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ABSTRAC

The purpose of this exploratory study was to ex'..ne the relevance
\

\

of atfribution of aggression to domestic violence. Ati~ibution "is the
‘process of interpreting the cause of another's behaviour" ZFricze, 1976).
Domestic violence refers to the perceived intention or a~ . physica'ly
hurting a family member, specificallv a spouse (Straus, Gelles and
Steinmetz, 1981).

Attribution of ,aggressive intent in a viclent reiationship was
éxpldred in the study through interviews with three couples with a
history of domestic violence. Individual and jéﬁnt interviews were
neld. The focus of the interviews was on rules in the relationship and
viclations of certain ruleé leading to attribution cf . cgression.

The data obtained were described in a case study format which

acilitated presentation of the interpersonal relationship infermation.

"t

Results of the study were described in light of Hotaling's {1980)
ideas cn attributions and rule violations. Attributicn of aggression
was not found to te relevant to domestic violence in the population

studied. The findings were Jiscus-2d and new hypotheses suggested.

This exploratory study iniicated the need for further study us.ng more
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sophisticated research desigrns to ¢xamine

domestic wviolence.
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CHAPTER %

INTRODUCTION

In the last *~n years domec.tic violence bas exploded on the scene

of helping  -ofessionals. While violence between husbands and wives "as
always existed, the r“dorfed @ncidcnce of bat-ering has increased
dramaticaily Ln Tecent ye.rs. ﬁIncidence is'thoﬁght t6 S; as high as

one in every four to six couples (Gelles, 1578; Roy, 1982; Straus,il9863.
Over 11% of men and 12%:of women'report domestic batterings Yearlyr

over 15% of these injuries are consideréd severe (MacEachqrﬁ,'ISSO;

Roy, 1982, Straus , 19350). L

e response to this increase .n réported‘violenée atkhome has-"
been ;hé eg ablishment of shelters for b;ttered wives across Canada,
d the U.K. (Davidsqn, 1978; Landsberg, 1982; Pizzey, 1974);
nt of vic;ims' groups, batterers' groups, and a deluge: of
professi and pbpﬁlar literature aimed'at'faising awareness and
exploring fhé problem (D'Oyley, 1978; Gelles, 1979; Marfin, 1977;
Mclulty, 1980; Walker, 1979). .
In view of the increasing pressure for professionals to deal with
domestic yiolence, offen‘with thg risk of severe injury to gﬁé or both
clienzs, ney‘inforﬁatibn about the causé and management of this

phenomenon is needed.

— Background and éignificance of the Study

Psychologists, psychiatrists, social workers, sociologists,
criminologists and others began to study domestic violence from
many different perspectives over the past decade. The results were not

yet conclusive with regard to causation, TFequired intervention or

[\
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implications for the future of domestic violence. There were, however,

many areas of consensus among the experts in this new field. These
areas included recognition of increasing (reported) incidence of domestic

violence and the contribution of socia! factors to the presence of

.

aggression. As up to 90% of the victims of,severe-violence were women

and the majority of perpetrators were men, it vas recognized that both
o 3.
s
women and men xnvolved in battering relatlonshlpgineeded help ‘(MacEachern.

1980; Roy, 1977, 1982) While there has been agreement among some recen.

writers about.certain aspects of domestic violence, there was insufficient

information about specific eausatien'of the problem within a relationship.
In 1980 Hotaling examined domeetic'vioience ueing aspect: of the

attribution modeis of HeiderA(1958)iAJones and Devié (1978); and Kelley

(1967, 1. "1, . Kelley (1973) defined’ettributionntheery as one that

teils how pec, : make causal explénetiens, about how they'answer "why"

questio :., It dealt with the information people use to make inferences

and with how this information was used to answer questione. Part of

this process inVolved attribution of ‘ntention (Shaver, 1975) .

Hotaling (1980) sugoested.tﬁet withielrhelorganization of husband-

wife relationships there may have been feature. tﬁat'facilitated the

attribution of malevolent intent and hence, e€scalated the violence; He

examined relational rules between a husband and wife as a way of under-
/

vstandlng the’/;ternal structure of the relatlonshlp Relational rules in

this context were generally undefined, implicit and ambiguous. Violation

of ‘these was therefore perceived most clearly by the "other" in the
system.” In addition, Hotaling posited that violations of certain rules

may have;enhanced the occurrence of the violence (1980).

The identification and isolation of these rules and rule violation's

[§9]



in battering couples was attempted in this study. The results had
significance tfor the apnlication of attribution theory to domestic

violence in both clinical practice and subsequent research.

2
Puzpose

The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine the relevance
of attribution of aggressive intent within a husband-wife relationship
wherel there is a history of domestic violence. Rules and rule viola-
tions in the relationship were identified and described in relation to

attributions.

To obtain information about attributioﬁs in violent relationships,
three couplés who were receiving treatment at Forensic Assessment and
Community Services (F.A.C.S.), an outpatient servic. of Alberta
Hospital, Edmonton located in Edmonton, Alberta, Canada (see Appendix ()
were selected for the study. The research was conducted with the coop-“
eration of this agency. Each couple had a history of domgstic violence.
An interview focusing on conflict situations and relational rules was
conducted with each spouse. Each couple was interviewed together in a
semistructured format. All interviews were recorded on‘cassette tape.

The results were '?scribed.in a case study method to allow an in-
depth focus on the interpersonal dwvnamics of the couple and to enhance
ﬁxthe exposure of rules, violations and attributions.

In addition to exp;oring the relevance of attribution to domestic
Jiolence, a secohdary burpose of this study was to expand and .arich
hypotheses put gorth byﬁHotaling (1680) on this subject and generate

new hypotheses, facilitating the construction of more elaborate studies

in the area.



Definition of Terms

Attribution theory refers to the study of perceived causation of

behaviour (Hatcher and Schultz, 1979: Kelley § Michela, 1980). It is
"concerned with how people interpret information about their own
behaviour and the behaviour of others when making judgements about the

underlying cause of events" (Frieze, 1976),

Domestic violence is defined by Straus, Gelleé and Steinmetz (1981)

as '"an act carried out with the intention, or perceived intention, of
physically hurting another person'' in the familv. For the nurpose of
this study, domestic violence reférs to violent acts between husbands

and wives,

Delimitations of the Studw.

The study was exploratory to identify areas for further Tesearch
as the research tb @até in the area of attribution in domestic violeﬁce
has been minimal.

The cases studied all had an established-history of domestic
violence and were receiving treatment for violent behaviour at Forensic
Assessment and Community.Services, Edmonton, Alberta.

A case studyv deSign was used to deséribe the dat; obtained through

<4 : '

‘the interviews. This method was well suited- to the in-depth and comnlex

nature of the study.

Limitations of the Studv

.

The size of the population studied was limited by the’availability
of couples in joint treatment for severe domestic violence. The couples
chosen for study were among a minority of the battering population who

receive formal treatment services. Hence this was a select client group.



It was recognized that the couples' consciols recollections of
situations may not conform to their actual behaviour at.the time.
-The reactivity of the couples to an observer was acknowledged as

a limitation of the data collection method.

Overview of the Study

In Chapter One the background and significance, purpose, delimit-
ations and limitations of, the study are outlined.
v)\ N
Relevant literature on domestic violence, attribution theorv and
its application ar: .. viewed in Chapter Two.
The methods used in this exploratory study are described in
Chapter Three. The design of the studv and raticnale are,_fesented

in the chapter.

In-Chapter Four descriptions of the cases and the data obtained in

the interviews are presented.

Results and conclusions drawn from the data regarding attributions.

and other findings are described in Chapter Five.
Finally, in Chapter Six, the relevance of the findings to
Hotaling's hypotheses {1980) about attribution of aggression is

mplications

(¥R

. ’ ! N co g
discussed. New hypotheses generated from the findings and

for subsequent studies and research were rresented.



CHAPTER TKO

REVIEW QF RELEVANT LITERATURE

Domestic Violence

Until the early 1970's domestic violence was treated with

"selective i1hattention'” in the literature (Gelles, 1980%. Once

b

S wstic violence was ''discovered' by social psyvchology researchers,

attempts were made 10 arrive at a common understanding of the problem.

Early definitions focused on the terms ''battered women'" and "wife

3

beating'", as the most visible victims were women. A battered woman was

defined by Walker (1979) as a woman who "'is repeatedly subjected to any

: forceful physical or psycholegical behaviour by a man in order to

coerce her to do somethi-y »e i, *s her to do without any concern for
her rights ... furthermc.>, .. o-der to be ;lassified as a battered
woman, the couple must go through the battering cycle at ‘least twice'"
pP- xv). A defiﬁition‘prgvalent,in the 1970's described a battered
woman as one who simply admjts. publicly that she was baftefed ‘Dobash
ahdvDobash, 197G Gellgs, 1980; Walker, 1979).

| Studies of violence in the home by Gelles and Straus (1979) and
Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz (1981) used the operational definition of
violence as an act carried out with the intention, or perceived inten-
tion of physically hurting another person. A wifebeating and husband-

beating scale was developed by Straus (1978) as part of the Conflict

Tactics Scale used to measure how families deal with conflict among

~themselves. The following scale is used to measure violence and

frequency of violent acts.

\"



Wife Beating and Husband Beating Scale

K. throwing things at spouse

L. pushing, shoving or grabbinyg

M. slapping

N. kicking, biting or hitting with the fist

0. hit or tried to hit with something

P. beat up

Q. threatened with a knife or guﬁ

S. used a knife or gun (Straus, 1980)
Items N through R wefe designated as the Spousebeating Index (Straus.
and Brown 1978) because they are all acts which are high risks for
serious injury to the victim. In addition to fa;ilitating specific
reporting of violent acts, the Spousebeating Index explicates the
~ definition of violence by Strau§ et al (1981). |

\

Incidence. In a major study conducted in 1976 in the U.S.A. on
2,143 couples by Straus et al (1981), 3.8% of the respondents reported
one or more ph}sical attacks in the‘previous year. The overall rate
for violence by husbands was 12.1%, and 11.6% by wives, withkwives
engaging in violence somewhat more-then than husbands. The specific
violent acts engaged in by wives most often were throwing things and
kicking.and hitting with objects;\ The frequency of violent acts
requiring superior physical strength was twice as great by men (Straus,
1980). Although women battered élm6§t as frequently as men, women
were most often injured seriously. ngen were most certainly the

\

victims in domestic violence (Davidson,y1978; Gelles, 1979; Walker,

1979). ' .



In 1979 Gelles reported that 16% of American couples had used at
- . _ \ e
least one form of violence in the previous year. Nearly 30% of all

couples reported at least one violent incident during their marriage.

Prior to 1976 in the U.K. and U.S.A. estimates of incidence of domestic
' Y

T xX~aq”

violence were based upon police reports of calls about dc nestic violence,

wife or husband beating and court reports of violent cases. These ////
methods of gathering -data were generally considered %naccurate and
inadequate according to Freeman (1979), Martin (1977jiand Moore (1979).
HoweQer indirect, these attempts at gathering incidence data did pave

the wéy for subsequent, more accurate studies.

An example of a morekaccurate study is the 1980 Hamilton, Ontario
study of domestic violence reported to local poliée. The fimdings were
that 92.2% of the cdmplainants.to police were women. Women constituted
3% bf the offenders. Physical violence was reported 64% of the time;

5% involved the use of weapons. Of the reported violence 84.5%
resulted in minor injuxry, 15.2% resulted in serious injury and one
incideng}was fatal (MacEachern, Adler § Roland, 19801{

‘Straus (198Q) maintained that the figures on domestic violence are
representative of American couples generally. He regards them, however,
as drastic underestimates of the incidence of domestic violence due to
underreporting and omission of interviews with divorced and separated
spouses about previous violent relationships. Ezraus suggested that the
true incidencé for marital violence is closer to 50% or 60% of all
couples than-to the 28% who actually reported it. |

In 1977 Steinmetz reported the results of a random sample of

families as follows. Over 60% of all families participating in ‘the

study experienced violence during their marriage. Two hundred and



seventy incidents of domestic violence were reported in the study for

éhe previous twelve month period. Police records for this same period
and this same populati&n showed only one report of domestic violénce,

bearing out the idea of underreporting.

Theories of Causation

It was impossible to cite any single cause of domestic violence, as

Y
o

current theories ranged from spccific physical and neurological
disorders to environmental influences.

Intraindividual Causes. The following theories explained violence

in terms of some quality of the individual.
Biochemical imbalances such as those found in diabetes, hypogly;

cemia, cerebral allergic reactions, elevated levels of neurotoxins and

malnutrition have all been associated with .violent outbursts (Roy, 1982).

Substance abuse has been cited throughout the literature as being
associated with domestic violence. Although a variety of drugs have
been studied in conjunction with violence, the primary substance of

concern was alcohol (Coleman, Weinman.and4Hsi,71980; Freemén,'1979;

Monroe, 1978; Roy, 1982). Monroe (1978) pointed-to élcohol as ''playing
a prominent role in thé'production of violent outbursts" (p. 35), while

Gelles (1974) believed alcohol became a means of 'deviance d{savowal”

Y

for the aggressor. The person used alcohol as an excuse for violent

. .. - “ - N ”’.
behaviour or '"time out' from societal rules. In either case, a strong

association between alcohol and violence is implied. )
Certain neurological and neurobiological conditions have been
associated with violence. These included temporal lobe epilepsy,
» .

disorders of the limbic system and the neocortex and damage to the brain

as a result of injury or lack of oxygen, among others (Monroq;€1978);

\

"
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Rof, 1982).‘ Episodic d;Séontrol syndmeé has been described by Elliot
(1§78) and Monroe (1978) as.a cause of wifeﬁand child battery, owing
to the occurrence of .explosive rgge as-a part of the brain dysfunction
of the syndrome.

Violence was assoc1ated\Q1th some prlmary psychiatric disorders.
A common condition produc1ng v1olence is a paranoid state (Freedman,
Kaplan and Sadock, 1978; Royg?1982). Outrbursts of violencg could al;o
occur in schizophrenia, mani¢-depressive psychogis and personality
disorders, according to Elliot (1978)

v

Social Theories of Causatlon. “In a review of theories of inter-

personal violence, Gelles and Straus (1979) pointed to several socio-

cultural and social psyChologicai theories relevant fo domestic
violence. . . : .

b
3

U51ng the model of social learnlng, violence was viewed as a
product of a successful iearnlng situation which provided the
individpal with knowledge of the response (violence) and what stimuli
weTe to trigger_the résponse twhen violenée was appropriate). The
: familx served as a-{raiﬁing ground for violence (Gelles and Straus,
1979) pro;iding’fole models and examples for imitation. Turner,* Fenn

il

and Cole in 1981 suggested that direct positive ‘and negative reinforce-

ment for aggression could instigate aggressive behaviours. Thus, if

\
)

aggression was modelled at home, it could be reinforced by parents or
peers.

Accdrding to Gelles and Straus (1979), frustration-aggression

" theory suggested that aggression resulted when a purposeful activity was

bloéked. Farrington (1978) restricted the use of thi; theory to the

expression of aggression as a résponse to the emotion felt by the

10
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individual whén a goal was blockcd. This tendency to aggression was
viewed as a product of social learning.’

Another social psychological theory of causation was attribution
%neory. Attribution referred to the process of inferring or perceiving
the dispositional properfies or tendencies of persons or things. Attri-
bution theory describes the process by which the individual attained
thé perceptions of the dispositions (Kelley and Thibaut, 1969). This
theory was seen by Gelles and Straus (1979) to be important in family
violence because it provided understanding of the part the family pla}ed
in learning violent roles and self images.

Hotaling (1580) specified a partiéular combination of family
rules and structural characteristics which produced a high probability.
that a family‘menber would attribute malevolent intent to the acts of
another family member. The imputation or attribution of intent to do
harm was more significant than the actual intent, according to Tedeschi
et al (1974). wh

In 1980 Pearce and Cronen used levels of meaning in communication
to study rules in reiationéhips. They posited that there are structural
deficiencies in interpersonal rule systéms that make communicafion
between intimates innerently problematic. Rules of 2 (or mpre) peopie
likely won't mesh, preventing coordination between thém even though
coordination may be the Verbalized and logical goal of the conple.
Harris (1980) described paradoxical logic in couples' communications,

In violent couples She found that the éggressor was perceived as power-
less, with no aiternatives but violence. As well, tension in relation-
'ships was found to be reduced by confliét (and violence). This creafed

renewal of commitment to the relationship and a perpetration of the



tension -- conflict -- commitment cycle.

The theory of cognitive dissonance as described by Festinger (1957)

has been used to explain aggression and attitudes toward victims of
aggression in situations like domestic violence (Glass and Wood, 1969).
Cognitive dissonance has been defined as two (or more) knowledges,
beligfs, opinions or feelings held about one's self which are

dissonant, or inconsistent with each other; This'produces a psychologi-
cally uncomfortable situation, motivating the person to reduce the
dissonance by changing his attitudes or behaviours or beliefs. The
person also would actively avoid situations which increase the disson-
ance again (Shaw énd Costanzo, 1970). The intimacy of the marital
relationship juxtaposed to physical violence and abuse between partners
seems to offerilimitless possibilities for inconsisfency or dissonance

in both spouses.

The culture-of-violence theory proposed that violence was distri-

"buted unevenly in the social structure with higher incidence in the

lower socioeconomic strata. The differential distribution of violence.
was a result of differential social values and norms. This theory viewed
cultﬁre as a dynamic.entity,vwith violence a reflection of the operation
of the culture ag a systemv(Gelles and Straus, 1979).; As well, people
in lower socioeconomic groups generally suffered greater frustrations
and a fréquent response to this was.violence (Steinmetz and étraus, 1974) .

| Sexual inequalify was considered a major causal factér in the |
incidence of domestic violence'(Martin, 1978; Moore, 1979; Straus, 1980)
along with sex role socialization (Davidson, 1978 and Martin, 1978). ' \\\
The méle dominated power structure of the family and sociegy permitted

Q

and sometimes encouraged husband-to-wif violence, according to Straus
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(1980). As part of their sex role socialization, boy children learned

to physically dominate others and girl children learned to be submissive.

This pattern has continued itself. despite the efforts of the Women's
Movement in the 1970's

Causes Within the Relationship. A number of causal theories have

been reviewed in relation to domestic violence. By definition domestic
violence must occur in a relationship. Certain special qualities o}
relationships that may have causeqvor contributed to démestic violencé
,are discussed here. g

Gelles and Straus (1979) suggested the folléwing{

1. Within a family or relationship, the amount of time spent to-

gether interacting increased the risk of violence.

2. The "primary group' nature of a family or relationship
necessitated a wide range of interactions between family members. This
increased the number of potential events for conflict. In addition,_the
,nature of the involvement of family members or spouses was high

intensity, increasing confllct potentlal

3. There was a implicit right in a marriage or a family to
influence "behaviour of another membér, increasing the risk for
conflict. These qualitieS'woula have seemed to promote violénce and
disﬁelithe stereotype of the family as a haven from outside pressures.

The sexist organization of the famlly or relationship with male
domlnant and female submissive stereotypes had a high potential for

"o
‘conflict, especially when the structurg was threatened, according to
Brown (1980). Domipant malés were easily threatened and submissive
females get frustréted by being on the bottom. Egaiitarian relation-

ships as popularized in the 1970's provided increased intimacy as a

result of shared aspects of life. This has resulted, paradoxically,
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in increased marital conflict and risk for violence (Brown, 1980),

a result of the intense intimacy.

©

Imbaiance of status in the relationehip‘was éited among Hornung,
McCullough and Sugimoto (1981) as a causal faetor‘inAdomestic violence.
The lower status person in the relationship may have threatened the
higher status person who had a vested interest in maintaining the im-
balance of power. This situation’could lead to'eonflict, it couid also

see-saw, perpetuating the risk for conflict.

Environmental Factors as a Cause. Many environmental factors
influencing the cause of domestic violence manifested themselves in
individual and internal ways. This manifestation was acknowledged;

. however, for the purposes of this discussion the external causal -

I3

-factors have been addressed.

. L . | s &
Toxic levels of lead, copper or zinc acquired at the worksite have v

been shown to cause interspousal violence. New violent behaviours
observed in the affected men disappeared when the level of these toxins
returned to normal (Roy, 1982); One could only speculate on the effects

of hazardous wastes, nuclear by—products and other contemporary environ-

]

mental pollutants on theé occurrence of V101ence

The breakdown of social stability wgs_thought to create extreme

.

environmental stress. Shifting social values and unrest not only

fostered violence but condoned it according to Roy (1982). Gelles (1979)

maintained child abuse and spouse abuse were a result of increased

£

social stress and pressure. Stress in families due to outside influences

such as unemployment financial difficulties and changlng expectatlons

-~

could also lead to violent behav1our (Farrington, 1978). Indeed, as
. -

these pressures mounted, the incidence of reported violence has increased
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steadily (Roy, 1982).

Treatment as an Alternative to Doméétic Violence.

Jomestic violence is still a relatlvely new treatment problem A
great deal of effort has been spent on helping and treatlng various
aspects of the pqtaliproplem, with minimal success. Some of the
 £;§gmehtea treatment appfoaghes ha?é.been discussed féilowed by more
hoiistic methods; - o

The fif§f component of the domestic w@olence pﬁoblem fo-coﬁe to,fhe
attention of authorities was the wife, or-vicﬁim\’lPolice, physicians i
and other helpers have always been aware of battered women (Ffeeman, |
1979). However it was only with inéreasing consciouéness and the
SUpport‘of the Women's Movement that women began to speak up and seé.
heip in the early 1970's fPizzey,v1974;‘Roy, 198é): At'f;rst, for help
women victims relied heavily on feminist ‘Ssupport. HelperS'evéntually

began to get cooperatlon of soc1&1 agencies and consistent: reportlng

N

systems were developed. Treatment still con51sted malnly of tradltlonal
- psychiatry ‘and peer support (MacEachern et al, 1980; Mlllgr, 1974;
Pizzey, 1974;,Roy;.1977).' Sﬁelters emerged for battered women who had no
safe place Fo'go to éscape tﬁeif husbands. ‘Attendant to these facilities
in some areas were counselling services, victims groups, asSe;tiveness
training, legal ;d#ice and "hetworkiﬁg"'(Piz;ey; 1974) . The new Systgm
was now ostensibly taking éaie éf the victims. But what ébogf the men,
the perpetratérs of the violence? |
Men in violent refﬁtiéq;hips came to tréatment through t;o main
avenues. Either a manwas réquired to,pa:tiéipéte in treatment as a '
. .

result of legal chérges for violence or he. came #oluntarily, having

S



acknowledged violent behaviour as a problem, usually with prompting
from his spouse or an outside agency. These men were usually offered
traditional psychiatric treatment or behaviour therapy or group

~

therapy with other violent men (Watts and Cortois, 1981).
Although Monroe (1978), Roy (1982), and Stuart (1981i ad&ocated a i
tﬁorough psycﬁological, neurological and, physical assessment with
specific treatment recommg39atidns based on the results for
batterers, the most common g;;d of help noted in the literature
was group thefapy (Adams and MéCormick, 1982; Colgman, "980;
Courtois and Watts, 1981). This contradiction seemed‘to gnderscore
.the lack of-understanding of the problem. ' ’ .

~Thé third main mode of treatment available. for both battérefé

and victims was family or marital therapy. This was the treatment

of choice, according to Geller (1982). Her model was based on a

i
* |

systems theory perspective and the violent behaviour was considered

the sole résponsibility of the violent partner. This responsibility
was stressed to deflect blaming-between spouses and to stengthen the
focus on the relationship. Cﬁleman (1980) used'é blend(of family,
marital and individual therapy followingqa thorough assessment of
violence potential and the couple's strengths. Groups -“or marital
'cbﬁples were being tried in some settings (Dutton, 1983; Hallschmid,

in press).
‘ !

Future Trends in the Management of Domestic Violence

Although the problem of domestic violence has just begun to

receive adequate attention, suggestions for the future have been made

-
-



by Straus et al (1981). They devised a spouse abuse prediction check-
list to be used by &elpers assessing couples. (See Appendix B)

Self help inforﬁation and instructions for setting up shéelters
for battered wives abound (Davidson, 1979; Martin, 1979; Rov, 1982).
Associations for battering men have been growing‘in the U.S.A. and
U.K., prdviding peer support for a 'violence-anonymous' type of
network (Heppner, 1981; Garnett and Moss, 1982; Martin, 1978).

A growing trend was noted among professionals treating

domestic violence to assess and treat the wife individually, and

o

then assess and treat the husband individually. When both were
deemed '"'ready', joint counselling was cormenced (Dutton, 1983).
This approach was expensive and time consuring and results were

inconclusive.

Attribution Theory and Pfocess

‘Definitions. Attribution, according t: Wetster's Dictionary
(1963) means to explain by way of cause or to regard as a cﬁaracteristic
of a person or thing.

‘Attribution theory refers to the study of perceived causapion of
behaviour (Kelley and Michela, 1980; Hatcher and Schultz, 1979).
According to Frieze (1976) attribution theory is ''concerned with how
people interﬁret information about their own behaviour and the beha-
viour of others when making judgements about the underlying cause of
events' (p. 95). People make causal attributions ébout every event in
their lives; these judgements are believed to be central to a person's

understanding of his environment.
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The process of attribution is the organi:zation of a continuous
stream of informatioﬁ from another's behaviour into meaningful
“units or tendencies of persons or things and how these perceptions
are made {Kellev and Thibaut, 1969}.

Functions of Attribution. ‘Heider (1258) emphasized the role

attributions play in social cognition or thought processes. Attribu-

ing recollections

W

tions are a way of informational precessing, of u
ot past.events to interpret current data.

Forsyth in 1980 suggested that aft:ibutions serve explaﬁatory and
predictive functions f&r behaviour, Perceliving a cause helps a person

understand why something occured and may also give an indication

.
<

about whether the same or similar behaviour will occur again.
At;ributions protects self and social identities by attribution
of causes of one's own behaviour to external or situational sources
when the béhaviour ﬁay be seen as embarrassing, inappropriate or.
wrong. This '"face saving'" feature of attributions could be exemplified
by-a student who attributed his poor test nerzormance to "bad luck' or
Aconstruqtion of the test rather than his own poor preﬁaration ér by an
athléte who credited his gfeat skill in a good performance rather than

favourable conditions of the field (Forsyth, 1980). ,

Relevant Applications of Attribution Theory. Attribution theoryv

was first described and applied by Heider (1958) who advocated the use
of ''common sense psychology" in the development of hunches and concepts.
He believed the common man had the knowledge to describe and understand

human behaviour, in part through attribution process.



Heider's original work focused n interpérsonal perceptions
and relations.. He used attributions to order and ¢:assify perceptions
of people and the environment. Information was interpretéd and the
general features of the causal ne-vor. wer internalized and mastered
in sémeAway; forming the content ‘o:’ the cognitive matrix underlying
interpretations of behaviour and uttempts to influence it. Almost
without gxcepggon{ subsequent attribution theqrists have referred to
Heider's originative work.

Attribution theory has not been systematically applied ﬁo family
relationshipé or to domestic violence according to Doherty (1981).
However, attribution studies in areas related to domestic violence have
laid the groundwork fof the study o% attribution in domestic conflict
and violence. | |

Some studies related to'attribution in domestic violence are
listed and/or rev: wed briefly:

(a) Jones and ﬁavis (1973) extended and particularized Heidér}s'
wotk on person perception. They dealt with personal involveﬁent as it
affects attributions. |

(b) In 1981 Thompson and Kelley reported on egocentric bias in
judgements of résponsibility for activities in close realtionships.
Their findings‘indicated biases in both éelf—attributions_and
attributions in others, increasing with the closeness of the rglation-
ship. =

(¢) Powér attribution was the subject of Kaplowitz's (1978)

epigenetic study.- The attribution of power to others was found to .



exist but was less than the person's real potential power.

(d) Attfibution of responsibility to a victim of rape by T
graduate students was found to be gréater to low status, '"provocative"
~victims than to higher status victims, éccording to a study by
Kanekar, Kolsaﬁalla and D'Souza (1981).

(e) In 1978 Patten and Wood reported on avstudy of victim's
aggression and attributions regarding the source of verbal aggression.
Their findings indicated the severity of acéual aggression correlated
positivély with the attfibution of aggression by the victim. Counter-
aggression by victims @ith high attributions of aggression was

Y

greater.

kf) Socia; contexts and attributions‘of_criminal responsibility
were stuaied by Myers (1980). She found that in severe crimes such
as physical aﬁd sexual assault, observers'-attributions of
responsibility dependedbmore on the characfér and history of the
victim and the perpetrator and less on the external circumstances.

(g) Two studies have.looked at attribution in relation to
';onflict in marriage. Madden and Janoff-Bulman (1981) focused
on blame and ‘marital sati;faction. They found that spouses who
attributed more Blame for conflict to themselves had greater marital
satisfaction. The converse was also true: spouses attributing
greater blgﬁe for.conflict to the - other reported less satisfaction
in‘thé mérriage. The study by Doherty identified four possible
~assignments of blame from the model of Orvis, Kellev and Butler’
(1976). 1. .ese were se1f~b1ame, blame:to the other family members;
and blame to the relationship'or the external envirénment. Doherty

inferred that intimates éqnstantly'influenced each other's attributions.

g
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As well, a great deal of marital conflict was purported to be
expressly concerned with disagreements over attributions about. each

other's behavious, especially attributions of intentions and motives.

v

Application of Attribution Theory to Domestic Violence

In 1980 Hotaling examined attribution theory in‘the context of
domestic violence. He asked the question, 'are there organizational
features peculiar to the husband-wife relationship that‘facilitate
the atfribution of malevolent intent?" (P. 139). He suggested that
relational rules are part of all relationshiﬁs and that violation
of cértain of these rules enhanced the likelihood of attribution of
aggreésive.intent and hence phelchance of violence.

Relational Rules. To address the question of features of the

marital relationship facilitating attribution of malevolent intent,
Hotaling (1980) looked at rules-within the husband-wife relationship.
In this-relétionship rules are of broad, substantive scope. They
were applicable in and out of one another's presence and across
situations, as the family attemptedf£o control a wide range of
behaviour. | |

bDenzin (1970) described the followiﬁg relationship_rules:
(a) Rules of deference and demeanor, governing the members"behavibuf
in public or in private, (b) Rules providing méchanisms for regﬁlating
seérecy, knowledge and personal problems of the relaﬁionship, (¢) Task
. rules specifying who does what and with whom, (d) Rules specifying
.condpct when not in the presence of the other. (p. 131).

| Hotaling (1980)Asuggested that relational”rules were agreemeﬁts

between intimates that ''protect and enhance situated identities and
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at the same time control or restrict behaviour (p. 140). The
necessity for such rules grew out of the intimate knowledge of

' secrets, desires and personal problems each had of the other and
which was not available to the public at large. These rules served

to protect and control at the same time.

Rule Violations. Rules between intimates were often undefined,
.ambiguous ;nd implicit. They were subjecf to constant change in order
to meet situational demands. This inherent lack of clarity increased
‘the likelihood of unintentional rule violations. Intentional viola-
tions ﬁay have been facilitated as well, as blame was difficult to
ascribe in ambiguous environment: .

According to Denzin (1970) ruie violations failed to uphold the
moral order of the relationship. Rule violationé caused intimates to
~ be irritated, embarrassed, and threatened both personally and as a
participant in the relationship. The perceived intent of the rule
violation could influence the consequences for the violation. Most
rule violations, however, were not seen as gggressive and are denied or
dismissed. If this were not the case, families would be in conflict
most of the time.

- Rule violations attributed as ihtengionally aggressive were an
important step in the occurrence of interpersonal violence -(Tedeschi

et al, 1974). Malevolent intent attributed to the rulebviolated by

th‘ other spouse increased the probability of violence tbward the
attributor. Hotaling'sgmmarized: ""the perception of the oppénent's
intent (to be aggressive) is a more important variable in theAinstiga--

tion of aggression than actual physical attack. If a given act is

seen as aggressive, it dramatically‘escalates the probability of
: . &



counteraggression'' (1980, p. 141),

Characteristics of Rules and Rule Violations that Enhance the

Attribution of Aggression. Hotaling (1980) suggested four characteris-

tics of rule violations that seemed to lead to the violence being viewed
as aggressive.

The first kind of rule violation was one that controlled or
restricted behaviour. Any action forcing the other person into a
position of limited alternatives increased the attribution of aggressive
intent (Tedeschi et al, 1974). The fa@ily was an intimate and emotion-
.ally closed unit. This decreased the likelihood of organized or
.institutionalized conséquences for a rule violation. That is, a third
party was not likely to be called in to mediate a dispute. Under these
circumstances, the other spouse had no recourse and was under the

control of the rule violator. '

N

The second rule violation postulated to increase attribution of
aggression was a rulg violatioq-which threatened situated identities.
Hepburn (1973) stated that perception of threat. to ; situated identity
was the first stage-in the process which may have terminated in inter-
personal violence. This was not a verbgl fhreat, rather an action
which may have endangered the other's per;eived ideﬁtity. The mean-
ing atfributed to the action of the.spoﬁse was derived from both the
act and the a;ternative acts not performed in the situation. Intimate7‘
held vast amounts of biographical information about their spouses.
Attributions of inteﬁt were based upon this information store as well as
the situation at hand.

The third rule violation was one that disrupted claims of the other

spouse. Claiming behaviour referred to making claims or demands on

i
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another because of one's social position relative to the other. That
is, a rule violation of this sort challenged the authority of the
spouse in some area. Hepburn (1973) suggested that introduction of
asymmetrical claims into an initially defined egalitarian (symmetrical)
‘elationship, or symmetrical claims into an initially defined
authoritarian relationship would d{srupt the harmony of the interactions
a:  “hreaten the identities of the participants in the relationship.
Accerding to Tedeschi et al (1974) in intimate relationships, partici-
nts may have been predisposed to view disruptions of-claims as
atcempts by the other spouse to further his or her own self interest.
The fourth and,final rule violation thought to enhance attribution
of aggression was the violation of a highly connected rule. Rules in
relationships were not distinct from each other. They Qere undefincd,
vague and cloeely related to other rules. Contrasted to rules in the
miligary which are legical, cleerly specified, highly differentiated
and with a predesignated consequence, felational Tules were closely
affiliated, undifferentiated and had no prespecified consequence.
Hotaiing proposed that the more intimate the relationship, the
more undefined aﬁﬁjﬁague the rules. The greater the ambiguity and
vagueness of rules in a relationship, the greater the connectedness
of the rules. The intimates shared a web'of expectations, eupposi-
tions and restrictions regarding the other and the relationship.
These were not verbalized or explicated. Because most of the rules
were related,the probability of violating a rule connected to
another or others is great. —In the situation of a vague and‘highly
connected rules, there was little recourse of method to even

acknowledge a rule violation. Scott and Lyman (15970) posited that



the greater the ambiguity of intention of a rule violation, the
greater the importance of the attribution of meaning to the rule
violatiqn.

In addition to the imputa.ion of aggression as a.likely result
of these four relational rules, the nature of violence itself was an
important factor in the attribution of malevolent intent. Violence
was an intense, pain-producing act. If past attempts by a spouse to
resolve rule violations have escalated to violence, the probability
of the victim of the violence seeing the other spouse as aggressive
was increased. As outcomes of actiqns became more severe, the~peiceiver

had an increasing need to attriQute responsibility to the other

\

(Walster, 1966).

Seguelae

Despite the preceding evidence, rule violations leading to attri-.
‘butien qf aggreséion may have been less likely to occur in the contexf
of the family dus to the very nature of the family unit. Jones and
Davis (1978) sugges:ed‘that one's personal involvement in the fémily or
with a spouse affected one's attributions to that Spouse or family
member. In a husband-wife relationship, any action by one spouse
which was observed by theeother‘had direct positive or negative
conseqﬁences for the obserVer/perceiver. This gave theAact hedonic
‘relevance, or importance to the being of tﬁe observer/perceiver. The
observed or perceived act had an effect on the perceiver's values
and pﬁrﬁoses. Under these ci;cﬁmstances, when the perceived act had
importance to the perceiver, the perceiver may take a position totally

contrary to the perceptions.of all others. This was explained,



baccofding to Jones and Davis (1978), by the personal involyement with
the person committing the act and the hedonic relevance of the act for
the perceiver. A classic example was the battered wife who denied
obvious injury and continued to return home to her husband dgspité
others'-prbtests.
| Tﬁere may have been perceiver bias in attributions made‘gs a
result of rule violations. This was because of the relationship of the
rule viélator to the perceiver. When the perceiver believed the obser&ed
rule violation had been.éonditioﬁed or influenced by his or her presence,
the.personalism of the situation affected the attribution (Kelley, 1971).
Finally, Hotalingb(1980) described the lack of third party observers
in relational disputes. As well, intimates rarely Have the opportunity
to observe othe£ intimates in conflict. This lack of objectivity
inherent in a relgtionship probably influenced spouses to make causal
attributions as a résult»éf rule violations to the environment or

external situation rather than the rule violator.

Summary

Domestic violence has been defined and described as a perceived or
intentional act carried out to physically hurt another person, in this
case the spouse...A number of causal thgdries were'discussed raﬁging
from individual to environmental biases. Some methods of treating the .
problem were reviewed. |

The nature of attribﬁtion was exposed through definition and
example. Applications of this sotial psychological theory were.presented

~briefly. The main focus of this chapter was on the application of attri-

bution theory to domestic violence using Hotaling's framework. Relation-
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al rules and violations in relation to attribution processes were discussed.



CHAPTER THREE
METHOD
Background
The study was designed to explore the effect of certain rule
violations on the atttibution of aggression in a husband-wife relation-
ship where there is a history of domestic violence. A case study design

was used and the data were presented descriptively.

Design of the Study

A case study design was selected for this project. This design
afforded in-depth analysis of social situations (Black and Champion,
1976) and also provided an effecéive model for obtaining ansWeré to
questions about interrelationships and personal perceptions (Fox, 1970).
The géneralizability of case study ma%erial ha; been criticized by
Black and Champion (1976) and by Sommer and Sommef (1980). Ho;évef,
this pofential wéakness was thought to be compensated by the greater
depth of the study (Sommer and Sommer, 19'80) .

Within the framéwork of the case study design a descriptive method
was used to present the data. Descriptive methods are used to provide
vast amounts of information about people under diverse or unusual social
situations (Black and Champioh,.1976). The results of a descriptive
study also enable thé investigator (or others) to construct more
sophistiéated and elaborate experimental designs based uponbthe data in

the study (Black and Champion, 1976; Sommer and Sommer, 1980).

Pogulation

Three couples who currently attend treatment at Forensic Assessment

and Community Services were selected for the study. These subjects were

27
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chosen because (a) they have an éﬁtablished history of domestic violence;
(b) they have awareness of problems they have exﬁérienced with conflict -
in their own relationships; and {c) they have demqnstratéd desire to
make changes to reduce or eliminate the'probiem with violence, as
evidgnced by continued compliance with treatment. Characteristics
of these subjects are summarized in Table i“

The size of the population cho;eﬁ was small. This was influerced
by the limited number of éouples currently in treatmént ét Forensic

Assessment and Commmity Services for domestic violence and the in-depth

nature of the study design.

Methods of Data éollection
Data collection methods were chosen to enable the gathering of a

o

large amount of relevant data from a sﬁall and“specific population. The
methods included a questiomnaire focusing on conflict situations and '
responses;xthisvwas administered in an interview sefting. As well a
semi-structured interview was conducted with eash couple to gather
perceptiohs of the other spouse and conflict situations. The inter-
views were iape& on cassette tape.
The questionnaire was adﬁinistered by intérview to eéch individual
' spouse. It.was-constructed to access the person's perceptions,
responses and intentions in a potentially realistic situation with
his or her.spouse, Data aboutithevattribution process and relational
rules were bbtained. The‘éuestionnaire Qas adménisfeied inban iﬁterview
setting to ensﬁre clarity and facilitate disclosure of senéitivé.
material. (See Appendix A) | -

Four types of relational rule violations thought to increase

attribution in a husband-wife relationship were the basis of the

28
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Table I
Characteristics of Sample Population
Couple A Couple B Couple C
Age | ‘ W 34 24 42
' H 26 23 40
Length of marriage . 2 'years 2 years 2 years
No. of children B 1 1
'No. of children from - W 2 0 3
previous marriage H 0 0 0
No. of children living
with couple from W 0 0 1
previous marriage H 0o 0 0
Education . W . Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 11
: H Grade 9 . Grade 12 2 yrs Univ,.
Occupation - W homemaker homemaker  homemaker
H unemployed foreman unemployed
(laborer) ' (drafter’
Violence prior to
marriage towards W no ’ no no
spouse H no no no
Violence prior to .
marriage toward other W no . \no no
than spouse - H yes yes yes
Criminal charges result- )
ing from violence in the W no no no
marriage H no " no no
Criminal charges result- ,
ing from violence out- W no ’ no - no
side the marriage H yes . yes no
W = Wife 1
H = Husband ) e .



questiomnaire. The four kinds of relational rule violations hypothe -
sized by Hotaling (1980) to enhance attribution of aggression are as
follows.

1. Rule violations that restrict or control behaviour.

2. Rule violations which threaten situated identities.

- 3. Rule violations disrupting existing claims.
4. Violations of highly comn®cted rules.
’ (Hotaling, 1980)

Each of four sections of the questionnaire céntained a brief

description of hypothetical spousal interactions that correspond to a

rule violation. The description was read to each subject and discussed

s

briefly to ﬁrovide clarity. The subject was then asked to reconstruct
two situations.withvhis or her spouse that involved interactions similar
to the hypothefical situation described. One of these situations was
‘to result in conflict or violence with'tﬁe spohse, and one was to lead
tO‘harmony or good feelings, if possible. The decision td‘iﬁclude both
conflict and harmohious'situations was made to proviue contrast between
~.interéctiOns in the different situations and to produce additional data
about aftribution processes.

A series oflquestions gﬁout pefceptions and responses in each of
the two reconstrgcted situations was‘asked of each spouse by fhe

interviewer. The responses were recorded by the interviewer on cassette

tape. This process was repeated. for all four rule violation areas.

o

The second means of collecting data was a semi-structured inter-
view conducted with each couple. A semi-structured format was selected
to facilitate the gathering.of specific data and to give couples the

opportunity to discuss their perceptions, feelings and issues in their
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own style. Through this format and by the use of both open and closed
questions, the amount of data gathered was maximized.

The questions askéd in the j6int interview included inquiries.about
perceptions Gf the other's actions and responses in an actual conflict
situation. A description of a recent conflict was elicited. Each
couple was asked to describe fheir relation§hip at present and their
expectétions for the relationship. Comments an& questions about the
process were addressed at this time. This interview was also recorded

on cassette tape and transcribed by the writer.

Description of Data

A profile of each couple was presented. This was based én infor-
ﬂma£ion gathered in the intervie@s; changes were made to ensure
anonymi ty . Thé interviews with each spouse and the couple were
described.

The results of the data were described as they related to rela-
tional rules and rule violations. The reactions of spouses to cqnflict
‘situations and spouses' identification of violent behaviour were
%eported. Attributions of aggression ind attributions in general

identified in the data were presented in the'results.

Research Questions

The primary aim of this study was to determine the relationship
of certain relational rule violations to the attribution of aggression
in a married couple with a history of domestic violence.

The specific questions addressed were:

1. What evidence is there to indicate a relationship between

“mSpecific rule violiiifgg in a husband_wife relationship and the
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attribution‘of'aggression?

2. Specifically, what relational rules can be identified?

3. What rule violations as described by subjects lead to conflict
and/or violence?

4. In this process how does each spouse react to the othér?

S. What behaviours of each spouse can be identified by thg other
spouge as leading to violence?

6. What is the relationship between the attribution of aggression

and the occurence of violence?



CHAPTER FOUR
DESCRIPTTON OF INTERVIEWS

The data obtained in the interviews with the three couples were
transcribed from the tape feéordings. The interviews have béen edited
. to condense méteriai and arranged in the order of the interview
questions. Most quotations have been left in their original form;
some coarse language, poor grammar ‘and non sequiturs were left in the
data és they communicated tﬂe essence of thé interviews.

Each couple was de;cribed separately, the interview with the wife
was documented, then the interview  with the husband, followed-by the
couple interview. The most outstanding feature of the intefviews was
the'opénness and spontaneity with which the subjects spoke. Much of
the data was gathered with little or no prompsing. Hénce, the structure
of each interview véried slightly. Questions wefe not asked.if the
answers had been given sfontaneously;_ ‘

All subjects were cooperative both in ;rranging and participating
_in the interviews. 'Ong subject presented some difficulties in setting

a time to meet and missed appointments but was pleasant and open when

the interviews took place.

) Cougle A

Basic Data

Couple A had been married two vears. They had one child, age two.

~ -

The wife was 34 vears old, had a grade twelve education, and was a home-
maker. She had one previous marriage and two children from this marriage
who were not living with her. The husband was a 26 vear old unemploved

laborer with a grade nine education. This was his first marriage.

~ep
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Interview with Wife A

QUESTION

Mrs. A. was asked to describe a situation in which one spouse's
actions influenéed the other. (See Appendix for fofmat)

* SITUATION

Mrs. A stated that her husband didn't always take jobs that he
‘could, requiring her to go to work, This was something éhe did not want
to do, as she wanted to stay home with her child.

RESPONSE

She had always expected thaﬁ her husband would work and be the
breadwinner. Her upbringing taught her that the husbaﬁd worked and the’
wifé raised kids. She assumed he would take responsibility.

Her response to the overall situation was to get out and get a job.
In the situation, howevér, shé remained "gilent but churniﬁg inside'.
She recalled warnings from her family against being with Mr. A. She
stated, "I don't think I've stayed with him just to prove fhem wrong''.

She said tﬁaf her actioné have ﬁo effect on her husband, as he héd
started and stopped lots of‘jobs in a brief period. He knew her reaction
but would.do.it anyway (quif jobs).’ When.this occurred she stated she
became cold and abrupt with him. She has "thrown in his- face many times
that you asked me to have your kid, to.marry vou and yoﬁ don't take care
of ﬁe”.. .

When she said this he got angry, threw things and kiéked things.
She said he could be ‘trying to get at her because he often has said,
“I've quit drggs and booze. What more ao you want from me?" She
speculatgd that he may have beeﬁ'thinkiqg, ﬁI’ve‘doﬁe‘this'much fdr her,
I'm not going to éwéat for her, too". . ; -

¢ . g
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When asked why he might have felt this way she said if she hadn't
insistea he quit booze and drugg she mighf have left him. "I feel -
\}esponsible for him because I've done so much insisting. He's lived
up to my expectations all along ... to cast him aside ... it's possible
he'd gs back to where.he was'', | ' :

He placed expectations‘bn her: she had to be skinny even though
she is at normal weight; she had to keep the house spotless. If she
failed to meet these expectations, Mr. A. became angry and smashed and - .
threw things. She said his temper was so viclent she tried hard to
meet his demands. "I keep hoping this will stop. If these groups (at
F.A.C.S.) can help, I want him to continue". '

Shé said she would have liked to change the way she answered.him.
He toldbher she sounded '"'like a lawyer' and she wanted to change this.
She woulé "like to get under him so hevcan get above her instead of
(her) acting like his parent; I don't think he likes that. His mother
is ovérbeafing and domineering and he says 'shut up, you sound like my
mother'. This géts him very angry." She said she believed he was r;ady

to make decisions now and she must learn to be quiet.

QUESTION

Mrs. A. was asked to recall situations in which one or the other's
role was influenced by the other.

SITUATION

She said, "he is the organizer in the family and it bothers me.
He organizes,evérything from the kitchen to my lingerie."

RESPONSE

In the situation where he had organized her sewing or her clothes,



she responded to him with a sarcastic remark but believed he would have

liked-her-to say, '"Oh, you did a nice job'". She believed he needed
reassurance. He even asked her for comments, and she believéd she was
supposed to comment favorably.

Alqﬁough this bothered her she said-she wouldn't push it, because
he would bréak something or hurt her to get even. She could tell he |
was going to be violent because he startedksweariﬁgééhis voice changed,
he flexedbhis arms and his body "filled up with I don't kno; whaF”.
Whenlhe was a kid she said he had hit a punching bag. Now he punched

the fridge.

QUESTION ‘ o
Mrs. A. was asked to describe a situation in.which one person's

apthorityﬂip the marriage was changed by the other.

SITGX;ION

Mrs. A. said that they each had equal authority, but over diffefent
things. She said she had authority over raising the baby, buf Mr. .A.
interfered. He tried to control what the baby ate. If he got mad at
" the child, he threatened to bash in his head or kick him.

RESPONSE ) ' oo

:-She tried to ignorevthis or handle it quietly. As soon as ghe

raised her voice, Mr. A. got angry. She believed he controlled the
béby's food because he didn't want a fat child and he thought he
shoufznge very strict. Mrs. A. said she would leave if Mr. A.f;ver é””‘
struck the baby. 'When he hits me, it's one thing; when he hité'the |

child, that's another."

A second major situation involving differences over authority was’
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the house. Mr. A. '"wants to overpower‘the whole house, right down .to
my underwear',she said, although Mrs. A. viewed herself as the home-
maker. She said; in response, "I try to be nice, because he gets so
angry if I criticize where he has put something.'" He organized things,
according to Mrs. A., to know exactly where everything was at any given

moment. There was nothing she could do to change this.

QUESTION

Mrs. A. was asked if in arguments with Mr. A. they began arguing
abdut one area and other, unrelafed issues were brought in. |

SITUATION/RESPONSE

She said they argued over trivial things at first and then they
began to bring in larger issues. This questionvelicited no further

response from her. )

QUESTION

Mrs. A. was asked to think of a situation.in which goéd f?elings
resulted. |

 SITUATION #

She said, "Almost every situation can end that way if you approached
it right, for example,>I can get him up in the morning slow and easy and
he's happy or fast and hard and he's angry." |

RESPONSE

She believed if ;he could learn-to handle situations right, Mr. A.
would lose his tempeernLy rarely. She thought she ﬁad a lot of'influen;e
over his temper but not 100%. When Mr. A.'got angry Mrs. A. couid change

his reaction by turning "light" -- not sarcastic. If she dropped a

subject, he dropped it; he was easily distracted.



General Information

Mrs. A. was very supportive of Mr. A. attending F.A.C.S. 'He is
not as angry all the time.” She said he had kicked her a couple of
times in the past weeks but blamed herself for not keeping hef‘mouth
shut. She said he kicked or pushed her to "hurt her back' when she
was critical. When asked what she thought he would do if she really
lashed out at him verbally, she said '"he'd tear me apart. He has
smashed the furniture many times, cut things with a butcher knife;
he'd do i; to me, too."

She said if he hadn't changed after going to all the groups for a
couple of years and he was still violent she would leave. He had
threatened to kill her.if she left and -also to hurt her family. She
said this gave her strength to stay. Also, she Qas sure he would go
back tq drugs and booze if she left. She said she believed Mr. A.
will grby and change and she wanted to ''see it through", but wouidn't
tolerate abuse to her child. |

Mrs. A. reported'no‘yiolent_impulses‘in herself until this
relationship. ‘She had now felt such rage she could do things she'd
never normally do, but knew Mr. A. would stop her and destréy her, and
so she did not act on these impulses. |

She believed she was in control of the situation and must help
Mr. A._get over his femper becauée she was committed to theﬂma?riage.
She said-if she were to give UP on Mr. A. it would be like giving up

°

on herself.

Interviéw With Husband A

QUESTION

Mr. A. was asked to describe a situation-in which one spouse's



actions influenced the other.

SITUATION

During an argument in which Mrs. A. had threatened to leave, Mr.
A. took her car keys and "toid‘hef-to walk'.

RESPONSE

"This aogsn't start the argument; the argument is already going'.
When as&sd if he expected thc argument and incident with thé keys to
héppen, Mr. A. said "yes'". He said he let things build up and then he
got'véry mad; this habpened a lot. He said‘Mrs. A. could get him angry
by gaising her voice and 'picking' at him, telling him negative thinés
about himself. He said she did things because she'was lowered down to
his standard;_now. He belieéved he has hardened her with his swearing
and drugs andlbodie. Now she exposed her anger to him.

When asked what he thought she should: do instead in the situation,'
he said she could .go bdck to being the caring, loving person she was
before their marriage.

'_'Mr.'A: said now she wants to cause ﬁim-hurt because he had caused
her hurt. He s:;d he could tell byvher facial exfression and what she
said that shg was getting éngry. When he saw thig, it made Mr. A.
angrier. "She ;ants to hurt me back, to bug me. That's reasonable."

: According~fo Mr. A.;.he always gét angry first. He said he had
alwéys had a bad temper and had been in lots of tréuble. He said
Mrs. A. made his temper worse by teasing him or calliﬁg him down. He
. said he ”swofe, punched things, and busted things just like a littie
kid". )

He said he had no recollection of his childhood and most other

efénts. He attributed this to his use of drugs and alcoﬁol, al though

e
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he no longer used either.

QUESTION - ' -
Mr. A. was asked to describe a situation in which one's spouse's
role was influenced by the other spouse.

N

SITUATION
"My wife wori't allow me to discipline our child. I think she's
scared I will hurt him," said Mr. A.
RESPONSE
"Mr. A. said his wife expected fo-do all the disciplining herself
but would let him fake the child out and do things with him. He thought
she was right and this éituation didn't lead to conflict and he didn't

want to change anything.

QUESTION | - -

Mr. A. was asked to describe a situation in which one person's
authority in the relationship was influenced.by the other.

SITUATION

"I'm a nut case when it comes to putting things in order in the
house.'" When Mrs. A. used something and didn't ﬁut it back he "went
crazy". | |

RESPONSE-

Mr..A. didn't expect his wife to misplace tﬁings; he wouid like
her to be better organized. He got upset when he couldn't find things
or they‘ﬁere out of order and he thought everythiné should beain‘the
plaée he leff it. He didn't believe Mrs. A. was trying‘to get him by
~moving things. He wanted her to be organized in all areas. He organized

even her personal belongings: her sewing, her bras and panties. This



.situation usually lead to violence according to Mr. A.: when

something was not but back, he punched the fridge.

QUESTION
Mr. A. was asked if in his arguments with Mrs. A. they started

arguing about one subject and then other, unrelated issues were brought

\

in. .. -

'

SITUATION/RESPONSE -
Mr. A. couldn!t think of an example. He stated that sométimgs

they would be fighting‘'and his wife would bring up past violence or
. \

" old arguments. He said this caused no problem between then.

[T

QUESTION

Mr. A. was asked to describe a situation between them that lead
to happy feelings.

SITUATION/RESPONSE

/

He said that when there are no financial pressures he felt relaxed;
\ : .

there was no tension in the air for either of them.

3

General Information

Mr. A. spoke at_g;eat length.of his temper. Hé described outbursts
with a wide variety of people ranging from his family to outsiders who
.”cut him off'" in traffic. He descr%ped his anger as iike "living with
a time bomb". He said he often won't remember a violent incident even
after it was described to him. He said he had no recollection of his
childhood and other events. He attributed this to using drugs and
alcohol, although he no lbnger used either. He expressed concern
about‘his poor memory. |

He identified Mrs. A.'s role in the conflict as increasing his

41



anger by teasing him or raising her véicé when he was already made. He
said sﬁe only struck back; she néver started the violencé.’ He stated
Ae_thpught she "edges him on" because she wanted him to get violept so
she could leave him. She had told him the next time it happened she
would leave. He said this occured because she had lowered her standards
to his.
# Although Mr. A. was reluctant to attend the group at F.A.C.S.
he believed it is helping. He said he and his wifg were going to gr?x
to talk about things more and he was trying to think before-acting.

Mr. A. described many years of drug and alcohol abuse with
violence and legal difficulties, including three terms for assault,
"robbery, drugs, driving an’ other charges. " He had changed his habits
.at‘Mrs. A.'s insistance, but lost his friends in,tﬁe process. He’
thought hé would '"'stay clean' now éut missed his friends.

In addition, Mr. A. gaid his f;mily background was very violent
with abuse of fhe children. He had a brother who-had "the same temggp”"

and had similar experience with violence as Mr. A.

Interview With Coﬁp;e A

QUESTION

‘The ;ouplé was then asked which, if any, of the questions asked in
the individual interviews were bothersome.

RESPONSE |

M;s. A, said,T;Nb, because wé're determined to get this relation-
ship smoothed out, because we want to spénd the rest of our lives
tbgether andehat§Vef confessions we'll have to make to help, we'll do
it." Mr. A. said that he was bothered because he said last wéek he'd

never hit his wife again and he hit her the day aftir{ﬁ\vﬁ '
, \ . :



43

QUESTION

The co&ple_yas askea to describe a recent conflict. In this case
they elaborated thg incident alluded to by Mr. A. abqvé.

RESPONSE

Mr. A. said, "I had a problém (disagreémeht) with my sister; I hit
her and pﬁshed her down. I seen (sic) her at Mom's and hit her and'>
pushed her down. I come (sic) home and told Mrs. A. what I was feeling
about her ... she wouldn't give me the rigﬁt answer about my sister or
stand behind me so we had a big argument and I told her to shut up,
she didn't nd T hit her."

Mfs. a. could tell he was mad as soon as she gof'home. She. tried
to stay.out of the disagreement with the sister. _""We ‘argued; vulgér
words.came out. Now I think I should‘hafe said to him"Go dglm down;
don't let it bother you'". .Mr. A."said this wouldn't have helped
becaﬁse he wig already 'real bothered." This é&uld have been avoided
if Mr. A. had "left ihe'foom or told her‘how I feel, Eut‘he wasn't sure
‘he could have done that at the time. = He said with this group (at

F.A.C.S.) now he could do that, but not last week.

'QUESTION

The couple was asked how each could tell when the other was
getting angry.

RESPONSE

’

Mrs. A. said ''by the way he looks, when he starts to Sﬁear.” Mr.

\

A. said, "by the tone of her voice".
A

QUESTION

The couple was_asked'how could each tell when there wﬁs going to



be violence.
- RESPONSE
Mrs. A. answeréd ""the same as when he gets angry only'he flexes

~his muscles." Mr. A. said "I.don't know -- my adrenalin goes crazy."

QUESTION

The couple was asked whatgpach did when they sensed this was

happening.
RESPONSE

Mrs. A. said she—hbped they could talk about things; they were

going to try this.' Mr. A. said he agreed with her.

QUESTION

The couple‘wag asked how muéh‘they each.worry about what the other
might do.

RESPONSE

Mrs. A. said she didn't worry about it, she would take a little
more but she won't live inﬁthis situation 10 years if it contiﬁued.

"This was the last time for him hitting me.'" Mr. A, replied, "Threats".

QUESTION "

‘The couple was asked who had more freedom in ‘their relationship.

&

. RESPONSE
Mr. A. said, "She does. As long as fhere's nothing critical around

here, I'11 teil her to go out or ask what she wants to do; try and get

rid of her'". Mrs. A. said the.question was difficult to answer. She:

said '"We both place eXpectations_on each other. 1 expect so much of

him and he expects so much of me ... we even each other out. I'd say

he has the 'upper hand' in the relationship, he's the head of the

v
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household."

QUESTION .
The couple was. asked who had more powér in the relatidnship.
RESPONSE

Mr. A. said he had more physical power but not mental‘power. Mrs.

A. said both of them tried to make decisions; it was shared.

QUESTION

\

The couplé was asked who liked being husband or wife more.

RESPONSE ‘

Mr. A. said '"The cat, who cares?'" To which Mrs. A. repl}ed, ""Are
you saying vou don't Like being married?' Mr. A. answered, "I don't
know. I don't mind." Mrs. A. said "I liké being married to Mr. A. very
.much. You're caring about the other person.'" Mr. A. responded, "I
like being marrisd to Mrs. A. There's gotta be changes on both paf%s.

Our goals got to (sic) be the same."

'QUESTION A

The couple was asked who was more possessive in the relationship.

" RESPONSE

Mr. A. said "I am more possessive. What's mine is mine. You're
mine,_theEbaby 1s mine,.this ashtraf is mine." Mrs. A. said "Yes 1
know about what is vours. We are both possessive of each other. I
think we're both pretty possessive of each other. We each like to know
where the other 1is."

Mr. A. said he ''wanted fo know about her jobs, what she did."” Hg

thought she didn't show that much interest in his jobs; he wanted her -




""to share her knowledge with him.'' He said that Mrs. A. wouldn't-let
him touch her handi-crafts till thev're finished. He to.’ “or that was

possessive, She said "It doesn't make any difference to me."

QUESTION

The couple was asked to describe their relationship now.

RESPONSE

Mrs. A. offered, 'Levelling out." Mrs. A: said, "When you decide.
to make a trelationship permanent you have to-do a lot of giving. He's

had to give a lot to me and I've had to give a lot to him. We've had .

to weed out the parts of the other person's personality the other dpe
doesn't like. He never liked me'to‘sﬁoke. Quittiné'éigareftes was for
him." Mr. A. replied, '"Quitting dope and bosze was for you." Mrs. A.
said "We each had to givé up thiﬁgs for ghe other. Once I.becomé the

person I think-he says he wants me to be then he'll stop grumbling and

s

vice versa: hé'll:stért‘thé temper controlling.™

Mr. A. said thé_violencé group at F.A.C.S. helbed him ''see the

light at the end of the ‘tunnel in the relationship."
QUESTION )
The couple_Waé asked what they like .to héve,happen in thelr

relationshipfb ' ‘

RESPONSE
Mr. A. answered "That both of us will bédhappy.”- Mrs;‘A. answeied‘

"That we'd learn to understand¥each other, accept ‘each other without

getting impatient.

Je



QUESTION

The couple was asked how thev will know the ehanges have occurred.
RESPONSE | ’
Mr. A. said 'When the arguments stop, the house is all done, when
I'm sitting back and not having to WOTTY about money ... when I won't \
have to worry aboUt’anything.” Mrs. A. said "There will be a calmness
there. I hate it at times but it goes. It has improved a lot. .Now
when we argue I don't have the sense of panic he'll get drunk or stoned -
the cﬁanges:startedvsince Christmas or semetime. I've decided in

T

myself-that I'l1l accept whatever he does

" QUESTION .
The couple was esked to describe marriage to a person from another
planet. ‘Also to describe how their marriage compared to the ideal.
vRESEONSE. : \
Mrs. A, said ;Earthlings are created man and.women. The flow of
: iife goee on because of the union of man and woman -- a sacred thing ifl
yoe're dedigeted.' Taking on a relatlonshlp means sharlng everything, ¥
tepughts;.bed, each other's life with the other ;... total surrender to
“each other. - I'd say our relationship fits this ideal. We -are dedicatedv
to each other. We do share evervthlng Even though we haven:t reached
a good level of cqmmunlcatlon becauee we're both trapped in our own-

thoughts, I think the goal of staying together and raising our baby and

,gtowing‘oid,teg;ther 1s a common one." Mr. A.-added, "It's Jppeallng
‘Mr. AL described marrlage as somethlng that ""can be good 1f vou

put good thlngs into it or bad if vou put bad things in. Whén you do

both it just adds excitement to vour life.' |

Mrs. A. retorted to him, "Who wahie to play hurting games? It's



not good. We-can do something about what's going on in our world." oo .

General Information . S ’ ) co . '1 . .

v

Mrs. A. stated 9Aftef last night (ét'the.couplesré;oup at F.A.C.S.) -

-~ we_dll expressed our problems, and weé found out we weren't alone. Ihen'
vou listen to other's problems it takes vour mind, off vour owh." Mr. A.

:

said his problem had always been "expressing myself -- it's my lower

‘mentality. Tonight'@e‘re"going to Start.expressing.our feelingé-to each
other. It won't always ‘be the dngér'coming.out.f Also"Mr: A. said
he was glad Mrs. A. wa%'éttending so she could help him remember what"~

has happened. . - - L o S L
Mrs. A. fevealed that her husband went to jail,béfdre.phey wéfe:; .o
. . . ) . . . .

married. He was stil;_in‘jail when their child was ‘born) ‘She deScribed_
this time as "hard for Mr. A.;-he had some bad experienées. -But'it'_"

«ds good for me; it;gave'me‘time'to pull mvself together for'when he = - -
: - . : ) . BRI . o ‘ . - ) K
came home." - - : ' S .

-

"Couple B . ' : o : o
Basic Data - s ' o B L g -
. Couple B had been married for. 2.years. ~Itvwas.the\fif§t ﬁarriégg

'fof both;‘ They'héd one child under agé l:“ My.~

B. was 23'and'eméloyed )
as a foreman. Mrs. B. was a 24 vear old homémaker.“éothfhad-é'grade

- twelve education.

. . . - -

Interview with Wife B

QUESTION

Mrs. B. was asked to describe a situation in which one spouse's

actions influenced the other.

\
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SITUATION |

«

She described a situation in which Mr. B. would ;estrict her from
hwearing makeup. ¥
RESPONSES

" Mrs. B. had not expected her husband's reaction to her wearing
makgup. She believea she was her own .person and her husband shouldn't
ha&e'placed this restriction on her unless she was overdoing makeup and
looking bad. Sﬁe reacted to this situation by speaking up and he got
explosive. In this situation he stomped out and their evening was
ruined. ' She didﬁ’t know haow he wduld havé wanted her to respond. She
_helieved he was trying to 'get at" her although she thought he might
pick at Her‘because he was having a problem of his own. '"Now we would
. sit down and télk about each other's feeling and we'll drop it. But
:then wé éouldn't”, she said. "Another situation like this is his‘
taking control of who I-could see and where I could go. He knew he‘
" could do it (in the beginning); I was passive.- I'd rather do what he
wanted than fight. Before I was married I sa%d.I'd never let a man talk
to me like th;t. I wouldrtry to tell him notyto go out but it didn‘tf
work. I would become enraged: I'd listen to him but he wouldn't
listen to me. Thevbeatings started when we had no communication. Now

_we have'atcepted each other's friends. We sit down and talk things

out."

QUESTION

Mrs. B. was asked to recall situations in which one or the other's
rolée was infiuencedbby the other.

SITUATION A

When.they first were married, Mr. B. tried to keep her from going



to work. "I loved working and enjofed my rqle as an independent woman.'
: 'RESPONSE

"We'd fight constantlylabqut ﬁy working,'" Mrs. B. Said. She
hadn‘t expected this reaction from Mr.‘B. He beatvher so badly she
couldn't hide the bruises any more and finally quit work. During this
time she.waé three to five months pregnant.{She said Mr:rB. did not
underst;nd how much this bothered her. She reacted by taking it per-
sonally, being down on herself and suicidal. She believed him when'he
told her whén he beat her, '"If you were a good wife I wouldn't have to
beat you." | ~ |

“"This finally changed when I began to leave. At first he'd take
all my money and crq@i# cards and keys so I couldn't leave. This went
on and the béatings'continued: One day I decided to take fhe baby and
go to.a shelter. This' changed the way I looked at myse;f. I knew we
had to have help. We separated for a while." |

"In the past I'd hate him more every time he hit me. rI'd say angry
things and he'd hurt me more. The more I let this happen the worse it
got. I'd leave and then return because I knew he didn't want to do it
but coulan't cbntrollhimself._ After a point I began hitting b;ck. I
did things 1 never thought I'd do. IFd keep at him and at_him.
Sometimds I'd hit him first." ,

| _Mrs. B. said she was ableito tell when Mr. B. was.going_to be

violent‘by the way Aé looked;.spoke and by his eves. She said he also
tensed. ''When this happens I'd back off and apologize. We'll sit down.
;alm down, and talk out Qh;tever made him feel like hitr;ng me. I can
now trust him 80%. Now I can say how I feel and he can take it." iq
the past Mrs. B. tried tb,do what Mr. B. wanted.her to do to stop the.

1
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violence. He didn't want her to talk to anyone about the problem so

she didn't. Now that's changed.

A second major situation with regard to roles leading to conflict
and‘violeﬁce was Mr. B!s role as parent. Mrs. B. criticized her
husband's handling of their child. She expected this disagreement would
happen because in her family only women looked after children;'men
weren't involved. She said she used to worry about him getting violent
with theéir child but was not worried any more. This resulted from their

v

talking things. out more.

QUESTfON .

Mrs. B. was asked to describe a situation in which oné person's
authority was changgd by the other.

SITUATION/RESPONSE

Mrs. B. stated there werg.no problems in the area of power or

authority now. It was equal.

QUEéTION

Mrs. B. was asked.if in arguments with Mr. B, they bggan arguing
about pﬁe area and other, unrelated issues were brought in.’

SITUATION |

When they argue,-Mrs. B._said,-each brought up something that
_happened iﬁ the past. They Beéan‘with one probleﬁ,aﬁd ended up with 20.

RESPONSE , - ~ o |

She said this became a regular practice betweeh'themiihlt had not
at first leaa to vioience,.but tﬁ severe verbai abuSel. Eventually the
violence happened aftér éhé,name calling.

5

Mrs. B. said this has changed now. They were able to SitAdown and
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try to understand the other person's getting violent.

QUESTION

Mrs. B. was asked to describe a situation that resulted in good
fgelings between theﬁ.

SITUATION

"We both sit down and try very hard to understand the other when
we get upset. We try and do things for each other.” |

RESPONSE

"Until the groups began we worked at talking tﬂings out but now we
have also learned to control our tempers. We both feel happier and
closér. This couldn't have héppened before."

Another situation was when Mr. B. "will quietly take the baby for a
walk and let me sleep late, or he will leave lots of timg.for me to get

ready'to go out so I can get fixed up nice," Mrs. B. said.

General Information

Mrs. B. described a dramatic change in their behaviour after she
went to the Shelter. She got counselling ahd Mr. B. got referred to
F.A.C.S. It had.a "big impact' on both of ug.. éhe'said'they were able
to bé constructive about their differences and were both héppier. -

She said they were both violent in the past.\ She believéq she
acaﬁsed his violence by he} tone:of‘voice, how;she'e§pressed'herse1f and
her facial expression. She reported there was a lot of violence in his
family: betwéen,parents, from pareﬁté‘ﬂachildren and- among bro;hers
;nd sispers, . |

In some situations she was still cautious and "afraid to a poini."

She believed he was still capable of violence if he' was upset. . She



thought he too was afraid the violence may return. She said that they
were trying all the possibilities to get rid or it. If it returned she

thought nothing would work.

On th¢ other hand she had no concern about becoming violent her-
self'again. .She said "it's the lowest thing I've ever done. I realize
now‘its 0.K. to talk to people about problems. It will never happen
again."I don't ever want to'be,sb low again. I now have strength."

Mr. B. had been very supportive. Mrs. B. was taking a course and planned
;6 be wbrking. When he admitted he was wrong, "To.me, he is trying",

she said.

Interview With Husband B.

QUESTION

r

!

Mr. B.-was asked to describe a situation in which one spouse's
actions influenced the other.

SITUATION

- "Both of us took the keys to the car when we wére mad, ehé“

RESPONSE

'"We did this so much we'got to expect if;”aaccording to.Mr. B.
Mrs. B. would get upset; Mrs. B. responded, ''You're staying here,"
apd took his(keys. Mr. B. said he gdt thé.keys back and left for:
2 or 3 hours. When he returned nothing whé-resolved; the fiéhting-
resumed. "It was like a mind gamé to é;t the other one upset,
said Mr. B. His wife tried to get hiﬁ upset because she knew he didn't
want to talk. Mr. B. thqught "I'1l show you, you are not going to run
.this househoid and I'd do the samé thing. AIé got so I'd do it to make

her madder. vIt went on every other day to make each other mad."

Mr. B. said.he could tell his wife was getting angry by the way



she talked in a sarcastic tope and had a sarcastic look as well as
”differen; little things. He was able to change this by asking her

"What is the matter?" and_sitting down and talking about, rather than.
getting angry. o

In the past two or three months Mr.lB. said they ﬁave been working
out their problems to resolve the situation. Before, tﬂey used to get
the other person mad on purpose. '"For example when‘she'd ggf mad I'J
pretend I couldn't hear her or tell her to "hit me again." Then she'd
get mad and break things, kick over thé lamp, etc. The role reyersal
made me feel bettér I guess. It was reél}y stupid.”

Another example of restrictions on each other was Mr. B.'s feeling
that Mrs.vB. could always cpﬁtrol him by her mood. "If she shows she
‘careg I1'11 do anything for her." This léad to good feelings for both
of them. Mr. ﬁ. also reversed this by stérting to pick at Mrs. B.

"I can put her in a bad mood just like that!' (snaps his fingers).

QUESTION
Mr. B. was asked to describe a situation in which one spouse's
role was influenced by the other.

SITUATION

-

"When our child needed discipline, as a father, I would discipline

him." Mrs. B. tried to stop me.
RESPONSE |
' Mri B. stated, "I don't listen to her now." He used to go on
doing the digiiplining to bother Mrs. B. He said his wife was trying

to 'get at" him. 1If she was in a vengeful—moqd‘shé came after him.”

ey
Y

A second situation in which ‘the role'of”employee/breadwinner was
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interfered with by Mrs. B. was when he had to work a lot of overtime.
He acknowledged thatlhe was spending time away frbm home on purnose .
to get away from the f{ghts, so he expected ﬁrs. B. to get upsc . He
said he could see her point but he was stubbofn.' He also said he could
have changed things bht it would have only.meant more violence. When
he did come home he was in a verf bad mood and would right.

“ird role of Mr. B.'s that waé'intérfe;ed with by Mrs. B.'s
actions s that of husband. He said she usca to take off for days
and he was very jealous. He believed she did this to make him angry
and he ''slapped her out" which caused more Qiolénce between'them. |

As well, Mr. B. had lots of expectations about the perfect wife.
He said he wanted control over everything, including Mrs. B. Now he
realized "I was expecting too much. If I didn't get it -- bang --

violence. Now she knows I don't expect so much from her ... I want

her to be happy."

QUESTION

Mr. B. was asked to describe a situation in which one perSon’s‘“
authority in the marriage was influenced by the other.

SITUATION/RESPONSE

Mr. B. gtated "I always used to make the decisions. She felt she
didn't have an equal say ... now we don't do anything unless we both
agree." If'waszphe same with caring- for éur baby. It was a big issue

but Mr. B. allowed her to make the decisions and she did most of it.

A

"He spent a lot of time with the baby when he was off work and did more

with the baby then. “There's no conflict there," he said.

In the past Mr. B. reported they used to classify everything as



o

g9

""his'" or 'hers'. Now this was not a problem, although it used to lead

to all kinds of violence. 'We communicatevbetter now."

QUESTION

Mr. B. was asked if in his arguments with Mrs. B. they started
on 6;;/subject ~d then other, unrelated issues or problems were brought
in.

SITUATION

Iﬁ an argument Mr. B. brought up the past, especially an old boy-
friend of hers. |

RESPONSE

Mr. B. said "It would always lead to a big explosion. She'd say °
something to bug me ?nd we'd fight. 1I'd also see how jealous I crtuld make
her.'" Aftet a while Mr. B. said thgy expeéted.to fight; fights became
habits. lHe said they fought once a day a£ least. "I bl;;e myself for
the fights} Iistarted most of them" he;said.

This changed when they decided thé violence was beyond them. 'They
agreed to quit bringing up the pasf. More chahge'happened when Mrs. B.
went to the Shelter. \Mr. B. said, "It opened my eyes. I realiéed if 1
didn't -get my act together I'd lost my wife and child. This was a
turning point." Prior to that Mr. B. said he had madé some progress
but not enough. The big changé.began with the group he attended at
F.A.C.S.

{

Mr. B. had described a situation leading to good feelings when he

discussed Mrs. B. controlling him with her mood.

d

General Information

Mr. B. reported he had been very violent outside his marriage! He



fighting in high school and got into legal troublé, fought in bars and
elsewhere. He said he was never violent with Mrs. B. before.the marriage
.or with his previous girlfriends. |

Mr. B. said his guilt and depression about being miolent'caused him
to actively seek help. He didn't see himself getting violent anymore.
"It's 'fhink before you do''", he said.v He did not believe he was iOO%

»

yet, but felt he will stop the violence.

. \ . ' .' \

Interview With Couple B

QUESTION -

The couple was asked which, if ahy,_of the questions asked in the

individual intgrviews were bothersome.

RES?ONSE

Mrs. B. said there qulnothing“ Mr. B. s;;d_nothing bbth?(id him
either. "I've learned to open up about these things. It.prébably would
have been different 2 months ago but now I can look back on what's

happened and nor feel bad or embarrassed or ashamed."

QUESTION _

The couple was askcd to describe a recent conflict.

RESPONSE (long delay)

Mrs. B. sﬁggested '"Maybe when I left.forbthe Shelter a few monfhs
égo.” Mf. B. did not remémber the content of the fight. Mrs. B. said it
was ab&ut her moving and what she was going to take. \Mr. B. remembered,
"Yeah, I didn't want her Fd take certain things and‘I was angry that she
was really going to do it. It was a really bad_scéne.” Mrs. B. said she
wé;ted‘to move when he waén't home Eecause she was afraid of him. They

‘ended up fighting ‘over a photogréph. Mr. B. tried to restrain Mrs. B.

Y
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They ripped'éach other's jackets and she left with the child. That was

the last conflict.

& h o ': ///.
QUESTION = I ‘ e

e

The couple was asked how each could tell when the other was,getfing

violent. ' -
RESPONSE

~Mrs. B. said, "By the way he looks." ‘Mr7 B. said by»the tone in her

\

voice. Both said this hasn't happened much recently and when it did they

sat down and talked it out.

1
..QUESTION ‘

)

Each éduple was asked how much théy worry about the violence

returning.

RES PONSE

Mrs. B. said, "Not at all -- if used to be 100% when we had a money
or other problem." Mr. B. agreed. 'I'm still not sure I won't get car-

~

Tried away,lespecially the odd time when I get angry. I won't be 100%

till it progresses more."

QUESTION

The couple was asked who had more freedom in the'relafionship.

.

RESPONSE

Mrs. B. said "Both; neither." Mr. B. sa" ", "I used to have in the

;elationship, Now it's shared equally."

QUESTION | | .

The couple was asked who had more power in the relationship.

i
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"RESPONSE

“Mrs. B. "That's equal toc.” Mr., B, agreel. Tisually '3 have mere
ol
power, but she started to retal:ate. We shared resTonsibility Yor monev,
for child rearing. Evervbody shares’.  We've -irmed o regulate Thut.
, , .

Mr. B. said "Tt' casier ncow 41 [east now | Jon't have Tto Tane
everything she says .: :n :nsult znd smack her.” Mrs 5. added, "\Ow »ouU
can say what you fee. without violence. 17 the Cother 1S upsst and save
things we can stiil go on doing what we were Joing.  Mr. 5. sail, Sou're
not afraid to speak vour mincd.”

QUESTION

t

The couple wis asked whe iiked
RESFONSE T

‘ . - -“ - “' .. , lv «
Mr. B. respended, I think we'Te DOTh napys ~tne wav we are. Mr. B

stated, "Latelv, I feel T like toO please her, . Tee. the need :o
satisfy hyself by making her feel good. ' I bake or clean as a surprise -

for her. I enjoy doing these things <or her.

QUESTION -
The couple was .sked who was more possessive in the relationship.

RESPONSE ; :

Mrs. B. said, "I feel I am. but i1t's aiso equal. I used to be

[0}

terrified if he'd even look at a picrture 7of a woman:." Mr. . agreed,

"She thought I was having an affair with my secretary. Then, I thought .
, . -
she was seeing her old bovfriends."” Mrs. B. said there was a trecent

incident in which they both felt <hev handled it very well.

QUESTION 7
The coup.. w~as askec to describe their relationship now. : ’

wt



£
RESPONSE
‘Mrs. 8. said, "very satisfvang Mr. B. osaid, "wery comforiable
Iofeal like I want to he home: T 2on'T & TCwOTrk 2. The time .

What would you have iiked to have happen in vour Teilotionship

Mrs. 8. said she would have iiked tnings

get to 00T T think we've come very far and [ want 1T To Continue on
A . . . . - . N .
Mr. B saiZ, "I would like her TG g 0ut .anc woTk s2 she'l “ee. hetter.

That wi.l improve things hetween us. another 20"

QUESTION

The couple was asked how they woulaaknow when these changes have
roccured.

" =SPONSE _ .

Mrs. B. said, '"the air araund Mr. B., the atmosphere, will! impfbve.
He'll takestime to tell me about his dav.' She said she never used to
have time fo listen. Mr. B. said, '"Yeah -- that used té frustrate me.
Now every night we talk about things." <In gnison they said, "Nine
o'clock.”™ After the baby went to bed they put time aside to talk: and

they related their frustrations to each other "and said this was better

than everything buildihg up. Thig had just started since thefgroup last,

“week . i 3 v_;,_:“.(
) ) . : SR )
QUESTION ' SR
. T
The couple-was asked to describe marriage to a person from another
planet. ‘ : o S .
- o
A3

W
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RESPONSE

Mr. B. said, "in my eves 1t 1s a bonding between two people 1n
which vou wouldn'< expeCt so much from the other person. Two people :n
a lasting bondiniy where vou can bring happiness *v :ie other person.”’

Mrs. 8. said, "1 think it is emotionally. physicaliv “ulfiliing and

challenging, creative."

JUESTION

The couple was asked to compare their relationship to the ideal.
) \

RESPONSE !

Mrs. B. said, "It's all of those things. Before I didn't feel tha:

way but now I do.’ Mr. B. added, "I think there 1s a bonding between us,
I can feel it.  I'm very -wch ih love. I care very much for her and the
baby. Before it was a bad scene but now its fulfillihg a bonding."”

‘@

General Information

Mf. and Mrs. B. acknc ed tgey have made a lot of changes in a
short time. They‘both said they'couldn't cope with a backslide now.
Mrs. Bi.said'if things went back to yiolgz;e she thought they would get
a divorce and Mr. B.‘agreed. They said they beliévéd ;hey-have tried
evérything and if it didn't Qork, Mrs. B; said she hobed they éan ‘part
civilly and meet somebody who cog%g meet their expectatibns and not set

.

such high staniar.ls

ig? : Coﬁple C | I
Basic Dafa |

Mr. and Mrs. C. were married for two years; they have one child under
one ygar. _Mrlié.’was 40. He had two years univérsity;.he wasvunemployed.

<

.Mrs. C. was 42, had ‘a grade ten education and was a homemaker. Mrs. C.

.
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had been married once before; her -10 yea Trom her previous

]
b—i
@]
.
-

relationship lived with her. 3She had two adult children also.

The couple was temporar:ily separated at the Iime of the 1nterviews.

They spent weekends together and kept 1n Jlose St

)

Interview With Wife

QUESTIO

Mrs. . was ashed to descTibe 4 situation In whilh ane spouse's

ctrons nfluenced the other

a

STTUATION

Zariv in the marriage, Mres., . was doing laundry oand Mr.o O ol
) i £ 1§ ! -
BN

. . , - o . L * . . - . L
ner she wasn't foiding *™We towels right.  He was Iritical 27 her hcouses
Keeping generally.

RESPONSE - : . .

"1 stood up to him. - I gave him feedbuck r:ight there. [ am.azan
independent person and fight like hel.. I was so controiled grow:ing

up; I don't want that now. Mrs. C. said Mr. Z.'s actions were a totul

surprise to her. They had known each other for vears and he had not

acted this way before the marriage. When she stood up to him, a big

fight occured. Mrs. C. thought Mr. C. acted like this because he was

still attached to his mother. -t ycmother controlled him and he

. "-. ""y 0 ‘d
< k!
couldn't get along with her‘ik' -

In the 51tuat10n Mrs. C ld her husband what she thought about
* his being attached to his mother. She said'they had-a fight. "I'm

Y
totally sufprised I acted that bad." Mr hit her*2rd broke her jaw.
| T e

RO

‘She thought this happened because she reacted t;<§:§*xn ‘an dngry way.

\"D

Mrs. C. said ‘'she would have liked to have gotten counselling earlier

O~y
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to find or:- wh.: w_.s happening. She said Mr. C. changed so much

they were —ar - "It's like each person has an i1dea of what a husband
or wife 31s like and his was the opposite of what—f was before." He

got mad when she told him he had changed, she savs. ‘“He says 1t was all

'

mv fault, that [ provoked it.

when this inc:ident occured, Mrs. C. went to 1 Shelter. Mr. . was
- : - -~ = - T Ve . 2
referred to F.A.0.5. They separated when she lef: the Shelter hut
planned to get bach together 'when he can controi his violence.” In

[

the year they were separated, Mr. andMrs. (. received couple counselling

and he had individual and group counselliing. “iven :n the sounsell:ing

1t has taken YMr. C. 3 long time to Tigure things out. He I trving now

tr
A
o
72}
r4
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o+
£
4
et
+
3
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t2 stop and think about things -- he thinks a 0%, and :

to understand =V reaction To the violence.

Mrs. C. was 3sied to fecall a 51tuatioﬁ in which one or.the other's
role was influenced by'fhe other.

SITUATION "

Mr. C. had a very distinct idea of'how a father shouldAact and
“Mrs., C. did not want him to agt‘that way hith her older child. “r. C.
called the child a name if he didn't obey; Mrs.‘CC interfered.

RESPONSE

Mrs. C. said her husband égi angry. She‘interfered because she
was afraid he would hit the child. He used to git his nephews who lived
with him-at his ‘mother's house.  <Mr. C._respénded by callingvher names,
"all the bad things he wanted to say to hishmother." Mrs. C. said when
she stcod up to him (Ve?b&llY)jit triggéred fheifeeling in Mr. C. that

she was going to be doﬁiééé%iﬁg like his mothei. _Accqrding to Mrs. C.,

IR A
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her husband would want to do what she did (in disciplining the.child),
but he got so mad.
Mrs. (. said she wasn't sure if Mr. C. would become violent with

their babv. "It is hard to say but I've seen him get mad and then hug

him and kiss him ‘hard'.” She said, "I doﬁ't think I know him well now:

;

there are too many changes. He used to be hot headed but sensitive and
nice.” In the past he got angry and had threatened or punched emplovers,

for example. She said he now was showing -some positive changes; he used

to call her "stupid” if she did something he thought was silly. XNow she

(%)
(o9

-
-

he still thought the same way but didn't sav it. She said the group
he attended helped a lot but she would not have him back ""till he sees what
it means to be free. He still has :o grow a lot; I still have to grow a

)

lot.”

QUESTION

©

Mrs. C. was asked to aéscribe a situation in which{one pers&haéb
authority in éhedmarriage was changed byithe other.
| SITUATION

He didn't always know what to do and Mrs. C. says.she thought he
wantsd her to control him. But at the same time she thought he didn't
want her to do _it. |

Q%SPONSE o

"When he can't make decisions, say éboutvbills, I will go éhead
and make them and he will scream and yell about‘it.” But next time he
S%n't do anything again, she said. |

- Mrs. C. said Mr. C. acted this way because he felt bad about being

out of work. She said he used to be able to make decisions about money

6d
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and other major’ issues but stopped when he lost his job. "It is like he
doesn't know how to do anything anymore." But Mr. C. would not agree

with her, she savs.

QUESTION

ers. C. was asked if in arguments with Mr:,C. they began arguing
about one area and ofher, unfelated areas were brought in.

STTUATION |

After the violence happened when grs. C.'s jaw was broken, she
ﬁpnstantly bro%gbt up her iece-fn any argument. |

RESPONSE !
Mf. C. had'ﬁever said he was sorry he broke her face. She got
angry aflfirst because every ;ime she tried to eat it was painful and he
didn't understand that it was "just not over for her." She said some-
times she still worried aﬁout her appearance and got angry. It took me
a iong time.before I felt sorry for him."

3.
M

QUESTION

$e

Mrs. C. was asked to describgﬁg situation between th;m in which
good feelings resulted. o |

STTUATION/RESPONSE

Mrs. C. said that now 'things aré good when we are togsther; we

don't fight much." She said, Mr. C. was a better parent to their baby

and her child and they liked being together.

" General Information

Mrs. C. had a number of traumatic experiences before meeting Mr. C.:

an:alcoholic husband, a child who died_in a crib death, a serious illness

-

oo
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and problems with her children fyom'her first marriage. She had received
psychiatric help off and on in the past. She said she wished she would
have continuéd'in therapy witthr.,CL“before they were married.

During the, time Mr. C. was in group therapv at F.A:C.S., Mrs. C
was involved in therapyioff and on at F.A.C.S. too. She said she felt
Mr. C. wouldn't open.up’with her thefe so she withdrew. She maintained
contact with the therapists, expeciallv when theré wefe nroblems. She /
felt she had to "push" Mr. C. io make contaﬁt there.

1
Prior to their marriage, Mrs. C. had lived independently and Mr.

~

C. had only lived with his mother, both in Eastern Canada. She savs it
: ¢
was a good thing they moved to Alberta and got married so he was away

from his family.

Interview with Mr. C.

b
i

QUESTION
Mr. C. was asked to describe a situation‘in which.one spouse's

actions influenced the other.
SITUATION . ‘ o ;ﬁgfata
Mr. C. recalled an iﬁéident where he was playing hocgey. He:

qually plaved and came straight home afterwards. Ong time he came home

late and an argument ensued. |
RESPONSE o ‘.' e ." 5
"There was.é fight but ﬁof iike when I hit her and broke her jaw.

It was the same-situa;ion,»I had gone to a get fogether after the g;ﬁe”;

and she wanted to go along. At that time we started fiéhting about

different members of our families. I was télling‘herAthis and that

andfshe.kept on and I just hit her. Now, more than a year later, we can’



sit and talk about it,"

Mr. C. said he had not expected an argument in the ;ioLent
incident, but the tone of her voice é;d things she said got it going.
“Now I can hear the game‘things and ngt get bothered.' Mr. C. said he

told those things to people in the violence group (at F.A.C.S.) whom he

described és "very, very violeht.” He thought he did not belong in that
group. ''The nature of my 1nc1dent is not like their's; they can't

relate. They have tremendous angér ... I sit and think about things and
as a result [ can deal with things." The‘group had taught Mr. C. how to

relate more objectively. He compared his situation to other members'

situations and believed his was more reasonable.

Mr. C. said he could tell in a*sifuation with Mrs. C. that she was

getting angry by the tone of“her voice. Sometimes she tried to anger him
on purpose Just to -see my reactlon and probab'» how 1'd handle the

Cred

51tuat10n " he said. Mrs. C. mlght have tried to make Mr. C. angry to

\

see if he was still reacting to her voice and not to what she was saying.

| Mr. C. said, "All people 5ust listen to tﬁe tone (of Qoice). You're

taken.a;ay-by tpe sound." V ' |
When‘asked if Mrs. C. tried toT”get” him by provoking anger he

says, '"No, but we might think differently (about something).'" He said

she understood what he does by watchlng hlS actions and listening, then

telllng him about it. "She w111 notlce something and I’Il_realize she
is right." , S
QUESTIONS

Mr. C. was,asked to recdll = situation in which one or the other's

Y

role was influenced by the ofher.-



SITUATION ' ‘ - | N

\

“In being a parent Mr. C. said he used to disagree with his wife,
. esvééiailv in dealing with her older child. |

RESPONSE \ |

Mr. C. said he had previouslv thought in terms of '"temperaments."
He didn't know aboui othef conditions ana Had to reassess his way of
dealing with the child, trying to putlhimself in the child's position.
""Now tgere afe no more disagreement; between §§” (Mr. C. and the-child).

A éécond role>that‘Mr, C..felt had been disturbed but not bv his
_wife is that of provider. He said. "I feel_very, very useless, [ am

‘active, very energetic.' He said that neither of them interfered with

each other's roles now.

QUESTION

Mr. C. was asked t6 describe a situation in which one person'g
authority in the marriage was cHanged by fhe other. .

SITUATION; |

Mr. C. said thére were né problems or diségreements over authority.

He said if he made a decision over parenting or what the family did,

BT

P

Mr. C} didn't interfere.  There were arguheﬁfé;.ﬁ”ihe past, howevér,

which was‘why Mrp C. wanted to stay in the groﬁp. "Every time (at the
group) I learn something.“ H% said he could always tell when his wife

was in a bad mood or angry because she was quieter. He asked her what Qas

wrong but 'can't maké her talk more." - He believed this would change

for her as it_had for him.

QUESTION

Mr. C. was asked if in arguments with Mrs. C. they begin arguing

~on

68
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about one area aod other unrelated issue;:were brought in.

SITUATION

Mr. C._sald they often argued about their situation as opposed to
their families. They also broug?t in each other s brothers and sisters.

RESPONSE

while Mr. C. did_not expect this to happen he was glad it did because
ﬁwhat's inside will evontually.come'out. Now [ Kknow how sheufeels about
me and to aPlesser extent, mybfamily.”

Another example was when Mrs. C. and Mri C. were arguing and she
boought'in things other people do (family acoivities)'and tﬁe argument
cﬁangéd. Mr. C. believedlohe was trying to,show him about family lifo

by examples. - ""She is a smart w®man."

QUESTION R : : | .
Mr. C. was asked to describe a situation betWeog them.in which'
good feelings resulted.
©SITUATION/RESPONSE
. When Mrs. C. said she liked the wayaMr. C. handled her oldor child,
or that Mr. C. was not so uptight about it. "I thiok-she expects me to

treat him well ... it's the way I treat him now. I tell him what he does

is silly but not that he is silly."

General Information

Mr. C. was born in a'Third World country. He had lived in Canada
for most of his adult life. He had slight diff culty with. the language.

Both he and Mrs. C. said their backgrounds were Very'simila;'despite‘the

-

obvious cultural differences. . =,

'y

In the course of Mr. C.'s therapy at F.A.C.S., hehad numerous



Yo

neurological and psychological tests but so far‘rpsults were inconclu-
sive. A brain tumor was suspected. There was.séme disaéreehent among.
the p;ofessionals as to whether the -e: 'It- and whether he should be
able to work‘in his regular occupation .gain. This disturbed hih.

Hé was alsé-upset by his long standing unemployment. He ‘was
considering going back to school after vocational counselligg. He
recently lost a good job with a fellow country man anQ was depre ‘
about it. The man was verbally abusive to ﬁim and Mr. C. experienced
being on.the récéiving end of verbal abuée“for the first time. Tﬁis
situation seeméd very sensitive for him.

The couple had beeﬁ separated for several months. .Mr. C. wanted
to be at home, but Mrs. C. was still more sure she can be certain of his

violence. He stated he hoped to be home by the end of May.

-3¢

erview With Coufle C

L " QUESTION : , .
, , o P

The cbuple was asked which, if any, of the questions asked in the

individual inter&ieWS'were botﬁgrsome."
RESPONSE
"The whole thing bothered me, talking about tke past, I felt I

stirred up a lot of stuff,'" said Mrs. C. "The worst part was talking
. ) ]

about the big row. My feelings came back like that (snaps fingers).”

She continued, "It was the main area of betrayal ... it takes time to
rebuild that trust.” Mr. C. asked her how she felt now. She said,
"If we talked about it now, I'd get wound up again."” Mr., C. said he

! A
was not aware of Mrs. C. getting riled up when she talked about this
S

again. Mrs. C. interjected, '"He'd .ec the first to say 'This is the past;

forget it'..but it's so.connected up to the future for me. Not in the



i
sense 'in the past you did this or that to me'. It comes up when I'm .
trying to explain things and I just start thinking about it."
Mrs. C;\said>”I have a tremendous‘need to be honest but I don't

think he's prepared for what it means." She said she often keeps things

)

inside, because she is afraid of how Mr. C. will react. Mr. C. said

repeatedly she should 'be honest''. “She answered, ''But if-I tell you I'm

thinking about all the things you did and.wish vou were 15;000 miles
: : .

o - & S ]
away..." He replied, '"'Oh, that'. They agreed there are things they

|

couldn’t forget but Mr.- C. suggested they should geal with them when
they arose. . Mrs. C. séid: 'Whén I talk about thesé things I know it's
upsetting fbr Mr. é.,‘but'I have to get.them Qorked out inside"mysélf
by talking."
QUESTION -

The couple was asked.to describe a recent confl{ét.

RESPONSE. |

'Whén was it?" 'Mr.'C. asked. .fhey bothAlaughed. ”i think it was
. in February,' he said, She séid éhe couldn't remember what it'was
about, then recalled. "It was when T told our therapist I wouldn't be |
back. I felt_we were 'nit pitkiné' (in theyéessions)"f That was when'
we were going Fo get tgé\divorce. One weekend the ki@s and I were siék
and Mr. C. said he was going to be away Saturday at a party: I said I
couldn't go; he got mad and yelled. I don't believe in men OT ‘women

. 4
going out alone but he was free to do it. He just has to accept my

"

views.. He called back later and said he wasn't going and I fold him

not to come bachk (! »e). I had been.nice during the week when he was

home an.” . though. this was a !chgaﬁléhot'.”

Mo . said n~ cxpected this reaction. He didn't know what he -

iy W
ke & -
O
@ -

! ‘:ffi*f“
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would havé liké@&za have changed. Mrs. C. said she thought he wouk§
have wanted her to say 'that's nice'" and press /his clothes. When asked
what she would have chahged, sge said '"now to show how I felt ... I
don't want tp'controL him or fight all the fime about it ... I don't

want to live my life giving ultimatums (sic)."

QUESTION

The couple was asked how each could tell when the othet was aﬁgry.

RESPONSE
Mrs. C. said "I get angry first. He can always tell it on me."
Mr. ?ﬁ said, "I don't like it when you don't talk.'" 'The reason I

don't talk, I wdh]t bring it up, I don'!t want to do that now...."

she .trailed off: He replied, '"You are a master at that!" . She said

"When I'm not talking I'm often just preoccupied." He asked, "But

Lo ' : '

what if I asked you?" Then'yoqiﬁgﬁic0unt on an hour of how I feel. I
SN v :

- A

go quiet because I'm thiPking. 'He understands but it annoys him,"
el - ’

said Mrs. C.. "If you have something on your mind, you say what itfis”

J

Mr. C. pronounéed.

QUESTION : ' : o

The couple was asked who had more freedom in ' relafionsh@p.

RESPONSE
Mrs. 7. said, ”NoQ me and the baby; not because of Mr. C. although
T
he has stereotyped idéés“é%éwomen. He'd lét me go out for %ungh nbw
b(not;before). He's not the type to gé out all the time but_i bglieve
he §hpuld go out with the boys once in a while." Mr. C. said that he

thought their freedom is shared, but "If I have to go somewhere, I go.

Being downtown I can walk anywhere.'" Mrs. C. said, "I feel hiﬁ/}iﬁg

(RN

-



-«downtewn in his upariment has been Tee while Dve Telt oooped Ur owit
the haby . Mrs. . sard, vVou Jun 2T 0Lt mOow, o ETNCw
L] i 0
QESTION SN
3 -
The couple was asped who Rad 'more.7owér 1m0 the relat:or
RESPONSE . e
. ‘ . :
N kY BRY . . , .
Mr. C. sa:d, "L don't snow . cither -t =& ComoTe . Mre
replied, "T could see how I Jould K
I understund the thing about power A
. .
don't want 1t but mavbe T ha
at things from hHoth -points o
) A,
_ AT .
. o e o i Ll
kids dnd the house than'he’ hus-and - can
- .‘.J )
one not to control me but %td. dc more.”
N R .:
i .
QUESTION v "
4 v N . s
A - hoad

The cuople was asked
RESPONSE

Mrs. C.

e

said,

was at a-stage where I didn't need‘mafriage.

physical cloéeness.b

life and I like to have a man tQ‘COOk and care for;
A S 9

. . ) PR
another child which is part prlt”:
‘ P

QUESTION

"If it!

I had frlends but felt lonely.

who lived being ‘husband or wife more’

. Q . S
tnat's OK. when I4Was younger; 1

B

s equal,
Later I needed the
I 1ike”married

and we've had
,

- i LT
o . ) " o
Mr..'C. said, "I agree'. : w
-
= -

]

The couple was asked w&o was more posse551ve in the relatlonshlp

RESPONSE . i ie : .
5:&‘ ' ’ S S o ) 2
Mrs. C. said; ”I'm not buf Mr C. would s was.  If you don't

D it's no good." g’
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Telt
w Il
ST
H
" < Sk ot bo N o e 3 N - R N hods e
4 L BSOS SRS UL B JSONE PEe SBOTCOMIAS S VoAl i e & - <
| v v
- ‘ s I “,
TaIT I, ) C o -
R .
- I
FUSY
r 2a1l  Me neel 1o snlerstand who TTVOTC TINCG New wEvs,
) %
. Thiy
e ave o METant and nonest resgTIionsnit ° -
. g
b
i 7 AT " .
~ ) > - ' . .,1‘6"';‘
. QUESTION S - L . ,
LT i K . ) Ed ‘&l
fl . : ! 5
Neoo : v N . L L s
. ‘ *The coupke was asked when thev will“know the chgrfges have dccured.
i v . ) . RO AR
- - e LW e

.

RESPONSE
Hré. C. sifé, "I'1l jusz kno;. ﬁE;ii feellblosgf}“;e'li be

-“physicailf close, wevcan enjoy going toibed a;ainf We won't fedl

;7_ ’ separgfe.” Mr.fC;:said, "] feei the'éame.”vll - f : e

¥

| QUESTION ST

The couple was. asked to desciibe marriage to a person from another .

T .

iy I

‘planet.. . . S )

RESPONSE °

s Mr. C. said, '"He'd have to do a lot of thinkiﬁg in mérriage. It's

) . a good tﬁihg. If you dop!t déal'with it the proper way ‘or right way

‘it can be very destructive.' Mrs. C. said, "First, I'd say there are

ERS
7

e h

‘two'species:"male and female. Théy.feei véry»differentLy about thiﬁgs

- ‘ T N S P {3
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_buf are intellectualiy equal.
Rl

They

relationship which is a lot of work
the rest of the race. It 1s a yef?
wOrk anc talking.”
9
QUESTION

The couplc was asked how their

~ ~ N ‘_ . P o)
rartaway.from what 1t could he’ T

"Male and femaie,

come together to have a lose

th

getting to know each ciner, .to raise

good way to live but tiles a lot of

)

o \

s

relationsnip compared to this ideal.

~OoTKIng on 1t. We're way

‘0 & good <lose relationship

.

vou have a Jdeep hnowiedge Qf the other. _I"have <riends I'm closer to
than Mr. 2., but I don't have the nhyvsical closeness wit! them. We are
WOTKINE On gettling ¢ nd knowing each other better. [ helieve in

becoming one but not in'a'smother;ng way.

human being whg knows me really.dee ‘down.
! g.wha R ¢

body wants.' Mr. C.

should go places more,

.

General Information

said that he agroed*with Mrs, C.

but that will come 1n timeub

I;'s~nice to have another

I think that's what evervy

H

and added; "we

R
Py ) *', N

O

The issues arising from the violent incident when Mr. C. broke

3

ot

hislwife's jaﬁ were discussed at great length.

- A

incident 1nf1uenced both the other ‘major -concerns for the couple Mr.

i T

C. mov1ng back in and the famlly returnlng to Eastern Canada

Mrs, Ciqsaid she gets upset whenvshe'thinks about moving back East.

2

o
NS

-2 - v

4 . - e Nl . ’ .
ﬂuere_shqp&ﬂ be no oewer-reacting, .

.The ieactions to the 4

She has reached- the

3
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gettiiy upset, anxiety." Mrs. C.

replied,

"I know a lot of things,

"but:that doesn't mean yow aren't going to get caught up in things. I

can see 1t ‘happening to him.

how to deal with it.

[+ was shocking the way I acted all on emotions

I can see the problems of now knowing

You don't always- know how vou're going to react.

{when her

-

jaw was

brokeni, and the more he screamed and holiered the more I got thor way."

Mr. C. exnlained his wife's

vour mouth’; vou had the babv. You look

being particul .~!- instable.

»

time to conne - /o.and heal vourself,

To this Mrs.*C replied, "It's going

him and

although I see it becoming a part of him."

Mrs. C.

‘that even though 'he knows in his head he mlght not be able to do 1t”’

she said. T still thlnk to myself
I want to be ready to be up and out."

Both Mr'g and Mrs.

.AShlp regardless of whether he returned home

always had that-closeness, a spiritual closeness.

. P
Y

level (between us) even tgfugh the surface is pretty messed up.

reactl1ions,
it a:l in phyvs-.ca! -,

You've got 'to give vourseif a

wanted to return home,in a month.

’There s a shelter in even{‘cit&

"You had the operation: on

with things

ittle more

to let things fall into perspective."

to take a long time to trust

for me to think that all those things he's learned. are working,

~Mrs. C. was not sure

\a‘:

C wanted to contlnue worklng oh Qhelr’relhtlon—

el ot .

L e
Mes.. C said,"We-haveY'
3
It is the deeper
Mr.

C. questloned whether this closeness was due’ to ”my not be1ng here (all

2 - 2 ’

‘)1L§éparation had caused them to work harder

c@he closeness .o

A 2i?
3 . . N }v‘ R :v‘,?‘i a
NS ° S e
PR3 v
Asy ‘ SR -

l:thevtlme), or thlnklhg_about things and talklng.” Mrs. C. believed this

r

on the relétionship‘and:brhught

_.3 ’ . ) 4

&
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CHAPTER FIVE Y

RESULTS fQ?.

Overview

The results of the data are described in the context of relational
J o ,
rules, rule violations, the reactions of spouses to conflicts, behaviour

“ identified as leading to violence, and attributions. The attributions

identified'in reactions between spouses were presented. Relationships . .

between attributions and vi. ! ~ce and attributigns and rule violations
were described, followéd by -.mmary of the results. .
ﬁ } ) A > C
: “ Results :

Identification of Relational Rules

o ._ 3 ) '
Relational rulégﬁhave been described by Denzin (1970) as: (a) Rules

of deference and demeanor, governing the person's behaviour in public or
private, (b) Rules proﬁiding mechanisms for -regulating secrecy, knowledge
B v . :

or personal problems in tié rela£§%nship, (c) Task rules specifying who

D

does what with whom, and (d) Rules specifying conduct when not in the
~ presence of the other (p. 131). .In addition, Hotalihg (1980) suggested
that, relational rules between intimates were imblicit,‘ambiguoué and |

% e b o . *
ned.\ - . . . Ty L

o

3 : -
many of them were

I

Due to the implicit nature of relational rules,
5 T .

infgrred rather than reported directiyf .

o

Rules Identified In This Study’

v PR
Some examples ‘of overt rules inferred from the interviews were
noted. Some existed; in the past, some existed at the time of jnterﬁ@@w.

-

”%ﬁﬁﬁ.
S (ag~ Both Mr. A. and Mr. B. couldshit their wives but not the babies. -
vy et o I T o 5 SR : . . 243 o

o B

1. Rules of )

deference and demeanor
PR E

s
G

)

B S Sa L T . P
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1

"//,\\ |
(b) Mr. A. was not to swear in frgﬁf of the baby.

(c} Mrs. B. could only wearn make -up ;}{Q\Tr. B.'s permission.

Rules regulating secrecy, knowledge or personal problems of the

N

marriage.
fa) Mr. and Mrs. B. were not to discuss .their marital problems
with anyone other than themselves. K

‘(b) Mr. and Mrs. C. were not to discuss their relationship with

iy their families.

3. Task rules
(a) Mrs. A. was to keep the house Spotless.
_(b) ALl thrge wives were the primagy caregivers to children.
(é) Husbands were expected to bé "providers'.
4. Rules of conduct when out of the other'i;pfesence.

(a) Mr. A. could not see his friegds, .go to bars, drink or use

g

'\A' 2k sl

4

drugs.

(b) Mrs. B. could not visit her friends of'go out. alone.

78

N, P

(c) Mr. Cp was not to attend mixed parties or daﬁcgs alone..

Some additional Tules were inferred from the data. Thesé Tules
were not diécusséd directly put were'strongly implied. -Examples éf
these -undefined ru1e§ we;e:  (3) tradf%ional roie divisions between the

sexes, (b)‘mandatory fidelity, and (c) compulsory optimism about the
future of the relationship. ; I -
B g

§

Rule: Violations Leading to Conflict'of;Violence-

’

The rule violations in relationshipé examined in this study were -

(a) violations which restricted or controlled the,spodse‘s'behaviour,

[ £7

W,

(b) violations of rules which threatened sifuated identities,. (c) violationg:'

qf.rules which disrupted‘claims ofjthe other SpOuse,land_(g)-violafibns ofu(
w3 . . . . .

o

=
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rules which are highly connected (Hotaling, 1980). Significant rule

violations in these categories found in the couples were reported as
e '

follows.

Rule Violations Which Restricted or Controlled Behaviour. ~Two

clear cut examples emerged. In ‘the first, the husband was to be the 'S

<

provider; he refused to take jobs, or quit a job after a day or two.
This caused the uife'to goiout and work, which she did not want to do.
They had agreed he would work and she would stay home. Conflict and

" violence resulted from thls disagreement. The second clear‘examole
involved the wife carrying out her dutiés'as homemaker and finding.her
husband fe~doing her work.and setting higher standards for her, which she -
was not able to meet. Confﬁict’and‘severe_violenoe'ensued.

Several examples of rules that controlled or restricted behaviour

N
>

were given. Violation of these led to conflict and,some violence in

almost every incident reported. Restricting or controlling Tules
included (a) wife must stay with husband in the marriage under all {"

circumstances (b) wife cannot wear make -up, see. frlends or go out. alone

(c) husband cannot come home (1n the separated couple) w1thout w1fe 'S
{JQ dotial . ‘31 Y !

permlsslon (d) husband dec1ded when. and 3§£w1fe works out51de of the v

L

home. R ““ . o . .u,‘ --_nY .3, gdél

*5»» » ‘:‘ So o

“In a number of cases, ‘mere threats to’ V1olate the above rules
3 . . . o ,@ k) - . - N
prec1p1tated'conf11ct and perhaps v1of€nce. The most common threat was

by the W1fe "to fEaVe", which e11c1ted responses in the husband rang@ng

@a!

v

‘ffromlverbal abuse to taking, her car iey%gpnd money to phy51cal restralnt‘

n

. - . ) ‘ . e
and V1olence - ,&?» S o
o ‘o_. ~. e - . S

Rulés Vlolatlon Whleh Threatened Sltuated Identltles 'ﬁhe term fe b
d ) .2
51tuated 1dent1f1es was used synonymously‘w1th "roles" The dlff'

e ; - ) . : Lo .

2
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EIRNYY:

T a- dlfflculty arose in this area, the perceived magnitude was so"great

-

was recognized by the author but the decision was made to use "roles'"
for clarity and to facilitate expression of examples. ‘

The first example of a rule violation that threatens a situated
identity was that of Mr.'A. who‘saw himself as the "master of the house'".

He organized everything including his wife's lingerie. Mrs. A., in her

-role as the homemaker, moved certain cooking utensils back to, their

'

‘ accused him of affairs and demanded he work fewet” .. 4@‘““; He reported;

o traditional expectations of the spouses in the relationship.

original place. Mr. A. became very angry, as did Mrs. A. Conflict and

violence result~d. 'In this case, both identities seemed threatened: his

or organizer, hers of homemaker.

All three wives identified themselves as exclusive primary care-

givers to their young children;‘ All three c1ted dlsagreements with their

1

husbands when the husbands attempted to look after or 1nterfered with

the management of the babies. - All three w-unn @&scr$ped Q&oseness with
. TN
$ “4}‘1nterfered

'_!"'*‘—, %

belng upset and angry at her behaviour; v1olence eésue

M o . A s
There were few other clear examples ‘of rule v1§ka'ions threatening
51tuated identities. This may have been the result of fairly firm and.

~

: ,.--h._\ 5 4;,‘
s

"~ that -the: v1olat10n spilled over into other areas such as restrlctlon and

”\

” control of behaviour or dlsruptlon of claims (authorlty) of the partner

)

B
.!u ~
e A .- : 63

Thls demonstrated connectedness of rules.

Rules Vlolatlons That Dlsruptggiglalms of the Other Spouse. Thls

[ »’ v

rule v1olat10n was 1nterpreted to mean. clalms to authorlty in the

a oW . . N R

< . S e
N - o .
5 ) <0 PR PR o e . <0
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A [
Vil

relationship (Hotaling, 1980)s One coupie and one other spouse claimed _
no difficulties in this area. ‘TWo.ef the_remaining spouses‘(couple A)
reiterated the same or similar examples as in rule vioiations'that
fhfeatened identities or restricted or controlled behaviour. The
remaining spouse did not respond.
| ‘In the example elicited from Mrs. C., she said that her assumptipn
was that each‘of‘them would be’ responsible for himself or herselfi ‘She

"4

said Mr. C. had been gradually seduc1ng her_lnto taking respon51b111ty

for him, 'to control h1m" She was upset and-angry about having to
assume- authority over Mr.. C. and his decisions and plans, in addition

to herself and children.
. ] |

\

Within this group, rules about authority seemed very contentious

in couple A, non-existent 'as an issue in couple B and abstract and

[

unclear in couple C.
T . g ' . i

. Vlolatlons of Rules That Are Highly Connected. This category wgs .
g ¥
dlfflCUlt to define. Essentlally, the questlon asked e11c1ted 1nfon<JFlon
sl
¥

on whether dlsagreéments became compllcated by the 1ntroduct10n of

‘

‘~unrelated issues. While this phenomenon brought violent responses, it

' appeared that comectedness of rules and rule violations was more

“

evidept and comprehensive when examining the results all together.
For example, descriptions of rule violations that restricted and

controlled subjects were very similar.to descriptions of rule violations

that threatenednsifuated identities a@d, to some'degree; rule Violations_‘

- that Jdisrupted cxisting claims. Contiol<seemed tO'result'from authority

or claim over something. Exertlon of this authorlty was con51steht w1th

<
e

xperceived'role. Mrs A.'s need" to control thé*house’ and the behav1our

.,
- >

of these in 1t as part of hlS authorlty and role of "man of .the house”
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ity
0
was an example.

“The response te the question about disagreements becomihg cempli-
cated by added issues was ‘that all spouses but one said it -was a problem
that lead to severe v1elence Couple B said they both brought the past
into an argument‘and these arguments were iong and bitter. Mrs. C. said
"she brought up the pést "all the time", especially the ineident of her
broken jaw. She statéd "its all stillleonnected up in my heed; I can't
stop it." Mr. C.,brought‘up,their respective families when they argued,
complicating the disagreements; Mrs. A. stated she introduced bigger
issuesvand more‘globél issues when they had disagreements. This did
not‘hsuelly lead to violence, but gave her thebedge over Mr. A., a less
verbal person.

Connected rules seemed to be connected for this population in three
dimensions: history, simiiarity or relatedness to other rules or »
‘_situatiqnsgand intrAindiViduaL;y, They eppearedrtg blur the focds in

. . = . N
disagreements, provoking responses that were unclear.

Reaction of Spouses to Conflict

—— - 4 , . ) I P

Ina conflict situation whether*related to.Gbrk violations or R@t,“

. many of the reactions by the spouses were nQAvanslstent The follow1ng

(9

\‘_

@reactl Oons were reported

. . .. ) :‘L\‘I—:
Mrs. A. reported-ﬂturning-cold” wheén ™ ~_3§$sband became angry w1th

her. Mr. A. said he usually. 'was mad first.” If Mrs. A ”raised her

) %
voice teased him'" he got af

ﬁer. She retallated w1th verbal abuse

Mrs. B. sald she now responded in a confllct by beconlng qulet and

eeztn

suggesting they talk; 1n the past she wouldéhave raised her voice and

W

_escalated the conflict. Mr; B. sald he too became calm now, 1n the past

he started yelllng and hitting, especlally if she "used that tone of
e

ANF
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voice.” Now Mrs. C. said she became™juiet and they talked it out.
Both couples B and C attributed the change in their response to each

' other in a conflict situation to the anger group at-F.A.C.S. Mr. and

< Mrs; B. were attempting this before the group, and now talked things out

daily. Both couples feported no major conflicts for at least two months

prior to the interviewvs.

\

Couple A did’'not report a change in their reaction to each other.
They st%tedytheir_intent to begin "thinking and talking about things"
3
é .
before flgﬁﬁlng Their most recent reported major conflict was within

"the past week previous to the interviews.

Behaviour Iderrtifigd by the Other Spouse as Leadilg.

Five of the six spouses were able to identify 3 oA/rs in their
partners that lead:to anger. If the partner was violent, pous e

identified that too.

the m31n 1nd1cator she was angry.. Two wives, M:s. A. and Mrs. B.

thggﬁgach knew their husband was angry by '"the way he loOReQ";ﬁMrs. C.

.
a3

offered, no response.

Ay

Imminent violence was predicted by Mrs. A. when her husband ”flexed

\\\\\_—d/Aﬁz;;;EE/;Ad used vulgar words." Mrs. B. could tell there would be

violence by the ”look in hlS eyes'' and he tensed as well. In both casds

the wives reported it was too late to stop the violence by-the time it
) §

“'was identified. The other spouses g:>e unable to predlct a Violent

52

reactlon in the other aithdggh they could 1dent1fy anger

Attributions Noted 'in Reactions Between Spouses

t

.'Attributiqn_prpcess %nvolvesxthe inference or perception of tﬁe

cae
o .

. _’vg‘:‘

~1
o .

Sey
i
ek
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El

“1969). Attributions serve explanatory and predictive functions for

sto his family influénce on him when he was a child. It appeared she .
Sty N i . . . C9

- 84

.

inclinations or tendencies of persons or things (Kellev and Thibaut,
.. m

behaviour (Forsvth, 1980). The attributions identified in the,couples

studied were as follows.

“

Coupie A. Mrs. A. attributed blame for Mr. A.'s violence to her-
self, and believed he shared this attribution. She also attributed a

need. to organize and control to her husband. She attributed his violence

2

attributed her reason for being, her cause, to (the rehabilitation of)

o

her husband.

)

" Mr. A. also aftributed blame for his violenee to himeelf dhd%

believed Mrs. A. shared this attribution to him. MED AL attributed

Mréi'A.'s arguments with him to his "lowering her standards",.i.e. his

influence on her and also to'her vengeance. ‘'She wants to hurt me back."

VHls own anger and v1olence were attrlbuted at times to his having had a

by day.

sive intent to the other. Vengeance for pést wrong doings was cited but

i

. . : . @ ) e .
‘. Neither Mr. or Mrs. A. mentioned or.implied attribution of aggres-
> ! . ) . )

this implied a retaliation of‘aggression rather than initiating
aggression. i S ' . /

CouEIe B. Mrs. Bi attributed to her husband a need to control her
ﬁ

She accepted her husband’s attrlbutlon of blame when he toﬂd her she
made him hit her. She attrlbuted equal‘potential for viQQEnce td both

of them. Mr. B. attrlbuted thelr v1olence to thelr equﬁ%ilmmaturlty

. 3 \v]\‘

He attrlbuted hlS w1fe with power to control h1m "by he T.moods". - He

r

also attrlbuted vengeance to Mrs. B. q

(e



.mentioned by the wives. In couple A;'

aggression other than Mrs. B.'s vengefui attribute. Mr;’B. did
attribute so many.fights_between them to o~ ~ctation of fights,
saying it was a "habit'",

Couple C. The attribution of weakr. «de by Mrs. C. to her
husband and she believed he made the same attribution to her. Mrs.
C. attributed the expectation to her husband that she would ”motherf
him. She attributed to her husband the followiné: lackrof drive tor

improve, insecurity, immaturity. She believed that her husband ' N

attributed domination to her when she stood up to him. Mr. C. attri- .

. buted the qualities of stubbornness, closedness and intelligence to his

Q attrihutedavengeance to. Mrs. C., especially for her

Mrs. C.

Summarx .

Attrlbutlons in the three couples were simple and descrlptlve of

s

character tralts more than intent to behave in a certaln way. Vengeance

emerged as a consistent attrlbutlon by husbands.to-wives; it was not
) . o

lbLamed hlmself or herself for'
&

N < 3
the viglence and believed the spause- sH#red this attrlbutlon
+

The attribution‘of aggression as such was: not identified from this

2 ‘ -

-,data. The attrlbutlon of vengeance was however, con51dered relat@d Qﬂ:
1Y e . ~,.‘,{ ‘-ug_l;.-_b_’
‘Or subsumed under the category of aggressive attrlbutlons There were L
B : o . O
no other attrxbutlons related to aggre551on found . RS : ‘@ﬁgfﬂ ,;;
f: T B '
i - @ . ' ' .

I
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.Relationship Between Attribution of Aggression and the Occurence of

Violence ’

v

The attribution of agg.¢ssion waé'not identified in the data except
in the form of vengeance attributed by all three hud$bands t.o their
wives. The wivesmﬁn’this~sthdy have been reported as, consistently less
violent or not violent at all by both themselves and their‘husbends.

If attribution of vengéance were considered attribution of violence,

\

no clear relatlonshlp ex1sted to the occurence of violenc

X . ) \7

> Y
Relatlonshgp Betyeén Spec1f1c Rule Violations and the Attributionm of
. ‘ T e ' .
Aggression . o : : 7

No direct attributions of aggressidn were identified, therefore,

there appeared to be no relationship to specific rule yiblations. The
. : . o ,

~attribution of vengeance was not found in the context of rule violations.

A few attributions were found in the .area of rule violations-

N

‘examined in this study. An attribution in the catengEbpf a rule :
o

-violation that restricted or controlled was Mrs. B.'s Qattribution -to her

N
-

husband offa“need to control her, her friends and where she went.
Attrlbutlon of the need to control and organize the house;zo Mr. A:. was
within the areas of both rule vlolatlons that thregtenqg 51tuated51dent1—

tles and rule violations that dlsrupted clalms, as he threatened Mrs A.'s

-

“identity as a homemaker and also dlsrupted her clalm on her posse551ons
@ ) . Py
:Attrlbutlons regardlng rule v1olat10ns of connected rulesawere mot

1dent1f1ed. = . * . o 9
- : - * ‘. . i L ¢ . P ’. .

9

Attribution of veﬁgeance'was made by all three husbands to their
.o _ : oy

i A KA
v

(S i . N
- - . N - L )

wives. . No violence by the-wives was reported in thds study;
Ty e

i ‘
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fach courlie wis asked to comment on their relationship in terms of

freedom, power, DoOsses  veness, their ideals and expectations for change.

The following findings that related to attridbution were taken from that

courle A Jdescribed their relationship as "levelling out" and that
“ .r -
" they were ‘working hard".. Mr. and MrsL B. both felt their marriage

was "satisfying” and "comfortable". In contrast, Mrs. C. said their

relationship was "in limbo, but improving" and Mr. C. described it as

"fair and progressing slowly'. No other attributions were identified

= .
in any qf the couples. - : .
Greater freedom in the relationship was attribﬁted to Mrs. A. by h
Mr. A., while she described it as equal. Mr. and Mrs. B. agreed on
eQua{ity in their freedom. Mrs. C. attributed’more freedom to her
ﬁusband who belie&ed freedom.was.shared equally between them.
Power in the relationshig was described as .equal by couples A and.

B, although Mr. A. differentiate” his power as physical and Mrs. ‘A.'s -

as mental. Mr. and Mrs. C. also called their power equal; Mrs. C.

qg?lifieg thisrsi;ting "she could have more." Attribution of equal
power was expressed by all. A - i
The area of possessiveness in the relationship elicited some
attributions. Mr. A. attributed more ﬁossessiveness to his wife than
to him.~ Mrs. A. attributed moré pos;essivéness to him than herself,
‘;1thoug£ she said, "It is pre'tty equal betweén us." Mr; and Mrs. B.
agreed they were equally and hOt.destructively possessive, but Mr. B.

used to be Very possessive of both Mrs.” B. and his material possessions.

Mrs. C. said Mr. C. would attribute more possessivehess to her; he gave



no response.

The ideals expressed by the couples about marriage were very ideal.

A.«des;ribed dedication, shafing and carihg; M££ A. added the need
to work on tﬁe_relationship. ‘Mrs. B; offeredyan ”émotionally and
physically fu}filling ;nd chgllénging ielationship“ as the ideal. Mr.

B. described a bonding. Mrs. C. mentioned closeness and sharing; Mr. C.
Agreed and ;dded the need,to think a lot in the relationship.

All of the couples stated they were ”Working toward or had achieved
their ideals." Their unanimous expectations were to continue working-
toward their individual ot joint goal;) Each 5pouse appeared to attribute
the same or ﬁearly the same motivation to his or her spoﬁse as he or she

possessed to work towards the stated of’implied goals.

Summary of Findings. There appeared to be an imbalance of

-~ .
)

. attributions of freedom between spouses in two of the couples, with more

freedom attributed to a spouse who believed freedom was equal between

them. Attribution of power in the three couples, on the other hand,

'seemed equal. Two spouses attributed more possessiveness to the other.

Attribution of motivation to the spouse to make changes in the
relationship was the only other attribution area identified.

Although the attributions identiéied iq this data weré minimal,
somé significant findings were noted. The couples descriptions of their
iela:ionships, their ideals and éxpéctations were fairly consistent and
positive. All spou§%s‘spoke with strong oftimism about the future of

their relationships. " All seemed to attribute ﬂigh motivation to

continue in the relationship to the otﬁer.

88



Summary

Relational rules and rule violations identified in this study were !
describedl Spouse's reactions to conflict and predictions of violence
were reported; The relétionship of attributions and occﬁrence of
violence, attributions and rule violations and attributions in relation
to other findings were presented.

Few attributions were identified.fromvthe data; of these .only three

=J .
attributions were related to rule violations. No relationship was found
between attributions generally and attribution‘of aggression specifically
and the occufence of violence. Attribution to all three wives of

vengeance was found; no relationship to occurence of violence appeared

to exist.



CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSTON AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Overview

The relevance of a*tribution theory in domestic violence was not
clearly established by this study. However, the findings suggested
the relevance of alternate models in explaining domestic violence.
These are presented and discussed in this chapter.v Observations on the
findings of the study a:. made., Discussion of the results and questions

for further research follow.

Relevance of Attribution Theory te Domestic Violence

Although few.attributions were identified in the study, thefe
anppeared to this writer to be an active attribution process in the
couples interviewed, The attribution of vengeance, or the desire toh
retaliate was noted in all thrée couples. Retaliatio:;couﬁtef- .
retaliation is the most likely tactic used in response to intermersonal
violence accoréing to Hotaling (1980). The process ofrretaliatioh—
counterretaliation- in families was found by Sprey (1971) to increase the
‘probability of .violence. A link between the attribution of vengeance and
the atiribution of aggression is suggested from the data,‘as retaliation
implies an antecedent agg--~ssive event. \ ‘

Otr.er attributions noted in the study were atfrisutions to an
external source (not the spouse) or to the spouse as a character trait.
In some cases these attributions seemed to be precipitating factors in
violent outbursts, altﬁough the causal relationship was unclear.

In summary, attribution theory would seem tc have potential in

N .

.explaining domestic violence although this was not established by this



study,

Altermatives to Attribution Theory in Domestic Violence

Suggested by the Findings -

The data collected suggested the following alternatives to
attribution theory in explaiﬁQng the occurrence of domestic violence.

Rule Viclation Models; Relational rule violations were the

medium by which attributions were sought in-this study, Repegtedly
subjects reported rule violafions without reporting attributions.

These rule violations appeared to play a part in domestic violence.
This possibility has been discussed: by Denzin (1970), Tedeschi et al
(1974) and Hotaling (1980). The majority of the rule viola£ions that
reportedly led to violence in the subjects were those involving control
issues. Rule violations in the area of disruption of claims, whicﬂ.are
similar to control rules were consistently described as leading to
conflict and in some cases, violence.

Communication Models. Communication in the relationship was

identified by all ;he spouses as a problem area.‘ Non-verbal
communication figured largely in the descrip;ions of the precipitation
of violence, such as "the tone of her voice'" or '"the look in his eyes',
Pearce and Cronen (1980) described iqterpersonai rule systems as
structurally deficient making communication problematic and disordering
the social reality of the .participants. In their theory of coordinated

management of meaning communication is defined as a form of action by

which persons collectively create and manage their social reality, with- .

in a mutual causal relationship. 1In violent couples one partner may feel

powerless and express this through aggression. This generally



reinforces his social impoténcc. According to this communication
model, this act would be accepted and become :art of the system,

The nature of logic in communication was described by Hrrris
(1980) ;s paradoxical. She suggested that couples’ conflict is
necessary to bring about conflict resolution, t .sica reduction aﬁdv
subsequent renewed commitment to the relationéhip. An :xample of
paradox in logic is the firm control of one wife stud: “ her
husband's drinking and drug use while wanting/him co dominate- her,
to be the 'boss'". |

Cognitive Dissonance Model. The observations made of the

couples' unfailing optimism and positive attitddég about their
situations led this writer to consider the phen?ménon of cognitive
dissonance as central to domestic violence. In h957 Festinger
described cognitive dissonance as two (or more) inowledges or bellefs
opinmions or feelings held about one's self which are dissonant, or -
inconsistent with each other. This situation is psychologlcally
uncomfortable and motivates the person to reduce the dissonance and
a&?ieve consonance (Shaw and Costanzo, 1970). An example is Mrs. A.'s
professed ideas about how men should treat women and roles of husbands
and wives juxtaposed to ghe fact that her husband was reluctant to take
a job and he beat her severely. To maintain her equilibrium-it would
appear she ;omehow reduced the dissonance between these ideas and
beliefs. Indeed, she expressed hope for the relationship and
‘dedication to mainiaining it.

‘Festinger (1957) tested tge cognitive dissonance thgpry by
examining fdrced coﬁpliance in the situation of prisoners’ of war who

\_.—

took on the values and attitudes of their captors. Cognitive dissonance



.
¥

permif%ed the prisoners to both acrcept the situation and survive.
This seemed to fit closely with the situations observed in the study.

In couples A. and B. where severe and prolonged violence had occurred,

xJ

the expressed attitudes and values of the spouses were similar, if not
i . '

identical. In couple C. who had not had long ‘duraticn of violence and |
who were separated, such agreement,K was not noted.

Retaliation-Counterretaliation and Blame. Although they are not

foréﬁi models a= described in this study, the observed phenomena of
retailation céunterretaliation and blame deserve comment.

The hﬁ%bands éll att:ibuted vengeance, or the need to retaliate,
to their wives. Hepburn (1973) suggested this was a possible tactic
used by fhe perpetrator/attributor to reduce the harm done (to the
relationship) by the violence, thus leéitimating the violence in the
attributor's view. Should a spouse retaliate with violence toward the
aggressor, the original perpetrator would have an_"excuée” to
lcounteretaliate. ’ ’ | ‘1\

The process of retaliation-eounterretaliation was iﬁﬁerpreted by
this writer as éerving two purposes in the relationship.J The violent
spouse relieves himself of guilt_b; projecting blame for the incident
onto the victim (Elbow, 19%7). The wife, ;s‘perceived retaliator,
holds the responsiBili%y and control for start%ng and stopping the
violénce. . Y <

Related to thé.control of the violencé is the self-bléme,expressed
by the wives interviewed. Wortman (1976) suggested that while blaq}ng

one's self was painful, it gave the devastating aspects of a violent

situation-meaning. If a woman in a situation where she was a victim

could somehow feel she was responsible for the occurrence of the violence,

Py
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she could then beliéve she had some degree o% control over the
situation, Médden and Janoff-Bulman (1981) reported that wives who
blamed themselves for their husbands' violence percei?ed themselves as
having more control.in the relationship. Wives who blamed their
husbands reported less marital satisfaction and less perceived control

. . . »
in their marriages.

Observations on the Findings of The Study

This_study was designed to explore the relevance of attr.bution in
domestic violenée using a case study meéhod in a smallhpopulation.
Although the study was exploratory, it was anticipated that attribution
theory could be established as.rclevant to domestic violence by using
the relational rules of Hotaling (1980) to elicit attributions.l The o
results did not support this relevance. o

Some of fhe limitations whiéh may have influenced the results of
. this study and potential future studies in this Area are listed.

(a) The size of the population was small, thereby
inhibiting the coilection of quantifiable or generalizable data.

(b) The subjects represented a select group of violent‘couples,
as only a small percenfage of this populatioﬁ present for or comply '
with trea;mént.

 (c) Attribution theory is a difficult and abstfactAdoncept to
describe and understand. The subjects may havé h#d difficulty
conceptualizing the situations and questions.

(d)v Couples"conscious recollections of reactions in situations
may not have corresponded fo their actual behaviour at the time.

(e) The presence of a third party observer (the writer) in the

A



interviews probably interfered with the accuracy of the results.
Despite these limitations a number of areas within domestic
violence ha¥e been identified which deserve further research. In

addition, a large amount of data has been generated which may

facilitate future studies in this area.

D&scussion o - .

The main purpose of thi§ study was to examine the‘rqlevanée of
aftributions in domestic violence. A secondary purpose was to gather
a large amount of data to producg hypotheses for fuéure, more
elaborate.studies. ©

The results of the étudy showed little support for the relevance
of attribution theory to domestic violence in the group studied. In the
opinion of this writer this does nof mean that attributions db not exist
in this group or that attributions do not have relevance in domestic
viblgnce; On thevcontrary, :1 seems that this area &qserves further
study, specifica119 in the areas of the attribution of vengeance and.
aggression. More refined metﬁqdology for eiic;ting attributions frém
this or a simiiar population should be employed.

Thg relevance of other models not eXaﬁined in this study to
domestic violence were revealed in the data. ' These inélude‘modelé'of-
rules and rule violations in relationships, cém@uniéation the?ry models,
the model of dissonance and the phenomena of retaliation-counter-
‘retaliation and self blame. Of these models, cognitive dissonance and
com@unicatibn theory_models.seemed to have significant relevance for
future study of domestic violence based on the observations of this

‘ ]
writer.

95
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Because domestic viglence 'is extremely complex and subjegt to

the influence of so many forces, it seems logical to this writer that

’

a number of theoretical models may-be‘neceésary to fully undérstand

~

and explain the phenosfnon. Future researchers might consider combinj
ing two or more of the models identified in this study to examine"

!

domestic violence.

Questions for Further Research

The outcome and.process of this study have stimulated many

questions about domestic violence, its cause, its course and ultimately,

.

its cure. .Some questions arising from this study are ‘listed.
. ' " ) N
Questiong Arising from the Literature

Do rule violations as suggested by Hotaiiné (1980) enhance the
attfibution of aggression? |

Does attribution of aggression preciptate violence in marital
relationships? |

What particular relational rules exist in, individual couples? 1\
Which, if any, rule violﬁtions lead to violence?

Doeé domestic violenée.result solely from pathology in thg

3

' . . .
violent partner (when 1o other causes seem relevant)? .

L]

Questions Generated in the Coursé of the Study:

DQ attributions influence t'z occurrence of domestic violencc?
If so, how?

Does attfibution of vengeance to the,othe; spouse pernetuzte thé
violenge? .If,so, ho 7

What is the relevance of cogn:.ive dissonance in domestic

violence?

96
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Does cognitive dissonance pefpetuate the violence? If so, how?

What role does blame play in domestic violence? .

Is the occurrence of violence reduced by joint involvement of
coubles in treatmeﬁt?

Is gfoup treatmentvo% perpetrétors of domestic Qiolen’!'more
effective when conducted cencurrently with couples' thefapy?

Qgestiens that Occurred to the Writer as Possible Areas

of thure Reseerch:
“How can éetributions be effectively identifiedein relationships?
Are’ attributions wvalid only'at the.initielzviolent episode when
the original attribufion is made” » o '
Do attributieﬁs of intent become character attributions or even .

part of the couple's defenses? How does this influence domestic

.violence?

’

Does. cognitive dissonance promote violent couples remaining

together?

Are the effects of treatment or counselling for violence enhanced

when the couple is separated?

Questions to be CédSidered if This Study were to be

/".

Replicated or Imltated“

: attr1but10n5>;§§§_clearly?
: 2 el 1 e

'»fﬁlv Wpuid—an in-depth personal history of each spouse contrihute

e \\‘ NN

tk51gn1f1can£iy to the understanding of current relatlonshlu patterns"

t_Specxflcally, how dp each spouse's parents' patterns of relating

correspond to those of the violent couple?

Would the use of a "normal' control group in the study of



]

domst_c violence cnhance the understanding of the problem?

To what degree d.cs the presence of a third pz - observer

~

influence the findings in the studv of domestic violence?
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APPENDIX A
Interview Questionnaire For Individual Spouse

Introduction

S

The questions I am going to ask are to bring out information about
areas of conflict in your relationship with your spouse and the way you
react to the conflict.

There are four areas I will ask about. Each has to do with a certain
way you get along with your husband/wife. 1In each I will ask you to
describe to me two situations which are like your way of getting along
with your spouse. One of the situations should be one in which conflict
or violence might occur. The second situation should be one where the
outcome is happy, or results in good feelings about your spouse.

Once the situations have been described, I will ask you some questions
about your reactions and feelings in the situatd4on. You will have the
chance to talk about the questions as we go along.

By asking you to describe realistic situations and asking you about
your feelings and reactions in the sizuations, I hope to understand better
how certain actions are related tc conflict or violence..

Note: The questions are read by interviewer. The questions to
be asked by interviewer are the same for each situation.

Part One

In all relationships decisions are made about who does things and who
goes places. and under what circumstances. Often the actions of one person
in a relationship will influence what the other person does. '

Please think of two examples of situations in your relationship with
your spouse in which the actions of one person influence the actions of
the other. \

Please try to think of a situation that could result in conflict or, .
violence and ong situation that could result in good feelings.

Part Two
_— -

We all identify ourselves in one or-more roles: Husband, wife, friend,
parent, child, lover, breadwinner, homémaker, etc.

Please think of two examples of a situation in your relationship with
your spouse where something one person does changes the way the other
person feelings about his role(s).

Please try to think of one situatiom: that might result in conflict
or violence and oné situation which could end in good feelings.



Part Three

-We ‘all have areas we feel are '"ours'. These areas could be
places, activities, power or areas of expertise.

Please think of two examples of situations in your relationship
with your spouse in which something your spouse has done has changed
~ the way you felt abeut your areas of authority.

PR

. Please give one example that might result in conflict or violence
and one that might lead to good feelings.

Part Four

Ideas and feelings in our relationships are often connected to each
other, sometimes for no apparent reason. In some situations extra
issues get added to an existing discussion or dispute. Or, one action
may have impact on a number of issues in a relationship.

Please think of two situations in your relationship with your
spouse in which one issue or action has been influenced by additional
issues or concerns that are not necessarily related to the original
issue’ : '

Please describe one situation that might result in conflict and
one that might result in good feelings.
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Questions For Each Situation: .

10. .

“11.

12.

13.

. « Did you expect your spouse to act this way?

~If so, why?

What was your reéponse to bis/her behaviour?

How do.you think he/she wcild have wantéd you‘to respond?‘

What do you think was his/her rc¢ason for aéting this way?

What quld he/she say Qa; the reason for this behaviour?

Do you think he/she'wanted‘to "get at you" by acting this way?
If so, for what‘reason?

How could you tell if your spouse Qnderstood your reaétion to
ﬁis/her behaviour?

What could have been changed in the situétion to make it better.
What could yéu have done ‘to change the situation yourself to make
it better?

If you didn;t try this, what preventéd you?

What could your spouse have done to impfove the situation?
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Couple Interview Format
.introduétion
I have asked you both to think of situations ;;;:\;Sﬁid be typical
of your relationship with each other. The situations were about foﬁr
different areaﬁ, some dealing with conflict situations and some dealing
with pleésant situations. Some of the questions may already have been

answered. Please answer them anyway.

\

1. Were any of the areas or situations more bothersome or upsetting to
you than others? Please talk about this. "
2. Please describe a recent conflict you have had.

a. How can yoh‘téll when the other one is getting angry?
b. ‘What do you do when you sense this is happening?
c. How can you tell when there is going to be violence?
d. What do you gO*when you sense this ig happening?

e. How much do you worry about what the other might do to you?

3..° Who has more freedom in your relationship?

4. Who has more power in your relapionship?

5. Who likes being hﬁsband?or wife more? .
" 6. Who is more possessive of his of.ﬁer territory in the relationship?

7. Please describe your relationship now.

8. Whaf do you think is going tb happen .ith your relationship? ‘

9. What woﬁ1d you like to haye happen -- what caﬁ you do to make this
vchangé? -

10. How will you know it has-happened? What will tell you?_

11. D::ccribe marriage as a concept (as if to a person'from another planet).



DATA SHEET

Age:

Education:

Occupation:

Sex:

Marital Status:

How long marri'ed:

Have vou been married before?

If so, hbw many times:

Number of children from each marriage:
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RESEARCH PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT

I have spoken with the interviewer. I agree to participate
in a study designed to look at aspects of éonflict in my relationship
with my spouse. The project involves answering questipns'in an inter-
"view both by myself and with my spouse. The interview time will be
approximately 3 hours (total).

I uhderstand.that my participation -is voluntafy and that my
treatment or status in this agency will not be affected in any way,
whether I choose to participate or not.

No information regarding my responses will be communicated to

. - \
the staff. I also understand that certain data (age, sex, income, etc.)
may be collected from me or my file. I understand tﬂat when the Qtudy
is published my data will not be traceable to me. I understang that

the researcher, Juhree Z. Clave, will take every reasonable precaution

to ensure my confidentiality.

Witness * . . Subject

Date , Date

University of Alberta
Faculty of Education, Department of Educatlonal Psychology

Forensic Assessment and Community Services .
Edmonton



CONSENT FOR TAPING

Having agreed to participate in the study being conducted by Juhree
Z. Clave, I hereby give my consent to the audiotaping of the interviews

held with Ms. Clave.

I understand that -the tapes of my interviews will be used éolely for
fhe purposes of this study and that the tapes will be destroyed when
the project is fi?ished. The tapes will not be available to anyone

but the inerviewer and no identifying data from the tapes Qill;be

traceable to me in the research paper.
. 2 .

Witness » Subject

 Date ' Date
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Spouse Abuse Prediction Checklist

Each item was rated with 1 point. An additional point was given

if the balance of power was 1opsidedly male dominant.

Characteristics Important for Both Wife-beating and Husband-beating

Husband employed pért;time or unemployed.
Family income under $6,000.

Husband a manual worker.

Husband very worried about economic security.
Wife very dissatisfied with standard of living.
Two or more children. |

Disagreement over children.

Grew up in family in.thch,father hit mother.

. Married less than ten years.

Age thirty or under.

Non-white racial group.

Above average score on Marital-Conflicf Index;
Very high score on Stress Index.

‘Wife dominant in family decisions.

Husband was verbally éggressive to_wife. ‘ -
Wife was verbally aggiessiveéto hu§band..

Gets drunk but is ot alcoholic.

Lived in neighbdrhood'less than two years.

No pafticipation in organized religion.

RN
r

Characteristics That are Impoftant for Wife-beating

Husband dominant in family decisions.
L
Wife is full-time housewife.

. L . .
Wife very worried about economic security. -

|
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Characteristics That Are Important for Husband-beating
Wife was physically punished at age thirteen pius by father.
Wife grew up in family in which mother hit father.

§

Wife is a manual worker.

(Source: Straus, Gelles § Steinmetz, Behind Closed Doors, N.Y.:
Anchor Press, 1981.)




Maritél Conflict Index
Five specific questions were asked in the following manner:
I am going to read a list of things that couples do not always agree on.
For each of them, please tell me how.often you and your (husband/wife/
partner) agreed during the past ye;r. First, takevmanaging the money.
Did you énd your (husband/wife/partner) always égree,'almost always

agree, usually agree, sometimes agree, or never agree about managing the’

money? . ‘
i ALMOST ‘ . SOME -

Questions ALWAYS ALWAYS USUALLY TIMES NEVER

a. Managing the money - 1 2 3 4 5

b. Cooking, cleaning, or 1 2 3 - 4 5
repairing the house '

c. Social activities 1 2 3 4 5
and entertaining :

d. Affection and 1 2 3 4 5

sex relations

IF RESPONDENT HAS CHILDREN AT HOME OR NOT AT HOME, ASK:
e. Things about R - 2 3 4 5
N\ the children . '

(Source: Straus, Gelles § Steinmetz, Behind Closed Doors, N.Y.
Anchor Press, 1981.)
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‘Life

10.
11:

12.

13.
14,
'15.

16.
17.

. 18.

Stress Index

One point was given for each-event occuring at the present. time.

Event

Troubles with the bo§s.

Troubles with other peoplé at work.

Got laid off or fired from wprkg

Cot arrested or convicted of somethirg serious.

Death'of someone close. |

Foreclosure or a mortgage or loan. . )
Béing pregnant or having a child born. '

Serioﬁs sickness orAinjury.

Serious problem with health or behavior of a family member.

Sexual difficulties.

In-law troubles. .

‘A lot worse off financially.

Separated or divorced.

Bit increase in arguments with spouse/partner.. -

Big increase in. hours worked or job responsibilities.

Moved to different: neighborhood or town.
Child kicked out of school or suspended.

Childlgot caught doing'sdmething illegal.

(Source: . Straus, Gellés & Steinmetz, Behind Closed Doors, N.Y.:

Anchor Press, 1981.)
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APPENDIX C.
F.A.C.S.
(FORENSIC ASSESSMENT AND COMMUNITY SERVICES)
PROGRAM GUIDE

™

F.A.C.S. is the community component of the Forensic Service, Alb-'rta
\\J . .

~ Hospital, Kdmonton, and is located at:
#306 Boardwalk
10310 - 102 Avenue
Edmonton, Alberta
T5J 2X6

Phone: 427-8194

F.A.C.S. provides a wide range of mental health services to the
forensic population in Northern Alberta. Services include:

1. Assessment

2. Treatment and Follow-Up

3. Community Education, Liason and Consultation

Approximately 1000 new referralsbare received annually. The
majority of referrals are made by théycriminal justice system'inv
Edmonton. One third of the referrals come érom rural locations,
correctional institutions, or from Alberta Hbspital, Edmonton.

Referral forms may be obtained from F.A.C.S. Urgent or complex

cases may be referred initially by telephone.

g
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ASSESSMENT SERVICES

Assessments are provided primarily at the request of officers of
the Court. The majority are carried out prior to sentencing or during
the probationary period. Special assessments may be carried out pre-
trial or during incarceration to determine fitness to stand -trial or
suitabilify for treatment referrél. Assessments may include:
psychiatric evaluations; psychologital testing of intellectual and
personality functioning; social and developmental histories; and
specialized assessments regarding specific problems involving areas such
as sexual preference, vocational apptitude, or brain dysfunction.
Individual reports are sent to the refer;ing agent and recommendations
concerning case management, rehabilitation, and therapeutic planning are

/ _ -
provided. ~ .

TREATMENT AND FOLLOW-UP

Treatment programs are provided at F.A.C.S. for individuals who are

willing to participate and for whom suitable treatment does not exist

elsewhere. Priority is given to violent and sexual offenders and to those

who are chronically mentally ill or socially handicapped.

Treatment Philosophy. The tfeatment programs at F.A.C.S. are
based on the premise that many crimiﬁ;l offenders behave inappropriately
because of various personal problems and deficits. Nevertheless, the
violation of the person or rights of others is an irresponsible choice.
The confrontation with the criminal justice system provides an effective
means of motivating the offender to participate in treatment which helps

the offender to function more effectively in socially acceptable ways. .



Treatment is based on group therapy in order to utilize the
powerful dynamics of peer interaction and to conserve~staff resources.
In addition, extensive individual therapy is provided. This may involve
family members when they represent an integral part of the problem.

Behavioral therapy, educational and supportive methods are emploved in

o
‘

conjunction with medication as required.

Treatment for Violent Offenders. The medication and follow-up

«

clinic was originally designed for_opt—patients on the Lieutenant
Governor's Warrant. The clinic'is conducted by psychiatric, nursing and
social work staff from F.A.C.S. and Alberfa Hospital, Edmdntoﬁ. The
program now serves ex-patients from the Forensic Unit at Alberta
Hospital, Edmonton, probationers, paroiee;, and clients on bail bonds
who are instructed to attend F.A.C.s. prior to trial.

A comprehensive program directed at domestic violence is currently

being developed. See Separate description of violent offender groups.

The womens' group is designed for female offenders whose involve-
ment in an abusive relationship may have contributed to a variety of
minor offences. The purpose of the group is to develop self-confidence,

assertiveness and effective coping mechanisms.

Treatment for Sex Offenders. The aggressive sex offenders group
is directed toward those sex offenders whose deviant behavior involves
overt use of violence or coercion. Rape, sexual assault and pedophilia
are dealt with in this program.

Two groups are conducted for non-aggressive sex offenders, i.e.

those involved in exhibitionism, voyeurism, obscene telephone calls or
, .

frottage.



A new group has be . initiated for juvenile sex offenders. Youths

between twelve and eighteen vcars of age who are living in the communi ty
will receive treatment with special attention to their family relation-

ships and involvement by Child Welfare and the juvenile court system.

Incest Offenders are treated in a group which constitutes a

component of a comprehensive joint treatment program in conjunc ion
with the Sexual Assault Centre and the Runaway Project. A family dyad

group is conducted jointly by F.A.C.S. and the Child Sexual Abuse

Treatment Program. At this stage, spouses, victims and their siblings

are involved in resolving relationship issues with the offender.
- \ . .
Behavioral/Educative Programs. The Assertiveness Training Group

1s designed for offenders whose passivity and inadequacy contribute to
participation in criminal activities. Skills in appropriate asscrtiveness

are taught and are differentiated from non-assertive or .ggressive
a a
behaviors.

The Skill Development Group is directed toward offenders who have -
. difficulty in functioning adequately and independently in society.
Social and coping skills are taught through instruction, practise,

supportive group interaction and behavioral monitoring.

Human Sexuality Courses are provided periodiéally for individuals

“whose lack of knowledge about sexual and relationship issues may
contribute to ineffective social functioning.

Follow-up is also provided at F.A.C.S. by staff of the therapeutic

. community program on the 5B Unit at the Alberta Hospital, Edmonton,

for patients discharged from that program.



~
COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

F.A.C.S. provides a vaiuable service related to other agencies,
services and the public by sharing expertise reg;gding the forensic
population. Staff are frequently invited to provide inservice education
orvto present at conferences, seminars and workshops related to forensic
mental health. A variety of activities havé been undertaken throﬁgh.
personal presentations, written materials and the media fo inform the
-public of problems and résources in this areé. In addition, F.A.C;S.
participates in specialized programs in conjunction with other agencies.
F.A.C.S. continues to promote effective coordination between the criminal

justice, social services and mental health delivery systems.

Prepared by

A. Riediger, Ph.D
Supervisor of Therapy Programs



APPENDIX C
F.A.C.S.
(FORENSIC. ASSESSMENT AND COMMUNITY SERVICES)

VIOLENT OFFENDER GROUPS

There are three groups offered at Foreﬁsic Assessment and Commuﬁity
Services for violent offenders ahd their victims. Membership in these
groups is drawn from clienté who have been violent in the past and who
may have been charged and referred through the judicialvsystem and their

spouses/victims. All group members are screened through social

. N

psychological methods and referred\for further medical, psychological
and neurological assessment as appropriate. ‘The focus of ail three
groups 1is on increasing the individual's capacity to short circuit
typical ﬁatterns of behavior that lead to violence. This is achieved
through a combination of traditional therapy methods use$\in gréups and
contemporary methods based on neurolinguistics programming and
systems theory. An evaluative. component is being impleménted.

The three groups are:

Violent Offenders Group. Persons who have committed violent acts

may participate in this group. Verbal therapy centres on helping
the members learn thought patterns that inhibit violent impulses.

Couples Group. This group is for the violent offenders and their

' spouses/victims. Similar methods are employed to help both partners
undérstand and change patterns of relating to overcome violence in the
relationship and improve conflict resolution skills.

Violent Offenders' Victims Group. Spouseﬁ?victims of violent

offenders attend this group. Therapy is based on the above



mentioned modalities and is aimed at providing support to the
members as well as teaching ways of coping with the problem of

domestic violence.

Prepared by

Juhree Z. Clave
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