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The problem of partner abuse has recently attracted much

attention in the family violence literature.
previous research investigating the prevalence of partner

abuse has for the most part focused on the socio-demographic

variables assoc iated with its occurrence.

investigating individual di fferences as they relate to

partner abuse have been largely confined to smaIl clinical
samples. This study tested a model of partner abuse which

examined the interaction of alcohol consumption and

personality in its prediction of violence between intimate
partners by analysing data collected from a random sample in

ABSTR.åCT

Winnipeg, Canada.

examine both the demographic and psychological variables

thought to be relevant in the occurrence of partner abuse.

The prevalence of partner abuse among married and cohabiting

1V

males vÍas found to be 25.5 percent.

analyses revealed the following as significant risk factors

for partner abuse: ( 1 )

However,

In so doing, this study was able to

neuroticism and alcohol consumption,

conf ormity (epQr,) , (3) unemployment, and (4) membership in a

nonwhite racial group.

Studi es

support to a modified disinhibition theory of partner abuse.

This research found that while alcohol dependence and

positive interaction between

MuItiple regression

The results of this study lent

(2) low soc ia1
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consumption by themselves did not sufficiently explain the

occurrence of partner abuse, the interaction between alcohol

consumption and personality enhanced the amount of variance

explained for partner abuse.
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Throughout the course of history,
have been an enduring institution. Sociological literature
has shown that families have existed in all societies
despite variations in their composition, patterns of

residence and patterns of descent.

experienced changes indicated by a

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

and an increase in the number of r¡¡omen in the workf orce.

this ability to respond to economic and social pressures has

perhaps been a measure of the famify's endurance.

As a conseguence, the family has been idealized, being

held as a safe haven for love and security. Thus the

family, a sancti f ied institution,

the family appears to

all outside intrusion. However, "...the nuclear family in

which father, mother, their own biological children and no

one else lived happily together has been largely a myth;

families were not necessarily happy just because they live
under one roof..." (p. 63, Eichler , 1g87). Furthermore, the

assumption that the family ensures the safety of its members

is also a myth.

Overtime the family has

decline in family size

Pierce and Trotta (1986) suggested that families may in

fact be a center of strain and conflict rather than a place

of'peace and tranquility. The belief that a man's home is

has been protected from



his castle has protected

interference (Straus, GeIles &

wall of privacy surrounding

examination of these myths. Therefore, incidents of family

violence have not been acknowl-edged and continue to go

unreported.

During the past two decades, partner abuse has finally
come to be recognized as a serious social problem. Ear1y

research on family viol-ence was motivated by the desire to
increase society's awareness about the issue of partner

abuse and to incite people to begin questioning the acts

which traditionally had been taken for granted as being

"necessary, usefuI, inevitable and instinctive" (Steinmetz,

1977 , p. 21) .

Studies reflecting the incidence and prevalence of wife-
to-husband abuse are limited. Nevertheless, the most recent

Iarge scale studies examining the incidence of abuse between

intimate partners (Kennedy & Dutton, 1989; Straus & Gel-Ies,

1986) suggest that approximately one in nine women are

abused annually in the U.S. and Canada. Moreover, research

on partner abuse to date has focused primarily on husband-

to-wife abuse and has based its findings on data gathered

from clinical and abuse samples. WhiIe much useful

information about abused persons can be gained by studying

2

the family from outside

Steinmetz, 1980) and thus the

the family has prevented

The Studv of Partner Abuse



these samples

be generalt="U

the estimates

inaccurate and

the abused and

3

there is the concern that the findings cannot

to the rest of the population. Furthermore,

of abuse derived from these samples may be

provide us with a false impression of both

the abuser.

Data on the spouse abuser have for the most part focused

on males. However, research describing the male abuser has

relied upon the reports of victims of wife assault, the

police or womenrs shelter workers.

examine alcohol consumption and personality variables as

possible risk factors for domestic violence have been

Iimited to clinical samples. As a result, there is a

general lack of population-based research examining abuse

risk f actors.

To date, random surveys of males examining abuse and its
risk factors have not been conducted. The present study was

an attempt to overcome this limitation of research by

examining partner abuse and its risk factors in a random

survey. Specifically, this study examined the problem of

partner abuse through the perspective of the male abuser in

a Winnipeg sample. By expl-oring the relationship between

alcoholism and domestic violence as welI as other associated

individual risk factors, a profile of the abuser was

formulated, which therefore adds to the existing knowledge

base of family violence.

Às well, studies which



Previous research on family violence has focused largely
on the visible and accessible participants, the victims
(Shupe 6. Stacey, 1997; Sonkin, Martin & Walker, 1985). For

that reason, data on the perpetrators of domestic violence

have come from shelter, police and social workers' reports.

SeIf-report data on abusers have generally been lacking in

family violence liLerature and as a result, research has

been unable to provide an accurate description of the

abuser, specifically in terms of the variables which would

l.fa1e Peroetrators of Domestic Violence

predict violent behavior.

attracts a woman, abuses her over time, and then renders

her reluctant and more often unable to leave the

relationship, sti1l remains unsolved.

Research suggests that while abusers are found at every

societal level (Brinkerhoff & Lupri , 1 988; Ontario

Association of Professional Social Workers, 1987; Schulman,

1 981 ) , there are some groups of individuals found to be more

vulnerable than others. In

Thus the puzzle of how a man

Finkelhor (1983) suggested that all forms of family violence
(sexual and physical abuse of wife and child) were more

common in the lower socioeconomic strata, in families who

y¡ere experiencing unemployment and economic deprivation, and

in families who vrere organized in a patriarchat manner. As

well, families experiencing violence were also found to be

isolated, having few community

a review of the literature,

ties, friendships or
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organizaLional affiliations. These findings suggest that
the feelings and experience of isolation is not limited to
the female partner but also includes the entire family.

As noted, little is known about the psychological profite
of the abuser. Yet there is some research that has begun to
probe into the area of personality and its relationship to
wife abuse.

results of analyses of Minnesota Multiphasic Personality

Inventory (t"t.l¡.P.I. ) data collected f rom male batterers.
The subjects were found to be angry and depressed, and they

stere also found to be experiencing related anxiety. They

had problems with impulse control and chronic ac.ting out.

Sonkin et aI. (1985) reported preliminary

Some batterers

intellectualization as defense mechanisms, while others used

hostility, withdrawal and/or substance abuse as a defence to
their vulnerability. These early findings lend some support

to Wodarski's (1987 ) description of the batterer as having a

history of explosive temper and fighting, a shaky masculine

self concept, overreactive to ridicule and a childhood

marked by abuse and/or negJ-ect either directed toward him or

his mother.

were found

Àccording to the OntarÍo

SociaI Workers (1987), the

impulse control appear to be

relationships; he is general

in relationships outside of

to use denial and

Assoc iation of Professional

male abuser's problems with

related only to his intimate

ly able to control his behavior

his family (Shupe & Stacey,
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1987). Furthermore, while the behavior of the abuser is not

seen as an ident i f iable pattern of mental i l1ness , the

abusive behavior in an intimate relationship does appear to

be related to an exaggerated attempt at controlling the

behavior of his partner and the relationship itself. The

control involves limiting the partner's interaction with

others (either in person or on the telephone), monitoring

her behavior in social gatherings, and deciding how she

dresses and the amoun! of money she spends (Ctrristensen,

1987).

isolation (noted earlier) commonly experienced by violent
families.

This form of control eventually results in the

In a study conducted by Shields and Hanneke ( 1 983 ) ,

violent behavior was found to be associated with another set

of factors. They found that husbands attributed the cause

of their o$¡n violence to external sources (i.e., having a

bad day, vrife's nagging).

perpetrator does not perceive internal factors (i.e., having

a bad temper) as being the source of violent behavior.

Thus, in spite of overt attempts to control the behavior of

others, abusive partners fail to acknowledge their own roles

in causing violent episodes.

Taken together, the notion of control and attributing
violence to external factors help reinforce the abused

partner's belief that she is responsible f.or the abuser's

inappropriate conduct. Understanding the personality

This suggests that the male
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dynamics involved in wife abuse may be an important step

toward identifying those who may be vulnerable or

predisposed to abusive behavior. It would then be possible

to provide the perpetrators of abuse with alternative ways

of managing interpersonaL conflicts in

relationship contexts.

Às suggested earlier, research on partner abuse has

failed to define the male perpetator of domestic violence.

Thus efforts to develop programs for both the male

perpetrator and his victims have not been maximized.

SpecificaIly, this study investigated the problem of partner

abuse by isolating demographic and personality variables and

investigating the role that alcohol consumption plays in its
occurrence. In order to address these issues, primary data

vrere collected as part of the Winnipeg Health and Drinking

Survey, and analyses !¡ere performed on part of the data.

Findings of this study on male perpetrated partner abuse

could aid in the development of programs for all who

experience f arnily violence.

Statement of the Problem

a variety of



Using a random sample of males between the ages of 18 and

65 years in Winnipeg, Manitoba, the objectives of the study

were as follows:

1. To establish the prevalence of abuse against female

partners in thi s Canadian sampJ.e and to compare i t
with other Canadian and U.S. studies on female

partner abuse, and

2. To establish a profile of the male partner abuser by

examining the following risk factors:

a) the demographic features of the male partner

abuser,

b) the relationship between alcohol consumption and

partner abuse,

c) the relationship among personality variables and

partner abuse, and

d) the interaction among personality variables and

alcohol consumption in the prediction of partner

abuse.

Obiectives

I

Throughout the literature review which follows, the terms

"partner abuse", "spouse abuse" and "violence" have been

used to describe destructive and injurious behaviors between

intimate partners. This section is an attempt at clarifying
the use of these terrns throughout this document.

Defininq Partner Àbuse
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The term "partner abuse" is a general term used

throughout to describe behaviors between intimate

partners (dating, common-law, or married) which may

involve physical and/or emotional harm inflicted on

one person by the other. It also refers to the intent
to harm another in the absence of physical harm.

The term "spouse abuse" is a more specific term

referring to the behaviors just described, but which

involves only cohabiting couples who may or may not

be legally married.

The term "violence" is yet a more restricted term

referring to behaviors involving physical harm

inflicted on one person by another. Moreover, it
includes those acts in which there is a high risk of

injury. Straus and Gelles ( 1 986) referred to

behaviors with the high probability of pain or injury
as ttsevere abusett.

)

3.

Partner abuse as measured in this research, was

operationally defined in terms of the conflict resolving

behaviors which make up the Conflict Tactics Sca1e, Form A

(Straus, 1979). While the items chosen for this research

reflect the more severe forms of abuse, the scale (as used

in this study) aifferentiates between two modes of conflict
resolution in the following way:

1. Verbal Aggression "the use of verbal and nonverbal

acts which symbolically hurt the otherr or the use of

threats to hurt the other" (p. 77) .
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2. Violence - "the use of physical force against another

person as a means of resolving a conf lict" (p. 77').



This section is a review of the spousal abuse riterature
and focuses on the issues examined in the research.

rncluded is an overview of theoretical perspectives that
have been used in previous research as well as a more

detailed presentation of the theoretical model employed in

this study.

CHÀPTER 2 - TJITERÀTT'RE REVIEW

Prior to 1970, published academic work in the area of
family violence was virtually nonexistent. The lack of

research in this area is considered to be more a reflection
of neglect than a denial of the existence of the problem

(Pierce & Trotta, 1986). According to Chimbos (1978), the

absence of research in the family violence riterature finds
its roots in the idealized depiction of the family "as a

group wherein the individuat finds love, co-operation and

affectionate care." (p.1) Furthermore, the nuclear family is
a culturally defined self-supporting group (srinkerhcff &

11

Introduction

Lupri, 1988).

outside wourd not be sought as it would appear to undermine

the very basis of the nuclear family.
Brinkerhoff and Lupri (1988),

It then follows that assistance from the

family privacy is double-

Àccording to
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edged; it serves to sustain emotional involvement and

intimacy, but leaves families i11-equipped to deal with
problems stemming from the emotional investment. Moreover,

it is the notion of privacy which differentiates family
violence (spouse abuse in particular) from other forms of

viorence (ctrristensen, 1g87) . Because violent assaurts

typically occur in the home, they seldom come to the

attention of the authorities by means of hospital or police
reports.

The reluctance of famiry members to reach outside its
bounds for help has also made it difficult for researchers

to examine relationships within families. Às a consequence,

the dynamics of spousal abuse have been extremely difficult
to uncover. The events which occur within the bounds of the

family are not only guarded by individual famiry members,

but arso by the sociaÌ workers and doctors who are entrusted
with their confidence. To that extent, viorence within the

family has remained an invisible phenomenon (ttamilton &

Collins, 1981).

The secrecy surrounding families
the area of fami Iy violence

quantitatively. However, as the

area progresses, researchers have

family violence, and wife abuse in

Incidence and Prevalence of Spouse Abuse

has impeded research in

both qualitatively and

investigation into this
also acknowledged that

particular, are serious
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social problems (Grossman, 1 983; Straus & Gelles , 19BG;

Carlson, 1987; McNeely 6. Robertson-Simpson, 1gB7; Smith,

1987; Stewart, Senger, KaIIen & Scheurer , 1987) . This

acknowredgement is due in part to the prevalence studies on

family violence.

Several U.S. and Canadian studies are reviewed below.

They refrect the incidence and prevalence of spousal abuse

in the respective countries. while in some cases the data

examine both husband-to-wife and wife-to-husband abuse, for
the purpose of this study, attention was focused on the

incidence and prevalence of abuse against women by their
mare partners. rn most instances, the studies selected have

utirized various forms of the conflict ractics scare (crs)
(Straus, 1979).

measure of the forlowing three dimensions of interpersonal
conflict: reasoning, verbal and physical aggression. À more

detailed discussion of this measure will forlow in a further
section on methodology. Finatly, these studies refrect
large random samples of populations within cities, regions

and in two cases, national surveys within the united states.

The CTS is a validated and widely used

U.S. Data

The first naLional study of famiry violence was conducted

in 1975 by straus, Gelres and steinmetz (1980). This study

consisted of 21143 face-to-face interviews of men and women

between the ages of 18 and 65 years who were married or
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cohabiting. while their study examined both husband-to-wife

and wife-to-husband violence, their findings were limited to

the reporting of the annual incidence of abuse rather than

the prevalence rates of abuse during the history of the

relationships. They found that at least 12.1% ot the wives

interviewed were physically attacked by their husbands at
least once during the past year.

reported by 3.8% of. the þromen ( i.e. , beaten with a f ist,
kickedr oF threatened with a knife or gun).

Schulman (1981) conducted a study of wife assault using a

sample of 1r793 Kentucky women.

these women were either rnarried or cohabiting with a male

partner at the tirne of the interview. It was found that 10%

of the women surveyed had been abused one or more times

during the past year, with 4.1% reporting severe abuse.

Prevalence rates of violence were 21% and 8.7% respectively.

During the summer of 1985, Straus and Gelles (1986)

replicated their 1980 study. Again using a national sample,

they conducted 3,520 telephone interviews employing the CTS

to collect data on spouse abuse. This study indicated an

annual incidence rate of husband-to-wife abuse of 11.3% with

severe abuse at 3%. These rates were somewhat lower than

those reported in their earlier study. Straus and Gelles
(1986) suggested that the reduction in abuse rates may have

been due to methodological differences, increased awareness

of family violence issues and thus a reluctance to report

Às wel1, severe abuse vras

As in the previous study,



its occurrence r âs r+ell as an actual decline
prevention and treatment efforts.

Canadian Data

Canadian researchers have failed to produce any national

surveys on family violence. The data collected on partner

abuse have been limited to samples of large Canadian cities
and a regional study of wife assault conducted in the

Province of Alberta (Kennedy & Dutton, 1989). The most

widely cited estimate of wife abuse in Canada (10%) was that
reported by Macleod (1989). However, her data were gathered

from female residents of seven transition homes and

emergency shelters and f rom Ì.¡omen who f iled f or divorce on

the grounds of physical cruelty, not from a probability
sample. Her estimate of wife abuse therefore does not

represent a reliable incidence rate of wife abuse in Canada.

The first large random survey of wife abuse in a Canadian

city was conducted during 1981 in Calgary by Brinkerhoff and

Lupri (1988). Àt the time of their data collection, the

crude divorce rate in Calgary tras 554. 54/ 1 ,000 or twice the

national average of 278.00/1 ,000. For that reason, it vras

felt that Calgary would represent an excellent research

1n abuse due

15

to

locaIe for the study of domestic violence.

sample consisted of 562 married or cohabiting couples and

did not include divorced or separated couptes originally
thought to be more likeIy victims or perpetrators of spousal

However, the



abuse. In this study, the CTS

of a self-report questionnaire

impact of the presence of a

study provided alarming high annual rates of mutual violence
(37.8%) and overall wife-to-husband violence (13.2Ð.

However, the annual rate of overall husband-to-wife abuse

(10.3%) was more in line with other previous studies. On

the other hand, severe husband-to-wife abuse (as measured by

the CTS) when compared to other Canadian abuse studies v¡as

found to be higher (4.8%) in this Calgary sample.

16

was administered in the form

in an effort to reduce the

During the early part of 1987, Smith (1987 ) conducted a

telephone survey of 604 currently or formerly married or

cohabiting Toronto vromen between the ages of 18 and 50

years. The findings reported yet the highest annuaÌ rate of
yroman abuse (14.4%) and severe v¡oman abuse (5.1%). More

stranger interviewer.

astounding vrere the prevalence rates of abuse. Using three

supplementary questions on violence, the prevalence rate
(i.e. , partner abuse occurring during one's lifetime) of

woman abuse was found to be 36.4% while severe woman abuse

was 11.3%.

Thi s

Kennedy and Dutton (1989) conducted the first regional

study of wife assault in Canada.

collected from a random sample of Edmonton residents (18

years and older) in face-to-face interviews, while data were

also gathered from a random sample of Calgary and rural
Alberta residents (18

During 1987 data were

years and older ) in telephone



interviews.

single, married, Iiving Ín common-faw relationships,
divorced or separated. They found that the overal-l husband-

Èo-wife violence rates were comparable to those found in the

1985 U.S. national survey (Straus & Gelles, 1986) at 11.2%

and 11.3% respectively. However, severe violence rates were

found to be less in this ÀIberta sample (2.3%) compared to

Straus and Ge1les' (1986) findings (3.0%). Consistent with

Schulman (1979), rates of violence were found to be higher

in urban areas (Edmonton, 14.1%) compared to rural areas

17

The sarnple included individuals who were

(populations under 1,000, 8.3%).

wife assauLt were report.ed by those who were separated or

divorced and young (between 18 and 34 years of age).

Summary

On the whole Canadian statistics
be higher than those indicated by U.S. data. However, these

differences must be interpreted with caution. With the

exception of the Àlberta regional study of wife assault
(ttennedy & Dutton, 1989) which demonstrated overall husband-

to-wife violence rates comparable to those of Straus and

Gelles ( 1 986) , the other Canadian studies reflect data

gathered in large city samples. Comparing the rates of

violence in large cities with rates of violence in national

surveys may be inappropriate since husband-to-wife violence

has been shown to be higher in urban areas (t<ennedy &

Dutton , 1989; SchuIman, 1 981 ).

The highest incidences of

on wife abuse appear to
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Second, although the CTS was used as a measure of

violence in all the above studies, there were differences in

how it was admini stered ( i . e. ,

interview).

supplementary questions designed to jog the memories of the

subjects in recalling inc idents of violence.

additional items may account for the higher rates of

violence found.

Furthermore,

FinalIy, the age range of the participants surveyed

varied between studies. Since violence was found to be

negatively correlated with age (Brinkerhoff & Lupri, 1988),

those studies surveying younger subjects would be expected

to have higher rates of violence than those surveys which

included participants 65 years and o1der. À more detailed
discussion of farnily violence rnethodology will be covered in

a further section.

face-to-face v. s. telephone

smirh (1987) added three

The following
wi fe abuse.

I i te rature

tested in

Predictors of Violence aqainst Wo¡nen

These

demographic variables which will define the abuserr ês well

as personality variables and alcohol consumption which witl
form the basis of the "abuser" profiIe.

section examines factors associated with

These factors have found support in the

and guided the development

this study. The discussion

of

wi

the hypotheses

11 focus on the



Demoqraphícs

The prevalence studies described in the previous section

and other studies yet to be reviewed provide information

that goes beyond the reporting of how many and how often

people are abused. They provide information on the age,

education, income, and occupation of those in the sample and

often similar information about the perpetrator of abuse.

Àqe. As noted earlier, most information about the abuser

comes from the victim's reports and thus are only reflective
of the victim' perceptions surrounding the event.

Nevertheless, the information gathered from the victims

together with the findings from the limited reports of the

perpetrator provide sorne idea as to the identifying age

group most at risk for spousal violence. Stacey and Shupe

(1983) examined the detailed histories of 542 women who

sought assistance in two women's shelters in Dallas, Texas

during January, 1980 and March, 1982. According to the

information gathered from these women, the mean age of the

partners who had assaulted them was 33 years. However, in a

follow-up study, Shupe and Stacey (1987 ) compared these data

with data collected from male batterers participating in

three rehabilitative programs in the State of Texas and

found that the participants in the abuse programs were

slightIy younger (29 years).

19
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In the survey of spousal violence among Kentucky v¡omen

(Schulman, 1981 ) , onl-y the age range of Lhe victims were

reported.

assumption that women tend to form rerationships with men of

similar ages, then the finding that the greatest incidence

of viorence occurred among those women 18 to 29 years wourd

suggest that their abusive partners would faIl into a

similar age range. Likewise, in the study conducted by

Macreod (1987), 70% of the women who stayed in transition
houses to escape from their violent partners were under 34

years of ager suggesting also that their partners might be

in a similar age range.

The findings of Brinkerhoff and Lupri (1988) provide a

somewhat different assessment of age as a risk factor in
their calgary sampre. whereas mutual abuse was most likely
in the less than 30 years age range, violence against a

femaLe partner sras most common in the 30-45 year age range.

Yet, in the Àlberta study on wife assaurt (which incruded a
Calgary sample), Kennedy and Dutton (1989) found that male

spouse abusers were commonly between the ages of 18-34 years

Theref ore, i f one r¡as to operate under the

of age.

group were more at risk for abuse in the Calgary sample

(srinkerhoff & Lupri, 1988) can be explained by the collapse

of the Calgary economy placing particular stress upon this
middle aged group at the time of data co1lecÈion.

Perhaps the finding that the 30-45 year oId age
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The studies reviewed suggest that the male perpetrator of

domestic abuse is young, in most cases under the age of 35

years. Roberts (1987) suggested that a factor contributing
to the low number of reported cases in older age groups may

be that women of that age have resigned themselves to the

abuse and therefore do not contact the authorities when

violence occurs.

Education. One would expect that those with limited
education would be poorly prepared to face life's
challenges. It also follows that the skilIs necessary to

find a job as well as those necessary for interacting with

others may be deficient among individuals with limited
educat i on .

advancement are less than optimal for those without a high

school diploma.

combined with resulting lower incomes and stress may place

an individual at risk for spousal abuse, but the literature
provides inconsistent and weak support for this rationale.

WhiIe Macleod's (1987) study found that 61% of the

batterers had not completed high school, other studies do

not provide as clear a picture of the relationship between

education and abuse. For example, BFinkerhoff and Lupri
(1988) found that husbands' educaÈion correlated (although

not significantly) with all forms of spousal abuse (husband-

to-wife, wife-to-husband and mutual); those with high school

education or less were more violent than those with some

Furthermore,

Lack of skills and lack of opportunity

opportunities for career
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university. However, Schulman (1981) also found that while

violence was most common among men with some high school

education (48%) , violence was less common among men with
grade eight education or less. Steinmetz (1977 ) fikewise
found that the most abusive husbands Ì{ere those with a high

school diploma.

The research conducted by Stacey and Shupe (1983) and

Shupe and Stacey (1987 ) provide the most conflicting
results. In their earlier study,

found that abuse was most common among men with high school

and some college education (52%). In their fo1low-up study

surveying battered men, Shupe and Stacey (1987) found that
80% of the men had high school education or better.
Furthermore, men who entered the program voluntarily had

higher education compared to those whose participation was

court ordered.

The findings suggest a complex relationship between

education and family violence. Steinmetz (1977 ) suggested

that this relationship could be explained in terms of a

person's relative rather than absolute educational

attainment. In other words, it may be more stressful for a

person to have some education than none. Àn individual with

a high school education may have expectations of higher

achievement which may be blocked by limited financial
resources, whereas an individual with minimal education does

not have the ability nor the expectations to achieve higher

Stacey and Shupe ( 1 983 )
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goals. 'The individual with unfulfilled goals may experience

frustrations which may result in violent behavior.

One also might expect that such conflicting findings
regarding education as a possibte risk factor for abuse may

be a function of the interactive effects of other variables.
Factors related to methodology may explain the inconsistent
findings. For example, since none of the studies represent

a national study, perhaps the differences found in education

may be reflective of regional variations. Differences may

also be accounted for when one considers the sources from

which data are gathered. It may be inappropriate to make

direct comparisons between reports on abusers gathered from

victims of abuse and self reports of male batterers.

fncome. The rus..r.h on the relationship between income

and domestic abuse provides more consistent findings than

for the other predictor variables discussed. Brinkerhoff

and Lupri ( 1 988 ) found that income $¡as negatively and

significantly correlated with all forms of abuse. Their

finding was supported by Macleod (1987) who found that
during 1985, women in transition homes and shelters had a

total annual family income of less than $10,000 (43%) and

$10r000 to $20r000 (32%). Similarly, Kennedy and Dutton

(1989) found that 55% of husband-to-wife abuse occurred

among couples who had a total annual income of less than

$6r000.
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Research conducted in the U.S. has provided similar
results. Schulman (1981) found that abuse sras the greatest

among women with total annual family incomes of less than

$1 5,000. In their f irst study, Stacey and Shupe ( 1 983 )

reported that 69% of abused vromen had total annual incomes

of less than $15,000, while they reported 43% of. the sample

had a total annual family income of $10,000 to $20r000 in

their follow-up study (Shupe & Stacey, 1g87). Similarly,
Steinmetz (1977) found that families with an annual income

of less than $5r999 experienced a rate of violence between

husbands and wives 500% greater than families with an annual

income greater than $20r000.

These studies clearly indicate that families experiencing

spousal abuse are at the poverty level. The lack of

adequate income may place a strain on those who are trying
to provide one's family with basic necessities.

challenge of trying to "make ends meet" with Iimited
financial resources may make violent behavior appear to be a
viable mode of conduct.

Occuoation. As with income, the research on occupation

and its relationship to spousal- abuse is rather consistent.
Macleod (1987) provided the only detailed accounting of the

violent family's occupational status in a Canadian sample.

She found that 38% of. the abusive partners were regularly
employed. Of those who were employed regularly, 59% were

unsk i Iled blue collar workers.

The

The remainder was
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distributed as follows: 27% L.ad skilled blue collar jobs,

10% had white collar jobs, and onty 4% were professionals.

steinmetz (1977 ) and schulman (1981) rikewise found that
violent behavior among male partners was more common among

blue co1lar workers than those engaged in professional_ or

managerial white colIar occupations. The studies conducted

by Stacey and Stacey (cited in Shupe & Stacey, 1987) and

Shupe and Stacey (1987 ) provided very similar results along

this dimension; 51% and 58.5% respectively were blue colIar
workers.

Kantor and Straus (1987 ) examined the relationship among

spouse abuse, occupational status and alcohol consumption in
a national survey of 5 r'f 59 U. S. households of currently
married or cohabiting couples. They found that blue corlar
workers(13.4%)abusedtheirpartnerssignificant1y(p<
.004) more often than white collar workers (10.4%).

Moreover, the tolerance of wife abuse was found to be more

prevalent among blue collar workers (18.5%) than white

co1lar workers (14.4%).

The findings presented suggest that low occupational

status (i.e., blue collar workers) and spousal violence are

related. There is reason to place some degree of confidence

in these findings since the relationship between occupation

and abuse has been demonstrated among clinical samples as

well as regional and national random samples.



Ethnic i tv.
examining the relationship between ethnicity and family

violence. Data collected in the U.S. have focused primarily
on comparing rates of family violence among the white, black

and Hispanic people (Schu1man, 1981; Straus et al., 1979).

Findings indicated that rates of partner abuse were higher

among nonwhite v¡omen Q3%) compared to white women (9%)
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There has only been Iimited research

(schulman, 1981).

reliable data testing the relationship between ethnicity and

abuse in Canadian samples.

important variable and

investigation as a possible risk factor for abuse in both

the U.S. and Canada.

Summarv. Although family violence has been found to cut

across all segments of society (Ontario Àssociation of

Professional Social Workers, 1987 i Schu1man, 1 981 ) , the

research findings provide the following picture of an

individual at risk for spousal violence: a nonwhite male who

is young, has achieved high school education, has a low

income and is a blue collar worker. The demographic profile
derived from the literature suggests that family violence is
most 1ikely to occur among males from lower socio-economic

status (ses).

Researchers have failed to provide

Nevertheless, ethnicity is an

certainly warrants further

According to Steinmetz (

the abuser is consistent wi

wife abuse conducted during

1977), this characterizat

th previous research on chi

the 1 960's and the early

ion of

Id and

197 0', s
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(relying upon data from police and medical reports) which

suggested that family violence was a problem of the lower

class. While it may be true that Iow SES families lack the

resources necessary to assist them in dealing with life's
stresses making them more vulnerable to the use of violence

as a means of conflict resolution, one should also be aware

that they lack as well the resources which insulate them

from prosecution for abusive behavior (Steinmetz, 1977;

Straus et aI., 1980). For example, the lower class family

is restricted by limited forms of medical or legal
assistance available whereas middle and upper class families
may avail themselves of private physicians and lawyers.

Furthermore, Stewart et al. (1987 ) found that while

physical violence toward wives occurred in 6% of. the middle

class families surveyed, the most common form of abuse used

by this group was mutual emotional neglect (18%). perhaps

violent behavior occurs just as often among middle and upper

c lass fami 1 ies .

resources not available to the lower class and present

themselves with a form of abuse which differs greatly from

that of the lower class, the middle and upper class families
are able to escape being reported or prosecuted. Research

which identifies abuse in large random samples may help

resolve the issue of whether abuse is reaIly a lower class

problem.

However, since they have access to



Personality

Epidemiological studies on family violence and spouse

abuse in particular have not examined psychological risk
factors for abuse. The limited research on psychological

variables is derived from clinical studies of wife

batterers; however, these results cannot be extended to the

general population. Nevertheless, these clinical studies

form the only knowledge base on which profiles of spouse

abusers have been built.

À question which arises when examining the issue of

family violence is whether the abuser is psychologically

di fferent from the rest of the population.

suggests that the abuser is indeed different. Àccording to

Hamberger and Hastings ( 1 986)

demonstrated among spouse abusers. In a replication study by

the same authors, they found among a sample of 99 men who

attended a domestic violence abatement program that 88%
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showed some indication of pathology.

that study to assess pathology vrere (a) the Millon Clinical
Multitaxial Inventory (¡tCur)r(U) Novaco Anger Scale, and (c)

the Beck Depression Sca1e. The results showed that no

single profile of abuser emerged; rather there v¡ere eight

distinct personality profiles derived from the following

three

sch i zo ida I/border 1 i ne

psychopathology can be

narcissistic/antisocial personality disorder and (

dependent,/compulsive personality disorder.

major

Research

The measures used in

personal i ty
personality

categor i es :

di sorder

(1)

,Q)
3) passive



Kal ichman ( 1 988 )

characteristics of men and women convicted of domestic

homic ide.

results indicated that Èhe most common profile in men who

had comrnitted domestic murder r1'as a single elevation on the

scale Pd (35%). Àn elevation in this scale is indicative of

sociopathy, a personality dimension characterized by

pathological lying, chronic difficulty with the law, failure
to maintain long-term relationships and a general disregard

for societal norms. Similarly, Schuerger and Reig1e (1988)

analyzed personality and background data from 250 men

enrolled in a treatment program for abusive behavior. Their

findings supported those previously cited. The abusers

demonstrated schizoid or neurotic behavior patterns, and a

significant proportion of them were antisocial and

alcoholic. FinalIy, in an earlier paper (Barnes, Greenwood

& Sommer, 1989), hre examined the prevalence of courtship

Using MMPI scales as a personality measure,

invest igated
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the psychological

violence among college ma1es.

certain

extroversion) were risk factors for abuse. Furthermore, the

interaction of. these personality dimensions with alcohol

consumption increased the amount of variance explained for
physical violence.

personal i ty

The family violence literature also suggests that men who

abuse their partners suffer from low self-esteem, as

indicated by reports of abused women (Gondolf, 1985; Levine,

dimensions

Findings indicated that
(neuroticism and
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1 986; Macleod , 1987 ; Roy, 1977; Straus et aI. , 1 980;

t{odarski, 1987). Goldstein and Rosenbaum (1985) and Rouse

(1988) administered Rosenberg's (1965) rneasure of self-
esteem to samples of abusive husbands. The findings of

these two studies were inconsistent. Low self-esteem y¡as

signif icantly rel-ated to abusive behavior (Gotdstein &

Rosenbaum, 1985), but Rouse (1988) found low self-esteem was

not significantly related to the use of abusive tactics
between spouses. It was instead related to being abused as

a chitd and having witnessed spousal abuse in parents. In

another study, Johnston (1988) used the Tennessee SeIf-
Concept Scale (cited in Johnston,

self-esteem and found some support for Rouse's (1988)

findings that self-esteem interacted with abuse as a child
in its relationship to spouse abuse.

While there is clearly a lack of research in the area of

psychological variables associated with spouse abuse, the

studies reviewed indicate that the male abuser differs from

the rest of the population on various personality

dimensions.

demonstrated measureable levels of pathology as determined

by a variety of instruments: MMPI (KaIichman, 1988; Sonkin

et al.r 1985) 16PF, PSI, SN, MAST (Scheurger & Reigle, 1988)

and EPQ-R (Barnes, Greenwood & Sommer, 1989). This is not

to say that all abusers manifest psychological pathology.

For example, Hamberger and Hasting (1986) found that 12% of.

1 988 ) as a measure of

Compared to general samples, abusers
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their sample showed no discernable pathology. Nevertheless,

there have been differing profiles of partner abusers

developed (outton, 1988) depending on the research

strategies employed. In spite of attempts to identify the

abuser psychologically, researchers are stilI puzzled by the

range of pathology existing in this population.

Alcohol Consumption

The consumption of alcohol and its relationship to
violence is not limited to incidents of family violence;

rather it has been associated with many forms of violent
behavior ranging from common assault (Gerson, 1978) to
homicide (Chimbos, 1978). Àccording to Shapiro (1982')

alcoholics are more aggressive and impulsive, and they score

higher on measures of hostitity than nonalcoholics.

Therefore, it is not surprising that alcohol is implicated

in family violence when extreme physical abuse is suffered

by women whose partners are chronic drinkers.

In a review of family violence literature, estimates of

the presence of alcohol in domestic assaults ranged f.rom 40%

to 90% (Hauser , 1982). Research also indicated that violent
acts committed while under the influence of alcohol result
in more serious physical injuries to the victim (Car1son,

1987 ) and show greater neighborhood disturbances and more

calls to the police (Ctrristensen, 1987).

appears to be a significant factor in violent families

While alcohol
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( Carlson , 1987 I Chr i stensen , 1987 ; Gerson , 1978; Grossman ,

1983; Hauser, 1982; Kantor & Straus, 1987; Lindquist, 1986;

Spielbergerr 1970; Wodarski, 1987), the exact nature of the

role of alcohol consumption in domestic violence is stiII
unc Iear .

consumption and its relationship to spousal violence, the

following issues have been identified as contributing to its
Iack of clarity:

In order to address the issue of alcohol

1. There is an imperfect relationship existing betv¡een

violence and alcohol consumption whereby violent
behavior may occur in the absence of alcohol, and

alcohol intoxication may occur v¡ithout violence.

Alcohol consumption is seen as an excuse for violent
behavi or .

There is an absence of alcohol consumption prior to

or during a violent episode.

The spouse of an alcoholic is involved as a

coalcoholic or codependent.

There may be other variables which Iink violent
behavior and alcohol consumption.

2.

3.

4.

5.

The Imperfect Relationshio. The literature provides

support for alcohol consumption predicting the likelihood of

spouse abuse, but this relationship is not perfect. For

example, while there are many perpetrators of abuse who do

not drink, there are also many alcoholics who are not



violent. The belief in the absolute relationship
alcohol and violence has its roots in the idea that
is destructive and evil, and therefore destruction

are likely to be found wherever there is alcohol

logic forms the basis of the "malevolence assumpti

implicit attitude underlying much of family

I i terature.

The Iiterature suggests that violent alcoholics are not a

homogenous group and that identifiable differences exist.
In reviewing the case histories of nine tromen who lrere

involved in an abusive relationship where alcohol was a

factor, Russell (1992) distinguished between men whose

drinking and violence were symptomatic of poor impulse

control and whose violence would likely not stop when

drinking ceased, and those men for whom the cessation of

drinking would Iikely decrease or end their violent
behavior. The research clearly supported the notion that
alcohol consumption and its conseguences are not simple.

Frieze and Schafer (1984) conducted a factor analysis of

questionnaire items relating to alcohol consumption and

violence and found that five factors emerged and accounted

for 51% of the variance. Each factor was interpreted as

representing a marital style based on alcohol consumption

and violent behavior patterns. The following are three

factors which relate specifically to husband-to-wife abuse

with alcohol as the only substance impticated in the violent
behavior:
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between

alcohol

and evil
. This

oDtt, an

vi olence
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Alcohol was seen as a problem to both husband and

wife. The husband was a heavy drinker, violence was

always associated with being int.oxicated and

arguments over drinking often start fights.
The couple fought while drinking but vrere neither

excessive drinkers nor overly violent with each

other.

There was a high leve1 of f amily viol-ence (abusive to

wife and children) including reciprocal violence and

sexual violence toward wife. However, drinking was

not seen as a problem to either husband or wife
(rrieze & Schafer, 1984).

.)

J.

Research has found that alcohol has some predictable

physiological and cognitive effects including skin flushing,
increased heart rate, decreased ability to feel pain, memory

loss and reduced reaction time (Frieze & Schafer, 1984).

Nevertheless, in spite of these predictable effects, there

are others which are less predictable.

alcohol's effect on violent behavior. Frieze and Schafer

(1984) found that violent behavior among both men and women

depended upon the social context in which drinking occurs

and the prior expectations of the person about how alcohol

will effect him or her. For example, a man who has a

"macho" image might expect alcohol to enhance his feelings
of power. Given those feelings, he might react with violent
behavior if he finds himself in a situation where he is
admonished for drinking by his partner.

These include
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Hamilton and Collins (1981) reviewed the literature on

family violence and alcohol consumption and found that the

association between the rates of violence and alcohol

consumption appeared to be curvilinear. The lowest rates of

violence were found among those who drank the least, whereas

the highest rates of. violence were found among moderate to

heavy drinkers. The heaviest drinkers had higher abuse

rates than infrequent drinkers or abstainers, but lower

rates than the moderate to heavy drinkers. While they v¡ere

unclear as to whether the nature of these findings was a

function of dosage leveI or chronicity of the drinking
problem, RusseII (1982, addressed this issue in terms of the

paradoxical effects of alcohol on some men. He explained

that in some men alcohol consumption appears to undermine

their capacity to become violent whereas in other men, it
augments their violent behavior.

While the research reviewed suggests that excessive

drinking is associated with higher partner abuse rates,
alcohol consumption is neither a necessary or sufficient
cause of wif e abuse (ttantor & Straus , 1987) .

Alcoho1 as an Excuse. Wodarski (1987 ) explained the role

of alcohol consumption in family violence in terms of the

disease model. Àccordingly, when alcoholism is viewed from

the perspective of an illness, the alcoholic is absolved of

responsibility for his actions while intoxicated by family

members as well as by society. Researchers have suggested



36

that violence combined with alcohol makes the violence more

acceptable and that the alcohol consumption provides an

excuse for the behavior (Freeman, 1979; Frieze & Schafer,

1984; Hauser, 1982; Lundquist, 1 986) . Thus any behavior

including incidents of family violence is excused by the

abuser as well as the abused.

The use of the disease model implies that there should be

a chemical cure for a drinking problem, and thus it explains

in part the reason for the alcoholic's resistance to therapy
(Shapiro, 1982). Às a conseguence, treating families who

experience both alcoholism and violence is a difficult task.

Therapists have to teach their patients to accept

responsibility for their drinking problems as well as their
violent behavior. On one hand, partners of alcoholic men

will make excuses for violent behavior by attesting to the

fact that when the men are not drinking, they are never

violent (Russel1, 1982r. On the other hand, families will
often present themselves for alcohol abuse therapy and fail
to even mention family violence as a problem (tindquist,

19861 Wodarski, 1987). By not openly acknowledging the

existence of abuse in the relationship, the behavior is
deemed as acceptable within the context of the alcoholism.

In either case, violent behavior by the alcoholic is overtly
or covertly excused.

Hamilton and Collins (1981) and Hauser (1982) explained

that alcohol consumption acts as a mechanism for disavowing
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deviant behavior in a family member. When one family member

is violent, thus acting in a deviant manner, it is
convenient to project the blame for the deviant behavior

onto the effects of alcohol. In so doing, the family's
image of normalcy or nondeviance is maintained.

Other researchers (Frieze & Schafer, 1984; Livingston,
1 986; Richardson & Campbell, 1 980; Russe1l, 1982) have used

lhe term "time out" to refer to men getting drunk so that
they can behave violently.
intoxication provides a seemingly legitimate excuse for
inappropriate conduct; therefore, assaulting another person

while under the influence of alcohol is a relatively
acceptable way of relieving pent up frustrations. Support

for the notion that violent behavior is excused or

discounted was demonstrated by Richardson and Campbell

(1980) who conducted a study which focused on attributions
of blame onto the wife and its relationship to alcohol

consumption. As predicted, they found that when the husband

was drunk, situational factors received more blame. This

finding suggests that alcohol is an effective external

factor such that the "alcohol made him do it".

Timinq of Drinkinq Relative to Violence. The

relationship of the timing of drinking to the violent
episode is unclear. While the research reviewed suggests

that alcohol consumption is associated with family violence,

drinking at the time of the incident may not be the main

For many people alcohol
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correlate (Lindquist, 1986). Rather, the high correlations
noted in the literature may actually relate to the male's

current level of alcohol abuse.

lifestyle that is a more important predictor of violence

than the actual presence of intoxication at the time of the

assault.

Leonard, Bromet, Parkinson, Day and Ryan (1985) who examined

the relationship between alcohol use and alcoholism and

physical marital conflict in a sample of blue collar

Support for this notion was demonstrated by

workers.

alcohol consumption and not the total amount of alcohol
consumed s¡as a critical factor in physical abuse.

Similarly, Kantor and Straus (1g87) found that while there

was a strong linear relationship between drinking and wife

abuse, alcohol was not consumed immediately prior to the

conf lict in 76% of. the cases.

À possible explanation for these findings may Iie in the

long term effects of chronic alcohol consumption. According

to Hamilton and Collins (1981 ) chronic drinking has the

potential to change the consumer. The physiological and

cognitive effects of alcohol affect the behavior of the

individual and shape personal interactions through its

Their findings suggested that the pattern of

It may be the alcoholic

influences.

consumption of alcohol lead to a redefinition of situational
norms and have an impact on the interactions between people.

As a conseguence, there is a greater likelihood that
violence wiIl occur.

The cognitive distortions caused by the
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[fomen as Coa1coho1ics. Lindquist ( 1 986) used term

"coalcoholic" to refer to anyone in a dyadic relationship
with an alcoholic be it a spouser pârent, friend or lover.
In the most general terms it refers to the individual who

assumes the responsibilities of the relationship as the

alcoholic becomes increasingty impaired. The coalcoholic

suffers the consequences of assuming the role. By excusing

the conduct of the alcoholic and accepting responsibility
for his conduct, the coalcoholic contributes to and helps

maintain the alcoholism (Lindquist, 1 986).

For many women who are in a relationship with an

alcoholic man, one of the consequences of t.heir involvement

may be exposure to incidents of violence. Life for a

battered coalcoholic is doubly problematic; not only must

she cope with the problems associated with alcoholism, but

also she must cope with physical abuse. According to

Lindquist (1986) tne coalcoholic tends to deny both sets of

problems. When in therapy, women coalcoholics fail to

recognize their violent partner's excessive drinking as

alcoholism. Moreover, they also fail to acknowledge that
the drinking contributes to the violence problems.

Research conducted by Hanks and Rosenbaum (1977)

demonstrated that battered women living with alcoholic men

carried with them the conditions of childhood; the tendency

to be involved with violent men who drink was a part of the

women's psychic economy. Furthermore, the women involved in
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the study had no insight into how the marital roles they

modeled or the specific roles they played in their families

of origin had an impact on their present relationship.
Inasmuch as they despised the alcohol-ism and physical

violence in their family of origin, they appeared to have

little appreciation for the extent to which they were

currently participating in that very behavior.

Ottrer Variables linkínq Alcohol Consumption to Violence.

The literature suggests that the association between alcohol

consumption and family violence may occur through the

effects of other variables (HamiIton & Collins , 1981 ) .

There is some indication that certain groups in society may

be more at risk for abuse than others.

consistently points to members of low SES as being

particularly vulnerable. Kantor and Straus' (1987) findings

lend support to the effects of occupational status on wife

assault. They found that the combination of blue collar
occupational status, drinking and approval of violence was

associated with the highest likelihood of wife abuse.

Alternatively, Roy (1977 ) found that the correlations

between alcoholism and violence vrere higher for families who

had been together for more than seven years when compared to

families with a shorter relationship.
relationship as a risk factor for abuse would suggest that

the progressive nature of alcoholism gradually intrudes upon

the interaction within the family.

The research

The length of the
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Still other researchers have uncovered a number of other

variables found to Iink drinking and family violence.

Gustafson (1985) investigated aggression as it interacted

with alcohol and frustration. He found that increases in

aggression $¡ere observed only in the frustrative condition

for intoxicated subjects.

designed study examining alcohol's effects on aggressive and

nonaggressive responding, Ke1ly, Cherek and Steinberg (1989)

found that alcohol increased aggressive responses following
provocation while having litt1e effect on or decreasing

nonaggressive responses at the same doses. The results of

this study suggest that alcohol's effect on aggressive

behavior cannot be completely understood without taking into
account the reinforcement contingencies operative in the

i ndi vidual- ' s envi ronment .

In another experimentally

Hamilton and ColLins (1981) suggested that the consumption

of alcohol may cause distortions in understanding other

behaviors and ability to cope with stressful situations.
These distortions and inability to interpret others'

intentions or behaviors seem to be critical in the

escalation process of violence.

acts as a

cognition.

Sumnarv.

highl ights

direct link

In support of these findings,

catalyst for violence via its effects on

The I iterature reviewed in thi s sect ion

the issues seen as impeding the formation of a

between alcohol consumption and family violence.

In other words, drinking
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At the most fundamental leveI, anger and hostility are

generated by the interaction between people, not by the

intake of alcohol (Shapiro, 1982). Regardless of its
relationship, research indicates higher rates of abuse among

alcoholics compared to the rest of the population. While

researchers struggle to find a direct causal link (RusseI1,

1984), Gondolf (1985) suggested that alcohol appears to

reinforce family violence rather than causing it.

Violence between partners is complex in that the dynamics

underlying abuse are multifaceted.

existing theories are limited to a partial understanding of

family violence. The problem of family violence and spouse

abuse in particular has been studied from the following

Theoretical Perspect ives

theoretical perspectives:

1985), (b) family systems (Bograd, 1984; Emery, 1989; Geltes

& Maynard, 1987; Wodarski, 19871 ,

(GondoIf, 1985; Kalmuss, 1984), (d) conflict (¡rinkerhoff &

Lupri, 1988; Straus , 1979) and (e) disinhibition (ttamilton &

CoIIins, 1981; Kantor & SLraus, 1987; Spielberger, 1g7O).

Overview

Às a consequence, the

Studies that employ the psychoanalytic theory of spouse

abuse focus on the intrapsychic forces . within the

individual. Violence against women is seen as an attempt on

(a) psychoanalytic (Gondolf,

(c ) soc ial learning
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Èhe part of the male abuser to confirm his masculine

identity (Gondolf, 1985). By hating vromen the abuser is
able to contain and control the feminine aspects of his

upbringing. As with other research using psychoanalytic

theory, its hypotheses are difficult to test, and at best

its value lies in post hoc explanations of a phenomenon.

Family systems theory views families as open systems in

which the actions of one member has an effect on others.
This theory is useful in explaining the reactions of

children who may not be direct recipients of physical abuse,

but through their family membership suffer its conseguences.

It also explains the disavowing of an alcoholic partner's
violent behavior. Furthermore, because the violence and

alcohol abuse serve the function of maintaining stability
within the family, its resistance to therapy can also be

explained by this theory (Wodarski, 1987).

Proponents of social learning theory explain the

transmission of family violence from one generation to

another (Kalmuss, 1 984 ) . The family as a primary

socializing agent teaches young family mernbers values and

rul-es of conduct. In that way family members serve as role
models for its members. Às a consequence, when violent
behavior is modeled by adult family members, violence is
perceived as normative and is considered to be an

appropriate mode of conflict resolution. while individuals
have the opportunity to l-earn violent behavior from sources



such as the media, the family

has the greatest impact on

soc iaI Iearning theory is
development and occurrence of

Iearning models.

According to

relationship is
functioning. Farnilies are a perfect source of conflict due

to the close bonds of its members and the high frequency of

interaction between them (grinkerhoff & Lupri, 1 988) .

Without the changes brought about by conflict, families run

a high risk of collapse (Straus, 1979). In presenting the

rationale behind the CTS, Straus (1979) distinguished among

methods or "tactics" of conflict resolution. Furthermore,

he stated that the critical issue was not so much the

existence or amount of conflict, rather the methods in which

conf licts vrere resolved. SimilarIy, this theory is al-so

limited by its failure to explain incidents of abuse not
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(being the primary reinforcer)
its members.

conflict theorists,

useful in explaining the

violence through a variety of

a necessary condition to ensure its proper

Nevertheless,

confl ict within a

directly precipitated

an alcoholic binge.

The Disinhibition Theorv

The high rates of alcohol consumption associated with

family vioLence make the disinhibition theory an appropriate

theoretical perspective by which to study partner abuse.

According to this theory, alcohol consumption is linked to

by conflict but rather indirectly by
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violent behavior through its physiological effects releasing

an individual's violent impulses, tendencies and inhibitions
(Hamilton & Co11ins,

spec i f ically Kantor and Straus (1987 ) explained that

"a1cohol's effects on the central nervous system release

inhibitions by depressing brain function or supressing

super-ego function thereby allowing the expression of rage"

(p. 214). In addition to the physiological and cognitive
effects of alcohol on the individualr personal vulnerability
(Barnes, Greenwood & Sommer, 1989) and the context in which

1 981 ; SpielbergêF, 1 970 ) .

interaction occurs (Shapiro,

determining the likelihood of violent behavior. Thus under

the influence of alcohol, behavior which normally is kept in
check is unleashed, and the individual's risk for abuse is
inc reased.

factors associated with partner abuse, it does not offer a

complete explanation. Factors related to the social origins
of abuse are not addressed by this theory.

WhiIe this theory explains individual risk

RaÈíonaIe

More

A modified disinhibition theory was proposed in this
study to explain the interaction between alcohol consumption

and personality in the prediction of partner abuse. This

theory vras considered relevant to the present study for the

1982) play a role in

following reasons:

imperfections in the relationship between family violence

FirsÈ, it takes into account the



and alcohol consumption.

predisposed to or at risk for abuse in order for violent
tendencies to be released. It is supported by Gustufson's
(1985) finding that frustration was a predisposing condition
to aggression in intoxicated males and that without the

element of frustration, no increase in aggression ïIas

observed. One could expect that for thòse individuals who

have low frustration levels, abuse would be more likely
under the influence of alcohol than for individuals with a

high toLerance for frustration. This line of reasoning

helps explain the interaction of other variables Iinking
drinking and family violence and why alcohol releases

violent behavior in some people and not in others.

Second, the complex relationship between the amount of

alcohol consumed and violent behavior may be explained in
terms of the degree of alcohol concentration in the body

required to produce the disinhibition of rage. This follows

a suggestion made by RusseII (1982) which addressed the

paradoxical effects of alcohol on the individual: for some

persons alcohol consumption impedes violent behavior while

for others it increases it. Alcohol-'s differential effects
on its consumer may be related to several factors, one of

which is the amount ingested. It would appear that those

individuals who are less violent under the influence of

alcohol have a greater sensitivity to its depressive effects

46

It assumes that one must be

(American Psychiatric Association, 1987 ) than those who
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behave more violently. Thus for those individuars at risk
for violent behavior, the consumption of large amounts of

alcohol may increase the Iikelihood for partner abuse.

FinaIly and somewhat related to the previous point,
modified disinhibition theory may also exprain why drinking
prior to or during a violent incident was not found to be

the critical variable.
noted, over time alcohor consumption alters the cognitive
set of the alcoholic, making him more vulnerable to
misinterpretions of other's behaviors and motives. Thus,

alcohol through its effects on cognitions appears to be

relevant in the escalation process of violence.
illustrates the model of partner abuse tested in this
research.

As Hamilton and Collins ( 1 981 )

Figure 1
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The study of farnily violence is a complicated process not

only because of the relationships among variables but also

because of several Iimitations which curtail its

investigation. The Iiríitations of research in the area of

family viol-ence fa11 into the following three categories:

(1) def initions, Q) sampling, and (3) methodology.

Figure 1: Mode1 of Partner Àbuse

l,imitations of the Research



Def init ions

The literature is
alcohol consumption and physical abuse within a family

context. Generally, partner abuse has been defined as any

act which has a high potential for injuring the person being

assaulted (Steinmetz, 1977). Nevertheless, researchers have

used the same term to refer to behaviors ranging from

threats of violence to instances in which severe injuries
are inflicted upon the victim of an assault (Straus et aI.,
1980). Àlthough still criticized on methodological grounds,

the CTS (Straus, 1979) has overcome some of the problems

associated with defining violence within the context of

unclear as to its

intrafamilial conflict resolution.

demonstrated validity (Kennedy & Dutton, 1989), this scale

is widely used in studies which examine prevalence rates of

family violence.

definitions of
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Similarly, the definition of alcohol consumption also

Iacks precision. Studies have failed to distinguish between

pathological and periodic drinking (oowney & Howell, 1976).

Making distinctions among the types of drinking through the

use of multiple drinking measures may result in a clear
understanding of the relationship between alcohol and family

violence.

Because of its



Samolinq

The second category of limitations found in this area of

study involves the sampling techniques of researchers. The

research examining the problem of violence between intimate

partners involves data which are typically derived from

small samples of treatment populations, such as:

women's shelters, (2) families in the process of divorce,

and (3) drug and alcohol treatment groups. Findings from

these samples cannot be generalized to the general

population. Furthermore, reports abouÈ the abusive behavior

of men came from their abused partners (Gondolf, 1985) and

provided a biased and perhaps inaccurate assessment of the

abuser. Finally, assessing the involvement of alcohol in

partner abuse is made more difficult by the multiple sources

from which data have been collected such as:

report of husbands and wives, (2) clinicians' data, and (3)

police reports (ttamilton & CoIlins, 1981).
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Itlethodoloqv

The limitations associated with definitions and sampling

techniques are refLected as well in research methodology.

Researchers have failed to use control groups (Russe11,

1982) .

(1)

heavy drinking is specific to violent behavior or equally

present among nonviolent men. Secondr âs a resul-t of the

use of different research strategies, differing profiles of

It is therefore impossible to determine whether

(1) self
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abusers have been developed (outton, 1988). As previously

noted, data drawn from a variety of sources have resulted in

a range of pat.hology among abusers.

Finally, there are the issues which relate specifically
to the CTS (Straus, 1979). While the CTS has overcome some

of the definitionaL problems associated with abuse in that

it is operationalized in terms of actual acts of violence
(i.e., hitting, punching, kicking, etc. ), it fails to take

into account events which precede or follow the acts of

violence being measured (grinkerhoff & Lupri, 1988) and it
does not examine the consequences of the actions being

measured.

behavior and the extent of the injuries which occur as a

consequence have yet to be addressed.

Às in any area of research, the study of violence between

partners is not without lirnitations. It was the goal of

this study to be sensitive to these issues and to attempt to

overcome some of the problems noted by vray of the methods to

be outlined in the following chapter.

Thus, the motivations which underly violent

The following hypotheses were derived from the literalure
reviewed and were tested in this study:

1.

Research Prooositions

The prevalence

correlated with

of partner

age.

abuse will be negatively
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2. The prevalence of partner abuse will be negatively

correlated with income.

3. The prevalence of partner abuse will be negatively

correlated with employment status ( i.e. , ful1-time
versus part-tirne versus unemployed.

4. The prevalence of partner abuse will be negatively

correlated with education.

5. The prevalence of partner abuse will be positively
correlated with "binge" drinking (i.e., drinking more

than eight drinks per drinking session).

6. The prevalence of partner abuse will be positively
correlated with alcohol dependence.

7. The prevalence of partner abuse will be positively
correlated with the consumption of aÌcohol (i.e., the

number of ounces of alcohol consumed per day).

8. The prevalence of partner abuse will be negatively

correlated with self-esteem.

9. The prevalence of partner abuse will be negatively

correlated with ego-strength.

10. The prevalence of partner abuse will be positively
correlated with anxiety.

1 1 . The prevalence of partner abuse will be positively
correlated with neuroticism.

12. The prevalence of partner abuse will be positively
correlated with extroversion.

't3. The prevalence of partner abuse will be positively
correlated with scores on the MacÀndrew Scale

(MacÀndrew, 1980).
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This chapter examines the methodology employed in this
study. The data analyzed in this study were part of a

larger data set derived from the Winnipeg Health and

Drinking Survey (Barnes & Murray, 1 989) ; therefore, the

methodology for this study is reflective of the methodology

of the primary study. Sample selection and description,
procedure for data collection, instruments and variables,
and methods of daLa analyses used in this study are

described below.

CHAPTER 3 - METHODOLOGY

À random sample of adult residents of Winnipeg between

the ages of 18 and 65 who were not institutionalized was

provided for use in this study by the Manitoba Health

Services Commission (¡æiSC). The initial sample was

stratified by age and sex into the following categories: (1)

males 1 8-34 years, (2) males 35-49 years, ( 3 ) males 50-6S

years, (4) females 18-34 years, (5) females 35-49 years, and

(6) females 50-65 years. For each sex/age ce1l, there were

667 randomly selected names of Winnipeg residents. At the

time of this writing, 21627 names and addresses formed the

basis of the data collection. of the total number of letters

54

Sample Selection and Description
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mailed, there were 692 persons who refused to participate
and 785 persons who could not be contacted. The remaining

1 1 68 subjects formed the subject pool. For the purposes of

this study only data from male subjects were analyzed

(N=s¿8 ) .

Ðata were obtained using an interview schedule and a

self -administered questionnaire.

was preceded by approxirnately one week by a letter
describing the purpose of the project (see Appendix A).

Respondents were invited to caII the project office should

Procedure for Data Collection

they have questions or doubts.

made prior to the interview.
take place at the subject's home (unless otherwise arranged)

and were estimated to last 90 minutes or less.

five attempts were made to contact each individual to

arrange for a suitable interview time. The interviews were

conducted in the evenings to the extent that this was

reguested by the individuals.

Each personal interview

À telephone appointment was

Interviews were scheduled to

A variety of measures b'ere employed to test this study's

hypotheses. The following is a description of the

independent and dependent variables and the measures used. to

study them.

Variables and Measures

Àt least



Independent Variables and Measures

Demoqrar¡hic Variables.

measure the following demographic variables: (1

marital status, (3) ethnicity, (4) employment

income, and 6) retigion. This measure contained

well as an additional two items which screen for
(Àppendix B, Part 1 ).

Àlcohol abuse. Alcohol abuse

separate constructs.

Questions were

1. Àlcoho1 consumption was measured with the Volume-

Variability Index (Cahalan & Cisin, 1 968; Room,

1972). This instrument contained nine questions and

measures the quantity-frequency (with an added

indicator of binge drinking) of wine, beer and liquor
consumption (appendix B, Part 2). This measure is

included to

) age, (2)

status, ( 5 )

20 items as

alcohol use

56

particularly

was measured by three

hypothesized to be greater among binge drinkers than

among episodic drinkers.
Alcoholisrn þras measured by the short f orm of the

Michigan Àlcoholism Screening Test (S¡¡aSt) (porkorny,

2.

Miller & Kaplan,

relevant

individuals in the general population and one which

has been widely used in other studies. This

instrument contained 13 items (Àppendix B, Part 3)

because

and was designed to

1972), a test intended to screen

vi olence is

produce a more effective,



shorter,

version of the original MÀST.

coefficient alphas computed for two comparison group

scores, separately and combined yielded coefficients
only slightly lower than for the MÀST (Selzer,
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self-administered and more easily scored

coefficients were found to be slightly higher for the

SMÀST. Based on tests for reliability and validity,
the authors concluded that the SMAST is as effective
as the MAST in screening for alcoholism.

3. Alcohol dependence was measured by the Alcohol

Dependence Data Schedule (aoos) (naistrick, Dunbar &

Davidson, 1983) and by the NIMH Diagnostic Interview

Schedule Version III Revised (nrS III-R) (Robins,

Helzer, Cattler & Goldring, 1989). The former is an

Vinokur, & Rooi jen, 1975 ) whereas validity

Reliability

instrument (Àppendix B,

admin i stered to both c1 inical and non-clinical
samples; it strongly distinguished the alcoholic
sample. The split-ha1f reliability of the 15-item

short form is 0.87. Jorge and Mazur (1985) obtained

a split-ha1f reliability of 0.88 with the short form

ADDS in an interview, and 0.82 when self-
administered. Test-retest reliability was 0.90. The

Iatter (Appendix B, Part 5) is a revised version of

the Diagnoistic Interview Schedule (nobins, Helzer,

Croughan, Williams & Spitzer, 1979), designed to

classify alcoholics according to the diagnostic

Part 4) which has been
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criteria of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manua1

(pSl¡ III) (American Psychiatric Àssociation, 1980).

The instrument contained 28 items. However, only

those items which provide a "lifetime diagnosis" for
alcohol dependence were analysed.

Personalitv. Personality measures chosen for this study

covered the major dimensions of personality, as well as

important cbaracteristics observed in clinical samples of

wi f e batterers.

i. The Rosenberg SeIf-Esteem Scale (1965) consists of 10

items (Appendix B, Part 6), has satisfactory
reliability and validity (Rosenberg, 1965) and has

been found to relate to both alcoholism (Beckman,

1978 ) and male perpetrators of spouse abuse

(Goldstein & Rosenbaum, 1985; Rouse, 1988).

The Trait Anxiety Scale was developed by Spie1bergêrr

Gorsuch and Lushene ( 1 970 ) . Since neuroticism was

found to be one of the dimensions of personality
predictive of abuse among college males (Barnes,

Greenwood & Sommer, 1989) anxiety was also expected

to be an indicator of abuse. Thi s test has

satisfactory reliabitity and validity and is the most

widely used measure of anxiety. This measure

consisted of 20 items and is found in Appendix B,

Part 7.

2"



3. The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (npQ-n) is a

commonly used personality inventory. It measures

neuroticism, introversion-extroversion, psychoticism,

and it contains a lie scale. l.lhiIe the neuroticism

and introversion-extroversion scales are well

established tests of personality, the psychoticism

dimension is newer and has been a source of

controversy.

reliabilities (i.e., .74 for males and .68 for
females) (torrubia & Muntaner, 1987). The revised

version contains 100 items and vras used in this
study.

It had been criticized for low

reliability (.lg and .76 respectively). As well the

two psychoticism scales have been found to correlate
reasonably well (i.e., .86 for males and .79 for
females). The revised version has already been used

It has been found to have improved
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in one study predicting abuse (Barnes,

Sommer, 1989).

4. Two MMPI subscales were used in this study, the

MacAndrew ÀIcoholism (MÀC scale) and the Barron Ego-

Strength Scales. Both are important measures for
discriminating alcoholics from nonalcoholics and for
predicting risk factors for alcoholism.

a) The MAc

val idated

which it

scale has been successfully cross

against sampJ-es similar to those on

þras originally developed (alcoholics

Greenwood &
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versus non-substance abusing psychiatric patients)
(MacÀndrew, 1980). À factor analysis conducted on

the MAC scale showed factor loadings which

described alcoholics (high scorers) as resembling

criminals and delinquents. Às well, research by

MacÀndrew (1980) found that 85% of male alcoholics
measured on the MÀC scafe $¡ere classified as

"secondary psychopaths" (neurotic extroverts)
according to Eysenck's model of personality. This

relationship suggests that the MÀC scale is an

appropriate measure to be considered in the study

of partner abuse.

items and is found in Appendix B, part 9.

b) The Barron Ego-Strength Scale measures a general

factor of the capacity for personality integration
(Greene, 1 980 ) . For example r persons who score

high on ego-strength are described as having

secure self concepts and are able to cope with

The MAC scale contained 51

situational stress.
ego-strength tend to have low self concepts and

are more

characterological problems (Greene, 1 980 ) .

might also be expected that those with less

integrated personalities experience lower levels
of impulse control and resort to more primitive

Iikely to

Individuals who score low on

methods of coping such as violence.

Ego-Strength Scale contained 67 items and is found

in Appendix A, Part 10.

experience chronic,

It

The Barron



Deoendent Variable and Measure

Partner abuse. The instrument chosen to measure and

define partner abuse in this study vras the confrict ractics
ScaIe (Cts) (Straus, 1979).

the "catharsis theory" of violence by measuring the

following three modes of interpersonal conflict resolution:
(1) reasoning (the use of discussion), (2) verbal aggression
(ttre use of verbal and nonverbal acts which symbolically
hurt another person), and (3) violence (the use of physical

force against another person). The latter two modes of

violence were tested in this study.

While the scale has been revised since its inception, its
original version, Form A (Straus, 1974) was employed in this
study using the last 6 of the 14 scale items (See Appendix

C). Limiting the number of scale items was an arbitrary
decision made by the investigators of the Winnipeg Health

and Drinking Survey based on the length of the survey. The

items chosen for use in this study represented the most

severe forms of partner abuse.

The scale was designed to test
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The scale also measures the frequency with

actions occur in terms of relative rather

numbers ("never" to "more than once a month").

the items in this study v¡ere worded in the

rather than in the first person with the hope

greater acknowledgement of abuse.

which abusive

than absolute

Furthermore,

second person

of inviting a

the scale hasFinally,
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been used in face-to-face (Kennedy & Dutton, 1989; Schulman,

1981; Smith , 1987; Straus, Gelles & Steinmetz, 1 980 ) ,

telephone interviews (Kennedy & Dutton, 1989; Straus &

Gelles, 1986) and mail surveys (Straus, 1979). It has

demonstrated moderate to high reliabilities (alphas ranging

from means of .74 to .88) and evidence of concurrent and

construct validity (Straus, 1979).

Data Ànalvsis

Data in

Package for
Stat i st ical
the followi

this study were analyzed with

the Social Sciences, version

Ànalysis Systems (SaS).

ng three stages:

1. Frequency analyses were conducted to describe the

sample in terms of the rates of violence and

demographic features using percentages and means. Às

welI, ât this stage of analysis it vlas possible to
determine whether scale distributions v¡ere skewed.

For example, there was the concern that the WI scale

may be vulnerable to skewness, and if such was the

case it would have to be transformed in an attempt to

the Statistical
x (spssx) and

were analyzed inData

normalize its distribution.
subsequent correlational analysis to be performed

with greater confidence.

Second, Pearson Correlations were computed to

determine the interrelationships among variables.

2.

This would allow
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The strengths of the correlations were used to
determine whether single or multiple measures of

alcohol abuse and personality were to be entered in
the next stage of analysis.
regarding the role of alcohol consumption as a

possible mediating variable l¡ere made.

The third and final stage of analysis involved the

standard multiple regression of the independent

variables against the dependent variable (CfS). By

inspecting the individual and combined effects of

alcohol abuse, personality and demographic measures,

the multiple regression procedure revealed those

independent variables which best predicted partner

abuse by explaining the J.argest amount of variance.

3.

Listed below are the procedures used to test
propositions in this study:

As weI1, decisions

1. Research Proposition #1 to #1 3 vrere tested by

Pearson' s correlations.
Research Proposition #14 was tested by a standard

multiple regression procedure.

2.

the research



Prior to statisticar anaryses, reliability tests s¡ere

performed on the folrowing independent and dependent

measures: (1) tt¡e Epe-R (epep, EpeN, EpeE, EeOL), (Ð the

Barron Ego Strength Sca1e, ( 3 ) ttre t"taC Scale, ( 4 ) the

CHÀPTER 4 - REST'LTS

Rosenberg SeIf-Esteem Scale,

Reliabilitv of Scales

Anxiety scale, and (6) the crs. The remaining alcohol
measures (wt , SMAST and the Dr s ) were not tested f or

reriability since they provided indices of alcohor related
behaviours.

Reliability was tested by cronbach's Alpha coefficients
which tested the proportion of variance due to common

factors among the items in the scale. rn other words, this
test of reliability examines the degree of internal
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consistency found within scale items.

(5) the Spielberger Trait

Kerlinger (1973) a reliability coefficient of .60 or better
wourd be needed in order that the scale be considered at
least. moderately reliab1e.
characteristics and reliability coefficients for the

measures put to the test of reliability.

Listed below are the scale

Àccording to



The Evsenck Personalitv Ouestionnaire Revised

The

EPQ-R:

and a

answer

1.

foltowing are the four subscales which make up the

psychoticism, neuroticism, extraversion-introversion

validity scale (Iie scale). Respondents v¡ere asked to

"YEs" or ttNott Lo aIl subscale items.

The EPQP is composed of 32 items. The scale range

was 0 to 17 with a mean of 3.89 (So= 2.74). The

scale was found to just meet the criterion of

reliability ( e= .60)

The EPQN is composed of 24 items. The scale range v¡as

0 to 24 with a mean of 8.79 (SD= 5"17). The scale was

found to be reliable ( a= .85).

The EPQE is composed of 22 items. The scale range h'as

0 to 23 with a mean of 13.71 (So= 5.01). The scale

was found to be reliable ( c = .82) .

The EPQL can also be considered as a measure of

social conformity. It is composed of 21 items. The

scaLe range was 0 to 21 with a mean of 9.79 (So=

4.56) . The scale v¡as f ound to be reliable ( c = .83).

2"

3.
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Barron Eqo Strenqth Scale

The Barron Ego Strength Scale is composed of 67 items.

Respondents were asked to answer "TRUE" or "FALSE" to each

of the scale items. Th" scal-e range I'¡as 22 to 59 with a

mean of 46.59 (SD= 5.72). À moderate amount of internal

consistency t¡as f ound in this study (Cronbach's Q = .67) -



The MacÀndrer Scale

The MÀC Scale is composed of 49 items. As r+ith the Barron

Ego Strength Sca1e, respondents were aSked to ansvrer "TRUE"

or "FÀLSE" to the scale items. The scale range was 12 to 35

with a mean of 22.29 (Sp= 3.86). The alpha coefficient was

.43 .

Cronbach's ÀIpha test of reliability is like1y due to the

multidimensional nature of the scaIe. This finding was

surprising in light of the scale's wide use and repeated

validity. In spite of the scale's demonstrated low

reliability, it was stiIl considered an appropriate measure

because of its ability to distinguish between alcoholic and

nonalcoholic populations (MacÀndrew, 1 980 ) .

The lack of internal consistency found using the

Rosenberq SeIf-Esteem Sca1e

The Rosenberg SeIf-Esteem Scafe is composed of 10 items.

Respondents rlere asked to indicate the extent to which they

agreed or disagreed with each scale item. scale item

responses followed this four point scale: (1 ) strongly

agree, (2) agree, (3) disagree, and (4) strongly disagree.

The scale range was 10 to 40 with a mean of 33-29 (So=

4.4Ð" The scale was found to be reliable ( c= .83).
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Spielberqer trait Anxietv Scale

The Spielberger Trait Ànxiety Scale is composed of 20

irems. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to
which they experienced scale items. This measure v¡as also

based on a f our point scale . The i tern values !¡ere as

follows: (1) almost never, (2) sometimes, (3) often and (4)

almost always. The scale range vras 20 to 65 with a mean of

34.08 (SD= 8.32). The scale was found to be reliable ( o=

.8s).

Àlcoho1 Dependence Data Schedule

The ÀDDS Sca1e is^a scale composed of 15 items. Às in the

previous scaIe, respondents were asked to indicate the

extent to which they.experienced the scale items. Scale

values were similar to the Trait Anxiety Scale and were as

follows: (1) never, (2) sometimes, (3) often, and (4) nearly

always. The scale range was 0 to 14 with a mean of 1.46

(So= 2.39). The scale was found to have moderate internal
consistency (Cronbach's Q = .68).

Conflict Tactics Scale
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For the purposes of this study only six items of the CTS

were selected. Às noted previously, these items reflected

the most severe forms of. physical abuse. Respondents l¡ere

asked to indicate how often they participated in the various
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forms of confl-ict resolution as reflected by the scale

items. The CTS was constructed on the following six point

scale: (1) never, (2) once a year, (3) two to three time a

year, (4) often, but less than once a month, (5) about once

a month, and (6) more than once a month. The scale range

was 6 to 20 with a mean of 6.57 (SD=1.40). Às expected the

scale distribution was positively skewed (ie. item responses

clustered around the least severe forms of abuse). The

scale was found to be reliable ( c= .75).

Table 1 provides a summary of scale characteristics and

reliability coefficients for aIl the above measures.



TÀBLE 1

Scale Characteristics and Reliabitity Coefficients

ScaIe

EPQ-R

EPQP

EPQN

EPQE

EPQL

Range

EGO STRENGTH

MÀC

0-1 7

0-24

0-23

0-21

22-59

12-35

10-40

20-65

0-1 4

6-20

Mean

SELF_ESTEEM

TRÀIT ANXIETY

ADDS

cTs

Standard
Deviation

3.89

8.79

13 .71

9 .17

46.59

22.29

33.29

34.08

1 .46

6.57

69

2.7 4

5 .17

5.01

4.53

5 "72

3.86

4 .44

8.32

2.39

1.40

Alpha

The analyses for this research v¡ere conducted on data

provided by the Winnipeg Health and Drinking Survey. The

total sample size v¡as 1168 subjects. For the purposes of

this study, only the data from male subjects were analysed.

Data collected from 548 males formed the basis of this

.60

.8s

.82

.82

.67

.43

.83

.84

.68

.75

Demographic Character istics

sample. The subsample from which abusers v¡ere drawn
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consisted of males who v¡ere married and married but
previously divorced. This subsampre consisted of 394

subjects. The demographic characteristics of the subsampre

are outrined below. Table 2 provides a complete summary for
both total sample and subsample demographic characteristics.

Àqe

The mean age of male respondents

45.9 years. The range in age was

distribution of ages $¡as as follows:
the ages of 18 and 35 years, 119 (30%)

of 36 and 49 years, and 182 (46%) were

Marital Status

of the total sample, 381 subjects 00%) were married.
These subjects made up 96.7 percent of the subsample used in
the partner abuse anaryses. persons who were married but
previously divorced were represented by 1 3 subjects (3%) .

in the subsample was

22 to 66 years. The

93 (24%) were between

were between the ages

50 years and o1der.

Educational StaÈus

Analyses were conducted on six leveIs of educational
status in this research. The following represents the

distribution of subjects among the education categories in
the subsample: 25 (6%) received a grade school education,
83 subjects (21%) received some high school education, B1
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subjects (20%) compreted high schoor, 1 0o (25%) completed

some colrege education or earned a technical diploma, 60

(15%) were university graduates and 4s subjects (12%)

received post graduate or higher education.

Current Enployment Status

Those employed fu]l time in the subsample Ìrere

represented by 317 (81%) subjects. The remaining 77

subjects Q0)

categor ies: 12 subjects (3%) were working part t ime, 1 0

(2%) ylere unemployed but looking for work, 2s subjects (11%)

vrere categorized as retired, and 10 subjects QÐ $¡ere

categorized as "other", not belonging to any of the above

categor ies.

,0"t" distributed among the following

Income

Totar family income was distributed among five broadly
based categories in the following manner within the

subsample: 6 subjects (1%) had a family income less than

$1or0o0 annuarly, 14 subjects (3Ð had a family income

between $10,000 and $20r000 annually, 83 subjects (22%) naa

a family income between $20,000 and $35,000 annually, 113

subjects (29%) had a family income between $3sr000 and

$50,000 annually, and 169 subjects (44%) had a family income

over $50r000 annually. only one respondent in the subsample

refused to provide a response while eight respondents stated
they did not know their total family income.



ReIic¡ious Preference

Of the total sample, 65% were represented by two

rerigious groups; 143 subjects (27%) l¡ere catholic and zo9

subjects (38%) nere Protestant. The subsample was simirarly
represented by the same two groups (71%); 105 subjects (27%)

Ì{ere catholic and 172 subjects were protestant (44Ð. The

remaining 196 subjects (37%) in the total sampre and 116

subjects (30%) were distributed among the following: 11

subjects (1%) and 10 subjects (2%) were Jewish, 67 subjects
(12%) and 44 subjects (11%) were categorized as other (i.e.,
not belonging to any of the risted rerigious groups), and

115 subjects Q1%) and 62 subjects (1sÐ had no rerigious
preference.

Race

The white racial group v¡as represented by 365 subjects
(92%) of the subsample. The remaining 29 subjects Q%) were

distributed as follows: six subjects (1%) erere Brack, 15

subjects (4%) vrere Asian, six subjects (2Ð were Native, and

two subjects (ress than one percent) were categorized as
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"other" (i.e.,

groups ) .

not belonging to any of the listed racial



TABLE 2

Demographic Characteristics of Male Subjects

Mean Age

Age Groups
1 8-35 Years
36-49 Years
50 Years +

Total

Marital Status
S i ngle
Marr ied
Widowed
Di vorced
Married, but previously

Di vorced
Tota 1

Educational Status
Grade School
Some High School
High School Completed
Some College or a
Technical Diploma
University Graduate
Post Graduate Education

Total

Current Employment Status
Working Ful1 Time
Working Part Time
Unemployed, but looking
Student
Ret i red
Other

Total

Category

TotaI
Sample

N

41.83 Years

73

o//o

201
148
199
548

126
381

5
23
13

548

30
105
125
150

84
54

548

403
22
25
36
48
14

548

36.7
27 .0
35.0

100.0

23.0
69. s
0.9
4.2
2.4

100.0

5.5
19.2
22.8
27 .4

1 s.3
9"8

100.0

73.5
4.0
4.6
6.5
8.8
2.6

100.0

Married

N

45.90 Years

o/
/o

93
119
182
394

381

rg

394

25
83
81

100

60
45

394

317
12
10

45
10

394

23 .6
30.2
46.2

100.0

96.7

g.g

100.0

6.4
21 .1
20 .6
25.4

15.2
11.5

100.0

80.5
3.0
2.5

11 .4
2.5

100.0

Tab1e 2 cont'd.



I ncome

$ 1 0 ,000-$ 20 ,000 /yr
$20,000-$35,000/yr
$35 ,000-$50 ,0 00 /yr

Total-

Religious Preference
CathoI ic
Protestant
Jew i sh
Other
No Religious Preference

Total

Race
whi te
Blac k
As ian
Nat ive
Other

Total

n=548

Table 2 (continued)

Category

Total
Sample

N

21
29

121
137
214
522

143
209

11
67

115
545

503
9

22
9
5

548

o/

74

4.0
5.5

22.9
25.9
40.5
98.8

26 "5
38.2
1.2

12 .2
21 .0
99 .1

91.8
1.6
4.0
1.6
0.9

100.0

Married

Note: Not all totals wiII equal 548 or 394 (100%) due to missing
data.

N

6
14
83

113
169
385

10s
172

10
44
62

393

365
6

15
6
2

394

n=3 94

o//o

.1 .3
3.6

21 .6
29 .4
43.9
99.8

26.7
43.8
2.5

11 .2
1 5.8

100.0

92 .6
1.5
3.8
1.5
0.5

1 00.0



The prevalence of partner abuse vras determined by the

analysis of frequency data and is summarized in Table 3.

Ten missing cases were found among those asked the abuse

items. of the remaining 384 cases, 97 (25.5%) males

participated in at least one abusive incident with their

The Prevalence of Partner Abuse

current partner.

study were presented to the subjects beginning with the

least severe form of abuse and ending with the most severe

form of abuse.

The figures presented in the table below reflect the

number of times a particular abusive tactic was engaged in

by male subjects with their current partner. Results

indicated the following: 64 occurrences in which subjects

threw or smashed something, but not at partners (1a%); 34

occurrences of subjects threatening to throw something, but

not at partners (6%l; 25 occurrences in which subjects threw

something at their partners (3%); 73 occurrences in which

subjects pushed, grabbed or shoved their partners (16%); 37

occurrences in which subjects hit their partners (9%); and

two occurrences in which subjects hit their partner with

something hard (1ess than one percent).

The abuse items chosen for use in this
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The most common abusive tactic endorsed by this sample

and ranking as the third most severe form of abuse according

to the scale vras "pushing, grabbing and shoviDg" .



Alternat i vely ,

this sample

Àccording to

severe form of

the least common abusive tactic endorsed by

was "hitting partner with something hard".

the CTS, this item was also ranked the most

abuse.

Frequency of Partner Abuse among Married and Married, but
Previously Divorced Males

I tem

Threw or smashed something(but not at partner)

Threatened to throw something(but not at partner)

Threw something at partner

Pushed, grabbed or shoved partner

Hit partner

Hit partner with something hard

* N=394

TABLE 3

76

Number of Occurrences

Note:

Sca 1e

* There were 1 0 mi

Statistics: Mean =

64

34

25

73

37

2

sslng cases.

6.57, SD = 1.40, Range = 6-20

o/
/o

14 .1

6.2

3"

16.

o

9

4

4

6



Pearson's Correlation analyses were conducted to examine

the following:
variables and abuse, (2) ttre relationship between alcohol

consumption and partner abuse, (3) the rerationship between

personality and partner abuse, and (4) the relationship
among alcohol measures as well as the relationship among

personality measures. The latter sets of analyses were

Correlations Amonq VarÍables

( 1 ) the relationship among demographic

conducted

assoc iated

intercorrelation of the independent variables )

conducting rater regression analyses. The multicollinearity
problem can be eliminated by selecting from among the

independent variables such as choosing the best measures

along any one dimension of alcohol and personality (tin,
1976) or by combining predictors.

in an effort to assess any potential problems

with multicollinearity
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Demoqraphic Variables and Partner Àbuse

À correlation matrix of demographic variables and partner

abuse is presented in Table 4.

(creating dummy variables from existing variable values)

were performed on the following categorical variables:
religion, race and part of the employment status variable,
classified as studenL, retired and other. In so doing,

these newly transformed variables could be appropriately

(i.e.,

entered into a Pearson's Correlation equation.

the

when

Variable transf ormations

The



variables created l¡ere structured such that the value 'r

equalled the presence of a particular value such as "yes,

belonging to the white racial group" and r'0tt equalled the

absence of that value such as "belonging to any other racial
group".

educational status and the remaining values of employment

status of full time, part time, and unemployed. The former

vras transformed so that its values reflected the number of

years of schooling achieved. These vrere scored as follows:

Further transformations were performed on

rr1rr equalled "six years",

equalled "12 yearsrr, rr4rr equalled "13 years", r'5rr equalled

" 1 5 years" , rt6rr equalled " 18 yearsrr , and ttTtt equalled "22

years'r. These values corresponded to the original values of

the variable educational status which v¡ere: completed grade

school, some high school, compì-eted high school, some

college, uDiversity graduate, post graduate studies, and

masters' or doctorate degree. The remaining values of

employment status were transformed into a variable called

"empstat" reflecting one's employment status or time in the

workf orce whereby rtl tr equalled "unemployed" , "2" equalled

"employed part time", and 'r3" equalled "employed full time".
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1tt

ttztt equalled rr10r' years, rr3tr

The analysis performed failed to demonstrate any strong

correlations between any of the demographic variables and

abuse. Only employment status, time spent in the work

force, v¡as moderately correlated with partner abuse ( r =

-.22). In other words, males who were unemployed were more

likeIy to abuse their partners.
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TABLE 4

Pearson Correlation Coefficients: Demographics and partner
Abuse

Partner Àbuse (ConfIict Tactics ScaIe)

Àge

I ncome

Level of Education (in years)

Employment Status

Ret i red

Other Employment Category

Cathol ic

Protestant

Other Religious Preference

white Racial Group

Note. *** denotes p

.07

.009

.03

)) ***

.01

.01

.03

.05

.02

.07

ÀIcoho1 and Partner Abuse

Table 5 provides correlation coefficients for alcohol

measures and partner abuse. Results indicated several weak

to moderate positive correlations between the dependent

measure, partner abuse and alcohol. They are as follows:

1. Heavy drinking, the number of instances when

drinking more than I glasses of wine, beer or liquor



was positively correlated with

partner abuse ( r =.15).
2. Ethanol, the number of ounces of

day was positively correlated wi

partner abuse ( r =.17).
3. The Àlcoholism Dependence Diagnostic Schedule (aooS)

$¡as positively correlated with the occurrence of

partner abuse ( r =.21).
¿" The Michigan Alcoholism Screening Test (¡aaSt) was

positively correlated r.'ith the occurrence of partner

abuse ( r =.20).
The Diagnostic Interview Schedule (OiS) was

positively correlated with the occurrence of partner

abuse ( r =.13).

5.

the occurrence

alcohol consumed per

th the occurrence of

It should be noted that the first two variables are measures

of alcohol consumption. The latter three variables are both

measures of alcohol dependence or alcoholism.
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of

interesting observation is the significant correlation
between. Ethanol and partner abuse and the lack of

signi f icance between Alcohol Volume and partner abuse.

While both these variables measured the amount of alcohol

consumed, the attenuation of the correlation between Alcohol

Volume and partner abuse is likely due to its restricted
range. Alcohol Volume has a range of 1 to 4 whereas Ethanol

has a range of 0 to 9.9.

An



TABLE 5

Pearson Correlation Coefficients:

Partner Abuse (Conflict Tactics ScaIe)

Heavy Drinking

Max

Àlcohol Volume

Ethanol

ÀDDS

MAST

DIS

ÀIcohol and Partner Abuse

Note: :t* denoteS

**:t denOteS

Personality and Partner Abuse
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This study employed five measures of personality to
investigate its relationship with alcohol abuse in the

occurrence of partner abuse. The Eysenck personality

Questionnaire Revised (npQ-n) measured four separate

dimensions of personality (i.e., neuroticism, psychoticism,

extroversion, and a 1ie scale) and were likewise represented

by similarly named subscales. The other scales (Barron Ego

strength, spielberger Trait Anxiety, MacÀndrew and Rosenberg

serf-Esteem) were analysed as ful1 scares for the purposes

P

P

. 15 :t*

.03

.07

.17 **tr

.21 *:t

.20 ***

.13 **

.01

.001
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of this study. Às with the alcohol measures, there were

several significant although weak correlations found between

personality and partner abuse. The following are the

personality measures which provided the highest correlations
with partner abuse:

1. Neuroticism vras positively correlated with partner

abuse ( r = .20).

2. The Lie scale was negatively correlated with partner

abuse(r= .16).

3. Ànxiety \{as positively correlated with abuse ( r =

.10).

4. SeIf-esteem was negatively correlated with partner

abuse ( r = .11).

5. Ego strength was negatively correlated with partner

abuse ( r = -.11).

Table 6 summarizes the correlation coefficients for
personality measures and partner abuse.



TABLE 6

Pearson Correlation Coefficients! Personality and partner
Àbuse

Partner Àbuse (Conflict Tactics Scale)

EPQE

EPQP

EPSN

EPQL

Ego Strength

Trait Anxiety

Mac Andrew Scale

SeI f -esteem

Note: * denotes P

** denotes P

*** denOteS p
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.09

.08

.20 ***

. 16 *tç

.11 *

.10 *

.09

.11 *

Correlations amons Àlcohol Measures

Pearsons Correlations were conducted on the alcohol
measures employed in this study. For this particular test,
data of current drinking males who were married, or married

but previously divorced were analysed. Excluding recent and

lifetime abstainers was deemed appropriat.e since this study

vras interested in examining current and not past drinking
behavior in its relationship to partner abuse.
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Three separate constructs of drinking behaviour were

measured in this study: (1) alcohol consumption (wi ) , (2)

arcohor dependence (epos and the DIS) and (3) arcohorism
(suesr).

The WI was divided into subscales in order to measure

the amount of alcohol consumed as well as the frequency of

its consumption. The variable labeIled "EthanoI" provided

values for the amount of alcohol consumed measured in ounces

per day.

measured the amount of alcohol consumed by combining the

frequency of. drinking with the number of glasses of alcohol
consumed for wine, beer and other alcoholic beverages. The

values for this variable reflected the number of glasses of

alcohol consumed at a sitting during the past month. The

variable labelled "Maximum Drinking" identified those

subjects who consumed more than eight drinks per sitting in

the past 12 months ( 't1rt equals more than eight drinks per

sitting and tr0" equals having less than eight drinks per

sitting). This variable identified those subjects who

experienced "binge" drinking. The variable "Heavy Drinking"
measured the frequency of binge drinking. The value r'1rr

equals binging 1-3 times per month, "2" equals binging 3-4

t imes per week , and rr 3 tr equals binging everyday.

The variable labelIed "Alcoho1 Volume" al-so

The ADDS and DIS scales measured alcohol dependence. The

former was scored such that a low score represented low

alcohol dependency while a high score represented high
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alcohol dependency. The latter scale was divided into
several subscales. For the purposes of this study only the

subscale "Iifetime diagnosis of alcohol abuse/dependency"

vras used. The values of thi s scale yrere derived f rom

several other DI S subscales , i . e. , dependency symptoms,

dependency symptoms beyond one month, abuse and/or hazardous

use of alcohol, and abuse and/or hazardous use of alcohol

beyond one month. This subscale was further transformed for
this correlational analysis by dichotomízíng the subscale

val-ues such that rrlrr equalled "a diagnosis of alcohol abuse

and/or dependency" and I'Otr equalled "no diagnosis of alcohol

abuse and/or dependency". The final alcohol measure, the

SMAST measured alcoholism. This scale was scored similarly
to the ADDS whereby a low score represented low alcohotism

and a high score represented high alcoholism.

Results indicated several moderate to high correlations
within and between the three drinking behavior constructs.
The following are those variables which provided the highest

correlat ions :

1. The number of drinks consumed during a drinking
session (elcohol Volume) was positively correlated
with Ethanol, the number of ounces of alcohol

consumed ( r = .62).

Both dependency scales, ADDS and the DIS, were

positively correlated with SMAST, alcoholism such

that:

2.
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a) The Drs, the lifetime diagnosis of alcohol
abuse/dependence was positivery correrated with
alcoholism (SMaSt) ( !=.53) and

b) the ADDS was also positively correrated with
alcoholism (suast) ( r = .55).

3. FinalIy, the dependence measures listed above (i.e.,
ÀDDS and Drs) arso showed moderate positive
correlations with each other ( r = .46).

Table 7 provides a correration rnatrix of ar1 arcohol
measures employed in this study.



Pearson Correlation Coefficients: Alcohol Abuse Measures

1. Heavy
Dr ink ing

2. Maximum
Drinking

3. Àlcohol
Volume

4. Ethanol

5. ADDS

6. DIS

7. SMAST

TABLE 7

12

Alcohol Measures

.07 .1 O .17** .09 .1 0 .06

.32*** .26*** .27*t * .23*** .22***

.62*** .23*r, * .'l$*rr .13*

22rrt :t .16* ./Q*tc*

.46,:t** .56**:t

.53***

456

87

(n = 354)

Note: * denotes P

** denotes P < .01

:t** denOteS P

Correlations amono Personalitv Measures

Às noted previously, five major scales v¡ere used to

examine various dimensions of personality: (1) the Eysenck

Personality Questionnaire Revised, measuring psychoLicism,



neuroticism

Spi elbe rge r

Barron Ego

ScaIe.

, introversion-extraversion

Trait Anxiety Scale, ( 3 )

Strength Scale and (5) the

Results indicated

the various persona

s¡ere moderately to
greater than .40:

1"

several significant correlations among

Iity measures. Tne foll-owing measures

highly intercorrelated r¡ith r values

Ego-strength r.ras negatively correlated with
neuroticism ( r = -.52) and Ànxiety ( r = -.55) while
positively correlated with SeIf-esteem ( r = "4Ð "

Neuroticism was positivery correrated with Ànxiety(Ë

=.68) and negatively correlated with SeIf-esteem lr =

and I ie

MacÀndrew

Ro senbe rg

¿-
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scale , (2)

Scale , (4)

Se I f -Esteem

3"

-.s0).
Ànxiety was negatively correlated
= _.67).

The EPQ-R subscales produced the forlowing weak to moderate

correlations:

1 " Neuroticism

2.

Extraversion ( r = -.15).
The Lie Sca1e was negatively correlated with
neuroticism ( r = -.18) and psychoticism ( r = -.14).
These low correlations indicate a row tendency to
f ake good (Eysen_ck & Ey5enck, 197il . Under strong
pressure to dissimulate these correlations will be

much higher.

was negatively

w i th SeI f -esreem (t

correlated with
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3. Extroversion was positively correlated with the MAC

Scale (r = .37), Ego Strength ( r = .19) and Setf-
Esteem ( r = .24), and negatively correlated with
Anxiety ( r = -.24).

4. Psychoticism was positively correlated with the MÀC

scale ( r = .10) andAnxiety ( r =.19) and

negatively correlated with Setf-Esteem ( r = -.13).

Table I provides a correlation matrix of atl personaliÈy

measures employed in this study.



TABLE 8

Pearson Correlation Coefficients: personality Measures

12
1 . EPQN .05

2. EPQP

3. EPQE

4. EPQL

5. EGOST

6. MÀC

7. trait
8. Esteem

Personality Measures

3

. 15t'*

.06

4

-. 'l $:r*:t

-. 14'k*

-.06

Note: * denotes P

:t* denOteS P

*** denOtes P

-. 52***

-. 09

.'l lir**

- .14

90

6

- .07

.10r'

.37***

.04

-.09

7

.68***

. 'l t***

-.)Qx**

-.04

.55***

.02

Murtiple regression analyses were used to examine the

amount of variance explained in partner abuse by the

independent variabres. First, the capacity of demographic

measures, alcohol consumption and dependence measures, and

personality measures to predict partner abuse were exarnined

separately. Second, the combined capacity of the

I
-.50***
-.13't*

.24***

.06

.42***

.008

-.67***

MuItio1e Reoression Ànalvses
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independent measures to predict partner abuse was examined.

Final1y, the interaction between alcohol consumption,

Ethanol, and personality was tested in regression equations

which examined the independent effects of demographic,

alcohol and personality measures, as well as examining their
combined effects to predict partner abuse.

Selection of the Variables and Variable TransformatÍons

Based on the results of the previously described

correlational analyses and with theoretical support, it was

possible to select the scales listed below as those best

suited for entry into the multiple regression equations.

ÀlcohoI measures.

associated with multicollinearity, the following alcohol

scales were selected: Ethanol, SMÀST, ÀDDS, and the DIS. It
was decided to enter the first variable, Ethanol as a

separate measure. This variable measures alcohol consumption

and was found to correlate significantly with partner abuse.

The latter three variables reflect alcohol dependence (aOpS

and DIS) and alcoholism (SueSr). They also correlated
moderately to highly with each other.

In order to avoid the problems

When preliminary regression analyses v¡ere conducted

examining each dependency measure individually along with

alcohol consumption the resulting adjusted R Square

coefficients for these measures were found: ÐIS .03, MAST



.06 and ÀDDS .06. The amount

DIS measure was slightly less than the other measures.

Nevertheless, the results indicated similarities among these

measures in terms of the amount of variance they explained.

The consistency in these findings provided greater validity
in the testing of the alcohol dependence construct. It was

therefore decided to construct an alcoholism index by

assigning values to scores which fell above and below a

predetermined scale cutoff based on findings of alcohol

studies employing these measures. The value 'r 1 rr was assigned

to scores above the cutoff and were reflective of subjects
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of variance explained by the

who were alcoholic.

assigned the value of rt 0 rr .

subjects who were nonalcoholic. The values were then summed

to produce a possible scale range of 0 to 3. A score of zero

was reflective of being alcoholic on no indicators while a

score of three v¡as reflective of being alcoholic on a1l

indicators. Frequency data revealed that 319 subjects (81%)

had scores of zero. The remaining 75 subjects (19%) were

distributed as follows: 61 subjects (16%) had scores of one,

12 subjects (3%) had scores of two and only two subjects
(less Èhan one percent) revealed a score of three. This nelr

alcohor index together with Ethanol represents the three

alcohol abuse constructs outlined in this study.

The scores below the cutoff were

This value was reflective of

Personalitv measures. The personality measures found

be most suitable for entry into the multiple regress

to

ion



equations were: the Barron Ego Strength Sca

Spielberger Trait Anxiety Scale, the EPQN Scale,

Rosenberg SeIf-Esteem ScaIe.

demonstrated moderate to high intercorrelations as

weak to moderate correlations with partner abuse.

In order to avoid the problem of multicollinearity, a nelr

measure of neuroticism (calted "neurotic") was created. A

conservative approach toward the handling of the

intercorrelations found among the above measures ( r values

ranging between .42 and .68) supported this procedure. In

addition each measure was tested separately in a regression

analysis to determine the amount of variance explained by

each measure in the occurrence of partner abuse. Results

indicated that the adjusted R Square coefficients were as

follows: EPQN .06, Baron Ego-strength .05, Spielberger Trait
Ànxiety .04 and Rosenberg Self-Esteem .05. As with the

alcohol dependency measures slight differences were found.

Nevertheless, the similarity among them provided validity to

the measurement of the construct of neuroticism.

The index was constructed in the following manner:

First, in order that the scale values of the new variable
would reflect neuroticism as high score, scale values for

the Rosenberg SeIf-Esteem and the Barron Ego-Strength Scales

were reversed. Second, standard scores Q) of the selected

measures were obtained. Following that procedure, the new

variable was computed by averaging the means of the scales'

Z scores.

The above
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le,, the

and the

measures

well as
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A review of the literature on personality measures

provided additional support for the combining of the above

measures. When measuring the construct of self-concept,

Rosenberg (1979) found that a multiplicity of components

( inctuding ego-strength and self-esteem) ptayed a role in

self evaluation. In later research, Rosenberg (1981) found

that anxiety, depression, global self-esteem, somatic

symptoms and negative affective states vrere associated with

low feelings of "mattering", the feeling of making a

difference in the lives of others. Finally, anxiety and

neuroticism have been closely linked in research conducted

by Krishna (1980), Ray, (1986) and Steer and Kotzker (1980).

Examininq the Main Effects of the fndependent Measures

The three sets of independent measures (demographic

variables, alcohol abuse and personality) were entered

separately in regression equations in order to determine the

total effects of each group of predictors on the dependent

measure (cts).

Demoqraphics. Of the eight demographic variables entered

into the eguation, being nonwhite and being unemployed rvere

found to be significantly related to partner abuse (see

Tab1e 9). This equation accounted for six percent of the

variance in partner abuse.



Partner Abuse Predicted by Demographic Characteristics

Predic tor

Whi te

Other Religions (Jewish, no religion)
Employment Status

Àge

Years of Education

I ncome

CathoI ic

Protestant

Equat i on

TABLE 9

Partner

r

Note: * p<.05
*** p < .001

F(8r316) = 3.63r p < .001, adj. P2 = .06
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Abuse (cTs)

Beta

.12t

.04

-.22***
-. 10

-.06

-. 03

.003

-.03

AIcohoI measures. Alcohol consumption (ethanol) and

dependence (elcohol) were both found to be significantly
related to partner abuse (see Table 10). In other words,

heavy drinking and a high score on alcohol dependence vrere

related to partner abuse. The equation explained 7 percent

of the variance in partner abuse.

-. 10'k

.56

-. fJ***

-.09

-.05

.07

.47

.55

p2

.08



Partner Abuse Predicted by Alcohol Consumption and
Dependence

Predictor

Ethanol

ÀIcohol

TABLE 1 O

Equat i on

Note: ** p<.01
*** p < .001

F(3,377) = 11.02, p

Personalitv measures. When personality measures were

regressed against the dependent measure, three significant
variables were revealed: (1) neuroticism index (neurotic),
(2) social conformity (epQr,), and (3) extroversion (eper.)

(see Table 11). The equation explained 6 percent of the

variance in partner abuse.
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Partner Abuse (CrS)

Beta P2

.17 ***

.20***

001, adj. ¡12 = .07

. 13't*

. -1 6*'k

.08



TABLE 1 1

Partner Abuse Predicted by Personality t'leasures

Predi c tor

MÀC

Neurot i c

EPQP

EPQL

EPQE

Equat i on

Note: * p

*** p < .001

F(5,372) = 5.95r p < .01, adj. P2 = .06

Partner

r
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Examininq the Combined l,tain Effects of the Independent
Measures

Àbuse (CtS)

Beta

.09*

.1 6***

.08

-.'l $*:t*

.09*

Entering all the independent measures into one equation

provided findings that differed somewhat from the findings

of the separate main effects analyses, see Tab1e 12. The

following variables were found to significantly predict

parLner abuse: being unemployed, belonging to a nonwhite

racial group, scoring lov¡ on the EPQL, scoring high on

alcohol- dependence and neuroticism indexes, and consuming

.04

.19**

.02

-.15't*

.11*

p2

.07



Iarge quantities of aIcohol. The

percent of the variance (adjusted R2)

equation explained

in partner abuse.
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Partner Abuse Predicted by Demographics, Alcohol Dependence
and Personality Measures

Predictor

MÀC

Employment Status

EPQL

Protestant

Ethanol

Àge

Whi te

À1coho1

Neurot ic

Years of Education

EPQP

f ncome

EPQE

Cathol ic

TABLE 12

Partner

r
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Abuse (cts)

Beta

.10*

-.22***
-.17*rc*

-.03
.)f**tc

-. 10

- .12*

.ll ***

. 'l t***
-.06

.12t

-.03

.05

-.005

.04Other Religions (Jewish, no religion)
Equat i on

.02

-.22***
-. 1 5**

.51

.1'1 rr*

-.06

-. 14*'t

. 13*'k

.16't*

-.05
.01

.08

.05

.41

.50

Note: *

*tr

***

F(15,305)

p2

p < .05

p < .01

p < .00.1

= 5.42, p

.21



Testinq an rnteractive Model: Àlcohor and personaritv

In order to investigate the interaction ef

alcohol and personality (alone and in combination

other sets of measures) in predicting partner abuse, a new

variable was created by multiplying the varues of Ethanol
(ounces of alcohol consumed daily) with those of the
personality measures.

abuse towards one's partner,
effects is presented in Table 13. rhis regression analysis
invorved the examination of the interaction effects of
arcohor and personarity on arr the independent measures.

when the interaction effects of alcohol and personality vrere

added to this furr moder regression equation, being nonwhite

and unemployed were again found to be significantly related

The regression analysis predicting

to partner abuse.
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model alcohol consumption and alcohol dependence were no

longer found to be significantly related to partner abuse.

Instead' ETHNEUR (alcohoI and Neuroticism Index) interacted
positively and contributed significantry to the equation.
Moreover, a greater amount of the variance (z+ per cent) in
partner abuse was explained by the inclusion of interactive
effects when compared to the main effects moder (ll per

cent ) "

fec

wi

which includes interacting

ts of

th the

However, compared to the main effects
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A breakdown procedure was performed in order to assess

the nature of the interaction effect between alcohol

consumption and the neuroticism index. Figure 2 provides an

illustration of the results. The findings revealed a

curvilinear rerationship between neuroticism and partner

abuse for low alcohol consuners whereby low and high scoring

neurotics demonstrated lower scores in partner abuse and

moderate scoring neurotics demonstrated the highest partner

abuse scores. On the other hand, the relationship between

neuroticism and partner abuse for higher alcohol consumers

was quite different. À linear relationship was found to
exist between these variables regarding Èhe occurrence of

partner abuse. Moreover, the partner abuse scores for
subjects low in neuroticism were similar in both low and

high alcohol consumption groups (t't=6.32 and t"t=6.32 ¡

respectively). The results indicated that the amount of

alcohol consumed has its greatest effect on individuals
scoring high in neuroticism.

on neuroticism, 1ow to moderate consumption of alcohol

appeared to have a moderating effect on partner abuse

(U=6.+l) whereas high alcohol consumption appeared to
enhance the occurrence of partner abuse (u=7.21).

For individuals scoring high
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6.4
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Figure 2. Partner Abuse by Neuroticism by Alcohot Consumption

c
L

NEUROT¡CISM

low alcohol
high alcohol



Partner Abuse Predicted
Àlcohol and

Predi c tor

I ncome -. 03 .07

ETHMÀC (alcohol consumption and MacÀndrew) .25*** -.06
Other Religions (Jewish, no religion) .OA .50

whi te _ .12* - .1 4r,r,

ETHNEUR (alcohol consumption and Neurotic) .g9*** .31'r

Àge -.'10t -.05
EPoP .12t -.04
EPQE .06 .06

Àlcohor 'li*x* .06

Employment Status -.22r,* * - .23***
Years of Education -.06 -.06
EPQL -.1J*** -. 13*

Cathol ic -. 005 .46

Neurotic .19 .04

Ethanol ./l*** .04

MÀC . 10r' .03

ETHL (alcohol consumption and EPQL) -.32*** -.06
ETHE (alcohol consumption and EPQE) -.OZ .02

ETHP (alcohol consumption and EPQP) .32*** .06

Protestant -.03 .53

Table 18 cont'd...

TABLE 1 3

by all Independent Measures and by
Personal ity Interactions
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Partner Àbuse (CtS)

r Beta Pz



Equat i on

Note: * p < .05

**p
*** p < .001

F(20,300) = 6.11, p

Table 18 (continued)

Research

¡vi lI be neqat ivelv correlated

Testinq of the Research Propositions

Proposition 1: The

A Pearson's correlation revealed that the correlation
between age and partner abuse was in the expected direction
but was very weak. The finding was nonsignificant ( r =

-.07, n = 384, p = .06). Research Proposition 1 was not

supported.

104

pz

.29

Research

, prevalence of partner abuse

with aqe.

will be neqativelv correlated with income.

A Pearson's correlation revealed no significant
correlation between income and the occurrence of partner

abuse ( r =.009, n = 377, p = .43). Research Proposition 2

v¡as not supported.

Proposition 2: The prevalence of partner abuse



Research Proposition 3: the prevalence of partner

will be neqativelv correlated with employment status (i.e.,

fuII-time versus part-time versus unemployed).

A Pearson's correlation revealed a significant negative

correlation between employment status and the occurrence of

partner abuse such that male subjects who were unemployed

were most likely to abuse their partners ( r =-.22, n = 331,

p = .001). Research Proposition 3 was supported.

Research Proposition 4i The prevalence of partner abuse

will- be neqativelv correlated with education.

À Pearson's correlation revealed no significant
correlation between education and the occurrence of partner

abuse ( r =-.03, n = 384, p =.23). Research Proposition 4

was not supported.

Research Proposition 5: The preJ¿alence of .partner abuse

will be positivelv correlated with 'r&r' drinkinq ( i .e. ,

drinkinq more than eiqht drinks per drinkinq session).
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abuse

A Pearson's correlation revealed no significant
correlation between binge drinking and the occurrence of

partner abuse ( r =.03, n = 384, p =.46). Research

Proposition 5 was not supported.

Research Proposition 6: The prevalence of partner abuse

will be positively correlated with alcohol dependence (i.e.,

as measured þ: an index of alcohol dependence measures ) .
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A Pearson's correlation revealed significant positive
correrations between the following alcohol dependence

measures and the occurrence of partner abuse such that male

subjects who scored high on alcohol dependence vrere more

1ikely to abuse their partners:

1. DIS (life time diagnosis of alcohol abuse/dependency)

(r=.13rn=384rp=.01)

ADDS (alcohol dependence data schedule) - ( r =.21,
n=384r p = .01)

2.

Research Proposition 6 was supported.

Research Proposition 7 a The prevalence of partner abuse

v¡i1I be positivelv correlated with the consumption of

alcohol (i.e., the number of ounces of alcohol consumed per

drinking session).

A Pearson's correlation revealed a significant positive
correlation between alcohol consumption and the occurrence

of partner abuse such that male subjects who drank the most

vtere more likely to abuse their partners ( r =.17, n = 384,

p = .001). Research Proposition 7 was supported.

Research Proposition 8: The prevarence of partner abuse

will be neqatively correl-ated with self-esteem.

A Pearson's correlation revealed a significant, but weak

negative correlation between self-esteem and the occurrence

of partner abuse such that mal-e subjects who scored low on



self-esteem were more IikeIy

=-.11r n = 391, p =.02).
supported.

Research Proposition 9: The Þrevalence of partner abuse

wil-I be neqativelv correlated with eqo-strenqth.

A Pearson's correlation revealed a significant negative

correlation between ego-strength and the occurrence of

partner abuse such that male subjects who scored low on ego-

strength were more likely to abuse their partners ( r -.11,
n = 380, p =.02). Research Proposition 9 was supported.
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to abuse their partners ( r

Research Proposition I was

Research Proposition 10: The prevalence of partner abuse

will be positivelv correlated with anxiety.

À Pearson's correlation revealed a significant, but weak

positive correlation between anxiety and the occurrence of

partner abuse such that male subjects who scored high on

anxiety were more likely to abuse their partners ( r =.10, n

= 381, p = .03). Research Proposition 10 was supported.

Research Proposition 1 1 : The prevalence of partner abuse

will be positivelv correlated with neuroticism (as measured

by the EPQN).

À Pearson's correlation revealed a significant positive
correlation between neuroticism and the occurrence of

partner abuse such that male subjects who scored high on

neuroticism were more likely to abuse their partners ( r



=.20, î - 384,

supported.

Research Proposition 12: The prevalence of partner abuse

will be positivelv correlated with extroversion (as measured

by the EPQE).

À Pearson's correlation revealed a weak positive
correlation between extroversion and the occurrence of
partner abuse ( r =.09, n = 382, p = .051). This

correlation approached a level of significance; however,

Research Proposition 12 v¡as not supported.
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p = .01 ) . Research Proposition 11 was

Research

will be positivelv associated with scores

ScaIe.

Proposition 13: The prevalence of

A Pearson's correlation revealed a weak positive
correlation between scores on the MacÀndrew ScaIe and the

occurrence of partner abuse ( r =.09, n =379, p =.054). This

correlation also approached a leveI of significance;
however, as with the previous finding, Research proposition

13 was not supported.

Research Proposition 14: Àlcohol consumption (i.e., the

number of ounces of alcohol consumed per drinkinq session)

will interact with the personality measures listed above in

its prediction of partner abuse.

partner abuse

the MacAndrew



Standard multiple
testing of interaction
and personality in a

signif icant predictors

1. the interaction between alcohol consumption

neuroticism index (ntHnnun)

2. social conformity (epel)

3. nonwhite racial background

4. unemployment
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regression analyses involving the

effects between alcohol consumption

full model revealed the following

of partner abuse:

To the extent that the interaction between one personality

measure (neuroticism index) and alcohol consumption were

predictive of partner abuse, Research Proposition 14 r,¡as

supported by these data.

Partner abuse and its prevalence were examined in several

ways. First, the prevalence of partner abuse vras explored

by vray of frequency data. It vras found that slightly
greater than one in four married and married, but previously

divorced males had participated in at least one abusive

incident with their current partner.

Second, correlational analyses indicated that the only

demographic characteristic significantly related to partner

abuse was employment status (i.e., being unemployed). Àmong

the alcohol measures, alcohol consumption (the number of

Summarv of the Results

and the
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ounces of alcohol consumed), the number of heavy drinking
episodes, and the ADDS, SMÀST and the DIS scales were all
positively correlated with partner abuse. Ànalyses

conducted on personality measures and partner abuse

demonstrated that high scores on the EPQN and Trait Anxiety,

and low scores on the EPQL, Ego Strength, and Self-Esteem

were signif icantly correlated.

The final sets of analyses involved standard multiple
regressions of the independent measures against the

dependent measure. Analyses involving the main effects found

that unemployment,

consumpt i on ,

neuroticism index and 1ow social conformity (epQL) were

predictive of partner abuse.

between alcohol and personality were added to the regression

equation, extroversion and neuroticism were no longer found

to be predictors of partner abuse. However, the interaction
between neuroticism and alcohol consumption (nrHHnUn), and

the interaction between social conformity (epQf,) and alcohol

consumption (nfHr.) were found to be predictive of partner

abuse. Furthermore, unemployment and being nonwhite were

once again found to be predictors in the interactive model.

Moreover, the amount of variance explained in partner abuse

vras enhanced by 7% by the interaction between alcohol and

personality.

high alcohol dependence,

being nonwhite,

When the interaction effects

heavy alcohol

extroversion,



CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present study was to examine the

problem of male perpetrated partner abuse in a random

population sample by examining the prevalence of partner

abuse and its predictors.

income, educational status, employment status, race, alcohol

abuse and personality would aI1 be correlated with partner

abuse and that the latter two variables wouLd interact to
predict partner abuse.

framework for the testing of the disinhibition model to be

discussed in a later section.

I t eras hypothesized that a9ê r

The partner abuse prevalence rate of 25.5% observed in

this study of male Winnipeg residents felI r+ithin the range

of partner abuse prevalence rates reported in random surveys

described in the Iiterature. However, there is reason to
speculate that the preval-ence rate of partner abuse found in

this study may be underestimated.

At first glance it would appear that this study's
prevalence rate Iikened itself to the rate of partner abuse

(21%) found by Schulman (1981), but lower than that which

vras reported by Smith (1987) (34%). The closer link between

111

The Prevalence of Partner Abuse

The above variables formed the
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the prevalence of partner abuse findings of former study and

that of the present study may be explained by the

limitations in sampling to married or cohabiting persons.

The latter study included subjects who were either
cohabiting, currently marriedr or formerly married. The

inclusion of the last group may account for the larger
prevalence rate of partner abuse reported due to the

possibility of partner abuse being a factor in the

dissolution of the couple's relationship (Brinkerhoff &

Lupri, 1988). In Kennedy and Dutton's ( 1989) study of wife
assault in Àlberta, the highest annual incidence of wife

assault occurred among subjects who were separated, divorced

and young (under 34 years of age). Thus, the prevalence rate
of partner abuse in this study may have been higher had

formerly married males been included in the sample.

Furthermore, the exclusion from the study of single males

who may be involved in an intimate dating relationship with

a womanr [ây also explain a lower rate of partner abuse. In

Barnes, Greenwood and Sommer's (1989) study, 42.6% of

college males reported having engaged in one or more forms

of abuse tactics listed in the CTS. The inclusion of single
males in this study may have also raised the prevalence rate

of partner abuse.

Another factor irnpacting on the validity of the results
reported herein is the degree to which the subjects may have

wished to conceal their conduct and thus had presented



themselves in a more favourable light.
(1987) found that whire victims of spousal violence did not

conceal information concerning the abuse inflicted upon

them, self reports regarding the initiation of physical

aggression involving intimate partners were influenced by

the tendency to give socially desirable responses. Thus the

possibility that self-reports of partner abuse may reflect
an inaccurate estimate of abuse in the population remains a

concern.

negative correlation between the EPOL and partner abuse

appear to lend support to this notion. The findings
indicated that individuals who were lying scored high on the

Lie scale and l-ow on partner abuse. This particular f inding
points to the importance of the validity of self reports in

The results of this study which revealed a
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Arias and Beach

survey data.

methodological concern and should not be discounted

FinaIIy, one must also be avrare that the present study,

unlike other random surveys using the CTS, examined and

reported only the more severe abuse items. Thus the less

severe abuse items contained in the "reasoning" subscale

were not examined. WhiIe the results of this study appear

to be consistent with the results of other prevalence

studies, one must consider that the prevalence rate would

likely have been greater with the inclusion of the less

severe abuse items.

As before, this continues to be a
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WhiIe the previous arguments presented indicate the

existence of factors which may account for an

underestimation of the prevalence rate of partner abuse,

replication of this study controlling for these factors
would be necessary in order to determine their effects.

Partner Abuse Tactics

while all of the partner abuse tactics contained in the

CTS were reflected by the responses of participants in this
study, the findings indicated that the scale was skewed

toward the least coercive tactics.
present study found that the most common partner abuse

tactic was "pushing, grabbing and shovih9". This finding vras

consistent with the literature and was supported by research

conducted by Brinkerhoff and Lupri (1988); Livingston(1986);

and Straus and GeIles (1986). Brinkerhoff and Lupri (1988)

noted that this form of abuse may be considered a normal

part of family life and that it not be perceived as a form

of abuse by family members. It may also be that while this
form of conflict resolution is more serious than verbal

threats, it carries with it less chance of causing physical

injury when compared to hitting or punching. This form of

partner abuse may be a precursor to severe abuse (ttrat which

is associated with a high risk of injury). This could

explain vrhy pushing, grabbing and shoving is more common

than less coercive tacticsi individuals who employ this

Nevertheless, the



tactic stop short

tactics that would

The correlational and regression analyses conducted in
this study revealed a profile of a male partner abuser that
differs somewhat from that which is described in the

literature. The following sections wilI discuss the risk
factors found to be associated with male perpetrated partner

abuse and point out its relationship to other research in

the area.

of engaging in

likely result

Partner Abuse Risk Factors
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other conflict resolution

in physical injury.

Demographíc Risk Factors

The literature examining the demographic characteristics
of partner abusers indicates that while violence between

intimate partners occurs at every leveI of society (Ontario

Association of Professional SociaI Workers, 1987; Schulman,

1 981 ) , there are some groups of individuals who are more at
risk than others.

section, the male at risk for partner abuser is young,

nonwhite, has achieved only high school education, has a Iow

income and is a blue collar worker. Such a description
portrays the at risk male as being a member of lower socio-

economic status (nantor & Straus, 19871.

Às noted in the literature review
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The findings of this study only partially support the

above demographic profile. Contrary to the literature, the

present study did not find â9êr educational status t ot

income to be significant factors in predicting partner'

abuse.

occurrence of male perpetrated abuse were being unemployed,

and being nonwhite. A discussion of these variables will
fo1 Iow .

The only variables found to be related to the

Unemolovment. This study examined employment status in

its relationship to partner abuse. This variable differs
somewhat from occupational status in that employment status

categorizes individuals in terms of time spent working

( ful1-time, part-time or unemployed) while the former

(occupational status) separates individuals into white

collar/blue collar job categories as a function of their job

description. While these variables measure different aspects

of working, they share in common the economic hardships

associated with having a low status job or lirnited income as

a result of failure to maintain adequate employment. It
would be inappropriate to equate unemployment with low

economic-status since it is possible that persons from aIl
types of occupations and professions may find themselves

w i thout v¡ork at some t ime .

Several studies lend support to the relationship between

unemployment and the increased likelihood of violence
(oi¡Ute & Straus, 1980; Fitch & Papantonio, 1983; Howell &
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Pugliesi, 1988; Lewis, 1987). Moreover, research by HowelI

and Pugliesi ( 1 988 ) found unemployment more strongly
increased the likerihood of viorence for subjects ress than

40 years of age than for older subjects. This finding
suggests that age is an important factor in emproyment and

perhaps the serf-esteem attached to working is operative
particularly among the younger subjects.

When considering unemployment as a risk factor for
partner abuse, tvro explanations come to mind. First, it may

be that unemployment places a financial burden on the

family. with the increased stress associated with money

problems also comes the increased likelihood of conflict. rn

some cases conflict resolution may involve violence. This

line of reasoning folrows the frustration-aggression theory
discussed and tested in Gustafson (1985).

It would appear though that the application of the above

explanation of partner abuse in this study is unrikery in
view of other research findings. For example, this study did
not find income to be a significant correlate of partner

abuse. Therefore, it does not seem 1ike1y that financial
problems as a function of unemployment would play a large
role in the occurrence of partner abuse. However, anaryses

invorving the interaction of employment status and income

wourd be necessary in order to test its relationship to
partner abuse. Furthermore, without a measure of stress, it
is difficult to comment on the role of stress in the

occurrence of partner abuse in this study.
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A second interpretation of the role of unemployment in
partner abuse involves the notion of the removal of the role
of worker/breadwinner with which an individual identifies
strongly. The loss of job means large amounts of time left
unoccupied. Although loss of income may contribuÈe to the

problems associated with being unemployed, the emphasis in

this interpretation is on the loss of role and the resulting
unoccupied time associated with not working. The results of

this study appear to support this argument particularly in

tight of the findings that low self-esteem and low ego-

strength were both significantly correlated with partner

abuse. As before, analyses examining the interactional
effects between the personality variables and employment

would be necessary in order to test their relationship to
partner abuse.

Race. This study found that being non-white was related
to partner abuse. However, this subsample of married males

was found to be almost 93% white. While there is support

for this finding in the literature, one must be cautious

about making generalizations concerning this finding in this
sample. Research comparing matched samples of white/nonwhite

groups would be necessary to study the relationship of race

on partner abuse.

Summarv. The analyses performed on this study's

demographic data presents the male partner abuser somewhat

differently than that which is described in the literature.
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These data define the male abuser as coming from any level
of society, and of any ager religion and educational

background. However, the one variable that appeared to set

the partner abuser apart from others vras unemployment.

However, without analysing the data on occupational status
it is impossible to say with any degree of confidence

whether this study brings into question the rore of row

socio-economic status (sgs) as a risk factor. Nevertheless,

it is reasonable to speculate that since neither income or

educationar status were found to be rerated to partner
abuse, it is unlikely that low sES would be a risk factor in
its occurrence.

ALcohol Risk Factors

The examination of alcohol abuse and its relationship to
partner abuse reveared severar interesting findings. First,
while alcohol consumption, heavy drinking episodes
(binging), alcohor dependence and alcoholism were a1l found

to be positivery correlated with the occurrence of partner
abuse, whether one ever had a binging episode l¡as not found

to be a significant correrate. This finding would suggest

that the occasionar "bender" does not place an individuar at
risk for partner abuse.

dependence and alcoholism were positively correlated with
partner abuse, it would appear that the male partner abuser

is not just a weekend drinker, but more likely an arcoholic.

Because chronic binging, alcohol
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while alcohol consumption and its rerationship to partner
abuse is werr supported by the literature, research on

family viorence provides mixed support for the suggestion
that the partner abuser is an alcohoric. on the one hand,

there is a body of literature which provides evidence for
abuse occurring among moderate drinkers where drinking is a

precursor to violence; however, there is another body of
literature which likewise provides evidence for partner
abuse occurring most frequently among those with a lifestyle
pattern of chronic drinking.

rn support of the position that partner abuse is related
to moderate drinking, Frieze and schafer (1984) found that a

factor linking arcohol consumption and violence was fighting
while drinking; however, neither drinking nor the form of
viorence v¡ere found to be excessive. simirarly Hamilton and

corrins (1981) suggested that the highest rates of violence
occurred among moderate drinkers because for some men high
alcohor consumption appears to undermine the capacity for
viorence. while there may be some basis for these findings
in theoryr âD underrying assumption of these findings is
that the violent episode occurred forlowing intoxication.

The studies which forlow support the position that the

rink between partner abuse and alcohol consumption occurs

via the alcohlic lifestyle. Hasselt, Morrison and Bellack
(1985) assessed arcohol use in couples characterized by wife
abuse and compared them with maritally discordant but non-
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violent couples and satisfactorily married couples. Their

study revealed that physically abusive males scored

significantly higher on the MÀST. Furthermore, the MAST

scores for the physically abusive males were well above the

cut-off score which indicated alcoholism. I^Ihile Kantor and

Straus (19e7 ) did not use an alcohol dependence measure in

their study investigating the relationship between partner

abuse and alcohol and occupational status, they found strong

support for a linear association between alcohol consumption

and partner abuse. Thei r f indings revealed that the

percentage of violent husbands rose monotonically from 6.8%

for abstainers to 19.2% for chronic bingers.

The results of these studies lent partial support for the

findings of the present study. The breakdown procedure

examining the interaction effect between alcohol consumption

and neuroticism in the occurrence of partner abuse found a

linear relationship among

Furthermore, this procedure illustrat.ed the paradoxical

effects of alcohol consumption among high scoring neurotics

whereby low alcohol consumption was found to moderate

partner abuse and high alcohol consumption enhanced it.

Upon examination of the regression analyses performed, it
became clear that while alcohol consumption and alcoholism

were found to be significantly related to partner abuse in

the main effects model, these variables lost their salience

in the interactive model. In other words, the overall

high alcohol consumers.
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regression showed that arcohol use or arcoholism by

themserves were not significant. rt may be that other
variables in this model have overlapped with these measures

and in doing so have diminished the amount of variance

explained by them.

would be valuable in order to ensure an accurate assessment

of their contributions when tested in this moder. Moreover,

these findings suggest that when arcohor use or dependence

interact vrith certain dimensions of personality, the

likelihood for the occurrence of violence between intimate
partners is increased. These findings may help explain the

imperfect relationship which exists between arcohol

consumption and partner abuse when viorence occurs among

some alcohorics and not in others. A discussion of the

rerationship between personality and arcohor abuse in
characterizing partner abuse will follow in the next

sect i on .

Improvement of the alcohol measures

Personalitv Risk Factors

The results of the correrationar anaryses examining the

relationship between personality measures and the occurrence

of partner abuse provided the following psychologicar
profile of the mare partner abuser: a man who is neurotic,
anxious, suffers from low serf-esteem and poor serf-concept,
and demonstrates Iow social conformity.
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According to Eysenck (1965) and Buss and plomin (1984)

neurotics are individuals who are emotionally unstable and

possess an unusualJ-y high anxiety leveI that i s

disproportionate to the realities of the situation.
Moreover, pêÍsons high on neuroticism are thought to have

lower thresholds of activity in the visceral brain and have

greater responsivity of the sympathetic nervous system. Às a

result, neurotics are innately more reactive and typically
overreact to even mild forms of stimulation (Eysenck &.

Eysenck, 1985). This greater responsivity of the sympathetic

nervous system is most apparent under stressful conditions.
Conseguently, neurotics experience high levels of anxiety in
need of reduction through various techniques. euite simply,
neurotics can be described as highly emotional people.

When the tendency to overreact and the need for anxiety
reduction are considered together, the role of neuroticism

in the occurrence of partner abuse may be more readily
understood. rt can be speculated that the normal stresses

related to the day-to-day activities of family life may be

more than what is tolerable for some individuals high on the

dimension of neuroticism. Às a

violence may be coping methods used to reduce the anxiety
associated with stressful events.

violent conduct has its roots in the male socialization
process in which emotionality is expressed through anger

(guss & Plomin, 1984).

result, alcohol abuse and

It can be speculated that



124

The correlation between neuroticism and partner abuse was

supported by the research findings of Robertson, Taylor and

Gunn (1987 ) who investigated the relationship between

cognitive function and violence. While their study failed to
find evidence of cortical processes in the occurrence of

violence, they did find significantly higher levels of

neurotic symptoms among violent subjects compared to non-

violent ones.

Low self-esteem was another correlate of partner abuse

commonly found in this study and in the family violence

literature. Às noted in the literature review, self-esteem

is a personality characteristic which is consistently tinked
to family violence either directly or through the

interaction with other variables. Wodarski (1987 ) discussed

t.he relationship between adult abuse behavior and low self-
esteem. Goldstein and Rosenbaum (1985) fikewise suggested

an association between wife abuse and low self-esteem.

Studies investigating the effects of treatment programs for
male abusers have also cited enhancing self-esteem as a

program goal (UaIe, Zimostrad, Duckworth & Nicholas,

Kriner & Waldron, 1 988; and Saunders, 1 984 ) .

As was the case with low

other research have found low

the occurrence of violence w

between int imate partners.

personality characteristics of

self-esteem, this study and

ego-strength to be Iinked to
ithin the family, especially
In a paper discussing the

men arrested for spouse abuse

1 988;
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(Waldo, 1987), Iow ego-strength was noted as a dimension of
personatity thought to be underlying the dynamics associated
with the formation of an abusive relationship in deniar of
problems and resistance to change.

The personality characteristics just discussed have arso

been consistently linked together in family viorence
research. For example, Gondorf (1989) described mare partner
abusers as having low impurse control, row tolerance for
stress, low serf-esteem and poor communication skirrs. As

previously noted, based on support from the literature as

well as the high intercorrelations found in this study,
their incrusion in an index was considered an appropriate
means of measuring global neuroticism and allowed for its
subsequent testing in regression analyses

As with the arcohor abuse measures, the regression
analyses reveared some interesting findings relating to
personality measures" The results of the main effects and

interactional effects moders were consistent in that they
found the neuroticism index (and the interaction between the
neuroticism index and arcohol consumption) and low social
conformity (epQr,) to be significantly related to partner
abuse.

composite variables of 1ow self-esteem and ego-strength and

high anxiety were found to be correlates of partner abuse is
werl supported in the Ìiterature. Furthermore, the results
of the breakdown procedure which assessed the interaction

The finding that the neuroticism index and its
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effect between arcohor consumption and neuroticism suggested

that individuals scoring high in neuroticism were the most

vulnerable to the effects of alcohol

Another finding of interest involves the EpeL as a

significant correlate of partner abuse. This finding lent
itself to two separate yet rerated interpretations. First,
the EPQL scare vras primarily intended as a validity check;

to determine the extent to which subjects were responding

truthfully. The results of this study would suggest that
when the EPQL scores of the present sample (ti=9.17, SD=4.53)

were compared to those of a standardized sample (M=6.80,

SÐ=4.14) (Eysenck e Eysenck, 1975), it would appear that the

respondents may have attempted to dissimurate. According to
Eysenck and Eysenck (1975), a high negative correlation (.S)

between the EPQN and the EPQL would arso be indicative of
faking. However, this study revealed only a modest negative

correlation (-.18) between these personality measures

suggesting that this sample's responses were like1y valid.

Second, by virtue of the scale's ability to assess the

extent to which respondents attempt to present themselves in
a favourabre manner, the EPQL is arso a measure of social
conformity. The analyses conducted demonstrated that males

who scored high on partner abuse also scored low in social
conformity. rn light of recent attention given to the issue

of family viorence, it is reasonable to speculate that for
those will-ing to acknowledge their involvement in a form of
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behavior which is frowned upon by society, there exists
IittIe regard for societal norms. This suggestion is
consistent with HaIe, Zimostrad, Duckworth and Nicholas
(1988), who found that adult males who had been violent
toward their partners demonstrated a lack of respect for
social standards.

Noteworthy of discussion is the role of extroversion and

its relationship to partner abuse in this study. lfhile this
dimension of personality was found to be significantly
related to partner abuse when tested in the personality main

effects mode1, it failed to show any significant
relationship when Lested in the interactive modeI. In

attempting to interpret this finding, it would appear that
extroversion's salience Ì{as affected by other variables,
specifically, age and alcohol consumption.

FinaIly, when demographic variables, alcohol abuse

measures, and personality measures were tested in the

interaction model, it vras found that the interaction between

the neuroticism index and alcohol consumption vlas

significantly related to partner abuse. Moreover, the

amount of variance explained by partner abuse was enhanced

by the interactive model. The results of this study lent
support for the disinhibition theory model tested in this
study. A detailed discussion wilI foIlow.



The modified disinhibition theory which guided this
research hypothesized that alcohol consumption would

interact lrith personality in the prediction of partner

abuse. To the extent that the overall regression equation

testing the interactive model demonstrated that a positive
interaction between alcohol consumption and global

neuroticism (neuroticism index) was related to partner abuse

and explained an additional seven percent of .the variance in
its occurrence (when compared to the main effects model),

support was provided for this theory.

The findings indicate that alcohol consumptíon lost its
salience as a significant variable in explaining the

occurrence of partner abuse. However, when individuals who

are at risk for partner abuse by virtue of their personality
makeup (high anxiety and neuroticism, and low self-esteem

and ego-strength) engaged in the high intake of alcohol, the

amount of variance explained by partner abuse was enhanced.

Àccording to the theory, the consumption of alcohol
disinhibits one's tendency toward viorence in individuals
who demonstrate vulnerability via their personalities. It
may be that under conditions of high vulnerability (i.e.,

high alcohol consumption and high neuroticism) violent

The Modifíed Disinhibition Theorv
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behavior is more like1y to occur.

terms of the physiology of individuals with neurotic

This may be explained in
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personality types. As noted previously, the visceral
system, that which controls emotionality is thought to be

particularly sensitive among neurotics. When alcohol is
ingested in large quantities, the initial increase in

activity which is associated with violent behavior is
thought to be due to inhibitions being depressed first
(Rosenthal & Seligman, 1984). The results of this study

suggests that there appears to be a critical level of

alcohol consumption above which the risk of violent behavior

is increased.

The role of personality in the occurrence of partner

abuse may also help to explain the imperfect relationship
between alcohol consumption and violence, why some

alcoholics abuse their partners while others do not. In

keeping with the theory, those who are not predisposed

toward vioLence by virtue of their personalities will not

behave so under the influence of alcohol. Conversely, the

opposite is true for individuals with highly vulnerable

personalities.

As noted earlier, this theory does not provide a complete

explanation of partner abuse. While the complete model

explained 24 percent of the variance in the occurrence of

partner abuse, the remaining 76 percent is due to
measurement error, higher order interactions not considered

and other factors such as family of origin not tested by

this theory.



Implications

The results of this study have

problem of male perpetrated partner

and involves the interaction between

consumption in its prediction.

The high prevalence of partner abuse found in this study

is particularly alarming especially in view of the study's

focus on the most severe forms of abuse. Because this study

confined itself to the measurement of male perpetrated

abuse, one need only speculate about the abuse rates of

other forms of family violence found in this Winnipeg

sample. Depending upon the vulnerabitity of the victims
(children, husbands or old people), the abuse rates in those

groups may be as high or higher than what was reported in
this study.

The limited capacity of the demographic variables to

predict partner abuse has implications for future study as

well as the treatment of abusers, their partners, and their
families. The findings of this study revealed that aside

demonstrated that the

abuse is multi-faceted
personality and alcohol
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from unemployment,

identifiable by a9êr education, income or religion. As

noted, this finding was contrary to the findings of U.S.

national surveys which found the male partner abuser to be

represented by membership in the lower SES. It would appear

that perhaps Canadian and U.S. sample should not be equated.

the male partner abuser is not
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It may be that the medical and social services available in
Canada have produced a more homogenous population.

An alternate explanation for the lack of support for
demographic variables may simply reflect the inadequacies of

the sample. Due to the sampling techniques, the homeless,

new immigrants and the institutionalized were excluded.

Future research should consider $rays of overcoming Èhese

inadequacies in the sample and be alerted as well to the

possiblity that Canada and the U.S. represent two very

distinct populations based on their individual resources.

The interaction between personality and alcohol
consumption in characterízing partner abuse suggests that
when planning prevention and treatment strategies for
partner abusers, attention should be paid to the complex

nature of this problem. Proqram orientations should be

geared toward all members of society, and not just those of

the lower class.

dependence and personality factors cannot be underestimated

nor overlooked. Programs for batterers should include

alcohol treatment as well as sessions which focus on raising
self-esteem, and teach the appropriate management of anger

and stress. Efforts should be made to integrate treatment

goals into the family setting. Only then can the problem of

partner abuse be addressed within the context of family
interactions.

The problems associated with alcohol
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Fina1ly, partner abuse is not just limited to the

interaction of two people.

violent behavior between intimates go beyond the

participants. The witnessing of or participation in violent
episodes has immediate and long-term consequences for the

children of partner abusers. Furthermore,

experiencing violence have attracted the attention of

various communities including medicine, social services and

criminal justice. Thus, the problems associated with

violence between two persons can no longer be considered a

private issue.

The problems associated with

This study has supported some research findings while

refuting others. Much of the strength of this study lies in

the nature of its sample. The use of a random sample

allowed for the comparisons of results to be made with other

studies conducting random urban population surveys.

However, inasmuch as the sampling technique utilized in this
study attempted to ensure a sample which would be

representative of the population of Winnipeg, it excluded

individuals who were institutionalized, transient or did not

hold a MHSC number.

Suoqestions for Future Research

families

Furthermore, one needs to be alerted to the fact that Lhe

subsample from which abusers vrere selected included only

those who were married and married but previously divorced
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males. Individuals who were single, widowed or divorced, but

not remarried $¡ere excluded from the analyses conducted on

the partner abuse items because CTS data were not gathered

from them. The study's failure to find age as a significant
predictor may be largely due to restricting the range in age

variable via the exclusion of single people who were most

likely to be found at its lower end. Future research should

examine the partner abuse behavior of these groups as well

as explore the possibility that Canadian and U.S. samples

may be different.

This study vras unique in t.hat it examined the problem of

partner abuse through the analysis of socio-demographic and

psychological variables. Previous research utilizing random

population surveys have typically been conducted by

sociologisLs and have focused almost exclusively on socio-

demographic factors. On the other hand, studies which have

examined psychological variables have been limited to small

clinical samples. This study has built upon earlier ones by

extending its focus to include the study of individual

di f ferences.

psychological variables are indeed important and should not

be underestimated in the role they play in the occurrence of

family violence. Future research needs to build upon the

findings of this study through its replication and testing
of causal models.

The findings of this study suggest that
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The CTS l¡as a worthy instrument because it provided an

efficient means of indexing abuse behaviors without the

necessity of a long questionnaire which is time consuming

and costly. As well, it allowed for comparisons to be made

with other studies which utilized it. Nevertheless, the use

of this scale was not without its shortcomings. Às noted,

while the CTS provided an index of abuse behaviors, its
brevity did not allow for the inclusion of many other forms

of abuse tactics. In addition, the study's further limiting
of the abuse items to include only the most severe tactics
resulted in what may be speculated to be a skewed view of

partner abuse. Future research should include the fuI1
range of scale items

Another limitation of the CTS vras its failure to relate
the abuse tactics to motivations or conseguences. Without

this information one cannot assess the context in which the

behavior occurred. It is therefore difficult to determine

whether episodes of abuse had occurred in retaliation to an

attack by the other partner or as part of mutual violence.

Furthermore, the conseguences of abuse may range from no

injuries to injuries requiring medical care. Future

research should consider attempting to link the abuse

tactics to the context in which the event occurred.

This study reported the prevalence of partner abuse and

not its incidence. In doing sor it vlas difficult to discern

whether the abuse reported had taken place within the past
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year or occurred many years before. Abusive behavior

occurring 25 years ago as an isorated incident cannot be

regarded in the same way as abusive behavior which is
ongoing. One must therefore consider the validity of
judging the former as an example of partner abuse. Future

research should be alerted to this probrem and consider

examining both the incidence and prevarence of partner abuse

allowing for comparisons in the same sample.

Finally, while this study found alcohol consumption to be

related to partner abuse, it vras impossible to determine

whether drinking preceded or was involved in the occurrence

of an abusive incident. In failing to link alcohol-

consumption to a partner abuse episode, this study could not

aid in resolving the issue of alcohol's direct involvement

in incidents of family viorence. Future research should

address the issue of the timing of viorent episodes relative
to consumpt ion of al-cohol and consider examining the

development of the relationship between drinking and

violence through a longitudinal study.

Results of this study should alert us to the importance

of examining socio-demographic variables as well as

individual differences as they relate to the occurrence of
partner abuse. The use of

in this research has made it possible to study these

variables in a nonctinical sample.

with other simirarry based random surveys v¡ere able to be

a random population sample used

As well, comparisons



made. While this study

issues surrounding the

findings have also raised

answered.

The prevalence rate of partner abuse (25.5%) found in
this study attests to the seriousness attached to this form

of family viorence. Personality factors, especialty those

interacting with alcohol consumption, were also shown to
play an important role in the occurrence of partner abuse.

It is therefore imperative that efforts be made to alter
maladaptive interactions between intimates by addressing the

individuar needs and concerns of the abuser and his partner.
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has begun to uncover some of the

problem of partner abuse, its
many other questions yet to be

Conclusions

Treatment programs for male partner abusers

consider the following as imporLant elements:

1. teaching stress management and the appropriate means

of conf l-ict resolution,
understanding the role of cultural norms in family2.

life,
3. teaching communication skilIs,
4. raising self-esteem,

5. helping family members secure job placements,

6. treating drug and alcohot abuse, and

7. providing therapy for couples and their families.

should
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battering and include

In so doing, there i
members as weII as for

is format go beyond the

vrays of improvi ng f ami 1y

s hope for the future of

those of generations to
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treatment of

functioning.

other family

come.
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TO COMPLETE OUR BACKGROUND INFORMÀTION WE NEED TO ASK YOU SOME

QUESTIONS ÀBOUT YOURSELF.

Part 1: Demoqraphics Information

[rHteRvrEwER: COÐE MALE oR FEMÀLE] M[ ]

r[ ]

Cou1d you please tell me your date of birth? _ / _ /
(date ) (month) (year )

PIease describe the following characteristics about yourself.

1. Current Marital Status:

[r¡¡tnnvrnf^rpR: rF THE RESpoNDENT rs MÀRRIED, ASK rF THEy HAVE BEEN

PREVIOUSLY DIVORCED?]

single t l

Married or Equivalent t l

Widowed t l

Divorced or Separated t l

Married, but previously

divorced t l

2. The following questions are about employment.
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First, which of the categories on this card best describes what

you are now doing?

IrHteRvrEwER: usE RESpoNDENT CARD CÀLLED EMpLoyMENT ÀND cHEcK



1s6

ONLY ONE: IF RESPONDENT USES MORE THAN ONE WRITE IN THE MARGIN

ON THE RIGHT]

Working full-time
I^torking part-time

Unemployed & looking

Full-time student

Part-time student

In your most recent job what is/was your title?

Homemaker

Ret i red

Other (specify)

t

t

for work I

Please describe the main duties or responsibilities of this
position?

l

l

l

l

l

l

l

l

3. Educational Status:

What is the highest grade you attended

Some Grade School

Grade School Completed

Some High School

High School Completed

Some College or a Technical

University Graduate

or degree you received?

Diploma

tl
tl
tl
tl
tl
I]



Some Post-Graduate Work

Master's Degree or Doctorate

4. What is your religious preference?

CathoI ic

Protestant (oenomination)

Jew i sh

5. What was your parents' religion?

other (specify)---- t l

None

Mother's Father's

Catholic tl tl
Protestant(oenomination) tl tl
Jewish tl tl
other (specify)---- -------t I t l

None tl tl

tl
tl
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6. When you were growing upr what was the language used most

often in your home?

tl
tl
tl

Engl i sh

French

Ukra i n ian

German

Other (specify)

7. In what country vrere you born?

tl

Spec i fy

tl
tl
tl
tl
I]



8. To which ethnÍc

Spec i fy

9. What racial category would you consider yourself?

158

or cultural group do you feel you belong?

Other

1 0. When your mother

most often in her

White

BIac k

As ian

Nat i ve

(Specify)

was growing up, what vras the

family's home?

11. In what country lras

Engl i sh

French

Ukrainian

German

(Specify)

your mother born?

tl
tl
tl
tl
I]

Other

12. To which ethnic or cultural group does

(¡side from Canadian)

Spec i fy

13. When your father was growing upr what was the language used

most often in his family's home?

Ianguage used

Spec i fy

tl
tl
tl
tl
tl

your mother belong?



14. In what country was your father born?

Engl i sh

French

Ukrainian

German

(Specify)

15. To which ethnic or cultural
(aside from Canadian)

Other

Spec i fy

16. What was the size of the place where you lived the longest

before you r¡¡ere 16?

Spec i fy

tl
I]
tl
tl
tl
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group does your father betong?

In the country on a farm I l

In the country but not on a farm t ]

Town of lesss than 51000 people or on a

City of 5,000 to 24,999 people

City of 25,000 to 99,999 people

City of 100,000 t0 499,999 people

City of 500r000 to more people

Can't guess (Give the name of place) .....

reserve

17. Please describe the other members of your household besides

tl
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl



yourself.

Relat ionship

to yourself:

1.

Gender

Àge Male Female

2.

3.

4.

L

6.

EMPLOYMENT

Fu1l-time Part-time Not Employed

I]
tl
I]
I]
I]
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl

7.

8.

o

tl
tl
I]
tl
tl
I]
tl
tl
tl
tl10.
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18. So that we can compare this study with the whole population

by broad income groups, indicate your income for the past year

(ttrat is, total income before taxes, including wages, welfare

income, farm income, interest dividends, etc.) of aIt members

of the family presently residing in this household by checking

one of these income categories.

tl
tl
tl
tl
I]
tl
I]
tl
tl
tl

tl
tl
I]
tl
tl
tl
tl
I]
tl
tl

tl
I]
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl

Under $10,000

$10,000 $20,000 .....o.

$20,000 $35,000 ......
$35,000 $50,000 .....

tl
tl
tl
I]



1.61

over $501000 ..... ..... .......t l

Don't Know .... I l

19. Àbout how many years have you tived in your present home?

20. [r]¡reRvrEI^tER: rF THE RESpoNDENT HAs LrvED rN THE pREsENT HoME

LESS THÀN 5 YEARS, ÀsK: "How many times have you moved in the

last five years?"]

Number of times

Screening for alcohol consumption:

1. Did you yourself drink any alcohol in the last 12 months?

(any wine, beer, or liquor even a taste?)

YES t]
No tl

Number of years

Number of months

If NO,

2. Was there ever a time when you drank wine, beerr liquor or

anything containing alcohol even once?

YES

NO, I have never drank alcohol t ]

tl



The next few questions ask about your use of beer, wine, and

liquor over the past year.

Pa rt

1. First of all, how often do you usually have

Volume Var iabi I i tv I ndex (Wt )

Three or more times a day

Two times a day

Once a day

NearIy every day

Three or four times a week

Once or twice a week

One to three times a month

Less than once a month but at
least once a year

Less than once a year

I have never had wine
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2. Now, think of al1 the times you had

you drink wine, how many glasses do

wine?

ll
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl
tl

One or two glasses

Three or four glasses

Five or six glasses

More than six glasses

3" About how many times during the past 12 months did you have

eight or more glasses of wine at a sitting?

Nearly every day

One to three times a week

tl
tl
tl

wine recently. When

you usually have?

t

t

I

t

l

l

l

l

tl
I]



One to three times a month

Less than once a month

Never

4. How often do you usually have beer?

Three or more times a day

Two times a day

Once a day

Nearly every day

Three or four times a week

Once or twice a week

One to three times a month

Less than once a month but at
least once a year

Less than once a year

I have never had beer

tl
tl
tl

5.
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Now, think of all the

When you drink beer,

tl
tl
tl
tl
tl
I]
I]

One or two glasses

Three or four glasses

Five or six glasses

More than six glasses

6.

times you have had

how many glasses do

About how many times during the

eight or more glasses of beer at

I]
tl
I]

Nearly every day

One to three times a week

beer recently.
you usually have?

tl
tl
tl
tl

past 12 months

a sitting?
did you have

tl
tl



One to three times a month

Less than once a month

Never

7. How often do you usually have drinks containing riquor (such

as Martinis, Manhattans, or straight drinks)?

Three or more times a day

Two times a day

Once a day

Nearly every day

Three or four times a week

Once or twice a week

One to three times a month

Less than once a month but a

least once a year

Less than once a year

I have never had liquor

tl
tl
tl

164

8. Now, think of all the times you have had liquor recently.
when you drink liquor, how many drinks do you usually have?

ll
tl
tl
tl
I]
I]
I]

One or two drinks

Three or four drinks
Five or six drinks

More than six drinks

9. About how many times during the

eight or more drinks of liquor

NearIy every day

tl
tl
tl

tl
tl
ll
tl

past 1 2 months did you have

at a sitting?

tl



One to three times a week

One to three times a month

Less than once a month

Never

I]
I]
I]
tl
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Pa rt 3: Michiqan Alcoholism Screeninq Test Short Form

( suasr )

Here are some more questions about experiences you may have

had because of your drinking. This time indicate your

response to each statement by a yES or NO.

1. Do you feer you are a normar drinker? (ny normar we mean you

drink less than or as much as most other people.)

2. Have you ever gotten into troubre at work because of drinking?

3.

yes

no

Have you had detirium tremens (ots), severe shaking,
heard voices, or seen lhings that weren't there after heavy

drinking?

166

tl
tl

4. Do your friends or relatives think you are a normal drinker?

5. Have you ever

Have you ever5.

7. Have you neglected your obligations, your fami

work for two or more days in a roï¡ because you

8.

attended a meeting of Alcoholics

Have you ever gone to anyone for help about your drinking?

lost boy/girt friends because of

Annonymous ?

your drinking?

Iy, or your

$¡ere drinking?



9. Have you ever been in a

10. Does your wife, husband

lrorry or complain about

1 1 . Do you ever feel guilty about your drinking?

12. Àre you able to stop drinking when you want?

13. Has your drinking ever created problems between you and your
wife, husband, a parentr oF other near relative?
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hospital because of your drinking?

, a parent or other near relative ever

your drinking?



Part 4: ÀIcohol Ðependence Data Schedule (ÀDDS)

The following questions cover a wide range of topics to do

with your current drinking patterns. Use the response cards

to indicate your answer to the question.

1. Do you find difficulty in getting the thought of drink out of

your mind?

2. Is getting drunk more important than your next meal?

never t l

sometimes t l

often t l

nearly always I J

3" Do you plan your day around when or where you can drink?

4. Do you drink in the morning, afternoon and evening? (i.e.

during the same day).
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5. Do you drink for the effect of alcohol without caring what

the drink is?

6. Do you drink as much as you want irrespective of what you are

doing the next day?

7 . Given that many problems might be caused by a1cohol, do you

still drink too much?
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8. Do you know that you won't be abre to stop drinking once you

start ?

9. Do you try to control your drinking by giving it up completery

for days or weeks at a time?

10. The morning after a heavy drinking session, do you need your

first drink to get yourself going?

11. The morning after a heavy drinking session, do you wake up

with a definite shakiness of your hands?

12. Àfter a heavy drinking session, do you wake up and retch or
vomi t ?

13. The morning after a heavy drinking session, do you go out of
your way to avoid people.

14. Àfter a heavy drinking session, do you see frightening things
that you later realize were imaginary?

15. Do you go drinking and next day find you have forgotten what

happened the night before?



Part 5: Diagnostic Interview Schedule (OfS III R)

r am going to ask you more questions about drinking, these
questions are related to things that might have happened to you in
the past.

1. Have you ever had fits or seizures after stopping or cutting
down on drinking?

2. Have you ever taken a drink to keep from having withdrawal
symptoms or to make them go away?

3. Have you ever gone on binges or benders where you keep

drinking for a couple of days or more without sobering up?

never [ ]

sometimes t l

often t l

nearly always [ ]
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4. When you went on these binges or benders, did you neglect some

of your usual responsibilities then?

5. Did you do that several times or go on a binge that rasted a

month or more?

6. Ðid you ever get tolerant to alcohol, that is you needed to
drink a lot more in order to get an effect, or found that you

courd no longer get high on the amount you used to drink?



7.
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Àfter you have been drinking for a while, did you find that
you began to be abre to drink a rot more before you would get

drunk (before your speech got thick or you were unsteady on

your feet ) ?

8. Did your ability to drink without feeling it last for a

month or more?

o Have there been many days when you drank much more than you

expected to when you began, or have you often continued
drinking for more days in a row than you intended to?

10. Have you more than once wanted to stop drinking but

1 1 . some people try to contror their drinking by making

like not drinking before 5 o'crock or never drinking
Have you ever made rules tike that for yourself?

12. Did you make these rures because you $rere having troubre
limiting the amount you vrere drinking?

13. Did you try to forlow those rules for a month or longer or
make rules for yourself several times?

14. Has there ever been a period when you spent so much time
drinking alcohol or getting over its effects that you had

little time for anything else?

15. Did the period when you spent a rot of time drinking rast
month or longer?

16. Have ever given up or greatly reduced important activities

couldn ' t ?

rules,

alone.



in order to drink _ like sports, work, or associating with

friends or relatives?

17. Did you give up or cut down on activities to drink for a month

or more, or several times?

18. Has your drinking or being hung over often kept you from

working or taking care of your children?

19. Have you often worked or taken care of children at a time when

you had drunk enough alcohol to make your speech thick or to
make you unsteady on your feet?

20. How old were you when you first had any wine, beerr or other

alcohol at least once a month (for 6 months or more)?

21. What is the largest number of drinks that you've ever had

in one day?

yrs ago or months ago

22. Í^lhen did you last have as much as 20 drinks in one day?
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23. Has there ever been a period of two weeks when every day

you were drinking at least 7 drinks that could include

beers, glasses of wine, or drinks of any kind?

yes tl
No tl

yrs ago

rnonths ago

within the past month



24. When did you first have a period of two weeks when you drank

at least 7 drinks every day?

25.9{hen did you last have a period of two weeks when you drank

at least 7 drinks every day?

26. Has there ever been a couple of months or more when at least
one evening a week you drank 7 or more drinks or bottles of

beer or glasses of wine?

yes tl
No tl

yrs ago or months ago

27. When v¡as the first time that at least one evening a week you

drank 7 or more drinks?
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28. When was the last time that at least one evening a week you

drank 7 or more drinks?

yrs ago or months ago

yrs ago or months ago

yrs ago or months ago



Please read the following statements and indicate how much you

agree or disagree with each statement by placing a tick in the

appropriate box.

Part Rosenberq SeIf-esteem

St rongly

Àgree

I]

1.

Scale

I feel that I'm a person of worth, ât least on equal plane r+ith

others.

Agree

¿.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

o

10.

feel that I have a number of good qualities.
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I]

All in all

I am able

Di sagree

I feel I do not have much

, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.

I take a positive attitude

to do things as well as most other people.

tl

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

I wish I could have more respect for myself.

Strongly

Di sagree

tl

I certainly feel useless at times.

At times I think I am no good aL aII.

to be proud of.

toward myself.



A number of statemenÈs which people have used to describe

themselves are given beLow. Read each statement and place a tick
in the box to indicate how you generally feel. There are no right
or ÌIrong ansvters. Do not spend too much time on any one statement

but give the answer which seems to describe how you generally feel.

Part 7: Trait Anxiety Scale

Àlmost

Never

tl

1. I feel pleasant.

i tire quickly.¿"

17s

J.

Somet imes

tl

I feel like crying.

4.

5.

wish I could be as happy as others seem to be.

I am losing out because f can't make up my mind soon enough.

I feel rested.6.

Of ten

tl

7 . I am "calm, cool and collected".

8. I feel that difficulties are piling up so that I cannot

overcome them.

AImost

AIways

tl

9. I worry too much over sonething that doesn't really matter.



10. I am happy.

11. I am incl-ined to take things hard.

12. I lack self-confidence.

1 3. I feel secure.

14. I try to avoid facing

15. I feel blue.

1 6. I am content.

17. Some unimportant thoughts

18. I take disappointments so

of my mind.

I am a steady person.

a crisis or difficulty.

19.

20.
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I get in a state of tension or turmoil as I think over my

recent concerns and interests.

run through my head and bother me.

keenly that I can't put them out



Part 8: Evsenck Personalitv Ouestionnaire (epO)

Please anslrer each question by putting a tick in the box under the

"Yes" or the trNotr f ollowing the question. Work quickly and do not

think too long about the exact meaning of the questions.

Yes No

tl tl

1. Do you have many hobbies?

2. Do you stop to think things over before doing things?

3. Does your mood often go up and down?

4. Have you ever taken the praise for something you knew someone

else had really done?

Do you take much notice of what people think?

Àre you a talkative person?

Would being in debt worry you?

5.
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6.

7.

8. Do you feel 'just miserable' for no reason?

Do you give money to charities?o

10. tlere you ever greedy by helping yourself to more than your

share of anything?

1 1 . Are you rather Iively?
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12. Wou1d it upset you alot to see a child or an animal sufter?

13 Do you often hrorry about things you should not have done or

sa id?

14. Do you

1 5. I f you say you

promise no mat

dislike people who don't know how to behave themselves?

16. Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy yourself at a lively
pa rty ?

17. Are you an irritable person?

w1

ter

11 do something, do you always keep your

how inconvenient it might be?

1 8. Shou1d people always respect the law?

19. Have you ever blamed someone for doing something you knew was

really your fault?

20. Do you enjoy meeting new people?

21. Are good manners very important?

22. Àre your feelings easily hurt?

23. Àre all your habits good and desireable ones?

24. Do you tend to keep in the background at social occasions?

25. Wou1d you take drugs which may have strange and dangerous effects

26. Do you often feel 'fed-up'?

27. Have you ever taken anything (even apinora button ) ttrat



belonged to someone else?

28.

29.

30.

Do you like going out a lot?

Do you prefer to go your own way rather than act by the rules?

Do you enjoy hurting people you love?

31. Are you often troubled by feelings of guilt?

32.

33.

34.

Do you sometimes talk about things you know nothing about?

Do you prefer reading to meeting people?

Do you have enemies you want to harm?

35. Would you call yourself a nervous person?

36. Do you have

37. Do you enjoy

38. Àre you a vrorrier?
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39. As a child did

grumbling?

40. Would you caIJ-

41. Do good manners

many friends?

practical jokes that sometimes really hurt people?

42. Have you often gone against your parents' wishes?

you do as you were told irnmediately without

43. Do you worry

44. Have you ever

yourself happy-go-1uc ky?

and cleanliness matter much to you?

about awful things that might happen?

broken or lost something belonging to someone



else?

45. Do you usually take the initiative in making new friends?

46. Would you call yourself tense or 'high strung'?

47. Àre you mostly quiet when you are with other people?

48. Do you think marriage is old fashioned and should be done avray

with?

49. Do you sometimes boast a litt1e?

50. Are you more easy going about right and wrong than most people?

51. Can you easily get some life into a rather dull party?

52. Do you vlorry about your health?

53. Have you ever said anything bad or nasty about anyone?

54. Do you enjoy co-operating with others?
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55. Do you like telling jokes and

56. Do most things taste the same

57. Às a child vrere you

58. Do you like mixing

59. Does it bother you if you know there are mistakes in your

work?

60. Do you suffer

ever cheeky to your parents?

with people?

funny stories to your friend?

to you?

from sleeplessness?
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61. Have people said that you sometimes act too rashly?

62. Do you always wash before a meal?

63. Ðo you nearly always have a'ready ansvrer'when people

talk to you?

64. Do you like to arrive at appointments in plenty of time?

65. Have you often felt listl-ess and tired for no reason?

66. Have you ever cheated at a game?

67. Do you doing things in which you have to act quickly

68. Is (or was) your mother a good woman?

69. Do you often decisions on the spur of the moment?

70. Do you often feel that life is really dulI?

71. Have you ever taken advantage of someone?

72. Do you often take on more activities than you have time for?

73. Are there several people who are trying to avoid you?

74. Do you vrorry a lot

75. Do you think people

future with savings

76. Have you ever wished that you were dead?

77. Wou1d you dodge paying taxes if you were sure you could

never be found out?

of your looks?

spend too much time safeguarding their
and insurance?



78. Can you get

79. Do you try

80. Do you worry too long after an embarrassing experience?

81. Do you generally 'look before you leap'?

a party going?

82. Have you ever insisted on having your own way

83. Do you suffer from 'nerves'?

84. Do you often feel lonely?

not be rude to people?

85. Can you on the whole trust people to tell the truth?

86. Do you always practice what you preach?

87. Are you easily hurt when people find fault with you or

the work you do?

88. Is it better to follow society's rules than go your own

way?

89. Have you ever been late for an appointment or work?
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90. Do you like plenty of bustre and excitement around you?

91. Wou1d you like other people to be afraid of you?

92. Are you sometimes bubbling over with energy and

sometimes very sluggish?

93. Do you sometimes put off until tomorrow what you ought

to do today?



94. Do other people think of you as being very lively?

95.

96.

Do people tell you a lot of lies?

Do you believe one has special duties to one's family?

97. Are you touchy about some things?

98. Are you always willing to admit it when you have made a

mi stake?

99. Would you feel very sorry for an animal caught in a trap?

100.When your temper rises, do you feel it difficult to

control?
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The following section contains a number of statements. Read each

statement and decide whether or not it describes you. If you agree

with the statement and decide it describes your check the box under

the TRUE column. If you disagree with the statement and feel it
does not describe your check the box under the FALSE column. Please

try to answer every statement. Remember to give your opinion of
yourself.

Part 9: MacÀndrew Àlcoholism Sca1e (tUeC)

1. I have a cough most of

I pray several times a¿-

True

tl

3. christ performed miracles such as changing water into wine.
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4"

Fal se

I]

the time.

week.

Everything is turning out just rike the prophets of the Bible
said it would"

I do many Lhings which I regret afterwards (f regret things
more or more often than others seem to).

6. I am embarrassed by dirty stories.

7. I have had blank spells in which my activities were interrupted
and I did not know what was going on around me.

I like to cook.8.



o I like to read newspaper articles on crime.

10. Evil spirits possess me at times.

1 1 . My soul sometimes leaves my body.

12. Às a youngster I was suspended from school one or more times

for cutting up.

1 3. I am a good mixer.

14. I have not lived the right kind of life.

15. I think I would like the kind of work

16. I enjoy a race or a game better when I

17. In school I was sometimes sent to the principal for cutting up.

18. I know who is responsible for most of my troubles.

19. The sight of blood neither frightens me nor makes me sick.
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20. r have had periods in which r have carried on activities without
knowing later what I was doing.

21 " r frequently notice my hands shake when r am trying to do

someth i ng .

22. My parents have often objected to the kind of peopre I go

around with.

a forest ranger does.

bet on it.

23. r have been quite independent and free from family rule.

24. I have few or no pains.



25. I sweat very easily on even cool days.

26. If I were a reporter I would very much like to report on

sporting news.

27. I seem to friends as quickly as others do.

28. I deserve severe punishment for my sins.

29. I played hooky from schools quite often as a youngster.

30. r have at times had to be rough with people who were rude or

annoying.

31 . I was fond of excitement when I was young (or in my childhood).

32. I enjoy gambling for small stakes.

33. If r were in trouble with several friends who were equally to
blame, I would rather take the v¡hole blame than give them

away.
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34. While in trains, buses, etc., I often tal_k to strangers.

35. I readily become one hundred percent sold on a good idea.

36. I have frequently worked under people who seem to have things

arranged so that they get credit for good work but are able to
pass off mistakes onto those under them.

37. I would like to wear expensive clothes.

38. The one to whom I was most attached and whom I admired the most

as a child was a woman (mother, sister, aunt, oF other women).



39. I am certainly lacking in self-confidence.

40. My

in

table manners are not quite as good at home as when I am out

company.

41. I have never vomited blood or coughed up blood.

42. I used to keep a diary.

43. i liked school.

44. I am worried about sex matters.

45. I have felt that strangers were looking at me critically.

46. I have never been in trouble with the law.

47 . Many of my dreams are about sex matters.

48. I cannot keep my mind on one thing.

49. I have more trouble concentrating than
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50. I do not like

51. Policemen are

to see women smoke.

usually honest.

others seem to have.



The following section contains a series of statements. Read each

statement and decide whether or not it describes you. If you agree

with the statement and decide that it describes your check the box

under the TRUE column. If you disagree with the statement and feel
it does not describe you check the box under the FÀLSE column. please

try to answer every statement. Remember to give your own opinion
of yourself.

Part 1 0: Barron Eqo-Strenqth Scale

1. During the past few years r have been werl most of the time.

¿. I am in just as good physical health as most

3. I have never had a fainting spe11"

True

il
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4. I feel weak all over most of the time.

5. My hands have not become clumsy or awkward.

6. have a cough most of the time.

have a good appetite.

False

I]

8. I have diarrhea once a month or more.

9. At times I hear so well

1 0. I seldom worry about my

of my friends.

it bothers me.

health.



1 1. r feel sympathetic towards peopre who tend to hang on

griefs and troubles.

12. I brood a great deal.

13. I frequently find myself worrying about something.

14. I have met problems

unable to make up my

15. I get.mad easily and

16. when r leave home, r do not worry about whether the door is
locked and the windows closed.

17. sometimes some unimportant thoughL wilr run through my mind

and bother me for days.

so full of possibilities that I have been

mind about them.

18. Often I cross the street

19. I dream frequently about

then get over it soon.
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to

20. I go to church almost every week.

21. I pray several times a week.

22. Christ performed miracles such

23. Everything is turning out just
said it would.

their

in order not to meet someone I see.

24. I have had some

things best kept

25. I believe my sins are unpardonable.

to myself

very unusual religious experiences.

as changing water into wine.

like the prophets in the Bible



26. I would certainly

27 When I get bored

28. r do many things which r regret afterwards (r regret things
more or more often than others seem to).

29. I can be friendly with people who do things which I consider
v¡rong.
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enjoy beating a crook at his own game.

I like to stir up some excitement.

30. Some people are so bossy that I feel
of what they request, even though I

31. I like to flirt.

32. I am attracted

33. f never attend

34. I like to talk about sex.

35. Sometimes I enjoy hurting people I love.

by members of the opposite

36. I have had very peculiar and strange experiences.

37. I have strange and peculiar thoughts.

a sexy show if I can avoid

like doing the opposite

know they are right.

38. r have had blank spells in which my activities were interrupted
and I did not know what was going on around me.

39. When I am with people, I am bothered by hearing very queer things

40. Àt times I have fits of laughing and

41. I have had

sex.

it.

no difficulty in keeping

crying that I cannot control

my balance in walking.



42. Parts of

crawl ing

43. My skin
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body often have feelings like burning, tingling,
like "going to sleep".

44

my

or

rn my home we have always had the ordinary necessities (such

as enough food, clothing, etc . ) .

seems to be unusually sensitive to touch.

45. r

46. r

am easily downed in an argument.

47. My way of doing things is apt to be misunderstood by others.

find it hard to keep my mind on a task or a job.

48. I sometimes feel that I am about to go to pieces.

49. I feel tired a good deal of the time.

50. If I were an artist I would like to draw flowers.

51. If I were an artist I would like to

52. I like collecting flowers or growing

53. I like

54. I am made nervous by certain animals.

55. Dirt frightens or disgusts me.

to cook.

56. I arn afraid of finding myself in a closet or in a small closed

space.

57. I have often been frightened in the middle

58. I Ii ke sc ience.

draw children.

houseplants.

of the night.



59. I very much like horseback riding.

60. The rnan who had most to do with me when I was a child (such as

my father, stepfather eÈc.) was very strict with me.

61. One or more members of my family is very nervous.

62. My sleep is fitful and disturbed.

63. t^lhen someone says

know about, I try

64. I feel unable to tell anyone all about myself.

65 My prans have frequently seemed so full of difficulties that
I have had to give t.hem up.

66. I am not

s1

to

1ly or ignorant things about something I

set him/her right.

67. Policemen are
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afraid of fire.

usually honest.



Àppendíx C

DEPENDENT MEÀSI'RE
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WE ARE INTERESTED TN HOW COUPLES DEAL WITH CONFLICT IN

RELATTONSHTPS. WE WOULD LIKE 10 ASK SOME QUESTIONS ÀBOUT HOW

YOU ÀND YOUR CURRENT PÀRTNER RESOLVE CONFLICT. THIS

INFORMATION IS CONFIDENTIÀL ÀND WE WOULD LIKE TO REMIND YOU

THAT YOUR RESPONSES ÀRE ÀNONYMOUS. FOR EÀCH OF THE STATEMENTS

YOU CÀN USE THE NUMBER OF THE CORRECT RESPONSE TO IND]CATE

YOUR CHOICE.

Conflict Tactics Scale (crs)

Never

Once a year, or less

Two or three times a year

Often, but less than once a month

About once a month

More than once a month
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1. How often have you resolved conflict by throwing something

(but not at your spouse) or smashing something?

2. How often have you resolved conflict by threatening to hit or

throw something at him/her?

) How often have you thrown something at your spouse?

4.

tl
I]
tl
tl
tl
tl

How often have you pushed, grabbed, or shoved your spouse?

How often have you hit (or tried to hit) your spouse but not5.



with anything?

6. How often have you hit (or tried to hit) your spouse with

something hard?
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