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Abuse in adult relationships as affected by stress, 

anxiety-proneness, and exposure to abuse as a child was. 

examined using 579 North Texas State University undergraduates, 

Frequency and levels of abuse observed or received as a child 

and received or expressed as an adult were measured using a 

modification of Straus' Conflicts Tactics Scale (1979). 

Anxiety-proneness was determined by scores received on 

Spielberger's (1970) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. Current 

levels of stress for the past two years were measured using 

the Life Experiences Survey (Sarason, 1978). Overall fre-

quencies for received and expressed abuse (including physical 

and verbal abuse) in adult relationships were quite high 

(62.9 percent and 73.8 percent respectively). Females 

reported expressing significantly more abuse than did males. 

No gender differences were found for the receipt of abuse. 

Gender differences in types of violence were also examined. 

In addition, multiple regression was used to determine pre-

dictor variables for the expression and receipt of abuse. 

For males, receiving abuse as a child, positive stress scores, 



higher levels of anxiety-proneness, and observing father's 

abuse of mother significantly predicted expressing abuse as 

an adult. 

Observing mother's abuse of father and positive stress 

scores significantly predicted receiving abuse as an adult. 

For females, having received abuse as a child and trait 

anxiety were significant predictors for the expression of 

adult abuse. Receiving abuse as a child was the only signi-

ficant predictor for the receipt of adult abuse. The greater 

impact of observing abuse between parents on males was dis-

cussed. In addition, difficulties confronting researchers 

in this area and the possible explanations for more frequent 

reports of female expression of abuse were examined. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE EFFECT OF STRESS, ANXIETY-PRONENESS, AND PREVIOUS 

EXPOSURE TO FAMILIAL ABUSE ON VIOLENCE 

IN LATER RELATIONSHIPS 

Only in the past decade has the attention of social 

scientists been directed to the subject of violence among 

intimates. For example, O'Brien (1971) reported that not 

until 1969 did the Journal of Marriage and the Family 

include a single article with the word "violence" in the 

title. Little scholarly or popular literature was written 

during the sixties on abuse between partners. Snell, 

Rosenwald, and Robey (1964) profiled battered wives and 

Schultz (1960) studied wife assaulters. Such early works 

asserted that abusive interactions arose primarily from 

psychopathology. They portrayed both the battering husband 

and his victim as suffering from personality disorders. 

Problems Facing Early Researchers 

By the seventies there was an increase in attention 

focused on family violence and a number of articles appeared 

in the professional literature. Four examples of the problems 

faced by researchers studying violence between intimates have 

been: a) a troublesome misquoting of the literature (labeled 

as the "Woozle Effect" by Gelles, 1980; Schumm, Mafctin, 
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Bollman, & Jurich, 1982); b) difficulty determining the fre-

quency with which partner abuse occurred; c) operationally 

defining abuse and violence; and d) the fact that nearly all 

published research was based on clinical populations (e.g., 

residents in shelters for battered women, police or social 

worker referrals). 

The "Woozle Effect." One major problem facing 

researchers in family violence is what Gelles (1980) and 

Schumm and his colleagues (19 82) called the "Woozle Effect" 

(based on a Winnie the Pooh story). A "Woozle Effect" begins 

when a research reports a finding after attaching appropriate 

qualifications to the results. A second researcher cites 

the results of the first study without the qualifiers. Others 

then cite both reports and the originally qualified data have 

become unqualified facts. Gelles (1980) reported on an 

example of this effect. In 1974 he indicated that 55 percent 

of his sample families reported at least one incident of 

spouse abuse in their marriage. Gelles qualified this result 

by stating that half of his original sample included persons 

who had been referred because it was at least thought by pro-

fessionals in various agencies that violence had occurred. 

Straus (1974a) reported the same data without the qualifica-

tion. The 55 percent figure became so widely cited that 

Langley and Levy (1977) used it to extrapolate an incidence 

estimate of 2 8 million women being abused each year. 



A similar type of distortion is that researchers will 

frequently report an association between variables without 

measures for the magnitude of that association. The fact that 

many researchers find a correlation between a certain variable 

and family violence comes to be interpreted as meaning that 

this particular variable is very strongly associated with or 

may even cause family violence. As in the "Woozle Effect," 

the importance of the impact of various variables becomes 

distorted. Gelles (1980) discussed this type of distortion, 

pointing out that most researchers find that socioeconomic 

status, stress, isolation and history of violence are 

statistically related to family violence. However, the 

associations are typically fairly modest. Consider Straus, 

Gelles, and Steinmetz's (1980) finding that spouse battering 

increased from two to 2 0 percent as a function of having 

parents who abused each other. On one hand this is a thou-

sand percent increase. On the other hand, the greatest 

likelihood even for people from violent homes is that they 

will be nonabusers. 

Early attempts to estimate frequency. In the past, 

estimates of the frequency of violence between intimates 

have been gathered for the most part by various indirect 

methods. For example, using the frequency of violence 

reported by divorcing couples, emergency room cases, police 

calls, crime reports, and homicide reports. These different 

sources indicated that violence was occurring frequently 



between intimates, but the actual frequency of occurrence in 

the population was unknown. 

Levinger (1966) and O'Brien (1971) discussed the fre-

quency of violence among divorcing couples. Levinger found 

that 23 percent of the middle-class couples and 40 percent of 

the working-class couples gave "physical abuse" as a major 

complaint. O'Brien found that violence was said to have 

occurred in 15 percent of the relationships of 150 divorcing 

individuals. Neither investigator asked any direct questions 

about the occurrence of violence among family members. The 

information was sought indirectly by asking questions about 

events precipitating the divorce. Consequently, O'Brien 

believed that the 15 percent must be considered an under-

estimate. He pointed out, however, that physical abuse could 

be less for nondivorcing couples.; 

In their observation of hospital emergency room cases, 

Stark, Flitcraft and Frazier (1979) found that almost half of 

the 1400 women treated had injuries resulting from being 

beaten (although this fact was not always reflected in the 

records). They estimated that battering occurs ten times more 

frequently than physicians identify. 

Family fights are the largest single category of police 

calls. For example, one legal researcher (Parnas, 196 7) 

estimated that more police class involved family conflict than 

did calls for all other criminal incidents. Aggravated 

assault between spouses made up 11 percent of all aggravated 



assaults in St. Louis (Pittman & Handy, 1964) and 52 percent 

in Detroit (Boudouris, 1971). Gelles and Straus (1979) 

asserted that these percentages are probably underestimates 

because many police offers attempt to dissuade wives from 

filing assault charges and many wives do not feel an attack 

by a husband is a case of legal assault. 

Klaus and Rand (19 84), in a special report for the 

Bureau of Justice Statistics, presented data on family 

violence that was indirectly gathered in the Bureau of 

Justice Statistics' National Crime Survey. This survey, 

conducted annually, collects information on criminal victimi-

zation, regardless of whether or not the event was reported 

to the police. The survey then offers the potential for 

providing information about family violence. However, 

because the questions were designed to measure only the 

behaviors that people regard as crimes, estimates of family 

violence reflect only those forms of abuse that victims 

label as criminal and are willing to report to interviewers. 

Therefore, it is likely that these figures, also, are under-

estimates. This national survey included information 

obtained from all members aged 12 or older of 60,000 house-

holds. Of the crimes committed by relatives, 88 percent were 

assualts, 10 percent were robberies, and two percent were 

rapes. A relative of the victim was identified as the offender 

in seven percent (4.1 million) of all violent crimes measured 

by the National Crime Survey between 1973 and 1981. A spouse 



or ex-spouse identified as the offender in almost 60 percent 

(over 2.3 million) sof the crimes committed by relatives. 

Approximately one-fourth (almost 600,000) of the victims of 

attack by their spouses or ex-spouses reported that they had 

been the victim of a series (at least three) of similar 

crimes in the preceding six months. 

Early studies of homicide in the 1960s and 1970s indi-

cated that between 30 percent and 70 percent of the involved 

persons were relatives (Boudouris, 1971; Field & Field, 1973; 

Voss & Hepburn, 1968; Wolfgang, 1969). More recently, 

according to the 1982 Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform 

Crime Reports, two-thirds of all homicides in the United 

States were committed by persons who were either friends, 

relatives of acquaintances of the victims. Seventeen percent 

of the 21,012 homicides reported for 19 82 were committed by 

members of the victim's family. According to Wolfgang's 

(1956) study of 588 homicide victims, 41 percent of the 

females were killed by their husbands and 11 percent of the 

males were killed by their wives. 

As can be seen by the above studies, there are widely 

varying methods of estimating the extent of family violence 

(divorcing couples, homicide reports, hospital emergency 

room cases, police calls, crime reports). Not surprisingly, 

there are wide variations in the resulting estimates of the 

frequency of family violence (15 percent to 40 percent of 

divorcing couples, 17 percent to 70 percent of the homicides, 



11 percent to 52 percent of aggravated assaults). Even more 

importantly, none of these approaches are able to determine 

the extent to which violence occurs in the "normal," non-

divorcing, nonhomicidal, nonassaultive (in the criminal 

sense) families. Estimates of the number of persons suffering 

from psychological and physical abuse will be larger than the 

estimate of persons who are criminally abused in the legal 

sense as long as some forms of abuse are thought to be outside 

the range of the criminal justice: system (Klaus & Rand, 1984). 

Whether an event is labeled as criminal or not, psychological 

damage to the individual and/or to the social structure of 

the family can be the result. Hence, family violence is not 

only a criminal justice issue, it is a social, moral, and 

psychological problem as well. 

Operationally defining abuse. Another problem faced by 

researchers in the area of violence among intimates stems 

from the difficulty of operationally defining abuse or vio-

lence. This problem was discussed by Gelles and Straus (1979) 

and Gelles (1980). As with the difficulty of developing 

accurate estimates of the frequency of violence within families 

and partners, so the researcher is faced with a similar pro-

blem in attempting to define what is to be measured. There is 

little disagreement about the extreme cases of family homicide 

of serious injury, but there is disagreement about which 

behaviors are acceptable for disciplining children or resolving 

conflict among family members. Most individuals believe that 
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spanking a child is not only normal, but also necessary and 

good (Straus et al., 1980). Stark and McEvoy (1970) 

collected data on a representative sample of 1,176 American 

adults in a survey conducted for the National Commission on 

the Causes and Prevention of Violence. They reported that 

approximately 20 percent of their sample believed slapping 

one's spouse acceptable under some circumstances. 

Because much of the hitting in families is believed to 

be culturally approved and normatively accepted, some early 

investigators made attempts to distinguish between legitimate 

and illegitimate acts of violence (Goode, 1971). Gelles and 

Straus (197 9) wondered whose idea of legitimacy should be 

used when determining whether or not a specific act of vio-

lence is legitimate or illegitimate. The parent's definition 

of what is legitimate violence might differ sharply from the 

child's definition. There also might be a difference in the 

middle-class and working-class definitions. The legal 

definition might differ from the common definition. The 

problem of "whose definition" makes a distinction between 

legitimate and illegitimate violence quite difficult. 

Research on family violence has also found that 

bystanders and victims as well as various social control 

agencies frequently find levels of violence acceptable within 

the family setting that would be considered illegitimate if 

they occurred between strangers (Gelles, 1974; Steinmetz, 

1977, Straus et al,, 1980). This willingness to accept a 



differing level of violence increases the difficulty of dis-

tinguishing between legitimate and illegitimate violence 

within the family. 

In addition, when addressing concepts such as abuse, 

violence, and aggression, the terms are fraught with theore-

tical concerns. For example, in relation to the word 

aggression, both psychological and ordinary language use the 

term to refer to deliberately harmful acts and to such 

concepts as drive level, assertiveness, and even exploratory 

behavior (Gelles & Straus, 1979). 

The terms "abuse" and "violence" are not conceptually 

equivalent, although they are often used as if they were. In 

some instances, abuse refers to a subset of violent behaviors 

which result in observable injury to the victim. Straus and 

his associates (1980) defined abuse as only those acts of 

violence which have a high probability of causing physical 

injury to the victim. Other definitions of abuse might refer 

not only to acts that result in physical injury, but also to 

those acts that could result in psychological harm. London 

(1978) considered the portrayal of women in degrading images 

(e.g., pornography or some advertising) as abusive. Thus, 

definitions of violence may refer to all types of physical 

aggression, whether or not it results in any observable 

physical or psychological harm. On the other hand, defini-

tions of abuse frequently refer to physical aggression that 

can or does cause injury as well as to nonphysical acts 
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that are considered to result in psychological harm (Gelles, 

1980). 

One common definition of violence was proposed by Gelles 

and Straus (1979). They defined violence as "an act carried 

out with the intention or perceived intention of physically 

hurting another person" (p. 554). This definition would, 

therefore, include almost the entire continuum of violent 

activities from such "legitimate" forms of violence as 

spanking children to the more "illegitimate" homicides. 

Although the conceptual definitions of violence and 

abuse have varied, the operational definitions used in most 

of the recent research has been very similar. Typically 

abuse was defined as those occurrences in which the victim 

became publicly known and labeled by some agency official 

(Gelles, 1980). As a result, this definition contributed 

to another problem, the focus of research on clinical popu-

lations . 

Research on clinical samples. Research in the area of 

violence between intimates has been primarily based on 

clinical samples. For present purposes, the term clinical 

will refer to subjects and samples that have been identified 

as abused or abusing by themselves, the police, hospital 

personnel, or social service agencies. The term nonclinical 

will refer to those persons who are encountered in various 

nonclinical settings (e.g., through random surveys, question-

naires given to students, etc.) and therefore might be 

considered more representative of the normal population. 
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According to Gelles (1980), many studies operationally 

defined wife abuse as those experiences of women who publicly 

admitted that they were battered, for example, by responding 

to an advertisement placed in a magazine (Prescott & Letko, 

1977) or by placing themselves in shelters for battered 

women (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Walker, 1979). Gelles (1974) 

identified families through police and social service agency 

files. Little effort has been made to employ control or 

comparison groups. Conclusions have been often based on post 

hoc explanations or on results from small unrepresentative 

samples. Many of the findings were based on anecdotal 

information gathered from residents at shelters for battered 

wives (Pizzey, 1974; Langley & Levy, 1977; Walker, 1979). 

Because much of the research in this area had been 

limited to samples in which abuse was typically defined as 

those occurrences in which the victim is publicly known, it 

cannot be known whether results of these studies could be 

generalized to nonclinical populations. Perhaps persons 

seeking help have fewer resources. Alternatively, they may 

seek help because they are more independent and braver than 

those who remain in the abusive situation. The fact that most 

of the groups studied have come from a clinical population 

might lend further support to the notion that abuse is related 

to psychopathological functioning, an idea thay may or may not 

be justified. When possible problems such as these are added 

to the methodological problems already mentioned above, 
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drawing definitive conclusions about partner abuse based on 

this type of research becomes difficult. However, due to 

the fact that such a large quantity of research has been done 

using clinical samples, the following section will summarize 

some of the findings. 

Summary of Research on Clinical Samples 

Research using clinical samples of persons involved in 

voilent relationships is vast and varied. Because the 

ultimate goal of the present research is to study the effects 

of stress and experiences with violence in families of origin 

on violence in present relationship, this section of the 

literature review is restricted to those studies which at 

least tangentially addressed either of these issues. Even 

with restrictions, a broad overview can be gained because 

partner abuse studies typically involve many variables. In 

fact, one complication involved in any review is "weeding out" 

extraneous variables (such as average height and weight). An 

additional compliction is the lack of statistical sophistica-

tion. Reports often give results in percentages with no 

mention of statistical significance. The review can be 

roughly divided into four main areas: a) psychosocial charac-

teristics of the abused, b) factors influencing whether or not 

a decision is made to leave the violent relationship, c) 

psychosocial characteristics of the abusers, and d) theoret-

ical explanations of violent relationships. 
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Psychosocial characteristics of the abused. Many studies 

(Gayford, 1975; Joblin, 1974; Carlson, 1977; Parker & 

Schumacher, 1977; Star, 1977-78; Starr, Clark, Goetz & 

O'Malia, 1979; Wetzel & Ross, 1983) have focused on personal 

and social characteristics of physically abused women. 

Gayford (1975) interviewed 100 women who had come to Chiswick 

Women's Aid Hostel in Great Britain and had been classified as 

battered within a few days of their admittance. The women 

reported feeling helpless and dependent on their violent 

husbands and were from a lower socioeconomic status. He 

reported that 23 of the women had been exposed to family 

violence in their childhood. 

In a similar study, Joblin (1974) conducted a survey of 

560 local Citizens Advice Bureaus in England. Most subjects 

were of lower socioeconomic status. Husbands seemed to 

batter their wives as a response to situational pressures. 

She characterized the women as generally submissive and 

passive. Carlson (1977), reporting on 101 cases from a 

shelter for battered women in the United States, found that 

one-third of the battered women had observed violence between 

their parents as children. 

Parker and Schumacher (1977) gave an open-ended question-

niare to 50 women who had applied for legal assistance to the 

Domestic Relations Division of a Legal Aid Bureau. Of these 

women, 20 stated that they had been battered (demonstrably 

injured by their husbands on more than three occasions) 
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and 30 stated that they had not. Parker and Schumacher found 

that if the mother in the wife's family of origin had been 

battered by her spouse there was a statistically significant 

probability (p < .05) that the wife would have been battered 

by her husband. They found no significant relationship 

between the wife having been abused as a child and her later 

victimization as an adult. Of the 30 "nonbattered" women, 13 

were found to have been abused on fewer than three occasions 

and subsequently sought outside intervention, bringing the 

number of battered women to 33 of 50. There was significantly 

less violence in the family of origin of those women who left 

their abusing husbands than there was in those who remained in 

a battering relationship (p < .05). 

Some studies have been conducted analyzing various char-

acteristics of women who have sought help in comparison to 

"normal" (presumably unbattered) women. Star (1977-78) 

reported on 58 female residents at a shelter for physically 

and emotionally abused women in Los Angeles; 46 had been 

physically abused and 12 had not. She indicated that the 

battered women scored within the normal range of submissive-

assertive continuum of the 16 PF, a commonly used clinical 

inventory. The battered women in her sample were less 

educated and more likely to be Catholic than the nonbattered 

women. Although the result was not statistically significant, 

Star found a trend in which nonbattered women were more likely 

than the battered women to have come from a violent family 
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background. Star did not control for the fact that she was 

running multiple t-tests. Also, the nonbattered women in her 

sample had reported that they were "emotionally abused" and 

felt their home situation was serious enough to warrent moving 

into a shelter. Many investigators would consider emotional 

abuse as another form of assault, and therefore, would not 

make a distinction between the two groups. At the very least, 

the emotionally abused women were not an adequate control 

group. 

Star and her colleagues (1979) obtained a sample of 

battered women living in various shelters in California and 

Arizona. Unfortunately, they did not describe what was meant 

by their use of an "accidental sampling method." Not all 

types of information was obtained from all of the women who 

actually participated in this study. Demographic information 

was collected from a total of 57 battered women. Of this 

group 50 completed personality tests, 42 completed a psycho-

social inventory, and 15 were interviewed. Of the 42 

completing the psychosocial inventory, approximately 30 

percent reported witnessing their father beat their mother 

at least once and 33 percent had experienced frequent physical 

punishment from their parents. In addition, 33 percent 

reported being sexually assaulted prior to marriage. Scores 

on personality tests indicated that the battered women 

typically fell within the average range on most of the per-

sonality and clinical factors measured. Although within the 
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normal range, the overall profile depicted anxious women with 

low self-esteem, a lack of self-confidence and a tendency to 

withdraw. 

Wetzel and Ross (1983) discussed personality character-

istics of battered women that they had observed during profes-

sional experiences in crisis intervention. They described 

the battered women as tending to have a traditional view of 

male and female roles, being passive and accepting of male 

dominance. They also suffered from low self esteem and 

guilt, and had either an unshakable faith that things will 

get better or else felt that nothing could be done to improve 

their situation. 

As can be seen from the above studies using clinical 

samples, the abused scored within the normal range on person-

ality tests. Although within the normal range, the abused 

may tend toward passivity and low self-esteem. At least in 

some instances, they had either observed or received abuse 

in their family of origin. 

Factors which affect the decision to remain in the violent 

relationship. Gelles (1976) and Pagelow (1981) used clinical 

samples to examine various reasons for remaining in a battering 

relationship. Gelles conducted in-depth interviews with 41 

women who had been beaten by their husbands. His sample was 

obtained from files of a private social service agency and 

police records. He reported that women were less likely to 

leave a battering situation if the violence was less severe or 
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less frequent, if they were abused more often by their own 

parents, and if they had fewer resources and less power. 

Pagelow (19 81) using a self-administered questionnaire 

collected information on 350 women at a shelter for battered 

women. She did not find support for the first two of Gelles' 

three factors, severity/frequency or exposure to violence as 

a child. In fact, Pagelow reported that in her sample, women 

who stayed in a battering relationship the longest were 

experiencing abuse more frequently and of a more severe nature, 

She also reported that women who had been abused as children 

were more likely to remain in the relationship a shorter 

period of time after the first instance of spouse abuse. In 

addition, there was weak support for the idea that observing 

abuse between their parents may make women less tolerant of 

family abuse and increase the likelihood of their leaving. 

Pagelow indicated that the differences in her results from 

those obtained by Gelles (1976) may be due to his small sample 

size and failure to adequately distinguish between abuse 

observed as a child and abuse received as a child. 

Psychosocial characteristics of the abusers. Researchers 

have also studied the characteristics of the abusers (e.g., 

Fitch & Papantonio, 1983; Gayford, 1975; Pagelow, 1981; Star, 

1977-78; Wetzel & Ross, 1983). Fitch and Papantonio (1983) 

reported information gathered from interviews with 188 men 

who had sought counseling for battering their wives. Over 70 

percent of the men interviewed reported that they had observed 
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physical violence between their parents and almost half 

reported that they had been abused as children. Almost 60 

percent abused alcohol and 18 percent were labeled as drug 

abusers (i.e., the use of either alcohol or drugs was con- • 

sidered detrimental to their life). Almost 25 percent of 

their sample were unemployed. 

The 100 women interviewed by Gayford (1975) reported 

that their husbands had low frustration tolerance and over 

half had been arrested and/or convicted of a crime (frequently 

assault). In the Pagelow (1981) study, the women reported 

more observed and received violence in their spouses' families 

of origin than in their own. They also described their 

husbands' previous homelives as being more negative than their 

own. The women in Star's (1977-78) study reported that their 

abusing spouses tended to come from violent families and 

subscribed to more traditional sex-role stereotypes. As in 

the other research, men more than women experienced or 

witnessed abuse in their family of origin. 

Wetzel and Ross (1983) presented a profile of the 

battering male based on information they gathered from 

battered women during crisis intervention. They described 

the males as exhibiting the following characteristics: 

jealousy, control and isolation of partner, drastic and 

unpredictable personality changes, explosive temper, legal 

problems, blaming others, verbal and physical abuse, a history 

of family violence, increasing violence during pregnancy, 
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denial of guilt, and a continuing cycle of violence and con-

trition. Unfortunately, their research was based on anecdotal 

evidence. Further, their conclusions about abusers were based 

on information reported by the abused women. 

From the research reviewed above, the identified abusers 

may tend to be men who have experienced violence in their 

family of origin more frequently than their partners. Many 

had alcohol and legal problems, were unemployed, and/or 

subscribed to traditional sex roles. The main problem with 

the use of these descriptors is that they are usually based 

on second-hand information gathered from their female victims. 

Examples of theoretical approaches based on data 

gathered from clinical samples. Other researchers have taken 

a more theoretical approach, but still based their conclusions 

on data gathered from women who have sought help (e.g., 

Rounsaville, 1978; Giles-Sims, 1983). Rounsaville interviewed 

31 women who had either come to a hospital emergency room or a 

mental health clinic and had given verbal evidence of abuse by 

a male partner. He concluded that rather than using only 

social or psychological explanations of partner abuse, a 

systems analysis approach to the problem should be used. 

Social, psychological, and systemic explanations should be 

considered. 

Giles-Sims (1983) interviewed 31 women at a shelter for 

battered wives. He concluded that a family systems approach 

should be used for studying the complex causes of partner 
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abuse. Instead of searching for a linear-causal explanation 

of partner abuse, he stated that the focus must be on the 

ongoing patterns of interaction within the family system. The 

important point, according to Giles-Sims, is the process of 

how violence develops over time and how the pattern of the 

battering relationships becomes resistant change to change. 

The research presented above is representative of the 

numerous studies that have used clinical samples. Their 

findings covered widely diverse areas. The abused are women 

who appeared passive, without self-esteem or resources, and 

who came from battering families less frequently than do their 

male abusers. The abusers appeared to be men who are domi-

nating, traditional, unemployed, drug or alcohol users, etc. 

However, women who have been identified as abused are highly 

likely to be a nonrepresentative portion of the total number 

of abused women. Much of the data reported on the male 

abusers is second-hand information gathered from their 

partners, resulting in information that is even more likely 

to be biased and perhaps incorrect. While interesting, these 

results should not be generalized to the nonclinical popula-

tion who are in battering relationships. The focus on the 

clinical group can result in many systematic forms of 

bias--ranging from a lack of generalizability to the normal 

population of battered persons to a distortion of the vari-

ables that should be studied. 
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Attempts to Measure Partner Abuse in the Nonclinical Population 

Although many researchers continue to focus on family 

abuse as involving solely those cases which are known by 

various social agencies, there have been other studies which 

extended research to nonclinical samples. Gelles (197 4) 

published one of the first attempts to determine the frequency 

of abuse in marital relationships using a clinical sample as 

well as a nonclinical control group. His clinical group con-

sisted of persons who had been reported to the police or 

social service agencies for violence. His nonclinical control 

group consisted of a matching number of neighbors of the 

clinical population. He reported that 30 percent of the 

husbands of his neighborhood group had used violence against 

their wives at least once. Fifteen percent of the wives 

experienced violence on a regular basis. He stated that these 

figures are probably underestimates because families who had 

been reported for violence were systematically excluded. 

Straus and his associates (198Q) introduced both a survey 

research method as well as an operational definition of abuse 

and violence which were not limited to those families known to 

agents of social control. In a breakthrough study, Straus and 

his colleagues based their research on a nationally represen-

tative sample using a self-report measure of violence. The 

results of their work have been published in several books 

and journals (e.g., Finkelhor, Gelles, Hotaling & Straus, 

1982; Straus, 1979; Straus & Hotaling, 1980). Because this is 
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such a large and important study, it will be discussed in seme 

detail. They gathered data from a stratified random sample of 

2143 persons (960 men and 1183 women). Data were collected 

from one adult per family, including only those who indicated 

that they were married or living together as a couple. 

The level and incidence of violence in these families was 

measured using the Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979). This 

scale was designed to measure violence by asking about the 

methods used to resolve conflicts among family members. It 

should be emphasized that this scale only measures abuse that 

arises out of conflict. There are 18 items in the scale, 

which can be grouped into three distinct methods of resolving 

conflicts: a) rational discussion or arguments, b) verbal 

and non-verbal expressions of hostility (e.g., insults or 

smashing an object), and c) the use of physical force or 

violence. There are eight items that measure the actual use 

of physical force or violence. These eight questions range 

from pushing or shoving someone to the use of potentially 

lethal weapons such as guns or knives. Subjects were asked to 

answer the questions first in terms of conflicts which had 

taken place in the previous twelve months and then in refer-

ence to the entire duration of their marriage. 

In terms of frequency of spousal violence, 16 percent of 

Straus' sample had engaged in at least one act of violent 

behavior in the preceding year, and 2 8 percent had engaged in 

at least one act of violent behavior over the entire duration 
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of their marriage. A "beating up" had occurred incne out of 

20 of the marriages. 

These percentages as well as other forms of violence 

(e.g., child abuse) increased if either of the partners had 

witnessed at least one act of violence between their own 

parents. As an illustration of this increase, 35 percent of 

the men who had witnessed an act of abuse between their 

parents had been violent within the previous year, whereas 

only 10 percent were violent if they had not witnessed such 

an act. Similar differences were found for the women in 

Straus's sample. Over 2 6 percent had hit their spouse in the 

previous year if they had witnessed abuse between their 

parents and less than nine percent if they had not. 

Abusive behavior in the family also increased if the 

parents had been abused as children and/or teenagers. Kalmuss 

(1984), using the same data base, found that being hit as a 

teenager by one's parents and observing hitting between one's 

parents were significantly related to the use of force or 

violence in adult relationships. Although both types of 

violent experiences were significantly related to later 

violence, observing parental abuse was more strongly related 

to involvement in severe marital aggression in later relation-

ships than was being hit as a teenager by one's parents. In 

addition, observing fathers hitting mothers increased the 

likelihood that both sons and daughters would be victims as 

well as aggressors. There was not a sufficient sample size 

to study the effects of mothers hitting fathers. 
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Straus also examined the effects of stress on the rate of 

partner violence using a list of 18 stressful events. These 

items included such factors as: pregnancy, serious sickness, 

and problems with in-laws, children, and sex. As the number 

of stressful events increased, the rate of wife and husband 

abuse also increased. Straus concluded that stress is a major 

contributor to family voilence. 

As a result of the Straus survey much has been learned 

not only about the frequency of violence in non-clinical 

populations, but also about methodology in this area (Straus 

et al., 1980). For perhaps the first time women are seen not 

as simply passive recipients of violent acts but also as 

active participants. Now it has become necessary to study 

abused men as in the Steinmetz (1978) study. However, some 

researchers believe that the violence against women is quali-

tatively more serious (Pleck, Pleck, Grossman & Bart, 197 8; 

Straus et al., 1980). In addition, this body of research has 

emphasized the importance of prior experience with violence 

as well as the observation of violence as a child on 

increasing violence in current relationships. It was also 

observed that stressful events increased the likelihood of 

violence occurring within a family. 

There are several limitations to the Straus study: a) 

he only used intact families and did not address previous 

marriages or divorced persons; b) none of the families in 

his sample had children under three years of age and a 



25 

correlation between abuse and prenancy has been found 

(Gelles, 197 5; 1979); c) no consequences of the violence 

(e.g., injuries) were addressed, only the act of violence; 

d) conflict resolution was assumed to underlie acts of 

violence—the possibility that violence could occur outside 

of a conflict situation was not considered; e) self-reports 

were used, with all of the attendant problems of such 

measures; f) the data were gathered in face-to-face inter-

views, which raises additional problems (e.g., social desir-

ability, education, evaluation apprehension, etc.). An 

illustration of problems due to the latter limitation is 

drawn from Schulman (1979) who administered the Conflict 

Tactics Scales by telephone to an anonymous representative 

sample of 1900 women in Kentucky, He found less difference 

in the rate of of violence between upper, middle, and lower 

class homes than did Straus and his colleagues (1980). 

Although the tendency is still to limit research to 

clinical samples, a few other investigators have attempted 

to examine variables affecting family violence in the 

non-clinical population (Owens & Straus, 1975; Peterson, 

1980; Schumm et al,, 1982; Steinmetz, 1977; Ulbrich & Huber, 

1981). Peterson (1980) used a telephone survey of 602 

randomly selected married women throughout Maryland to study 

wife abuse. The results suggested a positive relationship 

between wife abuse and the various kinds of violence in the 

family of origin of the abusing husband and the abused wife. 
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For example, women who grew up in homes where one of their 

parents hit or slapped the other reported three times as much 

abuse as women who grew up in families without such violence. 

Of the women whose fathers hit their mothers (n = 68), 19 

percent reported being abused by their husbands, whereas only 

seven percent of the women whose fathers did not hit their 

mothers (n = 523) reported such abuse. Of the women whose 

mothers hit their fathers (n =30), 30 percent reported being 

abused wives, whereas only seven percent of the women whose 

mothers did not their fathers (n = 551) reported similar 

abuse. These results indicated that wife abuse was related to 

the milder forms of violence in a woman's background. 

More serious abuse in a woman's background also appeared 

to be related to the potential for her victimization in later 

relationships. Having observed her father beating her mother 

and being abused as a child were each significantly related 

to wife abuse. Four of the six women who reported that their 

mothers beat their fathers stated that they were abused wives. 

Peterson (198 0) also reported that women who either were 

abused as children or observed abuse between their parents 

were more likely to be abused by their spouses. Women whose 

husbands came from families where one parent abused the other 

also reported a higher incidence of wife abuse. A majority 

(56 percent) of the abused women surveyed stated that some 

form of domestic violence had occurred in their own or in 

their husbands' family of origin. Of the nonabused women, 21 
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percent reported some form of domestic violence in either 

their own or their husband's family of origin. Peterson also 

indicated that wife abuse appeared to occur more frequently 

in lower socioeconomic classes (e.g., 16 percent of those 

whose husbands earned less than $10,000 yearly versus six 

percent of those whose husbands earned over $10,000). 

Schumm and his associates (1982) attempted to use a 

discriminant analysis to differentiate nonviolent, verbally 

violent, and both verbally and physically violent families. 

They attempted to make the differentiation based upon some of 

the variables that had been reported as significant predictors 

of family violence in Gelles' (1980) review of the literature. 

(These variables will be discussed in more detail later.) 

Briefly, these factors were: the cycle of violence (persons 

reared in abusive environments are more likely to abuse their 

own children and/or spouses), socioeconomic status, situa-

tional stress (operationally defined in the Schumm article 

as unemployment and resulting financial difficulties), and 

social isolation. Data were obtained from approximately 181 

rural and urban adolescents of intact families. Abuse was 

measured using the Conflict Tactics Scale. This technique of 

using adolescents to report on violence in their families had 

been used previously by Straus (1974b). 

Schumm and his associates did not find support for those 

variables which Gelles (1980) had found important. However, 

there are several methodological problems with the latter 
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study. Their sample size was probably too small for the 

large number of variables they were using. In addition, 

because they only used families with at least one adolescent, 

their families had typically had a long history of interaction 

within an intact family. The number of persons willing to 

participate in the study was low an unevenly distributed (55 

percent of the urban and 35 percent of the rural). One of the 

better predictors of family violence, violence in the family 

of origin, was not obtained. They only considered the effects 

of the variables individually, rather than possible inter-

tions between variables. 

Steinmetz (1977) also used a nonclinical sample in her 

exploratory study of conflict resolution in families. Her 

students obtained two completed questionnaires from subjects 

aged 18 to 3G who were not students at that particular 

university. This resulted in 78 respondents, constituting a 

broad-based, but non-representative sample who had completed 

the Conflict Tactics Scale. Steinmetz reported that in 70 

percent of the families, parent-to-child and child-to-child 

conflicts were resolved using physical aggression. In 30 

percent of the families, husband-to-wife conflict was resolved 

using physical aggression. She also found four types of 

intra^generational patterns of conflict resolution which she 

called: screeming sluggers (high levels of physical and 

verbal aggression) ; silent attackers (high physical, but low 

verbal aggression); and pacifists (low physical and verbal 
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aggression). Her findings suggested that children tended to 

use methods to resolve disagreements between themselves and 

their siblings which were similar to those used by their 

parents. It is not known if this pattern would continue into 

their own later intimate relationships. 

Owens and Straus (197 5) and Ulbrich and Huber (1981). 

both used nonclinical samples to study the effects of exposure 

to violence on attitudes toward violence. Owens and Straus 

(1975) obtained data from a national sample survey conducted 

in 196 8 for the Commission on the Causes and Prevention of 

Violence. Almost 1200 persons of 18 years of age or older had 

been interviewed. They examined the effects of three types of 

violence experienced in childhood (observing violence, 

carrying out violent acts, and being a victim of violence) on 

later approval of violence as an adult. The hypothesis that 

violence in childhood is related to the adult approval of 

violence was tested by computing the correlation of each of 

the three measures of experienced violence to three types of 

violence approval: approval of interpersonal violence, 

approval of violence for political reasons, and approval of 

violence in international relations (war). Owens and Straus 

reported that all three types of childhood violent experiences 

were moderately correlated with approval of interpersonal 

violence (r = .21 to .31) and approval of political violence 

(£ = .21 to .25). No tests of significance were reported. 

Exposure to interpersonal violence as a child was found to 
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have little relation to national violence approval (r = -.05 

to .13). Ulbrich and Huber (1981) interviewed a national 

stratified cluster probability sample of 1,092 women and 910 

men by telephone. Seventeen percent of the sample reported 

parental hitting. Based on a probit analysis they concluded 

that men who had observed their fathers hitting their mothers 

were more likely to approve of violence against wives who 

nagged, hit first, or were seeing other men. 

Factors associated with family violence. Gelles (1980), 

in his review of the past decade of research, identified four 

main social factors related to family abuse and violence, 

citing research supporting each factor. First, a cycle of 

violence in which individuals who were observers or victims 

of violence during their childhood are more likely to be 

violent in future relationships than are those who have not 

been reared in violent homes. In fact, the greater frequency 

violence, the greater the probability that the person will 

grow up to be a violent spouse or parent. Second, socio-

economic status: domestic violence appears more prevalent 

among, although not limited to, those with lower socioeco-

nomic status. However, it is also possible that family 

violence may simply be more visible among this group. The 

third factor is stress. Rates of family violence appear to 

be directly related to social stress in families. Not only 

is violence related to general measures of stress, but also 

to specific stressful situations (e.g., unemployment or 
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part-time employment of males, financial problems, pregnancy 

etc.). Fourth, social isolation also appears to increase 

the risk of family violence. On the other hand, Schumm and 

his colleagues (1982) found no support for some of these 

factors. However, the lack of support may be due to the 

methodological problems described above. 

Violence in premarital relationships. One relatively 

new and small body of literature has extended the research on 

abuse among intimates, and has focused exclusively on the 

non-clinical population. Most of the research on violence in 

premarital relationships has used college samples (Bernard & 

Bernard, 1983; Gate, Henton, Koval, Christopher, & Lloyd, 

1982; Laner & Thompson, 1982; Makepeace, 1981, 1983, 1984a, 

1984b, 1984c; Rose, 1984; Rose & Marshall, 1985), with one 

study using a high school sample (Henton, Cate, Koval, Lloyd, 

& Christopher, 1983), and one study drawing a sample from 

both the high school and college population (Plass & Gessner, 

1983). 

Because the work done by Makepeace in the area of pre-

marital violence has been the most extensive and important, 

this review will primarily focus on his research with others 

cited where relevant. Research on this group has contributed 

information in the following areas: a) frequency with which 

the violence occurs, bl victimization and aggression patterns, 

c) effects of violence on the relationship, d) effects of 

various factors on the seriousness of the violence, e) effects 
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of gender differences, f) effects of stress, g) the effect of 

violence in family of origin, h) interaction of stress and 

family of origin violence, and i) resource exchange theory as 

a possible explanation for the occurrence of premarital 

violence. 

Frequency. Reported frequency of abuse varies widely. 

Makepeace (1981) reported the results of the responses made 

by 202 college students to a questionnaire designed to measure 

the occurrence of abuse among partners. Over 2 0 percent of 

the sample had been involved in at least one violent court-

ship experience. 

In several articles, Makepeace (1984a, 1984b, 1984c) has 

presented the results of a large sample of unmarried college 

Students. This sample was obtained from several universities 

and colleges. Stratified classroom sampling was used. Data 

were generated using a 2 0 to 30 minute questionnaire completed 

under supervised classroom conditions. A slightly briefer 

version of the questionnaire was used at some of the schools. 

A sample size of 2338 resulted, with some analyses based on 

the briefer questionnaire subsample of 1,410. Makepeace 

reported a 16.5 percent premarital violence rate using this 

larger sample (1984b) 

Bernard and Bernard (1983) surveyed 461 college students 

and found a 30 percent rate of premarital violence. Cate and 

his colleagues (1982) reported that 22 percent of their col-

lege sample (n = 35 5) had experienced premarital violence. A 
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12 percent rate was reported by Henton and her colleagues 

(1983) for their sample of 644 high school students. Laner 

and Thompson (1982) reported that more than 70 percent of 

their sample of 2 71 college students had engaged in pre-

marital violence. Rose (1984) also found a high rate of 

physical and verbal abuse in her sample of 330 college 

students. Three-fourths of the subjects had expressed 

violence and 64 percent had received violence in all of their 

adult relationships. When only physical abuse was examined, 

subjects reported expressing abuse in 51.8 percent of the 

adult relationships and receiving abuse in 53.3 percent of 

the adult relationships (Rose & Marshall, 1985). 

Reasons for this wide variation in reported frequency of 

abuse are not known. There are some differences in the actual 

acts of violence subjects were asked to report (e.g., some 

researchers requested frequencies for both verbal and physical 

violence). Also the variation could be due to regional dif- : 

ferences in actual frequency of occurrence and/or the willing-

ness of subjects to report the violence. 

At least three researchers reported a violence gradient 

indicating that as the level of the seriousness of violence 

increased the frequency of occurrence decreased. Makepeace 

(1981) found that experiences involving being slapped or 

pushed were reported most frequently, followed by being 

threatened, with the more severe forms of violence (e.g., 

being pushed, assaulted with a weapon or choked, etc.) 
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occurring least frequently. Similar findings have been 

reported by Cate and his associates (1982) and Rose and 

Marshall (1985). 

Victimization and aggression patterns. Drawing from 

their data, a number of investigators have examined patterns 

or perceptions of victimization and aggression with mixed 

results. One problem with drawing conclusions from this type 

of research is the frequent attempt made to equate expressing 

violent acts with being the aggressor and to equate receiving 

violent acts with being the victim. The conceptualization 

might not be accurate. For example, it would be possible for 

a person to express violence in self-defense, in which case 

the individual expressing the violence is in reality the 

victim, and the one receiving the violence is the aggressor. 

Makepeace (1981) reported that the female partner was 

more likely (over 90 percent) to perceive herself as the 

victim, while the male was more likely to view himself as the 

aggressor. Both sexes tended to view women as the victim 

more frequently than men (Makepeace, 1984b; 1984c). Cate and 

his associates (1982) and Henton and her associates (1983) 

reported that abuse was largely described as reciprocal with 

both partners reportedly engaging in expressive and recipient 

violence. Laner and Thompson (19 82) found that much of the 

courtship violence reported by 371 undergraduates was per-

ceived as mutual rather than unilateral. However, males were 

significantly more likely to perceive violence as having 

been mutual than were females. 
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Receptive violence was reported by both males and females 

more frequently than expressive violence according to 

Makepeace (1984b; 1984c). However, among Rose's (1984) 

subjects, expressive violence was reported as occurring more 

frequently than was receptive violence, regardless of gender. 

Makepeace (1983) and Rose and Marshall (1985) found that both 

men and women reported a similar rate of receptive violence 

(approximately 10 percent and over 50 percent, respectively). 

On the other hand, Bernard and Bernard (1983) reported that 

19 percent of the males and 38 percent of the females had 

been the recipients of abuse. In addition, Makepeace (1984b; 

1984c) found that women tended to be the recipients of more 

violent acts, while men were recipients of the less violent 

acts. 

Makepeace (1983) reported that every type of violent 

behavior was more likely to be expressed by men (13.7 percent) 

than by women (9.3 percent). He only reported percentages 

so it is not known whether this difference is statistically 

significant. This finding is very different from Straus and 

his colleagues (1980). who reported that about the same number 

of wives had attacked their husbands (11.6 percent) as the 

number of husbands who had attacked their wives (12.2 percent) 

In later studies, Makepeace (1984b; 1984c) found that men 

expressed the more violent acts more frequently, while women 

expressed the less violent acts more frequently. Some 

researchers have found that females have reported expressing 
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more violence than males. Bernard and Bernard (1983) 

reported that 15 percent of the males and 21 percent of 

the females had been abusive to a partner. Similarly, Rose 

and Marshall (1985) found that women were significantly more 

likely to have engaged in physical abuse than were men. 

These differences are also at odds with the findings of 

Makepeace (1983). 

Effect on the relationship. Makepeace (1981) found that 

only a little over half of the relationships involving pre-

marital violence ended (not necessarily as a result of the 

violence). The remaining participants were still involved or 

more closely involved with the same person. Cate and his 

colleagues (1982) and Henton and her colleagues (19 83) found 

a similar pattern. The effect of violence was not necessarily 

seen as detrimental to the relationship in either study. 

Seriousness of violence. Makepeace (1984) utilized the 

larger sample to study the degree of injuries received by 

participants in premarital violence under various conditions. 

He reported that fewer incidents of violence occurred in the 

presence of witnesses but there was no differences as to the 

seriousness of the injuries received. He also reported that 

imbibing eight or more alcoholic drinks was related to an 

increase in the seriousness of the resulting injuries. If 

persons had known each other for less than one month, the 

rate of serious injury was much higher than if they had known 

each other for a longer period of time. A larger number of 
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violent incidents appeared to occur in relationships of 

shorter duration, although the trend was somewhat inconsis-

tent. Many other researchers have found violence more common 

after relationships were described as becoming more serious 

or after a degree of intimacy had been established (Cate et 

al., 1982; Henton et al., 1983; Laner & Thompson, 1982; 

Makepeace, 1984b). Makepeace (1984a) reported a curvilinear 

relationship in the number of violent incidents and how well 

the partners knew the respondent's parents. Fewer incidents 

occurred if the parents were either well known or not known 

at all. However, the most serious injuries occurred if the 

parents were not known. 

Gender differences. Straus and his colleagues (1980) 

found that there were some forms of violence (e.g., throwing 

things at their spouse) that women were much more likely to 

engage in than were men. Makepeace (1983) did not find this 

sex difference in his sample of the unmarried student popula-

tion. Men were more likely to engage in every form of 

violent behavior than were women. Using the large sample, 

Makepeace (1984c) found that while both sexes reported 

receiving and expressing abuse, males tended to express 

violence more commonly than females. This finding is at 

odds with Rose and Marshall (1985) who found that women were 

significantly more likely to have expressed physical violence 

than were men. Makepeace (19 84b) also found a significant 

difference for rates of pushing and shoving and for 
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threatening with a weapon in the direction of greater violence 

by men. Rose and Marshall (1985) found that men were signi-

ficantly more likely to have thrown, smashed, hit or kicked 

something than were women. However, women were significantly 

more likely to have slapped, kicked, bit or hit with a fist, 

or to have tried to hit their partners with something than 

were men, 

When reporting received abuse, females were significantly 

more likely to have had objects smashed or thrown around them 

and to have been pushed, grabbed, or shoved (Rose & Marshall, 

1985). Males reported that they had been slapped significantly 

more frequently than females. in Makepeace (1984c) both men 

and women reported that the other person struck first. in terms 

of the meanings that both sexes attributed to the acts of 

violence, women viewed themselves as acting self-defensively 

while men viewed themselves as acting intimidatively (i.e., the 

violence was viewed as symbolic rather than real). Women 

reported receiving more serious physical injuries and emo-

tional trauma than the males reported receiving. in addition, 

the males did not admit to the seriousness of the injuries 

received by the females and in fact did not feel that the women 

had sustained any more serious injuries than the males had. 

Plass and Gessner (1983) studied an opportunity sample of 195 

high school and college students in the large southern city 

and found that in serious relationships females were more 

likely than males to engage in violent acts. The sex differ-

ence was much less apparent in casual relationships. 
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Stress. Makepeace (1983) also examined the effects of 

stress on violence in premarital relationships on a sample of 

244 college students. He used the Conflict Tactics Scale 

(Straus, 1979) and designed the Student Life Events Schedule. 

Overall, stressful events did not correlate with increased 

partnership violence, unless stressful events were parti-

tioned into desirable, undesirable health related, undesirable 

nonhealth related and neutral events. He then found that 

undesirable life stress events were associated with increased 

expressive violence and desirable stressful events (e.g., 

beginning a new job) were associated with decreased expressive 

courtship violence for men. Neither type of stress events had 

any effect on expressive courtship violence for women. How-

ever, Makepeace (1984b) reported that negative life stress 

events had a moderate correlation (r = .21) with premarital 

violence for both men and women. Significance level was not 

reported. In both studies, the time periods covered by the 

stress measure and the measure of adult violence were differ-

ent . 

Rose (19 84) and Rose and Marshal (198 5) reported that 

stress was a significant predictor of both received and 

expressed abuse occurring the past 12 months (R = .27 and 

R = .19, respectively). Rose and Marshall (1985) also parti-

tioned stressful events as had Makepeace U983). The expres-

sion of abuse m the past 12 months was significantly predicted 

by undesirable nonhealth related stressful events for both 
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sexes (R = ,20, and for males R = .18). The expression of 

abuse was significantly predicted for females, by both 

undesirable nonhealth and health related stressful events 

0* = -28)- Combining the sexes, the receipt of violence in 

the past year was significantly predicted by undesirable 

nonhealth and health related stressful events (R = .34). 

For males, the receipt of violence was significnatly predicted 

by undesirable nonhealth related events and neutral stressful 

events (R = .34). For females, both undesirable health and 

nonhealth related stressful events predicted receipt of 

violence (R = .45). 

Family of origin. Other researchers have found results 

similar to Makepeace's (1984b) finding that early family 

violence is related to violence in later relationships 

(Bernard & Bernard, 1983; Laner & Thompson, 1982; Rose, 1984; 

Steinmetz, 1977)„ Bernard and Bernard (1983) reported that 

college students were more likely to engage in expressive 

violence if they had either observed or experienced abuse in 

their families of origin than if they have not (for males 73 

percent versus 32 percent; for females 50 percent versus 

23 percent). Further, subjects were more likely to engage 

in the same forms of abuse as they had experienced or 

observed in their families of origin. This result was 

similar to that reported by Steinmetz (1977 ) that children 

handle conflict in ways similar to their parents. There 

appeared to be no difference between the type of exposure 
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3 child had to abuse in the family of origin ^received versus 

observed) and whether or not they became abuse themselves. 

Rose (1984) found similar results. Observing parents 

abuse each other was significantly correlated with the likeli-

hood of the subject expressing abuse in adult relationships 

~ *13) but not with the subject receiving abuse as an adult, 

No significant effect was found on expression or receipt of 

abuse by sex of subject or sex of parental abuser (mother 

abuses father or vice versa), Subjects being abused as a 

child correlated significantly with having expressed violence 

in adult relationships (r = .16) and with having received 

violence as an adult (r = .24). Forward multiple regression 

analysis indicated that parental abuse of a child and the 

child's observation of the parents abusing each other 

(especially the mother abusing the father) predicted the 

expression of violence in adult relationships. Received 

abuse as a child significantly predicted the receipt of 

abuse as an adult. Laner and Thompson (1982) also found 

that those who had been abused as children were more likely 

to have both received and expressed more courtship violence. 

Stress and experience with abuse in family of origin. 

Straus and his colleagues (1980) reported that stress coupled 

with violence in the family of origin resulted in an even 

greater frequency of abuse between partners. Rose (1984) used 

multiple regression to determine the effects of stress and 

previous exposure to violence in the family of origin on 
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frequency of abuse in adult rsla.tionshi.ps • When violence 

during the preceding 12 months was examined, stress was found 

to be only significant predictor of both received (R = 

.27) and expressed violence (R = .19). Hence, family of 

origin variables were not reported as significantly improving 

the predictive power of stress. However, because stress and 

violence in adult relationships were only examined for a 12 

month period, the relatively low frequencies of expressed and 

received violence might have masked the impact of family of 

origin variables on present violence. 

Resource exchange theory. Makepeace (1984b) tied 

together several of the above findings using resource 

exchange theory as presented by Goode (1971). According to 

Makepeace the basic idea of resource theory is that social 

interaction is considered to be the "pursuit of self interest 

through the exchange of social resources" (1984b, p. 2). 

Persons will only use power to achieve their goals when few 

or no alternative resources exist, are ineffective and/or the 

likelihood of detection and sanction are low. He studied 

several variables in relation to this theoretical formulation: 

socioeconomic status, early family violence, stress, isolation, 

self-esteem, and dating egualitarianism. Violence was reported 

to have occurred in 16.5 percent of the relationships. Corre-

lations between some of the variables revealed modest associa-

tions with relationship violence: stress (r = .21), early 

family violence (r = .16), isolation (r = -.10), and low 
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dating equalitarianism (r = .09). Stress was found to be the 

most powerful of the variables in terms of the standardized 

regression coefficients in spite of the different time periods 

covered for stress and exposure to courtship violence. Unlike 

the findings Makepeace reported in 1983, the effects of stress 

on increasing violence in relationships was found to apply to 

women as well as men. The findings for the effect of low self 

esteem were somewhat mixed although, apparently, it also had a 

role in increasing courtship violence. No support was found 

for an association between courtship violence and lower socio-

economic status, a finding also reported by Laner and Thompson 

(1982) and Rose (19 84). 

Summary. Many of these studies may be contradictory or 

women in his study were more likely to feel like victims 

while the men viewed themselves as the aggressors. On the 

other hand, Cate and his colleagues (1982), Henton and her 

colleagues (1983) , aid Laner and Thompson (1982) reported that 

both parties described their violent interactions as reci-

procal or mutual. A second contradiction is the frequency 

with which males as opposed to females reported engaging in 

expressive violence. Makepeace (1981) found a higher percen-

tage of males, while Bernard and Bernard (1983), Rose and 

Marshall (1985), and Plass and Gessner (1983) found a higher 

percentage of females reporting having engaged in expressive 

violent behavior. Reasons for this difference in findings 

are not known. Further, there is some disagreement as to 
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whether abuse increases with a higher level of commitment. 

Makepeace (1984) found more violence with more serious 

injuries occurring in the first month of a relationship. 

Other researchers reported violence not beginning until a 

degree of commitment or intimacy had been established between 

the partners fCate et al., 1982; Henton et al., 19 83; Laner 

& Thompson, 1982; Makepeace, 1984b). 

A number of conclusions may be drawn from the research 

on premarital violence. First, violence does occur in pre-

marital relationships, apparently with a frequency at least 

as great as in married populations. Second, also similar to 

married samples, the frequency of violence is usually 

inversely related to its severity. Third, violence is not 

necessarily perceived to be detrimental to the relationship. 

Fourth, exposure to violence in the family of origin (either 

received or observed) leads to the increased likelihood that 

violence will be expressed as an adult. Fifth, receipt of 

violence as a child or teenager leads to the increased likeli-

hood of receiving abuse as an adult. 

Some findings were interesting but need further support. 

First, stress seemed to increase violence in both males and 

females. Whether only undesirable nonhealth related events 

increase violence remains unclear. Second, the effect of 

observing violence between parents on receiving abuse in 

adult relationships needs to be examined in greater detail. 

Third, the interactive effect of stress and family of origin 

variables needs further exploration. 
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Rationale for Present Study 

In the present study a number of factors, were 

examined. The first factor was the relationship of violence 

in family of origin to the occurrence of violence in adult 

relationships. The second factor was the effect of stress, 

both in terms of number of stressful events, as well as the 

subjective impact of those stressful events, on violence 

between partners. The third factor is the effect of anxiety 

levels, especially as anxiety proneness may interact with 

stress in increasing partnership abuse. The fourth factor 

is the interactive effect of family of origin variables, 

subjective measures of stress, and anxiety proneness. 

Effect of yiolence in family of origin, in studies of 

clinical samples, it has often been concluded that women have 

learned to be victims by being exposed to victimized mothers 

and men have learned to be abusive by being exposed to abusing 

fathers (e.g., Pizzey, 1974; Walker, 1979). in research using 

nonclinical samples, it has been found that both received and 

observed violence in family of origin leads to an increase in 

expressed abuse in later relationships for both married and 

unmarried couples (Bernard & Bernard, 1983; Gellss, 1980; Rose, 

1984; Straus et al., 19801. Received abuse as a teenager 

and/or observed violence as a child also appeared to lead to 

increased later victimization in both men and women (Kalmuss, 

1984}. According to Rose (.1984) , received abuse as a child 

has been shown to lead to increased receipt of abuse as an 
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adult. In fact, observing either the mother or the father 

abusing the other did not appear to have differing effect 

based on the sex of the subject. On the other hand, Bernard 

and Bernard (1983) and Steinmetz (1977) reported that the 

form that the violence takes has been shown to follow a 

pattern that persons have learned from their parents. This 

apparent difference in findings needs to be examined more 

closely. 

Effects of stress. Stress has been discussed as a 

factor which increases violence in relationships in clinical 

samples (e.g., Gayford, 1975; Joblin, 1974; Pizzey, 1974; 

Walker, 1979), nonclinical married samples (e.g., Straus et 

al.f 1980), and nonclinical unmarried samples (Makepeace, 

1983, 1984b; Rose, 1984; Rose & Marshall, 1985). One of the 

difficulties in utilizing the concept of stress is that it 

is used to designate two different types of phenomena: the 

stressors themselves as well as a person's reactions to those 

stressors. 

Makepeace (1983) presented a consise discussion of at 

least one debate that has developed. Two approaches have 

been used in determining the effect of stressful events on 

persons. From, the "total change" perspective, it is the 

number of changes occurring that determines how much stress a 

person is under (Froberg, Karlsson, Levi, &Lindberg, 1971; 

Holmes & Rahe, 196 7; Markush & Favero, 1974; Masuda & Holmes, 

1967; Uhlenhuth & Paykel, 1973). The second approach, which 
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appears more plausible, is that the "undesirability" of the 

events is the main determinant of the amount of stress a 

person is under (Brown & Birley, 1968; Clayton, Halikas, & 

Maurice, 1972; Hudgens, Morrison, & Barchha, 1967; Hudgens, 

Robins, & Delong, 1970; Myers, Lindenthal, & Pepper, 1971; 

Paykel, 1974a, 1974b; Paykel, Prusoff, & Myers, 1975). 

Recent studies have found that undesirability measures are 

more highly correlated with psychological disturbance than 

are the total number of changes (e.g., Dohrenwend, 1973; 

Ross & Mirowsky, 1979). Thoits' (1981) results supported the 

efficacy of making a further distinction between health 

related and nonhealth related undesirable events. Negative 

health related events were found to be associated with psycho-

logical distress. 

The labeling of events as either negative or positive in 

the partnership abuse literature has been a decision based on 

the author's judgement. For example, loss of virginity was 

designated by Makepeace (.1983) as a neutral stressful event. 

Depending on the religious and moral conviction of the sub-

ject, loss of virginity could be considered either a desirable 

or undesirable non-health related event. Death of a family 

member (designated an undesirable nonhealth event) could also 

have a similar difference in meaning for each individual. 

Situations could be imagined in which the death of a family 

member could be a negative event (the family member was 

loved and respected) or a positive event (the family member 
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was feared) . An instrument which allowed respondents to give 

their own subjective rating of each event could effectively 

overcome this potential bias. 

While there are several physiological measures of 

stress (e.g., chemical, electromyographic, cardiovascular, 

or electrodermal; see Everly & Rosenfeld, 1981, for a brief 

summary), there are few subjective measures of the construct 

stress. For example, The Subjective Stress Scale (Berkun, 

1962) measures situational (state) effects of stress on an 

individual with regard to specific stressful situations. 

Similarly, the Impact of Event Scale (Horowitz, Wilner, & 

Alvarez, 1979) was designed to measure the current subjective 

stress related to a specific event. The Life Experiences 

Survey (Sarason, Johnson, & Siegel, 197 8) was developed to 

allow for the ratings, by the respondents themselves, of the 

desirability or undesirability of several stressful events. 

An examination of the effects of subjectively determined 

desirable and undesirable stress on abuse in relationship 

needs to be made. 

Effect of anxiety. Spielberger (1975) asserted that is 

is commonly accepted that increased anxiety is a typical 

response to stressful situations. This anxiety usually has 

both an emotional (e.g., apprehension and tension) as well as 

a physiological component. As a result, several self-report 

measures of apprehension and tension have been developed to 

measure emotional reactions to stress (Spielberger, 1972a). 



49 

However, as with stress, anxiety is also used to denote 

at least two different phenomena: immediate reactions to 

situations (state anxiety) and a more long-lasting stable 

individual difference in anxiety proneness (trait anxiety). 

According to Spielberger (1970, 1975), persons with high 

trait anxiety are more likely to perceive situations as 

dangerous or threatening than are persons with low trait 

anxiety. Therefore, they tend to react to a greater variety 

of situations with elevated state anxiety. In other words, 

this anxiety disposition remains latent until activated by 

situational cues. Furthermore, when high trait anxiety 

persons are confronted with relationshisp in which their 

self esteem is threatened, they tend to react with higher 

levels of state anxiety ̂ nd would low trait anxiety persons. 

Strelau and Maciejczyk (1977) stated that most investigators 

emphasized the role of anxiety, "which seems to be unques-

tionable," in its responsibility for individual differences 

in, tolerance of stress (p. 39; e.g., Lazarus, Deese & Osier, 

1985; Sarason, Pederson, & Nyman, 1968). Persons with high 

anxiety levels appear to have a lower tolerance for stress, 

demonstrating a decrease in effective actions. Persons with 

lower levels of anxiety do not evidence a change in their 

reactions to stressful situations. 

Previous research (e.q., Makepeace, 1984; 1984b; Rose, 

19 84; Rose & Marshall, 1985; Straus et al., 198 0) has 

indicated the strong impact that number of stressful events 
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(especially those designated by the researchers as negative) 

has on increasing partnership violence. Having the respon-

dents' subjective rating of each event should allow for a 

more powerful prediction of frequency of partnership abuse. 

In addition, anxiety level seems to have an impact on each 

person's reactions to stressful events (Lazarus et al., 1952; 

Sarason et al., 1968; Spielberger, 1975; Strelau & Maciejczyk, 

1977). Persons with high anxiety proneness appear to be less 

tolerant of stressful events and, therefore, less able to take 

effective action than persons with low anxiety proneness. An 

examination of the interaction of anxiety proneness and number 

and subjective impact of stressful events with relation to 

increases in partnership abuse would be useful. It would be 

expected that as; persons evidenced a higher level of trait 

anxiety and an increase in stressful events, an even higher 

frequency of abuse should occur. 

Interactive effective of family of origin violence, 

stress, and anxiety. Straus and his colleagues (1980) have 

demonstrated that when stress is coupled with an exposure to 

violence in the family of origin there is an even greater 

increase in the amount of violence in married relationships. 

Rose (1984), using a 12-month time period of stressful events 

and partnership abuse in a college sample, did not find an 

interactive effect. Family of origin violence did not signi-

ficantly add to the predictive power of stress. However, when 

episodes of violence that occurred in all adult relationships 
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were considered, family of origin violence did predict 

increased partnership violence. It was hypothesized that the 

short time period covered (12 months) might n<bt have allowed 

for enough incidents of violence to demonstrate the, perhaps 

weaker, relationship of abuse in the family of origin to 

abuse in adult relationships. Possibly, a longer time sample 

would allow the interaction of family of origin effects and 

stress to be demonstrated. It would also be expected that a 

higher level of trait anxiety in conjunction with increased 

stress and exposure to violence in the family of origin 

would further increase frequency of abuse in adult relation-

ships. The present study would add to existing literature 

in several ways in addition to those mentioned above. 

Use of a different measure of stress than those employed 

by Makepeace (1983) and Straus and his colleagues (1980) 

would allow for further validation of the impact of stress on 

abuse in adult relationships. Furthermore, the addition of a 

measure of anxiety proneness allows a tie to be made between 

two large areas of study, abusive relationships and anxiety. 

A sample was drawn from a college population for a number of 

reasons. First, college students are a readily accessible 

group to study. An undergraduate student sample had been 

used in most of the premarital abuse studies. In addition 

using a college population helped to guarantee a homogenous 

sample. Also, in order to tie together the existing litera-

ture on abuse in both marital and premarital relationships, 

both married and unmarried college students were used as subjects , 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Subj ects 

Subjects consisted of 579 students enrolled in under-

graduate courses at North Texas State University. Sixteen 

subjects were dropped due to incomplete data (e.g., less 

than half the questionnaire hkd been completed). Most of 

the subjects were females (56 percent, n = 315) with only 

247 (43.9 percent) males. The subjects ranged in age from 

17 to 49 years. The majority (87.1 percent, n = 487) were 

aged 2 5 or under, 38 (6.8 percent) were 26 to 30, and 34 

(5.4 percent) were older than 3Q. 

Instrumentation 

The following variables were measured using a paper and 

pencil questionnaire (see Appendix A): a) demographic infor-

mation (age, sex, marital, status, subject's major area of 

study, and classification); b) violence in intimate adult 

relationships, current and past; c) violence received and 

observed in the family of origin; d) stress, and e) anxiety. 

To create a situation to elicit maximum forthrightness 

and cooperation, two paragraphs were tested in a brief pilot 

study (Rose, 1984). The paragraph found most effective was 

also used in the current questionnaire (see Appendix A). 
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Seven sets of items listed the same 10 abusive acts, directly 

adapted from the Conflict Tactics Scale as devised by Straus 

(1979; see Appendix B). The first four sets addressed the 

receipt or expression of violence in dating or marital rela-

tionships during the past two years and earlier. The next 

three sets addressed abusive acts the subject might have 

observed between parents or received as a child. Next, the 

temporary anxiety state as well as the anxiety proneness of 

the subjects were measured using the State-Trait Anxiety 

Inventory form X-l and X-2 (Spielbergerf Gorsuch, & Lushene, 

1970; see Appendix C), Last participants provided subjective 

ratings of stressful events occurring over the past two years 

using the Life Experiences Survey (Sarason et al., 1978; see 

Appendix D}. 

Conflict- Tactics Scale. The Conflict Tactics Scale 

(Appendix B) was designed by Straus (1979) to measure the use 

of reasoning, verbal aggression and violence within the 

family. The scale consists of a list of actions which a 

family member might perform when in conflict with another 

member. The items begin with the least coercive action 

(discussing the issue I, becoming gradually more coercive and 

aggressive, ending with the most aggressive action (using a 

knife or gun), In the current study, only part of the Conflict 

Tactics Scale wa,s used. The behaviors ranged from actions 

considered less serious (e.g., threatening to hit) to more 

serious actions (e.g., using a knife or gun). Subjects were 
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asked to rate the subjective frequency of occurrence of those 

acts across different relationships and time spans. 

The internal consistency and reliability of the Conflict 

Tactics Scale was examined by Straus (1979) using two techni-

ques. Significance levels were not reported. First, an item 

analysis was computed to determine the correlation of the 

three primary item clusters (reasoning, verbal aggression and 

violence) with the total score. These correlations ranged 

from .70 to .88. Second the Alpha coefficient of reliability 

(Cronbach, 1970) ranged from a low of .50 to .88. The reli-

ability of coefficients was high for the verbal aggression 

and violence scales (ranging from .79 to .88) and low for the 

reasoning scale (.50 to .76). In the present study, only some 

of the verbal aggression items and all of the violence items 

from the Conflict Tactics Scale will be used. 

Jouriies and O'Leary (1985) reported on the interspousal 

reliability of reports of marital abuse. They concluded that 

there was low to moderate agreement between spouses when 

reporting on incidences of marital violence. Straus (1979) 

had found similar results. In both studies, females tended to 

overreport and/or males to underreport the occurrence of 

abusive incidents. 

Straus (1979) states th.$t while there is no definitive 

evidence which supports the validity of these scales, neither 

is there a complete lack of evidence. Evidence of concurrent 

validity is reported in Straus (1979) and Bulcroft and Straus 
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(1975). Students' reports of violence in their homes were 

compared to parents' reports. Correlations were low for the 

reasoning portion of the scale (-.12 to .19) but were high 

for the verbal aggression and violence portions (.33 to .64). 

Straus (1979) addressed the construct validity of the scales 

by citing several ways in which findings using the Conflict 

Tactics Scale are consistent with relevant theoretical 

approaches. 

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. The State-Trait Anxiety 

Inventory (Appendix C) was designed by Spielberger and his 

colleagues (1970). The inventory consists of 20 items that 

request information about how the respondent feels at the 

present time (state anxiety) and 2 0 items about how the 

respondent generally feels (trait anxiety). Subjects 

responded to each item by rating themselves on a four-point 

scale. The four categories for state anxiety range from not 

at all to very much so. On the trait anxiety portion of the 

inventory, the four categories range from almost never to 

almost always. 

Spielberger and his associates (1970) presented results 

of tests of the reliability and validity of the State-Trait 

Anxiety Inventory. Test-retest reliability data indicated 

that correlations for the trait scale were reasonably high, 

ranging from .73 to .86, Test-retest correlations for the 

state scale, as would be expected were lower, ranging from 

.16 to .54. The state scale was designed to reflect the 
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influence of the situational factors introduced in the study. 

Alpha coefficients ranging from .83 to .92 provide a more 

meaningful indication of the reliability of the state scales 

than the test-retest correlations. Thus, the internal con-

sistency of the inventory subscales appears to be reasonably 

strong. 

Validity of the trait anxiety portion of the inventory 

has also been examined (Spielberger et al., 1970). To deter-

mine concurrent validity, correlations were performed using 

the IPAT Anxiety Scale (Cattell & Scheier, 1973), the Taylor 

(1953) Manifest Anxiety Scale, and the Zuckerman (1960) Affect 

Adjective Checklist. Using college students and patients, 

correlations ranged from .52 to .83. Data was also collected 

with regard to the construct validity of the state anxiety 

portion of the inventory. For example, the mean score for 

the state scale was considerably higher in the experimentally 

created stress situation than in the normal condition. (For 

further information concerning the several reliability and 

validity studies conducted with this instrument see 

Soielberaer et al., 1970). 

Life Experiences Survey. Sarason and his colleagues 

(1978) developed the Life Experiences Survey to provide a 

measure of the subjective impact of various stressful events. 

The survey consists of a total of 73 items which allow 

respondents to indicate events they have experienced during 

the past year. The first section contains events that are 
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common to individuals across a wide variety of situations. 

The second section contains 10 events that are designed pri-

marily for use with students, although they can be adapted 

for use with other groups. Subjects rated the impact of each 

event they have experienced on seven-point scales, ranging 

from extremely negative (-3) to extremely positive (+30). 

Although generally used to address events occurring in the 

past year, the present research asked subjects to indicate 

events which had occurred during the past two years. 

Two test-retest reliablity studies of the Life Experi-

ences Survey were reported by Sarason and his colleagues 

(1978). Test-retest correlations were .19 (not significant) 

and .53 (p <£ .001) for the positive change scores, .56 (p < 

.001) and .88 (p < .001) for the negative change scores, and 

.63 (p < .001) and .64 (_£ < .001) for the total change score. 

These findings suggest that the survey is a moderately reli-

able instrument, especially in relation to the negative and 

total change scores. Differences in the test-retest correla-

tions may reflect actual changes that occurred during the 

six-week time interval between testings. 

Sarason and his associates (1978) also examined validity 

by correlating the results of the Life Experiences Survey with 

various relevant personality indices . (e.g., anxiety, academic 

achievement, social desirability, personal maladjustment, 

depression, locus of control, and Schedule of Recent Experi-

ences) . Only those results of specific interest to this 
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research are described. Both the total and negative change 

scores of 100 students had a significant positive correlation 

(ranging from .29 to .46) with both scales of the State-Trait 

Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger et al., 1970). The positive 

change score was not significantly related to either measure. 

Similar results were found using other groups (e.g., naval 

personnel) and with another measure of anxiety (Multiple 

Affect Adjective Checklist, Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965). 

The effectiveness of the predictive power of the negative 

change score on the Life Experiences Survey was also compared 

to that of the Holmes and Rahe Schedule of Recent Experiences 

(1967) on several measures. For example, the correlations of 

the negative change scores were significantly superior to that 

of the Schedule of Recent Experiences using the Beck Depression 

inventory (1967). Similar results were also found using the 

Psychological Screening Inventory (Lanyon, 1970, 1973). Results 

of the reliability and validity studies indicate that the nega-

tive and total change scores are reasonably strong, while the 

positive change score appears to be less stable. Also the 

negative life change score appears to be significantly 

related to a number of stress-related dependent measures. 

Scoring 

The 10 items from the Conflict Tactics Scale were used 

to measure the frequency of violent behaviors. A score was 

obtained by adding the subjective frequency of occurrence for 

these items within each of the different interpersonal 
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relationships. These frequencies range from one (none) to 

five (very often), thus allowing for a score which could range 

from 10 (none of these violent behaviors ever occurred) to 50 

(every violent behavior occurred very often). Because the 

violent behaviors described have varying degrees of serious-

ness (ranging from threats to using a knife or gun), it 

would be possible to assign weights indicating increasing 

seriousness of the items. However, research done by Straus 

and Kumagai (1977) suggested that little or nothing is likely 

to be gained by such weightings. In some instances, it was 

necessary to combine the information gathered from two of 

these scales. For example, in order to determine whether or 

not violence was ever experienced in adult relationships 

required that violence experienced in the last two years be 

added to violence experienced prior to the past two years. 

In this case the scores would range from 20 (none of the 

violent behavior ever occurred) to 100 (every violent 

behavior occurred very often) . 

Scoring on the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory followed 

the directions presented in the test manual (Spielberger et 

al., 1970). The range of possible scores for the inventory 

varies from a minimum score of 20 to a maximum score of 80 

on each of the two subscales. 

Four scores were obtained from the 73-item Life Experi-

ences Survey. An overall total was computed by summing up 

those events that had occurred in a subject's life. A 
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negative change score was computed by summing the impact 

ratings of those events perceived as negative by the subject 

by circling -1, -2, or -3. A positive change score was 

computed by summing the impact ratings of those events for 

which subjects had circled 1, 2, or 3 on the positive side of 

the scale, A total change score was obtained by summing the 

absolute values of the negative and positive change scores. 

The score for total number of events could range in value 

from Q (none of the events occurred) to 73 (all of the events 

occurred). Both negative and positive change scores could 

range in value from Q (none of the events had any impact) to 

219 (every event had an extremely negative or positive 

impact). Total change scores could range in value from 0 

(no change) to 219 (every event occurred and had maximum 

positive or negative impact). 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Sample Description 

Most of the subjects (80.8 percent, n = 455) were single; 

75 (13.9 percent) were married; 13 (2.3 percent) were divorced 

and seven (2.1 percent) were living with someone. None 

described themselves as being separated. The majority of the 

subjects (63.1 percent, n = 355) described themselves as being 

involved in a close relationship at the time of the research. 

The remaining 208 subjects (36.9 percent) reported not being 

currently involved in a close relationship. 

Subjects were also asked to report the number of close 

relationships they had had over the past 24 months. The 

number of close relationships ranged from none (n = 33, 5.9 

percent) to 30 (n = 1, .2 percent). Most subjects reported 

having had one close relationship (n = 276, 49 percent); 140 

(24.9 percent) reported having had two close relationships; 

and 103 (18.2 percent) reported having had three to six close 

relationships,. Over six relationships were reported by only 

nine ('1,7 percent) of the subjects. 

Subjects also listed their major and classification. Of 

the sample 226 (40.1 percent) were business majors, 120 (21.3 

percent) were social science majors, 34 (six percent) were 

math or science majors, 28 (five percent) were education 
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majors, 34 (six percent) were art majors, 21 (3.7 percent) 

were liberal art majors, and 100 (17.8 percent) reported 

majoring in other fields. Freshmen accounted for 111 (19.7 

percent) of the sample; sophomores, 138 (24.5 percent); 

juniors, 124 (22 percent); seniors, 180 (32 percent); and 

graduate students, 10 (1.8 percent). 

Overall Frequencies and Patterns of Abuse 

The reported frequency with which abuse occurred in 

close relationships is examined in several ways. First, both 

verbal and physical abuse together are addressed in terms of 

how frequently subjects reported having expressed or received 

abuse in the past 24 months as well as how frequently they 

reported abuse ever having occurred (including the past 2 4 

months). In addition, the frequency of reporting the occur-

rence of physical abuse only (excluding verbal abuse), 

expressed or received, is given for the same time frames, 

24 months and ever. Last, the frequency with which subjects 

reported having been abused as children or having observed 

abuse between their parents is also examined. 

According to the data, 64,6 percent (364) of the subjects 

reported that they had either physically or verbally abused a 

partner during the past 24 months. In addition, 52.1 percent 

(293) indicated that they had received physical or verbal 

abuse in the last 24 months. Considering all abuse that has 

occured in adult relationships., 73.8 percent (317) reported 

that they had verbally or physically abused a partner, while 

62.9 percent (354) had been abused by a partner. 



63 

If physical abuse (excluding verbal) was examined for the 

past 24 months, 42.1 percent (237) of the sample reported 

having abused a partner at least once and 41.2 percent (232) 

reported having received abuse at least once. Subjects 

reported having physically abused a partner at least once 

considering all of their adult relationships in 53.8 percent 

(303) of the sample and 52.4 percent (295) had received 

physical abuse. 

As would be expected, there were significant correlations 

between recent and past adult abusive behavior. Subjects who 

expressed violence during the past 24 months were more likely 

to have expressed violence in early adult relationships (r = 

.59-4, p < .001). Similarly, those who had received violence 

in the past were more likely to have been recent recipients of 

abuse (r = .427. p < .001). More interesting was the correla-

tion between expressing and receiving abuse; .4499 (p < .01) 

for the past 24 months and .556 (p < .001) excluding the past 

two years. Overall, in adult relationships, the results indi-

cated that subjects who abuse their partners were also abused 

by their partners (r = .525, p < .001). 

Subjects also reported whether they had experienced 

physical and verbal abuse as children, either receiving abuse 

or observing abuse between their parents. According to the 

data, 73.2 percent (412) of the subjects had been physically 

or verbally abused by their parents. Mothers reportedly 

abused fathers in 40.8 percent (230) of the sample and 

fathers abused mothers in 41.9 percent (236) of the sample. 
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Almost all of the subjects (97.7 percent, n = 552) 

reported having experienced between two and 30 stressful 

events during the preceding 24 months. The sums of subjective 

positive stress ranged in value from one to 74, with the majo-

rity (89.2 percent, n = 512) of the subjects' scores falling 

below 28. The sums of subjective negative stress ranged in 

value from one to 66, with most (86.8 percent, n = 498) of 

the subjects' scores falling below 25. 5btal change scores, 

consisting of positive and negative stress, ranged from two 

to 140. 

Gender Differences 

Some gender differences were found in the overall 

reported frequency of the expression of abuse in adult rela-

tionships. In terms of percentages, having expressed verbal 

and physical abuse in the past 24 months was reported by 66.7 

percent (210) of the females. However, 61,5 percent (152) of 

the males reported the recent expression of abuse. Females 

reported expressing more physical or verbal abuse the males 

in the past 24 months (M = 12.48 and 11.87, respectively), 

F (1, 560) ?=> 5.19, p < .03. 

Most of the sample (76.2 percent, 240 females and 70.9 

percent, 175 of the males) reported expressing verbal and 

physical abuse at least once in all adult relationships. A 

similar difference was also significant with females reporting 

the expression of more physical or verbal abuse than males in 

all past adult relationships (M = 25.04 and 23 .62, respectively), 

F =8.23, p < .005, 
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Similar significant differences were found with females 

reportedly expressing more physical abuse (excluding verbal) 

than males CM = 18.82 and 17.63, respectively), F = 13.07, 

p < .001. Females reported expressing physical violence in 

57.8 percent (181) of the sample and males in 48.6 percent 

(12 0) of the cases. 

No significant gender differences were found in the over-

all frequencies of reported receipt of abuse. For example, 

61 percent (192) of the females and 55.5 percent (137) of the 

males stated that they had received physical or verbal abuse 

in the past 24 months. Most of the females (63.5 percent, 

n = 2 00) and males (62 percent, n = 153) reported having 

received physical or verbal abuse at least once in all adult 

relationships. Excluding verbal abuse, 51.1 percent (161) of 

the females and 53.9 percent (133) of the males reported 

receiving physical abuse. No differences with respect to the 

subjective frequency of received abuse by gender were found 

to be statistically significant using one-way analyses of 

variance (ANOVAs), 

Gender differences were also considered on each of the 

10 specific forms of abuse. Table 1 presents the percentage 

of males and females engaging in each of the various types of 

abuse. See Table 2 for a closer examination of significant 

differences between the types of abuse more likely to be 

expressed and received by males and females. On the types of 

expressed abuse for which a significant difference was found 
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Table 1 

Percentage of Males and Females Engaging in the 
Various Types of Abuse 

Males Females 

Expressed Received Expressed Received 

Threatened to hit 
or throw something 33.6 34.4 41.9 32.4 

Thrown, smashed, hit, 
kicked something 56.7 36.1 54.9 47 .3 

Thrown something at 
person 17.0 28.8 26.7 18.7 

Pushed, grabbed, or 
shoved person 40.9 32.8 43.5 47.3 

Slapped 12.6 34.4 30.8 20.3 

Kicked, bit, or 
hit with fist 8.1 17.4 18.4 10.5 

Hit or tried to hit 
with something 12.6 22.3 22.6 16.8 

Beat-up the other 
person 4.5 2.4 1.9 1.9 

Threatened with a 
knife or gun 1.6 2.4 1.9 1.9 

Used a knife or gun .8 .4 . 6 .9 

(threatened to hit or throw something; thrown, smashed, 

kicked something; slapped; skicked, bit, hit with fist; and 

hit or tried to hit with something), females reported a sig-

nificantly higher subjective frequency of occurrence than 

did males. In addition, on those types of received abuse 

for which a significant difference was found (thrown, smashed, 
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Table 2 

Types of Violence by Gender 

Males M Females M F P 

Expressed Abuse—Ever 

Threatened to hit or 
throw something 2.62 3.98 10.19 .002 

Thrown, smashed or 
kicked something 2.28 2.46 5.94 .02 

Slapped 2 .19 2.50 23.88 .001 

Kicked, bit, hit 
with fist 2.13 2.37 12.26 .001 

Hit or tried to 
hit with something 2.17 2.43 15.68 .001 

Received Abuse--Ever 

Thrown, smashed, 
kicked something 2.73 3.18 13.17 .001 

Pushed, grabbed, 
shoved 2.65 3.02 11.62 .001 

Slapped 2.54 2.31 10.97 .001 

Be at'-up 2.01 2.08 6.58 .02 

kicked something; pushed, grabbed, or shoved; slapped; 

beaten up), females reported a significantly higher frequency 

of occurrence than did males with one exception. Males 

reported a significantly higher frequency of being slapped 

than did females. 

Family of Origin 

Both parents in the family of origin were reported to 

have engaged in physical and verbal abuse by 30 percent (169) 
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of the sample. Neither parent had engaged in physical or 

verbal abuse in 47.1 percent (265) of the sample. The mother 

was reported as the sole abuser by 10 percent (61) of the 

subjects and the father as the sole abuser by 11.9 percent 

(67) of the subjects. 

ANOVAs were performed to determine whether observing the 

mother or father expressing abuse had different effects based 

on the sex of the child. No effect was found on expression 

or receipt of abuse by sex of subject or sex of parental 

abuser (mother abuses father or vice versa). Observing 

parents abuse each other did have a significant correlation 

with whether or not a subject reported receiving abuse in 

adult relationships (r => .234, p < .001). In addition, 

observing parents abuse each other was significantly corre-

lated with the likelihood of the subject expressing violence 

in adult relationship (r = .123, p < .005). 

Abuse between parents was also positively correlated with 

an increase in the amount of abuse received as a child (r = 

,555, p < .001). If subjects reported having been abused as a 

child, they were also more likely to report receiving abuse as 

an adult (r = ,299, p < .001). In addition, subjects who had 

been abused as children were more likely to report having 

expressed violence in adult relationships (r = .257, p < .001). 

There was a high correlation between scores received by 

the subjects on the state and trait portions of the State-Trait 
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Anxiety Inventory (r = .726, p < .001). Due to the emotional 

nature of the questions on abuse and the reported sensitivity 

of the state measure to temporary anxiety arousal (Spielberger 

et al., 1970), high state scores would be expected. Therefore 

state anxiety was not used in further analyses. 

The score on the trait portion of the State-Trait Anxiety 

Inventory correlated with the reported frequency of both 

received and expressed abuse in all adult relationships. As 

the level of trait anxiety increased, the subjective frequency 

of instances of received Cr = .113, p < .009) and expressed 

(r = .176, p < .001) abuse increased. 

Family of Origin and Anxiety 

A series of forward multiple regressions were performed 

to determine the effects of trait anxiety and violence in the 

family of origin on the subjective frequency of abuse in all 

adult relationships. Scores on the trait portion of the 

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, reported frequencies of 

observing mother's abuse of father and father's abuse of 

mother, and receipt of abuse from parents as a child were 

u s e d as potential predictors of both expressed and received 

a.buse as an adult. Significant predictors were reported in 

the order in which they loaded. 

Results for the adult expression of abuse were different, 

depending upon the sex of the subjects. For males, having 

received abuse as a child (loading first) and higher levels 

of trait anxiety predicted expressed abuse in adult 
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relationships (R = .293, £ < .006). For females, having 

received abuse from parents was the only significant predictor 

(R = .287, p < .001). If collapsed across gender, receiving 

abuse as a child and higher levels of trait anxiety were both 

predictors of the expression of abuse (R = .287, p < .002). 

When examining the effects of these same predictors 

variables on the receipt of abuse in adult relationships, the 

findings were slightly different. Having observed the 

mother's abuse of the father was the only predictor for male 

receipt of abuse (R = .382, p < .001). The predictor for 

female reciept of abuse was the same as for female expression 

of abuse. Parental abuse of the child significantly pre-

dicted receipt of abuse (R = .371, £ < .001). Collapsed 

across gender, receiving abuse as a child and observing the 

mother's abuse of the father both predicted higher levels of 

receipt of abuse as an adult (R = .318, p < .008). 

St r e s s 

The several different stress scores were computed and 

correlated with the subjective ratings of the expression and 

receipt of abuse between adult partners for the past 24 month 

time period. These different stress scores consisted of sums 

of subjects' ratings of positive, negative, and total change. 

In addition, the total number of stressful events was also 

correlated with the expression and receipt of abuse for the 

same time period. 
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Low, but significant, correlations were found between 

all measures of stress and the expression and receipt of adult 

abuse. As either subjective ratings of stress or number of 

stressful events increased, there was a greater likelihood 

that a person would be receiving or expressing abuse. The 

expression of abuse correlated with positive stress scores 

(r = .126, p < .005), negative stress scores (r = .153, p < 

.001), total change scores (r = .203, p < .001), and with 

number of stressful events (r = .130, p < .004). The receipt 

of abuse also correlated with positive stress scores (r = 

.0898, p < .04), negative stress scores (r = .092, p < .04), 

total change scores (r = .144, p < .002), and number of 

stressful events (r = .154, £ < .001). 

Anxiety, Stress, and Family of Origin 

A series of forward multiple regressions were performed 

to determine the effects of high levels of trait anxiety, 

stress, and violence in the family of origin on frequency of 

abuse in adult relationships. Because the measures of stress 

considered stressful events during the past 24 months, only 

the more recent episodes of abuse were used. Potential 

predictor variables used were receiving abuse by parents as 

a child, the observation of abuse between parents (mother to 

father and father to mother), positive and negative stress 

scores, and the level of trait anxiety. 

The results on the forward multiple regressions for the 

expression of abuse again indicated a sex difference. For 
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males (in order of importance) receiving abuse in the family 

or origin, positive stress score, trait anxiety, and the 

observation of the father having abused the mother contributed 

to the prediction of the expression of abuse in adult rela-

tionships (R = .357, p < .03). For females, receiving abuse 

as a child and level of trait anxiety were both predictors 

of the expression of recent adult partnership abuse (R = .329, 

p < .02). Collapsing across gender, parental abuse of the 

child, trait anxiety, and positive stress scores are predic-

tors of increased expression of adult abuse (R = .328, p < 

.005). 

Forward multiple regressions were also used to determine 

the predictors of receiving abuse in recent adult relation-

ships. The same potential predictor variables were used 

used and reported in order of importance. For males, 

observing the mother abuse the father and positive stress 

scores significantly predicted the receipt of abuse as an 

adult (r = ,329, £ < .03), For females, receiving abuse in 

the family of origin was the only significant predictor (R = 

.439), p < .001). If the data are combined across gender, 

parental abuse of the child and the mother's abuse of the 

father are significant predictors for the receipt of adult 

partnership abuse (R = .343, p < .02). 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Many of the present findings were similar to those of 

previous studies. This section addresses the similarities 

and differences. As is usual in exploratory research, the 

results indicate a number of areas for discussion and future 

investigation. Throughout this section two factors should 

be kept in mind. First, it should be remembered that overall, 

the means of the subjective frequency of abusive behaviors 

which subjects reported occurring were relatively low. When 

participants were dichotomized into groups who had and had 

not expressed or received abuse, those who indicated "rarely"' 

were grouped with those who indicated "very often," and were 

differentiated from those who responded with "never." It is 

likely that at least some individuals in the abuse and/or 

abusing group had only experienced one incident of abuse. 

The following discussion makes no effort to separate out the 

differing subjective frequencies. 

Another issue to be kpet in mind in this section is that 

no attempt was made to determine the meaning the labels on 

the subjective frequency scale ("rarely," "sometimes," "often," 

"very often") conveyed to the subjects. For example, it is 

conceivable that "rarely" may have meant once or once a month. 

"Very often" may have mean every three months or every week. 

The actual number of times was not measured. 
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In the present research, physical and verbal abuse 

occurred in almost 75 percent of the sample, while most 

studies report between 17 and 22 percent (e.g., Makepeace, 

1981, 1984b, 1984c; Straus et al., 1980). However, the 

higher percentage found in this research is consistent with 

results found by Rose (1984; Rose & Marshall, 1985). At that 

time it was suggested that the discrepancy in frequencies was 

perhaps due to the inclusion of verbal abuse. Laner and 

Thompson (1982) found similar high frequencies when verbal 

abuse was included. However, eliminating verbal abuse in 

the present study only decreased the reported frequencies of 

abuse by about 2 0 percent. Over half of the subjects still 

reported that such abuse had occurred at least once in their 

adult relationships. Similar high frequencies for physical 

abuse were also obtained by Rose and Marshall (1985). Reasons 

for the differences in frequencies of abuse are not known. 

Perhaps the higher frequencies in the occurrence of violence 

found by this investigator could be due to a regional differ-

ence in actual frequency of occurrence and/or the willingness 

to report the abuse. Possibly, the paragraph that introduced 

the portion of the questionnaire requesting information about 

abuse in intimate relationships was particularly effective in 

eliciting truthful responses. 

In the following sections, the similarities and differ-

ences in the present findings vis a vis the literature and 

the needs for future research are addressed. The implications 
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of this research are discussed in sections on a) gender 

differences; b) the effects of violence in family of origin; 

c) the effect of level of trait anxiety; d) the effect of 

stress; e) interactive effects of gender, family of origin, 

anxiety, and stress; and f) directions for future research. 

Gender Differences 

In the current study no gender differences were found 

with respect to the overall frequency of receiving abuse. 

Both males and females reportedly received similar levels of 

abuse in adult relationships. This finding parallels results 

reported in Rose (1984). Significant gender differences were 

found, however, when the receipt of specific types of abuse 

was examined. Females were more likely than males to have 

reported having had something thrown, smashed, or kicked in 

their presence; having been pushed, grabbed, or shoved; or 

having been beaten up. Males were more likely to have J 

reported having been slapped. For the most part, these 

findings were consistent with Rose and Marshall (1985). They 

found the same gender differences reported for these specific 

behaviors, except for being beaten. The rare occurrence of 

this abusive behavior and their smaller sample size might have 

been responsible for the lack of significance. 

Females reported expressing significantly more verbal 

and physical abuse and physical abuse (excluding verbal abuse) 

that did males. Gender differences with regard to the expres-

sion of abuse have shown mixed results in the literature. 
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Rose (1984) found no differences in the overall frequencies 

of expressed or received physical and verbal abuse. Bernard 

and Bernard (1983) and Plass and Gessner (1983) found women 

more likely than men to report engaging in abusive acts in 

their relationships. Makepeace (1983) on the other hand, 

found that males were more likely than females to engage in 

violent behavior. In addition, he found that males were more 

likely to express the more violent acts and females, the less 

violent acts (1984a, 1984b). Rose and Marshall (1985), 

examining only physical abuse, found that females reported 

expressing significantly higher subjective frequencies than 

did males. In addition, when specific types of expressed 

abuse were examined in the current study, females were signi-

ficantly more likely than males to have reported expressing 

every one of those acts for which there was a significant 

difference. For the most part, present findings concurred 

with Rose and Marshall (1985). Both studies found that 

females were significantly more likely to have reported 

having slapped; kicked, bit or hit with a fist; or tried to 

hit someone else with an object. In addition, the current 

study also found that females were significantly more likely 

to have reported threatening another person (not found in 

Rose & Marshall, 1985) and throwing, smashing, or kicking 

something (significant in opposite direction in Rose & 

Marshall, 1985). Reasons for the disagreements with 

findings of other studies are not known. 
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However, several factors need to be considered when 

addressing the issue of the expression of higher rates of 

abusive behavior by females as compared to males. Studies 

by Straus (1979) and Jouriles and O'Leary (1985) have indi-

cated that females tend to overreport and/or males under-

report the occurrence of abuse. In addition, if males are 

more likely to express the more violent acts, perhaps the 

extremely rare occurrence of violence of a most serious 

nature (e.g., using a knife or gun) hinders finding gender 

differences except in very large samples. 

Other problems also confronts researchers when dealing 

with gender differences. The meanings that the participants 

in abusive interactions give to their behaviors should be 

considered. Makepeace (1981) found females more likely to 

be considered the victims and males the aggressors, while 

Cate and his associates (1982) described abuse as reciprocal. 

There may be a tendency to equate expressing abuse with being 

an aggressor and receiving abuse with being a victim. However, 

it is possible that the victim might be expressing abuse in 

self-defense and the aggressor might be receiving the abuse of 

a counterattack. In addition, the physical effect of abuse 

(i.e*, the amount of actual damage) needs to be considered. 

The impact of the abusive acts may reflect gender differences. 

Effect of Violence in Family of Origin 

Previous research has found that both received and 

observed- violence in family of origin leads to an increase in 
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expressed abuse in adult relationships (e.g., Straus et al., 

1980). This study supported those results. Unlike results 

reported by Rose (19 84), observing abuse between parents 

appeared to affect the receipt of abuse. Because the present 

study has a larger sample size and is more consistent with 

previous findings in the literature, more credence should be 

given to the current results. 

Research has shown that receiving abuse as a child and/or 

observing abuse between parents correlates with expressing 

violence as an adult (e.g., Bernard & Bernard, 1983; Laner & 

Thompson, 1982; Steinmetz, 1977). Few, however, have 

addressed the effect of these variables on the receipt of 

abuse as an adult. Rose (19 84) found that receiving abuse as 

a child led to an increased likelihood of being abused as an 

adult but did not find a similar effect for the observation of 

abuse between parents. Kalmuss (1984) found that receiving 

abuse as a teenager and/or observing abuse between parents led 

to increased receipt of abuse as an adult. The present study, 

unlike Rose (1984), provided confirmation of the findings that 

abuse received as a child and observed abuse between parents 

led to an increased likelihood of being abused as an adult. 

Research using clinical samples often indicates that 

women are more likely to become victims in adult relationships 

and men aggressors as a result of watching their fathers abuse 

their mothers (e.g., Parker & Schumacher, 1977; Walker, 1979). 

ANOVAs compared the effects of sex of subject and gender of 
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parent expressing and receiving abuse on the expression or 

receipt of abuse by the subject. No interactive effect was 

found. Either there actually is a gender difference, which 

was masked by inadequacies of the measure or change factors, 

or the hypothesized gender difference may not exist in non-

clinical samples. 

However, when using multiple regression, a different 

pattern emerged. Results indicated that for males the receipt 

of abuse was predicted by the father being abused by the 

mother, and the expression of abuse was predicted by the 

father's abuse of the mother. The expression of receipt of 

abuse by females was most consistently predicted by having 

received abuse as a child, not by observing abuse between 

parents. These results are contrary to some of the popular 

and professional literature. Perhaps it is males who learn to 

be abused or abusers from their fathers. Present research 

showed no evidence for the popular notion that women learn to 

be victims from watching their mothers being abused. 

Trait Anxiety 

Trait anxiety has not been considered in the past liter-

ature as a potential variable affecting abuse in adult rela-

tionships, Higher levels of trait anxiety correlated 

significantly with increases in the frequency of abuse (both 

received and expressed). When considered in conjunction with 

other predictor variables in a multiple regression, trait 

anxiety contributed significantly to the prediction of the 
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expression of abuse for both males and females in the past 24 

months. However, unlike the role of stress (Rose, 1984; Rose 

& Marshall, 1985), trait anxiety was not found to predict the 

receipt of adult abuse, for either males or females. 

Stress 

In keeping with previous findings (e.g., Makepeace, 1983, 

1984b; Rose, 1984; Rose & Marshall, 1985; Straus et al., 1980), 

stress was significantly correlated with the expression of 

violence. Additionally, as reported by Rose (1984) and Rose 

and Marshall (1985), stress was found to be significantly 

correlated with the receipt of violence. The causal relation-

ship among these variables can not be determined from the 

results. Because a person's stressors are likely to be shared 

with the other member of a couple, it is not clear whose 

stress may be leading to the increase in abuse. 

Interactive Effects of Gender, Family of Origin, Anxiety, and 

Stress 

Straus and his colleagues (1980) reported that stress 

coupled with violence in the family of origin resulted in an 

even greater frequency abuse with partners. Rose (1984; 

Rose & Marshall, 1985) did not find this to be the case. 

Family of origin variables did not significantly improve the 

predictive power of stress. This result may be due to the 

relatively low frequencies of expressed and received violence 

and of stressful events during the past 12 months. Rose and 

Marshall postulated that if their measures had included a 
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longer time sample, then perhaps the effect of family of 

origin variables would be demonstrated. The results obtained 

in the current study appear to support this hypothesis. At 

least in some instances, stress was found to have an inter-

active effect with other variables in predicting the 

presence of abuse in adult relationships. 

Predictive factors varied for males according to whether 

received or expressed abuse was being considered. Received 

abuse was significantly predicted by observing the mother's 

abuse of the father and positive stress scores. The variance 

accounted for (R = .329) was not quite as high as that 

obtained by Rose and Marshall (1985), who reported that 

negative nonhealth and neutral stressful events predicted 

received abuse (R = .341 for males. 

Expressed abuse by males was predicted by childhood 

receipt of abuse, positive stress scores, trait anxiety, and 

father1s abuse of the mother. The amount of variance accounted 

for in the current study was much higher (R = .357) than in 

Rose and Marshall (1985). They found that undesirable non-

health related events was the only significant predictor of 

expressed abuse by males (R = .18). 

The impact of subjective positive stress scores on male 

abuse is of particular interest. This finding is at odds with 

results presented by Makepeace (1983; 1984b). He, like Rose 

and Marshall (1985), had sorted stressful events into cate-

gories (i.e., desirable, undesirable nonhealth related, 



82 

undesirable health related, neutral) based on his own judge-

ment. He reported that desirable stressful events were 

associated with a decrease in abusive behaviors. Reasons for 

the apparent discrepancies in results may be due to differ-

ences between the subject's designation of events as positive 

or negative and those of the experimenter's ratings. This 

difference in findings needs further examination. 

For females, the predictor variables for receipt and 

expression of abuse were more consistent. The receipt of 

abuse was predicted by receiving abuse as a child and trait 

anxiety. The expression of abuse was predicted soley by 

receiving abuse as a child. Levels of subjective stress did 

not contribute to the prediction of abuse, nor did the obser-

vation of abuse between the parents. The variance accounted 

for by Rose and Marshall using undesirable health and nonhealth 

stress events as predictor variables was islightly higher for 

received abuse by females (R = .45) than in the current study 

which used receiving abuse as a child and trait anxiety (R = 

.439). The variance accounted for in the expression of abuse 

received abuse as a child as a predictor variable was higher 

in this study than found by Rose and Marshall using undesirable 

nonhealth and health related stressful events (R = .329 and 

R = .2 8, respectively). 

Unlike males, where the observation of parental abuse 

appears to have had a strong impact on both the receipt and 

expression of abuse, females seem to be much more influenced 
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by receiving abuse in their family of origin. Apparently, 

being the recipient of childhood abuse has an impact on 

whether or not a female is abused or is abusive. The 

popular idea that women learn to be victims by watching their 

fathers abuse their mothers is likely to be inaccurate. 

Women seem to learn about how to be abused as well as how 

to abuse by being abused themselves as children. Males, on 

the other hand, may be more strongly influenced by the inter-

action between their parents. If their fathers are abused 

by their mothers, they seem more likely to be abused. If 

their fathers are abusive of their mothers, they appear more 

likely to be abusive of their partners. 

Trait anxiety also appeared to have an interactive effect 

on the expression of abuse for males and the receipt of abuse 

for females. When exposure to abusive behaviors in the family 

of origin was compounded by high levels of trait anxiety and 

stress Cat least positive stress) males were more likely to be 

abusive. Females abused in their family of origin were more 

likely to be abused if they were high trait anxious persons. 

Future Research Directions 

Conducting exploratory research is interesting because it 

is designed to raise more questions than it answers. Some of 

the following research questions seem especially intriguing. 

The differential effect of the presence of higher levels of 

trait anxiety on the receipt or expression of abuse according 

to the gender of the subject needs to be examined in more detail, 
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In addition, the surprising impact on males of the effects 

of observing abuse between their parents is of particular 

interest. The greater effect that observing parental abuse 

had on males rather than females is of interest, in part, 

because it appears to be at odds with popular opinion. 

When attempting to study abuse between intimates, many 

difficulties arise. One of the more serious is determining 

the impact of the abuse and differential meaning attributed to 

its occurrence. In the current study the high frequency with 

which females admitted expressing abuse also appears to be in 

conflict with current popular opinion. However, several 

factors should be considered. First, there is the difficulty 

in operationally defining who is the victim and who is the 

aggressor. As stated earlier, expressing abuse does not 

necessarily become the equivalent of being the aggressor. 

Receiving abuse is not necessarily the equivalent of being 

the victim. 

Another difficulty faced by investigators of abuse is 

differences in reporting. The literature suggests strongly 

that females are much more likely to overreport and men to 

underrepart abuse (Jouriles & O'Leary, 1985; Straus, 1979). 

These findings may be due to an acceptance in our society of 

the expression of abuse by males and lack of acceptance of 

similar behavior by females. If so, then any deviations from 

the norm are more likely to be noticed by both parties 

involved. 
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A third problem is obtaining an objective measure of the 

level of emotional and/or physical harm resulting from an 

abusive interaction. Makepeace (1983) reported that men were 

more likely to express the more serious acts and women, the 

less serious acts. The less serious acts occur at a much 

grea.ter frequency than do the more serious acts. Consequently, 

a very large sample would be needed to obtain gender differ-

ences at the higher levels of abuse. Determining gender 

differences in the experienced levels of harm faces the same 

problem. Rose (1984) found moderate levels of harm occurring 

in only a very few cases. Harm at a more serious level was 

almost nonexistant. Without a larger sample, gender differ-

ences would be impossible to detect. 

All of these problems are also confounded by the poten-

tial for disagreement between the partners. Disagreements may 

occur in perceived attributions of victim and aggressor, 

seriousness of harm, and even the frequency with which abusive 

interactions occur. In any event, it would seem that a better 

approach to studying partnership abuse would be to use the 

couple as the unit of analysis rather than the individual. 

Then, comparisons could be made as to the perceptions of abuse 

within a relationship, leading, perhaps to a better under-

standing of individual reports of abuse. 
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Appendix A 

Informed Consent Form 

Shortly, you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire. 
Before you do, however, I would like you to understand a few 
things. 

Your answers to the questionnaire will be anonymous. There is 
no way that X or anyone else could ever identify who had 
filled out which questionnaire. 

Now or at anytime before you have turned in the questionnaire, 
you may withdraw from the research and you will receive the 
full experimental credit. Some of the questions ask you to 
think about unpleasant events. However, any discomfort you 
may feel should be brief. 

The questionnaire concerns relationships. You will be asked 
questions about behaviors you may have observed between your 
parents or things they may have done to you. You will also be 
asked about behaviors in love relationships that you have been 
involved in. Other questions will ask about events in your 
life during the past 24 months. At the beginning of the 
questionnaire are a few questions to obtain information about 
your general background. 

I am a doctoral student in psychology and this study is to 
give me some information concerning actions in relationships. 
After you have completed the questionnaire, I will be glad to 
answer any questions you may have and discuss the research 
with you more fully. 

Thank you for your participation. 

I have read and understood the 
description of the research. 

Signature 

Date 

If you wish further information, you may contact Pat Rose, 
telephone number 817-481-1815. 
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If you have filled out this questionnaire before, please turn 
in your papers now. Credit may not be given twice for the 
same research project. Fill in the blank to the left of the 
question number with the appropriate number. 

1. Age 

2. Sex: 
1. male 
2. female 

3. Marital Status 
1. married 
2. single 
3. divorced 
4. living together 
5. separated 

4. What is your major: 
1. Social Science (e.g., history, psychology, 

government) 
2. Math or Science (e.g., chemistry, biology) 
3. Education 
4. Fine or applied arts (e.g., art, music, drama) 
5. Other liberal arts (e.g., English, philosophy) 
6. Business 
7. Other (please specify) 

5. How are you classified? 
1. Freshman 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 

6. Are you currently involved in a close relationship? 
The relationship referred to is characterized by 
intimacy, love or romance, for example a relationship 
with a boy/girlfriend or a spouse. 

1. yes 
2. no 

If your answer to question 6 was yes, how long 
(years) have you been in that relationship? 

(months) 

8. How many close relationships (girl/boyfriend, etc.) 
have you had during the past two years? 

With close relationships a lot of decisions have to be made 
and disagreements dealt with. Not enough is known about how 
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this happens,; Sometimes you give into the other person and 
sometimes you try to get what you want. Naturally, this means 
that there's going to be a certain amount of anger, 
frustration, disappointment and tension even in the best of 
close relationships. These feelings are often expressed 
physically and verbally. We need to know more about the ways 
that this anger, frustration, disappointment or tension is 
expressed. This questionnaire will help us to gain this 
important information. Please be as honest as you can in 
answering the following questions about your family and close 
relationships. 

For most of the questions you are to write a number between 1 
and 5. The number represents frequency of occurrence from 1, 
meaning never, to 5, representing very often. The individual 
questions ask you to estimate how often a situation has 
occurred. For example, if it has happened only a few times in 
a long relationship, you would write 2 for rarely, but if it 
happens a lot, you would write 5 for very often. The scale used 
for each set of questions appears on the top of each page. 

1 2 3 4 5 
never rarely some- often very 

times often 

The following questions refer to any partner or spouse 
relationships you have had in the past 24 months, whether or 
not you are still in that relationship. 

How often in the past 24 months have you: 

Threatened to hit or throw something at the person. 

. 2* Thrown or smashed or hit or kicked something. 

3. Thrown something at the person. 

4. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the person. 

5. Slapped the person. 

______ 6. Kicked, bit or hit the person with a fist. 

' "7. Hit or tried to hit the person with something. 

' 8. Beat up the person. 

' 9. Threatened the person with a knife or gun. 

' 10. Used a knife or gun on the person. 
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The following questions refer to what you may have done more 
than 2 4 months ago to a partner or spouse. 

How often have you. 

1. Threatened to hit or throw something at the person. 

2. Thrown or smashed or hit or kicked something. 

3. Thrown something at the person. 

4. Pushed, grabbed, or showever the person. 

5. Slapped the person. 

__ 6. Kicked, bit or hit the person with a fist. 

_____ 7. Hit or tried to hit the person with something. 

_____ 8. Beat up the person. 

9, Threatened the person with a knife or gun 

10. Used a knife or gun on the person. 

The following questions refer only to things that the other 
person in your relationship (a partner or spouse) might have 
done to you in the last 24 months. 

How often has the other person: 

1, Threatened to hit or throw something at you. 

2. Thrown or smashed or hit or kicked something. 

3. Thrown something at you. 

4. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved you. 

5. Slapped you. 

6. Kicked, bit or hit you with a fist. 

7 Hit or tried to hit you with something. 

8. Beat you up. 

9. Threatened you with a knife or gun. 

10. Used a knife or gun on you. 
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The following questions refer only to things that a partner or 
spouse has ever done to you in the past (not counting the past 
24 months). 

How often has that person: 

_____ 1. Threatened to hit or throw something at you. 

______ 2. Thrown or smahsed or hit or kicked something. 

' 3. Thrown something at you. 

_____ 4, Pushed, grabbed, or shoved you. 

______ 5. Slapped you. 

' 6. Kicked, bit or hit you with a fist. 

' 7. Hit or tried to hit you with something. 

' 8. Beat you up, 

9. Threatened you with a knife or gun. 

' 10. Used a knife or gun on you. 

The following questions refer only to things that might have 
happened between your mother and father. Your FATHER may have 
done some of the following things to your MOTHER. 

How often did your FATHER: 

' !• Threaten to hit or throw something at her. 

_____ 2. Throw or smash or hit or kick something. 

3. Throw something at her. 

4. Push grab or shove her. 

5. Slap her. 

6. Kick, bite or hit her with a fist. 

7. Hit or try to hit her with something. 

8. Beat her up. 

' 9. Threatn her with a knife or gun. 

10. Use a knife or gun on her. 
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The following questions refer only to things that might have 
happened between your father and mother. Your MOTHER may have 
done some of the following things to your FATHER. 

How often did your MOTHER: 

______ 1. Threaten to hit or throw something at him. 

' 2. Throw or smash or hit or kick something. 

_____ 3. Throw something at him. 

4. Push, grab, or shove him. 

' ' ' 5. Slap him. 

' 6. Kick, bite or hit him with a fist. 

' ' 7. Hit or try to hit him with something. 

' 8. Beat him up. 

' 9» Threaten him with a knife or gun. 

10. Use a knife or gun on him. 

The following questions refer only to things that might have 
happened to you. 

How often did a parent or guardian ever: 

1. Threaten to hit or throw something at you. 

' 2. Throw or smash or hit or kick something. 

3, Throw something at you. 

4. Push, grab, or shove you. 

5. Slap you. 

6. Kick, bite or hit you with a fist. 

7. Hit or try to hit you with something. 

8. Beat you up. 

9. Threaten you with a knife or gun. 

_____ 10. Use a knife or gun on you. 
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Appendix B 

Husband-Wife Page of Conflict Tactics Scale Forn N, as used in 

1976 National Survey 

No matter how well a coupld gets along there are times when 

they disagree on major decisions, get annoyed about something 

the other person does, or just have spats or fights because 

they're in a bad mood or tired or for some other reason. They 

also use many different ways of trying to settle their differ-

ences. I'm going to read a list of some things that you and 

your (husband/partner) might have done when you had a dispute, 

and would first like you to tell me for each one how often 

you did it in the past year. 

0 = Never 

1 = Once 

2 = Twice 

3 =s 3-5 times 

4 = 6-10 times 

5 - 11-20 times 

6 =s More than 2 0 times 

a. Discussed the issue calmly 

b. Got information to back up (your/his3 side of things 

c. Brought in or tried to bring in someone to help settle 
things 

d. Insulted or swore at the other one 

e. Sulked and/or refused to talk about it 
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f. Stomped out of the room or house (or yard) 

g. Cried 

h. Did or said something to spite the other 

i. Threatened to hit or throw something at the other one 

j. Threw or smashed or hit or kicked something 

k. Threw something at the other one 

1. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other one 

m. Slapped the other one 

n. Kicked, bit, or hit with a fist 

o. Hit or tried to hit with something 

p. Beat up the other one 

q. Threatened with a knife or gun 

r. Used a knife or gun 

s. Other 

(And what about your (husband/partner): Tell how often he 

(ITEMI in the past year.) 

(Did your (husband/partner 1 ever (ITEM)?) 
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SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Developed by C. D. Spielberger, R. L. Gorsuch and R. Lushene 

Directions: A number of statements which people have used to 
describe themselves are given below. Read each statement and 
then circle the appropriate number to the right of the state-
ment to indicate how you feel right now, that is, at this 
moment. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend 
much time on any one statement but give the answer Which seems 
to describe your present feelings best. 

1 = not at all 
2 = somewhat 
3 = moderately so 
4 = very much so 

1. I feel calm — l 2 3 4 

2. I feel secure 1 2 3 4 

3. I am tense 1 2 3 4 

4. I am regretful 1 2 3 4 

5. I feel at east • l 2 3 4 

6. I feel upset -— — •— 1 2 3 4 

7. I am presently worrying over possible 

misfortunes —- 1 2 3 4 

8. I feel rested -< • l 2 3 4 

9. I feel anxious 1 2 3 4 

10. I feel comfortable • — 1 2 3 4 

11. I feel self-confident -—* •— 1 2 3 4 

12. I feel nervous -—•<-'— • 1 2 3 4 

13. i am jittery 1 2 3 4 

14. I feel "high strung" -•< 1 2 3 4 

15. I am relaxed -— 1 2 3 4 
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16. I feel content 1 2 3 4 

17. I am worried —- 1 2 3 4 

18. 1 feel over-excited and "rattled" • 1 2 3 4 

19. I feel joyful 1 2 3 4 

20. I feel pleasant 1 2 3 4 

SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Directions: A number of statements which people have used to 
describe themselves are given below. Read each statement and 
then circle the appropriate number to the right of the state-
ment to indicate how you generally feel. There are no right 
or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one state-
ment but give the answer which seems to describe how you 
generally feel. 

1 = not at all 
2 = somewhat 
3 = moderately so 
4.= very much so 

21. I feel pleasant <— 1 2 3 4 

22. I tire quickly 1 2 3 4 

23. I feel like crying 1 2 3 4 

24. I wish I could be as happy as others seem 
to be 1 2 3 4 

25. I am losing out on things because I can't 

make up my mind soon enough 1 2 3 4 

26. I feel rested 1 2 3 4 

27. I am "calm, cool, and collected" 1 2 3 4 

28. I feel that difficulties are piling up 
so that I cannot overcome them 1 2 3 4 

2 9. 1 worry too much over something that 

really doesn't matter 1 2 3 4 

30. I am happy — 1 2 3 4 

31. I am inclined to take things hard 1 2 3 4 
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32. I lack self-confidence 1 2 3 4 

33. I feel secure 1 2 3 4 

34. I try to avoid facing a crisis or 

difficulty 1 2 3 4 

35. I feel blue 1 2 3 4 

36. I am content 1 2 3 4 

37. Some unimportant thought runs through my 
mind and bothers me 1 2 3 4 

38. I take disappointments so keenly that I 
can't put them out of my mind 1 2 3 4 

39. I am a steady person 1 2 3 4 

40. I get in a state of tension or turmoil as 
I think over my recent concerns and 
interests 1 2 3 4 

Reproduced by permission of Consulting Psychologists Press 
577 college Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94306 
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Appendix D 

The Life Experiences Survey 

Listed below are a number of events which sometimes bring 
about change in the lives of those who experience them and 
which necessitate social readjustment. Please circle a 1 for 
an event you have experienced in the last two years. If you 
have not experienced an event in the last two years circle a 
0. Be sure that all circled numbers are directly across from 
the items they correspond to. 

Also, for each item circled below, please indicate the extent 
to which you viewed the event as having either a positive or 
negative impact on your life at the time the event occurred. 
That is, indicate the type and extent of impact that the 
event had by circling the appropriate number. A rating of -3 
would indicate an extremely negative impact. A rating of 0 
suggests no impact either positive or negative. A rating of 
+3 would indicate an extremely positive. 

no 

0 

0 

yes 

1 

1 

1. Marriage 

2. Detention in jail or 
comparable institution 

-3 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 3. Death of a spouse -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 4, Major change in sleeping 
habits (much more or 
less sleep) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

5. Death of close family member : 

0 1 a. mother -3 -2 -1 0 4*1 +2 +3 

0 1 b. father -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 c. brother -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 d, sister -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 e. grandmother -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 f. granfather -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 g. other (specify) 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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no Yes 

Major change in eating 
habits (much more or much 
less food intake) -3 

Foreclosure on mortage 
or loan -3 

- 2 - 1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 8. Death of close firend -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 9, Outstanding personal 
achievement -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 10, Minor law violations 
(traffic tickets, dis-
turbing the peace, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 11, Male: Wife/girlfriend' 
pregnancy 

s 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 12. Female: Pregnancy -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1. 13, Changed work situation 
(different work respon-
sibility, major change in 
working conditions, working 
hours, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 14, New job -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

15, Serious illness or injury of 
family member 

close 

0 1 a. father -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

b. „ mother -3 -2 -1. 0 + 1 +2 +3 

c. sister -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

d, brother -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

e. grandfather -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

f. grandmother -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

sr« spouse -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

h. other (specify) 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 16, Sexual difficulties -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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no yes 

0 1 17. Trouble with employer 
(in dange of losing job 
being suspended, 
demoted, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 18. Trouble with in-laws -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 19. Major change in financial 
status (a lot better off 
or a lot worse off) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 20, Major change in closeness 
of family members (increased 
or decreased closeness) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 21. Gaining a new family 
member (through birth, 
adoption, family member 
moving in, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

G 1 22. Change of residence -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 23. Marital separation 
from mate -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 24. Major change in church 
activities (increased or 
decreased attendance) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 25, Marital reconciliation 
with mate -3 -2 1- 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 26. Major change in number 
of arguments with spouse 
(a lot more or a lot 
less arguments) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 27. Married male: Change in 
wife's work outside the 
home (beginning work, 
ceasing work, changing to 
a new job, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 28. Married female: Change 
in husband's work (loss 
of job, beginning new 
job, retirement, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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No Yes 

0 1 29. Major change in usual 
type and/or amount of 
recreation -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 30. Borrowing more than 
$10,000 (buying home, 
business, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 31. Borrowing less than 
$10,000 (buying car, 
TV, getting school loan, 
etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 32. Being fired from job -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 33. Male: Wife/girlfriend 

having abortion -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 34. Female: Having abortion -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

G 1 35. Major personal illness 
or injury -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 36. Major change in social 
activities e.g., parties, 
movies, visiting (increased 
or decreased partici-
pation -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 37, Major change in living 
conditions of family 
(building new home, 
remodeling, deterioration 
of home, neighborhood, 
etc.); -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 38, Divorce -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 39, Serious injury of ill-
ness or injury -3 -2 - 1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 40. Retirement from work -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 41. Son or daughter leaving 
home (due to marriage, 
college, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 42.: Ending of formal 
schooling -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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No Yes 

0 1 43. Separation from spouse -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 44. Engagement -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 45. Breaking up with boy-
friend/girlfriend -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 X 46. Leaving home for the 
first time -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 47, Reconciliation with 
boyfriend/girlfriend -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Other experiences which have had an impact on your life in the 
last 2 years. List and rate. 

0 1 48' "3 ~2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Q 1 4 9 • " -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

1 5 0 * "3 ~2 - 1 0 + 1 +2 +3 

0 1 51. Beginning a new school 
experience at a higher 
academic level (college 
school, etc.) -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 52. changing to a new school 
at same academic level 
(undergraduate, graduate, 
etc,)' -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 53. Academic probation -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 54. Being dismissed from 
dormitory or other 
residence -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 55. Failing an important 

exam -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 56. Changing a major -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 57. Failing a course -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 58. Droping a course -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

0 1 59. Joining a fraternity/ 
sorority -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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No Yes 

1 2 60. Financial problems 
concerning school (in 
danger of not having 
sufficient money to 
continue -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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