University of New Hampshire

University of New Hampshire Scholars’ Repository

Doctoral Dissertations Student Scholarship

Fall 1980

THE STATUS OF WOMEN AND WIFE-
BEATINGIN THE U §: AMULTI-LEVEL
ANALYSIS

KERSTTALICE YLLO

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholars.unh.edu/dissertation

Recommended Citation

YLLO, KERSTI ALICE, "THE STATUS OF WOMEN AND WIFE-BEATING IN THE U S: AMULTI-LEVEL ANALYSIS"
(1980). Doctoral Dissertations. 1275.
https://scholars.unh.edu/dissertation/1275

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Scholarship at University of New Hampshire Scholars' Repository. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Doctoral Dissertations by an authorized administrator of University of New Hampshire Scholars' Repository. For more

information, please contact nicole hentz@unh.edu.


https://scholars.unh.edu?utm_source=scholars.unh.edu%2Fdissertation%2F1275&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholars.unh.edu/dissertation?utm_source=scholars.unh.edu%2Fdissertation%2F1275&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholars.unh.edu/student?utm_source=scholars.unh.edu%2Fdissertation%2F1275&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholars.unh.edu/dissertation?utm_source=scholars.unh.edu%2Fdissertation%2F1275&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholars.unh.edu/dissertation/1275?utm_source=scholars.unh.edu%2Fdissertation%2F1275&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:nicole.hentz@unh.edu

INFORMATION TO USERS

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document
have been used, ‘the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the material
submitted.

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand
markings or notations which may appear on this repreduction.

1.

The sign or “target” for pagesapparently lacking from the document
photographed is “Missing Page(s)”. If it was possible to obtain the missing
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages.
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity.

. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an

indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy because of
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a
good image of the page in the adjacent frame.

. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo-

graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in “‘sectioning”
the material. It is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner
of a large sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with
small overlaps. If necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning
below the first row and continuing on until complete,

.For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by

xerography, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and
tipped into your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our
Dissertations Customer Services Department.

. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases we

have filmea the best available copy.

Uni i
Microfilms
International

300 N. ZEEB ROAD, ANN ARBOR, Ml 48106
18 BEDFORD ROW, LONDON WC1R 4EJ, ENGLAND



8108877

YLLO, KERSTI ALICE

THE STATUS OF WOMEN AND WIFE-BEATING IN THE US.: A MULTI-
LEVEL ANALYSIS

University of New Hampshire - PuD.” 1980

University
Microfilms
International 0. zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, 148106




PLEASE NOTE:

In all cases this material has been filmed in the best possible
way from the available copy. Problems encountered with this
document have been identified here with a check mark v~ .

1. Glossy photographs
2. Colored illustrations
3. Photographs with dark background
4. Illustrations are poor copy
5. Print shows through as there is text on both sides of page
‘ 6. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages VA
7. vTight]y bound copy with print lost in spine
8. Computer printout pages with indistinct print
8. Page(s) lacking when material received, and not available
from school or author
10. Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text
- follows —
11. Poor carbon copy
12. Not original copy, several pages with blurred type
13. Appendix pages are poor copy
14. Original copy with light type
15. Curling and wrinkled pages
16. Other
Lniversit
Microfilms

200N IZEEZ RD. ANN ARBOR M| 48106 /313) 761-4700



THE STAIUS OF WOMEN AND WIFE-BEATING IN THE U.S.:

A MUITI-IEVEL ANALYSIS
BY

KERSTI A. YIIC
B.A. (Sociolcegy), Dernison University, 1974

M.A. (Sociclogy), University of New Hampshire, 1977
A LISSERTIATION

Submitted to the University of New Hampshire
in Partial Fulfillment of

the Requirements for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosphy
in

Sociolcgy

September, 1980



This dissertation has been examined and approved.

: Dissedgdtlon tirector, Murray A. Straus
’ Profedsor cf Socioclagy

Roeeiler

Walter Buckley, Erofesgor of Scciclogy

(s st

Arnold lLinsky, Professor of Sociclogy

Tl DB

K’n Piller, Associate Professor
of Educatiom

€0 Lo . ERAND

§ Ellen Cohn, Assistant Professor
: of Psychology

T




ISR

ACKNOWLELDGEMENTS

A punter cf people have made importamt contrikutions to
this study and I would like to express my gratitude to then
bere.

From the incerticn of this rroject to its ccuopletion,
renbers c¢f the Family Violence Seminar offered suggestions
and constructive criticisms. Professors Ann Diller, Ellen
Cchn, and Arnold 11insky provided valuable assistance
thrcughout the revisicns of the study. Professcr Walter
Buckley had an important influence on this study not only
through his ccooments cn the research, but also through his
cwn theoretical work which rrovided a framework for
ccnceptualizing the issues.

I would like to express my deepest appreciaticn +to nmy
advisor, Professcx Murray Straus. His svggestions,
criticisms, and encouragement have been crucial. However,
it was his enthusiasp throughcut the research process that
was most valuvakle.

Finally, I would 1like to thamk Rick. His sugport and
understanding have been, and continue to be, irreglacalle.

Funding fcr this research was rrovided by the National
Institute of Mental Health (Grant No. MH15161-04) and the
American Association of University Women.



T T TR S RAI S L I ST AN LT

TABLE CF CCNTENIS

I‘151 OF IAEIES‘........IlQO..~.I.I.-...ll......--...vi
LIST OE fIGURES-.--......------.--.--....-.--..-.--Vii
ABSTRACi....-.-.-I...-...-.........lIQ‘ICI..'.Q..-.Iviii

Chapter
ID INTEODUCTION....-....'...-....‘l..I.‘.......-...C.Q1

Objectives of the Study
Methodology
Significance of the Study

II.META-EOKRER AND SEXUAL INECUALITY:

TCHAERL A THECERY OF SEXUAL STRATIFICATIONecaweso9
Sexual Inequality and Sociclogy
Stratification: A Systems Perspective
Male-Female Relaticms in Sulsistence

Society
Beyond Subsistence: Agricultural Development
and Fopulaticn Growth
Beycnd Subksistence: The Emergence of
Sexual Stratification
Diminishing Sexual Stratification:
Continued Morthogenesis
Conclusicns and Implicaticns of the Model

IIX. SEXUAL INEQUALITIY AND RIFE-BEATING:
THE RESEARCH ISSUESeaeecaacccssacscssnceaancncnasll

Sexual Fguality and Increasing cr
Decreasing Viclence?

Marital Inequality and Violence:
The Research Issues

Sexual Inequality and Viclence:
A Multi-level Analysis

Systems Agprcach, Structural NModel:
Previous Formulations

Sexual Inequality, Marital Imegquality
and Violece: The Research Cuestions

IV. METHCDCLCGY : KEY VARIABLES
AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS.ccccesceacscscvcaccancncei?

States as Units cf Analysis
The Derendent Variable: The Rate
of Viclence Against Wives
The Independent Variables: The Status
of Wcemen and Marital Equality
Methods of Analysis
Limitaticns of the Methcdology



V. THE STATUS OF WOMEN: THE CCNCEET,
i THE INDEX, ANL HCH THE STATES RANKecacesacveseaess80
I Defining the Status cf #Homen

The Status of Women as a Sccial
Indicator

Measuring the Status of Women

L How the States Rank

i Summary

g VI. THE STATUS OF WGMEN AND ICMESTIC VIOLENCE:

i THE AGGREGATF IFVFL ANAILYSISewowcasevcacencess 113
i Violence Against Wives:

i How the States Rank

i Womens' Status and Spousal Viclence

i The Impact of Cther State Factors

i summary

VII. THE STIAT0S CF WOMEN, MAEITAL EQUALITY,

3 ANL VIOLENCE AGAINST WIVES:
i A CCNTEXTUAL ANALYSISaenwseascsnascccacancsescas 136
G The Status of Wcmen and Marital Equality
Marital Inequality and Violence

Against Wives
Sexual Equality, Marital Equality and

Violence Against Hives
Summary

VIII. A MULTI-LEVEL ANAL1YSIS OF
B THE STATUGS OF WOMEN ANL WIFE-BEATING;
i SUMMARY, CONCLUSICNS, AND
IMELICATICNSaeameaa 152
Meta-Poxer and Sexual Inequality:
A Thecretical Analysis
ﬁ The Status of Wcmen: Definiticnm,
; Measurement, and State Rankings
Sexual Equality, Marital Equality, and
Wife-Beating: The Multi-lLevel Analysis
Limitaticns of the Study
Conclusicns
i Inplications of the Study
£ Significance of the Study

% APPENDICES.--.--.........--------..-----..-...-.---..I7u

REFERENCESQ...'-.-.--.------.-c..-.----nc-----......--178



i LIST OF TABLES

£8-5

5 Table 4.1 Corzelation Coefficients of Key

u Census and Survey Variatle€Seavaceceucscesasbll
Table 5.1 Reliability of the Status of Women
Index and Its DimensicChSecececececccoecenses 103
Tablé 5.2 State Rankings on the Economic
Status Of HOODENeee.ecaceeccnscoannnsancanes 106
Table 5.3 State Rankings cn the Educaticnal
Status Of WOMENeeecancscesaccvacccsnaaces 107
Table 5.4 State Rankings on the Pclitical
Status Of HODENeeeececeocnsscancancnscnaas 108
Table 5.5 State Rankings on the Dimensions
and the Overall Status of Women IndeX....109
Table 6.1 State Rankings ky Level of Violence

AdainsSt WHivVeSaeeeetancoscncnvesaananaccnnaas 116

.



7
¥

,\
i
:
i

IST OF FIGURE

e

Figure 6.1 Viclence Against Wives Ly the
Status of Women in the U.eSeeeaccacceeasa. 118
Figure 6.2 Viclence Against Wives tvy the
Status Of HOD€ENeeecveccaancncacaaancaneas 119
Figufe 6.3 Viclence Against Wives and Viclence
Against Huskands by thke Status cf Women.124
Figure 6.4 Viclence Against Wives by the Status
cf Women Contrclling for State per

Capita INCOMEacecccaccanccaconnsnnvscnncase 132
Fiqure 7.1 Viclence Against Wives by

Marital EquUalitVeeaceceaccacasannncsansnnslli2
Figure 7.2 Viclence Against Wives by Marital
Equality Controlling for the Status

Cf Women-----..--4--.-..-..--...------..--1“3

vii

a.Q:



J&«#

ABSIRACT
THE STATIUS CF WOMEN AND WIFE-BEATING IN THE U.S.:
A NUITI-LEVEL ANALYSIS
ty
Fersti A. Yllc

University of New Hampshire, September, 1980

The relationshirp tetveen statts cf Wcmen and
wife-beating has been the sukject of some debate. It has
been arqued that sexual inequality is cne of the central
causes of wife abuse (Dobash and Dobash, 1980; Martin,
1976). On the cther hamnd, some claim that the charges leing
Erought akout by +the Women's Movement are resulting in an
increase in wife-Leating. Researchers in the field of
famnily wviolence have speculated on the connection between
the two phenomena (Whitehurst, 1974; Straus, 197¢; Dokash
and Dobash, 1977). To date, the relationshir tetween the
status of women cn the societal level and wife-beating has
not been investigated empirically.

This study, which addresses this issue, is ccrposed of
three major rarts. The first is a systems theoretical
analysis cf the status of women tased on a "Wmeta-power"
model and historical and cross-cultural evidence. This

analysis provides a foundation for the general understanding

viii



of sexual stratification and women's current status.

The seccnd part of the study deals specifically with
the ccncept c¢f the status cf women, the develorment of an
index of wcmen's statvs, and the ranking of U.S. states
according tc that index. The status of women is defined as
the position of women as a grcur relative to the pésition of
men as a éroup in the different spheres of society (Hommes,
1678). The Status cf licmen Index is based on data from the
U.Se Census Buireau, statistical almanacs, and national
survéys. it is ccmposed cf econonic, educational,
pclitical, and 1legal items, such as the ratio of male to
female income for full-time wcrkers. The index allows for a
ccnparison c¢f American states on individual items, the four
dimensions just menticned, and on the overall irdex. Two
important furctions are served ky the Status of Wcren Index.
First, it is a valualkle sccial indicator and can ke used to
describe and nmonitor +the <changing status of wcmen in the
U.S. Seccond, it provides an empirical measure for a concept
of theoretical imgportance for feminist social science
research.

The third rpart of the study builds upon the theoretical
examinaticn c¢f the status of women elaborated in the first
part, and utilizes the empirical measurement of that status,
which was +tbe focus cf the second part. Specifically, the
impact of the status of women in BAmerican states on the
levels of uifé—beating in those states 1is taken into

consideration. The additional data for this porticn of the

ix
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research ccre from the Violence in American Families Survey,
in which a naticnally representative sample of Z143 husbands
and wives were interviewed regarding their family life in
general and dcrestic violence in particular.

The majcr finding ¢f the research is that there is
evidence of a curvilinear relationship between the status of
wcmen and viclence against wives. Wives are most 1likely to
be physically assaulted by their hustands in those states
where +the status of women 1is lowest. Violence then
decréases as vwomen's status increases -- to a roint. Imn
those states uwhere the status cof women is highest, the level
of violence against wives 1is alsc guite high. It was
suggested that the high level of violence in low status
states might e due to the need to use greater amounts of
physical force to keer women "in their place". 1In addition,
the more 1limited cptions to violent marriages in these
states may serve to keep kattered women in theixr marriages.
The high level of <violence in high status =states, in
ccntrast, is likely tc be the result of other factors.
Where the general status c¢f wcmen is high, hustands may feel
threatened by the rapid social change and the break-down of
traditional hustand-wife roles. Increased domestic conflict
and violence pay be a short-term consequence of wcrEen's move

toward equality.



CHAPTER I

INTROLUCTION

Objectives of the Study

The relaticnshir between the status of +women and
uife;beating has been the subject of scome detate. It has
keen argued that sexual ineguality is one of the central
causes of wife abuse (Dobash arnd Dcbash, 1980; Martin,
1976). 0On the cther hand, some claim that the charges bkeing
brought akout Ly the Women's Mcvement are resulting in an
increase in wife-beating. Researchers in the field of
family viclence have steculated as to the interconnection
Letueen the twc phenomena (Whitehurst, 1974; Straus, 1976;
Doltash and Dokash, 1977). To date, the relaticnship between
the status of sucmen on the societal level and wife-beating
has not been investigated empirically.

For the mcst rart, research has focused on inequalities
between husktands and wives within the family. The idea that
violence serves as the wultimate Fpower resource has been
explored (Gocde, 1971). The effect of conjugal resources
and power on spousal violence has been investigated
empirically (Allen and Straus, 1980; 9Titterud, 1580). Some

support for the Ultimate Resource Theory, which progoses



that that hustands use violence as a last resort to maintain
ccntiol has beern provided.

This approach to marital rcwer and inequality focuses
¢n the interrersonal relationship. In the tradition of Max
Heber, power is defined as the ability to carry cut one's
will desrite resistance. 4 rrotlem with this agproach is
that the social context within which interperscnal power
relations and inequalities occur 1is not taken into
consideration.

4Approaching this issue from a systems perspective, Ton
Baumgartner, Walter Buckley, and Tom R. Burns (1975)
contend that examining rower and inequality on this level
captures c¢nly part cf +the rouwer activities <¢f groups,
organizaticns, or states. A large, and historically more
irportant part involves the attempts to structure and
Testructure the social and cultural matrix within which
interpersonal and intergrcugr power activities are played out
(1975:49) . 1They refer to the exercise of power orientd
toward the shaping of the structure of social relationships
as "peta-fpower" or relaticnal control.

The first objective of this study is to examine sexual
ineqguality c¢n the nmacrc-sociological level and to try to
formulate a thecry of sexual stratification with a systems
framework and the ccncept of meta-power as its fcundation.
The second obijective is tc clarify the concept'status of
women™ and tc¢ operationalizeit in the form of a Status of

Homen Index. The +third otjective is to enpirically
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investigate the impact of wormen's status on the amount of
wife-beating. Sexual eguality at the societal level and
inequality within marriage are kcth seen as influncing the
arount of wife abuse. This research focuses first on the
sex stratified sccial structure and its effect on the rates
cf wife~beating on the aggregate level. Then, through
contextual analysis, the interaction of the macrc and micro
levels of inequality are investigated. The degree and
direction in which each serarately, and the twc together,
are ielated tc the amount of wife-beating are examined.
{These research issuves are cutlined in greater detail in
Chapter III).

In this research, societal status cf women {including
economic, legal, educational, and political dimensions) is
seen as shaped by the exercise c¢f meta-power by the dominant
groups in scciety. Using their power and resource
advantage, which the anthropolcgical evidence indicates was
initially quite nminimal, males have Lkeen able tc develop,
perpetuate, and change social structures to their own
kenefit. The historic application of meta-power has molded
our instituticns and the status of women within then. The
systens analysis of the amplification cf sexual
stratificaticn is taken ur in detail in the next chapter

The degree to which the social systen and the
institutions within it have been structtred to the advantage
of men varies ficm country to country and from region to

region within countries. A ccnparison of the status of



women in Sweden as oppcsed to Iram illustrates +this point.
This research, however, does not examine this issue on fhe
tasis of cross—-cultural evidence. The focus, instead is on
regional differences in the United States.

How does the status cf women in the different states
affect rates «c¢f wife-keating? This is the key question of
the research. 1In attempting to ansvwer +this question our
agpproach turns to a nulti-level structural model.
Upfortunately, the 1lcngitudinal data which would be
neceésary to examine feedback loops between the macro and
micro levels, characteristic cf a true systers mcdel, are
nct currently available.

The answer to the relatively simple dguestion posed
akove is quite complex. The multi-level analysis umdertaken
in this study results in ar intricate set of findings. As
Baumgarfner, Burns, and DeVille (1979) point out, as
socioclogical research moves tcward nmulti-level (as well as
multivariate) analysis, sinmple causal propositicps such as
"yhen X, them YY" become less useful. The X/Y relationship
may be expected +to vary in a number of ways, derending on
particular interactions with variakles at other levels.

The interrelaticns betuween structured status cf women,
marital inequality, and wife-beating are examined in detail
in this study. However, no formal bhypotheses are tested.
The possibilities that the relationshifr between structured
inequality and level of wife abuse may be a positive one, or

a negative cre, or one which is characterized by a number of



interaction effects, are all considered.

Methodology

The data fcr this research come from a rumber of
sources. The data on wife altuse are from the national
survey conducted by the Family Viclence Research Erogram of
the University of New Hampshire. These rates of
wife-beating are the most accurate figures currently
availatle. They are a rore reliakle indicator of wife abuse
than any peclice or hospital records because they are not
limited by rroblems such as varying record-keeping systems
and do not simply reflect infcrmation on those segments of
the populaticn who come tc the attention cf the authorities.
These violence rates are based on informaticn obtained
through confidential interviewus with a national,
representative sample of 2143 hustands and wives. The data
cn inequality within narriages alsc come from this survey.

Informaticn regarding the status of women or the degree
of sexwmal equality in each state cones frqm a number of
different sources. For the most part, these are government
statisitics frcm the Census Bureau and cther agencies. Data

from othexr ccmrpendia, such as Alexander's The legal Rights

of Homemn (1975), and other national surveys are also

ipcluded in the Status cf HWomen Indexe. (See Chapters V and
Arpendices C and D).

There are several steps in the data analysis procedure.
First, how the states- rank in terms of women's status is

describes in scme detail. Then, the impact of sexual



inequality oh aggregate rates of wife-beating is examined
through visual displays of +the data and correlational
analysis. The third major ster in the data analysis process
invclves 1linking the wmacro and micro levels through
contextual analysis. The relationshir of marital inequality
and wife-teating is examined within the context of state
status. Essentially, state status will ke intrcduced aé a
centrol variable in an analysis of the marital

inequality-vioclence relaticnshirg.

Significance of the Study

The study has significance on a nunber of levels. The
theoretical charter gces teyond an assessment of the current
status of wecmen to an examinaticn of the nature c¢f sexual
irequality. The development of a theory o¢f sexual
stratification, based on systems theory and previous
€latoraticns c¢f a meta-power model, is of interest to two
audiences. First, those concerned with the ccncept of
meta-power and the study of stratification from a systenms
pecspective will find amn applicaticn of this apprcach to a
different phencmencn. Baumgartner et al. {1975, 1977,
1979) have utilized this framework to analyze structured
ipequality 4im a nunber of contexts. Through their use of
historic and ccntemgorary illustrations, they attempt +to
dencnstrate the broad applicability and usefulness of the
model. Yet, they overlook what may be the clearest example
of the exercise of meta-pcwer in history - the pervasive

structuring of sexual inequality into every component in the



social system. This study takes a ster toward filling this
gap in the develcpmnent ¢f a systems model of stratification.

Second, this attempt to explain sexuval stratification
by elucidating the interrelated structuring processes that
have brought it about will be of interest to feminists (both
academic and non-academic). Although much research has
dencnstrated the existence of inequality, the development of
theory to explain this inequality is still ongbing. For the
mcst part, biclogical vs. cultural explanations have been
dehaied. The biological deterrminists have ignored the
plasticity cf human nature, stressing biological differences
and findings frcm aniral studies. The cultural determinists
have tended tc¢ overlock biclogical factors and have disputed
whether raterial or ideological factors are at the root of
inequality. HWhile the present model certainly will not end
the controversy, it dces attenmpt to synthesize elements of
each of these aprproaches, although it does align most
closely with earlier materialist formulations.

This research also makes a contribution to our
understanding o¢f family viclence. The guesticn of how
sexual inequality affects the 1level of violence against
Wwives is addressed in detail. At least some empirical
answers to the theoretical dekate on this issue are
rrovided. The focus on the irpact of socially structured
factcrs on wife-beating can be important because it has

practical implications.
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The information c¢n women's status in each state can be
used by ©rpolicy-makers im the public and private sectors.
Decisicns regarding the allocaticn of federal funds for
various services such as job training programs for women,
for instamnce, night e influenced by more conmgrehensive
informaticn on existirg sexuval inequalities. In addition,
the findings c¢f this research may be of interest tc¢ various
feminist groups for the purpcse cf better assessirg problen
areas and planning action.

‘The central questicns of this study were chosen, in
part, because of the practical implications their answers
may have. In a recent address to +the Massachusettes
Scciological Association, James Davis (1978) considered why
o little scciclogical research is taken into consideration
in the development of social policy. One of the reasoms, he
praintains, is that =sociologists tend to investigate
variables which are difficult, if not impossikle, alter.
Factors such as social class, race, sex, and stage in the
life cycle, fcr example, are not easily changed. Davis
concluded that only when sociologists focus on variables
which can bPe influenced effectively, will their research
make an impact on public ©policy. Many of the factors
investigated din this research, particularly a nurter of the
dimensions of the status cf women, are of this scrt. They
have been structured 1largely Ly human action, and can be

testructured Lty it.



CHAPIER 1T

META~-POWEE AND SEXUAL INEQUALITY
TCWARL A THECRY OF SEXUAL STRATIFICATION

Sexual Inequality and Sociology

‘The purpose of this chapter is to averview the current
arproaches to sexuval inequality and to develcp a more
adeguate theoretical understanding of it. While a pumber of
the issues discussed in this chapter are not of direct
relevance to the ermpirical research, they dc lay an
ipportant foundation fcr that research. The current status
of women can kest be examined when the factors which have
molded it are urderstcod.

Sociologists have focused on sexual inequality
primarily in two ways. One approach has documented sex
differences cn social-rsychological variables ard sexual
inequality on structtral variables. Evidence cn sex role
sccialization, sex differences in achievement =motivation,
and discrimivation in education and the econory has been

amassed fairly quickly (see Astin's, 1975 Bibliocgrarhy of Sex

Rcle EResearch)e. The vast majority of this research has
documented sex differnces and inequalities ftut has not

ccntributed to the theoretical understanding of the nature
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or development of this inequality historically or
cross-culturally.

A seccnd approach to understanding sfatus cf women and
male~female fpcwer differences can be found in the field of
family sociology. There the fccus has teen on divisicn of
labor in families and on marital Fower relations. The
studies of the division of 1lakor have beern largely
descriptive, «o¢r, 1if theoretical in nature, functionally
oriented (Parscns and Eales, 1955). The subject cf marital
pcwei, in ccntrast, has been the subdect of much theoretical
work and analytic research.

Studies dealing with family power have been numerous
(see Safilios-Rothschild, 1970 and Crcmwell and Clsomn, 1976
for reviews of this 1literature). Their focus has been
almost entirely on the interpersonal rower relaticns between
husbtands and wives. The effect of varicus resources on the
talance cf rover between srouses has received nmuch
attention. While the studies often ofperatioralize power
differently, their ccnceptualization is generally similar to
that of Max Weber (1947) and Peter Blau (1964}, who has
elaborated Weber's definition in terms of rescurces and
exchange. Pcwer is regarded as the rrobability that an
actor will be in a positicn to carry out his cr her will
despite resistarce. It is seen as arising from exchange
processes when a person has some goods or services deemed

necessary or desireakle by others. Typically, the studies
utilizing this approach are concerned with the effects of
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resources such as spouses' inconmes, education, and
cccupational status on the talance ¢f power tetween them.
Studies on the effects of status of vwomen, and power on
violence against wives have also fit 4into this gemneral
framework.

Daire Gillespie (1971) has +taken 1issue w%ith <this
micrc-sociolcgical apprcach tc¢ mrarital pcwer and inegquality.
Her main arqument is +that focusing o¢nly uron personal
resources and their effect cn interpersonal relations would
Lte méthodclcgically justified only in a +truly egalitarian
society within which structural factors had no ineguitable
irpact. She rpoints out that, currently, scciety is
structured im such a way that males have an advantage
completely unrelated to personal competencies.

our institutioms are structured so as to assure that
rales, as a group, dgain greater personal resources than
females. Tke structures which serve to make husktands more
"resourceful" rparriage partners than wives, and therefore
the more powerful cnes, have been ignored. Gillespie
ccntends +that the relationship Letween males and females
canrot be fully <r progerly understood when the focus is
sinmply on interperscnal relations because power can be a
class affair. It 1is necessary tc consider the social
ccntext within which the interpersonal relaticns cccur.

The documentation c¢f inequalities and the study of
family power, while valuable work, are limited in terms of

their significance for a corsprehensive theory o¢f sexual



12

stratification. The first documents inecualities but does
little to explain or interconnect them. The seccnd, which
deals with m@marital inequalities, is theoretically better
developed, but does not take into account sexual inequality
cn the societal level and heow this imegalitarian context
affects interfperscnal relations. In contrast, the
theoretical wcrk on sexual inequality is somewhat better
developed in the field <c¢f anthropology, and the rodel

formulated belcw draws heavily frcm this literature.

Stratifications A Systems Perspective

The approach to sexual ineguality developed in this
chapter invclves more than an analysis of existing
inequalities. It attempts to explain the development of the
centenporary system of sexval stratification.

Stratification is the institutionalization of power
arrangements that rerpetuate patterns of economic,
pclitical, apd prestige inequalities Letween grcups over
generations (Fease et al. 1970:128). Sexual stratification
is the structurally patterned inequality between the sexes
that 1is perpetuvated through tire. The focus of the present
mcdel is on this structured inequality and its historical
evolution rather than on sex differences [fer se oOrC
interperscnal gcwer relaticns and inequalities.

The model cf sexual stratification formulated here 1is
kased on rcdern systems theory and the ccncept of
meta-power. Systems analysis has been aprlied ' to the study

cf fpower structures and stratification previously (Alker et
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al., 1978; Eaumgartner et al. 1976 Burns, 1976) .
However, the focus <¢f +these studies has bheen on.class
stratificaticn and male poWeEr relations, such as
lakor-management conflicts. This approach has not beern used
t0 examine sexuval stratificaticn and power relaticns between
gen and wcmen.

The purpose.of the applicaticn of +this arprroach +to
nale-female <relations (is two-£fold. First, an additional
fcrm of stratification uill- te explained through systems
analfsis. The breadth and frceitfulness of this sort of
approach will te demcnstrated. Second, +this mcdel will
€nable us t¢c come to a more thorough and adequate
understanding of sexual stratification as a phencmenon of
impcrtance in and c¢f itself. Ey developing a lLetter
ccnception of the nature of this inequality, the pcssibility
cf changing it is enhanced.

AL central contention c¢f the systems apfproach to
stratificaticn is that examining pcwer and inequality on the
interpersonal 1level captures o¢nly part of the pouwer
activities crgcing in a society. A transcending and
historically nmore impcrtant part involves attempts to
structure and 1restructure the social and culttral matrix
within which interpersonal and intergrour power activities
are played cut (Baumrgartner, Buckley, aand Burns, 1975:49).
The exercise of power oriented toward the shaping of the
structure of social relationships 4is ‘"meta-power" or

relational ccntrol.
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Underlying the analysis cf meta-fower is a <recognition
cf the imrortant relaticnship between power and resources.
Differential ccntrcl over resotrces 1is the kasis of
meta—-power. Aowever, their relationship is studied at the
pmacro-system level rather than on the interpersonal 1level.
Those peiscns or groups who lack control over essential
material and social resources are dgenerally vumable to
initiate and carry out collective action, including the
akility to affect the structure of the system in their own
interest. Those in ccntrol of important resources, on the
other hand, have greater action possibilities and are able
tc structure the action and interaction possikilities of
others to their own tenefit (Baumgartner et al. 1¢76:241).

A basic principle of this model is that the unequal
distribution of poWer Tresources, in conjunction with
geographical and/oxr social constraints which limit
enmigration or withdrawl from the social system cf those in
less favorable rositicns, facilitates the develcpment of
highly stratified systenms (Baumgartner et al. 1976:218).

A key tc understanding hcow a highly stratified systen
can energe frcm one in which initial differences in control
over resources and poser are nminimal is the notion of
deviation anglifying or Fositive feedback process
(Maruyama,1963) . Ipitial powWer differences enable
differential accumuliation of fpower resources which feed the
cycle of rower amplification. Advantaged groups are able to

gain resources disprorortionately and to use these to
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structure activities sc as to maintain cr develop the systenm
of ipnequality. Concurrently, ccanstraints on withdrawal from
the social syster compel the disadvantaged to accept their
inferior positions. Power differences which may be quite
sgall initially can be amplified through such a positive
feedback lccE intc major hierarchical structures
{Paumgartner et al. 1976:218-219).

The present model attempts tc specify the fparticular
structuring factors (i.e. those conditicns or processes
throﬁgh which dinstitutional arrangements are formed or
transformed) which affect the systen cE sexual
stratificaticn. The one factor which has been stressed thus
far is the exercise of meta-pcwer or relaticmnal control,
which entails the human mpanipulation of the <conditions of
interaction, distribution of resources, and ideclogy. The
degree to which a rfower elite can eXxercise relational
ccntrol varies greatly, however, and is never conglete.

A structuring factor which oferates simultaneously with
meta-power 1is the rhysical environment which mrakes sonme
actions possibtle and excludes others. Ecological factors,
for example, strongly influence the nature of a society's
sulksistence activities and therefore its pattern of social
relations.

Technology is another material factor which structures
sccial relaticmns ty altering ecclogical ccnditions.
Baumgartner, Burns, and DeVille write that

A new technology &rmakes frossible new ways of

acting in relation to the physical and sccial
envircnnent that sinmply did not exist
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previously. Tecknology not g¢nly creates new
opticns, but in its implementation, may oferate
to «remove cpticns, at least for certain actors
or classes of actors in a social system (1977:8)

In addition to human actior and material factors,
cultural and ideoclogical factors (e.g. socialization,
education, religion, and the media) can act as structuring
fcrces. These mold bhuman perceptions, evaluations, and
decisions and therefore structure human activities. While
ideational factors do serve to mold social structures, their
independent impact shculd not te cveremphasizegd. As Karl
Marx first rointed out, the dominant ideology of any society
is the ideolcgy of its ruling class and Jjustifies the
Fcsition of that class. Manipulation of ideology, through
ccntrol of the schools, fcr example, by those in advantaged
Fcsitions can serve to reinforce their pcwer.

Finally,_ structuring may occur as the unintended
consequence c¢f human action. The goals and interests of an
elite grour may lead it tc structure conditions im a certain
¥ay. The new pattern of relations may have unforseen
consequences. For exanple, the dgenesis of wcrking class
organizaticns bhinged on the increased density and resulting
interaction of workers brought +together in the factory
ccntext (Baumgartner, Burns, and LCeVille, 1977:9-10).

So, material and cultural factors as well as human
action in the form of relational control and the unintended
consequences ¢f such action can all serve tc¢ form or
transform the structure of social relationships. our

institutions and the system of stratification have been
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structured Ly the interplay of these factors. The next
step, now, is to examine specifically how these structuring
forces have contrituted tc our systen c¢f sexual
stratificaticn. Partictlar attention is paid to the role of

meta—-power in the argplificaticn of inequality.

Male~Female Belations in Subsistence Society

In order to clarify the initial scocial differentiation
betueen males and females and to assess the initial power
differences, it is necessary to investigate sex differences
at the beginning of humanity.

At the mcst basic level, superior male size can be
considered the most imrortant determinant of the historical
pattern of male dominance. Randall Collins (1975) provides
support for this explanation. He compares species in which
rales are relatively smaller cr bigger than females. Among
primates, in those species ipn which males are consideratly
larger than ferales (such as the macaques and gcrillas), the
grour 1is dcminated by a small number of powerful males.
Male and female orangutans, hcuwler monkeys, and chimpanzees,
on the other hand, are of similar size and are characterized
by little nmale dcminance (1975:233).

Human females, in additicn to being physically smaller
than males, are alsc vulnerakle because of childbearing.
Just how nmnuch +this vulnerability contributes +to female
subordination is a matter of dekate, however. Because it is
prokable that prolcnged pregnancy and infant dJependency

evolved together with superior male size, it is impossible
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to assess their independent effects. Nevertheless, Collins
argues that =size differences seem more important because
they makes physical ccercicn pcssilble.

Theories of sexual stratification which tegin by
emphasizipg physiological differences between the s=exes have
cocme under criticism. However, the criticism tends to be
fccused c¢rn thcocse arpioaches which see biological factors as
the key to explaining sexual stratification. These
arproaches (Ardfey, 1966 Morris, 1968; Lorenz, 1966;
Tigef, 1969) rortray female subordinaticn as physiclogically
inpherent and therefore a universal characteristic of human
societies past, present, and future.

This is nct the perspective taken here. The present
model takes ©physiclcgical differences into consideration
insofar as these differences account for initial social
differentiaticn between +the sexes and any related power

inequalities. A biolcgical determinist stand is not a

necessary conccopittant of investigating biological factors.

Cultural adaptation to these bioclogical differences is the
key to understanding sexual inequality. (See Blumkerg, 1978
for a discussicn of how even non-human primate sex roles are
adapted to environmental factors and are not sinmply
determined by dimorphisr).

Clearly, it is necessary tc consider +the ccrnsequences
of sexual dimorphisr for primitive social structure.
Anthropologist Pegqy R. Sanday (1973) discusses human

sccial organization at its most kasic level. She explains
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that to meet the goal of survival, humans will exrend energy
in three «ccmponent tasks rerroduction, defense, and
subsistence. The assignment of these tasks 1is somewhat
determined by biological factors. That means, cf course,
that reproduction will always fall to the fenmale. A
censtraint is therefore imposed cn the proportion of female
enerqgy which can be devoted to other activities.
Consequently, the prctatkility 4dincreases that the tasks of
suksistence and defense will draw more Leavily cn the energy
of hales. There is no reascn to posit the existence of a
maternal instinct in women or a killer instinct im men to
explain the initial division ¢of labor.

While the anthropclogical evidence does not support the
claim of some feminists that matriarchal societies preceded
patriarchal cnes, it does support the idea that, initially,
male-female 1telaticns were dquite egalitarian. There is
evideuce that early in the development of human scciety sex
differences in power and ccntrol were minimal.

At the early stages of social develcpment the econony,
whether hunting and gathering c¢r horticultural, involved
production fc¢r use by the family group itself. The
contribution of all members to the three survival tasks was
irpportant. The significant point for women's status was
that the household was comsunal and the divisicr of labor
Letueen the sexes was reciprocal. The economy did not
involve the dependence of +the wife and children on the

hustand. All who were akle made a contributicn to the
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survival task to which they were test suited. When a large
pcrtion of male enerqgy was drawn into defense or where
subsistence activities were compatible with child care, as
was often the case, female participaticn in the subsistence
sphere increased. Cften it was substantial. The evidence
indicates that wcmen ccntrikbuted up to 70% of +the food in
primitive sccieties through their gathering activities
{Ember and Enker, 1977:81).

In fact, steps were takenm to insure that <c¢hild care
would not interfere with the vital subsistence activities of
women. Fertility rates among hunting and gathering groups
are among the lowest of all human societies. Births spaced
atout every fcur years and a low total number of children
were achieved through a nunter of methods including late
weaning, abcrtior, and infantacide (Blumberg,1978:8).

Despite the irpcrtant contributions of wcoen, male
status tended to be higher in the economic and political
srheres. HMen's activities in hunting and defense provided
then with more knowledge of distant areas and fpeoples as
well as ccntrcl over stratigic resources such as weapons.
Further, because of the inmnpcrtance of cooperative male
ccokat teams for survival, warfare generally prompoted the
organization of cowmunities arcund a ccre of perranent male
residents consisting cf fathers, brothers, and scis. This
sclidarity of pales tased cn Lklood ties enhanced their

ccntrol in the political and economic spheres (Harris:1977).
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An ipmportart point, <though, 1is that because social
organization in subsistence societies was guite egalitarian
overall, the inportance of differential coptrol in these
spheres was @minimal. Suksistence societies, lacking any
strplus wealth, were organized to share the food and
resources to insure the survival of the group. Haterial
advantages dc¢ not accrue even to those with greater
influence, nor are they transmitted f£from gereration to
generation. Stratification is generally absent.

The relevance of the above evidence for otr systems
ncdel of sexval stratification becomes clear when we recall
the tasic propositior that power differences, no ratter how
minimal initially, enable relational control which can be
used to amplify thcse power differences. Felational
ccntrol, c¢r meta—-power, is Lkased on resources, however.
When there are few social and material resources under the
ccntrcl of a single group relational contol is low. When
resources forming the fcundaticn c¢f meta-fpower increase, the
crportunity for relational control increases and the
positive feedlack cycle begins. Power differences are
increasingly amplified. The result of this process is that
a more highly differentiated syster, in which the freviously

advantaged grcur is even more dominant, emerges.
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Beyond Sulsistence:
Agricultural Develcpment ard Population Grcuth

On the tasis of anthropological research and theory it
is possible to identify the rrocesses and conditions by
which the initial male advantage has been amplified into a
highly differentiated structure in which the power and the
rights of men cver vwomen cannot be explained merely on the
tasis of their size or lkecause of childbearing.

In her mcncgraph Woman's Role in Fconomic Levelopment

E

{1970) Ester Boserur stresses that female labor was
ipportant in the initial rhases of agricultural development.
Women had been largely responsible for providing vegetables,
rcots, and rerries as gatherers and they played a large part
in proviaing these foods through horticulture (i.e. hoe
cultivation). In the horticultural system of extensive land
use, women were involved in simrle farming activities. 1In
horticultural societies the energy of males was expended to
a greater extent on defense and activities which required
greater strength, such as clearing 1land. fomen combined
tasic cultivaticn with child care.

This lasic cultivaticn invclved a system of shifting
land use, and was predominant when land was widely
available. Boserup explains that wunder this system the
cvltivaticn of a strip of land in a tribal regicn did not
establish ownership of that land. The user had rights to
the 1land as 1long as he or she continued to cultivate it.
After a few years, the fplct of land was usually abandoned

and replaced with a nevw, nore fertile one nearby.
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The enmexgence of the digging stick and hoe technology
proved to have an enormous impact on the structure of
primitive societies. Cne inportant consequence of the shift
from gathering tc horticulture was that women no longer had
tc wander long distamnces to oktain the day's food - it was
grown in flcts nearty. Blumberg (1978) suggests that this
increased sedantism was responsible for +the world's first
and greatest populaticn explosicn. Small children were na
lcnger as great a burden as when wandering was required, and
they' were alsc useful helpers in precduction. Population
size among newly sedentary focd-raisers could have doubled
every generation, with tremendous consequences in a fairly
short time (1978:18).

There is a Fositive feedkack lcop between
intensificaticn of focd production and population growth
such that development and growth escalate. Advancing
cultivaticn technology typically concentrated the increasing
population cn smaller pcrticns ¢f their habitat's land area.
The more advanced the technolagy, the smaller the rroportion
of land area suitatle for its use (Blumkterg, 1978:19). Much
cf the 1land suitakle for gathering, for example, is
inadequate for cultivation.

Increasing porulaticn density, in turn, created
Fressures wWhich resulted in even more intensive systems of
land use. The intensification of cultivation necessitated
more labor input per unit of agricultural output. While

mcre labor and strength were needed in plow cultivation and
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the domestication of large animals, women's energies were
increasingly being exrended on tearing and rearing greater
nunbers of children. Sanday (1973) argues that this
necessary increase in labor fcr cultivation resulted in a
greater contrikbution cf males to the sutsistence sector.

The same factors which ccntributed to mrales beconing
predominantly involved in agriculture were respcnsible for
the increased scarcity c¢f arable land. The dearth of usable
land ended the sharing and locse rotatiocn of land plots. De
facto user rights to land Lecame permanent as plots began to
ke passed down through generations within kin grougs. These
kin groups, as we menticned earlier, tended to ke organized
around male relatives.

Thé discussion thus far has focused on the sexual
division o¢f labor in subsistence societies and cn how this
division had minimal ccnsegquences for power relations and
material iell-being. Further, the consequences of
technological develcpment and environmental constraints for
human poptlaticn and property relations were considered.
The following section elatorates cn the influence of these
structuring factors and also takes into account the impact
of human acticn, particularly the exercise of meta-power, on
male~female relations and the grouing stratification between

the sexes.
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Beyond Sutsistence;
The Emergence of Sexval Stratification

At the level of economic development where production
is directly fcr subpsistence, the division of lator by sex is
tased on reciprocity rather than dominaticno. What
inequalities exist tend to be prestige differences due to
individual akilities such as toolmaking or stcrytelling.
Such inequalities are nct transmitted intergenerationally.
The crucial transformation occurs when the economy develops
beycnd the suksistence level. Karl Marx and Max Weber both
ckserved that stratification emerces only when there are
strpluses akove subsisterce which can come under private
control. Lenski (1966) explicates +this process in his
analysis of class stratification.

This understanding of stratificaticn was first brought
to bear on male-female relations ty Freidrich Engels (1884).
He argued that the absence of privately owned prorerty made
the work of men and vwomen of equal social significance.
They vwere singly involved in different stages of froduction
for subsistence. The transformation of women's status and
the emergence c¢f sexual stratificaticn occcured with the
develorment cf rrivate property.

"With the intensificaticn c¢f agriculture and the
domestication of large animals, surplus gocds became
available for the first time. Producticn for exchange began
tc eclipse rrodiction for use. Ccncurrently, permanent user
rights to land tecame outright private ownershirg. | The men

who controlled the lapd and crops uwere now able tc exchange
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them in an emerging market economy.

For Engels, the new surplus of wealth available for
€xchange between prodictive units overshadowed the household
production for use. This was a critical transformation in
that it changed the nature of +the household, the
significance cf women's work within it, and, as a result,
wcmen's positicn in society at large (Sacks, 1975:217). 1In
an article entitled "Engels Revisited", Karen Sacks
sunmarizes his conception of the change in the pesition of
Wwemen as a result of the shift tc rroduction for exchange.

Women worked fcr their hustands and farilies
instead of society as a whole. Private property
made its owner the 1ruler of the household.
Homen and other propertyless dependents wcrked
to maintain and augment the household head's

property, for he was ncw engaged in cometetive
production and exchange with other heads of

households. Wcmen's labgr was a necessary and
socially subordinate part of producing an
exchangeatle surplus. Women became wards,

wives, and daughters instead of adult members of
the scciety (1975:217).

Not only were women no lcnger considered adult members
of society, tut they came to bbe treated like all other
property under male ccntrol. Family patriarchs in ancient
societies (and some societies today) had the fpower of life
and death over their vwcmen and children. Wives were bought
and sold and marriage was essentially an econonic
transacticn between between pmale heads of families (and
ccntinues to be in many parts of the world). The history of
the institution of the family is reflected in its root word
“famalia', the Roman term signifying the totality of slaves

belcnging to an individval.
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Sacks acknowledges that, in terms of'specifiés, Engels
made a numker of ethncqgraphic errcrs. However, cshe arques
that his main ideas are scund and remain the best
explanaticn c¢f the shift in the status of women to date.
The +thrust of Engel's analysis is that initial power
differences Letvween men and wcmen became amplified with the
growth of male-owned sviplus wealth. The more rescurces men
Wwere able tc accumulate, the more firmly establisted becanme
their power lLase.

‘Baumgartner et al. discuss several ways in which such
a positive feedkack lcot can tecore established. Several of
these apply tc cur analysis of the solidification ¢f sexual
stratification. They ©pcint cut that ecolcgical or social
ccnstraints cn emigraticn or other withdrawal action by
sutordinates typically reinforce differentiation and
hierarchical develofrment {1976:239). While their
proposition 1is elakorated in terms of the establishment of
national frcntiers and boundary ccntrol, it is applicable to
OUrC CONCErnS. Emigraticn may be an opticn for scme groups
cf orpressed peoples, but it is not an option for women.
The species cannot survive without the coexistence of males
and females. Thus, the constraints on their withdrawal from
exploitative social systems is virtually conmplete.

Other means of amplifying power dJdifferentials involve
direct relaticn contrcl. Baumgartner et al. write,

The development c¢f ownership rules and rights...
sustains control over strategic resources. An
elite A ray use what might be an initial fower

advantage to strengthen ownership and
inheritance concepts and practices which in turn
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structure distributicnal processes assuring
maintenance and rerroducticn of the
stratification system benefiting A (1976:238).

The establishment of the cwnership of land and surplus
wealth by nen was, as Engels rpointed out, a transformation
with profound consequences for the relations Dbetween the
sexesd The establishment of inheritance rTights was a
necessary

corollary to ownership and worked to perpetuate male
dcminance.

‘Engels asserts that inheritance resulted in a changed
definition of childremn. Instead of being new memters of the
group, they became either heirs c¢r subordinate dependent
Wcrkers. This meant, he contends, that women's
reproductive, 1like their productive, labor underwent a
transformaticn from sccial to private. "People and property
tecame intertuined, and each Lkecame part of the definition
of the other® (Sacks, 1975:217).

Along with the establishment ct progerty and
inheritance rights sc¢ as to restrict vomen's access to
resources, other legal rights were also 1limited to men.
Women were tarred frcm the imncreasingly complex political
sphere and allcwed no voice in legislative bodies, Jjuries
and voting systems. They were not allowed to make binding
agreements or contracts., In some societies they were even
legally confined to certain areas of their homes.
Essentially, ucmen were reduced to the status of perpetual

minors. If they were unmarried they were their father's
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wards; if married they became rart of their husband's
chattels without the right to own any resources at all. 1
wcman's very being was considered to be merged into her
husband's. Mcreover, the huskand was accorded the legal
right to Lkeat ber to keep her in subjection. In the United
States, for ezxample, wife-beating was legal in most states
until the mid-1800's (Scanzoni and Scanzoni, 1976).

Another means by which meta-power is used tc¢ amplify
power differentials is through the manipulation of ideology.
Ideology is tsed (although not always concicusly) to
legitimize beliefs stressing sutordination and the rightness
of the status quo.

In their discussicn cof relaticnal ccntrol and the
ganipulaticn of value orientaticns, Baumgartnexr, Buckley,
and Burns (1975) write that a transrarent case of a povwer
group progcgating ideolcgies to support its dorination is
that of slavery. The prorcgation of the ideology of male
superiority is equally transrtarent. The following is an
exerpt from Baumgartner, Buckley, and Burns with reference
t¢ slavery. Their comments are equally applicable to
male-female <relatichns. The terms "slave masters" and
"slaves" have keen replaced by "men" and "women'.

[MenJeaa succeeded in instilling their
paternalistic ethos and values in the minds and
behavior of their subjects. Using ©proroganda,
laws and customs, and «ritual patterns of
dominance and f"courtesy", they drummed dinto
their subjects the concept of their dependent
but "muytually ccnsiderate" ties with their [men]
year after year, generation after generation.
These rpatterns ultimately served both [men)

andf women], the [men's] chjective to stakilize
dominaticn and the [women's] desire for
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protection frcm akuse of povwer and
brutalization... Paternalism undermined the
solidarity of the [ women] by linking individuals
to Crrressors. The [women] locked to their
rulers rather than tc one another...for
protection, eccncmic amenities, and soluticims to
various problens requiring IeSOVULCES. By
accepting the ethos and values <¢f paternalism,
they helped to legitimize and stabilize class
domination {1975:56).

The perpetuation of the ideolcgy of male dominance has
been so Fexrvasive and successful histcrically and
cross-culturally that the differential statuses of the
sexes, based on the differential control over rescurces, has
ccme to be seen as "natural"®. In fact, an important part of
tbe ideolcqgy is that male domination is natural. The
family, the schcol, the church, and now the rnedia all
continue to perpetuate this ideology in subtle but effective
Ways.

piminishing Sexual Stratification:
Ceontinued Mcrrhogenesis

The processes of power anplification and raintenance
discussed akove have served tc expand a relatively small
ipitial pcwer difference betueen men and wvomer into a
rigidly stratified social structure (more rigid in some
soccieties than others), in which sexual inequality is
institutionalized in law, custor, and ideclogy. A theory of
sexuval stratification is incomrlete, hovwever, if its
analysis ends at this point. A central prenise of the
systems approach is that social systems are dynamic and that
mcrphogenic tendencies. are inherent in their organization.

Buckley writes +that W“sccial systems are characterized
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primarily by their prorensity to change their structuren
{1967:31) .

Although those in dominant ©rpositioms attempt to
perpetuate the sccial structures nost advantageous to then,
there are a number of mcrrhogenic ©processes by whick ‘the
structures of a system pay again change and become
reorganized. Eaumgartner et al. (1976) write that although
thcese enjoying hegerony typically try to use their
meta-power to maintain the exisiting social structure, they
lack contrel over all +the structuring processes that act
upon it. Sc while sexual stratification is currently a
deeply enhbedded characteristic of our social system, it need
not be viewed as a perranert cne.

Baumgartner et al. argue that shifts in pover
distribution may come akout thrcugh ccnflict, demographic
changes, technclogical develorments, shifts in the relative
importance of resources and carabilities, and coalition and
group formation (1977:15). With industrialization, a number
of these factors have had mcrphcgenic ccnsequences for the
structure of male-female relaticn.

A number of technolcgical advances have had an
unintended impact ¢n relaticns Letween the sexes. Gough
(1973) points out that automation and cybernaticn remove
mcst of the heavy work for which women are nct as well
equipped as men. As a result the relative impcrtance of
krute strength as a capability and as a largely

male-controlled resourcé has keen diminished.
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The significance of land, another male-ccntrolled
resource, has also declined with industrialization. The
inheritance of land is rc longer the main means by which
class positicn is passed on to the next generation.
Educational achievement has beccme the more important means
by which social position is gained. "~ Although e€ducational
achievement is still «closely related to father's social
class, it is a more amorrhous variable than land cwnership.
It is also an area imn which women have Leen akle to make
tremendous gains.

The decline in fertility rates is a develcpment which
has had profcund ccnseguences. Inmproved public health
(including sanitation, nutriticn, and medical care) has
lcwered the infant mortality zrate which, in turn, which
resulted in fewer children needed by a ccuple for
replacement. The development of reliable contraceptives has
allowed women ir develored countries tc gain greater control
cver the number of children they will have, if ary, and how
they will be spaced. This increased ccntzrel over
reproduction has, along with other factors, resulted in the
fertility rates of industrialized ccuntries dropping
drastically. As a result of this and the increased life
sran, only a swmall pcrtion of wcmen's lives need te involved
primarily ip childbearing and caring.

The majority of wcmen's energies, as a result, are
teing directed +toward other activities. This is evidenced

by the grcwing rumber of women entering the faid labor
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force. In 1900, only 6% of married women worked cutside the
bcme. By 1978, this proportion had risen to over 50%.

Irn addition to technological factors, ideological
factors have had an inmgact in changing the syster of sexual
stratification. As Blau (1964) has pointed cut, the
legitimized authority of dcminant groups rests on the
institutionalized and internalized social norms which are
accepted by subordinates. The exercise of meta-power to
insure that ncrms and beliefs of female subordiration are
internalized {through socializaticn by the family, schools,
churches, and +the media) has been an important factor
igsuring the legitiracy of male dcrinance.

Blau (1564) also takes ur the possibility that what was
once consensual authority can become "de=-legitipized". He
dévelops the principle that the cultural values =s=erving to
legitimize certain structures can also contain the seeds of
their destructicn and reorganizaticn.

Buckley (1967) contends that ‘opposition ideals" nmay
forn around accepted values vwhich are unrealized and
unrealizalkle under given institutional arrangements. In the
United sStates and other demccratic ccuntries the growing
awareness of wcmen and their cpposition to the existing
structure have formed around accepted values cf equality
"for all" which have not been realized for then. In the
U.S., for exanple, the first fewminist wave, the suffrage
ncvement, was an outgrowth of the abolitionist @movement.

The second uwave of thebpast decade grew out of the anti-war
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and civil rights npovements of the 1960's. Women who Were
Horking to extend the accepted values of "liberty and
justice for all" to Blacks, in koth periods, tecame avare
that these values +were not extended to them, as a group,
€ither. In addition, it became clear that these values were
unrealizatle for wcnen under the given dinstitutional
arrangenments.

The professed American value that all are equal has
Lecome an f"cgrositicn ideal" which provides legitimacy to
the .questioning of the exisiting structure of sexual
stratificaticn. The ideology of male superiority is being
guestioned frcm this vantage. Action is being taken to
change the subsystems which mcld our orientations to truly
rgflect the ideclogy cf egquality fcr all.

Increased econcnic povwer, coentrol over their
reproductive lives, and growing avareness of oppression have
all served tc improve the status cf women in industrialized
countries. The resources that women have gained, while
relatively mininal, do provide a kase for some relational
ccentrol. As our earlier discussion of the amplification of
male power illustrated, even a small power difference can
result in great instituticnal change in the loig rum.

How positive feedback processes may increase the status
of disadvantaged groups is alsc a topic included in
Baumgartner et al.'s systems model of stratificaticn. They
Write,

morgrhcgenesis of~an institution is 1likely to

occur when the meta-pcwer tc mairtain or change
the inpstituticnal ordexr shifts, and those
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enjoying a 1relative dgain in meta—-power have a
different image cr concertion of an afpprorriate
or effective institutional arrangement
(1977:13).
The structuring processes we have discussed previously,
resulting frcm material and ideological forces, and human
action (including its unintended consequences), ccntinue to

form and transform ovur institutions. Hovwever, now, at least

in developed countries, +the mcrphogenesis is in the

direction of a de-anmplification of male fpowuer.

Certairly, even a relatively egalitarian society such
as the U.S. is far from true sexual equality. When women
ccllege gradtates earn the same income, on average, as male
high schocl drcpouts (Blumberg, 1978:102), it is clear that
the amount of restructuring which must occur before sexual
stratificaticn 1is eliminated is enormous. Although the
Frocess of grcwing equality is underway, there is no —reason
to assume that +this growth will proceed on its own.
Relational ccntrcl continues to be an important structuring
factor. For example, efforts +t¢ change the rules of the
game by passing the Egual Rights Amendment have nct yet been
successful. Relaticnal ccntrcl for the ¢furpose of
maintaining +the existing structure continues to be

exercised.

Concltsions and Implications of the Model

The purpose of this chapter has been to fcrmulate a

theory of sexual stratification which has a systenms

perspective and the ccncept of meta-power as its foundation.
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The systenms mcdel of stratification, developed primarily by
Tom Baumgaitner, Walter Buckley, and Tom Burns, has been
arplied here tc male-female relations. In this application,
we do not «claim to add +tc the sum of histcrical or
ethnographic knowledge. Rather +the purpose has been to
demcnstrate the treadth of this theoretical frarmework by
shcwing that it is not 1limited to the analysis of class
hierarchies and male rcwer relaticns.

The macrosocciological focus of this theory c¢f sexual

‘stratificaticn is not intended tc imply that the structural

ccntext engulfs or entirely determines interpersonal
processes and individual acticns. ©Nor is it suggested that
ccnceptualizaticns of interperscnal power are are invalid.
The systems approach assumes a dialectical relationship
bétueen social acticn on the rnicro-level and social
structure on the macrc-level. Analysis of how these levels
interlink is the direction in which the systems aggroach +to
stratification is gcing (Baumgartner et al., 197€) and is a
gcal for future elaborations of the present model with
regard to male-female relations.

A futher cbdjective has been to formulate a thecry of
sexual stratification which <cvercomes the limitations of
some earlier attempts. This theory goes beyond the
explanaticn o¢f specific sex differences or inequalities and
it is not 1limited +to the study of inequality within
families. It takes bioclogical =sex differences into account,

kut does not take a liological determinist stance with
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regard to the meaning and consequences of these differences.
The present pmodel alsc inccrporates much of the important
arthropological vork shich has keen done to explain sexual
inequality. The anthrcpological analyses (see Schlegel,
1977, for a review of these), are excellent as far as the
investigation of the origination of sexuval stratification is
ccncerned. However, their ccnceptualizaticns are,
generally, nct abstract or comprebensive enough +tc¢ explain
the ongoing processes of institutional formation and
tranéformation which are vitally important if the whole
system of =sexuval stratification, as a constantly changing
structure, is tc be more thorcughly understood.

Furthermcre, as Schlegel (1977) ©points out, another
weakness of these thecries is that they ignore ideology as
aﬁ important element in social systems. The systens model
cf sexual stratification, while rlacing greater enghasis on
material factors, doces not overlook ideology as an influence
on human behavior. It also focuses on ancother factor which
other formulations tend to igncre: human action, in
particular the exercise of meta-power by thcse actors in
centrol of key resources.

Another ccntribution which the present apprcach makes
is that it allows us to lcok at the current structure of
inequality in historical and cultural ccntext. Scciologists
have generally examined and analyzed sex differences and
inequalities without ccnsideration of their origins. They

have thecrized about marital inequality, usually without
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reflecting on the cultural context of marriages. ¥ven those
who have taken context into account (Rodman, 1967) have
reqarded it as an important explanatory variaktle only in
non—-industrialized ccuntries. The assumrticn has been that
individualistié, achievement oriented norms take fprecedence
over patriarchal cnes in develcped western countries, and
that the latter have a negligible impact on marital power.

The model cf sexval stratification outlined in this
chapter enconpasses the historical forces underlying current
institutional structures. The histcrical relations between
the sexes, while not necessarily limiting the future of
these relaticns, are of importance for understanding then
presently. ke have seen that the structuring fcrces which
were significant in the past, continue to rold our
ihstituticns and also underlie +the dynamics of new
institutional forms <ccntinually struggling tc emerge
(Baumgartner et al. 1976:216).

Because it identifies fcrces which ccntinually
structure our institutiomns, this model can serve as a tool
for the assessment, initiation and, ultirathis nmodel can
serve as a tccl for the initiation as well as assessnent of
changes in the pattern of pnale-female relaticms. EFarticular
attention has been paid tc human action as a structuring
force. The significance of relational ccntrcl in the
development c¢f sexval stratification has been illustrated.
The implication is that huwran acticn can also be oriented

toward the elimination of stratification. Indeed, this is
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just what is happening currently. Legal, social, and
economic policy decisicns kear directly on institutionalized
ineguality. It is rpossitle, therefore, to .change that
structured inequality.

Finally, this model cf sexuval stratification helps to

-put the empirical research, discussed in later chapters,

into context. We begin the empirical analysis with a more
thorough understanding of the major variable of the study -
the status of wcmen. In particular, this model is useful in
elucidating pmacro-level, structural inequality. In later
chapters, we will see how factcrs at this system-level

impact upon relationshirs at the micro-level.



CHAPTER 111

SEXUAL INECQUALITY AND WIFE-BEATING:

THE RESEARCH ISSUES

Within the past decade thecretical formulations and
empirical evidence regarding wife abuse have prcliferated.
At first, the approach t+to family viclence tended to be
individually criented. Wife and child atuse were seen as
aknormal and growing out of some persomal pathclcgy (see
Gelles, 1973 and Gii, 1973 for «critiques of this
pPErspective) The fccus on the individual has also
characterized some o©f the counselling provided to battered
wcmen, Here, though, the concentration has not been so much
on the husktand's "pafhology" as on how the wife's behavior
contributed to her assault and how it might be changed to
prevent further attacks (Dobash and Dobash, 1977).

These agproaches are now giving way to a more
sociological rerspective which holds that dintrafamily
violence is a ccnmon and culturally approved part of family
life in most societies and American society in rparticular

{Gelles and Straus, 1977).
40
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Marsden (1978) suggests that sociologists are so
precccupied with the f"workings c¢f wider society and the
normal" that they have teen hindered frcm paying attention
to family violence. On the contrary, the application of
this sociclogical perspective to family violence has done
much to increase our understanding of it. Saocial and
cultural deterrxinants ard consequences of family violence
are the focus of a grcwing bcdy of research. The impact of
such factors as social class, integration” into kin
netwdrk,personal rescurces and attitudes, and rarental role
pcdels have been and .continue to be issues for

investigation.

)

Sexual Equality and Decreasing c¢r Increasing Viclence

The growing focus c¢n scocial and cultural determinants
of family viclence, in conbination with the efforts of
feminists, has resulted in increasing attention teing paid
to the relationshirp tetveen sexual inequrality and
wife~beating. This relationship has been considered in
histcrical rerspective by a number of authors (Dobash and
Dobash, 1977; Martin, 1976), who roint out that wife abuse
is not a new social —rroblen. In their analyses these
authors discuss the traditional position of +wonmen as
property and cffer hocrror stories c¢f their abuse through the
centuries and across cutures. The right to fghysically
chastise c¢net's wife is regarded as part of the historic
fcundation of patriarchy within the family and in =society at

large. The authors suggest that this right varies with the
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status of women. For examrple, in most industrial societies,
where the status cf wcmen is relatively high, wife-beating
is no longer legal (although it may still be condoned by the
legal systen)a. Nevertheless, +there are mno data as to
changes in the actual incidence of wife-beating c¢ver time.
So, while the historical amalyses sugdest links letween the
status of wcmen and levels of wife abuse, they offer 1little
conclusive evidence.

The current relaticnship between the status of women
and wife-beating has Leen the subject of some debate. It
has been readily assumed by many authors that a reduction in
sexual inequality wculd =serve to reduce violerce against
vives. Schuyler contends that

heading the list of cultural variables

accounting for the phenomenon of wife abuse is

the traditicn o¢f male subjecticn of ferales

(1976:489).
She argues that the reduction of sexuval ineguality will
lcwer the incidence of conjugal violence by making it less
sccially acceptakle ard more likely to come to the attention
cf the aythorities. 1In addition, as the status c¢f women in
society improves, wives have 1nore options and greater
freedom tc leave abusive husbands.

Pogrebin (1974) takes the same rosition as Schuyler.
She maintains that rany women have been "tied tc a violent
man by economic dependency..." She klames this dependency on
the inability of women to obtain equal wages, advancements,

and educaticnal cpportunities within a sexist society.
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The question of equality and marital assault has also
keen taker wur by Straus in an article entitled "Sexual
Inequality, Cultural Norms, and Wife-Beating"™ (1576). In
this piece he begins to show that wife-beating is not a
rersonal abnormality Ftut rather has its rogots imn the
cultural ncrms and sexist crganization of society and the
family. Strats suggests that one way to reduce the amount
of force necessary to maintain a vaible pattern of family
life is to reduce the degree of inequality between the
sexes. He writes that

the goals of the women's literaticn movement are
centered on elimipating...violence prodvcing
inequalities... Since these are fundamental
factors accounting for the high 1level of
physical assaults cn wcmen by their husbands, it
is <clear that the achievement of the goals of
the feririst mcvement is tremendously impcrtant
for amy reduction in the level of marital
victimization (1€76:555).

On the tasis of the discussicn to this point it would
seen that sexual equality and marital violence are
negatively related. s wider educational and economic
opportunities, greater 1legal rights, and more egalitarian
norms take hcld, we would expect fewer women to feel
t{rapped" in violent marriages and less 1likely to stay in
them. Greater sexuval equality could, in +this way, be
related to decreased levels of uwife abuse.

However, there are also persuasive arguments which
suggest that violence against wives may increase as the

general status cf women improves. It may be that uwhere the

status of wcmen is lowest, women are more likely tc¢ tolerate
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their subordinate position. Acceptance of a male dominant
ideology and recognition of limited cptions by wives may
lessen the need for hustands +tc¢ rmaintain contrcl through
violence. Where vwomen's stbordination is questioned and
more alternpatives tc marriage are available, conflicts and
violence Letueen spouses may ke greater.

Toby's (1974) treatement of the tcgmpulsive
masculinity®" +theory of violence is relevant btere. He
suggests that cne cause of violence in nrales is the desire
tc piove their masculinity. Toby argues that violence as an
expression of masculinity will ke highest where &men cannot
prove their masculinity symbolically (for example, by being
the primary wage-earner and having authority over others
beth withim the fawily and at work). It may be, then, that
as the traditicnal sycktcls of masculinity diminish and the
status of wcmen increases, males may turn to violence to
assure themselves and others c¢f their masculinity.

Whitehurst (1974) and Marsden (1978) consider the
Fossibility cf more violence as societf beccmes more
egalitarian frcm a somewhat different angle. Rather than
simply regarding viclence as a synbol of masculinity, they
focus on the issue of control. Changes such as greater
legal rights, economic opportunities, and physical mobility
are seen as creating strain and frustration for males
attempting to retain their dJdorinant rpositicn. Violence
against wives may be a response to moves Ly vwomen to

guestion and reduce tte deqree of sexual dominaticn. It may
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be a means bty which males attempt to n2int®in Ccmtrol,
Steinmetz and Straus comment on Whitehurst's analysis.
They write that if it is correct

it will not be until a generaticn of nmen and
women reared wunder egalitarian conditiorns and
sukscribing tc equalitarian rather than
male-superiority norms takes over that we can
expect tc see a reducticn ir viclent encovunters:
between spouses. In the nmeantime, the conflict
between the €emerging equalitarian sccial
structvre and the continuing male supericrity
norms %ill tend to increase rather than decrease
conflict and violence between husbands and wives
(1974:76) .

’How increasing sexual equality affects rates of
wife-beating is not at all clear. Both sides ¢f the debate
cffer strcng arguements as to what the effects c¢n family
violence are and will be. It may be, as Straus suggests,
that the 1cng-run consequences may be to lessen the
frequency of wife atuse. But, the short-run imract may be
the opposite because a sizeakle number of men will not

€asily give ur their traditional dominant roles (1$76:556).

Marital Inequality and Violence; The Research Issues

Plausible as the above arquments as to the impact of
inequality are, they are essentially specualtion. The
discussion has no basis in empirical evidence, lut rather
proceeds fror a numker of assumptions. The only research
which has ccnsidered the connection between sexual
inequality and wife-beating has focused not on structured
inequality or the societal level, but on inequality and the

talance of power within. the family.
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Empirical research has been conducted to test the
Ultipate Rescurce Thecry of family violence. This theory
holds that viclence may be wused by husbands as a final
resovrce to @maintain control when other rescirces are
insufficiént or lacking (Goode, 1971). The underlying
assumption of this theory is that in achievement-oriented,
industrialized countries, such as the United States, the
traditional nCImS legitimizing male supericrity are
inadequate as a sole tasis cf pcwer. The premise is that,
under egalitarian norms, huskands dominate family
decision-making because they fosess certain material goods
o personal attributes which legitimize their pcwer in the
eyes of their wives. It is postulated +that when husbands
feel entitled to dominate, yet lack the resources to do so
#legitimately", they %ill turn to violence as the ultinmate
resource.

Allen and Straus (1980) and Titterud and Straus (1980)
have tested the prorcsiticns of the Ultimate Resovice Theory
and found.limited supgrort for it. Both studies fcund that
male power wWas asscciated with violence only when the
huskand lacked other validating resources. This finding
held only for working class families, however. Allen and
Straus suggest that this relaticnship does not hold in
middle class families for two rossible reasons. TFirst, few
middle class husbands attempt +tc claim +traditicnal nmale
aﬁthority becayvse of an egalitarian ideology. Second, and

mcre plausible, the use of 1instrumental violence is 1less
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legitimate and therefcré more costly in the middle class,
and that this may restrict its use.

While this research does provide scme valuatle evidence
on the relaticnship Lketween male dominance and viclence, its
relevance to cur earlier discussiocn is limited. Its nmajor
shortcoming is cormmon to all analyses which consider
rale-female goser and inequality within the confines of the
family unit. The larger social and cultural context within
which family fpcuwer relaticns are played out is dismissed too
easiiy. The notion that patriarchal ncrms have, to a large
degree, been reglaced by egalitarian ones 1is accepted too
readily. The imeguitalkle social structure from which
hustands derive their fpower legitimizing resources is not
taken into account. Gillespie's {1971) critique of. family
Fower research, discussed in Chapter II, is applicable to
the Ultimate Resource Theory as well. Her criticisms are
ccnsistent with the central principle of the systemns model
of inequality and stratificaticm. <9That is, that a large and
historically mcre important exercise of power occurs on the
macre-level and mc¢lds the structure within which

interpersonal relaticns occur.

Sexual Inequality and Violence; A Nulti-level Analysis

The ipportance of exanmining inequality on the
interpersonal 1level is not denied here. However, the
central arqument is, to reiterate, that structured social
inequality must be taken intc account empirically at somnme

point. A numker of writers in the field of family violence
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have urged such an aprrocach tc understanding wife abuse.

Marsden argues that "the whole focus of research should
shift away from violent acts tc look at all the
institutional forces which define the status of women"
{1978: 116). Ee maintains that

wife-beating...is a complex problem that
involves much more than the act itself cx the
perscnal interaction between a husband arnd a
vife. It has its roots in histcrical attitudes
toward wcmen, the institution of wmarriage, the
econony, the intricacies of criminal and civil
law, and the delivery system of social service
agencies (1976:xvi) .
The Dobashes ccncur that we need to go keyond research which
focuses scley cn individuals and couples invol§ed in violent
marriages and seek exrlanations that are firmly enkedded in
a wider socio-historical context (1977:435).

It is the central objective of +this research to do
exactly that. In this study the link between the status of
wecmen on the npacro-level and wife-keating, an issue which
has Leen detated at scne length, is 4dinvestigated
empirically- Further, how the context of structured sexual
inequality dimracts upon the ©fower relations ard level of
violence in individual couples is considered.

Qur theoretical arprcach for exabining these
interrelationships is consistent with the systens
perspective cutlined in Chapter 1II. Specifically, the
framework used here is a limited version of the nmulti-level
model of social systems set forth Ly Baumgartmner, Burns, and

LCeVille in "Actors, Games, and Systems : the Dialectics of

Sccial Acticn and System Structuring" (1879). They write
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that

structire-level factors share...the
opportunities and counstraints, incentives and
meanings within which social activity...as
understcod in traditional interactiom amalysis,
takes gplace. Cur approcach entails specifying
the higher <c¢rder structuring processes and
variakles...and their relation tc¢ lower level
relationships and Erccesses in a social
systen...In other words, we try to formulate a
multi-level model cs social system stability and
change ({1979:32).

This nmulti-level mcdel ccncertualizes the relationship
between human actors and the social and cultural vworld as a
dialectical cne. Institutions which may appear objective
and overwhelming are humanly produced and open tc frequent
reappraisal and recconstruction. Concurrently, the
instituticns structire interaction patterns and social
relationshipse. To the degree that +they share action
possibilities and ccnsequences, they become an impersonal
power - much like the natural environmment - although they
have been created and are maintained through human activity
(1979:46) <

Baumgarthexr, Burns, and LeVille suggest that contextual
analysis 1is am arppropriate aprroach for analyzing such
pulti-level interrelations, in which relations between
factors can be expected to change frcm one context to
another« They write that

on the basis of such an aprroach, one is
interested mnot only in propositions such as

‘vhen X, then ¥?! but in stating and wutilizing
prorositicns such as the following: ‘'because of

the operaticn c¢f a structuringue.. system,
prccess, or variable Z - which may itself depend
on the processes within the system - the

relaticnship X/Y can ke expected tc be
maintained or t¢ te <changed significantly in
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such and such a way or to vanish altogether
(1979:48).

While Baumgartner et al.'s ccorments are a useful guide,
their work dces not provide an adegqguate methodological model
for this research because it «remains on the level of
qualitative theoretical analysis. They do not elaborate on
a specific rmethodolcgy afrprorriate for guantitative
research.

In the present research, structured sexual inequality
is wviewed as the ccntextuval variable which may affect the
amount of wviclence against wives directly or through
ipteracticn with +the fcrm of inequality within particular
marriages. The focus is on the effect of wracro-level
structure on nmicro-level relations. The emphasis on this
geffect is not meant tc imply that micrc-processes do not
have a recirrocal effect on macro-structures. That there is
a dialectic between these levels is a basic rpremise of
systems analysis. The major limitation of this research is
that it is unakle +t¢ <capture tlke feedkack FIrccesses of
social structtre and social action as they affect and
continually change one ancther. Due to the mnature of the
available data, our analysis will have to be confined to

cnly half of this dialectic.
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Systens Arproach, Structural Model:
Previous Formulations

While the pulti-level model used here is consistent
with the systers perspective discussed so far, it is
irportant to indicate how this appioach is different from
other applications cf general systems theory to the family
ip general and family violence in particular. The @main
difference bhas to do wWith level of analysis. Previous
analyseé have taken the family as the system with pembers as
unifs and community as envircnment (Broderick and Smith,
1979:114) Such systems analyses of the family have been
concerned with issues such as bcundary maintenance {Kantor
and Lehr, 1975), family rules of +transformaticn 1 {Jackson,
1667), and communication and control (Watzlawick et al.,
1967) .

Systems theory has been applied tc¢ family viclemce +to
describe +the «cybernetic and mcrphogenic fprccesses which
characterize the use <¢f violence in family interaction.
Violence is treated as a system output and feedback
processes which serve to spiral viclence or to maintain or
dampen given levels of viclence are specified (Straus, 1973;
Giles—-Sims, 1979).

This systems perspective fcr understanding violent
interacticn within the family unit is quite valualtle. Thus
far, though, the application of systers theory has been
unnecessarily rarrow. Gelles and Straus (1979), in their

review chapter on thecries of family violence, conclude that
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the key contribution of systems theory is that it explains
the way in which violence 1is maintained and stabilized.
There is no need to limit its applicability to this issue.

The present application of a sytems perspective to the
family and the violence within it is distinctive in that it
focuses on the family as a sul-system within +the larger
social systern. Attenticn is directed toward the effect of
larger institutional arrangements on the family, rather than
c¢n the interaction within the family unit. In this study we
are’merely specifying a level of analysis which is different
from that of previcus studies. Certainly there is roon
within a systems approcach to family violence for analysis at
many levels of the strata hierarzchy.

In that +the mylti-level model of inequality and
violence used here is a structural {(rather than processual)
cne, a distinction must also be made between this approach
and the “"structural theory of violence" elaborated Lty Gelles
(1974) .

Svcial structure can te defined aél."the patterns
discerpible ir social life, the regularities cbhserved, the
configurations detected" (Blau, 1975:3). The theme of the
1974 American Scciological Asscciation meeting was "Focus on
Social Structure®., Exglicating the theme, the nmeeting's
program stated

whatever the specific orientation, the
structvral aprrcach is designed to explain, not
the tehavior of individuals, but +the structure
of 1relations among groups and individuals that

find exrressicn in this behavior (im BERlau,
1975:2) ‘
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The anthology entitled Approaches to the Study of

Social Structure (197E) 1is replete with widely differing
views of structrral theory. For example, Lenski adopts a
lcng-rande, macrosociclogical freirspective of patterns that
underlie the entire swWeep of hum;n history. Hcmans, in
ccntrast, fcctses on the elementary social tehavior of
individuals in their daily relaticns and on the group
structures to which it gives rise(1975:4). The perspectives
of the other thecorists included in the collection fall
soméuhere between these extremes.

Given the rreadtl cf the ccncert of social structure
and the general +theoretical arprproaches which have been
arplied to it, Gelles and Strats's (1979) viex of the
"structural theory of violence"® is surprisingly restricted.
According tc their view c¢f the theory, it exrplains why
different sectcrs cf society or different families are more
violent than cthers : becaus€ they combine high stress with
lcw resources.

As with the systems approach to family violernce, there
is no inherent reason tc limit structural analysis to such a
narrow issue. This particular explanation is only one of
many which can grow cut of a focus on structural factors.
This research, which seeks exrlanations of the impact of the
sexist structure of <society on wife-keating, might be
regarded as part of a "structural theory of violence". Its
rélevance to such a theory would cnly be possikle if the

theory were expanded tc include a number of structural
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factors, 11ather than the constricted range +taken into

account by Gelles (1974).

Sexual Inequality, Marital Imequality, and Wife-Eeating :

The Research Questions

The review of literature has suggested a numter of ways
in which the status of women c¢n the societal 1level,
inequality within marriage, and wife-beating may be
interrelated. The possibility has been rosed that
increasing equality may result in increased violence in the
short-run, bLkut may serve tc decrease it in the long-run.
This may, eventually, be the case. Unfortunately, this
study cannot address this issue. Cur analysis is, by
necessity, 1lipited to the short-run consequences of
increasing equality. The study of the long-rum ccnsequences
cf sexual equality will have to wait wuntil +the next
generation or teyond.

Given this lipitation, a number of possibilities are
still open. It may ke that the rising status of women has
irpediate positive consequences for the reduction of marital
vioclence. The 1level cf violence may be lower in states in
which instituticnalized sexual inequality is 1lovw. As a
number of the av:hors cited earlier argued, reduced violence
may be the ccnsequence of increased econowmic and educational
opportunities, dJreater legal rights, and more equalitarian
norms. Women may be less 1likely to remain in abusive
relationships tecause of increased alternatives tc marriage

and because abuse may Le nmore 1likely tc <come to the
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attention of authorities. In addition, husbands may be less
inclined to use violence if they recognize that their wives
have other opticns than suffering in silence.

Another possible answer to the question of how these
factors are related is that the level of wife abuse is
higher in states where the status c¢f women, on the societal
level, 1is relatively high. Increased cptions and clashing
attitudes may result in mcre conflicts and violerce among
married couples. The ccntext of relative sexual equality in
the larger society may have a disruvptive effect on families
in which issues of equality and traditional roles are very
personal ones. Huslands in such ccntexts may be mcre likely
to turn to violence +to maintain control. For example, a
woman who has Lkeen a hcremaker since she married may want to
take advantage of the increasing employment cppcrtunities
she sees cpening up around her. Her husband may feel
threatened and crpose her plan to join the labor force. The
increased opportunities available to this wife may result in
greater conflicts and perhaps ever violence in the marriage.

On the aggregate level, womens' status and wife-beating
may be rositively, negatively, or even ninimally related.
The question of its true impact cannot fully be answuered
unless we kring the interpersonal relations between husbands
and wives intc the analysis as well. As the rmulti-level
mcdel suggests, we are unlikely to find simple 'when X, then
A relationshibs. There may be a number of interaction

effects Letueen the structural context of inequality, power
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relations tetween the spouses, and the amount of wife abuse
which occurs. It may ke, for exarple, that husbands' power
within marriages is associated with low violence in states
sthere the status of women is fairly low. However, their
pcwer may be related to higher 1levels of viclence in
ccntexts of greater sexunal eguality. In such states
iregalitarian marriages may be less acceptable to wcmen and
nray result in more conflicts and greater violence.

Clearly, the interrelaticnships betuween these factors
is éuite complex. It is unecessary to list numerable
alternative hyrotheses to clearly ccnceptualize the possible
interconnecticns, howWever. The goal of the analysis is to
show how the social ccntext of structured sexual inequality
affects inequality and viclence within nmarriage. The
diagram below summarizes the key variables and the
interconnections Yetween then. The 1lines rerresent the

relationships uron which the research focuses.



CHAPTER IV

METHODCLIOGY: KEY VARIAELES AND STATISTICAL ANAIYSIS

This chapter presents the methods used in obtaining the
macro-level and micrc-level data. First, the rationale for
using the state as the macrosociological unit of analysis is
giveh. Then, the key variarles, +the rate of violence
against wives, the status of women, and marital equality are
defined. The measurement c¢f wife~-beating and marital
eguality are described in some detail. The measurement of
the status c¢f women in each state is a central part of this
research, and is considered in depth in the next chapter.
There, the ccnstructicn of the Status of Homen Index and the
ranking of the states on the index are thoroughly discussed.

The present chapter also includes a brief discussion of
tke statistical procedures used in the data analysis.
Pinally, the 1limitations of a structurally oriented

methedology within a systems approach are considered.

States as Units of Analysis

The macrc—-level analysis of this research focuses on
the states. While the state is often the unit cf analysis
in other social sciences (political science in pazxticular),

it is rarely used as such im sociclogy. Although there is

57
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less precedent for this approach within our discirline, it
arpears nmcst agppropriate for the purposes of this research
for a nunkter of reasons.

First, the states are theoretically appropriate units
for the <c¢cmrarative study of the status cf women. Despite
the sense that America is becomning increasingly
"pationalized" due to the growth of centrally~ccntrolled
media, corrorations, and the federal government, states are
still more than different colored areas on the map. They
arevoften the intitiators of legislation and —frcgrams and
are frequently the wunit of inoplementation c¢f federal
pclicies.

In The Maligned States (1972), Ira Sharkansky takes up
the issue of state and regicnal diversity. He writes that
states continue to influence the lives of +the the ©people
within them. Not only were the states founded ty peoples of
diverse naticnal backgrcunds and values, but the +timing of
their settlement and develcpment have influenced their
individual characteristics.

Sharkansky arques that distance had much to dc¢ with the
establishment of a federal system in which states paintained
some independence. However, diversity aprears tc¢ be more
irportant than distance as a continuuing explaration for
American federalisn, naow that transportation and
communication over long distances are rc longer
pioblemmatic. Further, altbough reqicnal differences are

mcst well kpcwn, regions are not uniform within their
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kroundaries (1972:22). There can be sharp differences fron
cne neighhor tc another. Perhars nc clearer examfple of such
differences can be offered than those bhetween contiguous
Massachusettes and New Hampshire.

Thomas Dye (1977) agrees that despite a tasically
comnmon institutional and cultural background, American
states can be gquite différent in their sccial and econonic
environments, the nature of their ©fclitical system, and
their public policies. He writes that "these differences...
arev an important asset in comparative study because they
enable us to search fcr relaticnships between different
sccio-economic envircnments, political systen
characteristics, and pclicy outcomes" (1977:3).

Sharkansky also maintains that ‘"state differences go
back to the begimbning cf this ccuntry, and account for Lasic
features cf otr society and govermnment. These differences
dc produce score trchlems in unequal citizen opgortunities
from one state tc another..."(1972:20). The degree of such
inequalities, as they ccncern wcmen, is a major fccus of the
present studye.

The seccnd reason that this research takes the state as
its wunit o¢f analysis is a practical one. Many of the
variables c¢f interest here are gathered by the census bureau
on a state by state tasis. 1In addition, a number of other
agencies gather state-level data (for example the Eagleton
Ihstitute's data cn women in politics and N.C.W.'s

informaticn ¢n women and education). The uniformity of data
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from state to state make it most useful for ccmparative
purroses. Variables from different sources can easily be

related to one another.

The Dependent Variables: The Rate of Violence Against Hives

Definitions

The ccncept of violence can be very broadly defined to
include a wide range oqof <¢f abuses. It is possible to
conceive of vertal aggression and psychological tcrment as
typés of M"yiclence" which farily members suffer. For the
purroses of this research, however, the term violence will
refer only tc rhysical aggression. This restriction is not
meant to imply that non-physical abuse is wunimportant.
However, it is rhysical violence which presents the greatest
danger to life and health. (For a thorough discussion of
these concegptual distinctions see Gelles and Straus, 1979).

Violence is defined here as an act carried out with the
knowledge that the likely ccnsequence of it will te physical
injury or pain tc another person. This definiticn, then,
excludes those acts which result in physical harm but “which
were not intended to do so, i.e. accidents. It includes
acts which were intended to cause harm but which were not
successful and caused nc injury (for example, attermpting to
shoot one's wife but missirg). <Thrcughout this research,
the focus is cn violence against wives as defined atove.
However, the terms wife-beating, wife abuse, ard violence

against wives will be used interchangeably simply to linmit
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redundancye. It is recognized that these terms, especially

wife abuse, cculd be defined differently.

Source of Data

The data cn rates of violence were obtained from a‘
major naticnal survey entitled "YPhysical Violence in
American Families". The study was funded by the National
Institute of Mental Health and the sarpling design and
interviewing were carried cut by Response Analysis
Ccréoraticn of Princeton, N.J.

In order to select farilies which are representative of
the 46 millicp intact families in the U.S. in 1976, the
"Fesponse Analysis Protability Sample' was used tc locate
frotential intervievees. The procedure relied on proir
specificaticn of 1locaticms, households, and specific
individual tc¢ be interviewed. The interviewers had no
discretion in the selecticn of the subjects. The sequence
of steps used included:

Selecticn of a naticnal sample of 103
primary areas (counties or groups of counties)
stratified by gecgrarghic region, type of
connunity, and other population characteristics.

Selection of 300 interviewing
locaticns... {(Census enumeration districts or
block groups) frcm the national sample for use
in this study.

Field counts by traimed interviewers to
devide interviewing locations into sample
segments of 10 tc 25 housirg units.

Selection of specific sample segments in
each inteviewing locaticn for field
adpinistration of the survey.

Random selection cf the eligible perscr to
be interviewed using a specific scheme assigned
for each sample household. {Straus, Gelles, and
Steinmetz, 1980:251)
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To be eligible for inclusion in the sanple, respondents
had to ke 1living with a member of the oprosite sex as a
"ccupleY, kut did not have to be legally married tc them. 1
random half <¢f the respondents were male and half were
fenale.

Interviesis with the respondents lasted approximately
cne hour and were ccnpletely ancnymous. Interviewers were
of the language or racial grour which was predomirnant in the
sanpling segment for which +they were responsitkle. Up to
fcur call-tacks were made to respondents who could not be
reached with the initial contact. 1The completicn rate for
the survey was 65%. Since the average completion rate for
national opinion surveys is 70%, +the 2/3 rate for this
survey, or such a sensitive topic, is gquite respectable.
Interviews were ultimately completed with 2143 pecple: 960
males and 1183 fenmales. A1l but forty respondents 1uere
legally married to their partner.

The data cn family violence based on this survey are
the best national fiqures currently availakle, despite
certain limitations. The clear advantage of wife-beating
rates drawn from this survey is that they are based on
informaticn frxcm a representative sample of the general
public. Police and hcspital records of abuse are severely
limited in contrast because they provide informaticn only on
those cases that come to the attention of the auvthorities.
ihese cases are not representative of all abuse cases in the

same sense that imprisoned criminals are not representative
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of all persons who cconitted crimes.

Nevertheless, the figures on violence from the survey
are almost certainly underestimates cf the true rate of wife
akuse. It is likely that resrondents didn't "tell all®" in
the interviews, although many were quite candid (e.g. a
nunber admitted to using a knife or gun). Also, the survey
sample included only thcse courles who were cohabiting at
the time of the interview. It is likely that a number of
the most viclent relationshirs were terminated and were
therefore excluded frcm the study. Despite the -fpcssibility
that the actual rate of wife-keating may ke double the
survey estimates {see Straus, Gelles, and Steinretz, 1980
fer additional details), these estimates remain superior to

any cthers available.

Representativeness of State Violence Rates

As stated earlier, the violence rates are tased on data
gathered from a national area-probability sarngrle. The
individual =state sangles could be assuped to be
representative as well in that, initially, every person in
every state had an equal probability of being included in
the sample. This assumpticn 1is pot wholly dJustified,
houever. Since only certain areas of states were included
after the first staqe of samglirng, the concern arose that
the areas might not be representative of the wuhcle state,
particularly 1in those states in which cnly one cr two areas

were selected.
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Rtather thanm prcceed on a shaky assumption, it was
decided that the representativeness of the state data be
checked. This was done by comparing key variables from the
survey data with parallel variables frcm census data, which
¥we know to be representative. The variables which wvere
considered were men'sshusband's income; men'sshusband's
enmployment rate; men'ss/husband's education; woment's/wivels
€ducation. These sets of variables are not exactly
ccmparable since the census includes all men and vwomen and
the 'survey includes cnly hustands and wives who were living
together at the time cf the dinterview. Nevertheless, the
two sets are closely ccnnected. In general, the values for
the survey variables 1were scmewhat higher thanr for the
census variables. This was not unexpected, as currently
married pecople tend tc have higher inccmes and educational
levels than the general population. What was important wuas
that the values generally parallel chne anéther destite sone
aksolute differences.

Generally, such parallels were evident. States with
high income, education, and employment levels according to
the census ranked similarly on the survey data, in most
casesS. There were a few exceptions to the trends, however.
All but two of the states (Oregon with 14 cases and
Mississippi with 13) having sample sizes of twenty or fewer
cases appeared to be unrepresentative. In particular, their
vélues on inccre and employment fluctuated greatly and were

most scattered from the regressiorn line. One these grounds,
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the decision was made to dror the sfates of Arizoma (17
cases), Ccnnecticut (#), Montana (5), Nevada (9), Oklahoma
(3), and Wisconsin ({9) from the sabrle. Takle 4.1 below
gives the <ccrrelaticn for the pairs of census-survey

variables for all 36 states and then for the reduced samrle

of 30.
TABLE 4.1
Correlaticn Coefficients of
Key Census and Survey Variables
Variables Original Sanrle(N=36) Rerresentative
Sargple (N=30)
INCOME
Median Inccme cf Males X
Median Inccme cf Huslands -48 «56
EMPLCYMEN1T
% Males Employed Full-Time X
% Husbands Employed Full-Tinme .13 .24
EDUCATICN

% Males, Age 17+, who are High
School Graduates X % Husbands
who are High School Graduates -56 .76
% Females, Age 17+, who are High
School Graduates X % Wives
who are High Schccl .Graduates .68 .17
The ccncern regarding state-level data from those
states with few sarrling areas and small numbers of cases
proved to be generally well-founded. The elimination of the
six small-sargle states whkich turned out to be
unrepresentative aliows us to have greater confidence in the

résults which are tased on the reduced sample of thirty

states. Fortunately, the numkter of states which hrad to be
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excluded was small, so that the original gcal of the
research, that is to investigate variaticns in the status of
wcoen-wife abuse relaticnship on the state level, is not
jeopardized.

In most of the analyses, states are grouped into
quartiles or quintiles ty the status of women. The mean
violence rate for a group of states is more reliable than
individual state rates because it is based cn a larger
nunber of cases. The states that have been drcpped are
excluded cpnly in analyses +where state rates based on the
survey data are utilized. Where data are drawn frcm other
socurces or the amnalysis is based on individual cases, all

states are included.

Neasurement of Hife-Beating

The rate c¢f wife-beating was determined through the use
of the Conflict Tactics Scale. Discussed in detail in
Straus, 1979 and presented in full in Appendix B).

The Ccnflict Tactics Scale is composed of +three main
rarts, each made up of a numbexr of tactics which can be used
within the cotrse of family conflicts. The first gpart, the
"Reasoning Scale", focuses on reascnirg and discussion. The
second, the "vVerbal Aggression Scale”, includes ncn-physical
acts intended to Lurt the other. 1The third, the "Violence
Scale" deals with tactics involving the use of physical
force. This third section of the scale is the basis for

calculating the rate cf wife altuse.
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The rate ¢f wife-keating is the proportion c¢f couples
who indicated that the hustand had used any of the following
tactics against his wife in the year prior to the interview:
kicked, bit, or hit with a fist; hit cr tried to hit with
something; beat up; threatened with a knife or qun; uscd.
a kpife or gun. A state violence rate of 10%, fcr example,
indicates that ten rercent of the husbands perpetrated
serious acts ¢f violerce against their wives within the past
. year. Note that more "minor" forms of violence, such aé
pushing, shoving, or slapping are not included in the
calculaticn of the rate. This is not because such acts are
ccndoned here, but that they are sc common an element of
family conflict that they would weaken the discriminating

power of the index.

Reliability and Validity

According to Straus (1979:82) the alpha coefficient of
reliability for the violence scale is quite high: .83 for
the husband to wife viclence. Further, the internal
consistency reliability of +the scale, as assessed through
item~total correlations, is .87 for husbands and .88 for
wives.

The C1 Scale, like the nmajority of scales used in
sccial science research, has not been validated in a
defipnitive way. A case can be made for the validity of the
measure on a number of grounds, however. Mcst cbviously,

the scale has content ﬁalidity in that the items dc describe
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acts of actual physical force. Furthef evidence of validity
is availakle as well.

Bulcrcft and Straus (1975) conducted a study to assess
the concurrent validity of +the scale. They ccrrared the
ccllege students' scores cn the CTI Scales (with reference to
rarents® behavior) ¥ith parents' own scores. The results
indicate high validity (relative to asual concurrent
validity results on social nmeasures) for the violence
portion of the scale. 1In additicn, the results of a number
of ‘analyses shich have 1used +the CTS measure cf violence
rrovide some evidence cf construct wvalidity. {See Straus,

1979 for a thorough discussion of these findings).

The Independent Variables:
‘he Status cf Women and Marital Equality

Ihe Status of Homen

The empirical assessment of the status of women has
little mneaning unless we first come to grips with the
ccncept of "the status of women'", Therefore, +the concept
will be given detailed attention in the next charpter. 1Its
definition can le stated concicely here as "the position
Wwcmen have as a groug, ccmpared with the position of men as
a group, in different fields of society" (Hommes,1978:26).
This is the definition developed and used by the Second
Europear Population Seninar +tc¢ consider +the demographic
dspects of the changing status of women in Europe. It seenms

equally arpprcpriate for the present research, and is
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discussed in scme detail in the next chapter.

The status of women relative to men in several major
instituticpal spheres is assessed through a Status of Women
Index (SWX). Each sphere is ccnsidered a distinct dimension
of women's statts and makes up a separate part of the index.
The specific dimensions whiqh are included are the Ecomnomic,
Educational, 1legal, and the Pglitical. The particular
indicators in each of these areas are described in the next
chapter which also includes a discussion of the reliability
and'validity of the index as %ell as the findings cn how the

states ranke.

Marital Equality

Defipiticn. Marital equality can be conceptualized as
the micrc-level parallel of the macro-level ‘Ystatus of
wcmen". It ccncerns the status of the wife relative to her
huskand in the marriage. Specifically, it is an
interpersonal-level variakle while the status of wcmen is a
social structural variatle.

There are a number of arpproaches to defining this
relative status. The functicnalists took a "serarate but
equal" perspective. The husband and wife were regarded as
rartners, each with a very different role to rlay. The
husband, of course, was respcnsible for the instrumental
feconomic and decisicop-making) tasks, and the wife for the
ekpressive or emotional functions (Parsons and Bales, 1955).

To the sociclcgists of the era this arrangement was
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equitable by definiticn.

Critiques frcm other theoretical perspectives (i.e.
exchange, ccnflict, and feminist) arque that "separate Lut
equal" has nc rore validity in marriage tham it does in
public schoolirg. The separation of women from the world of
cfrtions and income serves to insure their dependence on and
subordinaticn to their husbands. Studies of fanrily power,
despite their ccnflicting findings c¢n other issues, have
consistently and cross-culturally established that wives who
Hcrk outside the home have greater say in family decisions
than those sho do not (Cromwell and Olson, 1977).

Still, the questicn remains as to how to assess marital
equality, given the latter perspective. The employment or
ncn-employment cf the wife or the involvement of the husband
ir househcld tasks might be considered indirect indicators
of equality (Scanzoni, 1972).

For the purroses of this research, marital equality
will be assessed cn the kasis of the relative
decision-rakirqg power of the huskand and wife. By
determining the degree tc which either has the final say on
family decisicns, the relative position of the srcuses can
ke appraised. The irpact of decisicn-making rower on family
violence has Leen examined im previous research, and
violence was fcund to ke lowest anmcng couples whcse balance
of power is fairly egalitarian (Allen and Straus, 1980 and
Titterud and Straus, 1980). The relationship on the

picro-level can now be considered in the context o¢f sexual
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equality omn +the macrc-level, and can be understood more
thoroughly as a result.

Measurement. The marital equality variakle will be

used in this study for the purpose of a contextual analysis.
The purpose is tc find out what, if any, impact the state
ccntext has c¢n the relationship between interpersonal
equality and viclence.

The data cn maritallequality come from the same source
as the figures on wife-beating. The 2,143 husbands and
wivés vho vwere interviexed regarding their conflicts and
violence also answered questions akcut who has the final say
cn key family decisions. Specifically, they respcnded to a
modified versicn of the decisicn povwer index developed by
Blocd and Wolfe (1960).

The index used in the opaticnal survey included six
decision itens: (1) having «children, (2) which job the
hustand should take, (3) whether the wife shculd work, {4)
fcod money, (5) housing, and (6) buying a car. The exact
wording of the item can be found in Appendix B. The
response categcries regarding who has the f£inal say on each
cf these decisions ranged from WHife Oanly" tc "Husband
gnlyt. These categcries were coded from one to five, with
ircreasing sccre indicating increased power of the husband.
The addition of the items resulted in a six to thirty range
for the total score. As this range was somewhat awkward, it
ﬁas transformed intc a more ranageable and understandable

zero to one-hundred range by mneans of a direct percent
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transformaticn. This range allows for a clearer conception
of the Marital Fquality Index as indicating the «relative
pcsition ccnception of the spouses.

For purpcses of the contextual analysis and the visual
display of the data, couples were divided into four types
according to their scores on the Marital Equality Index.
These types are the Wife—-Dominant, in which the wife has the
final say cn nmost family decisicns; the Autonomic, in which
each spouse is responsible fcr a separate set of decisions;
the'syncratic, in which srouses share decision-making; and
Hustand-Dominant, in which the huskand has final say on most
family decisicns. While the avutononmic and syncratic
patterns of decision-making are guite different from one
another, both are considered fairly egalitarian.

A thorough analysis of the reliability and validity of
this index was conducted by Allen (1980). Just a few of his
findings are stmmarized here. Allen exanined the index's
internal ccnsistency using the same sanmple of Z,143 and
fcund a noderate .41 alpha coefficient of 1reliability.
Further, he discovered that the simple, direct decision
index used in the present research had greater internal
consistency than mere sophisticated weighted versions which
have been suggested Lty some (Safilios-Rothschild, 1970;
Cromwell and Olson, 1977). He maintains, after having
analyzed similar indices in other survey sanmples, that the
décision-type instrument is reliable across U.S. and

non~-U.S. sSanmrles.
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Allen alsc takes up the comstruct validity c<f the index
in some detail. He fcund that the validity coefficients for
the decision items fell in the rredicted direction for the
majority «c¢f the criterion variables. He concludes that the
measure is valid for toth husktands and wives, but that it
cannot be considered rckust.

During the two decades that family <researchers have
been using Blced and Wolfe Index, this approach has come
under increasing scrutiny and criticisr. Therefore, the use
of this tyre of measure requires some justification. The
index has been criticized as being simplistic in "that all
decisions are counted equally in the score despite the fact
that some may be more impcrtamt or cause more conflict than
others. Allen (1980), as mnmentioned above, fcund that
weighting the index did not improve 1its reliakility or
validity. Ancther criticism which has been leveled against
the "final say"-type measures is that it frobably measures
the respondert's ccncertion of a desireable power structure
rather than thke real cne in hissher fanmily. This problen
was dealt wwith 4in the naticnal survey by preceeding the
guestion cn "who has the final say" with guesticns of "who
sShould have the final =ay%", thus lessening the chance of
confounded results. A final justification for the use of
this measure is that despite its shortccmings, it is still
the best available measure of spousal power which is useful
ih survey research. Nc research to date has produced

evidence showing the superiority of an alternative method of
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measuring the talance of power lretween husband and wife.

Methods of Analysis

Because nultiple-level, as well as mnmultivariate, data
analysis is at the heart of this research, a number of
different statistical rrocedures are used. The general
approach to the dJata analysis is not the usual hypothesis
testing route, hcocwever. As the discussion of rwnulti-level
anaiysis in Charter II rointed cut, the central questions of
this research are unlikely to have straight-forward "if x
then y" answers. The gcal of the analysis is to examine how
the social ccntext of structured sexual inequality affects
inequality and violence withir marriage. Numerous main and
interacticn effects are plausible. A variety of +techniques

are used in the attempt to tease out these effects.

Analysis of State Status of Women

The first step after the ccllection of dJata from the
census and cther sources is the development of the Status of
Wemen Index (SWX) and its specific dimensicns. The
ccnstruction c¢f the index, w«hich is detailed in the next
chapter, invclves correlational analysis to assess its
reliability and interelaticns among the dimensicns.

The statistics used in the next portion of the research

are fairly sirple, tut gquite important given the substantive

issve. The SWX allows us to look closely at women's status
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in each of the Urnited States. The bare presentation of how
the states rank on each indicatcr, the dimension indicators,
ard the 4index as a whole provides valuable infcimation on
how women fare relative to men in different parts of the
ccuntry. For example, the descriptive statistics present
state rankings cm such items as proportion of womer in the
lator force, and ferale representation in political office

{see Chapter V for greater details).

Data Analysis cn the Aggqregate level

Beyond serving a descriptive function as a social
indicator, tke S¥X is an imgportant independent variable on
the macro-level. The assessment of nacro-level effects
follcws alcng the lines of what Matilda White Riley (1964)
describes as "structural analysis" involving segmental
ccmrparisons. That is, different segments, in this study
states grouped accordimng to woren's status, are ccrnrared as
to the anmcunt of wife-beating within then.

As the discussicn in Chapter IIXII emphasized, this
research 1is rct designed to test rigid hypotheses. Rather
it investigates variakles which may be related in a nunmber
¢f rlausible ways. Therefore, an explcratory rather than a
cenfirmatcry rode of data analysis is used here.

In a mocncgraph entitled Exploratory pData Analysis,
Hartwiqg and Learing (1979) describe such an apgrcach. They
wIite that the underlying assumption of this mode is that

the more cne kncws about the data, the more effectively data
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can be used tc develop, test, and refine thecry. They argue
that adherence to twc tkasic rrinciples, skerticism and
creness, is required to maximize what is 1learned from the
data. They are skeptical cf total reliance on statistics
which summarize data since they can scretimes ccnceal or
€ven mnmisrepresent what may the most informative aspects of
the data. Further, they encourage cpeness to unanticipated
ratterns in the data since these can be the most revealing
cutcomes of the analysis. Therefore, they emrhasize the
irportance o¢f visual displays of data over statistical
summaries.

In addition, Hartwiqg and Dearing (1979) stress the
limitations of the ccnfirmatcry mode which only considers
two alternative explanations for the data (i.e. the
hypothesis apnd its null). 7The explcratcry mode is more open
tc a range of alternative exrlanationse. While these
methcdologists certainly do not reject the testing of
hypotheses as amn important approach in the social sciences,
they point out that it is not the cnly approach, nor the
best one With certain research issues and types of data.

The explcratory approach is afprropriate to this
research for two majcr reasons. First, a wide range of
relationships tetween the focal variables of this research
is possikle. There is no previous empirical research or
theoretical ccnsensus frcm which to deduce specific
bypotheses tc¢ be tested. To be maximally cgen to the

rossible interrelaticnshirps, visual displays of the data
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need to be emphasized. Seccnd, the nature cf the data
{specifically, being limited to an N of thirty states in the
aggregate level analysis) limits the number and complexity
of statistical technigques that are useful. In rfparticular,
the assesspment of the statistical significance of the
findings is difficult.

One inmpcrtant note must ke added here with regard to
the analysis of aggregate data. William Robinson (1950) was
the first to alert us to the danger inherent in dealing with
aqgfegate rather than individual-level data. He coined the
term "ecolcgical fallacy" to indicate that an aggregate
level coefficient need not equal the corresponding
individual level coefficient. It is important, +therefore,
tc be gquite careful in interrreting the meaning cf results
at this level. For example, a finding that wife-leating is
lcw in states where wWcmen's eccncmic participaticn is high,
cannot autcmatically be translated to mean that individual
women who work outside the hcre experience less violence

than housewives, although this may be the case.

Contextual Analysis

To proke further into +the impact of +the status of
wonen, a multi-level amalysis is conducted. Through
contextual analiysis the fccus turns to the individual rather
than the state as the unit of analysis. Riley explains the
distincticn Letween structural analysis and contextual

analysis:
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In structural analysis, grcups are the research
case, and prcperties c¢f individual refer to
homogenecus segments of individuals within each
group. In contextual analysis, on the cther
hand, individuals aggregated £from many groups
are thke research case, and the properties of
grcups are treated as contextual characteristics
of discrete individuals (1964:1019).

Through ccntextual analysis the interperscnal power
relations and violence of hustands and wives can be
understocd in terms of the structural context within which
it occurs. Thus, this

. study takes an imgortant step forward in the research
on these issues: it does not view ineguality and violence
within marriage as if huskands and wives lived in a social
vacuun.

James Ccleman(1972) and lazarsfeld et al. (1972)
comment on the value ¢f contextual analysis for bridging the
gap between the different sociological 1levels - the
individual apd the social context - which tend to ke studied
separately in the discipline. This approach will be put
into practice here thrcugh an analysis of variarce of the

marital inequality-violence relationship using state status

of women as the contrcl variakle.

Iimitations of the Methodoloay

The methcds and procedures cf this research suffer fron
scme important limitations which have already been
discussed. Fcr exanple, kecause c¢f the small rumber of
cases in each state, individual state violence rates must be

approached with caunticn. These are the sorts c¢f practical
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problems comrpcn t¢ most empirical research in the social
sciences.

The major methodclogical 1limitaticn of the present
study is not of this nature, however. The problem is that
fhere is an inherent inconsistency beween a systens
theoretical argrroach and the type of structural analysis
that is necessitated Ly currently available data. The
dynamic natire of the changing status of women and its
interrelationship with marital equality c¢n the interpersonal
levél and wife-beating cannot adequately be captured given
data collected at only <cne feoint in time, The direct
rulti-level 1relaticnship between these variables can be
examined dguite sucessfully in this research. But the
feedrack 1loors and more complex, changing interccnnections
must, unfortunately, await <further research +shen more
arpropriate lcngitudinal data can be gathered.

This discussion c¢f limitations is not meant to imply
that the gar between the theoretical orientaticn and the
rethcdology is so vast that it necessarily invalidates the
entire project. It points out, though that the fit is not
ideal. That means that to rroceced with what empirical.
evidence is available one must keep in mind that the
structural relations being investigated are just a part of

ar cngoing, ccnstantly changing systen.



CHAPTIEER V
THE STATUS CF WCMEN:
THE CCNCEFT, THE INLEX, AND HCW THE STATES RANK

The past decade has witnessed a growth in ccncerm over
the status of women in American society; the pcsition of
vecmen relative tc men in all areas of society has come into
guestion. Much has been written in recent years cn what can
very broadly ke termed "“the status of women". Most of this
literature arques the justice of feminist goals or describes
hcw women feel cr should feel about them (Murphy, 1573). On
the academic side, sex differences, prejudice, and
discriminaticn have been documented {see Astin's (1975)
annotated titliograrhy and Women's Studies Arstracts).
Causes and ccnsequences of women's 1low status have been
dekated. In cChapter II of this study, a synthesis of sone
earlier sociclcgical and anthropolcgical works was made, in
order to come to a more adegquate theoretical understanding
of the factors which have molded the status of women.

Despite all of tke discussicn cf the status c¢f women,
few | efforts have been made to adequately assess it
empirically. The purpose of this chapter is to make such an
assessment with regard to each of the United States. To do
so, a number of issues are taken up. First, the ccncept of

"the status cf women" is defined. Second, the idea that the
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eppirical assessment of the status of women constitutes a
sgcial indicator is considered. Thiid, the
aorerationalization and measurement of of the «ccncept 1is
discussed in =some detail. TFinally, the findings about how
the states rank with regard to the stuatus of +vwomen are

presented.

Defining the Status of Women

For the pmost part, the nction "the status cf vwomen" is
used as a label for almost any discussion cf women in
society. Houwever, a handful cf works do consider a morxe
specific meaning of the concegt.

Regina Hcrmes'! paper in a volume entitled _TLemogqraphic

=

Aspects of the Changing Status of Komen in Eurcre not be the

same for different grcurs currently. The issue of the legal
status of women, which was the focal concern of the "first
wave" feminist wmovement, tecame defused when women gained
the right tc +vote 1in many western countries. Hompmes
contends that this periocd was follcwed by one in which the
idea o¢f 1Mequality cf position®" gave way to "equivalence of
position®. 7That is, the status of women was defined in
terms of the family and the wife-mother =xcle. The
equivalence idea parallels that of the "separate tut egqual"
srheres for men and wcmen. The status of women was defined
as high (up c¢n the redestal) although quite different <from
that of men. The third phase in the changing meaning of the

status of women, according to Hcmmes, began in the 1960's in
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many western ccuntries. Wemen nc longer asked just for
legal rights cr for an equivalent position in the £family,
but for "real®" emancipaticn, covering all fields where human
beings act{1978:24) .

In additicn to the changing meaning of womern's status
over time, Hcmmes gives scme attenticn to a recent movemeant
in which schne regard the psychological make-up and values of
women(involving greater sensitivity, regard for human life,
€tc.) as supericr to that of nen. From this standpoint,
tctél social change which emphasizes these “"female" values
is the goal rather than the simple improvement of the
pcsition o¢f wcmen relative to men, withinm the rresent value
system (Donovan, 1980). Hommes regards this view as
implying that the status of women is actually superior to
that of men.

Unfortunately, Hcmres seems to create a straw woman
with her argument that the proponents of “female" values
view women's status as superior. 7There is 1little evidence
that there is a rovement which takes this positicn., Those
who arque the value c¢f some female traits do not regard all
female traits as fpcsitive. The ©positive nature of some
tyrically "fepminine" characteristics is an important

consideration in +that it emphasizes that equality of

-pcsition for ucmen does not mean that women want to become

men, i.e. that men in our society emkody all that is good

or desirable.
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Basically, the movement to improve the status of women
in all social instituticons and acticn for a mcre humane
scciety, enbedying more "female" values, are not the
separate phlencmena that Hcmmes suggests. The twc are quite
ccompatible, ard to a large degree, part of the same thing.
The latter, however, is primarily an effort to change the
values and priorities of society . The nature c¢f social
values, though related to the status of women, camnot te be
regarded as part of its definiticn, and in +this respect I

agree with Honmes.

Definition

Having reviewed the varicus agproaches to the concept,
Hommes develcps a definitior of the status of women which
seems useful for a range of frurroses including this
research. "The status of vwomen is the positicn scmen have
as a group, ccnrared uwith the rosition of men as a group, in
different fields of =society" (1978:27-28). While this
definiticn is a helpfrl starting point, it is guite general.
The following discussion 1is intended to elucidate this

definition mcre concretely.

Relative Position

First, the phrase "position c¢f women relative to nmen"
requires NoLeEe substantive specification. Fae Lesser
Biumherg (1975) and Geile and Srock (1977) are dquite clear

on this issue. The %ay in which they see the pcsitions of
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nen and women differing is in terms of life options, that is
the freedom tc make decisions and the cpportunity to act
ugon thern. The opticns women have to participate in
different sccial spheres are a key indicator of their status

in any society.

Separate GIOULS

Second, the definition's emphasis on the relative
rcsition of men and women as separate groups in society is
inpoitant. The stratification literature has, with few
exceptions, ignored vwcmen as a distinct group fAcker,1980).
Women are regarded as arpendages of their husbands or
fathers, sharing their status in the class systen. (This
view coincides with tke "equivalence of position™ definition
of the status of wonen). The assessment of wcmen's status
cannot be achieved +through such an approach, for it
overlooks the structural and cultural blockages which affect
women and not men.

This element of Hommes' definition is particularly
arpropriate fcr the present study because of its ccnsistency
with the model c¢f sexval stratification developed in Chapter
IX. There the changing status of women was considered in
historical context. The foundation was laid for
understanding their status currently. In that analysis, men
and women were considered as serarate grougs with different
characteristics and unequal contrcl over resources. Male

ccntrol over key resources and their ability to structure
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the system is the reason tc ccnsider the sexes as separate
groups rather than as individval men and women. The life
ortions of the twc grcups have teen structured differently
and are unequal. This rerspective seems to underlie Hommes!
definition, and points +tc¢ the differentially structured
statuses c¢f the two groups as the central issue.

‘he focus on males and females as grecups does obscure
the heterogeneity withir groups. Certainly, an ugrer middle
class woman is Letter off than a man living 4in poverty.
Nevértheless, the existence of such variability within
groups does nct invalidate the concept. We are interested
in overall differences because there is reascn to bhelieve
that women as a group are disadvantaged. The fact +that
there are Black mrillicnaires as well as froor Blacks does not
rule out Black-white ccmpariscns to assess the impact of

race on life cptions.

Fields of Society

The phrase "in different fields cf society" is also an
important element of this definition. It is virtually
impcssible tc identify one distinguishing factor which would
allow us to assess the relative status of males and females.
We must lock at a number of institutional spheres because
the status of women is conplex and has a number of
ccnpcnents or dimensicns. To complicate matters further,
there is not always agreement as to which are the most

ipportant congcnents.
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For the purposes of this research, four majcx "fields
of society" are identified. They are the economic,
€ducational, pclitical, and legal dimensicns of +the status
of wonen. These are taken as the key dimensicns of the
Status of Women Index which will te described ir a later
section.

Although the labels may be different, +these include
mcst of +the key indicators ijidentified in previcus work on
the status of wcmen. There is little debate that the status
cf ‘women in the economy and in education is critical
{Boulding et al., 1576; Ferriss, 1971; Geile and
Swmock, 1977; Hcmmes, 1€78; Hurphy,1973; U.S. Commision on
Civil Rights,1978).

However, there 1is less agreement on the other
dimensions. For exanple, Murphy devotes c¢cnsiderable
attention to legal status. Boulding et al. and Geile and
Smock also identify the 1legal-political sphere as an
important ccmgponent of the status of wonmen. In contrast,
Ferris' volune on indicatcrs of the status of women and the
U.S. Comiisicn on Civil Rights' report do not deal with
legal or political status.

Lther Indicatgrs

In addition, some of the other attempts at delimiting
the status of women have included indicators which are not
feasable or arprropriate to this research. Hommes (1978)
sﬁggests that socio-psychological relations of

domiration-suvbordination need to be considered. fer focus
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is on personal traits +within interpersonal interaction
rather than cn dominance with regard to the structuring of
the system. HWhile the nature of these traits and relations
is interesting, their assessment ¢n a national scale is
beyond the =scope cf this research. Moreover, they are the
scrt of cultural pattern which is nct easily influerced by
public policy cr governmental action.

The Civil Rights Commission (1978) includes indicators
cf housing (i.€. hcme cwnership, crowding, etc.). Boulding
et 'al.(1976) and Geile and Smock (1977) alsc suggest
additional dimensions of women's status. To econonic,
€ducational, amnd gpolitical indicators, the <fcrmer add
migration, wmarital status, reproducticn, and mortality and
the latter add health, sexual ccntrol, and cultural
expression. Ferriss(1971) goes even further tc include such
areas as participation in organizations and outdoox
recreation.

The range of dimensigns cof the status of women seems as
broad as the number cf fields c¢f society we might identify.
The authers djust cited suggest a number of excellent
indicators. Scme, such as mortality and migration, are more
aprropriate to the internaticnal comparisons which the
authors nmake. Others, such as home cwnership or sexual
ccntrol, wculd be useful fcr this research. Unfcrtunately,
the gathering of state-level data c¢n these items is a
pioject requiring more time and resources than the present

research allgus.
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This discussion of %different fields of society"
illustrates that the relative status of men and wcmen can be
examined within a wide spectrum of social spheres. While
there is some consensus that the econonric, educational, and
political-legal dimensicns of women's status are central,
there is 1less égreement on a number of other areas. The
range of rossibilities demands that the choice of indicators
tc be included reflect the purpcses of the research at hand.
For this study, the relative position of women in +the key
insfitutions is central not because I am interested in
measuring the relative superiority of the sexes. Rather,
the relative status is inportant because it represents the
nature of ofprcrtunities available to +wonen. Where women
participate in the central social institutions, their life
options are greater than where they do not. This 1is an
important ccncern when we turn to the issue of wife-beating
and the questicn of in shat contexts do women endure the

nost violerce.

summary

In sum, then, the status c¢f women is not as <cimple o=
clear-cut a concept as the pcpular usage of the term
igplies. FWomen's status has teen regarded guite differently
at different ©Foints in time. The present approach is to
regard the status of women as the fposition of woren as a
group relative to men as a grour in the different areas of

society. The specific areas to be included in the Status of
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Wcpen Index are the economic, educational, political, and
legal dimensicns. W®hile other dimemnsicns could be included,
these are central and wmost arppropriate to the present

researche.

Ibe Status cf Women as a Social Indicator

In this section, our discussion turns from the
definiticn c¢f the status <¢f +vwomen to the purpose of its
egpirical assessment. In this study, a major reascn for the
ccnétructicn cf ap index of women's status is tc develop a
measureable variable for use in testing important
theoretical qusstions. How does women's current position in
society, which is the result of generaticns of structuring,
ippact wuron the level of violence against wives? Does a
more equitable sccial structure, offering more crtions to
wives, reduce the level of viclence? 0r does such structure
threaten the +traditicnal positicn of men, resulting in
greater violernce?

These are important issnes tc ke resolved. Eut, before
considering the actuval construction of the Status of Women
Index, an additicnal rurpose for the constructicn of the
index requires attention. The index developed here can be a
useful social indicatcr which describes the current status
of women in society and can in the future ke revised to

assess changes in that ccndition.
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In the next secticns, the general growth of and uses
foer social indicators are discussed. The assumptions and
values underlying scciail indicators are ccnsidered.
Finally, the need for a srecific social indicator regarding

the relative rositicn of the sexes is addressed.

The Growth of Sccial Indicators

Since tlke mid-sixties interest in social indicators bhas
grown ragidlye. The amcunt of attenticn and work dirécted
tcuérd the development of such indicators has been so great
that the authcrs of an annotated kiblicgraphy on the subject
go so far as tc term it "the social 4indicator movement?
{(Wilcox et al.,1972). While this may be an exaggeration,
there is nc question that there has been a florescence in
this area. Cne reascn for this may ke the fact that if
attenpts are tc be made tc improve social conditicns through
the political process, then sowe means of assessing those
conditions is esserntial (Tipps:1979).

The term "social imndicatcr" was coined thrcugh analogy
to the tern “economic indicator". Social indicators are a
special tyrpe cf statistic which measure and descrite social
conditions for three prirmary purposes. According to Brook
(1972) , these are, first, they prcvide reliable information
on the «current state cf affairs in society. That is, they
serve a descrirtive functicn. Second, they aid in assessing
the effectiveness of policies and programs, i.e. their

evaluative functicn. Third, social indicators car provide
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the requisite knowledge for planned social change. Changes
in sccial indicators could be monitored in the same manner
as econoric indicators to warn of ©particular problems.
Brocoks grants that, at present, social indicators are not
nearly sophisticated enough to serve all these functions.
However, their potential is being developed, and social
indicators dc currertly provide some assessmerts of the
ccndition of various aspects of society (Tipps:1979).

The assessment of social conditions is not an easy
task. It 4is rore conmplex than the analysis of the econonmy
alone, which is now nmcnitored gquite closely. And from
recent econcric developments we see that even precise
indicators are not the solutions to the problems, but Just
signals that rroblems exist. Despite, or perhaps because
of, the enormity of the challenge, the development of social
indicators is a valuable pursuit. Sound social policy

depends on this develcgment.

Yalues and the Development of Social Indicators

Social indicators have been described as a type of
statistic which measuyres the '"health" of scciety and
different ccmpcnents of it (Tipps, 1979; U.S. Commission
cn Civil Rights, 1978). The assessment of social “health"
is rnecessarily connected with some notion of what a

"healthy" society look 1like.
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There are serious prctlems with the idea that social
indicators &nmeasure social "health". There is nc reason to
turn to this medical analcgy and the related ccncepts that
it conjures vur - disease, pathology, etc. The idea that
there is an objective state of health for society obscures
the real issue, which is that social indicatcrs reflect
assumptions atkout "the gcod scciety". Social indicators
cabnot be aprrcached with the “value-free' orientation which
has been heralded in the social sciences in the past. These
indicators reflect the assurptions and values of those who
develop them. The term "health" disguises these values as
scne sort of okjectively rositive condition.

Ferriss (1571) maintains that social norms play an
impcrtant part in the selection and evaluation of
indicators. Mortality, fcr example, may be viewed as a
general social indicator of significance because death
(rarticularly premature death) 1is evaluated negatively.
Economic ukell~being is generally desired, so inccme becones
an important social indicator. The values vnderlying
indicators beccrme more apparent when there is less consensus
cn those values. For example, the growing number of wWomen
in the paid labcer force can te taken as an indicator of the
improving status of women. Others may argue that the same
indicator reflects their declining status because they are
being forced to go out to work incstead of staying safely at
héme being rfrcvided for by their hushbands. These opposed

interpretations illustrate that social values are central to
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the constructicn and use cf sccial indicators. A value-free
social indicator is an impossibkility.

The Status cf Women Index develcped here is not a
value-free =ocial indicator, ncr can it be for reasons I
have discussed above. It is tased on +the assumption that
both sexes are inherently conpetant to participate fully in
all social instituticns. Further it is assumed that the
linited invclvement of wcmen in +these spheres 1is a
ccnsequence of social factors. These social factors,
parficularly the exercise c¢f meta-pcwer by males so as to
restrict wcmen's life options, vwere discussed in scme detail
in Chapter 11

The tasic value underlying this index dis that the
freedom to chcose amcng a rarge of life cptions is positive
and that liritation of opportunities is mnegative. Thus it
is designed to assess the range of life cpticns which are

currently available tc women relative to men.

The Need for a Social Indicator cf lNomen's Status

As menticned akove, wcrk on a variety of social
indicators has proliferated in the last few years. With the

puklication cf Sccial Indicatcrs, 1973, the U.S. government

jcinred the expanding group of nations that are reporting
statistical measures c¢f social conditions. A subsequent
report issued in 1976 expanded upon the earlier volunme.
Within the areas considered (shich ramged £from pcpulation,

rublic safety, and income to social mobility, welfare, and
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the family) specific concerns vwere defined and selected to
reveal the general status of the entire population (U.S.
Commissicn on Civil Rights, 1S78).

As Tipps (1979) roints out, wmissing from the social
indicator field was any focus upon the issue of social
equality among the various grcocugps that make up the mnations
population. General social indicators can be misleading
Lecause they tend to cbhscure the very real inequalities
between different social grougs. As the U«Se« Conmission on
Civil Rights rerorts,

to the extent that the hardshigs are
concentrated among certain groups, national
fiqures can 1lead to false inferences and
counterrroductive policies and actions. The
unengloynment rate, which is fprobably the ©nmost
widely wused =social 4indicator at +this time,
provides a striking example c¢f this situation.
Even +when unemployment is 1low, the rate for
minorities is tyrpically twice that of the white
populaticn. (1978 :2)

In the past decade, even within the social indicator
field, new values have gained in importance. No longer is
the general assessment of the sccial ccnditions regarded as
adeqguate. The 1issue cf equality, or lack thereof, between
different grcugs in scciety is being takem into account-

The construction of an index of the status of women in

this research, is a step in this direction. Although the

report of the Civil Rights Commission is entitled Social

Indicators of Equality for Mincrities and Women (1978), and
does contain much valuable information, it has a major
shortcoming. It is clear that the authcrs of that work were

mcre concerned with mincrities than with women as a group in
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and of themselves. ©Even though copious data are rresented,
the figures are broken down in the +tables so +that direct
ccpnpariscn of all pales as opposed to all females is
impossible. Cune can ccmpare specific mincrity groups of
males and females (i.e. Mexican-American females vs males
or majority females or rales) tut not the sexes as two
separate Jrotgs. The Commissicn's approach in rresenting
the data is telling and reveals that male-female differences
were not their main interest.

The Status of VWomen Index (SWX) is designed to begin to
£ill theﬂ gar in our knowledge in this area. It is
straight-fcrward and sgecific enough to be recalctlated as
new census and other data beccme available. It can be a
useful indicator of sccial change in the status of American
ucmen. Further, it is concise enough to be easily used as a
variable in research rrojects c¢n numerous cther topics

besides famrily violence.

Measuring the Status cf Women

As mentioned above, there is a two-fold purpose for
developing an empirical measure of the status c¢f women in
the U.S., cne purpose being the formulation of a social
indicator cf women'®s status and the other Lteing the
orerationalization cf a concept theoretically sigmificant to
this researck. In this section, the indicators making up
the status of wcmen are presented, the ccnstructicn of the
index is discussed, and its reliability and validity are

examnined.
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Indicators of Hcmen's Status

There were two main ccnsiderations in the selection of
indicators: first, that +they te of theoretical relevance
and second, that state-level data be available on them.
Listed below are the original items which met these general
criteria. The items are worded so that the higher the
percentage score for each iten, the hiqher the status of
¥cmen. While this makes for somewhat awkward phrasing for
scme items, it facilitates the mathematical ccnstruction of

the index. 1The sources for the data aré listed ir Appendeix

D.
Economic Dimension

ECt, % of women in the latcr force
EC2, % female in professicnal and technical occupations
EC3, % female in mamnagerial, adrministrative cccupations
EC4, Unemployment: Male rate as % of female rate
EC5, Median income: female as % of male,
for full-time workers
EC6, Median income: ferale as % of male,
for frvll-time, ccllege graduated workers
EC?7, Percent of families under poverty line
not female~headed

ECX, Economic status ¢f wcmen index
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ED1, High schccl gradvaticn: Female rate as % of rale rate

ED2, Post-seccndary enrcllment: % female -

ED3, High school interscholastic athletes: % female

EL4, High Schocol ARdministrators: % female

EL5, Students in traditional male veoc-ed courses: % female

¥LX, Educational status of women index

Pclitical Dimension
ECLt, Members in U.S. Congress: % female
PCl2, Memkers c¢f state senate: % fenale

PCL3, Members of state house: % fermale

EOLY4, Judges cn major appelate and trial courts: % female

FCLX, Political status c¢f wcmen index

Legal Dimensicn

L1, No occupations larred to woren

12, Equal pay lawus

13, Fair enplcyment practices act

Ll4, No max. hours restrictions for females

15, Proof of resistamnce not req. f£cr rape convicticn
L6, Corrok. testimony not req. for rape conviction
17, Huéband and wife jcintly resp. for fawily supgort

L8, Husband and wife have equal right to sue for rers.

injury
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L9, Hus. and sife have egq. right to sue for loss cf consortium
110, Wife's prorerty rights unrestricted

L11, Wife's right to use maiden name unrestricted
L12, Wife's right to maintain sep. domicile unrestr.
L13, Ratified federal Egual Rights Amendment

L14, Passed a state Equal Rights Amendment

LEGX, legal status of wcmen index

Certainly, the indicators listed akove are not the sun
tot#l of all possikle indicatcrs. However, the do cover
these four fields cf society gquite adequately. There 1is
sone questicn akout whether EC1, the tctal percent of wonen
in the lakcr force, is an aprropriate measure o¢f women's
status because it dces not necessarily indicate freedonm of
orportunity tc choose paid employment. It is true that for
many women sSeeking explcyment outside the home is a matter
of necessity. Nevertheless, it has been included because
erployment, fcr whatever reason, does provide women with
scme advantages. Mcst importantly, they are nct totally
dependent c¢n their husbands inccre and therefore gainm sone
measure of inderendence. Further, they are not isclated in
their hones. By going out to work, wives gain a number of
new contacts in the outside world. Therefore, this item is
considered arn important general indicator. Whether a woman
chooses tc¢ go into real estate or has to take a +job at a
factory out of financial necessity, dces not diminish this

fiqure as an indicator cf women's status.
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Standardizing the Index

Gathering the data on these items and computing these
indicators ficn the raw data (by fcrming a percentage score
cut of twc variakbles, for exanple, females in Congress and
tctal of npembers in Congress) was the first step in the
index construction process. The second step was to
transform these items into a form im - which they could
legitimately te added into dinension indicators and,
ultimately, into the contined SWX. In their raw form the
iteﬁs had gquite different means and degrees of variance. In
cther words, these indicatcrs needed to be standardized.

The most ccmmon approach tc standardizing raw scores or
indicators is throughk a Z-score transformaticn. A Z
transformaticn standardizes items to a mean of 2zero and a
standard deviatior ct one, but, it does have sone
disadvantages. It is expressed in +terms of vrpositive and
negative numbers which <can ke awkward to deal with.
Further,the meaning of 7-scores id difficult +to understand
fer those not trained in statistics. A Z-score c¢f -1.5 has
nc inherent meaning. Since one of the purposes of the SHX
is to be a widely-availalle descriptor of women's status,
this is an inmpcrtant consideration.

It was decided that a Fpercentaged Z—-score or W“zZpw
scaling was the best method in this circumstance. The 2P
approach comkines the advantage that percentages are widely
understood and easily interrreted with the valuable

Teasurement characteristics of the Z-score. The desirealkle
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characteristics of ZP-scores are more specificaaly outlinegd

in Straus (1980%)
(1) Zr scores have a range of 0 (Z score
0f<-.2E) to 100 (Z of2.5), with a mean of 50 and
a standard deviation of 20. (2) For the
non-statistically traired public it will usually
be sufficient to understand that a score c¢f 50
is half of the rmaximum fpossikle score, 26 nmeans
26% of the possible score, 70 is 70% of the
maximum, 100 is the highest score, etc. (3) The
research analyst using ZP scores has the
advantages of a score which retains the
distribution and measurement unit
charactersitics of +the «c¢riginal Z score, with
the exception cf grouping outliers (1980:1077%)
The ZP score is calculated from the raw score by means

of the follcwirg formtla:

ZP= {50+ (20#% {(X-N/SD)))
where X=raw score
M=indicator mean

SD=indicator standard deviation

The extreme tails of the distrikuticn are then collapsed by
recoding the 7?ZP score as follows: (Low thru 0=0) (100 thru
High=100) .

Having performed the 2P transformation on all separate
items, they are added into dirension indicators ty means of
the follcwirg formula, exemplified by the political
dimension index: POLXZP= (FOLZFE t+POLZP2+POLZP3+EQLZPU) /4.
The total SHX score is oktained as follows:

SHX= (ECXZP+ELXZF+PCLXZE+LEGXZP) s4.
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Reliability

Reliakility is the accuracy or precision of a peasuring
instrumente. Specifically, it refers to how accurate, on
average, tle estimate cf the true score is in a fopulation
cf objects tc be rRreasured. It assumes that errors of
measurement are independent of the true scores and that the
okserved score is the sunm of the true score and the error
(Hull and Nie,1S79:111).

The reliability of +the SHWX amnd its dinmensions was
asseésed using the SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences) sukrrogram "Reliability". The dinitial analysis
indicated that a few of the items detracted from the
reliability of the index. They had very 1low or negative
item—total ccrrelaticns and lcwered the alpha coefficient of
reliability fcr the whcle index. These 1items vwere then
considered in terms of their theoretical significance to the
index and the ccncert of the status of women in order to
determin if they should be dropped.

The follcwing items were deleted: ©EC6, EC7, and EDS.
It should ke noted here that originally, a scdial service
dimension, including such items as availability of battered
wives shelters, contraceptives, and day care, was to be
included in the SWX. However, the data available on these
items seered shakey from the start. Reliability analysis
ccnfirmed that impression, and the entire dimension wuas

dropped.
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Another rroblem emerged with +the political items.

i Item—-total ccrrelaticns revealed +that POLY and POL4,
indicators of women's invclverment in federal-level politics

were slightly negatively related +to POL2 and POL3,

i d T A R

indicators of state-level involvement. The decision was
made to keep the dimensicn intact despite this difficulty.
The reason for this is that these are not abstract itens
; attempting to tap a vague ccncegt such as authoritarianisnm
cr I.Q. These are the actual measures of women's
repiesentaticn in political cffice. Women's invclvement on
state and federal levels are not necessarily ccmparable.
% These indicatcrs show that, in fact, they are mnct connected.
The negative correlation between +the +two levels simply
reflects reality. These political indicators cannot be
é dropped and rerlaced by others, because there are no cthers
¢f equal significance. In +this way these indicators are
quite differert from those used in personality or
intelligence ©nmeasures, where the universe c¢f possible items
is huge.

f Table 5.1, belcw, rresents the alpha coefficients of

reliability fcr the dimension indicators and the SWX as a

| whole.
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TAELE 5.1

Reliability cf the Status of Women Index (SWX)

and Its Dimensions

Index # of itenms ALPHA
Econcgnic status 5 <40

| Educational status 4 «30
Political status 4 - 27
Legal status . 14 . 19
Status cf WHomen Index 4 - 54

Considerinrg the rarge of 1indicators included 4in the
Status of komen Index, the alrha coefficient of .54 is quite
a kit higher than expected and allows me to rroceed with
some confidence that the index is reliable relative to most

measures used in the soccial scilences.

While techniques for assessing a measure's reliability
are fairly well developed, determining the validity of a
measure is more difficult. In the social sciences two main

types of validity, content and ccnstruct, are usually taken

into consideration.
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According to Kerlinger {(1973), content validity is the
representativeness or sampling adequacy of the content- the
substance, the matter, the topics- of va measuring
instrument. 1The guiding gquestion is, is the content of this
"measure representative of the universe of content of the
property beirg meastred? Clearly, content validity is
tasically judgemental (1973:458-459).

Some universes of content are mcre ckvious and easier
tc assess than others. The content of the status of women
is fairly easy to judge (compared to such measures as the
I.0.) given the definiticn developed earlier. The
indicators are not sinmply a small, hopefully representative,
sanple of the possible items. They are direct reasures of
the relative involvement cof women in the economy, education,
and politics, and the degree of legal equality. Xerlinger
suggests that ccmpetent judges Jjudge +the <content of the
items in order to validate then. In this study, the
dimensions and items were <chcsen Lecause experts on the
status of women are in some ccnsensus as to their importance
{see Definiticn section of this Chapter). For these
reasons, the content or "face" validity of the SHX seemns
reasonably high.

The construct validity of the SWX, on the other hand,
cannot be assessed at rresent. Construct validation is not
simply a questicn of validating a measure: it requires
vélidation cf the theories behind the measure

{Kerlinger,1573). The construct validity of an index cannot
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ke established until the index has been used in a number of
studies which consider various theoretical prcpositions
using the index. If +the thecretical prorositions are
sugported, the index is said to have construct validity. A
problem with construct validation, however, is that
unexpected results may be due to incorrect theoretical
assumptions rather than the invalidity of the measure. At
any rate, the construct validation of the SWX awaits further

research.

How the States Rank on the Status of ¥Women

The descriptive statistics regarding state rankings on
the various indicators and dimensicns of the Status of Women
Index, as well as on the index as a whole, are presented in
this section. Specifically, thke 1listing of states from
highest to lckest on uwomen's status, along with their raw
scores, are given fcr +the economic, educaticnal, and
pclitical iters. TFor example, in Table 5.2, Alaska ranks
first omn EC1, %of women in the laltcr force, with a score of
70. 1This indicates that 70% of Alaskan women are employed.
This figure can then Lke compared with all cther state
scores, down tc West Virgimnia at 42%.

On some of the items the tcp score is over 100. For
example, South Dakota's score cn ED1 is 122. 1This figure
indicates that for every cne-hundred rnmales whc graduated
from seccndaxy school, <¢ne-hundred and twenty-two females

graduated. Note that it wculd be rpossitkle for the scores on
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State Rankings on the Political Scatus of Women Items
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‘ TABLE 5.5

State Ranwings on the Dlmensions and on
tlre Overall Status of "omen Tndex
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all items to exceed 100 if the relative positicn of women
Were superior tc that of men. Such scores are highly
unlikely, howWever.

— The ranking on the legal diménsion cannot he
interpreted in terms of rawvw scores, however. The individual
legal items were scored simply in terms of whether the
specific laws descriminated by sex. In order to summarize
this mass of informaticn, the total dimension index is quite
useful. It ranks the states by their ZP scores on the
ccmhined itenms. The state of Michigan, with its score of
50, had the average of discriminatory laws. Alaskats
score of 100 does not mean that all of its laws were sex
€qual, bht that it had the highest pcrtiomn of egalitarian
laws.

Similar state rankings are given for the econonmic,
educational, and folitical dimensicn indicatcrs. The 0 to
100 rankings cr these indices are the ZP scores. A score of
100 means that +that state had the highest comtination of
values on the separate items, not that that state's status
of women is 100% of what it might be. TFinally, the state
rankings on the Status cf Women Index are also presented in
terms of ZP sccres.

The tables which fcllow present the state rankings on
the individyal items as well as the dimension indicators and
the total Status of Women Index. The descriptive statistics
and rankings are fairly self-explanatory. The scores on the

individual iters provide concrete figures for states which
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will be <c¢f general interest +to the public as well as to
professionals ccncerned with rpatterns of sexual ineguality.
In the eccnomic sphere, for example, +there has been
ruch publicity about the fact that there is a national gap
in the eaxrning of male and female full-time workers. Takle
5.2 presents this gafp Ly state and shows that states vary
greatly inpn earning equality between the sexes. Washington,
D.C. ranks highest at 78%. That is, full-time working
wonen there earn 78 cents for every dollar earned by men
working full-time. The District c¢f Columbia also ranks high
cn the percentage cf professional, technical, and

administrative employees who are female. Perhags the high

_propcrtion of the population there employed by +the federal

gcvernment accounts for this narrcwed gap.

In contrast, women in Louisiana earn only half as much
as men in that state when they are employed full-time. Yet,
Icuisiana's prcrortion cf women in professional, technical,
or administrative Jjcbs, while 1lcuw, does not rank in the
bectton third. 1This implies that +the nrale-female earnings
gap is not simply explainakle in terms of the tyres of jobs
Women there obtain.

The analysis of state patterns is fascinating.
Hcwever, the investigaticn of particular patterns is not a
central aim cf this research, and will nct ke persued
further here. The ccnsequences of sexual inequality in
sfates, documénted in these tables, for the 1level of

violence against wives is our main concern and will be
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explored in the pext twc chapters.

Sumpary

In this chapter, the status cf women was defired as the
position women have as a greup, ccmpared with the position
of men as a qgroup, in different fields c¢f society (Honmes,
1¢78) . The precise meaning of the definition was discussed
in some detail, and the variety c¢f indicators shich have

keen used to measure ucmen's status uere considered.
| 'The develorment cf an index cf Wwomen's statts as an
igportant sccial indicator was also discussed. TLespite the
encrmous growth of sccial indicatcrs in +the 1last decade,

indicators of social equality (especially for the sexes)

‘have been 1largely cverlooked. The notion thkat social

indicators cannot be value-free and the implicaticns of this
vere also considered.

Indicators of the status of women, falling into
economic, educational, political, and legal dimensions were
presented.d The method of ccnstructing the index was
explained ip some detail and the issues of relaitility and
validity were examined.

The final section of the charter included the rankings
cf the states on idividual items and the overall Status of
Wcmen Index. How the status of women is related to

wife~beating is the subject of the remainder of the study.



CHAPTIEER VI
IHE STATUS CF WOLNEN ANLC LOMESTIC VIOLENCE:
THE AGGEEGATE LEVEL ANALYSIS

In this chapter the focus turns from a description of
the status <c¢f women tc an analysis of the relationship
between that status and +the amount of violence against
wives. In part, the explcratory mocde of data analysis
détailed ky Hartwig and Dearirg (1979), is utilized here.
The salient characteristic of +this approach is that it
allows for a wide range of alternative explanations. It is
nct intended to test rigid hyrctheses, rut rather to uncover
as much akcut the relaticnship Letween the variables as
possible. Visual display of data is ar importart tool for
this purposes This dces not mean tlat statistical analysis
is ignored, but that statistics alone are not equated with
data analysis. Multivariate statistical techniques are used
where aprropriate amnd results are rerorted in ccnjunction
with graghs. Through a combination of exploratory
techniques and statistical analysis, the complex
interrelaticnship between the various dimensions of the
status of wcren, viclence, and several control variables
such as urbanization and state per capita income can best be
deciphered. |

13
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The issue cf violence against husbands is alsc taken up
in this chapter. Findings regarding violence by wives are

reported where they help make sense of the data on violence

against them.

Viclence Against Hives: How the States Rank

Before turming tc the <relationship betuween vwomen's
status and violence it is importamnt to exarine state
differences in rates of violence against wives.
Hife-beating, it +turns out, is not a homogeneovs facet of
Aperican life. Rather, it varies ip amount from state to
state.

One assumption on which this research is based, and one
which has been questioned, is the idea that there is still
clear diversity amcng Arerican states. It has been
suggested that because of factcrs such as the rass media,
efficient transportation, instant communication, and
centralized gqovernnment, state differences are of minimal
importance: a minor hang-over frcm an earlier era.

The resuylts of this research offer evidence to the
ccntrary. Bs Chapter V illustrated, states vary greatly as
to the econcnmic, educational, political, and legal
dimensions c¢f the status of women. Here, we find that
violence rates, also, are not unifcrm. For a ccoplex of
I€asons, states are still diverse and can serve as

meaningful units of analysis.
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In turning to the state rankings c¢n violence against
uives, a ncte of caution must be introduced. The violence
rates, which indicate the percent cf respondents in a state
who admitted to severe violemnce directed at the wife in the
previous year, should be used cnly as a guide to the ranking
of the states. There are reascns to refrain frcm drawing
cenciusions atocut +the actual amcunt of violence in a
particular state.

These rates are kased on a relatively small rumber of
casés withir each state. Although tests for
representativeness of state sawrles (discussed in Chapter
IV) provide =scme assurance, the individual state violence
rates must be taken as tentative indicators. Therefore,
statements such as 3% more wives are severely assaulted in
South Carclina than in Massachusettes, cannot ke made with
ary confidence.

It should ke noted that in later analyses, individual
state rates c¢f violence are grouped according to the status
cf wcmen. For example, the 20% of states with +the lowest
status of wcmen are ccmpared with the 20% with tke highest
status. The mean violence rates for these grourings are
much more reliable indicators than the individual rates, and
are used most cften in +the data analysis. Fc¢r reasons
discussed rreviously (see Chapter IV), however, these should

also be considered underestimates cf the true rate.
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Florida .3(32)
Mississippi «3(16)
Michiganm -5 (74)
Georgia «3(39)
Idaho -0(21)
Chio -0 (142)
Illinois «7(107)
Washington -6 (90)

New Jersey
North Carolina
Kansas
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Colorado «6(28)
Alaktama -4 (65)
Virginia

Massachusettes «9{107)
Texas .8 (110)
Maryland «-7(37)
Californmnia «7(151)
Iouisiana -5(80)
Pennsylvania «5(82)
Indiana -4 (42)
Tennessee «0{50)
Minnesota .0 (50)
Missouri .2{87)
New York -0 (167)

useful fcr the relative ranking of the states. Table
presents such a ranking for the thirty states for which
have data. -
TABLE 6.1
State Ranking by level of
Violence against Wives
Violence

State Rate ~Z% (N)

Hest Virginia 13.5(38)

Cregon 7.7(13)

Vermont 7.1(28)

Utah 6.8 (45)

South Carolina 6.3 (49)
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omens' Status and Spousal Viclence

In this section the bivariate relationshir between
uocmen's status and spousal viclence is taken up. The first
step in analyzing this relaticnship is to examine visual
displays ¢f +the data. Figure 6.1 presents a scattergram .
with state names ipdicated. This graph allcus us to
identify wunique states as %well as to consider the overall
pattern.

It is difficult tc discern a clear pattern in Figure
6_1.v A few states do stand out, hcuwever. Hest Virginia has
the highest rate of violence against wives and rarks quite
lcw on the status o¢of women. Alatama and Louisiana, in
coentrast, are very lou cn the status of women and bhave . low
levels of wife abuse as well. Cregcn and Vermcnt, on the
cther hand, rank quite high on women's status and also in
amount of violence against wives.

The next figure, 6.2, gives a better picture of the
overall pattern. In this graph, the economic, educational,
poclitical, ard legal dimensions of women's status, as well
as the overall Status of Women Index (SWX), ére jdentified.
Each indicator is divided intovquintiles (20% of <states in
each group), and then the relaticnship between status and
violence is grarhed. 1In Figure 6.2 a curvilinear pattern
energes. Figure 6.2 shows that the level of violence is
highest in thcse states where the overall status cf women is
lcowest and then drops as status improves. This pattern then

reverses as we consider the quintile of states in which the
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status of women is highest. In those states the level of
violence is almost as high as in the lowest status states.

Moreover, we find that the pattern for the conbined
index of the status cf women is clearer than for any of the
digpension indicators. Cf particular interest is the fact
that combining dipmensicn indicatcrs results in mcrre than an
additive effect. States that fall in the lowest or highest
quintiles on the total indicator have higher violence rates
than any of the dimensicn indicators alone predict.

vThe grarh of the violence rate for overall status 1is
not simply the average of the dimension rates for a
particular guintile group. Fcr example, the gquintile of
states scoring Lighest on a particular dimensicn are not
necessarily the same states which score highest on the
overall SWX. B state that is high omn economic status may be
wcderate on educational status and ccnsequently end up in
the moderately high quintile cn overall status. The fact
that the violence rate graphed for the SWX differs from that
graphed for any particular dimension is a reflection of the
interaction of the dimensicns.

The Fearscn correlation coefficient (r) for the
bivariate relationshir Letween overall status and violence
is -.21 (p<-.13). <The correlations betueen the dimension
indicators and vioclence are as follows: economic status,
<19 (p<.16); educatioral status -.04 (p<.42); political
status =-.07 (p<.35); and legal status, -.26 (p<.08). Due

to the small number of cases (30 states), these ccrrelations
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are not statistically significant at 1levels regarded as
standard, such as .05 or .01, 4in +the social sciences.
However, these are standards generally arplied to
individual-level research rased on a large numker cf cases.
Aggregate 1level analyses such as this one are necessarily
limited tc smaller Ns Lecause each case represents some
larger unit rather than an individual 1zrespondent.
Significapce‘levels are rercrted here for irnformation sake.
However, +they should be considered with the nature of the
data’in mind.

The Pearscn r statistic expresses how well a 1linear
regression line explains the variaticn 4in the dependent
variable. Since our graph of the data (Fiqure 6«2)
indicates that the rivariate relaticnship is nct linear, it
is understandable that r fails to xeach significance.

An alternative tc r is the Eta statistic, which is
tasically the same type of measure as r except that the mean
within cateqories of the inderendent variable, rather than
the redgressicn edquation, is used to predict the dependent
variable score (Loether and McTavish, 1974). Eta and r are
identical where sukcategory means fall alcng the regression
line; +that is, when the relationship is linear. When eta
is greater than r in magnitude {nct in direction, as Eta is
always positive), we can infer that the mnature of the
;elationship is curvilinear. ¥For the status cf women-wife
akuse relaticnéhip, Eta is .46, more +than doukie the «r

statistic. Thus, the curvilimnear fpattern explains 21% (eta



122

squared) of theAvariance Letween these variables as compared
with 4% (r squared) explained ty the linear pattern.

The graph and statistical analysis indicate that where -
the status c¢f women is lowest, wives are most likely to be
physically assaulted ty their hustands and that violence
decreases as status increases - t0o a point. In thcse states
where the overall status of women is highest, violence
against wives is also high. The analysis of variance for
between grours differences was significant at the .19 level
(F=1;67, df=4).

The fact that viclence against wives is greatest in
states which fall at +the +tuo extrenmes of women's status
requires closer examinaticn. Chapter IIXI, which considered
the possikle interrelaticnships ketween these variables on
theoretical grounds, cutlined several rlausible
explanaticns. It was suggested that low status staggé hight
have the most wife-beating because greater force may be
necessary to keep women "in their place" and because wonmen
in these states have fewer alternatives tc violent
rarriages. Cn the other hand, the possitility was
ccensidered that viclence could te dgreater in high status
states because these were the states which had undergone the
mcst rapid social change and in which hushands may feel most
threatened. It seens plausible that domestic ccnflict may
increase in those areas where women are achieving equality
nmost quickly.' While the traditional formula and norms for

the relationship between husbands and wives disapgears, new
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patterns or guidelines are nct yet instituticnalized. As

Mcore states in Social Change, the proktability of conflict

is related to rapid sccial change {even if it is favorable
change) and tc the decreased predictability cf interpersonal
relations (1974:68). It seems likely that changes of this
scrt would alsc result in increased conflict in marriages.
The empirical evidence suggests that both of these
processes may be at worke Wcmen 1in states where their
economic, e€ducational, political, and legqal étatus is 1low
are ’the victims of the greatest violence at the hands of
their husbands. Yet, at the <came time, wives 1in states
where women have achieved the greatest equality also suffer

high levels cf rhysical aggression from their huslands.

Reciprocity cf Violence: The Issue of leqgitimacy

Considering the large discrepancy Letween these two
groups of vwemen Wwith regard to the status of wcmen in the
areas in which they 1live, it seems 1lik1ly that the violence
they enduxre results frcm somewhat different factcrs and may
ke dealt with differently. In order to investigate this
latter possibility, violence by wives against husbands was
taken into ccnsideration.

Figure 6.3 presents the rates of violence against
husbands by the status cf women as well as rates cf violence
against wives. The grarh of viclence against hustands showus
a fairly clear positive relationship to women's status. The
rate in highest status states is double that im the lowest

guintile of states (5.9% vs. 2.9%). The Pearson r for this
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relation is +.42 and is significant at the .01 level.

BY comparing the rate of violence against wives with
that against husbands, a striking pattern Lkecomes evident.
Inr those statecs where the status of women is 1lcwest, the
rate of viclence against wives is double +the rate of
violence by ther (6.2% vs. 2.9%). In sharp contrast, the
amocunt of viclence by husbands and wives is corgarable in
those states in which the status cf women is highest (5.1%
vs.e 5.9%).

The findings presented in Figure 6.3 help tc clarify
how the status cf women influences spousal vioclence. In low
status states, vwife-beating is high and physical aggression
is gemnerally nct reciprocated ty wives. That is, the wives
in these states appear to take the teatings without fighting
tack. Perhagps because altermnatives for these wives are so
linited, they are forced tc +tclerate abuse from their
huskands. On the other hand, wives who live in states where
their economic, educaticnal, political, and legal status is
relatively high, seem to react to violence by their husbands
quite differently. They fight back.

It would ccnstitute an ecological fallacy tc¢ directly
conclude that the equivalence of huskand and wife violence
tates is due tc¢ recirrocal vioclence in all individual
relationships in the high status states. It is, however, a
rlausible explanation for the findings. It 1is almost
certain that fhere are some mparriagdes in these states in

which only the husband is violent ard some in which only the
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wife is violent. However,bit is guite upnlikely, based on
previous research (Straus, 1980c), that a majority of these
violent relaticnshigs are of this sort.

It aprears, then, that the general status of uomen has
scme influence on wives' acceptance of unilateral physical
aggression. It may be that in states where vwcmen have
achieved scme measure of equality in society at large, that
violence by hustands is nc 1lcnger regarded as legitimate
behavior and that illigitimate acts are reciprocated in
kind.

In addition, there may alsc ke other factors at work
which result in the dramatic increase in violence by wives
in higher statts states. Perhaps because wives perceive
themselves as less dependent ¢n their husbands, a larger
pcrtion than previously will directly attack their spouse
when conflict or hostility cccurs. In a sense, greater
socjetal statts may free some ucmen, who would not otherwuise
strike out due to a greater serse cf derendence, to respond
with physical aggression. It may be that more wives turn to
violence first. This violence may then be recirrocated by
hustands who may not have turned to physical aggression
otherwise.

As wgmen dain eguality in more and more stheres of
life, sex differences 1in varicus behaviors greviously
associated uwith one sex or the other are likely tc diminish.
A review of the‘research c¢h human aggression by Rctert Baron

{1977) indicates that there has been a reduction of
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clear~-cut sex differences in aggression in beth laboratory
and field studies in the last fifteen vyears. He suggests
that +this disappearance may ke related to changes in sexual
roles and stereotypes. These changes may serve tc¢ render
waomen less inhibited about respcnding physically to direct
provocation. "In short," he ccncludes, "the two csexes nmay
gradually beccome equal in their propensity for viclence, as
well as their tendencies toward mcre desireable forms of
tehavior (1977:221).

‘It is likely that a number of factors combine to push
ur rates of violence )hy wives as the status of women
increases. Easically, two alternative explanations are
suggested here. First, +wives may be more violernt because
the no 1longer accept the legitimacy o¢f their husbands
assaults, and fight Lkack. Seccnd, it may be that this is
just an example of the convergence of behaviors by the sexes
as general sexual inequality diminishes. Whether the
findings are hest explained by the legitimacy hypcthesis or
the <convergence hypothesis, or perhaps by a comkination of

the two, is an important issue to take up in future

researche.
The Impact of Other State Factors
In order to more thoroughly examine the

interrelationship retween state status cf women and spousal
violence, a number cf ccntrol variables were introduced.
specifically, wurkanizaticm, per capita income, educational

level, and overall level of violent crime were takem into
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consideraticn.

Before rercrtirg cn the analysis, the measurement of
these variakles needs +to be <clarified. Urktanization is
indicated by the prcgcrticn of a state's population which
resides in large urkan areas . State educational level is
the proportion of adult residents who have completed high
schecl. State per capita income is drawn frcm the 1976
Censuys Bureau survey, as are the urkanization and education
variables. The violent crime rate, an indicator c¢f "violent
climate", is the numker c¢f 1repcrted violent <c¢rimes per
100,000 ropulation in 197s6. (See Bppendices C and D for
specific items and souvrce references fcr these variables.)

In ordexr to get a sense ¢f how these contrcl variables
and our fccal variakles are interccnnected, =zero-order
correlaticns ketween then were calculated. These
correlations are presented in Table 6.2.

A brief examination of Table 6.2 reveals that a numker
of these variables are, not surprisingly, interccrrelated.
We find that the bhigher the per capita income and
educational level of a state, the higher the statts of women
ip that state. While this relationship is not unexpected,
this research is the first (tased cn this review of the
literature) which empirically documents this for the United

States.
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TABLE 6.2

Zero-C0rder Correlaticns Between
Ccntrol Variables, the Status of Women,
and the Level of Violence Against %ives

(1) {2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Yiolence Status Urbani- Educa- Viclent Per
against cf zation tion Crime Capita
Wives Wcmen Incone

(1) 1.00

{2) —-.21 1.00

(3) ~-.40%* .19 .00

4) -.07 50 %%k .18 1.00

(5) =.37% .01 «52%*k -.03 1.00
* p<.05 %% p<.01

Also expected, and previcusly documented, are the high
Fositive ccrrelaticns Letween urbanization and violent
crime, and tetween urkanizatiom, grper capita income, and
€ducatione. However, the prpurpcse of considering these
ccntrol variables is noct tc determine how they are
interrelated with cre ancther, but how they impact upon the
status of wcnen-wife akuse relationship- Since
urkanization, violent crine, and income are all
significantly negatively correlated withk violence against
wives, these variables were considered more closely.

Table 6,3 presents first-crder partial ccrrelation
ccefficients. The =status of women-wife abuse relationship

is ccontrolled fcr each of +these three variables. These
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correlations should be compared tc the zerc-order r between
the status of vwomen and violence, which is =-.21.
TABLE 6.3
Correlations of Status of Women With
Violernce Against Wives, Controlling

for Violent Crime, Urbanization
and State Per Capita Incone

ccntrol Variable o

Viclent Crinme -.22
Urtanization -.15
Eer Capita Income -.03

Violent Climate

The state rate of reported vioclent crime was taken into
account Lecause of the possikility that it is the "violent
climate" or culture of viclence of particular states that
explain the uwcnmen's status-wife relaticnship. That is, the
possibility that low status states may have mcre overall
violence and therefore more violence against wives, needed
to be considered. The data indicate that this is not the
case. For cne thing, reported viclent crime and the rate of
wife abuse are negatively related. Further, the ©partial
coerrelation analysis indicates that controlling for this

facter does nct affect our focal relaticnship.
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Urktanization

Urbanization was introduced as a control variable
btecause of the possibility that it might be antecedent to
both women's status and domestic viclence. Again, the
ccntrol variable proved unimportant with regard tc the focal
relationship cf the research. Ccntrolling for degree of
urbanizatior does diminish the women's status-sife abuée
correlaticn slightly frcm —-.21 to -.15. However, since the
level of urkanization of a state and the status cf women are
nct éignificant]y correlated, +there is 1little reason to

persve the effect of this variakle any further.

State Per Capita Income

The most critical control variable, it turns out, 1is
state per capita incore. This control was introduced on the
grounds that the status of women and viclence against wives
may both derend on state income level. _As Table 6.2 shows,
there is a significant rositive relationship bLetueen state
income level and women's status and a significant negative
relationship Lketween incore and violence against wives.
When +the status—-violence relationship is c¢cntrolled for
state per capita income, the ccrrelation drops to -.03, as
indicated in Table 6.3.

The dramatic effect of per capita income brings into
guestion the very existence of any real relationshir between
wcmen's status and wife abuse. Omne might conclude that .the

original correlation hetueen the two is spurious; entirely
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attributable tc¢ the impact of state income. There is no
denying that income is strorgly related to both variables,
and does explain a large porticn ¢f the 1linear covariance
tetween thern. However, the analysis cannot simply be
ccnsidered clcsed at this point. _

The partial correlaticn analysis conducted thus far
assumes linearzritye. As our origimnal visual analysis of the
tivariate statuis of women-viclence =zrelaticnshirp showued,
their interrccnnecticn is not linear. The issue c¢f whether
staté per capita incore influences the curvilinear relation
between these two variables has not been adequately assessed
through this statistical technique.

Although the small number of states gprecludes any
conplex breakdown of the data, it is possible tc consider
the impact of income Lty means of the graph presented in
Figure 6.14.

In this figure, the relation between women's status and
violence against wives is grarhed =separately for high,
pedium, and lcx per capita income states. The pattern that
is evidenced is somewhat consistent with.tﬁat presented in
Fiqure 6.2. Fcr low income states the pattern is gquite
sipilar to the overall curvilinear relation between women's
status and viclence against wives. For middle income
states, there 1s a stronger tendancy for wife-keating to
increase as status increases. In contrast, the rate of wife
abuse is a bit lower where status is high in the high income

states. Nevertheless, the relationship does retain a
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§ curvilinear shape within income groups. So, while per
capita income 1is amn important variakle and is closely
entwined in this ccnrlex of relationships, it does not
! negate the curvilinear relaticnship between vwonen's status

and wife-beatirg.

Summary

é In this chapter, the relatiomship between the status of
; women in American states and the level of violerce against
wives was examined. Visual displays of the data and
| : statistical analysis indicate that that there is a
| curvilinear relationshir between these two variatles. In
states where the status of women is lowest, wives are most
likely to be physically assaulted by their husbands.
Violence does decrease as women's status increases - to a
! Fcint. In those states where the status of vwomen is
highest, the 1level cf viclence against wives is also quite
higha

It was suqgested that the high level of viclence in
lcu-status states might be due to the need to vse greater
ancunts of fcrce +to keep women "in their place". In
{ addition, the more limited options to violent marriage in
these states may serve +tc¢ keer tattered women in their
marriages. The high level of violence against wives in high
status states, in contrast, is likely tc be a 1esult of
other factors., In states where the general status of wonmen
is relatively bigh, huskands may feel threatened by the

rapid social change and the breakdown of traditional
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huskand-wife rcles. Increased domestic conflict &may be a
consequence of wcmen's move tcward equality.

Further, it was found that violence against wives is
not directly paralleled by violence against huskands. 1In
states where wcmen's status is relatively 1low, wives are
tuice as 1ikely as husktands to be the victims of severe
violence at the hands of their sfpouse. In contrast, the
rates of viclence Ly wives is ccmparable to that against
then in states where wcnen's status is high. It 1is
suggésted that a context of relative egquality may result in
huskands' violence being seen as illigitimate, and being
reciprocated ir kind. Moreover, the decline of sexual
inequality in all spheres may be related to a reduction in
sex differences imn various tyres of behaviors, including
violence. As uwcmen's status rises, women may feel 1less
inhibited akout the use of physical aggression and may feel
they have less to lcse Ly striking out at their husbands.

Finally, a number of contrcl variatles were introduced
ir an attempt to determine if the findings regarding the
relationship tetween womens' status and wife akuse are
ccnfounded by other factors. State educational 1level,
urkanization, and "viclent <clirate® rroved tc¢ have no
significant imract on the original relationship. Per capita
income turned cut to ke the only =alient ccntrol variable.
When income was ccntrclled, the correlation betvween status
and violence drcpped from =-.21 to -.03. Clearly, this

factor explains mnuch of the linear variance Letuween these
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two variables.

Since the relaticnshir between the status of women and
wife-beating is curvilinear, rather <+than linear, further
analysis intc the effect of state per capita income was
conducted. Grarhing the status-violence relationship within
high, medium and low categories of inccme provided evidence
of the independent existence of a curvilinear relationship.
The pattern is less Tfronounced within income categories
{except for the 1low income states). Nevertheless, tﬁe
statﬁs of women does show an impact on levels of

wife~beating serarate from income effects.



CHAFETER VII
THE STATUS OT WCMEN, MARITAL EQUALITY

AND VIGLENCE AGAINST WIVES: A CONTEXTUAL ARALYSIS

This charpter presents a mrlti-level analysis of the
interrelaticnship between the status of women, marital
eguality, and violence against wives. Essentially, the
interacticn c¢f two system levels, the macro-structural and
the interperscnal, are considered. Homen's statts is the
macro-level =structural variable. It is part of the social
ccntext within which interpersonal relations are played out.
While state wonmen's status represents the social inequality
tetueen the sexes in scciety at large, the marital equality
variable denotes the talance of power between spouses within
their marriage. In this sense, wmarital equality is the
micrc-level variable.

Previous research cn the male-~female balance of povwer
and violerce against wives has examined the relationship
between the two cnly cn the interrersonal level (Allen and
Straus, 1980; Titterud and Straus, 1980). These studies
were conducted to test the M"ultirate resource" theory of
family viclence, which was discussed in Chapter III.
Basically, this thecry holds +that violence is used by
husktands to @waintain -control when other resctirces are

lacking (Goode, 1971). Resource theory (Blood and Wolfe,
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1960) maintains that given fairly egalitarian norns,
huskands dominate family decision-making because they
Fossess material rescurces which legitimize their power in
the eyes of their wives. Goode's elaboration of resource
theory ©postulates that when hustands feel entitled to
dcminate, jet lack the Iesources to do so M"legitimately"
they will turp to violence as the ultimate resource.

The studies mentioned above provide some sugport for
this exp;anation. Huskands? domipaicn tends to be
assobiated with greatexr violence when his rescurces are
lacking. In addition, they shcw that reqgardless cf level of
Lesources, narital inequality is related to higher levels of
wife-heating. Viclence against wives tends to be high where
the wife dominates decision-making and higher still where
the husband is dominant.

These studies provide some valuable evidence on the
relationship Letvween marital inequality and viclerce. Thay
are limited, hciuever, in that they consider male~female
pcwer only within +the confines of the family. The larger
sccial and cultural context within which these family power
relations c¢ccur are overlocked entirely. This type of
approach has cone under criticism frcr those
{Gillespie, 1571; Baumgartner, Buckley and Burns,1976) who
argue that interpersonal rower relations are only part of
the power activities in any scciety. These critics regard
structured inequalities, resulting in part from the exercise

of meta-power at the macro-level, as an important factor to
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take into account.

The focus of the following analysis is on the
interconnection between sexual 1inequality at +the social
structural level, marital equality at the interpersomnal
level and viclence. against wives. In the previcus chapter
it was established that the status of women at the societal
level does have an impact on aggregate rates of
wife-beating. The central questicn here is: what impact
dces the ccntext of structured sexual inequality have on the
relafionship between marital inequality and wife-beating

among individual couples?

The Status of Women and Marital Equality

—— o——

Before turning to the dependant variable, violence
against wWive, the issue of how sexual inequality at the
societal level affects pmarital equality on the interpersonal
level must ke considered. Does the status cf women in a
state affect tke balance of power between husbands and wives
who live in it?

In order to answer this question the distritution of
marital equality types was examined within categories of the
status of wcren. The individual 1level data from the
Violence in American Families survey indicate that 7.5% of
families in this sample uwere wife dominant in decision power
and 9.4% were hustand-dcminant. The remaining group had
relative equality in marital power, although not all couples
achieved the talance in the same way. Fifty-four rercent of

the sawmple had an "autonomic" form of decision-making. That
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is, the hustand had final say in some areas and tte wife in
cthers. Twenty-nine frercent £fcllowed the Wsyncratich
pattern, with husband and wife sharing in all decisions.

When the Ltreakdcwn of power-types was comsidered within
quintiles cf wcmen's status, no significant differences fron
the overall pattern emerged. Regardless of whether their
state ranked in the lcwest or highest 20% on women's status,
the distributicn of decisicn Fower types remained basically
the sane. The only clear difference that was evidenced
emerged when rparital equality was kroken down by the
eccnomic statts of uwomen. In the lowest status states only
G.4% of sukjects rerorted a wife~dorminant balance ¢f pover,
whereas the ccmparable proportion in +the highest status
states was 10.3% (Chi-square=22.74,df=12,p<.05). %&hile the
rate of wife-dominance is more than double in high status
states than in lcw, the pattern c¢f other decision types
remained gtite stable.

Except for the <¢ne relaticn with econcmic status,
marital eguality does not seem to be related to state status
cf women., This finding, in ccnjunction with results from
previous research (see Safilios-Rcothschild, 1970 and Cromwell
and Olson,1976), indicates that irdividual resources have a
strcnger, more direct impact c¢n marital equality than
structural inequality at the macrc-level in the U.S.

In ccnsidering the ccnnection Letween women's social
status and marital eguality, Rodman (1967) contends that

Arerican society i1s individuval-achievement oriented and
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heclds fairly egalitarian norms. Therefore, he arguese, the
kalance of power 1im wmarriage 4is primarily affected by
perscnal Iesovrces in the UeSay whereas in
non-industrialized countries husbands dominate lecause of
their status as men regardless of personal resources.
Rodman's explanation has been criticized (Gillespie,1971)
for failing to acccunt for structural inequality in the
United States and other western countries. The present
analysis, which does take the inequitable context into
acccﬁnt, rrovides support for Rodman's approach for
explaining cross-cultural differences. The degree of sexual
inequality structured into non-industrailized countries is a
much stronger factor im explaining marital ineguality in
those countries than the structured 3inegualities at the
state level are in affecting pmarital equality in the U.S.
However, the ©present £indings cannot bhe taken as
evidence that women's sccial status and the balance of power
in marriges axe unrelated. certainly, a woman's power
relative +to her hustand is affected when she is legally
considered his property, as is still the case in sone
soccieties. Even the lowest status state in the U.S. is
fairly egalitarian by cross-cultural standards. The
differences Letween American states on women's status are
nct strong encugh the show differential impact on marital
FoWer. It is still the case, however, that American
hustands as males have structural advantages for the purpose

cf obtaining valued perscnal rescurces which then influence
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the balance of marital fower.

Marital Inequality and Violence Against Rives

The kivariate relaticnship between marital inequality
and wife-leating 1is examined bhere, again using only the
ipdividual level data from the pnaticnal survey. Those
resrondants who rerorted relative equality in marital
decision fpower also repcrted lcw use of violence in the
resolution of family conflicts. 1In contrast, violence by
husbands is bigh where wives dcminate decision-raking and
higher vet where hustands are dominant.

Figure 7.1 illustrates the relationship tetween marital
eQuality ty means of a bar graph. TFeuer than 3% cf couples
who followed a pattern cf egalitarian decision-making had
had a severe violent episode 1in the previcus year. In
contrast, more tham dcukle that percent (7.1%) of the wife
dominart covgles rerorted such violence. The rate of
wife-beating in couples +where the hustand dorinates is
10.7%. That is 50% higher than for the wife dominant
couples and more tham 300% greater than for egalitarian
ccuples. An amnalysis of variance wiht decision-raking type
as the independent variable showed significant differences
ir violence rates for the types. (F=11.82,4f=3,p<.001).

Evidently, wife dcpinance in dJecision—-making is nmet
with physical aggression by scme husbands. Agong these
couples, violence is not a successful ultimate resource
which allows the hustand to retain ccntrol. Perhaps it is a

resgonse to loss of control which he believes should be his.
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Toby (1974) has suggested that some men will react with
violence to assure themselves of their masculinity when
other symbols cf masculinity are lacking.

This analysis is nct meant to inmply +that we should
beclster +traditicnal symbols of husbands' masculinpity (such
as dominatiocn of wives) in order to reduce violence.
Rather, +this apalysis suggests that the very definition of
masculinity requires refoirmulaticn so that men's self-worth
is npot based cn their domination of others and, further, so
that’violence is not positively regarded as the ultimate
exrression of manhood.

Physical viclence may serve as a symbol of =rmasculinity
when other =symbols are lacking for some husbands, however,
this is not an explanation for the high level of violence hy
husbands who do dominate family decision-making. It appears
that for many of these husktands, exercise o¢f ccntrol in
marriage requires «resorting to the use of severe violence
against their wives. This situation is consistent with the
ccnfiict thecry prorosition that the more inequitable the
rower distribution, the more fcrce is required +tc¢ maintain

it-

Sexual Equality, Marital Equality,
apd Violence Against HWives

In this section cur focus +turns from +the tivariate
relationships between sexual and marital egquality and
between marital equality and violence to an investigation of

the interrelationshirp tetvween all three variakles.



145

Srecifically, the multi-level, multivariate amnalysis 1looks
at the relaticnshir ketween marital power and wife-beating
within variots structural contexts. In this study, the
contextual units are states grcuped according to their
rankings cn the Status of Women Index [SWX).

In order to make the graph of the rulti-level
relationshirs comprehensitle, the states were divided into
quartiles: 1low, moderately 1lcw, moderately high, and high
cn the SWX. The rates of violence for the different marital
eguaiity types within status of women guartiles are
presented in Figure 7.2. This figure is a summary of the
contextual analysis and presents a wealth of information on
the Irelaticn of macro-level inequality, micro~level
inequality, and wife-lkeating.

The first issue that can be addressed on the bPasis of
the data presented in Fiqure 7.2 is whether the structural
ccntext changes the pattern of the 1link beween inequality
and violence cn the interpersonal level. In the nost basic
sense it dces nct. Each of the four sets of bars represents
the same essential pattern as was evidenced in Fiqure 7.1
Regardless of context, violence against wives is lcwer among
couples where there 1is a relative balance of pcwer. When
one spouse dcminates decision-making, wife-beating is more
commmon. We found no evidence of interaction effects which,
fecr exanmple, may have shown that marital equality 4is an
important factor in explaining violence imn high status

states, but not in 1lou. The hasié relationshir between
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interperscn&l power and violence aprpears fairly stakle.
Marital equality is generally asscciated with low rates of
wife-beating.

However, this finding does nct mean that the structural
status of women has no influnce at all on the marital
equality-viclence relationshir. Although the tasic pattern
of the @micrc-level relationship holds across contexts, the
state status of women <seenms tc¢ amplify the rate of

wife-beating for certain couples.

Specifically, the coupies for whom the Etructural
ccntext seems to have the greatest impact are thocse in which
the husbapd dcminates decisicn-making and who reside in
moderately bigh and high status states. Approximately 14_of
the wives 1in these <courles vwere Severely chysically
assaulted by their hustands in the year ©pricr to the
interview. Futting it another way: husbands' use of
rhysical <force +to maintain controlﬁ is most extreme in
contexts where the status c¢f woren is relatively high.

This result of the ccntextual analysis is consistent
with our previous findirngs and discussions of the
relationshir between egquality and violence at both the macro
and micro levels. The aggreqgate analysis, discussed in the
previous chapter, showed there to be a fairly high level of
violence in high staﬁus states. One explanaticn for this

finding is that the rapid social change in relaticns between
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the sexes there resulted in the high levels of ccnflict and
violence between spouses.

The apalysis on the interpersonal level revealed that,
in general, dcminaticn of decisicn-making by husbands is
associated with the highest 1levels of violence against
wives. In Figure 7.2 we see kcth of these factors at work.
We find that wcmen in husband-dominant families 4imn the
higher status states are most vulrerable to severe physical
violence at the hands of their husbands.

The conflict tlecry extlanation that the more
ipequitable the situation, the @more force is required to
maintain it remains a rlausible one here. 1In fact, it seens
tc be illustrated even more clearly. It may be that
dcmination by the hustand seems even more inequitable to
wives in states where womens' status on the societal level
is relatively kigh. In these states, the marital inequality
seens more likely to be a conflict issue because it is more
incompatible with the emerging sexual equality at the
societal level.

It is interesting to note that there is no agpreciable
difference in the proportion of hustand-dominated couples in
the different states. The difference seems tc 1lie 4in the

arcunt of physical force required to maintain this pattern.
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Structural Impact on Hife-Dominant Couples

The structural c¢ontext alsc has an imract upon
wife-dominant coouples. Figure 7.2 shows that violence is
arpreciably higter in wife-dominated couples residing in low
and moderately lcw statis states thamn in the moderately high
and high status states. In the lower status states, nearly
10% of wives who dcminate fawmily decisions have been
physically abtsed in the course of the year. In contrast,
only about half of that proportion are the targets cf severe
violénce in the higher status states.

These data suggest that the exercise ¢f interpersonal
power by uives 1is mcre threatening to husbands where the
context is one of sexual inequality. Again, the structural
impéct séems to be greatest for +those cougles whose
interpersonal pattern is less ccnsistent with the status of
wcnen at tke sccietal level. In states where women's status
is 1low, domination Lky +s%ives may be regarded as more
illegitimate Ly many husbands, whose response is to turm to
violence.

This pattern is consistent with our earlier discussion
of wife-keating in wife~dominant families. 1Toky's (1974)
explanation that this violence <zTesults, in rfart, fronm
hustands being threatened by the lc¢ss c¢f traditional symbols
cf masculinity is a plausible one here. Viclence is
exacerbated when wives dominate in a sccial context where
their general status is low. It appears that husktands are

ncst threatened by wives' control when the milieu is one of
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sexual inequality. Thus, they turnm to the ultimate symbol
of masculinity - violence. Further, it may be that husbands
in low status states £find dominaticn by their wives
particularly frustrating and that many respond %ith physical
aggression. In addition, some huskands may be turning to
violence as an ultimate resource in an attemgt to gain

ccntrol from their wives.

Summary

'In this chapter, the pulti-level, mvltivariate
relationshir heween sexual equality, marital equality, and
violence against wives was taken ug.

Preliminary tivariate analysis indicated that
structured sexual inequality, at least to the degree that it
varies from state to state, doces nct directly impact upon
marital equality. The distributicn of decision-making types
(¥ife-dominant, autoncmic, syncratic, husband-dominant) does
not vary significantly according to social context. It was
suggested that while structural inequality between the sexes
has a direct impact cn marital equality in cross-cultural
ccnparisons (Rcdman, t967), the U.S. is fairly egalitarian
overall and that individual resouxces are a more significant
influence on rarital rower here. Although American nmales
enjoy structrtral advantages which allow them to gain
resources disprororticnately which then provide a povwer
tase, the state differences on structural inequality as

measured ky the SWX were not strcng enough tc have a
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significant direct effect.

The kivariate analysis of the relationship between
marital equality and viclence indicated that wife-teating is
associated with inequality. Viclence against wives is much
higher in wife~dcminated and huskand-dominated families than
in families wkere decisiopns are made in a fairly egalitarian
way.

The contextual analysis revealed an important
relationshir tetween macro level and micro level inequality
and ‘violence against wives. The tasic pattern that
egalitarian marriages are generally less violent than ones
in which one srouse dcminates persists across categories of
womens'! statis. However, the data showed that the degree to
which the tralance of gpcwer is asscciated with viclence is
.affected by the «context of sexual equality. It was found
that wives whc dominate marital decisicns in the 1lower
status states and wives whose hustands doninate in the
- higher status states are most 1likely to ke victims of severe
physical as<aults by their hustands.

It was =suggested that in lover status states,
wife-dominance, contrasting with the milieu of inequality,
is threatening to huskards. For many of them, viclence nmay
then be +the vuvltimate symbcl of masculinity within the
family. It may also be a resgcnse to frustration and/or a
tactic to regain ccn;rol. In higher status states, the
domination by husbands contrasts with the <context of an

emerging sexval equality. There, wives may see husktands?!



control as ipnequitable. The use of more physical force nay

therefore ke required ry husbands to maintain ccntrol.




CHAPTEE VIIX
A MULTI-IEVEL ANALYSIS CF THE STATUS CF KOMEN
ANL WIFE-BEATING:
SUMMARY, CCNCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The relaticnship between the status of women in society
and violerce against wives has been the subject of some
ccntfoversy in the past decade. The majcr purpose of this
research has Leen to clarify scme c¢f the concepts shich have
Leen at issve and tc provide empirical evidence to inforn
the debate. Providing ultimate answers which would resolve
such a contrcversy is a task greater than any one research
project can enccmpass. However, it is hoped that this study
is a step tosward that end.

This study is composed of three majcr parts. The first
is a systenms theoretical analysis of the status of women
tased on histcrical and cross-cultural evideunce. This
analysis prcvides a foundation for a general understanding
of sexual stratificatior and womens' current status. The
second part deals specifically with the concept of the
status of women, the develcpment c¢f an index <¢f vwomens!
status, and the ranking of U.S. states according to that
index. The third is the empirical analysis din +which the
ippact of the status of women on marital eguality and

violence against wives is investigated. The work in each of
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these three parts is reviewed in the following sections.

Meta-Power and §_;gal Inequality:
A Theoretical Analysis

The model cof sexual stratification formulated im this
section of the study is tased on moderm systems theory and
the concept of meta-power. A central contenticn of +this
apgroach 1is that exarining power and inequality on the
interpersconal level captures <c¢nly part of the power
actifities cngcing in scciety. A transcending part of
greater historical imrortance invclves attempts tc structure
and restructcrre the social context within which
interpersonal relaticns occur. PowWwer oriented +tcward the
shaping of +the structure of social relationshigs, that is
the context, is "meta-power" cr "relational controln
(Baumgartner, Ruckley, and Burmns, 1975).

Meta-power is tased cn social and material zresources.
In general, those who have scme control cover such resources
can exercise meta-rower tc structire the system tc their own
advantage, thereby gaining firther resources. Through such
a positive feedtack process, a highly stratified system can
ererge out c¢f one in which iritial power and resource
differences Wwere rinimal.

The mcdel developed here applies these rrinciples in
examining the positicn of women in society. It attempts to
specify the structuring factors, particularly the exercise

of meta-pcwer by men, which have resulted in the current
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systenm of sexual stratificaticn. Historical and
arthropolcgical research and theory are drawn upon for
evidence. Changes in womens' status resulting from the
tramnsition of human society from hunting and gathering to
agricultural tc industrial are examined.

The purpcse of this theoretical analysis is tc provide
a fuller understanding c¢f the sccial structuxal factors
which have nclded the current status of women. The status
of women is, in large part, the result of the historical
exeréise of meta-pouer and continues to be shaped Ly humaﬁ
action. This conception of the status of women underlies
the approach taken in cther sections of the research where
the concept is orerationalized and related to other

P

variables.

The Status cf Homen:

Definition, Measurement, and State Ranking

Itn

. The ccncert "status of wWwomen" is not as simple or
clear-cut as the popular usage of the term implies. What is
reqgarded as "high" status has changed historically and is
currently viewed differently by different groups. For the
purposes of this study, the status cf women is defined as
the position of women as a group relative to men as a group
in the different spheres c¢f society (Hommes,1978).

The develcrment of a measture of womens! status 1is a
central focus of +this seccnd porticn of the study. The

gathering cf data on ucmens'! status from diverse sources
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(U.S. Censts Bureau, statistical almanacs, national
surveys, etc.) and the constructicn of the Status of Women
Index (SWX) have a twg fold purpose. The first is the
fermulation of a social indicater of vwomens! status.
Despite the florescence of social indicatecrs in the past
decade, indicatcrs of social equality, particularly for the
sexes, have been largely cverlocked. The SWX is designed to
begin to fill this gap. Currently, it provides a
descriptive picture of wonens?® rélative status in American
statés. As new déta becone available, it can .gé
recalculated and can serve as an indicator of change (or
lack therecf) in the rosition of vwomen in the U.S. The
second pupose of developing the SWX is to operationalize a
ccncept of theoretical impcrtance in feminist scciological
research in general and this study in particular.

The SWX, in its <£final form, 4is made up of four
dimensions: econonic status, educational status, political
status, and legal status. Examples of specific items within
these dimensicns are %cf women in the laker force; % female
receiving fpost-secondary education; and % female in state
Senate. The legal dimensicn is a measure of sex-biased
state laws. The dimension indicators were standardized and
combined into a total SHWX score.

Another important aspect of this part of the study is
the ranking o¢f the states c¢n the specific items, the

dimension indicators, and the total index. Interesting

patterns for specific states can Le traced by examining
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rankings on particular items. The rankings on the total
index, in ccontrast, are a useful summary of womens' status
in the U.S. 1This overall ranking cn the SWX placed BAlaska
at the top and 1Llouvisiana at the bottenm regarding sexual

equality.

The Multi-Level Analvysis

The third part of the study takes up the question of
hcw ’structured sexual inequality affects the 1level of
violence against wives. A multi-level structural approach
is used in attenpting to answer this question.

The additicral data for this part of the research come
from the Viclence in American Families Survey in which a
nationally regpresentative sample of 2143 husbands and wives
were interviewed with regard to their family life in general
and domestic violence in particular.

The marital equality variable is baséd on a modified
Blood-Wolfe  decisicn fpower scale. The violence rates are
tased on resgcnses to the Conflict Tactics Scale. Violence
rates for particular states are treated with caution because
of the small number of cases in many states. Greater
confidence can te rplaced in rates regcrted for groups of
states at certain status levels, as the larger ccmbined JNs

serve to imprcve reliakility.
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Aggregate-level Analysis

The review of the literature omn the central gquestion of
the research suggests a nunber of possible
interrelaticnshirs letvween the aggqregate-level variables.
The issue of whether increased sexual equality will result
in a reduced or ar increased level cf wife-beating has been
discussed. The possibility that the relationship would not
fit a linear pattern was also considered. An e3xploratory
mcde of data analysis was used. The exploratory approach,
withvits emphasis on visual displays of data, was considered
best suited fcr this research because it is open to a range
cf alternative explanations and because the nature of the
data (specifically the small N at +the aggregate level)
limits the usefulness cf several mcre rigorous statistical
technigues.

The aggregate level analysis betweer women's status and
spousal viclence indicated +that +there is a curvilinear
relationship ketween these twc¢ variables. Wives are nost
likely to be physically assaulted by their husbands in
states where the status cf women is 1lowest. Wife-beating
then decreases as status increases, but only tc a point.
Where the status of wcmen is highest, the level of violence

against uives is also quite high.

There are a number of possible explanations for these
Lesults. They may be a 1reflection of the need to use
greater physicai force to mairntain an inequitable status guo

in the low status states. Violence may be one means of
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keeping womer "in +their place". In addition, the more
limited econcinic and educatioral cptions outside the home in
these states mpay serve to keer women in atusive marriages.

In contrast, the finding of high viclence in high
status states 1is likely to Lke the result of other factors.
Rapid social change and the breakdcwn c¢f institutionalized
Icles are generally accompanied by increased conflict. It
is likely that change toward sexual equality is also related
tc  conflict. In this case the conflict may be on the
sociétal level, as in the struggle over the ©Equal Rights
Arerdment. gr, it may be on the interpersonal level. As
traditional hustand-wife roles kreakdown, wmarital conflict
is 1likely +tc increase for a time until new patterns becone
estaklished. 1That ccnflict arparently erupts intc violence
focr many cougles.

Another variakle which helps shed 1light on the
different opatixe of violence against wives in the high and
low status states is viclence against hustands. In states
where womens' status is relatively low, wives are twice as
likely as huskands to be victims c¢f severe violence. In
high status states, in contrast, the rates of violence by
hustands and uwives are conparable. Women are achieving
equality in violence along with equality im the econonic,
educational, pclitical, and legal arenas. It appears that
in contexts of relative equality, wives dc not suffer
violence by their hustands passively. The decline of sexual

inequality ir all spheres seems tc ke related tc a reduction



159

of sex differences in various behaviors including violence.
Where womens' status is higher and their options greater,
wcmen may feel less inhibited akout +the use o¢f physical
aggression and may feel they have less to lose ty striking
out against their husltands.

The final phase of the aggregate level analysis
involved ccntroling the status cf women-wife abuse
relationshir fcxr a number of state variables which were
regarded as ©fpotentially confcunding. State educational
levei, degree c¢f urkanization, and "violent climate" proved
to have no significant impact cn the original relationship.
State per capita income turned cut to be +the only salient
ccntrol variatle, explaining much of the linear covariance
tetween womens' status and wife abuse. However, lecause the
status-violence relationshircg is curvilinear, further
analysis was ccnducted. Within categories of high, medium,
and low state per capita income, the <curvilinear
relationshir hclds although it is 1less pronounced. The
status of woren does have an impact separate frcm inconme

effects.

Ccontextual Analysis

Through contextual analysis the investigation shifted
from the macrc 1level +to a consideration of multi-level
effects. The focus turns to the interacticn of the
structural and 4interpersonal factors. Specifically, the

interrelationship between the status of women, denoting
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structured sexual inegtality, maxital inequality, as

indicated by the talance of power betWween sfpouses on

decision-making, and violence against vives was
investigated.
Preliminary kivariate analysis indicated that

structured sexual inequality, at least to the degree that it
varies from state to state, dces not directly impact upon
marital equality. The distriktuticn of decision-making types
{vife-dominant, autoncmic, syncratic, husband-dcminant) does
nct ’vary significantly according to social context. It was
suggested that while structural inequality between the sexes
has a direct impact on marital equality in cross-cultural
ccmparisons (Bodman, 1967), the U.S. is fairly egalitarian
overall and that individual resources are a more significant
influence on marital power here. Although Arerican males
enjoy structvral advantages which allow them to gain
resources disgroporticnately which +then frovide a power
tase, the state dJdifferences on structural inequality as
measured by the SWX were not strong enough +t¢ have a
significant direct effect.

The kivariate analysis of the relationship betveen
marital equality and viclence indicated that wife-leating is
associated with inegunality. Viclence against wives is nmuch
higher in wife-dominated and husband- dominated families
than in families where decicns are made in a fairly

egalitarian uay}
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The copntextual analysis revealed an impoxrtant
interaction tetween racrc level and micrc level inequality.
The kasic pattern that egalitariar marriages are denerally
less vioient than <cnes in which cne spouse dominates
persists across cateqgories of womens! status. However, the
data showed that the ccntext of sexual egquality affects the
degree to which the kalance <¢f power within families is
associated with violerce. It was found that wives who
dominate marital decisions in the lower status states and
wiveé whose husbands dominate in the higher status states
are most likely to be victims of severe physical assaults hy
their hustands.

It was suggested that 4in lowver status states,
wife~dominance, coﬂtrasting with the milieu of nale
superiority, may be threatening tc husbands. For many of
then, violence may then ke the wultimate symbol of
masculinity within the family. It may also be a response to
frustration or an ultimate rescurce uron which to draw to
attempt tc gain or regain contrcl. In higher statis states,
the domination by huskands ccntrasts with the context of an
€rerging sexual equality. There, uwives may see husbands'
ccntrol as illegitimate. The use cf mcre physical force may

therefore be required ty husbands to maintain ccntrol.



162

Limitations of the Study

The major limitation of this study is not one that
brings the srecific findings into gquestion. Rather, the
rroblem is one of an inherent inconsistency letween a
systems thecretical trerspective and the tyre of structural
analysis that is necessitated ty the currently availatle
data. The dynamic nattre of the changing status of women
and 4its dinterrelaticnship with marital equality and
wife-beating cannot te fully captured given data collected
at oﬁly one pcocint in time.

In this study, structured sexual inequality is viewed
as a contextual variable which affects the amount of
violence against wives directly and through interaction with
forms of inequality withimp particular marriages. The focus
is con the effect of nmacrc-level structure on wmicro-level
relations. The enphasis on this effect is nct meant to
izply that micrc-processes do not have a reciprocal effect
cn macro-structures. That there d1s a dialectic between
these levels 1is a kkasic premise of systemns analysis.
Unfortunately, this study could nct include an examination
of the feedkack processes of sccial structure and social
action as they affect and continually change ore another.
The possibility of extending this research to investigate
this interaction 3is an exciting prospect. However, it is
dependent ¢n the availability of national longitudinal data

on marital viclence, which is currently unavailable.
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The other limitaticns of this research which mnmust be
kept in mind are of a more technical nature. As was
discussed in previous charters, the reliatkility of
individual =state viclence rates is not certain tkecause of
the small nunker of subjects in scme states. Moreover, the
fact that the random sample was not stratified Lty state also
brings the reliability cf data abcut particular, individual
states into question. In contrast, violence rates fo groups
of states, for example the highest guintile, camn te accepted
uith'greater assurance and were used for all analyses.

Another rrcblem which was unavoidable in the agdggregate
level analysis was the small N cf thirty states. Small Ns
are common in aggregate research, as each aggregate case
represents a large grcup of individuals. Nevertheless, the
spall N does set limits on the «complexity of statistical
techniques that are applicable. 1In particualr, determining
the statistical significance of the results is difficult.

While these problems were not insumountable, they are
important encugh that the results of the empirical research
nust be considered tentative and exploratory. Real
ccnfidence im the <cconclusicns c¢f the study can only come

when additional studies confirm the present findirgs.
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Cccnclusions

The Status cf Women and Violence Against Hives

e —— —— 2 2

The central theme cf this research is that +the status
of women is related tc the level of violence against wives.
However, that relationshig is much more complex than the
theoretical discussicns of it to date have lead us to
telieve.

On the one hand are the authors and social scientists
who have arqued that a reduction of sexual inequality will
result in a reduction cf wife-teating (Dobash and Dobash,
1980; Martin,1976; Schuyler,1576). 0©On the other are those
vho contend that violence against sives will increase as the
general status of vwecmen imrrcves as men attempt to retain
ccentrol {(Whitehurst,1974; Marsden, 1978).

The problen commcn to both of these formulations is
oversinmplificaticn. For one thing, the impact of increased
egquality letween the sexes on marital viclence is not of the
magnitude implied by those who have debated this issue. As
the research on family viclence mounts, it becomes
increasingly clear that there is no single cause of such
aktuse. A ccmplicated ueb of factcrs are at work. some of
these factors are embedded in the social structure and
culture; cthers grow cut of socialization exrperiences or
day-to-day stresses (Straus, Gelles,aand Steinmetz, 1980).

#hile the status of women is an important
consideration, changing that status alone will not eradicate

wife~-beating. The uni-causal assumptions which underlie the
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discussions c¢f womens'status and violence in the literature
are unfounded and have resulted in simplistic causal clainms.

Another cversimplification in discussions tc date is
the assubrticn of a linear relationship Letween sexual
equality and wife-beating. Whether they argue that the
relationshir is positive or negative, ccnmentators generally
regard it as linear.

In a brief commentary, Steinmetz and Straus (1974) do
consider the [rossibility that the short-run and long-run
effects of increasing equality may not be identical. They

suggest that the tramsition pericd in which patriarchal and

egalitarian structures and norms clash may ke <characterized

by increased sarital ccnflict and violence. This particular
discussion of theirs (they do revert to linear explanations
in some other works) ccmes clcsest to the empirical evidence
vncovered in this research.

The findirg of a curvilinear relationship between the
status of wcmepy and wife-teating nust be regarded as
€vidence of the short-run effects of 4increasing equality.
Those states where +the status of women is relatively high
can by no means be seen as egalitarian. They are Jjust
scmewhat closer to sexual equality than are the other
states. The investigation of the lcng-run consequences of
sexual equality must await future generations.

The curvilinear relaticnship which was discovered
cannot be as simply explained as a linear relation might

have been. It is pcossikle that greater physical force is
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required to keer women "in their place® in low status states
and that rarid social change in sex roles results in greater
dcmestic c¢cnflict and violerce inm high status states.
Hcwever, the data are nct available in this research to

ccnfirm +these explanaticns of the emprical results. That

cenfirmation will have to come through additional research.

Multi-level Analysis

A seccnd central theme of this study is that
interpersonal interacticn does not occur in a social vacuum.
The structural context within which these interactions occur
is regarded as an impcrtant factor to take into account.

The amplificaticn of structured sexual imequality is
analyzed thrcugh a systems theoretical framework in Chapter
IT. The current status c¢f women is shcwn to te 1molded by
the exercise ¢f meta-power by men over the centuries. The
impact of this structured ineguality between men and women
cn interperscnal interaction is examined empirically in
Chapter VII. It was fcund that +the general [fpattern that
marital inegtality in decision-pmaking is related to higher
rates of violemce against wives hc¢lds across ccntexts of
Wwomens' statis in the U.S. However, the data shcw that the
degree to which the talance <¢f rower 4is associated with
violence is affected bty the ccntext of sexual inequality.

The multi-level analysis rrovides evidence that the
social context wuwithin uhich interpersonal relaticns occur is

important to take intc consideratiocn. Previous studies
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which have examined +the 1link between wmarital povwer and
violence providéd valualkle informatiop on the +wuicro-level
relationship. This study examines that relatiomnship as it
is affected by the context of sexuval 4inequality, and in
doing so provides a fuller understanding.

While this study has focused on the ceffect of
macroc—-structures or interpersonal relaticns, a systems
Ferspective hclds that this is cnly half of the interaction
ketuween levels. Certainly, the changing patteins within
marriages serve to rold the status of women at the societal
level. The impact of social action at the micro-level on
macro-structures is an important issue to take up in future

researche.

Inplications of the Study

It would have been quite easy to outline the social
pclicy implications of this study had the findings confirmed
the uni-causal, linear assumptions of those who have
discussed the connection between the status of women and
uife-beéting cver the last decade. A significant negative
correlation between +the twc variables couid have been
transiated into the simrle recoimmendation that we dimprove
the economic, educaticnal, pclitical, and legal status of
wcmen and thereky directly reduce the amount of wife abuse.

Unfortunately, social reality is not so clear cut.
Wife-beating is the result of a complex of factcrs, and is

affected by the status of +women in a comgplex way.
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Nevertheless, the findings of +this research do provide
important information which can inform policy discussions.

This study has =several igplications. First, it
provides evidence that maintaining a system of inequality
betvween the sexes is nct related to 1low levels of wife
akuse, as was suggested ty the New Hampshire Comrissicn on
the Stg}us‘ of Women under Governor Mgldrinm Thompson
{Portsmouth Herald, September 13, 1977). Low status for
Wwomen is accompanied ty high 1leveles of viclence 'against
uiveé.

In low statts states where ortions fcr women cutside of
marriage are limited, there is the nmost serious need for
alternatives tc viclernt marriages. The need foxr battered
wives shelters and enrlocyment and educational prcgrams for
wemen is most acute in the states where the status of women
is lcwest., According to the rankings on the Status of Women
Index, these states are: Mississippi, Virginia, New Mexico,
Illinois, Scuth Carclina, Cklahoma, West virginia, Utah,
Alaiama, and Louisiana. While shelters aﬁd prcgrams im
cther states are certainly important, the results of this
research suggest that they would have their greatest impact
in those states where the status of women is currently
lewest.

The finding of high rates of marital viclence in states
where wvomens' status is relatively high has otherx
igplications. It suggests that more must be done to help

couples <cope with the social changes taking glace. As
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traditional hustand-wife roles treakdown fcr a variety of
reasons including the feninist novement and economic
necessity, adjustment tc new pmarital patterns will be
difficult. Fcxr previcus generaticns of husbands and wives,
the patterns of decisicn-making and the divisicn of lakor
were a given. As women gain greater social equality, these
patterns ar€e nc¢ lcnger taken for granted. Hovever,
decisions still need to ke made and work still needs to be
done. Without some guidelines these can easily become
issués of cocnflict, ard for many couples violence.

The implication is that ccuples are required to do more
negotiating cver everyday affairs when women have relative
equality. There is a need for family life educaticn courses
tc deal moie directly with communication skills apnd conflict
management techniques. Theie is apn urgent need for these
ccurses to include more young men, both at the high school
and college levels. Mcreover, there is a need for seminars
and workshogrs for couples already married. These couples
coﬁld apply tke skills they learn immediately, and perhaps
reduce the level of violence in their own relaticnships.

The finding that violence tky wives increases with the
status of wcmen is cause for some concern. This result is
further evidence that sex differences in various behaviors
do dipinish as societal sexual inequality delines. While
the possibility that mren are tecoring more nurturant and
women less derendent is encouraging, convergence ketveen the

sexes on other tehaviors such as physical vioclence 1is not.
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The implicaticn is that koth huskands and wives are capatle
of violence and need help in conflict wmanagement to aveid
resorting to violence as the status of women improves and
marital rcles change.

A final ipplication is that factors vwhich promote
violence in our society (such as violence in the media and
the prolifetation of hand guns) must be dealt with directly.
Whether the status of women is high or 1low, physical
violence is a part of our culture. When husbands feel the
need.to contrcl their wives or when marital conflicts become
unmanageakle, thkis part c¢f our culture becomes part of

family life as well.

Significance of the Study

This study is of significance on a number of levels.
The theoretical analysis of sexual stratification is
valuable for two reascns. The general meta-power model of
stratificaticn develcred by PRaumgartner et al. does not
ipclude sexual stratification in its purvie€u. This
elakoraticn of their formulation to include sexual
inequality illcstrates the the fruitfulness and Ltkreadth of
that theoretical mcdel fcr explaining the underlying forces
of a range c¢f social inegqgualities.

In addition, this application of systems thecry and the
ccncept of meta~power to the study of sexual inequality is a

centributicn to feminist theory on this issue. To date,

much evidence cf sexual inequality has been accumulated, but
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theoretical mcdels which synthesize that evidence have been
guite limited.

This research also makes a contribution to the
literature on the «current status of women in the United
States. The develcpment of the Status of Women Index as a
social ipdicator - is a first step toward a more adequate
mcnitoring of change or absence of change in that status.
Moreover, the SWX will ke a valuvable tocol in other social
science research as the impact of womens' status cn a series
ct 6ther variabkles (for example rape, womens' mental and
physical health, female crime rates) can now be investigated
ncre readily.

Finally, the results of the empirical research imn the
third major part of the study are c¢f importance. The study
provides new insights into factors which affect the level of
wife abuse in this ccuntry. The social status cf women is
related to the deqree of violence %ithin the family.

This study shows that the intimate interactions that
take flace in the ©Fprivacy of the home are influenced by
sccial structural factors which, at first glance, seem guite
far removed from individual families. The analysis which
provides evidence to this effect is a valuable example of a
nulti~-level aprroach applied to the study of the family.
Through such research the garp between racro and
microsociclogical investigations cf families can tegin to be
tridged and a fuller understanding c¢f the structural and

interperscnal factors can emerge.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

MARITAL. EQUALITY INDEX

Every family has decisions to make -- such as where to live, whether or not to buy
a car, and so on. We would like to find out how you and your (wife/partner) make
some of these kinds of decisions.

HAND RESPONDENT CARD €

65. Let's start with buying a car. Who do you think should have the final say on

buying a car? .
T (. 65 . Q.66 Q. 67
RESPONDENT WIFE/PARTHNER
0P IMICH 0P IHION WHO HAS FINAL SA
£ z g
B & ¥
g1, 5231, Sy
> W «a = 5 3B > w & = & B > w e = S
£S5 2 2 2 = £E 5 22 g ¥ £ 3 2¢g 2
o w2 22 r- i 2 o%23E - |00 %35 E
1. Buying a car 1 2 3 4 5 % 1 2 3 4 5 X 12 3 45
" 2. Having children 12 1 34 5 X 12 5
8 3. What house or
: apartment to take 1.2 3 4 5 X 123 4 5 X 12 3 45
: 4. What job you
should take 1 2 3 4 5 % 1.2 3 4 5 X 1 2 3 45
1 5.  Whether your wife
" should go to’work
or quit work 12 3 4 5 % 1.2 3 4 5 X 1 2 3 4 58
3 6. How much money to spend
4 on food per week 12 3 4 5 X [ 1 2 3 45 Xl II 2 345
¥ .

66. How about your (wife/partner)? Who does
she think should have the final say on buying
a car?

67. MNow, in your family, who actually does have
the final say?
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APPENDIX B

CONFLICT TACTICS SCALE

HANO RESPONDENT CARD A

78. lo matter how well a ccupie gets along, there are timas when they disagrze on major decisions, get annoyed
about scmething the other person does, or just have spats or fignts because they're in a bad mood or tired
or for scme other reason. They also use miny differsnt ways of trying to settle their differences. I['m
going to read a list of some things that you and your (wife/partner) might have done when you had a dispute,
and would first like you to tell me for each ane how often you did it in the past year.

. 0id you or your (wife/partner) ever (ITEM)?

[F ANY BRACKETED ITEMS HAPPENED [N PAST YEAR, GO TO HEXT PAGE.

IF NO BRACKETED ITEMS IN PAST YEAR, SKIP Y0 Q. 82.

9.7 2.7 9. 80
EYER
RESPONRENT- [N _PAST TZAR WIFZ/PARTNER-IN PAST YEAR HAPPCNED
1%} w

v = v = =

o ¥ £3,8 2 ¥ £3,8 2

£ pm B £EgF cEESE =

N T Y Bt S w Y=o §uEt =

- =] — oY -— 1 o= = P4 ] - wy — , x = (%] =

o o= = L= 22 8 o E o= ! 1~ 00 3 u oo 2

= = - o o ¥ =N = = — e o - ZN a e = a
T e e e e [ e e e e e e e — —— 555
a. Discussed the issue calmly o 1t 2 3 4 ‘,S 5 X ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 s % 1 2 X 37

/
b. Got iafarmation to back up §58-
(yoursher) side of things 0 1 2 3 5 5§ X n 1 2 3 4 5 5 X 1 2 50
¢. Brought in or tried to bring ¢ 56'1-
in someone to helo settle things 0 1 2 3 4 S 6§ X 6 1 2 3 4 5 & X T2 X §3
d. Insulted or swore at the 564-
other one 01 2 3 & 5 & X |0 1 2 3 3% s & x |1 2 x ‘sz
e. Sulked and/or refused to 567
talk about it 0 1 2 3 & 5 58 X {0 V¥ 2 3 4 5 6 X 1 2 X g9
f. Stomped out of the room or 570-
house (or yard) 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 X 01 2 3 4 5 6 X 1 2 X 72
573-
g. Cried 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 X 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 X T2 X 75
h. Bid or said sometning to 578-
spite the other one 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 X 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 X 1 2 X 79
i. Threatened fo hit or throw §05-
something at the other one 0 1 2 3 & 5 6 X 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 X 1 2 X 07
3. Threw or smashed or hit or 608~
kicked scmething 6o 1 2 3 4 5 6 X o1 2 3 4 5 & % P2 x 1
k. Threw something at the 811-
other one o 1 2 3 4 5 6 X o1 2 3 4 5 6 X 1 2 X| 13
1. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved “:,_
the other one 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 X J0 1 2 3 & 5 6 X |V 2 X| s
517~
m, Slapped the other one 01 2 3 4 5 6 X o 1 2 3 4 5 & X 1 2 X °19
n. Kicked, bit, or hit with 820-
a fist 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 X 01 2 3 4 5 § X 1 2 x| 2
0. Hit or tried to hit with ’ 523~
something 01 2 3 4 5 6 X o1 2 3 4 5 6 X T2 X| 25
d28-
p. Beat up the other one g1 2 3 4 5 6 X ¢ V¥ 2 3 4 5 6 X V2 X| ag
q. Threatened with a knife 6239
or gun 0 1 2 3 4 S5 6 X 01 2 3 4 5 6 X 1 2 x 3l
r. Used a knife or qun 0 1 2 3 6 5 6 x jo 1 2 3 & 5 & x |1 2 x{°3
L 135-
s. Other (PROSE): 001 2 3 4 5 6 x |01 2 3 4 5 6 x|v o2 x °F
79, And what about your (wife/partner)? Tel) me how often she (ITEM) in the past year. ——I
FOR EACH ITEM CIR THER “NevER OR »cou't knowr rFor EOTH eeseongent anp parTueR, A :
80



APPENDIX C

’ ITENS COMPRISING THE STATIUS OF WOMEN INDEX
: AND STATE CCNTRCL VARIAELES

Statuys of Wcpep Index
Economic Dimension

EC1, % Fenmale, age 17+ Whc Worked, 1976

EC2, % Female cf Professicnal, Technical
and Kindred Workers, 1976 o

EC3, % Female of Managerial and Administrative
(Non-Farm) Workers, 1976

EC4, % Unemplcyed in Male Civilian lakor Force, 1976/
% Unemplcyed in Female Civiliar Latcr Force, 1976

EC5, Median Inccme for Female Full-Time Workers, 1976/
Median Inccme for Male Full-Time Wecrkers, 197¢€

Educational Dinension

174

» 1970/
1970

ED1, % of Females, Ade 25+, Who are High Schocl Graduates

% of Males, Age 25+, Who are High School Graduates,
D2, # of Females Enrclled in Pcst-Seccndary Schocl, 1975/

# of Males Enrolled in Post-Secondery School, 1975
Er3, % Female cf High Schccl Interscholastic Athletes, 1978
EC4, % Female cf High Scheccl Administrators, 1978

Pclitical Dimension

POL1, # of Females in U.S. Congress, 1970-1979/
Total # cf Members

ECL2, # of Females in State Senate, 1970-1979/
Total # c¢f Members

PCL3, # of Female Menmkers in State House, 1970-197S/
Total # cf Members

ECL4, # of Fermale Appelate and Major Trial Court Jdtdges,
Total # cf these Judges, 1977

legal Dimensicn

1977/



All items 1isted in Chapter V.
State Control Variables

State Educational Level, % of population, age 25+,
Who are High Schccl Graduates, 1970
Urkanizaticn, % of Population living in
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, 197¢
Violent Climate, Violent Crimes per 100,000
Populaticn, 1976
State Per Capita Income, Hedian Per Capita Income, 1976

175
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APPENILIX D

SOURCES CF DATA FOR THE STATUS CF WOMEN INIEX
AND STIATE CONTRCL VARIAELES

Items frcm Source are listed in parentheses.

Acker, Joan
1980 "Homen and stratificaticn: a review of the recent
literature." Ccntemporary Sociology 9:25-34.

Alexander, Shana
1975 Women's lLegal Fights. Los Angeles:
Wollemnstonecraft, Inc. (Lt - L14)

Ccuncil of State Governrents
1975 Book cf the States. Lexingtcn, Ky.: The Council of
State Governments. (ECL1 - POLY)

Johnson, Marilyn and Kathy Stanwick 1978 Profile of Women
Holding Office. New Brunswick, N.Jd.:Eagleton
Institute of Pclitics. (POL1 - POLY)

Project on Equal Education Rights
1979 YEack to School 1line-upg: Where Girls and Women
Stand in Education Today". Washington,
D.c.:National Crganization fcr Women. (Ed3 -ED4)

U.S. Bureau of the Census
1977 Statistical Atstract of the U.S. Washington, D.C.

{ED1 - ED2)

U.S. Department of Lakor
1978 sSurvey of Income and Education, Spring, 1976.
Washington, L.C.: Bureau of 1labor Statistics,
Rerort 536. (EC1 - EC5)
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