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ABSTRACT 

This investigation addressed the question "Wha tare 

the characteristics of the relationship between power, 

interference, frustration and aggression within the context 

of a conjugal conflict?" 

This investigation used a mathematical correlational 

descriptive design with magnitude estimation measures to 

evaluate the relationships between power, interference, 

frustration and aggression. The measures were administered 

to 39 women drawn from state funded social service agencies. 

Thirty-three (n = 13) percent of the total sample were 

retested to determine the stability of the measures. 

The reliability of the magnitude estimation measures 

ranged from .90 to .98 for test retest stability and .83 to 

.92 for the internal consistency or theta coefficients. 

Regression analysis of the data indicated that power 

had the strongest relationship to aggression (R2 = .89). 

Neither interference nor frustration had any relationship to 

the concept of aggression. Empirical modeling revealed that 

parental aggression, through power, increased the strength of 

the relationship between power and aggression (R2 = .96). 

The model also revealed that interference had the sole 

relationship with the concept of frustration (R2 = .83). 



CHAPTER 1 

THE CONFLICT OF INTIMACY 

So sweet was ne'er so fatal: I must weep. 
But they are cruel tears: This sorrow's heavenly; 
It strikes where it doth love." 

Othello: The Moor of Venice 
Act V, Scene II 
William Shakespeare 

13 

Shakespeare's play, "Othello: The Moor of Venice," 

is an accurate 1 i terary portrayal of con juga 1 conf 1 ict. 

Al though Shakespeare wrote "Othe 110" almos t four hundred 

years ago, the play continues to reflect the reality of the 

heal th care issues associa ted wi th con temporary conjugal 

conflict. That is, the incidence and severity of the 

behaviors used during a conjugal conflict constitutes one 

of the most serious health care issues in modern American 

society (Gelb, 1983; Geller and Wasserstrom, 1984; Gelles 

and Straus, 1979a, 1979b; Hilberman, 1980; Humphreys and 

Campbell, 1983; Klingbeil and Boyd, 1984: Roberts, 1984a: 

Star, 1983: Steinmetz, 1977; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 

1980) . 

The frequency with which abusive behaviors are used 

during a conjugal conflict is alarming. The reported 
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incidence is so high that a conjugal relationship is unques

tionably one of the most physically and psychologically 

dangerous of all social relationships (Gelles, 1978; 

Straus, 1976, 1977; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980; 

Wolfgang, 1979; Yllo and Straus, 1980c). The use of abus

i ve behav iors is reported in every economic, educat ional 

and occupational class of American society (Gelles, 1972; 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Straus, 1976, 1977; Straus, 

Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). Yet, data also reveal that 

all conjugal conflicts are not necessarily abusive and 

violent (Finkelhor, 1983; Gelles, 1972; Gelles and Straus, 

1979b; Scanzoni, 1978; Straus, 1979, 1983a, 1983b). 

The diversity of the behaviors used in conjugal 

conflicts raises several interesting questions. How can 

the differences in the behaviors used in conjugal conflicts 

be explained? Why do the aggressive behaviors vary in the 

general population? What are the social and psychological 

processes which govern aggressive behaviors during a 

conjugal conflict? 

Specification of the Problem 

Several social scientists have intuitively used 

models of relationships between the concepts of power, 

interference, frustration and aggression to account for the 

behaviors used in a conjugal conflict. Yet, there has been 

very little descriptive research on the relationships that 
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exist between these concepts. The present investigation was 

designed to examine and describe the nature of these rela

tionships. Specifically, this investigation was designed to 

address the question of: "What are the characteristics of 

the relationships between power, interference, f rus tra tion 

and aggression within the context of a conjugal conflict?" 

Research Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this investigation was to focus on a 

small set of concepts deemed important for the study of 

conjugal conflict--power, interference, frustration, and 

aggression. Specific objectives for this investigation were 

to: 

1. Quantitatively describe the magnitude of the rela

tionships between power, intereference, frustration 

and the aggression used in conjugal conflict. 

2. Describe the difference in the relationships between 

power, interference, frustration, and the aggression 

in conjugal conflicts between subpopu1ations of 

participants. 

3. Generate empirical mode 1s on the order, magni tude 

and directions of the re la tionships be tween power, 

interference, frustration, and the aggression used 

in conjugal conflicts. 
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Rationale and Significance 

The incidence and severity of the abusive behaviors 

used in conjugal conflicts is now recognized as a major 

health 

1983; 

problem within the American 

Geller and Wasserstrom, 1984; 

social system 

Gelles and 

(Gelb, 

Straus, 

1979a, 1979b; Hilberman, 1980; Humphreys and Campbell, 1983; 

Klingbeil and Boyd, 1984; Roberts, 1984a; Star, 1983; 

Steinmetz, 1977; Straus, 1977, 1980a, 1983b; Straus, Gelles 

and Steinmetz, 1980). Repeatedly, data from investigations 

since the late 1960's indicate that the behaviors used 

during conjugal conflicts are directly responsible for a 

signif ican t percen tage of the divorces, cr imina 1 assau 1 ts 

and criminal homicides which occur each year (Gelb, 1983; 

Gelles, 1972, 1978; Hilberman, 1980; Kelley, 1973; Levinger, 

1966; Hulvilhill, Tumin and Curtis, 1969; O'Brien, 1971; 

Parnas, 1967; Smith, 1983; Stark, 1981; Stark and McEvoy, 

1971; Straus, 1977, 1980b, 1983b; Straus, Gelles and 

Steinmetz, 1980; Walker, 1979; Wolfgang, 1979). While the 

actual incidence of abuse between conjugal partners is 

controversial, experL" conservatively estimate that almost 

"four million" adults are physically injured during these 

conflicts each year 

1977; Straus, 1977, 

(Gelb, 1983; Gelles, 1978; Steinmetz, 

1983b; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 

1980). Other experts, predominantly heal th care profes-

sionals, also express a concern about the growing number of 
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social and psychological problems associated with the 

behaviors used during conjugal conflicts (Bloch, 1980; 

Gelles, 1978; Goode, 1971; Humphreys and Campbell, 1983; 

Klingbeil and Boyd, 1984; Star, 1983; Walker, 1979). 

In spite of the controversy about the severity and 

magnitude of the problem, the facts are as follows: 

1. Approximately 12.1 to 15.8 percent of all criminal 

homicides which occur each year are husband-wife 

killings (Kelley, 1973; Mulvihill, Tumin and Curtis, 

1969; United States Department of Justice, 1974, 

1983; Walker, 1969; Wolfgang, 1979). 

2. Of the husband-wife killings which occur each year, 

52 percent of the victims are wives and 48 percent 

are husbands (Uni ted S ta tes Department of Jus tice, 

1974,1983). 

3. Almost 30 percent of the women murdered each year 

were killed by their conjugal partners (Federal 

Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports, 1979, 

1983). 

4. More police fatalities occur during interventions in 

domestic disturbances than during any other law 

enforcement activity (Federal Bureau of Investiga

tion Uniform Crime Reports, 1979, 1983; Parnas, 

1967). 
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5. Over one million women receive medical care for 

injuries due to battering each year (Center for 

Women policy Studies, 1984; Harris, 1979). 

6. Presently, there are only 600 shelters for battered 

women in the United States (Hass, 1980). 

7. Cur rently, there· are only 1;6 established programs 

for the treatment of abusers in existence within the 

Uni ted States (Star, 1983). 

Cumulatively, these facts suggest that the behaviors used 

during conjugal conflicts constitute one of the more 

serious, but neglected health care issues in America (Gelb, 

1983; Gelles, 1982; Humphreys and Campbell, 1983; Klingbeil 

and Boyd, 1984~ Moore, 1979: Roberts, 1984a, 1984b; Walker, 

1979a, 1979b; Star, 1983). 

Clinical Issues 

Health care professionals' knowledge of and reac

tions to these issues associated with conjugal conflict are 

varied (Filkelhor, 1983; Gelles, 1982; Humphreys and Camp

bell, 1983; Klingbeil and Boyd, 1984; Moore, 1979; Roberts, 

1984a, 1984b; Star, 1983; Stark and Flitcraft, 1981, 1983). 

Many he~lth care professionals either misdiagnose the 

presenting signs and symptoms of a conjugal conflict or 

recommend inappropriate interventions which exacerbate the 

underlying problem (Finkelhor, 1983; Stark and Flitcraft, 
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1981, 1983; Stark, Flitcraft and Frazier, 1979). Other 

health care professionals correctly identify these signs and 

symptoms, but attribute the cause of the problem to one of 

the social myths associated with conjugal conflict--such as 

alcohol abuse, psychopathology or low socioeconomic status 

(Moore and Pepitone-Rockwell, 1979; Stark and Flitcraft, 

1981, 1983; Stark, Flitcraft and Frazier, 1979). Finally, 

in spi te of the massive amount of research which has been 

done on the phenomenon, few heal th care professionals are 

able to apply the results in their clinical practices 

(Gelles, 1984; Humphreys and Campbell, 1983). 

While heal th care professionals are interested in 

research on conjugal conflict, the reported data are of 

limited clinical value. The existing data, based on 

identified cases, no con tras t groups and simplistic 

conceptual models, are difficult to translate into clinical 

practice (Gelles, 1982; Humphreys and Campbell, 1983). In 

addi tion, the current research emphasis on physica 1 

aggression does not address the scope of the interpersonal 

operations managed in a clinical setting (Bloch, 1980; 

Humphreys and Campbell, 1983; Moore, 1979; Walker, 1979b; 

West, 1980). These and other limitations severely hamper 

the translation of monotonic reseach results into the 

ideographic perspective of clinical practice (Gelles, 1982). 

Thus, clinical interventions are limited by the absence of 
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research results which can be applied in the clinical 

setting. 

Research Issues 

To date, most of the investigations on conjugal 

conflict have been of an exploratory or early descriptive 

nature and have focused on small sets of concepts (Gelles, 

1982; Gelles and straus, 1979a, 1979b; Herzberger, 1983; 

Humphreys and Campbell, 1983: Sebastian, 1983: Walker, 

1979a, 1983; Wardell, Gillespie and Leffler, 1983). The 

genera 1 izabi Ii ty of the da ta in these inves tiga tions has 

been 1 imi ted because of the sma 11 samples and the poor 1 y 

defined conceptual frameworks (Dobash and Dobash, 1983: 

Gelles, 1982; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Humphreys and 

Campbell, 1983: Walker, 1979b, 1983). However, these early 

investigations have identified and defined several concepts 

which appear to be related to the behaviors used in conjugal 

conflicts--such as power, 

aggression. 

interference, frustration and 

As knowledge about conjugal conflict has been 

gathered, social scientists have focused their efforts into 

two areas. Firs t, severa 1 soc ia 1 scien tis ts have argued 

that the major concepts should be examined from a more 

situational or context-specific perspective (see Dobash and 

Dobash, 1983; Gelles, 1983; Humphreys and Campbell, 1983; 

Sebastian, 1983; Walker, 1979b, 1983: Wardell, Gillespie and 
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Leffler, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). Second, other social 

scientists have argued for an examination and integration of 

the common elements found among the var ious concept ual i

zations of the phenomena--such as power and the meaning of 

aggression (Filkelhor, 1980; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 

Herrenkohl, Herrenkohl and Toedter, 1983; Herberger, 1983; 

Humphreys and Campbell, 1983; Martin, 1983; Scanzoni, 1978; 

Straus, 1983b). Yet, these theoretical efforts have been 

advanced without adequate empirical support. Thus, there 

has been a need for studies which examine both the common 

elements found among the various conceptual models and which 

focus on the context of conjugal conflict. 

Significance 

The results of this investigation hold major signifi

cance for nursing management of conjugal conflict. In 

contrast to physicians, nurses traditionally use a more 

in-depth eclectic analysis during the assessment of conjugal 

conflicts (Humphreys and Campbell, 1983; O'Toole, Turbett 

and Nalepka, 1983). For example, many nurses incorporate 

information on the client's background characteristics, 

social relations and psychological factors in their assess

ments (O'Toole, Turbett and Nalepka, 1983). This compre

hensive approach is in line with the nurses' holistic 

philosophy about man, health and the environment (Humphreys 

and Campbell, 1983). Unfortunately, the relationships 
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between these factors and a viable conceptual model have not 

been developed within the nursing profe~sion (Humphreys and 

Campbell, 1983). Therefore, the resul ts of this investiga

tion will contribute to generating an empirical basis from 

which nurses can view the phenomenon and conduct assessments 

or interventions. 

The signif icance of the present inves tiga tion also 

rests in its value to both researchers and clinicians. This 

inves tiga tion signif ican tl y adds to the knowledge base of 

both groups by examining the relationships between concepts 

which hav2 been found within the context of a conjugal 

conflict. By describing the re la tionships be tween these 

concepts, this investigation provides information about 

their effects on the behaviors used in a conjugal conflict. 

This social-psychodynamic approach addresses the situation

ally specific needs of health care professionals and the 

descriptive needs of social scientists, thereby providing an 

empir ica 1 founda tion for fu ture inves tiga tions on conjugal 

conflict. 

Concepts of Interest 

The key concepts of interest in this investigation 

--power, interference, frustration, and aggression, have 

been thoroughly analyzed in both the sociological and 

psychological literature. These concepts have also been 

analyzed in the sociological literature on conjugal 
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conflict. Unfortunately, the concepts have not been 

consistently defined within or across the disciplines. 

This conceptual ambiguity has been one of the major 

obstacles in the investigation of conjugal conflict (Dobash 

and Dobash, 1983; Gelles and Straus, 1979a, 1979b). 

Several of the current definitions for the key 

concepts are relevant in the examination of conjugal 

conflict. Yet, many of these definitions fail to describe 

the dynamics of the interactions (Dobash and Dobash, 1983; 

Wiggins, 1983). Thus, the concepts must be redefined in 

terms of how they affect a participant's definition of the 

social reality of the conflict. 

Power 

Scien tif ic in teres t in the power exhibi ted during 

male-female interactions is a relatively recent phenomena 

(Lips and Campbell, 1981; Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 1982). 

Yet, few areas of interest are the focus of as much 

discussion and deba te (Lips and Campbe 11, 1981; 

1980; Rank, 1982; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970). 

McDonald, 

Most of 

these debates examine the merits of a particular definition 

of power and the rationale for its use (Lips and Colwill, 

1978; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976). These debates are 

also a source of confusion about the nature of the concept. 

Some scientists argue that the magnitude of this confusion 

makes power a useless concept which should be abandoned 
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(Goode, 1971; March, 1966; Wagner, 1969; Wolfinger, 1971). 

However, other scientists argue that power is an important 

concept in the analysis of any male-female interaction and 

cannot be ignored because of incongruent definitions (Lips 

and Campbell, 1981; Scanzoni, 1978, 1982). 

The concept of power is particularly important in 

the investigation of conjugal conflict (Allen and Straus, 

1980; LaRossa, 1977, 1980; Scanzoni, 1978, 1982; Straus, 

1980b,; Whitehurst, 1974). The conjugal participants' 

images of power define their roles and functions in a 

conflict (LaRossa, 1977; Lips and Campbell, 1981; Molm, 

1981a, 1981b; Salifios-Rothschi1d, 1969, 1970, 1976; 

Straus, 1977, 1980b; Slatter, 1977; Turner, 1970). More 

importantly, the participants' images of power specify the 

acceptable social behaviors which can be used to influence 

the other participant (Johnson, 1976; Lips, 1981; Lips and 

Campbell, 1981; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976; Scanzoni, 

1978, 1982; Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 1982). 

Most investigations on conjugal conflict have 

defined power as either an outcome or structural factors-

such as uecision-making or economic resource control (Rank, 

1982; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976). Investigations 

using power definitions of this genre have been severely 

criticized for ignoring the process dimension (Douglas and 

Wind, 1978; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976; Scanzoni, 
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the concept (Cromwell 

for 

and 
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using 

Olson, 

1978; Scanzoni and 

simplified measures of 

1975; Douglas and Wind, 

Rothschild, 1970, 1976: 

1978; Gillespie, 1979: Salifios-

Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 1982) . 

Investigations using these static definitions have also 

been criticized because of the incongruent power estimates 

obtained when both of the spouses were surveyed (Cromwell 

and Olson, 1975; Douglas and Wind, 1978; Olson, 1969: Olson 

and Rabunsky, 1972: Rank, 1982; Salifios-Rothschild, 1969, 

1970, 1976: Scanzoni, 1965: Turk and Bell, 1972). Yet, 

despi te the conceptual and methodological problems, most 

investigations on conjugal conflict have relied on either 

the outcome or structural definitions--such as decision 

making or economic control. 

In an effort to avoid the issues surrounding the 

more static definitions, several social scientists suggest 

that power should be defined in terms of the process 

dimension (Goode, 1971: Lips, 1981: Lips and Colwill, 1978: 

Molm, 1981a, 1981b; Rank, 1982; Rollins and Bahr, 1976: 

Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976; S::::anzoni, 1978; Scanzoni 

and Szinovacz, 1982; Spector, 1976: Zartman, 1976). In 

other words, power should be defined in terms of the 

influence characteristics of the behaviors used in an 

interaction (Molm, 1981a, 1981b: Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 

1976: Scanzoni, 1978; Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 1982). This 
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approach eliminates sexual stereotypes of power and focuses 

on the manifestations of power as a dynamic social process 

(Lips, 1981; Molm, 1981a, 1981b; Rank, 1982; Salifios

Rothschild, 1970, 1976; Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 1982). 

This approach also conceptually accounts for the deferen

tial influence strategies which most women are socialized 

to use (Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976). 

Power is displayed during a conjugal conflict 

through the use of several different behavioral strategies 

(Lips and Colwill, 1978; Rank, 1982; Salifios-Rothschild, 

1970, 1976; Scanzoni, 1978; Scanzoni and Siznovacz, 1982; 

Tedeschi, 1983). Each of these behavioral strategies--such 

as discussion or yelling--is used to exert a certain amount 

of influence on the other participant (Lips, 1981; Lips and 

Colwill, 1978; Rank, 1982; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976: 

Straus, 1979; Tedeschi, 1982). Through the use of this 

influence, each participant attempts to alter the other 

participant's behavior (Kolb and Straus, 1974: Lips and 

Colwill, 1978; Rank, 1982: Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976; 

Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 1982; Straus, 1979; Tedeschi, 

1983). Therefore, power is conceptualized throughout this 

investigation as a form of social influence attempts. 

Interference 

Interferenc~ has been one of the most common impli

cit concepts used in explaining and investigating conjugal 
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conflict. This concept has consistently been used to 

explain a participant's emotional and behavioral reactions 

during a conflict. Yet, rarely if ever has interference 

been defined in the conjugal conflict literature. 

Current scientific definitions of interference have 

evolved from the work of Dollard et al. (1939) on the 

frustration-aggression hypotheses. Unfortunately, the lay 

def ini tions of the term and the ambiguous wording of the 

original hypotheses have resul ted in widespread confusion 

abou t the scien tif ic def ini tion of the concept (Bandura, 

1983; Berkowitz, 1969, 1974, 1983a; Buss, 1961, 1971; 

Felson, 1981; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977; Miller, 1941). This 

confusion has continued in spite of the massive amount of 

work that has been done on the various elemen ts of the 

frustration-aggression hypotheses (Bandura, 1983; Berko

witz, 1969, 1973, 1983a; Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 

1977). 

evident 

explain 

Interestingly, this confusion has not been as 

in 

a 

conflict. 

sociologists' 

participant's 

impl ici t use of in terference to 

reactions during a conjugal 

Confusion about the definition of interference can 

be el imina ted by examining a par ticipan t 's perceptions of 

the behaviors used in a conflict (Berkowitz, 1974, 1983a, 

1983b; Felson, 1981; Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 



28 

1977). These perceptions interpret the meaning of a beha

vior and are the psychological referents of the external 

social situation (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1974, 1983a, 

1983b; Fe1son, 

1983; Mayo and 

1981; Fraczek, 1979; Ferguson and Rule, 

LeFrance, 1977). Hence, a participant's 

perceptions identify the level of social interference 

encountered during a conjugal interaction. 

A participant observes several behaviors during the 

interactional exchange of a conjugal conflict. The social 

meaning of the behavior is subjectively def ined as it is 

observed by a participant (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1973, 

1983a, 198b; Felson, 1981; Ferguson and Rule, 1983; 

Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). These behaviors 

are defined as interference when the social intent is 

subjectively interpreted to be social resistance to a 

personal agenda (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1974, 1983b; 

Berkowitz and Turner, 1971; Ferguson and Rule, 1983; 

Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). Regardless of the 

actual intent, the perceived social meaning and social 

real i ty of the behavior is interference (Berkowi tz, 1974, 

1983b; Berkowitz and Turner, 1971; Ferguson and Rule, 1983; 

Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). Therefore, 

interference is conceptualized in this investigation as a 

participant's perception of social resistance. 
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Frustration 

Unfortunately, the ambiguous wording of Dollard et 

al. 's (1939) frustration-aggression hypotheses have also 

generated confusion about the definition of frustration 

(Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1969, 1974; Berkowitz and 

Turner, 1971; Buss, 1961, 1969, 1971; Mayo and LeFrance, 

1977). This confusion has generated several markedly 

different definitions of the term, ranging from thwarting 

behaviors to an emotional arousal (Bandura, 1983; 

Berkowitz, 1969, 1974; Berkowitz and Turner, 1971; Buss, 

1969, 1971; Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). Much 

of this confusion has been due to the misspecification of 

the concept (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1969, 1974; Buss, 

1969, 1971; Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). The 

problem of correctly specifying the concept has also 

hampered investigations on the frustration-aggression 

hypotheses (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1969, 1974, 1983a; 

Mayo and LeFrance, 1979). 

This specification error is due to a failure to 

differen tia te between the na ture of the cen tral concepts 

(Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1962,1969,1974, 1983a; Berko

witz and Turner, 1971; Fraczek, 1979; Mayo and LeFrance, 

1977). That is, a failure to differentiate between 

perceived resistance which is frustrating and the emotional 

response of frustration evoked by that resistance (Bandura, 



30 

1983; Berkowitz, 1969, 

1979; 

failure 

1974, 1983a; Berkowitz and Turner, 

Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). This 

is the result of an effort to 

1971; Fraczek, 

specification 

simplify human reactions and to avoid the difficulties 

involved in measuring emotional responses (Bandura, 1983; 

Berkowitz, 1983a, 1983; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). The 

subsequent ambiguity creates a confusing circularity in the 

use of frustration and obscures its substantive importance 

(Berkowitz, 1983a; Mayo and LeFrance, 1977). 

Each conjugal participant's interpretation of a 

behavior is an emotogenic stimulus which evokes a certain 

level of emotional arousal (Berkowitz, 1969, 1974, 1981, 

1983a; Berkowitz and Turner, 1971; Ferguson and Rule, 1983; 

Mueller, 1983). If the behavior is defined as resistance 

to a personal interest, a participant feels angry or frus

trated with that resistance (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 

1974, 1981, 1983a; Berkowitz and Turner, 1971; Ferguson and 

Rule, 1983; Fraczek, 1979; Mueller, 1983). This frustra

tion is an internal anger arousal which energizes the 

nature and direction of a participant's behavioral response 

(Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1974, 1983a; Berkowitz and 

Turner, 1971; Ferguson and Rule, 1983; Fraczek, 1979; 

Mueller, 1983). Consistent with this view, this investiga-

tion defines frustration as: the anger arousal a 

participant experiences in response to social resistance. 
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Aggression 

Social scientists have developed several different 

definitions for the term "aggression" (Bandura, 1983; 

Berkowitz, 1981, 1983g; Buss, 1971; Feshback, 1974; Mackel, 

1979; Moyer, 1976; Singer, 1971; Tedeschi, 1983; Wiggins, 

1983). The majority of these definitions.were developed to 

describe the aggression observed in laboratory experiments 

and reflected various scientific perspectives on the 

phenomena (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1981, 1983b; Mackel, 

1979; Tedeschi, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). Disagreements about 

these definitions have usually been due to the diversity of 

scien tif ic views on the causes, effects and ca tegorical 

distinctions of the aggression observed in a laboratory 

setting (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1981, 1983b; Mackel, 

1979; Tedeschi, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). 

Aggression has frequently been defined in terms of 

the goal or function of a behavior (Berkowitz, 1981, 1983; 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Tedeschi, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). 

Unfortunately, there has been very little agreement among 

scientists about the major goal of aggression (Berkowitz, 

1981, 1983b; Tedeschi, 1983; wiggins, 1983). This lack of 

agreement has partially been due to a divergent emphasis on 

ei ther the behavioral act or the social meaning of tha t 

act. 
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Most social scientists define aggression as an 

attempt to harm another individual (Berkowitz, 1981, 1983b; 

Tedeschi, 1983). However, a variety of different behaviors 

can be labeled or perceived as harmful (Bandura, 1983; 

Berkowitz, 1981, 1983b; Tedeschi, 1983). Often, these 

social labels are unstable and generate confusion about the 

nature of a behavior (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1981, 

1983b; Tedeschi, 1983). Therefore, a definition of 

aggression mus t discrimina te between the social 1 abel ing 

and the goal or intent of a behavior (Berkowitz, 1981, 

1983b; Tedeschi, 1983). This means that an accurate defini

tion of aggression must be based on the intent with which a 

behavior is used (Berkowitz, 1981, 1983b; Tedeschi, 1983). 

The classic definition of aggression as an intent 

to harm has not been widely used in investigations on 

conjugal conflict (Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Wiggins, 

1983). Most of these investigations have avoided any 

formal definition of aggression and have relied on a 

"phenomenological consensus" which emphasized extreme forms 

of aggression--such as physical violence (Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a; Wiggins, 1983). This approach has rapidly 

become unacceptable with increased interest in 

psychological abuse and injury. 

professionals have convincingly 

In addition, health care 

argued tha t physica 1 

violence is only one form of the aggressive interpersonal 
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1984: Klingbeil 

Roberts, 1984a; West, 1980). 

(Bloch, 
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1980: 

1984: 

The limited use of the classic definitions of 

aggression is largely due to the separation of social 

meaning from the behaviors. Outside of the laboratory 

setting, aggression is a social action and assumes social 

meaning (Tedeschi, 1983). Thus, the definition of aggres

sion must focus on the social goal or social intent of a 

behavior (Ferguson and Rule, 1983; Tedeschi, 1983). This 

social perspective does not negate an intent to harm which 

may be inherent in the use of a behavior. This perspective 

merely highlights the social nature of the phenomena and 

acknowledges that aggression may have more than one goal 

(Berkowitz, 1981, 1983b). 

During a conjugal conflict, the participants use a 

variety of behaviors as responses to the social reality of 

the interactions (Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a; Sprey, 1969, 1971; Straus, 1979, 1983a; 

Walker, 1979). These behaviors are used with the intention 

of achieving a specific social goal and thereby al tering 

the course of the conflict. Aggressive behaviors are used 

when a participant feels that the other participant's 

behavior threatens a personal agenda (Allen and Straus, 

1980; Finkelhor, 1983; Fromm, 1973: Goode, 1971; Sprey, 
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1969, 1971; straus, 1979, 1983a; Tedeschi, 1983; Walker, 

1979). The primary intent of this aggressive response is 

to coerce the other participant and eliminate the threat to 

an agenda (Allen and Straus, 1980; Klingbeil and Boyd, 

1984; Sprey, 1971; Straus, 1979 r 1983a; Tedeschi, 1983; 

Walker, 1979). Thus, aggression is conceptualized in this 

investigation as social coercion. 

Summary 

The research literature reveals that 16% of all 

couples experience at least one episode of conjugal 

violence each year and 28% experience conjugal violence at 

some time in their relationship (Brown, 1987; Campbell and 

Humphreys, 1984; Gelles and Cornell, 1985). Of those who 

experience conjugal violence each year, an estimated 1 

million are seen in emergency rooms for medical care 

(Harris, 1979; Brown, 1987). The magnitude of these 

figures indicates that conjugal conflict is one of the most 

serious health care issues in contemporary American 

society. 

Health care professionals' efforts to cope with 

conjugal conflict rely on a wide range of diagnostic 

strategies and interventions. The vast diversity of these 

clinical approaches often resul ts in the misdiagnosis of 

conjugal conflict. When the conjugal conflict is correctly 

identified, many care providers attribute the cause of the 
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of the many myths associated with the 

as drug and alcohol abuse (Campbell and 

These clinical issues are largely due to 

the problems associated with investigating and generating a 

knowledge base on the phenomenon. 

Investigations on conjugal conflict have been 

hampered by several problems. Poorly defined concepts, an 

absence of accurate measures and a variety of theoretical 

models have prevented the development of a parsimonious 

knowledge base. The resul ting body of knowledge on the 

phenomenon is of little value to other researchers or 

clinicians. 

This inves tiga tion focuses on four concepts tha t 

have been the implicit basis for many of the interventions 

and investigations on conjugal conflict. Specifically, 

this investigation examines the nature of the relationships 

between the concepts of power, in terference, frus tra tion 

and aggression. A descriptive examina tion of the na ture, 

direction and magnitude of these relationships signifi

can tl y expands knowl edge of the socia 1 psychodynamics of 

conjugal conflict. Knowledge of the relationships between 

these concepts also begins to provide a knowledge base that 

can be utilized in both the clinical and research settings. 
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CHAPTER 2 

CONCEPTUALIZING CONJUGAL CONFLICT 

The major problems associated with investigating 

how or why certain behaviors are used in a conjugal 

conflict are directly related to the problems involved in 

conceptualizing this phenomenon (Dobash and Dobash, 1983; 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a, 1979b; Scanzoni, 1978; Stark and 

McEvoy, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). The majority of these 

conceptual issues are due to the vast array of the 

conceptual and theoretical models being used to define the 

central concepts (Dobash and Dobash, 1983: Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a, 1979b; Stark and McEvoy, 1983). Presently, 

over fi f teen different conceptua 1 and theoretical mode Is 

have been used to explain some aspect of conjugal conflict 

(see Campbell and Humphreys, 1983 and Gelles and Straus, 

1979a for a detailed review and analysis of the currently 

applied models). 

The present level of conceptual confusion about 

conjugal conflict is the result of recent and intense 

scientific interest in the phenomenon (Gelles and Straus, 

1979a, 1979b). Scientific efforts to define the central 

concepts are confounded by the evolution of the theoretical 

paradigms used to guide investigative efforts. To date, 
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there are six major paradigms that have been used to direct 

scientific thoughts on conjugal conflict: 

l. the consensus paradigm, 

2. the conflict paradigm, 

3. the exchange paradigm, 

4. the structural paradigm, 

5. the social cognition paradigm, and 

6. the social psychodynamic paradigm. 

The Consensus Paradigm 

Prior to the 1970's, the consensus paradigm domin

ated the study of conjugal relations (Gelles and Straus, 

1979b; Scanzoni, 1982; Sprey, 1969; Straus, 1974a). This 

consensus paradigm was based on a "moral-obligationist" view 

of social behavior (Scanzoni, 1982). Essen tially, this 

approach assumed that an individual fe 1 t a mora 1 ohl iga

tion to behave in a socially prescribed manner (Scanzoni, 

1978). Thus, an individual used a set of socially sex-typed 

behaviors within a conjugal interaction. 

The consensus paradigm focused on the conjugal unit 

as a whole and assumed that each participant's behavior 

contributed to the maintenance of the unit (Scanzoni, 1978, 

1982; Sprey, 1969). The social and emotional bonds between 

the participants encouraged them to share interests and 

goals which were conducive to a harmonious existence 

(Scanzoni, 1982; Sprey, 1969; Straus, 1974a). wi thin this 
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coopera ti ve con text, interpersonal confl ict was extremely 

rare (Gelles, 1972; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; ScanzonL 

1978; Sprey, 1969). 

The consensus paradigm was popular because it 

reflected an ideal relationship in which conflict and aggres

sion were deviant (Scanzoni, 1978; Steinmetz and Straus, 

1974). This seemingly common sense view led to the use of 

the consensus paradigm for studies on mate selection, 

happiness, mari tal sa tis :action 

(Gelles, 1972; Gelles and Straus, 

and other 

1979b). 

related 

However, 

marital 

topics 

these studies examined only the exchanges and ou tcomes on 

which a couple had previously reached some degree of 

consensus (Scanzoni, 1978). Thus, while the resul ts of 

these studies appeared to va lida te the consensus paradigm, 

the data did not actually describe the nature of the 

interactions used to reach a consensus. The participant's 

efforts to cope with and eliminate conflict were assumed, 

but not empirically determined (Scanzoni, 1978). 

The Conflict Paradigm 

In the early 1970's, many social scientists began to 

commen t on the consensus paradigm's inabi 1 i ty to empiri

cally describe several aspects of conjugal interactions 

(Gelles, 1972; Sprey, 1979, 1971; Steinmetz and Straus, 

1974; Straus, 1974a; Turner, 1970). Sprey (1969, 1971) led 

this debate and argued that the consensus paradigm was 
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conceptually inadequate for studying conjugal interactions. 

As an alternative, Sprey (1969, 1971) proposed the use of a 

conflict paradigm. Sprey (1971) suggested that a conflict 

approach provided a better working model of the interactions 

and possessed a considerable amount of heuristic value for 

scientists. 

Sprey's (1969, 1971) analysis of conjugal inter

actions was based on macrosociological conflict theory and 

emphasized a utilitarian view of social behavior. This 

perspecti ve opera ted on the assumption tha t an indi vidua 1 

behaved in a manner which best served a personal interest or 

goal (Duke, 1976; Scanzoni, 1978). The acceptance of this 

assumption focused the paradigm on the strategic value of 

the behaviors displayed during the interactions (Sprey, 

1971). This objective viewpoint emphasized the role of the 

behaviors in regulating the intensity of the conflict 

(Sprey, 1971). 

as 

The conflict paradigm viewed 

conflicts over divergent, but 

conjugal interactions 

not always opposing, 

interests and agendas (Sprey, 1969, 1971). During an inter

action, each participant attempted to advance or protect a 

personal interest through the use of a variety of behaviors 

(Scanzoni, 1978; Sprey, 1971; straus, 1976, 1979; Turner, 

1970). The use of these behaviors was regulated by a number 

of factors, such as the participant's perceptions, the 



existing 
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social structure 

(Scanzoni, 1978; 

and the other 

Sprey, 1971; 

40 

participant's 

Turner, 1970). 

These behaviors were 

mutual recognition of 

inherent in each of 

also reg.ulated by the participants' 

the level of "threatened aggression" 

the behaviors (Sprey, 1971; Turner, 

1970). Any change in the level of threatened aggression 

produced a change in the other participant's behavioral 

responses 

conflict 

and subsequently 

(Sprey, 1971). 

altered the intensity of the 

Thus, the conf 1 ic t paradigm 

proposed that conflict and aggression were intrinsic to all 

conjugal interactions (Sprey, 1971). 

Sprey's conflict analysis of conjugal interactions 

was intellectually appealing to several social scientists 

(Gelles and Straus, 1979b; Scanzoni, 1982; Straus, 1974a). 

Most of this appeal was due to the emphasis Sprey had placed 

on the social and behavioral elements of an interaction. 

This emphasis avoided the difficulties involved in 

conceptualizing and operationalizing the subjective elements 

which had been problema tic to socia 1 scien tis ts (Scanzoni, 

1978; Steinmetz and Straus, 1974). In addition, the dynamic 

roles attributed to the social and behavioral elements 

provided scientists with a process-oriented model rather 

than a static outcome model (Gelles and Straus, 1979b; 

Straus, 1974a). 
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Sprey (19691, 1971) did not intend to propose a 

paradigm which ignored the subjective elements--such as a 

participant's perceptions of a conflict. Sprey (1971) 

commented on the importance of these subjective elements and 

argued that they could not be ignored. Yet, several social 

scientists used only the formulations on the social and 

behavioral elements in their work on conjugal conflict. In 

addition, many of Sprey's formulations on the objective 

elemen ts have been presumpti vel y incorpora ted into severa 1 

of the conceptual approaches used to study the phenomenon. 

This curious mixture of concepts and assumptions has only 

genera ted confusion (Dobash and Dobash, 1983) and obscured 

the main thrus t of Sprey' s argumen ts : the need to examine 

the factors which affected the interactions during a conju

gal conflict (Scanzoni, 1978). 

The Exchange Paradigm 

A third major paradigm which emerged during the 

renewed interest in conjugal conflict in the 1970's was the 

exchange paradigm. This paradigm was based on social 

exchange theory and was applied to conjugal conflict by 

family theorists, such as Scanzoni (1970, 1975, 1978) and 

Nye (1973, 1978, 1979). The exchange paradigm operated on 

the utilitarian assumption that an individual behaved in a 

manner which maximized personal rewards and minimized 

personal losses (Gelles, 1983; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 
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Scanzoni, 1978, 1982). This assumption focused the paradigm 

on the negotiation or bargaining processes involved in a 

conjugal conflict (Foss, 1974: Gelles, 1983: Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a: Scanzoni, 1978). 

The exchange paradigm proposed that conjugal inter

actions were negotiations over the distribution of rewards 

(Gelles, 1983: Gelles and Straus, 1979a: Nye, 1979: 

Scanzoni, 1978, 1982). Negotiations began when either 

participant felt that there were inequities in the existing 

arrangements (Gelles, 1983: Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 

Scanzoni, 1978, 1982). Through a series of impl ici t and 

explicit negotiations, each participant attempted to alter 

the exis ting arrangemen ts in order to maximize the poten

tial rewards and minimize the potentia 1 losses (Ge lIes and 

Straus, 1979a; Scanzoni, 1979, 1982). If a new reciprocal 

arrangement was reached, the relationship continued because 

of the benefits to both participants (Gelles and Straus, 

1979a: Scanzoni, 1978, 1982). If 

reached, the conflict over rewards 

an agreement was 

either dissolved 

not 

the 

relationship or 

could not be 

continued as a regulated conflict which 

resol ved (Scanzoni, 1978; Scanzoni and 

Szinovacz, 1982). This regulated conflict continued to 

exist only as 

possess the 

long as the dissatisfied participant did not 

power and resources needed to alter the 

situation (Scanzoni, 1978: Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 1982). 
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The exchange paradigm has not been widely used to 

study conjugal conflict in spite of its process orientation 

(Gelles and straus, 1979a; Scanzoni, 1978). Scanzoni (1978) 

has suggested that this lack of popularity has been due to 

the problems associated with conceptualizing and operation

alizing the interactional processes. Yet, Gelles and straus 

(1979a) have also analyzed the paradigm and have suggested 

an a 1 terna te explana tion. Essen tially, Gelles and Straus 

(1979a) have argued that the exchange paradigm has not been 

able to explain why some participants use violence instead 

of another type of behavior during the negotiations. While 

Scanzoni (1978) and Nye (1979) have suggested several 

plausible explanations, the exchange paradigm's inability to 

explain how or why aggression is used has limited its use in 

the study of conjugal conflict (Gelles, 1983; Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a). 

In spi te of theoretical adequacy issues, the 

exchange paradigm has been used to some degree to examine 

conjugal conf lict. The vas t majori ty of thl~ work i:.~s been 

conducted by Scanzoni (1970,1975,1976,1978,1932,1983), 

who has consistently used the paradigm to examine several 

aspects of the phenomena. Additionally, Gelles (1979, 1982, 

1983) has, with some modifications, also used the exchange 

paradigm to examine the role of aggression during conjugal 

conflicts. Attempts have also been made to use the exchange 
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paradigm as a model for clinical assessments and interven

tions (see Gelles, 1982, 1983; and Scanzoni and Szinovacz, 

1982, for exampl es) . However, these cl inica 1 efforts have 

been premature given the nonexperimental data supporting the 

paradigm. 

The Structural Paradigm 

The deve lopmen t and applica tion of the structural 

paradigm was a sharp contrast to the social-psychological 

views of conjugal conflict developed in the 1970's. The 

structural paradigm was a macrolevel sociocultural view and 

incorporated many features of the other approaches (Gelles 

and Straus, 1979a). The structural paradigm was based on 

the assumption that the differential distribution of social 

stresses and learning experiences within the social system 

resulted in an uneven distribution of aggressive behaviors 

(Gelles, 1972; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Hotaling and 

Straus, 198 Oa) . The paradigm al so opera ted on the assump

tion that the incidence of social stress and physical 

aggression was 

(Gelles, 1972; 

greatest 

Gelles 

in 

and 

the lower socioeconomic classes 

Straus, 1979a; Hotaling and 

Straus, 1980). Together, these ass umptions explained the 

social causes of the aggression used during a conjugal 

conflict (Gelles and Straus, 1979a). 

The structural view of conjugal conflict proposed 

that each participant experienced a certain degree of social 
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stress due to their position in the social system 

(Farrington, 1980; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Hotaling and 

Straus, 1980). The amount of stress experienced increased 

as social position decreased because of social deprivation, 

job insecurities and limited financial resources. (Gelles, 

1972; Gelles and Straus, 1979a: Hotaling and Straus, 1980). 

These social stresses placed a strain on conjugal relation

ships and became sources of frustration during conjugal 

conflicts (Farrington, 1980: Gelles, 1972: Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a; Hotaling and Straus, 1980). Each participant 

responded to these frustrations with behavior patterns 

learned through the differential socialization which 

occurred in the social system (Gelles, 1979: Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a: Hotaling and Straus, 1980). 

The consistent use of a limited range of aggressive 

behaviors established the relational rules and interactional 

norms for a conjugal conflict (Gelles, 1979; Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a: Hotaling, 1980; Hotaling and Straus, 1980). 

The consistent use of a limited range of learned behaviors 

also demonstrated the relational rules of conjugal conflicts 

to the younger generations (Gelles, 1979 Gelles and Straus, 

1979a: Herzberger, 1983: Hotaling and Straus, 1980: 

Steinmetz, 1977). These socialization processes institu

tionalized specific aggressive responses to certain types of 

interactions (Gelles and Straus, 1979a: Hotaling and Straus, 
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Thus, physical aggression was the primary response 

of stressed participants to frustrations encountered during 

a conjugal confli~t (Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Hotaling and 

Straus, 1980). 

The structural paradigm has become popular among 

sociologists because it was developed in accordance with the 

sociological traditions established by Merton (1938, 1957) 

and Durkheim (1951), which emphasize the impact of the 

social structure. The paradigm has also become popular 

because it has incorporated several concepts from other 

popular paradigms, such as stress and frustration (Gelles 

and Straus, 1979a). This popularity has generated a large 

body of theoretical literature about the social structure's 

effects on conjugal conflicts. Yet, the structural para-

digm has received very little empirical support. At best, 

most of this support has been based on inductive conclusions 

drawn from exploratory research (Gelles and Straus, 1979a). 

The absence of empirical support for the structural 

paradigm is largely due to its lack of operational adequacy. 

These operational adequacy issues are the result of omitting 

the social-psychological aspects of an interaction. More 

precisely, the paradigm does not address the social

psychological aspects of an interaction which affect the 

behaviors used during a conjugal conflict--such as the other 

participant's behavior and the perceived social meaning of 
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that behavior (Gelles and Straus, 1979a). Presently, the 

structural paradigm only addresses the externa 1 sociocul

tural conditions which are conducive to the use of physical 

aggression. The omission of the social-psychological 

forces inherent in an interaction restricts the conceptual 

frameworks and thereby hampers the use of the paradigm in 

investigations on the phenomena. 

The Social Cognition Paradigm 

Most, if not all of the previous work on conjugal 

conflict, has relied on the implicit use of a social 

cogni tion paradigm. This approach was based on the bel ief 

that an individual existed in a subjectively defined reality 

and behaved in a utilitari.an manner within that reality 

(Ashworth, 1979; Forgas, 1983; Hotaling, 1980). The 

implicit use of a social cognition paradigm allowed investi

gators to discuss the perceptions and emotions which defined 

a participant's social reality. The implicit use of social 

cognition enabled investigators to make inferences about the 

social meaning of a participant's behavior during a conjugal 

conflict. 

The social cognition approach views all observable 

behavior as social st.imuli (Ashworth, 1979; Forgas, 1983). 

Once a behavior is observed, its meaning is interpreted in 

terms of the rela tional rules of the social context (Ash-

worth, 1979; Forgas, 1983; Hotaling, 1980). The perceived 
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social meaning of a stimulus behavior evokes an emotional 

response which is dependent on a participant's prior 

socialization (Ashworth, 1979; Forgas, 1983; Leventhal, 

1980). This emotional response directly affects the nature 

and intensity of a behavioral reaction to the stimulus 

behavior (Ashworth, 1979; Forgas, 1983; Leventhal, 1980). 

This behavioral reaction then acts as the social stimulus 

for the other participant who responds in a similar manner. 

The social cogni tion paradigm has not been expl i

citly defined in the previous empirical and theoretical work 

on conjugal conflict. A few references to the central con-

cepts were made by early investigators (Sprey, 1969, 1971; 

Straus, 1974bi Turner, 1970) and have recently been applied 

to conceptualizations on family violence (Berkowitz, 1983b). 

However, the interrelationships between perceptions, 

emotions and behaviors have not been formally defined in the 

conj ugal conf 1 ict 1 i tera ture. As a resu 1 t, inves tigators 

have not 

analysis 

generated 

examined socia 1 cogni tion concepts 

sec tions of their research. This 

a scientific view which has 

except in 

oversight 

simplified 

intricacies of human interactions (Berkowitz, 1983b). 

the 

has 

the 

The imp1 ici t use of the socia 1 cogni tion paradigm 

has prevented an analysis of its empirical adequacy. 

However, Berkowitz (1983b) has raised several issues about 

sociological views of conjugal conflict which are relevant 
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to the social cognition paradigm. Basically, Berkowitz 

(1983b) has questioned the amount of influence on aggres

sion which has been attributed to social factors--such as 

social norms and socialization. Citing psychological 

research on the frustration-aggression hypotheses, Berkowitz 

( 198 3b) has cautioned socio logists agains t neg lecting the 

unsocialized emotional arousal mechanisms which energize 

many of 

Berkowitz 

the behaviors used in a conjugal conf 1 ict. 

(1983b) has argued that the neglect of psycholo-

gists' research in this area has been a theoretical error 

common in sociologists' normative theories. 

psychological research in this area has 

This neglect of 

diminished the 

empirical adequacy of sociological theories on conjugal 

conflict--including the social cognition paradigm. 

A Social-Psychodynamic Paradigm 

In response to the confusion generated by these 

conflicting paradigms, several social scientists suggest the 

development of a separate conceptualization of conjugal 

conflict (Dobash and Dobash, 1983; Gelles and Straus, 1979a, 

1979b; Straus, 1980a, 1983). Using the results of more than 

a decade of 

argue that 

nature of a 

broader view 

explora tory research, these 

the unique social context 

conjugal conflict dictates 

of the phenomenon (Dobash 

socia 1 scien tis ts 

and psychological 

the need for a 

and Dobash, 1983; 



50 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Martin, 1983; Straus, 1980b, 1983; 

Wiggins, 1983). 

Gelles and Straus (1979a), Scanzoni (1978) and 

Wiggins (1983) suggest that any conceptualization of 

conjugal conflict utilize existing concepts integrated into 

a new model of conflict within the family. Simultaneously, 

Dobash and Dobash (1983) vehemently argue that any view of 

the phenomenon must be context-specific and utilize concepts 

relevant to the social nature of the interaction. 

Social scientists are presently using a wide range 

of conceptualizations involving the interrelationships 

between social and psychological factors to explain the 

nature of conjugal conflict (Table 1). These conceptuali

zations range from Parson's (1947) hypothesis on compulsive 

masculinity to Hotaling's (1980) application of attribution 

theory (for a detai led review of these conceptua 1 i za tions, 

and recent variations, see Steinmetz and Straus, 1974; and 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a). 

The most significant feature of the conceptualiza

tion being applied to conjugal conflict has been their 

gradual evolution 

(see Table 1). 

toward a social-psychological 

Initial attempts to explain 

paradigm 

conjugal 

confl ict and aggression, such as those offered by Parsons 

(1947), focused on the ego functions of the individual 

participants (for a more updated version of this view, see 
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Table 1. Chronological listing of the conceptualizations 
applied to conjugal conflict. 

Name Date Conceptualization 

Parsons 1947 Cc:rnpulsive Masculinity Hypothesis: The 
structural features of western society create 
problems in the development of a masculine 
identity. This results in males confirm
ing their identity and instrumental roles 
through aggression. Avoids interpersonal 
conf lict and focuses on the ego needs of 
nales in society. 

Simmel 1955 Conflict Theory: Conflict is a form of asso
ciation. Conflict in intimate groups is the 
result of associative and dissociative forces 
in a relationship. Notes the disproportion
ate level of conflict and aggression which 
can occur as a result of these forces within 
an intimate relationship. 

Coser 1956,1967 Conflict Theory: Conflict in an intimate 
group is the result of a conflict of interest 
over limited resources. Separates conflict 
from the behavioral strategies used in a 
conflict. 

\t>Jolfgang 1958,1979 Subculture of Violence: Aggression in the 
family is the result of the en0Jlturation of 
a system of values which sanctions specified 
forms of behavior. Aggression is a differen
tially learned response to the stimuli 
present in a situation. Avoids conflict and 
focuses on the intergenerational learning of 
different types of behavior. 

Sprey 1969,1971,1979 Conflict Theory: Conflict is the normal 
state of affairs. All interactions within 
the family are conflicts over divergent 
interests. Emphasized the importance of the 
effect of threats and the strategic value of 
the aggressive behaviors used in the 
conflict. 
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Name Date 

Goode 1971 

Turner 1970 

Scanzoni 1972,1978,1982 

Straus 

Steinmetz 
and Straus 

Farrington 

1973 

1974 

1980 
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Conceptualization 

Social Control and Resource Theory: Social 
control is essential in any group. 
Aggression is used as the ultimate, but often 
illegitinate resource in establishing 
control. 

Symbolic In teractional View of Confl ict 
Theory: Conflict results from threats to 
self image or one's identity. Focuses on the 
ego functions which lead to conflict in the 
family. 

Exchange Theory: Conflict is the result of 
an unequal exchange of rewards and benefits. 
Interactions about the equitable exchange of 
the rewards involves the use of several 
bargaining strategies, including aggression. 

Systems Theory: The family is a goal
oriented system. Aggression is a learned 
response to frustration and is reinforced by 
positive feedback loops. Thus, aggression is 
a byproduct of the system. Conflict is a 
structured phenomena which is present in the 
interactions of the family members. 

Structural Theory: Differential socializa
tion, learning experiences and stress produce 
frustration that leads to values which 
sanction the use of physical acts of 
aggression within the family. Interpersonal 
conflict plays a minimal role in producing 
the aggression. 

Frustration-Aggression Hypotheses within a 
Stress Framework: Social stress resul ts in 
frustration. \vhen a frustrated individual is 
confronted with a blocked goal, this frustra
tion resul ts in aggression. In terpersonal 
conflict is present in the structure of the 
family and may lead to aggression. 
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Name Date 

Hotaling 1980 
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Conceptualization 

Attribution Theory: The relational rules and 
the structure of the family contribute to the 
attribution of malevolent intent during a 
conflict. This attribution results in an 
aggressive response. 
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Toby, 1966). Later conceptualizations by Simmel (1955), 

Coser (1956) and Wolfgang (1958) used a more objective 

sociological view. Several of the other more recent 

attempts have relied on existing conceptual frameworks 

adapted to explain conflict and behavior within the family 

(see Table 1). Notably, the most recent efforts have 

reflected a marked social-psychological paradigm, such as 

seen in the work of Farrington (1980) and Hotaling (1980). 

Although these social-psychological efforts have been 

identified as preliminary work (Farrington, 1980; Gelles and 

Straus, 1979aj Hotaling, 1980), they have indicated social 

scientists' growing interest in examining the interrelation

ships between the social and psychological factors which 

affect conjugal conflict and aggression. 

In line with these current conceptual trends, the 

conceptual perspective for this investigation is based on an 

explicitly social-psychological view of the behaviors used 

in a conjugal conflict. Set within the intimate social 

context of a conjugal relationship, the conceptual perspec

tive for this investigation examines aspects of the 

behavioral, psychological, social and social-psychological 

factors which govern the behaviors used in a conjugal 

conflict. While this perspective is considerably broader 

than other perspectives which focus solely on aggression, it 

conceptually distinguishes between the factors which 
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contribute to the use of certain behaviors and those which 

do not. Additionally, this broader perspective allows for 

the identification of the common elements found throughout 

many of the existing conceptualizations used to explain the 

phenomenon--namely, power, interference, frustration, and 

aggression. This further increases the pragmatic value of 

the conceptua I framework because these common elemen ts are 

concepts which are relevant to both the researcher and the 

health care clinician. 

Theoretical Distinctions 

Conjugal conflict, as the term is used in this 

investigation, refers to a social conflict between the 

participants of a conjugal relationship. At no time should 

conjugal conflict be confused with intrapersonal distress or 

psychological conflict. Conjugal conflict is a social 

phenomenon which centers on the "interactions" of two 

intimately involved individuals. While psychological 

conf I ic t may have an effect on conj uga I confl ict, it is 

conceptually distinct from conjugal conflict because the 

latter is social in nature. 

Conjugal conflict should not be confused with family 

conf 1 ict. Fami I y conf lict is a conceptua I misnomer which 

some socia I scien tis ts use to describe con juga I conf I ict. 

In rea Ii ty, family conf lict is a form of social conflict 

which mayor may not involve individuals in a conjugal 
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relationship. The fundamental distinction is that a family 

conflict can involve two or more generations of partici

pants. Interaction and conf lict be tween even two of the 

family members is affected by the presence and interactions 

of the other family members. Family conflict may be between 

two same-sexed members--such as siblings, a father and son, 

or a mother and daughter. The two forms of conflict are 

conceptually distinct and do not 

phenomenon. 

refer to the same 

As noted previously, conjugal conflict is defined as 

a social conflict between two adults who are intimately 

involved in a conjugal relationship. While the conflict may 

be affected by the presence of other family members, it is 

essentially 

adults from 

personality 

frequency of 

shared with 

differences 

conflict. 

differences 

a social conflict between two same-generation 

different families of origin. 

invol vemen t, forms of physica 1 

The level of 

contact and the 

that contact is qualitatively different from 

other family members. These qualitative 

ultimately 

While these 

may affect 

define 

may 

the 

the na ture and tone of the 

be subtle differences, these 

nature of the conflict and 

conceptually distinguish it from other forms of family 

conflict. 
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The Context of Intimacy 

Objectively, the behaviors used in a conjugal 

conflict appear to be similar to the behaviors observed in 

many other social relationships; such as in other dyads or 

in a small group. The intimacy which forms the bond of a 

conjugal relationship, however, alters the social context of 

the conflict (Dobash and Dobash, 1983; Farrington, 1980; 

Foss, 1980; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; LaRossa, 1977; Sprey, 

1969, 1971; Straus, 1980b; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 

1980). Conjugal conflict, within its intimate social 

context, is so markedly different from other forms of 

conflict that many of the established theories on conflict 

and behavior do not fit the phenomenon (Dobash and Dobash, 

1983; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Straus, 1977, 1980b). 

A conjugal relationship is one of the most exclusive 

of all social relationships (Blumstein and Schwartz, 1983; 

Foss, 1980; Scanzoni, 1978, 1982; Sprey, 1969, 1971). 

Conj uga 1 rela tionships are simul taneous 1 y def ined and 

identified by the intensity of the personality involvement 

and the frequency of contact between the participants (Foss, 

1980; Sirnmel, 1955; Sprey, 1969, 1971). The high degree of 

personality involvement and frequent contact between 

participants is usually defined as intimacy (Foss, 1980; 

Simmel, 1955; Sprey, 1969, 1971). Intimacy in a relation

ship brings the participants closer together and excludes 
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other members of society from that relationship (Blumstein 

and Schwartz, 1983; Foss, 1980; Sprey, 1971). The intimacy 

which forms the in terpersona 1 bond a Iso crea tes a 

paradoxical social context for the relationship (Foss, 1980; 

Sprey, 1969, 1971). 

The paradoxical context of a conjugal relationship 

is the resul t of the effects of intimacy on the parti

cipants. As the participants' personality becomes 

increasingly involved in the relationship, they also become 

increasingly aware of their own and the other's individual

ity (Foss, 1980; Simmel, 1955; Sprey, 1969, 1971; Turner, 

1970) . As the participan ts move toward becoming one, they 

become aware of the dis tance which separa tes them. 

Paradoxically, intimacy defines and highligh ts the unique

ness of the participants while bringing them closer together 

(Blumstein and Schwartz, 1983; Simmel, 1955; Sprey, 1971). 

Intimacy and Conflict 

Perhaps the greatest and most tragic paradox created 

by the intimacy of a conjugal relationship is the potential 

for conflict between the participants (Dobash and Dobash, 

1979: Foss, 1980; Gelles, 1972; Gelles and Straus, 1979a: 

Hotaling and Straus, 1980; Simmel, 1955; Sprey, 1969, 1971). 

Ironically, the intense intimacy of a conjugal relationship 

creates a social-psychological environment which often 

results in disproportionate levels of conflict and 
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aggression (Dobash and Dobash, 1979, 1983; Foss, 1980; 

Gelles, 1972, 1978; Gelles and Straus, 1979a, 1979b; 

Hotaling and Straus, 1980; Simmel, 1955; Sprey, 1971; 

Straus, 1977). This means that any explanation of conjugal 

conflict is conceptually dependent on the intimate context 

of a conjugal relationship (Dobash and Dobash, 1983; Foss, 

1980; Gelles and Straus, 1979a). While this fact is 

recognized, few scientists conceptually account for intimacy 

in investigations of conflict within a conjugal relationship 

(Dobash and Dobash, 1983). 

In part, conflict emerges and is intensified within 

a conjugal relationship because of the intimacy of the 

participants (Coser, 1956; Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Foss, 

1980; Scanzoni, 1978, 1982; Simmel, 1955; Slatter, 1977; 

Sprey, 1969, 

in timacy, a 

"differences" 

1971; Turner, 1970). with 

participant 

between self 

becomes acutely 

the growth 

aware of 

of 

the 

and other (Coser, 1956; Foss, 

1980; Simmel, 1956; Slatter, 1977; Sprey" 1969, 1971; 

Turner, 1970). This heightened awareness also increases the 

awareness of even miniscule differences between the goals or 

agendum of the participants (Coser, 1956; Foss, 1980; 

Simmel, 1955; Slatter, 1977; Sprey, 1969, 1971; Turner, 

1970). Interactions concerning these differences result in 

social tension or conflict in the relationship. Therefore, 
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the conceptual framework for this investigation includes the 

intimate context of a conjugal relationship. 

Theoretical Framework and Empirical Support 

The research literature suggests that a wide range 

of concepts are associated wi th the social-psychodynamics 

of a conjugal conflict. Unfortunately, identification of 

the centra 1 concepts is hampered by speci fica tion errors, 

conceptual ambiguity and the use of synonymous terms 

throughout most of the literature (Gelles and Straus, 

1979a, 1979b; Scanzoni, 1978; Straus, 1979). There are 

four major concepts, however, which consistently appear in 

the research li tera ture--power, in terference, frus tra tion 

and aggression. Although several synonymous terms are used 

to describe these concepts, the literature indicates that 

the substantive elements associated with these concepts are 

the major factors which regulate the social-psychodynamics 

of a conjugal conflict (Figure 1). 

An examination of these social-~3ychodynamics high

ligh ts the importance of power, in terference, frus tra tion 

and aggression during a conjugal conflict (Berkowitz, 1983; 

Sebastian, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). The social-psychological 

forces generated by these concepts determines the 

participants' definitions of social reality and thereby 

regulates the behaviors used during a conflict (Berkowitz, 

1983; Sebastian, 1983). Thus, it is essential to analyze 
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power, interference, frustration and aggression in terms of 

their social-psychological value to the participants. 

Power and Influence 

Power is one of the major concepts commonly associ

ated with any of the behaviors used in conjugal conflict 

(Allen and Straus, 1980~ Giles-Simms, 1983~ LaRossa, 1977~ 

Scanzoni, 1978, 1982). Most of the current literature 

focuses on the processes by which power, as a social 

influence, affects the behaviors displayed during a 

conjugal conflict (Allen and Straus, 1980~ LaRossa, 19771; 

Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). Unfortunately, the 

multidimensional nature of the concept creates problems in 

the development of an acceptable defini tion for the term 

(Cromwell and Olson, 1975; Blalock and Wilkin, 1979; 

MCDonald, 1980b; Lips, 1982; Olson, 1969; Olson and 

Rabunski, 1972; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970; Turk and Bell, 

1972) . 

Social scientists generally agree that power is a 

multifaceted phenomenon which is composed of three major 

dimensions: (1) power bases ~ (2) power processes ~ and 

(3) power outcomes (Cromwell and Olson, 1975~ Lips, 198~ 

Lips and Colwill, 1979; MCDonald, 1980b). Yet, the litera

ture on conjugal conflict does not make these conceptual 

distinctions. The conjugal conflict literature usually 

defines the concept of power in terms of the participants' 
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power resources. As with most of the sociological 

synonymous with 

Blalock, 1982; 

literature, these resources are usually 

socioeconomics (Blood and Wolfe, 1960; 

Blalock and Wilkins, 1979; Gillespie, 1979; Lips, 1982; 

McDonald, 1980b; Scanzoni, 1978). The possession of these 

socioeconomic resources is assumed to have an affect on, 

and is often equated to, the use of power during a conjugal 

interaction. 

In spite of the importance of power and its effect 

on the behaviors used during a conjugal conflict, there are 

very few investigations reported in the research literature 

which have conceptually defined power (Scanzoni, 1978). To 

date, only seven investigations on conjugal conflict exam

ine any form of power or offer empirical evidence on its 

relationship to behavior. Many of these investigations are 

qualitative studies which conceptually associate power with 

the objective socioeconomic resources of the male partici

pants (see Gelles, 1972; LaRossa, 1977; and Steinmetz, 

1977). Yet, the empirical support for this conceptualiza-

tion of power is tenuous even in qualitative investigations 

on conjugal conflict (Table 2). 

The qualitative investigations by Gelles (1972), 

LaRossa (1977) and Steinmetz (1977) provide the strongest 

evidence for conceptua 11 y defining 

socioeconomic resources of the 

power in terms of 

participants--such 

the 

as 



Table 2. Studies on conjug~l conflict which define power and its relationship to 
aggressive behavior. 

Inves tiga tor( s ) Year n 

O'Brien 1971 150 

LaRossa 1977 16 

Steinmetz 1977 57 

Allen and Straus 1980 555 

Sample 

SIJouses 
( one/family) 

Couples 

Families 
~2 h'ives 

5 Husbands 

Undergraduate 
Students 

Definitions and Results 

Superordinate status: Social positions are due to 
superior skills, talents and resources. Men who 
used high levels of aggression were dissatisfied 
with their jobs, educational dropouts and held jobs 
of lower status than the jobs of their wives' 
fathers. Aggression is a response to status imbal
ances within the social structure. 

Power: The ability to affect social life. Marital 
interaction is based on a symbol-power-exchange 
system. Exchanges involve socioeconomic resources 
which may not be socially legitimate. Aggression is 
an internal behavioral resource which is used to 
control the other's behavior. 

Power: The probability that a person will be in a 
position to carry out his will in spite of resis
tance. Power is tied to the personality of an 
individual and authority is tied to social position 
within a resource framework. Aggression is used by 
the socially defined power holder to control the 
behavior of others. 

Power: \';1ho has the final say in TIBking a decision. 
Power resources: are the socioeconomic and prestige 
resources of the participant's. Aggression js the 
ultimate resource used as a power base. The data 
showed no relationship between the balance of power 
and the use of aggression as a resource. Male power 
is associated with the use of aggression when other 
resources are lacking. 

0'\ 
oj::. 
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Investigator(s) 

Straus, Gelles 
and Steinmetz 

Hornung, 
McCullough and 
Sugimoto 

Rice 

Year 

1980 

1981 

1982 

n 

2143 

1553 

60 

Sample 

960 Men 
1183 Wanen 

Wives 

Families in a 
Probability 

Sample 
of Lvorld 
Cultures 

Definitions and Results 

Power: Who has the final say on making a decision. 
Power to make this decision is based on the control 
of resources--such as ecucation, occupation, income 
and social prestige--within the family. Aggression 
is used to legitimize the power structure within the 
family. Incane and occupation are related to the 
use of aggression, but education is not. 

Power: POvJer in a relationship is based on expec
tations about an individual's status. These status 
expectations are based on educational and occupa
tional attainment. Status inconsistency and 
incompatibility are associated with an increased 
incidence of psychological, physical and life
threatening forms of aggression between spouses. 
Status incompatibility, with the woman high in 
occupation relative to her spouse, was associated 
with a very high risk of life threatening forms of 
aggression. 

Power: Who had the final say on making a decision. 
Locus of Authority: Person designated by the social 
structure as having the right and responsibility to 
nake the final decision over resources. There is no 
direct relationship between the locus of family 
authority, resources and the use of aggressive 
behaviors. 

0'\ 
lJl 
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income, education and occupation. The results of these 

investigations suggest that the male participants used the 

soci~economic resources as the basis for the influence, or 

power, exerted within their conjugal relationships (Gelles, 

1972; LaRossa, 1977; O'Brien, 1971; Steinmetz, 1977). When 

this power base becomes unstable, or its use is challenged, 

the data indicate that the male participants rely on 

behavioral strategies--such as aggression--in an effort to 

maintain control (Gelles, 1972; LaRossa, 1977; Steinmetz, 

1977). 

However, da ta from larger quanti ta ti ve inves tiga

tions provide varying level of support for the objective 

conceptualization of power and its relationship to behavior 

(Table 2). Allen and Straus (1980) report data sugges ting 

that there is little or no relationship between 

socioeconomic resources, decision making power and behavior 

within a conjugal relationship. Rice (1982) also reports 

similar results on data from a cross-cultural investigation 

which revealed no relationship between the locus of family 

authority, the control of essential resources and the use 

of various behaviors between spouses (Appendix A). 

In contrast to the results of these investigations, 

Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz (1980) report finding a 

different set of relationships in data from the largest 

investigation on intrafamily conflict to date. They report 
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that while income, occupation and education are related to 

decision making power, only income and occupation are 

related to the use of aggressive behavior (Straus, Gelles 

and Steinmetz, 1980). Education demonstrated no relation-

ship to the behaviors used during a conjugal confl ict. 

However, even these results are questioned in 

McCullough and Sugimoto's reanalysis of the da ta 

1979 Harris survey. Hornung, McCullough and 

Hornung, 

from a 

Sugimoto 

are major 

conjugal 

use of 

(1981) report that occupation and education 

factors in determining status within a 

relationship and are strongly related to the 

aggression between spouses. Cumu la ti vely, the resu 1 ts of 

a 11 of the inves tiga tions indica te tha t the rela tionships 

between socioeconomic resources, power and behavior are 

unstable when based on the resource conceptualization of 

power. The absence of a consis ten t, stable re la tionship 

between socioeconomic characteristics and power argue 

against any multicollinearity which must be present if the 

two concepts are to be similarly defined. 

There are several other problems involved with 

conceptually equa ting power processes wi th the objective 

power characteristics of the participants--such as 

education, occupation and income (Blalock, 1982; Blalock 

and Wilkin, 1979; Gillespie, 1979; Lips, 1982; Rodman, 

1967; Salifios-RothschUd, 1970, 1976). One of the major 
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problems is that a participant's objective characteristics 

are not automatically transformed into power because the 

effects on an interaction are dependent on the intentions 

of the other participants (Blalock, 1982; Blalock and 

Wilkin, 1979; Lips, 1982; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970, 1976). 

While a participant's characteristics may be related to 

these power processes, the interactional processes are 

conceptually distinct from the objective social characteris

tics which describe a participan t (Blalock, 1982; Blalock 

and Wilkin, 1979; Lips, 1982; Salifios-Rothschild, 1970). 

In addi tion, the effects of these power resources may be 

minimized by the intimacy of a conjugal relationship. 

There are several methodologically sound investiga

tions which support making a conceptual distinction between 

power processes and the socioeconomic characteristics of 

the participan ts (Table 3). Genera lly, the r'2su1 ts of 

these inves tiga tions indicate that there is 1 i t tle or no 

relationship between the socioeconomic resources of the 

participants and the level of power used during a conjugal 

interaction (Bell, Chafetz and Horn, 1982; Blood and 

Hamblin, 1958; Douglas and Wind, 1978; Mower, 1980; Olson 

and Rabunsky, 1972; Rank, 1982). The data from these 

investigations also suggests that the level of power used 

during a conjugal interaction is most accurately defined by 

the participant's behaviors (Bell, Chafetz and Horn, 1982; 



Tabl e 3. Sociolog ica 1 studies ques tioning the va 1 idi ty of the resource con trol 
theory of power in a conjugal relationship. 

Investigator(s) Year 

Blood and Hamblin 1958 

Rodman 1967 
1972 

Mower 1969 

Olson 1969 

Olson and 1972 
Habunsky 

Douglas and Ivind 1978 

Scanzoni 1978 

n Sample 

200 Couples with 
h'orking Wives 

4 Cross National 
(Secondary 
Analysis) 

1180 VJives 

35 Couples 
Exr;:ecting 

First Child 

35 Couples 

240 Couples 

1500 Couples 

Definitions and Results 

Current theories on the economic deterrrrrnism of 
power are questionable. The real balance of power 
indicates that factors other than economic control 
are more accurate predictors of conjugal power. 

Distribution of conjugal power is the result of com
parative resources of the men and women interacting 
with the cultural context of expectations about the 
distribution and use of power. 

There is little or no relationship between social 
status and conjugal power use except in the lower 
classes. 

A behavioral measure of power is the most valid 
because it focuses on a couple's interactional 
behaviors. 

Traditional measures of family power are of lirrrrted 
usefulness. More attention should be paid to the 
interactions between the participants. 

There are no clear-cut, consistent patterns of 
authority in most families. 

Influence behaviors used in a conjugal conflict 
regulate the nature and outcome of a conflict. 

0'1 
~ 



Taule 3--Continued 

Investigator(s) 

Bell, Chafetz 
and Horn 

Hank 

Year 

1982 

1982 

n 

30 

378 

Sample 

Couples 

Couples 

Definitions and Results 

There is no relationship between the control of 
resources and the behavioral strategies used in an 
interaction. 

Difference in conjugal resources is not related to 
social i~fluence, or power, in conjugal decision 
making. 

-....J 
o 
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Mower, 1969; Olson, 1969: Rank, 1982; Rodman, 1969, 1972: 

Scanzoni, 1978). Thus, the behaviors used to inf 1 uence a 

spouse are the most valid indicators of the power exerted 

during an interaction (Bell, Chafetz and Horn, 1982: Douglas 

and Wind, 1978: Olson, 1969; Rank, 1982; Rodman, 1967: 

Scanzoni, 1978). 

This interactional definition of power is supported 

by several recent social-psychological investigations 

(Table 4). These investigations indicate that a partici

pant's power is solely dependent on the interactional 

history and behaviors used to influence the other partici

pant during an interaction (Falbo and Peplau, 1980; Lee and 

Of she , 1981: Molm, 1980: Tjosvold, 1981). The resul ts of 

these investigations also reveal that the amount of power, 

or influence, used in an interaction is independent of th(~ 

resources available for rewards (Lee and Of she, 1981: MaIm, 

1980) . While there are some differences between the forms 

of inf 1 uence behaviors used by men and women (Fa 1 bo 21 nel 

Peplau, 1980: Johnson, 1976: Tjosvold, 1981), Ll partici

pant's perception of these behaviors defines the amount of 

power exerted during an interaction and the amount of 

influence a participant has over the final outcome (Bell, 

Chafetz and 

Rank,1982; 

Kelly, 1959). 

Horn, 1982; Lips, 

Salifios-Rothschild, 

1981: MaIm, 1981Ll, IfJ81b: 

19691, 1970; Thibaut .:wd 



Table 4. Social-psychological studies on the nature and use of power in a relation
ship. 

Investigator ( s) YeClr n 

Jolmson 1976 60 

Falbo and Peplau 1980 200 

Molm 1~80 54 

Lee and Of she ]981 324 

MaIm 1981a 80 

Molm 1981b 64 

Sample 

University 
Students 

University 
Students 

Undergraduate 
Students 

Undergraduate 
Students 

Undergraduate 
Students 

Undergraduate 
Students 

Definitions and Results 

Men and women's power use conforms to socially 
approved forms of infl uence. Worren use many beha
viors which are indirect forms of influence. Men 
use open or direct influence behaviors. 

Men use more direct and bilateral strategies than 
women. Women, because they anticipate noncompliance 
use more unilateral strategies which do not require 
their partner's cooperation, but will influence the 
outcome. 

The extent to which an individual's rewards are 
dependent on another's behavior has a major impact 
on social interactions. Correlation between the 
reward opportunities and the available resources 
does not affect the maintenance of social interac
tions. 

Social power, or influence, is solely dependent on 
the behavioral demeanor of the subject. Thus, 
behavior is regulated by the perception of the 
behavioral stimuli received from the environment. 

Power use is related to power imbalance (moderately) 
only when directed toward behavior control. 

Structural and normative power use are affected by 
interactional history. 

-..J 
N 



Table 4--Continued 

Investigator( s) Year 

Tjosvold 1981 

J_~---

n 

60 

Sample 

Undergraduate 
Students 

Definitions ill1d Results 

Power is associated with the behaviors used to 
control another's behavior. The behaviors used in 
an exchange interaction are dependent on the situa
tional context. Competition undermines the ability 
to negotiate an exchange. 

'-I 
W 
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The resul ts of both the psychological and socio-

logical investigations indicate that the power 11sed during a 

conjugal conflict is inextricably linked to the objective 

characteristics of the participants' behaviors. These 

behaviors are the social stimuli used to influence the other 

participant in order to obtain a desired behavioral 

response. Thus, power is conceptually defined by this 

investigation as: the social influence inherent in the 

behavior a participant uses to direct or alter the other 

participant's behavior during a conjugal 

(Figure 1). 

Interference: Perception of 
Social Stimuli 

Understanding the social-psychodynamics 

conflict 

of a 

conjugal conflict requires developing an understanding of a 

participant's perception of the other participant's social 

behavior (Farrington, 1980; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 

Hotaling, 1980; Sebastian, 1983; Sprey, 196 9, 1971 ; 

Steinmetz, 1977; Walker, 1979, 1983; wiggins, 1983). As has 

been noted earlier, a participant's interpretation of these 

behavioral stimuli defines the subjective social reality of 

a conjugal conflict (Ashworth, 1979; Forgas, 1983; Hotaling, 

1980; Sebastian, 1983; Sprey, 1971; Steinmetz, 1977; Walker, 

1983). That is, the interpreted social meaning of the other 

participant's behavior, in relationship to a preferred 
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personal agenda, determines the effects of the behavioral 

stimuli on an interaction (Ashworth, 1979; Forgas, 1983; 

Hotaling, 1980; Sebastian, 1983; Sprey, 1971; Walker, 1983; 

Wiggins, 1983). An essential element in this cognitive 

process is identified by the concept of interference. 

Interference has been one of the more dominant 

implicit concepts used in investigations and theoretical 

discussions on conjugal conflict (see Berkowitz, 1983b; 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Hotaling, 1980; Giles-Sims, 1984; 

Sebastian, 1983; and Wiggins, 1983). Many of these 

discussions have relied on an implicit definition of 

interference, or a synonymous term, in order to explain the 

participant's reactions to an objective conflict of 

interests. Yet, most social scientists have avoided develop

ing an explicit definition of the concept as it relates to 

the interactional dynamics of conjugal conflict. 

Unlike the multitude of definitions in the 

interpersona 1 aggression 1 i tera ture, the conjugal conf 1 ict 

literature reflects a general consensus about the implicit 

definition of interference. This consensus focuses on the 

objective nature of each behavior which identifies the 

amount of social resistance, or the social threat, posed to 

a participant's personal agenda (Hotaling, 1980: Sebastian, 

1983: Sprey, 1969, 1971; Wiggins, 1983). The objective 

characteristics of any interactional behavior determine the 
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social reality of a conflict and the behavioral stimuli's 

effect on all subsequent interactions (Ashworth, 1979; 

Forgas, 1983; Hotaling, 1980; Sebastian, 1983; Sprey, 1971; 

Wiggins, 1983). 

Within the conjugal conflict literature, interfer

ence is often implicitly defined in terms of the social 

nature and effects of a participant's behavior during a 

conjugal conflict (see Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Gelles, 

1979; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Giles-Sims, 1983; LaRossa, 

1977; Straus, 1979; and Sprey, 1971). This implicit 

defini tion of in terference is s trongl y reI a ted to many of 

the definitions found in the interpersonal aggression litera

ture, with the notable exception that it also incorporates 

the social ramifications of the behavior. References to 

this definition are found throughout the literature on 

conjugal conflict--such as those found in the 

hypo theses by Gelles ( 1972) an in the 

"provocation" 

more recent 

attribution hypotheses by Hotaling (1980). Unfortunately, 

the nature of the epistemic link between interference and 

conflict behavior is not firmly substantiated by the 

reported research data. 

There is some empirical evidence which supports the 

existence of an epistemic relationship between interference 

and the objective characteristics of the behaviors used 

during a conjugal conflict. In an early exploratory 
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investigation on family violence, Gelles (1972) reports some 

evidence that the objective characteristics of the behaviors 

used by an abuse victim may provoke the use of aggression, 

particularly when those in teractional behaviors challenged 

the role functions of the abuser (Gelles, 1972). These 

resul ts are also supported by the findings of Dobash and 

Dobash's (1979) investigation of abused women in Scotland. 

The data from their investigation indicate that two factors 

consistently elicited aggression: (1) not meeting demands, 

and (2) ques tioning a behavior or an opinion (Dobash and 

Dobash, 1979). Each of these factors constitute some form 

of socia 1 resistance to a 

(Sebastian, 1983; l'i1iggins, 

participant's goal or 

1983). Conceptually, 

agenda 

each of 

these behaviors can be classified as interference (Wiggins, 

1983). 

This commonly accepted view does not explain many of 

the behaviors which instigate aggression during a conjugal 

confl ict. The limi ta tions of this view are high ligh ted by 

data which suggests that any behavior can generate 

aggressive responses--including an absence of behavior 

(Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Giles-Sims, 1983; Sebastian, 1983; 

Wiggins, 1983). This suggests that any definition of 

interference must be based on the social cognitive processes 

which def ine the socia 1 meaning of any observed behavior 

(Hotaling, 1980; Sebastian, 1983). 
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Each behavior used in a conjugal conflict acts as a 

social cue, or stimuli, to the other participant (Berkowitz, 

1983b; Giles-Sims, 1983; Hotaling, 1980; Sebastian, 1983; 

Wiggins, 1983). Once a stimuli is received, a participant 

interprets its meaning in terms of the amount of resistance 

being demonstrated by the other participant (Berkowitz, 

1983b; Hotaling, 1980; Sebastian, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). 

This perception redefines a participant's definition of the 

social reality of the conflict. Within this ongoing 

perceptual process, the social meaning of the behavior which 

instigates a behavioral response is often only apparent to 

one of the participants (Hotaling, 1980; sebastian, 1983). 

Therefore, this inves tiga tion defines in terference as: a 

participant's perception of the social resistance being 

demonstrated by the other participant's behavior during a 

conjugal conflict (Figure 1). 

Frustration: Defining Stimuli 
and Emotions 

The concept of frus tra tion has appeared frequently 

in the literature on conjugal conflict. Throughout most of 

the existing literature, frustration has been used to link 

external social actions and conditions to the behaviors used 

during a conjugal conflict. In spite of the frequent use of 

the concept, frustration has seldom been explicitly defined 

within the conjugal conflict literature (Table 5). In 
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Table 5. Literature on conjugal conflict which uses the 
concept of frustration. 

Author(s) Year Context Defined Measured Use of the Concept 

O'Brien 1971 Data 
Analysis 

Gelles 1972 Data 
Analysis 

Steinmetz 1974 Theoretical 
and Straus 

Whitehurst 1974 Theoretical 

steinmetz 1977 Data 
Analysis 

Gelles and 1979a Theoretical 
Straus 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Frustrations resulting 
from external social si tua
tions are antecedents to 
the physical aggression 
used by husbands on their 
wives. 

Physical violence is the 
resul t of men's frustra
tion due to canmunica tion 
issues or because of 
external social stresses. 

The more frustrating 
one's rol es , the more 
physical aggression. Frus
tration normally leads to 
aggression in our society. 

The move toward equality 
for women may become a 
source of frustration and 
lead to the increased use 
of physical aggression by 
men. 

Physical violence is 
used when men frustrated 
by the boundar ies imposed 
by society or cannot 
effectively communlcate 
with their spouses. 

Frustration is an emo
tional response to a 
blocked goal. The aggres
sive response to frustra
tion is learned. 



Table 5--Continued 

Author(s) Year Context 

Farrington 1980 Theoretical 

Straus 1980a Theoretical 

Giles-Sims 1983 Data 
Analysis 

Sebastian 1983 Theoretical 

Walker 1983 Data 
Analysis 

Wiggins 1983 Theoretical 

80 

Defined Measured Use of the Concept 

Yes No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

Yes No 

No No 

Frus tra tion refers to an 
emotional state which is a 
response to a blocked 
goal. Frustration is a 
"second order problem." 

Physical aggression is the 
result of a normal process 
due, in part, to the 
frustrations built into 
the social system-- i.e., 
economic limitations. 

Aversive experiences 
result in an emotional 
arousal (frustration). 
The result of this arousal 
is depend en t on prior 
socialization on using 
aggression. 

Frustration is an aver
sive event--such as goal 
blockage. Disconfirma
tion of expectations is 
frustrating and leads to 
aggression. 

Frustration is an emo
tional respcnse to a 
social cue which has been 
perceived as a threat. 

Higher levels of frustra
tion produce more aggres
sion. 
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addition, there have been no reports in the conjugal con

flict literature on the operationalization and measurement 

of the concept (Table 5). 

Many social scientists have avoided defining frustra

tion because of the explicit disagreement about the concept 

in the interpersonal aggression literature (see Bandura, 

1983; Berkowitz, 1961, 1981; Berkowitz and Turner, 1971; 

Buss, 1961; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Wiggins, 1983). Ever 

since Dollard et al.'s (1939) use of the concept in the 

initial aggression hypotheses, scientists have debated the 

definition of frustration. At the heart of this debate has 

been a disagreement about the substantive nature of frustra

tion (Berkowitz, 1971). Several scientists have argued that 

frustration is an external adversive event, or stimuli, 

which blocks a goal response (see Buss, 1961; Larsun, 1976; 

Sebastian, 1983). Other scientists, such as Bandura (1983) 

and Berkowi tz (1971, 1981, 1983a), have maintained that 

frustration is an internal cognitive-emotive state which 

occurs in response to an adversive stimuli received from the 

external environment. This lack of conceptual consensus has 

generated confusion about the term and hampered the applica

tion of interpersonal aggression theories to phenomena 

outside of the laboratory, such as the behaviors used during 

a conjugal conflict (Wiggins, 1983). 
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In contrast to the long-standing debate and use of 

the concept in the interpersonal aggression literature, the 

use of frustration in the conjugal conflict literature has 

been a relatively recent development. O'Brien (1971) first 

used the concept in his data analysis as a means of 

explaining the relationship between unemployment and 

aggression among divorce applicants (Table 5). Other social 

scientists, such as Gelles (1972), Steinmetz (1977), 

Steinmetz and Straus (1974), and Whitehurst (1974), also 

used the concept to theoretically link various social events 

and conditions with specific forms of behavior used within a 

conjugal relationship. 

The use of the concept, and its es tabl ished 

theoretical link to behavior, eventually led to the formal 

definition of the concept as it was related to conjugal 

conflict (Table 5). While several different definitions 

have been offered, the definition of frustration has usually 

cen tered on the cogni ti ve-emotional responses to adversi ve 

social stimuli (see Farrington, 1975; Gelles and Straus, 

1979a; Giles-Sims, 1983; and Walker, 1983). There have also 

been a few dissenting definitions, such as that offered by 

Sebastian (1983), which have continued to define frustration 

as an adversive social stimuli. 

Unl ike the in terpersona 1 aggress ion theoris ts, 

social scientists in teres ted in conj ugal conf lict make an 
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expl ici t conceptua 1 dis tinction between the two tradi tion

ally competing definitions of frustration. This distinction 

has been based on the substantive social features of the two 

definitions (see Farrington, 1980; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 

1983). With some consistency in Giles-Sims, 1983; Walker, 

the conjugal conflict literature, an adversive social 

stimuli, or action, which blocks a personal agenda is 

identified as a noxious stimuli (Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 

Farrington, 1980; Wiggins, 1983). An individual's secondary 

cognitive reaction--anger--to this adversive social stimuli 

is defined as the emotional arousal or frustration response 

(Farrington, 1980; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Giles-Sims, 

1983; Walker, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). In keeping with this 

conceptual trend, this investigation defines frustration as 

the emotional anger response to social stimuli which has 

been perceived as interference (Figure 1). 

Aggression: Social Coercion 

Inherent in any discussion of conjugal conflict is 

the concep t of aggression (Gelles and Straus, 197 9a; 

Sebastian, 1983; Steinmetz, 1977; Steinmetz and Straus, 

1974; Straus, 1974b; Wiggins, 1983). Aggression is a 

broadly defined generic cGncept which encompasses the 

majority of the behaviors used during a conjugal conflict, 

including those behaviors which are perceived as harmful and 

abusive (Berkowitz, 1983a; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 
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Sebastian, 1983; Steinmetz and Straus, 1974; Straus, 1974b; 

Wiggins, 1983). Yet, the theoretical and research litera

ture on conjugal conflict reveals little explicit use of the 

concept. Many social scien tis ts rely on an a 1 terna te, bu t 

synonymous, se t of concepts--like force, threa t, coercion 

and conflict tactics (see Farrington, 1980; Gelles, 1972, 

1979; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Goode, 1971; Hotaling, 1980; 

Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). 

Reluctance to apply the concept of aggression to 

conjugal conflict is largely due to the conceptual confusion 

which emanates from the interpersonal aggression literature 

(Gelles and Straus, 1979a' Steinmetz and Straus, 1974; 

Straus, 1974b; Wiggins, 1983). This confusion originates in 

a series of ongoing debates about an appropriate definition 

for aggression (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1981, 1983a, 

1983b; Mackel, 1979; Moyer, 1976; Tedeschi, 1983; Iviggins, 

1983) . These debates often further confuse the definitions 

because of the diverse theoretical and ideological views of 

the concept (Berkowitz, 1981: Gelles and Straus, 1979a: 

Mackel, 1979: Moyer, 1976: Tedeschi, 1983: Wiggins, 1979). 

The vast majority of the existing definitions describe a 

limited range of behavioral phenomena only observed in a 

laboratory setting. Very few of the definitions address the 

social meaning and use of aggression in the field setting 

(Steinmetz and Straus, 1974: Tedeschi, 1983; Wiggins, 1983). 
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Thus, the generic def ini tions of aggress ion from the 

laboratory settings are strangers to most social phenomena 

(Tedeschi, 1983: Wiggins, 1983). 

In contrast to the confusion about conceptualization 

in the interpersonal aggression Ii tera ture, the 1 i tera ture 

on conjugal conflict reveals a "phenomenological consensus" 

about the definition of aggression (Gelles and Straus, 

1979a: Wiggins, 1983). This "phenomenological consensus" 

focuses on acts of physical aggression, or violence (Gelles 

and Cornell, 1985: Gelles and Straus, 1979a: Wiggins, 1983). 

Al though this conceptualization of aggression is not 

explicitly defined, there is a general consensus about the 

parameters of the phenomenon (Gelles and Straus, 1979a: 

Wiggins, 1983). That is, the current definitional emphasis 

applies to such extreme forms of physical aggression that 

:here is little debate about the concept and a more explicit 

defini tion is seldom necessary (Ge 11 es and Corne 11, 1985; 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a: Wiggins, 1983). 

Social scientists generally acknowledge that the 

social-psychodynamics of conjugal conflict elicit a much 

wider range of behaviors than fits most definitions (Dobash 

and Dobash, 1979, 1980: Ferraro, 1979; Gelles, 1972, 1978: 

Gelles and Straus, 1979a: Pagelow, 1981: Scanzoni, 1978: 

Steinmetz, 1977: Straus, 1979: Wiggins, 1983). They 

recognize that the social and psychological characteristics 
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of the participants--including their personal beliefs about 

the use of aggression during a conjugal conflict--vary 

throughout the general popula tion (Turner, 1970). Social 

scientists also recognize that the diversity of the 

participants' characteristics often results in the use of an 

equally diverse set of behavioral responses in a conjugal 

conflict. The current phenomenological conceptualization of 

these behaviors does not reflect empirical reality and 

subsequently is much more limited for the practice area. 

Early theoretical and research work on ccnjugal 

conflict did, however, examine a wider range of behaviors, 

including physical and nonphysical forms of aggression (see 

Goode, 1971; Kolb and Straus, 1974; Steinmetz and Straus, 

1974; Sprey, 1969, 1971; Straus, 1971, 1974b; Turner, 1970). 

This early work also identified the complex role of 

aggression within the family and the confusion associated 

with attempts to develop a social definition of the concept 

(see Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Steinmetz and Straus, 1974; 

Sprey, 1969, 1971; Straus, 1974b). Throughout this early 

work, aggression was often conceptualized as threats, force, 

or coercion (Table 6). Because of conceptual confusion and 

related measurement problems, many social scientists con

ceptually limited their discussions to acts of physical 

aggression instead of the broader view of aggression per se 
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Table 6. Chronological listing of the social definitions of 
aggressive behavior in conjugal interactions and 
conflict. 

Investigator(s) 

Coser 

Turner 

Sprey 

Goode 

O'Brien 

Scanzoni 

straus 

Gelles and 
Straus 

Year 

1968 

1970 

1969 
1971 

1971 

1971 

1972 
1982 

1974 
1979 
1983a 

1979a 

Social Definitions 

Conf 1 ict (behaviors) are used not 
only to obtain a desired object, 
but also to neutralize, injure and 
eliminate opposition. 

Gestures (aggressive behaviors) are 
used in an effort to coerce or 
outbargain the other when making a 
decision. 

Aggressive behaviors are threats. 
Threat is a force exerted in an 
effort to coerce a person into 
acting in a certain manner. 

Aggressive behaviors are used as 
force which is a form of power. 
Physical force, or violence, is 
illegitimate and is used to control 
the behavior of others in the 
family. 

Violent behavior involves the overt 
use of coercive force. 

Coercion is a range of behaviors 
which includes threats of assaul t 
to the overt use of physical force. 
Coercion ranges in intensi ty from 
verbal manipu la tions to the over t 
use of physical violence. 

The conflict tactics are used to 
coerce the other participant into 
accommodating a personal interest. 
These tactics range from verbal 
discussion and symbolic assaults to 
the use of extreme physical force. 

Aggression is a behavior used to 
or perceived to have the intention 
of causing harm. 



Table 6--Continued 

Inves tiga tor( s ) 

Hudson and 
McIntosh 

Bell, Chafetz 
and Horn 

Humphreys and 
Campbell 

Gelles and 
Cornell 

Year 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1985 

88 

Social Definitions 

Abuse is a behavior which causes 
nonphysical or physical injury to 
another. 

Control attempts are power. Beha
viors, such as threats, are used to 
encourage the other to concur. 

Aggression is the intent to injury 
another ei ther psychologically or 
physically. 

Violence is an act that is intended 
or perceived as intending to cause 
pain or injury. 
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(see Gelles and Straus, 1979a, 1979b; steinmetz and Straus, 

1974; Straus, 1974b; Wiggins, 1983). 

Social scientists justified this narrow conceptual 

perspective by arguing that acts of physical aggression are 

qualitatively different from other forms of aggression (see 

Gelles and Cornell, 1985; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; 

Steinmetz and Straus, 1974; Straus, 1974b). This conceptual 

perspective was based on the premise that the physical 

nature of violence differentiated this group of behaviors 

from other forms of interpersonal aggression (Gelles and 

Cornell, 1985; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Steinmetz and 

Straus, 1974; Straus, 1980). This conceptual perspective 

also separated the physically aggressive behaviors from any 

social meaning and eliminated many of the measurement 

problems which plagued the more generic concept of 

aggression (Gelles and Cornell, 1985; Gelles and Straus, 

1979a; Steinmetz and Straus, 1974; Wiggins, 1983). In 

addi tion, this argumen t supported the view tha t physica 1 

aggression, or violence, was a separate phenomenon (Gelles 

and Cornell, 1985; Gelles and Straus, 1979a). This concep

tual perspective quickly became the basis for the current 

"phenomenologic consensus" on aggression and has defined the 

conceptual boundaries of most investigations (Gelles and 

Cornell, 1985; Gelles and Straus, 1979a; Wiggins, 1983). 
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Unfortuna tely, the accepted "phenomenologic consen

sus" definition of aggression is conceptually misleading and 

does not accurately describe the scope of the aggressive 

behaviors used during a conjugal conflict (Dobash and 

Dobash, 1979, 1980; Ferraro, 1979; Pagelow, 1981; Wiggins, 

1983). Conceptually, the "phenomenological consensus" 

definition focuses on only the most extreme forms of 

physical aggression and the injuries which result from 

physical assaults (Gelles and Cornell, 1985; Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a; Wiggins, 1983). 

error because the definition 

This is a serious conceptual 

does not account for the 

caustic destruction of self-esteem or psychological trauma 

which results from symbolic assaults, such as verbal threats 

and gestures (Bloch, 1980; Ferraro, 1979; Pagelow, 1981; 

l'Jiggins, 1983; West, 1980). Perhaps the most serious 

consequence of this conceptualization is the isola tion of 

physical aggression from the realm of normal human behavior 

(Bloch, 1980; West, 1980). This is a serious specification 

error that conceptually blinds investigators to other 

harmful behaviors which are seen and treated in a clinical 

set ting--such as negl ect and verba 1 abuse (Ferraro, 1979; 

Pagelow, 1981; West, 1980). While concern for the severity 

of the physical injuries is laudable, this concern clearly 

reflects personal values which bias the conceptualization of 

the phenomena and the analysis of the existing data. 
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Defining aggression as the intent to injure or harm 

the other participant takes a judgmental view of the 

phenomena. This def ini tion of aggression crea tes severa 1 

conceptual problems because of the emphasis on external 

social definitions and social labels of the observed 

behavior (Tedeschi, 1983). These labels are often unstable 

and vary with the divergent beliefs, values and social 

backgrounds of the participants (Tedeschi, 1983). There are 

also instances when there is an intent to harm, but the 

extent of the injury goes beyond that intended. This fact 

raises questions about whether an injury was intentional or 

accidental and whether injury can be classified as 

aggression (Gelles and Straus, 1979a). The variance and 

ambiguity inherent in this definition create several 

problems in defining the parameters of the concept. 

The conceptual definition of aggression as physical 

violence is not empirically supported by the existing data. 

While most investigations reveal information about physical 

aggression, they also examine an entire continua of 

behavior--including several forms of nonphysical aggression 

--in order to differentiate between subject populations (see 

Straus, 1979). Frequently data on nonphysical behavior is 

overlooked in the analysis section of an investigation and 

is minimized or ignored throughout the current theoretical 

and research literature. 
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At the heart of the issue is a failure to distin

guish between the theoretical and operational definitions of 

aggress ion. The curren t emphasis is on the "phenomenologi

cal consensus" or operational definitions of aggression, 

which obscures the more abstract and equally important 

social definitions of the concept. This lack of conceptual 

sophistication also hampers the identification of conceptual 

dimensions which include acts of physical aggression. The 

more abstract conceptual definitions identify these 

dimensions and conceptually account for a larger amount of 

variance in social behavior. 

Social scien tis ts have propcsed severa 1 synonymous 

social definitions for aggressive behavior (Table 6). In 

keeping wi th the classic def ini tions of fered by in terper

sonal aggression theorists, many of these social definitions 

ha ve focused on the goal of the aggress ion. The goa 1 s 

inherent in these definitions vary, but can be classified 

in to two main ca tegories: ( 1 ) 

sus defini tion of aggression, 

the phenomenological consen

and (2) the act of socia 1 

coercion (Table 6). Apparent in the most recent definitions 

is the goa 1 of an in ten t to inj ure the other par ticipan t 

(Table 6). Note should be made tha t these def ini tions are 

influenced by and synonymous with, the phenomenological 

consensus definition which has dominated most of the 

literature since the mid-1970s. 
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The al terna te def ini tion defines aggression as an 

act of social coercion (Table 6). This definition of 

aggression is not at odds with the phenomenological 

consensus definition of the concept. Aggression defined as 

an act of social coercion is a broader concept which 

incorporates the physical assaults and injuries of the 

phenomenological consensus perspective as subdimensions of 

the concept (Table 6). The broader scope of the coercion 

definition is seen in the synonymous definitions developed 

by Coser (1968), Turner, (1970), Sprey (1968,1971), Goode 

(1971), O'Brien (1971), and Scanzoni (1972) (Table 6). From 

this perspective, aggression is defined as the USE'. of any 

behavior in an effort to coerce the other participant. 

Additional subdimensions can readily be defined as the use 

of symbolic or physical threats, force and violence 

(Tedeschi, 1983) . The coercion view of aggression 

in corpora tes mos t of the variance of the social behaviors 

used during conjugal conflict (Straus, 1979). 

Ironically, aggression was defined as an act of 

social coercion in the early work on conjugal conflict and 

has been the implicit basis for most of the major investiga

tions of the phenomena through the use of Straus' (1979) 

Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS). Aggression defined as an act 

of socia 1 coercion was incorpora ted in to the CTS scal e by 

Straus (1974, 1979, 1983a) in his ongoing analysis of the 
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behaviors, or conflict tactics, used during an interpersonal 

conflict. In his analysis, Straus (1979) placed all of 

these behaviors on a single continua of coercion. This 

continua contained aggressive behaviors which ranged from 

discussion to lethal assaul ts--including several forms of 

nonverbal and verbal aggression which are symbolic assaults. 

Straus (1979) argued that all of the behaviors on the 

continua are used to coerce the other participant in an 

effort to advance or protect a personal interest during a 

conflict. As the level of coercion increased, so did the 

severity of the symbolic and physical injury (Straus, 1979). 

During a conflict of interests, each participant 

attempts to influence the other participant in an effort to 

advance or protect a personal interest (Coser, 1968; Goode, 

1971; Scanzoni, 1972, 1982; Sprey, 1969, 1971; Straus, 1979; 

Turner, 1970). If a participant cannot influence the other 

participant, then the success of achieving the desired 

outcome depends on that participant's ability to use 

coercion (Scanzoni, 1972, 1982; Sprey, 1969, 1971; Straus, 

1979; Turner, 1970). These attempts to coerce the other 

participan tare disp layed as ges t ures, threa ts and the use 

of overt physical force (Coser, 1968; Goode, 1971; O'Brien, 

1971; Scanzoni, 1972, 1982; Sprey, 1969, 1971; Straus, 1979, 

1983a; Turner, 1970). Therefore, aggression is defined in 

this inves tiga tion as: a participant's a t tempt to coerce 
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the other participant into accepting a preferred agenda 

(Figure 1) (Straus, 1979; Tedeschi, 1983). 

Summary 

The investigation of how and why specific behaviors 

are used during a conjugal conflict has been characterized 

by the contradictions and confusion which surround the 

phenomenon. Most of the contradictions and confusion have 

been due to a variety of conceptual issues. Frequently, the 

major issue has been the conceptualization of the various 

elements and parameters of the phenomenon. Very few 

inves tiga tors have a t tempted to define the phenomenon of 

conjugal conflict per see As a result, conjugal conflict 

has been conceptually confused with several other forms of 

conflict, such as psychological conflict and family 

conflict. 

Several social scientists have attempted to resolve 

these taxing conceptual issues by using concepts developed 

in other areas of the social sciences. Unfortunately, these 

modified conceptual models have generated further confusion 

abou t the na ture of the phenomenon. The applica tion of 

these conceptual models has also generated a vast array of 

synonymous terms for a limited number of concepts. 

The theoretical framework for this investigation has 

attempted to clarify some of the major conceptual issues 

invol ved in studying conjuga 1 confl ict. Se t wi thin the 
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intimate context of a conjugal relationship, the theoretical 

framework for this investigation focused on the power, 

interference, frustration and aggression present during a 

conjugal conflict (Figure l). Central to this perspective 

was the role that a participant's perception of behavior 

plays in defining the social reality of a conjugal conflict. 

This perceived social reality, and the cognitive responses 

to that reality, were conceptualized as the major determi

nants of the behaviors used during a conjugal conflict. 

such a theoretical framework focused the 

investigation on the concepts of power, interference, 

frus tra tion and aggression. Each of these concepts has 

played a major role in the investigation of conjugal con

flict and has been mentioned frequently in the theoretical 

and research literature. Yet, the identification and 

def ini tion of 

their implicit 

terms. Using 

these concepts has of ten been hampered by 

use or by the use of a variety of synonymous 

common themes found in the literature, 

def ini tions of these concepts were deve loped and examined. 

The result has been a simplified set of definitions for the 

concepts used within a theoretical framework that has 

application for both researchers and clinicians. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

There are several factors which limit the generaliza

bility of investigations on the behaviors used during a 

conjugal conflict. The major limitations of these investiga

tions, however, are because of the methods used to collect 

the data (Dobash and Dobash, 1979, 1983; Gelles, 1972, 1978, 

1980, 1982; Pagelow, 1982; Steinmetz, 1977; Straus, 1979). 

Gelles (1982) argues that three of the major limitations in 

the data are: 

1. Almost ninety percent of the data are based on cases 

where the conflict and behaviors are identified by a 

social service agency. 

2. Most investigations do not use a comparison group to 

establish the relationships among the variables. 

3. The sampling methods used to collect the data 

prevent generalization to a larger population. 

Straus (1979), Pagelow (1982) and Hudson and McIntosh (1981) 

also argue that the data are limited because of the 

dif f icu 1 ties associa ted wi th measuring the behaviors used 

during a conjugal conflict. While these broad issues are 
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legitimate limitations, there are other methodological 

limitations which more severely limit the clinical and 

research applications of the data. 

The clinical and research applications of the 

existing data are limited by four very specific methodologi-

cal issues. First, the majority of the investigations draw 

inferences about conjugal conflict from the social character

istics of victims in crisis shelters (Dobash and Dobash, 

1983; Gelles, 1980, 1982; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 

1980) . 

examined. 

Seldom 

As a 

are the dynamics of 

result, a great deal is 

the relationship 

known abou t the 

social characteristics of the victims in a conflict and the 

batterers' reported behavior. Little is known about the 

conditions and interactional stimuli which provoke the 

behavioral responses (Dobash and Dobash, 1983). Second, few 

investigations examine the range of interpersonal operations 

which occur during a conjugal conflict (Bloch, 1980; West, 

1980). Very little of the data can be generalized beyond 

those individuals who only use extreme forms of physical 

aggression (Gelles, 1980, 1982). Finally, even fewer inves

tigations examine the interactional stimuli which define the 

social context and govern the nature of a conjugal conflict. 

All of the foregoing limit data to presumed definitions of 

the structural social parameters of the phenomena. Li t tle 
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is known about the effects of the interactional behaviors on 

the duration and intensity of a conflict. 

Obvious ly, no single inves tiga tion wi 11 offset all 

of the 1 imi ta tions in previous studies. Yet, the presen t 

investigation was designed to begin addressing some of these 

limitations. Using a more rigorous mathematical correla

tional design with magnitude estimation measures, this 

investigation examined women participants' psychological 

responses to social stimuli and the effects on the behaviors 

used during a conjugal conflict. 

Mathematical Designs and Social Psychophysics 

Mathematical designs, which are common in the 

physical sciences, are now being used in the social sciences 

(Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1985). Previously many social 

scientists felt that the mathematical designs were not 

appropriate for their concepts of interest (Hamblin, 1971). 

Yet, in many ins tances, socia 1 scien tis ts inves tiga te the 

stimulus-response relationships in 

the social stimuli which provoke 

during a con juga 1 conf lict. In 

human behavior, such as 

the use of aggression 

such cases, there is a 

strong justification for the use of the magnitude scaling 

strategies (Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1985). 

The mathematical designs are seldom used in the 

social sciences because of the difficulties involved in 
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operationalizing the procedures of the designs (Hamblin, 

1971; Hinshaw, 1978; Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1985). The proce

dures o~erationalized by the mathematical designs are design 

elements common to the physical sciences, such as 

manipulation 9f the variables, controlling for the effects 

of extraneous variables, and ratio level measures (Hamblin, 

1971; Hinshaw, 1978). However, these obstacles can be 

overcome by following the psychophysical model of mathema

tical designs (Hamblin, 1971; Hinshaw, 1978; Stevens, 1975). 

The Psychophysical Model 

The mathematical designs used in the social sciences 

were developed during the psychophysical experiments 

conducted by Stevens and his associates in the 1950s 

(Hamblin, 1971; Stevens, 1968, 1975). Stevens and his 

associates conducted these experiments in an effort to 

determine the functional relationship between the magnitude 

of sensory responses and physi ca 1 s timu Ii. The resu 1 ts of 

these investigations revealed the psychophysical power law. 

Mathematically, the power law is expressed as: 

( 3.1 ) 

where the magni tude of the sensory response (1jJ = psi) is 

equal to the magnitude of the stimuli (¢ = theta), with the 

constant 'c' and exponent n being measurable parameters of 
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the response modality (Stevens, 1960, 1968, 1971, 1975). 

Translated, the power law stated that "equal stimuli ratios 

produce equal sensory response ratios" (Stevens, 1968, p. 

175). 

Repeated tests of the power law were conducted using 

multiple measurement strategies in triangulated designs (see 

Stevens, 1960, 1971; Stevens and Gallanter, 1957). Through

out the experiments, subjects generated responses to match a 

known amount of physical stimuli, such as light or sound, 

using a variety of physical and cognitive measurement 

strategies (see Stevens, 1971, 1975; Stevens and Gallanter, 

1957). 'l'he results of these experiments substantiated the 

psychophysical power law and validated the use of a wide 

range of ratio level measurement strategies, such as line 

production and magnitude estimation (Stevens, 1971, 1975; 

Stevens and Gallanter, 1957). 

Social Psychophysics 

Stevens' psychophysical power law and measurement 

strategies, including magnitude estimation, were quickly 

adapted into the social sciences. Early investigations 

examined the relationship between social stimuli and a 

variety of subjective responses, such as seriousness of 

crimes (Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964), aggression (Hamblin, 

Bridger, Yancy and Day, 1963), and power (Shinn, 1969). 

Consis ten tl y, these ear 1 y inves tiga tions explained eigh ty-
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five to ninety percent of the variance of the theoretical 

equations (Hamblin, 1971; Hinshaw, 1978; Lodge, 1980; 

Stevens, 1968,1975). 

The success of these early investigations led 

Hamblin and Smith (1966) to propose a bivariate social form 

of the power law. This bivariate social form of the power 

law was mathematically expressed as: 

R = cSn (3.2) 

where the magnitude of the social response (R) increases as 

a power function of the social stimuli (S) with c and n 

as empirically determined parameters. 

However, Hamblin and Smith (1966) recognized that 

social responses were often the result of a series of social 

stimuli. Thus, Hamblin and Smith (1966) logically expanded 

the bi varia te power law equa tion in to a mul ti varia te form 

which was more appropriate for social phenomena. Mathe-

matically, this multivariate form of the equation was 

expressed as: 

R Snl sxn2 = c , c , ( 3 . 3 ) 

where the magnitude of the social response (R) was a 

multivariate power function of the set of social stimuli 

This multivariate form of the power 

law was then validated in the social sciences by 
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investigations on values, status (Hamblin and Smith, 1966) 

and national power (Shinn, 1969). 

Nursing Adaptation 

Several nursing researchers have subsequently 

adapted the social science versions of the psychophysical 

power laws, mathematical designs and measurement strategies, 

such as magnitude estimation. Investigations in the nursing 

arena have successfully used the rna thema tica 1 designs and 

magni tude es tima tion to measure a wide range of concepts. 

Hinshaw and her associates have measured factors affecting 

professional status (Hinshaw and Field, 1974), quality of 

care (Hinshaw and Oaks, 1977), and in trusi veness (Hinshaw 

and Schepp, 1983). Other investigations have also measured 

a variety of factors which examine opinions and at ti tudes 

toward preventive health behaviors (see Murdaugh, 1981; 

Sennott, 1980). 

The strength of the results of the mathematical 

designs and magni tude es tima tion in these nursing inves ti

gations demonstrate their empirical value. The rigor of the 

designs and the magni tude es tima tion measuremen t s tr3 tegy 

strongly support their use in stimulus-response oriented 

research. 
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Magnitude Estimation 

One of the major outcomes of Stevens' psychological 

experiments was the development of the magnitude estimation 

measurement strategy (Hamblin, 1971; Hinshaw, 1978; Lodge, 

1980; Stevens, 1968). The measurement strategy has received 

a variety of labels, incl uding absol u te judgment, numeric 

estimation, and, finally, magnitude estimation (Stevens, 

1971). Essentially, magnitude estimation is a cognitive 

psychological measurement strategy which generates ratio 

level scales. As with all of the psychophysical measurement 

strategies, magnitude estimation is based on the psychophysi

cal power law, which describes the functional relationship 

between an individual's subjective responses and the 

intensity of a stimuli. 

Magnitude estimation has been one of the most 

popular psychophysical measurement strategies in nursing and 

social science research. This popularity is due to 

magnitude estimation's simplicity and ease of use in 

obtaining ratio level responses. Basically, the strategy 

requires a subject to generate a series of numeric estimates 

which match the intensity of his subjective impressions of 

the magnitude of a set of randomly ordered stimuli. 

Repeated use of magnitude estimation in cross modality 

studies in nursing (Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1985) has 

supported Stevens' (1968) assertion that the measurement 
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stra tegy produces ra tio level da ta which fits the psycho

physical power law. 

Summary 

Researchers who use magnitude estimation and the 

mathematical designs admit that this psychophysical model 

does have some limitations (Hamblin, 1977; Hinshaw, 1978; 

lodge, 1981; Rice, Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1983, 1984; Shinn, 

1969; Stevens, 

across a wide 

1971). However, the strength of the results 

range of inves tiga tions sugges t tha t these 

issues can be managed by conscientious investigators (Rice, 

Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1983, 1984). Thus, the use of 

magnitude estimation measures merged with mathematical 

designs are indicated for stimulus-response oriented social 

research (Hamblin, 1971; Hinshaw, 1978; Lodge, 1981; Rice, 

Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1983, 1984; Stevens, 1968). 

Mathematical Correlational Design 

This investigation uses a mathematical correlational 

descriptive design in which the subjects generate a series 

of magnitude estimate responses for a set of social stimuli. 

As Hamblin (1971) notes, a mathematical design in the social 

sciences mus t 

to determine 

follow a specific set of procedures in order 

the functional relationships among the 

variables. These procedures are: 
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1. Manipulation of one or more of the independent 

variables. 

2. Control of the effects of all 0 ther variables by 

constancy. 

3. Simultaneous 

variables. 

ratio level measurement 

4. Averaging out of measurement error. 

of all 

5. Summarizing the functional relationships between the 

variables with an algebraic equation (Hamblin, 1971). 

Because the present investigation is a correla~ional 

ra ther than an exper imen tal design, the firs t procedure-

manipulation of one or more of the independent variables-

was not to be operationalized as recommended by Hinshaw 

(1978). This mathematical correlational investigation was to 

be conducted by asking women who were engaged in a conjugal 

relationship to judge twenty-one randomly ordered behavioral 

s timu 1 i in terms of the four rna jor concepts in the study. 

The twenty-one behavioral stimuli were judged using a 

magnitude estimation measurement strategy across all of the 

concepts--power, interference, frustration, and aggression. 

Sample 

Subjects for this investigation were selected from a 

homogeneous set of subjects who were clients in an 
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established consortium of shelters and transitional homes 

for women and children in various stages of a crisis. 

subjects were selected from a convenience sample of 

first 40 women who agreed to participate in 

investigation and met the following selection criteria: 

1. White Anglo-Saxon female. 

The 

the 

the 

2. Involved in a conjugal relationship for a minimum of 

1 year. 

3. Between eighteen and sixty-five years of age. 

4. Read and write the English language; 

5. Currently a client of the consortium. 

The first forty women who agreed to participate were 

selected as subjects for this investigation. A sample of 

this size was needed to stabilize the subjects' median 

scores when using magnitude estimation as a measurement 

strategy. A sample of this size met Hamblin and Smith's 

(1966) recommendation of thirty to forty subjects and 

exceeded Fields and Hinshaw's (1977) recommendation of 

twenty to thirty subjects required for the use of magnitude 

estimation scales. 

Research Setting 

The setting for the investigation was an established 

consortium of shelters and transitional homes for women and 

children in crisis. This consortium provided a wide range 

I 
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of crisis, counseling and transitional services to women and 

children from all socioeconomic backgrounds who were in an 

economic, emotional and abusive crisis. The consortium was 

partially supported by the Department of Economic Security 

and located in a metropolitan community of approximately six 

hundred thousand people in the southwestern united States. 

The subjects for the investigation were selected 

from a convenience pool of the active case files of the 

consortium. 

files. 

None of the subjects were drawn from inactive 

The data were collected in a structured interview 

format in either the subjects' homes or an office in the 

consortium's facilities. The determination of the interview 

setting was dependent on convenience for the subjects. All 

of the subjects' responses were recorded by the investigator 

on the magnitude estimation data record (Appendix C) at the 

time of the interview. 

Magnitude Estimation Stimuli 

Several criteria must be used in the selection of 

stimuli for magnitude estimation measures (Hinshaw, 1978; 

Lodge, 1980; Rice, 

Murdaugh and Hinshaw, 

with any scale item, 

Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1984; Rice, 

1983; Stevens, 1966, 1968, 1975). As 

each magnitude estimation stimuli 

should be clearly stated and contain only one cue (Nunnally, 

1978). In keeping with the psychophysical measurement 
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model, however, the stimuli for magnitude estimation scales 

must also meet an additional set of criteria. The stimuli 

used in magnitude estimation measures must also be broad 

enough to elicit a socialized response and still vary on the 

dimensions under investigation (Hamblin, 1971; Hinshaw, 

1978; Lodge, 1980; Rice, Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1984; Rice, 

Murdaugh and Hinshaw, 1983; Shinn, 1969; Stevens, 1975). 

These conflicting criteria are problematic for social 

science research because of the increased ambiguity, or 

"noise" present in social stimuli (Lodge, 1980; Hinshaw, 

1978). Thus, the stimuli must be carefully selected and 

"cleaned" prior to their use in the investigation (Hinshaw, 

1978; Lodge, 1980; Rice, Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1984). 

Each of the behavioral social stimuli used in this 

investigation 

Tactics Scale 

was adapted from Straus' 

(CTS). Straus (1979) has 

(1979) 

argued 

Conflict 

tha t the 

behaviors listed in the CTS scale are representative of the 

behaviors used during a conjugal conflict. At the very 

least, the behaviors listed in the CTS scale have been 

repeatedly tested for face and content validity (see Straus, 

1979 for a detailed review of the validity and development 

of this scale). Because of this prior work on con ten t 

validity, the CTS scale provided an excellent pool of items 

for the magni tude es tima tion measures used in this 

investigation. 
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The items of the CTS scale selected for the magni

tude estimation measures were content-analyzed and tested in 

a three-phase feasibility study (Appendix A). The subjects 

in each phase of the investigation examined each of the 

stimuli for clarity, content validity, and the presence of 

multiple cues. In addition, the subjects in the third phase 

of the investigation field tested the stimuli and evaluated 

the level of social desirabili ty in their responses. The 

results of this investigation yielded twenty-one stimuli 

which were fel t to represent the behaviors used during a 

conjugal conflict (Appendix B). These twenty-one stimuli 

were then reformulated into a new magnitude estimation scale 

for this investigation (Appendix C). 

Operationalization of the Concepts 

The twenty-one behavioral stimuli were judged on the 

four major concepts of this investigation--power, inter

ference, frustration, and aggression. The operational 

definitions given to the subjects were as follows: 

Power: Often during a conflict, an individual uses 

certain behaviors to infl uence a conjuga I partner 

(spouse) in an effort to alter that person's 

posi tion. On this lis t of behaviors, which wou ld 

you consider as being the behavior you would use to 

exert an average amount of influence? 
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Interference: Some behaviors indicate more resistance 

from a 

during 

conjugal par tner (spouse) to 

a conflict than others. 

your posi tion 

Among these 

behaviors, which would you consider demonstrates an 

average amount of resistance to your position? 

Frustration: Some of the behaviors that a conjugal 

partner (spouse) uses when discussing an issue 

emotionally upsets, or angers, a person more than 

others. Of these behaviors, which one angers you an 

average amount? 

Aggression: When discussing an issue with your conjugal 

partner (spou~e), you use some behaviors in an 

effort to control your partner's behavior. On the 

1 is t of behaviors, which behavior do you use to 

control your partner's behavior an average amount of 

the time? 

'rhese opera tiona 1 defini tions were broad enough to e 1 ici t 

the subjects' socialized responses and yet contained only 

one dimension on which the concept could be judged. 

Data Collection Protocol 

The data collected by Gelles (1972, 1982) and 

LaRossa (1977) raise questions about the amount of noise and 

response bias injected into the data by the presence of the 

subject's conjugal partner. While there is no firm evidence 
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on the effects of a conjugal partner's presence, Gelles 

(1983) cautions investigators to be aware of the issue. 

Thus, through this invstigation, each of the subjects were 

interviewed separately from their conjugal partners. This 

s tra tegy was used in an effort to reduce the amoun t of 

interference and potential response bias present in the data 

collection procedure. 

Data were collected from all 

structured interview format. Each 

of the subjects 

of the subjects 

in a 

were 

presented with a brief description of the investigation in 

the form of a study disclaimer (Appendix D). The subjects 

were then asked to complete Section A of the Social Charac

teristics Data Base (SCDB, Appendix E), which provided 

essential information about social characteristics which may 

affect a conjugal conflict. 

Magnitude Estimation Calibration 

Prior to the formal data collection, each of the 

subjects was given a five- to ten-minute calibration session 

(Appendix F) on generating ratio level magnitude estimation 

responses. These calibration sessions were needed to 

familiarize the subjects with the measurement modality and 

to prevent the subjects from generating ordinal level 

responses (Hinshaw, 1978; Lodge, 1980). In addition, the 

data collected from these calibration sessions was used to 

1 
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calculate and correct any regression bias found in the data 

(Lodge, 1981). 

This investigation used a calibration procedure 

modeled after the procedure developed by Lodge (1981). The 

first phase of this procedure required each subject to 

generate magnitude estimates of a series of ten line-length 

stimuli (i.e., 3 mm, 9 mm, 

standard 50 mm line (Lodge, 

300 mm) relative to a 

1981). The second phase 

required the subject to produce a series of lines in 

response to a series of numeric stimuli (i.e., 3, 9, . 

300) relative to a standard number of 50 (Lodge, 1981). The 

numeric responses to the line stimuli were immediately 

plotted on log-log coordinates (Appendix G) in order to 

determine if the subject was generating ratio level data. 

The responses of the subjects who were generating ratio 

level data formed a straight line when plotted on log-log 

coordinates. These subjects then proceeded on to formal 

data collection. 

Formal Data Collection 

Af ter comple ting the ca 1 ibra tion sess ion, each of 

the subjects used the magnitude estimation strategy to 

complete Section B of the Social Characteristics Data Base 

(SCDB) form (Appendix E). Section B of the SCBD was 

designed to complete the data base on the subjects' social 

characteristics which may have had an effect on conjugal 
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conflict. Magnitude estimation scaling was used to complete 

this section of the SCOB in an effort to obtain accurate 

ratio level data on the interpersonal behaviors between a 

subject's parents. There has been no hard evidence other 

than anecdotal notes, which has indicated that the level of 

interpersonal aggression between an individual's parents has 

an effect on the behaviors an individual uses during a 

conjugal conflict (Herrenkohl, Herrenkohl and Toedter, 1983; 

Herzberger, 1983; Wardell, Gillespie and Leffler, 1983). 

Thus, study data were coll ected in an a ttempt to complete 

the data base on the social background of the subjects. 

Each of the subjects then were asked to use 

magni tude es tima tion to eval ua te the twen ty-one s timul i to 

measure the four major concepts: power, interference, 

frustration, and aggression. Consistent with the 

psychophysical model, the subjects were presented wi th a 

list of all the stimuli (Appendix G). After selecting an 

average stimuli for the concept, the subject was told that 

the stimuli was arbitrarily assigned a standard number of 

one hundred. The subject was then presented with the 

remainder of the stimuli in random order on a rancomly 

selected concept. The subject was asked to judge each 

stimuli in proportion to the previously selected average 

stimuli. The numbers given as estimates of the magnitude of 

each stimuli were recorded as the subject's response on the 
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da ta record (Appendix D). This procedure was repeated for 

each randomly selected concept until all of the concepts had 

been evaluated. 

Fifteen women were randomly selected and retested in 

order to determine the stability of the responses. The 

retest followed the same procedure as outlined for the 

ini tia I testing interview, incl uding randomiza tion of the 

stimuli and concepts. All twenty-one stimuli were judged 

across a 11 four of the rna jor concepts: power, in terfer

ence, frustration, and aggression. All of the subjects were 

then retested wi thin one to two weeks af ter the ini tial 

testing. 

Protection of Human Subjects 

The human subjects recruited for this investigation 

were Anglo-Saxon women who met the subject selection 

criteria. The study was explained and subjects sought from 

an established consortium for women and children in crisis. 

A disclaimer was used to explain the study to the subjects 

(Appendix F). 

Prior 

reviewed for 

to instituting the study, 

ethical considerations by 

the proposa I was 

the College of 

Nursing Ethica I Review Subcommi t tee. Gi ven the na ture of 

the information being sought in the questionnaires, the 

investigation was also reviewed by the University of Arizona 

Ethical Review Committee and approved (Appendix H). Agency 
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authorization and approval was obtained from the Department 

of Economic Security (Appendix I). 

Because some of the information in the questionnaire 

was of a sensitive nature, all of the data was cryptically 

encoded using a computer program developed by the 

investigator. At no time were subject names or other 

identifying informa tion recorded on the data sheets. A 

master code sheet was kept only until the test/retest 

procedure was completed. At that time, the master code and 

the cryptic encoding program was des troyed. All raw da ta 

were kept in locked files in the College of Nursing's Data 

Laboratory and the results reported only in aggregate form. 

There were no known risks to the subjects for 

participa ting in the study. Subjects who reacted strong 1 y 

to any aspect of the interview, however, were referred to 

their assigned therapists for counseling and follow-up. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS MODEL AND RESULTS 

The data collected during this investigation was 

analyzed in several stages because of unique analysis of 

magnitude estimation data. The four main stages of data 

analysis were: 

1. analysis of the social characteristics of the sample, 

2. analysis of the reliability of the magnitude estima

tion measures, 

3. analysis of the relationships among the major con

cepts specified in the theoretical model, and 

4. generation of empirical models. 

Analysis of the Sample 

The data describing the social characteristics of the 

sample consisted of both nominal and ordinal level data. 

These different levels of measurement required several 

different types of statistical analysis. Full analysis of 

the sample's social characteristics was completed in three 

phases: 

1. analysis of the social characteristics measured at 

nominal level; 
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2. analysis of the social characteristics measured at 

the ordinal level; 

3. analysis of the differences between the social 

characteristics of the sample collected during the 

investigation. 

The subjects' social characteristics, measured at the 

categorical level, were analyzed using frequency distribu-

tions. The frequency distributions were coupled with an 

examination of the percentile distribution of the sample. An 

adjusted percent was used in order to determine what percent 

of the total sample responded to a particular item across 

each of the response categories. This approach generated the 

absolute number of responses within a given category and the 

percent of the sample that responded to that category. 

The relationships between the categorical level 

social characteristics were computed using a set of cross-

tabulation procedures, or contingency tables. Crosstabula-

tions were used to determine the joint frequency distribution 

of the sample on two or more of the categorical variables. 

This joint frequency distribution determined if there was a 

relationship between the variables. The existence of a 

relationship was determined by calculating a chi square. All 

of the chi square scores were analyzed with the level of 

statistical significance set at the .05 level. 
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Once a relationship between the categorical variables 

had been identified, the nature of that relationship was 

determined using a phi coefficient. computation of a phi 

coefficient produced a score comparable to a Zero Order 

Product Moment Correlation, but based on Chi Square (Blalock, 

1979). All of the phi coefficients were calculated at the 

.05 level of statistical significance. 

The social characteristics, measured at an ordinal 

level, were also analyzed using a frequency distribution. A 

frequency distribution of the scores was used to identify the 

parameters of the subjects' responses. This frequency 

analysis focused on several measures of 

including the mean and median averages, 

central tendency 

the range of the 

responses with minimum and maximum values, and the standard 

deviations between the subject responses. 

Relationships between the social characteristics, 

measured at the ordinal level, were analyzed using Pearson's 

Zero Order Product Moment Correlations. All of the corre-

lations were assessed using a .05 level of statistical 

significance. This level of statistical significance was 

used in order to provide a maximum amount of power for the 

test, given the limits of the sample size. 

Finally, a one-way Analysis of Variance procedure was 

used to determine the statistical significance of the 

differences between the subjects' on the various social 
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Each of the categorical level variables 

were examined for similarities and differences across the 

full set of ordinal level variables. Statistical signifi-

cance was again kept at the .05 level in order to maintain 

the power of the statistical test given the limited size of 

the sample. 

Magnitude Estimation Data 

The most unique feature in the analysis of magnitude 

estimation data is that the subjects' responses to the 

"stimulus," not the individual subjects, are the unit of the 

analysis (Stevens, 1975). This means that the variance 

examined in the analysis of magnitude estimation data is the 

variance within the subjects' responses to a given stimulus 

(Stevens, 1971; Rice, Murdaugh and Hinshaw, 1984). A smaller 

number of subjects are needed for the statistical tests 

because each stimulus response is entered as a separate 

measurement (Hinshaw, 1978, Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1985). 

For example, if a separate factor analysis is done on 

forty subjects' responses to the twenty one stimuli for the 

concept of inf 1 uence, there wou Id be a tota 1 of for ty cases 

for each stimulus. Analysis across all twenty one stimuli 

for the concept would then involve a total of 840 stimulus 

responses. Thus, a total of 840 stimulus responses were 

available to conduct the statistical procedure. 
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A second unique aspect of magnitude estimation data 

centers on its distribution. Unlike most social science 

data, magnitude estimation data does not follow an arith

metically normal distribution (Stevens, 1975; Lodge, 1981). 

Magnitude estimation response data is severely skewed to the 

right and is more leuptokurtic than is allowed in the assump

tions of an arithmetically normal distribution (Stevens, 

1975; Lodge, 1981). This right sided skew occurs beca use of 

the power function under the response data (Stevens, 1975; 

Lodge 1981). As a result of this power function, magnitude 

estimation data is log normally distributed and can not be 

described by a series of arithmetically normal linear 

relationships (Stevens, 1971, 1975; Hamblin, 1974; Lodge, 

1981). Once the data is logrithmically transformed, however, 

the responses can be analyzed using ordinary least squares 

statistics (Hamblin, 1974; Lodge, 1981). 

Because of the log normal distribution of the 

responses, magnitude estimation data can not be accurately 

analyzed using the usual arithmetic mean as the measure of 

central tendency (Stevens, 1971, 1975; Hamblin, 1974; Lodge, 

1981). With magnitude estimation data, the geometric mean is 

the appropriate measure of central tendency used in the 

analysis (Stevens, 1975; Lodge, 1981). The geometric mean is 

easily calculated by exponentiating the arithmetic mean of 

the logarithmically transformed data (Stevens, 1971; Lodge 
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1981) . Use of the geometric mean assumes that the da ta is 

log normally distributed and is unaffected by the right sided 

skew found in all magnitude estimation response data 

(Stevens, 1975; Lodge, 1981). 

Cons equen t 1 y, the s ample size is signif ican tl y re

duced when using the aggregated data in the form of geometric 

means (Lodge, 1981; Stevens 1975). For example, if the data 

from forty subjects were aggregated into geometric means 

across all twenty-one stimuli under the concept of influence, 

a total of twenty-one cases would be available for analysis. 

The aggregated data for each stimulus is still based on forty 

responses per stimulus and contain little measurement error 

(Lodge, 1981; Stevens, 1975). 

The magnitude estimation data for this investigation 

were analyzed using the raw response scores as well as the 

aggregate data in the form of the geometric means. Both the 

data sets were used to test the assumption that the data were 

log normally distributed and could best be described by a 

power function. 

Reliability 

The traditional approaches to estimating reliability, 

such as Cronbach's Alpha, are not valid with magnitude 

estimation measures because of the change in the unit of 

analysis (Field and Hinshaw, 1977; Hinshaw, 1978; Hinshaw and 
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Murdaugh, 1985). Two alternative methods of computing the 

reliability of magnitude estimation scales are: 

1. Test/retest to determine the stability of the 

measures (Hinshaw, 1978), and 

2. Theta coefficients to determine the lower bounds of 

internal consistency (Hinshaw, 1978; Hinshaw, 

Murdaugh and Rice, 1984). 

Test/retest analysis on the stability of the 

magnitude estimation measures was based on data collected 

from the subjects on two separate occasions. The two data 

collection sessions were held between a minimum of one to a 

maximum of two weeks apart in order to minimize the subjects 

recall of the previous test scores. Subject recall of the 

prior test scores has been determined as unlikely, given the 

vast number of magnitude estimates generated by the subjects 

across testing sessions (Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1985). There 

were a total of 252 numeric estimates given across both 

testing sessions for subjects who underwent the test/retest 

procedure in this investigation. 

Analysis of the internal consistency of the magnitude 

estimation scales could not be accomplished using the usual 

summative scale procedures, such as Cronbach's Alpha (Hinshaw 

and Murdaugh, 1985). The internal consistency of the magni

tude estimation scales were determined by calculating a Theta 

Coefficient from a principle components factor. Using the 
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largest eigen value in the principle factoring of a scale, it 

was possible to calculate the consistency of the scores' 

convergence on a single factor (Zellers and Carmine, 1980). 

The computation of the Theta coefficient was based on the 

formula (Zellers and Carmine, 1980): 

N/N - 1(1 - l/X) (4.1) 

This computation generates a lower bounds estimate of the 

scales' internal consistency. The Theta Coefficient also 

tolerated the existence of the zero values possible with the 

use of magnitude estimation data (Hinshaw and Murdaugh, 1985; 

Rice, Murdaugh and Hinshaw, 1984). 

Calibration 

Prior to the analysis of the relationships between 

the variables, it was necessary to calibrate the response 

scores in order to determine the amount of regression bias 

present in the data (Lodge, 1981; Rice, Murdaugh and Hinshaw, 

1983). Regression bias was defined as the tendency of a 

sub jec t to dri f t toward a set of mean res ponse s (s tevens , 

1971; Lodge, 1981) Early work on the use of magnitude 

estimation measures indicated that regression bias substan

tially underestimated higher values and overestimated lower 

values (Hamblin, 1974). This regression phenomena had to be 

corrected prior to calculating the results in order to obtain 
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an accurate reflection of the true response values (Lodge, 

1981; Rice, Murdaugh and Hinshaw, 1983). 

Calibration of the response data and calculation of 

the regression bias present in the data were determined by 

the pre training calibration procedure. The geometric means 

for each of the numeric and line length estimates were 

plotted against the known length of the metric stimulus on 

log-log coordinates as recommended by Lodge (1981). The 

relationship between the two sets of values determined the 

exponent of the measurement modality (Hamblin, 1974; Lodge, 

1981). 

Once the empirical exponents had been determined, the 

numeric and line length estimates were plotted against each 

other as a cross modality check of the measurement modali

ties' exponential functions as suggested by Stevens (1975), 

Hamblin (1974) and Hinshaw and Murdaugh (1985). The amount 

of variance in the known versus calculated exponents was then 

used to correct the data for regression bias. 

Relationships Between Concepts 

The relationships between the four concepts specified 

in the theoretical model; power, interference, frustration 

and aggression, were analyzed using Pearson's Zero Order 

Product Moment Correlations. The correlations were analyzed 

with a statistical significance level of p < .001. This 

level of statistical significance provided an adequate amount 
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of power for the statistical test in spite of the large 

stimulus response sample size (n = 819). 

Relationships between the major concepts were calcu

lated using the raw scores and geometric means. Multiple 

tests across the raw scores and aggregate data were conducted 

to determine the nature of the mathematical function that 

best described the data. 

Regression Analysis 

The validity, nature and direction of the proposed 

relationships in the theoretical model were analyzed using 

multiple regression analysis procedures. The response scores 

for the concepts of power, interference and frustration were 

treated as inderendent variables with the concept of 

aggression as the dependent variable. Each of the variables 

was entered in the regression equation with the statistical 

significance level set at p ~ .001. 

All of the regression equations were tested using a 

forward regression analysis. The forward regression on each 

of the equations comprised the test of the full model. Based 

on these results, the equations were then tested using 

stepwise regression. 

Each of the regression equations was tested using 

both the raw scores and geometric means in an effort to 

determine the mathematical function that best fit the data. 

The level of statistical significance for all of the 
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regression analysis was again set at p ~ .001 regardless of 

the level of aggregation. Empirical models were then 

generated from the data using the geometric means. 

Results 

Sample Social Characteristics 

A total of 40 subjects were interviewed and tested 

during the course of the investigation. All 40 subjects were 

obtained from the consortium of shelters for women and child

ren with various forms of economic, emotional and abusive 

crises. These shelters served a wide range of socioeconomic 

groups and received partial funding for services from the 

Department of Economic Security. All of the subjects were 

drawn from facilities in a metropolitan community of approxi

mately 600,000 people located in the southwestern United 

States. 

Each of the 40 subjects met the investigation's 

selection criteria and were active cases in the social 

service agencies. All of the subjects were selected from a 

convenience sampling of the first 40 women who agreed to 

participate in the investigation. While a total of 40 

subjects were contacted, only 39 of the subjects completed 

the structured interview. One interview was halted when the 

subject voiced concern about her objectivity on the Parents 

Aggression Scales. This subject reported that a parent had 

died unexpectedly within the month prior to testing and she 
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was concerned that her responses would affect the investi-

gation. The interviewer then terminated the testing session 

on the basis that further testing might evoke emotional 

issues that would cause the subject undue discomfort. 

Subjects' Ages 

The literature on conjugal conflict has suggested 

that age has been a factor in determining the nature and 

frequency of conjugal conflict (Gelles, 1972; Giles-Sims, 

1983; Pagelow, 1981; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). 

Several research reports have indicated the the frequency and 

severity of conjugal conflict decreases as the age of the 

participants increases (Gelles and Straus, 1979; Straus, 

Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). The age range associa ted wi th 

conjugal conflict has not been stable across research 

reports, however, and the relationship has remained unclear 

(see Gelles, 1972; Giles-Sims, 1983; Straus, Gelles and 

Steinmetz, 1980). 

Examination of the age range of the subjects in this 

investigation revealed few deviations from those noted in 

earlier reports on the phenomenon (see Giles-Sims, 1983; 

Pagelow, 1981; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980; and 

Ivalker, 1979). Consistent with these earlier reports, the 

age distribution of this sample was markedly skewed toward 

younger women (Table 7). The data revealed that the sample 



Table 7. 

Employed 

Age 

Education 

Income 

Months 
Employed 

Months 
with 
Partner 

Number of 
Adults 

Number of 
Children 

Amount of 
Etoh Used 
(ounces) 

129 

Frequency distribution of subject responses to 
ordinal demographic variables (N = 39). 

Mean Median Range Minimum Maximum Deviation 

31 29 39 20 59 9 

12 12 8 9 17 1.7 

4878 2505 30000 0 30000 6775 

4.7 3.3 12 0 12 4.7 

74.5 46 456 12 468 83 

2 2 4 2 6 .7 

1.5 1.6 5 0 5 1.2 

13.3 .4 154 0 154 29.5 

-------------------------------------------------------------
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for this investigation had a mean age of 31 and a median age 

of 29. 

The sample for this investigation also had a large 

age range. The data indicated that the subjects' ages 

covered a range from 20 to 59 years (Table 7). The total 

sample generated a seemingly large total range of 39 years of 

age. However, this age range was similar to the age range 

noted in other investigations (see Gelles, 1972; Straus, 

Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980; and Walker, 1979). Consistent 

with earlier investigations, the results indicated that some 

women continue to experience physically violent conjugal 

conflict even as they approach retirement age. 

Education 

Many investigators have suggested that the educa

tional preparation of the women has been a factor affecting 

the nature of conjugal conflict (Straus, Gelles and 

S teinme tz, 1980). Inves tiga tors have argued tha t educa tion 

restricts the level of social-occupational status and has 

limited womens' ability to respond during conflicts with 

their male partners (Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). 

Yet, the hypo thesis has not been clear 1 y suppor ted and the 

reported educational backgrounds have covered a large range. 

The educational data for the sample in this 

investigation revealed a very diverse set of educational 

backgrounds. The vast majority of the sample had at least a 
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high school education as indicated by the median and mean of 

12 years of education (Table 7). This finding was similar to 

earlier reports which had also reported a mean level of 12 

years of education among battered women (see Gelles, 1972; 

Giles-Sims, 1983; and Pagelow, 1981). 

Several of the subjects in this investigation had 

advanced educational preparation beyond high school. A few 

of the subjects had up to a total of 17 years of formal 

education (Table 7). Many of these women had educational 

preparation in a professional or an advanced career, such as 

managerial level training or health care. This evidence 

indicated that the women in the sample found themselves in 

battering relationships regardless of their educational 

preparation. 

Marital Status 

Reports by Yollo and Straus (1980) have suggested 

that women who were cohabitating with their partners were 

more at risk for violent conjugal conflict that those who 

were legally married. This position has been supported by 

Giles-Sims (1983), who reported a similar set of results. 

These findings have implied that the marital status of the 

conjugal relationship is an important variable in determining 

how the participants behave during a conjugal conflict. 

The marital status of the subjects' in this investi

gation was different than the distributions noted in earlier 
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investigations. The data for this investigation revealed 

that a much larger percentage of the sample were cohabitating 

than had been reported in the samples of Yollo and Straus 

(1980) or Giles-Sims (1983). 

The sample for this investigation was equally 

distributed between 46.2% (n = 18) of the sample who were 

married and 46.2% (n = 18) of the sample who were cohabitat

ing with their male partners (Table 8). Only 7.7% (n = 3) of 

the total sample considered themselves to be in cornmon law 

marriages due to the duration of their relationship 

(Table 8). This finding suggested that the legal marital 

status of the relationship was not associated with the 

presence or absence of conjugal conflict. 

Duration of Relationships 

Prior investigations on conjugal conflict have seldom 

examined the duration of the relationship, or the amount of 

time that a couple has spent in a relationship. Straus, 

Gelles and Steinmetz (1980) have suggested that there is a 

higher incidence of violent conflict between younger couples. 

The implicit assumption has been that as couples spend more 

time with each other, the level of conflict diminishes. with 

t~e exception of a report by Giles-Sims (1983), the amount of 

time spent in the relationship has not been explicitly 

examined. 
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Table 8. Frequency: Percent distribution of subject re
sponses to categorical demographic variables. 

Variable 

Marital 
Status 

Adjusted 
Percent 

Employment 
S ta tus 

Adjusted 
Percent 

Type of 
Residence 

Adjusted 
Percent 

Owners of 
Residence 

Adjusted 
Percent 

Religion 

Adjusted 
Percent 

N 

N 

39 

100 

N 

39 

100 

N 
39 

100 

N 
39 

100 

N 
39 

100 

Religiosity N 
39 

Adjusted 100 
Percent 

Married 

18 

46.2 

Unemployed 
hours 

25 

64.l 

House 
11 

28.2 

Self 
2 

5 . 1 

Catholic 
25 

64.1 

Very 
5 

12.8 

Response Categories 

Common Law Live 
Together 

3 18 

7.7 46.2 

11-20 21-30 31-40 
hours hours hours 

1 4 9 

2.6 10.3 23.l 

Condo/Townhouse 
3 

Apartment 
25 

7.8 

Spouse 
4 

10.3 

Protestant 
1 

2.6 

Relatives 
3 

7.7 

Atheist 
4 

10.3 

64.1 

Others 
30 

76.9 

Other 
9 

23.1 

Moderately 
30 

Not at All 
4 

76.9 10.3 



Table 8--Continued 

Variable 

Etoh Use 

Adjusted 
Percent 

Street 
Drug Use 

Adjusted 
Percent 

N 

N 
39 

100 

N 
39 

100 

No 
22 

55.3 

Yes 
10 

23.7 

Response Categories 

Yes 
17 

44.7 

No 
29 

76.3 

134 
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The duration of the subjects' relationships in this 

investigation was similar to the results reported by Giles

Sims (1983). The da ta indica ted tha t the sub jects in this 

investigation had spent an average of 6.2 years with their 

current partners (Table 7). The sample distribution was 

skewed toward shorter relationships indicated by a median of 

2 years. 

The total range of time that the subjects had spent 

in a relationship was quite large. Each of the subjects had 

spent a minimum of one year in a relationship as required by 

the se lection cri teria for the investigat ion. Ye t, one 0 f 

the subjects had spent a total of 38.75 years in a relation

ship which was the maximum amount of time reported by any of 

the subjects. These findings indicated that conjugal 

conflict was present, regardless of the duration of the 

relationship. 

Employment and Income 

Most investigators have suggested the the absence of 

a job also limits womens' position and the alternative 

resources that could be used to support a position during a 

conjugal conflict (see Gelles, 1972; straus, Gelles and 

Steinmetz, 1980). Unfortunately, little data has been 

reported on the women's personal employment records. The 

vast majority of the investigations have reported on the 
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males' employment status. Only Giles-Sims (1983) has 

provided data on the women's employment status. 

The data from this investigation indicated that the 

majority of the sample (64%, n = 25) had been unemployed 

during the year prior to the investigation (Table 8). Many 

of the subjects (12%, n = 5) who had worked had been employed 

on a part time basis. Only 23% (n = 9) of the total sample 

had full time employment during the year prior to the 

investigation. 

The number of months that the subjects had been 

employed was also severely skewed due to the high incidence 

of unemployment in the sample. The 35% of the sample who had 

been employed, however, had worked several months out of the 

year (Table 8). The entire sample had an average of 4.7 

months of employment within the year prior to the investi

gation (Table 7). 

The range of the subjects' incomes was notable. The 

income distribution was again skewed toward the lower end of 

the scale with a mean income of $4,878.00 (Table 7). Yet 

some of the subjects reported incomes of $30,000.00 per year. 

This upper range indicated that the subjects who had been 

employed had substantial incomes. 

The percent of the subjects in this investigation who 

had been employed was less than that reported by Giles-Sims 

(1983). The distribution of the income levels for this 
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investigation did not deviate markedly from those reported in 

Giles-Sims (1983) earlier report. In contrast to the 

explanations offered by many investigators, 

from the data were that many battered women 

the implications 

did have a h i.gh 

level of personal socioeconomic status and resources. 

Religious Backgrounds 

The role of religious preferences and religiosity on 

conjugal conflict has been variable across research reports 

(Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). Straus, Gelles and 

Steinmetz (1980) have suggested that the absence of religion 

is conducive to more conjugal conflict. However, the effects 

of religion have continued to be unclear between research 

reports. 

The data from this investigation revealed that the 

sample was composed of three different religious groupings. 

A large majority of the sample were Christian with 64% 

(n = 25) being Catholic and 25.7% (n = 10) from other 

Christian religions (Table 8). A total of 10% (n = 4) of the 

sample were atheists and claimed no religious affiliation. 

The higher percentage of Catholics in the sample may have 

reflected regional norms in the southwestern United States. 

Almost 90% (n = 35) of the subjects reported being 

moderately or strongly religious. In contrast, 10% (N = 4) 

of the sample continued to profess atheism and denied any 

religious convictions. The majority of the sample was 
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composed of subjects who had strong religious convictions and 

belonged to an organized religion (Table 8). These results 

indicated that even women with strong religious convictions 

were involved in extreme forms of conjugal conflict. 

Family Composition 

Reports in the current literature have suggested that 

having more people in a home should be more stressful because 

of increased competition over available resources--such as 

food, funds and personal space (Gelles and Straus, 1983). 

Investigators have hypothesized that this secondary increase 

in stress results in increased conflict (Gelles and Straus, 

1979) . 

The family composition of the sample for this 

investigation was fairly homogeneous (Table 7). Most of the 

subjects came from family units that contained two adults, 

the subject and their partner. The sample was skewed by two 

family units that contained 5 or 6 adults in the home, often 

parents and grandparents. These family units were the 

exception as indicated by the study mean and median of 2 

adults per the family unit. 

Many of the subjects brought their children with them 

into the shelters. The average number of children in the 

subjects' homes was 1.5 (Table 7). Only one of the subjects 

had five children which was the maximum number in any family 
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uni t. The vas t maj or i ty contained between one or two child

ren as indicated by the mean of 1.5 and the median of 1.6. 

The number of people in the subjects' homes in this 

investigation was less than the number reported in other 

investigations (see Giles-Sims, 1983; Straus, Gelles and 

Steinmetz, 1980). The sample in this investigation appeared 

to come from small family units of two adults and one to two 

children. These results did not support the resource theory 

of conjugal conflict and raised questions on the effects of 

the number of family members on the resources of the family 

units. The results of this investigation raise the issues of 

the physical size of the family home and the effects of 

physical space on the social resource hypotheses. 

Housing 

The current literature has also suggested that 

available space, as a resource, could be an indicator of the 

potential for conflict between the family members. Gelles 

and Straus (1979a) have suggested that spatial crowding is 

conducive to more conflict between family members because of 

an absence of personal space. This argument implicitly 

implies that the type of residence and the space available to 

each family member has a affect on the level of conflict. 

Yet, little data has been collected on the size of the 

subjects' residences. 
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The data from this investigation revealed that the 

majority of the subjects (64%, n = 25) lived in apartments. 

Only 28% (n = 11) lived in single family homes with 8% 

(n = 3) living in condominiums (Table 8). Ownership of the 

subjects' residences was consistent with the distribution for 

the type of housing. A total of 76.9% (n = 30) of the sample 

rented their residence from nonrelated owners. 

The results of this investigation do not dispute nor 

support the resource/crowding hypothesis offered by some 

inves tiga tors. An a 1 terna te hypothesis is t ha t the po 1 ice 

would be contacted about a conflict in an apartment because 

of the close proximi ty of the neighbors. Thus, more of the 

women will receive placement in a shelter because of the 

police intervention. A second hypothesis is that with the 

increased size of a home, comes an increase in the distance 

between families. The probability of a conjugal conflict 

coming to the attention of neighbors or the police could be 

proportionately reduced as the distance between people 

increases. 

Alcohol and Drugs 

The role of alcohol and drugs in conjugal conflict 

has been controversial. Gelles (1972) has suggested that 

alcohol and drug use has a major role in a conjugal conflict. 

In contrast, Giles-Sims (1983) has suggested that alcohol and 

drug use has a less dominant role. 
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The results of this investigation revealed that over 

half of the sample, 55.3% (n = 22), never used any form of 

drugs or alcohol. A total of 44.7% (n = 17) did report some 

minimal alcohol use and 23.7% (n = 10) reported also using 

illicit drugs. The level of drug or alcohol use in this 

sample was higher than has been reported by other investi

gators (Pagelow, 1983; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). 

The subjects who did use alcohol reported minimal use 

(Table 7). This was supported by the frequency distribution 

which was severely skewed and had an extremely low median of 

.4 ounces per week. A few of the subjects did report 

excessive use of up to 154 ounces per week. These results 

suggested that alcohol and drug use was not a major factor 

effecting the conflict behaviors that the women used in their 

relationships, but, drug and alcohol abuse does exist. 

Sample Parameters 

The data revealed that the parameters of the sample 

for this investigation were very similar to those reported in 

earlier investigations on conjugal conflict. The age, 

educational backgrounds, duration of the relationship, and 

employment of the subjects in this investigation were similar 

to those reported in other studies on conjugal conflict. 

The data also revealed several sample parameters 

which were different from those reported in other investi

gations. The sample for this investigation differed markedly 
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from other investigations in the distribution of religious 

affiliations, family size and drug or alcohol use. Several 

of the sample differences were factors that have often been 

targeted as factors which contribute to a conjugal conflict. 

The distribution of these factors in this sample did not 

support the generally held beliefs about women and conjugal 

conflict in terms of religious beliefs, family size and drug 

or alcohol use. 

The data from this investigation also added several 

pieces of information that have not been previously reported. 

The data from this investigation provided information on the 

socioeconomic status of the subjects, the existence of ex

tended families, and the nature of the subjects' residences. 

These factors have been mentioned, but not reported in 

earlier investigations. 

Relationships and Differences 

Analysis of the relationships between the social 

characteristics of the sample was conducted using chi square 

scores based on crosstabulations, phi coefficients and zero 

order correlations, dependent on the variable's level of 

measurement. Differences between the subject groupings 

across all of the social variables were analyzed using one 

way Analysis of Variance procedures. 

l 
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Chi Square and phi Coefficients 

The relationships between the social variables that 

had been measured at a categorical level were analyzed by 

calculating a chi square and phi coefficients on a series of 

cross tabul ation tables. Examina tion of the join t freq!1ency 

distributions revealed that very few of these social 

variables were related. The data also indicated that even 

fewer of the variables had a relationship of a magnitude 

large enough to be substantively significant. 

The crosstabulation analysis (Table 9) indicated that 

there was a relationship between the type of residence that 

the subjects lived in and the ownership of that residence 

(chi square = 25.51, df = 8, p > .01). The relationship was 

of a moderate magnitude as demonstrated by the phi 

coefficient of .53 (Table 13). This relationship may have 

been due to differences in socioeconomic status. The 

families with higher incomes were able to own their own 

residence, or at least rent a single family home. The lower 

socioeconomic groups were restricted by income to renting a 

residence. For the subjects in this investigation, the 

residence was usually an apartment. 

A similar relationship was noted in the cross tabu

lation (Table 10) between employment and the use of alcohol. 

This relationship (chi square = 12.18, df = 3, p < .007) was 

also a demonstration of the benefits of an income. However, 
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Table 9. Cross-tabulation of ownerships of residence by type of residence (N = 39). 

Ownership of Residence 

Personal Relative Spouse 

-----,. 
Type of Residence 

House 
N 2 2 3 

Apartment 
N 0 1 0 

Condo/Townhouse 
N 0 0 1 

Column Total 2 3 4 

Adjusted Percent 5.1 7.7 10.3 

Chi square = 25.51 

Degrees of freedom = 8 

P = .013 

Rented 

4 

24 

2 

30 

76.9 

Row 
Total 

11 

25 

3 

39 

100.00 

Adjusted 
Percent 

28.2 

64.1 

7.7 

100.0 

I-' 

*'" ,~ 



Table 10. Cross-tabulation of employment status by alcohol use (N = 39). 

EmElo~ment Status 

Unemployed 11-20 21-30 31-40 Row 
Hours Hours Hours Total 

No Etoh Use 

N 18 1 0 3 22 

Yes Etoh Use 

N 7 0 4 6 17 

Column Total 25 1 4 9 39 

Adjusted Percent 64.1 2.6 10.3 23.1 100 

Chi square = 12.18 

Degrees of freedom 3 

p = .007 

1 ___ _ 

Adjusted 
Percent 

55.3 

44.7 

100 

f-' 
.1>
Ul 
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the relationship generated a low magnitude phi coefficient of 

.37 which indicated a weak relationship (Table 13). This 

positive relationship did suggest that there was a slight 

tendency for the employed subjects to consume alcohol. It 

may be hypothesized that as the subjects became employed, 

they had the personal funds available to purchase alcohol. 

Examination of the cross tabulation tables also 

revealed a relationship between religiosity and the use of 

alcohol (Table 11). This was a weak relationship produced by 

low chi square score of 5.79 with two degrees of freedom. 

Yet, there was a slight trend in that data as demonstrated by 

the probability level of .055 and a phi coefficient of -.38 

(Table 13). The negative nature of this relationship sug

gested that the subjects with stronger religious convictions 

had a slight tendency to avoid the use of alcohol. 

The final crosstabulation table (Table 12) indicated 

that there was a relationship between drug and alcohol use 

(chi square = 5.56, df = 1, P < .01). The relationship 

between drug and alcohol use was positive as indicated by the 

phi coefficient of .38 (Table 13). This weak relationship 

was supported by the information in the field notes taken 

during da ta collection. The field notes indica ted tha t the 

drug used most frequently, but not exclusively, in 

conjunction with alcohol was cocaine. This relationship 
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Table 11. Cross-tabulation of degree of religiosity by 
alcohol use (N = 39). 

Degree of Religiosity 

No Etoh Use 

N 

Yes Etoh Use 

N 

Column Total 

Adjusted 
Percent 

Very 

1 

4 

5 

12.8 

Chi Square = 5.79 

Degrees of Freedom = 2 

p = .055 

Moderately None 

17 4 

13 o 

30 4 

76.9 10.3 

Row 
Total 

22 

17 

39 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Percent 

55.3 

44.7 

100.0 
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Table 12. Cross-tabulation of alcohol use by drug use (N = 
39) • 

Drug Use: 

No Use 

N 

Yes Use 

N 

Column Total 

Adjusted Percent 

Chi square = 5.56 

No Etoh 
Use 

20 

2 

22 

56.4 

Degrees of freedom = 1 

p = .018 

Yes Etoh 
Use 

10 

7 

17 

43.6 

Row 
Total 

30 

9 

39 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Percent 

76.9 

23.1 

100.0 



l_~ -~ 

Table 13. Phi coefficients: Relationships between categorical demographic variables· 
(N = 39). 

Variable Marital Employment Type of Ownership Religion Degree of Etoh Drug 
Status Status Residence of Religiosity Use Use 

Residence 

Marital 1.00 
Status 

Employment 1.00 
Status 

Type of 1.00 
Residence 

Ownership .53 1.00 
of Residence 

Religion 1.00 

Degree of 1.00 
Religiosi ty 

Alcohol .37 -.38 1.00 
Use 

Drug .38 1.00 
Use 

• All Phi coefficients are significant at p > .05 

/-' 
~ 
\.!) 
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implied that the subjects who used any form of drugs did not 

discriminate between types of drug use and often mixed drugs. 

Zero Order Correlations 

The data analysis il,dicated that there were also very 

few relationships between the social variables measured at an 

ordinal level. Although there were more statistically 

significant correlations than were observed among the phi 

coefficients on the categorical variables, the relationships 

continued to be of a weak to moderate magnitude. 

The data indicated that the subject's age yielded 

several statistically significant co~relations (Table 14). 

Age generated moderately strong correlations with education 

(r = .42), months with partner (r = .45) and the number of 

children in the home (r = -.40). 

The relationships of age with education and the time 

spent with their partner were also of a moderate strength 

(Table 14). These relationships were substantively sound 

given the low median age of 29 for the total sample. Many of 

the subjects were not old enough to have had the opportunity 

to obtain an advanced l2vel of education nor to have had a 

lengthy relationship. 

The relationship between the age of the subject and 

the number of children in the home was a negative relation

ship of moderate strength (Table 14). This correlation was 

explained by the distributions of two other variables. 



Table 14. 

Age 

Education 

Income 

Time 
Worked 

Months with 
Partner 

Number of 
Adults 

Number of 
Children 

Ounces of 
Etoh Used 

L_ 

Zero order correlation matrix for ordinal demographic data (N = 39) 

Age Education Income Time Months Number Number Ounces 
Worked with of of of 

Partner Adults Children Etoh 

100 

0.42 1.00 
p = .004 

1.00 

0.76 1.00 
p = .001 

0.45 0.47 0.47 0.36 1.00 
p = .006 P = .001 P = .001 P = .012 

-0.35 1.00 
P = .02 

-0.40 0.31 1.00 
p = .006 p = .03 

1.00 

f-' 
U1 
f-' 
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Firs t, the women in this sample had a relati vel y low birth 

rate as indicated by the distribution of the number of 

children in the horne (Table 7). The sample generated a mean 

number 1.5 children, or at most, an average of two children 

per subject. This finding was markedly dissimilar from that 

reported by Giles-Sims (1983). Second, the sample had a 

large age range. Thus, many of the women in the sample had 

children who had already left horne. 

The results of the data analysis indicated that edu

cation had two other statistically significant correlations 

( Tabl e 14). Ed uca tion was posi ti vel y correla ted wi th the 

amount of time spent with a partner (r .47) and negatively 

correlated with the number of adults in the horne (r = .40). 

The relationship between education and the amount of 

time spent with a partner was difficult to explain. There 

were no other current explanations for the phenomenon in the 

conjugal conflict literature. The most obvious explanation 

was based on the social gradient perspective offered by 

Pagelow (1981). Pagelow indicated that many women had 

married men with a higher level of socioeconomic status than 

they possessed. Pagelow (1981) further suggested that the 

women with higher levels of education had more to lose by 

terminating a relationship because of their male partners' 

higher social status. Thus, the relationship between the 
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variables was indicative of the subjects' desire to maintain 

their husband's social status. 

The negative relationship between education and the 

number of adults living in the home was more understandable. 

The most readily acceptable explanation was drawn from the 

field notes and was based on income. Subjects who had less 

education either had no job or a lower paying job. This 

necessitated a need to reside with other relatives in order 

to make financial ends meet. with an increase in education 

came an increase in income and less need for communal living 

with other relatives. 

The number of adults in a home was also related to 

the number of children in a home (r . 31, Tab 1 e 14) . 

However, there was no indication in the data or the field 

notes that this correlation suggested use of extended 

families to meet the subject's need for child care. Use of 

family members to meet other related basic needs was not 

indicated in the data. In fact, there were no statistically 

significant correlations between the number of adults in the 

home and the type of residence, income or the amount of time 

worked. This relationship merely indicated the presence of 

other adults in the home with a high number of children in 

the family. 

The data analysis revealed that the strongest 

correlation was between income and the amount of time worked 
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(Table 14). The explanation for this relationship was 

intuitively apparent. The magnitude of this relationship was 

most likely a reflection of the covariation between the two 

variables. An increase in the amount of time a subject had 

been employed increased the amount of personal income. 

The amount of time that a subject had been with a 

partner was also correlated to two other variables. Time 

spent with a partner was related to the subject's personal 

income (r .47) and the amount of time worked (r = .36). 

While both correlations are of a moderate magnitude (Table 

14), they continued to support Pagelow's (l981) position on 

personal investment in a partner's social status. wi th an 

increased period of employment comes an increased income and 

a larger investment in a relationship because of the social 

status gradient (Pagelow, 1981). Thus, the correlations 

suggested than many women stay in a relationship longer 

because they have more to lose than unemployed women. 

Sample Difference 

The differences in the social characteristics of the 

sample were determined using a one way Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) procedures. All of the subject groupings on the 

categorical variables were analyzed across all of the ordinal 

level variables. The results of the data analysis indicated 

that the subjects differed on only six of the social 

variables. 
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The oneway Anova indicated that there were some 

differences between the marital status of the subjects 

according to their income (F = 4.57, P = .009, Table 15). 

This finding was supported by the strong trend toward 

statistical significance seen in the Anova on the subject 

groups by the amount of time worked (F = 2.03, P = .06). The 

field notes collected during data collection supported this 

finding and indicated that subjects who were cohabiting were 

more likely to have an outside job. These results supported 

the position that a legal marriage was associated with a 

decrease in a woman's personal income and the amount of time 

that she worked outside of the horne. 

Consistent with the phi coefficients, the oneway 

Anova indicated that the subject groupings differed on 

employment status and the personal use of alcohol (F = 4.14, 

P = .001). This finding suggested that those subjects who 

were employed consumed more alcohol than those who were 

unemployed (Table 16). As noted earlier, with employment, 

funds were available to purchase alcohol. 

The ANOVA did reveal several differences on the 

residence ownership variable (Table 17). Anal ys is of the 

data indicated that the subjects who owned their residence 

differed from other subjects in terms of their level of 

educational preparation (F = .3.34, P = .009), amount of 

alcohol consumed (F = .252, P = .022) and the number of 
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Table 15. One-way analysis of variance on marital status 
effects of subject demographics (N = 39). 

Source of 
Variance 

Age 

Education 

Income 

Time Worked Last 
Year 

Months in 
Relationship 

Number of 
Children 

Number of Adults 

Amount of Etoh 
Used 

Degrees of Mean 
Freedom Squares 

20 .919 

7 .628 

3 2.318 

11 1.196 

3 1. 542 

5 .245 

3 .950 

13 .716 

* Statistically significant at p ~ .05 

F-Ratio 

1.465 

.789 

4.574 

2.029 

2.207 

.291 

1. 268 

.907 

F 
Probability 

.215 

.601 

.009* 

.066 

.105 

.914 

.300 

.558 
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Table 16. One-way analysis of variance on employment status 
effects of subject demographics (N = 39). 

Source of 
Variance 

Age 

Education 

Months in 
Relationship 

Degrees of Mean 
Freedom Squares 

20 2.50 

7 3.26 

3 4.233 

Number of Children 5 2.831 

Number of Adults 3 4.101 

Amount of Etoh 13 5.65 
Used 

* Statistically significant at p ~ .05 

F-Ratio 

.892 

1 .193 

1.561 

1. 000 

1.507 

4.146 

F 
Probabil i ty 

.600 

.335 

.216 

.433 

.229 

.001* 
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Table 17. One-way analysis of variance on ownership of 
residence--effects of subject demographics (N = 
39) . 

Source of Degrees of Mean F-Ratio F 
Variance Freedom Squares Probability 

-------------------------------------------------------------

Age 20 .402 .548 .901 

Education 7 1. 686 3.345 .009* 

Income 3 1. 527 2.240 .102 

Time Worked Last 11 1.148 2.096 .057 
Year 

Months in 3 .600 .813 .495 
Relationship 

Number of Children 5 1. 248 1.944 .113 

Number of Adults 3 1.903 3.067 .040* 

Amount of Etoh 13 1 .197 2.524 .022* 
Used 

* Statistically significant at p ~ .05 
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adults in the home (F = 3.06, P = .040). In addi tion, the 

subjects with more education had spent more time employed 

within the year prior to the investigation (F = 2.09, P = 

.057). This active employment may have provided the subjects 

with the funds needed to purchase personal items, such as 

homes and alcohol. This funding also allowed them to live 

independently of other adult relatives. 

The ANOVA procedures on religion found no differences 

between the types of religion, but did reveal differences 

between groupings on the levels of religiosity (Table 18). 

The levels of religiosity groupings differed on the amount of 

time spent in the relationship (F = 2.88, P = .049). This 

finding was similar to a report by Pagelow (1981). Pagelow 

suggested that women with stronger religious convictions had 

spent more time in the relationship than those with a less 

rigid religious belief system. The results of this investi-

gation supported Pagelow's report and may indicate that women 

with strong religious beliefs tolerate an abusive relation

ship longer, before seeking assistance. 

Magnitude Estimation Measures 

The magnitude estimation measures used in this 

investigation were developed to measure the four major 

concepts: power, interference, frustration, and aggression. 

These measures had undergone a series of pilot tests in an 

effort to develop an item pool and to determine if the 
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Table 18. One-way analysis of variance on degree of religi
osity effects of subject demographics (N = 39). 

Source of 
Variance 

Age 

Education 

Income 

Time Worked 
Year 

Months in 
Relationship 

Last 

Degrees of Mean 
Freedom Squares 

20 .215 

7 .080 

3 .095 

11 .273 

3 .593 

Number of Children 5 .429 

Number of Adults 3 .142 

Amount of Etoh 13 .247 
Used 

* Statistically significant at p ~ .05 

F-Ratio 

.784 

.298 

.360 

1.237 

2.884 

2.073 

.580 

1.074 

F 
Probability 

.701 

.949 

.783 

.311 

.049* 

.094 

.631 

.421 
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measurement strategy was valid for the subject population. 

The results of the pilot tests indicated that the measures 

had a high level of reliability with this subject population 

(see Rice, 1982). These magnitude estimation measures were 

then used in this investigation. 

Calibration 

Each of the subjects in this investigation was 

trained in the use of the magnitude estimation strategy 

during a pretesting calibration session. The calibration 

session was a combination of the calibration procedures used 

by Hamblin (1974) and Lodge (1981). This modified calibra

tion protocol was initially developed by Hinshaw and Murdaugh 

( 1985) and u sed to check the 1 evel of scal ing inheren t in 

magnitude estimation measures. The protocol consisted of 

having each subject generate a series of responses to a set 

of known metric stimuli using both magnitude estimation and 

line production measurement modalities. 

One of the major issues associated with the magnitude 

estimation strategy has been the problem of regression bias. 

Stevens (1975) initially identified regression bias as the 

drift in the subjects' responses toward a set of means. 

Simplistically, the subjects tend to underestimate the higher 

score sand overes tima te the lower scores (BambI in, 1974, 

Lodge, 1980). This response bias had to be evaluated and 
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corrected in order to obtain an accurate set of responses 

scores. 

The regression bias present in the data was calcu

lated through the use of the calibration session data as 

recommended by Hamblin (1974) and Lodge (1980). Each set of 

responses on each measurement modality was converted to 

geometric means and plotted against the alternate modality's 

scores on log-log coordinates. The relationship of the known 

metric to response modality and the cross modality matches 

determined the exponents of the measurement strategies. 

Hamblin (1974) and Hinshaw and Murdaugh (1985) 

reported that the line production and magnitude estimation 

measurement modalities generated exponents that approximated 

1.00. Lodge (1980) elaborated the procedure and reported 

that the obtained exponents should fall within a 95% confi

dence interval of .89 to 1.12. Lodge (1980) also indicated 

that deviations outside of the confidence intervals required 

correction before the data could be analyzed. 

The empirically obtained exponent between line 

production and magnitude estimation for this investigation 

was .995 (Table 19). This exponent closely approximated the 

expected exponent of 1.00 for magnitude estimation that had 

been reported by Hamblin (1974), Lodge (1981) and Hinshaw and 

Murdaugh (1985). The strength of the obtained exponent was 

supported by the metric to modality matches. The metric to 
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Table 19. Magnitude estimation calibration scores* zero 
order correlations for geometric means. 

Estimate 

Metric 
Stimuli 

Line 
Length 

Numeric 
Estimate 

Line 
Retest 

Numeric 
Retests 

Metric 
Stimuli 

1. 000 

.995 

.994 

.996 

.998 

Line 
Length 

1. 000 

.995 

.996 

.997 

Numeric 
Estimate 

1.000 

.996 

.998 

* All correlations significant at p ~ .001 

Line 
Retest 

1.000 

.997 

Numeric 
Retest 

1. 000 
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modality matches revealed that the exponent for the subjects' 

magnitude estimation responses was .994 (Table 19). This 

relationship of 1.00 established by Hamblin (1974) for social 

stimuli and by Hinshaw and Murdaugh (1985) for nursing 

stimuli. 

Stability of the measurement modalities across 

testing sessions was established through the use of the 

test/retest correlations of the calibration procedure 

responses. The data indicated that the test/retest stability 

of the measurement modalities was. 998 for magnitude 

estimation and .997 for line production. These results 

indicated that the subjects had little regression bias in 

their responses when using magnitude estimation as a 

measurement strategy. 

Reliability 

The change in the unit of analysis, from the subject 

to the stimulus response, prohibited the use of the tradi

tional methods of estimating reliability for the magnitude 

estimation measures. Hinshaw and Murdaugh (1985) have 

suggested the reliability for the magnitude estimation 

measures can be assessed using test/retest correlations and 

theta coefficients. Both forms of reliability were 

calculated on the magnitude estimation measures used in this 

investigation. 
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The stability of the measures across testing sessions 

was assessed using the test/retest correlations. The test/ 

retest measures were taken between one to two weeks after the 

ini tia 1 tes ting session. The magni tude of the correIa tions 

were high for the measures on all of the concepts (Table 20). 

The magnitude estimation measures consistently generated 

test/retest correlations which ranged from a low of .85 to a 

high of .98 (Table 20). The measure for the concept of 

frustration was the least stable as demonstrated by the 

test/retest correlation of .85. In comparison, the magnitude 

estimation measures for the concept of interference had the 

highest test/retest coefficient of .98. The measures for the 

concepts of power and aggression also performed well with 

coeff icien ts tha t exceeded .93 (Tab 1 e 20). These re su 1 ts 

indicated that the magnitude estimation measures had a high 

degree of stability across testing sessions. 

The internal consistency of the magnitude estimation 

measures for the concepts relied on the calcula tion of the 

theta coefficient. The theta coefficient was calculated from 

the first eigen value generated by a principal component 

factor analysis. The principle component factor analysis was 

based on the log normalized response scores for each of the 

major concepts. 

The calculated theta coefficients for the magnitude 

estimation measures of the concepts ranged from .85 to .91 
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Table 20. Reliability estimates for magnitude estimation 
scales. 

Scale Name 

Father s Aggression 

Mother 
, 

Aggression s 

Power 

Interference 

Frustration 

Aggression 

Test/Retest 
Correlation 

.94 

.98 

.96 

.98 

.85 

.93 

Theta 
Coefficient 

.91 

.89 

.85 

.90 

. 91 

.89 

Zero order correlations were significant at p ~ .001. 
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The concept of power generated the lowest theta 

coefficient of .85 and the concept of frustration generated 

the highest theta coefficient of .91. Given the high, but 

narrow range of the theta coefficients, it was concluded that 

the magnitude estimation measures were reliable indicators of 

the four major concepts in the investigation: power, inter

ference, frustration and aggression. 

concept Relationships 

Relationships between the concepts were calculated 

using Pearson's Zero Order Correlation Coefficients. 

Correlation coefficients were calculated on the raw scores 

and geometric means to determine the nature of the mathe

matical function under the data. The level of statistical 

significance for the correlations was set at p < .001 for 

both the raw scores and the aggregate data because of the 

large number of responses (n = 819) that generated the data. 

The relationships between the concepts, using the raw 

scores, indicated that there were several statistically 

significant correlations at the p ~ .001 level (Table 21). 

Few of these correlations, however, were large enough to 

explain a significant amount of variance. 

The raw score correlation matrix indicated that the 

concept of power had moderate to weak correlations with four 

of the concepts at the p ~ .001 level (Table 21). The matrix 

revealed that power yielded a moderate correlation of r = .35 



Table 21. Zero order correlation matrix concept relationships based on raw 
scores (N = 819). 

Father's 
Aggression 

Mother's 
Aggression 

Power 

Interference 

Frustration 

Aggression 

p > .001 

Father's Mother's Power Interference Frustration Aggression 
Aggression Aggression 

1. 00 

0.65 1. 00 

0.31 0.35 1. 00 

0.22 1. 00 

0.15 0.72 1. 00 

0.37 0.39 0.76 0.29 0.19 1. 00 
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with mother's aggression and a similar correlation of r .31 

with father's aggression. The correlation matrix also 

indicated that power had a weak correlation of r = .22 with 

interference and an even smaller correlation of r = .15 with 

frustration (Table 21). 

The raw score correlations for the concept of 

aggression revealed a similar pattern of relationships as 

those seen wi th the concept power. Aggression a Iso yie Ided 

moderate correlations of r = .39 with mother's aggression and 

r = .37 with father's aggression. The correlation coeffi

cients for aggression with interference and frustration were 

only slightly higher than those with power (Table 21). 

Aggression generated weak correlations of r = .29 with 

interference and r = .19 with frustration. 

Further examination of the raw score correlation 

matrix indicated that some of the correlation coefficients 

were large enough to be substantively significant (Table 21). 

The largest correlation coefficient in the matrix was r = .76 

between aggression and power. 

frustration and interference 

The relationships between 

yielded the next strongest 

correlation of r = .72 (Table 21). Finally, the relationship 

between the mother's with father's aggression produced a 

moderately strong correlation of r = .65. These were the 

only correlations in the raw score matrix that were large 
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enough to account for a major portion of the variance 

(Table 21). 

In contrast, the correlation matrix based on the 

geometric means produced correlation coefficients of a much 

higher magnitude (Table 22). The correlations generated from 

the geometric means revealed that the variables of mother's 

and father's aggression were highly correlated (Table 22). 

Within the geometric mean matrix, the relationship between 

the mother's and father's aggression yielded a strong 

correlation coefficient of r = .96. 

The correlations based on the geometric means also 

revealed that the mother's and father's aggression were 

strongly correlated with the concept of power (Table 22). 

The correlation matrix indicated that power yielded a 

coefficient of r = .96 with the mother's aggression and r 

.92 with father's aggression. The correlation matrix further 

indicated that the mother's and father's aggression were 

highly related to the concept of aggression (Table 22). The 

magnitude of these correlations with aggression were higher 

than those generated by the raw scores and ranged from r = 

.96 for the mother's aggression to r = .92 for the father's 

aggression. 

The geometric mean matrix also indicated that there 

was a very strong correlation between the concepts of power 

and aggression. Consistent with the pattern noted in the raw 
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Table 22. Zero order correlation matrix concept relationship based on geometric 
means (N = 21); aggregate scores. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Father's Mother's Power Interference Frustration Aggression 
Aggression Aggression 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Father's 
Aggression 

Mother's 
Aggression 

Power 

Interference 

Frustration 

Aggression 

1. 00 

0.96 

0.94 

0.92 

1. 00 

0.98 1. 00 

1. 00 

0.98 1. 00 

0.96 0.98 1. 00 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

p > .001 

...... 
-..J 
...... 
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score correlations, the relationship between these concepts 

continued to be high and produced a correlation of r = .98 

(Table 22). 

None of the concepts generated stronger correlations 

with the concepts of interference or frustration within the 

geometric mean correlation matrix (Table 22). Interference 

continued to be the sole correlate with the concept of 

frustration. Interference was related to frustration by a 

correlation coefficient of r = .96. This was a much stronger 

correlation than had been noted when using the raw scores and 

was statistically significant at the p < .001 level 

(Table 22). 

The correlations between the concepts revealed some 

interesting patterns of relationships. The correlations 

suggested that power and aggression were strongly related. 

These concepts were also related to the mother's and father's 

aggression. Substantively, these correlations were logical 

and fit reports of prior investigations. 

The relationships of the interference and frustration 

with the other concepts were not anticipated. Interference 

and frustration were the sole correlates with each other. 

Neither interference nor frustration generated a correlation 

of any magnitude or statistical significance with any of the 

other concepts. This was a surprising outcome given the 
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current research and theoretical views on conjugal conflict 

(see Gelles and Cornell, 1985, Gelles and Straus, 1979a). 

As anticipated because of the magnitude estimation 

meas ures, the corre 1 a tion coef f i c i en ts genera ted by the 

geometric means were of a much higher magnitude than those 

generated by the raw scores. The comparison of the two data 

sets suggested that the geometric means provided a better fit 

for the data. In order to ensure that the assumptions under 

the power function were met, multiple regression analysis was 

used to test the theoretical models with both the raw and 

aggregate data. 

Model Testing 

Analysis of the nature of the relationships proposed 

in the theoretical model (Figure 2) were tested using multi

ple regression analysis. The concepts of power, interference 

and frustration were treated as independent variables within 

the regression equations. These independent variables were 

regressed on the concept of aggression which was treated as 

the equations' dependent variable. Relationships in the 

theoretical model were examined using the following 

regression equations: 

X4 = ex + Bl xl 

X3 = ex + BlXl 

(4.2) 

(4.3) 
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Xl 
X3 

Xl Power 

X
2 

Interference 

X3 Frustration 

X4 Aggression 

Figure 2. Model of conjugal conflict tested. 
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( 4 .4) 

( 4 • 4 ) 

where X4 is Aggression, Xl is Power, X2 is interference and 

X3 is frustration. Given the absence of prior tests of 

theoretical models for conjugal conflict, the order in which 

the concepts were entered into the regression equation was 

determined on the basis of the current trends in the research 

literature and the investigator's clinical experience. 

Raw Data Equations 

The regression equations were initially solved using 

the raw data scores. Analysis of the equations revealed that 

none of the concepts had a strong relationship with aggres-

sion. Tests of the full model also indicated that none of 

the beta weights were statistically significant at the preset 

probability level of .001 (Table 23). Power did have a 

positive relationship with aggression and generated a beta 

weight of Bl = .70 which was statistically significant at the 

.05 level. Yet, the total amount of explained variance for 

the total model was very small and was not statistically 

significant. 

The reduced model for the first equation, using the 

raw data, revealed that power had a positive relationship 

with aggression. The concept of power produced a beta weight 

of .70, which was again statistically significant at the .05 

I 
"I 
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Table 23. Conjugal conflict model testing based on raw 
scores (N = 816). 

Full Model 

Equation Beta 

X4 = a. + BIXI + B2 X2 + B3 X3 

X4 = Aggression 
Xl Power Bl = .70* 
X2 = Interference B2 = -.08 
X3 = Frustration B3 = .02 

R2 = .49 (N. S. ) 

X3 = a. + BIXI + B2 X2 

X3 = Frustration 
Xl = Power 
X2 Interference B2 = .59* 

R2 = .24 (N.S. ) 

X2 = a. Bl Xl + B3 X3 

X2 = Interference 
Xl = Power Bl = -.02 
X3 = Frustration B3 = .59* 

R2 = .25 (N. S. ) 

Xl = a. + B2 X2 + B3 X3 

Xl = Power 
X2 = Interference B2 = -.02 
X3 = Frustration B3 = -.08 

R2 = .007 (N. S. ) 

(N.S.) = Not significant 
* Significant at p > .05 

** Significant at p ~ .01 

Reduced Model 

Beta 

X4 a. + BIXI 

X4 = Aggression 
Xl = Power Bl = .70* 

R2 = .49* 

X3 = a. + B2 X2 

X3 = Frustration 
X2 = Interference B2 = .59* 

R2 = .36 (N. S. ) 

X2 = a. + B3 X3 

X2 = Interference 
X3 = Frustration B3 = .61 * 

R2 = .38 (N. S. ) 



level (Table 23). This reduced model yielded an R2 

significant at the .05 level. 
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• 49 , 

Tests on the raw data for the second regression 

equation indicated that power had no relationship with the 

concept of frus tration (Table 23). In terference did produce 

a beta weight of .59 which was statistically significant at 

the .05 level. The total amoun t of explained variance for the 

equation was R2 = .24, but, was not statistically significant 

when using both concepts. 

The raw data reduced model equation for the concept 

of frustration included only the concept of interference. 

Tests of the reduced model indicated that interference again 

produced a beta weight of .59 (Table 23). The total amount 

of variance explained by the regression equation was R2 = .36 

which was not statistically significant at any probability 

1 eve 1 . 

Tests of the regression equation for interference 

were similar to the tests for the equation on frustration 

(Table 23). The raw data equation of the full model indi

cated that power had a positive relationship to the level of 

interference explained by the equation. The results did 

reveal that frustration produced a beta weight of .59 with a 

probability level of .05. The total equation explained only 

a small amount of the total variance, R2 = .24, which was not 

statistically significant. 
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The reduced model for interference contained only one 

concept, frustration. Regression analysi s of the equa tion 

revealed that frustration had a slightly higher beta weight 

of .61 with a probability level of 0.5. This higher beta 

weight increased the total amount of explained variance for 

to R2 .38. However, the explained variance was not 

statistically significant. 

Using the raw data scores, the regression analysis of 

the full model equation for power indicated that neither 

interference nor frustration had a relationship with power. 

Neither concept had a statistically significant beta weight 

in the regression equation. Consequently, the amount of 

explained variance was small and insignificant. 

Examination of the regression equations, using the 

raw data scores, indicated that the data set did not perform 

well. None of the proposed relationships in the theoretical 

model were supported using the raw data scores. Only the 

reduced model equation for aggression explained any amount of 

the total variance. However, this equation did not meet the 

preset .001 level of probability in spite of the large n of 

819 stimuli responses. 

A scattergram of the predicted values versus the 

observed residual values indicated a relationship that 

systematically deviated from normality (Figure 3). In addi

tion, a second scatterplot of the observed versus expected 
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residual values also demonstrated a marked deviation. 
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This 

second residual scatterplot revealed that the observed 

residual values systematically fell outside of the normal 

distribution of the expected values (Figure 4). These two 

scatterplots indicated that the model was not correctly 

specified and violated the regression assumption of an 

arithematically normal distribution of the data. The results 

of the data analysis suggested that the raw score data could 

not be described by a series of linear relationships. Thus, 

it was necessary to examine the regression equations of the 

theoretical model using log normalized data as indicated with 

the use of magnitude estimation measures. 

Geometric Mean Equations 

The solutions for the regression equations, based on 

the geometric means, were much more productive than the 

solutions based on the raw data scores. Yet, the geometric 

mean data produced a pattern of beta weights that were 

similar to those noted with the raw data. 

The full model equation for aggression, based on the 

geometric means, indicated that the concept of power loaded 

heavi 1 y into the equation. Power had a strong rela tionship 

with aggression as demonstrated by a beta weight of .94 and a 

probability level of less than .001 (Table 24). 

In contrast, the concepts of interference and frus

tration had no effect on the full model equation. Interfer-
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Table 24. Conjugal conflict model testing based on geometric 
means (N = 21). 

Full Model 

Equation Beta 

X4 = a + BIXI + B2 X2 + B3 X3 

X4 = Aggression 
Xl = Power Bl .94** 
X2 = Interference B2 = .07 
X3 = Frustration B3 - .13 

R2 = .88** 

X3 a + BIXI + B2 X2 

X3 Frustration 
Xl Power 
X2 Interference B2 .91** 

R2 = .82** 

X2 a BIXI + B3 X3 

X2 Interference 
Xl Power Bl .09 
X3 Frustration 83 .91** 

R2 = .82** 

Xl a. + B2 X2 + B3 X3 

Xl Power 
X2 Interference B2 .24 
X3 Frustration B3 -.22 

R2 = .08 (N. S. ) 

(N.S.) = Not significant 
* Significant at p ~ .005 

** Significant at p ~ .001 

Reduced Model 

X3 

X3 
X2 

X2 

X2 = 
X3 

Aggression 
Power 

R2 = .89** 

a + B2 X2 

Frustration 
Interference 

R2 = .83* 

a + B3 X3 

Interference 
Frustration 

R2 = .83** 

Beta 

Bl = .94** 

B2 .91** 

B3 .91 * 
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ence generated a small beta weight of .07 while frustration 

yielded a slightly larger beta weight of -.13. Neither of 

these beta weights were statistically significant at any 

probabi li ty level. When the beta weights for in ter ference 

and frustration were added to the regression equation with 

power, the equa tion yielded an R2 = .88 wi th a probabil i ty 

level of less than .001. 

A reduced model for aggression contained only the 

concept of power. Power continued to load heavily into the 

regression equation and yielded a beta weight of .94 which 

was statistically significant at the .001 level (Table 24). 

This beta weight allowed the equation to explain a large 

amount of the total variance of aggression. Solving the 

equation produced an R2 of .89 which was statistically 

significant at p ~ .001. 

The full model equation for frustration indicated 

that power did not contribute significantly to the equation. 

Power produced a low beta weight of Bl = -.16 which was not 

statistically significant. Comparatively, interference 

loaded heavily into the equation. Interference produced a 

beta weight of B2 = .91 which was statistically significant 

at the preset probability level of .001 (Table 24). The 

large beta weight for interference raised the amount of 

explained variance for the equation. The total R2 was equal 

to .82 with a significance level of p < .001. 
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The reduced model equation for frustration, solved 

with the geometric means, contained only the concept of 

interference . Interference yielded a large beta weight of 

. 91 and was statistically significant at the .001 level. 

This explained a large amount of the total variance as 

indicated by an R2 of .83 (Table 24). 

The geometric mean equation for interference 

indicated that the equation for the full model was not valid 

(Table 24). Power failed to load into the equation and 

yielded an insignificant beta weight of .09. In contrast, 

frustration yielded a larger beta weight of .91. The full 

equation explained an R2 of .S2 which was statistically 

significant at the .001 level. 

The equation on the reduced model for interference 

indicated that frustration was the sole concept contributing 

to the equation. The concept of frustration generated a beta 

of .91 which raised the total R2 to .83 for the reduced model 

on interference. 

The regression equations, based on the geometric 

means, revealed that neither interference or frustration 

shared any variance with the concept of power. Interference 

and frustration generated statistically insignificant beta 

weights of .24 and -.22 respectively. This set of small beta 

weights produced a total R2 = .OS which was not statistically 

significant. 
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The geometric mean data did provide a much better fit 

for the data than was found wi th the raw da ta scores. The 

solutions for the regression equations provided a marked 

increase in the amount of total explained variance and were 

statistically significant at the preset probability level of 

.001. 

Examination of scattergrams of the residuals provided 

further support for using a power function to describe the 

data. A scatterplot of the observed residuals versus the 

predicted values indicated that there was a systematic 

relationship between the two sets of values (Figure 5). This 

relationship revealed the presence of an unspecified concept 

in the da ta. A second scatterplot of the observed versus 

expected residuals values revealed no marked or systematic 

deviation from normality (Figure 6). This second scatterplot 

indicated that the residual values were not beyond those 

expected with the data set. Together, the two scatterplots 

suggested that the log normal conversion of the data met the 

assumptions for regression analysis and could be described 

using ordinary least squares statistics. 

The geometric mean data set also did not support the 

relationships specified in the proposed theoretical model. 

The geometric means did, however, provide solutions for the 

regression equations that were statistically and substantive-
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ly significant for the social psychodynamics of a conjugal 

conflict. 

The results of the regression equations indicated 

that power was the major factor associated with aggression 

during a conjugal conflict. This outcome has been well 

supported in the literature on conjugal conflict (Gelles and 

Cornell, 1985; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1981). Yet, 

neither power nor aggression were directly or indirectly 

linked to the concepts of interference and frustration. 

Interference was the only concept that was positively related 

to the concept of frustration. This finding has not been 

reported in either the theoretical or research literature on 

conjugal conf 1 ict. Whi 1 e the 1 ink between interference and 

frustration has been mentioned, the literature has also 

associated this relationship with the level of aggression 

used during a conjugal conflict (see Finkelhor, Gelles and 

Hotaling 1983). 

Model Analysis 

Application of the regression equations, based on the 

raw data, indicated that the results did not support the 

theoretical model at the preset level of statistical proba

bility. Using a higher probability level of p ~ .05, the raw 

data equations supported a single relationship in the model. 

These equations revealed a weak relationship between the 

concepts of power and aggression (Figure 7). None of the 
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Xl X3 
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X4 = a + (.70)Xl 

Figure 7. Raw score data model test. 
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relationships between the other concepts were supported using 

the raw scores. 

The regression equations solved with the geometric 

means also failed to support the proposed theoretical model. 

The solutions for the equations did not support the proposed 

relationships of power with interference, power with 

frustration, interference and aggression, and frustration 

with aggression. Only two of the six proposed relationships 

were supported by the solutions for the regression equations 

(Figure 8). 

The regression coefficients based on the aggregate 

geometric means did explain a significant amount of the total 

variance. While power had the strongest relationship to 

aggression, the relationships were direct rather than 

indirect as proposed in the model. Power did not have any 

relationship to the level of interference or frustration 

experienced during a conjugal conflict. Yet, interference 

was an accurate predictor of the level of frustration 

experienced during these conflicts. In addition, neither 

interference nor frustration had any relationship to the 

level of aggression used during the conjugal conflict (Fig

ure 8). 

The geometric mean solutions indicated that power had 

a strong positive association with aggression. Analysis of 

the predicted values versus the residuals also revealed that 
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.89** 

Xl 
** = p < .001 .83** 

Xl Power 

X2 Interference 

X3 = Frustration 

X4 Aggression 

X4 a + (.94)X
l 

X3 a + (.81)X
2 

Figure 8. Geometric mean model test. 
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there was a remaining systematic relationship (Figure 8). 

The presence of unexplained residual values suggested that 

there was a missing concept in the model for conjugal 

conflict. The relationship of power to aggression in a 

conjugal relationship, however, was substantiated. 

The geometric mean equations also indicated that 

there was a second outcome within the model (Figure 8). The 

calculated solutions for the equations indicated that frus

tration was the second outcome of a conjugal conflict. These 

regression equations also indicated that frustration, as an 

outcome, was unrelated to the level of power or aggression 

found in an interaction. 

Finally, the data was well described by the geometric 

means. While the model was not supported, the data did fit 

the regression equations with a minimum of deviation from 

normality on the residual plots. This indicated that a power 

function best described the data and was consistent with the 

use of magnitude estimation measures. 

Empirical Model 

An empirical model was developed based on the 

analysis of the relationships between the concepts and the 

results of the regression analysis. The results of the data 

analysis produced two separate models on the social psycho

dynamics of conjugal conflict. The first model focused on 
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the prediction of aggression. 
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The second model, emphasized 

the interference-frustration paradigm. 

The empirical models incorporated an external 

concept, parental aggression. The concepts of the mother's 

aggression and father's aggression were merged into a single 

concept because of the high degree of multicollinearity, as 

recommended by Nunnally (1978). The new concept, parental 

aggression, was then added to the original regression 

equations. The empirical model was developed using the 

following regression equations: 

X4 = a. + BIXl + B2 X2 + B3 X3 +BSXS (4.6) 

X3 = a. + BIXl + B2 X2 + BSXS ( 4 . 7 ) 

X2 = a. + BIXI + B3 X3 + BSXS ( 4 .8) 

Xl = a. + B2 X2 + B3 X3 + BSXS (4.9) 

where X4 is Aggression, Xl is Power, X2 is Interference, X3 

is Frustration and Xs is Parental Aggression. Each of the 

regression equations was solved using the geometric means 

because of the power function under the data. 

The solutions for the empirically generated 

regression equations, which included parental aggression, 

varied little from the solutions for the equations without 

the concept. Parental aggression did load heavily into the 

full model equation for aggression, but had no relationship 

to interference and frustration (Table 2S). The regression 
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Table 25. Conjugal conflict empirical model testing based on 
geometric means (N = 21). 

Full Model 

Equation Beta 

X4 = 

X4 
Xl 
X2 = 
X3 ::::: 

Xs 

X2 

X2 
Xl 
X3 
Xs 

a+BIXl+B2X2+B3X3+BSXS 

Aggression 
Power Bl .94** 
Interference B2 .07 
Frustration 83 = - .13 
Parental Aggression 

R2 = .95** 

Frustration 
Power 

BS = .48 

Interference B2 = .91** 
Parental Aggression 

BS =-.14 

R2 = .82** 

a 81Xl + 83 X3 + 8SXS 

Interference 
Power 81 = .09 
Frustration 83 = .91** 
Parental Aggression 

85 = .26 

.82** 

Reduced Model 

Beta 

X4 a + BIXl + BSXS 

X4 Aggression 
Xl = Power Bl = 
Xs = Parental Aggression 

R2 = .96** 

X3 Frustration 
X2 = Interference 

R2 = .83* 

X2 a + B3 X3 

X2 Interference 
X3 Frustration 

.83** 

BS = 

83 

.94** 

.48** 

.91** 

.91* 
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Table 25--Continued 

Full Model Reduced Model 

Equation Beta Beta 

Xl a. + B2 X2 + B3 X3 + BSXS Xl =: a. + BSXS 

Xl Power Xl Power 
X2 Interference B2 = .24 Xs Parental Aggression 
X3 Frustration B3 -.22 BS =: .8S 

R2 =: .70** R2 =: .72** 

(N.S.) =: Not significant 

* Significant at p > .OOS 

** Significant at p > .001 
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equations indicated that parental aggression did not have a 

direct, but an indirect relationship to. aggression through 

power. Parental aggression generated a beta weight of .48 

and increased the total amount of explained variance to .95 

at a .001 significance level (Table 25). 

The reduced model equation for aggression contained 

both the concepts of power and parental aggression. While 

the beta weights were not significantly increased from those 

in the full model equation, the reduced model generated an 

R2 = .96. This was a major gain in explained variance over 

the earlier equations calculated without the concept of 

parental aggression which had generated an R2 = .88 (Table 

25 ) . 

The addition of parental aggression to the regression 

equation had no effect on the model for interference and 

frustration. Parental aggression produced small beta weights 

of .26 for interference and - .14 for frustration. Neither 

of these beta weights were statistically significant and did 

not alter the total amount of explained variance (Table 25). 

No direct or indirect relationships were found between the 

concept of parental aggression and the interference or 

frustration concepts. 

Parental aggression did add significantly to the full 

mode 1 equa tion for power. Paren ta 1 aggres s ion produ ced a 

beta weight of .85 which was statistically significant at the 
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.001 level (Table 25). Again, the addition of parental 

aggression did not affect the beta weights for interference 

and frustration in the full model equation. The total R2 for 

the equation was increased to .70 which was again statisti

cally significant at the .001 level. 

A reduced model for power was generated which 

included only the concept of parental aggression. The 

concept continued to load heavily into the equation for power 

with a beta weight of .85 (Table 25). This loading generated 

a total R2 of .72. 

The empirical model generated by the regression 

equations indicated that the addition of parental aggression 

had some effects on the overall model for aggression. The 

concept of parental aggression did not have a direct posi-

tive relationship to the level of aggression in a conjugal 

conf 1 ict. Parental aggression did have an indirect positive 

relationship through the level of power used in a conjugal 

conflict (Figure 8). The addition of parental aggression 

also boosted the total amount of explained variance to .96. 

Parental aggression had no relationship to interfer

ence or frustration in the regression equations. Nor did 

paternal aggression have an indirect relationship to the 

level of aggression through interference or frustration 

(Figure 8). Analysis of these equations continued to support 



198 

the existence of a second outcome of frustration during a 

conjugal conflict. 

Parental aggression had the strongest relationship 

with the amount of power exerted during a conjugal conflict. 

The regression equations indicated that parental aggression 

loaded heavily into the equation for power (Table 25). The 

regression equations clearly indicated that parental aggres

sion was a major concept associated with the amount of power 

exerted during a conjugal conflict. Parental aggression 

generated a total R2 of .72 for the power equation (Fig

ure 9). 

Empirical Outcomes 

The effects of parental aggression on the aggression 

model provided partial support for the current theoretical 

views of conjugal conflict. Since the advent of Gelles 

(1972) early work on the phenomenon, social scientists have 

maintained that an individual learns conflict behaviors from 

their parents (Gelles and Cornell 1986; Straus, Gelles, and 

Steinmetz, 1980a). The results of this investigation have 

provided some support for tha t hypothesis. The resul ts have 

also indicated that the link between parental and conjugal 

aggression is not a direct relationship as has been 

hypothesized by the earlier investigations. The data from 

this investigation have suggested parental aggression has a 

relationship to the amount of power exerted in an interaction 
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which in turn determines the level of aggression. The 

results from this investigation have suggested that parental 

aggression is indirectly related to the level of aggression 

used in a conjugal conflict. 

The equations for the empirical models also revealed 

that power contributed heavily to the prediction of 

aggression. Data analysis indicated that power was the sole 

concept related to the level of aggression used in a conjugal 

conflict. This finding supported the long held belief that 

power has a direct positive relationship to the nature of the 

aggression used in a conjugal conflict (Gelles and Cornell, 

1985; Gelles-Sims, 1983). 

Analysis data on the concepts of interference and 

frustration produced the most unexpected results. As 

anticipated, interference was the best predictor of the level 

of frustration experienced during a conjugal conflict. This 

outcome was consistent with the findings reported by many 

investigations on the interference-aggression paradigm (see 

Berkowitz, 1981, 1983a, 1983B). 

The empirical models also indicated that frustration 

was a second outcome of the model. The data revealed that 

frustration was a separate outcome of a conjugal conflict and 

was not directly or indirectly related to aggression. This 

finding countered a report by Hamblin (1974) who reported 

that frustration had demonstrated a strong direct link to 
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aggression. The disparity of the two sets of results has its 

basis in the social contexts of the two investigations. 

Hamblin (1974) had conducted an experimental study on 

frustration and aggression using all male subjects. None of 

the subjects in the investigation were related or involved in 

an intimate relationship. The social context of the 

experiment may have suggested that it was emotionally and 

physically safe for Hamblin's subjects to express their 

frustration as aggression. 

In contrast to Hamblin's experiment, this investi

gation used female subjects in a nonexperimental design who 

were related to their partners. All of the subjects had to 

cope with the emotional and physical ramifications of 

conflict within the context of an intimate relationship. The 

subjects in this investigation did not have the opportunity 

to easily terminate the relationship as did Hamblin's 

sUbjects. Within the context of a conjugal relationship, 

women may not be able to safely vent their frustrations as 

aggression because of social, emotional, and financial 

dependency on their male partners (Browne, 1987; Pagelow, 

1981; Walker, 1979). Women involved in a conjugal rela

tionship have a need to find alternative methods of coping 

with their frustration other than using overt aggression 

(Browne, 1987). 
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The literature has also suggested a second expla

nation for the existence of frustration as a second outcome 

of the model. Bandura (1983) and Berkowitz (1983b) have 

theoretically defined frustration as an outcome separate from 

an act of aggression. These scientists have argued that 

frustration may be a parallel process which has been associ

ated with aggression because of a self-labeling process. 

Both Bandura (1983) and Berkowitz (1983a, 1983b) have argued 

that there is an emotional arousal associated with the 

instigation to aggression. They have proposed that this 

emotional arousal results in learned expressive reactions. 

Both scientists also argued that these expressive reactions 

are then attributed to an act of aggression. Thus, the 

outcome of frustration in the empirical model supports the 

hypothesis that it is a parallel process to an act of 

aggression. 

Summary 

Analysis of the data for the investigation was con

ducted in several stages. Each stage of the analysis focused 

on a particular aspect of the samples' social characteristics 

or magnitude estimation responses. 

Analysis of the social characteristics revealed a 

fairly heterogenous sample. There were large ranges for the 

age, educational, income and family backgrounds of the 
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subjects. The sample also had some homogeneous groupings on 

the distributions of the housing, religion and etoh/drug use. 

Analysis of the magnitude estimation scales revealed 

that the methodology was a reliable measurement strategy 

throughout the investigation. The test/retest correlations 

and the theta coefficients indicated that magnitude 

estimation scales were stable measures of the concepts. The 

magnitude estimation scales contained very little bias and 

had a high degree of stability and internal consistency. 

Analysis of the amount of regression bias present in 

the responses was determined through the use of the calibra

tion scores. Examination of the geometric means indicated 

that the subjects' use of the modalities was close to the 

predicted exponents of 1.0 for all modalities. Because of 

the obtained exponents, there was no need to correct the 

subjects' scores for regression bias. 

The relationship between the concepts revealed that a 

mathematical power function best described the data. 

Analysis of the correlations of the raw scores showed several 

correlations, but these were of a low magnitude. The 

relationships between the geometric mean scores strongly 

supported the use of a mathematical power function to 

described the data. 

Analysis of the theoretical model revealed that the 

data did not support the proposed relationships. Relation-

ships were not found between the concepts of power and 
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interference or power and frustration. Nor were interference 

and frustration related to the level of aggression used in a 

conjugal conflict. The regression analysis revealed that 

power was the best sole predictor of the level of aggression 

used in a conjugal conflict. 

Generation of the empirical model revealed there were 

two models present in the data. The first model suggested 

that aggression was related to the amount of power exerted 

during a conjugal conflict. This power was in turn deter

mined by the level of parental aggression that an individual 

was exposed to as a child. 

The second model revealed that interference was the 

best predictor of frustration. Analysis of the regression 

equations indicated that frustration was a second independent 

outcome. Neither interference nor frustration had any 

relationship to the level of power or aggression used during 

a conjugal conflict. 

Analysis of an external concept, parental aggression, 

revealed that parental aggression was the best predictor of 

the level of power exerted during a conjugal conflict. Par

ental aggression had no direct or indirect relationship with 

aggression through the concept of interference. Parental 

aggression did have an indirect relationship t~ aggression 

through the concept of power and increased the amount of 

explained variance in the model. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

The results of the data analysis indicated that the 

social characteristics of the sample were similar to the 

sample characteristics reported in earlier investigations. 

However, the sample for this investigation differed from 

other samples on several important characteristics--such as 

the percent of unmarried women and their socioeconomic 

status. The differences in sample composition suggested a 

social shift in the type of women who are being battered. 

The subjects in this investigation successfully used 

magnitude estimation to evaluate four major concepts; power, 

interference, frustration and aggression. The results indi

cated that magnitude estimation was an effective strategy for 

examining conjugal conflict phenomenon. The reliability of 

the measures also had implications for clinical application 

the magnitude estimation strategy. 

The results of the regression analysis provided 

partial support for the theoretical model defined in Chapter 

2. The regression analysis supported only two of the six 

relationships proposed in the theoretical model. Of inter

est, the regression analysis did not reveal a relationship 

between interference or frustration with the level of 
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aggression used in a conjugal conflict. The outcomes 

indicated that the interference-aggression laws may work 

differently within the social context of an intimate 

relationship. 

Social Characteristics of the Sample 

Several investigators have suggested that the social 

characteristics of the participants contribute to the nature 

of a conjugal conflict (see Gelles and Straus, 1979a, 1979b; 

Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980; Giles-Simms, 1983; and 

Pagelow, 1981). Investigators have suggested that battered 

individuals have a homogeneous set of social characteristics 

with complex interrelationships which affect involvement in a 

conjugal conflict. The current research literature has 

reflected this position and focused on the young age of the 

subjects, the lack of formal marriage, the number of indi

viduals in a home and the use of drugs or alcohol (Gelles and 

Straus, 1979a, 1979b; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980; 

Giles-Simms, 1983). 

The 39 subjects in the sample for this investigation 

had a broad range of social characteristics. The parameters 

of these social characteristics were similar to reports in 

other investigations on conjugal conflict (see Straus, Gelles 

and Steinmetz, 1980; Giles-Simms, 1983; Pagelow, 1981). This 

sample was composed of young adult women who had a high 

school education and were often unemployed. This sample also 
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had a large age range, a diverse level of educational prepar

ation and varying levels of employment. 

The pattern of social characteristics for battered 

women in this investigation varied from earlier reports. 

Many of the subjects were older than the average age usually 

associated with conjugal conflict, had fewer children present 

in the home, had strong religious convictions and seldom used 

alcohol or drugs. The sample population also had a higher 

percentage of unmarried women than reported in other investi

gations. These deviations from the reported norms were high

lighted by previously unreported data on the subjects' higher 

socioeconomic status, greater use of extended families and 

larger single family residences. While variations in these 

social characteristics have been previously reported, the 

size of the sample in the groups were larger than in earlier 

investigations. This change in sample characteristics indi-

cated a change in the social parameters of the women who are 

potential victims of battering. These findings suggested 

that the pattern of battering relationships has extended 

beyond these established in earlier research. 

Very few of the sample's social characteristics were 

correlated. Calculation of phi and zero order correlation 

coefficients on the social characteristics indicated that 

there were a few weak relationships, bl'~ the magnitude of the 
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had a large age range, a diverse level of educational prepar-

ation and varying levels of employment. 

The pattern of social characteristics for battered 

women in this investigation varied from earlier reports. 

Many of the subjects were older than the average age usually 

associated with conjugal conflict, had fewer children present 

in the home, had strong religious convictions and seldom used 

alcohol or drugs. The sample population also had a higher 

percentage of unmarried women than reported in other investi-

gations. These deviations from the reported norms were high-

lighted by previously unreported data on the subjects' higher 

socioeconomic status, greater use of extended families and 

larger single family residences. While variations in these 

social characteristics have been previously reported, the 

size of the sample in the groups were larger than in earlier 

investigations. This change in sample characteristics indi-

cated a change in the social parameters of the women who are 

potential victims of battering. These findings suggested 

that the pattern of battering relationships has extended 

beyond these established in earlier research. 

Very few of the sample's social characteristics were 

correlated. Calculation of phi and zero order correlation 

coefficients on the social characteristics indicated that 

there were a few weak relationships, bl'~ the magnitude of the 
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relationships was not high enough to be of any major substan

tive significance. 

An analysis of variance procedure (ANOVA) was con

ducted to determine the magnitude of the differences betwe~n 

the various groups of subjects on their social character

istics. The results of the ANOVA indicated that there were 

very few statistically significant differences between these 

groups. Statistically significant differences were noted 

between groups of subjects according to their marital status 

on income, employment on alcohol use, education on time spent 

in a relationship, and religiosity on the amount of time 

spent in a relationship. Similar findings have not been pre

viously reported and constitute new dimensions in the data on 

conjugal conflict. 

The results of the data analysis failed to support or 

reject the position that individuals associated with conjugal 

conflict can be described by a homogeneous set of social 

characteristics. The sample in this investigation was similar 

to the samples reported in other investigations. This sam

ple's social characteristics, however, were not closely cor

related. In addition, differences between subject groups 

were noted which do not lend support the current hypothesis 

that lower socioeconomic status results in higher levels of 

conjugal conflict. This analysis suggested that conjugal 

conflict may be endemic to all socioeconomic classes. 
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The theoretical framework for this investigation was 

based on a social cognition paradigm because of the social-

psychological nature of the concepts. This framework pro-

posed that the concepts of power, interference, and frustra-

tion were the determinants of the level of aggression used 

during a conjugal conflict. The subjects' magnitude esti-

mates of the operational definitions for these concepts were 

used to test the relationships proposed in Chapter 2. 

Regression Analysis 

The theoretical model proposed that an individual's 

use of power interacted with the levels of interference and 

frustration experienced to determine the severity of the 

aggression used in a conjugal conflict. This theoretical 

position assumed that there were direct and indirect rela-

tionships between all four of the major concepts: power, 

interference, frustration, and aggression. Regression anal-

ysis of the data generated during this investigation support-

ed some of the proposed relationships, but did not support 

the total theoretical model. 

The regression equations indicated that power was the 

only concept in the model that had a direct relationship with 

the level of aggression used during a conjugal conflict. 

Analysis of the data revealed a direct positive relationship 
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between power and aggression. These resul ts suggested tha t 

the greater the leve 1 of power exerted in a conf 1 ic t, the 

greater the frequency of the aggressive behaviors. Thus 

neither the amount of power or the aggression used during a 

conjugal conflict were related to the level of interference 

or frustration in the model. 

The regression analysis also revealed that the 

concepts of interference and frustration were not directly or 

indirectly associated with the aggression used during a 

conjugal conflict. The data indicated that the level of 

interference was the sole concept related to the level of 

frus tration exper i enced d ur ing a con juga 1 conf 1 ic t. The 

results of the regression analysis suggested that the greater 

the level of perceived interference from the other partici

pant, the greater the level of frustration experienced during 

a conjugal conflict. This relationship between interference 

and frustration constituted a second outcome of conjugal 

conflict. 

Empirical Modeling 

The empirical models generated from the data included 

an external concept, parental aggression. Parental aggres

sion was included in the empirical model because of two 

factors. First, the data anal y sis revea 1 ed tha t paren ta 1 

aggression had strong zero order correlations with the 

concepts of power and aggression. Second, the qua 1 i ta ti ve 
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research literature has consistently suggested that parental 

aggression plays a role in the level of aggression used in a 

conjugal conflict (See Gelles, 1974; Gelles and Cornell, 

1985; Herrenkoh 1, Herrenkoh 1 and Toed ter, 1983; Straus, 

1983a, 1983b; Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz, 1980). Even with 

the addition of the concept of parental aggression, the 

empirical modeling continued ~o support the results of the 

regression analysis and dispute the existence of the 

relationships proposed in the theoretical model. 

The empirical model indicated that parental aggres

sion did not have a direct relationship to the aggression 

used in a conjugal conflict. Parental aggression did have an 

indirect relationship to aggression through the concept of 

power. Parental aggression had a strong relationship to the 

level of power that an individual exerted. Through its rela

tionship with power, parental aggression indirectly affected 

the aggressive behaviors used in a conjugal conflict. The 

empirical model again indicated that parental aggression did 

not have a direct or indirect relationship to aggression 

through the concepts of interference and aggression. 

The empirical model also confirmed the second outcome 

of the model found in the earlier regression analysis. The 

empirical modeling confirmed that frustration was a second 

outcome of the model. The empirical modeling indicated that 
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the level of interference continued to be related to the 

level of frustration experienced during a conjugal conflict. 

Implications for Future Research 

The results of this investigation have limited gen

eralizability to the total population. There are, however, 

several implications for future research on conjugal 

conflict. 

Definitions 

The scientific investigation of conjugal conflict is 

still in the early stages of development. Investigations 

continue to be plagued by a wide range of conceptual and op

erational issues that hamper the exploration of the phenom-

enon. These definitional issues result in an inability to 

define and differentiate between the factors that determine 

the verbal, emotional and physical abuse which occurs during 

conjugal conflict. 

The current literature and research efforts has been 

directed toward a more social-psychological view of conjugal 

conflict. This social-psychological trend has been coupled 

with a move to examine the context specific elements of the 

phenomenon. The complexity of this approach has further 

hampered investigations because of a multitude of definitions 

for the core concepts. 
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This investigation focused on a small set of concepts 

that have often been mentioned in the research literature; 

power, interference, frustration and aggression. These con

cepts are context specific and emphasize some of the social

psychological aspects of conjugal conflict. These four con

cepts have been explicitly used in the literature to explain 

the phenomenon, but, have not been clearly defined. This in

vestigation defined these concepts and allowed for an examin

ation of their interrelationships during a conjugal conflict. 

This approach established a basis for future investigations 

into the phenomenon. 

Scaling and Measurement 

The investigation of conjugal conflict has also been 

hampered by the absence of adequate measures of the concepts. 

Thus, investigators have often settled for a more phenomeno

logical examination of conjugal conflict. 

This investigation reported the development and 

performance of a series of magnitude estimation scales that 

were based OD prior phenomenological research efforts. The 

scaling methodology has not been previously utilized in 

conjugal conflict research and performed well in this inves-

tigation. In addition, the level of scaling in the magnitude 

estimation measures provided interval, if not ratio, measure

ments of the concepts. This level of precision allowed for 
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the use of more rigorous statistical procedures and a 

stronger mathematical correlational research design. 

The magnitude estimation scales performed well 

throughout the investigation. The subjects were able to 

effectively use the measurement methodology across a wide 

range of concepts. The consistent stability and internal 

consistency of the measures was high and supports the need 

for further testing. 

Empirical Results 

The results of the data analysis revealed several in

teresting aspects of the social-psychodynamics involved in a 

conjugal conflict. The data analysis emphasized the rela

tionship of parents' intrapersonal behavior to their child

ren's adult lives. While this aspect of conjugal conflict 

has long been phenomenologically examined, this investigation 

provided some quantitative evidence on the intergenerational 

effects of parental aggression. 

The results of this investigation also indicated the 

relationship that power, expressed as influence, has to the 

aggression used in a conjugal conflict. The data indicated 

that the amount of power exerted in a conflict is related to 

the amount of aggression used in that conflict. The strength 

of these results indicated a need for follow up investiga

tions. 
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The results of the data analysis also indicated that 

the interference-frustration paradigm operates differently 

within the context of an intimate relationship. The data 

suggested that interference and frustration function as a 

parallel process to the aggression that occurs in a conjugal 

conf lict. This al terna te model has been theoretical 1 y pro

posed (Bandura, 1983; Berkowitz, 1983a, 1983b), but needs 

further investigation. 

Recommendation for Clinical Practice 

While the results of this investigation could not be 

generalized to the larger population or directly applied to 

the clinical setting, there were several implications for 

nurses. Additionally, there were implications for direct 

clinical practice. 

The results of this investigation indicated that 

women of all ages, income levels, marital status and reli

gious beliefs are at risk for emotional, verbal and physical 

abuse during a conjugal conflict. The findings from this 

investigation supported the theoretical position that conju

gal conflict is not a socioeconomic, class-related phenomena. 

Nurses have contact with a wide range of clients in 

an equally wide range of clinical settings. Because of this 

frequent contact, nurses have the opportunity to identify 

clients who are at risk. The results of this investigation 

have added to the available indices that identify individuals 
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and family systems that are at risk for conjugal conflict. 

The results of this investigation suggest that nurses should 

be aware of and screen for the indices of conjugal conflict 

regardless of the socioeconomic status of their clients. 

Nurses' front line contact with the clients also pro

vides them with the opportunity to identify personal problems 

that may exacerbate a conflict laden relationship--such as 

drug and alcohol abuse. The results of this investigation 

indicate that the women who use drugs and alcohol do not dis

criminate between the drugs of abuse. This finding suggests 

that nurses who have identified clients with conjugal con

flict issues should also incorporate an assessment of drug 

abuse in their screening procedures. 

Because of their broad based health care backgrounds, 

nurses have the knowledge base needed to identify power dif

ferences and frustration levels within a family system. The 

data from this investigation indicated that many of the sub

jects had limited power and high frustration levels as a 

result of conjugal conflict. An identification of these 

personal issues may provide a nurse with the opportunity to 

intervene in a dysfunctional relationship. 

Limitations of the Investigation 

The results of this investigation were limited in 

four major areas: (1) the ex post facto nature of the de

sign; (2) the sample differences; (3) the sample selection 
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procedure; and (4) instrumentation issues. Each of these 

issues limited the generalizability of the results. 

Ex Post Facto Design 

The ex post facto design of the investigation was a 

factor which limited the generalizability of the results 

(Campbell and Stanley, 1963). Because of the ex post facto 

design, the subjects were not randomly selected or randomly 

assigned to a treatment group. The lack of random selection 

or assignment did not ensure that the groups were homogeneous 

and may have affected the internal validity of the study 

(Campbell and Stanley, 1963). That is, the subjects in the 

sample were from the same group and could have been affected 

by a systematic variable which biased their responses--such 

as their presence in a particular shelter. 

The homogeneity of the sample was examined during the 

analysis of the data. The data analysis indicated that the 

subjects had no statistically significant difference on 13 of 

17 social characteristics. In addition, entry into the in-

vestigation was controlled by the subject selection criteria 

which limited the difference and increased the homogeneity of 

the sample. 

The data analysis did reveal some differences between 

the subject groups due to the interaction of the social char-

acteristics. The one-way ANOVA revealed some differences in 

the sample were due to the subjects' income and educational 
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These differences interacted with other social 

characteristics and generated differences between subject 

groups on the ownership of a residence, time spent in a rela

tionship and the amount of alcohol consumed per week. While 

these differences were not large, the effects on the outcomes 

were unclear. 

The validity of the results may also have been lim

ited due to threats to the external validity of the design. 

The external validity of the study design may have been af

fected by uncontrolled interaction effects (Campbell and 

Stanley, 1963). There may have been some interaction between 

the presence of the subjects in a shelter and level of ag

gression they had been exposed to prior to entering the 

shelters. The subjects in the study may have been in the 

shelters because of exposure to abuse that was extreme for 

the general population. This validity threat was not 

controlled in this investigation and limits the external 

validity of the results. 

Sample Selection 

The investigation was also limited by the sample 

selection procedure. The sample for this investigation was 

purposive so that subjects would meet the sample selection 

criteria. While this allowed generalization of the results 

to the theoretical framework, the purposive sampling did not 

allow for the generalization of the results to a larger 
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population of all women involved in a conjugal conflict. 

Because of the possibility of an unmeasured variable or bias, 

the results of this investigation may not be relevant to 

conjugal conflict for women who have not been to a shelter. 

The sample for this investigation was also limited by 

its composition. The sample was composed entirely of women 

who were engaged in a social service delivery system. This 

limited the application of the results to the samples percep

tion of the social psychodynamics of a conjugal conflict. 

The results can not be applied to the subjects' male partners 

because of an absence of relevant data. 

Instrumentation Development 

A final limitation in the investigation was the 

status of the instrument development. The magnitude estima

tion measures used in this investigation were subjected to 

content and reliability tests prior to their use in this 

investigation (Rice, 1982). Because of the pilot testing, 

the magnitude estimation measures performed well throughout 

the course of this investigation. However, there were no 

additional validity checks of the instruments and the 

established validity is limited. 

The magnitude estimation scales were also limited by 

the operational validity of the measures. Each of the 

magnitude estimation scales was validated through the use of 

a series of content validity tests (Rice, 1982). The 
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operational definitions were also supported by a review of 

the research literature, but were not empirically tested. 

There have been no empirical tests of the validity of the 

epistemic links between the scales and their operational 

definitions. This lack of established epistemic validity 

limits the operational validity of the scales and requires 

further investigation (Nunnally, 1978). 

Conclusions 

This investigation examined the social-psychodynamics 

of conjugal conflict as reported by 39 subjects. These 39 

subjects responded to a social demographic data base and a 

series of magnitude estimation measures. The subjects 

generated magnitude estimation responses on 21 stimuli over 

four central concepts; power, interference, frustration and 

aggression. 

Social Parameters 

Analysis of the data revealed that the sample was 

composed of 39 women who were clients in a consortium of 

shelters for abused women and children. The sample was 

fairly homogeneous, but did display a large ranges for age, 

income, education, time spent with a partner and drug/alcohol 

use. The samples' social characteristics were very similar 

to those reported in other investigations on the phenomena. 
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The data indicated that very few of the subjects' 

social characteristics were related. The subjects' demo-

graphics did reveal statistically significant relationships 

between age with education, employment with alcohol use, 

religiosity with alcohol use and alcohol with drug use. 

There was also a trend for relationships between the amount 

of time spent with a partner and the variables of age, edu

cation and income. 

Instrumentation 

The magnitude estimation measures performed well 

throughout the investigation. The data indicated that all of 

the magnitude estimation measures met the exponential cri

teria for the methodology and did not require correction for 

a regression bias. All of the magnitude estimation measures 

generated high test/retest correlations and theta coeffi-

cients. The reliability estimates for the magnitude esti-

mation measures ranged from .85 to .94. 

Regression Equations 

Examination of the regression equations indicated 

that the raw score responses did not adequately describe the 

relationships in the data. As anticipated with the use of 

psychophysical measures, the data could not be described by a 

series of linear relationships within an arithmetically nor

mal distribution. However, the geometric means provided a 
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This indicated that the data was log 

normally distributed and was best described by a power 

function. 

Tests of the data did not support the proposed 

theoretical model. The regression equations did show two 

separate outcomes for a conjugal conflict, aggression and 

frustration. A review of the regression equations revealed 

that power directly affected aggression without having any 

relationships with interference or frustration. The data 

also showed that interference was the sole predictor of 

frustration in the model. 

Empirical Models 

Construction of the empirical models revealed that an 

extraneous variable, parental aggression, had a strong effect 

on the power-aggression model. The regression equations 

indicated that parental aggression only had an indirect rela

tionship with the level of aggression used during a conjugal 

conflict. Yet, parental aggression was a major predictor of 

the behavioral strategies used during a conjugal conflict. 

Parental aggression had no relationship with the 

concepts of interference or frustration. Nor did parental 

aggression have an indirect relationship to aggression 

through interference or frustration. The regression equa

tions for interference clearly indicated that frustration was 
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This finding was in 

sharp contrast to the results of prior investigations. 

Summary 

A total of 39 subjects participated in providing data 

for this investigation. Analysis of the sample social 

characteristics indicated that the sample was similar to 

those reported in other investigations. Each of the subjects 

effectively used the magnitude estimation measures which 

generated high levels of reliability. 

The raw response data did not support the proposed 

theoretical model. Yet, the geometric means did provide a 

good fit for the data and revealed that the data was best 

described using a power function on log normalized data. 

The regression equations for the geometric means also 

did not support the proposed theoretical model. However, the 

regression equations did indicate that there were two out

comes measured in the model; aggression and frustration. 

Neither of these outcomes was directly or indirectly related. 

The empirical model for the data indicated that 

parental aggression had a strong relationship to the power 

used during a conjugal conflict. Parental aggression was an 

extraneous variables that had been added into the equation 

because of its strong correlation with power and aggression. 

Parental aggression did not generate any other relationships 

in the regression equations. 



224 

The most unexpected finding was the emergence of a 

second outcome in the empirical model. The data indicated 

that interference was a major predictor of frustration. 

However, the interference-frustration relationship was not 

re 1 a ted to ei ther power or aggression. This finding con

flicted with Dollard et al.'s (1939) frustration-aggression 

hypotheses and psychological studies which supported these 

hypotheses. The finding also conflicts with Hamblin et ale 's 

(1963) investigations on the sociological aspects of the 

in terference-aggression laws. The absence of any rela tion

ship between frustration and aggression suggests that the 

interference-aggression laws may operate differently within 

the context of an intimate relationship. 

The results of this investigation also generate 

several questions for clinicians. Such as "What do women do 

with their frustration about conjugal conflict? Is women's 

frustration with conjugal conflict redirected toward their 

children or do women with higher levels of frustration have a 

higher level of depression?" These questions are relevant in 

maintaining the health of women and their families. 

The results of this investigation also raise several 

ques tions for fu ture research. Mos t apparen t are the ques

tions related to the empirical models. For example, "Does 

parental aggression have an equal effect on the power used by 

males and females in a conjugal relationship?" Or, "I s 
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parental aggression gender specific in its effects on 

conjugal power? Do males vent their frustration through 

aggression during a conjugal conflict?" And finally, "What 

is the role of the psychobiology of arousal during a conjugal 

conflict?" These and other questions need to be investigated 

before social scientists will have a good understanding of 

conjugal conflict phenomenon. 
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APPENDIX A 

PRIOR INVESTIGATIONS 
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PRIOR INVESTIGATIONS 

Towards the end of developing an empirical basis for 

this investigation, several prior investigations were 

conducted. A summary of these investigations is presented 

.in the following abstracts. 

The Aggression Cycle: Personal, 
Contextual and Institutional 

Dynamics (Michael J. ~ice, 1982) 

Nursing interventions with aggression are often 

based on clinical descriptions and observations of the 

phenomena. Seldor.l are the interventions based on research 

results because very few studies have examined aggression in 

a clinical setting. Thus, the purposes of this 

investigation were to: (1) examine aggression in a 

naturalistic setting; and (2) identify factors which affect 

the aggression cycle. 

Using an· organismic interactionism perspective, t: is 

investigation used three qualitative r.lethodologies to 

examine aggression: (1) non-participant observation; 

(2) participant observation; and (3) large area observation. 

Data were collected on the intake unit of a 300-bed 

correctional facility that also housed a 22-bed mental 

he a 1 t h un it. A total of 224 hours of data were collected 

from randomly selected shifts over a four-week period. 



228 

The data indicated that aggression is a response to 

stimuli received from the environment. These stimuli move 

an individual through the six stages of an aggression cycle 

during which one of five behaviors is dominant: (1) rage; 

(2) fear; (3) temper tantrum; (4) antisocial; and (5) organo-

toxic. The data also indicated that an individual's level 

of displayed aggression is affected by a variety of 

institutional activities, including: ( 1 ) identity 

eradication; (2) invasion of privacy; and ( 3) staff 

movement. These institutional activities created danger 

zones where all of the observed aggression occurred. 

The Effects of the Social Organization 
of the Family on Conjugal Conflict 

(Michael J. Rice, 1982) 

Differences in the levels of aggression used in 

conjugal conflicts have been attributed to the differences 

in the social organization of the family. ORganizati.on2' 

factors, such as the locus of authority, social isolation, 

and the size of the cooking unit have often been noted in 

the literature as factors contributing to the severi.ty of 

the aggression used in a conjugal conflict. However, these 

theories have not been generalizable because of a lack of 

cross-cultural comparison studies. 

This study addressed the question of: "Hhat are the 

effects of the social organization of the family on the 

level of aggression used in a conjugal conflict?" This 
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study focused on the variations in the levels of aggression 

between conjugal partners due to differences in the organiza-

tional features of the family. 

The purposes of this study were to test the 

following null hypotheses: 

Ho l: The locus of family authority has no effect on 

the level of aggression used in a conjugal conflict. 

Ho 2: The size of the cooking unit has no effect on the 

levels of aggression used in a conjugal conflict. 

Ho 3: The conjugal members' isolation from the famil-

ies of origin has no effect on the levels ot 

aggression used in a conjugal conflict. 

Ho 4: Various combinations of the organizational feat-

ures have no effect on the levels of aggression used 

in a conjugal conflict. 

This study used a fixed effects model to assess t!1-: 

effects of the organizational features of the family on the 

levels of aggression used in conjugal conflicts across 

several cultures. The sixty cultural units analyzed were 

drawn from the Human Relations Area Files' Probability 

Sample ltst. These sixty cultures represented the best 

attainable sample of independent cultures from the major 

world areas. The subject cultures were selected through the 

use of a temporally controlled, quality-focused sample. 

THis procedure yielded forty-six usable cultural units. The 
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data were coded and checked for rater reliability and then 

analyzed using analysis of variance procedures with a 

probability level set at .05. 

Interrater reliability on the coding resulted in 

eighty-eight percent agreement on the ratings of ten percent 

of the total sample (n = 60). This indicated a high degree 

of consensus on the level of aggression attributed to the 

conjugal units in the various cultures. The analysis of 

variance tests failed to reject any of the null hypotheses. 

It \Vas concluded that the organizational features of the 

family have no direct effect on the level of aggression used 

during a conjugal conflict. However, the results did not 

discount the possibility of indirect effects through 

untested mediating variables. 

Measuring Conjugal Conflict: 
A Feasibility Study 

(Michael J. Rice, 1983) 

One of the major problems involved in the investiga-

tion of the aggression used in conjugal conflicts has been 

the absence of accurate instruments. The traditional 

measurement strategies used to index aggression have yielded 

data contaminated by several sources of measureMent error. 

This has usually been attributed to several factors inherent 

in the measurement strategies, such as sequential order 

effects, ordinal level scaling, and systematic response 

biases. This absence of measures has severely hindered 
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investigations on the levels of aggression used in a 

conjugal conflict. 

This pilot study focused on the question "Is it 

feasible to measure the frequency of aggression displayed in 

a conjugal conflict 

behavioral stimuli?" 

investigation were to: 

through 

The 

subjective responses to 

specific purposes of this 

1. Develop an item pool of behavioral stimuli which 

could be used in a magnitude estimation scale of 

aggression. 

2. Determine the face validity of the item pool wit~in 

the context of a conjugal conflict. 

3. Determine the subjective intensity and scale 

position of each item in the item pool. 

4. Test the feasibility of using the magnitude estima

tion scale with subjects like those \vith whom the 

scale wouid be used. 

5. Determine the level of social desirability in the 

responses given to the magnitude estimation scale. 

Initially, an item pool of fifty-five behaviors was 

developed from a review of the literature and battered women 

informants (n 2) . This item pool was evaluated for face 

validity by a panel of clinical nurse specialists who had 

experienced working with families (n = 5). The reduced pool 

of forty-five items was then submitted to a panel of 
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doctorally prepared experts and rank-ordered on a coercive 

intensity dimension. Twelve of the rank-ordered items 

displayed excessive amounts of variance and were eliminated 

from the item pool. The remaining thirty-three items were 

then field tested using a magnitude estimation measurement 

strategy with subjects (n 10) from a community health 

center. Additionally, the field test subjects completed a 

social desirability response scale in order to determine any 

reporting biases associated with responding to the scale. 

Analysis of the data indicated that the subjects 

were able to provide numeric estimates to the stimuli items 

and had no difficulty responding honestly. Using 

to the stimuli as the unit of an~lysis (n 

responses 

= 330), 

preliminary estimates of the measurement error in the scale 

were based on the theta reliability coefficient. The 

initial estimates of the reliability of the items yielded a 

theta coefficient of .96. 

It was concluded that magnitude estimation scale was 

a feasible measurement strategy and that further testing of 

the scale was indicated. 
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BEHAVIORAL STIMULI SELECTED FOR 
MAGNITUDE ESTIMATION MEASURES 

OF CONJUGAL CONFLICT 

1. Agrees with 

2. Calmly states an opinion 

3. Presents information and options 

4 . S tat e sal a c k 0 fin t e'r est 

5. Threatens to leave 

6. Tries to yell louder 

7. Swears or curses 

8. Threatens suicide 

9. Breaks something 

10. Holds hand as if to strike 

11. Holds object as if to throw 

12. Pushes 

13. Throws something 

14. Slaps 

15. Kicks or bites 

16. Hits with fist 

17. Threatens with a knife 

18. Threatens with a gun 

19. Tries to hi t with an object 

20. Tries to cut with a knife 

21. Shoots gun at 
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APPENDIX C 

MAGNITUDE ESTIMATION DATA RECORD 



1-

Subject LD. 

Retest Date 

Stimuli 

1. Agrees wi th 

2. Calmly states an 
opinion 

3. Presents information 
and options 

4. States a lack of 
interest 

5. Threatens to leave 

6. Tries to yell louder 

7. Swears or curses 

MAGNITUDE ESTIMATION DATA RECORD 

Date 

de 

Power Interference Frustration 

rc 

Aggression 

N 
LV 
0'\ 



Stimuli 

8. Threatens suicide 

9. Breaks something 

10. Holds hand as if 
to strike 

11. Holds object as if 
tot h ro \~ 

12. Pushes 

13. Throws something 

14. Slaps 

15. Kicks or bites 

16. Hits with fist 

17. Threatens with knife 

Power Interference Frustration Aggression 

I\.) 

W 
-.J 



Stimuli 

18. Threatens with gun 

19. Tries to hit with an 
object 

20. Tries to cut with 
knife 

21. Shoots gun at 

Power Interference Frustration Aggression 

N 
W 
00 
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DISCLAIMER 

I am requesting your voluntary participation in a 

study on conjugal conflict. The purpose of this study is to 

identify the relationships between the various perceptions, 

feelings and behaviors of the individuals involved in a 

conjugal conflict. 

If you agree to participate in the study, you may 

answer as few or as many of the questions as you so desire. 

About thirty to forty-five minutes of your time will be 

required to complete the interview and will indicate your 

consent to participate in this study. All of your responses 

will be kept confidential and the data will be reported only 

in aggregate form. Your name does not appear on any of the 

data collection forms, and your set of responses will be 

organized only· by a cryptically encoded set of symbols. All 

data will be kept in locked files in order to ensure 

confidentiality. 

You are free to withdraw from this study at any time 

without incurring ill will or affecting your status, 

relationships and treatment in the public health agency. If 

you have any questions, please feel free to ask them at any 

time during the interview. 
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SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS DATA BASE 

Subject ID 

Section A 

1. Age 

2. Sex 

3. Education completed (in years) 

4. Personal employment status 

Unemployed 

Part time 

o to 10 hours/week 

11 to 20 hours/week 

21 to 30 hours/week 

Full time 

Date 

de 

5. Amount of time worked in the past year 

(full months) 

6. Estimated personal annual income for last year 

$ 

7. Type of residence (check one) 

House 

Condominium 

Townhouse 

Apartment 

242 
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8. Residence ownership (check one) 

Mutually owned 

Owned by relatives 

Owned by spouse 

Rented 

9. Legal status of your relationship 

Living together 

Married 

Common law 

Divorced 

10. Length of time in current relationship 

Years Months 

11. Number of adults in household 

12. Number of children in household 

13. Religion 

Jewish 

Catholic 

Protestant 

Atheist 

Other 

14. How religious do you consider yourself? 

Very 

Moderately 

Not at all 
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15. Do you drink alcohol? 

Yes 

No 

244 

16. If you drink alcohol, how much do you drink per week? 

17. Do you use any nonprescription drugs? 

Yes 

No 

Please stop here ........................................... 



PARENTAL AGGRESSION DATA RECORD 

Section B 

Subject ID 

Retest Date 

Stimuli 

1. Agreed with 

2. Calmly stated an opinion 

3. Presented information and 
options 

4. Stated a lack of interest 

5. Threatened to leave 

6. Tried to y~ll louder 

7. Swore or cursed 

8. Threatened suicide 

9. Broke something 

10. Held hand as if to strike 

11. Held object as if to throw 

Date 

de 

Father's 
Aggression 

245 

rc 

Mother's 
Aggression 



246 

Father's Mother's 
Stimuli Aggression Aggression 

12. Pushed 

13. Threw something 

14. Slapped 

15. Kick or bit 

16. Hit with fist 

17. Threatened with knife 

18. Threatened with gun 

19. Tried to hit with an object 

20. Tried to cut with knife 

21. Shot gun at 
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MAGNITUDE ESTIMATION CALIBRATION PROCEDURE 
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MAGNITUDE ESTIMATION CALIBRATION PROCEDURE 

* (Read to subject) 

Prior to beginning the formal interview, I would 

like to familiarize you with the procedure that you will use 

to answer my questions. The technique is unusual, so please 

pay careful attention. 

* (Hand subject randomly assigned book for magnitude estima-

tion or line production. 

of training instructions.) 

Then turn to the appropriate set 



length. 

CALIBRATION INSTRUCTIONS FOR 
MAGNITUDE ESTIMATION 

249 

This book contains a series of lines of varying 

Your job is to estimate how much longer or shorter 

they are compared to the firs t line. The first line is 

considered to be average in length and has arbitrarily been 

assigned a number of 50. This number is your reference 

point. All you need to do is provide a number estimate of 

the length of each line relative to the first line. For 

example, if a line is half as long as the reference line, 

assign it a 25. Or, if the line is three times as long as 

the reference line, assign it a 150. Do not check back to 

see the numbers that you have given to other lines. I am 

only interested in your general impression. 



CALIBRATION INSTRUCTIONS FOR 
LINE PRODUCTION 

* (Read to subject) 

250 

This book contains a set of numbers. Your job is to 

draw lines representing the size of the numbers in reference 

to the firs t number. The first number (50) is considered 

average and has arbi trarily been given a line of average 

length. This is your reference line. All you need to do is 

to draw a line to represent each number. For example, if a 

number is 150, draw a line three times as long as the 

reference line. Or, if a number is 25, then draw a line 

half as long as the reference line. Do not check back to 

see the 1 ines tha t you have previous 1 y drawn. I am only 

interested in your general impression. 
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BEHAVIORAL STIMULI FOR MAGNITUDE 
ESTIMATION MEASURES 
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No matter how well a couple gets along, there are 

times when they disagree on decisions, get annoyed about 

something the other person does, or just have fights because 

they are tired or in a bad mood. They also use many 

different ways of trying to settle their differences. Below 

is a list of some of the things that you and your partner 

might have done during one of these conflicts. Please read 

the list carefully and let me know when you are done. 

1. Agrees with 

2. Calmly states an opinion 

3. Presents information and options 

4. States a lack of interest 

5. Threatens to leave 

6. Tries to yell louder 

7. Swears or curses 

8. Threatens suicide 

9. Breaks something 

10. Holds hands as if to strike 

11. Holds object as if to throw 

12. Pushes 

13. Throws something 
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14. Slaps 

15. Kicks or bites 

16. Hits with fi st 

17 . Threatens with a knife 

18. Threatens with a gun 

19. Tries to hit with an object 

20. Tries to cut with a knife 

21. Shoots gun at 
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APPENDIX H 

ETHICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE APPROVAL 



THE U~IVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

Hf:\LTH St IE,,('ES ( ["TER 

TL( SO", \HILO'\ "7~" 

HI \I~' 'il SJECT, ('O"\frrTEE 

J~W' W-\RRE' I Rt " DI'(, ==0) RO()\t II: 

~lichael J. Rice. M.S.:-;. R. N. 
College of N ursIn g 
:1rIZOna Health SCiences Cc:nter 

Dear Mr. RIce: 

19 September 1985 
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We are In receipt of your proJect. "The SOCial PsychodynamIcs of Conjugal 
ConflIct: A ~lathematlcal Correlational Investlgatlon". whIch was submitted to 
this CommIttee for revIew. The procedures to be followed In this study pose 
no more than mlntmal rIsk to the particIpating subjects. RegulatIons Iss,'ed 
by the U.S. Department of Health and Human ServIces [';5 CFR Part 46.110(blj 
authOrize approval of thIs type project through the expedIted revIew procedures. 
WIth the condltlon(s) that subjects' anonymity be maIntaIned. Although t"ull 
CommIttee review IS not requIred. a brief summary of the project procedure·s 
IS submItted to the CommIttee for their Information and comment. If any. aiter 
administratIve approval IS granted. ThIs project IS approved effectlve 19 
September 1985. 

Approval IS granted WIth the understandIng that no changes or addItIOns 
wdl be made to the procedurl'S followed (as outlIned In your request for 
approval) WIthout the knowledge and approval of the Human Subjects CommIttee 
a nd your College or Departmental ReVIew CommIttee. :\ n y ph YSlca I or psyr no
logical harm to any subject must also be reported to each commIttee. 

Please be adVIsed that due to the nature of the study procedures. tLe 
federal requIrement for wrItten Informed consent IS waived. If you have anv 
questions. please contact thIS offIce. 

MN/jm 

cc: :1da Sue Hinshaw. R.~ .• Ph.D. 
College ReVIew CommIttee 

SIncerely yours. 

1'h....~._~l 
~!t1an Novak. ~I.D .. Ph.D. 
ChaIrman 
Human Subjects Comm:tt"e 



256 

APPENDIX I 

AGENCY AND DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY APPROVALS 



257 

~;T,( OF TUCSC)r'J 
.. , ............ :.',"" 

.){I'A.Rr'UF.t~T Q': ·':~~.f.j,"i 

AND COfl1MUNIT'/ DfVELOP!.1£NT 

December 16, 1986 

Amanda Ph i 11 ips 
Executive Director 
Tucson Centers for Women 

and Ch il dren 
P.O. Box 2632 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 

Dear Ms. Phillips: 

We are pleased to forward the enclosed correspondence from the 
State providing confidentiality rules for Michael J. Rice's 
doc.ora1 project. 

We '>ic"J1d b~ plF!aseci, also. if Mr. Rice could share the results 
of i~ ~ s study with OUI' offi c;e . 

Sincerely. 

William B. Milliron 
Administrator 
Urban Resource Development 

WBM:BG:kk 

Enclosure 



OfFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

ECONOMIC SECURITY DIVISION 

INTRAOFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: Jean W~~yer Rice DATE: November 26. 1986 
Chief Counsel 
Economic Security Division 

Robert S. Segelbaum ~ 
Assistant Attorney General 

FROM: 

RE: DMR Inquiry No. 86-31 

You have asked tha t I respond to the above i nqu i ry 
which asks whether a candidate for, a doctoral degree may 
conduct interviews with clients of a crisis shelter for abused 
women and children in connection with research for his thesis. 

DES receives Block Grant funding to support crisis 
shelters for abused women and children through title XX of the 
Social Security Act. 

Federal (45 C.F.R. § 205.50 et ~.) and state 
regulations (A.C.R.R. R6-S-2301 et seq.) restrict the use or 
disclosure of information concerning applicants and recipients 
of services provided with federal title XX funds. 

Additionally, shelters. desirous of such funds, enter 
contracts with DES. Section 3.09 of the Contract'- General 
Provisions specifically bars disclosure of personally 
identifying information of recipients of contractual services. 
Accordingly, a shelter could not disclose the names of clients 
served without client consent. 

However, such shelter could introduce and/or invite 
the candidate to discuss his project with shelter participants 
and allow them to participate or not as they may choose. 

Although it would be inappropriate and breach of 
confidentiality to provide the researcher with names and 
addresses of clients, the shelter could contact clients and 
former clients to advise of the project and invite them to 
contact the researcher to participate in his project. 

7462P134 
RSS:lj 
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