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Chapter 1

Introduction

Over the past one and a ha lf decades, family violence has become 

a matter of growing public and private concern. An Increase 1n aware­

ness and attention suggests that one facet of family violence, child 

abuse, 1s on the Increase, but Gelles (1976) points out that this 

suggestion 1s based on the fact that child abuse received l i t t l e  

public attention  prior to the 1960's, Historical analysis of abuse 

Indicates that ch ild  abuse 1s not a new aspect of child rearing 

(R adb lll, 1974i Baken, 1971)*

A closely related Issue, the use of violence to handle marital 

discord has been with us since colonial times (Martin, 1976). The 

actual ra te  of violence between couples 1s uncertain because of the 

private nature of the event (Saunders, 1977), but evidence suggests 

that Intra-spousal violence Is not an uncommon occurrence In 

American fam ilies  {Straus, I974j Levinger, 1966). According to the FBI 

Uniform Crime Reports (1975) there were approximately 20,500 murders 

and 484,700 cases of aggravated assault reported to the police In 

1975. Approximately two-thirds of the murders were committed by 

re la tiv e s , friends or acquaintances and one-fourth o f this nimiber 

were comnltted by fam ily members. More than one-half of the k illin g s  

Involving family members was the murder of a spouse by a spouse. 

Assailants 1n th is  crime most often are husbands, co-hab1tators and 

lovers. Although further research 1s needed with regard to the 

Incidence and causes of a l l  family violence, marital aggression has 

received the leas t Inquiry. I t  has been pointed out (Owens and
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Straus* 1975; Saunders* 1977) that husband-wife violence Is detrimental 

not only to the parties involved and society 1n general, but to the 

children 1n the home as w ell. Children who observe violence are more 

l ik e ly  to approve of violence as adults (Owens and Straus* 1975), and 

women who are exposed to violence as children are more lik e ly  to 

remain 1n abusfve situations {Carlson, 1977).

Because of the to l l  that husband-wlfe violence and child  abuse 

takes on those Imnedfately concerned, and society in general, i t  1s 

necessary to glean from the data being gathered the causes of 1ntra- 

fam1l1al violence, 1n order that steps can be taken to prevent violence 

in the home. Evidence suggests that a combination of factors lead to  

family violence (Carlson, 1977; Straus, 1977). The actual presence 

o f violence 1n the home may play a most crucial ro le  in supporting 

and perpetuating family violence (Straus, 1974; Straus and Stefnmetz, 

1974; Stelnmetz, 1977; and Straus, 1977). Stelnmetz’s (1977) 

findings suggests that the use of violence to resolve c o n flic t may be 

learned, and there Is evidence {Owens and Straus, 1975) that exposure 

to violence as children effects approval of violence as adults, such 

as seen 1n the authoritarian personality type (Adorno, et a l . ,  1950).

I t  remains to be seen, however. I f  Individuals exposed to violence as 

children do display certain  personality characteristics 1n common, 

and 1f they make use of physical force to resolve fam ily co n flic t.

According to Straus (1978), the ultim ate resource upon which 

we learn to re ly  1s physical force, and frequently In the fam ily, the 

use of physical aggression 1s employed to resolve c o n flic t, for many 

reasons, the family 1s often the training ground fo r abuse (Stelnmetz,
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1977), and according to Scott (1974), unless both m arital partners 

have been c a re fu lly  taught not to express physical aggression 1n the 

home, some degree o f physical assault 1s very lik e ly  to occur at 

times of extreme stress. Why Is I t  then th a t only some Individuals  

frequently employ violence to resolve conflict?

There Is a good deal of controversy about violence In the 

fam ily- This 1s because so l i t t l e  empirical research has been done, 

and because analysis of the family Involves deeply held values and 

widely contrasting s c ie n t if ic  fie ld s  and theories (Straus, Gelles 

and Stelnmetz, 1978)- One of the areas of controversy Is the proposal 

that fam ily members who use violence are mentally 111 or excessively 

aggressive. There 1s l i t t l e  evidence ava ilab le  related to th is  Issue 

and this evidence 1s from studies o f child abuse. Examining the 

studies of Owens (1973) and G11 (1971), the authors state that ch ild  

abusers are es s en tia lly  “normal" Individuals "exercising th e ir  

prerogative of d isc ip lin in g  a child whose behavior they fin d  In need of 

correction". They assume that the findings of a study on personalities  

of husbands and wives who use force on each other would be s im ila r .

They suggest that spouses who use force on each other tend to be 

aggressive personality  types. There are, however, no empirical studies 

o f the personality  characteristics  of Individuals who employ physical 

force 1n c o n flic t  resolution as opposed to those who use verbal 

reasoning or verbal aggression to solve m arital c o n flic t .

Owens and Straus (1975) using the Exposure to Violence Tndexes 

found th a t Ind ividuals exposed to violence as a ch ild  tended to  

approve of the use of violence 1n face to face situations as adu lts . 

Straus (1978) using extensive interview s, found that parents who
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received physical punishment as a child abused their children more 

often than did other parents, as do parents who physically fig h t with 

one another. In add ition, parents who observed th e ir own parents 

physically f ig h tin g , had a higher rate of child abuse than other 

parents. He did not Investigate exposure to violence as a child  and 

the use of force with one's mate, although he does find support for 

the premise th a t force used 1n one area of family Interaction 1s 

present In another.

Dibble and Straus (1978},however, examined the relationship  

between a ttitudes toward violence and actual violent behavior. They 

also examined the extent to which social structure variables such as 

patterns o f In teraction  inside the family and the family's position 

In the economic system, are related to domestic violence and to the 

consistency between attitudes and behavior. They found that attitudes 

and behavior are re la ted , but also that a spouse's violent behavior 

has a greater Impact on the Ind ividual’s violence than does the 

In d iv id u a l's  own a ttitu d e  about violence. This 1s true with respect 

to both the physical punishment of children and to violence toward 

one's spouse. The consistency between attitude toward spousal violence 

and behavior 1s greater among respondents who have both pro-violent 

attitudes and a violent partner.

A B ritis h  p sych ia tris t, D. P. Scott (1974) expressed the 

conviction that spouse abuse was not a disease or c lin ica l en tity  

1n I t s e l f ,  but that I t  bore close resemblance to other social 

devlandes with which 1t often coexists. He fe lt  that the condftlon 

was diverse, atid that most of the classifications of deviant behavior 

and c rim in a lity  can be applied. Wife batterers were classified by 

Scott In to  such groups as the major cultural type, the Inrature
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personality type* and the other personality disorders such as the 

dependent and aggressive types, the jealousy reactions ranging from 

Intolerance of competition to delusional Jealousy* the addictions, 

which probably more often coexist with battering than cause 1 t, and 

the less comnon sado-masochistic type.

In view of the above, 1t was f e l t  appropriate to Investigate  

the personality of those Individuals who use force as a means of 

co n flic t resolution and to see 1 f these Individuals experienced 

violence as children. I t  1s hoped that this Information w ill  shed 

some lig h t on the controversies surrounding violence 1n the fam ily.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of the present study 1s three-fo ld . F irst to 

determine 1f there 1s a relationship between an individual's method of 

co n flic t resolution 1n the family and exposure to violence as a ch ild . 

Secondly, are there personality characteristics comnon to Individuals 

who were exposed to violence as children and/or those who use physical 

force as a means of c o n flic t resolution. Third, are the methods of 

c o n flic t resolution used by normal populations d iffe ren t from those 

used by psychiatric populations.

The subjects were from two populations. The psychiatric 

population consisted o f 26 subjects, 13 men and 13 women who were 

married and had children. These subjects were seen either as in ­

patients or outpatients 1n a private psychiatric hospital 1n Hampton, 

V irg in ia . The normal population consisted of 26 Individuals, 13 

men and 13 women, who were married and the parents of children 

attending a parochial school 1n Williamsburg, V irg in ia ,
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Theoretical Rationale 

In tra fam ily  violence has received l i t t l e  a tten tion  from students 

of fam ily  behavior, and aggression has been looked a t  by the social 

sc ien tis ts  prim arily  from a view outside the fam ily. The theories 

of aggression 1n general are concerned prim arily  w ith Individual 

pathology. The presence of Intra-personal pathology, however, does not 

fn I t s e l f  adequately explain the occurrence o f violence fn the fam ily* 

For In  the fam ily, the v io len t Individual 1s harming those he/she 

usually professes to love, and frequently the v io len t individual 

displays no aggression outside the family se ttin g .

The theoretica l position taken for the present study 1s based on 

the social structure theory of violence (G elles, 1972; Owens and Straus, 

1975; Dibble and Straus, 1978; and Straus, 1978). The social structure  

theory has an Interpersonal ra th er than Intrapersonal emphasis, and 

the Ind ividual pathological approach to 1ntrafam ily violence w i l l  be 

questioned 1n the present study*

In a recent a r t ic le ,  Straus and Dibble (1978) re la ted  two 

explanations of domestic violence based on Individual personality  

disturbance or b e lie fs . Lourle (1977) saw the turbulent period o f 

ro1d11fe adults as an Important factor 1n explanlng parental abuse o f 

adolescents and Walker (1977-76) suggested that learned helplessness 

maintains the v ictim  position o f battered women. Both of these 

explanations are contradictory to the social structure approach which 

views fam ily violence as the re s u lt of m ultip le factors. The authors 

use the "term 'soc ia l s tru c tu re1 to re fe r  to a system of patterned

social In te ra c tio n  fam ilies  are social structures consisting of

various role relationships (e .g . ,  husband-wlfe, mother-son)".
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fu rth er, the structural approach suggests that strains are present In  

the fam ily for maintaining the status quo and that the consistency 

between the way one thinks and the way one acts 1s a psychological 

"luxury lim ited  to those who find themselves surrounded by a congruent 

set of circumstances" (p . 2 ).

The propositions of the social structure approach are drawn from 

the positions of such aggression theories as the frustratlon-aggressfon 

theory and learning theory {Gelles, 1972), I t  1s also Influenced by 

the cu ltural theory which takes the position that the 11 norms and

values that approve of violence arise from the underlying social

structure" (p. 190), The following propositions are presented:

1) Violence 1s a response to particular structural and 

s itu a tio n a l s tim u li. For example, violence Is a response to 

stress, fru s tra tio n , or threats to Identity.

2) Stress 1s d iffe re n tly  distributed In social structures. 

Families with the most stress have fewest resources to cope with 

1 t.

3) Exposure to and experience with violence as a child  

teaches the child th a t violence Is a_ response to structural and 

s itu a tio na l s tim u li. The role models for violence presented to 

an Ind ividual 1n childhood provide a Teaming situation where the 

use, ra tio n a le , and approval of violence are learned,

4 ) Individuals 1n d iffe ren t social positions are 

d if fe r e n t ia lly  exposed both to learning situations of violence 

as a. ch ild  and to structural and situational stimuli fo r which 

violence 1s a response as_ an_ ad u lt.
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5) Indlv1duels w ill use violence toward fami1v members 

d iffe re n tly  as a_ resul t  of 1 earning experience and structural 

causal factors that lead to violence. Family violence generally 

1s explained by examining the factors In society and the family 

that lead to violence and whether or not an individual learns to 

use violence In these situations (p, 188-109),

Hypotheses

For purposes o f the research, the following hypotheses were 

formulated.

Hypothesis 1

There w ill be a s ign ifican t relationship between exposure to 

violence as children and the use of physical aggression to solve 

family co n flic t w ith the subjects* spouse.

Hypothesis 2

There w ill be a s ign ifican t relationship between exposure to 

violence as a ch ild  and the use of physical aggression to solve 

family co n flic t w ith the subjects1 children.

Hypothesis 3

There w ill be a relationship between the manner 1n which an 

Individual handles c o n flic t with his/her spouse and his/her children. 

Hypothesis 4

There w111 be personality t ra its  comnon to Individuals who use 

physical force to resolve c o n flic t 1n family situations.

Hypothesis 5

There w ilt  be personality t ra its  comnon to Individuals who were 

exposed to violence as children.
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Hypothesis 6

The amount of physical force used by the psychiatric population 

w ill  be greater than th a t used by the normal population.

D e fin itio n  o f Terms 

For purposes of c la r if ic a t io n , the following d e fin itio n  o f terms 

are used 1n th is  study.

Violence

Carrying out an act w ith the In te n t or perceived Intent o f 

physically In juring  another person (Straus, Gelles and Stelnmetz,

1976) as measured by the C o n flic t Tactics Scale.

Physical Aggression

This term 1s used Interchangeably with the term violence. 

Aggression

Carrying out an act w ith the In te n t or perceived Intent o f 

In ju ring  another In d iv id u a l. The act may range from a disparaging look 

to murder. (Straus, Gelles and Stelnmetz, 1976).

Verbal Aggression

An act carried out w ith the In te n t or perceived In tent o f harming 

another without physical Involvement (Straus, Gelles and Stelnmetz, 

1976) as measured by the C o n flic t Tactics Scale.

Reasoning

The use of reasoning to  solve c o n flic t In the fam ily as measured 

by the C o n flic t Tactics Scale,

In tra fa m llv  Aggression

An act carried out with the In te n t or the perceived In te n t o f 

in ju ring  a member o f the same nuclear fam ily.
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In tra fam llv  Violence

An act carried out with the In tent or the perceived Intent o f 

physically In juring  a meirtjer of the sane nuclear family.

Exposure to Violence as Children

An Individual 1s considered to have been exposed to violence i f  

Interpersonal violence was observed as a child , 1f Interpersonal 

violence was received as a ch ild , or 1f Interpersonal violence was 

committed as a child  as measured by the Exposure to Vfolence 

Indexes.

Overview

The presentation of th is  Investigation 1s organized Into five  

chapters. In the present chapter, the area under Investigation was 

Introduced, the theoretical framework for the study was established, 

terms were defined, and the lim itations of the study were discussed.

In the next four chapters, the following areas dealing with the 

Investigation are presented: (a) a review of the lite ra tu re ; (b)

methodology; (c ) the results of the Investigation; (d) summary, 

conclusions, and recommendations fo r further research*

Although recent research has been conducted on violence 1n the 

fam ily , no empirical study o f the personality of spouses who use force 

on each other has been conducted. Evidence suggests th a t vfolence 1n 

one area o f re la tin g  1s related to violence 1n another area of 

re la tin g  (Straus, 1976}. Recent findings also Indicate that exposure 

to violence as children Is related to approval of violence as adults. 

The studies presented in the following chapter were selected for 

review because they were related to the above areas or because they 

shed some l ig h t  on the overall Issue of violence fn the family.
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Chapter 2

Review of the L iterature  

The researcher's purpose In this chapter Is to present existing  

research related to the problem stated 1n Chapter 1. However, due to 

the paucity of empirical research related prim arily to personality 

factors associated with the use of physical aggression 1n the fam ily, 

and the relationship  between exposure to violence as children and use 

of physical aggression as adults In the family setting , 1t 1s 

necessary to review lite ra tu re  that 1s in d irec tly , as well as that 

which 1s d ire c tly  re la ted  to these Issues.

In order to accomplish th is , the review of the lite ra tu re  w i l l  

deal with three major areas of 1ntrafam1ly violence; 1) conjugal 

violence; 2) parent to child  violence; and 3) studies which focus on 

violence in a l l  spheres of fn trafam ily  interaction. Several of the 

studies reviewed used the C onflic t Tactics Scale also used 1n the 

present study.

Lastly , the investigator w ill  present a look a t normal versus 

psychfatrfc populations with a focus on the use of the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory as th is is the personality measure 

chosen for the present study,

Conjugal Violence 

In a recent a r t ic le ,  Straus {1978) reports of a study of w ife -  

beating 1n over 2,000 couples who were considered a representative 

sample of American couples. Using the C onflict Tactics Scale,

Straus, Stelnmetz and Gelles found that in the twelve month period
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proceeding th e ir  In terv iew , 3 .8  percent o f the couples reported at 

least one physical attack by the husband on the w ife . This Indicates  

o f approximately 47 m illio n  couples In  th is  country, approximately 

1.8 m illio n  wives are beaten annually by th e ir  husbands.

Straus fe e ls , however, that these are underestimates of the 

actual Incidence o f v io len t acts 1n marriage because of the following  

reasons:

1) Under-reporting by a group o f  people fo r whom violence 1s so 

much a part o f fam ily l i f e  that 1t Is not noteworthy or dramatic 

enough to be remembered.

2) Under-reporting by those who experienced severe v io len t acts , 

but were re lu c tan t to admit the violence because of shame or g u i l t .

3) Only couples liv in g  together were sampled. Thus, divorced 

persons who had experienced high levels of violence were omitted.

The above fa c to rs , coupled w ith  the higher rates found In the 

researchers' p ilo t  studies and informal evidence, led Straus to 

believe th a t the tru e  incident ra te  of spousal violence Is much higher.

One research endeavor o f the present study, also using the 

C o n flic t Tactics Scale, was to assess the amount of family violence  

present In normal and psychiatric  populations. To th is end, S traus1 

assessment th a t the Incidence of v io le n t acts 1n marriage 1s under 

reported was noted and taken Into consideration.

Y1lo and Straus (1978) using the C o n flic t Tactics Scale, compared 

the level of violence 1n ongoing marriages and 1n ongoing cohabltatlng  

re la tion sh ip s. They studied a nation a lly  representative sample o f 

2,143 adults between the ages of 18 and 70 years, who were liv in g  with  

a member of the opposite sex as a couple. Approximately 1.9 percent
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as a "h ittin g  license", which 1s entedded 1n the legal system as well 

as being a cu ltura l norm.

W ife-beating Is seen by Straus as a reflection of societal 

violence. The use of violence 1s sanctioned by our government, which 

maintains a large m ilita ry  establishment and which upholds the death 

penalty and physical punishment 1n the schools. Straus suggests that 

i t  1s Important to minimize, as much as possible, the use of physical 

force as an Instrument o f our government. Another area In which Straus 

feels violence 1s reflected  1s 1n the media. The mass media reflects  

and perpetrates the high level o f aggression and violence 1n our 

society, according to the author, He recommends lim iting  the depiction 

of violence as much as possible without Infringing on freedom of 

expression and a r t is t ic  in te g rity . The last area of society 1n which 

violence 1s re flected  1s the fam ily, According to Straus, one-half of 

a l l  American homes contain guns, and he advocates stringent gun control 

le g is la tio n , p a rtic u la rly  with regard to hand guns.

In his a r t ic le  dealing with a sociological perspective and tre a t ­

ment o f w ife-beating* Straus (1977) looked at the possible relationship  

between In tra fam ily  aggression and "somato-sensory" deprivation. He 

quotes Harry Harlow's research 1n which 1t was found that monkeys 

reared 1n iso la tion  and deprfved o f warm social contact 1n Infancy 

" ....w o u ld  rather f ig h t  than love". He suggests that this same Idea 

may be found elsewhere In the history o f social sciences, with the end 

resu lt suggesting th a t 1n spite of the "warmth and affectionate" 

Ideology of our cu ltu re , m illions of children are deprived of warmth 

and love. To this end he quotes Adorno e t a l ’ s work on the 

authoritarian  personality. The authoritarian personality Is measured
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Interests with each other end thus there ere more occurrences that 

could trig g er a dispute or 1n which fa ilu re  to meet expectations 

could occur. 3) There 1s also a great In tensity  of Involvement 

and attachment typical of fam ily relationships, Thus, the feelings 

of hurt experienced 1n c o n flic t would be more Intense. 4) The 

sexual Inequality  of the typical family model has high potential for 

c o n flic t. The man may not be capable of performing the cu ltu ra lly  

expected roles and/or the wife may not be w illin g  to accept the 

c u ltu ra lly  determined subordinate ro le , 5) The privacy afforded the 

fam ily 1n many societies Insulates I t  both from assistance in coping 

with family d if f ic u lt ie s  and from the social control of neighbors and 

kin. 6) Cultural norms leg itim ize some v io len t acts between family 

members which would be violations of norms 1f they occurred between 

non-family members.

Straus (1976) fe e ls , however, that the most general causal facto r  

of aggression In the fam ily 1s the presence o f aggression In society.

He states "that a l l  forms of aggression are strongly related to each 

other". More s p e c ific a lly , "the more aggression fn one sphere, the 

more 1n others" (p. 720), Related to th is , Stelnmetz and Straus (1974) 

disclaim what they ca ll the "catharsis mythM, that 1s. the assumption 

of the drive theories that "aggression expressed fn one sphere of 

a c tiv ity  w ill not be expressed fn other spheres of social In teraction". 

Findings supporting this (Straus, 1978) are given la te r  fn this paper 

and were explored 1n the present study.

In a sociological perspective on w ife  beating. Straus (1977) 

examined cultural norms and the presence o f violence 1n our society 

which may contribute to spousal assault. He sees the marriage license
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o f the sample were cohabitators. The findings revealed, contrary to 

th e ir  hypothesis, th a t cohab1tators are appreciably more v io len t than 

married couples. However, cohabltators who are over 30, divorced 

women, those who had been liv in g  together over 10 years, and those 

Ind ividuals with high Incomes, have very Tow rates of violence. In 

fa c t ,  they are less v io len t than married Individuals w ith s im ila r  

ch arac te ris tics .

The authors speculated that one explanation for the high level o f  

violence among cohabltators may be that violence may be viewed as a 

symbol of love. The use o f physical violence may serve as "a symbol 

o f closeness and ownership'* for the cohabltators In the absence o f  the 

marriage license. This hypothesis suggests also that a ttitu d es  toward 

the use of violence are re la ted  to I ts  use. They feel that the factors  

th a t explain spousal violence also explain violence among cohabltators. 

That 1s, levels of violence are higher among the young and the poor.

The young marrfed couples may have the social support and In tegration  

1n the k1n network that the young cohabltators do not have, which may 

explain the lower level of violence fo r th is  group. This explanation  

Is  re la ted  to the social structure theory of violence which 1s the 

theoretica l base fo r the present study.

Gelles and Straus (1977) have undertaken to explain the causes 

o f conjugal violence and examined the following factors which they 

fe e l contribute to spousal violences 1) Time a t r is k , 1 ,e ,p 1n many 

so c ie ties , fam ily  members spend a good deal of time together. Host 

l ik e ly ,  they w il l  engage In more disputes and co n flic ts  w ith each 

other than with other Ind ividuals w ith whom they spend less time.

2) Family members are  l ik e ly  to share a wider range o f a c tiv it ie s  and
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by Adorno's "FM scale which Indicates the propensity of Individuals 

to use physical violence for socially desirable ends. Individuals 

with a high "F" scale tend to favor the death penalty and physical 

punishment. Adorno e t al {1950) found that these Individuals 

received re la t iv e ly  less warmth and affectfon from their parents than 

did those low on the MFM scale which suggests that possibly they were 

exposed to violence as children.

I t  has been suggested that Individuals who are exposed to 

violence do in fact use physical aggression (Adorno, et a l . ,  1950; 

Prescott, 1975; and Carlson, 1977). One purpose of the present study 

1s to test that re lationship .

Prescott <1975) has found, according to Straus, both neuro- 

physlologlcal and cross-cultural evidence that the more a person 1s 

deprived o f "somato-sensory g ra tifica tio n " such as love, affection, and 

warm physical contact, the greater that Individual w ill manifest 

aggression, Including physical aggression. He found that In 49 

societies studied, those that do not provide physical affection for 

th e ir  children, have a high level of violence between adults. Thus, 

Straus concludes that a loving and affectionate childhood would insulate 

both Individuals and societies against violence, particularly 1n the 

fam ily ,

Carlson (1977) Interviewed 101 victims of wife abuse who appealed 

for assistance from a volunteer non-professional woman's organization. 

She found that approximately one-half of the assailants and one-third  

of the victims had observed violence between their parents as children. 

Carlson theorizes th a t exposure to violence as children desensitizes 

women to its  affects  and causes them to expect violence 1n their 

m arital relationships.
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Gelles 09 75 ) interviewed both abused women who stayed with 

th e ir spouses and those who sought outside help. He found that three 

major factors were In flu e n tia l In whether or not a woman retrained 

with her vio lent husband. The less severe and less frequent the 

assault, the more lik e ly  the w ife was to remain with her spouse.

Also, 1f an abused wife was struck as a ch ild , the more lik e ly  she 

was to remain with her husband. F in a lly , a woman was more l ik e ly  to 

stay with an abusive husband I f  she had few resources, such as 

education, a job, and a l i t t l e  power. Other factors, such as the 

amount of spousal violence 1n the community, constraint Imposed by 

other individuals liv in g  1n the home, and the woman's own subjective  

meaning of violence Influence the action that abused wives do or do 

not take. This seems to suggest that the w1fe*s level of violence 

approval 1s a factor 1n whether or not she seeks outside intervention.

Parent t ig Child V1olence 

Straus 0®74) says that family violence 1s not uncomnon 1n the 

typical American home and 1s seen most often fn the use o f corporal 

punishment by parents. According to Stelnmetz and Straus (1974), 

between 84 and 97 percent of a ll  parents use physical punishment a t 

some point 1n th e ir  ch ild 's  l i f e .  The use of physical punishment 

frequently extends beyond early childhood. Stelnmetz and Straus found 

that h a lf of the parents they studied used, or threatened to use, 

physical punishment on th e ir  children during th e ir  senior year In  high 

school (Stelnmetz, 1971; Straus. 1971; and Stelnmetz, 1974). The use 

of parental violence, according to Straus (1974), probably Increases 

rather than decreases aggressive tendencies 1n children.
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Straus (1971) looking a t  certain social'psychological ante- 

cendants of parental use o f physical punishment, examined parental 

use o f physical punishment on 229 unverslty students during th e ir  

la s t year 1n high school - He found no s ig n ific an t differences in the 

frequency w ith which middle and working class parents used physical 

punishment. The use o f physical punishment did , however, vary with  

both the sex o f the child  and with the t ra its  that the parents valued 

In  th e ir  children. More s p e c if ic a lly , the parent's conception of the 

roles the child Is  to play as an adu lt Is s ig n ific a n t 1n the parent's  

use of physical punishment. Straus found that parents who f e l t  that 

obedience was the most desired t r a i t  1n th e ir  c h ild , used physical 

punishment more than parents who held other t ra its  as being most 

Important. Physical punishment was used least often by parents who 

valued "se lf-co n tro l"  in th e ir  ch fld , and those who wanted th e ir  ch ild  

to think fo r h im self. Straus feels  that these findings supported what 

he called a "linkage theory" o f the use of physical punishment. I . e . ,  

"soc ia liza tio n  practices w il l  tend to be congruent w ith the type o f  

personality needed to cope w ith  the typical l i f e  circumstances which the 

child  w ill face as an adult" (p. 662).

Addressing the Issue that someone who beats or Injures a ch ild  

must be mentally 111, Gelles (1976) fee ls  th a t th is 1s a myth that 

hampers the understanding o f ch ild  abuse. He says that the research 

that has been used to substantiate this Idea was based on weak case 

data and that the data was Inconsistent and contradictory. Furthermore, 

the authors have d if f ic u lty  specifying which t r a its  are associated with  

abuse. Of the 19 t ra its  noted by the various researchers, agreement 

was found on only 4 t r a i t s ,  f if te e n  o f the t ra its  were unique to the
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p articu la r Investigator, Exporation of possible personality tra its  

that may characterize Individuals who use physical force on their  

spouse and/or children was one o f the issues of the present study.

Green. Gaines and Sandergrund {1974) observed patterns of family

In teraction  frequently encountered fn 60 cases of cMId abuse. The

sample consisted o f 60 mothers or maternal caretakers who were

Interviewed by a c h ild  psychiatric s ta ff member. The data from the

structured 1-1 /2  hour Interview were augmented by agency records.

There was an In-depth exploration of the personality structure of 

these women during psychotherapy. The focus of the Interviews and 

treatment was patterns of fam ily Interaction spanning three generations. 

The mothers reported d if f ic u lt ie s  with th e ir own parents and the physical 

b ru ta lity  o f th e ir  spouses. Among other personality characteristics* 

the women were said to "manifest Impaired Impulse control based on 

childhood experience w ith  harsh punishment and Identification with 

v io len t adult models" (p . 663}. In addition, the women were said to 

have fra g ile  self-esteem and poor self-concepts. These findings, 

however, were not based on psychological measurement techniques, but 

on the c lin ic a l opinions o f the researchers.

Blumberg (1977) describes child  abusers as Individuals who were 

never adequately nurtured or pa rented themselves and who* as a 

consequence, never learned to love or nurture others. They lack ego- 

strength and have a poor self-image, and in addition, use such defenses 

as repression, den ia l, and projection. As 1n the above study, Blumberg 

does not use measurement, but c lin ic a l judgment 1n assessing the 

personalities o f these women.

Hurray Straus (1976) examined child abuse Information on a 

random ly selected c h ild , age 3 through 17, In 1,146 fam ilies.

27



He concluded that each year, over 14 out of every 100 American 

children, ages 3 through 17, are subjected to abuse by a parent.

He compared fam ilies 1n which violence against children occurred 

with other fam ilies and concluded that the nature of society and 

Its  family system bring about chfld abuse. Although there are 

m ultiple factors which Increase the probability  of violence toward 

a ch ild , Straus found that no one of these factors accounts for a 

very large proportion of the cases of child  assault. In addition, 

these factors do not appear or operate In Isolation from one another. 

Thus, he concluded that certa in  combinations of factors are much 

more potent than any one factor 1n Iso la tio n , and that these 

combinations may be more potent than ju s t adding together the 

effects of the two factors. For example, Straus feels that a history  

of wife abuse combined with unemployment, which 1s also associated 

with child  abuse, may be an "explosive coitfclnation"f and may Increase 

the probability  of child abuse considerably.

In th is  study, Straus focuses on social characteristics which 

contribute to child abuse, but does not deal with the psychological 

characteristics of the parents and children which he feels may be 

p art of the explanation of cM Id  abuse. The f ir s t  of these sociological 

factors 1s the structure o f the American fam ily 1n which the burden 

o f child care is placed on the mother. He feels that this factor is  

the main reason why women have a higher ra te  of violence against 

children than do men, despite Tower rates of female violence outside 

the home. Secondly, the higher Incidence o f  child abuse among manual 

workers and the unemployed indicates that the economic and psychological 

stresses created by poverty and an unstable economic system contribute
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to ch ild  abuse. The th ird  factor Is Iso la tion  from the help and 

social control which 1s availab le  when a fam ily has a network o f  

re la tive s  and relationships w ith in  a community. An example o f this  

1s the high Incidence o f ch ild  abuse 1n short term residents o f a 

cormunlty as compared to the long term residents. Another sociological 

facto r contributing to the Incidence of ch ild  abuse Is tra in in g  In the 

use o f violence to resolve c o n flic t . Straus states that parents who 

were physically punished abuse th e ir  children more often , as do 

parents who physically  f ig h t with one another. In add ition , parents 

who observed th e ir  own parents h it t in g  each other have a higher rate  

o f ch ild  abuse than do those who did not witness th e ir  parents* 

physically  f ig h tin g . Straus reconmends a fundamental approach to the 

prevention and treatment o f ch ild  abuse, although he concedes that 

psychotherapy may be needed 1n some cases. For the purpose of the 

present research* 1 t should be noted that Straus found a positive  

re la tionship  between exposure to violence 1n the parental home and 

the use o f physical force as adu lts .

In a nation a lly  representative sample, Straus (1978) found that 

those Ind ividuals whose mothers used physical punishment twice a year 

or more when they were 13 or o ld er, had a ch ild  abuse rate of 18.5, 

which Is  5 perceng greater than rates fo r parents who had experienced 

less v io len t d is c ip lin e  (1 1 *8 ). The use o f physical punishment by 

the fa th e r o f these Individuals made less d iffe ren ce , as the child  

abuse rate  fo r those whose fathers physically punished them 2 or more 

times was 15.7 percent as compared to 13. 1 percent for other parents. 

Another In te res tin g  finding was th a t the sex o f the parent doing the 

physical punishment hod d iffe re n t e ffec ts  on the parents Straus
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Interviewed, I t  seemed that there was greater effect 1f the physical 

punishment was carried out by the parent o f the opposite sex. For 

women who were punished by their mothers, the child abuse rate 1s only 

52 percent greater than those o f other women (23.0 versus 15.1), 

while for men punished by their mothers, the child abuse rate Is 

double that of other men (14.2 versus 7 .4 ). Hen who were punished by 

th e ir  fathers have a child abuse rate which Is 31 percent greater than 

other men (11.6  versus 9 .0 ); and women punished by their fathers have 

a child abuse rate £3 percent greater than other women (24.2 versus 

1 5 .1 ).

In a longitudinal study, Lefkowltz* Huesmann, and Eron (1978) 

Investigated the relationship between parental reports of punishment 

administered to th e ir  8 year old children, and reports of these 

children 10 years la te r  concerning th e ir hypothetical use of punishment 

on th e ir  own children, the Identical Instrument to which the parents 

responded was used to co llect data on the young adults punishment 

p ro c liv it ie s . Peer and se lf-ra tings  of aggressive behavior and other 

data were obtained. I t  was found that punishment appears to have 

1nter-generat1onal effects and 1s also related to aggressive behavior 

o f males 10 years la te r .  The authors note that soclo-cultural 

variables and IQ play an overriding role 1n the long term analysis.

They hypothesize that d irect behavior such as punishment and aggression, 

are perhaps more e a s ily  learned than the more subtle and wider social 

behaviors that the brighter children can comprehend. For purposes 

o f the present research, 1t 1s Important to note the effects of 

parental punishment on the attitudes of the children. More specifically , 

Individuals who received physical punishment approved of the use o f
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physical punishment themselves. This Is related to the findings of 

Dibble and Straus (1976) regarding attitudes and violent behavior 

in marriage.

Owens and Straus (1975) propose that the experience o f violence 

1n childhood 1s one of the factors that leads to the approval of 

violence 1n adulthood. Using the Exposure to Violence Indexes, they 

found that those Individuals who experience violence as a child tended 

to favor the use o f violence to achieve both p o litic a l and personal 

goals. There was no corre la tion , however, between the experience of 

childhood violence and the approval of the use o f violence to se ttle  

International disputes. Thus, they concluded that the amount of 

violence experienced 1n childhood Is one of the factors contributing  

to the development and maintenance o f a society's norms which supports 

violence 1n face-to -face s ituations. The authors found that the 

correlation of experienced childhood violence and approval o f 

violence as adults was s lig h tly  higher for males than females, and 

essentia lly  the same fo r d iffe re n t socio-economic groups.

The authors looked a t three measures of violence approval:

1) National violence approval; 2)  P o litic a l violence approval; and

3) Interpersonal violence approval. They expected that the three 

aspects of violence would be correlated based on the research of 

Adorno e t a l . ,  (1950) o f the "authoritarian personality". This 

research suggests th a t there Is a personality type that approves of 

violence o f a l l  types. Including spanking children and dropping 

atomic bombs. On the other hand, they were aware of the V1et Nam 

War "doves" who favored domestic p o lit ic a l violence, which would 

suggest no corre lation  of the three measures of violence approval.
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Their findings* however, were consistent with both the author­

ita r ia n  personality theory and the behavior of the "m ilitan t doves". 

They found that there was es se n tia lly  zero corre lation between the 

approval o f national violence (pro-war a ttitu d e s ), and approval of 

p o lit ic a l violence. However, Interpersonal violence approval was 

correlated with the approval of both national violence approval and 

p o lit ic a l violence approval. They concluded that the correlations  

show th a t each o f the aspects of violence approval 1s Independent 

enough th a t I t  1s necessary to tre a t  each other as a separate 

dependent variab le .

The authors also found that there was a corre lation  between 

the experience o f violence as a chlTd and the approval of both 

Interpersonal and p o lit ic a l violence or the use of violence 1n 

face-to -face  s itu a tio n s . On the basis of the above research, 

Investigating  exposure to violence as a ch ild  and the use o f violence 

as an ad u lt as suggested above, would seem warranted.

In tra fa m llla l Violence

Growing evidence suggests the p o s s ib ility  o f a relationship  

between ch ild  abuse, husband-wlfe violence, and v io len t behavior o f 

the children 1n the home. In studies of murders, several authors 

noted evidence o f extreme parental abuse as well as physical violence  

between parents (Satten , Menlnger, and Rosen, 1960; Duncan, F ra z ie r, 

L lt ln ,  Johnson and Barron, 1953). Easson and S telnh llber (1961) 

and Duncan and Duncan (1971) also found patterns o f parental b ru ta lity  

and evidence of w ife  beating 1n the fam ily environment o f adolescents 

who murder fam ily menfcers. In a three generational study (S ilv e r , 

Dublin, and Lourle, 1969) considerable support was found fo r the
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thesis th a t abusive parents were abused as children. Additionally, 

the abusive parents were engaged 1n spouse beating and th e ir  children 

were a t the same time c o m ittin g  acts of violence. These findings 

are addressed 1n the present research regarding Individuals1 

exposure to violence as children and th e ir use of violence as adults.

Straus (1977} views the family as a training ground fo r  violence. 

Re concludes that not only does the level of violence In the family 

re f le c t  the level o f violence 1n the various aspects of society, 

violence 1n society re flec ts  what goes on 1n the family -  what 1s 

learned from Infancy. The fam ily, according to Straus, may play the 

most crucial ro le In determining the degree of violence 1n society, 

fo r  1 t 1s In the family setting that most people f irs t  experience 

physical aggression. In addition, the emotional context 1n which the 

aggression 1s experienced Is s ig n ifican t, as the use of violence may 

become associated with love. Children learn that they are h it by 

those who love them and that they have the right to h it. In addition, 

I t  Is learned that the use of physical aggression must be Justified  

I f  the reason for Its  use Is important. Straus further suggests that 

not only do children who were physically punished learn to discip line  

th e ir  own children with physical force, but that the use of physical 

force 1s generalized to other close relationships, particularly 1n 

marriage. Therefore, Straus concludes that alternate means of child  

rearing are necessary and that physical punishment should be eliminated.

Sibling r iv a lry , according to Straus, is almost as universal as 

the use o f physical punishment 1n the family, Even though fighting may 

be Inevitab le  In early  childhood, Straus suggests that I t  1s dealt with 

1n a way that "symbolizes and reinforces the legitimacy of violence 

between fam ily members". That 1s, fighting among siblings 1$ seen as
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less serious than the ffghtlng  with non-related children and physfcel 

aggression among siblings continues long a fte r  1t has ceased among 

peers. As a re s u lt, children learn that there 1s nothing p articu la rly  

reprehensible about the use of violence among family members and Straus 

advocates that parents take steps to reduce and define as impermlssable, 

acts of physical force between th e ir  children. He further suggests 

providing both parents and children techniques for coping with 

1ntrafamily co n flic ts  other than physical force and violence.

In 1973, Straus looked a t violence between family members from a 

general systems theory viewpoint. This theory suggests that violence 

among family members 1s a systematic product rather than the resu lt of 

Individual behavior pathology. He used three concepts, namely 1) 

"Positive Feedback Process" which seems to Increase violence 1n the 

home; 2)  "Negative Feedback" which 1s a dampening process which 1s said 

to maintain the level of violence within to lerable lim its ; and 3}

"The Horphogenlc Process" which changes the role structure of the 

fam ily. Straus used Thomas Scheff's (1966) propositions of the 

social causes of mental illn ess  as a model of his propositions for his 

systems theory. The following are Straus*s propositions based on 

Scheff1s:

1) Violence between fam ily members arises from diverse causes.

This Includes normative expectations, personality t r a i ts ,  frustrations  

due to role-blockage, and co n flic ts .

Z) Relative to the rate of publicly known or treated vfolence 

between fam ily members, the actual occurrence 1s extremely high.

3} Most violence 1s e ith e r denied or not labeled as deviance.

For example, parental use of physical punishment Is not considered 

intrafam ily violence by laymen.
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* )  Stereotyped Imagery of fam ily violence 1s learned 1n early  

childhood from parents» s ib lings and other children. The use o f 

physical punishment by parents Is an especially strong role model.

5) The stereotypes of fam ily  violence are continually reaffirm ed. 

This 1s done through social In te ra c tio n , that 1s the high value on 

the rough male and as seen 1n the mass media.

6) V io len t persons may be rewarded for v io len t acts 1f these 

acts produce the desired resu lts . The reinforcement seems to Insure 

the p ro b a b ility  that the Individual w il l  use violence again.

7) Use o f violence when i t  1s contrary to fam ily norms, creates  

c o n flic t over the use o f violence to s e ttle  the orig in a l c o n flic t .

The secondary produces further violence.

8) Persons labeled as v io le n t may be encouraged to play out the 

ro le . For example, a w ife who has been previously h it  by her husband 

may provide a cue which provokes the expected behavior from her husband 

by the w ife 's  flin c h in g  or crouching.

Violence comes to be a mode of re la tin g , according to Straus 

{1978), and as stated above, he hypothesizes th a t violence 1n one 

sphere 1s re la ted  to violence In another sphere of H fe .  The 

teaching o f violence, with Its  beginnings with the f i r s t  slap on a 

c h ild 's  hand, establishes the fa c t that those who love you, h i t  you 

and th a t f t  Is m orally r ig h t to use violence w ith in  the fam ily. I f  

the use of non-physical forms o f punishment replace the physical, 

the ch ild  may learn other modes o f dealing with others, although 

e a r lie r  patterns may emerge In times of extreme stress. However, 

according to the author, I f  the use of physical punishment continues 

and the children observe parental violence, there 1s a strong chance
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that the use of physical force w ill become a means of Interacting  

with others. This 1s substantiated by the findings of Owens and 

Straus (1975) and Gelles and Straus (1975, 1978).

Straus (1978) found that men who h ft their wives are imre lik e ly  

than other men to abuse a ch ild . However, he concluded that most of 

these men do not attack a child severely enough for i t  to be considered 

what 1s ca lled  child  abuse. This Information reinforced his thesis 

that violence may become a model of re la tin g , as one of the clearest 

findings that has emerged from the Family Violence Research Program 

a t the U n ivers ity  of New Hampshire, 1s that violence In one sphere 

o f l i f e  1s re la ted  to the use of violence 1n another. He found that 

1n a n a tio n a lly  representative sample, one out of ten parents (11.5  

percent) remembered seeing th e ir  parents h ittin g  each other a t least 

one time. The findings Indicated that observing the father h it  the 

mother has a greater a ffe c t on the child  than the observation of the 

mother h it t in g  the fa th er. However, the s tatis tics  suggest that 

violence by a parent of the same sex provides the strongest ro le  model 

fo r  the c h ild . Hen who saw th e ir  fathers h it his wife had a 39 percent

greater ra te  o f child abuse than did men whose fathers did not h it

th e ir  wives (13.3  versus 9 .7 ). The e ffect of the fathers* h ittin g  

th e ir  wives had less e ffe c t on th e ir daughters: only a s lig h tly

greater rate o f  child abuse (19.7 versus 17 .4 ). Being the daughter of

a mother who h it  her husband, however, results fn a greater rate of 

ch ild  abuse than other women (24.4 versus 17.2).

Stelnmetz (1974, 1977) speculates that the methods spouses use 

fo r resolution of c o n flic t may be sim ilar to the manner In which they 

d isc ip lin e  th e ir  children. She a<*n1n1stered a questionnaire to a
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broad base, non-represen ta t  We sample of 78 Individuals between the 

ages of IB and 30 years with a focus on the 1ntrafam1l1al patterns 

of c o n flic t resolution. For th is , she used the Conflict Tactics 

Scale. The subjects responded to the manner 1n which co n flic t was 

resolved between th e ir mother and father, each parent and s e lf, and 

self and each sib ling . She found that verbal aggression was u tilize d  

for c o n flic t resolution 1n almost a l l  the fam ilies . Ptyslca! aggression 

occurred 1n approximately 70 percent of the fam ilies  ta resolve 

parent-child and sibling co n flic t and 1n 30 percent to resolve spousal 

c o n flic t. She concluded that there Is support fo r  the premise that 

In tra fam lH al patterns o f c o n flic t resolution ex is ts .

With regard to husband-wife violence and ch ild  abuse, Straus 

(1978) found that there Is a relationship between couples h ittin g  each 

other and abusing th e ir  children. In fam ilies where the husband was 

violent toward hfs w ife during the year of the survey, the incidence 

of child abuse was 129 percent greater than 1n other fam ilies {28.0 

versus 12 .2 ). When there was a case of w ife-beating, one-third of 

the couples abused a c h ild . A w ife  h ittin g  the husband was associated

with 120 percent greater Incidence of child abuse. The w ife  being

very v io le n t, however, did not Increase the frequency of child  

abuse as did the husband's use of extreme violence.

From a theoretical viewpoint, Stelnmetz hypothesizes that 

these respondents might use sim ilar methods to resolve th e ir own 

marital c o n flic t and to d isc ip lin e  their children. She points out

that by studying the c o n flic t patterns used by fam ilies not labeled

as abusive. Insight might be gained with regard to coping mechanisms 

which might be adapted by family members using abusive techniques.
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Stelnmetz. based on e a r lie r  studies, concluded th a t considerable 

amounts of force 1s used 1n so called  normal fam ilies  to resolve 

co n flic t* The current study w i l l  examine the c o n flic t resolution  

techniques 1n fam ilies  not Id e n tif ie d  as abusive.

Normal versus Psychiatric Populations 

The following 1s a review of the lite ra tu re  on normal versus 

psychiatric populations w ith regard to aggression and associated 

use o f the HMPI which 1s f e l t  to be relevant to the present study* 

D iffe re n tia tin g  subjects o f a normal population from that of a 

pathological population 1s a p ro a b lH s tlc  one. For example, using 

the MMPI, the higher the c lin ic a l score, the greater the p ro b ab ility  

that the Individual w il l  be defined as a member of the pathological 

group {Dahlstrom, e t a 1, 1975, p. 19)* With regard to the specific  

area o f aggression, MacDougald has developed a violence scale that  

1s given by Dahlstrom, e t al {1975, p. 286). The authors also l i s t  

h o s t il i ty  scales derived by MacDougald {197Q), Watson, Vestre, and 

K le tt {1972), Higgins (1966) and Schultz (1974). A 1974 study by 

Cohler, Weiss, and Grunbatm revealed that the h o s t i l i ty  scale by 

Wiggins (1966) as well as other scales, d iffe re n tia te d  between a 

discharged psychiatric  group o f women and non-psychiatric controls 

a t the beginning of an a fte rcare  study and again 20 months la te r .

According to Dahlstrom and Welsh (1960) a high scale 4 

{psychopathic devlancy) on the W PI fo r men 1s often associated 

with aggressive behavior especia lly  1 f paired with a high scale 9 

{hypomanla) or w ith scale Z (depression) coded low. When scale 4 

is coded high with scale 0 (social Introversion) coded low, both 

aggression and fa th er c o n flic t  are Indicated. When scale 4 1s
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coded high with scale 7 (psychoasthenia) coded high as well f t  

suggests home c o n flic t . The authors conclude that scale 4 1s 

associated with aggression, 1f not belligerent attitudes toward 

authority  and may be reflected 1n the home.

For women, scale 4 coded high fn combination with a high 

scale 2 or scale 9 suggests rebelliousness and aggressiveness 

according to  the authors. High scale 5 1 s (mascul 1n1ty-femin1nity) 

and high scale 7's are present 1n patterns of women with home 

c o n flic ts .

The results of a study by Hawk and Peterson (1974) which 

examined the fflPl scores of three criterion  groups, adolescent 

delinquents, college students, and Individuals belonging to a 

therapy c o lle c tive  Indicated that the Pd or scale 4 on the MMPI 

measure a general devlancy from societal norms rather than 

psychopathic devlancy per se. r f  this 1s the case, these findings 

are re levant for studies on violence as the psychopath 1s the 

Individual most commonly associated wfth violence (Storr, 1968).

The concern of the present study, however, w ill be patterns that 

may emerge 1n both the psychiatric and normal groups of Individuals 

who use violence 1n c o n flic t resolution 1n the family setting.

No studies were found that dea lt spec ifica lly  with MMPI patterns 

of those who use violence 1n c o n flic t resolution of an Interpersonal 

nature. Dahlstrom, e t  al (1976) states that from out of the research 

using W PI measures w i l l  come a better understanding of the "complicated 

network of relationships between personality attributes of each member 

of the fam ily  con ste lla tion , and the ways 1n which family members form 

coalitions and a llia n c e s , to otherwise cope with strains within the 

group" (p . 114).
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According to Storr (1968) one o f the most Interesting facts  

emerging form the crim inological research based on the reports of 

Rycroft (1966) Is th a t crimes of violence, sexual crimes* and dangerous 

driving offenses are often committed by the same type of  person.

These Individuals are c lass ified  psych latrlca lly  as psychopathic and 

are characterized by a confclnatlon of "certain paranoid characteristics  

with a habitual lack o f a b il i ty  to control their Immediate Impulses11 

(p. 100). Storr fu rth er states that the depresslves turn th e ir  

h o s tility  Inward; schizoids withdraw from humn contact and the 

paranoids deny their h o s til ity  and a ttr ib u te  f t  to others. The 

psychopaths, on the other hand, have a strong propensity to act 

out th e ir h o s tility . Based on this 1 t can be concluded that the 

expression o f overt aggression 1s not evenly distributed w ithin the 

general psychiatric population.

With regard to violence 1n the mentally 111, a study conducted 

over two time periods (1963-1969 and 1970-175} suggests that a 

previously held notion, according to the authors, that the mentally 

111 are less violence prone than the general population 1s not 

supported (Grunberg, K linger, and Grumet, 1977). The authors state  

that the investigations of mental Illn ess  and violent behavior 

conducted In  the 19ZO's-1940's were conducted when hospital admission 

policies were more le n ie n t, the discharge policies more stringent, 

and treatment more prolonged. The e a r lie r  studies found that released 

psychiatric patients had low arrest rates. The authors conclude that 

the trend toward eoemunlty based care has reversed the findings.

They reviewed the f i le s  of persons convicted or acquitted of homicide 

for reasons o f Insanity 1n the two time periods stated above to arrive  

a t th e ir conclusions.
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A study conducted by Cochrane and Nell son {1977) on ZOO 

psychiatric  patients revealed that three groups of depressed patients  

showed s ig n ific a n tly  higher undischarged drive levels  than did the 

nondepressed subjects. The endogenous depressIves also showed 

s ig n ific a n tly  more In h ib itio n  of aggression than did the reactive  

depresslves. These findings are contrary to the aggressive theory 

o f Lourle (1977) mentioned e a r lie r  1n this paper).

The above findings suggest that certain psychiatric  groups may 

manifest more aggression than normals yet as Gelles (1974) so ap tly  

states ‘i t  1s d i f f ic u l t  to conceive of v io len t acts between fam ily  

members as a ris in g  out of a single causal facto r such as psycho­

pathic or genetic condition because of the various social and 

psychological elements that are associated w ith occurrences and 

patterns of fam ily violence" (p . 185).

Summary

I t  appears from the studies reviewed, that exposure to violence  

as children may be related not only to a ttitudes toward physical 

force as adu lts , but to I ts  use In the fam ily setting  as w e ll. This 

1s p a rtic u la r ly  tru e  with regard to the use of parental punishment.

I t  may be, however, that Just as many Individuals are subjected to 

violence as children who do not use physical aggression as adults.

Host of the studies reviewed examined the Issues addressed from a 

sociological perspective and there were no studies that examined the 

personality characteristics  of Individuals who use physical aggression 

on th e ir  spouses u t i l iz in g  psychological measurement.

Studies o f the personalities o f child  abusers Indicate that these 

parents are so ca lled  normal Individuals and i t  has been speculated
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that th is  1s a 1 so true of spouse abusers. I t  1s wondered I f  there are 

personality characteristics 1n comnon of Individuals who use physical 

force. The present study has attempted to examine exposure to 

violence as a child* the use of physical force 1n the family, and the 

personality characteristics of Individuals who use force.

Another Issue examined In the present study, Is the amount of 

physical force present In two diverse groups, a normal and a 

psychiatric papulation.
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Chapter 3

Methodology
The present study mas undertaken to ascertain i f  there 1s a 

relationship between an Ind iv idual's  method o f c o n flic t resolution  

1n the family and exposure to violence as a ch ild . Also two 

populations were studied to determine 1f the con flic t resolution  

methods used by psychiatric populations d if fe r  from those used by 

normal populations, A further issue explored was to determine 1f 

there are personality characteristics common to those Individuals 

exposed to violence as a child and/or those who use physical force 

as adults 1n the family setting .

A detailed description of the research procedures and methods 

u tiliz e d  in the present Investigation are presented 1n this chapter. 

Included are descriptions of the following; (a} populations and 

th e ir  p articu lar settings, (b) measurement Instriments used, (c) 

procedures, and {d) s ta t is tic a l methods.

Populations

The present study was undertaken at Peninsula Psychiatric 

Hospital 1n Hampton, V irg in ia  and a t  Hals Ingham Academy Lower 

School, Willfamsburg, V irg in ia . None of the subjects 1n the present 

study were previously labeled as abusive.

Peninsula Psychiatric Hospital Is  a 125 bed private psychiatric  

hospital accredited by the Joint Connrlsslon on Accreditation for 

Hospitals. The hospital population consists of both voluntary and 

involuntary patients, w ith most being voluntary admissions. The
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services o f the hospital are covered In whole or In  part by most 

national or local health Insurance plans or by p rivate  pay. The 

patient population Is  divided Into  three d is tin c t treatment 

programs: 1) the chemical dependent program, 2) the adolescent

program, and 3) the adult program. The severity of the Illnesses  

range from reactive conditions to major psychotic reactions. The 

patients Included 1n th is  study Included those labeled as neurotics 

and those diagnosed as psychotic upon admission. However, patients  

who were not able to respond appropriately were not used 1n the 

study. Patients diagnosed as alcoholics were not used as subjects.

The subjects 1n the psychiatric  group consisted of 13 males 

and 13 females who were married and who had children at home. The 

13 females, 11 Caucasian and 2 black, ranged 1n age from 25 to 45 

years w ith a mean age o f 33, Their educational level ranged from 

10 to 15 years w ith a mean of 12.62 years. The 13 males, 11 

Caucasian and 2 black, ranged 1n age from 26 to 56 years with an 

educational level from 7 to IB years. The mean age for the men 

was 37.62 and the mean educational level was 13,69. The mean age 

for the e n tire  population was 36.92 and the mean educational level 

was 13,15.

The normal population was taken from parents who had signed up 

for a parenting workshop a t Walslngham Academy tower School. This 

sample also consisted o f 26 In d iv id u a ls , 13 men and 13 women who 

were married w ith ch ild ren ,

Walslngham Academy 1s a parochial school divided Into  lower and 

upper schools. The lower school Is comprised of 314 students who 

make up grades kindergarten through seven. The students are admitted
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following a placement te s t which determines 1f they are functioning 

academically on grade le v e l. The Walslngham families are primarily 

upper middle class but a few students from lower socioeconomic 

groups are able to attend through scholarships available through the 

local parish.

The normal population consisted of 12 Caucasian females and

12 Caucasian males and 1 black female and 1 black male. The females 

ranged 1n age from 28 to 49 with a mean age of 36.B5 and an 

educational level that ranged from 12 to 19 years with a mean 

educational level of 16 years. The males ranged from 32 to 50 years 

w ith a mean age o f 39 years. Their educational level ranged from

13 years to 20 years with a mean educational level of 16.62. The 

mean age for the en tire  group was 37.92 and the mean educational 

level for the group was 15.81.

Sampl1ng

The subjects for the norma? population were obtained from the 

f i r s t  13 males and the f i r s t  13 females who signed up for a parenting 

workshop a t Walslngham Lower School who consented to participate 1n 

the study.

The psychiatric  population was obtained as the subjects were 

routinely referred  for a psychological evaluation either on an out­

p atien t or In p atien t basis.

Measurement Instruments

The area under investigation 1s a re la tiv e ly  new fie ld  and few 

devices have been designed to assess c o n flic t resolution and exposure 

to violence. Therefore, the r e l ia b i l i t y  and va lid ity  of the measures
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are not fu lly  established. There are many devices developed to 

assess personality factors, however, end the Instrument chosen to 

measure personality characteristics 1n th is  study was chosen because 

1t was f e l t  to y ie ld  optimum Information. The measurement devices 

selected w ill be discussed as follows:

1) C onflic t Tactics Scale, Form N

2) Exposure to Violence Indexes

i )  Minnesota Multi phasic Personality Inventory

The Conflict Tactics Scale

The C onflic t Tactics Scale, f i r s t  ca lled  the Conflict Resolution 

Technique, was developed a t  the University of New Hampshire in 1971 

and has been used extensively over the past years 1n studies by Allen  

and Straus, 197S; Buicroft and Straus, 1975; Straus, 1974 (Gelles, 

1977). The CTS was designed to measure In tra fam ily  c o n flic t based on 

the means used to resolve conflicts  of In te re s t and has three groups 

of con flfc t resolution Items: 1) reasoning - the use o f rational

decision and argument; 2) verbal aggression -  the use o f verbal

and non-verbal expressions of h o s tility  — acts which symbolically 

hurt the other or threats to hurt the other; 3) the use o f physical 

force or violence as a means of resolving c o n flic t . The scales 

consist of 18 Items, the la s t 8 of which Involves the use o f force 

or violence.

The CTS 1s atfnlnlstored by presenting the subject with the l is t  

and asking them to Indicate what they did when they had a disagreement 

with th e ir spouse or child  In the course o f th e ir  relationship or In 

a specific time span.
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The r e l ia b i l i t y  and v a lid ity  o f the CTS have been assessed 

over the period of I ts  development and m odification (Gelles* 1977).

An analysis by Straus (1974) indicates th a t the Indexes of the 

CTS have an adequate level o f r e l ia b i l i t y  as Indicated by an average 

Item * to ta l corre lation  o f .77. A study was undertaken by Bui c ro ft  

and Straus (1975) to determine v a lid ity  of husband, w ife* and child  

reports o f conjugal violence. They found th a t by using the CTS, the 

corre la tion  between ch lld -rep o rt and s e lf-re p o rt of violence was 

r  ■ .64 for students w ith husband data and r ■ .33 fo r student with  

wffe data. They found th a t there was a tendency fo r students to 

report more violence by the husbands than the husbands reported and fo r  

wives to report more violence by themselves than the student-chUd  

reported. I t  was f e l t ,  however, due to the nature of the subject 

under investigation , the p ro b ab ility  of achieving accurate reporting  

Is si 1m. The r e l ia b i l i t y  of the CTS Is  sa tis facto ry  for research 

purposes.

Exposure to Violence Indexes

The Exposure to Violence Indexes were o r ig in a lly  developed by 

Owens (1973). Owens and Straus (1975) used a revised version of th is  

scale In th e ir  study o f exposure to violence 1n childhood and approval 

of violence as an a d u lt. The resu lting  Indexes were subjected to  

Item analysis and those that did not show a corre la tion  w ith a to ta l 

score o f 0.20 or higher were dropped from the Index.

The three aspects o f exposure to violence are shown 1n Appendix

I .  As discussed elsewhere 1n this paper, a fte r  corre lation  of Item 

analysis o f these Indexes, the authors computed the in te rco rre la tio n  

of the three Indexes measuring d iffe re n t aspects of exposure to
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violence. The results Indicated that the three aspects of exposure 

to violence are closely related  and were considered part of a pattern 

called “the social structure of violence 1n childhood".

As a re s u lt, i t  was f e l t  that these scales would be a re la tive ly  

valid  Instrument fo r determining exposure to violence as a child.

The actual te s t  used appears In Appendix I I .  The form mss based on 

Straus's C o n flic t Tactics Scale and scored sim ilarly (Straus, 1979).

The Minnesota Hultlphasfc Personality Inventory

The Minnesota Mult1phas1c Personality Inventory (fiiPt), f ir s t  

copyrighted 1n 1943, was em pirically derived, The original data was 

obtained by contrasting normal groups with "carefully studied c lin ica l 

cases" (McKinley and Hathaway, 1967). I t  was designed, according 

to the authors, to "provide an objective assessment of some of the 

major personality characteristics  that a ffec t personal and social 

adjustment" and 1s probably the most ubfquitlous o f the personality 

Inventories. R e lia b il ity  and v a lid ity  data are also given by 

McKinley and Hathaway (1967). There were orlg fnally  nine scales 

developed fo r c lin ic a l use and they were named for the abnormal 

conditions on which th e ir  construction was based. They are:

1) Hs -  hypochondriasis; 2} 0 - depression; 3) Hy - hysteria;

4) Pd -  psychopathic deviate; 5) Mf -  mascul1n1ty-fen1nity;

6) Pa -  paranoia; 7) Pt -  psychasthenla; B) Sc - schizophrenia; 

and 9) Ma - hypomanla. Other scales have been developed, one of 

which, SI -  social In tervers ion , Is conrnonly scored. There are 

also three va lidating  scales: L -  H e , F -  va lid ity , and K -

correction. The o rig in a l Instrument contained 550 statements to 

which the subject was asked to respond; true, false or cannot say.
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In 1966, *  revised version of the Inventory* Form R. was published 

and the fourteen basic scores are obtained from the f i r s t  399 

Items. On this form, the subject has to respond *true" or "false*1 

to the items.

Since the development of the Inventory, the scales have been 

shown to have meaning w ithin the normal range of behavior, according 

to the authors, so as to avoid misleading connotations, the scales 

are referred to by th e ir  abbreviations or code numbers.

Drake and Getting (1959) designed a manual on the M PI to aid  

counselors 1n dealing w ith th e ir  c lie n ts . The Interpretations are 

derived from studies o f p ro files  of re la t iv e ly  normal Individuals, 

but were f e l t  by the authors to be useful 1n dealing with more deviant 

Individuals as w e ll. The W PI 1s used with normal as well as disturbed 

groups (Sutter and Domino, 1975; L ittle jo h n , 1967; Hawk and Peterson, 

1974) and 1s sensitive to deviant behavior, aggressive behavior and 

home c o n flic t (Dahlstrom and Welsh, 1960).

In a study of murders, Pothast (1956} compared murders whose 

k illin g s  were carried out 1n the course o f robbery or burglary (murder 

fo r p ro f it )  as opposed to those homicides which involved k il l in g  a 

spouse In the course o f an argument (murder fo r passion}. Both groups 

had elevations on scale 4 but d iffe re n t configurations on the other 

basic scales. The professional criminals who k ille d  while coamlttlng 

a crime had primary elevations on the psychotic te trad , prim arily on 

Scale B. The "passion** group had elevations on the neurotic tr ia d . 

Pothast*s passion group displayed l i t t l e  evidence o f poor emotional 

control p rio r to the murder. On the contrary, they were over controlled  

1n expression o f emotional Impulses (Dahlstrom, e t a!> 1976}.
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Dahlstrom, Welsh and Dahlstrom (1975) report that pairwise* 

analysis of MMP1 p ro file  congrulty hold much promise for evaluating  

Interpersonal relationships 1n the family se ttin g . For exanple,

P. D. Arnold (1970) has devised a nuntier of Indices to evaluate the 

like lihood o f m arital discord in  a couple from th e ir  MHPI patterns 

considered co n jo in tly . He refers to the measure as the Arnold Sign 

Ind icator or AST. In add ition, M P I has been used by several 

researchers to assess m arital relationships (Rogers* et a l ,  1970* 

Osborne* 1971; Reusell and Edwards* 1971; Newmark and Toomeey,

1972), Because of I ts  widespread use and the wide range of 

personality characteristics  1t assesses* the MHPI was chosen as the 

measure of personality  characteristics  fo r th is study.

Procedures

The following procedures were used to c o lle c t and process the 

data Involved 1n th is  Investigation .

Design

The model fo r th is  study was a co-relat1onal design. The 

subjects fo r the psychiatric  group were obtained as they were admitted 

to Peninsula Psychiatric Hospital or as they were referred for a 

psychological evaluation on an outpatient basis. The subjects fo r  

the normal population were obtained from a group of parents who had 

expressed an in te re s t I n a workshop on parenting a t  the parochial 

school. The Independent variab le  fo r the study was the manner of 

c o n flic t resolution used to handle a c h ild  and/or spousal c o n flic t  

by the subject as described e a r l ie r  1n the paper. The dependent 

variables were:
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1. Exposure to violence as a child .

2.  Scores on the Minnesota Multiphasfc Personality Inventory,

Data Collection

The purpose o f this study and the procedures to be undertaken 

Mere explained to the medical director of the psychiatric hospital 

and to the principal of the school* The Inventories were administered 

to the psychiatric patients as they were admitted to the hospital 

during the routine adm inistration of a battery of psychological 

tests or as they were referred  fo r a psychological evaluation on an 

outpatient basis. The patients were told that this portion of the 

testing was for research purposes. These tests were administered 

in d iv id u a lly  and 1n most instances, were completed in one setting.

Each Individual completed the Exposure to Violence Indexes, the 

C o n flic t Tactic Scale for spousal Interaction, the Conflict Resolution 

Technique for parent-child  interaction and the R Form of the 

Minnesota Multi phasic Personality Inventory,

The testing fo r the normal population was also administered 

In d iv id u a lly . The subjects were obtained from a group of parents who 

Indicated an In te res t 1n a parenting workshop. These Individuals were 

contacted and a convenient time fo r testing was arranged. They were 

to ld  that the study was concerned with con flic t resolution and a ll  the 

Information collected was fo r research purposes. The subjects took 

the test m aterial home to complete and returned I t  to the school o ffice . 

Coded nunfcers were sidistltuted fo r names to assure confidentiality .

The researcher arranged to meet with the subjects a t the conclusion 

o f the study to explain the results and given Indepth feedback to 

those Individuals who were Interested.
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Processing the Data

The f i r s t  procedure In processing the data 1n this study was to 

score the Conflict Tactics Scales. These, lik e  a ll the Inventories, 

were hand-scored by the researcher. The next step taken 1n the data 

collection was the scoring of the Exposure to Violence Indexes. The 

scores on the three Inventories were then coded as follows:

Overall Exposure to Violence = V1Q

Observing Violence = V101

Experiencing Violence = V102

Committing Violence 8 V103

Overall C onflict with Spouse = CONS

Reasoning with Spouse B CONST

Verbal Aggression w ith Spouse e C0NS2

Violence with Spouse - C0NS3

Overall C onflic t w ith  Child B CONC

Reasoning with Child M C0NC1

Verbal Aggression w ith  Child W CONC 2

Violence with Child m CONC3

The VJO score was obtained by computing V10 ■ ((V1Q1/5) + 

(V102/6) + (V 103/2))/3 . The CONS score was computed as follows: 

CONS -  ( (CONS1/3) + (C0NS2/6) + (C0N53/8))/3.

The CONC score was computed s im ila rly  to the CONS score.

The next step In the data collection was the scoring of the MHPI 

p ro file s . The fin a l procedure 1n processing the data was the 

preparation for s ta tis tic s .
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S ta t is t ic a l Hypotheses

1. There w i l l  be no re la tion sh ip  between exposure to violence

as children and the use o f physical aggression to solve family

co n flic ts  with the s t i je c ts 1 children.

la . There w ill  be no re la tion sh ip  between exposure 

to violence as children and the use of physical aggression 

to solve fam ily  co n flic ts  w ith the subjects' children for 

the psychiatric  population.

lb . There w ill be no re la tio n sh ip  between exposure 

to violence as children and the use of physical aggression 

to solve fam ily  c o n flic ts  w ith the subjects' children for  

the normal population.

2.  There w i l l  be no re la tion sh ip  between exposure to

violence as children and the use o f physical aggression to solve

c o n flic t w ith the subjects' spouses.

2a. There w ill be no re la tio n sh ip  between exposure 

to violence as children and the use of physical aggression 

to solve c o n flic t  w ith the subjects' spouses fo r the 

psychiatric population.

2b. There w il l  be no re la tion sh ip  between exposure 

to violence as children and the use o f physical aggression 

to solve c o n flic t  w ith the subjects’ spouses fo r the 

normal population.

3. There w i l l  be no re la tion sh ip  between the manner 1n 

which an Individual handles c o n flic t  w ith  h is/her spouse and 

his /her children.
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3a. There w ill be no relationship between the 

manner 1n which an Individual handles con flic t with his/her 

spouse and h is/her children for the psychiatric population.

3b. There w ill be no relationship between the 

manner 1n which an Individual handles c o n flic t with his/her 

spouse and h is /her children fo r the normal population.

4 . There are no comnon personality tra its  that characterize 

Individuals who were exposed to violence as children.

5. There are no comnon personality tra its  th a t characterize 

Individuals who use physical force 1n family situations as adults.

6. There 1s no s ig n ific an t d ifference between the amount of 

force used 1n family settings 1n normal and psychiatric populations.

S ta t is t ic a l Analysis 

There were several s ta t is t ic a l methods used to analyze the 

data. The f i r s t  three hypotheses were assessed by the Pearson Core 

program of the SPSS. MHPI scores were subjected to a t-test and 

an analysis of variance. The differences between the two populations 

were determined by a simple t - te s t .
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Chapter 4

Analysis of Data and Findings

The purpose o f this study was to determine: (1) I f  there is a

relationship between an Individual's  method of con flic t resolution 

in the family and exposure to violence as a child; (2) f f  there are 

personality characteristics common to Individuals who were exposed 

to violence as children and/or those who use physical force as a 

means of co n flic t resolution 1n the home; (3) i f  the conflic t 

resolution methods used by normal populations d iffe r from those used 

by psychiatric populations.

S p ec ifica lly , the Investigation was concerned with the following 

major research questions:

1. Is there a relationship between exposure to violence as a 

child and the use o f physical aggressfon to solve co n flic t with the 

subject's spouse?

2. Is there a relationship between exposure to violence as a 

ch ild  and the use of physical aggression to solve co n flic t with the 

subject's children?

3. Is there a relationship between the manner In which an 

Individual handles c o n flic t with his/her spouse and his/her children?

4. Are there cormon personality t ra its  that characterize 

Individuals who use physical force In fam ily situations?

5. Are there camion personality t ra its  that characterize 

individuals who were exposed to violence as children?

6. Is there a s ign ifican t difference between the amount of 

physical force used In family settings by normal and psychiatric 

populations?
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To Investigate  the above questions, a normal and psychiatric  

group of 13 males and 13 females each were assessed using the MHPI, 

the C o nflic t Tactics Scale w ith spouse, the C o nflic t Tactics Scale 

w ith children, and the Exposure to Violence Indexes. Several 

spec ific  s ta t is t ic a l methods were applied to the data which w il l  

be presented la te r  1n this chapter.

With regard to the two populations, the variables age, race, 

and educational level were submitted to a T -te s t. Results are found 

In  Table 1 which shows th a t race and age were not s ig n ific a n tly  

d iffe re n t between the two groups. Educational level was s ig n ific a n tly  

d iffe re n t with a t  value of -d.GQ (p< ,0 1 ).

The next section o f this chapter w il l  deal w ith the findings  

re la ted  to the research hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 stated that there w i l l  be a s ig n ific a n t re la tionsh ip  

between exposure to violence as children and the use of physical 

aggression to solve fam ily c o n flic t  w ith one's spouse. To test this  

hypothesis, a pearson corre la tion  was conducted on the Exposure to 

Violence Indexes and the C o n flic t Tactics Scales with spouse scores. 

The results Ind icate  th a t exposure to violence as a ch ild  was 

p o s itiv e ly  re la ted  to method of c o n flic t resolution with one's spouse. 

Table 2 presents spec ific  re s u lts . Viewing violence as a c h ild  was 

found to be re la ted  both to the use of verbal aggression with one's 

spouse {p * .0 1 }  and the use o f physical aggression w ith one's spouse 

(p < .0 5 ) .  Experiencing violence as a ch ild  was s ig n ific a n tly  

correlated with the use of reasoning with one's spouse (p< .0 1 ).

The commission o f v io len t acts as a child was correlated w ith the use
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T it le  1

T -tes t of Ago, Race, and Educational 

Level of the Psychiatric and Normal Groups*

Variable Mean
standard
Deviation

Degrees of 
Freedom T

■ r a n
Prob.

Age 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

36.9231

37.9231

7.116

5.635
50 -0.56 0.577

Education 
Group 1 
(n*26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

13.1536 

15.BD77

2.477

2.298
50 -4.00 0.000**

Race 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

1.1538

1.0385

0.368

0.196
50 1.41 0.164

*  Psychiatric population -  Group 1 
Normal population -  Group 2

* *  p<.01
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of verbal aggression w ith one's spouse { p < , 0 l ) .  The overall 

violence score was correlated w ith the use o f verbal aggression 

with the spouse (p < .0 1 ) .

The nu ll hypothesis th a t exposure to violence as a ch ild  would 

not be related to use o f aggression to solve c o n flic t w ith one's 

spouse was re jected . However, these findings Indicate that specific  

exposure to violence, viewing violence, was s ig n ific a n t, not 

exposure to violence In general.

The Investigator then looked a t the corre la tion  coeffic ien ts  of 

the Exposure to Violence Indexes and the C o n flic t Tactics Scale with 

spouse scores for the two groups. Results are presented In Table E. 

The findings Indicate th a t fo r the psychiatric  population, the overall 

exposure to violence as a c h ild  score was re la ted  to the use o f 

verbal aggression w ith  one's spouse (p ^ ,05) as was the comnlsslon 

of v io len t acts as a ch ild  (p f .O l) ,

fo r  the normal population, I t  was found, as shown 1n Table 2, 

that reasoning with spouse was correlated w ith  the overall exposure to 

violence score, with viewing violence (p < ,0 5 ) ,  and with experiencing 

violence (p ^ .O S ). The use o f verbal aggression with spouse fo r the 

normal population was correlated w ith  the comnlsslon of v io le n t acts 

as a ch ild  [p < .0 5 ) .  The use of physical aggression wfth spouse was 

marginally correlated w ith viewing violence (p -  .051).

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 stated that there w il l  be no s ig n ific a n t re la t io n ­

ship between exposure to violence as a ch ild  and the use o f physical 

aggression to solve fam ily  c o n flic t  with one's children. To te s t this  

hypothesis, a pearson corre la tion  was conducted on the Exposure to
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Table 2

Hypothesis 1—Pearson Correlation Coefficients of 

Exposure to Violence Indexes and Conflict Tactics Scale 

__________________ wfth Spouse Scores__________________

Reasoning
Verbal
Aggression

Physical
Aaaresston

E n tire  Population

Viewing Violence 0.1812 0.3428** 0,2527*

Experiencing Violence 0.1748 0.1661 -0.056B

Commission of Violence 0.1901 0.5266 0.2178

Overall Violence Score 0.2213 0.4591** 0.1BS6

Psychiatric Population

Viewing Violence -0.1136 0.1948 0,1272

Experiencing Violence -0.0949 0.0063 -0.2345

Commission of Violence -0.0115 0.4625** 0.0782

Overall Violence Score -0.0787 0.3543* 0.0153

Normal Population

Viewing Violence 0,3549* 0,3224 0.3285*

Experiencing Violence 0,3760* 0,2690 0.2052

Commission of Violence 0.2991 0,3933* 0.2464

Overall Violence Score 0.3824* 0.3788* 0,2926

*  p  ̂ .05
* *  p * .01
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Violence Scores and the C onflict Tactics Scales with children scores. 

Scores Indicate that there was only one measure o f exposure to 

violence* that of the use of violence as a c h ild , that was s ign ifican tly  

correlated w ith the manner of c o n flic t resolution used with one's 

children. See Table 3 for resu lts , Table 3 shows that none of the 

four exposure to violence scores were s ig n ific a n tly  correlated with  

the use of reasoning or physical aggressfon with the subject’s 

children. Actual comnlssfon of v io len t acts as a child was correlated  

w ith the use of verbal aggression w ith children (p < ,0 5 ) .  Exposure 

to violence as a child  was not related to use of physical aggression 

with one’s children. Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected.

The Investigator then looked a t exposure to violence as a ch ild  

and the method of c o n flic t resolution with one's children 1n the normal 

and psychiatric groups separated. The results for the psychiatric 

group are found 1n Table 3, The findings show that viewing violence 

1s Inversely related with the use of verbal aggression with the 

subject's children (p ^ .O S ).

For the normal population (see Table 3 ) , verbal aggression was 

correlated w ith  the conmtsslon of v io len t acts as a child  (p -  .0 1 ).

Hypothesis 3

The null hypothesis 3 stated th a t there w il l  be no relationship  

between the manner In which an Individual handles c o n flic t with h is / 

her spouse and his/her children. To test thfs hypothesis, the C onflict 

Tactics Scale scores with spouse and C o n flic t Tactics Scale scores with 

children were submitted to a pearson corre la tion . The results are  

presented fn Table 4. Findings fndlcated that reasoning with 

spouse was s ig n ific a n tly  correlated w ith the use of reasoning with
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Table 3

Hypothesis 2--Pearson C orre lation  Coefficients of 

Exposure to Violence Indexes and C o n flic t Tactics Scale 

__________________ w ith  Children Scores________ _

Reasoning
Verbal
Aggression

Physical
Aggression

Entire Population

Viewing Vfolence •0.642 -0.1088 -0.0185

Experiencing Violence -0,0101 0.0204 0.0429

Commission of Violence 0.0975 0.ZB77* 0.1967

Overall Violence Score 0.0285 0,0824 0.0950

Psychiatric Population

Viewing Violence -0.1546 -0,4058* -0.0853

Experiencing Violence -0,1054 -0.1317 0.0776

Comnlsslon of Violence 0.0857 0,1150 0.2768

Overall Violence Score -0.0371 -0.1167 0.1650

Normal Population

Viewing Violence 0.0896 0,1373 -0,0330

Experiencing Violence 0.1218 0.1567 -0.0665

Comnlsslon of Violence 0.2295 0.4549* -0.0764

Overall Violence Score 0,1757 0,3064 -0.0682

*  p < -0 5
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one's children (p * >001). The use of verbal aggression with one’s 

spouse was correlated w ith both the use o f reasoning with one’ s 

children <p < .001) end the use of verba! aggression with one’s 

children (p < .0 5 ). The use o f verbal aggression w ith one's spouse 

was only m arginally correlated with the use of physical aggression 

with one's children (p * ,0 5 1 ). The hypothesis that there w ill be 

no relationship  between the manner 1n which an Individual handles 

c o n flic t with h is /her spouse and his/her children could only be 

p a r t ia lly  re jected .

When the two groups were examined separately, the psychiatric 

group, as Is shown 1n Table 4, had a reasoning score with children that 

was correlated with reasoning with one's spouse (p < .0 5 ) ,  and with 

verbal aggression with one's spouse (p< .05).

The normal group as shown 1n Table 4* also had a reasoning with 

children 's score that was correlated w ith  both reasoning and verbal 

aggression w ith spouse {p < .0 1 ) . Verbal aggression with one’ s 

children was also correlated with verbal aggression with spouse 

(p <.01) and physical aggression with spouse (p < .0 5 ) .

Hypothesis 4

Null hypothesis 4 stated that there w ill be no common personality 

t r a its  that characterize Individuals who use physical force In family 

s ituations. This hypothesis was tested In two parts. First, the 

MMPI scores of individuals high 1n use o f physical aggression with 

spouse were compared with those low 1n the use of physical aggression 

with spouse. Table 5 presents the results of the t - te s t .  I t  was 

found that Individuals high In physical aggression w ith their spouses 

have a lower fflP l K scale than do those low 1n physical aggression
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Table *

Hypothesis 4--Pearson Correlation Coefficients for 

C o n flic t Tactics Scale Scores with Spouse 

and C o nflic t Tactics Scale Scores with Children

Reasoning
with
Spouse

Verbal 
Aggression 
With Spouse

Physical 
Aggression 
With Soouse

Entire Population

Reasoning with Children 0.4425** 0.3755** 0.0769

Verbal Aggression with 
Children

0.0825 0.3103* -0.0171

Physical Aggression 
with Children

0.0950 0.2295 -0.0533

Psychiatric Population

Reasoning with Children 0.4407* 0.4457* 0.1201

Verbal Aggression with 
Children

0.0010 0.0982 -0.2110

Physical Aggression 
with Children

0.1639 0.2751 -0.1204

Normal Population

Reasoning with Children 0.5036** 0.4840** 0.1532

Verbal Aggression with 
Children

0.0700 0,5380** 0.3307*

Physical Aggression with 
Children

-0.0385 0,041B -0.0597

*  p <.05
* *  p <r.Ql
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t  » 2.67 (p « *0 1 ). A d ifference  between the two groups was also 

s ig n ific a n t In the c lin ic a l scale 9 (hypomanla) w ith a t  value o f 

-  2.36 (p < .05 )*

Table 6 presents the resu lts  of a t  te s t performed 1n the WPI 

score of Individuals high 1n the use o f  physical aggression with 

children compared with the scores o f Ind ividuals low 1n the use of 

physical aggression with ch ild ren . The highly aggressive group had a 

lowered mean score fn the F scale than did the low aggression group 

t  *  -2 .64  (p ^ .0 5 ) .  A s ig n ific a n t d ifference  was also found fo r  

fflP I scale K, t  -  2.02 ( p c .0 5 ) .  The only c lfn lc a l scale that was 

d iffe re n t for the two groups was 0 (social introversion) with a t  

value o f -  3.35 (p < .0 1 ) .

The research hypothesis th a t there are no personality t r a i ts  

th a t characterize Ind ividuals who use physical force in family  

situations was p a r t ia l ly  re jec ted .

Hypothesis 5

Null hypothesis 5 stated that there w il l  be no personality  

t r a its  cwrmon to Ind ividuals who had been exposed to violence as 

child ren . To te s t th is  hypothesis, the W1PI scores of Individuals  

high 1n exposure to violence were submitted to a t - te s t  w ith those 

low 1n exposure to violence* The resu lts  Indicated th a t exposure to 

violence was not a s ig n ific a n t fnfluence on the MMPI scores except 

fo r scale 9 (hypomanla) (p < .0 5 ) .  I t  should be noted, however, that 

there was a good deal of v a ria tio n  on certa in  c lin ic a l scores o f the 

MHPI fo r  the high exposure to violence group, as seen 1n Table 7, 

more s p e c ific a lly  on scales 1 , 3  and 9.
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Table 5

Hypothesis 5— T -te s t of MHPI Scores of 

Individuals High In Physical Aggression w ith Spouse and 

Ind ividuals Low 1n Physical Aggression with Spouse*

Standard Degrees ot
Deviation Freedom

2 -ta ll
Prob.Variable Mean T

ML
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

MF
Group 1 
tn-32> 
Group 2 
(n -20}

MK
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

HCL1 
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

MCL2 
Group 1 
(rt-32) 
Group I  
(n-20)

MCL3 
Group t 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

50.7186

48.7000

54.7188

58.7000

57,1250

50.1500

55.5313

56.0500

50.3750

67,2000

59.5938

62.8500

8.935

7.780

10.869

12.402

8.813

9,685

12.498

11.954

16.164

15.972

12.210

12.377

50

50

50

50

50

50

0.77

-1.92

-0.93

0.442

-1 .22 0.229

2,57 0.010**

-0,15 0.883

0.060

0,356
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Variable Mean
Standard
Deviation

Degrees of 
Freedom T

— 2 - ta l l  
Prob,

KCL4 
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

58*1250

65.7500

14*011

14.524 50 -1.88 0.066

HCL5 
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

53.4660

53.5000

12.344

13,774
50 -0*01 0*993

MCL6 
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

54.6125

60.1500

10.672

9.659
50 -1.82 0.075

MCL7 
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

56.7813 

61.4500

15.372

14.166
50 -1.10 0.27B

w a s  
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

58.1250

63.5500

17*681

15.511
50 -1.13 0*265

HCL9 
Group 1 
(n-32) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

51.7813

58.6500

10.009

10.535
50 -2.36 0.022

MCLO 
Group 1 
(n-3Z) 
Group 2 
(n-20)

53*3436

56.7000

12.645

13.507
50 -1.03 0.3D6

* Group 1 -  Low In use o f physical aggression 
Group 2 -  High 1n use o f physical aggression

* *  p <*05

66



Table 6

Hypothesis 4 - -T -te s t  o f M P I Scores of 

Individuals High 1n Physical Aggression w ith Children and 

Individuals Low In Physical Aggression with Children*

standard Degrees “5T--------
Deviation Freedom TVariable Mean

2-tall 
Prob.

ML
Group 1 
fn-30) 
Group 2 
(n-22)

MF
Group 1 
<n-30) 
Group 2 
(n-22)

MK
Group I  
(n-30) 
Group 2 
(n-22)

MCL1 
Group 1 
(n-30) 
Group 2 
(n-22)

MCL2 
Group 1 
(n-30) 
Group 2 
(n-22)

MCL3 
Group I 
(n-30) 
Group 2 
(n-22)

50.800

48.7727

56.7000

51.3636

54.3333

57.6364

59.6667

64.6364

61.9333

59.3636

10.166

7,502

52.8333 8.326

60.9091 13.701

8.259

10.799

13.192

10.635

15.964

17.184

13.613

10.247

50

50

50

50

50

50

0.79

-2 .64

2.02

-1 .07

0.74

0.74

0.433

0.011

0 .049**

0.288

0.461

0.461
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Standard Degrees of 2- ta l l
Variable Mean_______ Deviation Freedom T_______ Frob.

MCL4
Group 1 59.3000 14.235
(n-30)
Group 2 53.4545 14.982
(n-22)

HCL5
Group 1 54.8000 12.968
(n-30)
Group 2 51 .6818 12,590
(n-22)

MCL6
Group 1 55.3000 10.793
(n-30)
Group 2 59.000 10.005
(n-22)

MCL7
Group 1 55.5000 14.132
(n-30)
Group 2 62.7727 15.343
(n-22)

MCL8
Group 1 56.6333 16.016
(n-30)
Group 2 65.0909 17.290
(n-22)

MCL9
Group 1 54.333 10.988
(n-30)
Group 2 54.2727 10.44B
(n-22)

HCL0
Group 1 50.5000 8.448
(n-30)
Group 2 60.2727 12.627
(n-22)

50 -1 ,02 0.314

50 0.87 0.390

50 -1,26 0.214

50 -1,77 0.083

50 -1.82 0.075

50 0.09 0.932

50 -3.34 0.002**

*  Group 1 -  High 
Group 2 -  Low

* *  p c .O l
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Table 7

Hypothesis 5— T-test of MHPI Scores of 

Individuals High In Exposure to Violence and 

~s Low 1n Exposure to Violence*

Standard Degrees of 2- t a l l
Variable Kean Deviation Freedom T Prob.

ML
Group 1 51.4615 7.699
(n-13)
Group 2 49.000 9.791
(n-15)

MF
Group 1 57.4615 12.115
(n-13)
Group 2 52.7333 11.744
(n-15)

MK
Group 1 51.7692 7.B44
(n-13)
Group 2 57.2667 9.953
(n-15)

MCL1
Group 1 56.6923 15.472
(n-13)
Group 2 52.2000 6.433
(n-15)

MCL2
Group 1 62.4615 16.551
(n-13)
Group 2 55.8667 1 4.111
(n-15)

MCL3
Group 1 61 .9231 15.294
(n-13)
Group 2 57.2667 6.076
(n-15)

26 0.73 0.471

26 1.05 0.305

26 -1.60 0.721

26 1.03 0.314

26 1.14 0.265

26 1.09 0.ZB7
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Variable Mean
Standard
Deviation

Degrees of 
F reedom T

T -tV (T
Prob.

MCL4 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Grgup 2 
(n-15)

65.000

55.6000

16.897

12.546
26 1,69 0,103

MCL5 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-15)

58.7692

52.7333

12.995

11.997
26 t ,28 0.213

MCLG 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-15)

55.2308

53.4667

10.608

7.981
26 0,50 0,620

MCL7 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(r-15 )

57.6154

55.6667

14.122

12.477
26 0,39 0,701

HCLS 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-15)

61.3077 

53,9333

17,745

13.895
26 t .23 0.229

MCL9 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(N-15)

57.9231

48.4000

14.863

5.926
26 2.29 0,031**

MCLG 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-15)

56.2308

52.000

9.951

11.065
26 1,06 0,300

*  Group 1 * High 
Group 2 -  Low

* *  p * .0 5
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A second t - te s t  was run on the H4PI scores of Individuals high 

on exposure to violence and a l l  other Individual scores. This test 

fa ile d  to s ig n ific a n tly  discrim inate between the high exposure to 

violence and the remaining ind iv iduals , as is presented 1n Table B.

The research hypothesis th a t there w ill  be conmon personality 

t ra its  associated w ith exposure to violence as a ch ild  was p a rtia lly  

supported.

Hypothesis 6

Null hypothesis G stated that the amount of physical force used 

by the psychiatric population w il l  be the same as the amount of 

physical force used by the normal population. To test this hypothesis, 

the scores of the two groups on the C onflic t Tactics Scale for spouse 

and the C onflic t Tactics Scale w ith children were submitted to a t-te s t. 

The to ta l c o n flic t w ith spouse scores fo r the two groups were 

s ig n ific a n tly  d iffe re n t (p< .0 1 ), as shown In Table 9, but the total 

c o n flic t with children scores for the two groups were not significantly  

d iffe re n t.

Results ind icate that the psychiatric group did use significantly  

more physical force w ith  th e ir  spouses than did the normal group (p * .05). 

However, there was no s ig n ific a n t difference 1n the two groups1 use of 

physical force with th e ir  children, as shown 1n Table 10. Findings 

also revealed that the psychiatric group used s ign ificantly  more verbal 

aggression wfth th e ir  spouses than did the normal group (p -c .O l). There 

was a marginally higher use of verbal aggression with the children 

fo r the psychiatric population (p -  .09 ).

The nu ll hypothesis that the amount of physical force used by 

the two groups would be s im ila r was rejected.
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Table 8 

T-test of MHPI Scores of 

Individuals High In  Exposure to Violence and 

________Scores o f f t ll  Other Subjects*_______

Standard Degrees of " f-taT l
Variable Mean Deviation Freedom T Prob.

ML
Group I  51.4615 7.699
(n-13)
Group 2 49.4359 9.569
(n-39)

MF
Group 1 57.4615 12.115
(n-13)
Group 2 55.6462 11.463
(n-39)

MK
Group 1 51.7692 7.844
(n-13)
Group 2 55.333 10.165
(n-39)

M a i
Group 1 56.6923 15.472
(n-13)
Group 2 56.4103 11 .OB7
(n-39)

w a z
Group 1 62.4615 16.551
(n-13)
Group 2 61.5385 16.709
(n-39)

MCL3
Group 1 61.9231 15.294
(n-13)
Group 2 60.4872 11.281
(n-39)

50 0.77 0.448

50 0.43 0.666

50 -1 .15  0.255

50 0.33 0.746

50 0,17 0,863

50 0.36 0.718
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Variable Mean
Standard
Deviation

Degrees o f  
Freedom T

2 - ta i l
Prob.

MCL4 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-39)

65.000

59.7436

16.857

13.697
50 1.13 0.264

MCL5 
Group 1
< Ti-13 >
Group 2 
{n-39)

58.7692

51.7179

12.995

12.373
50 1.76 0.085

MCL6 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-39)

55.2308

57.4103

10.608

10.585
50 -0 .64 0.523

HCL7 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-39)

57.6154

58.8974

14.122

15.388
50 -0 .27 0.792

w as
Group I  
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-39)

61,3077 

59.8462

17.745

16.878
50 0.27 0.791

MCLi 
Group 1 
(n -13) 
Group 2
(n-39)

57.9231

53.2564

14.863

8.783
50 1.38 0.174

MCLO 
Group 1 
(n-13) 
Group 2 
(n-39)

56.2308 

54.1026

9.951 

11.918
50 0.58 0.565

*  Group 1 - High Exposure 
Group 2 -  ATI Others
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Table 9

Hypothesis 6—T -te s t of C o nflic t Tactics Scale Scores 

for the Psychiatric and Normal Groups*________

Variable Mean
Standard
Deviation

Degrees of 
Freedom

■ ^ t n r
Prob.

Overall C onflic t 
with Spouse

Group 1 T.6410 0.744
(n-26)
Group 2 1.0556 0.643
(n-26}

Overall C onflic t 
with Children

Group 1 0.4065 0.846
(n-26)
Group 2 1.2695 0.604
(n-26)

Reasoning with 
Spouse

Group 1 7.8077 3.073
(n-26)
Group 2 6.3077 3.564
(n-26)

Verbal Aggression 
with Spouse

Group 1 11.8462 7.867
(n-26)
Group 2 5.9231 5.440
(n-26)

Physical Aggression 
with Spouse

Group I  2.7692 4.131
(n-26)
Group 2
(n-26) 0,6154 1.359

50

50

50

50

50

3.04

0.55

1.63

3.16

2,53

0.004***

0.586

0.110

0.003***

0.015**
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Variable Mean
standard
Deviation

Degrees of 
Freedom T

2 -ta U
Prob.

Reasoning w ith  
Children 

Group 1 7.6154 
(n-26)
Group 2 8.3462 
(n-26)

4.167

4,507
50 -0.61 0.547

Verbal Aggression 
with Children 

Group 1 7.1154 
(n-26)
Group 2 4.1538 
(n-26)

7 .2TB 

5,033
50 1.72 0.092

Physical Aggression 
with Children 

Group 1 3.9615 
(n-26)
Group 2 3.1538 
(n-26)

3.638

2.694
50 0.91 0.367

* Group 1 -  Psychiatric Group 
Group Z -  Normal Group

**  p < .05

* • *  p* .01
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Table 10

T -te s t o f  Exposure to Violence Indexes 

fo r  Psychiatric and Normal Groups*

Variable Kean
Standard
Deviation

Degrees of 
Freedom T

2 - ta l l
Prob.

Exposure to 
Violence 

Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

1.4987

0.6709

0.839

0,732
50 2.87 0 .0 0 6 ***

Viewing 
Violence 

Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

6.423T

3.5769

4.456

3.744
50 2.49 0.016**

Experiencing 
Violence 

Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n»26)

8.3077

6.6538

5,002

4.381
50 1.27 0.211

Committing 
Violence 

Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

3.6538 

1.5769

3.085

2.003
50 2.88 0 ,006***

*  Group 1 -  Psychiatric Group 
Group 2 - Normal Group

* *  p < .05

* * *  p .01
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Additional Analyses

The remainder of th is  chapter w il l  be focused on discovered 

results not specific  to the o rig in a l research hypotheses. A finding  

th a t Is re f le c tiv e  o f the two groups was a higher overall exposure 

to violence score reported by the psychiatric group (p ^ .Q l)  as 

seen In Table 11. When broken down Into three scales, i t  was found 

that there was not a s ig n ific a n t difference 1n the experience of 

violence as a ch ild  reported by the two groups. The psychiatric group 

reported observing more violence (p * .0 5 )  and o f committing more 

violence as a child  fp < .0 1 ).

WPI Scores

The Investigator examined the differences between the two 

populations on MMPI scores (see Table 12). A t - te s t  of WP1 scores 

by group was run. The psychiatric group had a s ign ifican tly  higher 

F scale {p * .01) and the normal population has a significantly higher 

K scale (p < ,Q 5 ), On the c lin ic a l scales* the psychiatric group 

scored higher on scales 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 0 (a t least 

p < ,0 5 ). I t  should be noted, however, that the psychiatric group 

had s ig n ific a n tly  high standard deviations In c lin ica l scales 1, 2,

3, 5, 7, 8 and 0.

An analysis o f variance was then performed on the MMPI scores to 

determine 1 f the source o f varia tion  was due to group effects or 

low/high exposure to violence. The results are found 1n Table 13. 

Findings show th a t 1n th is  case, the effects of group explains 

varia tio n  on the F scale o f the W PI (p< .01 ), and on the following 

c lin ic a l scales: 2 (p *  .0 0 1 ), 4 [p * .0 5 ) ,  7 (p *  .001), and 8

(p * ,0 1 ) .  On scale 0, group e ffe c t was s ign ifican t (p < .0 1 ) , but an
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Table 11 

T -te s t of HHPI Scores 

By Psychiatric and Normal Groups*

Standard 
0eviction

Degrees of 
F r e e d o m T

2 - ta i l
Prob.Variable Mean

VL
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

MF
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

MK
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

MCL1 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

MCL2 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

HCL3 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

50.8046

49.000

9.365

8.926

61 .7692 12.526

50.7308 7.136

51.1164 9.848

57.7692 8.458

60.0769 14.447

51.3846 7.376

72.1538 16.576

51.3846 7.558

65.1923 13.302

56.5000 5.750

50

50

50

50

50

50

0.74

2.71

0.461

3.90 0.000***

-2.61 0.012**

2.73 0.009***

5.01 0.000**

0.009***
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Variable Mean
Standard
Deviation

Degrees of 
Freedom T

M a i l
Prob,

MCL4 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

67.6154 

64.5000

14.428

11.608
50 3.61 0.001**

MCL5 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

54,8846

52.0769

13.423

12.201
50 0.79 0,434

MCL6 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

60,8846

52.8462

11.639

7.556
50 2,95 0 ,005***

HCL7 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

66,1154

51.0365

16.537

8.037
50 4.18 0 .000***

MCL8 
Group 1 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

68,9615 

51.4615

18.006

10.077
50 4.32 0 .000***

MCL9 
Group I  
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

57.4615

51,3846

9.9B9

10.621
50 2.13 0.039**

MCLO 
Group L 
(n-26) 
Group 2 
(n-26)

60.2692

49.000

12,811

5.919
50 4.07 0 .000***

* Group 1 -  Psychiatric  Group 
Group 2 - Normal Group

* *  p < .05

* * *  p <,01
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Table 12

Two-Way A n a ly s is  o f  V a rian ce  o f M P I Scores

by Group and Exposure to V io lence

Source of Variation
Sian of 
Squares OF

Mean
Souare F

Signlf. 
of F

HL

Ha1n Effects 63.729 iI 31.865 0.376 0.690
Group 21.53? 1 21.531 0.254 0.619
V1oTence 7.210 1 7.210 0.085 0.773
2-Way Interactions 0.041 1 0.041 0.25? 0.860

MF

Main Effects 686.922 2 443.461 5.393 0.012
Group 731.229 1 731.229 8.892 0.006**
Violence 26.937 1 26.937 0.328 0.572
2-Way Interactions 987.400 1 987.400 12.008 0.002**

MK

Main Effects 343.312 2 171.656 2.555 0.099
Group 132.839 132,839 1,977 0.173
Violence 28.443 28.443 0.423 0.521
2-Way Interactions 379.671 • 379.672 5.650 0.026

MCL1

Main Effects 319.291 2 159.645 1,174 0.326
Group 178.746 1 178.746 1 .314 0.263
Violence 4.421 1 7.421 0.032 0.723
2-Uay Interactions 17.516 I 17.516 0.129 0.493

MCL2

Main Effects 2397.455 2 1198.727 7,522 0.003
Group 2094.562 1 2094.562 13.143 0.001**
Violence 140.036 1 140.036 0.879 0.358
2-Way Interactions 155.652 1 155.652 0,977 0.333

MCL3

Main Effects 353,011 2 176,505 1.357 0.276
Group 202.010 1 202.010 1.553 0,225
Y1olence 3.906 1 3.908 0.030 0.864
2-Way Interactions 0.019 1 0.019 0.000 0.990
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Sum o f ' 
SquaresSource of Variation OF

"Mean
Square

TTgnTTT 
o f F

MCL4

Main Effects
Group
Violence
2-Nay Interactions

MCL5

Main Effects 
Group 
V1ol ence
2-Way Interactions

MCL6

Main Effects
Group
Violence
2-Nay Interactions

MCL7

Main Effects
Group
Violence
2-Way Interactions

MCI 8

Main Effects
Group
Violence
2-Nay Interactions

MO_9

Main Effects  
Group 
V1olence
2-Way Interactions

MCLO

Main Effects
Group
Violence
2-Way Interactions

1547.953
932.568

8.625
180.046

346.058
92.334

344.612
768.205

160.369
138.696

8.409
169.604

1561 .194 
1534.747 
392.032 
230.191

1885.388
1506.663

38.158
655.060

871.870 
240.286 
138.929 

67.175

895.757
771.100
44.664

601.216

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

773.976
932,588

8.625
180.046

173.029
92.334

344.612
768.205

80.85
138.696

8.409
169.604

780.597
1534.747
392,032
230.191

942.694
1506.663

38.158
655.060

435,935
240.286
138.929
67.175

447.878
771.100
44.664

601.216

4.127
4,973
0.046
0.960

1.306
0.697
2.600
5.797

0.995
1.721
0.104
2.105

6,673
13.120

2.813
1.968

5.237
8.370
0.212
3,639

3,690
2.034
1,176
0.569

7.026
12.096
0.701
9.431

0,029
0,035*
0.832
0.337

0.290
0.412
0.120
0,024*

0.384
0.202
0.749
0.277

0.005
0 . 001**
0.106
0.173

0.013
0,008*
0.649
0.068

0.040
0,167
0.289
0.458

0.004
0 , 002**
0.411
0,005**

p .05

* *  p .01
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T a b le  13

Two-Way A n a ly s is  o f  V a ria n c e  o f  MMPI Scores

by Group and H1 <jh P h ys ica l Force w ith  Spouse

Source o f  Variation
Sum o f 
Squares OF

Mean
Square F

51gnTF7 
o f F

ML

Main Effects 140.653 2 70.427 0.963 0.389
Group 90.G95 1 90.695 1.240 0.271
High Force 94.680 1 94,680 1.295 0.261
2 -Way Interactions 579.333 1 579.333 7.921 0.007**

MF

Main Effects 1586.139 2 793.070 7.330 0.002
Group 1391.058 1 1391.058 12.657 0.001**
High Force 2.120 I 2.120 0.020 0.889
2-Way Interactions 0.132 1 0.132 0.001 0.972

MK

Main Effects 692,278 2 446.139 5.561 0.007
Group 293.501 1 293.501 3.658 0.062
High Force 316.720 1 316.720 3.948 0.053
2-Way Interactions 45.468 1 45.468 0.567 0.455

MCLI

Main Effects 1054.966 2 527.463 3.893 0.027
Group 1051 .654 1 1051,654 7.761 0.006**
High Force 72.736 1 72,736 0.537 0.467
2-Way Interactions 0.814 1 0.814 0,006 0,939

MCL2

Main Effects 5666.570 2 2833.285 16,727 0.000
Group 4708.039 1 4708.039 27,795 0.000**
High Force 56.660 1 58.880 0.348 0.556
2-Way Interactions 107.992 I 107.992 0.638 0.429

MEL 3

Na1n Effects 964.774 2 492.367 3.603 0.035
Group 854.273 1 874.273 6.250 0,016
High Force 2.543 I 2.543 0.019 0,892
2-May Interactions 117.531 1 117.531 0.860 0.358
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Source o f Variation
Sum o f 
Squares OF to

i
l

x. <y> F
S lg n lf. 
of F

HCL4

Main Effects 2390.791 2 1195.395 6.816 0.002
Group 1675.214 1 1675.214 9.552 0.003**
High Force 154.618 1 154.618 0.882 0.352
2-Way Interactions 0.022 t 0.022 0,000 0.991

MCL5

Main Effects 113.101 2 56.550 0.333 0.718
Group 113.069 1 113.089 0.666 0.419
High Force 10.620 1 10.620 0.063 0.804
2-Way Interactions 63.330 1 63.330 0.373 0.544

MCL6

Main Effects 941.566 2 470.783 4.850 0.012
Group 590.933 1 590.933 6.088 0.017*
High Force 101,547 1 101.547 0.546 0.312
2-Way Interactions 53.030 1 63.030 3.415 0.463

MCL7

Main Effects 2956.80S 2 1477.904 8.467 0.001
Group 2687.535 1 2687.535 15.397 0.000**
High Force 0.731 1 0.731 0.004 0.949
2-Way Interactions 72.334 1 72.334 0.414 0.523

MCL8

Main Effects 3982.192 2 1991.096 9.057 0.000
Group 3619.969 1 3619.969 16.466 0.000**
High Force 0.942 1 0.942 0.004 0.948
2-Way Interactions 90.124 I 90.124 0.410 0.525

MCI 9

Main Effects 807.562 2 403.791 3.933 Q.026
Group 226.908 1 226.908 2.210 0.144
High Force 327,505 1 327,505 3.190 0.080
2-Way Interactions 58.932 1 58.932 0.574 0.452

MCLO

Main Effects 1652.225 2 826.112 7.991 0.001
Group 1513.586 I 1513.5B6 14.640 0.000**
High Force 1.283 1 1.283 0.012 0.912
2-Way Interactions 15.354 1 15.354 0.149 0.702

*  p .05

* *  p .01
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Interaction effect between group and high/low exposure to violence 

was indicated ( p i ' .O l ) .  An In teraction  e ffe c t was found fo r scale

5 (p c -O S ).

An analysis of variance was run on the W PI scores to determine 

effects o f group and high/low use o f physical aggression with spouse. 

The results of this analysis are found 1n Table 14. An Interaction  

effect was found to Influence the L scale 1n this case (p « .0 1 ) .

Group e ffe c t  was also found for the F scale (p < .Q 1 ). On the c lin ica l 

scales, group e ffect was indicated on scale 1, 2, 3, 4 , 6, 7, 8, and 

0 (p a t  least < .08 ).

A th ird  analysis o f variance was run to determine effects of 

group and h1gh/low use of physical force with oners children. Table 

15 presents the information relevant to th is analysis* Findings 

show that both group and use of physical aggression e ffec t the F scalw 

(p < .0 l}>  and K scale (p -c .05 ). Group e ffe c t was noted fo r c lin ic a l 

scales 1, 2, 3. 4 and 5 (p < .G l)  and scale 9 (p<r.05 ). Scale 8 was 

effected by group (p * ,0 1 )  and use of physical aggression with 

children ( p *  .05), Scale 0 had both group and use of physical 

aggression effect [p -  .000) and In teraction  e ffe c t ( p f . O S ) .  An 

Interaction effect between group and use o f high/low force was 

Indicated fo r the L scale ( p i . 05) .  Both group and high/low 

physical aggression e ffec ts  were Indicated fo r  the F scale ( p < , 0 1 ) .  

For the K scale, group e ffec t was noted ( p ^ - O l ) ,  as were both 

amount o f physical aggression ( p C . 0 5 )  and Interaction e ffe c t. On 

the c lin ic a l scales, group e ffe c t was found fo r  scales 1, 2, 3, 4, and

6 {p< .01) and for 9 (p^.OS) .  Both group ( p * , 0 1 )  and high/low  

physical aggression ( p < * 0 5 )  e ffec ts  were found for scales 7 and 8.
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T a b le  14

Two-Way Analysis o f Variance o f MW I Scores

by Group and tifgh Physical Force with Children

Sum of 
Squares

TTgnTT" 
of FSource o f Variation OF

Mean
Square

ML

Main Effects  
Group
High Force 
2-Way Interactions

MF

Main Effects  
Group
High Force 
2-Way Interactions

MK

Main Effects  
Group 
Hfgh Force 
2-Way Interactions

MCL1

Main Effects  
Group
High Force 
2-Way Interactions

MCL2

Main Effects  
Group
High Force 
2-Way Interactions

MCL3

Main Effects  
Group
High Force 
2-May Interactions

98.336 
46.173 
52.163 

405 .3B7

2411.734 
1534.019 
327.765 
328.560

936.994 
575.550 
361.436 
540.257

1120.704
932.231
138.231 
111.478

5921.164 
5607.691 

313.473 
73.367

1066.042 
982.231 

83.612 
149.B78

2
1
1
T

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

49,168 
46.173 
52.163 

405.387

1205.892
1584.019

B27.765
328.560

468.497 
575.558 
361.436 
540.257

560.352 
982.231 
138.473 
111 .478

2960.582
5607.691

313.473
78.367

533.021
982.231

83.812
149.678

0.633
0.595
0.672
5.221

14.330
18.823
9.836
3.904

6.791
8.343
5.239
7.831

4.250
7.451
1.050
0.846

17.976
34.048

1.903
0.476

3.969
7.313
0.624
1.116

0.535
0.444
0.416
0.027**

0.000  
0.000**  
0 .003**  
0.054

0.003
0 .006**
0.027*
0 .007**

0.020
0.009**
0.311
0.362

0.000
0.000**
0.494
0,494

0.025
0.009**
0.433
0.296
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Sum of 
Squares

Heaii
Square

Sl'gnfr
o f F

0.002
0 . 001* *
0.266
0.645

0.506
0.434
0.391
0.262

0.009
0.005**
0.166
0.964

0.000
0.000**
0.046*
0.369

0.000
0.000**
0.038*
0.329

0.T24 
0.042* 
0.930 
0.727

0.000
0.000**
0,000**
0,023*

Source of Variation OF

MCL4

Main Effects  
Group 
High Force 
2-key Interactions

MCL5

Main Effects
Group
High Force
2*Way Interactions

MCL6

Main Effects  
Group 
High Force 
2-Way Interactions

MCL7

Main Effects  
Group 
High Force 
2-Hay Interactions

MCL8

Main Effects  
Group 
High Force 
2-Way Interactions

MCL9

Main Effects  
Group 
High Force 
2-Way Interactions

HCLO

Main Effects  
Group 
High Force 
2-Hay Interactions

2455.245
2236.173

219.072
37.206

225.869
102.481
123.408
212.098

1013.777
840,019
173.758

0.196

3626.406
2955.077
671.329
120.784

4889.137
3981.250

907,888
193,051

480.939
480.077

0.862
13.632

2863.136 
1650.942 
1212.194 
386.4B5

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

2
1
1
1

1227.623
2236.173

219.072
37.206

112.944
102.4B1
123,400
212.098

506.888
840.019
173.758

0.196

1813.203
2955.077

671,329
120.784

2444,568 
39B1.250 

907.888 
193.051

240.469
480.077

Q.862
13.632

1431.568
1650.942
1212.194

386.465

7,086
12,907
1,264
0,215

0.687
0.623
0.751
1,290

5.244
8.690
1.797
0.002

11.363
18,519

4,207
0,757

12.297
20.026
4.567
0.971

2.178
4.348
0.008
0.123

20.328 
23.443 
17.213 
5.488

*  p .05

* *  p .01



On scale 0 , group effect and high/low physical force e ffe c t  were 

found (p ^ .O l} ,  as was In teraction  e ffe c t (p < .0 5 ) .

A graph depicting the fflPr scores of the psychiatric and norma 1 

groups 1s presented 1n Appendix V.
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Chapter 5

Sumnary, Conclusions. Implications and Recommendations

The purpose of th is  f in a l chapter 1s to present an evaluation of 

the results reported fn Chapter 4 as well as the Implications of the 

findings and recontitendatlons fo r fu rth er research.

Summary

The use o f  violence 1n the fam ily  setting  has received 

Increasingly more a tten tion  during the past decade. There 1s a good 

deal of controversy surrounding th is  Issue, however, and many 

questions l e f t  unanswered. In order to prevent the use of violence 

In the fam ily and the to l l  th a t I t  takes on the parties concerned 

and society In general, these questions need to be answered. The 

present Investigator chose to focus on: the re la tionship  between

exposure to violence as a ch ild  and the subsequent use of physical

aggression In  the home; the use o f physical force fn a psychiatric

and normal population; and personality factors associated with 

exposure to violence as a ch ild  and/or use o f physical force 1n 

the home.

The normal population consisted o f 26 Individuals whose children  

attended a parochial school and who had signed up fo r a parenting

workshop. The f i r s t  13 females and 13 males to sign up were asked

to partic ip a te  In the study. The psychiatric population, also 

consisting o f 13 males and 13 females, were tested as they were 

routinely  re ferred  for a psychological evaluation.

The Instruments used Included the R form of the MMPI, the 

C o n flic t Tactics Scale w ith ch ild ren , the C o n flic t Tactics Scale
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with spouse, and the Exposure to Violence Indexes.

This was a corre lational study In which a l l  subjects were

requested to complete the Inventories chosen to measure the 

c r ite r ia  under Investigation.

Several s ta t is t ic a l measures were performed on the data.

A pearson correlation was conducted on the Exposure to Violence 

Indexes and the C onflic t Tactics Scales with Spouse and Children 

fo r a l l  the subjects, and then for each group ind ividually . A 

pearson corre lation was conducted on a l l  the subjects1 Conflict 

Tactics Scale scores with children and the Conflict Tactics Scale 

scores with spouse, and for the two groups ind iv idually . The MMPI 

scores of Individuals high and low 1n use of physical aggression 

with children and with spouse were submitted to a t - te s t ,  The 

MMPI scores of Individuals high and low 1n exposure to violence 

were evaluated with a t - te s t ,  The C o nflic t Tactics Scale scores

fo r  the psychlotrlc group and normal group were evaluated with a

t - t e s t .  A pearson corre lation  was run on the amount of exposure 

to violence o f the two groups. The W PI scores were submitted to 

an analysis o f variance to determine 1f source of variation was 

due to group e ffe c t, exposure to violence, or use of physical 

aggression.

Conclusions

Hypothesis 1

A relationship between exposure to violence as a child and the 

use o f physical aggression to solve c o n flic t wfth the subjects 

spouse was found. I t  was Indicated, however, that viewing the
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use of aggression was related to aggression with spouse but not 

experiencing or committing violence. Those subjects who viewed 

aggression and who comnltted aggressive acts were more verbally 

aggressive with th e ir  spouses.

When looked a t  by group* flndfngs Indicate fo r the normal 

group that viewing aggression Is  related to the use of physical 

aggression with spouse but not for the psychiatric group. In 

view of the suggested socioeconomic differences between the two 

groups, perhaps other variables are re la ted  to the psychiatric 

group's use of violence with th e ir  spouses. Experiencing more 

structural as wel1 as Intrapersonal stress may be contributing  

to the psychfatrle population's use o f force.

Hypothesis 2

No relationship between exposure to violence as a child  and 

the use o f physical aggression to solve c o n flic t with the subject's  

children was found. The use o f physical aggression w ith  children 

as reported by the subjects, and exposure to violence were not 

related. The use o f verbal aggression was related to commission of 

violence as a ch ild  fo r the e n tire  research population and for the 

normal group. Viewing violence was Inversely related to the use of 

verbal aggression w ith  children for the psychiatric population.

Hypothesis 3

A qualified  relationship  between the manner 1n which an 

individual handles c o n flic t w ith his/her spouse and h is/her children  

was obtained. I t  was found th a t Individuals who use reasoning 

with th e ir  spouses also use reasoning w ith  th e ir children. Verbal
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aggressors with spouses use both reasoning and verbal aggression 

with children* Verbal aggressors w ith spouses had a tendency to 

use physical aggression w ith ch ild ren , but not s ig n ific a n tly  so 

(p -  *051). The results of th is  study did not support the findings  

of previous studies that physical aggression with the spouse would 

be s ig n ific a n tly  re la ted  to physical aggression w ith children*

An explanation fo r what may happen could be that these Individuals  

when focusing on c o n flic t  w ith e ith e r spouse or ch ild  leave the  

other fam ily  member out of the c o n flic t s ituation*

When the populations were examined separately, the psychiatric  

group had reasoning w ith children scores th a t were correlated with 

both reasoning and verbal aggression with spouse, as did the normal 

group. The normal population, however, were also verbal aggressors 

with children who used both verbal and physical aggression w ith spouse*

Hypothesis 4

The research hypothesis that there w il l  be comnon personality  

t ra its  that characterize Ind ividuals who use physical force in  

fam ily situations was only p a r t ia l ly  supported. I t  was found that 

Individuals who are high 1n the use o f physical aggression with  

th e ir  spouses have a higher W PI scale 9 or the hypomanla scale.

This 1s s im ilar to the findings reported by Dahlstrom and Welsh 

(I960) that a high scale 9 1s associated with aggressive behavior, 

especially I f  coded with a high scale 4 (psychopathic devlancy)*

The highly aggressive w ith  children Individuals had a 

s ig n ific a n tly  higher scale 0 (social In tro vers io n ). This 1s contrary  

to the W f l  patterns presented by Dahl strom and Welsh (1960) who 

suggest that a high scale 4 and low scale 0 1s Ind icative  of
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aggression. The current findings are related to the findings of 

Straus (197B), who says th a t Individuals who abuse children tend 

to be somewhat soc ia lly  iso lated .

Hypothesis 5

The research hypothesis that there w il l  be personality traits  

conmon to Individuals who had been exposed to violence as children 

was p a r t ia lly  supported. Individuals high in exposure to violence 

had a s ig n ific a n tly  higher scale 9 (hypomania) on the MMPI. The 

high exposure group also had a good deal of variation on the c lin ica l 

scores which suggested that th is was not a very homogenous group.

I t  would be helpful to determine the factors which make the high 

exposure to violence group such a heterogeneous one. Nonetheless, 

there appears to be a relationship  between the presence of violence 

1n the home and personality factors associated with an acting our 

nature.

Hypothesis 6

I t  was found that the psychiatric population used significantly  

more physical force with th e ir  spouses than did the normal group. 

There was no s ig n ific an t d ifference between the use of physical force 

fo r the two groups with regard to use o f pl>ys1cal aggression with 

th e ir  children, however.

There could be several hypotheses proposed to explain these 

differences. The psychiatric population may have been more w illing  

to disclose use of physical force with th e ir  spouses. The nornal 

population may have fe l t  more comfortable admitting to use of physical 

aggression with th e ir ch ild ren , as physically punishing children
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Is cu ltu ra lly  acceptable* On the other hand, the significant 

difference between the educational levels of the two populations 

may be re fle c tiv e  of a better overall “lo t  1n l i fe "  fo r the normal 

group. This is related to the social structure theory (Gelles,

1972; Owens and Straus, 1975; Dibble and Straus, 1978; Straus,

1978) which proposes th a t stress 1s d iffe re n tly  distributed 1n 

social structures (Gelles, 1972). However, by v irtue  of being 

In the psychiatric group, would suggest that these Individuals 

may be encountering more stress than the normal group.

Limitations

The g en era lized I1 ty  of the results of th is  investigation 

1s lim ited because o f certa in  lo g is tic  concerns Inherent within  

the framework of the current study. The most serious of these 

lim itations are presented b r ie fly .

1. A lim ita tion  Inherent fn the methodology Is using 

psychiatric patients and parents of children 1n a private, parochial 

school as the subject populations. The psychiatric population 

consisted of Individuals who were under treatment fn a private  

psychiatric hospital as e ith er Inpatients or outpatients, and th is  

may not be representative of psychiatric patients 1n general.

The normal population, fo r the most part, consisted of upper middle 

class Individuals and were not representative o f the normal population.

2. The external v a lid ity  of the study was restric ted  by the 

nonrandomness and the re la t iv e ly  small size of the samples.

3. One weakness of the present Investigation was the use o f  

se lf report Inventories. There 1s always the danger of subjects 

responding with "socia lly  desirable” answers and because of the
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nature o f the area under Investigation* the subjects may have been 

reluctant to  admit exposure to violence or the use of physical 

force fn the fam ily .

4. Both the Exposure to Violence Indexes and C o nflic t Tactics 

Scale re ly  on re c a ll as well as s e lf  rep o rt. For various reasons, 

subjects' a b l l f ty  to re c a ll accurately may be hampered.

5. F in a lly , the d ifference between the two groups in 

educational attainment suggests possible differences in the 

socioeconomic status which may have effected the findings of this 

study.

Recommendations

The lim ita tio n s  of the present study suggests some recommendations 

for fu ture  research.

The generalizab l11ty  of the results regardfng the difference  

1n use o f force by the psychiatric  population and normal populations 

would be Increased fay using a la rg e r, more representative sample o f 

the normal population.

Also, conducting a study s im ila r to the present one with ju s t  

a large and representative sample of "normals” would give a clearer 

Ind ication of what is going on 1n our society with regard to co n flic t  

resolution in the typ ical American fam ily .

Another In teresting  study would be to study the variables  

investigated 1n this research, 1n subject's from various socio­

economic levels . This would determine i f  "structural stress" or 

stress related to environmental s tim uli was a key factor In  the 

use of physical force in  the fam ily .
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With regard to exposure to violence, results of the present 

study indicated that specific exposure to violence, viewing 

violence, was related to use o f physical aggression. This Is an 

area th a t should be subject to Investigation .

In order to more clearly  determine I f  there are personality 

characteristics  common to Individuals who use force 1n family 

re la tio n s . Individuals labeled as abusive and those labeled as 

non-abus1ve could be tested wfth various personality Inventories.

The findings of the study suggest that exposure to violence 

results 1n learnfng Inappropriate ways of re la tin g , particularly  

w ithin the fam ily se ttin g . I t  Is recommended that Intervention 

take place fo r high r is k  children 1n order to prevent these 

Individuals from subsequently passing this Inappropriate behavior 

on to th e ir  children. This perhaps could be accomplished by 

using film s modeling appropriate behavior 1n co n flic t situations, 

peer counseling, teaching lis ten in g  and communication sk ills  and 

stress management. In order fo r th is  to be e ffe c tiv e , however, 

d isc ip lin e  procedures would need to be changed in the school and 

physical punishment a lle v ia te d . Parents and teachers need to 

continue, perhaps through the P .T .A . and other organizations, to 

protest the use o f violence 1n the media and thus reduce this 

Inappropriate modeling.

For adults, education as to the detrimental effects of the 

presence of physical aggression 1n the home 1s needed. And for those 

Individuals who use physical aggression, social s k i l l ,  comrunlcation 

and stress management workshops should be availab le . The target 

population could be reached through the courts, hospitals and physicians.
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The helping professions are 1n need of information pertaining 

to fam ily violence fo r I t  1s from this knowledge that they can be 

more successful In dealing with and assisting the abusive c lie n t.

Research on fam ily violence Is growing, but s t i l l  lim ited.

The present research attempted to determine 1f exposure to violence 

as a child  was related to subsequent use o f  violence In the fam ily,

1f personality t r a its  are convnon to those who use violence fn the 

family, and f f  psychiatric populations use force more than normal 

populations. Findings were, to a degree, Inconclusive and Indicate  

that there are many questions th a t s t i l l  need to be answered in order 

to understand violence 1n the fam ily. Nonetheless, enough Information 

1s available for educators and those 1n the helping professions to  

begin to take some steps to assist abusive Individuals 1n developing 

a lternate  methods of re la tin g .

Implications

Implications drawn from the present research are concerned with 

the effectiveness o f the methodology and the, at times, contradictory 

findings.

I t  was not f e l t  that the lim ita tions Inherent 1n the methodology 

negated the research findings. When considering the s ign ificant 

educational difference between the two research populations and i t 's  

Implications, i t  1s not surprising, from a social structural point 

o f view, that the amount of force used by the psychiatric population 

was s ig n ifican tly  higher. Thus, the psychiatric population's 

greater use o f force may have been re la ted  to a lower socioeconomic 

level rather than to th e ir  psychiatric status.
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Also supporting a social s tru ctu ra l theory 1s the s ig n ific a n t  

re la tionship  between exposure to violence and the use of physical 

aggression w ith one's spouse. These findings suggest that 

Individuals have learned from models Inappropriate behavior and 

Intervention must take place to confcat th is  and prevent the cycle 

from reotcurrlng . Contrary to ex is tin g  research, however, was the 

finding that exposure to violence was not re la ted  to aggression 

w ith  children.

The area of research which d ea lt w ith personality factors  

associated w ith  the use o f force w ith children suggested th a t these 

Individuals have a tendency to be more s o c ia lly  withdrawn, which 

also supports a social s tructure  viewpoint. According to Straus 

(1978), iso la tio n  from the help and social control ava ilab le  from 

friends and re la tiv e s  1s a social c h arac te ris tic  which contributes 

to ch ild  abuse.

Examined separately. I t  was found that exposure to violence and 

use o f physical aggression with spouse were both s ig n ific a n tly  

re la ted  to a higher scale 9 on the W P I. In addition, exposure 

to violence was re la ted  to use o f  physical aggression w ith spouse. 

This suggests th a t Ind ividuals who were exposed to violence saw, 

learned, and Incorporated acting out behavior as measured by scale 9 

on the MMPI, and that acting out became a mode o f re la tin g . One 

would wonder what other variables entered In to  th is re lationship .

The findings lead the present Investigator to Imply the  

following:
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1. Further research Is  needed 1n the area of personality 

factors and use of force and exposure to violence as a ch ild .

2 , At the present time, the socfal structure theory of 

fam ily violence 1s the best theoretica l explanation of the use of 

physical force 1n the fam ily.
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Appendix I

Item-Total Correlations fo r Exposure to Interpersonal Violence

Question Number Name of Item

Correlation
M

with Index

A. Interpersonal violence observed as a child

Ever seen anyone slapped 0. BO
Ever seen anyone punched 0.81
Ever seen anyone choked 0.68
Ever seen anyone knifed 0.76
Ever seen anyone shot 0.75

6* Interpersonal violence received os o child

Ever been spanked 0.34
Ever been slopped 0.72
Ever been punched 0,76
Ever been choked 0.55
Ever been knifed 0.67
Ever been shot 0.63

C. Interpersonal violence conn 1tted as a child

Slapped/kicked 0.87
Beat 0.83
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Abstract

This was a corre lational study which examined the relationship 

between exposure to violence as a ch ild  and the subsequent use of 

physical aggression 1n the home, the use of physical force In a 

psychfatrlc and normal population, and personality factors associated 

with exposure to violence as a child and/or use of physical force 

1n the home.

The normal population consisted of 26 individuals whose 

children attended a parochial school and who had signed up for a 

parenting workshop. The f i r s t  13 males and 13 females to sign up 

were asked to partic ipate  1n the study. The psychiatric population, 

also consisting of 13 males and 13 females, were tested as they were 

routine ly  referred for a psychological evaluation.

Instrumentation included the Exposure to Violence Indexes, the 

C o n flic t Tactics Scale with children and the Conflict Tactics Scale 

with spouse and the MMPI. The Inventories were completed by each 

subject.

A pearson corre lation  was conducted on the Exposure to Violence 

Indexes and the C onflic t Tactics Scale w ith  Spouse and Children for 

a l l  the subjects. A pearson corre lation  was also conducted on the 

subjects' C onflic t Tactics Scale scores w ith children and the Conflict 

Tactics Scale scores with spouse. The WiPI scores of Individuals 

high and low In use of physical aggression with children and with 

spouse were submitted to a t - te s t .  The W1PI scores of Individuals 

high and low In exposure to violence were evaluated with a t-te s t.

The C o n flic t Tactics Scale scores for the psychlatrfe group and normal 

group were evaluated with a t - te s t .
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Results Indicated that there was a relationship between 

exposure to violence as a child  and the use of aggression to solve 

c o n flic t with the subject's spouse, s p e c ific a lly  viewing violence.

A relationship between exposure to violence as a child  and the use 

o f physical aggression to solve c o n flic t with one's children was 

not found nor did the subjects who used aggressfon with th e ir  

spouse use aggression with their children. The psychiatric group 

reported more physical force with th e ir  spouses than did the normal 

group but not w ith  their children.

Individuals high 1n exposure to violence had a s ign ifican tly  

higher scale 9 (hyponanla) on the M P I as did those who reported 

the use of physical force w ith their spouse. Individuals high In  

physical force w ith  th e ir children had a s ig n ifican tly  higher scale 

0 (social Introversion) on the MMPI.

114



VITA

CAROLYN FOSTER TIGHE

Born 1n Hobbsvllle, North Carolina on August I K  1945. Attended 

Longwood College 1n Farm vllle , V irg in ia  and obtained a Bachelor of 

Science degree 1n Psychology 1n 1967 from Old Dominion U niversity , 

Norfolk, V irg in ia . Received a Masters o f Education degree from the 

College o f William and Mary, Williamsburg, V irg in ia  In 1976.

Study fo r  the C e r tif ic a te  o f Advanced Study and Doctorate of 

Education degree was done a t  the College o f W illiam  and Mary and 

completed In 1979.

P ertinent work experience Includes work as a psychological 

assistant from 1967 to 1970 a t  Bayberry Psychiatric Hospital, Hampton, 

V irg in ia . From 1970 to the present has served as counselor fo r a 

group o f psychiatrists In priva te  practice both 1n an Inpatien t and 

outpatient se tting . In 1977 became chairperson fo r the V irg in ia  

Peninsula Council on Battered Women. Has served on the Coimrfttee 

on Adn1n1strat1on fo r the Ferguson Branch o f the Y.W.C.A. 1n Hampton, 

V irg in ia  since T97B. Co-ord1nator of a Seminar on Women's Issues 

1n May 197B and 1s program chairperson fo r a workshop on Battered 

Women to be held In October 1979. Has conducted workshops In 

Systematic Training fo r E ffective  Parenting.

115


