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PARENT, CHILD AND CONTEXT FACTORS AND INTERACTIONS
AS PRECIPITANTS TO CHILD BATTERING

by
Trevor Austin Thomas

Abstract

A random sample of the literature on child battering
and interviews with>parents who had batteréd their child was
content analyzed. From paragraph themes which indicated
causality for child battering, the_presence of seven causal
dynamics in child battering was noted. The causal dynamics
included three factors (parent, child and context) and the
interactions between and among the factors. All of the
causal dynamics were_found to exist in the interviews, lit-
erature and separately identified segments of the literature
which delineated_eventé immediately preceding an incident of
battering. It was concluded that a strong possibility exis-
ted that all of the factors and interactions existed in real-
ity. The parent-child and parent-context interactions were
shown to be important causal dynamics in child battering.
The possibility of the parent-child-context interaction be-
ing an important causal dynamic was suégested. A dichotomy
between personal troubles of milieu and public issues of .
social structure for causal dynamics involving the context
factor was‘found to be useful in conducting the content anal-
ysis. The dichotomy also yielded interesting results regard-
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ing the two aspects of the context factor. Based on all of

the results, two theoretical models of child battering were

presented. The 'chain' model viewed the child and/or the

context interacting only with the parent to cause battering.

The 'triangular' model viewed all of the factors
with each other to cause battering. Both models
an open system rather than a closed system. The

addressing preventative assistance to all of the

interacting
represented
need for

causal

dynamics at the same time, rather than focusing on an indi-

vidual factor or interaction, was advanced. Characteristics

of the individual factors and interactions contained in the

models were speculatively suggested.
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Personal Introduction

prior to introducing the topic of this thesis in
the typical mannexr, it is desirable.that a personal state-
ment be made regarding the interviews with the members of

Parents Anonymous (pn) .

This thesis evolved from my participation in the

pPA group so that my primary motive in working with PA was

‘not for the purpose of obtaining a data base. Rather, I

had become involved because of my desire to do something

positive in helping parents who were engaged in abusive

behaviour with théir children. The importance and purpose
of PA always took précedence over the needs of the research.
Although placing PA above the research was in some

ways restrictive to the research, this approach was believed

+o have benefitted both PA and the investigation. By empha-
sizing PA and by having demonstiated my willingness to help

these individuals, the quality of the interview material

was believed to have been higher than would have been the

case if my personal activities in PA were solely to obtain

interview participants. Placing a secondary emphasis on the

research did however result in the number of interviews being

restricted due to t+he fact that new PA members were not

approached about doing an interview. This was done in order

" to avoid placing unnecessary and undesirable pressure on

these .people and to prevent any'interpretation that PA was

‘merely a research group.




The fact that the interviewed PA members were Very
well known to myself was feit to have been a critical ele-
ment of this investigation. These members knew that I
valued, fespected and cared for them.as individuals. Further,
they knew that I would not violate them nor the information
they provided. The closeness of our relationship thereby
allowed and facilitated a degree of honesty and sincerity
which wouldbhave,been difficult, if not impossible, to attain
had theAinterViewer(been a stranger. I am éuite certain that
the PA members would not have divulged their information in a
truly open and unguarded fashion had a good relationéhip not
first been established. It should be emphasized that I had
worked with and known each participant for at lease one year
prior to asking for their assistance in this undertaking.

The time spent in developing these relationships is felt to

have been a major contributor to the high quality and honesty

of interviewlmaterial.




Introduction

The present explbratory investigation attempted to
identify the important causal dYnamics of child battering
in the literature on child battering and child abuse.
MoreAspecifically; the causal relationship of (a) the
context immediately preceding an incident of battering,

(b) the interaction between the parent and‘the child, and
(c) the interaction among the parent, the child and the
context, as they pertained to an incident or the phenomenon
of child battering were investigated. To a lesser extent,
this study also attempted to show that these dynamics were
indeed relevant.

The investigation was accomplished by means of con-
tent analysis of two sdurces of information: (a) the
literature aﬁd (b) interﬁiews with parents who had battered
their child. 1In this analysis, the importance of seven

 causal dynamics was identified and documented.

Methodologically combining the existing literature
and personal experience is felt to be an importaﬁt, albeit
speculative,'aspect of this study due to the fact that few
studies iﬁ the pas£ have attempted such a combination. The
need for an appréach such as this is reflected by Gil
(1970), a leading authority on the topic of‘chi;d batter-

“ing,




... systematic information on the physical
abuse of children continues to be scarce.
The various claims concerning the nature and
scope of this phenomenon are based on iso-
lated observations and on several local,

unrepresentative, clinical studies.
' (p.vii)

It is hoped by grounding the present study in the litera-
ture that Gil's criticism regarding the isolated and
unrepresentative method of studying the phenomenon of

child battering may be partially alleviated.




Review of the Literature

Since the past, and to some extent the present
literature has not clearly differentiated between child
abuse and child battering, it is necessary that the review
deal with both aspects. The relationship between child
“abuse and child battering is pfesented in Table 1. Gener-
ally, abuse is anvumbrella term pertaining to undesirable
actions committed by an adult to a child; whereas battering
is undesirable physical actions committed by an adult to a
child. |

The historical existence of child abuse is perhaps
best documented by the works of Bakan (1971) and DeMause
(1975) . These writings show that adults have committed
acts of violence against children throughout time, and that
at one time these acts were more violent and more wide-
spread than the abuse of today. |

Bakan (1971) outlines the historical documentation
of child abuse, with the early literary works dealing
" particularly with the act of infanticide. Addressing the
historical range of this act, Bakan indicates that in
Chinese society it has been known to occur as early as
587 B.C. and as Tate as 1873 A.D. (p.30). He further cites
the literature of Western society, particularly the Bible
" and the plays of Shakespeare as substantiating the reality
- of infanticide. Reflecting on his»research of the litera-
’turé, DeMause (1975) states, "The further back in histbry

3




TABLE 1

DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHILD ABUSE AND CHILD BATTERING

" Bbuse

Battering

Child Abuse

A term identifying the
actidn or phenomenon in
which children experience
harmful interactions with

adults,

Abused Child

The label attached to a
v»child who has experienced
one or more types of harm-
ful interactions with an

adult.

Abusing Parent

The label attached to a

- parent who has committed an
act which causes a child to

'experience harmful effects.

Battering

A term identifying the
action or phenomenon in
which children are physic-
ally assaulted or beaten

by adults.

Battered Child

The label attached to a
child who has experienced
physical assaﬁlt(s) or

beating(s) by an adult.

Battering Parent

The label attached to a
parent who has physically
assaulted or beaten a

child.




we went, the lower the level of éhild care we found, and
the more likely children were to have béen killed, aban-
doned, whipped, sexually abused and terrorized by their
caretakers" (p.85). DeMause also provides an indication
of the extent of abuse historically, "In antiquity infan-
.ticide was so common that every river, dung-heap, and
cesspool_used to be littered with dead infants" (1975 p.87).
.~ Bakan postulated that infanticide was a population-
resources balance control mechanism. Here, children were
killed when the demands they placed or would place on the
family or the society threatened the available supply of
resources required to maintain the family or society.
DeMause indicated that infanticide was caused by: (a) the
"parent's need to "sbuse...freeze and drown infants" (pp.85-
86), (b) religious beliefs of the parents (i.e. sacrifice
of the child), (c) a ?reference for male children resulting
in the killing of female infants, and'(d) the disposal of
illegitimate children. This list of causes of infanticide
is added to by Thomas (1972) who indicates that the killing
of childreﬁ was a method of birth control and a means of
- disposing of a weak or deformed child (p.294).
Around the -turn of the 19th century, the child
abuse literature underwent a transition in focus from that
of infanticide tb the battering or beating of children.
" Infanticide, insofar as the literature reflects, became an
 act'which elicited social disapproval and as such, primarily

became a thing of the pasf. In its place, the literature




shows that society, especially that of North America, began
to struggle with the battering aspect of child abuse. The
medical literature of this period began to question unusnal
bone anomalies in children. At first, these anomalies were
attributed to medical causes, predominantly rickets (see
_West,.1888, P.856). The 'disease'’ argnment'continued for
a number of years and it was not until the mid—i940's that
a physician began to question the possibi}ity that these
afflictions in children might be the resuit of traumatic
injury (Chaffey, 1946, pp.541-542). Discussion of this
possibility continued to be debated in the medical litera-
ture until the 1960's. |

From the turn of the 19th century to the early
1960's might be terﬁed the second literary period of child
abuse. While the first period dealt with the existence of
infanticide, the second has been‘primarily concerned with
the existence of bone anomalies in children, and the
question of whether or not these anomalies were caused by
unknown disease(s) or by traumatic injury.

The end of the historical period of child abuse
literature and the beginning of the modern period can be
pinpointed in 1962. Itvwas during this year that the

' Journal of the American Medical Association, a prestigious

- and widely circulated periodical, published "The Battered
‘Child S¢yndrome" by Kempe, Silverman, Steele, Droegenmuller
and Silver. This paper, particularly due to its wide

circulation and readership, definitively established the




reality of the physical abuse of children in contemporary

society by reporting the results of a nationwide survey.
From the seventy-one hospitals and seveﬁty—seven district
attorneys surveyed, a total of 749 children were identified
'~ as being victims of physical abuse. Although the paper
placed battering and child abuse strictly within the pur-

view of the medical profession, by designating it to be a

syndrome, the reality of the act as a societal phenomenon
" was established.

This paper by Kempe et al (1962) is a landmark in
the literature on child abuse for two major reasons in
addition to establishing the existence of the act itself.
_ The first is that a definition of battering, albeit medi-
" cally couched, was delineated. This definition states,
The battered child syndrome, a clinical con-
dition in young children who have received
serious physical abuse, is a frequent cause
 of permanent injury or death. The syndrome
'should be considered in any child exhibiting

evidence of fracture of the bone, subdural

hematoma, failure to thrive, soft tissue
swellings, or skin bruising, in any child

who dies suddenly, or where the degree and

type of injury is at variance with the his-

tory given regarding the occurrence of the

trauma.

(Kempe et al, 1962, p.105)

The second .reason for the importance of this paper
is the impetus it gave to further evaluation of the pro-
blem as witnessed by the plethora of articles and books
which immediately followed its publication. A recently

"issued.comprehensive bibliography (Bakan, Eisner and

Needham, 1976) ihdicates that a total of 746 works have




been published since the Kempe et al (1962) article. By
summing the publications found in this book according to
year,bit was ascertained that the range of annual publica-
tions runs from a low of 5 in 1962 to a high of 137 in
1973 (Table 2).

The modern period of literature dealing with bat-
tering and chiid abuseican essentially be divided into
three content areas: (a) existence and identification,‘
(b) understanding, and (c) assistanee. Whiie these areas
cannot be viewed as being totally separate and distinct

from each other, since overlapping does exist, it is rea-

sonable to suggest these distinctions are real, based on an
investigation of the»chronological development of the 1lit-
erature;

Similar to the literature on infan£ieide,.the early
writings of the_contemporary period focused on the exis-
tence of battering and abuse. These works, perhaps best

typified by Young's (1964) Wednesday's Children: a study

of child neglect and abuse, describe cases of abuse, out-

" line activities in the area, delineate the incidence of the-
act, and make pleas for public awareness and act1v1ty. In
dealing with this existence and identification, it appeared
that_the literature tended to focus on the child. Case
descriptions dealt with the injuries sustained by the child
and requested that legal and public‘action be taken to pro-
vide for the safety of these children. Reports of the

suspected incidence indicated the numbers of children and




TABLE 2

ANNUAL CHILD ABUSE PUBLICATIONS SINCE 1962

DERIVED FROM CHILD ABUSE : A BIBLIOGRAPHY (BAKAN ET AL,1976)

Year Number of Publications
1962 5
1963 : 15
1964 25
1965 22
1966 . 26
1967 . o 33
1968 | 63
1969 | 51
1970 | 56
1971 o 76
1972 103
1973 | 137
1974 107
1975 ‘ ' 27

(Note: The decline for 1975 is not real, but
reflects the publication lag.)
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types of abuse involved. The identification of abused
children in this early literature rested predominantly with
\ﬁedicine. This involved the delineation of the appropriate
use of x-rays and other diagnostic techniques. This liter-
,ary period in essence was directed to seeking an acceptance
:and awareness of child abuse as a reallty among profession-
als, particularly physicians.
While the early period did not place an emphasis
'én determining the causes of abuse, several publications
;did attempt to address this aspect of the phenomenon. The
"abuse was seen as being caused by some characteristic of
the parent; for example, immaturity, impulsiveness, self-
’centredness, hypersensitivity, sociopathic, psychopathic,
“abused as a child (Shériff, 1964, p.l9l),‘mental illness,
 social isolation (Nurse, 1964, p.13), hostility and aggres-—
;Siveness, rigidity and compulsiveness, or‘passivity and
‘depéndence (Bryant et al, 1963, pp.127-128). As suggested
by Bryant et al, the child was not viewed as playing a
 céusal role:

The behavior of these children seldom pro-

voked or warranted the abuse they received;

instead, they seemed like innocent victims

of somethlng far more compllcated than their

own behavior. (p. 129)

The second cantent area of the contemporary litera-
ture involved a broadening of the focus by attempting to
;fbetter understand abuse and battering. While the child was

previously a major concern, this area of the literature

dealt with the parent as well as the child. The foci of
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the initial period were still found in this literature, but
important additions were made. Social and behavioural
sciences became more involved and supplemented the work

being done. by physicians. The characteristics of abuse are

expanded to include a greater emphasis on demographic, his-
torical, behavioural and psychological factors of the
This

parent as well as diagnostic factors of the child.
-llterature also began to reflect a change ln attitude
toward batterers. From the early works whlch requested
that legal action be taken against the batterer, this lit-
erature suggested that abusing parents require counselling
‘1and support, and that pﬁnishment, per se, was a? ineffec-
rtive method of intervention.

This litéréry period also involved an expanded
?focus on»thevcausal dynamics of child battering. While

. causal aspects of the parent, such as deéression, paranoid
’idéation, mental retardation, abused as a child (Holter &
| Friedman, 1968, p.130) continued to be emphasized, they
were'viewed as being more complex than originally con-
ceived. Gluckman (1968) indicated this complexity in
stating, "...many mechanisms may be operant in the person
responsible for the-maltreatment of. the child" (p.156) .
In addition, characteristics or attributes of the child
were also viewed .as being causally relevant. "We do not
know nearly enough about the unique behavior of the baby
‘and how it may set off negative reactions in otherwise

- mature and able parents" (Elmer, 1967, pp.337-338). Some
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of the child attributes advanced were hypefactivity,

- depression, feaifulness, destructiveﬁess (Zalba, 1966,
‘p.7), illness, emotional diéturbance (Isaacs, 1968, p.39),
unwanted,'or resemblance to someone who was hated
(Gluckman, 1968, p.1l56).

For an example of this second stage of the modern

literary period, Helfer and Kempe's (1968) The Battered

Child is recommended.

The third, and curreﬁt stage of modern child abuse
iliterature developed to include a focus on the question of
providing assistance to families in which battering occurs.
. While studies investigating the incidence and characteris-
';tics were still undertaken, more and more attention was
devoted to investigating ways in which the child and the
}parent could be helped. These suggested approaches in-
“pluded the use of professional counselling, lay therapists
- (or parent aides), self-help groups and general supportive
services (i.e. day care, homemakers); in addition to the
more traditional method of removing the child from the home
and seeking legal sanctions against the parént. This lit-
erature also reflected the development of advocacy in the

area of children's ‘rights.

" In the 'assistance' literary period, the previously
}idéntified causal dynamics were re-examined and refinements
ére made. Attempts to identify characteristics which were
yéical of,all_battering parenfs were-reduced due to the

ealization that these parents were found in all segments
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of society (Special Committee on Child Health, 1972, p.552).
It was, however,vsuggested that the parents battered because
they lacked parenting skills. The appropriate skills had
nbt been learned since these individuals had not exper-
ienced them in their an childhoods (Caskey & Richardson,
1975, p.200). The causal role of the child also underwent

a shift in emphésis from psychopathological actiVities to
normal, everyday activities. Here, crying, refusal tQ eat

and failure to control excrement were suggested as being

causally related to battering (Van Stolk, 1972, pp.26-27). ﬁ

The Battered Child: Selected Readings by Leavitt

(1974) is recommended for addressing the final literary

period as well as the two preceding periods.




Investigative Rationale

This research has.restricted its focus by address- |
ing the latter two stages of the modern period of the ?
battered child and child abuse literature; that is, those 1
of understanding and assistance. My interest in this : ﬁ
content area resulted from two years of active involvement
in the field of child abuse via a self-help group called
Parents Anonymous (PA). In this group, I worked closely -
with parents who batter their children, and through this
on—going interaction have become sensitive to several key
factors which appear to be causally related to battering.
To facilitate my work in PA, I immersed myself in the abuse
literature in order that my interventions and interactions
with these parents be as effective and as helpful as pos-
sible.

When I initially became involved in PA, my under-
standing of the dynamics of battering and abuse, and my
interaction with parents was based almost entirely on the
available literature. As my group tenure and involvement
grew, I was able to supplement my understanding of the
causes and dynamics of battering with knowledge derived
from the group expe}ience. The development of this know-
iédge from personal involvement in essence affordea me a

second perspective from which I could view the dynamics of

child battering.

14
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'For the most part, these two perspectives have fit
together well, in that what the modern literature said
about the dynamics of battering was consistent with the
knowledge derived from personal experience. However, with
continued involvement, a widening gap developed between the
iiterature and experience perspectives.

In‘addréssing the dynamics of an incident of bat-
tering, including those of a causal nature, the literature
v;focuséd on two factors: the parent and the child. While
experience has supported the importance of these two fac-
tors, it had done so with a great deal more emphasis on thé
,xinteractional relationship than was being demonstrated in
the literature. This literature tended to deal with these
factors of parent and child in isolation from oné another.
Where the parent was a key factor, the content of
 the literature focused on demographic and etiological data.
The demogfaphic focus involved determination of character-
istics such as age, gender, education, and socio-economic
status of the parent. The etiological content addressed
hé issue of what in the parent's history caused him or her
b be a battering parent. When the child was the primary
focus of investigation, the. literature emphasized demo-
gféphic and diagnostic data. The demographic information
aé similar to this content area for the parent, with age,
éénder, birth-rank, etc. béing tabulated. Diagnostic
nfofmation fell into two categories:' medical and behav-

oural data. In the medical sphere, fractures, subdural
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hematomas, cigarette burns, malnutrition, etc. were dis-
cussed; while the behaviourallcomponent addressed informa-
tion such as poor self-image, inappropriateness of dress,
difficulty in relating to peers and/or adults, etc.

-While personal experience indicated all of the
above to be essential in developing a basic understanding
of the causes of battering and abuse, I had learned that
it was necessary to also con51der the 1nteractlon between
the child and the parent. This interaction involved mat-
ters such as the relationship between the parent and the
child, the activities that they shared, and their evalua-
tions of each other.. Experience indicated that addressing
the interactions was critical both to my understanding of
© abuse and to the‘parents"understanding of}their abusing
behaviour. This interactional component also demonstrated
itself to be highly relevant to behavioural change within
 the parent. A number of PA members were able to signifi-
cantly improve their parent-child relationshlp by examining
and working on the ways in which they interacted with their
~child. Unfortunately, the modern literature did not, in my
opinion, adequately address the interactional aspect.

My active involvement in attempts to understand the
dynamics of child battering‘has also pointed out a second
possible deficit in the literature. This deficit involved
the context in which the battering occurs. While few
authors have adequately addressed the situation or context

of abuse, my experience indicated this factor to be of
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critical importance in abusive situationé.' In PA meetings,
parents frequently dlscussed specific incidents of batter-
ing and almost always described the context in which the
incident occurred. In doing so, they might, for example,
have discussed how they were feeling, what they were doing,
or what the child had done just prior to an incident. - In
attempting to assist an individual, the group often:
addressed the context of the incident,.exgmined this con-
text, and helped the parent to develop different ways of
dealing with the same or similar sets of circumstances.
.Given the attention and importance that these parents
attached to the context, it Qas my feeiing that this impor-
tance should be reflected in the literature.

Personal experience not only revealed the relevance
of the context ahd the parent-child interaction, but it

;aiso gave rise to the opinion that the context should be
viewed as being in interaction with both the parent and the
child. On a number of occasions, PA members related |
ihstances in which a battering incident was caused by their
4feelings toward the child (i.e. the interaction) plus the
'situation (i.e. the context) in which they found themselves.
Vsince the literature does not apéear to address the context-
ual aspect of battefing, by definition it does not consider
6r,speak of the interaction between the context, and the
parent and the child. This, in my opinion, given what I
ﬁave learned in working with parents who batter their child-

éh.was another shortcoming of ‘the contemporary literature.
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To this point, three factors have been identified
which I believe to be highly relevant and causally related
to an incident of child battering. These are: the parent,
the child, and'the context. I have also suggested that the
current literature which is concerned with the areas of
understanding and assistance in child battering does not
adequately deal with these factors and their interaction.
The gaps that indicate the inadequacy include: failure to
‘address the parent—child interaction, exclusion of the con-
text and, by definition, failure to addfess the parent-
child-context interaction.

The preceding paragraph in essence outlines the
primary éomponents of this thesis. More formally stated,
the crux of this thesis was: The contemporary battered
child literature‘concerned with understanding and assis-
tance does not adequately deal with the topic insofar as
it fails to reflect the importance of the parent-child
interaction, the context, and the parent-child-context

' interaction, as causal dynamics in child battering.

The. above statement, which was derived from a
review of the literature combined with the knowledge gained
from personal expgrience, states that a specific incideﬁt
of battering is affected by three factors: the.parent,
child and context and by interaction of these factors.
Diagrématically, this could be represented'by three over-
lapping circles, each representing a factor, ahd with the

overlap representing the interaction (Figure 1).
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Figure 1 : The three factors and their interactions
as precipitants to child battering.
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Research Design

The analyzed literature consisted of works dealing

with understanding or assistance of child battering pub-

causal dynamics

I. the
2. the
3. the
4. the

5. the

6. the

7. the

other than battering.

lished petween 1962 and 1975 inclusive. All publications
on this topic were accepted for the purpose of content ana-
lysis unless deemed unacceptable by reason of a priori res-

trictions of the publication addressing a type of abuse

%

The unit of analysis for this study was the para-
graph theme. The acceptability of analyzing themes con-
tained in communication has been shown by a number of
studies to maximize the available information. 1In the pre-
sent study, one or more‘of seven categories were identified
for those paragraph themes previously judged to have been

applicable to the study. The categories, all of which were

to child battering, included:
parent

child

context

parent-child interaction
parent~context interaction
child-context interaction

parent-child-context interaction

Category Parameters

In this‘

section, the' parameters of the categories

are presented and their composition is discussed.
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Parent: The behaviour and/or characteristics (i.e.
feelings, personal history, demographic
information) of the batterer which were
causally relevant to an incident or the
phenomenon of child battering.

‘The parameters for this category were derived from
the literature and personal experience. From these sources
a number of characteristics pertaining to the parent have
been shown to be causally relevant to child battering; for
example, (a) behaviour - aggressiveness, lack of control,
or poor interpersonal interactions; (b) personal history -
the parent was battered as a child; (c) feelings - frustra-
tion, guilt, lo&nself—esteem; or (d) demographic data - age,
gender, physical make-up.

Child: The behaviour and/or characteristics (i.e.
feelings, personal history, demographic
information) of the child which were causally
relevant to an incident or the phenomenon of
child battering.

While the parameters for this category were primar-
ily suggested by the literature, they were also supported
by the PA experience. Some aspects of the child which have
been shown to be causal to battering include: (a) beha-
viour - hyperactivity, disobedience or stealing; (b) feel-
ings - low self-worth, or depression; (c) personal history -
enuresis, mental retardation or previously battered; or
(d) demographic information - age, gender or birth-rank.
Context: The situation or circumstances, as indi-

cated by personal troubles of milieu or
- public -issues of social structure, which
was causally relevant to an incident or

the phenomenon of child battering.

Unlike the factors of the parent and the child, the
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parameters of the context could not be derived from the
literature on battering since, in my‘opinion, the litera-
ture failed to address this factor. It was necessary,
therefore, to obtain guidelines for the parameters from
personal experience with parents who batter, and from the
literature of other areas (Mills, 1959/1967). The parents,
in seeking assistance and in attempting to understand their
behaviour, would almost without exception\specifically des—-
cribe the situation or circumstances in which an incident
of battering had taken place. The loss of a prized posses-
sion or the separation from their spouse have, for example,
been indicated by the parents as being causally connected
with an incident.

Although the descriptions of the specific context
of abuse show the relevance of the factor, these isolated
examples do not provide a sufficiently sound conceptual
framework for the development of the parameters. To pro-
'Vide a basic groundwork for the delineatién of the para-
 meters, the work of C. Wright Mills (1958/1967) was chosen.
fMills establishes a contextual distinction between 'the
‘personal troubles of milieu' and ;the public issues of
sociai structure'.. Mills writes,

Troubles occur within the éharacter of the
individual and within the range of his
immediate relations with others; they have
to do with his self and with those limited
areas of social life of which he is directly
and personally aware. Accordingly, the
statement [i.e. understanding] and the

resolution [i.e. assistance] of troubles
properly lie within the individual as a
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biographical entity and within the scope
of his immediate milieu - the social
setting that is directly open to his per-
sonal experience and to some extent his
willful activity.. A trouble is a private
matter: values cherished by an individual
are felt by him to be threatened.

Issues have to do with matters that trans-
cend these local environments of the indi-
vidual and the range of his inner life. They
have to do with the organization of many such -
milieux into the institutions of an histori-
cal soc1ety as a whole, with the ways in
which various milieux overlap and Ainterpene-
trate to form the larger structure of social
and historical life. An issue is a publlc
matter: some value cherished by publics is
felt to be threatened.

(Mills, 1959/1967, p.8-9).

Utilizing this dichotomy, the parameters of the

context wefe viewed as situations having causal relevance
to an incident of battering that might be vieWed as having
 their basis in personal troubles of milieu or public issues
;bf social structure. The loss of a prized possession would
‘be an example of a pérsonai trouble; and living in poverty
Qould be an example of a public issue.

'Parent child Interaction: A relationship or inter-

S change between the parent and child factors

which was causally relevant to an incident

or the phenomenon of child battering.

The importance of addressing the interaction
betweén the parent and the child was suggested by PA
involvement. This interaction has assumed a variety of
‘£ypes, but has predbminantly shown its relevance through

emotional and behavioural exchanges - or some combination

of the two. As an example of an emotional interaction, one
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parent stated that she.did not value her child because he

was 'willful and bad'. She indicated that the child was a

discipline problem and purposefully disobeyed her. After

a period of participation in PA, this mother stated that

one of the major reasons'for her abuse of this child, and

v'rnot‘the other children, was her perception of his 'badness'.

The behavioural aspect of the parent-child inter-
action was shown by an incident where the mother scolded
" her son, and when he began to whimper and ;éwer, she became

angry, lost her control and battered him.

" parent-Context Interaction: A relationship or inter-
change between the parent and context factors
which was causally relevant to an incident or
the phenomenon of child battering.

The causality of the parent-context interaction to
battering has been suggested by the statements of a number
'of PA members. In one instance, a mothet vented her anger,
‘which was due to her husband arriving several hours late
‘for dinner in an intoxicated condition thereby ruining the
food, by battering her daughter. As a second example of
tthe importance of the interaction of these factors, one
‘_ single mother indicated that she did not physically abuse
her daughter while living with hér mother but began abuse
 shortly aftér estaglishing a residence of her own. In both
‘ examples, the relevance of the parent-context interaction
to the incident of physicél abuse is indicated. 1In the

first, the interaction, by the mother's own admission, was

directly responsible for the abusing; and, in the second,
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the interaction of parent and context may well have had a

direct relationship with the battering activity.

Child-Context Interaction: A relationship or inter-
change between the child and context factors

which was causally relevant to an incident

or the phenomenon of child battering.

Although the child-context interaction being caus-
ally related to battering has not been suggested by my
experience to the same extent as have the previous two
interactions, it has nonetheless arisen in the discussion
at PA meetings. The causal importance of this interaction
was indicated by the son of a PA member who received abuse
because he broke into a neighbour's house and stole some
money. The mother indicated that if the burglary had not

occurred, then the abusive incident would not have taken
_place. Here, the burglary by the son was instrumental in
 the-battering incident.
‘Addressing physical abuse at the phenomenological

’level, a statement to the effect that children who live in
large, socio-economically deprived families are more likely
to be battered would also show the importance of the child-
context interaction.
'_Parent -Child-Context Interaction: A relationship or

: interchange among the parent, child and con-
text factors which was causally relevant to
an incident or the phenomenon of child bat-
tering.
This interaction is the most important since it

‘involves all three factors that are believed to be perti-

nent to child battering. It can further be suggested that
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all three factors, in interaction, are essential to child
battering, and as such, the interactions previously out-
lined are mere components of this particular interaction.
The causal relationéhip of the parent-child-context
interaction to child battering was suggested by several
members of PA in discussing their relationship with their
'vchildren.‘VIn one instance, a boy broke a prized possession
of his mother's and the act was discovered‘lafer in the day.
~ When the mother found out aboﬁt the breakage, she became
angry and after sending the boy to his room, she went out-
side in order to gain control of her feelings. When the
_mother came back into the house; she unexpectedly met her
son in the hall, lost her temper and an incident of batter-—
ing took place in'which‘the boy was punched and flung
against the wall. 1In this example, all three factérs were
interacting to précipitate the incident. The parent was
interacting with her child through her angér; she was inter-
acting with the context through the loss of the possession,
" and the child was interacting with the context by being in
~the hall. It can also be pointed out that the mother was
aware~that‘the situation (i.e. the context) carried a
potential for abuse since she originally took two action
steps to physically separate herself from her son: (i) sent
the boy to his room; and (ii) went outside herself.
From the case examples, it can be seen that the
~factors.and the interaction of factors previously outlined

‘played an important role in causing incidents of child bat-
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tering. Since the literature did not appear to reflect the
importance of these ‘causal dynamics, it was decided that
this literature be systematically searched and analyzed to
determine whether or not their relevance was indeed re-
flected. In this analysis, it was.aSSumed that the parent,
child and context, and the interactions of these factors
were important causal dynamics. Mére specifically; assump-
tions regarding the importance of the context, parent-child
interaction and the parent-child-context‘igteraction were

investigated.




Statement of Assumptions
The following assumptions were investigated:
a) The literature would not reflect the importance of
the context factor as a causal dynamic in child bat-
tering. |
b) The literature would not reflect the importance of
the parent-child interaction as a causal dynamic in
child battering.
c) The literature would not reflect thelimportance of the
parent-child-context interaction as a causal dynamic
in child battering.

'a) The separated literature, in which events immediately

preceding an incident of battering were described,
would reflect the importance of the context factor as
a causal dynamic in child battering.

b) The separated 1i£erature, in which évents immediately
preceding an inéident of battering were described,
would fefleét the importance of the parent-child
interaction as a causal dynamic in child battering.

c) The separated literature, in which events immediately

preceding an incident of battering were described,
would reflect the importance of the parent-child-
context interaction as a causal dynamic in child

battering.

£/3. a) The interviews would reflect the importance of the o
context factor as a causal dynamic in child .

28
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battéring.

The interviews would reflect the importance of the
parent-child interaction as a causal dynamic in‘

- child battering.

The interviews would reflect the importance of the
parent-child-context interaction as a causal dynamic

in child battering.




30

Method

This section initially outlines the method per-
taining to the literature material, and £hen describes the
methodology pertaining to the interview material. Although
some procedural steps for the literature and the interviews
were identical, they are presented separately in order to
avoid confusion when stating comparable measures and
reliability scores.

- I Literature

The publications used in the research were obtained
from a comprehensive search of current bibliographies and
- references on child abuse. The acceptébility of a partic-
4ular piece of literature was ascertained from the abstract,
or where an abstract was not available from the title of
‘the publication. The majority of publications were selected
by means of theif abstract. All publications dealing with
:the understanding of}or’assisting in child abuse were
éccepted unless restricted by the a priori decision of not
accepting publications which dealt striétly with neglect,
‘infanticide, verbal abuse, emotional abuse, sexual abuse,
pre-natal abuse, incidence of abuse, medical,aspects of
abuse, or legal aspects of abuse. A total of 667 publica-
tions fulfilling the criteria were identified. Any piece
Qf literature which was originally found to be acceptable
bﬁt was later found to be inappropriate was replaced. From
the:identified literature, a random sample, stratified by

Yeér, of 15% of the annual publications produced 98 journal
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articles or books. These ranged from a low of 2 in 1962
and 1965 to a high of 20 in 1973, and the mode was 4
(Table 3). Four inappropriate articles were replaced.

Arranged according to year, the publications used are pres-

ented in Appendix A.

The theme of all paragraphs from journal articles
and from sections of books not covered by the a priori
restrictions were identified, dictated and typed on work-
sheets. The paragraph theme consisted of a statement
encompassing the central point of the paragraph where
épecial attention was given to the inclusion of the factors
and/or interaétions which were relevant to the research.

For example, the paragraph:

As indicated above, due to their own past
experiences, most, if not all, parents who
maltreat a child have very low feelings of
self worth. I believe this low self-esteem
gives us an important lead in regard to the
help needed, i.e. anything and everything
that can be devised to meet the parent's
unmet need for love and acceptance, or which
~can contribute realistically to building up
self-esteem can be of help. Self-esteem
depends not only on being treated with res-
pect, and having achievements recognized and
appreciated, but also on the individual's
feeling of desiring such respect and recog-
nition. Although I believe social work has .
a major contribution to make, I do not think
that counselling or casework is likely to be
the main, or even a major source of help for
most of these parents.

(Dawe, 1975, pp.22-23)
had the theme identified as follows, ' Since the majority
of abusing  parents have a very low feeling of seif—worth,
an important aspect of treatment can be the involvement of

any service or program that can build self-esteem, and can




TABLE 3

NUMBER OF PUBLICATIONS PER YEAR SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS

Year Number of Publicationé
1962 | 2
1963 4
1964 . 4
1965 2
1966 | » | 4
1967 3
1968 7
1969 ' , 4
1970 5
1971 7
1972 11
1973 _ 20
1974 | 13
1975 \ 12

Total , 98
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meet the needs of love and assistance that these parents
experience; and it is thought that counselling and casework

will not likely be the major source of help for abusing

parents.'

A total of 4,309 paragraph themes were identified.
Since the identification of paragraph themes was performed
by two coders, an inter-coder reliability check was calcu-
lafed for 200 réndomly selected paragraphs. It was deter-
mined that the coders had identified the samc paragraph
theme in 176 cases, for an agreement rating of 88%.

In order to determine if the identification of
themes changed over time, upon completion of all theme
identification a reliability agreement was calculated on
100 randomly selected paragraphs from the first 15 publica-
tions coded. The re-identification of these themes provided
an agreement raﬁing of 98%.

Following the typing of all themes on worksheets,
these worksheets were searched for themes which were not
applicable to the research. The criteria for deciding
whether or not a theme was applicable were the same as those
used in judging the acceptability of a publication. A
theme was judged not_applicable and was removed from the
study if it dealt strictly with neglect, infanticide, inci-
dence, medical or legal aspects of abuse, or verbal,‘emo—
tional, sexual or pre-natal abuse. Two additional criteria
were also used: (a) an historical criterion where an act .

of abuse prior to 1962 was described, and (b) a general
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criterion where the theme had no relevance to any aspect of
child battering. |

Of the total number of themes, 38.3% or 1,651
themes were removed. A reliability check was performed on
‘lOO’randomly;selected themes which had been judged not to
be applicable. An agreement rating of 99% was attained.
The breakdown by criteria of inapplicable themes is pre-
sented at the bottom of the data sheets (Appendix B).

After deleting all themes which were not applicable,
909 themes which indicated that a factor(s) or interac-
tion(s) was a causal dynamic to an ihcident or the pheno-
menon of child battering were identified. The identified
themes were then divided into two classifications:

'(a) explicit causality and (b) implicit causality. 1In
order to be explicitly ciassified, it was necessary that
the causal‘relétionship between the factor or interaction
be clearly stated; for example, 'A number of battering
cases result. from the parents' mental illness'. With
implicitly classified theﬁes, the causal relationship was
merely suggested and as such had to be inferred, as indi-
cated by the theme, 'A large number of battering parents'
suffer from mental ‘health problems'.

The causally classified themes represented 21.1%
of the total themes, and of these 177 were solely explicit
(19.5%) and 588 were solely implicit (64.7%) and 144 had
both explicit and implicit aspects (15.8%). A reliability

of classification check on a random sample of 50 ekplicit
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and 100 implicit themes resulted in an agreement rating of
96% and 97% for the explicit and implicit classifications
respectively.

All themes, which were not removed by a'priori res-—
trictions and were not causally classified were automati-
cally placed in a designation entitled 'non-categorized'.
This designation totalled 1,749 themes or 40.6% of all
themes.

In the content analysis and categorization of
themes, only the headings of Explicit Causality and Impli?
cit Causality were used. TheAthemes which made both types
of causal statements were placea under these two heédings,
resulting in 321 themes of explicit causality and 732
themes of implicit causality.‘ The content analysis of the
1,053 themes was conducted in accordance with seven cate-
gories: one for each of the three factors, one for each of
the 2-level interactions, and one for the 3-level inter-
action.

In the content analysis, it was not sufficient that
a factor or interaction mefely be stated or implied, but
rather the caﬁsal‘relationship to an incident or the pheno-
menon had to be present. A theme which stated some aspect
of the child which was not causally related to battering
and some aspect of the parent which was causally related
was categorized. as only having addressed the parent factor.
In order for a theme to be identified as containing more

than one categorization, it was necessary that two or more
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causal factors and/er interactions be separately stated.

For example, a theme which indicated that 'parents of low
intelligence are more likely to abuse', plus 'children who
are perceived by their parents as being different are more

likely to be abused' was categorized as addressing the

parent factor and the parent-child interaction. An inter-
action of two orymore factors was categorized solely as the
interaction, and the individual factors were not separately
identified. -

A reliability check of the categorizations on 100
randomly selected themes denoting causality revealed 84%

total agreement for the categories which had been identi-

fied. For those themes on which total agreement was not
ettainea, a partial agreemenﬁ rating of 87.5% was achieved.
The process of centent'anaiysis also involved the
identification ef sub-classifications for all seven cate-
gories and sub-categoriee forvthe context factor and any
interaction involving this factor.
The sub-classifications, under each heading of

Explicit and Implicit Causality, involved noting whether

the causal role of the factor or interaction was stated
unconditionally or conditionally. For Explicit Causality,
a theme which stated, 'Child battering is caused by...' was
placed in the unconditional sub-classification; whereas,
one which stated, 'Child battering may be caused by...'
-was noted in the conditional sub-classification. Under ?

Implicit Causality, a theme stating, 'Battering parents
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have poor self-control' was placed in. the unconditional
sub-classification; and one stating, 'Battering parents may
be found to have poor self-control' was noted in the condi-
tional sub-classification.

The sub-categories involving the context factor and
related interactions were based on whether the context
aspect addressed individual troubles of milieu (I) or pub-
lic issues of social structure (S).

After all themes had been content analyzed and
categorized, the data was transferred from the worksheets
to data sheets. A data sheet was constructed for each
- publication. In addition, summary data sheets were con-
‘structed for each publication year (Tables 18 to 31, Appen-
dix B) and for combined publication years (Table 15, Appen-
‘dix B).

II Separated Literature

Upon completion of categorizations, themes which
delineated circumstances and/or behaviours immediately
prior to an incident of battering were identified. An
identification reliability agreement of 97.8% was attained.
The categorizations for these themes were tabulated on a
‘separate data sheet -(Table 17, Appendix B).

IITI Interviews

Four transcripts which documented incidents of
child battering were obtained from tape-recorded interviews
with members of PA who had volunteered to be participants

in this investigation. These individuals had been known to
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myself for a period of at least one year, and had on many
previous occasions discussed their problem of child bat-
tering in my presence.

The participants, all of whom were mothers, were
judged to be reasonably typical of the battering parents
déscribed by the literature, insofar as they were abused
themselves as children, had poor self-images, lacked con-
trol of their‘behaviour aﬁd had a distrust pf authorities.
The major differenée between these parents and the majority
of those described by the literature was that these indivi-
duals were self-motivated to change their abusing behaviour
as demonstrated by the fact that they had voluntarily
attended weekly PA meetings for at least the preceding year.

In the interviews, which on the average lasted for
45 minutes, the individual was asked to select the incident
of battering which was most prominent in their memory, and
to begin describing this incident wherever it was most
comfortable or salient in their mind. The tape-recorder
was started when the individual indicated that the incident
had been identified and that she was ready to begin talking.

As the interviewer, I attempted to use a semi-
“ structured client-centered approach to the interview. This
‘approach was chosen because I had had training and coun-
sellihg éxperience with the client-centered technique. The
:qlient-centered approach for the most part involved reit-
‘ fating, in different terms, what the interviewee had said,

.r:reflecting emotions that the individual had expressed.
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The structufed aspect of the interview often involved my
asking specific questions about the incident in order to:
(a) elicit more detail, (b) focus on aldifferent aspect, or
(c) return the discussion to the incident when it digressed
to other topics. No attempt was made on mf part to avoid
;. discussing the factors or interactions which I believed to
be causally relevant to child battering. In many instances,
I would request additional information when a relevant fac-
tor or interaction was mentioned. A sample interview is
presented in Appendix C.

The four interview tapes were transcribed, and the
theme for each of the 449 paragraphs was identified, dic-
tated and typed on worksheets. A paragfaph consisted of a
non-interrupted unit of speech by the interviewee, or an
identifiable change in topic within an interviewee speech

“unit. For the paragraph:
And I can remember the whole thing. It was
just at the time that I was trying to train
him and he was fairly well trained, and the
only time he used to wet was 1f he wasn't
getting his own way. And I'd gotten up this
one morning and he had wet the bed to start
with; and it was, sort of, a little bit accep-
table. Really crazy, huh! BAnd I got that
mess all cleaned up. He had just finished
eating breakfast and he wet his pants. He
would used to walk into his bedroom and
stand around the corner so I couldn't see
him and wet. Just stand there and watch it
run down his legs, and then he would start
crying. And I would say, you know, "What's
the matter?" "Nothing, nothing!" That's
all he would say. And I'd peek around the
corner and he'd be dead. Right! If my ...
I could hear him crying, that's what he did.
So I scold-him for lying, I didn't hit him
for lying. I got the mess cleaned up, and
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washed the floor, the whole bit. He went

back into his bedroom - not 20 minutes

later he shit his pants. That did it! I

really hit him then. (A__ [mother])
the theme of 'M__ [son] would wet his pants if he didn't
get his own way, and that morning he wet his bed which A
cleaned up and then he wet his pants, which A also
cleaned up; then twenty minutes later M defecated in his
pants and A 1ost‘control and abused M__ ' was delineated.
An inter-rater reliability check of the theme identifica-
tion of 92% was attained on 100 randomly selected para-
graphs.

Since the interview content analysis method dup-—-
licated that.delineated for the literature themes, the
procedure for the interview themes is not described in
full detail. The procedure outlined, and classification
and reliability scores are'presented. For a detailed
account of the procedural steps, the reader is directed to
the appropriate segments of the literature section of the
method.

Sixty—-one themes, or 13.6% of all themes, were
found to be non-applicable. A reliability rating of 100%
was achieved for all non-applicable themes.

In the causal classification of themes, 205 themes,
or 45.7% of the total number of themes, were identified.
Of these, 55 were explicit (26.8%), and 150 were implicit
(73.2%). No themes made combined explicit and implicit
stateménts,of causality. For 25 explicit and 50 implicit

randomly selected themes, reliability ratings of 96% and
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94% respectively were attained.

One hundred and eighty-three themes were designated
as being non-categorized, representing 40.8% of the total
number of themes.

For causally classified themes, a reliability
rating\on 50 randomly éelected themes, produced 88% total
categorization'agreement. For those themes on which per-
fect agreement was not attained, a partiakmagreement-of
83.3% was achieved.

The categorization information was transferred from
the worksheets for each-inte?view to separate data sheets.
A summary data sheet was also constructed ih which the

individual data sheets were combined (Table 16, Appendix B).




Results
In keeping with the format of the Method section,

the results from the analysis of the literature, the sepa-

rated literature and the interviews are reported separately.

Due to the fact that this investigation was explor-
atory in nature and pre-experimental in design, no infer-
ential statisticél analysis was performed with the>data.
Rather, descriptive statistics only wefe used. In éddition
to reporting raw frequency scofes, some results were also
presented as percentages.

Of special interest were the consistently low fre-
quencies obtained for the context category and the consis-
tently high frequencieshfor the parent-child and parent-
context categories from all three data sources. This uni-
formity 6f results across the literature,.separated litera-
ture and interview data sources was in contrast to the
results from the parent and the parent-child-context cate-
gorieé. For the parent category; a large number of cate-
gorizations were obtained from the literature whereas a
small number were located in the}separated literature and
the interviews. The opposite results were obtained for the
parent-child-context category, in that the interviews and
separated literature yielded a high percentage of categori-
zations but the literature did not. |

I Literature

The content analysis resulted in the identification

42
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of 1,412 categorizations. The number of categorizations
and the percentage of total categorizations are presented
in Table 4. It is noted that the parent, the parent-child
and the parent-child-context categories accounted for over
70% of the categorizations with frequencies of 428, 318
and 288 respectively.

'CategOrization Sub-classifications. The uncondi-

tional and conditional categorization sub-classification
frequencies in relation to the explicit and implicit class-
ifications are presented in Table 5. The approximate
equality of frequencies for the unconditional and condi-
tional statements from the explicit themes in comparison
with the very large difference from the implicit themes was
felt to be particularly striking. This large difference

was primarily responsible for the 4:1 ratio of conditional

to unconditional statements overall. The specific frequency

of each categorization for both theme classifications and
categorization sub-classifications are presented in Table
15 (Appendix B).

Context Sub-categories. For the context-related

sub-categories of personal troubles of milieu (I) and pub-
lic issues of social structure (S), 377 categorizations
were in the 'personal troubles' sub-category and 141 were
in the 'public issues' sub-category. This represented a
ratio of approximately 5:2 in favour of personal troubles.
For all context-related categories, the personal troubles

categorizations exceeded the public issues categorizations.




TABLE 4

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF CATEGORIZATIONS

PER CONTENT ANALYSIS CATEGORY

Literature Themes

Content Analysis

Frequency of

Percentage of Total

Categories Categorizations Categorizations
Parent 428 30.3
child 148 10.5
‘Context 78 5.5
parent-Child 318 22.5
Parent-Context 288 20.4
t
Child-Context 37 2.6
Parent-Child-Context 115 8.2
Total 1,412 100.0




TABLE 5

FREQUENCY OF CATEGORIZATION SUB-CLASSIFICATIONS

RELATED TO THEME CLASSIFICATIONS

Literature
Classification '
Explicit Implicit

Sub- Causality Causality ‘Total
Classification

Unconditional

Statements 241 39 280
Conditional :
" Statements 250 882 1132
Total 491 921 1412
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A breakdown of context-related categories is presented in
Table 6, and a more.detailed delineation is located in
Table 15 (Appendix B).

II Separated Literature.

Forty-six themes which delineated the circumstances
and/or behaviours immediately preceding an incident of
battering were identified. Of these, 36 were solely expli-
cit statements of causality, 3 were solely implicit state-
ments and 7 contained explicit and implicit aspects of
causality.

A total of 89 categorizations were obtained. The
highest fregquency of categorizations was obtained by the
parént-child—context category, followed by the parent-child
and the parent-context categories. These three categories
" combined were responsible for slightly mofe than 70% of the
total.éategorizations. The frequency and percentage of
categorizations for eéch category are presented in Table 7,
and more detailed information is available in Table 17
(Appendix B). |

IIIAInterviews.

‘The content analysis resulted in 213 categoriza-
tions.. The frequency and percentage of categorizations for
eéch.content analysis category are presented in Table 8.

Of particular interest were the high frequency of categori-
zations obtéined for the parent-child and the parent-child-
context categories. These two categofies alone accounted

for over 70% of the total categorizations, and each obtained

SR s

T ——




TABLE 6

FREQUENCY OF CATEGORIZATIONS

FOR CONTEXT-RELATED SUB-CATEGORIES

Literature

Context

Sub-Categories

Context-Related Personal Public
Categories Troubles Issues Total
Context 42 36 78
Parent—-Context 204 84 288
Child-Context 32 5. 37
Parent-Child-Context 99 16 115
Total 377 141 518




TABLE 7

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF CATEGORIZATIONS

PER CONTENT ANALYSIS CATEGORY

Separated Literature

Content Analysis Frequency of Percentage of Total
Categories» Categorizations Categorizations
Parent 9 10.1
~Child , 7 7.9
- Context : 2 | 2.3
pParent-Child | 20 22.5
Parent-Context o 17 19.1
‘ Child-Context 8 : 9.0
Parent-Child-Context 26 o 29.2

- Total : 89 100.1




TABLE 8

Interview Themes

FREQUENCY AND PERECENTAGE OF CATEGORIZATIONS

PER CONTENT ANALYSIS CATEGORY

Conteht Analysis
Categories

Frequency of
Categorizations

Percentage of Total
Categorizations

Parent

Child

Context

: Parent—Child
Parent-Context
Child-Context

Parent-Child-Context

Total

12
7
4

82

38

69

213

17.8
0.5

32.4

100.0
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at least three times the categorizations of the parent, the
child and the context categories combined. More detailed
frequency information is located in Table 16 (Appendix B).

Categorization Sub-classification. The uncondi-

tional and conditional categorization sub-classifications
totalled 50 and 163 respecﬁively. All of the unconditional
statements of causality were located in the explicit themes
and by far the majority of the conditional statements were
found in the implicit themes. The sub-categorization
results as related to the explicit and implicit classifi-
cations are presented in Table 9, and more detailed. infor-
mation can be derived from Table 16 (Appendix B).

Context Sub-categories. For the context-related

sub-categories of personal troubles of milieu (I) and pub-
lic issues of social structure (S), 112'categorizations
were identified. The fact that all of the categorizations
for the public issues sub-category were for the parent-
context interaction was felt to be particularly noteworthy.
Also of special interest were the 69 personal troubles cate-
gorizations for the parent-child-context interaction which
representéd 65.8% of the total number of personal troubles
~categorizations.'fA breakdown of the categorizations by
context-related categories is presented in Table 10, and
mofe detailed information is located in Table 16 (Appendix

‘B).



TABLE 9

FREQUENCY OF CATEGORIZATION SUB-CLASSIFICATIONS

RELATED TO THEME CLASSIFICATIONS

Interviews
Classification »
Explicit = Implicit

Sub- Causality Causality Total
Classification
Unconditional ‘ :
Statements ‘ 50 0 50
Conditional
Statements 6 157 163

Total 56 157 213




TABLE 10

FREQUENCY OF CATEGORIZATIONS

FOR CONTEXT-RELATED SUB-CATEGORIES

Interviews

Context
Sub-Categories

Context-Related Personal Public
Categories Troublesl Issues = Total
Context ‘ 4 0 4
Parent—Coﬁtext | : 31 7 38
Child-Context 1 0 1
Parent-Child~-Context , 69 0 69

Total ) 105 7 112




Discussion

The discussion of the results was based on the prem-
ise that in content analysis, "... frequency of occurrence
of units [categorizations] in a category is highly corre-
lated with the intensity of that category in the communica-
tion" (Marsden, 1965, p.299). Further, the assumption was
made that the intensity of a category was reflective of the
importance that the communicator attached\to that category.
In discussing the results, the limitations imposed by the
premise and assumption must be kept in mind. That is, it
must be remembered that the frequency merely provided.an'
indicatidn of the intensity, and that the intensity was
indicative of ﬁhe importance.

This section follows the same format as the p:evious
two, in that the results from the content analysis of the
literature, separated literature and interviews are discuss-
ed separately: In the last segment, the results from the
three data sources are combined, and comparisons among the
results are discussed. For all segments, a general discus-
sion of the results is initially presented followed by a

discussion of the results as they pertain to the assumptions.

I Literature -

Based on the 428 categorizations for the parent
category, representing 30.3% of the total categorizations,
it was concluded that the literature attached the greatest

importance to the parent factor as a causal dynamic in child

53
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battering. This finding was consistent with the expectation
derived from the pre-investiga&ive reading of the literature
and from the literature reviewed- for the purpose of the
investigation. The conclusion was also supported by the
finding that the heaviest emphasis was placed on the parent
factor in both the single-factor categories and the factor-
related categories where the categorizations pertaining to
each factor were summed (Table 11).

In a comparison of the combined sihgle—factor cate~
gories and the combined interaction categories, it was con-
cluded that the literature reflected equal emphasis on the
single-factors and the 2-factor interactions, but overall,
slightly more emphasis was shown for all of the interactions
in combination. Here, the combined single-factors accounted
for 46.3% of thebtotal categorizations and the 2-factor
interactions for 45.5%, while the combined 2-’and 3-factor
interactions were responsible for 53.7% of the total cate-
gorizations (Table 11). The difference of 7.4 percentage
points between the combined single-factor categories and the
combined interaction categories was not deemed to be large,
and it was concluaed that equal importance was attached to
the factors and the interactions by the literature. Given
the opinion that the literature tended to view the factors
in isolation, the equality of importance for the factors
and interactions was not an expected result. Rather, it
would have been expected that greater importancé be attached

+o the factors than to the interactions. It was interpreted




TABLE 11
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE CATEGORIZATION COMPARISONS FOR CATEGORIES

Literature Themes

Categories Parent-~ = - -
Parent - Child- Context Child- ngzg; gz;:z:t égxi:it
Comparisons Context L
. , l 428 1 148 I 78 AI 115 I -318 I 288 ! 37
Categorizations 3554+  10.5% 5.5% 8.2% 22.5%  20.4% 2.6%

Factor~
Related
I I | I l
Factors ‘. . ‘ N l //
. . AN I /
& . ’ N\ /
. . \I,
2= & 3-level 654 643
Interactions » 46.3% 45.5%

2= § 3-level i \\\ .. ///

Interactions \/.
758
53.7%

* § of Total Categorizations Parent-related * * + * Combined Factors

Total Categorizations = 1412

Combined Factors + 2-level +
Parent-Child~Context = 100% swemmneens Child~related — - 2=level
Combined Factors + 2- & 3~-level=100%

=== Context-related +: —— .2- & 3~level
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from this observation that the literature does, in fact,
show the factors as being in interaction as well as reflect-
ing their separate importance.

Assumption la. The literature would not reflect the

importance of the context factor as a causal dynamic in
child battering. :

This assumption was supported by the results. Al-
though it was noted that the literature did address the con-
text factor, it was judged that the 78 categorizations,
which constituted only 5.5% of the total categorizations,
were not sufficient to reflect the importance of the con-
text factor (Table 1l). Support for the assumption was
also indicated by the emphasis shown for the context factor
in comparisons that were made among the single-factor cate-
gories and the combined factor-related categories. 1In both
instanceé the context factor received less emphasis than did
the child factor, and the parent faqtor was given the heav-
iest emphasis. With specific reference to the single-factor
categories, the context received approximateiy 50% less
categorizations than did the child, and 80% fewer categori-
zations than parent (Table 11).

Assumption lb. The literature would not reflect the

importance of the parent-child interaction as a causal
dynamic in child battering.

The results did not support this assumption, but
rather the opposite was found to be true. The number of
-categorizations»obtained by the parent-child interaction was
the second highest of all the categories. From this obser-

vation, it was therefore felt that the literature emphasized
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the importance of the parent-child interaction as a causal
dynamic in child battering. Further to the point, this
emphasis was also indicated by the fact that the parent-
child interaction accounted for the highest percentage of
categorizations of all of the 2-factor interactions (Table
11).

Based on the results, it was goncluded that the
interaction between the parent and the qbild was of import-
ance in causing incidents of child battering to occur. Inso-
far as the analyzed literature discussed child battering as
an act and a phenomenon, it was further concluded that the
parent-child interaction was important as a cause of child
battering at the phenomenological level.

Assumption lc. The literature would not reflect the

importance of the parent-child-context interaction as a
causal dynamic in child battering.

The rgsults of the content analysis supportéd this
'assumption. Despite 115 categorizations being obtained for
this category, it was felt that these were insufficient in
number, when compared with the 1,412 total categorizations,
to have permitted the interpretation that the literature
reflected the importance of the 3-factor interaction.
Rather, iticould-only be interpreted that the parent-child-
context interaction was(shbwn to be present in the litera-
ture.

Locating the parent-child-context interactidn in the
literature was often a difficult and somewhat more specula-

tive task than would have been -desirable. In many instances
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an interaction between two factors was clearly delineated,
but the relationship of these to a third factor which had
been stated was often uncertain due to limited or poorly
stated information. When situations of uncertainty such as
this arose, a judgment was of necessity made. If it was
possible to view the three factors in some reasonable man-
ner which would reveal an interrelationship, then they were
categorized as being in interaction. If, however, no rea-
sonable connection could be found, a single factor and a 2-
factor interaction were categorized. On a number of oéca—
sions, a judgment in favour of the 3-factor inferaction was
made. Although this was done somewhat tenuously, it was
felt preferable that errors in judgment be made in the dir-
ection of not yielding support to the assumption rather than
attempting to knowingly affect‘the data in a positive dir-
ection. The number of categorizaﬁions‘obtained for the
parent-child-context interaction may therefore be slightly
inflated, but the degree of inflation is felt to be minimal.
Although the literature did not reflect the import-
ance of the parent~-child-context interaction as a causal
dynamic in child battering, locating the interaction in the
literature was, in itself, felt to be an important finding.
This interaction was originally suggested solely on the
basis of 2 years personal experience with parents who had
battered their children; and as such, a limited and select
data base was used for its conceptioﬁ. Since the parent-

child-context interaction was also located in the literature,
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the data base indicating the reality of this interaction

was correspondingly expanded, and its existence as a causal
dynamic in child battering may now be stated with greater
certainty.

Sub-classifications. The categorization dichotomy

between conditional and unconditional statements of causa-
lity yielded interesting data. However, this dichotomy was
of minimal pragmatic benefit in condﬁcting the content analy-
sis. That is, the dichotomy did not pro;ide any assistance
in locating themes which were applicable to the investiga-
tion, nor did it help in thé categorization process.

The results of the conditional=-unconditional dicho-
tomy produced a ratio of approximately 4:1 in favour of
conditional statements of causality (Table 5). It was
thought that this ratio may have been indicative of ﬁhe
sfatelbf knowledge on child battering. To the extent that
child abuse was a relatively new field of systematic inves-
tigation, it was possible that insufficient data and know-
ledge on the- causal dynamics of the phenomenon existed to
allow the formulation of definite statements on the subject,
and consequently, any statements or conclusions which were
formulated had to be made conditionally.

Context sub-categories. In contrast to the sub-

classifications, the dichotomy between personal troubles
of milieu and public issues of social structure was found to
be of practical benefit in conducting the content analysis.

In many instances the personal .troubles or public issues
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aspect of the context was more readily observable in a theme
than was the broader concept of the context as a whole. If
these sub-categories had not been used in conducting the
investigation, it was felt that several categorizations
involving the context factor or related interaction might
have been overlooked. Naturally, this would have had a
concomiﬁant effect of reducing the number of categorizations
for context-related categories. Given the relatively high
percentage of categorizations for the parent-context inter-
action (Table 11), it was felt that this potential short-
coming in the investigation did not occur to any large
exﬁent. |

The results also revealed that the sub-categories
for the context had meaning in addition to their utilitarian
value in conducting the content analysis. From Table 6, it
shoﬁld be noted that the ratio betWeen persdnal troubles and
public issues ranged from approximately 1:1 forrthe context
category to a high of approximately 6:1 in favour of personal
troubles for the child—contéxt and parent-child-context
interaction categories. For all of the context-related cate-
gories, the ratio was 5:2 in favour of personal troubles.
The literature appeared to suggest that when the context
alone was a causal dynamic in child battering, the probabi-
lity of it relating to personal troubles or public issues
was approximately equal. However, when the context inter-
acted with parent, the probability of it relating to personal

troubles was approximately 2.5 times greater than to public
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issues; and when the interaction was with the child factor
or the parent-child interaction, then the probability'was
6:1 in favour of personal troubles. Whether or not these
ratios are valid requires further investigation. Given the
high ratios obtained for personal troubles of milieu from
interactions whiéh involved the child factor, it may be
worthwhile to specifically investigate the extent to which
the child contributes to the context being a causal dynamic.

Based on the emphasis on personal troubles of milieu
in the literature and withvreference to the definition pro-
vided by Mills (1959/1967, P.8), it appeared that causal
effect of the context operated through circumstances over
which the parent was difectly and personally aware. Fur-
ther, it could be suggested that the resolution of context-
ual causes of battering lay within the control and activity
of the parent, and as suggested by Mills, these causes were
not of a type over which the parent had little influence or
control.

II Sepafated Literature

The results of literature themes delineating circum-
-~ stances and/or behaviours immediately preceding an incident
of battering were separately compiled in order to determine
the extentvto which they would reflect the importance of
factors and interactions as causal dynamics. It was thought
that a difference in emphasis might be shown to exist when
compared with the results of all of the analyzed themes from

the literature. This aspect of the investigation was there-
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fore primarily conducted as a pilot study.

It shéuld be noted that the discussion of these
results wés to some extent constrained by the small number
of themes and categorizations obtained. Only 46 causal
themes and 89 categorizations were received for this seg-
ment of the investigation, and the~restri¢tions imposed by
the limited quantity of data must be kept in mind.

The major finding which did not . involve a specific
assumption pertained to the difference in the number of .
categorizations between the combined categories of single
factors and the combined categories of interactions. It
was‘noted that 18 categorizations representing 20.2% of thé
total categofizations were obtained for the single-factor
categories in combination, and 71 categorizations or 79.8%
were received for the combined interaction categories (Table
12). Since interactions were four times more prevalent than
single factors, it was suggested that the interaction of
factors may be a more relevant causal dynamic in child bat-
tering than the factors alone.

Assumption 2a. The separated literature, in which
events immediately preceding an incident of battering were

described, would reflect the importance of the context fac-
tor as a causal dynamic in child battering.

This assqmption was not supported by the results
due to the fact that only 2 categorizations, representing
2.3% of the total categorizations, were obtained for the
context category (Table 12). The separated literature

themes did not, therefore, indicate the importance of the



TABLE 12

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE CATEGORIZATION COMPARISONS FOR CATEGORIES

Separated Literature Themes

Categories Parent- o rent- Parent- Chilga-
Parent Child Context Chilg- :
Comparisons Context E&lld Context Context
. . 9 7 2 26 20 17 8
Categorizations 10.18% 7.9% 2.3% 29.2% 22.5% 19.1% 9.0%
Factor-
Related
80.9% 68.5% 59.6%
N | Y
Factors AN | /
& N /
2-level - \\L/
Interactions 18 a5
20.2% 50.6%
2- & 3-level .
Interactions \\\ ’//

Ve
71
78.9%

* % of Total Categorizations
Total Categorizations = 89

Combihed Factors + 2-level +
Parent-Child-Context = 100%

Combined Factors + 2- + 3-level =100%&

x> Context-related -

Parent-related * * Combined factors

Child-related 2-level
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FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE CATEGORIZATION COMPARISONS FOR CATEGORIES

Separated Literature Themes

Categories Parent- - _ ; _
Parent Child Context Child- rareat Parent Child

Comparisons Context ?;Plld Context Context
) . [ 9 L 7 ! 2 ! 26 © 20 17 ! 8
Categorizations 15 ' 4« 793 2.3% 29.2% 22.5% 19.1% 9.0%

Factor-
Related
| b b ! I I
: , . AN [ %
Factors . . L ) \ | /
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Interactions 18 45
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context as an isolated factor.
The results of the summed context-related categories

did, nonetheless, reveal that the context as a causal dyna-
mic was contained in the separated literature. Here, 53
categorizations were obtained (Table 12). A comparison with
the other factor-related categories in combination did not,
however, show the context to be emphasized since the lowest
number of categorizations were obtained-by the contéxt—‘
related categories. This finding was judged to be in the
direction of not yielding support to the assumption.

_Assumption 2b. The separated literature, in which
events immediately preceding an incident of battering were

described, would reflect the 1mportance of the parent-child
interaction as a causal dynamic in child battering.

The content-analysis results supported this assump-
.tion. It was therefore concluded that the interaction
between the parent and the child was of importance in causing
incidents of child battering to occur. However, since these
separated themes for the most part dealt with case descrip-
tions, no comment regafding the importance of this inter-
action to the phenomenon of child battering could be offered.

Assumption 2c. The separated literature, in which
events immediately preceding an incident of battering were

described, would reflect the importance of the parent-child-
context interaction as a causal dynamic in child battering.

This assumption was supported by the results, there-
by indicating that the interaction among the factors of the
parent, child and context was important in causing some

incidents of battering to occur.

It was also noted that the parent-child-context cate-
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gory received 26 categorizations, the highest of all cate-
gories;(Table 12) . This would sﬁggest that the separated
literature placed an emphasis on this 3-factor interaction,
and that it may have been a very relevant aspect in cases of
battering. Further to this point, with a score of 29.2%

the parent-child-context category received a higher percent-
age of catégorizations than did the combined single-factor
categories (20.2%). This suggested that the separated lit-
erature viewed the interaction of the three factors as being
a more relevant cause of child battering than the mere
combination of the individual factors. The same comment
canhot be made about the combined 2-factor interactions
since these categories accounted for 50.6% of the total

categorizations (Table 12).

III Interviews

The limitation placed on the discussion of the sepa-
rated literature by virtue of the limited amount of data
was also applicable to the interview results. Although 205
causal themes were identified and 213 categorizations were
obtained, it must be remembered that the résults were de- .
rived from only four interviews. This was not believed to
be a sufficiently broad data basé from which definitive
conclusions could be made, and speculative conclusions only
were permissible.

The interview data was also constrained to some
extent by the method of data collectioh. These interviews

were conducted by myself, and it was my belief at the time
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of the interviews that the context factor, the parent-child
interaction, and the parent-child-context interaction were
all relevant causal dynamics in child battering. The results
from the interviews were therefore subject to .the possibi-
lity of'having been. obtained by reason of demand character-
istics from myself as the interviewer.

Similar to the separated literature, the major, non-
assumption related result from the content analysis of the
interviews involved the emphasis shown for the combined
single-factor and combined interaction categories. Here,
the summed individual factors accounted for only 10.8% of
the total categorizations, whereas the interactions
accounted for 89.2% of the categorizations (Table 13). The
difference of 78.4 percentage points between the factors and
interactions was judged to reflect a substantial focus by
the interviews on the interactions. Since the combined
interaction categories received eight times more categori-
zations than the single-factor categories in combination, it
was concluded that the interview results revealed the inter-
actions to be more important causal dynamics than individual
factors in child battering. This observation was to a largr
extent conéistent with the opiniohs held prior to conducting
this investigation.

Assumption 3a. The interviews,would reflect the

importance of the context factor as a causal dynamic in
child battering.

The results of the content analysis for the inter-

views did not support this assumption. It was consequently
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concluded that thé'context by itself was not an important
cause of child battering. Due to the very low percentage of
categorizations obtained for the context category, it was
questioned whether the context alone had any real causal
significance at all in the described incidents. With the
‘previously mentioned limitations in mind, it was possible
that the four categorizations obtained for this category
resulted strictly from demand character%étics of the inter-
viewer. | |

While the interviews failed to reflect any import-
ance for the context factor, it was noted that the context
was contained iﬁ the interview material. As shown in Table
13, £hose categories which contained the context received
112 categorizations or 56.2% of the total cafegorizations.
This suggested that thé context may only be a relevant
causal dynamic in child battering when it was interacting
with another factor(s). This appeared to be particularly
true if the interaction was with the parent factor or the
parent-child factor.

The lack of emphasis on the context was also revealed
by the fact that, of the single-factor categories, the con-
text received the fewest categorizations. This was also
found to be true for the combined factor-related categories
(Table 13). It was therefore interpreted that even though
the context was addressed by the interviews it was less
relevant as a causal dynamic, either alone or in interaction,

than were the parent or the child.
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Assumption 3b. The interviews would reflect the
importance of the parent-child interaction as a causal dyna-
mic in child battering.

The results showed strong support for this assump4
tion. The parent-child category received the highest number
of categorizations, and accounted for 38.5% of the total
categorizations (Table 13). It was therefore concluded that
the interaction between the parent and the child, either
behaviourally or emotionally, was an important cause of the
battering incidents described by the parents. At the
broader phenomenological level, it was also possible that
these results indicated the parent-child interaction to be
an important causal dynamic of battering.

Assumption 3¢. The interviews would reflect the

“importance of the parent-child-context interaction as a
causal dynamic in child battering.

Since 32.4% of the total categorizations were ob-
tained for this 3-factor interaction, it was concluded that
the results supported the assumption. This assumption was
also supported by thé observation that the parent-child-
context interaction received three times more categoriza-
tions than the combined single-factor categories.

These results were interpreted to indicate that the
interaction of the three factoré have a marked causal effect
on the battering incidents which had been described. Fur-
ther, keeping the limitations on the data in 'mind, it was
tentatively suggested that the parent-child-context inter-
action was an important causal dynamic in child battering.

- Sub-classifications. The results for the condi-
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tional-unconditional dichotomy produced a ratio of 3:1 in
favour of conditional statementé of causality (Table 9).
Of greater interest however, was the marked contrast in
results under the headings of explicit and implicit causal-
ity. For all of the themes in which the causality was
implicitly statéd, the statement was conditional in nature;
whereas, for the explicit themes, almost all of the state-
ments were unconditional. While no definitive conclusions
were derived from these results, a possible interpretation
was that when an interviewee made a direét statement of
causality of battering, this was done without qualification,
but when causality was merely implied, it was also quali-
fied.

A final observation of interest was that a 3:1 ratio
was obtained for conditional-unconditional statements and a
3:1 ratio was obtained for implicit-explicit themes. No
interpretétion was made for these results.

Context sub-classifications. In Table 10, it was

noted that an overall ratio of 15:1 in favour of personal
troubles of milieu was obtained in the context sub-cate-— .
gories. This suggested that when the context was a causal
aspect of the described incidents of battering, there was a
very high likelihood that the problem would be of a personal.
or individual nature. It was generally a difficulty within
the parents' personal experiences and could to some extent
be controlled by their actions. Seldom was a public issue,

such as poverty, causally related to the abuse incident.



Literature, Separated Literature and Interviews

Although the above discussion has dealt with all of the
results to the extent required to show support or non-support
for each éssumption, additional insight into the importance
attached to the context factor, the parent-child interaction
and the parent—child-context interaction may be derived by com-
paring the results obtained from all three data sources.

At the outset, it must be noted that comparisons
were beiné made solely for the purpose\&é specﬁlation. Due
to the limitations created by the small data base for the
separated literatufe and interview themes, plus the possi-
bility of interviewer demand characteristics having influ-
enced the content of the interviews, any implications de-
rived from these comparisons should be viewed with caution.
Obviously, no definitive conclusions are permitted.

Due to the widely differing number of categoriza-
tions obtained for the three data sources, and the diffi-
culty entailed in conceptualizing any comparisions given the
unequal data bases, percentage information only is used in
this discuésion. The percentages for each category and the
comparisons are presented in Table 14.

The assu@ptions for the context factor suggested that
the literature would not reflect the importance of this factor
while the separated literature and the interviews would reflect
its importance. It is noted that the separated literature and
interviews addressed the context factor to approximately the

same extent (2.3% and 1.9% respectively), and that the literature
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addressed the context to a greater degree (5.5%). While
none of the data sources reflected the importance of the
context, this observation appeared to run contrary to‘the
assumptiohs regarding the context factor. Comparatively, it
appeared that the literature did address the context factor
while some uncertainty existed for the separated literature
and the interviews.

Comparative information for the summed context-rel-

..

ated categories did not, however, appear éo run contrary to
the assumptioﬁs inQolvin§_the context factor. For these
combined categories, the separated literature and interviews
contained the highest percentage of categorizations and the
literature showed the lowést percéntage. A difference of
22.9 percentage points existed between the separated liter-
ature and the literature, and a difference of 15.9 percent-
age points separated the interviews and the literature.

 From these two comparisons, it would appear that
when the context factor aléne was a causal dynamic in child
battering, the literature reflected this role to a greater
extent than the separated literature or interviews; but
when the context factor was in interactipn with another
factor, then the separated literature and interviews
reflected the causal role to a greater éxtent than the liter-
ature. When viewed from both perspectives, it would appear
that conflicting results were obtained for the context factor,
and no general interpretations could be made due to the

conflicting results.
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By combiﬁing the assumptions about the parent-child
interaction, it would be suggested that the separated lifer-
ature and the interviews'would reflect the importance of
this category, and the literature would not. While it was
noted that all three data sources reflected the importance
of this interaction, it is of interest to note that the
interviews attained a higher percentage of categorizations
(38.5%) than did the literature (22.5%) and the separated
literature (22.5%). From this observatioﬁ: it can perhaps
be suggested that the  interviews attached a higher degree
of importance to the.parent—child interaction as a causal
dynamic in child battering than did the literature or the
separated literature.

With respect to the‘parent-child—context interactioh,‘
a combined assumption would state that the interviews and
separated literature would reflect the importance of this
interaction while the literature would not. Had this com-
bined assumption been stated it would have been supported.
The interviews attained the highest percentage of categor-
izationé (32.4%), followed by the separated literature
(29.2%), and the literature attained the lowest percentage
(8.2%). The percentage spread of 24.2 points between the
interviews and the literature was substantial, as was the
differential of 21 percentage points between the separated
literature and the literature. It was believed that these
combined observations were consistent with the assumptions

concerning the parent-child-context interaction.
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An interesting‘comparison also existed between the
combined single—factcrs and the combined interactions from
the three data sources. For the literature it can be seen
that 46.3% of the categorizations were for the combined
single~-factor categories; and for the separated literature
and interviews, the same percentages were 20.2% and 10.8%
respectively. The percentage of combined single-factor
categories for the literature was 35.5 percentage points
higher than those of the interviews, andh26.l percentage
points higher than those of the separated literature. The
reverse results were obtained for the combined interaction
categories. Here, the percentage of categorizations for the
literature 35.5 percentage points lower than the interviews
and 26.1 percentage points lower than the separated liter-
ature; From these observations, it would appear that the
literature tended'to emphasize isolated factors as causal
‘dynamics in child battering, whereas the interviews and
separated literature tended to emphasize the interaction of
factors.

As a final point of discussion, it was noted that
similar sub-classification and context s&b-categories results
were obtained from the literature ahd the interviews. Al-
though the ratios‘differed in size, it was noted that they
were all in the same direction for both data eources. More
specifically, explicit causality was greater than implicit
caueality, conditional statements were greater than uncond-

itional statements, and personal troubles of milieu were
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greater than public issues of social structure. The larger
ratios found in the interview results and the lack of public
issues categorizations for some context-related categories
were felt to be reflective of the more personal, less diverse

communication sources from which the interview data was

obtained.

In summary, the majority of the assumptions were

A

supported by the investigation. Three aésumptions were not
supported by reason of the literature reflecting the impor-
tance of the parent—child interaction, and the interviews
and separated literature'failing to show<the context as
being important.

Since the importance of the parent-child interaction
was shown by éll three sources of information, it was con-
~cluded that this interaction played a real and relevant role
in causing incidents,,and perhaps the phenomenon of child
battering. It was also conclued that the parent-child-
context interaction existed as a causal dynamic in child
battering since it was present in all information sources.
However, the relevance of this interaction could not be
stated since its_importance was not reflected in the litera-
ture.

The dichotomy between personal troubles of milieu
and public issues of social structuie was found to be useful
in conducting the content analysis and in yielding interest-

ing data. It appeared that problems of an individual nature



were more often causally related to battering than were
those which affect the larger society.

Despite the inherent limitations in interpreting
content analysis resulté (i.e. quantity indicates emphasis
which indicates importance) and the large amount of time
involved when using this technique, content analysis of the
themes of paragraphs was found to be a desirable method of

conducting an investigation of this nature. The results

N

showed that content analysis was sensitive to the various
causal aspects of child battering and that the results

produced were sufficiently different to have meaning.



Implications

Implications in two major areas were derived from
the results of the investigation. The first dealt with the
contextvsub4catégories of personal troubles of milieu and
public issueé of social structure, and the second with the
factors and interactions themselves.

The results indicated that the dichotomy bétween
personal troubles ofvmilieu and public &ssues of social
structure for the contextual aspect of child battering was
one which had a trﬁe basis in reality. That is, an incident
could be caused by difficulties primarily‘within the indi-
vidual's intimate environment, or by difficulties which
affected the broader society and in turn the environment of
the individual. This finding therefore suggested that in
providing assistance, attention should be given to that
aspect of the context which was relevant to a particular
battering incident. By providing the most relevant type of
assistance, a greater likelihood exists of successfully pre-
venting future incidents of battering.

The necessity of providing the most appropriate con-
text-related assistance can perhaps best be shown by the
following example:

A mother battered her child due to her frust-

ration of having to be with the children

constantly, plus insufficient recreational

activity outside the home. It was decided by

the professional, due to the apparent poverty

of the family, that a lack of money prevented

this mother from engaging in activities away

from the house and her children, and financial

78
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assistance was consequently provided. How-

ever, the real reason for the mother being

constantly with the children was the fact

that her husband forbade her to engage in

outside activities since he believed that

a woman should stay in the home and take

care of the children.

In this hypothetical case description both contextual sub-
categories are present. However, addressing the 'public
iésue' of poverty by providing financial assistance was
clearly not appropriate since it would not relieve the
mother's frustration. Rather, thé 'pergénal troubles' as-
pect of the context inVoiving the husband's beliefs and rules
should have been addressed, perhaps by initiating strategies
which would facilitate a change in his attitude.

In addition to revealing the reality of the context
sub~categories, the results also showed that the personal
troubles of milieu were more prevalent than the public issues
of social strucﬁure. This would appear to imply that when
attempting to determine the cause of battering, professionals
should be most sensitive to personal troubles, and‘that the
majority of interventions should address problems of a per-
sonal nature.

This emphasis on personal troubles should however be
treated with caution. Although the results showed an empha-
sis on personai troubles, no data was collected regarding
(a) the e#tent to which public issues difficulties became
personaliéed when highly relevant to an individual, thereby

changing the focus to one of personal troubles, or (b) the

extent to which personal troubles have their basis in public




issues. Since both possibilities appear to be viable, it
is suggested that additional investigation be undertakén to
more specifically determine the roles of personal troubles
of milieu and public issues of social structure.

With respect to the primary focus of this investi-
gation, that of categorizing the factors and interactions
bf child battering, three major findings were obtained: (a)

~the reality of all three factors and all four interactions
as causal dynamics in child battering w;é demonstrated inso-
far as they were found to exist in all three communication
sburces (the context was shown to exist via the interac-
tions’; (b) the parent-child interaction and the parent-
context interaction were indicated as being important as
causal dynamics since this importance was‘reflected by all
three data sources (Tables 11,12 & 13); and (c) the reality
of the parent-child-context interaction was reflected by the
results from the separated literature and the interviews.
Given these findings, two models related to the causes of
child battering may be advanced.

The first model was derived from findings 'a' and 'b'
listed above, which indicated the existence of the factors
and the’2—factor‘interactions, plus the importance of the
parent-child and parent-context interactions. This model"
involved connecting the three factors in a chain to indicate
their interaction (Figure 2). With the parent as tﬁe central
factor, child battering could be caused by an exchange bet-

ween the parent and the child, or between the parent and the




Figure 2:
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Chain Model of Child Battering’
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context. It would also be possible for an incident to be
caused by bothvthe child and the context interactihg with
the parent; however, an incident could not be caused by a
child-context interaction alone, or in interaction with the
parent.

This theoretical model would suggest that child bat-
tering is caused by a minimum of one interaction between the
parent and the child and/or the parentland the context.

Given the necessity of the interaction, it would therefore
be importént that attempté to rectify battering behaviour
address themselves to one or both interactions between fac-
tors. The major implicatidn of this model is that the inter-
vention should not focus on one particular factor, as was
shown to be the case for the parent in the content analysis
of the literature. Rather, the causal dynamics of the fac-
tors and the interactions must first be identified and att-
empts at preventing further abuse should appropriateiy'ad—v
dress the dynamic process as opposed to the isolated factors.

The second model of child battering , called the tri-
angular model, is the one which was advanced at the beginning
-of this paper (Figure 1). Although the reality of this model
cannot be stated with the same degree of certainty as the
first model, since its importance was not reflected by the
literature, it is nonetheless a viable possibility. This
triangular model of child battering was derived from the in-
vestigative findings which indicated that all factors and

interactions existed and that.the parent-child-context inter-
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action may be an important causal dynamic in child batter-
ing.

Since all of the factors and the interaction among
factors were causally relevant to battering,.this model
would suggest that any attempts.at providing assistance to
families in which‘child battering occurs must be directed to
all facets of the behaviour. The model further suggests
that a systems approach to child battering, in which the in-
di§idual factors are the components of~;he system and the
interactions of factors constitute the dynamic aspect of the
sysfem , may be most desirable.

Given the systems approach, it should theoretically
be possible to eliminate child battering by removing or sub-
stantially altering one component of the system. For exam- -
ple, by removing the child from the system, the causal in-
teractions between the child and the parent, and the child
and the context would break down and future béttering should
be prevented. While in theory, removal or alteration of a
componént will prevent future baﬁtering, often this does not
occur in reality. Due perhaps to the powerful forces within
the system to maintain itself, the removal of the battered
child will often result in another child being‘battered
(zalba, 1966, pp.9-10). This obsefvation would therefore
indicate that the sytem of child battering is open rather
than closed. In a closed system, removing or changing a com-
ponent will cause the system to cease operation; whereas in

an open system the potential exists for the replacement of
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the component, or £he system adapting to the change.
The existence of an open versus a closed system has
ramifications with regard to the provision of assistance in

" child battering occurences. Given this closed model, an
intervention which changed any aspect of the system would
bé successful in preventing battering in the future. How-
ever, in an open system an intervention which was focused on
one particular aspect would have little chance of success.

- Rather, it would be likély that the int;rvention would fail
to prevent future 5attering given the tendency of the system
to maintain itself. Consequently, it would appear to be nec-
essary for the intervention to address all relevant aspects
of the sytem. If the chain model most realistically repre-
sents child battering, then the intervention must in a com-
bined thrust work with those factors and the interaction(s)
which‘are most causally relevant‘to the battering activity.
If however, the triangular model is most representaﬁive,then
all three factors and all four interactions must be addres-
sed at the same time in order to maximize the likelihood
of preventing additional battering. Since the parent-child,
pareﬁt—context and child~context interactions are to a large

-~ extent sub-summed by the parent-child-context interaction,
it would perhaps be most effective to concentrate interven-
tioﬁ and assistance activities on this interaction and the
factors contained therein.

In conducting this investigation, informal atten-

tion was given to the characteristics of the causal factors
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and interactions which were described by the data sources.
It appeared that the parent was most often cited as a causal
dynamic because he or she had been battered as a child, and
' this battering had left the parent with underdeveloped or
inappropriate coping mechanisms. For‘the child, the most
frequently cited causal dynamic was that the child was diff-
erent (i.e. bad, lazy, stupid, hostile). The context was
shown to be aistressing, either through personal troubles or
public issues. The interaction betweenkéhe factors was
through behavioural exéhanges, emotional exchanges, or both.
Given these informal observations, greater specif-
icity may be attached to the previously cited systems models
of the causal dynamics of child battering. By combining the
chain and triangular moaels; the causal.dynamics of the fac-
tors and interactions which comprise the system could be
~viewed as demonstrated in Figure 3. Obviously, further in-
vestigation would be required before any definitive state-
ments could be made regarding the reality and importance of
the factor .and interaction characteristics stated in the
combined model. Additional research is a necessity to det-
ermine which systems model, if either, is most applicable to

child battering.
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: - The last time we focused on one particular ingident and

that was the first one. The time that C. [son was out
at that construction site and you had gone to see him
and saw him out there, What I'd like to do is leave
that one and look at another one - another incident that
toock place. And I'd like you to take a couple of
seconds to pick one, there may be a couple there that
are possibilities., If you Jjust want to think about that
and let me know when you're ready.

I'm trying to think., I was telling B. about that this
morning, I says I hope my memory doesn't fail me tonight
(laugh), ‘cause I was telling him I was coming up here,

I'11 help you.
They Jjust all sort of blur in, you know.

Just tell me one - just off the top of your head that you
can remember a little bit about that sticks out in your
mind.

I can't even think of one right now that sticks out, I'll
have to do some thinking. If I wasn't so preoccupied ,
today with everything else. I would have spent some time
trying to think of some. Gee, I can remember the actual
yelling and that, but I'm trying to think.

Why don't_we start there, what was golng on in one of
those cases?

I think that the most serious one that sticks out in wmy
mind is where I almost pushed him down the basement
stairs. But I don't really remember off-hand what pro-
voked me to that. '

What does stick out in your mind? Is it you standing be-
hind him [son] at the stairs?

No, I was standing in front of him and I was telling him
that I felt like throwing him down the basement stairs.

I - I'm sure I remember saying that to him and I remember
the urge was very strong and - but I don't remember what
started that one because I think that was actually the
most serious one,

Had there been things going on béfore that?

Yeh, it had sort of built up.

Had you been pulling his hair?

-Yeh, and I shoved him against the back closet door like

which is right where the stairs are on the 1little landing.
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We must have been coming in the house or going out for

us to be right there, and I can't remember what started
it., I just know I was getting more and more wound up

‘cause I wasn't getting the right response from him or
whatever,

That's been kind of a general pattern,
Yeh, yeh.

Not getting the right response to what you're looking
for. ‘

But - right now I just can't think of what started that
partloular incident. I guess everythings sort of blurred
in, - So many incidents have happened where the general
pattern was the same but not necessarily the same thing
started it. _

What about the last one that happened?

Well, let's see the last - what - 8 months that we were
together. I had really been under control - like when I
moved back home - eh. Then the incidences were very few
and far between as far as physical abuse was concerned.

There was still some kind of emotional ...7%

Yah, that was still there. So I did a lot more yelling
and swearing than I did hitting, you know I really held
off on that. So it's kind of hard to remember., I'd have
to think back to the time before I moved out a year and
a half ago. I remember incidences in his room where T
really bounced him around on the walls - with the hair,
hanging him by the hair - (whew).

Just swinging hinm...

Yeh, like I can remember incidences before he moved out,
but you know as far as anything physical - I can't - I
don't think I WaS e e :

Why don' t we try maybe talking about - you know, how you
say they're blurring together - why don't we talk in
those generalities for a little while, and if a certain
aspect of one comes more clearly into your head we can go
along with that.

Yeh, sure - OX.

You were saying that generally after the build up had
come along you would grab him by the hair and swing him
off the walls.

Yeh, and there'd be a lot of swearing going on and
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usually that's where it would end - but he'd end up
losing an awful lot of hair and maybe he'd have a few
marks on him - I guess., Like on his arms or most - I
seemed to go for the face - really get him in the face.

Weren't you saying one time that you used to get your
hair pulled?

Yeh, all the time. T had a - I developed a very in-
sensitive skull - now it's sensitive again., I haven't
had my hair pulled in a long time. For a while there
they could yank 1t and I just wouldn't feel it - I got
so used to it - 'cause it was on a fairly regular basis.

Generally in those situations in the bedroom what would
happen - you'd go in there and he'd. oe there or you'd

"sent him to his room ...?

And then I'd follow him in -~ one or the other. Most of
the time I'd send him to his room and then I'd be so
wound up that I'd end up following him and pursuing the
matter - you know- and not leaving him alone until I'd be
just shrieking at him and ...

Really worked up, enraged ...

Yeh, yeh - and then, of course, I'd yell at him to stop
crying and of course he'd be shaking and scared out of
his wits and I'd get more mad. And then i1t would just
get worse and worse until I really hurt him physically.

And then I'd end up leaving him in his room or - the odd -
time - it would happen in the morning before he went to
school, so I'd make him quick wash his face and comb his
hair and send him on his way. And then I'd feel lousy
after he'd leave, or if I left him in his room, I'd be
really down then.

:. Guilty and ...

Sorry - yeh, once I'd calm down I'd be extremely sorry
and then if He'd gone to school I'd be on pins and needles
walting for him to come home so I could apologize. I
couldn't wait, but if he was still at home if it was a
situation on a weekend or after school. or something then
Once I'd calmed down, or had a good cry, or whatever,

then I'd go back to his room and try to apologize.

Let your emotions out ...

Yeh, yeh. Gee, it just bugs me I can't remember any
particular incident.

Well, you've talked about the situation where you'd be in
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in the room with him, and you'd be enraged and see him
cowering and crying and that would get you more and more
upset. Were there other kinds of things that would set
you off? - ’

They would just make me even angrier - or if I was con-
vinced I had got him in a lie,

The lying really really got to you - did 1it?
Yeh - or hiding things on me that really upset me,
Like what for example.

Well, wetting his bed. I never gave him heck for wetting
his bed as long as he let me know first thing in the

“morning so we could do something about it. And all he'd

have to do was bring everything down into the basement
and I'd get him to put them right into the washing
machine and then I'd take care of it from that point on,
And then if it was summer, I1'd drag the mattress outside
to try and dry it up. But it was when he hid 1t on me,

‘that would upset ne.

Hid? .

Hid the fact that he had wet his bed, Because I had
tried to prove to him over and over again that it was no
big deal, I was not going to get upset about 1it, if he
told me about it. It was when he hid it on me., It hurt
me. It made me feel like - like here I am working so
hard at trying to show him that I want to help him, 1in
that particular aspect anyway. And T knew 1t would be
wrong to scold him for wetting his bed, I knew that. I
guess I'd read it or whatever, and it just made sense to
me. I just didn't think that that was going to accom-
plish anything and I really calmly tried to explain to
him and a lot of times he would come to me and say well

I wet my bed again and well that's fine let's do this,
that and the other thing and get washed up and boom that's
the end of it you know, no more said about it. But a

lot would get said if he you know. I tried, I think may-
be at first when he hid it on me I got more violent or
upset, but after a while I decided that if I did contain
myself after I discovered he'd hid it on me, he'd be more

~willing to let me know the next time. But on that aspect

of it, it just didn't upset me that much except for the
hiding.

What would be the kind of thing that would happen when
You found out he'd hidden 1t?

Well, T guess I would let him know that - well - first
of all I'd ask why? "Why did you hide it on me?
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Because I've tried to show you before that I'm not going
to get upset with you 1if you tell me right away." 1
guess I'd say something like, "I'm not asking you to be
perfect but Jjust come and tell me and then we can take
care of it right away." Then ne'd just sort of shrug
nis shoulders and say, "Well I don't know" and usually
that's what would get me mad this sort of shrugging his
shoulders and going I don't know. And so I'd pester him
and pester him until he'd come up with words like 'I
guess I was afraid or something, ' but I'd really have to
be after him for 10-15 minutes, well then I got angrier
and angrier because 1 figured I knew what the answer was,
but he wasn't telling me.

So - that was sort of the thing in a lot of other cases
where if he'd hidden something-or lied to me or stolen or
whatever and I found out about 1t afterwards and when I'd
ask him a question ' well why didn't you come and tell me '
T would have accepted an immediate answer of ‘'well I was
afraid to tell you' but if he didn't come up with that
kind of answer that's what would get me riled up. It

just made me so mad that he couldn't at least be honest
enough with me to at least say 'Yah, 1 was scared to tell
you' or whatever. '

So you felt he was hidihg something, either by lying or
literally doing it, not being totally open with you.

Yeh,
And that made you feél how?

It made me feel very jnadequate, Well T thought well,
what do I have to do to prove to him that he can come and
tell me because when he would come and tell me.

Well T can remember the case when he lost his glasses,
they eventually got found about 4 months later at sonme
kid's house but right at that time he came home and he
was just shaking and I could see he was that he was
really scared. And I sensed that right away that he
wanted to say something to me because the way he was
standing or looking at me or something, it wasn't as
though he was trying to 100k nonchalant and try to go to
nis room and act like nothing was happening ‘'cause then
I would have gotten really furious if I'd found out
later but 1 could just sense 1t and I felt such pity for
him. I felt oh, no he's got something to tell me.  And
T don't know why, I suspected it was probably his glasses,
so sort of was already prepared for it and when he did
finally get it out of him, T felt very compassionate,
1ike I really appreciated that. It's when he'd come in
and act very cool and casual like nothing was wrong and
then ... '

l!
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T: Almost like trying to pull a fast one.

B: Yeh, that's what would set me off, really mad 1like, I
don't. know, when he would come right away and tell me
something like that I found myself more accepting, I
could accept it., Maybe I'd get a little angry but we'd
still be able to talk about it. And I certainly didn't
go overboard and I don'tthink I scared him or anything.
But I think it was mainly the fact that he was Just doing
a lot of sneaking around behind my back.

And I know with the food business he'd end up throwing
food away, food that at least could have been given to
the dogs if he didn't want to eat it. 1I'd find every
spring a bunch of rolled up kleenexs in the back yard
with food in them, which just made me so furious - 1like

thing. I know, I have to admit that when we first got

together I was pretty heavy on the food end of it, which
comes from my past too.

T: How's that?

B: Well, I mean just ... I decided how much he was going to
eat and he was going to eat the whole thing, regardless;
and that's how it was at home with me too. 3ut I think
after about 2 years of struggling with that I decided,
well let's try something a little different - he decides
how much goes on his plate, but once it's on his plate he
has to eat it. And I always encouraged him to put small
amounts on his plate so that at least it would get eaten.
I guess it was just a real hang-up for me, I just can't
stand seeing food thrown away. I mean if I threw it away
or G. [@usbanﬂ y Who cares you know, I thought well we
earn the money but I just couldn't see ...

T: When he would do things like not finish off his plate,
would you get upset about that or was it just when you
found out he was throwing it into the back yard?

B: It's hard to remember 5 years ago but - 'cause I believe
it was the first year or so that I was really insistent
on him cleaning up his plate. But, and it didn't help
matters any when G. [Eusban@] would get angry at me be-
cause then I was on the defensive and more conyinced that
my way was right and I guess it was G, usband) 's
attitude, the way he reacted to me, like he won't call me
aside and try to sit and just have a discussion with me
about it, he'd just sort of say - boom, that's wrong, you
shouldn' t do that and he'd always say it in front of
g- [SOIQ andId e e

T: So G. Exusbancﬂ would put you down in front of C. Esor] .

3: Yeh, and so that would put me on the defensive and I'd just
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get that much nastier with C. [son].

Did that ever lead to any instances where you lost con-
trol with C. [son] *? ,

Yeh, where I would not immediately because G. [Eusbamﬂ
was there, but I would start feeling, starting feeling
very strong hate and resentful feelings towards C. [son]
because I was being put down by G. [husband]and it
would stay in my system until I got it out on C. [éod],
whether it be the next day or lateron in the day or
right after - sometime G. [husband] would barely be out
of the driveway and I'd be at C. [son].

So it would kind of hold inside of you, the stuff you
felt for him from G. [husband] - the rejection and put
down and then you'd turn around and take it out on

C. [son].

Yeh, as a matter of fact G. [husband] and I had a dis-
cussion about that at 3:30 one morning during these last
two weeks. I got up when I heard him come home went in
to say hi to him, Before I knew it 1% hours later, you
know, crawling back into bed and we talked about that
and I told him that was one big thing that really got to
me, was the way G. husband approached me. I said to
him, "I know you meant well but was just the way you came
on to me and usually in fron of C. [son]. I say, "Maybe
you wouldn't react the same way if I did the same to you,
but this is me and this is the way it comes out."

T say, it's like we had a discussion about clothes and
spending money on C. [50@] which I used to be resentful
of if I wasn't in the mood to spend the money, yet

G. [husband] would say we should be this, that and the
other, and I would get resentful, But if I was dolng it
of my own free will, the sky's the limit. If I was in a
good mood, eh and well G, [%usban@] related his past
experiences, like he didn't have too good of a time as a
kid either and he was really - he was told what to wear -
and whatnot - he can't see the sense of why he always had
to have black shoes and can't have brown shoes - you
know, things like that. And I went through the same

thing and so this is why he's very strong on letting

C. [son] have his choice on what he wants and he's going
to be happy wearing and I basically agreed - it was only
when G. husban@ would come on strong in fact of C. [§oﬂ
or it didn't even have to necessarily be in front of

C. [son] then I would get resentful ...

Come on strong to you about C. [son] ?
Yeh, like he'd come on strong, like why don't you let him

wear that or something, like hls tone of voice has always
affected me when he's abrupt. And I know in my head that
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he doesn't mean it that way, but that's the way it comes
out - we've had discussions with Mr. P. about that too.

That makes you feel a certain way?

Yeh, it makes me feel like putdown and yet we've had
these discussions you know at Counselling and G.
[@usban@]'s said, no that's not the way its meant to be,
but I've always been interpreting it that way. So

G. [husband] realizes he can do something to make that
better by not coming on that strong or that abrupt -
like pick a good time to sit down just sort of conver-
sation about it because I'm very receptive to his sug-
gestions if we can sit down and have a nice talk like we
did that one morning. And after I explained my position
to G. [husband] and told him if we could just sit down

~and have a talk like this, like you can explain your

reasons that you want this, that, or the other thing for
C. [son]. I can relate to it in most cases since I had
a similar type of a background and I basically do agree
with G. [Eusbani] and we can have that type of a dis-
cussion, spend a 3 hour talking about it and I'm more
than willing to change my point of view or be more re-
ceptive to changing my attitude because he's not - I
don't feel like it's a putdown. We can have a dis-
cussion and he - you know, I said to him that would
really make a big difference - he says good, we'll work
on that. And that really made me feel good because that
was one of the big things in the past with C. [son] . It
was just a lot of it was G's [husband] attitude and I'd
end up feeling all the more resentful of C. [son] .

Then you'd carry that out sometimes,

Yeh, so there was always that thinking in the back of my
mind, "Well if C. [son] wasn't here we wouldn't be having
this hassle and I wouldn't be feeling this way" and then
I'd want nothing to do with C., [son] and then_I'd come
up and say a lot of nasty things even to G._[Eusban@
you know, "Well I hate C. [son] and this, that and the
other thing", and of course, that didn't help the
situation any either., 3But I could see the difference 1if
we had a nice discussion or just an abrupt, "well, you
shouldn't do this, or she shouldn't do this and why
can't he do that", that right away put me on the defen-
sive, I mean I basically knew inside of me that I was
wrong and G. [husband] was right, but there was just
something inside of me that wasn't going to give, not
with that kind of approach anyway. I don't know why it's

"1like that but ...

You just reacted in a certain way to that and carried out
those actions against C. [son].

So ... T don't even know what we were talking about.
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Well, there are two things we've talked about right now,
as far as you said you weren't going to be able to think
of anything, one was that when C. so@] would start to
cower and shake that that would get you even more worked
up and more angry, and that you'd start to take that out
on him and that was often a result of his lying and
stealing and hiding things and that way would make you
feel, you'd come on to him about that, so that's two
things there., And the other would be when G. [husband]
put you down or you feel that you're being put down and
that may be in front of C. [son] or not, that you would
hold that put down feeling inside of you and then take
those feelings out on C. [son] .

Yeh, right.
So that's 3 areas.

I still can't think of any particular detailed in-
cidence though but I guess the main ones I remember now
are from just before he moved out and there was really
no ... I just held back and didn't do too much of any-
thing. In fact, by that point I just knew something had
to be done, either I was moving out or he was.

Was it in that time period mostly the verbal put downs?

Yeh, but I even worked nard on that end of it. Not to
1ike - T really kept a lot inside of me '‘cause I was more
aware of how bad I would feel after the thing was over
with and I just wasn't prepared to face depression after
depression after being nasty with C. [son] because I'd
always end up with some kind of depression. And I was
just - I had such a great fear of getting back into that
T really, really held back an awful lot at the end.

It would be very risky for you personally to take things
out on C. [son], to abuse him.

But I also knew that I was reaching the breaking point
and that if something didn't get done I'd be - something

was going to snap.

You or the situation, or you against C. [son] . Were
there any instances of battering that last 8 months or so?

Well, I remember one where I actually used the strap on
him and on his rear end. It was a controlled sort of a
thing.

So it was more of a disciplinary spanking.

Yeh, that was the only time I'd really done that with him
except for the first one that we talked about - the
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construction site one - where I used my hand. But like

I knew I went overboard there because my hands were black
and blue and his rear end was - that was going a little
too far. But after that I really, never really con81dered
doing anything 1ike that until that particular time .
and again. I can't remember what set that off but I do
remember going and getting the strap and making him take
his pants down and you know ...

It sounds as though that was a situation of control.

It was control, T still didn't feel that good about it,

but at least I did control it. And I was scared as I was
doing it. I was scared that "oh, what happens if I'm in
the middle of this thing or ready to put things away and
I go bananas again..."

Lose control,

Yeh, lose control, but don't recall that I did. There
might have been the off incident where I grabbed him by
the hair but as soon as I grabbed him, I'd back off again
because I'd be immediately aware of what I was doing and
much as the urge was there, I had told him when I moved
home that I was really going to work hard at that end of
it, not to hurt him physically. And I really think I
stuck to it pretty good, but I really had to work on it
in a few cases. And like I said I might have grabbed him
by the hair a few times and once I think I may have
slapped him with an open hand across the face, but that
was basically as far as it went., There might have been
one incident where I did lose control but it still wasn't
as heavy, as bad.

It wasn't so severe.

It wasn't so severe as before but I think that there
might have been one in %hat 8 month period where I lost
control, but again I think it would have only been just
to the hair pulling. I guess in my mind it doesn't

leave any marks or whatever, but then the rest of the
time, I know a lot of the times at the end I know I got
G. husband involved a little more, "you deal with it, I
can't" or something but I wasn't all that pleased with
G's husband way of dealing with it either because I'd
end up feeling very frustrated.

Are you saying that you'd be in a situation or a feeling
with C. [Son] where you'd say, "hey, this could get out of
control, could end up getting out of control, I could
end up taklng it out on C. [son] and you'd say wait a
minute I'm not going to even get involved.

Yeh, exactly.

Then you'd have G. [husband] deal with C. [sor].
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Becaguse like, that was near the end there, especially
when he came back from camp., Well first day back started
bad, and just kept on that way but at point the fear was
very strong within me that I was really golng to crack up
and do something serious. And I just really stayed away
from getting involved as much as possible. I'd still
spend 2-3 days being very cool toward C [éo@] but at
least I wasn't abusing him like physically anyway. But
at least I kept my hands off him because I knew that
that's where I really had to be careful because once 1
started it was really hard to stop.

That was the danger polnt - the physical contact with
him. ,

And I had to watch what I said to him because I know a
lot of times it started out verbally, good intentions and
then I got more worked up verbally and then I'd grab him
by the hair and think well I'll just give him one good
yank or something and then it just continued on to the
point of no return so to speak. So I was really careful
even with my language and talking to him,

I just get the sense that you had a lot of controls
around you, so that you wouldn't get into those areas.

Yeh, because again for my own sake so I wouldn't end up
feeling - like I felt bad enough with even that - but I
just had too vivid a memory of how extremely depressed I
got after I hit him or hurt him and I didn't want to do
that and so that's really what kept me from doing it. It
was a matter of between September and end of October so
1t was only a matter of 2 months because it was the first
week of November that he went to his agunt and uncles - so
it was just a matter of two months but I knew that before
that two months was over something was going to happen, I
can't control it much longer.

You were just about reaching your breaking point.
I was reaching my breaking point.

What do you think might have happened at that breaking

point?

Well, eitter T would have moved out, left and then T would
have gone far away, but I didn't really want that and I
know that I would have had a lot of resentful feelings
for C. [son] because I had to leave G. [husband] so to
speak and somewhat I didn't feel I was ready to give up
G. [husband] . I just figured there had to be another
answer but I know if C. [son] hadn't have left I feel I
might have started gradually with the physical end of 1t
and then I don't even like. to think where it would have
ended up., I just don't even like to think about it, it
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just scares me because I think I could of done a lot of

‘serious damage, like really serious.

But you were sufficiently aware to say heh, this is not
going in a good direction and it's important that I stop
it before it gets out of hand.

Yeh, one way or another it just had to and fortunately at
that point G. [husband] had changed enough that I could
talk to him about it and he was aware and he realized
something had to be done. And it was as a result of that
that we finally made a decision to have C. [Son] move out
‘cause G. [husband] kept telling me if you move it isn't
going to do any good, I can't take care of C, [Eon the
way I'm supposed to and I can't afford it financially and
he just isn't ready to take on that responsibility him-
self, like he was aware he can't do :it so the only de-
cision that was left was that he go somewhere and that
kind of bothered me 'cause I just figured is that going
to scar C. [son] for 1life or hurt him in his ...

We talked about the first time, that was the last session,
and we just talked now about some generalities. I guess
I'd 1like to poke your head and see 1f we can bring out
any specifics.

Yeh, you know, it just bugs me that I can’'t remember that
clearly. B. was saying this morning that you've got a
pretty good memory about some things and I says ‘yah, the
bad ones' and yet these are basically bad things I'm
trying to remember and yet I guess so many things have
happened over the years that it's all blurring in plus you
xnow T haven't had any contact with C.. [son] or that type
of situation for quite awhile, like I could almost go back
to when I moved back home if you really think about it

and that's a year ago January so any specific incidences
would have happened before that period of time and that
would have been another 4 months before that.

So we're talking almost a year and a half.

At least a year and a half, you know, it would be 2 years
this June because he was gone that summer and I moved out
in September and don't really remember what happened in
that short, brief period before I moved out.

Do you remember at all that second time that you abused
him?

Well, I remember minor abuses that weren't necessarily
physical like making him play in his room for hours on
end with the door shut and not allowing him to watch TV
and that type of thing. I think after the first time I
abused him I stayed reasonably well under control but
realized at that point I realized something was wrong.
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- Because I had kept things under control up to that point

too but somehow I just wasn't aware of the seriousness
of 1t and I just figured it was something that would
pass. And I don't really think that anything bad really
happened until Christmas time of that year, the first
Christmas he lived with us, because I tried to commit
sulcide that Christmas because of C, [son] or yenh...

Or the situation.

Yeh, the situation with C, [sor] ‘'cause I remember
writing a long letter.

Well had that suicide attempt been initiated because
you had abused C., [son]. :

Yeh, but I don't remember what I'd really done or what
had caused it, I just know that it had to do with
Thinking that I can't stand looking at him another
mimite and I just can't stand the whole situation and I

was really feeling guilty about the way I was treating
him, ‘ :

So you were treating‘him generally in a crummy kind of a
way. -

Yeh, it was G, [husband]says like, army camp, very strict
rules and regulations and I'd get extremely upset if he
got dirty. That I got over pretty quick., It finally
sunk in he was a boy, always combing his hair - it seems
strange now even talking about it ‘cause I never think
of 1t now, I got over it pretty quick,

Bllt baCk Wheno'oi

It was fairly serious, those things really bothered me,
or hls table manners, you know this type of thing, those
are basically the types of things that bugged me then,
We had a creek out close to the house where we lived on
H street and he'd get into that and I'g get upset,

You don't remember any specific time when you lost con-
rol or anythipg like that,

No, not really. I do remember yelling at him during that
reriod of time because I was always afraid someone down-
stairs would hear - I had always this fear of CAS coming
back after the first incident, I know I used to make
him stand in the corner but I don't really think I pur-

Remember the first time in the house,

Gee, that bugs me, why can't I remember?
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T: I think it's pretty understandable that you really not
want to.

B: Yeh, but I can remember things from my past, from my
childhood that I can remember vividly, I mean right from
when I was 5 years old or whatever.

"7, Yeh, things that were done to you?

B: Yeh, like I remember those like you wouldn't believe -
"~ god - and yet because 1t was such a constant battle, like
when you think about it the whole 5 years was just, well
4 years was such a constant continuous thing,

T: You and C. EOQ.

B: Yeh, that...I remember different things I've done to him
" but I really can'tremember - like one incident I remember

- tieing his shoelaces - that was at the house - I know
that - he elther didn't tie them right of I guess he can't
tie them quick enough ‘'cause 1 was rushing - we were
going out and I got mad at him about that and yet all
along I knew the only reason he couldn't get them tiled
was that he was nervous and I was pushing him,

T: So was that a time he was not meeting your expectations,

not getting them done quickly enough or properly and you
know what happened there,

B: Well, I'd just lose my patience with him, Or there were
times that I would get mildly angry with him nothing
serious and 1'd say go to your room or do this and if he

didnt move fast enough that would set me off, just like
that. o

T: What would you do?

B: I'd start pushing him, I'd shove him and I'd be yelling
at him and shove “move, quic, fast,” And of course, I'm
amazed he didn't wet his pants from fear really, because
you know, I could almost relate to the feellng he must
of been having at those moments when 1°'d say go to jyour
room because I was upset with him but I just didn't want
to look at him and I figured get out of my sight and I'11
be 0K, And if he just started walking slowly, I'd push
him from behind and yell "move” and of course, he'd
start crying or lose his balance, and I'd just get so
frustrated and then it would lead one thing to another
and lots of time I'd end up abusing him because of that,
And then I'd get so mad at myself afterwards cause I'd
think to myself Af only I'd left him slone to go to his
room then all this wouldn't have happened, because the

incident that I was angry about to begin with wasn't all
that serious, ' '
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But as things got going, they got more complicated,

Yeh, even a simple thing like asking him to go to his
room, if he didn't move fast enough that would just set

-me right off and 1t would be really bad., And that's

what would make me really sick afterwards, I would
think why, why did I have to make the situation worse
than it already was.

'Really start to come down on yourself,

Yeh, you know I'd really be sorry about it after, I'd
really feel bad, And then after the first year I was
convinced that he didn't like me any more anyway and you
can't blame him and that for some reason seemed to
instigate a lot of incidences, L

How do you mean?

Well, I guess it's like a chain reaction., I treated him
rough so of course he probably lost trust in me or what-
ever and that probably set him in hiding things or not
telling me things or lying out of fear and then I'd get
mad at him because he didn't trust me to tell me,

You felt he didn't care for you,

Oh yeh, most definitely. A lot of times I felt he diqd

those things on purpose just to get at me and then I
ended up putting myself down., And one I sort of got my
head on straight after any particular incident I'd sort
of be able to think it through, to sort of und erstand
why it was happening. I felt when I emotionally settled
myself down then I could see why, And then I'd feel bad
all over again, 'cause if I wasn't the way I was and he

wouldn't be the way he was, then all this stuff wouldn't
be happening.

So you'd bring it all on yourself, all your fault sort of
thing,

Yeh exactly, Like I could see that if I could have been
ed to be things still wouldn't be perfect,
but then again if I could be the way I wanted to be I
could handle the situation better and he wouldn't be
scared of me and he wouldn't be afrald to tell me sturff
and be able to cope with the different situations that
come up because naturally I never had any expectations
that he'd be perfect, Maybe right from the beginning I
might of, but I don't really think that I was thinking
quite unreasonably but yet at the same time I figured
that that was his proof that he cared about me, if he dig
do things right all the time and when he didn't I Just
figured he didn't care - ' . ’



T

132

Then would you say to yourself, well then I don'tcare
elther.

That's about it and I'd even tell him, I'd even tell him,
Usually once I got going verbally, I just didn't shut up.
I'd lay it all on him, how I felt and how I figured he
felt and prejudged him all the way down the line and _
didn't even give him a chance to say anything in defense
and even if I 4id, he was too scared to say anything, for
which I can't blame him, And of course that would upset
me. It was just a chain reaction, In most of the cases
I would end up blaming myself, in pretty well every case,
once it was over with, once I was by myself after the
blow-up or whatever and then I'd really get heavy myself,
you know, if I wasn't the way I was then this wouldn't
have happened, our relationship would be a lot better and
I'd be able to cope with things a lot better., And I know
those are expectations that I had when I first got him
because I was going to be open-minded and understanding
and concerned about him and help him in every way I could,
like all the things that I never got when I was a kid, I

~guess you could say I set myself up or whatever but those

were the ldeal things that I wanted out of our relation-
ship,

You didn't want C., [son] to go through the things that
you had gone through.

Yeh, exactly., And I ended up putting him through worse
things, because when I look back on myself I would say it
was almost as bad but I don't think it was quite as bad,

How do you mean almost as bad?

Well, llke as far as belng never able to live up to my

mother”s expectations., I think I put C, Esorﬂ through the
same things,

Would your mother do the same things to you, 1like pull
your halr and throwing you across the Troom,

Yeh, most definitely.

So she d4id almost the same things that you did to C., son .

Yeh, and that's about 1t. She never believed me, never
gave me credit for anything, never valued my opinions or

anythings, was never considerate about how I felt about

thiggg Ehat - like 1little things like my hair, how I
wante O Wear my halr or if we went to buy shoes why 4
I have to have this kind, 7 v did

why can’'t I have that kind,
things like that, I think in those aspects I was more
considerate to C,

[son], but then I think I made up for it
in other ways by being more...
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When your mother came down onyyu, would you start trem-
bling in fear.

' d my mother
Oh yeh, I'd cry. I was such a cry baby an
hatzd %hat of course, would make me stop crying or try to
make me stop crying, just like I did with C, od];

What would she do when that happened?'

She'd just start yelling more at me and pulling my hair
more or whatever until I shut up and it was the same kind
of thing with C, Eso@.

It's strange when I think about it, when it came to C's
son personal appearance I was very considerate of what
he wanted, like if I only felt comfortable with spending
so much money on him I'd tell him, well maybe not that way.
I'd say this is the 1imit on what we're going to spend
on him that day, so in that price range you can choose
what you want. I was very concerned that at least he get
some say. Oh, there were times when I'd be in a good
mood and I'd buy a bunch of stuff to surprise him, I
always enjoyed doing that and he always liked everything
I bought, Still when I was in a good mood, when I could
tolerate having him with me when we went shopping, that
was when he got to pick what he wanted, but there were
times when I knew he needed things, but I just can‘'t
stand having him with me,

I was never that much of a penny plncher when it came to
buying him stuff, it was only when G, [5usbani] got down
my back about things, that's when I'd get really upset,
As far as his hair was concerned, I told him you can wear
1t any way that you want as long as you keep it clean and
reasonably neat at least once a day. It wasn't like it
was back 5 years ago where I would comb it every 5
minutes. But, you know, I Just had a really strong con-
cern on that because that was something that I was
haunted with at school, wearing old lady hand-me-downs
and wearing a bowl cut for my hair, The torture I went
through emotionally was Just horrible,

So that was something that you were able to overcome,

I was able to overcome certain areass,
discipline,.,. Like when I think back
with my mother. I know at least the w
the main reasons that I did 1lie,
was because my mother Just set down rules and there was
no discussing it and there Was no varying from them at
all, And we had absolutely no money then, I never stole
on any large «»+ blg basis just maybe candy or something,
I still have urges to shoplift even now, I do, like

stronger than the stronger person because even when I had

but when it came to
to my relationship
ay I see it, that
steal when I was a kid



e ot AR Sl VAo s S ot

3

134

D. [daughter] with me I did shoplift, not on any grand
scale but I did do it. It frightened the living day-
lights out of me, I think that the only reason I don'"t
do it now is the fear is so much stronger of being caught
and somehow the 1dea of getting caught shoplifting 1is too
frightening. '

th a lot to lose.

Yeh, too much to lose so I just stay away from that now
completely, but right up until just 4-5 years ago, maybe
once a year or once every 6 months a little thing or some-
thing but the situation sort of had to be right so I felt
confident T could get away with it - or - I never planned
it, 1t was always a spur of the moment thing.

3ut still when I look back again I know a lot of times I

‘lied to my mother or snuck around bhehind her back was just

because I just didn't feel comfortable to go to her to
talk to her about some of these things or we never had an
open kind of .a relationship at all, we never had anv kind.
She was boss and I was a slave type thing, you know, and
that was all - I just had no mind of my own period. Like
it was Jjust nothing,

You weren't allowed to.

Mo, I just wasn't allowed to and that was 1t. Whatever
she said was law and so when I entered the relationship
with C. [son] I thought fine, if I can change my attitude
toward C. soé] from what my mother's was toward me then
he won't have the tendencies to lie and steal like I did.
Like I figured I had a good reason to do it back then,
whether or not I did I don't know, that's how I think, eh,
And I thought if I can eliminate those reasons, he has no
reason to do it, maybe the odd time to try it out, I sort
of had in the back of my mind that that's something every
kid will go through on a minor scale and then they get
cured of it or whatever and it's just something they've
got to try out, en., Like I sort of was aware of that,

so what T was expecting in my mind was that if I tried

to encourage C. [son] to be open with me and not to hide
things from me and not to steal or lie or whatever and
encourage him to come to me and talk to me and let me
know what he wanted and needed and we would sit down and
discuss it and figure out whether we could afford it or
not or whether we could wait a few more weeks or whatever,
look at the situation and see. That was the sort of
thing I was trying to work on and. it always seemed to
backfire on me because he'd go and pull one of his little
stunts and T'd get really upset and yet T never really

bvacked off from that, I always tried to encourage him and
vet he kept on doing these things.

And that's why I think that I've got really upset with
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him on many occasions because I can't see the reason be-
hind him, couldn't understand why because I was trying
the best I Xnew how to eliminate the reasons for the
lying and the stealing and the niding and I know I was
trying and he didn't respond to it 1n a positive way.

The way you would have if you...

Or the way I think I would have, I don't know because I
never had the chance. But there were a lot of different
things from my past that I can remember I did that I'm
sure I wouldn't have if my relationship with my mother
would have been different. ‘Cause I didn't want to be in
trouble with her. I always wanted to please her and do
things right and situations would come up and here I am
back in trouble again and then I'd get grounded for un-
reasonable amounts of time. And I know eyen on that
aspect I tried to be reasonable with C. [gon as far as
any punishment was concerned, it almost got to the point
where really there was no punishment involved except the
abuse, because once that was over with I felt - gullt was
there so strong - that I felt any punishment would have
been...

Going way too far.

And the odd time that I d4id punish him T never felt too
unreasonable about what I was doing and I'd usually end
up being a little more lenient after a few days. I say,
"CK you've really done well with your restrictions or
whatever so we'll just ease off." I really think I
really tried, maybe I was Jjust treating him like an
adult and expecting him to respond like one, I don't
know. But I know I was trying to get away from what hap-
pened to me and trying to change that, and of course all
T knew was what I went through and what I can remember as
a kid., I just figured if I eliminated some of the things
that made me do that, then he won't want to do that. Of
course, since all this I realize probably a lot of 1t was
attention getting too. I can't see where that was my
reason when I was a kid. I really can't. I didn't want
attention because the only kird I got was bad and anything
T could do to get out of it., You know, lots of times I
worked hard at trying to please my mother and of course
she wouldn't .respond to me the way I thought 1 was ex-
pecting and of course that discouraged me from making that
kind of an effort the next time around.

Kind of let you down.

So, actually when I think about it, all the areas from my
past that I was very unhappy with, T did try to work with
c. [éod], the only ones that worked were hils appearance,

clothes-wise, that area of that worked, as far as eating

habits we pretty well eliminated all of 1t. But even
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after I worked really hard at discouraging him from say
throwing food away - first of all I started out making
him eat everything, finally I got out of that and let him
choose the amount of food on his plate but once it was on
his plate he should eat it and I think near the end, the
last year or so, 1 was even comfortable with the idea of
nim not finishing what was on his plate. Like I was
changing on that aspect of 1it. It was very difficult but
I really worked hard on that end of it and yet even near
the end discovering one day that he'd thrown his spaghetti
out our bedroom window becasue he can't finish it. And

he didn't even have ehough on the ball to feed it to the
dogs so there would be no evidence left. Like that really
threw me, like I thought boy I'm sure I would have

thought of that and this 1is where we drew the conclusion

that was attention getting so he would get caught so...
That really set you off when you fodﬁd out he'd thrown...

Yeh, I think I got G. [Eusbané] involved in that one,

that was right near the end where I ended up backing off
and saying, "Here G. [Eusband you handle it I can't" 3ut
even right away I was pretty well aware that if he really
wanted to hide the evidence he could of done 1it, But he
left the curtain open, the window wide open, how much more
evidence can you leave, I knew from me that I certainly

‘hever left evidence, I got away with a lot of things when

T was a kid, I mean I was very meticulous in getting away
with things, I mean I planned out everything so that
there would be no evidence. It would only be freaky
times that I would get caught. When my mother would show
up in the_ room unexpectedly and this 1s another thing why
when C. [son] was hiding things on me he just left
evidence left and right.

Yeh, you can't hide bed clothes that : are wet for too
long 'til they start to smell.

Yen, this is it or I'd tuck him into bed that night and
ugh, Or even lean over and touch the bed, where he 's
crawling into that wet soggy bed.

So that's another thing I can't relate to him because

I was comparing to the past, I mean I used every method

T could. That I %knew if I was golng to do something that
my mother didn't approve that 1 wasn't going to get
caught. Plan it down to the last detall, but with C. [son]
it seemed to be different. And that would confuse ne,

it would throw me, I just can't understand.

I mean, I think I do now but even when G. [Eusbadﬂ and T
understood what could be some of the reasons behind some
of the things he would be doing, that 1t was attention
getting, that 1t was calling for help that he wanted
attention because we knew we weren't giving him the
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attention we should. Even when I knew it in my head I
still can't cope with it when it was happening. And I
think it was guilt on my part, because I know why and I'd
take it out on him and it was my guilt ‘cause I knew if
we paid more attention to him that again maybe this thing
wouldn't happen so often.

So you'd come back and center on yourself.

Yeh and I'd take it out on C. [son] and I knew it my
guilt that was doing 1t, I knew that even then, 1ike near
the end would just eat atme. T know that we should do
this, this and this, and probably this, this and this
would happen and we're not doing it, And it's almost
1ike a feeling of not even wanting to make an effort to

do it, so naturally these other things are going to keep

on happening.

Starting to feel you must be pretty crummy parents and
stuff like that.

Yeh...
Can you think of anything else you might like to say?

Not right now. I thought you might stick in a leading
question to get me going again.

Not right now. I can't think of anything.

(break)




Addendum

The following corrections with respect to the tables

should be noted.
" Table 12. The percéntage figure in Row 4 (2- & 3~

level Interactions) should read 79.8%, not 78.9% as stated.

Table 13. The percentage figure in Row 1 (Categoriza-
tions) under the Parent-Context category column should read
17.8%, not 38.5% as stated. The percentage figure in Row 2
(Factor-Related) for the combined context-related categories

should read 52.6%, not 56.2% as stated.
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