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The data comp1led on. couples 1n abusxve relatlonshlps has been .'9'%;:;1#m

Mmostly aggregate 1n nature The present study examines phys1ca1 ﬂ

.7-}v1olence at the level of the relat10nsh1p from‘the perspect1ve of ‘ ;
;s{bothvlnd1n1dua1s 1nvolved A H 2 _. |
| .The maJor purposes of th1s research were' to study couples 1n.
'.fv1olent relat10nsh1ps to exam1ne‘character1strcs ‘that were i
(fﬁpredrct1Ve of outcome 1n.theraoy; and to dlscern structureslmlthln 1h1;};:‘§sfl

L@

Tﬁhthe abus1ve system related to the dlmensxons of famlly cohes1on and

‘».. -

lhfam1ly adaptablllty The Clrcumplex Model of Fammly Functlonlng .

'fprov1ded the conceptual framework

75 1ntact couﬁles, report1ng on thelr own relat1onsh1p,‘

';comprlsed the sample.- Thls number represented approx1matevy 7OZ of

. - )

': couples applylng for therapy at -one Edmonton centre durlng a nlne

All couPles responded:as 1nd1V1duals to three research o \IE';va;_”

,.,~,

3”;instruments*‘ the Personal Assessment of Intlmacy 1n Relatlonshlp
B PR . N . N f

questlonnalre as ‘an assessment of 1nt1mac7 1n the relationshlp, Thew;

‘ Confllct Tact1cs'Scales as a measure of V1olence 1n the1r

.

=frelat10nsh1p, and FACES III as a test of famlly functlonlng related

ifito cohes1on and adaptablllty Data analy31s con31sted of a

‘o e

“dlscrlmlnant functlon analysls of varlables based on relatlonshlp

- ',.scores derlved from the PAIR FACES T and the C'rs:- i "f'-f-'"f

A . e “e




v101ent relatlonshlps was not conflrmed

o "‘0_ .

strong 1nd1caeors of'predictlng group membersh1p.

_\..

The hlgherﬁEhese

_of v1olence 1n the relatlonshlp, though not s1gn1f1cant suggeste;_

e

Tthat these varlables showed promlse for”‘utureﬂresearch

:‘ III :wh;ch conflrms prev1ous c11n1cal hypotheses.n

~

Gontrary to, ST

suggestlons that v1bient c0up1es are enmeshed the present study

III., ImpllcaC1ons of the f1nd1ngs fot therapeutlc
;' . "- -~ .

e ~.

: v1olenc couples are dlscussed
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- R INTRODUCTION "
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: ;fFamilyﬁyigléhée’ thegsl;p that is felt for generations.:,
‘ ‘~ ‘ o '*fhg_ (Mathias, 1986, P- 20)

o ro date, little has been written on couples who attempt f
conjugal therapzsad a solution to rectifying the violence in theirj"'; ;
relationship. Characteristics of violent couples presenting for

therapy has not been previobsly studied. In a recent sociologicald

reView Gelles (1985) states that""as yet, there are few empirical.f‘x'
: studies that assess the impact of existing prevention and treatment‘ w"‘iﬁr
”3‘f~ efforts in the field oes of domestic violence (p. 363). .

‘s

Fuithermore, Bagarozzi and Giddings (1983) also stress the need for

S - . -

“ﬂ research projects to be conducted which would provide the

L practi‘i:ner with some data-based guidelines for client selection,rsu;liﬁ“*

appropri te treatments and contraindications..1v:

'}%:Flli' ‘Over ‘the. last two decades husband-to-wife and wife-to-husbanc?\jl>
“Tli violence has become a majoreconcern to professionals in many fvh_,“ﬂ"'fna};f}
LY disciplinesth hore specifically :b the present study, wife abuse . ;:
: S I Y ;
has also Come out of the closet .'receiving considerable \' i-if'ii?Qj:J-i"

attention.» Having once been thought,of in relative isolation, f R

"{ recent research Hhs indicated that family violence is not :':g'Jf

restricted to ang particular segment- of society but is found in o

Lo . . - . v -
¥

'fsij; every class and at every income level.-




Gaining a knowledge and understanding ﬂf why husbands beat'~

ru'their wives has been the focus of research~since'the early 1970'5.

"3fStraus, Gelles and Steinmetz (1980) for example, suggest that R

) . \

';iproverbs such -as "A man's home is his castle go a long«way in B

b

s giving insights into human nature and society., The home belongs to-3

the ‘man . and what goes on within the walls of the castle is ' 3:'k

shielded from prying eyes. Like a medievel castle a modern home ;L'“

Sl wf‘. can contain its own kind of torture chamber (Straus @t al., 1980)

!‘ done from a sociological perspective with an emphasis on the- ‘*i'fv

overall role that society plays in promoting and supporting

L _ffip'violence in the home (Gelles, 1985) Sociological studywhas -
L T e .
' - erielded considerable information but has limitat?bns in'that much

‘uof the research has been carried out only from the perspectiVe of fx S

fthe abused woman. More recently researchers, like Coleman (1980)
. and Gondolf (1985) have begun to look at. characteristics of the

men who batter. Though slow in coming, the knowledge gained is

s : Vb

'Starting to give a more complete picture of thé problem of husband-'!

. T B I
.t o-wife and wife-to husband violence. R : ' S
’ Statement of the Problem '. : 5
f-_ co The present study was an attempt to add to the domestic o

. violence research by focusing attentiou on couples who are in

. violent relationships, ﬁt present there are.a large number of

{'shelters and treatment programs for victims of spouse abuse. There

v?,svll_&are also an-; increasing number of treatment programs being designed

To date, much oﬁ the work in the area of wife abuse has been o

I T
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o . ) L ,/:

providing help to. the abused and the abuaer. HoweVer, evidence is

available to show that .al very high percentage of victims return to

o /5 their violent relationships (Gelles, 1976) Reasons why they

P

.

return have also been the topic of considerable research (Aguirre,‘xijQ5?f”'

1985 Strube & Barbour, 1983)

Conjoint marital therapy is becoming more of a. treatment of -

in the literature in describing the dynamics of the abusive

Vi o

relationship. The present research was an attempt to gain

knowledge of the couple in the abusive system which would help

. Do

practitioners better understand‘and work with them.

: The'conceptual framework for the present research is the

for the abusing spousea All of these are positivnggtempts atn'x

: choice for domestic violence.. At present there is a Very large gap\\;”h“'

-




-“; o _s,:;"-
- Are there some family structures that contribute more to a -7'”‘
successful prognosis of outcome than others?
. ; . g 4 ,
e Are there charac;eristics‘of-couples that‘are predict

'37“‘successful outcome in therapy’

?“;_— What is the relationship between the level of violence
the couple system and succeSs in therapy’
, e .

‘ &:‘v_ Is marital satisfaction a- determinent of success in therapy” SN

o Signifiggnce of the Problem

e *€ In response to the wide spread problem of wife abuse, the last'ﬂrf-~

decade has seen ‘a dramagic increasegin shelters for women. As

,result, many studies have examinedathe incidence of abuse, the N;ﬁ
"1, number of women who return to battering relatidnships, as’ well as. l:

.

: l’b‘ the characteristics of women who are abused. Many ﬁrograms have, :_-t-"
B g ® . . S
therefore, attempted to empower the woman to help herselﬁgpverCQme';ﬁ

-

the effects of being a victim of violence. ;*Qh"f ’3 'jf:'ih .
=,4f'f More recently, recognxxion tf t there are a minimum of two
PG . R . ~ v . ,.>~‘ A ‘_v..v._‘:

people in a Violent relation_hip system has provided researcher£
. \

N ',r' :

"'and clinicians with the incentive of setting up programs for the B

male batterer (Gondolf- 1985). The last decade has Seen thei; o ;7.% _lf
dev{lopment of approximately 150 treatment programs to deal ‘ELV'7.{ "fjk§:
directly with batterers (Watts & C0urtois, 1981) N ﬂlf;<f-yf [i»f:fgﬂj§.35'
| Studying couples who are in battering relationships will A

pmovide long awaited and much needed information about the

. violence-prone system. At present, there is a high drop-out rate‘f

of violent couples in therapy., Little is- known about couples which ;'th:}



"ra?Tfaddition, contraindications to couple therapy will save client and

"';iof treatment approaches best suited to various couples.,'lnilﬁw

"ﬁﬁisuch as 'dom‘ltic violence , where physical violence is viewed
"'listudy uses terms that are widespread in the literature such’ as..lﬁ

ﬁi?{ couple violence oonjugal violenCe and family violence._ This

‘ﬁffﬁflow of husband-to—wife and wife-to-husband violénce can be_Tji‘”‘

e;;?couple characteristics will provide.important information in’ terms .

Wregm e

.7the therapeutic milieu. Specific information about the structuré

“:of these relationships, as well -as’ specific information about

A v s T S
ﬁffi"ﬁduld enable a clinician to foresee the possibility of drop-outs.;j,fln
,?iﬁ‘The present study will address thisisroblem but more importantly, SN

e . SRR
T will provide information about the couple that would be useful in

Vot

N [

RN

_o,.

. 0 . . < . . -

S

\' o : 13

1woman in a Victim position.'*Other terms are of a generic nature

":twithout reference to the victim-victimizer dichotomy.: The pre'nnt EAREICE

1‘.'wife abuse, spOuse abuse, battering man, relationship violence, Lniftnﬁfﬁ

"vauthor 'S use Of these terms ere meant to reflect the perspec ive_kg]g” -

.1¢_fthat physical violence occurs within the couple s relationshiiiy”frﬁ}

”5_;without actual reference to the victim-victimizer positions.

The
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‘rOVeryiew of Chapters

:?(yThis chapter has provided a summary of ‘the; statement of the R

'iydresearch problem and the significance of the study. = S
| A detailed review the literature on conjugal yiolenee is':p-
;:fpresented in Chapter II.h Chapter III provides a detailed L
<:vdescription of the theory and literature related to the circumplex .; ‘{;ﬂg
t*.ipmodel of family functioning.‘ The~methodology and research . S
”;:procedures, emphasizing the importance of dyadic research vare v.,f pir;
‘;-ioutlined in.Chapter IV. Chapqer V consists of a presentation of

' the data results and interpretation. Conclusions,)implications,
“”t“ﬁlimitations of‘ﬁhe study and suggestions for further research are )

‘,fﬂprovided in the final chapter. -

c‘-, :




c 4

= norms for permitting or encouraging a%fression (Straus, 19T&) 'nffi-;%

.

CHAPTER II

- CONJUGAL VIOLENCE " REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

pE—————

;ffiff;;3;¥~fm
Overview o .f;ﬁ?-.';f"n' :"f}_v\v] R :hW; Fi f"af;ffifa‘.f
”How do I know that he loves me if he doesn t beat me?“

(Marshall 1971,5 p.,153 ) :s~'f‘&'“:7.b'7g'f¥‘ s .b',;"

:x_.warmth affection and solidarity but simultaneously there exist

,_ the United States the family is the preeminent social setting for

all types of aggression and violence, ranging from the cutting

remark to slaps kicks, torture and murder (Gelles, 1974).»

DeVelopments in the study of this major social problem has seen 3;41 ‘L--'

R BT - A
"_ movement ffbm’ﬁﬁ early phase of studying the battered woman to f'kga’3~£::~
'f_ another phase of establishing methods of treating male abusers

:V{;? (Cook & Frantz-Cook 1984) f{;;pt;;;}} A;L;J.""

As early as the L970's the lack of attention mar}tal _f;;;ffbffffafV

therapists paid to abusive couples who did not want to terminate

their relationship was surprisingly liftle (Margolin, 1979) This_,:ffﬂ S

situation has changed very iittle as revealengy Neidig and

h”‘ Freidman (1985) who e;phasize that the literature reveals a number

6f treatment groups SKA: have been established for men as well aa

Norms for the marital relationship are oit;n characterized by h“




The purpose of this present review is to give -an overview of

BERREE P IR :
v;the developmgpt of wife abuse from the early casual theories

'rlfthrough to ‘the. present state of knowledge.v To give the reader an

L
L R . " |

' ",a‘eciation of the current lack of knowledge of violence in f;.f.'_v

. -famflies as it applies te the couple this review concentrated on ‘fi'ﬂ

'-,fpresenting causal explanations oﬁ wife abuse as well as a
A R D o
=jf~presentation of what has been learned about individuals within the _i
';..'abusive relationship and the qualitites and characteristfts of the. g
| ",;abusive relationship itself. ':
.‘o E i‘gufTheoreticalmAp;}oaches'to:SpguselAbuse:.-f' :J
§: e ST e
Gelles (1980) in reviewing reseazta on domestic violence

' ~ .

K'Tconducted in the seventies, concluded that one of the major ;‘{fﬁf}j<:475y‘ i

.',5fresearch issues was to develop theoretisal models of the causes of

.':': family violence. Five years later in another major reviey/of the“”vvyﬁﬁfw'r*

s i‘wliterature on family violence Gelles (1985)‘d’SCOVered that the

—~ -

t':'ﬂfonly existing theoretical model from.the general study of violence

ﬁ(to be frequently applied to violence in the home has been social

learning theory (Bandura, Ross, and Ross, 1961). Despite the lack
‘of application to clinica @ a review of the literature on B

Ve domestic violence indicates that much of the present knowledge of o

AT

; wife abu@e comes from the contributions of many theoretical

nijapproaches.v f-.A‘:l~af»~}‘;,ﬂﬁ;.ff'~ﬁf"fflﬁ T;”izﬂ- o
o ol s
‘/v-. . e S
: - * ' . . i
’ i . ~

A



"t?h Sociological Theories

Because of the large volume of sociological literature on

o family violence, this section of the review presents sociological .?f
'vpf'.theories of spouse abuse. More specifically, the contributions of
‘resource theory, and exchange/social control theory will be
discussed Social learning theory, which has its roots both in
sociology andcpsychology, will also be discussed in this section.'_-,j

';' Gelles (1985) states that the first theoretical approach

- applied family violence is that of resource theory., This theoryJ
_ t& ‘

ﬁj proposes that all social systems rest to -some degree on’ force or"

if its threat (Goode, 1971) He says tha; the use of violence dependSbiafl
"f'!on the resources a family member can; command and thac the more.a_?r"ﬁif‘
?fresources, the‘more force can. be used but ‘the’ less it is actually e
eiemployed. Those with the fewest resources\tend to employ force and;:j_hF}l
B ;lviolence the most._ Gelles (1974) gives the examples that husbands ?fp’ﬁﬁ?“'

!f_tend to resort to Violence when they 1ack the traditional resourcesffi;rg;

'daSSOGiated with the culturally assumed dominant role of the male 1&*’"

'5.-the family.r_a;‘:fﬁhf:slflfe 'rfsﬁfﬁifV'
- « R o ACREEN
Gelles (1983) exehange/social control theaﬁyeasserts that o

t:ﬂ;p1.Ple hit and abuse other family memberslsimply because they can.\.jf’

1According to this formulation domestic violence is governed by the

-hsprinciples of costs and rewards. Violence is used when rewards

] _-”:.exceeglcosts._ Gelles (1985) helieves that the private nature of
T _
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Lel
-

_ reduce the costs’of violence. In addition to this, our culture_gv
L{apprdves the use of.violence as an,expressive and instrumental
behaviour which also raises the potential rewards for violence.

The most frequently applied theory c° family violence, socialf o

learning theory, tends to tracthhe wife abuse sociologically to aj:.
\ : . L Rl
violent culture. According to, the social learnigg formulation of— i

marital violence, the ove;;-expression of anger and frustration can ‘,{fteyff
: * be the breeding ground for more intense emotional and physical '

‘Vabuse'at a later-time; Social learning theorists base this view on
’ ..‘Aﬂ) C . ., e
research showing that engaging in aggressive activities tends only o

to produce greater subsequent levels of aggression (Margolin,

1979) Social learning theorists also predict however,gthat the :

¢
»

f_more frequently coercive behaviours are performed by one spOuse the S
- more likely that they will become a standard part of the .

t”-
.

behaviouraY repertoire for both that individual and his partner""
(Margolin, 1979) = -,‘j, e '

Q% Margolin (1979) describes a treatment program for- couples who
N
mishahiﬂg anger and/or are physically abusive.‘ Based on a social

w .
learning dlnception of marital aggression the treatment endorses

"the elimination of demonstration of anger in abusive couples and;-E”M"”

elaborates upon ways to identify preliminary anger es;nto

‘

3 establish a ground rule that abusiveness.iS1unacce ’able, to ".""

develop alternative responses that interrupt conflict patterns, and

-
‘0

to modify faulty relationships assumptions. ceoT |

.




Psychoanalytic Theory

Initially, spouse abuse was approached from a psychiacric _7';'7<r

' point of view (Shultz,‘1960 Snell Rosenwald & Robey, 1964)% In ~j

Ry}

- the first of these two studies, Shultz (1960) eXplained wife l;;»»-”

o .

d'assault as arising from frustrated dependency needs. When the __,,"»T

husbands dependency gratification which resulted from a poor child-‘ f;t

mother relationship, is being cut off he overtly attacks the .
o frustrating object, his wife. The conflict is one between

e s
i

hostility toward the wife and dep@ndency on her. In the second‘

study, Snell et al. (1964) concluded that as & couple, the“f_ivv

'jZ'masochistic wife needed to.. control the relationship whic

meet the hnsband s dependency needs._ The periods of violentrgii"’A

behavior segved to release him momentarily from his anxietycabout .

his ineffectiveness as a man, while at the same time giving his

wife apparent masochistic gratification and helping probably to’

A deal with the guilt arising from,the intense hostility expressed in

controlling her castrating behavior (Snell et al.'1964)

Psychoanalytic theory which accepts the catharsis of anger, :;” N

primarily VEews aggression as an innate tendency that needs to be

discharged periodically to, avoid a much larger violent outburst at

. a later time (Margolin, 1979)

;‘Bach and Wyden (1968) present a o
modified version of catharsis theory in their explanation of

) c'
aggression. They believe aggression is instrumental toxproducing

4'f£chg;ge in marital relationsips, and is necessary to supply the




.f quxpressed anger @hunders (1977) belleves that research ﬁas
: . |
famled Eo support catharsls theory Retallatlng w1th aggre531ve‘y"

outbursts has ten31on reduclngfeffects forlﬁhe batterer that often ,

-wA_ . . NS ,). .

P

’ .
.,

feel good but phys1cal aggre381on can act as a,powerful relnforceri"

© e -‘n. e . . Py L e

: wh1ch W1ll 1ncrease the probab111ty of future acES of aggresslon g

.

\gjf‘:“'maklng the long term effects of catharsxs negatlve. g;ff

C . . e

K

_ Systems Theory vxjfh, '_g:v'.u_ e jir"_ “Jii.j;-'
.7“ “ . R R X ) . g .. ‘.. .o RERE
'_,ﬁ%%v o A theoret1cal approach whlch is. galnlng favor “in’ the. study of
xS b;-fam11y v1olence is general sy:!Lms theory (Bertalanffy, 1968): A" "f”b

. gap’éxmsts, however, between understandlng the causes of conJugal

Vv1olence from a systems perspectlve and treatlng Vlolent couples o
BTN

e ;‘uslng the pr1nc1ples of general systems theory., The follow1ng S

: paragraphs g1ve systems theory explanatlons to the causes of
. e o . B . . B
conJugal V1olence and then attempts to explaln how these concepts .

’ . 3 . . . . . ;.,4'_ .

- fare’. app11ed in a c11n1cal settlng _V*“ "",7 L :.vﬂfj{_Z‘}f‘flst"

Wie U

In the study of €2m1ly v1olence, Straus (1973) and Glles Suns_;'mg"';'

(1983) were two of the f1rst to apply what has been referred to- as .

‘- 3

as a system producb rather than the result of . 1nd1vidual e

N T .. ) e

patholegy. System operatlons are what malntalns, escalates, or

v

/meduces levels of v1olence. Gi1e§—81ms (1983) states that a

./’ systems theory approach to confl1ct has to look at the process of

v

/. -> ’ \--' )

A vconfllct w1th1h a. fam1ly system and the eEfects of d1fferent system

e s o5

Echaracter1st1cs on the process of confllct In add1txon,'
I : Ly . S O 2
o ,fma1ntenance of the system becomes more meortant over t1me than

a soc1a1 system apptoach (Gelles, 1985) Here, v1olence 1s v1ewed“”f



patterns of interaction within the syStem-g“'

Looking_at the patterns of interaction within the system :53_Ll

-3

fj shifts the focus from a consideration of the isolated

e , ,;,.. ) : K

l;réf'f‘ behaviors of individuals to ‘a consideration of interactiOn,'f

and to the effects of the individual's behavior on others, the o

'.:; reactions of others to the behavior and the context in which '“hlwff:ﬁ“

.'.(“ ji; the behavior takes place (Giles-Sims, 1983 \p. 4) ..‘ ?3;>\3hf;if;f;aip
" Cook/and Frantz-Cook (1984}, commenting-on the forces ;”gi‘j;dfhj“i””f

maintaining violence, focus on describing a’ pattern of relationship

in which there is unilateral cont‘

'1 with little room for

negotiation. B f ffffliff}'g'i'ﬁz :
I : T ;
-_when a couple is locked into a ‘

id complementary system and

fthe man has learned to: be violent in requnse to stress,

battering is liker to become the couple 8" resolution of
";'conflict.u In this systemic view, violence errupts as the :hgfp;f:"ﬁ{ff"'b
:~lcouple struggles over the functional rules of the relationship‘
U“_rather than the specific problem (p. 85) » ‘
e _Goode (1971) believes both social var;LbIEB and 1.'1;55??’*7\
oy o

vinterpersonal-process variables influence how violence occurs and

[P

.

’;;fis maintained. Goode (1971) posits that the family, as a social f:
R - e, . -

' system, has well-defi? :rules and structured power, such that, men
”7ﬁjwho lack sufficent resources to. hold the socially prescribed role A’.Ql




‘ijamily members that further viole"

"fip thetfamily may ‘use physicalsforCehto“compensate=for'théllaekfofz SRPEIAK
f.reBOurcos.f‘f.li.uv" B H‘s-i‘f, . “TATsll_':.j.'h”c"?V ,'ﬂf"iﬂ ST
. Hotaling (1979) maintains that once violence has occurred

‘!rwithin the family, the pfobability of fug!her violgnce is ]v'

ij"increased. This is due to the increased expectation of other

‘”ill occur and this

' expectation itself tends to increase”the liklihood of further

Lo

.,violence. .‘"7_‘.»”3d“’,-« ST .

Also consistent with general systems theory is th& work of

"Walker (1979) who formulated a 3-stage model which has been R

\

commonly referred to as the4 cycle of violence .. T e first stage -

‘As the period of conflictcescalation leading to. the second stage of . gf - 1f'i

'the battering episode, and finally to the third stage of _f{;-f:'f"'v

s reconciiiation marked by the'man s contriteness and pleas for T L

.,

: 'forgiveness and the woman s return’ to him. Walker (1979) maintains
: :-’--..

'?.that this third stage provides the woman with the reinforcement to"

.‘.
T

',;stay in the relationship. IR "'g L ~“' - ;“.4,__‘{”f'y't 1f; -

: . S : . : s
ke . SR S

Family violence is an area of . research that lends itself well
to a general.systems approach. Many of the questions policy

”.makers, researchers and victims want to answer focus on processes."'

'-Deapite this need there are very few examples applying a systems‘

. approach to the family (Straus, 1973 Kanton,_& LehrX 1975) One

Fa L

"‘of the reasons for the lack of” application to the treatment of
violent couples has been the strong feminist resistance to using

.1systems,theory'as a useful@rguiding framework. They maintain that



R

-

force (Combrinek-Graham, 1986).. In addition, many family

lﬂ and to see one member of:.

e T

53

in holding bqth spouses equally accounfgble,for the abuse of one, a.f{5;3=' L

R _‘a

C e N,
o systemicﬁperspective exonerates the mgn for resorting to physical

K3 6

therapists seem uncertain about treating vidlent couples'ﬂu.i-r

v

tffffconjointly.~ These concerns qenter‘around the ‘use of no—violence

contracts as a workabie method of enshring safety.-' 8 well‘ family"-.

t51'“31'3Pi-‘3ts queqtion the effectiveness of removing members of the S

family from the home in treating violent codples.

Recently, the literature has seen an inCrease in articles

." -

describing a systemic approch to the treatment of violent couples.]";‘f

(eh
This has usually been accompanied by strong critiques from both

LI ¥

feminist and non—feminist groups alike.: A very recent example is

that of Lane and Russell (1987) who applied a ﬂilan/sYscem1c model e

. l

”; with violent couples.: They declared they were acutely aware that

the trend nationally, was to adopt a’ victim—victimizer di°h°t°mygr.ag,~_«

'the relﬁtionship as abused and exﬂloited

by the other.- Lane and Russell (1987) believe‘tﬂ%t.neither the

: L uwn .
victim/victimizer nor vi¢tim-b1aming are useful ways of

approaching domestic violence. 6They, therefore worked with their

,:..: couple by observing interactional patterns believing the pattern of

v

violence was maintained by tﬁﬁ premises and causal attributions.k*?l" SRR




'l;,violenceiagainst women is: concerned. Roberts (15%7) adds that a i

-4

'”rsystemicﬁtreatment of violens/couples fails to address the issue of ISR

‘7'economic£inequality in’ most relationships and in the larger

Te

W:L'societal context. Economic dependence of the female on’ the male N .

ghas beenfshown in previous studies to be related to why women stay :'H

ﬂ'in violent relationships (Gelles, 1976) and why many return:'d'

‘h*(Aguirre, 1985) Roﬂgrts (1987) also criticizéE.Lane and Russell sl"-fA

(1987) stance on neutrality by quoting Karl Tomm s (1987) most

rtrecent work on the Milan/Systemic model.‘ He believes that all

¢ interviewing is interventive and that it is impossible not to
. \

intervene given that the therapist s questions shape what a fdpdly
talks about and their view of the problem. T Q(g"

Other advocates of a systemic approachqto the treatment of

family violence include Krugman (1986) and Shapiro (1986'g247

.‘(1986) directs couple therapy by observing the principles ﬂ‘d

g first, responsibility and control second,-and the rights of the

. victim third. Shapiro (1986) advocates the use of a systems '

,approach withfviolent families, as being extremely effective if

.hthe resistance'a eraﬂégof both therapist and family are

©

f_addressed; He believes that by the time these families enter o

‘ﬁ“therapy, they are usually ready to give up violence but theit
Y

Sy ; hgiii__:

problem s that they do not know how to stop the escalating battles:fv'“

: .-
a

that lead to: violence. f S

‘el e



_,[ﬁ_‘literature on the role ?f the batterer and an established

'.'f.fresult, mariial therapists have paid surprisingly little attention\

""';,:.;"~.';-literature having largely focused on the plight of abuggd women, TS HE RN

':1jbtshared violence of the relationship._ They arrived at.

"ﬁﬂfgby the wives but :f'

R . ok T e B e
.., % ' Factors Related to Spouse Abuse N .

Weitzman and Dreen (1982) point to an emerging psycho-social

-

5 . ﬁ".

ﬂuliterature on the battered spouse but a dearth of information(on '

;‘the transactional patterns of battering couples.: Margolin (1979)

t;believes‘that many abusive couples do not want protective services fA”

.and are not choosing to terminate their relationships.' ASta ;;ﬂﬁ g;f

wa spouse abuse. This lack of attention to the ';j‘f

a - “rUUN

o study and treatmént of couples in abusive systems s related to the . 5‘§*f5:“

'fa'to the problem

= e.

'!ifwho, in their attempts to understand and communicate their

’“’iexperience, present only one perspective of the problem (Neidig & ;rif~:a'ﬂ'5

:WFriedman, 1985) Recent work by Coleman.(1980), Straus et tl.

fi(1980) and Gondolf (1985) have attempted to create a balanced view }f‘

-},‘of men and women in abusive relationships., Their studies of men in?”fﬂﬁqusu"
-:f;abusive relationships have led to a more integrated under ,fﬁ’ -

”Z.of wife abuse. The Straus et al. (1980) study, for example, was an;i?ifﬁyv::

"fattempt at defining characteristics of both husband and wife in the:-;i“,f‘r"'b"

..:-

JV:Zcharacteristics that were important for violence by the husband

¢

‘ ‘ibut not viole ce by the wife., Characte;istics unique to violencegﬂfkr:”'"
: - o A i ;

to violence by the husbands wete also

d;dEffﬁﬁd-' In a. recent wo;k Szinovacz (1985) stated that, in ordergﬂbT;Tff”“'




. - e o : . . - :
8 Y . PRI . . . e -y . fa -
. .

RN

<u=ewives from-tﬁe\same marriage.

to fully understand the abusive system, it is necessary to study
men and women from the same relationship.. Except for the Straus et..Tx
(1980) study,'there is very little data based on husbands and ;"5'

‘

A significant contribution to the study of domestic violence

"‘ﬁfwas made\by Straus, et al. (1980) In a national study of

4

'”-'violence, based on interviews with 2 143 intact families, they -
IVE, {ideutified several social factors which were related to marital

fviolence. And; of‘particular importance in terms of treatment,w- IR

vthey discovered that ea h generation learns to be violent by being L
‘”\ 8

a participant in a violen\\femily. Straus et al. (1980) lso

‘j';deduCed from their research that'"It is clear that the more

“irconflict a’ couple has, the more likely they are to get into R S

'771.TPhYSical fight.l In fact, a Persisting, gévere C°nfliCt .or. ';?’.i :

‘ v_spmething crucial as’ a disagreement over children, is almoet sure

. 31'f0und to have a higher rate of violence than rural areas.'?They

.7.‘proposed this was due to the stress, discrimination, and b

"'frustration that minorities encounter and the fact that minorities

yoo R

t
L R 3

rtouend in at least some violence\ (p. 173) The aggﬂeSSion betweenf

. e

_ Based on their sample, the authors discovered that cities weref'_'t-f

”speculated that greater social isolation and stress as well as more

.

tlfcrowding led to more aggression.‘ It was also found that racial

';;groups, especially Blacks, had higher rates of violence.: ?hey{ h;fft*

,

Iy .

partners mounts, until name-calling turns to push and push to hit;‘__'v




: group members enjoy..

H'This study did not support\the hypothesis thgéﬂless education means

'greater violence.t In fact there was leastﬁvfolence from men who

"fconcIUSion‘drawn'was.that»it could'be more‘stressful'to-an

ﬂof religion to draw substantial conclusions.- They did however,ﬂﬁ

?"violence.- Gelles (197

e

'?fbased on his researc

oy

.Uare probably disenfranchised from many advantages which majority

Other findings-frpm this study suggest that younger ouples "“‘
yare the most violent and violence was common to all social classes‘

'l*fbut this was affected by education in that ‘a’ greater percentage of

f.violence was " found from men who had graduated from high school.;.sf<' B

:""p,v.. )

o T e

-

[T S
b

*

7'gindividua1 to have a moderate education than to have little

) S Lol .Fﬁf
~education (Straus et al 1980) »; uﬁ '_1 : !_1;v-_], 'f

Straus et al. (1980) did not have enough research.in the area 3

"}suggest that women without a religious preference were more lfkely
':f'fto be abused and husbands without a religious preference were more

'flikely to use violence on their wfves.-f

Economic dependence of wifes on their husbands has also been

ncited many times in the literature as a major factor in domesticvff.

_”pothesized that the fewer the wives

S

’resources and social power, the more likely they were to remain

B l,p}with their abusive husbands. Aguirre (1985) studied battered women

husbanda

was the first to study this factor and _;[:{1

e L

lmost always ensured that they would return to their 7?-.lf3t

y,f:rv

.uwere grammar school drop-outs or had some college education. Ihe}.'; ST

- ‘:." .

-*;f;in shelters and found that wives economic dependence on theit 'fif’;j-ﬁfh" s




‘ 'iapproach to violence, ddbs more harm than good.- They conclude by

1.relationship.; wﬂ'lf“:'l ‘ ﬁ.ﬂ; o

Sociologists, like Straus (1974) conceptualize vlolenCe as

.'-being socially patterned and growing out of the very nature of a

-iifgiven social.system.f The present study attempts to study violence

K

'”from the perspective of the individual behavior of the participantsrh'

N

‘-ipand the structures which maintain their system also mhinegining or

::contributing to their violence._ Structural sotiologists“contend
L R : : .

'that it is cultural norms which legitimize and’ encourage family _

_h&violence (Bagarozzi & GiddingS, 1983) :nd they therefore recommend

'hf the elimination of these norms which legitimize and glorify |

jviolence in society andvfamily" (Straus\et al., 1980, P: 237)

The cfinical recommendations offered by Straus (1977) are

“v 'con&erned mainly with the protection of battered women., AlthOugh

conjoint treatment is” recommended what such treatment should

'-5, entail is not presented and no recommendations concerning the

Y

v

ﬂf}treatment of battering husbands are made._ In~their recent nationaIVI

f.study (Straus et al., 1980), the: authors report that the success of

"7individual and marriage counselling in treating problems of family

'violence is mixed. Little else is said omrthis matter except for

" an attack on. the therapeutic approach of Bach and Wyden (1968).vy, _i? it

-Straus believes their therapy, which is based on the catharsis iﬁi

T e S LT 2. -'n.;' L

o




a

.,E{f} col}ected predominantly from wives. Husbands

' "course of marital transaction.;*iﬂl_ :”'“ Tellhl

_"'rhe Battering Man

E -_-," l'"'.

LR

feel that, except for Straus (197§

_ clearer‘understanding of the abugiif'q

: stating Khat counselling of violent couples iS‘a; mos: a st0p 8ap

measure, is temporary and as well insufficient. H,Jv?p'- ‘{;;;d?b: T
-F -ln tenpsdog.::search methodology,\Bagarozzi and Giddingsji‘gfi".::;.
;;fl9&3) believe that no behavioural observations of‘spousal ;ﬁ;éi'gl
f“ '”-»:' & i;in‘crucial areas such as dYadic communication;v R

conjugal problem solving and conflict negotiation have been
o \

: undertaken, 80 the reliability and\Validity of spouses reports of

TN
these behaviours are suspect. Bagarozzi and Giddings (1983) also

1980) survey of 2 143

e

families, the data concerning interspousal violence has been

reports,

L

interpretations and perceptions of conjugal violence rarely appear. '

Yol
- R

Weitzman and Dreen (1982) suggest that, individually. each

.3&

ispouse brings to the ] rriage an already fragile self which the' '

-9,

;marriagc further depletes.- The marriage becomes the ne%t arena for

.,_

B the perpetuation of individual dysfunction that are exposed in the R “l

.\.’

Compared to studies of women in abusive relationships, there

is a real lack of . research on the male batterer (Gondolf 1985)
- avﬂ*-ef- e
’However,wthis is. %ﬂanging and an attempt 184

d’

' Violent Couples as Individuals i - Qx

now g%ing msde tp get a“ 1 s




s of‘

which would help in their treatment.: Gondolf (1985% describes one ‘

N ‘ -
S of many programs developed thus fat for the treatment of men who o
are abusive to their spouses. “ dl*fyfh@,,x‘ J'frf 's;',‘

:ﬂ'abusive ‘men wqg the wdrk of Coleman §19803 In a study of 33 men,

-

Perhaps One of the earliest attempts at trying to cha?acteri;e' -

she found data to suggest that the abusive husband is rarely —

involved in physical conflict outside of the home and that people~i‘”“"

\\ close to him would probably be shocked and surprised to find out

‘ :that he is physically abusive towards his wife.

N . /__»,.“,

ce -
. -

-,*f‘ the men s b lief that ‘to - be a man, one’ must b@hstrong and

dominant,_superior and successful. Feelings of inadequaey in any

o
. o

f'of these areas were devastating to the men 8" self esteem and self

ey regard. Madina (1981) concurs with this point of view by

"._\)' \\

describing the battering man as having weaknesses that are N

Poe

frequently masked behind a facade of exaggerated masculinity

.'0 (IR o R

complete with dependency conflicts, abandonment, anxieties,jL
° ..', ‘/t'-'

feelings of inadequacy, inferiority, personal failings and

helplessness. -

RN

dy believe that in -

V”,i“ﬁ The tHErapists in Coleman s; (1980)

- devaluing their wives, the men avoid their own feelings of ~
dgpendence and'although\he wants to be valuable to his wife, sees\
\-
his major role in the family\as that of breadwinner and ultimate

"7y g 3
: decision maker with little responsibility for the emotional climate
‘; ]- R i - ‘. ooy . '
of the family., ISR .7 SRS . .‘ R ﬂ“', A

Other characteristics Suggested by Col‘.an (1980) pertained to ;i":';f,::



A TR N v

In tetms of clinically treating the men individually, Coleman‘y Lo

(1980) stresses the delicacy of working with people who have't._f‘_buéf% T 'ﬁ}f

¥

.“fi"-: intense feelings of dependency and inadequacy &hich are masked by a m,th’

ERN

facade based on denial. Thi‘therapist has to recognize the men s ﬁ
fear and embarrassment that can’ accompany the expifssion of ;5 Co

long-repressed feelings of lonliness and fright.; Violence erupts

when the man feels stripped of his defenses. 7"T'fi :° vﬁﬁhf ‘:.f.hll f;'véfn”i
Gondolf (198%) describes a program for abusive men called

RAVEN (Rape and’ Violence End Now) The‘men in their sample are f-hj b»j\iitfl
described as- having been over socialized into altraditional ma1e4{1vA ”
l”gfdi role predicatedqon control.i The men in this prograﬁﬁexhibited more _
i - rigidity than outright aggressiveness or hatred of women. This At
”xi' personality trait appears to have: been the outgrowth of severe ,
“ discipline rather than a reaction to domineering mothers..;;iﬂ N

: The abusive men s control was manifested in three ways

'dh_according to Gondolf (1985) One, hn excessive regulation of one s jg'f<fih

r

OWn behavrour and feelings, two, an overbearing responsibility for A

--others, and”three, a privilege of being in authority.. The author,i

o -

goes on to state that there is also clear evidence that the male S 'wff"‘
"'.] seXtrole stereotype}contributes and may makegall;menapotential;a

By )

n:‘he-;naete'rea. Woman' B -. | R

S 7
in‘abusive relationships. Perhaps one of the most influential

pieces °f work, especially from a therapeutically applicable- h-'

P



524Tif,‘"'

1l'perspeetixe has been the description of the three-stage cycle of

~.

) violence by Lenore Walker in her book The Battered Woman (1979).

'Work by Dobash and Debash (1979) has also set the stage fbn’a more -

e

vmeaningful approach to the\study of family violence. In their

\

.‘-.'work Dobash and Dobash (1979) de cribe the woman s self blame as'jj

'an attempt to comprehend the violence.\YQ\e tries to see her own '

g guiltf, and both ‘to. forgive her husband, for perhaps merely o g.v*

«?,overreacting, and to seek a solution by changing her behaviour S0

","as to give him no further reason for hitting her. ‘7igf‘

‘ 5 Roy (1977) believes the battered spouse is a likely - ",;_r'_ E

‘counterpart to the batterer in a t these women exhibit many R
similar underlying,psychosocial ta;its, including histories of R

)

:violent experiences as- children deﬁendency conflicts, and a narrow. 'g;ffi”»“. e
"'range of coping responses. Having personally experienced violence";1fl
3 -(' Lo
as well as societal pressure to be’ Submissive make battered women' . . . :
_<less agt'to escape their situation. (Weitzman and Dreen, 198%&b IR : L

Furthermore Weitzman and Dreen (1982) suggest that many battered
women withdraw under stress and that this 1s a response which
reflects an apparent difficulty with self assertion and an ji
‘yﬂipternalized helplessness rooted in early life experiences, which
increases dependence on already dependent-phobic partners .<p:l$

260) SR e

IS

_ Weitzman -and Dreen (1982) also report that a significantj\ _
I ) e PR
number of other abused women report being in a state of
-near-chronic agitated depression,“easily threatened or rejected.

v



i e 25
v -3 S
. Many of these women take responsibility of their spouses feelings w L
g and react defensively to any problems which their spouses present;‘i o T
o 'Accordingly, these women tend to be moré‘verbally assaultivev E
P , : . g
CL clinging and_withdrawn. :
. o The Violent Couple_"-:as aCouple T % ;
h. To date, relatively little has been written on violent-',4
‘ bh Lcouples. What is known has been deduced from data based on studies ;if~"3
o of women or men and couple aggregate data\(SzinOVacz, 1983) Since- Ln;:d“l55-:”
'1fj’the l980's there has been a growing acceptance of studies which i?f;f”T_={t?

2}iocus on understanding the violent couple as opposed to earlier o
ip;studies of victims and perpetrators (Taylor, 1984 Weitzman and
: Dreen; 1982) s ,'f:' 'f". vjp”vd ‘fm V-f,xl.':l ;‘ i- .f"tJFHL.

~

Minuchin (1984) puts the study of violent relationships into

oh o

"‘perspective when he states that' Focusing on the male as a: monster

a=fvmakes people experience their individual separation and
“ﬁinperpetuates defensive aggression as a response to aggression;s The =
Zb'goal shOuld be to explore and improve peoplebs interdependence Efnj'f:F
f(p' 175).- Gelles (1972) in a’ much earlier statement also declared
:that the prolonéb4~interaction, intimacy, emotfbnai closeness and L
intense investment of self in family life exposes the vulnerability

'gof both partners and strips away the facade that might have been

A created to. shield the personal weaknesses of husbands and wives ﬁ.;rrfﬁ7‘*' '



g abuser and victim._qiplﬂf_"'"

d‘the one-down spouse feels too low in the relationship to some

"Jf\en*compassing roles but do gro'

The emphasis on dooking at violent relationships has bee g
._4,@‘ s

) ' mostly systemic‘in nature (Giles-Sims, 1983 Taylor, 1984 and ;f;pfﬁl

. . "
. .’{9‘ .

Weitzman &'Dneen, 1982).: Margolih (1979) who studied violent

”;“couples to enhance anger management believed that a careful

z-

'”‘exploration of’a couple s history with violence would reveal that

being more verbally assaultive while the other being the more
physically abusive. This placed each partnerfin the role of both

:v,,

R
R

In other work Hoffman (1981) cites the unpublished work of

Berman,‘Pitman, and Raliff who say that the cycle of spouse abuse _3“5E5?"
e is characterized by an overadequate spouse who is the abused on -uff

T

) and an underadequate spouse who is the abuser. Hoffman (1981)

goes “on to'say that the abuser feels inferior to his wife who is

.

also very insecure and needs a man who is dependent on her.; When

overly independent behavionr on the part of the more adequate

Spouse, an episodé of physicai abuse may be triggered which

e

e-eg ilibrates the relationship and is accepted in some way »

abused one.‘?f ',-iiéi }”f'j'f‘,"‘.i‘

Taylor (1984) bases his use “of conJoint treatment C

& i

abuse upon five theoretical assumptions._fli the abusives%ghavour -

l'

is learned behaviour, _2,_a;violent relationship becdmes

system\/ 3’ the abuser role‘and the vrctim role are not all

»

Wﬁ‘ . L 4«.;._. .

e

oth spouses contributed to the escalation of anger‘with one spouse )




fV.i'4 that stress and anger are clqgely interrelated within violent fs“

N RN .v,,

”’f[systems and that such stress/anger cycles can be interrupted,;ﬂ$,gpf7“

.

: ,that abusing systems created and are sustained by negative 3

“'yinteractions and attitudes. .ff}Vﬂ”:”:
o L

Neidig and Friedman (1985) ‘on the other hand believe that

'-fftviolence is a desperateleffdﬁ% to achieve a’ relationship change

g“which may be effectv,e in the short run but is almost alwayS‘i‘ e

7;self—defeating in the long run.. In their treatment of violent X

4 “=;coup1es it is assumed that violence is primarily a function of the

'fcouple rather then the result of the man s belief that he has the_:ffl_é

-

»

e Q:right to beat a woman.x Focus, thetefore is not on attitude change

n*f.but ‘on skill acquisition and behaviour change. _Ld ;'“
"'.'Qv-";"'- RS o

‘ Another significant contri’gtign_to a»systemic formulation of
"7..¢ffamily violence is the jirk of Weitzman and Dreen (1982) They

".:gbelieve that Violence [

IR ‘.

sts in some systems because it is a o

”3'{§ﬁlearned behaviour'and because the relationship rules which govern.?fi

X
i L, 3

)

aig?all marital systems and behaviour are markedly more rigid among

"7?f;}violent couples. Thi:iinflexibility is recognized by sexual

PERNECS "A

-vﬂpolarization, narrowing coping responses and a, high degree o}

enmeshment so charactefistic of these couples, which makes the
-4"+ Cu

l

‘“}hchange in marriagesv Weitzman and Dreen (1982) describe violent afi,-ﬁ*'bni‘”“"

fd couples as locked into ‘. complementary system with.rigid unilateral'”
i

+

'f;control and no room for negotiation, If the system remains

“;tunchallenged violence can be avoided but any move toward a more:'

-

‘fff_~'coup1e poq;ly adapted to the inevitable problems of stress and 7""

AL T,' Cetin

R A P




‘:er pts to reestablish the complementarity._
A review of the literature pertaining to conjugal violence has

7.'been presentd in detail in this chapter. An emphasis has been
1ﬁ:placed on understanding the individual within the abusive i
-

it. relatiOnship as well as. understanding e dynamics of the abusive ;f;:’

o

-

has been outlined.- Particular emphasis has been placed on general ‘

» systems theory as. lending support to: the present study.

L : o S
£ .
e . }
‘»a S ~voa .
. ; .- -
. ¢ .
o .
LN “ s
‘ S RS
1 _ -
£y

relationship itself.: A review of the various theoretical positions




FLO

- study violent and non-violent couples. This model provides the

"-!

i adaptability, and communication.~f@:j-'7¢l.va:i5; ,ﬂjff;

'lmembers have’toward onelanother

.Circumplex Model provides a conceptuai frameWork within which to

‘50 concepts from the family therapy and family research literature

ﬁand postulated three dimensions of family behaviour.i'

cON " T
! S i \ ;
P o LR IR AR P |

CHAPTER 111 R D e

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RELATED LITERATURE

THE CIRCUMPLEX MODEL

y‘;ovérview ﬁﬁf' - e ' :
A review of the literature on spouse abuse hasv rovidedia'fh'" ' -
framework for ‘an, understanding of the direction whicﬁ‘besearch has el

taken in this areas"_In terms of the present research, the ;f{.}‘.‘f :V”"”:“Afﬁ%

A -a. ]

basic theoretical underpinnings for the study of family and couple

»” B f

functioning as- related to cpheéion,.adaptability and

comhunication.; Its strengths as a zel of family functioning

include its theoretical salienCe, integrative nature, clinical f_:'

relevance, and empiripal‘Validation., Z’u*

The Circumplex Model v'kpnfsef"' )
The Circumplex Model Has- been a promising attempt at unifying ;ip'“h

the myrias'conceptualizations bf family systems theorists.: Olson,__f,fjt"jﬁ

'et al-’ 1983\ Olson, Sprenkle &<Russe11 1979 clustered more than ];;:; SR

L.

e

Cohesion is defined as \the emotional bonding that family

(Olson et al., 1983, p. 48)



PR measure cohesion are. emotional bonding, boundaries, coalitions,
o . v,,,-byﬂ - ‘

"-’,time, space, f,riends, ‘ieciSion making and ‘interests»and

S

¢

- ' SRR
-'recreation.v There are four leveli of cohesion ranging from

:disengaged (very low) to separated (low to moderate) to connected

s 5(moderate to high) to enmeshed (very high) (Olson et al., 1983)

summary of the subtopics comprising family cohesion is provided in
w0 % o AR L, B T T R
b‘:_-.Table 1 ERSEE IR UEIUEEE S ST SRS '- =

o Adaptability is defined by Olson et al. (1983) as; "the abilitybv. |

T

30f &’ marital or family system to change its power structure, role

frelationships, and relationship rules. (p. 48) in.response ‘o

situational and developmental stress. Descriptors in this category'f'

”include.’ family pOWer,'assertiveness, control, discipline, o

-negotiation styles, role relationships and relationship rules._ As;fii;nf"

f;,with the cohesion dimensibn, the four levels of adaptability also o

:range from very low to very high with rigid at the very low extreme

_,and chaotic at the very high extreme. The oderate levels of -

summary-o£=the _

-;_adaptability are structured and flexible.
S v =4

o : - e

. Appendix G*ﬁllustrates the two dimensions and the four levels };"'

Lt
)

of cohesion and adaptability.. Combining the dimensions,,the L

e

Circumplex Mode identifies and describes sixteen distinct types ofﬂ

4

',marital and family systems; The more central types of the model
are the mosttgbmmon but it is hypothesized that couples and

.families having problems fall most frequently into the extreme
g,

*types,~f9n,the‘dimension~of cohesion, for example, the-extremes-of

R e
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.gaenmeshment represent overidentification so that loyali’y to- and
"fﬁconcensus within ‘the family prevent individuakion of family 'jf_” \yt,f"
_members.* At the other extreme (disengaged) high levels of

s

their own thing with‘”d'u

n o ' -—J
- autonomy are encouraged and family members .?..dé
. . I

]limited attachment ‘or committment to theirffamily” (Olson et al-,‘ll,‘_ﬂ,; 5( i
:;i1983). As with cohesion, it is‘hypothésiaed that families or ':pl: ‘.i‘i S
rrcouples having problems fall more freééently into the extreme o ‘
o“ areas. L | | » o |

Communication, the third dimension in the Circumplex Model is_::; e

considered to be the facilitating dimension and is considered ~gfiwlh';pf

oy

'.9’L?criticalﬁto.movement,, whe other two dimensions.§ Cdmmunication isftV

o : o R T
1y in the model. e ,3¢ﬁ_~:o- S ,.f' n T

Eositive communication skills enable! couples and families to ;::1»~ ) ?i_ﬁlu
' share with each other their changing needs and preferences as they.
f reDate to.cohesion.and adaptability.. Negative communication skills' o
: minimize the ability of a couple or family members tohéhare thhir |

41 feelings and, thereby, restrict their movement on these dimensions,j ,?°

.Related Family Literature ‘,,Y.~: 'fﬂu"“ o T

4

dEIoThe Circumplex Model of Family functioning (OIson et ; al.,'~

}, 1379) was developed w&th General Syshl

lTheory (Bertalanffy” 196.& b

’ﬂﬂproviding the basic tenets. There are many similarities between :qjﬂ{‘_ '5fwjtf'ﬂ




' ST - e

.ﬁ.sttiitufal and process vaniables related to. morphostatic (system o

X

?stability) and morphogenetic (system change) dimensions._ Beavers

.and Voeller (1983) present a cross-sectional process model with -

1

three levels of family organization.' centripetal mixed"and C
;centrifugal which implies a continuum of growth from less to” more _f

'gworkable structures. Recently, Hoffman (1981) has presented an

[y

:'evolutionary model depicting family organization in spiral

: formationSA She also incorporates ideas related to cohesion and

Y
..

) adaptability but postulates the need for discontinuous change

. -within‘ t.he para@m":“ - ‘» o '

G
o

"autonomy which is not a system s concept. GiVen these changes,;

wﬂ

0y

One ofithe maJor criticisms leveled against the Circumplexé

Model has come from Beavers and Voeller (1983) Theyvsuggest that

'-<leon s definition of cohesion eliﬁinate the concept of individual

”

~-Beavers and Voeller (1983) state that'"the Circumplex Model can

fapproximate a systems-oriented model" (p. 89)

Olson, Russell, and Sprenkle (1983) responded ‘to the Beavers

?.and Voeller (1983) critique by contending that both models are

.:idhl. (1983) also con:e:d that using\the adaptability dimension as a.

-.built on principles derived from general systems theory. In

~

fdefense, they claim ‘that the Circumplex Model builds, On ‘the concept

By

of systemic change on' the continuumq¥rom morphogenesis (continued

;,,A_
a

change) to morphostasis (no change) " The Beavers Model however,

—_ A
builds on the concept of syscemic growth" on the continuum frdm

entropy (death of - system) to negentropy (system growth) Olson et,

3

o 38‘:;.tj}»



)
toa

- curvilinear\function is more in tune with systems theory than

'~postulating it as a linear relationship as “the Beavers System

does.' Olson et al. (1983) concurred with the criticism on the useif‘}

of - personal autonomy and revised their definition of family
fcohesion to read the emotional bonding members have with one -

ianother" (p.‘80)

o ‘In a co-authored article Beavers and Olson (1983) state that-Tﬁf’

_ The Olson group addresses the problem with the strength of a’

‘.solid research orientation and capability, the Beavers grOup

s v
' .

»approaches the assessment issue from a primamily clinical base_'

: ‘ .
- PR
& - oo
3

_ g
. (P- 97)' v «t ¥
DRI o "_:',_

F Y,Both agree thatw‘he‘ §;Eofhadaptability and‘cohesiOn are_

iESalient ones and both 4”-3_;ferned with bridging theory, research- o

Thefwf‘ifferences qn ' how to use the -
it _ s

Zzand clinical practice.

] q e, ) .
dimension of adag;ability will ‘be more clearly under!t%od by futuren'

‘ research on'these models.' For the purnoses of this study, however;'j

- ' N
f .

‘the position of Olson ‘s. group is considered more conceptually

bsounﬂ.«

To date, many empirical studies have been aimed at validating Lf "

the Circumplex.Model. One of the earlier studies (Russell l979)"

S %
'fcompared 31 families with adolescents that were divided into high

"vsand low functioning grod@s. As hypoth'sized high functioning

.‘families had moderate scores on family adadyability and cohesion, 5\v"

l

‘;and low functioning families had extreme scores ‘on these two

‘»?dimensions. In a study of clinic and.non-clinic couples, Sprenkle

. '9' .
>



’ivgfg- Olson et‘al. (1983) report on studies by several people who have

» 4 T . <

;and Olson (H978) focused exclusively on the adaptability dimension

. . ‘ . N KR 734
s 2 . o T

a.in couples but also considered the facilitating concepts of supportv, )73_;-

and creativity.. They found that clinic couples had more extreme‘ﬁfgyf 'gwifirf

ot

'scores on leadership and were generally wife-led. A combination of

4l

irhigh-support and equalitarian leadership was especially .f'"

Fcharacteristic of non‘clinic couples. “!quif’ffﬁ‘{;,»;<[F,*_gn. 'up

The Circumplex Model has been empirically studied using

':iyfamilies and couples presenting a variety of symptoms in therapy.

. \

RESSRN g

R used their Ciroumplex Model.‘ Portner (1981), studying clinic and
'<‘non-clinic families with one adolescent found the clinic families
:f to lean more towatd the chaotic disengaged extreme type (30%) with
‘.fewer non-clinic families at the extreme (124).- Bell (1982)
A,studied famlies with runaways using FACES and fpund families with
- runaways to bz)pore extreme on’ the model than the‘non-clinic
.f One: of - the basic assumptions of the Circumplex Model is. that o
.3 the two dimensions in the model are independent.‘ ngsell (1979) O
'reports on two studies that utilized self-reports an;tbehayioural
.Ah-Zmeasuresrof.both‘cohesion_and:adaptabilitys; Factor angﬁysisA o
.yeyealed‘that measureslot.these dimenSionsiloaded on separate.-
‘factors. Hence, the independence of " the two dimensions was
'pbempirically demonstrated and validated.; | .

Cohesion has been shown to be a@alient concept in the field

"of famly therapy (Olson et al. 1979) Though the importance of Ce e

.
KY

e



5;*;ff this dimension has been'demonstrated, various formulations of the o ”

-x

- concept have been proposed by fam}ly therapists and theorists.?f;'

Minuchin (1974:iand Minuchin and Fishman (1981) have described

extremely low levels of,pohesion as disengagement and extremely

. SN

high levels of cohesion as enmeshment. Bowen (1961) termed similar

'concepts as emotibnal divorce or emotional fusion and

'lﬁﬁﬂ- undifferentiated ego mass.. Others have identified the concept”asf"

psuedo-mutualitx‘(Wynne Ryckoff Day, & Hirsch;'1985), centripetal

N

and centrifug!l forces (Stierlin, 1974)‘and conspnsus senstitive -”:

Ly
L4 o .
Ty

5f families (Refss, 1971) s LR )
e "ﬁr '_‘,5‘ RPN R :‘,. . [RRN

Family socio ogists have also ide,tified the importance of

‘, . \ ‘ (f,- .

R cohesion in their work._ Very early in -he family literature,

v/ .

AR

.4“

Angell (1936) and Hill (1949) both combined the variables of

| ib e
adaptability ifd integratioh to assess dynamic stability in

-

families under stress.g Hess and Handel (1959)3psed the dimenbion;”fﬁuﬂﬁ

"v . »".:l .
2 . M - Veignt g_‘,

‘cal}ing the extremes separateness and 5§§nnectedness as then}
.. = 7 “..I"'.-' T i
central theme of their middle range theory of behaviour.

| recsntly, Rushing (1969) iden ified family solidarity by the P

dimensions of associational integration, affectual integration,

consensual integration, functional integration, normative ?&f;tw‘**

integration, and goal integration._ Olson et al. (1979) state that

-“..,

e h

these dimensions are similar to their family cohESiVeness,l_ 331,,.,

One of the:major contrrbutions of general systems theory (von

-

31968) to the family field is that it has demonstrated ’

Bertalanffy;




DR S

': coping with the stress of - unemployment5(Angell

B h organism indicates a change in relation to another, thewother will'

"ﬂftgfdevelopment and hypothesize that both morphogenesis (“

'7lto war and separation (Hill_

;~underlying dimensioas in assessing‘family behaviour.-t'

act, upon the first 80 as to diminbsh and modify the changeji(,,ﬁ».ﬁﬁfﬂ
@ L . ‘..” :“,: ‘,'. : ‘)}- L K .

-,;zsl)r

ﬂ;morphostasis (stability) are necessary for a,

been studied as a significant factor in understanding success in fﬁ;f}*ﬁ

’ﬂi936), adjustment.'&v'n

~ / TR
" 1949), and familyv_tress (McCuffin,

Ross, Wilson, _& Leste‘r (1979) In addition, Van de Veen (1976)

: .
bid

demonstrated empiri ally that cohesion and adaptability are lfﬁﬁ'

H C L Ty
L

Much of the earlier theorizing about family systems viewed
families as’ primarily morphostatic (Haley, 1959 Satir, 1964) ﬁ o

. e
Haley s (1959) first law of_relationships, he states. 'When ‘an

,/‘. /

I A

T

, family afg more focused onugnowth and-

2 T BN

viabLe)fsmily system.-:"ffﬁ

2

Pt \ v//’//,“ ‘ /
(1983) postulate that morphogenésiggﬁnd morphostasis

!

.oes

-could not survive as a cohesive, viable social unit. Extreme'""'u'”.

!r

”



'5ftbe ‘a - mutually assertive style of communication, egalitarian

‘s, essentiai for coﬁmunication and the Survival of {:q?fh*f}dé
,. L TR

't - Olson 61979) hypothesized that when there is éf%mre free ';;'f;TQ.?ﬁ.ﬁ?.
PR T T
] -. 0

"Eflowing balance be een morphogenesis and morphostasis there will

'hﬁan intimate, face- o-face group (p.:365)

.- .‘-g .
”leadership, successful negotiatiqn, positive.and negative feedback~'{ffﬁﬁff{ffi

:,loops, role sharing and role making, and rule making with few
”:?implicit rules and more explicit rules.: Conversely, dysfunctionalglﬂfafi.""'“

s.’“

ﬁfamily systems will fall at” the extremes of these Variables. Thisll'“ |

':flis highly compatible with Wertheim (1975) who states.ﬁaﬁifif.:.z(tzifhfi'ff_ v

An ideal adaptive family system can be conceptualized by an

fvAoptimal,_socio-culturally appropriate balance between jv7‘f} :Jaw

o Fstability-promoting,_ self-corrective procesSes, orh

o
A
S

‘_:imophostasis and change-promoting, .selfjdirective, processes, ‘
";jor morphogenesis (p. 286). ”-;:.";p'r;i.f‘, gJ“;{itp,‘.*'v

'Relationship Between Conjugal Violence and th”&Circumplex Model

For the purposes of the present study, the dimensions of

o cohesion and adaptability appear to be conceptually sound and are .

'*;therefore central to studyﬁpg couples who have violence as’ an

[P B e

T on-going part of their relationship.; As an extension to the review5 f157?

. ‘- \’.', _-4'., .

'*of the literature on violence within the family, as well ‘as: iff'ff'flfj‘ﬁﬂ* -

“:consideration of the basic tenets of the Circumplex Model of Family "ff;:AT
' iiFunctioning, several questions may be posed Hi?f[sfﬁ"”‘wlf:a,;'.

Can the Circumplex Model distinguish self-reported violent

,from non—violent couples? .fpg.l'f}fj- '?‘ff”4:7&fﬁ”




coegw

"'jtherapy forfviolent and non—violent couples’

v Research Questions f,._ffv ”

-?’7,*’;- f**.~?*
0 :‘\'! %n . ‘ N . . g .
Doesrviolence in a: relationship contribute to the s

Ve

L S g ] RIS
_ classificazion of couples as more extreme types’,.ln s

‘:‘1‘ \ R
‘ Fe: cohesion and adaptability levels°related to outcome in

g.a Is there a significant correlation between the level of

' .

."violence in a couple $ relationship and success in therapy°‘li“’

(‘ . . . .
fdctor to therapeutic outcOme’ -__Q’;

- [N IR ®

Do the self-reportsd measures of couple characteristics-~

v

«" :

been structured . IR ;f '5‘”<Q-é:ﬂ,'ftc

;'ffjla_ Are there characteristics of violent couples that ‘are

l»_instrument7

‘:aidSu ~:Z z}:

predictive of outcome in therapy"

BN . ~

non-violent couples’

§3.v Will Violent couples be classified as being rigidly

"enmeshed ‘on the Circumplex Model as measured by the FACES III '

""“Is the couple s perceived marital intimacy a contributing -

From these questions, the followingcresearch questions have'f

cdmbine in a way that is predictive of outcome in therapy’ _’f‘.z.l

'-2. WilL—violent couples experience 1ess therapeutic success than :

Syt

. A comprehensive teview of the literature on the Circumplex_fll-t'*hﬁ

'j_iModel of Family Functioning has been presented in this chapter4_ E

sound and -as being an apprOpriate conceptual framework for

Y

vThe significance of the Circumplex Model ;as being conceptually s



. understanding marital function}ng, has been established. Iﬁpdrfgntl,]hfi

.-

research questions have been P°Sed relating the Circumplex Model :d?e'

conjugal violence. An oqtline of the methodology and resaarch

Procedures are provided 1n Chapter IV.,‘ IVI‘



"'*f4~\w1fe battering and Walker s (1979) formulation ofrthe cycle of 4“

D T I Y
CHAPTER IV

L METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH PROCEDURES o

Overview of Couple-Data Research ””-foﬁf'

C e

— Y

Much of the early research on marital violence has been ', e

- fcarried out by women. A criticism of These studies is that a R

ke 4

.predominant perspective in the research has come from-women, some E fﬂ5i'ﬁf
: SN : _ R S
of whom have been victims of battering themselves (Cook & 'fnn:;;",b;*z”:’f'iy
"'fFrantz-Cook 198&) The present author believes that theseAsszli'
.lf1criticisms, which appear to be aimed at discounting studies based
‘"3Lon gender, underscore many important theoretical and empirical ln;nllgc;{ T
“7icontributio£§ by womenvin the area of family violence. Giles—Sims -
jl(1983) application of\general systems theory to an understanding of
'violence are but two important contributions. Giles-Sim (1983)
recognizes the limitations of not including the man s perspective -
:;in her research. She‘stated that pre-selection of variaHles for
irlher research?was guided by theoretical paradigms and emphasized

.."

'ffj,that many dominant theoreticai paradigms haVe been very prejudicial :

l;to womer.. She cites Chesler (1971) who analyzed women 's problems.jdfj';; 514;:

'.d'as the result-of an inability to adjust ‘to. the female role rather
Qithan the female role being the prdblem. An earlier study by Snell
}f Rosenwald and Roby (1964) also gives.a more: blatant example of
“one-sided focus in the study of family Violence.L They studied 12

;shusbands and wives who had long histories of . violent interaction.A



L "‘-and her role in perpetuating, %r essentiall

.f*'couple data. - p

4".Qfﬂeffect of systematic response biases on relationships with other

.-u‘

; fTheir conclusion was that the women were aggressive were sexually

! *‘ffrigid and/orfhasochistic. Giles-Simsv(1983) concludes that the

vfwere reason enough for any man to assert himself through ViOIence._fTr }

L

' :'Further reactio% to this criticism has also led to the ” SR

B 'A‘_establishment of methods of treating the male abuser bﬁt Cook &

y \3

uf"Frantz-Cook (1984) point out that there is something much more:.:'

powerful happening within the marital system which serves to
”-:maintain the recurrent cycle of violence.A;ht} ol

| In a recent article Szinovacz (1983% discusses the use of
,ouple data as a- methodological tool in the study of marital
| She disting shes between aggregate data based on

L n husbands and'wives from the same marriage and provides a clear

'lrationale on why aggregate husband*wife data cannot substitute for

Szinovacz (1983) states that in cases where self-reports of

'V:];behavio_rs are not‘éasily observable,_as in the case of marital

.r‘ -\'- v

f;violence, couple data can be used as a basis for more accurate

lh?estimates of the frequency and distribution of the behaviours among

o specific population groups than is possible with aggregate husband-:'

"}giwife data. In addition,‘couple data nay serve to estimate the j”“zf

-'?“‘;- el

% U','ﬂ<\~
causing the abuse.‘@yi; T

'-rSnell et al. (1964) study implies that these women charafteristics;‘:‘ .




,T”t:ffrom couple3.~ It is expected therefore, that individuals will be

RS S ) IR W% R
"'-";a""i".*bl"-é:-'- The Pfesent ?tudy }ﬁ/ based on self-reported' behaviours

L e . oo

o ot vx:-_-, o
f-“more likely to IespOnd in.fa more accurate manner knowngJthat EE RN L
- fi SRR Ca

'their spouse is also reporting on the same behaviours.. Using el

‘ :couple data in thé present study should also help reduce the b**ﬂ

'-5variability of responses because of response biases.-'-”

It has been recognized in the literature that studying only
“‘h one partner’s perspective in a relationship denies the complexzézv"i*us*;’_f .
of the‘garital system (Larson, 974; and Olson & Rabunsky, 972) |
In order not to introduce systematic bias, by only studying one i;;hi
’Tf:€9partner 8 perspectiVe of the relationship,ﬁThompson and Walker ;:jﬁirf-,
- (1982) believe in the importance of studying the dyad as the unit

73{ of:analysis. This unit of analysis is the relatio?ship itself.».jijf_j_.gﬁn;

| "In 1942 Becker and Useem defined the dyad‘ Tvoapersons may.p NS

be classified as’ a dyad when intimate, face-to-face relations have :

persisted over a length of time sufficient for the establishment of
‘a discefnable pattern of interacting personalities" (p.A13) ‘ This
' implies that the dyad is extended into time and is enduring, that v

: there must be patterned mﬁ;ual action and that the dyad engages.

o

IR R R KU A 2 % . R .
personal elements of’ the -two, participants (Thompson & Walker, S o Yoo
e Levinget and Snoek (1972) add’that a dyad goes beyond ISR

-unilateral awareness and surface contact ‘and that there must be a
mutuality for a dyad to exist.' Mutuality marks a continuum pf

statee in whioh each partner 8. action and attributes are markedly S @

. . 8§ v . . .



influenced by the other s ﬁstions, views, and experiences in the
8 relationship" (p. 5)
m\ .

Y TS

¥ The purpose of the present research was to create data that

N

'”';'would eeflect characteristics of the couple as a unit.. This is

'.,1referred to as dyadic research (Thompson & Walker, 1982) or

relational" data (Fisher Kokes, Ransom, Philips & Rédd 1985)

ﬁ]jFisher et al. (1985) state that individually i%sed scores reflect

R

.'bff‘only the action of a singleamember of: a family system.;~;;

... ; S s

Relational" data takes two &r'more individual data sets and

Do SO [

N3

'7i_ creates a new score representing a previously defined :'.-{ B

”.characteristic of the contributing individuals combined score;r“:;?;:.r
7??This combination of Scores derives a score that reflects some scorev“
tiattribute or characteristic of the family or couple unit.. This::
:~data can be used to yield descriptive statements about thegcouplel.f:
L The%present study took intq;assgunt couples self-reports

fabout their relationship., Olson (1977) refers to this as 5*5>'
: 4

"insiders perceptions as’ distinguished from outsiders jl;h'_Q ;_(@;7’:”"

[4,

' 4fﬁperceptions, which refers to external observation of couple

.o 7 )
'.,-finteraction,g Gurman and—Kniskern (1981) stress that neither of

'fithese techniques of data collection 1is- superior to the other or

L R .
gﬁj;even more objecgive, but that each provides valuable information of
| y;the whole from d%fferent perspi?tives.:lyi:?;tffﬁll;;}”d?iyiﬁ".p;;:lr?l‘ E
'-ljDescription of Sample:{f' o S | AT
L The sample for this study wasvd;asn from all couples who | Qtf&qg}

. ,Qapplied for couple counselling at Family Services Association of -

.ii_\;; o

_ii??ff”;;,p

L L e N



A

, ‘ S ;
- -vAt present we are conducting research at Family Services

G e

‘”fEdmonton from December, 1986 to November, 1987 As'parf~ofithe,j:h:d
.intake procedure, these couples were asked to participa’ the‘

-{ ‘present research and filled out a. number of questionnaires before

3 o

'-drelaéionship in the past year were used in the present study.T
kCouples who had not had physical violence in their Efla}ionship

fwere used as a comparison group._ Physical violence was defined as.

anyﬁact carried out with the intention of physically hurting

v another person. This physical hurt can range from slight pain,

‘f.such as one would experience by being slapped, to severe physical

v“

.ﬂ abuse and murder (Gelles & Straus, 1979, p. 554)

R 2

When conples applied for counselling at Family Servicesv

in a research pnpject on: couples which would take approximately one

ithey began therapy. All couples who had physical violence in their |

'hour of theig :1hei. They were then placed on the agency waitingf o

) list which was gengahlly from two' to. three weeks long. _When the-i’

B

' couple w38;1dter contacted by the 1ntake worker, they were againf, '

invited to %articipate in the research project in the following N
- -,,,. N R R, .
standa?aized manner' oo

’ :Association which will give us a better undefgtanding of
,couples who apply for counselling. We are asking therefore,
'Vthat for your first meeting, yOu come in for a period of two

’ hours. When you arrive you will be” asked to fill out some

fAssociation, tmey were invited by an intake worker to participate/w."up':'




'1‘forh Jere then forwarded to the researcher..;'

halso made by the intake worker to contact all couples who

"yOur-relationship as ‘a couple.' You will only be«tharged a fee4

o

'»for one hour not the two hours you will be here.:gf

/,—-

':When the couple arrived for the initial intake session,'they';::h"h
bfhwere asked to read and sign a document stating their willingness to
L_ilparticipate.in the research (Appendix A) Thfs was witnessed by.
‘kthe receptionist who then seated the couple in a large room with a
';minimum of three meters of distance betweenvthem.; The c0up1e,.

‘Ggindividually, filled out the questionnaires_(Appendix B) and

-iffreturned them to. the receptiqnist. At this point the receptionist

.‘recorded the coiple s name, date Qf intake, and therapist 8. name g

5for further follow up.-4

"m L

At the end oﬁ eight weeke the COuple and therapist'werehgiven lﬂf

B P
a short questionnaire prpendix F) to. complete;'

(#(\,H 1.,
requested to terminate the eighth week sessﬁbn £ ive minutes early

Y

so that all .rticipants, the c0up1e,and the therapist, could 5”°w57'“

' *
--v,.‘ \

: complete the questionnaire. When completed the questionnaires werezi'

)._..given to the receptionist by the individual participants. 'Alyf--""

- terminated therapy without completing,the foIlow—up questionnaire.»ﬁ.

'When contacted the following questions were asked' 1) What was
the reason for you and your partner ending therapy’ 2) Have you

and your partner gone elsewhere for connselling? 3) Are you and

H;;:questionnaires which are designed to give us 1nformation about

’4*%‘therapist was

o

BE TR

1At the end of the two*donth follow-up period, an attempt was.h;,:' s




S R ST
._;:yOur partner still living tOgether’ 4) Do you have any comments

"tfig'hd;:hhff :w:?,g_s abfféiwdi itib;vapgikhr hjh,;ftﬂ-‘;‘

Cosz

fffé_ ;
S o 9

“thfabout your counselling at Family Service Association’ and 5) WOuld

,you and- your partner be willing ‘to fill out a- follow-up }ﬁ:

"'questionnaire that we would mail out to you'7 "

At the requegt “of the agency, questionnaires were only sent to

R ?‘ ':'

4;those who were: contacted and who agreed to the follow-up., At the

.- end. of a- two week peri@d* a second phone call was made to those

"couples who had not retu{ﬂ

'_.Research.Instruments

~instruments were used

I“p.

For the purpose of this study, the following research a
4’. Family Adaptability and thesion'h”

Evaluation Scales (] 3 .')’nbs Personal Assessment of Intimacy
* )

- £ g
in Relationships (PQ%R); Eo Confljet Iactics Scale (CTS) These
oy q'. }' “ﬁg‘f{l’ Lt
instruments were selee _ because of theiv‘ﬁmpirical validation of

e, ‘ .

the,Circumplex Model fffamily functioning as. well as their

apparent utility'in measuring relationshipscharactendstics specific

e

‘to theapurposes oﬁ this research.

K B ~

T

4fFACES 111 .gwj R o gtn

e developed to assess the two major dimensions of cohesion and

‘ 'adaptability on the Circumplex Model. OiSOn (1986) states thatﬂ.

The Family Adaptability and Cohesion EValuatiodﬁécales or

. h;FACES III (Olson, Portner & Lavee, L985) was uséd in the pre§ent |

Study. FACES III is the third v.rsion in a series of FACES scales

r Nt s

-

IFACES III has been revised several times to, increasg its

rel abillty, validity and’ clinical utility.f Olson et al. (1985)

2

‘ :ﬂ:



. 1 _;

hse‘also emphasize that the FACES III was also developed in order to

overcome some of the limitations of_EACES II which were.v’ to N‘\

shorten the instrument so it can be administered under perceived

. and ideal conditions, b. to develop two empirically independent

(orthogonal) dimensions 'S0 it better adhieves the theoreticaf

B criteria for a Circumplex Model, c. to eliminate negative items so

it is easier to .score - and compare to established norms, d. tor
rewrite the ideal version so that it could be’ more easily ‘fff
understood by family members, eu to deveIop items that were

relevant for a variety of family forms (nuclear, blended. single

.

@ . L

B parent) and couples (married,_cohabited) without children, and f. ,'}b

4

to have specific norms for adults across the life cycle,'adults and

.'v adolescents combined for the adolescent stage, and young couples.

without children._- S -

-

'. FACES III is'a 20-item scale deVeloped from items used in a

e .

' national survey of 1 000 "normal" families (01son, McCubbin,

o Barnes, Larsen, Muxen,v& Wilson, 1983), In its present form, FACES o

III has considerably reduced the cohesion and adaptability

correlation (r-.03) and has reduced the correlation between fti.'

[y o °

adaptablity and social desirability to zero (r- 00) (Olson, 1986)

This is important because'social desirability has an impact on most ”'if”""

'1\self-report scales.-

T

FACES III is a self report measure with items which are easily
read and understandable down to the age of 12 years old (Olson et

al., 1985) Since it is designed to measure both perceived and

PR . . L

e



Pnw. " N

Sy

: f» outlined in-the manual (Olson, @t al.

ol

ideal descriptions of a; marital and family system fthe 20-item

o 5‘, : .

questionnaire is taken twice, first for perceived and second for -

ideal descriptions of the coupledb The perceived—ideal discrepancy
. S~

R I e
is an indirEct measure of couple satisfaction._ Theigreatervthe o

ideal-perceived discrepancy, the 1ess the couple satisfaction . f;

(QlSOn et al., 1985) B _

:w;,» The items on FACES III conSist of statements requiring

. - o
"“almost always K referring to the frequency the described behaviour

octurs in the couple relatiouship.’ Scoring of FACES III, as

s

1985) allows for separatet

scores for cohesion and adaptabili s, well as a combined score.
v & ‘

s

Norms and cutting points for the four levels of cohesion and

o R

K

adaptability vere established for a. adults (parents) across the %3

e 5 p “ .
family life stages, bs families with adolescents, and C.. young

e couples. Based on a: sample of” 2 453 norms for adults are&brovided

: with a. mean score of 39. 8 (standard deviaiton of 5. 4) for cohesion

s»and a mean score of 24 1 (standard deviation of 4 7) for _

_ adaptability. N ;ﬁfﬂ_ b‘:q P
Rel*ab‘lity and valididity data for FACES III is provided in

.,/

the manual for a sample of 2 412 individuals in a national survey. e

- responses on a 5—point Likert scale ranging from almost never *t o

The reliability, using Cronbach Alpha for each scale (cohesion and

EP

adaptability) was, computed by splLtting the total sample into two e

random and independent samples.. The Cronbach Alphas, for equal‘ 0% DRI

subgroups are. Cohesion, .76 and 75, adapfability, .58 and 63._.1.



“ThebCronbachuAlphas;,for the total sample are .77 for cohesiong .62 g

:jfjdue to the large number of concepts used to- adequatélx rebresent

:TE;the complexity and richness of thts dimension. g'ff‘fﬂ[fV.;:f"ﬁﬂ”'

S eduction of the correlation between cohesion and adapt%biliéy from :fiy

ﬁf within each scale with the total sqale.. Results of the factor R

- LT . ¢ : I R Y
SRS : " o R
. G ’ Teoee o A
- ’I‘

}lfor adaptability, and 68 for the total scale. Olson et: al. (1985)

v.il} .r-f
: ]

pr:explain that the somewnat lower reliabilities on adaptability is @ 'f“y‘7l;:

, . . e “ e e

Pl DT . -

In terms ‘of validity for FACES 111, the manual 3;epo:cs a o

A r=t65 on FACES II to r= 03 on FACES IIEaresulting in two clearly "f(aih*;

independent dimensions. Another indication of the construct

Y

| Validity of the two scales is the high correlation of the items >5£

analysis indicate that the 10 cohesibn items are all highly .fté f:'f"'

correlated with the total score on cohesion and the 10 adaptability

items all correlate highly with the total adaptability score.:brg';j‘

A second validi'v criteria was to reduce the{ﬁhrrelation of

e

reduced to zero for adaptab{lity ada soc a} desirability but ‘;:f

e __}.",,'-O'fb_

N reduced only marginally for cohesion and social desirability {bkij';fff,%

(r=.35) The authors explain that because high cohesion is a "

"Dv

. characteristic that is more embedded into our cnlture asran ideal

e - AR N “’
for families, it was not desirable to reduce this correlation. L {;¢~;§1;3?
Because FACES III ista newly revised vension of FACES II

studies testifying %o its clinical and eApiriqal improvemen;s have *'p?:llﬁ:

”‘D R
';yet to be published.: Research using FACES and FACES II has



e

’hRelationships (Schafer & Olson, 1981). PAIR'measures the expected_,r'

~

*in studies of clinical and non—clincial families (Russell 1979)

‘Schizophrenic and neurotic families (Clarke,v1984), alcoholic
R .
ffamilies (Olson & Killorin, 1985 Bonk 1984), sex offenders

.(Carnes, 1985) and adolescent Juvenile offenders (Rodick

K e

e

- -the PAIR an acronym for PerSOnal Assessment of Intimacy in 5;

5

"versus realized‘degree in five areas of intimacy ' emotional

‘o . - . .

"‘social, sexqal intellectual, and recreational. The PAIR attempts

. 'Vto identify the degree to which each partner presently feels

Y 4
N
o e

‘e (expected). f' ""',Jli}' _‘

intimate in various areas of the relatidnship (realized) and to
”'w / SRR s

identify the degree to which each partner would like to be intimatelr'ﬁ.f -

. 3
Y

¢
2 .

';_ y Olson (1975 1977)) tin‘identifying.the typesrof*intimacy-f

[}

chuged on process aspects of distinguishing between intimate
® = 4

qaexperiences and an intimate relationship.\ An intimate-experience ‘

S ' Variety of persons without having or developing an intimate ,'lff,* 3
' relationship (Olson, 1972) Olson, (1977) also believes an. ;.;7-'""“

v

'&'@sﬂg feeling of closeness or sharing with another in one or. mnre of' E

L l
7

(.

£ the five areas. It is possible to- have intimate experiences with a; B

intimate relationship is generally one in which an- individual

i

shares intimate experiences in several areas, and there is the

. . e
FTTEEN R

:Henggeler, and Hanson, 1985) "'Vy::ffffibs'-.'; f 'h77dl SRR B

The second instrumEnt which was used in the present study is. »j:“

e

, % szax
T e

“high risk families (Garbarino, Sebes,v& Schellenback 1984) '”f‘”f"{'fli*ﬁ

.,



R P Py

* ‘expectation that the experiencés and relationship persist over -

Voo

In terms of administration of ‘the’ PAIR each partner B

-independently responds to the questionnaire in two consecutive

steps.k In the §drst step, the partner responds to the item vas it

‘ is now (perceived) and in the second step the individual reSponds

_"how he/she wOuld like it to be“ (expected) There Are'36 items on FQ'h
/\the questionnaire and each partner indicates their agreement-

disagreement on.a S-point Likert scale.-{5_5-~: .t:fﬂ7l7g' Tt

‘ '{; reported by Schaefer and Olson (1981) Validity and re}iabiiitY

’

' ~ R I

. '_...
) \'-.

Reliability and validity of the PAIR questionnaire are,

: K S > -‘:»'w~
been married between _one: and 37 years (mean length of .J:;‘ j
' . '1, .\. Y ' )

55 Z having more than a high school education (meanPyears o£17‘4

IR

education=14 1 SD-2 2) *bther instruments used in the analysis

included the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjostment Scale (Loofe & ifl

A .
Wallace,_1959),_an adapted version of one of Jourard’salﬁu.

Seli‘-disclosure Scales ‘(Jourard 1964), and Empa‘thy Scale

1

developed by Truax and Carkhoff CTruax & Carkhoff 1967), and six
of the Moos' ten "Family Environment Scales (Moos & Moos, 1976)..‘
All the PAIR subscales eXcept for the spiritual subscale

positively corre%ate vith the Lock-Wallate with coefficients




il

B Intimacy. With the Moos Family E

’ :iCronbach s Alpha Reliability Coefficients of at least 70

‘, coefficients were with the Emotional Intellectual and Recreational

o ff" "‘ L ',‘
"o‘me‘t Scafe every PAIR

"i¥ subscale correlated significanthifingﬁ" ﬁpsitive dﬁrection.

s ﬂ _i' S

ﬁ .
In a validity study of the Waring Intimacy Questionnaire‘_; '

(Hanes & Waring, 1979) and the BAIR Schaefer & Olsoﬂ (1981) found
that the two scales were significantly related (r- 77, p< Ol)._

Y

Reliability testing consisted of ‘a Split-half method of

-analysis. All of the six scales have impressively strong

L%

'iIConflict Tactics Scale i;a;,gﬁ

. couples to be sampleg, the Conflict Ea
il

riquestions,g:’ o

To get a measure of violence witHin th lationship of the o

1)

1974) was used.- ﬂhe CTS is used to méa‘ e modes of dealing

.. with intrafamily conflict. (1) Reasonin 2 Jﬁse of rational

.discuésion and argument, (2) Verbal Agression. the use of verbal

2

4and‘symbolic means of hurting :- such as insults or. threats to hurt

the ot r; and’(3) Violence' the actual use - of physical forcevf”

(Straus gt al., 1980), The, items on xheaCTS start with those

.

low in coerciveness (such as discussing the issue with the othnr)
and gradually become mofe coercive and aggressive towards the ends
of the list (such as slapping and hitting) Straus.et'al. (1979)

ot

believe this sequence enhances the liklihood that the person will

. R

1ef(c1's) (Straus, o

become committed to. the interview and continue answering thef*v'g F's e

LF;5§?:f.



The CTS was modified by Straus (1979) to be used in ‘a face to _f

‘n'~_iface interviews* The present study used the CTS -as. a selfr'f*r '

V.
r','

v:administered questionnaire. In a recent study of marital violence""

ﬁ;f@(Szinovacz, 1983) the CTS was used both as a self-administered

‘1.questionnaire given.agwthe end of the entire interview and as ‘a l"

f"“ ‘ ) :
'_Vface-to-face questionnaire. Subjects did not refuse to answer the

g

”';QViolence questions or complain about the sensitivity of the':“bf t:f,ifff

‘ttopics.; Since the CTS was administered relatively late in the v“"' o

"Qinterview and within the context of other questions dealing with

:gconflict, power strategies, and power relations, Szinovacz (1983)
Vistated that the CTS appeared as a natural part of the study...
’ fd Reliability and validity of the CTS are reported in Straus et

(1985) The internal consistency reliability of the CTS was T

”rf}zexamined\by two techniques item analysis nd the alpha coefficient SRS

”.i%fof reliability.~ The mean item total correlation iF 87 for the
| -'Violence index.” These figures are based on a stndy of 3855coupIe
.f*Jthe Alpha coefficients are .83 for the Husband-to-Wife Violence

"'rijouple Violence index._’.

'VV;Husband-to-Wife Violence index and 88 for the Wife-to-Husband -

. . 4

o (Straus 1979) In a sample of 2 1’5 couples (§graus et al 1980)“

| index, .82 for the Wife- o-Husband Violence index and 88 for the :“Aﬁ/ R

/
Straus et al. (1980) state that\the violence items on the CTS
‘}g,have -a, degree of "face or content validity since they all deacribe

) acts of actual physical force being used by one famil? membet on -

'Zéyanother. In terms of construct.validity, Straus et al. (1980)5?ti”:};i§i.ﬁ




-tér.;.i, R

PR

. RN _ B . . ' ol
provide examples of meaningful results obtaihed with CTS data.'f'

1) There is a consistency between findings using the CTS and*’"':

' f“ large body of evidence concerning the cath:z s theory of

5f <aggression control (Straus, 1974) 2) The CTS- are successful in

A e
..‘.-

obtaining high rates of occurence for socially undesirable acts of

'”t‘lf verbal and physical aggression.. These high rates ane consistent

with previous inrdepth int B (Gelles, 1974).‘ 3) The CTS data ﬁﬁ;};.;g

o

. : i $ S
on the extent to which patterns of violence are correlated from one
generation to the next (in Steinmetz, 1977) are consistent with ﬁﬁ’i.i

previous findings and theory on familial transmision of violent

-
N
R S

behavior (Carroll 197, p. 264)
Numerous other studies are also listed by Straus et al. (L9§Q),g; .
7 to provide evidence of construct validity of the CTS.; L

b . . 4

. Analysis of Data T_7

v

The analysis of the data collected in this study was based on ;f”

s¢ore5vobtainéd from FACES II‘, the PAIR and the CTS. Couple

Z'L scores which were calculated from these instruments were utilized?v .T.
in conjunction with background data, to generate variables‘that ;%d;;;pﬁﬁ.u

'.:were:descriptive»of»the couples under“study. A discriminant i
function analysis was utilized to determine if there were"'

characteristics of violent—couples that differed from non*violent

.

couples in terms of outcome in therQPy._ Because a. large proportion

_.'\

of couples terminated therapy prematurely, outcome,fn therapy for

this analysis was based on therapist reports od@y The outcome,"(vaEE?,w'%

measure was derived by multiplying the score obtained from the ;

~ -



&

conrinuous score fro ‘a. 1ow of i (unsuccessful) to a high of 15

3(A) Therapist report of progress

fB) Therapist“repo:t ‘of outcome o
' ’ '("ome measure - A x B

Toete ;r




~ FACES III'Couple Scor

To compute couple scores on. FACES III, three scores were ’ﬁf i;,ﬁf:)“

o . R A S Ty
computed couple distance from centre" (DFC) score,: couple RS
. - i ' ’ ) "'. Y /' ')
discrepancy" score (CDC), and a couple means ,score (CM) / ! AN

T .d

B 4 :
QT The DFC is a linear score indi&ating the distance o{/@he

' couple 3 cohesion andPadaptability score from the centre of th;

lex Model (Olson et ali/ 1985) The formulas for compyting- -fs} T

""DFC scores for individualsﬁ/couples, and families is indicatéd in ,;?TM

o ,7 ; :

: .Table 3. Also indicated;in Table 3 are the cutting points»for
. Y '-v- b !
f_determining where thﬁ score is within the balanced mid—range,,dr

. Y K R
‘;extreme part-of theJmodel. Because the DFC score does not indicate' S e

- r

b=;direction on the LirCumplex,model, couple mean scoresywere also

SR ¥ : Tt

.calculated for each couple ‘on’ CQhesion and adaptability anﬁ used in Jc'fa,%

I WA
LI

7 4‘ N P i " o
ple means were determined by calculating the scores for each \ : T'

./0

v-cogﬁunction with the couple s DFC score in the data analysis. The SRR
*co
cohesion and adaptability and then taking the mean. of ’ R

} . oy e
. ¢ NP
3 -;,-._v X .

. those scorés as the couple s’ score..i‘ach individual score on_”.

spOuse LOTE;

'vcohesion and adaptability were graphically represented on the - f.‘ Jf"V
“ NS ';" J' / ) / < N . L
VCirGUmplex Model.: A c0uple waSvincluded in the analysis if they

Ty

;j;weretin*cfose proximity on - the graph._ Any couple that showed
_ﬁrextfemévdiscrepancies were excluded from the analysis. A graphic };'54: ’h?
"'beaamnle is represented in Appendixjo.}ifltﬁni‘ifn-g;l"“ ' "‘1"“ '

‘ Olson et al.’ (1935) also. assert that in adddtion qb couple Lo

}'[mean scores, discrepancy scores are also important in the analysis

Thuedli. =

A
<kt

- ':.‘{_
o
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. ‘
'of FACES III. .The CM score gives a reasonably accurate picture of"

’ the couple s position on cohésion and adaptability.l The CDC is S
”:.advantageous in accounting for considerable disagreement between o
v‘ :individuals and gives a measure of satistact{;n with the'

’ Yn.relationship. The formula for calculating the CDC and CM scores':’

]:_are in Table 4 -._‘-fi"§ o SR r ' _1A .
N ,PAIRfcoupie‘scotes-?','f[%7‘4;
"Individual scores werercalculated for'five't;ées of intimacyry

:ufon the_PAIR{? emotional, social, sexual intellectual and

' »feéreacional. Couple scores'were calculated by obtaiAing an’.

s average score on each type of intimacy. A discrepancy score was\_

1 . : :
also used’in conjunction with the mean score as a measure of
. R . v L
.'"agreement between_individuals, T

PEEY

. CTS Scoring’ -

The items on the CTS which were used for analysis were ky 1 s

'f-m, n. 0, P, q, and r (see Appendix D) Each of these items asks DR

vthe respondent about specific acts of physical violence towards

themselves and¢towards their spouse. The response category code -

.

vﬂvalues for the items making up each CT scale rangessfrom 0 to 6

-The items k tor were weighted in accordance with the midpoints of

x"

_ the frequencies indicated by the response categories presented to fs?-..':

<
S .




.. Table &

[

.‘CoupléIand’FamilyléEofesi Mean énd-Diéérépahéy Scores . v"

© (Olson et al., 1985)

T

COUPLE AND FAMILY MEAN SCORES *

 Coup1e.Mean"bﬁ.Coheéion"

?QuﬁleiMean on A@éptabilit§

Family Mean on Cohesion
" (Husband/Wife/Adolescent)

Family'Meap.anA&aﬁtébiiitﬁ'_

L= He +WC

u
g
of+
A=
>

= HC + WC + AC

o HCe +waN#laa o

COUPLE AND FAMILY DISCREPANCY SCORES -

fl'Cbﬁble Discrebanéy;
‘Score (CDS)

‘Husband-Wife -
Discrepancy (HWD)

Hthand—Adolescent
. ‘Discrepancy (HAD) -

v WifefAdolescenﬁ,
- Discrepancy (WAD)

.Family Discrepancy
“Score (CDS)

=V e - W) + (HA - wA)?

T
»

=\ (ic - wc)H2 +_(HA"4'wA)2§i

=V (e - AC)2 + (HA - AA)2
=/ (WC - aC)2 + (WA - AA)2
/ ‘ ' o '

= HWD + HAD + WAD '
— 3 -



'the respondent; To do this, the 0 to 6 scale was substituted with

L

-0, 1 ‘2 4. 8, 15, and 25 (Straus, 1979) 'Items k 1, and m are

_fp_considered to’ represent mild forms oi violence while m,.n, and o

"_'for severity and frequency, a total violence score was attained for v”f;.:.w

)

} 'for the male and ‘an estimated score for the female.~ The ‘sum: of

o behaviours if they anticipate that their spouses aré asked similar T

'ﬂbthe relationship, ‘each of the mild modeV-'

'violence are weighted 1, 2 and 3 respect?

procedure was repeated for the female respondent. An estimated

‘ both Spouses, there is more pressure to acknbwledge violent

are categorized as moderate anduq and r as ssvere forms of =

violence.- To more d%curately represent ¥ of;violence<in‘

éié forms"off;f

.7fter weighting
2,

BRI NC

T

both artner~s.perceived violence in-their~relationship. Thisawas It

- done” by S““’“‘i“g the nale respondent s reports of violence towards . ‘I

bphis spOuse and his report of violence by her towards him.. T%e same.

) bviolence score was calculated by summing the violence attributed to E

each individual and dividing by 2e This yielded an estimated score

those two estimates gave the estimated violence in the couple s

_relationship which then could be compared to their individual -
:scores. ‘ E 7 v el

| 2 Subjects in the present‘study‘were considered to.be in a -
':violent relationship if,either one of the couple reported the useif_?'
a9f violence._ In a recent study, SzinOVacz (1983) acknowledged the f‘:‘

inadequacy of self-report measures to get an accutate picture of | “‘;{

violen-e in relationships. The author pointed out that by asking
Ve

>

e
o

m



R

-

P

.

quest\ions., Szinovacz (1983)’ found couple s violence rates based on

) “
both spouses 1ead to an. increase of a‘obut SOZ over the l'nsband s

reported rates and of 20% overé' the ,wives reported Latesd,{ZGZ ,vs 36%

T

‘ ) : T . v o N - e . . . -
' ’ . N ’ . i . .o . . B . S0

amd 30% vn : LR

_)/-.r\ Vol Coid

An overview of the couple-data research applicable to the

3

N L ,9 . K A
» been presented. An’ outl*fne of the procedure used to caICuJ,ate o

couple Scores and a description of the analysis use.d »in the st'udy \'

werejexplained. A discriminant function an”aIyéis was . used to

1 Lo
i Voo
.,

detemnine if there were c,hanacteristics df ;

were prédictive of outcome irl therapy. Ry ‘

present study as well as a. description of the methodology used, haVe R -

’ Lo

lent coupILes that S
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: INTERPRETATION OF""" ;A'I‘A e

\-‘

apter. Emphasis has been placed in the interpretation
. '\

1eve1 of couple 8. relatiohship but detailed

‘ftknowledge of the sample under study.

'5fDiscussion of Demographic Dataﬁ;li*ﬁ

”represented approximately 702 of all couples who applied for ]‘;f?f} {7;{

B ; ‘.' -;:_ Lo
.
f

‘A;¢c0unselling at‘the Family Services Associanion of Edmonton during a-.u~f”

~‘nine month period.h Not all couples who applied for counselling fﬁ?fpiffﬁ‘

il '_--.weré included :Ln tbﬁ study. Couples not included were. 1) those«

;“ffih'and 3) those couples who were assigned a therapist in either the‘}r’*ait”f

- . _..,. .\

‘:lﬁsouthside or, westend offices.; In the latter-caee,~1ack of- office ,ﬁi.fa.

<4A-\ C-
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» their first marriage (mp % wfemale-542) or, their first RS
g e R R T S T T

‘;gcommon-law relationship (male-ZSZ female-ZZZ) A 1arger

:'-lkﬂfipercentage of females (244) than males (132) were . in their second

-w:}y:i}’gr more marriage whereas a similar proportion of both were in their
. r : L -
' 7“second or more common—law relationship (male!SZ femalb=8%)

Of the coup&es studied 83Z had less than three children in .

J . ’ ‘

:,'the household.. Of this percentage, 242 of the couples had no- “

children, 29Z had one child and 3QZ had two children.. A much
*smaller percen;age (17%) had betWeen three and six children.:f?!
Cohabitation and,employmept data revealed that the majority of

. & a ) ) AT
~.t::oul‘;les (834) had been living together for ten years or less with SRR
the largest proportion of couples (61%) having lived together forL ]Qf';;“‘

.:,»_Q’. P

less than five years.' Couples in thé study which had at least one
partner work¢3g was. 80% Out of this number, 372 were from *;i'v ”

‘ households with both partners working, 26% had the male working but
the female not, and, 17% had the female workidg,but the male not._lf"*”ﬁhf
20% of the coupl;s completing intake form;’hadﬁneither partner ::kﬁ |

b working. On an aggregate‘basis %54% of the Eemales in: e sangle

: ‘,tf were employed compafed with 68% ofhthe malés employed.

!_ .. T e i X I .

Couple data on education revealed that males and females in

the study were’similar in the amount of educationareceived.; 40% of
.\\., . s

the females and 342 of " the males had some high.school or less.m lﬁziﬁhi:ﬁﬂ
of the females and 21% of the males had gra&uated high school.-34225v; o

o -

of the females and 412.0f the males had some college or university

,{}g'education with approximately 32 of the females and 42 of the males ) -
. W T T T T e R ;;a .




i_.having graduated from some post-secondary 1nstitution. ‘Frbm thev“f

‘-4eaj-c0uﬁ1e perspective, males had onlg slightly higher education than ;@fftfllﬁ

<ff‘thein female partners.ef:“ i
Discussion of Test Results -

’ )
, N
T, R IR = o - _"

FACES'III Test Results 'f.; Viiilr

R N
) LY e

..,'.

o jfunctioning, grouped as balancgd midrange, and‘extreme are' &

ar IS v‘ ‘_-‘. . o .'*'\ ,1 Al.vr .




: Table 5

(N-75/100%)

Couple Perception of Family Functioning as Assessed by FACES III
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| based on a sample of 75 inical couples and most scdres obtained ﬁtfi S

| study, 192 non-clinical couples, who were considered to be afairly

<

The results from the PAIR inventory are presented in Table 7.

'“¥:A comparison is also made with the results from the validity and '

"=? reliability study conducted by Schaefer and Olson (1981) In their

representative population of married individuals who had

experienced their relationship over an,extended period of time,_*i |

L 5 S O
were administered the PAIR inventoryv' The present reSults are

‘ fﬂ are somewhat lower from those obtained by Schaefer and Olson ati :‘%
] o, __l,¢—~—-;~;\\ L
(1981). The score on sexual intimacy:(mepn-54 99 7sds21 67) is: '::~u*'

htgher in the present study.than in the Schaefer and Olson study

:" ;"' k "r.,-A By

(mean-50, sd’17). The largest discrepancies, between this study

'.f;'and the'échaefer and Olson (1981) Study, were'nn social.;ntimacy i?t'j;
':;T“'(mean-45 13 éd’17 02) and intellectual intimacy (mean-43 85 %f: ;l: ;‘
Tedeiran). T e e Sl

Items.k ;o r o§ the CTS were used in the present study to

measﬁre physical violence in !ih coupld?s relationshipf““
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Areas‘ of In;imacy Gi- the PAIR (2(-"75)".:'. E

" PRESENT ' STUDY

SCHAEFER AND OLSON

srumr (1981) v

v'~',

EMOTIONAL | RERTY S VSR A
soc1AL if; 45018 T, 02

SEXUAL i 5_.9;;'9‘9};-',_ 2‘1 67

LR <

RECREATIONAL 52,89 17 19
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at their spouse and received from their spouses The tableﬁ"ﬁ'

B P
b N . ,,,-_“_._ '-':.! [ IR N s £

‘_ arranged so that comparisons can be made for each partner s reportﬂff~*

L of violence by themselves with their partner s report on the same ;:,'
item._ Therelis a high corresponding agreement on reports oﬁ -

violence by the male on items k to n between partners (seé Appendix‘

”D) However, on the more severe items, male partners tended to

'_“reportrless. On the same items, for physical Niolence committed byf

the female, there is a very high rate of%agregment betweeh partnersf'_g‘-?.
. o B -, v-vv' ,‘d/r'u g Lo
across a11 items.. On item g, males ga@h%igher reports (18.4) of

their partners threatening with a knife or gun"'than did the ;j,fjf-
'ifff females (8%) Males also gave higher reports of their partners
S _

Sl using a knife or gun" (SZ) than they did themselVes (lA)

Females, however, gave higher reports (44) of their partners in the

';L:g‘use of a gun ot knife..u.f‘fi"f" ;f:

PR : .

To determine the accuracy of reported frequencies of violent,, {j_l{ b
7‘.& B, ,

acts between males and females, a series of cbrrelated t-tests were R

E'S ~‘. SR

”

V'—m:fl performed for each tem on the—Conflict Tactics Scale.”._g:yf_ﬁ{arf;}jf.;d{

",significant difference was found between reports on- ﬂtem m which
:”"slapped the Other one“ (t-2 62 df-74 p< 05)., On this item

females reported a high&r frequency (mean=3 86) of their partners

SIapping chen ‘ha“ f"‘he “'ales reported (mean-z 01). “oi. the -
remaining items/(k 1 n.o,p,q,r) ‘ no significant ‘lifference in ‘ "ﬁl “;.,_ :

reporting frequency was obtained,for violent acts performed by the




fPércenta&e of Partners Reporting_Physical Violence in Their

:-g .

'i'-.v,RelationshiQ on the CTS (n-7 5)

+

- Respondent | K

= R'.éspbh»d'ent_; :

Female"

" 'Respondent .
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~ Respondent
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| ,on Himself - ‘on Male . | on Herself . on Female ' . -
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R

v.'imale. For violent acté’performed by the female, similar results_
H b

5were.obtained.» A significantly higher frequency of the item d
threatened with a knife or gun. was reported by the females on.
themselves than was reported by the males on their partners

)
(t-2 77 df=74, p< 01) No other difference between reported

frequencies of violent acts by the female were found on the . h

remaining items of the CTS._ A comparison of frequency means,

between the male s report of violence by himself.and the woman 's
W

o report of violence by herself, yielded a- significant difference on ‘

‘iéﬁij ' the item hit or tried to hit,with something" (item o) *Qn this

item, females reported a significantly higher frequency of engaging

gﬁy?“;ﬁ_ in this activity (mean=1 29) than the males reported on themselvesfff

(mean-o 9‘8) (c-z 55 df-74, p< 05). , Ta,ble 8 indicates that 25
( males and 30 females reported on. the occurance of this act.i'.-°
. Table 9 presents means and standard'deviations of violence W

received by e@ch Partner.l These scores have been weighted for :Jflg%igf:@

frequency and severity of the violence between the female s report e

Cow

Aﬁi};%-ffgales report;dﬁ ‘iplence given (mean=1l 90).- The mean estimated

”ﬁf_iComparison of Theribist-

g;Outcome m‘"l_;»ffj -

The present rese@rch c0nsisted of reports}_n therapeutic

5_outcome by couples un&er study and their therapists. To test the,bfb_

S - T Lo PR T SN Lo e
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“Table 9 o

' Means and Standard De\iiat.;iq%fdf Violence Given and Received as

03

[y

- Meslsured by the €TS (n=i8) 3. -

@,
),

" Mean

b

‘;xf1Vidléhce‘§5 
.- Received - '~

e

T Vio1enqu; ‘__
"Given.. . -

.

‘Estimated - ..  '-f.,5f'-’

Toral Vieteee |

5, , e s2A

Cowle c

< .
I

2

Tl T

T

19

2187 1632 3073 <. =



:‘.ji did not. Of the 21 who stayed in counselling, therapists gave an »p“'

]f'“‘between the two partners;

'yvalidity of therapists reports of'su' s{in therapy,-'

+ 2

;Jcrosstabulations were calculated with couples reports-oftsutceSS c

:bin therapy.t These results dre presented in Table 10 The total

CT oS
3 ':number of couples who participated in thq follqw-up data was 21

'.'Of that number, 16 couples were reported to have Successful outcome{j-f

hfby both therapist and coﬂple ratings., This represented 804

fagreement between therapists and couples. Four couples (204)

i

q& 1 couple (5 94) reported therapy as’ successful but the therapist hli:.

80

“reported unsuccessful therapy where therapists reported success and f.f

overall rating of 95 ZA success rate compared to a 80% success rateff'l'“

“e

by the couples. A comparison of therapeutic outcome by

individuals indicated that a total of 22 males and 25 females

‘ fcompleted outcome reports._ This difference in numbers is

attributed to a small number of individuals continuing in therapy

after their partner had dtiontinued._ The agreement ratio between ;»_‘.

therapists .and individuals’ reports of outcome is somewhat lower

than the combined couple scores._ A success agreement ratio of 75/

'*-5_was obtained between the therapist and the female.j An overall

Pgreement ratio, on successful therapy, of 93 84 was obtained

the 21 couples who continued in therapy, there was .a much higher

" report of success by both therapist and couple.;_‘”7:?”

.\A.

An overall examination of the data indicated that therapists

xeported ‘a 65 32 success rate and a 34 74 failure rate. Thianl

'3The obtained results indicate that, for :

PR




Cu s O R . e e W *\
To0 o Table 100 L. oo T el
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