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Murray Strews is the .l.e ad.i.n g r es e a rche r in the:' area of farn iLy

violence. He conduc ted a study in .1 ') 76 0 f ::) I 1-+ 3 Ame r i.c an i ami 1 Les ,

Closed Doors tf in wh i ch they gave the res ul t:3 and .i.mpor tan t f:Lacl:Ln g:=;

from the stu.dy.

Straus briefly touches on the subj e c t (If coup Le s using re as on i.rrg

t c deal w.i th ccn fl.t c r and reduce. violence. He ron c l ude s tha t r'eas cni.n g

increaser; the post t L 'Je co r re 13 t:Lon be tween con f l.Lc t and vi. olcn ce •

.,

.L

found this to be incorrect.

f...,;.i.th the way he: came upon t h is pa r c icula r f i.nd.tng ; be Ln terp r e.r.e d his

data Lmpr op e r Ly and used an Lnva Li.d duel un re Li.ab Le scale to mc a s ure

reasoning.

The data obtained :� r raus rey/caJ_:-;, til a t tho: pc r c en tage 0 f coup .l.c s

In my an 2, is, I obtuined data on the mean average level

1 beJ_iev(� chis is mo re a c c urat e ,

scale are not reliable in that

they could possibly be measurlng different events depending on how a

person interprets them. I reduced the reasoning scale to one easily

under s tandab.l e var i.abLe . ThiEi va r I.ab J.e meas ure s how o ftcn a couple



Hi

tries to d i s cus s their problems calmly w i.t h on e an o t.he r.

My an a.Ly s Ls reveaLs tn a t the c o r reLar Lon b e t.ween violence and

conflict does not increase as reasoning increases. Al s o , reas on ing

actually reduces a couples average level of violence. The re fore s my

con cLus Lon is that re a s on Ln g out ones
I conflicts I s a useful t ooI in

diminishing the tendency of family conflicts to cause violence in

marriages.
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C�ij\}'TEf( I

INTHODUCTI00J

Violence is a major social problem in our society and is very

['11..1ch p revalen t w i, thin the E arni.Ly . v Lo l en ce s e erns to be abou L a::3 typical

of family relationships as love; and it would be quite hard to find an

i.n s t i.t u t.Lon or other group in Aine rLcan society iT1 wh Ich violence is

mo re of an everyday o c curen c e than it is within rhe fanrl Ly . 'fhe family

is the setting in which most people first experience physical violence,

and the setting wh i ch e s tab Lf.s lie s the (;�1Tl\)tiona1 context and meaning

of violence.

A maj or reason we must '
..mjersl.and and deaJ. with f amt Ly vLo Le n c e

is because it appears that the mare violence

their f ami l.y , the greater likeliLc,od t o c onr i.n ue or increase t!letr

use or violence. It is � never ending cycle.

had s een parents phy si.cal.Ly attack each o tIier are nea r Lv three t i.me.. s

more likely to have hit their own wives (Straus, 1981, p.IOO). V:i_olence

r)ege ts violence.

Llnily v i o Len ce must be caref u I studied before we can be

to try and help the people involved, Straus was the principle

investigator in the only large--scale national study to date on intra-

famiLy violence. It was a �2ti0nally r2presentative sample of 2)143

intact An.e ri can ccupLes . fhey we re aske d mainly ab ou t v i.olcn t acts

p e rf orme d Ln 19/5) t.he y e a r p rLo r co the s urvey .

Becau::.>e Straus l�j wor k is t.he 0:11/ re p re s.en ta t.Lve n a ttonal. study

Fo rrna t. ann s [rom the Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare.
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,,<Xc:. have, I t is e.x t rcrne Ly import:2:mt that the. concLus i.on s he reached be

reliable and accurate. For this reason I carefully re-examined the

book en t i t Le d "BehLnd Closed Do o r e " wh i ch S t raus wro te fa Ll.ow ing h. .:Ls

survey to C0J1UT1Unica te the re s u l t s . I be came interested in one parti.-

cular finding :tn h:Ls book. 1'h1.8 finding states that there is a

positive correlation betwecn conf1.ict and v i.o l.ence � whI ch i.n c re as e s

as a couple inc reas e s r.he use of r'eas on i.n g , 1 found this difficult

to b eLteve ; so much so that 1 conduc t.e d a seconda rv analysis of the

1976 s tudy to find :.JUt. if I wo u.l d re a ch a diifc'.rent Lnt e rp ret a ti on ,

I vii 11 show ttl a t S t r aus 1
scone Lus .i ons a re .i.n c o rr e c t . His�? ca .J.r2

measuring the use of reasoning by mar�ied c�uples, and hi.s operationa-

.li zat f.on or f.nt e rspc us aL v i o Len ce , wh Lc h I \,iiLl. p re sen t Ln chapter 2,

arc, unsatisfactory. Once these p rohLerns are c o rre.c r cu , as T (j{) in

chapter J, I find that reasoning has the ef ect, as predicted, o�

diminishing violence within marriages; it does not lncrease the corre-

I a t i.on between c on f Lic t and vioLen ce . The s e resul.t s are presented

in chapter !+.



CH.APTER II

Obviously, I d.epended cn Straus's study an d data for much of my

acclracy. Straus measured the reli.nb.i.lity and vali.dit:y of his scales.

The scale I us ad was h i.s Con fLict 't'act Lc s Scale vh i c h included s ub s cal e s

of reasoning, conflict, and violence.

Straus measured the internal reliability of the Conflict Tactics

Scales (CIS) �'·i th two te chn i QU2S: i tcrn aCid 1.)' s :1..::; and th e AI_phd c:c)e f f 1. cLen t

total co r reLa t i.on Has .87. Fo r t.he �lJife-to-Husba:ld Violence 1rl(:h:�:>(,

i t "oJ a:3 «88 ". The !:\l PhaC 0 e f f j_ c ien t s �ve r (' . h 3 t o r I-I u s b an cl-- t C -- !;'I j_ f e

Vf.o lcn ce Index, and .82 for \hfe--to-·!:tL3barid v.i.olen ce Ln dex .

He also examined three 2SPCCtS of validity; concurrent, construct,

and conten t , 1,'L1t:: concurrent vBlid ty for reasoning was low. It w as

high for physical violence and verbal aggression. The content validity

was considered h:LgI-'l s Ln ce the i teJ1S all had h.igh face vaLi d i r.y , For

.in s t an ce , all the va r i.abl.e s of the violence s c a Le de s cr ib e d ac t s of

ac tual physical force being u s e d by one famt.Ly membc r C;�) ario ther fa�Jj_

me.mber.

The construct validity was a ls o c ons i de re d to be high for s c ve ra I

reasons. Fo r ex arup Le , there TrJaS consistency b e t.we en f Ln d i.ngs wh f.ch

u s e d the CIS and evidpnce concerning the rlcatharsisll theory of agg'!"'

re s sLon control. Also, the CT�� found high rates of verbal and phy s Lc a l.

aggression as did previous in-depth interview studies. Ihe CIS also

had consistent find�ngs with previous studies, such as a negative

c o r re La ti.on b e t.ween s o c Loc c on orn i.c status and violence,



It appears that his scales are all r�li�ble enough to depend on,

except for the scale of reasoGing. Th i � L; tbe sea 1.c 1 v.'iII be c.11 angin g

d u r i.ng my study,

Straus was attempting to t e s t the confl i c t theory wlre.n he found

his relationship between r-eas on.in g , c onr LLc t , and vi olence. He states:

l!Conf Li c t theory says til EI. t c on f LLr t i � an iTH2\i j_ tab Le

part of life) an d that if c on s t.r uc t i ve mc t h ods a.:C2

is b en e f Lc ia Lc " (Srrau s , 1981) r.165)

He then goes on to say that :i.f t ne conflict the ory Ls c o r r e c t , "r.oup Les

who use constructive t ac t i c s s ucn a�3 n e go t La r i on and reCl30nirq?, tu d eaI

wi t.h conflict" (Straus, 1981s p.165) wou ld be �ble to avo.i d pb ysi ca I

violence.

Straus used three scales t o .e s t the c:lnflict t he c iy . :r.e used

a vi o Lei.... ce s c a l.e , con iLt c r. s cal e , and r'e a s o.i i ru; scale,

The vi oLeucc sc a l.e had e i.gl. t va r i ab 1(::,�; , These we r e :

:2 ) P IIshe, d , g r ;el.bbed, 0 r shev(: J the 0 t h e 'r

::;,) H.i.t or t r r e d to h.i t \,,:i.tb. !'�·w�ethi.ng

8) Us e d 3. kni fe or g:_:n

E2.::::1, p e r s ori answc r :Lng the s u r vev �.·C' u'l d i: .i.r s t ar: S".\'C r E Or: h iI:1Se 1 f o r h2r---

seli an d then an �) \·h? i:" for the irs p 0 I.i S E� • 'l'here f o rc they an swe re d e a c h

_;
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q ue s t Lon t.wLce , For each variable they cou l d 2T1SvJer from 0-6.

indicated they had never clone this f o rm or vLo Le n ce during the survey

year. "One n meant they had done it one time an d Ii
L\.JO

fl
mean t rwi ce .

"Three" Lnd Lca.t ed j_ . .5 times, "four
" Ln d Lc a t e d 6-10 t i.me s , Ilfivcl! meant

11-·20 times and "six" i.ndicated over 20 Limes. Therefore) since there

are e I.ght variables, and each one was an swe re d t.w lce , a t!��l?Jes
t

s c o re

coule range from 0-96.

The conflict scale consisted of five items which couples might

disagree on. These we r e :

1) Money

2) Children

J) Sex

Il) Housekeeping

5) Social activities

"Orie II
mean t the

1(1\'JO"

meant they "almost a Iway s agrce d ".

'lFour" corresponded to "s ome t i.me s agree
" and "five "

corresponded to

line '/2 r agree
n

• A c oup Le w i thou t children cou l.d s core b c twe e n 1 ar.d

20. A couple with chl�dren could score up to 25.

Figure 1 illustrates the p a ttern s of corifLi c t for the couples

Straus su rveye o ,

To me as ure the use of reas on t.ng , Srraus included three variables

tor his scale.

; \1. / Discussed issue calmly

2) Got Lnf o rrna ti.cn to ba ck iJP your side of things

3) Brought In or tr12C to b in SO;'12one to help set tl.e tidngs



Figure 1. Conflict About Five Aspects of

Family Life (Straus, 1981� p.157)
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SEX
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SOCIAL
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CHILDREN

Each person answered EDt' the rnselves and th e n for their spouse. Each

variable could be answered with 0-6. "Zeroll me an t t.hey never did thi s

during the survey year (1975).

during the survey year . "Th re e
"
meant 3--5 t i.me s , "four" meant 6-10

Limes,
ii fi.vo " meant 11-20 Limes and "six¥! meanr ever 20 times du r Ln g

t h e survey year. Since each item was answered twice, the score for

a couple could range from 0-36. Straus defined his reasoning scale as

me as u r i.n g "r he USce: of ra ti.oneI d i.s c us s i.on, a r g umen t , and raa s cn i.ng
"

(Strau�::;) 1979, p. 77).

Straus divided his reaaonlng and conflict scales into four diff-

These were r a re , Low , medium, and high. The way he

obtained these ra teg o ri.e s was by first f i.n d Lng the mean of each of
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these scales. If a couple scored greater than one standard deviation

b e l.ow the mean, then they were. in the "ra r e " c a tego ry . "Low" meant

that they scored �elO\v average but not more than one standard de v i a Lion.

A score no more than one standard deviation ab ove the mean \\T<JS called

nEigh!! meant they s co re d more than one standard dev.i.a t Lon

above the mean.

'.[118 mean for h I.s reasoning scale IN,IS 1.2. OJ7, and the s r.ar.d ard

dev.ta tLon was (;.8021 so that the. o.lLowLn g cut ting points re sul ted;

Rare= Score of less than .'j

Low= Score from 5-11

t"ledi.um:== Score from 12-·1S

High= Score greater than 18

The mean for hi.s c on fLict s c a J.e '\1'18.5 U,?3(J� and t.h e s t an d a rd deviation

was 3.628. In turn � this meant rne fo Ll.ow i.n g categories:

Rare= Score of less than 0

Low= Score from 9-11

:t-ledi 1.].1'.== S core from 12 --15

H .f. gh= S co re g r e a te l� th an 15

Ar t.e r cb ta...ining all these scores, he p lo t t.e d the results on a ;�:raph

Note, however, that he measured violence by ilndlng the

0i8 chart shows that the conflict

theory is not supported. Indeed, :Lt ShOliJS that. a�� the lew'} of

reasonlng goes up, the correlation between conflict and violence in-

creases. As he summed it up,
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Figure 2. Per Cent of Cou.ple.s Violent l.n Survey

Year by Amoun t of Con flict and Use of

Reasoning (Straus) 1981) p , 165)

Use of Amcun t of
Conflict

t,,-J.; ��

r" ,I; )'; )'� "k ,I;

Medium t**********
High r*********

I
�::::�*i'

��:�um �:::::::::::::::*********
1
[

�::::::::::*.'k*
�'1e d i urn �\. -J( '/,;"k >ok ,,<; i( 'J', '";� /, ";{ "k '/r; *' '/: -A4 *'

�***************************
!

I
���ium r:::::::::::::::**�**

�**********************************�*****
-+�---'--l--'--�--"-"-i-"'-'-+- -·--�"------J..--·"--+-·--+-----�---4---·-1·�-·-

Ran::l.y of
Never

Rare

Low

Low

Rare

Low

Rare

i"Iedium LOv,;T

High

Ra re

High

High

4% 8% 12% 16% 20% 24% 28% 32% 36% 40% 44% 48%

Percent us tn g any vLc Len ce a n s u rvey year

"The s e result s are exactly the. opposite of whar I-IaS p re d tct e d

on the. basis of the. conflict t ne.o ry . Ac c o rd in g to conflict

theory, couples who hr:Lng Lhe:Lr problems into the open) and

who us e reas onLng and negotiation to settle t.hose conf Lic t s ,

�hould be the ones who do not have to resort to violence,

e i.the r as a desperate measure to cai L a rr en t.i.on to a g r i.evsn ce ,

o r as a means of re.s o Ivtn g the confLf c t , These are the. couples
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represented by the bottom bar in the chart, the fhigh' reasoning

and 'high 1
con f Lf.c t coup les. But ins t ead of havf.ng the lowes t

rate of violence) these an: the most v:Lolent couples in the.

s amp Le c l'{St raus , 1981} p.166)

He continues:

"So we find irrespective of whe ther the couple uses reasoning

and negotiation, the more c cn f l Lc t Ln a ma r rLa ge , the more.

vLo l.en ce .

\I (Straus) 1981) p" l,(6)
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CHAPTEH III

CJUTTCISHS /J'\JD CHANCES TO BE f,lADE 1'0

HUKRAY STBAUS' S STUDY

There are some problems with StrauR's conclusions. Firstt the

chart in which Straus illustrates his finding on reasoning (Fig. 2)

survey year. The re are seve ra L things wron g about th i.s . It ruts,

for example, someone wh o slaps the ir spouse one tin.e in the. sane

category as someone wh o s Lap s , stabs, and beau; their spouse up.

):.jcreover, it does no t show us if vi.olence ac tua l.Ly Increases I,d thi.n

a particular relationship.

The second problem is that � <3;:': s t ate d bef o re , St:r:aus concLude s

by saying ":Lrrespe:ctlve of whe the r the. couple 1_)�32S reasoning and

ae.gc t i.ati.on, the more conflict in a mar r Lage the more v i.o Le n ce
"

(pg. 166). However, his chart does not show this. It SLlC)'i,.JS th a t

as re as onin g gees up the percentage of couples using .���X.�.L.ole��_�_

may be going up, but there is no proof r.ha t the level of violence

wi t h i.n the ruar r iage g()2S up as re as cn i.ng .incre ases • II:!.t:� con c Lus Lon

is not consistent with the cha�t.

The th i r d p rob Lern I found w i.t.h h i.s study was the re ason i.n g

and negotiation scale. Une of h is va rLab Le s in the scale .i s "got

Ln f o rma ti.on to back up your s Lde of thi.n gs ", This could cause

problems in that Lt. says riot.hLng about hm,; rhi.s "Lnf o rma tt.ou" lS

presented to one s part�er. 011.2; cou ld j us t as e as L Ly p res en t; the t r

Ln f o rma tion in a he a t e d a r gumen t as t.n ;:3. calm discussion. A high
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score on this variable could therefore be indicating the couple argues

a lot rather than they use reasoning a lot. Moreover, another one

of the. variables Straus uses is "brought in someone to help settle

thin.gs". There are problems inherent in this. The first problem

lies in the word "s omeone ", Hho is this "s orneone "? Pe rhaps it Ls a

counselor. If so, the counselor could possibly help them deal with

their problem. However, given the unfortunate bias in our society

against the use of psychologically trained professionalss a family

counselor lS often a last resort. Couples that go to them for help

are often the ones that cann o t seem to s e t t Le rhcLr problems 011 their

0\>''1"1. They are t.he couples that may have tried 2vcryth-.lng else., p e rhap s

even violence, to work their problem out. If this is the ca&e, then

a couple that: s av s they have brought i.n SOD.e.:Jne to h e Lp s c t t le things

ax.. e a l.s o very Li.k.e l.y t o have had s orne form of vi o Len ce . Th I.s c ou.l d be

the cause of the p o sLt i.ve correlation b e twecn reasoning and violence.

Another Lnte rp re t.at Lon of "s orne one
"

c o u.l.d be a f r Lerrd of one of the

p a r t.ne rs , This friend, being closer to one of the spouses, will

p robably be b I as cd Ln h i.s or her LnvoLvernen r , whLch would surely not

help the situation. It may just make the other partner more angry or

upset; the friend r
s presence cv i.dcn c e s the dLs appea ran ce of a sense of

fam.l Ly privacy so much cherished in our soc.iety. Another prob1em w i.th

this va rLab Le comes w i.t.h the word "se tt le ". There are many ways a

couple tries to settle things. Some people believe vLo Len ce is the

best way to settle things. Others believe storming out cf the house

is the best way; this is not measuring reasoning or negotiation. In

any eve.n. t � my p o i.n t is that th i.s variable is confusing and can be
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interpreted in numerous way s , It could possibly be measuring a form

of reasoning for some couples, but it just as well may be measuring

other events for other couples. Therefore, I do not believe it should

have been used in the reasoning scale.

S t. raus
f
s reasoning scale shewed to be Ln a c cur at.e when lH.� t e s ted

in a student s c rvey , He su rveye d some s t uden t s and gave the s arne

survey to the parents of the students. The survey contained the

conflict tactics scale. His results are seen in figure 3. Th i.s s u rvey

Figure 3. Correlation of Spouse I':ep'!rt CT'S

Scores with Student Report crs

Scores (Straus: 1979, p.B])
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1;}aS conduc t.e d ��J�:� the! nat f.ona I study. No t Lce the. 10(;.1 an d even

negative correlations in the category of "rea s oning". The re is

little or no ag reemeu t among the p aren ts and the. children as to

h(.IW often these f o rms of "reas ooLn g' we r-e tr Led ,

St raus published the c oe f fLcLen t of reliability for the con fLi.ct

tac ti c s scale. These re suI t s are shown in figure 4. �� 0 t j_ C f� how

reJiability is the lowest in the category of reasoning. This

e sp ect a l Ly e'lident Ln "husband to w i.f e " an d "w i.fe to husband" violence,



13

FLgut'e Lj.. Coefficient of Reliability for

Conflict Tactics Scale

(Straus, 1979, p.83)
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Because of the ambi.guLt Ics an d p robLems ��hOlcY"11 tt\1.1S far, 1 made

changes in the reasoning scale. I b e Lt.eve the 'best indicator of

r e as onLn g and negotiation rhat Straus usee! was "dLs cus s e d LS:3U(:

c.a.lmlyPl, and I Uf3e L t: as my me as ure of re as onLng .

As s ta te d before, ion this item of reas on Ln g you could answer

0-6 for yourself and 0-6 for your spouse. Thereforej a couple could

s c o re between th�� rang(� of "z e r o " for never using reas oum g , l.ip to

In order to have four

levels of reasonlng as Straus did, (rare, low medium, high) I found

the me an and standard devi a t Lon ... , .

...... /J. this (discussed. Ls s ue ca l.rn l.y ) .

The me an _1..8 /'.765, and the: standard devia tLon 1.8 3. (1·53)1 wh i ch trans-

lated to the following categories:

Rare= Score from zero to f0�r

Low= Score from five to eight
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High= Score of twelve

The final step was to f:Lnd the me an and me dLan level of v i.o Len c e

at each level of reasoning and conflict. I used two of Straus1s

violence variables. These are:

1) Kicked, bit, or hit with fist

2) Pushed, grabbed, or shoved other

I cho s e these two specific variables b e caus e it enabled me to set:: the

difference between less severe (pushed, grabbed) shoved) and more

severe (kicked, hit, hit with fist) modes of violence. Also, they

e ach cuntain three forms of vLo l.en ce , wni ch gives a broader range

of types of violence than if I had used variables containing only

one form of v l.olence , such as (;.:>.) threw s ome tuf.n g at other- I (b) slapped

the other, or (c) beat up the other one.

Once again) the total score for each of these two var:Lables for

a couple could range from 0-12. 1 calculated their mean and median for

ea ch level of reasoning and conflict.



eFtA.PTER IV

If'" :lg.

FJ.gure .) 1<:; a graph I helve d rawn to sh ow what Straus f
s graph

2) looks like when the reasoning s cal.e only conra i.n s "di s cu s s e d

I ssue calmly".

The correlation between conflict and violence does not lDcrease with

higher levels of reasoning. ActualJ.y, th�re are fewer violent couples

in the "h.Lgh " reasoning (46%) than -1.!1 t.he "ra ro" re as onLng (5!t�n.

Straus's conclusion no J.onger appears.

:Figurl2 5. Percent of Coup les \Jjolenc in Survey Year by
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Figure 5 shows the change that comes about when the reasoning

scale is less amb iguous . Howe ve r j as mentioned b e fore , mea s urLn g

"percent eve r v i.o len t " Ls not what we really want to do , The mean

and median violence levels will reve a.L mo re accurate. results.

In order to illustrate my findings, I have plotted the data

on the mean and median viole.nce levels� in two different ways. The

first focuses on the association between conflict and violence at

various levels of reasoning. The second focuses on the a s s oc La ti on

be tween reaaonLng and violence at various levels of confl Lc t.

Graphs 1--Lt of the appendix ShOH the association b e tweeu conflict

and the less se.vere vLo l.en c e vari ab I e "pushed) g rabbe d , or shoved

Graph], shows this as s o cLat.Lon w i.th "rare" twe of re as oni.ng .

Craph :2 graph j 1-8
il .. I fI
me d i.um , and graph /+ is "h i

use of reasoning.

Graphs 5-8 of the appendix show the association between conflict

(mel the severe violence var I ab 1e, "kLcke d ,
b L t � hi t \vJ. th f i.s t it. Graph

.5 tl.Lust rat e s this aSSOClaLLon wi th "rare " use of reasoning, graph 6

is !ilo'tylt reas on in g , graph 7 is "me d ium" re asonLn g , and graph 8 is

I 'high 11
re a.s on i.n g .

Once again, let me reiterate what Straus said about the results

he obtained.

"So we f.ind j Lr respe c ti.ve o f "\.Jhe the r the couple uses r easonLng

and negotiation, the more conflict in a marriage the more

vLo Len ce v

" (fJtr.::lUs, 1981, pg. 166)

There is indeed a positive correlation between conflict and

violence on graphs 1-8 regardless of the level of reasoning used. 1�e



17

co r re la ti.on coei fic.ie.n t , based on t ne aver age s (means) is high for

each of the graphs 1-8. In fact, the lowest correlation is .83 (found

on graph 1). The remaining graphs have correlations which exceed

.9U. Yet, wha t is this actually telli.ng us? The an swe r .is that it

s hows there 1.S a constant po s i.tive co r re Lat.Lon between conflict and

violencf21 a fact which is not surprisi.ng. Examining thE: data a bit

more carefully however, reveals some interescing facts.

No ti ce , on graph 1 � tha t the. .:lo"";E:_�_�. mean average level of violence

is .21. The ldgE.::.�� mean ave rage level Ls .92. This r s 1.,1i th ra re

reasoning. Now, compare this with graphs 2-4. On graph 2, the lowest

level of violence Ls . 1.5 and the high.es t 18 .59. Though the positive

co r reLat f.on 1.8 S till there, the v Lo Len ce levels have gone down as we

go from "rare" to "10\,,,1) reasoning. The same I.s true as 'vIC ruove t.o

"me d t um" use of reasoning. The Lowe s t v i.ol en ce level is .07, Lowe r

than that of "Low" re as on in g . The h Lgh e s t via Len ce level is .69 vlhich

1.8 slightly highe r than 111o�v'i reas on i.ng yet r emaLn s b e Low that of

"rare" r.easoning. Graph 4 � whi.ch ShO\,\fS the "h i gb
"
reas on tng results,

has lower violence levels than any of the other three graphs. The

level Ls . ()�t and the !'lj-_g_l}�E level. is on1.y � 53.

Ihe same results are found in the severe violence categories

shown on graphs 5-8.

tour graphs s yet the :t.�:3_t���_!:. violence. cates vary. The highcs L v i.o Len c e

rate. amon.g the four graphs is found with "ra re " reasoning. This ts

.31. The lowest violenc.e. levels disregarding t.he "zero" on all the

graphs, is found on the "h i.gh
/1
use of rea s onLrig . This is .02.

The above f�ndings reveal to us that Strausls conclusion is in-

accurate." It is true that, as he states, the mor� conflict the more
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violence, but. reas on i.n g does in face have an effect on this. To

Ll Lus t rate this more cLearLy , I have inc.Luded graphs 9-16. 'l'he s e

sh ow the association of reasoning and violence.

Graphs 9-12 show the association between the less severe violence

ca.tegory of "pushed) grabbed, or shovedlf and reasoning. Graph 9 shows

this at the "rare " category' of conflict. Graph 10 Ls I "l.ow' I conflict,

graph 11 is "medium" c on f Lf.c t , and graph l2. is "h i gh
" conflict. Notice

on each arid every graph, the. line is, in general) downwa r d s Lop i.rig . For

example, graph 9 shows t.ha t the mean average Level of vLolen ce for

"rare" reasoning is .21 'tlllereas f o r "hLgh" r cas on i.ng it: decH:!ases to

• OL:.. On each of the g rapn s � t.he ::W.<ll1 average vto len ce J..2.'I,/81 is h Lgh e r

for nrareff reasoning than it fo r "h).;.:;lL I:

re as on t.n g .

Graphs 13-16 show th e a::350 cia tLon be tV/Qe.n thc SE:?'J'e re vi.o Len ce

ca te go ry of "k.Lck ed, bi r , or hit 'Wi.U: fi.st " an d reasoning. Craph 13

conflict, graph 15 .i s "rnedi.um" conflict, and graph If) Ls "hLgh
" confli.c.t.

Graph 13 should be dis re.ga rde d 3 Ln ce there j_�; no s e ve re violence found

wf th 1110\<.;0" conr Lt c t , irrespective of the ::lInC)1)nt of reasoning us e.d . Once

again, the line is downward sloping on each of the remaining graphs. The

highes t Leve l s of 'v' LoLen c e a ie a l.way s assoc:l(,J. ted \vi th the lowes t Leve Ls

of r-e as cn r.ng ,

So it appears that reasoning is benefiQtal in alleviating less

as well as more severe modes of violence mnOng spouses. The more a

couple uses reasoning, the less they wi l I r02[.;ort t.o vf.o Len c e ,

Straus concludes that the conflict theOrY cannot be supported by

his results. Yet, re-examining what he said about the conflict theory,
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we find that it does actually appear tD be supported once certain

needed changes are Lntrcduce d , The theory says t.ha t c o up Le s should

not kf:ep things bottled up inside, but that they should use f\:.onstruc-

tive me thods " t o deal wi ttl ma r i tal con f lie t in order to make the

conflict benef Lc.LaL, As:r have sb own , us i.n g reason.Ln g do e s Lowe r the

violence lev�l, thereby making the conflict beneficial in this respect.

Straus also says that couples "\-J110 USi:' con s t ruc t Lve tactics Buell

as negotia�ion and reasmling to deal with conflict would be able to

avoid phy s f.caL violence. Howeve r , lie shows LiE> results g raph i.caLl.y

and says that the results are exactly the opposite of what was pre-

dieted on the b as I.s of the, confl.Lct the o ry . Ye r , a.s I have tried

their violence level. Ihis is exactly what conflict th20ry claims

should bappen. T t does not c l.a.i.rn t.hat reas on ing wi l.I. let coup It's ''<.'1 voLd

phy s Lcal. vio Lenc c " altoge t he r , but rathcr that reasoning \v111 be

As my last analysis I checked on the problem of using graphs with

average s core s wh ich have the effect of incH:d.c..;i.ng artificially the

correlation coefficient. TCl check. on this .I ran a second arra.l.ys Ls using

individuals' responses. 1 dichotomized the two indicators of vlolence.

scoring them at zero and one, the former score indicating the absence

of violence. The measure s of c onfL:' .. c t and reasoning remaLne d unchanged.

In t.hi .. s part of the an a.iy sLs I us ed Sorne r s I d, an or d Lna.l rneas ui..·e

of assoc.iation �hich distinguishes between independent and dependent

varlab.Les. Lt can vary from -1.0 Ln d.Lc a tLng a per f e c t nag a rLve associa--

t f.on to + 1. (), t.he obve rs e.• I ob taLue d the Sor.er s I d on the association
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between conflict dependent on violence, and violence dependent on con-

fliet, for ea�h of the four levels of reasoning. Figure 6 shows the

results. �lat is interesting here is that the Somers' d is almost zero

when measuring violence as tne dependent variable (and conflict as the

i.ndependent varLao Le ) • Not only do e s this Ln d Lcat e that reas cnm g does

not Ln c re as e the as s o cLa t i on b e r.wee n con f l i c t "mel v i.oLen ce , but it also

sh ows that vLo l en ce is not dependent on the amount of c on f lLc r in a

marriage. Consistently, a stronger
. , ,

ass 0 �: 1. i.� t lO n l S seen with conflict

dependent on violence, which also doe� not increase with increased

re asoni.ng , 111i�:.; sugge s ts tha t v i.oLenc e C:C1V CD;�}e be fore conf Lie t . Fr: r-

haps the more violence a couple has, the more conflicts they will have,

rather than the ot he r way aroun d a s is norma l I.y believed. Un for t unate 1y

Straus's data is crossectional illld cannot be usen to clarify the causa]

F'i gure o , Relationship of Conflict dnd ViolEnce

for Level s of Re asonLn g
tess

.f> The numbers are asymrne t r LcaI Some IS I d.
j'c1c The s ev e r e vLo l.en ce re f e r-s to nktc'��.ed� hit, or hit ,('lich fist",
�',)'"f.; The less s eve re : v ioLen c e is "pushe d , grabbed) or shoved other",



direction in this regard; nevertheless, this interpretation should be

evaluated in future studies.

21
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CHAPTER V

smi�}tI1RY AND �)lJGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Nurray Straus is the Le ad in g researcher in the field of family

violence. He conducted the only large scale national study that we

have. Straus's study could be extremely useful to people dealing

with family violence. However, a conclusion such as that reasoning

does not help i.n aLl.evLat i.ng the effects of c.on fLi c t and v i o Lcn ce ,

could have many adverse effects if it caused couples to stop trying

to reason out their problems.

It is evident tha r St raus hLmseLf had s orne doub t s ab ou t what he

For instance, he states:

liN 0 doub t even r.l.e fa i r ly comp Li ca ted ana l.y s i s does no t

really do justice to the s ub t l.et Le s of conflict theory.

We continue to believe that this theory describes an

important aspect of what goes on in all groups, including

families." (Straus, 1981, pg. J66)

cOlwse1.ors in the Houston area

and they all agreed tllat reasoning should have the effect predicted

by conflict theory.

Dr. Denise Weinberg had this to s�y.

III believe. his f Ln d Lrrg i s f aLse. The higher the ability to

r e as on , verb aLt z e , and c xchange opinions, the less the. need

to express d l.s s a t i sf ac t Lon through violence. II

Dr. �,Jil1iam L. Cr ah am only had one thing to say, which was "his

f Lnd i.n gs s oun d i a l.s e to me II.

Dr. E. Eratteng an swe red with the following"
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"S t raus "s result doe sri 1
t f L t 'iri t h my exper i.ence . He

probably defines 1 }':easoning; d i.f Ieren t Iy than I would.

Maybe he is referring to arguing and/or defensiveness,1f

Barbara. Adkins of the Alpha Counsel:Lng Cen te r sa i d the fol l ow tng .

"No I don I
t believe h i.s finding. '.-:: t puzzles me. T tend

to see violence happen 1110ro o f ten '\.vi.th more primitively

organized pe r soriaLi ties .

Ii

It see;:lS that. Straus should have s t.ud l .. e d his conc.lusion in more

depth. His mistake was in his met�odology, and interpretations. His

result s show an .in c reas i.ug correLa t Lon be twe en conflict and. violence.

After ccr re c t Lng his methodology \;';2 filLcI th is does not hold up. There:

lS a high correlation coe ff Lc f.en t on [be l,�can averages b e twecn con fLi.ct

and violence but it does not increase as reasoning incre�ses. Ln r ac t 9

violence decreases as reasoning increases. The Somer3' d aJ.so does not

increase as reasoning lllcreaS2S.

It would be interesting to conduct another large scale study using

the conflict tactics scale, with four or five reliab12 indicators of

rea s on i.ug , The scale could Lnc lude not only discussing the Lss ue

c a Irn ly , but also hC),;,,1 o ft.en each spouse. Li.s t.ens to the o tner s opinion,

hov often they try to negotiate. or comp r omLs e , and h ow o f ten rhey

I t \,J0U 1 d a 1 s o T. e Ln tere s ting to f j_n d (j u t

",.lrLLch of Sr:-aLl.'.::; "s .i.udi c a tor s en reas cnLng caused hi.m to obtatn tiiC: re.-

d could also be f tiler e xp lore d .

, ,

vio.ten ce caus e conflict or does

c or, f lie t caUt:;e. v in Leri c e ? ')118 re a re n.any ar e a s such as rhe above whi.ch



future research could focus on.

Neve rt.h e Le s s, this an aLys Ls sh ows th a t, as p r e d Lc ted � reasoning

is an effective method in diminishing the tendency of family c onf Lf.c t s

to cause violence in marriages. It does not have rhe effect of in-

creaslng the correlation between conflict and violence as Straus con-

eludes.

24
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Graph 1. Relationship Be�{een Conflict and Less Severe Violence

with Rare Use of Reasoning
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Graph 2. Relationship Between Conflict and Less Severe Violence

with Low Use of Reasoning
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Graph 3. ReJ.atianship Between Conflict and Less Severe Violence

with Nedium Use of Reasoni.ng
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Graph 4. Relationship Between Conflict and Less Severe Violence

with High Use of Reasoning
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Graph .5. Relationship Be tween Con f l.Lc t and Severe Violence

with Rare Use of Reasoning
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Gra.ph 6. Re La tLonshLp Between Con fLf.c t and Severe Violence

with Low Use of Reasoning
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Graph '7. Re La t Lon sb Lp Between Conflict and Seve re Violence

\.J:Lth Meciiu,m Us e of Reasoning
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Graph 8. Relationship Be tween Con f lie t and Severe. Vf.oLcn ce

with High Use of Reasoning
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Graph 9. Relationship Between Reasoning and Less Severe Violence

with Rare Conflict
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Graph 10. Relationship Between Reasoni.ng and Less Severe Violence

with Low Conflict
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Graph 11. Relationship Between Reasoning and Less Severe Violence

with Medium Conflict
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Graph 12. ReLa ti.onshLp Between Re.asoning and Less Seve re V:Lolence

with High Conflict
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Graph 13. Relationship Between Reasoning and Severe Violence

with Rare Conflict
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Graph 14. Relationship Between Reasoning and Severe Violence
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Graph 15. Relationship Between Reasoning and Severe Violence

with Medium Conflict
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Craph 16. Re La tLcuah Lp Be u.;reen Reasoning and Severe Violence

with High Conflict

1.0

I

. 1 O

t- ..----·---------O'-,,----·----'-
.. ---------"">·�-..---,-�-

�

__

-.-.......

?-!EDli\N


