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992. All participants signed a Consent to
Release Information (Assessment), and a Statement of Informed Consent
(Appendix D), in which voluntary participation and withdrawal from
participation at any time without penaity or loss of benefits were addressed.

Since vocabulary is known to be a critical sub-skill for reading ability
(Sattler, 1990. p. 606), all participants also completed the Clarke Voc~bulary
Scale prior to commencing the assessment in order to determine whether
their reading level was adequate to complete the various assessment
measures. No men were excluded on the basis of an inadequate reading
level (i.e., a score of less than 14 correct answers out of 40), and the mean
score for males on the Clarke Vocabulary Scale has been found to be in the
67th percentile range (30 out of 40, or 75%).

Rosenbaum (1988) notes that one of the ethical considerations of
conducting assessments and researching data in a forensic population is that
data provided by offenders may be subpoenaed by the courts, and therefore,
"the ability of the investigator to protect the confidentiality of the data shouid
be considered in preparation of the informed consent" (p. 99). In order to
maintain confidentiality, all files were assigned a 5-digit code number. For
the current study, the file numbers were further sorted numerically, and each

of the 75 respondents were assigned a number from 1 to 75 to further protect
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their confidentiality. Participants were advised that all information provided
in the assessment would be maintained in strict confidentiality by means of
the 5-digit number. Further, within the Statement of Informed Consent
(Appendix D), participants also gave consent for the use of information

provided by them "for future research purposes.”

Data Analysis

This is a descriptive study in which data were examined for frequency,
percentages, and patterns. Where applicable, chi square (x2) tests of
significance (p=.05) were used to determine whether differences between the
spousally abusive group and the spousally non-abusive group of male
federal offenders were statistically significant. In terms of chi square
analysis k-correction for small cell factors was not employed. As Glass and
Hor s {" ‘84, p. 288) note:

u it recently, it was thought that x2 should not be used unless the:

minimum expected frequencies (i.e., nPg) were five or more in each

cell. Roscoe and Byars (1971, 1979), Conover (1974), and Camilli
and Hopkins (1977, 1979) have shown that the x2-statistic works well
even when the average expected frequency is as low as 2. (Note that
average expected frequency is less restrictive than minimum expected
frequency.) In addition Camilli and Hopkins (1977) found that the

Yates "correction for continuity" thiat is usually recommended for 2 x 2

x2 tests of independence is not only unnecessary, but causes the

already conservative values for alpha to be even more conservative.

Fisher's exact probability test for 2 x 2 contingency tables with very

small expected frequencies is often recommended, but is unnecessary
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since the x2-test of association gives accurate probability staiements

even with very small n's (Camilli and Hopkins, 1979).

Responses to the guestions in each of the categories under
investigation (outlined above) were compared both for the entire sample
(n=75), and also within each of the spousally abusive (n=62) and spousally

non-abusive (n=13) group of males.

Delimitations

In order that the assessment data examined in the present study be
consistent, it was decided that the sample for this study consist only of male
federal offenders who had been referred to FACS/IFS for assessment
between June 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992. Second, because spousal
abuse includes a broad range of behaviors, including (but not limited to)
emotional abuse (i.e., coercion; threats; intimidation; economic abuse:
minimization, denial and blame of abusive behavior; demeaning comments,
etc.) and sexual abuse, it was deciced for the present study to examine
physically abusive behavior only, both in terms of chilchood exposure to
family violence (parent-child physical abuse and parent-parent physical
abuse), and to determine membership for the present sample to either a
spousally abusive cr spousally nor-atusive gi oup.

Finally, this study was intended as descriptive rather than correlational

or causal-comparative research.

Limitations
Although four methodological problems frequently found in the
research on exposure to violence in childhood were avoided (i » e paucity

of information provided by male abusers, the tendency nnt to distinguish
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between exposure to parent-child abuse and parent-parent abuse, failure to
define what constitutes abuse, and lack of an appropriate comparison group),
other methodological problems could not be avoided. Specifically, a
limitation of this study is that the category for sibling violence was determined
by participants' responses to one question. Another limitation is that,
because only data provided by male federal offenders referred to FACS/IFS
between June 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992 were examined, the sample
in this study may not be representative of all federal offenders, or of

provincial offenders, or of spousally abusive men who do not have a criminal

record.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

Group Membership

Data examined for the sample of 75 male federal offenders revealed
that a considerable number of males (n=62) reported being physicatly
abusive toward present and/or past partners, while only slightly more than
one-sixth of males in the entire sample denied any incidents of physically

abusive behavior against present and/or past partners (n=13).

Table 1

Group Membership

Group

n %
Spousally Abusive Males 62 82.7%
Spousally Non-Abusive Males 13 17.3%
Total Sample 75 100%

Physical Abuse in Previous Relationships
As outlined in Table 2, over one-half of spousally abusive males

reported being physically abusive in past as well as present relationships.



Table 2

Physical Abuse in Previous Relationships
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Spousally Abusive Male~ n %
Physically abusive in present

relationship only 27 48.2%
Physically abusive in both present

and past relationships 29 51.8%
Total 56 100%

Note that six spousally abusive men did not respond adequately to the

questions determining abuse in both past and/or present relationships, and

were therefore excluded from this category only. The number of spousally

abusive men in this category is therefore 56 rather than 62.

Exposure to Violence: Parent-Child Physical Abuse

Of the entire sample of 75 federally sentenced male offenders, 60 men

(i.e., 80%) experienced parent-child abuse. Thus, only a small proportion of

the entire sample (i.e., one-fifth) were not physically abused as chilaren.

As outlined in Table 3, a similar percentage of spousally abusive and

spousally non-abusive men experienced parent-child physical abuse, and chi

square analysis revealed no statistically significant difference between the

two groups (Appendix E).
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Exposure to Violence: Parent-Chiid Physical Abuse
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Parent-Child Abuse Entire Abusive Non-abusive
Sample Males Males
n % n % n %

Experienced Parent

Child Abuse 60 80.0% 50 80.6% 10 76.9%

Did Not Experience

Parent-Child Abuse 15 20.0% 12 19.4% 3 231%

Total 75  100% 62 100% 13 100%

x2 (1) = 0.093, p<.05

Exposure to Violence: Parent-Parent Physical Abuse

Of the entire sample of 75 males, six men (one spousally non-abusive

male and five spousally abusive males) did not provide sufficient information

to determine membership for this category and were therefore excluded from

this category only. Thus, the total sample for this category is 69 rather than

75 males (i.e., 57 spousally abusive males and 12 spousally non-abusive

males).

As shown in Table 4, of the entire sample, 71% were exposed to

parent-parent physical abuse as children. When this is broken down into

group membership, more spousally abusive males than spousally non-

abusive males were exposed to parent-parent abuse - that is, 71.9% and

66.7% respectively were exposed to interparental abuse as children.
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However, chi square analysis of these two variables (Appendix F) found no

s'atistically significant difference between the two groups.

Table 4

Exposure to Parent-Parent Physical Abuse

Category Entire Abusive Non-abusive
Sample Males Maies
n % n % n %

Exposed to Parent-

Parent Physical Abuse 49 71.0% 41  71.9% 8 66.7%

Not Exposed to Parent-

Parent Physical Abuse 20 29.0% 16 28.1% 4 33.3%

Total 69 100% 57 100% 12 100%

x2 (1) = 0.133, p<.05

Witnessing Interparental Physical Abuse

As noted in Table 5, of the 49 men in the entire sample who were

exposed to parent-parent physical abuse, 83.7% witnessed (i.e., actually

saw) interparental physical abuse as children. Broken down into group

membership, a somewhat greater proportion of spousally abusive males

(85.4%) than spousally non-abusive males (75.0%) actually witnessed

parent-parent physical abuse as children. Chi square: analysis indicated no

statistically significant difference between these two groups on this variable

(Appendix G).
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Table 5

Witnessing Interparental Physical Abuse

Males' Exposed to Entire Abusive  Non-abusive
Parent-Parent Physical Samp.e Males Males
Abuse in Childhood n % n % n %

Actually witnessed parent-
parent physical abuse 41 837% 35 854% 6 750%

Exposed to parent-
parent physical abuse but
did not actually witness it 8 163% 6 146% 2 250%

Total 49 100% 41 100% 8 100%

x2 (1) = 0.527, p<.05

A Double Dose of Violence: Exposure to both Parent-Child Physical

Abuse and Parent-Parent Physical Abuse

Table 6 outlines those males who were exposed to a double dose of
violence in childhood -- that is, males who were exposed to both parent-
parent physical abuse and parent-child physical abuse. For this category
only, all males who provided insufficient information "¢ determine either
exposure to parent-child abuse or exposure to parent-parent abuse were
excluded. Thus, of the entire sample of 75 males, six men (one from the
spousally non-abusive group and five from the spousally abusive group)
were excluded for this reason. Similarly, the percentages and numbers of
men in this category will not necessary match the numbers in tables detailing

exposure to only parent-child abuse or exposure to parent-parent abuse.
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Of the 69 males in the entire sample for this category, 44 men (63.8%)
experienced both parent-child and parent-parent abuse. Broken down into
group membership, 63.2% of spousally abusive males and 66.7% of
spousally non-abusive males exy-3rienced a double dose of violence. Chi
square analysis revealed o statiztically significant difference between these

two groups on this variable (Appendix H).

Table 6

A Double Dose of Violence

A Double Dose of Entire Abusive Non-abusive
Violence Sample Males Males
n % n % n %

N

Experienced a Double
Dose of Violence 4 638% 36 632% 8 66.7%

Did not experience a
Double Dose of Violence 25 36.2% 21 36.8% 4 33.3%

Total 69 100% 57 100% 12 100%

x2 (1) = 0.053, p<.05

Violence Outside of the Home

Of the entire sample of 75 male federal offenders, three men (one
spousally abusive male and two spousally non-abusive males) did not

provide sufficient information to score this question and were therefore
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exciuded from this category only. Of the 72 remaining males in the overall
sample, 69 are viclent outside of the home and three are not violent outside
of the home. As detailed in Table 7, when broken down into a spousally
abusive group (n=61) and a spousally non-abusive group (n=11) of males,
96.7% of the former group and 90.9% of the latter group of males are violent
outside of the home. In terms of the difference between these two groups on
this variable, chi square analysis revealed no statistically significant

difference (Appendix I).

Table 7

Proportion of Males who are Violent Qutside of the Home

Category Entire Abusive Non-Abusive
Sample Males Males
n % n % n %

Violent Outside of

the Home 69 958% 59 96.7% 10 90.9%

Not Violent Outside

of the Home 3 42% 2 33% 1 91%

Total 72 100% 61 100% 11 100%

x2 (1; =7 "d8, p<.05

Siblings' Physical Abuse of Others

0. the 75 males in the entire sample, 14 men were excluded from this
category (10 spousally abusive males and four spousally non-abusive males)

because they did not respond to this question, and one spousally abusive
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male was excluded from this category because he has no siblings. The total

number of males foi this category is thzrefore 60.

Table 8

Siblings' Physical Abuse of Others

Category Entire Abusive Non-Abusive
Sample Males Males
n % n % n %

Siblings Are Physically

Abusive of Others 15 25.0% 11 21.6% 4 44.4%
Siblings Not Physically

Abusive of Others 45 75U% 40 78.4% 5 556%
Total 60 100% 51 100% 9 100%

x2 (1) = 2.135, p<.05

As shown in Table 8, approximately 50% fewer spousally abusive than
spousally non-abusive males have siblings who are physically abusive of
others. Nonetheless, chi square analysis revealed no statistically significant

difference between these two groups on this variable (Appendix J).

§umma! Y

Of the 75 federally sentenced male offenders in the present study, a
considerable number (62 men) reported being spousally abusive. However,
only slightly more than one-half of the spousally abusive men reported

physically abusive behavior in both present and past relationships, while the
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remainder of the spousally abusive men noted physically abusive behavior in
their present relationship only.

In terms of childhood exposure to violence, only a small proportion of
males in the entire sample (20%) did not experience parent-child physical
abuse, and this was consistent for both the spousally abusive group and the
spousally non-abusive group of maies (19.4% and 23.1% respectively).
Similarly, a considerable proportior: of men in the entire sample were
exposed to interparental physical abuse, and roughly only one-third of males
in each the entire sample (29%), the spousally abusive group (28.1%), and
the spousally non-abusive group (33.3%) were not exposed to parent-parent
physical abuse. Further, 83.7% of the males who were exposed to
interparental physical abuse in childhood actually witnessed (i.e., saw)
incidents of parent-parent physical abuse; however, approximately ten
percent more spousally abusive males than spousally non-abusive :nales
actually witnessed interparental physical abuse (85.4% and 75.0%
respectively).

A notable proportion of males in the entire sample (63.8%) were
exposed to both parent-child physical abuse and parent-parent physical
abuse. However, in terms of group membership, it is interesting to note that
slightly fewer abusive males (63.2%) than non-abusive males (66.7%)
experienced a double dose of violerice

Of the entire sample of 72 males who responded adequately to
determine membership in this category, an overwhelming number (69 men, or
95.8%) reported that they are violent outside of the home. Of note is that
while only a very small proportion of men in the entire sample are not viclent
outside of the home, almost three times as many spousally non-abusive as

spousally abusive males are not violent outside of the home (9.1% and 3.3%
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respectively). And, in terms of siblings’ physical abuse of others, a
substantial percentage of males in the entire sample have sit.::ngs who are
not physically abusive of others (75%). In fact, it is surprising to note that
considerably more spousally abusive men reported that their siblings are not
physically abusive of others (78.4%) than did spousally non-abusive males
(55.6%).

Finally, it is interesting to note that chi square analysis (p=.05)
consistently revealed no statistically significant difference between the
spousally abusive and spousally non-abusive groups on the variabies

studied.
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Chapter V

Discussion and Conclusion

Qverview

The puipose of this study was to examine data pertaining to exposure

in childhood to family violence in federally sentenced male offenders. The

entire sample of m&'  “~deral offenders was divided into two groups: those

who had ever bee sally abusive (n=62), and those who had no history

of spousal abuse (n=13). Specifically, the following areas were studied:

percentage of spousally abusive males who have had prior
relationships in which they were also physically abusive

proportion of males in each group who experienced parent-child
physical abuse

proportion of males in each group who were exposed to parent-parent
physical abuse

proportion of males in each group who actually saw (i.e., withessed)
interparental physical abuse

proportion of males in each group who experienced a double dose of
violence (i.e., who were €.;posed to both parent-child physical abuse
and parent-parent physical abuse)

proportion of males in each group who are (also) violent outside of the
home

number of males in each ygroup whose siblings are physically abusive
of others

A description of the findings in each of these areas will be reviewed

and discussed.
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Group Membership
Of the 75 males in the entire sample, 62 men (82.7%) reported a

history of physically abusive behavior against past and/or present partners.
Dutton and Hart state that there is some "prima facie" evidence which
suggests that federal offenders may demonstrate high rates of (committing)
family violence (1992, p. 101), and this is supported in the present study.

Of note, however, is that high rates of spousal abuse are not limited to
a federal offender population. For example, in a study of Vancouver couples
who requested counselling from Family Services (Russell, Lipov, Phillips &
White, 1989), a high proportion of males (76.2%) had also been spousally
physically abusive. Howeve: since Russell et al. note that one-haif of the
non-violent men in their study admitted to being violent in previous (but not
present) relationships (p. 85), the actual rate of abusive men in the Russell et
al. study increases significantly to 88% of men with any history of spousal
abuse and only 12% of men with nc history of spousal abuse. These findings
underscore the omnipresence of spousal abuse in both an offender and non-
offender population.

Of interest in the present study is that, considering the forensic setting
in which assessments took place, it is sori »what surprising that such a large
proportion of the male federal offender:: op-.nly reported what is, in fact,
criminal behavior. This may be interpreted in several ways. For example,
one reason for such apparently open self-reporting within a forerisic setting
(in which a recommendation for treatment is not infrequently viewed with
extreme antipathy) may be that men in the current study viewed physically
abusive behavior as "normal" and "expected" rather than as "deviant" or
“criminal," and were therefore not reluctant to report it. One might also

submit that because so maiy men in the sample openly reportad physically
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abusive behavior toward their partners(s), both the reliability of the males'
self-report data in the entire assessment generally, and the self-report data

specifically of males who reported no spousal abuse, is improved.

Physical Abuse in Previous Relationships

In the present study, within the snousally abusive group a similar
number of males reported being physically abusive in their present
relationship only (48.2%) as males who reported physicatly abusive behavior
in both present and past relationships (51.8%). While six of the 62 spousally
abusive males failed to respond adequately to questions that determined
physical abuse in both past and/or present relationships, none of the
remaining 56 spousally abusive men indicated that the questions were not
applicable to them. In other words, one can surmise that all of these 56
spousally abusive men have had more than one relationship. In fact, as
noted in the discussion of methodological problems in Chapter lI, the sanple
in the present study not infrequently reported having had num...;uus intiinate
relationships, and this in itself may provide some direction in terms of future
research.

From a social learning perspective, which espouses a generational
transfer of violence, it seems reasonable to expect that an individual would
manifest a particular "learned behavior" with some consistently. The findings
of the present study in terms of physically abusive behavior in past (as well
as present) relationships, however, do not support a social learning -- or
generational transfer of violence -- perspective, and in the current study, the
results of this particular category form one of the strongest arguments

against a social learning theory of spousal abuse. At least within a male
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federal offender population, this is an area in which further research is

indicated.

Exposure to Violence: Parent-Child Physical Abuse

Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz observe that "almost everyone in our
society hits his or her children” (1980, p. 106), and Kalmuss concludes that
"parent-child hitting ... may be so common that it is not perceived as physical
aggression, but rather as socially acceptable discipline” (1984, p. 16). These
observations are supported in the present study, in which a full 80% of the
entire sample of male federal offenders reported exposure to parent-child
physical abuse. This is a considerably greater proportion of males than the
41% of federally incarcerated offenders in Dutton and Hart's (1992) study
wtio reported "that they were seriously abused as a child or adolescent" (p.
105), especially when one considers that the latter study included all types of
abuse as well as exposure to abuse in both childhood and adolescence.
When broken down into experiencing physical violence only, 31.4% of Dutton
and Hart's entire sample experienced physical abuse in childhood or
adolescence according to institutional file reviews. That is, 41.4% of family
violence offenders files indicated same, and 29.9% and 14.9% of stranger
violence and non-violent offenders files revealed family-of-crigin physical
abuse (p. 105). However, one should bear in mind that this data was derived
from a review of institutional files rather than offender self-reports. It is
important to note also that the criteria in the present study to determine
parent-child abuse utilized a zero tolerance level (i.e., parent-child physical
abuse, including hitting, was not considered acceptable, even at the lowest

frequency), and therefore a positive response to just one of the questions
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determining exposure to parent-child abuse resulted in inclusion to this
group.

Within the spousally abusive group of men ir the current study, 80.6%
were exposed to parent-child physical abuse, and this supports the findings
of previous studies in which spousally abusive males were frequently found
to have experienced physical abuse in childhood (Caesar, 1988; Carter,
Stacey & Shupe, 1988; Kalmuss, 1984; Rosenbaum & O'Leary, 1981). itis
important to note, however, that a similar proportion of the spousally non-
abusive group in the present study (76.9%;, also experienced parent-child
abuse. Clearly, exposure to parent-child physical abuse in this study does
not discriminate between spousally abusive males and spousally non-
abusive males, and for this reason an intergenerational transmission of
violence is not supported. These results do, however, lend support to
Herrenkoh!, Herrenkohl and Toedter's observation that there are likely
several factors (besides parent-child abuse) in both one's past and present
life that have equal influence on marital violence (1983), and this is another

area in which further research is indicated.

Exposure to Violence: Parent-Parent Physical Abuse

The proportion of spousally abusive men in the present study who
were exposed to parent-parent physical abuse (71.9%) is censiderably
higher than that found in Widom's (19£9) study, in which only 16%-17% of
males who reported witnessing severe family aggression in childhood
reported marital aggression as adults (p. 24). However, it is important to note
that, while the sample in the present study consists of federally sentenced
male offenders, Widom's study consisted of a review of large-scale national

surveys.
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The najority of men in the present study were exposed to interparental
abuse in childhood (i.e., 71% of the entire sample), and approximately only
one-third of respondents in each of the entire sample, the spousally abusive
croup, and ihe spousally non-abusive group reported no exposure to parent-
parent abuse (29%, 28.1%, and 33.3% respectively). Compared to the
results of a study of Vancouver couples by Russell, Lipov, Phillips and White
(1989), in which 76.2% of males had been spousally physically abusive two
or more times, only 33% of the non-violent males and 55% of violent maies in
the Russell et al. study had observed parental violence, leading these
researchers to note (despite the fact that differences did not reach statistical
significance) "a strong trend" towards a more substantial proportion of violent
males than non-violent males having experienced parental violence (p. 85).
A5 noted previously, one must also bear in mind that one-half of the
nonviolent males in the Russell et al. study were violent in previous (but not
present) relationships (p. 85). In the present study, however, while the
propcrtion of spousally abusiv and spousally non-abusive males is similar to
that found in the Russell et a.. study (i.e., 82.7% and 17.3% respectively in
the present study, compared to 76.2% and 23.8% in the Russell ef al. study),
a similar percentage of spousally abusive males (71.9%) as spousally non-
abusive males (66.7%) in the present study were exposed to interparental
abuse as children, but not all of these men became spousally abusive as
adults.

In the present sample, therefore, exposure in childhood to
interparental abuse was not found to discriminate between spousally abusive
and spousaily non-abusive males, and a perspective of spousal abuse as
learned behavior (i.e., a generational transfer of violence) is once again not

clearly supported when a comparison group is employed. This is not to say
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that an insignificant proportion of males in the present study were exposed to
interparental abuse. Rather, results in the current study raise questions in
terms of Russeil's (1988, p. 195) and other researchers' claims that modelling
accounts for the high «:cidence of male spouse abusers who observed
interparentzi violence as children. For example, how does modelling explain
the high incidence of both batterers and non-batterers who were exposed to
interparental abuse in the present study? That is, modelling alone does not
appear to account for males' spousally abusive behavior as adults, nor does
modelling explain why 66.7% of the spousally non-abusive males in the
current stucd, were also exposed to parent-parent abuse but are not abusive
as adults. And, neither is Russell's observation adequate to explain why
28.1% of spousally abusive males in the current study were not exposed to
parent-parent physical abuse, yet are spousally abusive.

Current findings do, however, support DiLalla and Gottesman's
observation (1991) that factors other than exposure to family-of-origin
violence, such as temperament (p. 128), and having a criminal biological
parent (p. 12€) may be important in determining whether individuals display
abusive behavior towards their spouse as aduits, and this is an area in which
future research is indicated.

A similar proportion of men in the present study were exposed to
parent-child abuse as parent-parent abuse. That ;5 _at least for a male
federal offender pcpulation, exposure to interparental abuse is not rare.
Thus, Kalmuss' observation that the relative rarity of narent-parent hitting
"may increase its salience as a modei for subsequent family behavior" (1984,
p. 16) is not supported in the present study.

Further, there is also no evidence in the current study to support the

debate as to whether the type of exposure to family violence in childhood is



60

related to later spousal abuse. For example, Carter, Stacey and Shupe
(1988) note that "merely witnessing interparental violence seems the most
important ... early 'source’ of adult violence" (p. 270), and Howell and
Pugliesi report on the "considerable body of spousal abuse research [which]
concludes that individuals who abuse their spouses tend tc come from
families in which they witnessed [rather than experienced] parental abuse"
(1988, p. 17). Rather, results of this study in terms of exposure to violence in
childhood support and underscore the conclusion of those researchers who
note that there is no one theory or perspective thzt adeguaiely explains
spousally abusive behavior (Howell & Pugliesi, 1988, p. 16). And, in view of
the percentage of both spousally abusive and spousally non-abusive men in
the present study who were exposed to family-of-origin violence, this study
does lend support to Herrenkohl, Herrenkohl and Toedter's observation that
“the dynamics that have been hypothesized to explain ... [an]

intergenerational transmission of violence are diverse” (1983, p. 305).

Witnessing Interparental Abuse

In the present study, exposure to violence in terms of parent-parent
abuse was not contingent upon whether or not the male had actually seen
(i.e., witnessed/observed) interparental abuse as a child. However, while
exposure to interparental abuse may reasonably be assumed to have a
similar impact on a child whether they actually saw parent-parent physical
abuse while it was occurring, or whether they only heard the interparental
abuse, or whether they only saw the aftermath of interparental abuse (i.e.,
black eyes, swollen lips, broken dishes, holes in walls, etc.), some studies
specifically report the incidence of children who witnessed (or observed)

interparental abuse rather than describe the incidence of children who were
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exposed to interparental abuse, including, but not limited to, witnessing the
abuse. Thus, for research purposes, the proportion of males who actually
witnessed interparental physical abuse in the present study was also
examined, and it was found that, of the 49 men in the entire sample who were
exposed to interparental physical abuse in childhood, 41 men (83.7%)
actually witnessed parent-parent physical abuse as children. One can thus
reasonably compare the results in terms of exposure to parent-parent abuse
in the present study to previous studies in which parent-parent abuse was
observed or witnessed.

in the cur.ent study, while a considerable percentage of spousally
abusive individuals (85.4%) came from families in which they witnessed
parental abuse, a substantial (thougn smaller) proportion of spousally non-
abusive males (75%) also witnessed interparental abuse as children. These
findings underscore the importance of comparison groups in studies of
spousal abuse. For example, the results in the current study are meaningful
in terms of a generational transfer of violence only when the results of the

non-abusive sample is compared to the abusive group.

A Double Dose of Violence: Exposure to both Parent-Child Physical

Abuse and Parent-Parent Physical Abuse

Caesar (1988) examined violence in the families-of-origin of spousally
abusive and spousally non-abusive males, and found that 27% and 0%
respectively had experienced a "double dose" of violence. Bearing in mind
the small number of non-abusive males in the present study, Caesar's
findings are dramatically ditferent from those of this study, in which a slightly
smaller proportion of spousally abusive males (63.2%) than spousally non-

abusive males (66.7%) were exposed to both parent-child physical abuse
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and parent-parent phys'ical abuse. As noted previously, however, Caesar's
criteria for interparental Jﬁuée differs from that used in the present study in
that her respondents were required to witness parent-parent abuse on two or
more occasions. Similarly, Caesar's sample was coded in terms of parent-
child abuse only if they considered their parent's discipline of them or their
siblings to have been harsh or abusive.

Data in the present study indicate that a similar proportion of soousally
abusive males as spousaily non-abusive males have been exposed to
parent-child physical abuse, have been exposed to and/or have witrzssesd
parent-parent physical abuse, and have been exposed to both parent-child
and parent-parent physical abuse. Membership to one or more of these
categories has consistently failed to distinguished between the spousally
abusive and the spousally non-abusive grouo of males in this study. In terms
of the debate as to whether the type of expcsur 3 to violence in childhood is
related to later spousal abuse, for the male federal offenders in the present
study, type of exposure to violence did not discriminate batterers from non-
batterers, and, inexplicably, a somewhat larger proportion of non-batterers
than batterers experienced a double dose of violence. These findings do not
support Kalmuss' study (1984), in which the probability of marital vioience
was dramatically increased when men were exposed to both parent-child
hittiriy and parent-parent hitting. Of note, however, is that only 3.8% of
respondents in Kalmuss' study were seriously spousally abusive, and
Kalmuss ultimately noted that intergenerational patterns of spousal
aggression, though cunsistent, are weak.

However, findings in the current study support DiLalla and
Gottesman's argument that childnood exposure to family violence "is not the

only familial cause of later violent ... behavior” (1991, p. 125), but that
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temperament may be an important factor in determining whether individuals

who were exposed to abuse are likely to display abusive behavior as adults.

Violence Qutside of the Home

In the present study, of the entire sample of males who provided
sufficient data to determine group membership for this category (n=72),
95.8% are violent outside of the home. Broken down into group membership,
96.7% of spousally abusive men and 90.9% of spousally non-abusive men
are violent outside of the home. These findings indicate that an
overwhelming proportion of men in the present study - regardless of group
membership - are generally violent, even when compared with other federal
offenders. For example, in Dutton and Hart's study of male federal offenders
(1992, p. 104), 79.1% of males in the family violence group had also
committed some form of non-family (or stranger) violence, compared to
95.8% of males in the entire sample in the current study. While Dutton and
Hart's sample consisted of male federal offenders who were incarcerated
(compared to the present sample of male federal offenders who were already
in the community), this is an area in which future research is indicated.

For the spousally non-abusive group in the present study, the
implication of these findings seems to be that these men are able to choose,
and have control of, the situations in which and persons to whom they are
physically violent, this despite the fact that a substantial proportion of the
spousally non-abusive group in the present study were exposed to parent-
child abuse (76.9%), and/or were exposed to parent-parent abuse (66.7%),
and/or were exposed to a double dose of violence (66.7%). Within their
intimate relations:iips, however, these men did not behave in simiiar ways as

had heen modelled in their childhood, and while a social learning perspective
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(in which "physical aggression between family members provides a likely
model for the learning of aggressive behavior as well as for the
appropriateness of such behavior within the family" [cited in Widom, 1989, p.
4)) is not supported within their intimate relationships, there is some support
for this perspective in terms of their violenc-. outside of the home.

In the current study, this category perhaps best demonstrates the poor
fit of an intergenerational transmission of violence to explain physically
abusive behavior overall (i.e., both within and outside of the home), and
underscores Howell and Pugliesi's observation that the area of spousal
abuse is can not be adequately explained by any ine theory (1988, p. 16).

This is also an area in which further research is needed.

Siblings' Physical Abuse of Others
Findings in this study in terms of siblings' physical abuse of others

were particularly interesting. For example, while 95.8% of males in the total
sample are violent outside of the home and 82.7% of males in the total
sampie are spousally abusivé, only 25% of the entire sample reported that
their siblings' are physically abusive of others. And, more than twice the
proportion of spousally non-abusive males (44.4%) as spousally abusive
males (21.6%) reported that their siblings' are physically abusive of others.
While chi square analysis (p=.05) of siblings' physical abuse of others in the
present study was not found to be statistically significant for these two
groups, a very strong trend in this direction was observed.

These findings do not support a generational transfer of violence. For
example, from this perspective one might expect that a similar proportion of
siblings in each group would be physically abusive of others - especiaily in

view of the fact that an overwhelming proportion of males in both groups are
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tI:emselves violent outside of the home. Instead, in the present study, of
spcusally abusive men and spousally non-abusive men, only 21.6% of the
forrre.: group have siblings who are also physically abusive of others, while
44 .4°% ~i the spousally non-abusive group of men -- of whom 90.9% are
violen: oi:{side of the home -- have siblings who are physically abusive of
others. .z liobash and Dobash note, "if we discover that a man who beats
his wife ccmes from a home in which his father beat his mother but that his
three brothers do not beat their wives, then we have one case that appears
to confirm the cycle of violence thesis and three that refute it" (cited in
Pagelow, 1984, p. 249).

Finally, as previously noted, males' responses in terms of siblings'’
physical abuse of others was determined by a single question, and the
information on siblings was determined by second hand (if not retrospective)
data. Nonetheless, preliminary results indicate that a generational
transmission of violence perspective is not supported when comparing sibling

behavior, and this is an area in which future research is needed.

Future Research

In the present study an effort was made to examine childhood
exposure to family violence in spousally abusive and spousally non-abusive
male federal offenders. While some previous findings were supported in the
present study in terms of exposure to violence and a generational transfer of
violence, many others were not.

For example, in terms of a generational transfer of violence to explain
spousal abuse, in the current study, while many men were exposed to parent-
child physical abuse and/or parent-parent physical abuse, there were no

statistically significant differences between the spousally abusive and
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spousally non-abusive groups in terms of exposure to violence, and some of

the spousally abusive males had not been exposed to family-of-origin

violence at all. The influence of biological and genetic contributors to abuse

(DiLalla and Gottesman, 1991) may be a useful framework for future

research in this respect.

Overall, while the results of t' ~» present study consistently failed to
support an intergenerational transmission of violence, this became apparent
only becauce a comparison group of spousally non-abusive males were
employed. For example, if only the data for the spousally abusive had been
examined, a generational transfer of violence would have been supported in
many of the areas studied, and this underscores the importance of employing
comparison groups in future research.

The present study I aves several questions unanswered:

1. Is there a relationst o between the length of an intimate relationship
and the likelihood « - physical abuse?

2. What factors contrit. ‘e to a male's use of physical abuse in some
intimate relationships + t not in others?

3. In a male federal offender population, what impact does the frequency
and/or length of incarceration have in terms of contributing to
spousally abusive behavior and violent behavior outside of the home?

4. Besides exposure to violence, what present and past factors in a
man's life influence spousally abusive behavior?

5. What factors influence physically non-abusive behavior in males who
experienced parent-child physical abuse and/or interparental physical
abuse? Are these factors different in an offender than a non-offender

population?
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Thesc questions could be addressed in future research by using both
qualitative and quantitative methods.

The present study, if replicated using a larger sample and a
comparison group more equal in number, could yield data of considerable
use. However, it is important to note that within a federal offender
population, the proportion of each group of males in the this study may weil
reflect the actual proportion of spousally abusive and spousally non-abusive
~ale offenders, and therefore comparison groups in future studies may also
be disproportionate in number.

The utilily and impact of this study with reference to educational
psychology specifically merits discussion. In terms of early education and
prevention, for example, it may be useful to address interparental abuse in
the development of school-based programs in which family violence
generally is addressed. In addition to the already existing focus on parent-
child physical abuse and sexual abuse, for example, it may be quite useful to
discuss exposure to interparental violence in the health curricula at the
elementary, junior high, and high school level, with a different focus and goal
at each level. From a counselling perspective, for example with violent men,
violent children, or children from violent homes, a focus on responsibility and
choices, and away from victimization or denial and blame is also
underscored.

The impact of moral development and the use of physical violence
generally and spousally abusive behavior specifically could be investigated
using, for example, Lawrence Kohlberg's or Jean Piaget's theories of the
levels of development of moral thought. The effect of cognitive development
as it pertains to the use of physical violence could also be investigated using

Piaget's theory. And, Erikson's eight stages of human development may be
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particularly appropriate in forming the basis of future research of childhood
exposure to family violence and later spousal abuse.

Future areas of investigation could also be broadened to include
temperament, and genetic and environmental influences (besides childhood
exposure to family violence). And, studies of the factors that contribute to
spousally non-abusive males' violence outside of, but not within, the home
would also be useful. It seems reascnable to submit that many factors
(rather than one factor, such as childhood expesure to family violence)
contribute to spousal abuse, and that these factors work in a synergistic
fashion. A qualitative study of federal male offenders inay be quite useful in
this respect.

While we now know that many male offenders have been exposed to
abuse in childhood, the affects of this abuse on later violent behavior are stil!
unknown, particularly for non-abusive males who were exposed to family-of-
origin violence. Finally, the present study confirms Widom's observation
(1989) that, all told, there is still little evidence to indicate lasting effects of

childhood exposure to family violence cn later behavior.
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Men s interview Schedule

When was the last time you were (physically) violent with your
wife/partner:

specific date

What happened? (Look for components of physical, psychological,
sexual, property damage)

What injuries did your wife/partner receive in this last violent
incident?

How many times has your current wife/partner had to receive
medical help as a result of your violence?

What types of medical treatment did she receive? (i.e., x-rays,
casts, hospitalizaiion, etc.)

How many times have the police been called to come to a fight
between you and your wife?

How many times ihave you:

- physically abusea

- psychologically abused

- sexually abused

- damaged property of your wife/partner in the last year (you were
living together)?



o

10.

11.

12.

b)
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What types of injuries has your wife/partner received during her
entire relationship with you?

When was the first time in your current relationship you were
violent with your wife/partner?

How many times have you assaulted her ever?

When was the first time ever that you were violent with a partner in
a relationship (wife/girlfriend/partner)?

How many relationships have you had?

In what ways were you violent towards your partner in each of
these relationships?

Why do you think you are violent to your wife/partner?

How long do you usually go betweer: incidents when you are
violent toward her?

a) Do you believe there is a pattern to your violent behavior?

b) If so, what?



13.

14.

15.

b)

78

Where are you in that cycle now?

What do you think the impact is for ycur wife/partner when you are
violent toward her?

Have you ever been under the influence of aicohol when you were
violent with your wife/partner?

If yes, how inany times?

How are these incidents different from the times you are sober and
violent toward her?

Have you ever been under the influence of drugs when you were
violent with your wife/partner?

if yes, which ones?

How many times?

How are these Incidents of violence different from tive times when
you are not on drugs and violent toward her?



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
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What types of physical injuries have you received during violent
incidents with your current wife/partner?

Describe the various feelings (physical and emotional) you have
after an incident of violence.

Note from FACS-VQ whether or not there are children at home. If
SO,

How do you discipline your children? Describe:

Has Child Welfare ever been involved with your current family? If
so, are they still involved?

Have you ever been violent toward other adults outside of your
relationship with your partner? If yes, descrike:

What effect does being violent have on your life?

a) Weas your father ever violent toward your mother? If yes, describe:

b) Was your mcther ever violent toward your father? If yes, describe:



23.

24
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Were either of your parents ever violent toward you as a child? If
yes, describe:

Were other family members ever viclent toward you as a child? If
yes, describe:



APPENDIX 8
Special Problems Unit H..tory Outline

81



82

Special Problems Unit History Outline

Name: File #: Interview Date:

Statement of Informed Consent (Treatment) explained and signed:

Reason for Interview: [Parole, Probation (dates), self-referral]

Present offenseftarget behavior: (official and patient's version)

Criminal History: (also jail time, federal, carry weapon, more charges
pending?)



Childhood: (birth problems, milestones, enuresis)

(physical/sexual abuse)

(antisocial/violent venile court, ran away, counselors)

School: (discipline, expelled/suspended, grades repeated/achieved)

83
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Employment/Work History:

Year Job Duration Why Leave?

Alcohol: (start, max, pattern, fights, blackouts, impaired, rehab)

Drugs: (start, type, inject, sell, prescription)

Mediical History: (illnesses, operations, head injuries, meds, broken bones,
allergies)
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Psychiatric History: (assessments, therapists, hospital, medication, suicide)

Sexual and Marital: (age began, partners, marriages, children, extramarital,
hookers, V.D., orientation, perversions)

Present Circumstances: (homme, work, income, debts, hobbies)

Signature of Interviewer:




APPENDIX C

FACS-VQ
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WHAT IS YOUR FAMILY NAME? . .. .

WHAT ARE YOQUR FIRST NAMES?. .

WHAT IS YOUR DATE OF BIRTH? ...

HOW OLD ARE YOU?....cocvenovenens

WHAT IS THE DATE TODAY?7......

et e e e s s s a8 o0 e e e

WHO REFERRED YOU TGO THIS CLINIC? . isateannoonn

WHAT PROBLEM BROUGHT YOU HERE?. cevoasesseccne

Ma~k wWith an *X* I f you
discussad this problam with:
( and whether they made the
problem batter or worse)

Probation Offlcer

Marr | age Counsellor

Wl fe or partner

Police

Lawyer

Prlast or Clargy

Doctor

A Relativae ..ccereecacaccc

A Friend

A telephone crisis ltine or

counselling service

Oth@r.ceecsesssssrcsracccscs

WHAT O

Are you cr any of v

with any sccial agenty (eg Ch

1f ves, which?

---oo-c...-aco....o-oo-oc----..a

Did they make
the problem:

dl scusssed batter

same worse

ild Welfare)?

our family presaently involved

......------.o--.-.....c--------o-.-.-.c.----

O YOU HOPE TO GAIN BY COMING HERE?.scnccvccnoanevccaaces

P IR AT BRI SRR B R A

yaes/no

FACS #

we 1,0

a.»1 0
b.+1 0
c.+1 0
d.+1 0
e.+1 0
f.+1 0
a.+1 0
h.+1 0
.41 0

J.+1 0

k.+1 0

-1
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HOW OLD ARE YOU?P. e euntvonneaasennesenses
WHAT 1S THE DATE TODAY?.eeeenenonennnnns
WHO REFERRED YOU TO “HIS CLINIC?....ceeonnnnnnnnnn

WHAT PROBLEM BROUGHT YOU HERE?...ccicceevrcencnnnne -

Mark with an *'X°' If you . Did they make
discussed this problem wikh: the problem:

( and whether they made the

probleam better or NOr-3se) discussed better | same | worse

Probatlion Officer

Marriage Cotaszallior

Wifa or partnraer

Police

Lawvyer

Priws or Claragy

Doctrar

A Relat : R )

A Friend

A telephoo: 7 sis Yine or
counsell ag hervice

OEher..eeeocccenseasssoncncs

WHAT DO YOU HOPE TO GAIN BY COMING HERE?..........ococcccerncs

Are you or any of your family praesentl involved
with any social agency (eg Child Walfare)? vyes/no

I1f ves, wh%ch?................................................

88
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Wherae waere you born?............... freer et Lateressesencaa
Where warea you raisac (mainly ). .. e s cenneceeea c et i aeeeaenan
Haw many brothers........ teeeseea

sisters.......... ceeeae

stopbrothers...... c e e

stepsistars..ciieneen. .o do you have?

A, YQUR FaMILY AND CHILDHQQD

Did your parents separate
bafore you were 16 years old? yes/no

If vyes, hOWw Many CimesSZ..c.ceeecttsoecnacacnnnsoes
For how 10Ng? (LOtEa) )u e it nneennacnsncnes
dld they saparate permanentiy? vyes/no
for What reason? ...c.ieceinececreenenanas

how old were you Che?. ceiveieeencnncneen

Who malnly brough': you up? (circle one)

1. both parents

2. mother

3. father

4. grandparents

5. step- nr foster-parents

6. OENBr ..t ieresosesctsccaorsaaansacasoosaas

tHow long did you snend in fostaer-homes

or juvenile Institutlons?....ieciecececcanes

Bafore you were 16 years old, did your family move to a

dl fferent part of the country,

or to a different country? yas/no
If yes, how many moves?...ccccces s eccsevearas
how o0ld were you then?,... s evaananones

Do you think your childhood was happy? vyes/no

Please @xPlalin?..c.ccicercsntsraccccrcocnns

P T T I L I I R N R A

ve s s enssern
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B. A A CHILD, BEFQRE AGE 19

8. Did you gek along wall ~ith your father?
9. Did you g2t 2lon3 we'l wibth yvour mother?
10. Did you deliberatsiy 3tiay cut lata at night?

11, Ohi1d vou pick fighits during sports mmatches
or partias?

12. Did your father muns mi3- of the decisions
around the housa?

13. DId you ever physically nit ycur brother?
14, Do you think your father neglected you?
15. Were you hit for wetting the bad?
16. Was your mother~ ever cruel to your father?
17. Wara yaou a member <f a straet gang?
18. Did you ever physically hit vour mother?
19, Were you more afraid of your (ather than mother?
20. Did you often tell lias to vour parents?
21. Did your fathear criticiza you of“en?
22. 0id you often disobey your father?
23. Did you ever physically hit a teacher?
24, Did you get drunk a 1ot when under-age?
.
25. Was your mother mcre bossy than your father?
26. Did your mcther spoil you?

27. Did you delliberately 38t your brother or slister
R In troublie with yvyour parents?

28. Did you dallberately set fires?

29 Did you ever physicaily hit your sister?

30, Was your father more tossy than your mother?
31, Did you ever steal from shops?

33. Did you aver physically hit your father?

33. Do you think your mother neglected you?

34, We= your father nagged at by yvour mother?

35. Ware you classed as a hrcublamaker?

vyes.,/no
vyes/no

yas/no

vyas/no

yes/no
yes/no
vyes.,/no
vyes/no
vyes/no
yas/no
vyes/no
vyes/no
yes/no
vyes/nn
vyes/no
vyaes/no
vyes/no
yas/no

vyes/no

vyes/no
vyes/no
vyes/no
ves/rno
vyeas/no
vyes/no
vaes/no
yas/no

vas/no

t9.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.
29.
30.
3.
32.
33.

34,
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1,0
1,0 X
1,0
1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0



36. Warg you ever arrestad or sent te Juvanile Court? yes/no
37. Did you ever dal iberately injure an animal? yvyes/no
38. Did your mother criticize yau often? yes/no

39. 0id you del iherately smash things at home

v.nen you were angry? vyes/no
40. Did you ever run 3way from home overitight? yes/no
41. Did you aever fight with a policeman? yes/no
42, Did you oftan discbay your mother? yes/no
43, Did your father spoil you? yes/no
44. Were you always braak ing rulaes and regulations? yas/no
45, Was your fatha~ ever cruel to your mother? yas/no

46. Did you ever smash up a car or barn (or similar)? yas/nNno

47, Did your mothar make most of the dacisions
around the housae? yas/no

48 . Were you morae afrald of youir mother than father? vyes/no.

49, Bafore you were 16, did you ever see a doctor,
or receive medication, becausa of your
behaviour, or for seizures? vyes/no
1f yes, how old were YOUP.srsereasnne
what medicatlion(s) wnere you Qiven?...eeececonasasnoconnes

50. How often did ycu get into a ohysical fight with:
(circle ocne in each column)

a. brother or sister? b. other children?

0. never - 0. naver

1. less than once a month 1. less. than once a month
2. once 3 month 2. once a month

3. mora than once a month 3. more than once 3 month
4, once a week 4, once a weeak

5. more than ance a week 5. mora than once a rnask

51. How aften did one of your parents hit the other? (circle one)
0. never
4. Vass than once a montn
2. once 3 month
3. more than once a month
4. once a3 waek
5. more than once a waek

37. 1,0
38. 1,0
39. 1,0
40. 1,0
41. 1,0
42. 1,0
43. 1,0
44. 1,0
45. 1,0
46. 1,0
47l 1,0
48. 1.0
49. 1,0
a.s
50.
a. 0-5 X
b. 0-5
51.
0-5

>

91



52. Which parent started most of the arguments? (clircia one)
mokher / father / both aqually / don’'t know
53. What were the arguments mostly about?..........

54, Which parent did most of the hitting? (circle ona)

mother / father / both equally / don't know
55. How many of these fights did you actually seae? (circle ~ne)
0. none /1. some /2. half /3. most /4. almost all

56. Did they ever fight so hard that one of them
had to get medical help? yas/no
If yes, which one had the most injuries?

(clircle one): mother / father

57. How often were you hit by a parent (clircle one in each column)

a. slapped nith
open hand?

b. hit with belt or stick,
klcked, punched, atc?

0. never 0. never

1. tass than once a month 1. less than once a month
2. once a month 2. oncae 3 month

3. more than once a month 3. more than once a monwin
4, once a week 4. once a week

5. more than once a waek S. more than once a waek

mainly by: (circle one in each column)

mother
father
both equally

mother
father
both equally

58. Were yocu ever hit so badly by a parent that you had to

take time off school? yes/no
get medical helg? yas/no
59, Before the age of 16, did you have any
saxual activity which you did not want,
and which included touching? yes/no
1f yes, was it with your
father? yes/no
mother? yes/no
foster- or step-father? yas/no
foster- or stap—mother? yas/no
brother? yeas/no
sister? yes/no

OLN@r7.crecccsssencessyY@s/no
how o0ld Were you?...cesscsaaoncss
and did you racaive «ny counsalling for this? vyaes/no
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-1,+1,0
54,
~f,+1,0
55.

0-4

56.

a. 1,0
b, +1,-%
57.

a. -3

b. C-5
c.~1,+1,0
d.-1,+1,0
58.

a. 1,0

b. 1,0
%59.

a. 1,0

b. 1,0

c. 1,0

d. 1,0

e. 1,0

fF. 1,0

g. 1,0

fe 1,0

i, W

J. 1,0 >



60.

61.

0.
63.
64.

65.

66.

67.

68.
69.
70

71.

73.

When you wera a teenaga2r, adid

often cook yoursalf r
b. wash trhe dishes?

c. claan your own rcom?
d. wash your laundry?

a. share

a.

Wera you ever in 3 special -

why?
and at what aga?

1¢f yes,

Are you still in school?

wWwhat grades did you repeat?....

what 1s the highest grade you

Did you skip more than S days
in any year except vour

rare you expalled from school

If yes, vhy?......

vt

als?

in other hcusehold jobs?

in school?

completed?.

of school
last year?

R I I

........ -

for bad behavlor?

eeas e o s v enme

Havae you taken any further training
since leaving school?

Did you go to colleage
How old were you when
How old were you when
How old were you when
which subjects in school
(mark with an X)

really
tiked

you left home?

or university?

you first had sexual

did you strongly

didn’t
mind

like or

y=25/00
y28/Nno
vyes/no
yes/no
yes/no

ves/no

a v e e e eeucon

yas/no

> s a e e as v

yes/no

yés/no

yes/no

yes/no

you first started dating?.ceeececcacnae

intercourse?.....

e e 880 e e s s e P e e

dislika?

really
disiiked

Reading

Languages

Spelling

Scliaence

Art

Biology

Geography

Math

Phys Ed.

a. » 0
b. 1,0
c 1,)
d. E
a. 1
6la., 1,1
b. #
62. 1,0
63. #
64, 4
65. 1,0
66t} 1,0
/
67. 1,0
68. 1,0
69, 4
70. #
71. 8
72.

a.+1.0.-1
b.+1,0,-1
Co+1,0,-1
d.+1,0,-1
a.+~1,0,-1
Foet 0,=1
Ger 0,1
h.+1,0,~1

i.+1,0,=-1

e

83



7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

L. YQUR LIFE NOW

Since you left school, have you had a job (circle onal:

4.all the time/3.ms3t/2.half the timasl.lass/0.net at atl

How many Jjobs have you had
since laaving schocl? (approx)

How many of thasa hava you laft becausa of
an argument or a fight?........

Have you ever had more than 3 Jjobs
in any period of S ysars?

yvyes/no
Have you ever been unemployed for 6 months

or more in any period of 5 years? yes/no

Do you have a steady, fuli-time job right now? yvyas/no
If yas, Wwhat 1s T2 i ieiieecerteerencercoannnconencanns
how long have you had 1E2....cecvacecccnnn [
1f nos how long ago did ycu have one?..a.... feemescenacnan
Wwhat type of Jjob do you usually have?..ccceeresen cereeneaaes

what was your total gross income last year (approx)s

Is your wife or commen=-lan wife employed? (clircle one):
full-time / part-time / not at atl
Wwhat was her total

N

Wwho handles the money & pays the bills in your household?

gross income last yaar (approx)$....ccc.e

mainly me / mainly her / equally

What are some of the things you like to do in your spare time?

..-..-...------.-.--...........--.----------.-..-...........

How long nave you been living at your prasent address?......
In the last S yvears, how many times have you moved
Wwithin Edmonton?...cccee

batwean clties?..... ceee

Has there ever bean a time when vyou didn't have o.

regular place to liva , for at least one month? vyes/no

94

b.mthsw

c. mthsH

2,1,0
9.thsds#

9a.

11.mthw

12.




14. Do you enjoy hunting cr sheoting?
15. Do you have a gun of 3ny scrt?

16. Have you ever ~arried a w2a3pon, such as

2 knlfa or a stick, to dafand voursalf with?

If yas, do you still carr. sucn weapons’

n the

17. Hava you ever taken les \
cefansa’?

ETolak-S
martial arts or salf-
18. Do you drive a car?

Do you drive a motorktika?

19. Do you have 3 drivers licence?

yes/no

yvas/no

vyes/no

yes/no

ves/no
yes/no
yas/no

yas/no

20. Have you ever had a seriocus car or bika accident? yas/no

21. How many traffic violations have you had? (apProX)....cececass

How long ago was tha 1ast ON@7ccrensnsesoscssnsssansssnscanss

22, Has your driving licenca aver been suspanded?

If yes, how many EImMBS?. cvanscsssasscaces

Have you ever been arrestad for drunken driving,
or driving uncer the influenca of alccochol?

How many times hava you baen found gulilty

yes/no

yes/no

of impaired driving?..ccceesccercccren

’

2%. In the spaces below, please write down how much you drank

a) last week, oOr in the average waek (including weekends),

b)themg_s.;mnm'_egﬁsgmnx in a neek,

inctudi

ng

weekends, during the period when you were drinking
at your heaviest. In other words, your record.

a) last
naek
bottles or
gla.ises of beer csesessoec s
bottles of wine cseaeneeees
cuncas of liquor ceenesensee

b)) heaviest

24 .Betwaen what ages were you drinking most heavily?..

neek

weeoZaannne

14.1,0

15.1,0

16.1,0

17.1,0
18.1,90
a) 1,0
19.1,0
20.1,0
21.4

mths#

22. 1,0

23.

1a.#
2a.8
3a.8

1b. %
2b.#
3b.#
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25. Do you feel you are a ncrma'l drinker?
(i.e. do you drink less tham or as m.ch as
most other peoplae?)

26. Does your wife, a parent, or other near relat]ve
ever worry or comelain about your drinking?

27. Do you gver feel guiitv acout your drink ing?

28. o friends or relatives think you are a
normal drinker?

29. Have you ever w~antaed to siop drinking,
but couldn‘*t?

30. Have you ever attended a meating of Alcoholics
Anonymous, or attended AADAC or simllar?

31, Has drinking ever creatad prcblems between you
& your wWife, a parent, cr other near relative?

32. Have you aever gottan into trouble at work
bacause of drinking?

33. Have you ever lost a job because of drinking?

34, Have you ever neglected your oblligations,
your famlly, or your work for twWwo or more
days in a row because you werae drinking?

35. Has there ever been a period in your life when
you could not de your ordinary daily work well
unlass vyou had had a drink?

36. Have you ever needed 3 drink Just after
getting up, and before breakfast?
-
37. Have you ever gone to anyone for help
about vour drinking?

38. Have you ever been In a hospital
because of drinking?

39. Have you ever continued to drink even when
you knew you had a serious physical Illness
that might be mads worse by drinking?

40. Havn vou ever been arrasted, even for a few
hours, baecauss of drunken behavior?

41, Have you 1aver gotten Into a physlcal flight
while drinking?

42. .lave you ever naoticed that you needed mcre
alcohol to get as drunk as you usad to?

43, Have you ever gone on a binge when you
kept drinking fcr a couple of days
without scbering up?

vyes/no

vyas/no

vas/noe

vyes/no

yes/no

vyes/no

vyas/no

vyes/no

vyes/no

vyas/no

vyes/no

vyas/no

yaes/no

yas/no

vyaes/no

yaes/no

vyas/no

yes/no

yes/no

26.

27.

28.

29.

3.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.
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1,0

1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1.0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0
1,0

1,0 >



44. Hava you ever had trha shakas the day after a
binga, or drank to 372 zatting the shakes? yes.'no

4%, Have you ever had blackcuts whila drinking,
whan you couldn 't mamanbec the next day
wha= ycu had said or dona? yes/no

46. In the spaces belci, flaasza wrika down how many times
you have taken each drwu3

a) last wma2, Cr in tha average week
(including weekends).

b) the mess yow have ever taken in a week,
during the period when you were using drugs
tha heaviest. In other words, your record.

c) altogether in your whole l1ife.

a) last b) haaviest c) whole
rnaek neak life
1 cannablis, hash, pot cereesae veoass e s seas e
2 amphetamine, spead cenase . seesssse feaeses
3 LSD, acid e cerer e ceasenca
4 PCP, angel dust ceisenne crasenen cessanes
5 Ritalln, Talwin, T&R ceveeaen ceeenaen ceevsane
6 MDA eeneeas veeasaaes craseeas
7 ™MDMA, Ecstasy cesesane csecsane ceeveans
8 cocaine NEER cesss o ceeveaans
9 heroin cecasnnse cesaenee cessenus
10 sniffing glue, Amy1 '
Nitrite, Rush, atc. ceeeac e ceacenan ceecane
11 downars, Quaaludes,
barbiturates, etc. N cereevens ceeeanans
12 Pyribenzamine R BEEER R ceeenaas
13 Have you ever abused Vallium, diet pills,
or prescripblon drugs? ves/no

47. Batwean what ages wera you taking drugs most heavily?

Y TR R R

48. How old were you when you €irst took one of these drugs?......

46

11

47 .

48.

1a.
2a.
3a.
4a.
Sa.
6a.
7a.
8a.
9a.
10a.

1ya.
138.
1b.
2b.
3b.
4b.
5b.
é6b.
7b.
8b.
9b.
10b.
11b.
12b.

1ec.
2c.
3c.
4c.
Sc.
6c.
7c.
8c.
Sc.
i0c.

Ce.

12c.

13.1,0

97



49, Have you ever been found 3uilty of any criminal
of fanse? yas/no

I1f yves.
How old were you when you were first convicted?..... [P
How long ago was your 1ast CONVICEioN?..ceereenscsosaocanecns
Havae you ever been convictad of an offense

whare ycu could have bean (or were)

sentenced to a federal institution?
(ia. 2 years or mora) yes/no

50, Right now, are you:

a. waiting for charges to be 1aid? ves/no
b. awaiting trial? yas/no
c. awalting sentence? yas/no
d. on p—~obation? yaes/no

e, on supervision after release from prison? vyes/no

51, During your whole 11fa, what Is the total tength

of time you have spen* in prison (not on remand)?. ..cocreeenen
52 Please write down your criminal record as wall as you cant
Year Qffense Sentence Comments

b. mthsn

52.

prop.®
pers.%
viol.»
drug. %

total.s

XX
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D. XYQUR HEALTH

1. Have you ever had a sariocus illnesses or ogarations? yes/no

WHBE? e e eesacasasessessssssensnssensansenccaronas

1¥ yas,

2. Are you tzk ing any medication prescribed by a doctor? vyes/no

WAL P e o eeessersasossssnasasacsocsassanasansocsvsvas

1f yes,

3. 0o you have any allargles? yes/no IFf yes, Wwhat?......0000...
your llife have you been

knagcked 'JNCONSCiOUS?. e

4. How many times in

WRAM7?.eeeosseasss HOW long ware you unconsclious?.......

es e e v s e e
wsssessases

5. How many times have you been admitted to hospita:

with a2 head InJury? «i.cececens
6. Have you aver collapsed whlla vou werg sober? yes/na
7. Do you havae dizzy spalls? yes/no

8. How many headaches do you get a month (average)?...cisceeecees

9., Doas any part of your body ever feel numb,

or tingling, for no reason? yas/no
experlances, such as floating,
belng outside your body, thinking that things around
you look strangely famillar, thinking that you are
being watched, or any faeallings llke this,
but not caused by drugs ?

10. Have you ever had any strange

yaes/no

I1f yes, please describe them.ccereceecscesncccnecscnnons

..-.o--.---.------o-.-..-.n---o--------.-----.--.-.o-..-

you ever seen a psychlatrist before? yas/no
you ever seen a psychologlst bafore? yes/no
1§ yas, when was the 1ast CiME@P.acnccsarssscnccscncanccns
and what FOr?eeeresssssssssssaonesaasssonnccscrsceonscns

Have
have

11.

Have you ever been a patient on a psychiatrlic ward,
or in a mental hospital? yes/no
1f yaes, how many EIM@SPessesvecasssanenseasssovesnsssccae

12.

evar baen prascribed trangullizers or drugs

13. Have you
or to make you less deprassed?

to alcer your mood vas/noe

14. Have you aver thought of k1111ng yoursel f? yes/no

1f yes, when was the last time?..cccevcnercenscacncncons
tried to kill yoursel f? yas/no
how many EIM@SPeoasessnssnecavosovacncscrnccnes

what did you do?.....................}..........

15. Have you ever
1f yes,

16. Which hand are you using to writa these answers? laft/right
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11a. 1,0
b. 1,0
mthe

12
1,0

13 1,0
14 1,0
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E. YQUR RELATIONSHIPG

1. Right now, you are (circle ona): a. single
b. commor~1aw married
c. lagally married
d. separated
e. divorced
f. widowed.

2. Over the past faw reeks.
who have you been livins with? a. nobody
b. parents
C. Wife
d. girlfriend
e. others:........

3. 1f you are separated, how long ago did you saparate?...

4, 1If you are divaorced, how long ago did you divorce?.....

«s s e

5. What is the longest tima you have baen
in a relationship with 3 WOMANZ e cvvacoeocns

b. Is that your present relationship? yas/no
c. How many times have you been married?....cccceicnccreosnscncnonns

d. How many di fferent women have you 1ived with
for more than 1 year, but never marri@d?.........

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS APPLY TO YOUR WITE OR GIRLFRIEND,
EVEN IF YOU HAVE RECENTLY SEPARATED

wWhat attracted you to NEBr?.ecesanasassssssassssosonsassssaanss
e. How long have you been together?..ceeusaecseracscanssannccccne
f. Do you wish your presant relationship to continue? yas/no
g. Do you think it will? . . yas/no
. Does your partner wish your ralationship to continue? yes/no

ted from her
. How many times have you separa
l because you were not getting along?

number of times separated for more than one day?........
number of timas saparated for more than one HABK? ¢ e ens
i iving
hildren under :6 are there i
&« How many € in your home?....cccceensoccce
Do any of them have a benhavior problem? yas/no

1f ves, WRBEP e sonosnosnssansssnsasnsssaoesoscnoccers: teosees s

a.mtha
F.1,0
Q.1,0
h.1,0

6a.w#
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L d

’

abcut:

buying food

buying cars

buying furniture

where we live

ralising chllidren

whare we go
out together

whare we go
on hollcay

what clothes
she buys

visiting
relatives

mainly m3a

mainly her

put an X in tha box to snca who makes most of the decisions

both equally

-1
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8. Please put an X in the Zox tz show how much you agree

disagree with your partner or each Of these problems: °r a
AlmcsYy Some- Almost
Always| atway ..times Often always Always
agrea! 33ree cisagree disagree| disagreeaeldisagree
':
1. spending t
money \ t. 543210
2. recreatlion \
2. 543210
3. retigion i 3. 543210
4. showing i
affection i 4. S43210
i
5, friends i 5
| . 543210
5. sex i
6. S43210
7. correct
onavior 7. 543210
8. philosophy
of 1ife 8. 543210
9. dealing with
parents or '
ol ans » 9. 543210
16. your goals &
gther Important
10.
ideas 0.543210
11 .amount of time
you spend 11
Tooather . .543210
12. mak ing major 12.543210
declsions :
13. household 13.543210
tasks
14, lalsure 14.%54321
activities 210
15, my or her 15.,%43210
career
16. bringing uP 16.%43210
the children
>




16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

2.

23.

24, How many of your outsida int

How often do

(Wrlta the number 1
2s.
26. Laugh together?..c.ceeees e

27.

28. Work together on 3a project?.icesccsccacnne

How Often do you:

All

thel
tima imoscxy

Scma
times

Occas-
lonally

Rarely

103

Never

think about
separation
or dliverce

16.012345

you or her
leava the house
aftar a fight

|
|

17.012345

ehlnk that
things are goling
wall batwaen you

18.543210

confide In her

19.543210

ragret that you
married (or
lived together)

20.012345

quarrel with her

21[012345

gat on each
others®' nerveas

PRI, Spmm— S

22.0:2345

How

4.aevery day 7/ 3.most davs 7/ 2.

(circle ona)

4.all of

Never
Lass
Unce
ance
Once
More

[4, JF SETT Y e =

Have a stimulating axcharga of 1deas?..ccccescnccrccnacsnccan

Calmly discuss SOMALRING?icccessssnsrorvssssascscsscccencnccscs

often do you kiss her? {(circle one)

than once a3 month
or twica a month
or twice a weak
a day

than cnca a day

sometimes / 1.rarely / O.naver
arests do you share with her?
them 7/ 3.most / 2.some / t.very few /7 0O.none

you do the following things with your partner?

to B aftar esach of tha naxt four 1lnes)

23. #

24. 8

25.8
26.¢
27 .8

28 .8




During the past few meeks. did you disagree about?

29. Being too tired for 3z.. 3 Mot having it? ves/no

30. Not showing love or af<acnizn? yes/no

31. How happy are you in vyou~ r2lationship? (circle one)
0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.

Extremaly whm3FT Y

Fairly unras=/

A little unn3opy

As happy 3c most other peopla
vary haggv

Extremaly Hacpy

It is perfect

fea!

32. How do you about ycur ralationship? (circla one)

0. Qur ~alationship can never succeed, and there
ts no mora that 1 can co to keep it going.

1. It would be nice \f it succeeded, but [ rafusa to
do any more than ! am doing now to keep it going.

2, [t would D8 niLa 1f |t succeeded, but I can't do
much more thar i am doing now to keep it going.

3. I want very much for our relatlionship to succeed,
and will de mv fair share to see that |t does.

4, 1 want very m.ch for our relatlonship to succeead,
and will do a't [ can to see that It does.

5. 1 want desgerately for our raelationship to

succeed., and wculd go to almost any
to see that it does.

length

32a. Which of these do you Ehink your partner feels?.....c0v00e

33. Of all the arguments you have had wlith your partner,
do you think thakt ycu started (circle one):

4.all of them/3.most/2.about hal§/1.1ass than half/0.none

34. Of all the argumants you have had with your partner,
do you think that she started (circle one):
4,al11 of them/3.most/2.abcut half/1.less than half/0.none

35. Are you worriad that othsr men may be

intersstad in her? yas/no
36. Have you ever falt so argry with your partner
that you have physically hit or slapped
or shoved her? yes/no
1f yes, when wWas the First Eima?.. . eceaooceconrencsnnces
when was the 13t Lime?..coreoecasccovsccecencsccy

stapped cr shoved a partner
ralationship?

37. Have you ever

in @ preious yar/no

104

32.

36.
a.1,0

b.mth»
c.mthw

37.

1
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38.

Plaasa answer these questions if you have aver had
any children living with you at home:

Except in an emergencys

Have you somatimas left young children under 6&
years old at home alona while you were out
shopping or at work or doing anything elsa?

Have there been times when a nelghbor fed a
child of yours because you didn't get around
to shopping for fcod or cooking?

Has a nurse, Or sacial worker or teacher ever
sald that any child of yours wasn't being
givan enough to eat, or wasn't being kept
clean enough or wasn 't getting medical care
when lt was neaded?

Have you more than once run out of money for
food for your famlly because you had spent the
food money oOnN yourself or on going out?

Has a nelghbor cf yours aver kept your child
overnight because nobody was taking care of
him at home?

yes/no

yas/no

yaes/no

yes/no

yas/no

105
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F. HQW HAVE YQU BEEN FEELING
QVER IHE PAST FEW DAYS?

For each question, please indicate which one of the
statements is nearest to how you have been faaling

over
Question
a. I
b. I
c. I
d. I
e. I

Guestion

a. I

b.
c.
d.
a.

- bt

Question

a. I
b. I
c. I

the past few days.

1.

do not feel sad.

feal blue or sad.

am blue or sad all the time and can't snap out of it.
am so sad or unhappy that it Is quite pa‘nful.

am so sad or unhappy that [ can't stand it.

2.

am not particularly pessimistic or dlscouraged about

. the future.
feal discouraged about the future.

f2el I have nothing to look forward to.

fael that I won't ever get over my troubles.

faal that the future Is hopaless & that things
cannot Improve,

3.

do not feel like a failure.

fael I have falled more than the average person.

feel I have accomplished very little that is worthwnile
or that means anything.

d. As 1 look back on my 1ife al1 I can see

e. I
Question

a. I
b. I
c. I
d. I
a. I

Queastion

a. I
b. I
c. I
d. 1
e. I

Question

is a lot of fallures.

feel I am a complete failure as a person.

4,

am not particularly dissatisflied.

feal bored most of the time.

don't enjoy things the way I used to.

don't get satisfaction out of anything any more.
am dissatisfiaed with everything.

5.

don't feel particularly guilty.

feel bad or unworthy a good part of the time.

feel quite guilty.

feal bad or unworthy practically all the time now.
faeal as though I am very bad or worthiess.

6.

don't feel I am being punished.

have a feeling that something bad may happen to ma.
faal I am baeing punished or will be punished.

feel I deserve to be punished.

want to be punished.

1.
a.
b.
Cc.
d.
a.

4.

a.
b.
c.
d.
o.

5.

a.
b.
c.

6.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e,

whNhN = O

VIV I =]

WNhNN-—-O WN-»-0

wwh —-Oo
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Question

a. !
b. 1
c. I
d. I
a. I

Question

a. |
b. I
c., I
d. I
Questlion
a. I
b. I
c. I
d. I
a. I
f. 1

Question

a. I
b. I
c. I
d. I
Question
a. I
b. 1
c. I
d. I
Quastion
a. I
b. I
c. I
d. I
Quastion
a. I
b, I
c. I
d. I

7.

don't feel disappaointed in mysalf.
am disappolntad in mysaif.

don‘'t like myself.

am dlisgusted with mysalf.

hate myself.

8.

don't feel [ am any worse than anybody else.

am critical of mysalf for my waaknesses or mistakaes.
blame myself for my faults.

blame myself for everything bad that happens.

9.

don 't have any thoughts of harming myself.
hava thoughts of harming mysalf but

I would not carry them out.
feal [ woul be better off dead.
faal my fam ; would be bettar off 1If [ wara dead.
have dafinite plans about committing sulclde.
would ki1l mysalf if 1 could.

10.

don‘'t cry any mora than usual.

cry more now than I used to.

cry all the time now. I can't stop lt.

usad to be able to cry but now I can't cry at alil
ever though I wWant to.

11.

am no more irritated now than I ever am.
get annoyed or irritated more easily than [ used to.
get irritated all the time.
don't get Irritated at all at the things
that used to irritate me.

12.

have not lost interest in other people.
am laess intarestad in othar people now
than I used to be.
have lost most of my intarast In other people
and have littla fealing for them.
have lost all my interest in other people
and don 't care about them at all.

13.

make declisions about as well as ever.

try to put off making daclisions.

have great difficulty in making decisions.
can't make declisions at all any more.

7.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

10.
a.
b.
c.

d.

1.

a.
b.
c.

d.

12.
a.

b.

13.

a.
b.
c.
d.

wn = =0

whNN o

o

[T} -
w N-o W

N-—o

W
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Question 14.
a. I don't feel that ! look any worsa thanm I used to.
b. I am worriaed that I am looking old or unattractive.
c. I feael that thera are bermanent changes in my appearance
an2 they make me look unattractiva.
d. I fee)l that [ am ugly or rapulsive looking.
Question 15.
a. I can work about as wall as before.
b. It takes extra effort toc gat startad at doing something.
c. I don't work as well as | used to.
d. I have to push mysalf vary hard to do anything.
e. I can’'t do any wcrk at all.
Question 16.
a. I can slaeep 3as well as usual.
b. | wake up more tired in the morning than I used to.
c. I wake up 1 to 2 hours earlier than usual! and
find it hard to get back to sleep.
d. I wake up early every davy and can't get more than

Quastion

I
1
I
I

anoo®

Question

5 hours sleep.
17.

don't get any more tired than usual.
get tired more easily than I used to.
get tired from doing anything.

get too tired to do anything.

18.

a., My appetite Is no worse than usual,.
b. My appetite is not as good as it used to be.
c. My appetite Is much worsa now.

d. I
Questicn
. I
b, I
e, I
d. I
Question
a. I
b. I
c. I
d. I

Guestion

b.
c.
d.

1

-

have no appetite at all any more.

19.

haven 't lost much weight, i1f any, lately.
have lost more than S pcunds.

have lost more than 10 pounds.

have lost more than 15 pounds.

20.

am ro more concaerned about my health than usual.
am concerned about aches and pains or upset stomach
Qor constipation.
am so concerned about how I feel or what [ feel
that it's hard to think of much aelse.
am completaly absorbed In what [ feel,

21.

have not notliced any recent change in my Interest
in sex,

am less lnterested in sex than I used to be.

am much less interested in sex now.

have lost interest in sax completely.

15,
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

16.
a.
b.

d.

17.

b.
C.
d.

18.
a.

c.
d.

19.
a.
b.
C.
d.

20.
a.

b.
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5 YQUR TJEMPER

1. At what age (tneluding chilchood) did you first
notice that you wculd Inse your temper?

2. How often do you lose your temper? (circle one)

5. More than once a day
4. once a day

3. once a week

2. once a month

1. once a3 year

0. less than once a vyear.

When was the 1ast Eime?. . ..eresecroncnacaccerecarraconcnes
3. Have you ever lost your temper enough
to hit somedne since you were 18 years old? vyes/no

When was the last time you Nit somMeonN@?...cecaccesecs
Was thls your wife o partner? .yes/no

3a. How many fights . :tside your home do you have in a year?....

4. How many times hasa you hit your wife or partner
so hard that she had to be treated in hospital?........

How many times have you hit anyone else
so hard that they had to be treated In hospltal?.....c..0

5. Have you ever been In a fight using weapons,
since you were 18 years old? . yes/no

1€ yeé, was this with your wife or partner? yes/no

6. Do you ever hit the wall, or throw objects,
rather than hitting another person? yes/no

1f yes, have you ever broken any bones doing this? yas/no

7. Have you ever found yoursaelf unable
to stop from hitting someone? yes/no

8..Just bafore you lose control, do you get any
funny feelings or sensations, or do things
jook any different? yes/no

If yes, please describe them..cocecessssccssoraocnconvcconsses

9. Are there some occasions when you don 't remember
what you did when you got out of controal? vyas/no

10. After you have lost your temper, do you aver feel drowsy
or sleepy, or have a headache, or any other feel ings? ves/no

1f yes, uhat?.........-......................................
11. When you ara angry, do you ever take it out on

the children? . vyes/no
the animals (dog, cat, horse)? yes/no
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1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12. My wife could hit me to maka me listen to her.

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

H., HOW you FEEL ABOUT OTHERS.

Circle ‘'yes’' if the statement ls true.

Unless someone asks me in a nice way,
I won't do what they want.

1 don't seem to get what's coming to me.

1 somatimes spread gossip about people
I don't like.

Once In a while I can't control my urge
to harm others.

1 know that people tend to talk about me
behind my back.

It Is OK to hit my wifa If she hits me first.

1 lose my temper =nslly but get aver it qulickly,

Wwhen @ dlisapprove - my friends® behaslor,
I tet them know I1t.

When someone makes s rule [ don‘t llke,
I am tempted to break lt.

Other people always sesem to get the breaks.

I nevar get mad anough to throw things.

1 can think of no good reason for ever
: hitting anyone.

I tend to be on my guarc with people who
are friendllier than I expected.

I am always patient with others.
1 often find myself disagrealng with peoplq.

When someone |s bossy, I do tihe opposite
of what he asks.

when I look back on what °s happened to me,
I can't help feeling mildiy resentful.

A wife who s unfalthful desarves to be hit.

When I am mad, I sometimes slam doors.

21. If somebody hits me first, [ let him have 1t.

22.

There are a number of people who seem
to dislike me very much.

vas/no

yas/no

yes/no

yaes/no

ves/no
yes/no

yas/no

vyas/Nno

vyes/no
yas/no
vyes/no

vyes/no

vyes/no

yes/no
vyaes/no

vyes/no

yaes/no

vyas/ne
vyas/no
vyas/no

vyes/no

yas/no

10.
11.

12.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.
20.

21,

22.

1,0

1,0

1,0
1,0
1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

3.

2.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

9.

40.

41,

42.

43.

a4.

[ am irritated 3 greal dea’ more
rhan people ara aware of.

I can't hulp getting int- arsuments with
people when they cisagree with me.

wWhen people are bossy.s [ take my time
just £o show them.

Almost avery week [ sae somzone I gislike.
1 naver ptay practicai Jckas.

whoever Insults me or my family
|s asking for a fight.

[t is OK for my wife to hit me if
1 upset her anough.

Therae are a number of pecola who seem
to b2 jeaious of me.

1t makaes my blocd boll to have somabody
maka fun of ma.

I demand that pecple respact my rights.
[ might slap my Wi fa to make her listen.

Occasionally when 1 am macd at somecre
[ will give him the “silant treatment”.

Although I don't show it I am sometimes
eaten up with jealousy.

Wwhen I am angry, 1 som2<imas sulk.

People who continually paster me
arae asking for a punch on the nose.

[ sometimes fee! that others are laughling at me.

{f somenne doesn 't treat me right,
[ don't let it annoy me&.

Even 1 my anger is arcusad,
I don' 't use rstrong 1 anguaga” .

it would pe oK for my wifa S0 hit ma
i1f I hit her fFirst.

[ don't know any people that I dowinright hate.
[ sometimes pout when 1 don't get my OwWr WaY .

{ seldom strlike back, aven ifF
someone hits ma first.

yes/no

yes/no

yas/no
yas/no

yes/no

yes/no

yes/no

vas/no

yes/no
yes/ne

yes/no

yas/no

yes/no

yas/no

yas/no

yas/no

yes/nNno

yes/no

yas/no
vyas/no

yas/no

vyes/no

23.

24,

25.

26.

27 .

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43,

44.

1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0
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45. My motto is "Never trusct stoanjers’ ., yas/no
46. Somatimes peopl!e bother ame o5y just being around. vyves/no
47. 1f somebody annoys ma. i ~«ill tali him

wnar ! think of him. yas/no

48. 1f 1 lot people see tha war [ fael, 1°'d be
considered a hard perzon to get along with. vas/no

49. Sinca the age of ter, L 'vz: mever had
3 Lamper tantrum. yes/no

S50. When I real’y lose my tamgzr, [ am capable
: of siapping someone. yes/no

51. 1 could.slap my wife to stcp her being hysterical.yes/no

s2. 1 often wonder what hiddan rezason another peaerson
may have for dcir: something nice for me. ves/no

53. | often fael like a powder k29 ready to exploda. vyes/no
54. When people yell at me, I vy2il cack. yaes/no
5. At times I feel I gen a ram deal out of lifa. veas/no

5¢. I can remember being sc angry that
I picked up the nearess zhirg and broke it. vyas/no

57. I get Intc fights about as oftan
as the naxt persan. yas/ra

58. If my wife should catch me ~ith another woman,
1 Gessrva everything 1 get. yes/no

59. I used to think that most paople told the truth,
but now | know otherwise. vyes/no

60. [ sometimes carry a chip on my shoulder. yes/no
61. When I get mad, 1 say nasty things. . yas/no
62. I sometimes show my anger by banaing on the table. yes/no

63. 1f I have to resort to physical violence to
dafend my rights, [ will. vyes/no

64. 1 have no enemias who ra2aily wish to harm me. vyaes/no

6S. [ can't halp balng a littla rude
to people | con't llke. yas/no

66. 1 might slap my wifa if she's made ma really
angry. vyas/no

45.

6.

49,

50.

51.

s2.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

S9.

60.

61,

62.

63.

64,

65.

66,
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1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0
1,0

1,0



67.

63.

69.

70.

71.

72.
73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

{ could not put someone in his place,
evan if he naeded it.

1 have known people who pushed me so far
that we came to blows.

I seldom feel that people are trying
to anger or insult me.

[ don't iat 2 lot of unimportant things
irritate me.

[ often maka threats 1 don't really mean
to carry out.

Lately, [ have been kind of grouchy.
when arguing, I tend to raise my voice.
[t would be OK for my wWifa to get physical
Wwith me if she trhought [ was disciplinling
the children tco harshly.

1 usually cover up my poor opinion of others.

I would rather agrea with a point than
get into an argument about it.

Wwhen 1 get angry. 1 sometimas take it out
on the dog (or cat, horse, etc.)

78. When I get angry, 1 sometimes take it out

on the children.

yes/no

vyes/no

ves/no

yvyes/no

yes/no
yas/no

yas/no

v /na

vas/no

yes/no

vyas/no

yes/no

67.

68.

69.

706.

71.
72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.
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1,0

1,0

1,0

XX



4.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
2%.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.
37.
38.

39.
490.
41.
42,
43

44,
45.

1. QIHER THINGCS 28QUT YQURSELE

To each question, pleasa answer’ for OFTEN

for SOMETIMES
for RARELY
for NEVER

c-NWw

I have acted on a3 whim or IMPUIS@ . e veenneas
I have had sudden chan3@s in My MOOdS..........
: have had the experiencs of faaling confused,
(aven) in a familiar place........ ..

i do not feal totally responsible for what I dO. eeecosans
1 have lost cc "trol of mysel f evan though I did not want to.....
i have been surprisad by my actionNS..eeceenee o
1 have lost control of myself and hurt other [=Y=Y=] - R - U,
M+ speach has been slurred..........
1 have had "blackouts™..........
i have bacome wild & uncontrollable after 1 or 2 Arinks.........
I nave become sSo angry chat 1 have smashed things....cc.... )
I have frightened other pecple with my temper.....coeee
{ have "come to” without wnowing where I was

or how' 1l got there.......... |
1 have had indescribabla frightening feelings.........
1 have been so tense I would like Lo scraam...cscoeev-
1 have had the Impulse to kill Myselfoioceecnocs
I have been angry enough to kill somebody .. eove e
I have physlcally attackad and hurt another person..........
1 misunderstand what other peoplae tell ma..........
I lose concentration for what I'm doingG.eceeeeeess
1 have trouble remembering talephone numbers..........
1 upset people by saying the wrong thing..cscceeee
I mix up my right and left sideS.c.cceeasee
1 have difficulty In FOlloWing @ MaPesescecans
1 find myself talling lies, for NO 900d reasoON....«.cee-
I tend to fall in with a bad Crowd..ccceeces
1 am clumsy, or drop things a 1ot.veeeecces
1 get anxlous or depressed..ccseoeeese
I get enthusiastic atout a project, then soon drop it..........
1 have difficulty with spelling.cceececes
{ have difficulty in reading other paoples’facial expressions.....
Sudden nolses make me Jump..ecaeeaen .
Things go wWronag with my head...cccecee

1 fFind myself searching for the right word..........
I find mysel f doing something, but not remember
why ['m doing it.ceesencns
I find lights too bright for MB.....cccc--
I get the faeling that people are WALChIiNG ME.cceeeaaes
get feelings of deja=vU..se.--... (answer 0 if you don't know
what this means)

1 have a poor sense of diraction...cceaeee

{ am bad at Jlgsaw puzzlesS..cieseesae

1 have difFficulty in tyaing my shoelaces, or my ti@....c.....
I have difficulty riding a bicycla..........

FPUANING e coveeonae
Jumping over small objuctS...cceasese
hitting a ball with a bat..coeccaoe
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Jl. HOW YCU FEZL

For each statement, plaasa put an i

In column A |f the statemenc

mooOoo

ABQUT YOURSELE

tn the appropriate column:

is completely true
mostliy true
partly true & partly false
mostly false
complataely false

completely completely

true false
A 8 C D E
1. 1 have a healthy bodyv . 1. 54321
2. I am an attractive person. 2. 5432%
3, | considar myself a8 sloppy person. 3. |54321
4., [ am a decent gsort of parson. 4. 54321
s, [ am an honest person. 5. 54321
6. 1 am a bad person. 6. 54321
7. 1 am a cheer ful person. 7. 54321%
6. 1 am a calm & @easy-goins perscn. 8. 54321
9. 1 am a nobody. 9. 54321
10. I have a family that would always
help ma in any kind of trouble. 10. 54321
t1. | am a member of a happy family. 11. 54321
12. My friends have no confidance In me.i 12, 54321
13. 1 am 8 frlendly parson. 13. 54321
14. | am popular with men. 14, 54321
15. 1 am not interestad in what
other people co. 15. 54321
16. | do not always tell thae truth. 16. 84321
17. 1 get angry sometimes. 17. 54321
te. [ Vike Eo ‘OORa?lc:r: :?:2 L 18. 54321

>




19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26,

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.
a2.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41 .

I am full of aches & pains.

I am a sick person,

{ am a religious person.

I am a moralvfailure.

I am a morally weak person.

I have a lot of self-control.
I am a hateful person.

I am losing my mind.

I am an important paerson to my
friends &% family.

I am not loved by my family.

1 feal that my family doesn 't
trust me.

1 am popular with woman.
I am mad at the whoi=2 wor “d.
1 am hard to be friendiy with.

Once in a while I think of things
too bad to talk about.

Sometimes, when I°'m not
faelling well, I am cross.

1 am neither too fat nor too thin.

i like my looks Just the way
they are.

1 would like to change some parts
of my body.

I am satisfiaed with my
moral bahavior.

1 am satlsflad with my
retationship to God.

1 ought to go to church more.

I am satisfied to be just what [ am.

complaetely
true

A

complaetely
false

o E

20.

21,

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27I

28.

29.

30.
31,

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.
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S4321
54321

54321

54321
54321
S43

54321

S4321

54321

54321
54321
54321

54321

54321

54321

$54321
S4321
J4321
S4321

54321
54321

54321



42.

43.

44,

45.

16.

47.

I

I

I

am Just as nice as . should be.
despise mysalif.

am satisfied with my
family ralationships.

understand my family as well as

1 should.

should trust my family morea.

am as soclable as [ want to be.

48. 1 tirry to please othars,
but I don’t overdo it.

49.

S0.

S1.

52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

59.

63.

1

1

am no good at all f-om a soclal

3tandpoint.,

do not llke everycne [ know.

Once in a while, I laugh at a

I

1

1

I

I

I

1

I

~—

dirty joke.

am nelther too tall nor too short.

don't feel as wall as [ should.

should have more ssX appeal.

am as rellglious as I want to be.

wish I could be more trustworthy.

shouldn't tell so many lies.
am as smart as I want to be.

am not the person ! would like
to be.

wish 1 didn’t glve up
as aeasily as [ co.

treat my parents as wall as
1 should (or used to).

am too sensitlive to the thingse
that my family sav.

should love my family more.

completely
true

| A

|

completelv
fFalse

o E

|

i

42.

43.

i
|

44,

45.

46.

47 .

48.

e

494

So.

S1.
s2.
53.
54.
55.
S6.
57.

58.

59.

60.

— =

61.

62.

63.
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Sa321

54321

54321

54321
54321

54321

54321

S4321

654321

54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
54321

54321

S4321

54321

54321

54321

S4321



64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

completely

complaetaly
true false
. I
I am satisfiad with =0 way |
I treat other saople. i 64,
1 should be more poliz2 To others. % 65
I ougnt to get alonj nNatlar :
with other paople. 66
1 gossip a littla at < 'mas. 67
At times 1 fee! like swearing. . 68
I take good care of mvisalf
physically. 69
I try to be careful abtuut ]
my appearance. 70
1 often act 1ilke I am “all thumbs”. 79_
I am true to my raliqat:n
in averyday l!fe. 72,
I try to change when I know I'm
doing things that 2re wrong. 73.
{ sometimes do very Eav things. 74.
1 can always take care of myself
in an. situation. 75.
. —
1 take the blame for things |
Without gettiry mad. b 76.
1 do things without thinking
about then fFirst. 77.
1 try to play fair with -
my frliends & famiiv. 78.
1 take a real interest in my family. 79.
I give In to my parents (or used to). 80.
I try to undarstand the otheaer
fallow's paint of viaw. 81.
1 get along well wlith other pecple. 82.
[ do not forgive other: easily. 83.
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54321

54321

54321
54321

54321

54321

54321

54321

54321

54321

54321

54321

S54321

54321

54321
54321

54321

54321
54321

$4321
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complataly completely
true false
A 2] c o} E
g4. 1 would rather win than losa
in a 3ame. '84 54300
g5. | feal good most of the time. 85. 54321
. <
86. 1 do poorly in sports & games. 85, 54321
87. | am a poor sleaper. 87. 5432
A [}
g8. 1 do what is right most of the time. 88. 54321
9. [ sometimes use unfalr means
to get ahead. 89. S4321
90. I have trouble daoing the things
that are right. 90. S4321
91. I solve my problems quite easily. 91,. 54321
r
92. 1 change my mind a lot. 92. 54321
. . 2
93. 1 try to run away from my problems. 93. 54321
94. 1 do my share of work at home. 94. 54321
95. I quarre!l with my family. 95. 54321
g96. I do not act llke my family
think [ should. 96. 54321
97. 1 see good polints In all
the people I meet. 97. 54321
98. I do not fael at ease .
wlith other people. 98. 54321
99. 1 find it hard to talk
with strangers. . 99. 54321
100. Once In a while I put off until
tomorrow what I can do today. 100.54321
XX
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:ara;ts . - Totals [Children
o a | Step|Spousel|Brol{Sis|Own|Step{Mo{Fa |St|Sp|Br

Name &
ralationship i

X XX
X X X
xX x X
X X X

Died
(yrs ago)

Age(s) now
or when died ’

Insert %36k [ o] o | R XXOCE R3¢ | XXX

) X3 > Ik XXX x| xx| %

numbar 2| %00 ] X | RO XROC] XK KK | IR K| XX xi ;; §§ osod bosod o
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Live with
you?

Contact in
past
week

month
i

year

Physically .
i !

Naervous
breakdown 2

Learning
diffleulties 3

Seizures
or fits iy

Alcohol
problems S

Drug
problems

e —r

Criminal
history ¥

Suicide
attempts

Physical
abuse of 9
others i l

Now workling

At school . )
- . e
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APPENDIX D

Statement of Informed Consent
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Alberta Hospital Edmonton
Forensic Services

Forensic Assessment and Community Services

STATEMENT OF INFORMED CONSENT (TREATMENT)

Date:

Client Code No.

Introduction. I have been referred to Forensic Assessment anc
Community Services for possible participation in a treatmen:
demanstration project. The purpose ~f the treatment is to teach m:
partner and I (and our childCrenl) how to el iminate violence of any
kind in our family. If I de ide to participate I can expect to b
involved in two majer activities. First, 1 will be interviewed b
project staff and I will complete some additional questionnaires'.
s~me of these will be of the paper-—and—pen-:il var iety and some will be
administered by a computer. Second, my partner and I (and possibl
eur childCrenl) will participate in three different kinds .2f grouc
meetings over the next 2& weeks. The first of these is called "Anger
Management", the second is “Breaking the Cycle of Family Viclence".
and the ¢third is "Communication Skills."” The project staff anc
correctional Service fCanada believe that these ° assessments “AC
treatments will be effective in helping us to get our problem(s) under
control.

Alternative procedures. The treatments described above are not ths
only ones that could be used with us. 1 understand that there are
other kinds of evaluations and treatments, any or all of which migh<
be Jjust as effective as these.

Voluntary participation. 1 understand that my participation in this
demonstration project is purely voluntary, even thaough I may have beer
referred by Carrectional Service Canada, my parole officer, or an:
osther legal authority. 1 may refuse to participate <r I may
discontinue my participation at any time without penalty or 1loss of
benefits to which I am otherwise entitled.

confidentiality of information. All information obtained from me
through participation in this demonstration project will be coded with
a S-digit number. My name or other identifying information will not
be in:luded in the project records.” The treatment team will not share
or mtherwise release information that is not coded, and then only ¢t
tarrectional Service Canada. The only other time that informaticn
will be released is if 1 provide written =onsent or if the projecs
staff believe 1 am in danger ~f harming myself or somecne else.



Qther uses of information. I also give consent t©wo the treatmen?t
astaff to use informasion gained from me for presentation  a%
professional meetings and in professional publicaticns provided thas
my jdentity is completely protected. This in:cludes use of this
informaticon for future research purpaoses that may g= beyond the scope
of this project.

Benefits. There may be direct benefits to me, my par tner, and our
~t '1dCren] as a result =31 participating in this treatment
~oponstration project. 1 can anticipate coming to a better
understanding of family violence, learning new ways to deal with™ anger
and improving cammunication with my partner. However, I als:
understand that the purpose of the project is to better understand &
nunber of ways to treat family violence. The least that I can expect
is that my contributien to the prodect might be useful to cther
persons in the future who have problems like mine.

Risks. There may be some risks to me if 1 participate in this
sreatment project.

i. 1 might not like to hear some of the things that my wife/partner
says about me in our treatment graups. I may become angry anc
upset with her/him as a result. 1 understand, however, that this

ig the very problem that the project is designed to treat.

2. In additien, I may t2el anxious, ashamed, depressed, or guilty as
a result of participating in this treatment. Because these
things may happen to me I am also aware that I may, at any time,

seek help from the professional staff for any discomfort that I
may be having.

3. The treatment gstaff have cautioned me that, if I discuss any pas®
criminal behavior with them, that I should limit it to crimes for
which I have been arrested, charged, prasecuted, or convicted

only. If 1 tell them about crimes 1 have committed whizh nobody
knows about, they may have to report this.

4. There ara no medical risks in these treatments.

5. Thera is a social risk that other acquaintances of mine, ay
friends, or my family might discover that I participated in a
treatment for family violence. Because of the nature of the

problem, +thigs might prove embarrassing to ne.

6. There is a legal risk that the treatment results might be
regquested by a court of law. This is unlikely because all of the
data are coded and the personal identity information has been

removed. Nevertheless, if a court discovered that I participated
in this type of treatment, the results could be subpoenaed from
the treatment ataff{ who <would be required to testify in court
about their praobable meaning.
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7- Knowl edge of reported cor suspected child abuse which comes to the
attention of project staff will have t2 be repourted either b
myself or by the project staff to Thild Welfare. This 1s a

binding, legal obligation.

B. There is a risk that at some point during or at the end -
treatment my partmer and I may decide that we n3 longer wish to
stay together.

1 believe that I have been fully informed about this treatmer:
dem-cnstration project in language that is understandable to me. 1
have expressed any questions that I have about the nature of the
project and its possible influence on me and these questions have been
answered tc my satisfaction by the project staff.

Date: y 133

Signature of Participant

for: FACS/Family Violence Project

I have witnessed the reading and explanaticn of the above statement t.:

the participant. 1 verify that he/she was given ample opportunity to

ask any questions about the treatment and that these questions seemed

tos have been answered to his/her satisfacticn. 1 witness his/her

signature indicating that he/she fully understands and accepts tha
| terms of this agreement.

Signature of Witness
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APPENDIX E

Chi Square Analysis of Taile 3
Exposure to Violence: Parent-Child Abuse



Chi Square Analysis of Table 3 - Exposure to Violence: Parent-Child

Physical Abuse

Variable X Y

126

(Spousally Abusive Males)  (Spousally Non-Abusive Males)

Group 1 (Exposed to parent-child physical abuse)

observed n 50 10
expected n 49.600 10.400
cell chi square 0.003 0.0156

Group 2 (Not exposed to parent-child physical abuse)

observed n 12 3
expected n 12.400 2.600
cell chi square 0.013 0.062

Chi square value (p .05) 0.093 (this is the sum of the cell chi squares)

Degrees of freedom 1

Critical value 3.840 (the above chi square must be greater)

THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO

VARIABLES

Source of formulas: Glass and Hopkins (1984, p. 283)
Design and programming by Roy G. Jaffray, February 14, 1995
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APPENDIX F
Chi Square Analysis of Table 4
Exposure to Violence: Parent-Parent Physical Abuse




128

Chi Square Analysis of Table 4 - Exposure to Violence: Parent-Parent

Physicai Abuse

Variable X Y

(Spousally Abusive Males)  (Spousally Non-Abusive Males)

Group 1 (Exposed to parent-parent physical abuse)

observed n 41 8
expected n 40478 8522
cell chi square 0.007 0.032

Group 2 (Not exposed to parent-parent physical abuse)

observed n 16 4
expected n 16.522 3.478
cell chi square 0.016 0.078

Chi square value (p .05) 0.133 (this is the sum of the cell chi squares)
Degrees of freedom 1

Critical value 3.840 (the above chi square must be greater)
THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO
VARIABLES

Source of formulas: Glass and Hopkins (1984, p. 283)
Design and programming by Roy G. Jaffray, February 14, 1995
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APPENDIX G

Chi Square Analysis of Table 5
Witnessing Interparental Physical Abuse
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Chi Square Analysis of Table 5 - Witnessing Interparental Physical Abuse

Variable X Y

(Spousally Abusive Males)  (Spousally Non-Abusive Males)

Group 1 (Actually saw interparental physical abuse)

observed n 35 6
expected n 34.306 6.694
cell chi square 0.014 0.072

Group 2 (Exposed to interparental physical abuse but did not actually see it)

observed n 6 2
expected n 6.694 1.306
cell chi square 0.072 0.369

Chi square value (p .05) 0.527 (this is the sum of the cell chi squares)
Degrees of freedom 1

Critical value 3.840 (the above chi square must be greater)
THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO
VARIABLES

Source of formulas: Glass and Hopkins (1984, p. 283)
Design and programming by Roy G. Jaffray, February 14, 1995
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APPENDIX H

Chi Square Analysis of Table 6
A Double Dose of Violence
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Chi Square Analysis of Table 6 - A Double Dose of Violence

Variable X Y
(Spousally Abusive Males)  (Spousally Non-Abusive Males)

Group 1 (Exposed to both parent-child and parent-parent physical abuse)

observed n 36 8
expected n 36.348 7.652
cell chi square 0.003 0.016

Group 2 (Not exposed to both parent-child and parent-parent physical abuse)

observed n 21 4
expected n 20.652 4.348
cell chi square 0.006 0.028

Chi square value (p .05) 0.053 (this is the sum of the cell chi squares)
Degrees of freedom 1

Critical value 3.840 (the above chi square must be greater)
THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO
VARIABLES

Source of formulas: Glass and Hopkins (1984, p. 283)
Design and programming by Roy G. Jaffray, February 14, 1995
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APPENDIX |
Chi Square Analysis of Table 7

Violence Outside of the Homie
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Chi Square Analysis of Table 7 - Violence Outside of the Home

Variable X Y

(Spousally Abusive Males)  (Spousally Non-Abusive Males)

Group 1 (Violent outside of the home)

observed n 59 10
expected n 58.458 10.542
cell chi square 0.005 0.028

Group 2 (Not violent outside of the home)

observed n 2 1
expected n 2.542 0.458
cell chi square 0.115 0.640

Chi square value (p .05) 0.788 (this is the sum of the cell chi squares)
Degrees of freedom 1

Critical value 3.840 (the above chi square must be greater)
THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO
VARIABLES

Source of formulas: Glass and Hopkins (1984, p. 283)
Design and programming by Roy G. Jaffray, February 14, 1995
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APPENDIX J

Chi Square Analysis of Table 8
Siblings' Physical Abuse of Others
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Chi Square Analysis of Table 8 - Siblings' Physical Abuse of Others

Variable X Y

(Spousally Abusive Males)  (Spousally Non-Abusive Males)

Group 1 (Siblings are physically abusive of cthers)

observed n 1 4
expected n 12.750 2.250
cell chi square 0.240 1.361

Group 2 (Siblings are not physically abusive of others)

observed n 40 5
expected n 38.250 6.750
cell chi square 0.080 0.454

Chi square value (p .05) 2.135 (this is the sum of the cell chi squares)
Degrees of freedom 1

Critical value 3.840 (the above chi square must be greater)
THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO
VARIABLES

Source of formulas: Glass and Hopkins (1984, p. 283)
Design and programming by Roy G. Jaffray, February 14, 1995



