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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Two important, though relatively neglected, aspects of 

domestic violence are whether threats and acts are mutual 

and whether they are somehow carried over from past 

relationships (i.e., whether violence in past relationships 

is implicated in current violence). These are important 

issues because interventions would be different if women's 

violence was in response to events in their current 

situation or a function of past relationships. Involvement 

in one violent relationship after another would suggest that 

something within the women may be a primary causal factor. 

Sustaining violence in a relationship may have at least 

two different effects on threats and acts of violence in a 

subsequent relationship. First, women may perform pre-

emptive acts. For example, they may engage in threats or 

acts of violence toward a current partner because they 

assume he will become violent. These women could be 

attempting to prevent future injury. Alternatively, women 

who sustain threats or acts of violence may be less tolerant 



and less likely than others to remain with a subsequent 

partner who was aggressive. Thus, aggression by a past 

partner may be positively related to women's later use of 

violence or negatively related to the current partner's 

acts. These issues remain largely unexplored, especially 

among community women. 

Application of basic research on aggression (Ahmed, 

1982; Berkowitz, 1960; Buss, 1988; Buvinic, 1975; Decker, 

1986; Gaebelein, 1977; Hynan, 1982; Koerner, 1977; Lando, 

Johnson-Payne, Gilbert & Deutsch, 1977; Scharff & 

Schlottmann, 1973; Taylor & Epstein, 1967; Youssef, 1968) 

would suggest that violence in relationships would be more 

likely to be mutual rather than unilateral. Meta-analysis 

has revealed smaller gender differences from experiments 

than from surveys, but men were found to be more aggressive 

than women (Eagly & Steffen, 1986). However, Bettencourt and 

Miller's (1996) meta-analysis showed an exception for 

provocation which yields equivalent results for males and 

females. When history and frequency of interaction are 

considered, it is likely that partners in a relationship 

would more readily perceive provocation than strangers or 

acquaintances in a laboratory setting or survey study of 

aggression. Therefore, it would not be surprising to find 

that threats of violence and acts of violence are more 
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likely to be expressed by both partners, rather than by one 

partner exclusively. 

There is not equality in partner violence. There are 

good reasons to study women's perspectives. In partner 

violence, women are more likely than men to be harmed in an 

incident because on average men have greater size and 

strength (Byles, 1978; Dobash & Dobash, 1977/1978; Goldberg 

& Tomlanovich, 1984; Kincaid, 1982; McLeer & Anwar, 1989; 

Schwartz, 1987). Also, injury is not equal. Women are less 

likely to cause injury (Cantos, Neidig & O'Leary, 1991; 

Cascardi, Langhinrichsen & Vivian, 1992; Morse, 1995; 

Sorenson, Upchurch & Shen, 1996; Stets & Straus, 1990; 

Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1994) and more likely to be 

injured (Byles, 1978; Dobash & Dobash, 1977/1978; Goldberg & 

Tomlanovich, 1984; Kincaid, 1982; McLeer & Anwar, 198 9; 

Schwartz, 1987). Twenty to 50% of all female emergency room 

patients have been injured by their partners (Campbell, 

1986), indicating that women sustain greater injury than 

men. The percentage of seriously abused men is quite small, 

ranging from 2% (Sherman & Berk, 1984) to 12% (Makepeace, 

1986) according to several studies (Campbell, 1986; Dunford, 

Huizinga & Elliot, 1990; Goolkasian, 1986). Police records 

also indicate the unequal nature of partner violence. In 

studies of arrests, 18% (Berk & Newton, 1985) to 43% (Berk, 



4 

Berk, Loseke & Rauma, 1983) of women were injured compared 

to only 3% (Berk & Newton, 1985) to 7% (Berk et al., 1983) 

of men. Martin (1997) found that both partners were arrested 

in only 33% of domestic violence arrests. In cases involving 

the police, 58% of women had sustained head injuries, 49% of 

their partners had used a weapon against them, and 39% of 

women required emergency room attention (Gondolf & McFerron, 

1989). Finally, Goetting's (1989) study of domestic homicide 

indicated that men's acts were more likely to be offensive 

whereas women's acts were more likely to be defensive. 

Because women are undeniably more seriously victimized by 

relationship violence (Cascardi et al., 1992; Foshee, 1996; 

Pagelow, 1992) the data used in this study will consist of 

women's self-reports. Unless noted, only results for women 

are reported in this review. 

The first of three issues addressed in this study will 

be to determine whether violence is mutual in the 

relationships of community women. Second, there is a 

possibility that violence experienced by women in previous 

relationships affects their current expressions of violence, 

and is relatively unrelated to violence sustained in their 

current relationships. Therefore, this study will 

investigate whether women's acts are more closely related to 

violence in past or current relationships. The third issue 
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also involves examination of violence sustained across 

relationships. Whether women who experience one violent 

relationship continue to do so is unclear in the literature. 

This study will ascertain the degree to which violence 

sustained across women's relationships is stable. 

Mutual Violence 

There are several issues involved in determining the 

prevalence of mutual violence, which differs across studies. 

Differences appear to be a function of definition, motive, 

sample and/or method. 

In a relationship, violence can be unilateral or 

mutual. If unilateral, one partner is consistently 

sustaining but not expressing violence. If it is mutual, 

both partners express and sustain violence. If an individual 

reports having only expressed or sustained violence, then 

his or her relationship would be categorized as unilaterally 

violent (Cate, Henton, Koval, Christopher & Lloyd, 1982; 

Deal & Wampler, 1986; Gray & Foshee, 1997). Unilateral 

violence in relationships ranges from 14% (Deal & Wampler, 

1986) to 33% (Hanley & O'Neill, 1997). Overall, it is not a 

common occurrence and may exist only in the most violent 

relationships (Romkens, 1997). Therefore, most investigators 

who have looked at this issue have focused on mutual 

violence. 
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There are problems with currently used definitions of 

mutuality. Traditionally, violence has been assumed to be 

mutual when participants reported both expressed and 

sustained acts. Some authors (Berk et al., 1983; Romkens, 

1997; Saunders, 1986) have argued that this definition is 

faulty. One reason is because women's acts are more often 

done in self-defense than men's (Cascardi, Vivian & Meyer, 

1991; Follingstad, Wright, Lloyd & Sebastian, 1991; 

Saunders, 1986; O'Keefe, 1997). However, more stringent 

definitions are unrealistic. For example, Romkens (1997) 

required equal frequency of initiation and equal 

consequences in terms of injury. Using this very narrow 

definition, only 5.4% of a Dutch sample of 1,016 women were 

in mutually violent relationships. These women engaged in 

only a low frequency of mild violence (e.g., hits or slaps 

that did not cause injury). Sustained unilateral violence 

was reported by 20.8% of the sample, only 20% of whom had 

used defensive violence. One problem with Romkens' 

definition is that threats and acts may be done for many 

reasons, even during one incident. In studies of motives, 

participants list or check several different reasons 

(Cascardi et al., 1991; Follingstad et al., 1991; O'Keefe, 

1997). Typically, more women than men list self-defense, but 

a desire to show anger and retaliation for emotional hurt 
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are also endorsed (Cascardi et al., 1991; Follingstad et 

al., 1991; O'Keefe, 1997). A restrictive definition of 

unilateral and mutual violence such as that used by Romkens 

would not adequately characterize women's acts. Nor is it 

practical because in any one physical conflict, motives are 

likely to change from moment to moment (Cordova, Jacobson, 

Gottman, Rushe & Cox, 1993). Consequently, using the less 

exact definition of mutual violence as determined by self-

reports of both inflicted and sustained acts is most 

reasonable. 

Problems concerning samples used in previous research 

also must be addressed. Four types of samples are prevalent. 

Much of the knowledge concerning mutual violence was 

gathered from domestic violence shelters, emergency rooms, 

and police records (Berk, Berk, Newton & Loseke, 1984; 

Campbell, 1992; Campbell, Sullivan & Davidson, 1995; 

Goldberg & Tomlanovich, 1984; Gondolf & Fisher, 1988; 

LaBell, 1979; Roscoe & Benaske, 1985). Women in these 

samples are chosen because violence is present in their 

relationships. Second, there are several studies of couples 

in therapy for relationship problems (Cantos et al., 1994; 

Ehrensaft & Vivian, 1995; Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Neidig & 

Thorn, 1995; Langhinrichsen-Rohling & Vivian, 1994; Lehr & 

Fitzsimmons, 1991; Theodore, 1992). Third, there is research 
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on readily available student samples (Cantrell, Mclntyre, 

Sharkey & Thompson, 1995; Deal & Wampler, 1986; Dent & 

Arias, 1990; Follingstad et al., 1991; Foshee, 1996; 

Gwartney-Gibbs & Stockard, 1989; Makepeace, 1983; Marshall & 

Rose, 1987). Although there are several studies of violence 

sustained by community women (Babcock, Waltz, Jacobson & 

Gottman, 1993; Campbell, 1989; Herbert, Silver & Ellard, 

1991; McLaughlin, Leonard & Senchak, 1992; Vitanza, Vogel & 

Marshall, 1995), few (Brinkerhoff & Lupri, 1988; Romkens, 

1997) directly addressed the presence of mutual violence. 

Reports from hospital emergency rooms, police and 

battered women's shelters provide biased information. For 

example, Campbell's (1992) review of nursing research found 

that up to 25% of women in emergency rooms were battered, 

but only 2% to 8% were identified as such by hospital staff. 

This suggests that reports from women identified as battered 

in emergency rooms may not even be representative of women 

who visited ERs as a result of violence. Berk et al. (1984) 

determined that husbands who express violence are less 

likely to be arrested than are boyfriends and ex-husbands. 

Thus, samples from arrest reports would not be 

representative. Even using police calls as opposed to 

arrests would result in a biased sample because police are 

not equally likely to be called to all neighborhoods. 
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Further, given the small percentage of battered women who 

are eligible for and seek shelter services, the results from 

these samples are also likely to give a distorted view of 

relationship violence. 

Additionally, data from these types of samples may be 

influenced by the crisis state of the subjects. Women in 

hospital, police and shelter samples may be experiencing 

heightened awareness of the injury, criminal or fear induced 

aspects of violence. Therefore, their responses may give a 

distorted description of violence in their current and past 

relationships. Further, only a very small percentage of 

women who sustain violence are ever publicly identified as 

being in a violent relationship (Marshall & Rose, 1987), 

even when the violence they sustain is serious. 

Perhaps the greatest gain from research using couples 

in therapy and students are the interventions (Bern, 1982; 

Bolton & Bolton, 1987; Dutton, 1984; Edleson & Grusznski, 

1987) and preventative techniques (Babich & Voit, 1992; 

Benedek, 1989; Davidson, 1996; Hotaling & Sugarman, 1990) 

that have been developed. Unfortunately, interventions 

developed for these groups may not be effective for most 

community women. Also, couples seeking therapy for a 

distressed relationship may or may not differ from community 

samples on violence (Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1994) 
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but are likely to differ from the broader community in 

several ways (e.g., socioeconomic status, education). 

Similarly, student samples are relatively limited by age, 

socioeconomic status, and education. In addition, most 

studies of students focus on violence that occurred within a 

specific time frame (e.g., the past year) rather than a 

specific relationship (i.e., their current or most recent 

relationship). 

In addition, the method by which mutuality is 

determined also varies from study to study. The three 

methods used in this determination are the overlap in 

proportions of samples that have both expressed and 

sustained the acts, the percentage of partners who report 

both expressing and sustaining the acts, and correlations 

between inflicted and sustained acts. 

The most indirect method infers prevalence from the 

percentage of participants who express and sustain related 

acts. For example, Lane and Gwartney—Gibbs (1985) found that 

61% of women in their sample had expressed violence and 65% 

had sustained violence in a relationship. However, it is not 

possible to determine whether over 60% of the women in this 

study were in mutually violent relationships. It may be that 

a majority of women who expressed violence never sustained 

it and, conversely, the majority of women who sustained acts 
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may not express violence in their relationships. Further, 

these studies used student samples and the method was to ask 

about acts during a specific time frame. Consequently, women 

may have sustained acts in one relationship and expressed 

them in a different relationship. There is a broad range of 

estimates, from 22% (O'Keefe, Brockopp & Chew, 1986) to 62% 

(Lane & Gwartney-Gibbs, 1985) for expressed violence and 

from 25% (Billingham & Sack, 1987) to 66% (Lane & Gwartney-

Gibbs, 1985) for sustained violence. 

The two ways mutuality has been examined more 

effectively are through the percentage of samples reporting 

both expressed and sustained violence and through 

correlations. The highest percentage of mutual violence in a 

dating sample was 60% reported by Laner and Thompson (1982), 

which doubled Bernard and Bernard's (1983) finding of 30%. 

The difference is likely because Laner and Thompson included 

verbal aggression and threats of violence in their 

calculation. Other studies have found rates of 22% (Cate et 

al., 1982), just under 21% (Makepeace, 1981), and 12% 

(Henton, Cate, Koval, Lloyd & Christopher, 1983). 

Significant correlations between expresssed and 

sustained violence have been found (Marshall & Rose, 1987). 

Correlations range from .60 (White & Koss, 1991) to .82 

(Mason & Blankenship, 1987) among women. These few studies 
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indicate acts done by women may be in response to their 

partners' behavior. Thus, studies using three different 

methods support the hypothesis that partner violence is 

mutual. 

In the present study, mutual violence will be indicated 

by the strong correlation between acts women report 

sustaining and receiving. Weak or nonsignificant 

correlations would be more indicative of unilateral 

violence. Knowledge concerning mutual violence also will be 

expanded by controlling for acts by past partners. 

The three studies that investigated the effect of past 

experiences on present expressions of violence did not 

provide definitive information. Gwartney-Gibbs, Stockard and 

Bohmer (1987) found that sustaining violence in the past 

increases the likelihood of later expressing it. Deal and 

Wampler (198 6) reported that the primary predictor of 

current violence was violence in past relationships. In 

contrast, Archer and Ray (1989) found only a low correlation 

(r = -.08). By controlling for past violence sustained, this 

study will allow an assessment of whether violence sustained 

in past relationships affects mutuality in women's present 

relationships. 



13 

Violence Across Relationships 

There appear to be several beliefs prevalent in the 

general population concerning women's seeming reluctance to 

leave abusive relationships. One belief is the notion that 

women get into one violent relationship after another. This 

view implies there is something about these women that 

causes them to choose violent men, a version of blaming the 

victim (Dutton & Painter, 1981). The frequency with which 

battered women drop assault charges and reconcile with their 

partners may be one reason the myth of the perpetually 

battered woman has arisen. This view contrasts with the 

notion that women not only leave violent relationships, but 

the violence they sustain across relationships is not 

necessarily stable. The few relevant results in the 

literature are contradictory. The hypothesis that women who 

sustained violence in a past relationship somehow learn to 

avoid it in subsequent relationships will be tested in the 

present study. 

Flynn (1987) suggested that experiencing violence 

results in less negative attitudes toward and tolerance of 

violence in subsequent relationships. On the other hand, it 

is possible that sustaining violence gives women the 

experience and knowledge to recognize a man who may become 

violent more readily than women without that experience. 
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Thus, women who have sustained violence once may be less 

likely than others to be in a violent relationship. However, 

this potential may vary based on age. It may be that high 

school or college students are less likely to learn from 

previous experiences than are mature women. 

There are many discrepancies in past research. Although 

a large body of literature exists on relationship violence, 

relatively few studies address issues of mutuality and/or 

whether violence is carried across relationships. Relevant 

results have been tangential to the main purpose of the 

studies. When data are reported, they are rarely in a form 

to yield a clear picture. This problem is compounded by 

methodological issues and varying, often unclear 

definitions. 

Although little research has explicitly examined 

whether violence is sustained by women across relationships, 

suggestive information is available from three sources. 

First, anecdotal evidence and opinion articles have 

suggested women are likely to have successive relationships 

that are violent. For example, after interviewing 32 women, 

Donnelly (in press) found that only two had not been abused 

in any previous relationship. Holiman and Schilit (1991) 

theorized that women who have sustained violence become 

desensitized and unable to perceive warning signs, resulting 
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in successive violent relationships. If correct, this theory 

offers little hope. When comparing experiences, women who 

had left a violent relationship did not significantly differ 

from women currently in violent relationships (Herbert, 

Silver & Ellard, 1991). 

Second, a few studies have reported results on the 

stability of violence across relationships. On average, 

aggressive acts had occurred in 2 to 3 previous 

relationships among students (Cate et al., 1982) and shelter 

samples (Roscoe & Benaske, 1985). Deal and Wampler (1986) 

found a correlation of .41 between violence sustained in 

past and present relationships for male and female 

undergraduates. 

The third source of information results from a 

methodological problem rather than direct assessment of this 

issue. In many studies of dating violence, especially early 

research, investigators asked respondents to report on acts 

they had ever expressed and/or sustained. For example, 

Marshall and Rose (1987) found a significant correlation (r 

— .79) for sustained violence across adult relationships. 

Gray and Foshee (1997) found that male and female 

adolescents in mutually violent relationships had a higher 

mean number of previous partners who had expressed violence 

than did those who had only expressed violence. These 
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findings offer some information regarding the stability of 

violence across relationships. 

Measurement Issues 

The most common approach to measurement is to have 

respondents report threats and acts they have sustained and 

expressed in their relationships. Therefore, the precision 

of the instruments and factors affecting accuracy in self-

reporting must be addressed. 

Problems are compounded by the use of imprecise 

instruments. Straus' (1979) Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS), is 

the most frequently used measure. Only 9 items are 

considered part of the violence subscale on the original 

version and 12 items on the revised version (Straus, Hamby, 

Boney-McCoy & Sugarman, 1995). Thus, use of the CTS or CTS2 

is likely to result in a Type I error, missing many acts of 

violence. Further, it is often not possible to determine 

exactly which act was done because some items contain more 

than one behavior. An example is "hit or tried to hit the 

partner." Partner A who attempted to strike Partner B would 

answer affirmatively. Partner B who actually hit A would 

also answer affirmatively. These individuals would appear to 

be equally violent, when in reality that assumption is 

doubtful. One reason the CTS was revised is likely because 

almost all investigators modified it by adding items or 
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separating behaviors (Brinkerhoff & Lupri, 1988; Kennedy & 

Dutton, 1989; Marshall & Rose, 1987; Saunders, 1986; Vivian 

& Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1994). 

Use of the Severity of Violence Against Women Scale 

(SVAWS; Marshall, 1992a) and the Severity of Violence 

Against Men Scale (SVAMS; Marshall, 1992b) may result in a 

more accurate assessment of the mutuality of acts. Both 

scales use the same 46 items to assess threats of violence, 

acts of violence and sexual aggression. What differs is the 

order of items and specific subscales of severity. A problem 

is the length of these measures. Benefits of using these 

measures include the broad range of acts listed and the 

separation of behaviors into single items. These scales 

allow determination of who does what to whom through act by 

act comparisons. Thus, it is possible to more precisely 

identify specific threats and acts which are and are not 

mutual. For example, Marshall (1994) combined results of two 

studies of students. Despite having males and females 

reporting acts for different relationships (i.e., couple 

data were not used), she found that more males expressed and 

females sustained several acts (hit or kick a wall, door or 

furniture; drive dangerously; act like a bully; hold and 

pin; shake or roughly handle; grab; or twist an arm). 

Conversely, some behaviors were more likely to be expressed 
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by females and sustained by males (throw an object, scratch, 

bite, slap with palm, slap around the face, kick and punch). 

Some acts (shake a finger, shake a fist, threaten to destroy 

property, threaten to kill, slap with the back of the hand) 

were equally likely for males and females. 

Another issue is whether individuals are likely to over 

or under report the acts they express and/or sustain 

(DeKeseredy, 1995; Riggs, Murphy & O'Leary, 1989) which may 

result from a social desirability bias (Szinovacz & Egley, 

1995). Edleson and Brygger (1986) found a greater 

discrepancy in reported threats than acts of violence with 

women reporting they had sustained more threats than their 

male partners reported expressing. Saunders' (1991) results 

indicated a relationship between perpetrators under 

reporting their more severe acts and social desirability 

scores. In general, the relationship is not strong (Arias & 

Beach, 1987; Dutton & Hemphill, 1992; Saunders, 1991; 

Sigelman, Berry & Wiles, 1984). In a meta-analysis, Sugarman 

and Hotaling (1997) found that expressing violence was more 

highly correlated with social desirability (r = -.21, £ < 

.005) than was sustaining violence (r = -.12, £ < .005). 

When considered in conjunction with the finding that some 

forms of violence may be perceived as less negative when the 

female partner is the aggressor (Arias & Johnson, 1989), 
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there is clearly a possibility that less bias would occur in 

women's self-reports than in men's. 

There are other reasons to focus on women. Research 

shows low agreement between partners on violence and other 

acts in relationships (Christensen & Nies, 1980; Elwood & 

Jacobson, 1982; Jacobson & Moore, 1981; LeJeune & Follette, 

1994; Stets & Pirog-Good, 1990). Therefore, accurate 

depictions of what occurs are unlikely. Whether violence is 

unilateral or mutual in reality may be less important than 

perceptions which may impact individuals' behavior more than 

actual events. Further, women are more likely to be more 

seriously injured than men (Berk et al., 1983; Cascardi et 

al., 1992; Foshee, 1996; Pagelow, 1992). Thus, women may be 

more motivated to seek help to stop the violence. If women 

are more likely to seek help than men, intervention should 

be directed toward their experiences and perceptions. For 

these reasons, this study will use data from women. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1. Women's perceptions of violence expressed 

by themselves and their partners was expected to be mutual 

as identified by correlations. It was also hypothesized that 

many acts requiring physical strength (e.g., choke, pin in 

place, beat up) would not be mutual. Overall, threats were 

more likely to be mutual than were actual acts of violence. 
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Hypothesis 2. Violence sustained in past relationships 

was not expected to affect the mutuality of violence in 

women's current relationships. 

Hypothesis 3. Women's use of threats and violence in 

their current relationship were expected to be more strongly 

related to threats and violence expressed by their current 

partners than past partners. 

Hypothesis 4. Violence sustained by women in past 

relationships was expected to be inversely related to 

violence sustained in current relationships. Women who 

sustained no or moderate violence from their current 

partners were expected to report lower rates of threats and 

acts in their past relationships than women who sustained 

serious violence in their current relationship. These 

findings would support the notion that women who were once 

in a violent relationship learn warning signals that alert 

them to the possibility of similar acts in a subsequent 

relationship. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Study 1 

Sample. The participants in Study 1 were recruited in 

the Dallas-Fort Worth area through flyers and ads on 

television and in newspapers requesting volunteers for a 

study of women who were in "bad" or "stressful" 

relationships. Over 620 women were fully screened. To 

participate, women had to be in a current or recent 

(terminated within the previous six months) long term 

(longer than one year) intimate relationship with a male, 

have had no recent therapy and score over 200 on 51 

psychological abuse items. Participants answered using a 7 

point scale anchored by endpoints never and very often 

resulting in scores which could range from 51 to 357. Of the 

620 women who responded to the psychological abuse items, 

55% were severely psychologically abused (i.e., scored over 

200) . 

In addition to psychological abuse, women had to score 

five or less, six to fifteen or over 25 on the violence they 

had sustained from their partner. Questionnaires were sent 

to 41 women for the psychological abuse group, 50 women for 
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the moderate violence group, and 51 women for the severe 

violence group. Of these 142 women, 12 had moved or had 

phones disconnected, four had partners who interfered with 

their participation, three women had been out of a 

relationship for more than a year, or had been in therapy 

too recently. Four women no longer had time to participate, 

and six no longer wanted to participate. Twenty women were 

dropped from the study because they could not be contacted 

by phone or scheduling problems precluded completion of the 

interview. One subject was dropped after completing the 

interview because her psychological abuse score was below 

the minimum requirement. Attrition did not differ across the 

violence groups, chi —square(2) = 1.41 (McKibbin, 1997) . 

The final sample had 92 women who were divided into 3 

groups based on the violence they had sustained from their 

current or most recent partner. The screening instrument 

(Marshall, 1996) and procedures (Marshall, 1994; McKibbin, 

1997) have been described elsewhere. All women who completed 

the study were seriously psychologically abused and had 

sustained little or no violence (n = 31), moderate (n = 30), 

or severe (n = 31) violence from their partner. 

Inadvertently, three women who scored between 160 and 200 on 

psychological abuse were included. These women were in the 

moderate (n = 1) and severe (n = 2) violence groups. 
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The generally middle class sample was 89.2% Euro-

American, with relationships lasting from one to 44 years (M 

= 11.55, SD = 8.43). Almost half of the sample were married 

(45.2%), 15.1% were cohabiting, 10.8% were dating, with 4.3% 

having been divorced, and 24. 7t> separated within the 

previous year. Income ranged from none to $8,200 per month, 

with a mean of $2,540 and a median of $2,375 for the 70 

women reporting income. A small percentage (4.3%) of the 

sample had not earned a high school diploma and 2 6.1% of the 

sample reported their diploma as the highest level of 

education they had received. Most women had attended college 

(59.8%), and some had received a bachelor's degree (5.6%). A 

few women had completed a graduate degree (2.2%) or had 

received specialized job training (2.2%). 

Measures. Marshall's (1992a) Severity of Violence 

Against Women Scale (SVAWS) and Severity of Violence Against 

Men Scale (SVAMS; 1992b) assessed threats and acts of 

violence by women's current and past partners (SVAWS) and 

women's current threats and acts (SVAMS). The scales were 

developed by having women (men) rate how serious, 

aggressive, abusive, threatening, and violent the acts would 

be if a male (female) inflicted each act on a female (male). 

Means of these ratings were used to represent severity and 

submitted to factor analysis. There are 9 subscales on the 
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SVAWS (symbolic violence and threats of mild, moderate and 

serious violence; acts of mild, minor, moderate and serious 

violence; and sexual aggression). There are 8 subscales on 

the SVAMS because no separate factor was found for symbolic 

violence. Subdimensions with the same label on the SVAWS and 

the SVAMS may consist of different behaviors and items are 

ordered differently. Summary scores for threats and acts on 

both scales consist of the same items. The sexual aggression 

subscales are not used in this study. Items were rated on 

subjective frequency scales from never (0) to many times 

(4). Appendices A and B list the items and show the 

subdimensions for the SVAWS and SVAMS, respectively. 

Cronbach's a for both current and past partner on the SVAWS 

is .97 and .95 for the SVAMS. 

Study 2 

Sample. Study 2 consists of data from the first wave of 

interviews in a longitudinal study of low income women who 

were recruited via newspaper articles, flyers, mass 

mailings, personal contact, and referrals from other 

participants. Women were told that the study, Project HOW: 

Health Outcomes of Women, was an in-depth look at women's 

health issues. To qualify, participants had to be between 

the ages of 20 and 47, in a long term heterosexual 

relationship and live within 200% of poverty or be receiving 
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public aid at the time of their first interview. The sample 

of 836 women consisted of 303 (36.3%) African Americans, 273 

(32.5%) Euro-Americans, and 260 (31.2%) Mexican Americans. 

The sample was divided into three violence groups which 

parallel the groups created in Study 1. Women who did not 

sustain physical violence are in the no violence group (n = 

264, 31.6%), women whose worst sustained acts was moderate 

are in the moderate violence group (n = 312, 37.3%), and 

women whose worst sustained acts was severe are in the 

severe violence group (n =260, 31.1%). The mean age of women 

was 32.81 years. Women were seriously dating (24.1%), 

cohabiting (12.8%), common-law (21.7%) or legally (41.4%) 

married. Length of relationships ranged from one to 33 

years, with a mean of 7.70 years. Percent of poverty ranged 

from zero to 338% for the 801 women reporting income. All 

women who were over 200% of poverty were receiving public 

aid. Education ranged from none to 19 years, with a mean of 

11.73 years and a median of 12 years. For the 728 women 

reporting their level of education, 34.8% had not completed 

high school, 37.5% had received their high school diploma, 

11.1% had taken some college courses, 11.7% had earned an 

Associate's degree, and 3.6% had earned a Bachelor's degree. 

A few women (.7%) had taken graduate level classes, or 

earned a Master's degree (.7%). 
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Measures. Current violence was measured with the SVAWS 

and SVAMS, but violence by a past partner was measured with 

the CTS (Straus, 1979). The stem for the items was "How many 

times has a past partner...". A mean for four items 

(threaten to hit or throw something at you; throw, smash, 

hit, or kick something; throw something at you; try to hit 

with an object) comprised the threats score. A mean will 

also be calculated for past acts of violence (push, grab or 

shove; slap; kick, bite, or hit; hit with an object; choke; 

threaten with a knife or gun; use a knife or fire a gun). A 

summary score will be the mean of all items. Although the 

CTS differs from the Severity of Violence Scales, all 

threats and acts of violence were measured on a scale from 

never (0) to a great many times (5). Cronbach's a for the 

CTS is .96, the SVAMS is .94 and the SVAWS is .97. 

Analysis 

All analyses for Study 2 were conducted within 

ethnicity because other reports with this sample (Beavers & 

Marshall, 1998; Sedillo, VanHorn & Marshall, 1997; Sedillo, 

Weston & Marshall, 1998; West, Weston & Marshall, 1998; 

Weston, Sedillo & Marshall, 1998) indicate that the patterns 

for the three groups differ. To test Hypothesis 1 in both 

samples, correlations were calculated between women's 

expressions of threats and violence in the current 
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relationship and past partner's threats and violence, 

respectively. 

Additionally, for Hypothesis 1, Spearman's rho was 

calculated act by act for behaviors expressed by women and 

their current partner to determine which specific behaviors 

were mutual. The entire sample in both studies was used for 

threats, but only women from the severe violence group were 

included in analyses for all items. The moderate violence 

group was used for threats and violence except for acts on 

the most serious dimension. The effects of chance were 

controlled by setting £ at .01 for Study 1 and p at .001 for 

the larger sample in Study 2. 

To test Hypothesis 2 partial correlations were 

calculated for both studies. After zero order correlations 

were calculated between expressed and sustained threats and 

acts in women's current relationships, the control for past 

partners' threats and acts (respectively) was introduced. To 

test Hypothesis 3, women's current use of threats and acts 

were correlated with their past partners' threats and acts, 

respectively. 

For Hypothesis 4 in both studies, correlations between 

past and current partners' behavior were calculated for each 

of the 8 dimensions of threats and acts. Additionally, in 

Study 1, a one-way MANOVA was conducted on the 8 dimensions 
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of past partner's violence with current violence group as 

the independent variable to test whether there were 

differences in the violence women sustained in the past. 

Univariate analysis and group comparisons with Tukey's 

(1977) Honestly Significant Differences procedure were used . 

to identify specific differences. 

In Study 2, a 3 x 3 MANOVA was conducted using current 

violence and ethnicity as independent variables to determine 

whether there were differences on past partner's violence. 

Univariate analysis and group comparisons with Tukey's 

(1977) Honestly Significant Differences procedure were used 

to identify specific differences. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Hypothesis 1. Moderate to large correlations supported 

the first hypothesis, indicating that women's violence was 

related to their partners' aggressive acts. In Study 1, 

moderate correlations were found between women's and 

partners' threats, r = .48, £ < .001, and acts, r = .52, £ < 

.001. Correlations in Study 2 for the entire sample were 

similar for threats, r = .52, p. < .001, and acts, r = .56, p. 

< .001. Within ethnic groups, correlations were significant 

for African American's threats r = .55, p. < .001, and acts, 

r = .64, £ < .001, Euro-American's threats r = .49, JD < 

.001, and acts, r = .46, g. < .001, and for Mexican American 

women's threats r = .57, £ < .001, and acts, r = .61, £ < 

.001. Thus, the hypothesis of mutuality was supported in 

both studies. 

Spearman's rho between women's and partners' threats 

and acts was used to calculate relationships for each of the 

40 items in both studies. For Study 1, these results are 

listed in Tables 1, 2 and 3 because the violence groupings 

dictated relevant acts. Table 1 includes the entire sample. 

Almost half (47%) of the 19 threats expressed by women and 
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their partners were related. Of the 9 significant 

correlations the largest was a moderate .36. Table 2 

includes data from the moderate and severe violence groups. 

Only one of these 12 mild to moderate acts of violence was 

significantly correlated. As shown in Table 3, two of the 9 

serious acts were significantly related in the severe 

violence group, however, these correlations were largest in 

the study. 

The results were again separated into three tables 

according to violence group for Study 2. The grouping and 

tables paralleled the distinctions in Study 1 with the 

exception of showing results for each ethnic group in the 

tables. Table 4 includes results for 91% of the sample who 

had expressed or sustained any threats of violence. All of 

the 19 behaviors were significantly related, although 11 

correlations were less than .30. Within the ethnic groups, 

correlations were significant for 15 behaviors for African 

American women, ranging from r = .21 to r = .38. Sixteen 

items were significantly correlated for Euro-American women, 

ranging from r = .24 to r = .52. Nine of the 19 correlations 

were significant for Mexican American women, ranging from r 

= .22 to r = .48. Results reported in Table 5 include data 

from women who had expressed or sustained a minimum of one 

act of violence. All 12 behaviors were significantly 



31 

correlated for the sample. Within ethnicity, 8 behaviors 

were significantly related for African Americans, 5 for 

Euro-Americans and 6 were correlated for Mexican Americans. 

Results from women who expressed or sustained severe 

violence are listed in Table 6. Five of the 9 serious acts 

were significantly correlated for the sample and for African 

Americans. Euro-Americans and Mexican Americans had only one 

significant correlation, for different acts. Overall, 

results from Study 2 supported the hypothesis that specific 

acts expressed by women were related to the same acts 

expressed by their partners. 

Hypothesis 2. The results of both studies supported the 

hypothesis that violence between partners in the current 

relationship was unrelated to violence expressed by past 

partners. For Study 1, the correlations between women's and 

men's current threats (r = .49) and acts (r = .55) did not 

change when past partners' violence was controlled. In Study 

2, the correlations for current threats (r = .53) and acts 

(r = .56) decreased slightly (r = .52 and r = .54, 

respectively) when past partners' violence was controlled 

for the sample as a whole. A similar decrease was found for 

each ethnic group. These changes were too small to be 

meaningful. 
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Hypothesis 3. Results on the relationship between past 

partners' behavior and women's current behavior were 

equivocal. As expected, correlations for current behaviors 

between the partners were stronger than those for women's 

past victimization and their current expression of violence. 

The hypothesized lack of a relationship was indicated in 

Study 1 by nonsignificant correlations between past 

partners' threats (r = .01) and acts (r = .06) of violence 

with women's threats and acts in their current relationship. 

However, results from Study 2 were contradictory when 

statistical significance and relationship strength were 

considered. Correlations between women's and past partners' 

threats, r = .16, and acts, r = .18, were significant (£> < 

.001), but small for the sample. Similar relationships were 

found for African American women, r = .16 and r = .21, Euro-

Americans r = .14 and r = .20, and Mexican Americans r = .24 

and r = .17, for threats and acts, respectively. These small 

correlations would not be significant had the groups 

consisted of fewer women. 

Hypothesis 4. The last hypothesis proposed that 

violence sustained across relationships would not be stable. 

Instead, acts by a past partner would have an inverse 

relationship to acts done by the current partner. This 

hypothesis was first tested using correlations. In Study 1, 
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correlations between past and current partners' behavior for 

each of the 8 dimensions of threats and acts were not 

significant. In Study 2, threats were significantly 

correlated for the sample (r = .18), for African Americans 

(r = .24), but not for Euro-Americans (r = .09) or Mexican 

Americans (r = .14). Correlations for current and past 

partners' acts were significant but small for the sample, 

Euro-Americans and Mexican Americans at r = .19, but 

slightly larger for African Americans (r =.25). The small, 

positive correlations contradicted the hypothesis. 

Analysis of variance procedures were also used to test 

this hypothesis. A one-way MANOVA on the eight dimensions of 

past partners' violence with current violence group as the 

independent variable was not significant, £(16,164) = .83, 

for Study 1. Because the multivariate test was 

nonsignificant but contradicted the hypothesis, univariate 

ANOVAs were also calculated. None of the ANOVAs were 

significant. 

Again, results for Study 2 differed from those in Study 

1. A 3 x 3 MANOVA was conducted on the two dimensions of 

past partners' violence with current violence group and 

ethnicity as the independent variables. Neither the main 

effect for violence group, £(4,1618) = 2.29, nor the 

interaction, £(8,1618) = 1.09, was significant. A 
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significant main effect for ethnicity was found on past 

partners' behavior, £(4,1618) = 5.58, £ < .001, with 

differences on threats, F(2,809)= 8.98, £ < .001, and acts, 

F(2,809)= 4.15, p. < .02. Post hoc Tukey's Honestly 

Significant Differences procedures revealed Euro-American 

women reported more threats (M = 2.15) and acts (M = 1.40) 

in past relationships than Mexican American (M = 1.61, and 

1.08, respectively) or African American women (M = 1.64, and 

1.12, respectively). 

Although the MANOVA by violence group was not 

significant, Hypothesis 4 dictated that univariate results 

be examined. There were significant main effects on past 

partners' threats F(2,809) = 4.32, £ < .02, and acts 

F(2,809) = 3.62, ^ < .03. According to Tukey's Honestly 

Significant Differences procedures, women in the severe 

violence group had sustained significantly more threats (M = 

2.05) and acts (M = 1.40) by a past partner than had women 

who currently sustained no (M = 1.64, and 1.09, 

respectively) or moderate (M = 1.72, and 1.13, respectively) 

violence; To determine whether these results were 

meaningful, co2 was calculated for past partners' threats 

(.01) and acts (.01) indicating that only 1% of the 

variation in violence sustained in the current relationship 

was accounted for by past violence sustained. 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

Overall, results supported past research regarding 

mutuality. This study extended past research regarding the 

relationship between current and past violence. Interesting 

results were found regarding ethnic differences, 

specifically pertaining to the mutuality of specific threats 

and acts. Additionally, socioeconomic status may not have an 

effect on intimate violence, at least among Euro-American 

women. 

The results of these studies supported the mutuality 

hypothesis among both samples of community women. These 

results are in accord with but expand previous research 

(Marshall & Rose, 1987; Mason & Blankenship, 1987; White & 

Koss, 1991) which did not distinguish threats and acts. 

Women's expressions of aggression appeared to be reciprocal 

with correlations between men's and women's threats 

generally smaller than those for their acts. One possibility 

is that sometimes women's behavior may be pre-emptive. One 

participant in Study 2 explained her violence "was a means 

of showing that if he ever tried to hit me, I would fight 

back." To date, research examining women's motives (Cascardi 
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et al., 1991; Follingstad et al., 1991; O'Keefe, 1997) has 

not included this possibility which should be explored in 

future research. 

Mutuality was explored in more detail by analyzing each 

of the 40 acts on the Severity of Violence Scales to 

determine reciprocity. In Study 1, only 12 of the 40 acts 

were significantly correlated. However, in Study 2, all but 

four acts (kick, burn, beat up, use of a knife or a gun) 

were significantly related for the sample. Results differed 

by ethnicity. Less than half of the correlations were 

significant for Mexican American women. Correlations were 

significant for 28 of the 40 items for African American 

women, but only 22 were significant for Euro-American women. 

Not surprisingly, results for Euro-American women in Study 2 

were similar to results in Study 1. This suggests ethnicity 

may have more influence than socioeconomic status because 

almost all women in Study 1 were Euro-Americans, although 

they were largely middle class. 

Before assuming that significant correlations for the 

second sample are meaningful, the strength of these 

relationships should be noted. The need for analysis within 

ethnicity rather than across ethnicity was also underscored 

by the results. Only a few correlations between women's and 

men's threats and acts of violence appear meaningful and 
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these differ by ethnicity. For example, consider threats. 

Among African Americans mutuality was strongest for threats 

to destroy property, but this correlation was smaller than 

the strongest relationship found in the other groups. Making 

threatening gestures and faces among Euro-Americans and 

their partners had the highest correlation. In contrast, it 

appears that Mexican Americans and their partners show the 

most mutuality when shaking a finger at each other. 

Results were similar for acts of violence. Only four 

(push or shove, scratch, spank, slap with the palm of hand) 

of the 16 significant correlations in the sample were also 

significant in each ethnic group. As was found for threats, 

the strongest correlations in each group were found on 

different behaviors. Slapping with the palm of the hand and 

stomping on had the strongest correlations for African 

Americans. In contrast, the most reciprocity among Euro-

Americans was found for pushing and shoving, pulling hair, 

slapping with the palm and burning each other. Among Mexican 

Americans the strongest relationship was for using a club-

like object. 

These differences by ethnicity may result from chance 

variations specific to this sample. Alternatively, there may 

be real differences in the mutuality of aggression 

associated with ethnicity. Unfortunately, most research in 
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the violence literature (and research, in general) often 

combines individuals across ethnicity. This is problematic 

because Study 2 shows results for the sample did not reflect 

results for any group. An alternative method in the 

literature is to combine minorities and compare them to 

Euro-Americans, which is also faulty because Study 2 shows 

differences between African Americans and Mexican Americans 

in the number of significant correlations as well as 

differences on specific behaviors. More research must be 

done with samples that are sufficiently large to examine 

patterns within ethnicity. 

There are at least two other implications of the 

results on mutuality. First, the majority of significant 

correlations for items in both studies were small to 

moderate in size. Thus, women's perceptions of specific 

behaviors expressed by themselves and their partners are 

related, but other factors are clearly implicated. One 

possibility is that inhibitions about certain behaviors may 

differ in these subcultures. A second possibility is less 

likely. The differences may be related to the relative size 

and strength of the partners which may have varied by 

ethnicity in the specific sample used in Study 2. 

For both studies, more of the threats and less serious 

acts were related than were the most severe acts, regardless 
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of ethnicity. In determining the implications of these 

results, a comparison should be made between the strength of 

the relationship for summary scores (i.e., all threats and 

all acts) versus specific items. The former correlations 

were much higher than the latter. This difference indicates 

that partners reciprocate the two types of aggression rather 

than specific behaviors. These results are in accord with 

Marshall (1994) who showed that females and males reported 

expressing and sustaining different behaviors (e.g., more 

males expressed and more females sustained shake or roughly 

handle). She showed mutuality on only 5 behaviors (shake a 

finger, shake a fist, threaten to destroy property, threaten 

to kill, slap with the back of the hand). Results from Study 

1 were similar, with 3 of the 5 behaviors correlated. 

Results from Study 2 were somewhat different, in that for 

the entire sample, almost all acts were related. However, 

within ethnicity, results more closely paralleled Marshall's 

findings that some, but not all, women's and men's threats 

and acts were related. Thus, considering the size of the 

correlations in this research and Marshall's earlier 

results, general aggressiveness is mutual, and specific acts 

are not. This interpretation is also reasonable given 

differences in both socialization and size of males and 

females. Women are less likely to engage in more serious 
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behaviors requiring greater size and strength. Therefore, 

although a summary score of all violent acts between men and 

women is highly correlated, specific acts, are not 

necessarily related. 

The other major issue addressed in this research was 

the stability of violence across women's relationships. 

Hypotheses 2 and 3 addressed the likelihood that the 

mutuality of behavior (a proximal variable) would be 

stronger than a tendency toward stable patterns which can be 

conceptualized as an individual difference variable or, if 

thought of as relationship experience, a distal variable. 

Hypothesis 4 was developed to test stability, rather than 

examine the relative strength of stability and mutuality. 

The hypothesis that current violence would not be 

affected by past partners' violence was supported by several 

results in both studies. The moderate correlations for 

overall mutuality did not change when past partners' 

behavior was controlled. Although it appears that violence 

sustained in the past had no effect on current mutuality, 

other experiences in earlier relationships may have an 

effect. For example, the threats and violence women 

expressed in past relationships was not measured. It may be 

that the mutuality or one-sided nature of violence has an 

effect on subsequent relationships. 
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Results regarding the relationship between past 

partners' violence and women's later expression of violence 

must be considered differently. The results were mixed in 

terms of statistical significance, but not substantive 

significance. The very low correlations indicate a minimal 

relationship. These results contrast with Gwartney-Gibbs et 

al. (1987) who found a stronger relationship between 

sustaining violence in past relationships and violence 

expressed subsequently. Therefore, future research should 

address both the expression and receipt of violence across 

relationships. 

The expectation that violence sustained by women in 

past relationships would be inversely related to violence 

sustained in current relationships was not confirmed. In 

Study 1, there was no relationship. In Study 2, results were 

significant and opposite of those hypothesized. The strength 

of the correlations and the small effect sizes suggest past 

relationships likely have only a minor influence on women's 

later behavior. 

The correlations between violence sustained by women in 

past and present relationships were much smaller than Deal 

and Wampler (1986) reported. Correlations for threats were 

very small but significant for Sample 2, likely because of 

the correlation for African Americans. Correlations for acts 
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of violence were similarly small. The statistical 

significance of the small correlations was a function of 

large sample size. These results, then, indicate that there 

is little or no true stability in violence expressed by 

current and past partners, which contradicts previous 

research. 

Although the results were not strong, there is a 

minimal amount of stability in aggression across 

relationships. Research results are based on combined data. 

For individual women stability may be stronger. Holiman and 

Schilit (1991) hypothesized that women who sustain violence 

become desensitized and unable to perceive warning signs. If 

this were the case, research would have to identify warning 

signs which then would have to be taught to women. Buckner 

and Swann's (1995) perspective on self-esteem maintenance 

may be more reasonable and easier to address in therapy. 

Application of their results suggests that women who do not 

redevelop their self-esteem may become involved in similar 

subsequent relationships because aggressive behaviors would 

verify the negative self-concept formed in the first violent 

relationship. This is a relatively optimistic possibility. 

Therapeutic interventions could be based on the knowledge 

that sustaining violence is associated with low self-esteem 

(Aguilar & Nightingale, 1994; Jezl, Molidor & Wright, 1996; 
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Orava, McLeod & Sharpe, 1996). Again, however, it should be 

noted that the relationships were statistically significant, 

but relatively small. Therefore, neither re-sensitizing 

women nor helping their self-esteem would be likely to have 

much effect. 

Before discussing the implications of this study, three 

limitations should be considered. First, data regarding 

violent behaviors consisted of women's perceptions indicated 

on rating scales of subjective frequency. Perceptions may 

not reflect reality. However, when considering effects, 

perceptions may have more emotional and psychological impact 

than what actually occurs. Second, both studies consisted of 

volunteer samples, rather than random samples. The most 

obvious disadvantage to using volunteers in studies 

concerning intimate violence is the possibility that 

partners of nonvolunteers may have prevented their 

participation. Therefore, results reported here may not be 

generalizable to women in the most severely physically and 

psychologically violent relationships. Finally, because the 

sample for Study 1 was limited with regard to size and 

ethnicity, results should be interpreted with caution and 

not considered definitive of all Euro-American community 

women. The broader base of the second sample allows somewhat 

greater generalizability to low-income community women. 
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In conclusion, results supported the hypothesis that 

violence is mutual in the relationships of community women, 

although specific patterns may differ by ethnicity. Future 

research should determine whether violence expressed by 

women, although mutual, is self-instigated or in response to 

their partners' actions. This knowledge would aid in the 

creation of methods to prevent intimate violence. 

The similarities between the results of women in Study 

1 and Euro-American women in Study 2 suggest that the 

mutuality of violence does not differ according to 

socioeconomic status. However, the differences between 

ethnic groups indicate that cultural patterns vary, 

especially for moderate to severe acts of violence. Future 

studies should report analyses within ethnic groups. A body 

of literature indicating ethnic similarity and differences 

would allow development of ethnically appropriate, effective 

interventions. 



APPENDIX A 

SEVERITY OF VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN SCALE 
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Severity of Violence Against Women Scale: SVAWS 
8 subdimensions 

Threats of Violence 

Symbolic violence 
Hit or kick a wall, door, or furniture 
Throw, smash or break an object 
Drive dangerously with you in the car 
Throw an object at you 

Threats of mild violence 
Shake a finger at you 
Make threatening gestures or faces at you 
Shake a fist at you 
Act like a bully towards you 

Threats of moderate violence 
Destroy something belonging to you 
Threaten to harm or damage things you cared about 
Threaten to destroy property 
Threaten to hurt someone you cared about 

Threats of serious violence 
Threaten to hurt you 
Threaten to kill himself 
Threaten to kill you 
Threaten you with a weapon 
Threaten you with a club like object 
Act like he wants to kill you 
Threaten you with a knife or gun 

Acts of Violence 

Mild violence 
Hold you down pinning you in place 
Push or shove you 
Grab you suddenly or forcefully 
Shake or roughly handle you 

Minor violence 
Scratch you 
Pull your hair 
Twist your arm 
Spank you 
Bite you 

Moderate violence 
Slap you with the palm of his hand 
Slap you with the back of his hand 
Slap you repeatedly around the face and head 

Serious violence 
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Hit you with an object 
Punch you 
Kick you 
Stomp on you 
Choke you 
Burn you with something 
Use a club-like object on you 
Beat you up 
Use a knife or gun on you 



APPENDIX B 

SEVERITY OF VIOLENCE AGAINST MEN SCALE 
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Severity of Violence Against Men Scale: SVAMS 
7 dimensions 

Threats of Violence 

Threats of mild violence 
Shook a finger at him 
Made threatening gestures or faces at him 
Shook a fist at him 
Acted like a bully towards him 
Grabbed him suddenly or forcefully 

Threats of moderate violence 
Hit or kicked a wall, door, or furniture 
Threatened to harm or damage things he cares about 
Thrown, smashed or broken an object 
Destroyed something belonging to him 
Threatened to destroy property 
Driven dangerously with him in the car 
Thrown an object at him 

Threats of serious violence 
Threatened to hurt him 
Threatened to hurt someone he cares about 
Threatened to kill yourself 
Acted like you wanted to kill him 
Threatened to kill him 
Threatened him with a club like object 
Threatened him with a weapon 
Threatened him with a knife or gun 

Acts of Violence 

Mild violence 
Held him down pinning him in place 
Shook or roughly handled him 
Pushed or shoved him 
Spanked him 

Minor violence 
Twisted his arm 
Pulled his hair 
Scratched him 
Bit him 
Kicked him 

Moderate violence 
Slapped him with the palm of your hand 
Slapped him with the back of your hand 
Punched him 
Slapped around his face and head 

Serious violence 
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Stomped on him 
Choked him 
Hit him with an object 
Beat him up 
Used a club-like object on him 
Burned him with something 
Used a knife or gun on him 



APPENDIX C 

TABLES 
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Table 1 

Spearman's rho correlations between Men7s and Women's 

Threats for Study 1 

Item (11=91) 

Hit or kicked wall, door, furniture . 19 

Threw, smashed or broken an object .30* 

Drove dangerously .04 

Threw an object .36* 

Shook a finger .26* 

Made threatening gestures or faces .22 

Shook a fist .20 

Acted like a bully .24 

Destroyed something belonging to partner . 30* 

Threatened to harm or damage things .24 

Threatened to destroy property . 32* 

Threatened someone else -.17 

Threatened to hurt partner .31 

Threatened to kill self .06 

Threatened to kill partner .34* 

Threatened with a weapon .27* 

Threatened with a club-like object 
• 1 6 

Acted like he/you wanted to kill you/him .28* 

Threatened with a knife or gun .27* 
£ < .01 
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Table 2 

Spearman's rho correlations between Men's and Women's Acts 

in Moderate and Severe Violence Groups in Study 1 

Item (n=61) 

Held down pinning in place .28 

Pushed or shoved you .21 

Shook or roughly handled . 08 

Grabbed suddenly or forcefully .26 

Scratched . 39* 

Pulled hair .07 

Twisted arm .07 

Spanked a 

Bit .09 

Slapped with the palm of hand .27 

Slapped with the back of hand .21 

Slapped around the face and head .27 
* U < -01 
a This item had no variation, all women's 
zeros. 

responses were 
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Table 3 

Spearman's rho correlations Between Men's and Women's Acts 

in the Severe Violence Group for Study 1 

Item (n=31) 

Hit with-an object .16 

Punched . 33 

Kicked .29 

Stomped on .25 

Choked .22 

Burned with something . 64* 

Used a club-like object .11 

Beat up .41 

Use a knife or a gun .47* 
£ < .01 



55 

Table 4 

Spearman's rho correlations between Men's and Women's 

Threats in all Violence Groups for—Study—2 

Item All 
Women 
(n=7 60) 

African-
American 
(n=278) 

Euro-
American 
(n=247) 

Mexican-
American 
(n=235) 

Hit or kicked wall, 
door, furniture 

.24* .29* .24* .16 

Threw, smashed or 
broke an object 

.29* .29* . 32* .22* 

Drove dangerously .17* .21* . 16 . 14 

Threw an object .30* .30* .38* .20 

Shook a finger .34* .28* .31* .48* 

Made threatening 
gestures or faces 

. 40* .32* .52* .38* 

Shook a fist .32* . 35* .33* .27* 

Acted like a bully .21* .16 .27* .23* 

Destroyed something .32* 
belonging to partner 

.36* .38* .21 

Threatened to harm 
or damage things 

.29* . 31* .37* .19 

Threatened to 
destroy property 

*
 
o
 

00 . 38* .30* . 18 

Threatened 
someone else 

. 18* . 18 .16 .19 

Threatened to hurt .28* .32* .31* .23* 

(table continues) 
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Item All African- Euro- Mexican-
Women American American American 
(n=760) (n=278) (n=247) (n=235) 

Threatened to .14* .23* .07 .10 
kill self 

Threatened to .25* .28* .30* .13 
kill partner 

Threatened with .20* .19 .25* .19 
a weapon 

Threatened with .34* .36* .32* .31' 
club-like object 

Acted like wanted .32* .32* .35* .31' 
to kill you/him 

Threatened with .21* .19 .28* .28" 
a knife or gun 
* e < .001 
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Table 5 

Spearman's rho correlations between Men's and Women' s Acts 

in Moderate and Severe Violence Groups in Study 2 

Item All African- Euro- Mexican-
Women American American American 
(n=566) (n=201) (n=186) (n=179) 

Held down/pinned .21* .22 .23 .12 

Pushed or shoved .35* 

*
 
00 
ro .38* .29* 

Shook/roughly 
handled 

. 19* . 19 .16 .22 

Grabbed . 17* .12 .22 .17 

Scratched .32* .36* .32* .25* 

Pulled hair .26* . 17 . 39* .21 

Twisted arm .20* .38* . 01 . 16 

Spanked .36* . 41* .28* .34* 

Bit , .25* . 34* .05 .26* 

Slapped with palm .39* .47* .39* .29* 

Slapped with back 
of hand 

.27* . 37* .23 .20 

Slapped around 
face and head 

.26* .30* .22 .27* 

* u < .001 
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Table 6 

Spearman's rho correlations Between Men's and Women's Acts 

in the Severe Violence Group for Study 2 

Item All African- Euro- Mexican-
Women American American American 
(n=260) (n=88) (n=90) (n=82) 

Hit with an object .23* .35* .20 .20 

Punched .24* .40* .14 . 17 

Kicked . 17 . 15 .22 .18 

Stomped on .32* . 50* .31 -.05 

Choked .23* .37* . 02 .29 

Burned . 10 .03 

*
 
00 
00 -.02 

Used club-like 
object 

.38* u>
 

CO
 *
 

.33 .54* 

Beat up .05 -.01 .01 . 15 

Used knife or gun .10 .09 . 14 . 08 
* p. < .001 
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