View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by fCORE

provided by The University of Utah: J. Willard Marriott Digital Library

GENDER AND HEALTH IN ABUSIVE RELATIONSHIPS

by

Carrie Ann LeFevre Sillito

A dissertation submitted to the faculty of
The University of Utah
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

Department of Sociology
The University of Utah

May 2011


https://core.ac.uk/display/276264547?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1

Copyright © Carrie Ann LeFevre Sillito 2011

All Rights Reserved



The University of Utah Graduate School

STATEMENT OF DISSERTATION APPROVAL

The dissertation of Carrie Ann LeFevre Sillito

has been approved by the following supervisory committee members:

Heather C. Melton , Chair 01/14/2011
Date Approved
Andrew K. Jorgenson , Member 01/14/2011
Date Approved
Kim Korinek , Member 01/14/2011
Date Approved
Sonia M. Salari , Member 01/14/2011
Date Approved
Rebecca L. Utz , Member 01/14/2011
Date Approved
and by Jeffrey Kentor , Chair of
the Department of Sociology

and by Charles A. Wight, Dean of The Graduate School.



ABSTRACT

Researchers have long recognized intimate partner abuse as a soasah pooib!
only recently has it been recognized as a public health problem. However,hd¢edhrs
point has failed to examine whether the health effects of intimate partnemaaolary by
gender. This dissertation uses data from the National Survey of Famdi¢toaseholds
to examine the effects of intimate partner abuse on physical health,siepyésar,
stress, social connectedness, and access to resources in intimate patimeshigls. All
models are stratified by gender in order to examine gender differencestin heal
outcomes. Results indicate that there are gender differences, withla fisadvantage
on many outcomes. Implications include inclusion of violence outcomes in future
research of IPA, and recognition that “symmetry” definitions should include than
simple rates and ratios of violence reporting. Furthermore, this reseacdtésch need
to expand the study of gender in low-level violence to assess other diffetiesicesre

not addressed in this study.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction: Intimate Partner Abuse and Health

On April 26, 2003 Tacoma'’s chief of police shot and killed his estranged wife,
Crystal Brame, in a parking lot. This killing was not in the “line of duty;heat Police
Chief David Brame used his service pistol to murder Crystal as his final iatinodte
partner abuse before killing himself. Two young children, extended family, iendsr
mourned Crystal's death (Porterfield 2003). In July 2004, Mark Hacking was able to
convince his family and thousands of volunteers to conduct a massive search for his wife,
Lori Soares Hacking, whom he claimed had not returned from her morning jog. He later
confessed to shooting her in the head, and throwing her body in a dumpster. Lori was 27
years old and pregnant with her first child when Mark Hacking violently took her life.
His sentencing for this spousal homicide was a mere 6 years to life in @rfsmnson
and Reavy 2005). In February 2004, Teri Jendusa-Nicolai’'s ex-husband beat her with a
baseball bat, forced her into a trash bin, and abandoned her in a freezing cold storage
unit. Teri survived, but was permanently injured by the frostbite, and suffered a
miscarriage because of the incident (ABC 2004). Intimate partner aP#sarflthe
United States is not limited to the stories of these three victims.

Crystal, Lori, Teri, and countless other victims were threatened, beat, raped

intimidated, or violently murdered by intimate partners. Although rates ofatgim



partner homicide and reported IPA have been declining in recent years, Btidestice
Statistics (BJS) estimates that as many as 1/3 of female homidiadesvénd 3% of male
homicide victims are killed by an intimate partner (BJS 1997). AdditionalBast 22%
of nonfatal violence against women, and 4% of nonfatal violence against men, is
committed in the context of an intimate relationship (BJS 2007b) .

Although researchers agree that IPA claims countless victims, a nsgarch
debate centers on the role of gender as a risk factor for intimate partner violence
victimization. Although researchers from both groups agree that women aggifyrim
victims of severe violence, family violence researchers claim that katlegs share
equal risk of being victims or perpetrators of low level IPA (referred tgexsder
symmetrical violence”) (Dobash and Dobash 1979; Dutton 2006; Gelles, Flannery,
Vazsonyi, and Waldman 2007; Johnson 2008). Feminist researchers claim thatgender i
the central risk factor for IPA victimization (“gender asymmaelrigolence”) (Dobash
and Dobash 1979; Dutton 2006; Gelles, Flannery, Vazsonyi, and Waldman 2007,
Johnson 2008). The two-fold purpose of this research is to determine if situational couple
violence is gender symmetrical or asymmetrical, and to further the debath®vele of
gender in IPA.

In this introductory chapter of this dissertation, | begin by describing a brie
history of IPA policy and research. Then | present the key terms and thesei@ in the
“gender symmetry” debate. Next, | explain how identifying health effet®A can
further understanding of whether IPA is “symmetrical” or not. In subsequeptiechal
review existing literature of the health effects of IPA, and lay out areselan for

examining the effects of IPA on health outcomes.



Conceptualizing Intimate Partner Abuse as a Social and Legal Dilemma

Abuse of intimate partners has historical, social, and legal roots. Until recently
the legal system did not view men’s violence against women as a violation of law.
Traditionally, society viewed women as men’s property; few laws existpretent
violence against women. This hierarchy of men controlling women was conkiddye
“natural” (Dobash and Dobash 1979). In medieval times, husbands had the right to
physically chastise or even kill their wives (Erez 2002). Although En@lahmon law
prohibited the murder of wives, the English law’s “rule of thumb” gave a man tigeig
beat his wife with a stick that was smaller than the diameter of his owrbt{irez
2002; Walker 1986). Even as late as 1962, the right of men to physically chastise women
was upheld in United States Courts in dlogner v. Joynecasewhere the court
acknowledged that a husband has the right to use force to compel a wife to behave (Erez
2002).

Fortunately, in the United States and many other countries, legal and social
sanctioning of the moral rightness of IPA has become less commonplace in moasrn ti
(Stark 2007; Straus, Kantor, and Moore 1994). In colonial Massachusetts, wifg beatin
was illegal. In 1882, Maryland instituted a whipping post for abusive husbands. By the
1880s most American judges would agree that husbands did not have a right to physically
administer “correction” to wives, but abuse was rarely prosecuted due to @nomm
belief about the right to family privacy in domestic matters (Pleck 2004).

Although abuse within families was largely ignored in the early 1900s, the
women’s movement of the 1970s transformed the issue of violence in relationships from

a private issue to a public problem, and led to the appearance of the first sbelters f



battered women (Erez 2002). In the 1970s, researchers and legal entities firgbbega
recognize IPA as a major social problem. In 1979 President Jimmy E€stdbtished the
Office of Domestic Violence in the United States (Pleck 2004). In the 1980s and late
there were efforts to reform the criminal justice system and alstadtate movement
towards prosecution of IPA and treatment programs for batterers (Erez 200281l the
Reagan administration closed the Office of Domestic violence because of hutdget c
However, in 1984 the same administration signed a bill appropriating $6 million to
battered women'’s shelters. Congress first passed the Violence AgainsrAacin
(VAWA) in 1994, granting protection, resources, and funding to programs for victims of
IPA across the United States. VAWA legally provides women with greatiégqbion
from violent partners than was available prior to the legislation (Erwin, GerstomziT
and Lin 2005).

The year 2009 marked the 15-year anniversary of the Violence Against Women
Act (VAWA), yet IPA is still commonplace in many American households. It
estimated that one in four women will experience violence at the hands of an intimate
partner in her lifetime (Tjaden and Thoennes 2000a). It is estimated that 1,28 deat
two-million female injuries and 600,000 male injuries annually are attributedito IP
(CDC 2008). Researchers approximate excess health care costs due to IPA at $5.8
billion in a one year period (Max, Rice, Finkelstein, Bardwell, and Lead266).
Additionally, women exposed to IPA reported health care utilization 20% higher than di
nonviolence exposed women. This was true even 5 years after abuse had ceased. Sinc
Congress first passed the Violence Against Women Act, intimate partversdratinued

to use brutal force and violence. This violence shows no sign of ending soon.



IPA is particularly disturbing because loved ones, not strangers, inflict mjurie
and death on victims. IPA can happen to anyone, rich or poor, black or white. Social and
financial boundaries do not exclude groups from IPA. The effects of IPA extend to
children, extended family members, the workplace, and community.

Some researchers refer to IPA as “domestic violence,” “familena#,”

“intimate partner abuse” or “wife beating.” Each term has a diffemmatation.
“Domestic violence” and “family violence” definitions can include child abuose i
addition to partner violence. “Wife beating” excludes anyone who is not a wife from
being a victim. “Violence” indicates that all abuse is physically or dgxualent. The
term “intimate partner abuse” refers to any type of physical, emotionaéxual abuse
that is inflicted by a current, or former, intimate partner, cohabiting padnspouse.
This term is used because it eliminates child abuse from the definition, and includes
forms of abuse that are not necessarily violent (including coercive or diogtrol
behaviors, destruction of property and harm to others in an attempt to emotionally harm
the primary victim (Stark 2007)). IPA does not limit the sample to only winetead,

the term could refer to violence or abuse between cohabiting partners, datiegsyart
same-sex partners, or male victims. Additionally, IPA is not limited to adoges@st
current partners; it can refer to abuse against current or former mfiadhers.

Although IPA can happen to anyone, some groups experience higher risk of IPA
exposure than other groups. Women more often than men, poor more often than middle
to upper-class, and minorities more often than whites, are disproportionatehs\o€t

IPA (BJS 2007a; Sokoloff 2005).



A vast body of research indicates that women are more often victims of IPA and
intimate partner homicide than are men (BJS 2007a; Dobash and Dobash 1979; Stark
2007; Tjaden and Thoennes 1998; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000a; Tjaden and Thoennes
2000b). Research indicates that 76% of female rape or physically assani$ vietie
assaulted by a current or former intimate partner. Conversely, intintatepassaults
only composed 18% of the corresponding male victims. Additionally, women are
significantly more likely than men to be injured during an assault; 39% of womngen a
25% of men were injured during their most recent assault (Tjaden and Thoennes 1998).

Some researchers dispute the role of class and race in intimate partner abuse.
Nonetheless, a substantial body of research indicates that rates and outcétAesaoy |
depending on these social characteristics. Researchers find that loakeclasses are
more likely to report IPA (Dekerseredy, Saunders, Schwartz, and Alvi 1997; Evans 2005;
Pavao, Alvarez, Baumrind, Induni, and Kimerling 2007; Sokoloff 2005; Staggs and Riger
2005). Women with household incomes under $7,500 per year are most likely to report
being victims of IPA, while women in households with incomes over $50,000 are least
likely to report experiencing IPA (BJS 2007a; BJS 2007b). While the poor are more
likely to experience IPA, IPA also contributes to the perpetuation of powetent IPA
is associated with chronic unemployment, thus further contributing to higheofdss
among the poor, and higher rates of poverty among victims of IPA (Staggs and Riger
2005). Additionally, IPA can be @ausalfactor leading to poverty. At least for some
women, social service benefits may be a means of support in the process ofdaaving
abusive partner (Sokoloff 2005). For women already in poverty, IPA creates an atlditiona

barrier to escaping poverty safely (Scott, London, and Myers 2002; Sokoloff 2005).



Evidence suggests poverty as a risk factor for violent relationships. Howeve
researchers do not claim that IPAoidy a problem of the poor. Victims from middle and
upper classes may be excluded from or under-reported in shelter-based reszarsh be
they may have resources that allow them to escape violent relationships withgut us
shelter services. In other words, the poor are more likely to be present inhdss=aase
they use more social services to aid in escape from violent relationsbikzdaf$2005).
Although IPA ismore frequentlyeported among lower SES groups, those from affluent
households are not immune to violent relationships (BJS 2007a; BJS 2007b).

Race, ethnicity, and age are associated with different rates okjf&hience. A
concentration of poverty and lack of resources among some minority groups put$ them a
higher risk of IPA, and may create a barrier to accessing servicearBemdicates that
55% of black women and 65% of American Indian or Alaskan Native women will be
raped or physically assaulted in their lifetimes (Tjaden and Thoennes 1688). F
immigrants, language barriers and legal status may further prevent vicdimg$caping
violent relationships. Moreover, police may resist arrests of immigrant peiqostif
they feel that violence is a “way of life” or a “cultural norm ” for the figniMenijivar
and Salcido 2002). Women of color who are victims of IPA are more likely to have their
children taken away from them or to be arrested for “fighting back” or pinagec
themselves; this can prevent the victims from seeking help or protectioriunam®
violence (Sokoloff 2005). Age can also be a risk factor for IPA. Although younger
women are more likely to be victims of IPA (Romans, Forte, Cohen, Du Mont, and
Hyman 2007; Stueve and O'Donnell 2008), it is a significant problem for elderly women

as well (Leisey, Kupstas, and Cooper 2009; Phillips 2000).



Understanding IPA is essential to prevent further victimization and to uaderst
overall gender status and patriarchy in our society. In the modern dragira
patriarchy lost ground as women gained access to many legal rights thigt socie
previously granted only to men. Both sexes are now legally able to able to initiate
divorce, work for pay, own property, and vote. Nonetheless, there is still an unequal
balance of power: media, socialization, law enforcement, wage diffescatidlother
societal organizations successfully keep women in subordination to men. By examining
the continued prevalence of violence by men against women, it is evident that tloé ideal
gender equality is far from a reality. Patriarchy is still thrivivithin the intimate lives of
millions of Americans today. While laws allege to give equal rights, gedderal
expectations, lack of equal resources, and lack of adequate enforcementleélavs
women subjugated to men.

Through the study of violence and abuse in intimate relationships, we can better
understand how the current social system allocates power and resourcesdnyweicti
tells us something of gendered power and social status differentialsntfaén @midst
gained legal equalities. Although legal and social interventions since the H®B#0s
attempted to eliminate IPA, it is still with us. By studying violence immate
relationships, we can better understand how socialized gender roles and stpectdeal
inequalities lead to perpetuation of violence and abuse against women. Intimae part
relationships may be the best environment to study a socially supportecchpatriar
system because it is within intimate partner relationships that individusds teeir

gendered socialization, and “do gender” (Anderson 2005).



Within sociological theories, there are a variety of perspectives anchakplas
of IPA. Some sociological researchers follow a frustration-aggreperspective; they
theorize that frustration or stressful life events lead to use of violendatiomships
(Felson 1992). Others examine IPA through a criminologist perspectiveo(Vi&99;
Melton and Belknap 2003). Still others use cultural theories to explain IPA (Levinson
1989). In general, sociological theories address a larger picture of abliseontext of
a social system. Sociologists attempt to explain what ammigtyperpetuates violence,
or what abousocietymakes men’s and women'’s experiences with violence different.
Although there is a plethora of explanations of IPA in many research, fikisisesearch
will focus on a debate that has emerged between two sociological research camps

Researchers from two camps disagree on the role of gender in IPA viabmizat
and perpetration, theoretical conceptions of IPA, methods of measuring IPA, @ltsl res
of IPA research. Family violence researchers claim that men and woeneiolant at
about equal rates (“gender symmetrical violence”) (Gelles 1972; Strauss Geaitl
Steinmetz 1986; Straus and Hotaling 1980).Although family violence researchers
acknowledge that women are more often injured or harmed in severe violenceaiigey st
by the idea that “In the home, women are frequently as, or even more, violent than men”
(Gelles Flannery, Vazsonyi, and Waldman 2007: p. 408). Feminist reseatealrarthat
women are disproportionately the victims of IPA, while men are disproporigribe
perpetrators of IPA (“gender asymmetrical violence”) (Dobash and Ddi8a€h Melton
and Belknap 2003; Stark 2007; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000a; Yllo and Bograd 1988).
This continued debate is problematic to policy makers and researchers who would like t

help the “real” victims of IPA. On one hand, if policy makers believe that yarolence
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theorists are correct, the policy implications could be allocating ®flesling to

programs that help women, or supporting increases of dual-arrest policies. On the other
hand, if policy makers believe that feminist theorists are correct, policygekaould

lead to an increase in perpetrator accountability, and reexamination of chstlpalicies
could reduce arrests of victims who fight back.

A large body of literature has emerged addressing the two sides of the debate.
Methodological advancements have led to conceptualization of IPA not simply as a
“domestic problem,” but as a public health concern. Framing IPA as a healtrconce
exposes previously unacknowledged gender differences in costs and consequences of
violent intimate relationships. By framing IPA as a public health concesearchers can
gain new understanding of the injury effects, emotional health effects, asidgithealth
effects. However, existing research examining the health effed®\aé llimited and
leaves many questions unanswered. Previous research failed to examine \whether t
“gender symmetry” in injury and health outcomes, or to theorize on the mechanisms
through which IPA produces poor health outcomes. Furthermore, current research has
focused on severely violent couples and neglected to research the effectoafliBaélth
of couples with low-level violence or in couples where both individuals report using
violence.

Studying health outcomes and gender together can address these research gaps
simultaneously. It can reveal if health outcomes and consequences otlRyerder
symmetrical,” and it can reveal answers to looming questions about the mawhanis
through which IPA influences health outcomes for differing levels of oglstip

violence. Existing research by social epidemiologists indicates that fators
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influence health outcomes. For example, stress, lack of social support, and lack of
resources can lead to poor healtitcomes (Berkman and Syme 1979; Marmot and
Wilkinson 1999; Marmot and Wilkinson 2003). IPA is more common among those with
fewer resources. Furthermore, stress, and lack of social support chstiaatbyi
accompany IPA. An understanding that social factors influence health outcdones a

for better understanding the mechanisms through which IPA may lead to pobr healt
outcomes, and may lead to a furthering of the debate over gender symmetry or

asymmetry in IPA.

The Great Debate on the Role of Gender in IPA

As was previously noted, there are two distinct ways of researching IPA. The
classifications of these research groups include family violence andi$eneisearchers.
At first glance, the two groups appear to agree on many aspects of IPAly Walance
theorists believe that to end IPA, it will take, “changing the existing ctestraicsociety
and the family (Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz 2006: p. xxii).” Gelles writesltthaugh
data indicate that men and women have similar rates of hitting, “maritahe@is
primarily a problem of victimized women (Gelles 1997: p. 93).” Furthermore,$Gelle
reports that injuries are 10 times more likely among women than among mely. Fam
violence researchers mention economic inequalities, sexual violence, and matagelva
in size (Gelles 1997). Feminist researchers agree with each of tieseesits, so some
may wonder why there is a debate when both sides appear to be examining the same

issues.

! In this dissertation, family violence and feminissearchers are classified according to their vitthe
role of gender in IPA. It must be noted that thera gray area, and not all researchers fit nicgtyone
category or the other. Additionally, not all resdaars would classify themselves as one or the other
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Upon further examination, it is clear that the debate centers on definitions,
theories, and methods of each camp. Family violence and feminist theories and methods
draw two completely different pictures of IPA. Family violence resesasc(including
Gelles, Strauss, Dutton, and others), perceive gender as only one small piecein matr
explaining IPA, and they often find that men and women report the use of violence at
about equal rates. They saelence, not gendeas the primary factor in IPA. Feminist
researchers (including Dobash, Johnson, Anderson, Tjaden, Thoennes, and others)
generally perceive IPA as an outcome of a patriarchal social system fiffthéhat men
use violence at higher rates than women do, and that women suffer more severe
consequences because of violence. In this section, | will details the ierbetween

the findings of family violence and feminist researchers.

Family Violence Research Findings

The current divide between family violence and feminist researchersotvas n
characteristic of early research. Studies of IPA were quite ratehengarly 1970s when
researchers began to examine violence in families, often grouping violence agaess
with child abuse or other forms of family violence (Gelles 1972; Goode 1971). Early
work by Gelles and his colleagues indicated that some forms of violence in ihe fam
were “legitimate” and even “accepted” in the family (Gelles 1972). In 1197B a
controversy was sparked among researchers over Steinmetz’s study of &8 tideq|
“The Battered Husband Syndrome” (Steinmetz 1977), which claimed sex synmmetr
the reporting of partner assaults by husbands and wives. Although the methods of this

report were questioned and refuted by feminist researchers (Anderson 2G5 L rdxy
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family violence theorists using similar methods have supported these finBiagert
1997, Straus, Kurz, and Walsh 1997).

Gender symmetry findings by family violence researchers indicatarnhat
approximately equal numbef men and women use violence in intimate relationships.
Family violence researchers found that 3.8% of men have used physical violensé aga
their current wife, and 4.6% of wives have used physical violence against current
husbands (Straus and Hotaling 1980). Additional research indicates that about 1/8 of
husbands (and approximately the same number of wives) carried out at least one act of
violence over the course of the survey year (12.1% husbands, 11.6% wives) (Straus et al
1986). Even in cases where family violence researchers concede that femplasary
victims, there is still an underlying assumption that the victim shareeltanthe abuse.

For example, Gelles wrote that,

Wives often accept being struck. They feel they deserve to be hit because

they precipitated the act by badgering or nagging their husbands. Victim-

precipitated violence often is normalized by the wife, who states that

because she caused it, she deserved to be hit (Gelles 1972: p. 59).

This statement makes it appear as if the victim “caused” the violence, oremvspm
provoke or nag husbands to use abuse. Family violence researchers often see the victim
as an active participant in the violence, as Gelles exemplified in the fofamiote,

The role of victim is an important and active one. The actions of the

victim are vital intervening events between the structural stresses that

lead to violence and the violent acts themselves (Gelles 1972: p. 155).

Some family violence researchers believe that patriarchy is no longgoa m
factor influencing IPA in Western societies. Dutton argues that womerialeace to

the same extent as men, for the same reasons, and with the same results (Duttém 2006)

many cases of family violence, researcher could pertaitrenembers of the couple can



14

as a “victim”andas a “perpetrator.” After all, in many cases, both the man and the
woman report using violence.

Although family violence theorists who examine gender primarily focus on
gender similarities in violence, they have found some gendered differengpesrof
violence used. For example, family violence researchers found that malegierpetre
more likely to report sexual perpetration of violence, but female perpetaaionsore
likely to report psychological IPA (Prospero 2008). Additionally, family \ynoke
researchers have found that husbands report pushing, grabbing, shoving, slapping,
beating up, or using a gun or knife at higher rates (Straus et al. 2006). Husbaetds infli
the highest rates of the most dangerous and injurious forms of violence - including
beating up wives, and using knife or gun (Straus et al. 1986). Finally, when husbands
commit violent acts, they repeat the violence more often than is the case fo(Straes

et al. 1986; Straus and Hotaling 1980).

Feminist Research Findings

Feminist researchers look at IPA from another angle; they focusesnderg
differences in IPA. Their research often demonstrates that IPA isredran cultural
meanings attached to gender in a sexist and patriarchal society (KilaradtAllison
2007) , and is “gender asymmetrical.” Feminist research has found that IPA is
disproportionately a problem of males assaulting female partners;dlgace is
primarily an attack directed toward a female that is possible because of he
disadvantageous position within a patriarchal social system (Kilmartin liadnA2007).
Gender, to a much greater extent than other contributing factors, make women more

susceptible to severe forms of violence (Johnson 2008). While it is undisputed that
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females may use violence, they are not likely to use other abusive methods of power,
control, or coercion to attempt to dominate partner (Johnson 2008; Stark 2007; Yllo and
Bograd 1988). Conversely, feminist researchers have found that male violenceusha
about controlling the victim as it is about using violence.

Feminist research has revealed that women are disproportionately cdntrolle
beaten, raped, stalked, and killed by men (Atkinson, Greastein, and Lang 2005pBelkna
and Melton 2005; Dobash and Dobash 1979; Johnson 2008; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000a;
Yllo and Bograd 1988). From 1950-1960 30% of all violent assaults occurred in the
home, and 90% were males against females (Dobash and Dobash 1979). From 1976 to
1995, 30% of female murder victims were killed by an intimate partner companadi/t
5% of male murder victims (BJS 2007b). Regardless of marital status, wonmanrare
likely to be nonfatally abused by an intimate partner than were men (BJS 2007b)
Approximately 1.5 million women and 834,700 men are physically or sexually assaulted
by an intimate partner annually in the United States. Within these numioengnw
average more than twice as many victimizations per victim as maae(Tjand Thoennes
1998).

Additional research of criminal justice resources indicates that men qagepet
violence in at least 90% of intimate partner assault cases (Bachman antb8al095).
Furthermore, police data research demonstrates that men identifiedtamstwere
more likely than women to also be classified as “perpetrators”; thisirglecation that
when women are violent, it is likely to be in self defense or fighting back¢Mahd

Belknap 2003). Even among couples experiencing dual arrests, few women could be seen
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as the primary aggressor (Henning, Renauer, and Holdford 2006). These findings

demonstrate unmistakable gender differences in violence victimization and g@gopetr

Bringing the Two Sides of the Debate Together: Typologies of Abuse

Researcher Michael Johnson was instrumental in distinguishing between types of

violence in intimate relationships, and in identifying a typology of intimate paatnese
(Johnson 1995; Johnson 2001). His more recent work has attempted to rectify the
opposing finding of family violence and feminist researchers by explainihfatindy
violence and feminist researchers study different types of violence. ¥évigzal other
researchers have created their own typologies of violence or perpéiatobson and
Gottman 1998; Stark 2007), | primarily use the titles provided by Johnson for the
duration of this dissertation because they are widely known and studied in IP#léera
According to Johnson, there are four basic types of IPA. These include intimate
terrorists, violent resistant, mutually violent control and situational couplendel
Johnson claims that feminist researchers primarily study “intimateisds,” while
family violence researchers primarily study “common couple violence.”

Johnson classifies perpetrators as “intimate terrorist” (“IT”) if theagry

perpetrator is violerdnd controlling. The partner may use violence, but is not controlling

(if this is the case, the partner is classified “violent resistant,”iwiitt be addressed
later in this section). The element of control distinguishes this type of vidieme

several of the other types. The perpetrator’s desire to control his partnéraddy a

willingness to do anything to maintain control, and may even lead to homicide or suicide

(Sillito and Salari 2006; Stark 2007). Males are the primary perpetratorinudtiet
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terrorism, while females are primarily victims. This type of violesdéely to be
severe and escalate over time.

Johnson claims that samples used in feminist research often focuses on intimate
terrorist relationships; feminist research sampling of data from agetizt serve
victims of severe IPA (clinical samples, shelter populations, or policg tkzdds to an
overrepresentation of IT in feminist research samples than is presengentral
population. Because of this over-sampling of intimate terrorists, Johnson béftiaves
feminist researchers will see higher rates of male perpetratedaaoland higher rates of
severe violence(Johnson 2008; Johnson and Ferraro 2000; Johnson and Leone 2005) than
is seen in nationally representative samples.

The second type of violence in Johnson’s typology is “violent resistant” (“VR”).
In VR couples, an individual (usually a woman) uses violence to fight back or resist
violent attempts by her partner (usually male). The female uses violensheddoes not
attempt to control her partner. VR is most often perpetrated by women who aregoartne
with an intimate terrorist (Johnson 2008; Johnson and Ferraro 2000). In violent resistant
relationships, violence is not always used in “self-defense” per say, but itibyise
someone who is primarily the victim of a campaign of violence to attempt to escape
long-term violent relationship.

The third type of violence is “mutually violent control” (“MVC”). In these
couples, both partners use violence and attempt to control their partners. According to
Johnson, this type of violence is extremely rare (Johnson 2005; Johnson 2008; Johnson
and Ferraro 2000). Researchers must take care not to classify an IT &UBslip as a

MVC relationship.
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The last type of violence, “situational couple violence” (“SCV”), is theoriped t
be the most common type of IPA. This is normally low-level violence, which does not
escalate over time, where one or both individuals use violence to resolve disputes, but
neither is controlling. Rather than an effort at control, couples experientiatiaal
couple violence may perceive violence as a legitimate way to address prafiiaims.
Within SCV relationships, as many women report using violence in a one yedar ger
men do, and the violence is not likely to escalate over time. Family violencectesear
samples are often taken from large, nationally representative sampiesilgrcomposed
of couples experiencing situational couple violence (Johnson 2008). This has led family
violence researchers to believe that women are just as violent as men, and thasdhe ide
“gender symmetry” stems from this finding. The nature of large, nationaligsentative
data sets is to omit relationships experiencing severe violence over timealpewdent
couples may refuse initial participation. Furthermore, although the first wayenciude
severe violence, more severely violent couples may be left out of the sampde in lat
waves because of refusal to continue participation, disintegration of thernsiap, or
the rare circumstance when violence may have lead to death of one or both members of
the couple. (Brush 1990; Salari and Baldwin 2002). This leads to an under sampling of
intimate terrorism in samples typically studied by family violenceasshers.

The difference in data and sample type studied by feminist and family violence
researchers lead feminist researchers to research couples with higlotexale-
perpetrated violence, and lead family violence researchers to study cabplesn both

men and women use low levels of violence. According to Johnson, these differences in
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types of violence and in data selection are the source of the debate over genaeingym
or gender asymmetry in IPA.

An alternative explanation for difference in findings is that feministarebers
tend to study only victims or perpetrators separately, rather than both togetbearch
by family violence theorists suggests that it is necessary to examangatatvictims
and perpetrators together to get a clear picture of intimate partner(8inages et al.
2006).

Although data and sample differences explain a portion of the conflicting
findings, the differences are more complex. Research results are not ontianf of
data or sample selection, but of overall IPA conceptualization and of the datengrsts
used to identify abuse. Research suggests that some national sampbdslstithigh
levels of primarily male-perpetrated violence; it is not a national sampléhétypes of
guestions and methodologies of many national samples, that makes the difference
(Melton and Belknap 2003). For example, feminist researchers using the National
Violence against Women survey (NVAWS), found asymmetrical gendered vicdgaoe
though they were using a large national sample (Tjaden and Thoennes 1998; Tjaden and
Thoennes 2000b). The difference between the NVAWS and national surveys typically
used by family violence researchers is that the NVAWS included meadsesual
violence, violence from previous partners, violence frequency, violence seagdty,
injury.

Underlying research assumptions classify SCV as less gendendadttheate
terrorism or violent resistance. Because both men and women use violence, SCV

researchers often assume that this violence means the same thing, arutleadarme
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outcomes, for men and women. Low rates of injuries in SCV, coupled with high rates of
“mutual violence” have been the focus of assumptions that some men and women see
SCV as a “legitimate(Stark 2007: 234)” or “normal” part of family lFel{nson 2008:

60) .

When taken out of the context of gendered family life, and the gendered social
hierarchy, it is easy to see why this type of violence would look gender syicahdtor
decades, family violence researchers have shown that when using measiodment
reported violence over a one-year period, men and women use SCV at simild&attes
men and women have reported using violence against a partner, and the questions focus
on violence within an argument. However, researchers have not adequately studied SCV
within the context of the gendered social system. Whenever possible, thixhesdl
address SCV in the context of a gendered social system.

The next section will address how family violence and feminist
conceptualizations and definitions, in addition to instrumental differences in mmgasur

violence, lead to opposing viewpoints in the gender symmetry debate.

Conceptual Differences Within the Debate
Differences between family violence and feminist research of IRAtfesm
dissimilarities in definitions and conceptualizations of “gender symmétygrider,”
“battering,” and “victimization” between the two groups. In this sectiorill lewplain the
differences in these definitions and conceptualizations. Finally, | wilaeéxhow
combining feminist conceptualizations with typically family violence dadg help lead

to a resolution of the debate
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To understand the “gender symmetry” debate, it is imperative to know the
difference between family violence and feminist definitions of “gendensstny.” Does
“‘gender symmetry” mean that women use violence towardsasieftenas men use
violence toward women? Is it that aqual numbepf men and women use violence in
relationships? Or, are tmaotivationsfor violence the same? Does violemeceanthe
same thing for both genders? Datcome®f violence vary by gender? Without
understanding which of these definitions researchers use to define “gemteetsy,” it
is impossible to analyze the two sides.

Family violence methodologies define “gender symmetry” as an equal number of
men and women that use violence in current relationships over a one-year period. Family
violence researchers determine that violence is “symmetrical” byiegdmaw many
couples only report male violence, only report female violence, or report that both
individuals used violence. Research indicates that in 49% of violence couples, both
partners who use violence, while 27% of violent couples contain only a violent male and
24% contain only a violent female (Straus et al. 2006). One limitation to this method i
that it does not account for frequency or severity of violent acts. If a man, oranwom
uses violence 1000 times or 1 time, the CTS does not differentiate between thesviolenc
rates in identifying perpetrators.

One family violence study of a US army personnel survey indicates malersoldie
report a rate of minor to severe violence of 29-34%, while female soldiersectpaate
of 39-40%. Within the survey, the most common pattern was for violence to be reported
by both partners (Cook 1997). While there is no reporting of the frequency of acts, or

motives behind the acts, this does tell readers that more womeepuattbdviolence
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than had men. Within the study sample, 77% of women report having used violence
against a partner within 6 months prior to seeking services of a domestic vidleliee s
Although the author used this as an example of how both men and women use violence in
relationships(Cook 1997), a primary oversight in the data was the contextualizing of the
violence in terms of self defense motives, or violence initiation.

Researchers who measure violence as the number of men or women who have
used violence often neglect to examaoatextof the violent act; family violence
research often considers couples to be “mutually violent” even if the woman wags usin
violence in self defense or in trying to escape an attack. Although familyeele
definitions and measurements of “gender symmetry” cannot indicate that men and
women are equally violent, or even that they use violence at equal rates, it cateindi
the portions of the population that have used violence against a partner. Even though
these measurements only account for a narrow portion of the acts, motivations, and
meanings that comprise IPA, they can be useful in identifying rates ofaialatouple
violence experienced in samples.

Some family violence researchers recognize the weakness in theseemeasssy
and indicate that even if both men and women use violence in relationships, it does not
mean that the violence is “symmetrical.” Gelles cautioned against irttegphés
findings to mean that violence was nongendered because it did not account for injuries,
self-defense, or other gender differences within violent and nonviolent coGealkss(
1997). He stated that,

If one goes by how much harm is done, who initiates the violence, and how

easy it is for a victim to escape the violence, women are clearly the
disproportionate victims of domestic violence (Gelles et al. 2007: p. 408).
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Straus and Gelles write, “Even though wives are also violent, they are in a
weaker, more vulnerable position in respect to violence in the family (Stral<1686:

p. 299).” This is a good example of family violence researchers keeping the vimlence
the context of the family settings in which it takes place. Gelles, Stradistlaer early
researchers report that men inflict the highest rates of the most dangeronjsiaouasi

forms of violence - including beating up wives, and using knife or gun (Straus et al
1986). Additionally, when husbands commit violent acts, they repeat the violence more
often than is the case for wives (Straus et al. 1986; Straus and Hotaling 1980).

Although it was not the intention of all family violence researchers to create a
“gender symmetry” argument, modern family violence researchers oftéscteshto
contextualize violence, and claimed that men and women are equally violent (Dutton
2006; Graham-Kevan and Archer 2008; Prospero 2008) by limiting the way “gender
symmetry” is defined and measured . For example, to keep results appearing “gende
symmetric,” family violence researchers often neglect to measurel sefeace (which
males more often perpetrate) in their assessment of “symmetry.” Whawy Yastence
theorists include sexual violence in assessments of “symmetry,” thesnegudinger
appear purely symmetrical.

For example, Prospero’s report of gender symmetry in a sample that only
included couples whetgothhad used violence. Although he excluded any couples with
only one violent member (thereby skewing the results toward “symmetry§atasstill
showed that males were more likely to perpetrate sexual IPA (t=4.055; p&R004pero

2008), and that women were more likely to report somatic complaints (physical esspons
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to violence) than men. Although Prospero was trying to make a case for sex gymmet
results indicated that the data showed evidence of asymmetries in IPA.

Feminist researchers look at gender symmetry in IPA differently draiyf
violence researchers. Feminist researchers use a broad conceptualizagiometfry,
and attempt to contextualize violence when possible. Feminist methods find that men use
violencemore ofterthan womenmoremen use violence than womenotivationsfor
violence differ for men and women, violenoeandifferent things for men than for
women, andutcome®f violence are unequal for men and women (Kimmel 2002). The
broad conceptualization siymmetryused by feminist researchers produces gender
asymmetricatesults Melton and Belknap’s analysis of police forms and pretrial forms in
a Midwestern urban area is a great example of this. If one examines sedywdaere
there is a cross-complaint, it appears almost symmetrical: 108 malelaafeand 109
female defendants have a partner who also used violence. However, in addition to cases
where both genders use violence, 1832 men and 223 women used violence with a
nonviolent partner. If only those with cross-complaint are examined, there would be an
image of gender symmetry, but Melton and Belknap’s complete analysisghuate
1,940 males used violence (94.4% of whom did not have a violent partner), while only
332 women used violence (with over 32% of these having a violent partner as well).
Additionally, males made more threats and inflicted more physical harmethmathefs
(Melton and Belknap 2003). While there is no question that these data show gender
asymmetrical violence, if Melton and Belknap had used a family violence method of
eliminating any nonmutually violent couples (Prospero 2008), the results could have

appeared gender symmetrical.
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Jacobson and Gottman’s study of 201 battering couples provides additional
support for the feminist framework of gender asymmetrical violence. &kayined
couples experiencing high level, and low-level violence in their relationship. Eseity
indicated that thempactandfunctionof violence was very different even in relationships
where both men and women reported using violence. Male violence does much more
damage, and is more likely to lead to injury and death of female partners. Men are mor
likely to use control tactics, isolation, and intimidation in addition to physicalngelas
a means of subjugating a partner. Furthermore, Jacobson and Gottman found tkat fema
violence was most often in self-defense. Their research indicated that women do use
violence to defend themselves; they may even push or hit as often as their husbands, but
it is the women who is beaten (pacobson and Gottman 1998). This finding is also
supported by Bureau of Justice Statistics analysis of criminal IPA anididerfrom
1976 to 2005 indicating that for every racial, ethnic, age, and marital status group,
women were significantly more likely to be violently victimized or murderethtwyate
partners than were men (BJS 2007b). These research results indicate thag molenc
intimate partnerships is asymmetrical when examined within a broaderidafofit

gender symmetry.

Conceptualizing Gender
Family violence research often conceptualizes “gender” as an individual
characteristic, which is measured by sex-frequency variables. Raoiénce theorists
count frequencies of “males” and “females,” that use violence. This nesasot of
gender neglects to identifying how violence may vary in the context of a gdndere

environment, or to account for the ways gender interacts with the social system
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(Anderson 2005). The approach of using gender as an independent sex-ratio variable
carries with it the assumption that if both men and women use IPA, IPA is not
“gendered.” Feminist researchers argue that this approach equatewithexjender”

and is too simplistic of an approach to gender measurement(Anderson 2005).

Feminists have shifted IPA research from individualist approaches to alpgsoac
that conceptualize abuse within the patriarchal social system (Andei@5nARinson
et al. 2005; Scott et al. 2002; Stark 2007). Feminist conceptualization of gender includes
analysis of gender role socialization and structural gender inegsatfta patriarchal
system (Anderson 1997; Anderson 2005).

For example, feminists show there cannot be “gender symmetry” in IPA because
of gender asymmetries in social roles that teach men violence (Kimmel 2@68ffOs
2002), socialized pairings that give men strength and resource advantages, and gender
roles that give men resource advantages (Anderson 2005; Atkinson et al. 2005; Scott et
al. 2002).

Feminists often argue that gendered social pairings create an asiyiamet
relationship that cannot allow symmetrical violence. In our culture, men ofteg marr
women who are younger, smaller, less educated, and have a lower status thangkemsel
(O'Brien 1971). This “marriage gradient” creates an advantage for meslentvi
relationships. The socialized pairings of larger, more-powerful men withesirials-
powerful women gives men size and strength advantages that translate ire@bnléy’
to use violence to enforce subordination of women in relationships.

Furthermore, men and women do not have equal access to learning violence.

Society teaches men to use violence. Society rewards men for their use ofeyiatehc
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use violence to show their masculinity. For example, men are more likely to be
encouraged to play sports or to apply for jobs that require the use of violence (Anderson
2005). Not only do men have greater training in violence, but they also have more
malevolent motives for using violence; male motives to use violence often include
controlling partners or gaining power (Stark 2007). Conversely, social roles teach
women to be submissive, and to rely on men for care. Women are not taught to use
violence, and are more often punished for use of violence (Anderson 2005). By
observation of these different gender roles and socialization patterns, it ihateaen
and women do not experience, or participate in, violence equally or symmetrically

Additionally, within the social system, men have resource advantage. As
traditional “breadwinners,” men often work for pay. This creates a ndaknéage in
accessing financial resources and career experience. As tradiionarhakers,”
women’s carework goes unpaid. This creates a female disadvantagesfaralassume
caretaking roles forgo career investments, experience in the job madke;@ess to
independent financial stability. These socialized gender roles of breadwamdng
homemaking create a power and resource differential where women ané oalihe
mercy or kindness of men to share resources. This can create “dangerous degsndenc
for poor women whose only access to resources may be in remaining in an abusive
relationship or in turning to prostitution or drugs for resources (Scott et al. 2002).

Even in relationships where both men and women have careers, females are at a
resource disadvantage. Care work is still primarily performed by women, anchwome

more often leave careers to care for young children (Hochschild 1989). Women's ti
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away from unpaid care work translates into fewer years of work experienclaveer
wages when women reenter the workforce (Smock, Manning, and Gupta 1999).

Furthermore, when females earn more than men do, female resources do not
necessarily translate to an advantage for women. Some research shag@sisien
who are economically more advantaged than their husbands may be at risk of abuse
becausehey have more resources (Atkinson et al. 2005). Traditional men may use
violence as an “ultimate resource” against women with financial resodveatages. In
other words, it does not matter if a woman has many resources or few essofitbe
man wants the power inherent in the traditional breadwinner and homemaker roles, he
uses violence to secure power and control in intimate relationships (Allertrand S
1980; Yllo 1984). This supports the idea that it is not simply resources, but socially
prescribed allocation of resources by gender, that leads to violence §8dl&aldwin
2002).

These gendered male advantage in training in violence, socialized pandgs,
resources mean that intimate partner relationships, violent or not, cannot be “gender
symmetric” because women are at a great disadvantage compared tGeamnsler
symmetry” assumes that male and female violence rates could be thakather
things equal Not all things are equal. Gender disadvantages for females create an
uneven playing field wherein women have a decided disadvantage.

Gender differences in pairings, resources, and gender roles are often socially
allocated by sex, but traditionally measurements of “male” or “fenedeidependent
variables fail to capture the complexity of what it really means to beaa™or a

“‘woman” in a gendered society. Because of this, feminist researchers whtowis
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capture “gender” rather than only “sex frequencies” may choose toystatiples by
gender, or to use a measure of gender ideology in their research. | wviidlibe

advantages of sample sex stratification later in this dissertation.

Conceptualizing Battering

Family Violence Conceptions of Battering

In addition to differing perceptions of the role of gender in violent relatipashi
family violence and feminist researchers conceptualize and meastiezifg
differently. According to family violence methods of defining “batteririg\ily couple
where either the husband hit the wife, or the wife hit the husband - even if it waa ‘jus
slap or push - was counted as having been violent that year” (Straus et al. 2006: p. 205).
This means that if someone uses violence in self-defense researchiiis tisis as
equally violent to someone who uses a planned campaign of terror to control a partner.
To further iterateanytime a respondent reports that he or sheskias hit, pushed,
grabbed, shoved, slapped, or tried to hit another person, he or she is regarded as a violent
aggressor or perpetrator (Dowd 2001; Dutton 2006; Straus et al. 1986).

Family violence definitions of battering that identify any violenctabssive”

cannot account for the context within which the violence takes place. Without cantext, i
is easy to misinterpret findings or to assume that two very different itensenailar.
Because family violence researchers often classifyviolenceas “abusive” (Straus and
Hotaling 1980), all violence appears equal. There can be no differentiation between
violence used in self-protection and violence used in aggression.

| use a metaphor of athleticism to explain the importance of context, and to

describe why it is important to include contextual factors in analysesu ligve one



30

person who only runs to escape danger, society would not think of her as an “athlete”
simply because she runs when she is in danger. Someone who runs to escape danger is
qualitatively different in their running skills, strength, and speed from anaitiierdual
who may run marathons regularly. Running frequently, conditions the marathon runner’s
body and mind to be better prepared for running long distances. Society would never look
at these two individual runners and assume they were both equally “athletic.”
Nevertheless, without accounting for the context of self-defense, labdlinglahce as
“abusive” is similar to labeling all running as “athletic.” Without contéxs impossible
to know who is “abusive” or who is using violent tactics in self-defense or as afway o
fighting back.

By only counting frequencies of violent acts over the period of a year, and using
this to label an “abuser” or a “batterer,” family violence methods fail terdifftiate
between self-defense motives and motives to gain power and control, and they shift
blame for violence from perpetrators to victims. Furthermore, this definition of
“battering” fails to consider the extent to whicbnviolenttechniques are used to
intimidate and dominate in abusive relationships (Brush 1990). If a man hangs rss wife’
dog (Stark 2007), or threatens her family members, it would not be considered “abusive”
under this definition.

It appears that family violence theorists see women as rational actors who
“choose” to live with violence rather than “choosing” poverty. Family violence
researchers write, “Many women continue to endure physical attacks frorhubkleands

because a divorce means living in poverty” (Straus et al. 2006: p. 207). This viewpoint
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lacks contextualization of violence or victimization within a system otaitral gender
inequalities (or socialized gender roles) that make escaping impossiblargrvictims.

Family violence researchers often identify individual charactesisfibatterers to
explain perpetrator violence. They theorize that batterers have low tsslfresr
personality disorders that lead them to use violence (Dutton 1998; Gelles 1997). Without
contextualization, it appears that battering is a result of a selfiegtedlem, a
personality disorder, or poverty rather than a result of a sexist pattiaystem. This is
problematic becausweales or femalexan have low self esteem, personality disorders, or
be in poverty, but this method fails to address structural advantages that support and
reinforce male use of violence (Anderson 2005).

Family violence methodologies may lead to overestimates of female \@olenc
(Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, and Daly 1992; Melton and Belknap 2003), and
underestimates of male violence. When researchers examine violence wittontene
of thefamily systemthey assume that all involved family members are responsible for
part of the violence. Part of this assumption is that victims somehow contribute to the
violence, and may imply that female victims deserve the violence becaussthieeynag
their partners, or do not stop the violence (Straus et al. 2006). This can normalize the use
of patriarchal violence or make it appear as if victims approve of, and contribute to, the
violence.

In one such example, family violence researchers talk of a woman who would
“taunt” “tease” and “even hit” her husband until he beat her (Straus et al. 2006). This
makes it look like the victim is provoking the violence, and deserves the violence. This

example overemphasizes the use of female violence and makes it appedvagirhal
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instigate or encourage violence. At the end of the vignette, the victim statekseha
‘provoked’ her husband to violence because he did not take control in decision making,

by using violence “at least then he will be doing something a man is supposed to do

(Straus et al. 2006: p. 191).” This gives the impression that women deserve to be beaten,

or even “ask for it.” Additionally, it shifts blame from the perpetrator to themwianhd
normalizes patriarchal violence by indicating that men are “supposed” toalsece to
take control.

In another example, Gelles writes, “Nag, nag, nag. When one thinks of victim-
precipitated family violence, one often conjures up the image of the nagging wife who
finally drives her husband to ‘belting her in the mouth™ (Gelles 1972: p. 158). Again,
this creates an image of a female vgushesher husband to violence. Furthermore, it
indicates that if a woman gives her opinion on something that a partner disaghed® wi
has the right to hit her.

Another family violence theorist talked about strategies women used to end
violence. He stated that no single strategy is guaranteed to stop violendesdstitaay
strategy or help-source can ultimately work (Bowker 1983). This places rdsjigynsn
thevictim, rather than the perpetrator, to stop the violence. Feminist scholars refute this
belief that a womangan stop the violence because they place IPA in the context of a

gendered social system. The unequal balance of power in the social sysemalies

an advantageous position. Feminist scholars found that some women might push or hit as

often as husbands do, huis the women who are beaten (gacobson and Gottman

1998). It did not seem to matter what interventions women used, victims were unable to

change their partner’s course of action.
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Feminist Conceptualization of “Battering”

Feminists employ different conceptualizations of battering than the family
violence researchers because they see it in the context of a patriarciladysiem
rather than in the context of a family system. There are four primary coniceptua
differences between family violence and feminist conceptualizations téfing.” First,
feminists include a wide range of abusive tactics in “battering.” Secand)ifts
recognize nonviolent means of control as battering. Third, feminists recdbatz®ot all
violence is “battering.” Finally, feminist do not shift the blame for battetongctims.

Feminist definitions of battering incorporate a wide range of violent $actic
Feminists acknowledge that sexual violence, violence from previous relationships,
stalking, and violence directed towards other family members or pets with thigointe
of harming the primary victim are all forms of battering. In addition to viatentrol
tactics, feminist researchers incluatenviolentcontrol tactics in definitions of battering.
Pence and Paymar identify isolation, economic abuse, using the children, inimidati
and using male privilege as nonviolent forms of “ battering” or subordinating women
and gaining power or control in intimate relationships (Pence and Paymar 1993). By
isolating a victim, perpetrators can assure that victims do not have othecsitheyn to
for help to escape the abuse. By using economic abuse, perpetrators asdwreting i
want to leave, they will be financially unable to do so. By using the children, péopetra
can threaten that if a victim leaves she will never see her children agaia. S
perpetrators are able to enforce power differentials simply by intirardaiilthough

none of these igiolent each of them constituteduseand is a form of coercive control.
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By using these nonviolent forms of control, a perpetrator can literally iomphis
partner in the relationship (Stark 2007).

These nonviolent control tactics are often reinforced by physical, sexual, or
psychological violence if a victim shows signs of noncompliance to the perpetrator’
nonviolent methods of control (Johnson 2008; Pence and Paymar 1993; Stark 2007).
Recognizing nonviolent control tactics is one tactic feminists use to distingetiaeen
violence and self-defense motivations in defining “batterer.” Feministsdmnsoercion
with a motive of gaining power or control over a partner to be “battering.”

Feminists acknowledge that not all physical violence is “battering” and do not
label everyone who uses violence as a “batterer” (Jacobson and Gottman 1998; Osthoff
2002). Feminist researchers have identified that female aggressiomifoatftd to be
“resistance to domination” instead of one side of mutual combat (Lischick 1999).iWome
who use violence are more likely to have been victimized, and to report that violesice wa
in self defense (DeKeseredy, Saunders, Schwartz, and Alvi 1997); this typghthtf
back” is not conceptualized as “battering.” This conceptual difference in whatits
to “batter” leads feminists to attempt to contextualize violence by mothesfedefense
instead of counting all violence as equal.

Feminist theorists recognize that victims may fight back or use physitahce,
but may still be the victim (Miller 2005; Sokoloff and Dupont 2005; Stark 2007). Even
when they do fight back, it does not change the course of the male’s violence (Jacobson
and Gottman 1998). Feminists recognize that simply using violence does not make
someone a “batterer” anymore than running only to escape danger would make someone

“athletic.” By identifying motivations behind physical violence, feminiseegshers are
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able to distinguish between “batterers” and “victims” even when both individuals may
use violence. By including a range of violent techniques, a range of nonviolent
techniques, and differentiating between motives to control a partner and motie#fs or s
defense, feminists conceptualizations of “battering” can distinguistebathattering

and other uses of violence in a way that other techniques cannot adequately do.

Conceptualizations of Victimization

Family Violence Conceptualization of Victimization

Defining victims of IPA is just as important as identifying battereasnily
violence researchers conceptualize anyone who experienced physicalionahassault
by a partner as a “victim.” Family violence researchers do not assessaif the
“victim” before or during the fight (Romito and Grassi 2007; Straus and Hotaling 1980).
They do not consider whether the “victim” instigated the fight, or causecegtesain to
the partner. Although | do not believe anyone “deserves” to be harmed, contaxgual
violence and self-defense motives could greatly improve current identificatioctiofisi
If a woman kicks a man who is trying to rape her, the kick does not classify thesman
“victim.”

Family violence methodologies, specifically the conflict tacticses¢@lTS”;
will be discussed in methods section),while adequate for counting how many people may
have been harmed or exposed to physical and emotional violence, are inadequate in
accounting for several areas where females are disproportionately zectinihe CTS is
inadequate for assessing sexual violence, violence after a relationskipdeds stalking,
or violence toward pets and family members (Jacobson and Gottman 1998; Stark 2007).

By excluding violence types with high female victimization, the CTS ignore afea
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gender asymmetry in IPA. Moreover, when researchers use the CTS and exuhsdsf ty
violence disproportionately experienced by females, results appear asisf ke of a
problem of “family violence” than of “violence against women.”

Family violence theorists imply that victims do not see themselves aayjicr
even believe that they deserve the violence. Gelles reports that thenedsracteof
victims to view violence as “appropriate;” female victims r@lectant to blamegpartners
for abuse, so they are likely $ayboth persons were to blame. Victims blame themselves
or have a tendency not to talk about violence with family or friends (Gelles 19818s G
could improve his argument by further discussing the role of gender sdwmalira
victim self-blame. Women are socialized to believe that they are to blame if a
relationships fails, and that it is their responsibility to make the relatichslogk
(Anderson 1997). Additionally, female victims may blame themselves because the
perpetrator has blamed them so many times in the past (Pence and Paymar 1993)
Women may tell family or friends, only to have the confidant blame the victim for the
perpetrator’s violence. There is a socialized blaming of females in therlpiad\aguestion

of “Why does she stay?” rather than “Why does he hit her?”

Feminist Conceptualization of Victimization

Feminist conceptualize victimization differently than family violetiweorists do.
Feminist researchers include sexual violence, assault, and violence @tetiea, and
stalking in definitions of victimization. National survey research found that womeen a
overwhelmingly the victims of rape and physical violence; 25% of women and 8% of
men surveyed reported being raped or physically assaulted by a curemer f

intimate partner over the lifetime (Tjaden and Thoennes 2000a). For men, thetseakpo
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rape could also include rape by a male partner. Examination of assault datshiaveal
about 76% of all assaults take place after a separation or divorce and thatrenales a
perpetrators in 93% of these cases (Davies, Ford-Gilboe, and Hammerton 2009). The
Bureau of Justice Statistics estimated that nearly 20% of women andexsséter

leaving relationships (BJS 1984; Statistics 1984). Additionally, men are mdyetbke
stalk ex-partners than are women (Melton 2000). By including these types of gitdenc
classify “victims,” feminist researchers more accurately ifieatlarger number of

female victims.

In addition to physical and sexual victimization, feminist researclssesa
emotional response to violence in definitions of victimization. Women are morng tikel
fear their partners because husbands have a unique ability to use violence to pevduce fe
(Jacobson and Gottman 1998; Sokoloff and Dupont 2005). This is an indication that

male and female use of violence may be qualitatively different from each other

Theories of the Debate

Family Violence Theoretical Conceptions

As important as the differences in definitions and key terms used by family
violence and feminist researchers are differences in the theoreticzd they use to
explore IPA. Family violence researchers often use social learniogef¢o explain
IPA causes, while feminist theorists often use resource theory andgethevry to
explain IPA causes and means of perpetuation. This section will address¢heoret
viewpoints of both groups.

Family violence theorists often use social learning theory to explain elgneie

persists in American families. Social learning theory explains thalzation causes
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violence. More specifically, social learning theory explains that individealn

behaviors through watching others, remembering what they see, and reproldecing t
witnessed behaviors (Bandura 1986). According to social learning theory, individuals do
not just repeat any behavior; individuals repeat behaviors that receive raveiedsl of
behaviors that receive punishments. When applied to IPA, social learning theainexpl
that individuals witness violence, remember the violence, and reproduce the violence
Sociological theories explain that social learning can take place at a amtmicro

level. The following section will explain how family violence theorists ugeice of

violence theory (macro), and intergenerational transmission of violence (n&org), to
explain causes of IPA.

From social learning theory, culture of violence theory emerged to explain the
macro level causes of individual violence. Culture of violence theory explains that
because society is violent, individuals learn that violence is acceptables(&edl Straus
1979; Levine 1986; Walker 1979) Levinson’s work illustrates that norms that supported
equality of men and women can create subcultures of nonviolence, while norms that
support patriarchy and subordination of women by men can create subcultures of
violence (Levinson 1989). However, the culture of violence theory fails to identify a
“subculture” that values violence. Research using national samples shonsitineit
SES nor social class values are associated with violence. Researcleimdidgtweak
associations between attitudes and violence behavior becausendfapersonalnature
of values and thmterpersonalnature of violence (Ball-Rokeach 1973). Thus, while
aggregate level analysis, including Levinson’s work, draws connections betoeal

factors and violence, it is not possible to identify individual values that cause @atenc
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these studies; one can only imply that culturally based values correlate teeiole
nonviolence.

Family violence researchers who use culture of violence theory stop short of
discussing gendered differences in socialization toward violence. It inmagleto say
that men learn to be violent; it must be added that men are socialized to direct thei
violence toward women and children (Price 2005). Conversely, social roles teach women
to be submissive (Walker 1979) and prohibit women from aggressively targeting male
partners (Das Dasgupta 2002; Renzetti, Curran, and Carr 2003). Although this gendered
learning of violence by males and nonviolence by females is “sociallyeleAr
researchers who address gender in socialization tend to identify thenaseteninists”
throughout the literature. This means that while feminist researchersihalyzed
socialization of violence by gender, social learning theorists do not typacalyze
gender. From Prospero’s work, | give a representative example of weoin
expressed by several family violence researchers who use socialdetdueories.

Prospero states:

The acceptance of violence to address conflict is entrenched at all levels of

our society, and thereby permeates our family systems. Therefore,

according to this perspective, all family members are susceptible to this

socialization of violence and therefore, women are just as likely as men to

be perpetrators or victims of IPA (Prospero 2008: p. 195).

As is evidenced by this quote, family violence researchers do not see thefigsnder
as central to social learning theorist explanations of IPA. By nature ofdsmanchers

classify themselves and others, researchers whgamkeredsocial learning theory are

classified as feminist.
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Family violence researchers may also use intergenerational trarsmno$
violence theory to explain IPA. This is a micro-level social learning yhéarcording to
this sub-theory, the causes of IPA perpetration are withessing paretgalce as a child,
and then repeating this violence as an adult. Perpetrators of IPA ledifdeencthat
violence is an acceptable response to relationship discord. Perpetrators use \@sla
result of both social learning and structural factors (including povertyleGGEd72).
Empirical research supports intergenerational transmission of violence the¢loay
parental violence and severe marital aggression are more stronglytedrteémn is being
hit as a teen. This research, however, was not sex- specific, so cannot addressetiffe
in how males and females learn and reenact violence (Kalmuss 1984).

There are several flaws to the intergenerational transmission of violeocg. tihe
cannot explain why there are low rates of violence in relationships where adults
experienced childhood violence. Many individuals who witnessed parental violence do
not participate in spousal aggression as adults. There are actually mot@aeham
an intergenerational violence transmission than conformities to it (O, \¢anyHasselt,
Morrison, Bellack, and Hersen 1988). Case studies of intergenerational tramsmofss
violence often have no control group; it is unknown what portiaroatiolentpeople
also witnessed violence as children. Recent research examining over 520 couples
(including a control group) found that 53% people who were abused do not use violence
as adults (Herrenkohl, Herrenkohl, and Toedter, 1993). This means that intergaeakrati
transmission of violence is not a necessary, or sufficient, cause of violenceorialty,
evidence in inconsistent on women'’s learning of violence. Gelles portrays this

work. He stated,
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Wife battering is related to experiences with violence. Individuals who

have experienced violent childhoods are more likely to grow up and

assault their wives than men who have not experienced childhood

violence... The evidence for women is inconsistent, and it is not clear

whether women who observe their parent’s violence are likely to become

violent adults (Gelles 1997: p. 84).
Perhaps the evidence would be clearer in the context of a gendered soem| syst
gendered differences in social learning. Family violence researchers dielvefurther
into finding explanations of why men and women would use violence differently or learn
violence differently. Therefore, intergenerational transmission of violemigeveakly
explains why some boys may become violent. Because intergeneragmsahigsion of
violence theory lacks an analysis of how resources or gender influences violence
learning, it cannot explain why men have higher rates of violence than women do.
Additionally, intergenerational transmission of violence does not take into adbeunt
effects that negative emotional health, physical health, and behavioral outcomes f
intimate partner abuse may have on children (Davies 2005; Kitzmann, Gaylord ndolt, a
Kenny 2003; Kolbo and Blakely 1996). The theory seems to assume that children are
rational actors who decide to mimic the actions of the person who is most powerful in the
relationship.

In summary, social learning theory has several weaknesses that makéhiafres
ideal for research in IPA. Learning is not the same as performing. Reoplearn
behaviors when they observe them, but not perform them until a later time, or not at all
(Kretchmar 2008). Many individuals grow up in nonviolent homes and still become
violent. Others grow up in violent homes and choose not to use violence; social learning

theory does not adequately address these issues. Gelles responds to this argument by

saying that violence is a function of structural steess preconditioned violence



42

through social experience (Gelles 1972). In other words, he argues that indivitioal
grow up in violent homes may not have the same structural stresses, so may remain
nonviolent. However, this still does not address why some who grow up in violence free
environments use violence in intimate relationships.

Social learning theories fail to recognize the role of structural nmesahs
structural gender inequality that make perpetual IPA perpetration po&stoieuse of
these shortcomings, research that only identifies with social learnioiy tioeexplain
IPA is incomplete because it lacks an analysis of structural gendealitieguhat lead
to differential learning of violence. Additionally, it incompletely explainywbme
individuals use violence, while others do not, in situations where learning environments

do not parallel actions.

Feminist Theoretical Conceptions

Feminist researchers often use a combination of feminist (or conflict) éberd
resource theories to explain the causes of IVP and the IPA perpetuatione&utice
theory and feminist theory can examine the social learning of violencaimnships,
and the unequal balance of power in violent relationships.

Conflict theory is based on the assumption that not all behaviors within families
contribute to the good of the family, and certain elements of culture and szameigad
to irritations or stress in the family (Witt 1987). Feminist versions of caonlffienry focus
on unequal power differentials between men and women, and on the socially prescribed
practices that keep women in positions of subordination in the family and in society
(Lamanna and Riedmann 2009). Some researchers see feminist theoriesaté intim

partner abuse as an extension of conflict theory.
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Feminist theory explains that the patriarchal social system supportsisdftuc
gender inequalities and allows IPA perpetuation. Feminist theory focusesian soc
structure, socialized gender roles, socialized use of violence, and socializegh s
the primary means of IPA perpetuation in our society.

According to feminist theory, IPA is perpetuated because men, who enjoy
structural power, organize themselves and distribute resources in waysdinee e
subordination of women (Anderson 2005). One example of structural subordination is
government use of welfare money to sponsor “marriage initiatives.” Througlagearr
initiatives, the government promoted marriage among poor women in hopes of alleviating
female poverty. The Bush administration authorized a 1.8 billion dollar investment over 6
years to encourage marriage of more than 2 million low-income single moms. An
estimated 1/3 of these women were in relationships with ongoing abuse (Sokoloff and
Dupont 2005). Marriage initiatives reinforce patriarchal subordination of women
because they do not provide resources to women in need of economic aid. Instead, they
portray the message that if women follow socialized gender roles by dependimg.on m
they will escape poverty. Educational programs or job training programs caaldibed
these funds to alleviate female poverty, but instead they money was all@ecatadiage
initiatives that reinforce female dependence on male economic support. For vimomen i
violent relationships, social reinforcement of patriarchy through marriatigives is a
means by which society creates social and economic barriers tongseabence.

Abused women need support to escape unhealthy and abusive relationships, not

incentives to stay in them (Scott et al. 2002).
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In addition to gender inequalities that result from social structures, feésninis
emphasize that patriarchal social systems create gender rolendiffernghere men have
the greater portion of power and resources, which they use to maintain subordination of
women. Social structures work in conjunction with traditional gender roles by ittignc
entrapping women in abusive relationships or, at minimum, by making it moutito
leave than it would be in a equitable society (Johnson 2008). If women leave
relationships, they do so at a financial disadvantage, with great caretakiogsiedities
that are not equal for men who leave relationships (Scott et al. 2002). One studyesstim
that the income-to-need levels of formerly married mothers is only 56% thaitrof the
former husbands (Bianchi, Subaiya, and Kahn 1999). Part of this difference is due to
excess female caretaking responsibilities that limit time avatiboli paid work, and
part is due to the wage gap in society.

Additionally, patriarchal gender ideologies teach men to be violent and neglect
teach women to use violence. Men are trained from childhood to fight, while girls are
trained to nurture and support boys so boys can be successful (Walker 1979). Violence is
a resource for constructing masculinity, and using violence has differeningeand
outcomes by gender. When boys use violence, they are rewarded; when girls use
violence, they are punished (Chapman and Gates 1978). Socialized genderables tea
men violence and socialize men to be aggressive, and then couple them with women who
are not taught violence. Men are given ‘appropriate’ hierarchical powlerrightful’
authority in a relationship with a woman who is probably smaller, younger, and less
educated (Dobash and Dobash 1979). This creates a social system that perpetuates a

supports violence of men against women. The ideology is further enforced because
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females who do not subscribe to the gendered roles of submission, or who try to defend
themselves against violence, may be labeled “perpetrators” and denied gEtucss.

In addition to male advantage in learning violence, socialized ideals of mate
selection promote male supremacy by giving men a size and strength gdvanta
relationships, which translates into size and strength advantages in IBAheltnorm for
men to marry women who are younger than them, smaller in stature, have leg®rduc
and have less earning potential. This translates to men being able to physicall
economically and psychologically dominate their partners (Anderson 2005). So, when
push comes to shove (no pun intended), men have more physical strength, more resource
power, and a greater ability to force, and enforce, female submission.

Feminist theory has several strengths that make it ideal for studAndreminist
theory explores how social structures and gender roles support violent relationships
Feminist theory is the ideal theory for explaining the structural support ofA&Ainist
theory, however, is weak in explaining why some men in patriarchal sscegg violent
while others choose not to be violent. Research of gender as an ideology or social
construct, rather than a sex-variable of “male” or “female” has progressiedstanding
of how individual gender roles can lead to violence.

Feminist theories explaining gender differences often hinge on the idea that
gender is socially constructed, then upheld by positive reinforcements, punishments,
social pressures, and rituals. The social construction of “masculine” anahitefni
varies by culture, and definitions of socially appropriate gendered behaamovsug
over the life course (Kimmel 2008). Men and women do not simply learn gender. Men

and women “do” gender by interacting with others and society. When individuals “do
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gender (Anderson 2005: 856),” they create masculinities and femininities. Fgolexam
in the case of IPA, part of male construction of “masculinity” is secutarginance over
females. When male identity is threatened by lack of dominance over femalesnay
attempt to reconstruct masculinity by securing power through abuse or violence
(Anderson 2005).

Gender socialization involves an unequal distribution of power between genders
wherein men, as a group, have power over women, as a group. This unequal distribution
of power by gendered group produces many of the gender differences that feminist
theorists research (Kimmel 2008). History and tradition unequally distribute pgwer b
gender. This is as true in society as in the family. Social roleswezokn to obey
husbands, to be subservient, and to put family needs before their own. On the other hand,
social roles teach men to wield power in families, and to use violence and face wh
necessary to remain in power. Socialized gender pairings, socializedrdvo$ilabor in
the household, and socialized allocation of resources with greater rewards asgompa
typical “man’s work” are each means through which men are able to hold power in
families and societies (Anderson 1997).

IPA is a result of cultural gender socialization, and is culturally linked te ma
dominance and control in the society in which it takes place (Levinson 1989). Violence
against women is not a recent phenomenon, but it has only been in recent history that it
was viewed as a social problem, a health problem, or a legal problem (Pleck 2@04). T
feminist perspective on IPA rests on the idea that gender inequality arwtidléy/s

constructed patriarchal system in which we live is at the root of violence iratetim
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partnerships. Contextual understanding of the gendered social structuresgsangbta
examination of gendered violence.

One unifying theme in feminist research is that male dominance in society is
oppressive to women (Kimmel 2008; Yllo and Bograd 1988). A primary source of power
IS access to resources. This can include, but is not limited to financial es@ocial
resources, or legal resources. It is within the assessment of resourcesvanthpt there
is overlap in resource and feminist theory.

According to resource theory, resources affect men and women in different ways
Resource theory conceptualizes violence as 1) a force individuals use ifdkey la
resources, and 2) an alternative resource that can be used by men who may fall shor
other resources (Atkinson et al. 2005). Generally, men have advantages in@bo#ss t
power and resources. When men are deficient in resources, they use violence to secure
power that they cannot secure through resources (Anderson 1997). Research showing that
resource-poor men are likely to use violence, while resource-rich men are lesss t
violence in relationships (Allen and Straus 1980) supports this theory. However, other
research suggests that resource rich men may be better able to hide theieymi¢hat
women who contribute a greater portion to the family income are at grektef bbising
injured by a spouse or partner (Salari and Baldwin 2002).

The pattern of resource allocation and violence use is not the same for women.
Unlike males, females are usually a resource-deficient group. Empéaseanch
indicates that for women, there is hardly any relationship between fersalgaes and
female use of violence within the intimate relationship (Allen and Straus.1980)

women, lack of resources leads to a structural inability to escape violenee, not
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propensity toward violence. We find an evidence of this in a study of a domestic giolenc
advocacy center in Ohio that found women who returned to violent relationships did so
because of lack of resources. More specifically, women returned becayudadked
money (46%), lacked a place to go (28%), or lacked police help (13%) (Andersap, Gill
Sitaker, McCloskey, Malloy, and Grigsby 2003). Additionally, research demtasstheat
even when women lack resources, they are not prone to use violence to secure power
(Allen and Straus 1980). Each of these factors indicates that women have inadequate
access to macro and micro level resources to maintain independence afteigescapi
violent relationship. One critique of resource theory is that it indicatesvtraen are in
danger whether they are resource rich or resource-poor; the relationshiprottmale
resources and violence is weak (Allen and Straus 1980). Relative resourcetiteory
gendered resource theory help to explain this discrepancy.

Relative resource theory is an extension of resource theory. It explainsethat m
use violence when they have fewer resounteslation totheir partners (Anderson
1997, Atkinson et al. 2005; McCloskey 1996). In other words, if women have more
resources than their partner does, men can use violence as the “ultimatesfésourc
regain power and reinforce unequal resource structures (Allen and Straus 1980).
Research showing that men who earn less than their wives are more likedywiolesce
(O'Brien 1971) supports this theory. Additional evidence shows females who contribute a
larger part of the family income are more likely be victims of injurious phlsic
aggression (Kalmuss and Straus 1982). This is interesting because it pbetagen
use violence when structural gender inequalities shift and put men at the disadvantage.

Due to structural differences in gendered resource allocation, and becauagvef sete
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differences between men and women, women cannot use violence as an “ultimate
resource” in the same way men can. Even for women who are resource-richnmen ca
gain power by using violence to keep women in their subordination (Atkinson et al.
2005). Women have no similar ability to command power in the family.

In some cases, family violence theorists also use a version of rekdace
theory to explain why violence happens in families. Straus, Gelles, and Steinmet
acknowledge that in families with violent males, men who lack other resourgassma
violence to “get their way”. They even acknowledge a sexist economituséuc
However, they assume that females are “rational actors” in remaminglent
relationships. They write,

Without access to good jobs, women are dependent on their
husbands. Consequently, many women continue to endure physical
attacks from their husbands because divorce means living in
poverty (Straus et al. 2006: p. 206).
This approach fails to acknowledge that if women are violent, men are not asked to
decide between being beaten or living in poverty, fails to acknowledge gerfdegruiés
that give men advantages in using violence, and fails to acknowledge that women cannot
use violence to “get their way” whether they have resources or not. The approglsh si
fails to acknowledge socialized gender roles and patriarchy that leswemat the
mercy of violent men.

Gendered resource theory takes relative resource theory one-stepldurther
demonstrating how gendeteologycan cause a resource-poor man to choose violence
and another to choose nonviolence. According to this theaditional males are likely

to use violence to secure power in intimate partnerships, but men with nontraditional

gender ideologies are not likely to use violence. Empirical research has gfad men
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who hold traditional gender ideologies are more likely to use violence to gain posrer

a resource-rich partner than men who hold nontraditional ideologies (Atkinson et al.
2005). Men whavantto be the primarily breadwinner and want their partners to perform
traditional feminine gender roles are likely to use violence as a waystéipéishing

power differentials and male control in the relationship. This supports femauisiscl

that patriarchal social structure supports subordination of women. Additionalbtjergel
resource theory demonstrates that socialized male gender roles canviedehice if the
gender roles define masculinity as being more powerful than women are.

Resource theories have several strengths that contribute to understanding IPA
These theories make clear that only men have access to violence as ang‘ultimat
resource,” so IPA can never really be “gender symmetrical.” Relaseeiree theory
explains how women can be disadvantaged whether they have many or few resources,
and gendered resource theory explains that gender ideology can influence use of violence
as a resource. Future research should continue to assess the role of gendersdaslog
feminists present it in gendered resource theory, to understand why some individuals us
violence and others do not.

In summary, feminists explain that systemic patriarchal power, sustanoegth
gendered social structures, gendered socialization, and gendered resocatiem)!
supports violence against women. Violence is not the only means that men may use to
control women, but use of violence can reinforce and strengthen other means of control.
Understanding social construction of gender that supports male dominance and

superiority in intimate relationships is the key to understanding violencesagamen.
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Research Methods of Family Violence and Feminist Researchers

Just as family violence and feminist researchers differ in their conceypidial
theoretical approaches to studying family violence, they also diffédradelogically.
This section will identify the ways in which conceptualizations and theoretical
backgrounds have shaped the methodological approaches of the two groups, and discuss

the strengths and weaknesses of each approach.

Gendered Methods and Results of Family Violence Theorists

Family violence theorists often use data from large national phone survdys, suc
as the National Family Violence Survey. The primary strength of this metwdisl that
the sample can be nationally representative, large, and is not as expensiectasdae
interviews. Furthermore, qualitative interviews with the same sam@asgznot
possible, so these methods allow larger sample size than qualitative methodgetiowe
these types of surveys are problematic for measuring IPA becausd almmsen may
decline to answer the survey, or a perpetrator may answer the phone if he is ngpnitori
phone calls. Likewise, if a perpetrator monitors a female by calling ltgrefindly when
he is away, the female would want to avoid a long phone survey. If the batterer is home, a
female victim would minimize abuse or chose not to take part in study (Belknap and
Melton 2005). This creates a sampling bias that could exclude female victimseod s
IPA from the research.

Family violence methods measure “gender symmetry” as an equal numben of m
and women who use verbal aggression or physical violence in a current relationship.
Because family violence definitions of “gender symmetry” do not contexéugéinder,

or account motivations, meanings, or outcomes, neither do family violence methods.
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Gelles and Straus, two pioneer researchers in family violence, developéel caied
the “conflict tactics scale (CTS),” which is used by most family violéheerists to
measure IPA in survey research. Some feminist researchers algy ¢énmpkcale.
Family violence theorist’s view - and measure - gender as an individuakctérastic by
simply tallying sex frequencies. This section will explain the streciad
methodological shortcomings of the CTS.
The CTS is a list of actions that one partner may use in conflict against another
partner. Use of the CTS consistently results in gender symmetry (Fi&I8&t, defined
as an equal number of men and women use violence over a year. The CTS overlooks the
significant differences in theumber of timesen and women perpetrate or inflict
injuries over the course of a year (Melton and Belknap 2003). By failing to adoount
gender beyond sex frequencies, the CTS does not acknowledge structural gender
inequalities.
The CTS carries the assumption that battery is result of an argument. When the

CTS frame questions about violence, it frames them in the context of a couple .arguing
To quote from the CTS (italics added):

No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when

they disagree on major decisions, get annoyed about something

the other person does or just have spats or fights because they are

in a bad mood or tired or for some other reason. They also use

many different ways of trying to settle their differences. I'm going

to read a list of some things you and your (wife/partner) might

have done when you had a dispute... (Straus et al. 2006: p. 256).
The result of framing the question of violence in the context of a “being tired"aor as

“spat” is that violence in other contexts may go unreported. Not all violence e

because of an argument. In many violent relationships, the violence may be part of a
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general pattern of control, unrelated to an argument, disagreement, orraseoya
However, framing violence in the context of an argument is ideal for captutiragicnal
couple violence of a current relationship because the CTS is defined as an arpatent t
became abusive (Johnson 2008).

The CTS does not acknowledge violence from previous relationships. This is a
significant error because national survey research has identifieddlestoa from
previous partners is a significant risk for women (Tjaden and Thoennes 2000b).
Moreover, a female’s risk of homicide increases by about 50% when women leave
relationships (Kimmel 2002). Although research has continually shown that violence
after a relationship ends is a significant risk for women, the CTS perbisients this
measure of violence.

The CTS does employ a rough scale of “more severe” or “less severdhebut t
assumption that the scale is always correct is problematic. It doeknotdedge that
women'’s acts may be considered “more severe” because they may have &atese gr
force, or weapons, to escape violence due to gendered size and strength difference
(Miller 2005).

Furthermore, the CTS does not measure sexual violence. Women are the majority
of victims of sexual abuse, while men are the majority of the perpetratodeilgad
Thoennes 1998; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000b). This is problematic because gender may
appear “symmetrical” in family violence research simply becaus€Ti&eexcludes
sexual violence and other forms of violence where men disproportionately victimize

women.
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A major weakness of the CTS is that it does not account for initiation of violence,
nature of overall relationship, or the meanings and motives behind violent actagKim
2002). The CTS has no way of measuring a self-defense motive in IPA. The Qb can
tell researchers why people use violence, how hard they hit, or whether thvglereto
try to escape. Without context, it is impossible to see that violence motivatidns a
meanings are not gender symmetric.

The CTS does not have an adequate measure of injury. Conceptualizations of
gender within family violence do not account for size differences or differémces
violence training by gender. However, research using the CTS in conjunctioa wi
detailed injury questioner found that only 20.7% of men who report victimization report
at least one injury, while 39.2% of women report injury from most recent incident.
Gender differences was significant at p<.001 (Arias and Corso 2005). This example
illustrates that when researchers examine “gender symmetryivdhatanclusion of
injuries or outcomes of the violence, it no longer looks symmetrical.

The CTS does not account for any differences in reporting of violence by men and
women. A popular notion among some family violence researchers is that that gnen ma
be less likely to call the police or seek medical attention, or even report abasséet
the shame of being attacked by a woman (Archer 2000; Steinmetz 1977). However,
research does not support these notions. The section on feminist methods will address and
refute these notions.

It is important to examine violence reporting in the CTS. The CTS asks
respondents to recall arguments from the past 12 months. This kind of retrospective recal

could be very different for men than for women. If we can return to the examiode efir
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the runners, imagine the reliability of memory recall if one person only rurns stieeis

in great danger. She is likely to recall details of the experience includiegeshe was,

and why she ran. If someone uses violence to escape danger, she is more likely to
remember every time she used violence because it would have been so out of the ordinary
for her. Compare that to someone who runs on a daily basis. He may only recall a few
specific runs, and he is more likely to underreport, or overlook several of the ruhe that

felt were insignificant. The retrospective nature of asking for recall of 12hsont

violence likely makes this measure inaccurate.

The revised CTS (CTS2) has several updates and changes to control for some of
the above-mentioned problems. For example, the CTS2 has measurement for injury and a
limited sexual coercion measure (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, and SugE98%).

The CTS2 also changes questions to be more gender neutral, and to “better digerenti
between minor and severe levels [of violence]” (Straus et al. 1996: p. 283).

Unfortunately, there is still not an accounting for coercive control, threats to
friends, family, or pets. The CTS2 assumes that arguments cause violence, and does not
acknowledge motive or violence from past partners.

In summary, the CTS explore IPA only through frequencies of men and women
who report using violence in an argument over the course of a year. It does naemeas
every aspect of IPA. It does not show that men and women are equally violentg&indi
of the CTS do not show symmetry of behavior, only symmetry of measurement traus
al. 1996) based on oversimplified conceptualizations of gender, perpetration, and

victimization.
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Feminist Research Methods

Feminist researchers typically use data from shelters, criminglgusports,
police records, hospital or clinical records, and consistently find thatsligénder
asymmetrical. Methods often include interviews or survey research at plaees
victims go to receive services. Feminist research methods also reymaheisical
violence using large national phone surveys, which are prone to lower reporting of
violence by both men and women, who may not agree to be interviewed, or who may be
more difficult to locate in later waves of longitudinal surveys (Belknap agitbl 2005;
Salari and Baldwin 2002). The difference in whether national surveys are sycairaat
asymmetrical in research results comes down to whether the CTS is used or met. Whe
asymmetry is found, the CTS is either not used, or is used in conjunction with other tools
that measure the aspects of violence neglected by the CTS (Bachmantzmars&b95;
Romans et al. 2007; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000a).

Feminist methodologies show asymmetrical violence using a variety of data
sources, research methods and tools. Instead of simply counting use of violence in the
year, feminist interviews and surveys address context, injuries, frequeseiaal
violence, violence in past relationships, and gendered reporting differences. Byngxplori
a range of violent behaviors and contexts, feminist researchers presentmplete
picture of violence in intimate relationships.

Feminists use a variety of techniques data to measure violence. One esample i
called “Women’s Experiences with Battering” (WEB), and is often usednjunction
with the CTS. The WEB can examines feeling unsafe, trying not to make partngr upse

feeling imprisoned by partner, fearing partner, or being terrified bygrafesearch
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including both male and female respondents indicates that females wenmésertore
likely to disclose high rates of battering. Even women who disclosed both pegpetrati
and victimization were more likely than men to have higher WEB scores (Houry,
Rhodes, Kemball, Click, Cerulli, McNutt, and Kaslow 2008). If WEB had not assessed a
wide range of abusive tactics, it may have missed some of the important afidasigni
differences between male and female experience with violence. This deatemthe
importance of researchers using additional tools to assess violence if thkg GJeS.
By combining the CTS with other tools, feminists are able to better assdssaade of
violence and victimization.

Feminist research suggests that men and women report violence differently.
Research results demonstrate that men who are assaulted by intirmatetsially more
likely to call police, press charges, and less likely to drop charges; abusivgpically
deny and excuse their own violence (Kimmel 2002). These findings are supported by
research of National Survey of Family and Households that found women more likely
than men (1.1 to .2%) to report that the woman was injured, and that the man was injured
(.4 to .2%) (Brush 1990). This exemplifies both that men and women report violence at
different rates, and that it is important to identify who is reporting thengeler
compare violence reports if both spouses have responded.

There are several social reasons for gendered reporting differences baéthil
men and women are likely to see violence as gender nonconforming, the conseqfience
this lead women to remember every act of violence and report more often. This leads
women to overestimate violence and underreport victimization (Dobash and Dobash

1998). Conversely, violence is seen as masculine in Western cultures, but violence
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against women is seen as cowardly, so men minimize and deny violence agailest fema
partners (Anderson 2005). Instead of accepting responsibility for violenae, mal

offenders twist less serious female partner’s behavior into major vickencexcuse

their own behaviors as rational or nonviolent (Anderson and Umberson 2001). Moreover,
the perpetrator often sees himself as a victim, which may lead violent men tepwer r
victimization (Dobash and Dobash 1998).

When researchers consider the implications of gendered reporting difierience
is clear that gender of the respondent needs accounting for in future resé@umiglAit
is not possible to know who is telling the more accurate story, it is possible to conduct
analyses on gendered reporting differences in the sample. This may Hahfyo c
gendered differences in future research.

One area where feminist research methods are deficient is in examioiBCV.
Although feminist research has provided abundant evidence of the role of gender in
severe violence, it has neglected to research couples experiencing éees/sdence, or
couples where both individuals report using violence. This scarcity of feminiatekse
of situational couple violence (SCV) has created a research gap wheearchers
really know very little about the role of gender in SCV.

The extent of gender differences for these couples is largely unknown because
most research of SCV uses the CTS, and most samples of SCV are in data studied
primarily using family violence conceptualizations of gender, gender symymetr
victimization, and perpetration. One exception is Salari and Baldwin’s longitudinal
analysis of violent couples from the National Survey of Family and Households data.

These researchers used a more complex assessment of gender roles, and found that
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couples with traditional gender roles experienced higher violence than coutples w
nontraditional gender roles (Salari and Baldwin 2002). The unit of analysis of their
research was the “couple” rather than the individual, and the authors suggest future
research addressing gender differences in violence. Other reseacahtesmdhnat within

SCV, men report engaging in more frequent violence than women do. While women are
more likely to report being injured or fearing for their personal safetyngbn 2008).

These limited findings signify that SCV may not be as “gender symnmiéagaurrent

findings by family violence researchers indicate.

Future Directions for Researching Situational Couple Violence

Johnson acknowledges that SC@af have long-term, serious psychological
effects and that we need to investigate the conditions under which it does” (Johnson
2008: p. 70); yet, current research of SCV fails to do this. Because of inadequacies of
current conceptualization and methods used to research SCV, and a neglect of SCV
research by feminist research, both parties have neglected to assess awieng
“situational couple violence” couples.

Moreover, neither side has adequately tested the assumption that SCV is
somehow less “gendered” than other types of family violence. Family violbeogsts
gloss over possible gender differences in SCV. Their conceptualizations of gender,
gender symmetry, victimization, along with use of the conflict tactice skialits results
by largely ignoring motivations, meanings, and outcomes of SCV. Both instrumenta
flaws of the conflict tactics sale and conceptual or methodological weaknasiamily
violence researchers are a significant barrier to a complete ass¢sdgraither long-term

effects of abuse in SCV or the role of gender in SCV.
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Feminist theorists typically avoid studying situational couple violencege la
data sets because of low levels of violence and surface-level “gender syinmetr
indicated by family violence findings. Data selection typical of femieisearch has led
feminist researchers to neglect research of SCV. Because rese#yplually use
family violence methods to study SCV, feminist researchers have reeteadentify
the role of gender in this type of violence.

There are several areas where current research inadequatelyeneasence
outcomes or the role of gender in SCV. Many of these inadequacies stem from
instrumental data flaws often present in data used by family violenceadlesesawherein
the CTS or other data instruments did not include questions pertaining violence from past
relationships, violence severity or frequency, violence outcomes, gender, or types of
violence that are not gender neutral. Two primary areas where reseasrhargrove
SCV research are an assessment of health outcomes for individuals who exp&Wnce S
and a complete assessment of whether gender influences these outcomes.

Current research neglects to measure violence outcomes adequately. Without
measuring violence outcomes, violence may appear “symmetrical” evguriés or
other outcomes are not symmetrical. Recent feminist research identifgin@ A as a
health problem opens doors for examining the health outcomes of violence in some data
sets. Feminist research indicates seterdPA victimization is associated with gender
differences in injury, poor emotional health outcomes, and poor physical health
outcomes. However, current research by feminist researchers hageteipeassess

gendered differences in health outcomeless severdPA, or of IPA when both
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members of a couple use violence. Studying health outcomes in violent relatiogships i
one way to assess if there is gender symmetry in outcomes of IPA.

Current research of SCV has not examined physical or emotional health outcomes
of SCV beyond the immediate effects of violence injuries. An assessment of health
outcomes may be an avenue through which IPA researchers can identifypsviiti
there is not a measure of motives or self-defense in the violence. Where cesearch
of SCV typically lacks measurement of motives, and where it is difficult taongigsh
victims from perpetrators, violence can appear to be “gender symmeévead’if one
person uses violence for self defense. However, if one person primarily exeetieac
negative mental and physical health effects that are a result of violentization, some
researchers may assume that person is the primary victim of violence. Adigitiona
finding that one gender suffers poorer outcomes because of violence would be an
indication that SCV is not “gender symmetrical” in meanings of violence or oecom
violence. I will explain the link between health outcomes and violence victionzat
the next chapter.

Current research lacks a complete assessment of gendered violencesoirgend
IPA. Research examining SCV often neglects to measure sexual violenceenceiol
from past relationships. Women are more often victims of sexual violence and &iolenc
from previous partners, so ignoring these types of violence may lead to an iteaccura
perception of symmetrical results. “Gender symmetry” findings of famdlence
researchers stem from these instrumental problems, coupled with limited
conceptualizations of “gender symmetry,” “battering,” “victimizatiomti&gender,”

within family violence methods.
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Conclusions
In conclusion, Johnson’s theory that differences between family violence and
feminist researchers is due to data sample choice is incomplete withouhattamof

instrumental data differences and examination of conceptualizations of “gender

symmetry,” “gender,” “victimization,” and “battering,” that influenEsearch results.
Furthermore, researchers have not adequately tested the assumption thaeSEV is
gendered than other types of violence.

Because of differences in data sampling techniques, instrumental data dé$erenc
and conceptualizations, family violence and feminist researchers have realdastiozk
in the debate over gender symmetry. So long as the two groups continue to examine IPA
using the same data sampling techniques, data instruments, conceptualizations
methodologies that they have in the past, the debate will remain at a standstill.

Current research of SCV is lacking a thorough examination of victimization,
perpetration, outcomes, and gender. One way to overcome this research gap is to use
feminist conceptualizations of these key terms to explore gender symm8&@Vvi as
represented in a large national data set similar to data that family vioé=eaechers
primarily use. By so doing, feminist researchers could identify outcomes\6f @arify
the role of gender in SCV, and examine the effects of conceptual differencesaand dat
choice on findings

Limited research of gender in SCV indicates that SCV is asymmatritizdt
men engage in violence more frequently, women are more likely to be ahysifured,

and women are more likely to fear for their safety or suffer psychologinaequences

from violence (Johnson 2008; Kimmel 2002; Morse 1995; Saunders 2002). However,
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research to this point has been unable to reconcile these findings with fatahce
research indicating that men and women experience gender symnwbieate in
SCV. Previous researchers have suggested that research may beneffitégoating the
approaches of family violence and feminist researchers when stuéyigriderson
1997). This research will integrate the two approaches by applying femgaatch
methods to typical family violence data. So doing allows feminist researiher
determine whether “gender symmetry” findings of family violence rebeas is a
product of large national data sample alone (as Johnson suggests), or whether
instrumental data flaws and family violence conceptualizations also adgsttdthe
findings.

The purpose of this research is twofold. The first purpose is to examine SCV
using feminist contextualization, conceptualizations and methodologies to ietérm
there are gender differences in SCV, and more specifically, in the hiatits ef SCV.
Previous research by both family violence and feminist researchersladgdaaddress
these issues adequately.

The second purpose of this research is to progress the gender symmetrjpylebate
identifying whether family violence and feminist researchers fineafft results of
gender symmetry and asymmetry due to data sample type (national sanagiency
samples), as is suggested by Johnson, or because of a combination of instrumental data
flaws and theoretical conceptualizations, as | theorize. By applgmunist
conceptualizations of gender symmetry, gender, and victimization to ankaigaal data

set primarily composed of SCV couples. This research will examine whethigrist
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contextualization, conceptualizations, and methodologies reveal gender asymihest
applied to data typically used by family violence theorists.

Chapter 2 of this dissertation is a review of findings, strengths, and weekiess
existing literature of health effects of IPA. Chapter 3 of this dissamtatcludes a full
description of research methods, and a discussion of data limitations. Chaptetst repo
the findings and results of data analysis, and Chapter 5 is a discussion of tse resul

along with conclusions drawn from this research.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW OF HEALTH EFFECTS OF IPA

Introduction

Amidst disputes in defining and measuring IPA, both feminists and family
violence researchers agree that IPA is a social problem. Manyatesesaand policy
makers are just beginning to understand the extent to which IPA is also a heakimprobl
Framing IPA as a health concern exposes costs and consequences thatweaersypre
unacknowledged. Both health expenses and health outcomes resulting from IPA are a
burden on society; excess health care costs due to IPA were estimated ati§b.i® bil
1995 alone (Max et al. 2004). Moreover, women exposed to IPA report health care
utilization 20% higher than women not exposed to IPA did, even 5 years after abuse had
ceased.

In addition to health care costs, IPA has health consequences. Some public service
campaigns portray young women with black eyes or bruised faces to demonstrate the
injury effects of violence in relationships (United Kingdom Domestic Violencértéot
1997). What most people are unaware of is that beyond injuries incurred through
violence, IPA is correlated to poor physical health, poor emotional health, and ddcreas

access to health care (Black and Breiding 2008; Campbell and Lewandowski 1997; CDC
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2008; Mitchell 2004; Arias, Arriaga, and Oskamp 1999; Wu, El-Bassel, Witte, Gilbert,
and Chang 2003).

Unfortunately, in reframing IPA as a health concern, current research aften f
to identify the mechanisms, beyond physical injuries incurred in violent episodes,
through which IPA leads to poor health outcomes. Viewing IPA with an understanding
that social factors can affect health outcomes is necessary to makearleeton
between IPA and poor health outcomes less ambiguous. Research by social
epidemiologists identified that social factors, (including low social suppietss and
lack of access to resources), can each lead to negativeddatimes (Berkman and
Syme 1979; Marmot and Wilkinson 1999). Research reveals that victims of IPA
experience higher stress, fewer resources, and lower social support thatimerdac
(Brownridge 2009; Houry et al. 2008; Kalmuss and Straus 1982; Stark 2007).
Additionally, current research of IPA identifies that victims of IRA at risk of poor
health compared to nonvictims (Coker, Davis, Arias, Desai, Sanderson, Brandt, and
Smith 2002; Coker, Smith, Bethea, King, and McKeown 2000a; Gielen, McDonnell, and
O'Campo 2002; Golding 1999; Lee, Pomeroy, and Bohman 2007; Stark and Flitcraft
1996). However, current research fails to identify whether IPA cause$ealbh, or
whether victims of IPA have poorer health because they are more likely to mme f
groups with lower social support, fewer resources, or greater stress.

In this research analysis, | will first review existing literatof the health effects
of IPA. Then I will show how examining IPA with an understanding that socitdrac
can influence health can improve future research of IPA, and advance undegstdndi

the mechanisms through which IPA can affect health. By identifying suchamisms,
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researchers will be able to understand better if the role of gender in heattimesitc

related to IPA.

Review of Literature of IPA and Health

Existing research of IPA and health indicates that IPA is associétedegative
health outcomes for victims exposed to intimate partner violence. Physical IP
victimization is associated with poor health, depression, chronic disease, chemtat
illness, and injury for both men and women (Coker et al. 2002). Table 2.1 is a brief
summary of research studies examining health effects of IPA. In thisrsdavill
address each of these categories, discuss strengths, and identify seskne®nt

research.

IPA Injury Outcomes

Victims of IPA often experience injuries in conjunction with physical or dexua
violence. Injuries are the primary mechanism through which most reseanstines the
link between IPA and poor health outcomes. Some research examines injuriealef fem
victims compared to nonvictims of IPA. Other research compares male tie f@otans.
In this section, | will first discuss injury rates for females in IR#pared to females in
nonviolent relationships, and then discuss female injuries compared to male ingumes fr
IPA victimization. Subsequently, | will examine research findings emplgihow these
may vary with violence duration or severity. Finally, | will conclude wittufe
directions for research of IPA injury.

Female IPA victims experience more injuries than females not expoded.to |

Research has shown that battered women experience average of one emecgency



Empirical Research of IPA and Health Outcomes

Table 2. 1

Data type Groups (N) Type of Type of Outcomes
Author (Year) Studied health Violence
(Arias and Corso  National Violence Men vs 7,934 Health Physical, Total average cost with at least 1 physical
2005) Against Women Survey Women men Care injurious IPA : $948 women, $387 men
:cross-sectional, national 7,920 Costs
survey women
(Black and BRFSS: cross-sectional; IPAmen/ 42,566 Physical Physical & Reporting of health conditions and risk
Breiding 2008) state-based survey womenvs. women & mental sexual behaviors was significantly higher among
control 27,590 women who had experienced IPA during
groups men their lifetimes compared with women
who had never experienced IPA. Men
who had experienced IPA during their
lifetimes had a significantly higher
prevalence
of the following: use of disability
equipment, arthritis, asthma, activity
limitations, stroke, risk factors for HIV
infection or STDs, smoking, and heavy or
binge drinking.
(Coker et al. 2000a) National Violence IPAmen/ 6790 Physical  physical, sexual, Both physical and psychological IPA are

Against Women Survey women vs.

:cross-sectional, national control
survey groups

women & mental  psychological,
7122 power & control
men

associated with significant physical and
mental health consequences for both male
and female victims.

89



Table 2.1 Continued

Type of Violence

Qutcomes

Author (Year) Data type Groups Studied _(N) Type of
health
(Coker et al. 2002)  family IPA vs control 1152 Physical
practice women
clinics, cross-
sectional
(Ellsberg, Jansen, WHO multi- IPA vs control 24,097 Physical
Heise, Watts, and country women & mental
Garcia-Moreno study; 10
2008) countries.
(Kaura and Cross- men compared to 155 male Mental
Lohman 2007) sectional women and 417
female
college
students

Psychological

Physical & mental

Dating violence

Epidemiologically based.
Women experiencing
psychological IPA were
significantly more likely to
report poor physical and
mental health.

Significant associations
between lifetime
experiences of partner
violence and self-reported
poor health. Women who
reported partner violence
reported significantly more
emotional distress, suicidal
thoughts and suicidal
attempts, than nonabused
women.

Dating violence
victimization is associated
with relationship
satisfaction and mental
health problems for both
men and women. Women
more likely than men to
have depression, anxiety,
somatization.

69



Table 2.1 Continued

Author (Year)

Data type & Measure Groups Studied _(N)

(Koopman,
Ismailji, Palesh,
Gore-Felton,
Narayanan,
Saltzman,
Holmes, and
McGarvey 2007)
(Loxton,
Schofield,
Hussain, and
Mishra 2006)

(Martin, Mackie,
Kupper,
Buescher, and
Moracco 2001)

(Prospero 2008)

women who hadb7
left violent IPA women
relationship

Cross-sectional

cross-sectional IPA vs control

Australian women

14,100
women

Women who
participated in
Pregnancy Risk
Assessment
Monitoring System in
No. Carolina;
longitudinal

Pregnant IPA vs 3542
control women

cross-sectional survey09 violent 609
of University students; couples couples
controlling behaviors
scale and revised
conflict tactics scale

Type of Type of
health Violence
Mental childhood
sexual, adult
psychological
Physical Nonspecific
IPA
Physical Injurious
Physical Physical and
and mental emotional

Outcomes

Women's depression was
significantly greater among those
who had experienced childhood
physical and sexual abuse, more
severe psychological abuse, and
greater bodily pain

Various physical conditions
(allergies or breathing problems,
pain or fatigue, bowel problems,
vaginal discharge, eyesight and
hearing problems, low iron, asthma,
bronchitis or emphysema, cervical
cancer) were associated with
domestic violence.

The prevalence of abuse before
pregnancy was 6.9% compared with
6.1% during pregnancy and 3.2%
during a mean postpartum period of
3.6 months. Most women abused
after pregnancy (77%) were injured,
but only 23% received medical
treatment for injuries.

Results revealed that Mutually
Violent Control (both violent and
controlling) reported significantly
higher levels of violent perpetration
and worse physical and mental
health than SCV (both violent, no
one controlling)

0L



Table 2.1 Continued

Author (Year)

Data type & Measure Groups Studied _(N)

(Rand 1997)

(Rivara, Anderson,
Fishman, Bonomi,
Reid, Carrell, and

Thompson 2007a)

(Staggs and Riger
2005)

(Stark and Flitcraft
1996)

(Tomasulo and
McNamara 2007)

Hospital emergency men and women 1.4 million

room data; population in emergency
based. Emergency  rooms

room data coded by

injury for database

Longitudinal cohort IPA compared
study. Used questions to control

from CDC BRFSS

and from WEB scale.

3-year longitudinal women IPA
study of female compared to
welfare recipients in  control,

Illinois.

Emergency room
sample. coded for
injury.

Community health
care center survey.
Health Care
guestioner, Health
Habits inventory, 12-
Item item Short Form
Health Survey
Version 2, Abuse
Disability
Questionnaire

control

control

men and
women

3333
women

1000
women

IPA compared to 520 women

IPA compared to 148 women

Type of  Type of
health Violence
Physical Injurious
Physical, Physical,
mental sexual,
psychological
Physical, Nonspecific
mental IPA
Physical Physical,
injurious
Physical, Nonspecific
mental IPA

QOutcomes

A higher percentage of women in
study of emergency room victims
than men were treated for injuries
inflicted by an intimate % a current
or former
spouse, boyfriend, or girlfriend. A
spouse injured 5.9% of females
compared to 1.8% of males. A
partner (boyfriend or girlfriend)
harmed 20.9% females, 2.7% males.
Healthcare utilization was still 20%
higher 5 years after women's abuse
ceased compared to women without
IPA. Adjusted annual total
healthcare costs were 19% higher in
women with a history of IPA
(amounting to $439 annually)
compared to women without IPA.
Chronic intimate partner abuse is
associated with poor health,
whereas recent intimate partner
abuse is associated with unstable
employment.

Battering-risk group women had 3
times the injuries of nonbattered
women.

Results indicated that exposure to
abuse was positively and
significantly related to the adoption
of a negative psychological
perspective, which in turn was
negatively correlated with physical
and mental health

T.
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(ER) visit per year, compared to nonbattered women who experience one emergency
room visit in lifetime.

Moreover, 14% of battered women had been to the ER more than 10 times with
trauma (Johnson 2008). To put these injury rates into perspective, IPA caused as man
injuries to women in one research population as auto accidents, which were then thought
to be the most common source of injuries to adults (Stark and Flitcraft 1996). The high
injury rates of females exposed to IPA compared to females not exposed to IPA
demonstrates the importance of addressing IPA as a health concerhathanly a
“domestic problem.”

In addition to female victims experiencing more injuries than a female control
group, female IPA victims also experience more injuries than male IRifngido.

Research indicates that only 20.7% men who report victimization reporttabieas

injury, while 39.2% women report at least one injury (significant p<.0001) (Atiak

1999). Another study of emergency room patients identified that a spouse injured 15.9%
of females and 1.8% males. Additionally, boyfriends or girlfriends harmed 20.9% of
females and 2.7% males (Loxton et al. 2006). This shows that a current intimate partne
injured over 35% of female emergency room victims. Conversely, a current partner
injured fewer than 5% of male victims. Because of high rates of abuse towardswom
from ex-partners, we can assume that these numbers would be even higher for women if
they included ex-partners.

These injury findings underline the importance of recognizing IPA as phynaéri
problem of men injuring women. Some researchers have argued that IPA is “gender

symmetric” or that men and women are equally violent in relationships (Dutton 2006;
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Prospero 2008; Straus et al. 1986), but research of IPA injuries illustrate®thah\are
the primary victims of IPA injuries.

Not all female victims have the same risk of injury; injuries vary on severity of
violence. For women experiencing a more mild form of IPA referred to astisihal
couple violence” (“SCV”), one in four women experience injuries (Johnson 2008). In
couples experiencing more severe types of violence, 3/4 of women experienes injur
from violent episodes (Black and Breiding 2008; Campbell 2002; Pallitto, Campbell, and
O'Campo 2005; Sarkar 2008) . Victims may not have the means to seek treatment and
may leave severe abuse untreated. This can lead to long-term health problems. For
example, severely abused women often report untreated loss of consciousness due to
abuse. This can lead to neurological damage, hearing damage, sight damage, and
concentration problems (Campbell and Lewandowski 1997).

One carassumehat exposure to IPA for a longer duration would lead to greater
injurious effects over time, but researchers should use longitudinal reseéeshthis
assumption. Additionally, while some studies indicate that women who are trying to
escape IPA may need to use more severe violence than their partners to “lpiagfitige
field,” (Melton and Belknap 2003: p. 344). Research has failed to examine injurious
outcomes for male perpetrators adequately.

Because most research focuses on victims of severe IPA, this reseantjutzmnt
to the literature by examining the health risk for victims of less sevérealthough
research does indicate that violence rates and injury are higher in ITGNarth® injury
risk for victims of SCV is largely unknown. Research to this point has not compared

injury rates of SCV to injury rates in the general population. With one in foumsictf
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SCV reporting serious injuries (Johnson 2008), | argue that future research should
measure these effects of their own accord, not simply in relation to IT.

Injury counts in IPA are most likely an undercount. It is impossible to knowt exac
numbers ofnjured victims because a substantial portion of victims may not seek medical
care, or may refuse to participate in research. Violent relationshipsczatyso
undesirable, so individuals that do participate in research may fabricatesogngrios
or underestimate violence because of the social connotations of labeling warctims
perpetrators of violence. Additionally, if researchers only assess culagignghips,
then IPA injury may be undercounted. This research can assess whethenteocurre

former intimate partner inflicted reported injuries.

Physical Health Correlations

IPA is associated with an array of negative physical health effeatsaie and
female victims. Generally, IPA is a strong and significant predidtpoor physical
health (Johnson 2008). Research identifies poor physical health outcomes, gyoaicolog
and pregnancy-related health outcomes, and homicide risk as physical heidtklofes
IPA. 1 will discuss each of these, along with directions for future resedrphysical
health and IPA in this section.

Not all physical ailments resulting from IPA are a direct resulbjofy incurred
through a violent incident. Research indicates that female victims of IPAedpoore
allergies, breathing problems, pain or fatigue, bowel problems, vaginal discharge,
eyesight and hearing problems, asthma, low iron, bronchitis, cervical canoeu|tgif
walking, difficulty with daily activities, pain, memory loss, and dizziness, than

nonvictims (Coker et al. 2002; Ellsberg et al. 2008). Although some of these physical
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ailments can be traced to physical or sexual abuse, others may be cetheddcreased
resistance to disease present in groups who are lower on the social laddea(Bankim
Syme 1979). In addition to these physical ailments, research indicates that wome
exposed to IPA had over three times the odds for HIV and other STI risk factark (Bla
and Breiding 2008) compared to women who did not report IPA exposure. This increased
risk of HIV exposure and other STI's is due to decreased condom use and increased
injury from forced sex by abusive partners. Males who use rape as a fd?P# afd less
likely to use condoms than are males who have consensual sex (Gielen et al. 2002).
Negotiating condom use is more difficult for women who are physically or
psychologically abused by a partner than for women in non-abusive relatiof@Gbips
Logan, and Shannon 2007).

Very few studies examined the effects of IPA victimization on men. One study
indicated that men who experienced IPA at some point in their lives had higher
prevalence of “use of disability equipment, arthritis, asthma, activityaimons, stroke,
risk factors for HIV infection or STDs, smoking, and heavy or binge drinkingiqiBl
and Breiding 2008: p. 649). These risky behaviors found in male victims are similar to
risk taking behaviors experienced by female victims (Cole et al. 2007; Mag@onBont,
and Kupper 2003).

Although both men and women may experience negative health effects because
of IPA, women are uniquely disadvantaged in that they experience pregahcy
gynecological effects from physical and sexual abuse. Gynecologica¢m®hre the
most consistent, longest lasting, and largest physical health differem@ehdemales

who are IPA victims and those who are not. In addition to the physical injuries caused
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from forced sex, women who are abused by intimate partners are at increlaséd ri
sexually transmitted infections, bladder infections, and of having partners fuke te
use a condom or contraception (Campbell 2002). Researchers estimate that 40-45% of
batterers rape their partners (Campbell and Lewandowski 1997).

Abuse during pregnancy is a significant cause risk of danger to motherfant |
It has been identified as a significant cause of maternal mor@hiygbell, Garcia-
Moreno, and Sharps 2004). In addition to personal physical health problems for pregnant
abused women, the abuse can cause permanent injury or death to the unborn child (Arias
and Corso 2005). IPA during pregnancy significantly increases the risk of kbw bir
weight babies, preterm delivery, and neonatal mortality (Sarkar 2008).

Women experience the highest risk of the most severe physical health outcome in
IPA: men are more likely to kill female partners than the reverse 2B07a; Kilmartin
and Allison 2007; Melton 1999; Miller 2005). Some argue that the number of wives
killed by husbands has declined in recent years. While this is true (the numbee®f
killed by husbands has declined since 1970s), the number of marriages has alsg.decline
Moreover, the number of men killed by intimate partners has lessened to a mueh great
degree than the number of women (BJS 2007a). In 1976, intimate partners killed about
equal rates of women and men. Now a woman'’s risk of being killed by an intimate
partner is about three times that of a man’s risk (Stark 2007).

Research has identified IPA as a predictor of poor health outcomes. Yet, current
research has failed to make a connection between social factors (laskufces, high
stress, low social support), and poor health. Research to this point has primarilyegixam

negative health effects of injuries incurred through physical or sexual, avesaotional
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health effects of abuse. In addition to negative health outcomes that resuhdrabuse,
negative health outcomes may result from decreased access to resoueEasedhsiress,
and lower levels of social support that often accompany intimate partner. &asearch

has neglected to use social epidemiology findings to explain the relationshigibetwe
these negative social factors that are associated with IPA and pobrdhgatimes.
Additionally, previous research has failed to examine if there are heiédttedces for
couples where both report using violence, where violence is low level, or to examine
whether these differences are dependent on the gender of the victim or perpetstor. Thi
research will address gaps to enhance understanding of the relationshgnb&®veand
negative physical health outcomes. Examining stress, resources, and socia) support
conducive to a better understanding of the relationship between negative health sutcome

and social factors in abusive relationships.

Emotional Health Correlates of IPA

In addition to poor physical health outcomes, IPA is associated with poor
emotional health outcomes. Only limited research has examined gendectsl @ffeA
on emotional health. These findings indicate that female victims experienee mor
emotional health effects (Campbell and Lewandowski 1997), and use more menial healt
related services (Bensley, Van Eenwyk, and Wynkoop Simmons 2003) than do male
victims. Research attributes these gendered differences to a gkeditevdd that
females will be at continued risk of violence (Campbell and Lewandowski 1997).

Findings indicate that women exposed to IPA report lower quality of life, and
higher levels of anxiety and depression than nonabused women (Kilmartin and Allison

2007). This is an indication that abuse has a harmful effect on emotional health and
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wellbeing. Physical, psychological, and sexual abuse could all lead to poor emotional
health outcomes (Coker et al. 2002; Ellsberg et al. 2008). In this section, Isailkdi
rates of emotional distress, depression and PTSD, among victims of IPA. Addjtibnal
will discuss gender differences in emotional health outcomes, and future directions f
research of emotional health outcomes and IPA.

Females who have experienced IPA in their lifetime report significhigher
levels of emotional distress and fear than do men (Campbell and Lewandowski 1997) or
nonabused women (Lipsky and Caetano 2007). Emotional distress and severe emotional
health outcomes (including suicide thoughts or attempts) are related. §evhalbave
experienced IPA in their lifetime report significantly more suicidenapts, and suicidal
thoughts than nonabused women (Lipsky and Caetano 2007).

Depression and PTDS are the most common emotional health side effects of IPA
(Campbell 2002). Female victim of IPA are three times more likely tatrépmng
depressed than nonvictims of IPA (McCloskey, Williams, Lichter, Gerber,,Ganz
Sege 2007). One study indicated that the mean prevalence of depression among female
victims of IPA was 47.6%; this is much higher than rates ranging from about 10% to
about 21% in the general population (Golding 1999). Additionally, 4/5 IT victims and
37% SCV victims report experiencing posttraumatic stress disorder (Figdky and
Caetano 2007) , and female victims were twice as likely as male victims logleve
PTSD (Rivara, Anderson, Fishman, Bonomi, Reid, Carrell, and Thompson 2007b).

One difficulty in examining depression in abusive relationships is that the
relationship between depression and abuse depends on gender. Women often suffer

depression because of abuse victimization (Campbell 2002; Golding 1999). Furhermor
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women may suffer from depression not only by victimization, but also by exposure to
physical aggression — even if they have participated in the aggressitm(Mamisetty-
Mikler, and Caetano 2010). On the other hand, rather than being a result of aggression,
depression may be a cause of aggression in men. Men who suffer depression are often
aggressive towards others (Dietmar, Edda, and Siegfried 2005), and aggression is one of
the best predicting symptoms for major depressive disorder in men (Palsswas&ig,
Aevarsson, and Olafsdottir 2009). This means that while depression may be a sign of
victimization for females, it may be a precursor to perpetration for nfakrsder
differences are included in assessments of depression within this study.

Overall, research of IPA and emotional health indicates that psychologisa a
can have a harmful effect on physical and emotional health (Ellsberg et al. 2068htC
laws do not see psychological or emotional abuse as “criminal,” so victims aitise
may not be eligible for services. If findings demonstrate that psyclecalagliuse and
psychological effects of physical or sexual abuse harm victims,| ib&/en indication
that the legal system should consider counting nonphysical forms of violence as'*abus
It would demonstrate the need of providing IPA services to all victims becguses
are not always physical. Additionally, it would be an indication that shelter pnsgrad
victims services should provide victims with resources and allocate funding faalment
health or emotional health services. Future research should further addid=m®de
mental and physical health effects of IPA, and the effects of differolgnge severity

on emotional health outcomes.
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Identifying Mechanisms Through Which IPA Leads to

Poor Health Qutcomes

Most research of the physical and mental health effects of IPA is cicisssé
and can only show that there is a correlation between poor health and IPA (Black and
Breiding 2008; Coker et al. 2002). There are only a few studies that use longitudanal dat
and those studies do not differentiate between types of violence (Staggs arDBHe
limit their study to pregnant women (Martin et al. 2001), or examine healticaste
rather than health effects (Rivara et al. 2007a). Research lacks lomgjitsminples, and
needs to address health effects in conjunction with social and individual factors yhat ma
lead to poor health outcomes. Additionally, research of health outcomes needs a thorough
assessment of gender. Research of health outcomes of IPA has focused oralwame
men alone, or victims alone; this makes it impossible to identify gender¢d agatts
and to determine if gendered health effects depend on if one or both parties use violence.
Cross-sectional analysis of health and IPA does not allow researchers to
determine if IPA precedes (and causes) poor health, or if they are simplateokre
Although it is not possible to rule out every spurious relationship, longitudinal research
allows assessment of different time points to identify whether healthmescchange or
stay the same over time, and to identify whether these potential changes happen in
conjunction with changes in IPA status.
Researchers do not agree on the relationship between IPA and poor health. Some
research indicates that poor health outcomes are simply the result of impmes f
physical or sexual abuse (Martin et al. 2001):

IPA — injuries— poor health outcomes
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Other research indicates that IPA can cause stress, low social suppatkanid |
resources, all of which lead to poor health outcomes (Pico-Alfonso, Garciad,inare
Celda-Navarro, Herbert, and Martinez 2004):

IPA —Stress, low social support, lack of resouree$?oor Health Outcomes.
Still other research indicates that stress, low social support, and lack of esseartto
IPA, which then leads to poor health outcomes (Felson 1992):

Stress, low social support, lack of resoureesPA —
Poor Health Outcomes.

Regardless of whether stress, low social support, and lack of resources corasere p
before IPA, research indicates that victims of IPA experience increttess, decreased
social support, and decreased ability to use resources for their benefit whenecbtapar
nonvictims (Allen and Straus 1980; Bargai, Ben-Shakhar, and Shalev 2007; Greer
Litton, Benson, DeMaris, and Wyk 2002).

Research findings indicate that IPA can lead to poor physical health outcomes
through injuries incurred through physical or sexual violence, perpetratangirhigalth
care access, and through emotional health channels. While these reasonlyare like
explanations for the link between some IPA and poor physical health outcomes, they do
not provide a complete explanation. Combining an understanding of the relationship
between social factors and health outcomes with an understanding that the nature of
violent relationships leads to an increase of negative social factors (higisst kiwer
social support, and lack of resources) exposes another plausible pathway through which
IPA may lead to poor health outcomes. Although current research shows that health

outcomes and IPA are connected, it only ambiguously explains how low-level @@enc
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noninjurious IPA could lead to poor health outcomes. Moreover, whether or not low
violence and noninjurious IPA lead to poor health outcomes is largely an unknown.

Previous research by social epidemiologists indicates that sociakféstiess,
social support, and resources) can cause poor health outcomes for risk groups,
specifically women and children. More specifically, substantial evidenaesearch by
social epidemiologists indicates that social factors, not just individual behaviors
influence health outcomes of rigkoups (Berkman and Syme 1979; Cassel, 1976).

Parallel research in IPA identifies that certain social factorsemh@&r many IPA
relationships (including stress, lack of social support, and low resource alidatd to
poor health outcomes. Additionally, certain risk groups (including women, minorities,
and poor) disproportionately experience these negative social factors (Beakoth&lass
2000; Marmot and Wilkinson 1999). Women are the primary risk group of poor health
outcomes in IPA. It is important to clarify that women who risk poor health outcomes
because of IPA are at risk because of social factors (IPA, increasss] $ck of social
support, lack of resources), not only because of individual factors (violence severity,
injury) . Previous research indicates that women, minorities, and poor are asattre
risk of the negative health effects of IPA (Brownridge 2009; Evans 2005).

Research exploring the link between social factors and poor health demonstrated
in research by social epidemiologists is rare. Limited research feslitaat the same
social factors that social epidemiologists have found to cause poor health @sitoom
other populations can lead to poor health outcomes among victims of IPA. Specifically,
victims of IPA often have lower access to resources, lower social support, bad hig

levels of stress than nonvictims do (Allen and Straus 1980; Bargai et al. 2007; Greer
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Litton et al. 2002) They also suffer negative health effects from abuse (G@ler e
2000a; Coker, Smith, McKeown, and King 2000b)

Coker and colleagues’ cross-sectional analysis identified the importansmgf
epidemiological research to examine the physical health consequencdsabnel
psychological IPA. Their results indicated that women experiencing psygital IPA
reported poorer physical and emotional health than women who did not experience IPA
(Coker et al. 2000a). This research is unique because it demonstrates that not only does
physical abuse lead to poor physical health outcomes, but verbal and psychologeal abus
can also lead to poor physical health outcomes. This research will expandrttiesgs fi
by assessing whether abuse can lead to negative health outcomes forwithpies-
injurious violence, less severe violence, or in couples where both are violent.
Additionally, this research improves upon Coker and colleagues’ research bscause i

longitudinal, and examines results for both males and females.

Social Mechanisms Through Which IPA Causes Poor Health

Research in social epidemiology explains that populations who experie
excessive stress, lack resources, or have low social stawidigaer risk of disease and
illness than populations with fewer stresses or greatersatzessources. In other words,
health is determined by social factors (Marmot and Wilkinson 1999).ialSoc
epidemiologists have also discovered that certain risk groups are hkely to
experience these negative social factors. Specifically, the pmbmnanority groups are
disproportionally at risk of experiencing poor health outcomes dueegsstower social
status, and lack of access to resources (Berkman and Syme 1979; Cassel, 18 &hdSym

Yen 2000). Research of IPA parallels this research in socidemmlogy in that
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increased stress, reduce access to social support, andl lmcitess to resources are
results of IPA victimization. Additionally, certain risk groups (women, mities, and
poor) are disproportionally IPA victims (Brownridge 2009; Houry eR@D8; Kalmuss

and Straus 1982; Stark 2007) (See Figure 2.1). Through identification of outcomes and

Epidemiology Risk group:

(Women)
At risk of :
- = l »
IPA. Suess
low social support
L IPA then leads to: fewer resources
Stress
low social support Poor Health Outcomes

Fewer resources

Poor Health Outcomes

Figure 2. 1 Risk groups and health outcomes
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risk groups, theoretical conceptions no longer identify IPA as an individuat,factoas
a social factor that influences health outcomes risk groups

Through researching social mechanisms that produce poor health outcomes for
IPA victims, we can determine: 1) If there are negative health outcomesoinehavel
or non-injurious violence, and 2) if these effects vary by gender. This cantendica
whether violence has similar health effects on men and women. It can tell usahche
women each experience equal increase of stress, decrease of resalidezsease of
social support in IPA. Additionally, it can tell us if men and women both experience
negative health effects from being an IPA victim. If resources, stress, aadsspport
resulting from abusive relationship were different for men and women, it would be
another indication of gender asymmetries in SCV. This is a richer analygisnder
symmetry” than previous surface level comparisons of rates and incidentéeot acts.

In this section, | will demonstrate how previous research exhibits a causal
relationship between being members of a risk group (female) and having poor health
outcomes. | will explain how stress, lack of social support, and lack of resources
influence health outcomes for risk groups (women, minorities and poor) who aresvictim
of IPA. Subsequently, | will explain how the effects of being from a risk grouprand a
IPA victim may compound poor health outcomes. Finally, | will propose a research pla

to incorporate epidemiology into the study of gender, IPA, and health.

Stress Leads to Poor Health Outcomes
Stress in the family and home are important determinates of healtha(glind
Collins 1995). Prolonged exposure to stress can be harmful because stress evokes

physiological responses, including increased cortisol production, from the batty whi
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weaken the body and create higher disease susceptibility (Berkman and Syme 1979;
Marmot and Wilkinson 1999).

Women experience higher stress levels than men. Being female isactmkfor
stress. Research has shown that women experience more stress than mesh 2R08)n
Overall, women report higher levels of stress, and women report having femess*“s
free” days than men do. Moreover, women were more likely to continually be skstres
from one day to the next (Almeida and Kessler 1998). This prolonged exposure to stress
places women at a health disadvantage compared to men; women experience emotional
health effect of stress (including depression) at higher rates than manqRod Grassi
2007).

IPA increases stress. Research indicates that victims of IPA hder bigytisol
levels (which is a physiological indication of stress) than nonvictims IiR&{fonso
et al. 2004). IPA causes stress for victims who are constantly trying to avadtviol
attacks from perpetrators, or who are constantly monitoring their own actiorsaite as
compliance with perpetrator demands (Stark 2007). Perpetrators often use vimence
prolonged periods, and victims can do little to reduce the stress. A 3-year study of over
1000 female welfare recipients, demonstrated that the chronic stress oafPA w
associated with poor health (Staggs and Riger 2005); the study participantsn&ho we
victims of chronic IPA experienced higher stress and poorer health outcomélsaba
who were poor without chronic IPA. Future research should further examine the effect

of stress on health in violent relationships.
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Social Support Leads to Positive Health Outcomes

Another social factor that influences health outcomes is social support. Positive
social support can offset and minimize the negative health effects of dtagmng
access to positive social support is seen as a mental and physical healtwibéeefi
lacking access to social support has negative health outcomes (Cassel 1976), and has
been associated with higher mortality at all socioeconomic levels (Berkmaryraied S
1979).

Relationships themselves carry a certain expectation of social support. For
example, research has shown that healthy marriages afford their mepavecsilarly
male members) a certain “health premium” wherein they enjoy lettdth than
unmarried counterparts (Waite 1995); women are often a positive influence on the healt
of husbands because women promote healthier behaviors and limit risk-taking behaviors
of their spouses (Umberson 1992; Waite and Gallagher 2000).

Females have access to less social support than males. Unfortunatdiss dona
not experience the same “health premium” as men. Women are more likely to provide
social support, and less likely to reap health benefits from social support in marriag
(Kawachi and Kennedy 1997). Additionally, structurally allocated gender ra@gs m
encourage women to be “homemakers” which limits their access to social support of
coworkers. Overall, women’s access to social support through intimate rélgigons
does not necessarily have a positive impact on health. Minorities and poor also have
limited access to social support compared to nonminorities and wealthy (\Wilkins

1999).
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IPA further decreases access to positive social support. Victims ohtyA
experience lower access to positive social support because of the relatiohsbgnbe
social attachments and health; negative social support is worse for haaltiotsocial
attachments (Ross 1995). Abuse, violence, and trauma have some of the most powerfully
negative effects on health of any social relationships (Berkman and Glass 2000).

At an individual level, abusers use tactics of isolation (Houry et al. 2008) to
prevent victims from obtaining positive social support. Abusers often prevent victims
from maintaining contact with family or friends. This use of isolation tacacshave
negative effects on health of victims.

Risk of poor social support for victims of IPA is clear, but it is possible that
perpetrators of IPA will also experience risk of lower social support than deictims
because of changes in access to the “health premium” that married mgrviaroed
men experience a greater health benefit from marriage than do married (Wi,
Bachrach, Hinden, Thomson, and Thornton 2000). Research does not indicate whether
men in abusive relationships experience the same marriage health prenmnem ias
healthy relationships. However, one can assume that even if men lack thes susiial
support often given in marriage, this is probably less harmful than the negative healt
effects inflicted primarily upon women in violent relationships. Future resehochds
address the specific effects of social support and isolation on health in violent

relationships.

Resources Lead to Positive Health Outcomes
Another social factor that influences health outcomes is access to resources.

Having access to resources has a positive effect on health. People who are pawe (or
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fewer resources) are less well off; they have shorter life spans thenthoshave more
money and resources. There is a “social gradient” wherein people mguaial status
and resources typically live longer, and are less susceptible to diseasesoilsiad
Wilkinson 2003). Consequences of poverty may include: poor health (Syme and Yen
2000), inaccessibility to medical care, inadequate nutrition, unsafe housing, and low
levels of education (Staggs and Riger 2005). Research has demonstratectéat gre
access to resources means better health (Marmot and Wilkinson 2003).

Unfortunately, society does not allocate resources equally by gender. Women
have access to fewer resources than men do. One of the areas where wonsenraee re
deficient is economic resources. In society, women are likely to be poorer than me
(Syme and Yen 2000) due to of socialized breadwinner- homemaker roles, wage gaps
and socialized pairings that give men an advantage (O'Brien 1971). This ésinsiat
men enjoying added resources and having greater access to soc| sapiices, and
amenities (Pence and Paymar 1993; Stark 2007).

Minorities and poor have limited access to resources. In addition to limited
resources imposed by poverty, poor and minorities experience limited access to |
enforcement support and to access to services. Stereotypes against blackhavenled
to higher rates of arrest of black women who are victims of IPA than of gi¢tom
other groups (Sokoloff 2005). This has been found to reduce the chance of calling the
police for assistance if future IPA occurs migrant victims may haveelihaccess to
resources if they do not speak English, or if police and court authorities believe that

violence is “cultural” for the migrant group (Sokoloff 2005).
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IPA reduces access to resources. Victim of IPA are at risk of having fewe
resources than nonvictims have. In violent relationships it is a common coercivéaacti
the perpetrator to use financial abuse to deny victims access to money, bessitiesc
bank account information, or even her own paycheck. An abuser may not allow a victim
to gain education or work experience (Pence and Paymar 1993; Stark 2007). Tids mea
that even if a female victim is not “in poverty,” per say; she may have lingtssbs to
health care, money, or other resources because the male controls allataedy t
resources. Women who are homemakers, or who are high in marital economic
dependency, have few viable alternatives to marriage; this may forcedatenmore
tolerant of mistreatment and abuse from husbands. Mothers and women who are
financially abused cannot easily leave abusive marriages and often possesas too fe
resources to negotiate changes in the behavior of their husbands (Stark 2007).

Additionally caretaking responsibilities and the wage gap put women at a
financial disadvantage if they try to leave abusive relationships. Womessarkkely to
have the resources they may need to live in safer neighborhoods, or to have access to
health care if they do leave (Stark and Flitcraft 1996). Women in poverty and women
who rely on welfare may be especially vulnerable to being economically unabévéo |
abusive men (Arias and Corso 2005; Scott et al. 2002). Economic dependency, not
psychological dependency, prevents women from leaving abusive relatiorishib (
1997).

Research that explores gender and IPA within an epidemiological framework
indicates that for each of the listed social factors (stress, social supmbaccess to

resources); both members of risk groups (women, minorities, aodiPA victims are
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at increased risk of poor health. However, the females, minorities, and poor ardymutual
not exclusive from “IPA victim;” many IPA victims are members of ottk groups.

For individuals who fall in more than one risk group, it is unknown if risk is increased.
For example, increased stress, decreased social support, and decreasessrésaur

result from IPA (see Figure 2.1) can compound the health effect of being f@pale
examining these variables, future research can identify if poor health idteofegender,
IPA victimization, or both. Additionally, future research can identify if strescial
support, and resources are the mechanisms through which IPA leads to poor health
outcomes. By so doing, the connection between poor health and IPA will be less
ambiguous. This research will examine whether there are gendered efi@zsoof

health.

Health-Risk Behaviors of IPA Victims

Epidemiology is a way of understanding trends in health outcomes and health
behaviors of populations. Male and female victims of IPA are a population atsedrea
risk of unhealthy behaviors including risk of HIV exposure, risk of smoking, and risk of
heavy drinking (CDC 2008). Research also indicates that both pregnant and nonpregnant
victims of IPA experience higher incidence of substance abuse than nondotims
(Martin et al. 2003; Silverman, Raj, Mucci, and Hathaway 2001). These risky behaviors
are not simply a result if individual factors, but an effect of IPA.

Both victims and perpetrators of IPA are at risk of unhealthy behaviors. Abusive
men often use alcohol or drugs as an excuse to be violent; they will get drunk or “high” if
they want to have an excuse to beat up their partner (Bancroft 2002). It is ectinaedt

IPA and substance abuse co-occur in about half of men in substance abuse or IPA
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treatment programs (Thomas and Bennett 2009). In assessing IPA, andahfasts

that support it, |1 will assess risk-taking behaviors that may be presemnt visthigroups.

Challenges of Research with Self-Reported Health Measures

Reporting of Health

The NSFH relies on self-reported measures of health. Previous researdesndica
that self-reported measures of health differ by race, ethniciticKiele2009), gender,
psychological factors, and socioeconomic status (Demakakos, Nazroo, Breeze, and
Marmot 2008; Duetz, Abel, and Niemann 2003; Matthews, Manor, and Power 1999;
Read and Gorman 2006). In general, minority groups often report poorer health than
whites (this is especially true for Blacks (Read and Gorman 2006)), ssuwhpaf lower
SES report worse health than those with higher SES. This is partially because poor
people have fewer resources to prevent or cure disease (Demakakos et al. 2008).

Research suggests that women and men have significant differences irdreporte
health measures. Gender is significantly associated with differanse-reported
physical fithess and medical conditions (Duetz et al. 2003). The magnitude of gender
differences in reported heath is somewhat unclear. Although gender difleseraaten
significant, this does not mean that the differences are large. An exantipie isfa
research study where an author’'s measure self-reported health ompaifiveeale, with
1 being poor and 5 being excellent. The differences in health reporting by geneler wer
statistically significant for every age group under 75 years. Noest)ehe difference in
self-reported health between genders was not larger than .11 in any of the(igrdlgs
group with the largest difference, age 18 to 29, the mean score for women was 4.12 and

mean score for men was 4.23; the overall group score was 3.78 for women and 3.89 for
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men). Although these differences are significant, they are not large é8@ma Read
2006). Other research indicates that gender differences in self-repotthdilera not
consistent across age and health measures (Matthews et al. 1999).

When observing self-reported health measures in this study, | wilfystrei
sample by gender to allow comparison of health differences between men im arade
nonviolent relationships, and to allow comparison of health differences between women
in violent and nonviolent relationships. This will allow for analysis of each group to
determine if males and females experience symmetrical or asyicahb#&alth outcomes

because of exposure to partner violence.

Research Questions

The current research debate of whether or not IPA is “gender symnietrical
coupled with the recent framing of IPA as public health concern provides a new avenue
through which researchers can explore gender symmetry in couples experiencing
situational couple violence.

Previous research indicates that negative health outcomes and injuries are
significantly more likely among victims of IPA, but research has noagetessed the
mechanisms through which IPA may lead to poor health outcomes. Foremostjresear
has largely failed to identify if negative health effects persist ithlevel IPA or of
non-injurious IPA, or to identify if health outcomes from IPA are “gender sstmacal.”
This research gap exists because family violence theorists use miitodis not
contextualize violence as part of a gendered social system, and femirasthese
primarily examine couples experiencing severe violence. Since most prezgeasah by

feminist authors focuses on health outcomes among severely violent couplesgtaely ne
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identify if there are gender differences in health outcomes for SCV, éhal daldress
the mechanisms through which IPA may lead to poor health.

As was stated at the end of Chapter 1, the purpose of this research is twofold. The
first is to determine if situational couple violence is gender symmettidalthis through
an analysis of SCV and SCV health outcomes. The second purpose is to further the
debate of gender symmetry by applying feminists definitions, contexdtiahz
conceptualizations, and research methods to data typical of family violenaehess. |
hypothesize that feminist conceptualizations will reveal gender aslygnmeesearch of
situational couple violence even when using typical family violence data.

This research will use feminist conceptualizations of gender, perpetration, and
victimization to address the research hypotheses, and to explore the issue af “gende
symmetry” within the context of a gendered social system. Within thesehegest
“feminist conceptualizations” are inclusive of more complex analyses otigge
symmetry” than is found in typical family violence research. Rather thaioreng
incidence or prevalence of violence, this research explores health outcenitsge
from IPA, and asymmetries in social factors that lead to health outconiesaarttext of
a gendered social structure. Although one can expect that data limitationsach&y le
similar rates of violence reporting by men and women in the data, the reabguesti
whether there are asymmetries in the outcomes of IPA exposure when coiziegtual
“gender symmetrical” outcomes. Table 2.2 includes the four research questtons tha

address my hypothesis.
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Table 2. 2
Research Questions

Research Questions for Dissertation

Is SCV “gender symmetrical” in violence victimization and use of

violence?
A. Does violence reporting vary by gender for SCV couples?
1.
B. Does violence use vary by gender for SCV couples?
C Does violence victimization vary by gender for SCV
' couples?
2.. Is SCV “gender symmetrical” in injury?
Is SCV “gender symmetrical” in health outcomes?
Are there physical or mental health effects of IPA among
A.
3 SCV couples?
B Do physical health outcomes vary by gender for SCV
' couples?
C. Do mental health outcomes vary by gender for SCV couples?
Is SCV “gender symmetrical” in social factor outcomes that effect health?
A. Does stress vary by gender for SCV couples?
4,
B. Do resources vary by gender for SCV couples?

Does social contact vary by gender for SCV couples?
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Ultimately, by addressing these research questions, this dissertatieramiine
whether applying feminist conceptualizations of “gender symmetry” to S@\pkes will
identify gender asymmetry, as | hypothesize. This research \aithiexe whether or not
IPA leads to poor health outcomes in couples experiencing SCV, and it will identify
reveal whether or not outcomes vary based on gender. This addresses the latigar ques
of whether family violence methods and instrumental data flaws have led se a fal
perception of gender symmetry in previous research of SCV.

Examining data that are typical of family violence research with fetninis
conceptualizations may lead to a resolution of the current stalemate in theatebate
gender symmetry. If results of this study indicate a semblance of ‘igeymdenetry,”
then feminist researchers can conclude that more research of SCV in tix¢ cbate
gendered social system is necessary. Unfortunately, this resednaquire
development of new research instruments and surveys that better addressod rang
violent and abusive behaviors, and that contextualize those behaviors by gender and by
motivation for violence usage (for example, self-defense motives). Fudherfeminist
researchers can conclude that data used by family violence researdheinsoften lacks
adequate assessment of sexual violence, violence context, violence by motivation,
frequency of violence, violence by previous partners, violence severity, and nonviolent
forms of abuse) is inadequate to determine if there is gender asymme@ty.invéhile
these conclusions would probably be disputed by family violence theorists and
misconstrued in an attempt to show “symmetry,” such findings could provide research

direction for feminist researchers.
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Future research efforts by feminists could focus on developing a large, national
sample that includes a more complete assessment of abuse. Such an assessdent
include analysis of sexual violence, motives and context of violence, severity of giolenc
frequency of violence, and nonviolent abusive tactics. Once such data are developed,
researchers could assess the role of gender in SCV with inclusion of an assessment
motives, meanings, and outcomes of SCV.

On the other hand, if results of this study indicate “gender asymmetry” then
feminist researchers can conclude that even with severe data limitatibiesough
examination of data show gender differences in SCV. This would indicate a need for
further examination of low-level violence or couples where both report using viotence t
better understand gender differences in this type of violence. It also isdécaged to
reexamine previous family violence findings using a broader definition of “gender
symmetry” in order to identify possible oversights of gender asymmetrydue t
theoretical conceptualizations and research methods used in past resadnegs feif
gender asymmetry would indicate a need for family violence theoristagsass the
common held belief that men and women are equal perpetrators or victims intSCV. |
would call for family violence theorists to revisit their current definitiofsgmetry.”

In conclusion, whether or not there are gender differences in SCV is presently
unclear. Whether or not there are gendered health outcomes of SCV is presently
unknown. This research will examine the role of gender in SCV by including a broader
definition of “gender symmetry,” and by examining gender and health outconmstsRe

will provide direction for future research of situation couple violence.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODS

Data

This study examines the hypothesis and research questions outlined in Chapter 2
using feminist conceptualizations of “gender symmetry.” As was outlinedopisyiin
this dissertation, feminist conceptualizations of symmetry include conlieatian of
violence in a gendered social system, analysis of outcomes reswtmg=HA exposure,
and recognition that without identification of motivations or self-defense, uselehee
does not automatically make someone a “perpetrator.” In this research,ih@xam
violence use, injuries, health outcomes, social factors related to health outcomes to
determine if there are gender symmetries among couples experietcatigsal couple
violence.

The data in this research are from the National Survey of Family and Households
(NSFH). The NSFH is data from a large, national sample representathe gdrieral
population. It includes variables to measure IPA, gender, and health outcoriewslt a
for comparison of IPA victims to a control group not reporting IPA exposure. In this
section, | will discuss the methodologies, strengths, and limitations to fHd.NS

The NSFH is an unbalanced longitudinal panel-type data with three waves. The

first wave was completed from 1987-88 and included 13,007 individuals in 9,637
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households. There was an oversampling of several minority groups, single parent

families, blended families, cohabiting couples, and recently married coupleshin e
household, the NSFH chose a primary respondent at random, and asked the respondent to
complete a survey including both self-administered modules and an interview. Spouses or
cohabiting partners were also asked to complete a shorter self-adrathsievey

(Sweet and Bumpass 2002).

The second wave followed 5 years later. From 1992-94, the NSFH conducted
follow up interviews of respondents in the first wave. Personal interviews forabedse
wave included 10,007 interviews with original respondents, 5624 interviews with current
spouses or cohabiting partners, and 789 interviews with ex-spouses or ex-partners,

The NSFH gathered data for the third wave from 2001 -2003. Unfortunately, the
project lost funding and the third wave was unable to follow a large portion of
respondents (Bumpass and Sweet 2003). | will use data from the third wave where
possible, and will only restrict my analyses to the first two waves wieersgary due to
data limitations.

Johnson (2008) writes that, “General social surveys uncover mostly situational
couple violence” (p. 3). There are several reasons for this. The primary redsatriosvt
level violence, or “situational couple violence” is more prevalent in the gener
population than more severe violence. It is thought to be “The most common type of
partner violence” ( Johnson 2002; p. 11). This means that even if both severe and low-
level violence couples participate in a large national survey, the majority oesoupl
experiencing violence in relationships are likely to experience low \evience.

Furthermore, it is the nature of large national phone survey data to excludes couple
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with extreme violence, particularly in later waves (Brush 1990; SalaiBalthvin

2002)). Because the NSFH is a general social survey, because SCV is thought to be the

most common type of IPA, and because the NSFH is a large national phone survey,
NSFH data are thought to primarily identifies less -severe IPA, at Wihnson identifies
as “situational couple violence" (SCV) (Johnson 2008).

Researchers characterize situational couple violence, and large siatapley
low rates of injuries, and low rates of violence in the overall population. Although
previous research and theory suggest that large telephone samples lead to an
undersampling of severe violence, it is likely that some couples experieeeerg s
violence are still included in these data. However, over time, these couples roal be |
from the sample because of isolation, refusal to participate, or becausd¢iohsbip
disintegration (Salari & Baldwin, 2002). While some couples experiencimgesev
violence are likely present in the sample, it is generally represent@iteeiples
experiencing low-level violence.

This analysis of primarily low-level violence in NSDH data allows exation
of a representative sample of IPA, and comparison of that sample to a nonviolesit cont
group. Similar analysis is not possible with data from shelters, hospital Saongither
victim service agencies that would not have a control group to compare with the group
experiencing violence.

The NSHF includes data on individuals who are married, divorced, remarried,
widowed, cohabiting, and never married. | restricted the study sample to indswdual
were in an intimate relationship (either married or cohabiting) at so@etithin the

three waves. Additionally, | exclude widows and widowers from the samplegdeeocé



101

the unique health effects of losing a spouse to death. The NSFH interviewed almost 81%
of the sample (80.69%) in both Wave 1 and Wave 2 of the data. The third wave was
limited to couples with a “focal child” from Wave 1 or respondents over the age of 45 at
Wave 3. Only 7,277 households were included in the third wave of the data.

The NSFH is inadequate in assessing several key indicators of IPA.SHi¢ N
does not include a measure for sexual violence. This is unfortunate because deenales
more likely to be victims of sexual violence (Coker et al. 2002; Tjaden and Thoennes
2000a). The NSFH only assesses violence within the previous 12 months that happened
in the context of an argument or a disagreement. The follow-up (Wave 2) iss@iftea
Wave 1, so if violence occurred in the relationship in that time period, but not in the 12
months previous to Wave 2, it will not appear in the data. Moreover, not all violence
happens in the context of an argument. If the violence is in the context of a general
pattern of abuse or control, but not the result of an argument, it may go unreported in the
data. For unions that have recently dissolved, respondents the NSFH asked resgondents
there was physical violence or injuries due to physical violence in the reeadtd
relationship, but did not ask other questions about violence in prior relationships.

Within the data, respondents report on both victimization and their own use of
violence. There is information gathered from both victims and perpetrators erficgol
This is a strength because it allows for comparison of violence victims and violence
perpetrators. Furthermore, this is an indication that data in this study dee trthose
used by family violence researchers — Family violence reseafShrarss et al. 2006)
suggest that a weakness in previous feminist research is the inclusion otctinig o

perpetrators (but seldom both). However, there is no indicator of violence motivations,
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such as self-defense. Without a measure of self-defense, it is possiblel todams as
“perpetrators” who may have been attempting to protect themselves.

The NSFH inadequately addresses the issue of violence frequency. Iskioes a
how many times in the past 12 the respondent used violence (0 thru 3, 4 or more), but this
reporting of frequency is subject to the memory recall of the respondent, ancato soci
desirability of the response. Because previous research indicates thaerilesl\ato
underreport use of violence (and overestimate victimization) while womeikelyetb
underreport victimization (Kimmel 2002), this methodology is likely to undenass
violence by men and overestimate violence by women.

The NSFH does not address threats of violence, or attempted violence in the
relationship. The NSFH also has no measure of nonviolent control or coercion within the
relationship. Previous research indicates that men are more likely thamwim oee
nonviolent tactics to force compliance or coercion of a partner than are woragn (St
2007).

These instrumental data flaws are typical in large data sets usiognttiet
tactics scale or modified conflict tactics scale. One can expedtitface level analyses
of frequency of violent acts may appear gender symmetrical. | uaigenseto consider
the data shortcomings before accepting any semblance of symmetry, had duge
readers to resist automatic interpretation of these findings as an imlichtsymmetry”
in violence. Rather, researchers should interpret any surface levelimdicbgender
symmetry in violence as an indication that the data at hand is similar to datgyused b

family violence researchers. As such, it should not be taken out of context to infer gend
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symmetry when it is only inferring “symmetry of measurementfa(®t et al. 1996: 285-
86).

Even taking into account these instrumental and measurement flaws, there are
several key elements that make NSFH data ideal for use in this reseanahrily?rthe
NSFH is a large, national data set that primarily measures situational galeiee. It
is the consensus among researchers that large national phone samplesiemetdef
measure severe violence because of sampling techniques that excludesistarae,
the low incidence of severe violence in the general population, and the framing of
violence questions in the context of an argument or couple fights. National samples,
including the NSFH are more likely to capture less severe and more syocamngtience
(Atkinson et al. 2005; Brush 1990; Johnson 2008; Johnson and Ferraro 2000; Salari and
Baldwin 2002).

The NSFH reports on violence victimization, use of violence, and injury. Because
the NSFH include interviews or responses from both partners, this researclsesldres
reporting differences by gender, as well as self-reported health ostéoneach
member of the partnership. Because poor health is an indication of victimizatidts res
may imply gender differences in outcomes of violence even in cases thappeay a
“gender symmetrical” on the surface.

Moreover, the NSFH includes indicators for several mechanisms through which
IPA leads to poor health; these include stress, social support, and measures @& resourc
allocation. This provides a unique opportunity to examine health outcomes related to
social factors, and makes it possible to assess whether or not stress, sociabsappor

resource allocation are indeed mechanisms through which IPA leads to poor health
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outcomes. Additionally, the longitudinal nature of the data makes it possible to imply
causation of any negative health outcomes that might follow violence.

Through statistical analysis of the NSFH, | will address the researchomsest
determine if there are gendered differences in health effects of IPAug&e=men and
women begin with different risks, | will stratify the research by gerated compare IPA
males to a control group, and IPA females to a control group. Then | will use theeana
to identify health effects and IPA effects that are in addition to the geffidetse This
research will show if there is a causal connection between IPA and health ajtaache
it will identify gender differences in IPA outcomes. Moreover, this rebeait address
whether there are gendered differences in outcomes of SCV couples that previous
research has minimized or ignored. This will lead to a better understanding atbé r

gender in IPA and in outcomes of IPA.

Variables
Demographic Variables
The NSFH is unique because it assesses primary respondents and their partners,
although primary respondent interviews were more complex. Many of the valiisbdel
below have information available for both the primary respondent and the partner or
spouse. | report outcomes for spouses and ex-spouses in univariate and descriptive
analyses. | use the highest reported violence from either the primarpdespor
partner to assess violence exposure in regression analyses. Howeveconbade
variables, regressors, and dependent variables in regression analyses on résponses

primary respondents.
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e Gender: The data identifies respondents as “male” or “female. | dropped any
respondents who did not report gender from the sample data. Gender is dummy
coded with male = “1” and female = “0”. | stratify all models by gendedlow
assessment of the effects of violence and other factors when holding gender as a
constant in each model. This allows for a more thorough assessmenefiétie
in the context of a gendered social systestead of a simple count of sex
frequencies. (Anderson 2005).

e Age: | code age as a continuous variable. Any couple where the primary
respondent was over age 70 at Wave 1 was dropped from the data because of high
prevalence of widowhood, and age-related health decline present at older ages.

e Race & Ethnicity: | code race as white-non-Hispanic (1) and nonwhite or
Hispanic (0). Although it would have been interesting to separate race and
ethnicity, portions of couples reporting violence in the sample was too low for an
adequate analysis of other individual races within the data.

e Relationship Status: In Wave 1, 52.8% of the population was married, and only
3.6% of the population was cohabiting. The remainder of the population was
unmarried, divorced or widowed. | dropped widows and widowers from the data.
| coded anyone who was married or cohabiting as “1”, while | classifigone
who was not currently married or as “0”. Future research should distinguish
between married and cohabiting couples, but the small sample of cohabiting
couples made this impossible to do in this data. Cohabiting was grouped with
married because evidence suggests that health differences between mdrried a

cohabiting couples are nonsignificant (Zheng, Penning, Pollard, and Hart 2003).
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e Education: | continuously code education of primary respondents as years of
education obtained. For each respondent, the education reported is the highest
obtained education by the end of the third wave. Education obtained is time-
invariant for respondents over all three waves of data.

e Income: NSFH data measures annual income as a continuous variable for both the
primary respondent and the partner. As such, | can assess individual income and
couple income. | record income at each wave of data collection, and examined

changes through the waves.

Violence Variables

The NSFH asks both the primary respondent and the partner about violence in the
relationship. NSFH measures violence framed in the context of an argument or a
disagreement. NSFH asks about violence in past 12 months in current relationship. When
relationship has ended, NSFH asks if physical violence or injury was a readoa for t
relationship termination. Measures of violence are variants of the measatem the
conflict tactics scale (Straus 1979), and are thus subject to limitations aintietc
tactics scale in that they inadequately assess motivation, severitynicggaed
nonviolent abuse (Brush 1990). Questions on violence from the NSFH, which is based on
a modified version of the Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus 1979), are asked afyprima
respondents, and spouses. The NSFH asks some questions of cohabiting partners. The
NSFH repeats one question of physical violence and two of injury in dissolved
relationships. To clarify, the NSFH only asked respondents in a current relgiionshi
(married or cohabiting) about verbal aggression, hitting and pushing, gender of

perpetrator and victim. Because of a lack of data for individuals not in a current
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relationship, only those couples reporting a current relationship are includedplesam
examining the afore listed types of violence. The NSFH examines ainespts who
were in a relationship, or who reported a recently disrupted relationshipp&otsref
whether arguments became physical, and reports of injuries. | analyzeytiesseft
violence for those in a current relationship separately, and then | anageeybes of
violence for all individuals in a current or recently disrupted relationship.

The NSFH assess whether or not respondents and partners report being victims of
IPA, or report using violence. Because there is no assessment of motiviatthurdir{g
self-defense motives), it is not possible to determine if a respondent or pagner is
“perpetrator” of abuse, or if they have used violence for other motives. Althougi | m
refer to those who use violence as “perpetrators” through the paper, | only usenthis
meaning someone who uses violence, with the understanding that there is not @ measur
of motive in the data.

The following questions are taken directly from National Survey of Famdy a
Households Interview Schedule for Wave | (Bumpass and Sweet 1988). The NSFH
repeats the same questions for Wave 2 and Wave 3 of the data. The NSFH asked each
guestion to both spouses, when the primary respondent was married. Additionally, the
NSFH asked the questions in Wave 2 of ex-spouses, and current spouses. The NSFH
included some questions for cohabiting partners. These questions are adapted from the
Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus 1979).

One weakness of the NSFH is that it did not ask follow-up questions if respondents
indicated no physical violence. For the purpose of analysis, if there was no regpanse t

guestion because a previous question received a negative response, | imputed a missing
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response for a response of “no”. In this way, it was possible to compare respondents who

reported no violence with respondents who reported some level of violence. Had | not

imputed missing responses with “no”, | would have only been comparing respondents

who experienced a lower level of violence with those who experienced a highesflevel

violence.

Verbal Abuse: The NSFH asked respondents, “There are various ways that
married couples deal with serious disagreements. When you have a serious
disagreement with your husband/wife, how often do you: a. just keep your
opinions to yourself? b. discuss your disagreements calmly? c. argue heatedly
shout at each other? d. end up hitting or throwing things at each other (Bumpass
and Sweet 1988; Bumpass and Sweet 1994) ?” Respondents who responded that
they argued heatedly or shouted at each other were dummy coded as using “verbal
aggression.” Those who reported hitting or throwing things at each other were
dummy coded as such.

Physical Violence The NSFH asked respondents, “Sometimes argumentsrbetwe
partners become physical. During the last year has this happened in arguments
between you and your husband/ wife?” (Bumpass and Sweet 1988; Bumpass and
Sweet 1994). Respondents who answered “yes” were dummy coded as having
reported physical violence in the relationship.

Primary Respondent Used Physical Violence: The NSFH asked respondents,
“During the past year, how many fights with your husband/wife resulted ld YO
hitting, shoving, or throwing things at him/her?” (Bumpass and Sweet 1988;

Bumpass and Sweet 1994). If a respondent reported having used violence one or
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more times, he or she was dummy coded as having used physical abuse. | use
dummy coding in regression analyses, while | give more detailed information in
univariate descriptive statistics.

Partner/ Spouse used Physical Violence The NSFH asked respondents, “During
the past year, how many fights with your husband/wife resulted in HIM/HER
hitting, shoving, or throwing things at you?” (Bumpass and Sweet 1988; Bumpass
and Sweet 1994). If the respondent answered positively, it was dummy coded that
the partner used violence in the relationship.

Sometimes there were discrepancies between reports by partners arg prim
respondents. | explore the discrepancies in the analysis of reportingmtfsrby
gender. Because researchers asked primary respondents and partnesslfabout
and partner use of violence, if a partner or primary respondent reported violence
and the other did not, | use the highest level of reported violence in regression
analyses.

Primary Respondent Injured: The NSFH asked respondents, “Have YOU been
cut, bruised, or seriously injured in a fight with your husband/wife?” (Bumpass
and Sweet 1988; Bumpass and Sweet 1994). If the respondent answered
positively, the case was dummy coded as “Respondent Injured.”

Partner Injured: The NSFH asked respondents, “Has your HUSBAND/WIFE been
cut, bruised, or seriously injured in a fight with you?” (Bumpass and Sweet 1988;
Bumpass and Sweet 1994). If the respondent answered positively, the case was
dummy coded as “Partner Injured.” Very high portions of the study sample did

not report injuries. Only 4 respondents reported being injured, and 1 reported
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injuring a partner in the third wave. Although the numbers are higher in Wave 1
and Wave 2, the NSFH does not have high enough reports of these variables to
include in longitudinal regression analyses. | include these variables inptiescri
statistics and in cross-sectional analyses of Wave 1 and Wave 2 data. The low
report of injuries is further evidence that this sample is primarily septative

of situational couple violence, or low-level violence where in there are fewer
injuries than in more severe types of IPA(Johnson 1995; Johnson 2006).
However, therare still injuries reported in the sample. This is an indication that
some couples in the sample may be experiencing severe violence. Nongtheless
injuries decline at each wave, which may support the idea that couples

experiencing more severe violence are not as likely to participateiwlaves.

Health and Health-Related Variables
Physical health variables: The NSFH asks respondents to self-rateciléh
from poor to excellent based on a comparison to others the same age. | will use
this variable to assess physical health. For regression analysis, phgaitiais
dummy coded with 1= “good health or better” and 0 = “fair health or worse.”
Emotional health variables: There are several variables in NSFH thatsaddres
emotional health of victims. Depression: NSFH assesses how many days in the
past week the respondent felt depressed. The response is a continuous variable
ranging from O to 7. For regression analysis, this is dummy coded as 1 =
“experienced depression 1 or more days in the past week” and 0 = “did not
experience depression 1 or more days in the past week.” Fear: NSFHsassesse

how many days in the past week the respondent felt fearful. The response is a
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continuous variable ranging from 0 to 7. For regression analysis, this is dummy
coded as 1 = “experienced fear 1 or more days in the past week” and 0 = “did not
experience fear 1 or more days in the past week.” The NSFH questions regarding
emotional health are composed of a slightly modified version of the Center for
Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-B)d are similar to the

American Psychiatric Association’s DSMIV criteria for diagnosing dsgion

(DSMIV, 1994).

Social Variables Related to Health Outcomes
Epidemiological research indicates that several social factors, inglstiess,
social support, and access to resources can influence health outcomes. Additionally,
research of intimate partner abuse indicates that social support may be l@ssr, st
higher, and access to resources lower in abusive relationships. | assessdledaetors
as they relate to health and abuse in this research.

e Stress: The NSFH asks how overwhelmed the respondent feels with housework,
paid work, parenting, and marital relationships. The NSFH measures each
individual variable on a scale of 1 to 7 with 1 being overwhelming and 7 being
manageable. 0 is no housework/paid job, Etc). If the respondent answered that

any of the categories were “1” or “2” (overwhelming), | coded it as having

2 A team of researchers at the University of Wisconsin developed the NSFH
guestionnaires. While the NSFH adopted some scales from prior surveys, otleers wer
slightly modified standard scales. According to Appendix P of the NSFH 2,
“Unfortunately, there is not documentation on the origin of each question Bumphss, L.
andSweet, J. A. 1994. "National Survey of Households and Families Wave 2 (1992-1994)
". Madison, Wisconsin: Center for Demography of Health and Aging Afbimti
University of Wisconsin-Madison..” Where the NSFH documented information on the
origin of questions regarding violence and health, or where the information could be
otherwise located, | documented this in the variable descriptions in thiscresear
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experienced stress at home. The NSFH also asks respondents to rate pasgd work a
overwhelming to manageable. If respondents reported that paid work was “1” or
“2” (overwhelming), | coded it as “1”. If they reported lower stresslgvecoded

it as “0”, or not stressful.

Social Contact: The NSFH asks several questions related to social support,
isolation, and turning to others for help. The NSFH asks each respondent how
often they associate with relatives, neighbors, coworkers, and friends socially
Ordinal responses range from “never” to “several times a week” ial@ ssnging
from “0” (representing no contact) to “4” (representing the most contact). For
each respondent, | added together the scores for contact with neighbors, friends
relatives, coworkers, religious organizations, social groups, fraterraes,

work groups, interest groups, service clubs and recreational activitie® Thos
reporting higher levels of social contact and participation received ar lEghie

than those reporting lower levels of participation. This measure does not allow me
to assess if contact was weekly or monthly, but it does allow me to compare the
levels of social participation or isolation for respondents. The final scale ranges
in responses from a score of “0” for the least social participation to a score of
“37” for the respondents with the highest levels of social participation.
Resources: In addition to the income measure included under “demographic
variables,” the NSFH includes other resource measures. Respondents are asked
how their standard of living would change if they separated from their current
partner. If respondents reported that it would stay the same or get waoded|

it as “0”. If respondents reported that their standard of living would improve, |
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coded it as “1.” Respondents answer whether or not spending money in the
household is fair or unfair towards the individual and the partner. If the
respondent answered that it was “fair,” the response was coded as “lhdfrgpe
is unfair, |1 coded the response as “0.” | will use these variables to examine

resource allocation within intimate partnerships.

Statistical Analysis

| will use both descriptive and inferential statistics to respond to the researc
guestions listed in Chapter 2 thoroughly. In addition to the desire to examine outcomes in
the context of a gendered society, | stratify models by gender becauserehirtealth
reporting differences experienced by men and women. By using gendeicatratif
methods, | will be able to compare males and females to see if there arendiéls in the
statistically significant relationships between outcomes and abuse.

It is important to stratify the samples by gender (as opposed to including a sex
frequency variable as an independent variable), because of the multifeatatenship
between gender and the modeled variables. When sex and gender are represented only as
an independent variable, the researcher “ignores the complex ways in which gende
operates in social interactions” (Anderson 2005: 856). In other words, using sex as an
independent variable assumes that sex is only an individual characteristic,Landsass
that when we control for gender, we hold all other things equal. However, gendehis muc
more than an individual characteristic of respondents; it is a characteristiciaif
interactions (Anderson 2005; Kimmel 2008).

For example, society perceives, administers, and teaches violence diffbyentl

gender. Men’s violence is interpreted as “masculine” when used against other me
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women’s violence is often perceived as being gender inappropriate, or as being les
threatening than male violence (Anderson 2005). Likewise, health has been found to be
perceived and reported differently by men and women (Gorman and Read 2006g It is t
social construction of gender, gendered allocation of resources, genderied o

violence (Anderson 2005), and the myriad of other ways that life is differenefotiman

for women that make it impossible to compare the two as if “all other things a’equ
The paths to using violence, violence training, education of violence, and the efffects
violence vary by gender. Simplifying this variable to a report of sex radiusot
contextualize the complexity of the relationship between gender and all otladalesri

To perceive the effects of being male or female as the same is an incomalg$esaBy
stratifying the models by gender, | remove the assumption that the oeledite

between the groups is the sex identification of “male” or “female.” By camgparales

to males, and females to females, | hold gender as a constant in each.analysis

Cross-Sectional Analyses

For each wave of the NSFH data, | will complete cross-sectional anatyges
possible to view a “snapshot” of the relationship between the variables at one point in
time. | will also combine the waves from the NSFH into a single panel data set t
analyze the data longitudinally and gain insight into whether or not IPA leads toveega
health changes over time.

For cross-sectional data analysis, | will use linear and logistiessign models
to compare women from violent relationships to women from nonviolent relationships. |
will do the same analyses for men. This will allow me to assess if significa

relationships between dependent variables and regressors are symioetmead and
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women. Linear models are reported using robust standard errors to control for
heteroskedacticity and decrease the risk of making a type I error.

| test the strength of each cross-sectional model analyzed. For ligezgsien, |
report R-Squared results, and F-test results in Chapter 4. R-squaredmdgaéts the
portion of the variance in the dependent variable, which | explain by the independent
variables. | expect to see relatively low R-Squared values becauseptdttivra of
variables that can affect health outcomes. | use the F-test to testifieaige of the R-
Squared. When the F test indicates significant results (prob. F<.05), then the model is
considered better than would be expected by chance, and we can reject the null
hypothesis that there is not a linear relationship between the dependent vandlhes a
regressors (Garson 2010b). Stata calculates both the F test and the R-Squared te
automatically.

For logistic regression, | report the overall likelihood ratio test and the étesm
Lemeshow Goodness of Fit test in Chapter 4. The overall likelihood ratio teShis a
Squared test that at least one of the coefficients of the regressorsqsaldbezero
(Garson 2010a). In other words, this tests that at least one of the regredsermsdadel
is significant in predicting the independent variable. Stata calculatesshiStgnificant
findings for this test (prob. chi2<.05) indicate a good fit for the model.

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test is a Chi-Squared test used$o asse
whether or not the variance explained by the model is significant. This test does not
indicate the amount of variance explained in the model, only whether the explained
variance is significant or not. | chose to report the Hosmer-Lemeshowv tegtresults

in lieu of the Pearson Chi-Squared goodness of fit test because the Hosmshdawme
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test is seen as more robust, particularly because my models include continuous
covariates. This test is unique in that a findingofsignificancendicates a well-fitting
model. The null hypothesis is that there is no difference between observed and model-
predicted values, and so nonsignificant findings indicate that the model estiinhtite

data at an acceptable level. Significant findings indicate that theréeraproblem with

the model fit (Garson 2010a).

Panel Data Longitudinal Analyses

For the longitudinal panel data analysis, | use random effects linearsiegres
(XTREG command in Stata 9 software) and random effects logistic regresedels
(xtlogit command in Stata 9 software) to examine whether or not violence expasure
an effect on self-reported physical health when | control for age, ractedy
earnings, partner, and time. Random effects models allow for a betweeradgasen in
outcomes, and allow for assessment of both time variant and time invariant psedgtor
using random effects models, | can assess the relationship between chamgegsde
and control variables and changes in health variables longitudinally.

There are several reasons random effects models are preferred overfégesd ef
models for this analysis. Random effects panel models are ideal becauskotlidgr
between-case comparisons of cases using all three waves of my dateseBiecs
impossible to know if respondents experienced violence prior to Wave 1, the effects of
violence exposure may already be taking place prior to the window of availabl€alata
this reason, | need to be able to compare differences in outcomes of those who never

experienced violence to those who did experience violence. Using random effeds mode
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to analyze between-case variation provides a clearer picture of tseviwgnce affects
health over time than would within-case analysis of a fixed effects model.

Moreover, when using logistic regression models, random effects are pteferre
because fixed effects models would drop out any respondents that did not experience a
change in violence status over the three waves. This means fixed effecls wmdd
automatically exclude anyone who had never experienced IPA in any bféeenaves,
or anyone who reported experiencing IPA at all three waves. | am isttiaghe
differences between these groups as well as the differences betweeatusddiwho
experienced a change in violence status. By using random effects for |agstission
models, | do not limit my sample to only those who experienced a change in violence.
Furthermore, random effects models allow for analysis of time invarianbteatiables
(IE: gender, race, highest completed education) in the models. Fixed effects madels a
limited to only analysis of time-variant variables, and are not ideal forgbéarch.
Although fixed effects models would control for time-invariant variables in tiog er
term, | am interested in assessing the coefficients for these varihésfore, random
effects models are the best choice.

If there were high correlation among variables, it would suggest potential
collinearity. Because of this, | completed correlation matrix before runnorsg-c
sectional regression analysis, and found that there were no problems withiocornela
the data. It is important to assess collinearity in the cross-sectionalsnhedaluse the
nature of panel data, wherein each respondent is included at multiple wavesgdan lea

overestimated collinearity in panel models.
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| also assessed the distribution of variables. Age and income are skewed in the
data, but other variables either are dummy variables, or have normal distriblutaams.
models with age and income logged, and results were substantively the same as the
unlogged versions, so | chose not to log the variables for ease in interpreting outcomes i
the logistic regression models. | will discuss this in univariate report oégults
section.

For each longitudinal model in the research, | report results of tests of thesmodel
in Chapter 4. For random effects linear regression models, | reporsdjoared within,
r-squared between, and overall R-Squared. Additionally, | report results otiaésal
As with the R-squared in the cross-sectional linear regression modelsgtieeestests
here assess the amount of variance in the dependent variable that is explained by the
independent variables or regressors. R-squared within reports the varidmce w
individual cases (assessed at a minimum of two data waves), while the r-sqiaeshbe
reports the variance between cases. The Wald test examines significHreeegiessors
in predicting the dependent variable. The null hypothesis of the Wald test is that the
coefficient of all regressors is zero. A significant result indicatésatiaast one of the
regressors is significant in predicting the dependent variable. A sagrtifiesult (prob.
chi2<.05) indicates a good fit for the model (Garson 2010b).

For random effects logistic regression models, | report the results of tiadl ove
likelihood ratio test, the results of the Wald test, and the result of the likelihoodestti
of RHO. Researchers interpret the overall likelihood ratio test for randentemodels
in the same manner as the overall likelihood ratio test for the cross-sentmhealks.

Researchers can interpret the results of the Wald test in the same nsatteeWald test
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reported in random effects linear regression models. RHO is a measure of tHe\gnel
variance. If Rho is zero, then the panel-level variance component is unimportant. When
Rho does not equal zero, then the panel component is important. A significant result
(prob. chi bar < .5) indicates that assessing the data longitudinally is important f
predicting the outcomes of the dependent variables, and indicates that the longitudinal
panel data model is better able to predict the dependent variable than the crosalsect

models (Gayle 2003). A full report of all model tests is in Chapter 4 of thigtdisse.

Strengths and Limitations to Study

As with any research study, this research has limitations. Pripi@&#yis
difficult to study because of social desirability effects. It is imposgitoknow how many
individuals in the sample were not truthful about IPA perpetration or victimization.
Moreover, it is impossible to know how many victims chose not to participate in the
surveys due to abuse. If a perpetrator were monitoring a victim by phone callgudte w
want to avoid a lengthy phone survey, and thus decline participation in the surveys used
in this study. If perpetrators monitor phone calls, the perpetrator may have tween m
likely to answer the survey instead of the victim. This is less of a concdriN®&FEH
data set because the NSFH interviewed both partners.

Another limitation is that the NSFH does not account for nonviolent forms of
abuse, sexual abuse, or for context of abuse within the relationship. It was notgossibl
assess coercive control or power dynamics within the relationship. Withessasmnt of
sexual violence, or adequate assessment of violence from past partners, thesateom
severely limited. My coding accounted for this by assuming that only thosesypwbided

violence experience violence, but this is an unlikely assumption. The NSFH did not ask
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non-cohabiting or non-married respondents a full range of questions about violence. This
left a large amount of missing data in violence victimization. Furthermore sedas

not socially acceptable to report IPA, we can assume that there werduiadsvivho
participated in the survey, and did experience violence, but did not report it in the data.
Although the data are longitudinal and follow individuals over 15 years, there is no
measurement of violence before this time point. If an individual experienced violence
between the waves, but not “during the past year (Bumpass and Sweet 2003),” the
violence was not reported in the data. This means that many individuals may have
experienced IPA that was unaccounted for because the NSFH did not collect data
frequently enough, and responses were limited to violence that occurred in th@wone ye
prior each wave of data collection.

The NSFH data in this study are an unbalanced panel data set. Whenever one uses
an unbalanced panel data set, it is possible that the respondents lost over time are not
randomly lost from the sample. We know that this is the case in NSFH data. Bettause
funding shortages, respondents in Wave 3 are limited to those over the age of 45, or those
under the age of 45 who had focal children from Wave 1 who were eligible for interview.
Because intimate partner abuse is more common among younger couples, the NSFH ma
have inadvertently excluded many younger couples experiencing violencéViaom3.

In addition to an undercount of young couples in the third wave, it is possible that
even among those not excluded in the funding cut, the exclusion of some participants at
later waves may not be random. For example, Salari and Baldwin (2002) suggest that
respondents experiencing more severe violence may be present in Wave 1, but may be

more difficult to track over time, and thus missing from later waves. If thieisdse,
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then reports of IPA in the sample would be an undercount of violence. When considering
both the exclusion of younger couples, and the likely exclusion of more violent couples
over time, the results of this research are considered conservative estimate

There are many limitations to using a revised conflict tactics sdadeqdestions
in the NSFH assume that all violence is in the context of an argument. Kimmelqdints
that framing IPA as the result of an argument “Assumes that domesticcgolehas
more to do with being tired or in a bad mood than it does with an effort to control another
person” (Kimmel 2002: p. 1342). This context of an argument tends to capture more low-
level violence, but may undersample more severe violence. The CTS does not assess
sexual violence, and does not adequately assess violence from previous partners. There i
no identification of violence motivations, or nonviolent forms of abuse in the data. These
survey and data methodological shortcomings make it impossible to addressragtull ra
of abusive behaviors. However, the survey is ideal and adequate for addressing the
guestion of common couple violence as family violence researchers ofterchasear

Future research should attempt to secure longitudinal data that assesses nonviolent
forms of abuse to identify the effects of these forms of abuse on health. The N&FH doe
not ask who instigated the violence, nor if there was a motive of self-defense Fut
research studies should include measures indicating motives behind violent acts.

However, even with limitations as stated, strengths of the current studyitraake
substantial contribution to current IPA literature. The exclusion of seveeneml
which many feminist researchers see as a weakness, is a strertlih $ardy because it
allows for analysis of gender differences among couples experiencirgpiese

violence or mutual violence. Because the most severe cases were most likeljudetlinc
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in the sample, there is a better representation of situational couple viagleheesample.
Control of a partner is not the theoretical motivation for this type of violence, tfowvic

may not have the same apprehensions about reporting violence. Moreover, severe
limitations of the CTS in measuring violence may actually be helpful inumiegsSCV.

For example, the CTS and questions in the NSFH assume that violence is the result of a
“argument” (Bumpass and Sweet 1988; Bumpass and Sweet 1994; Bumpass and Sweet
2003), which is more the case in SCV than in couples experiencing severe violence
motivated by control instead of stemming from an argument.

A crucial strength of the data is the longitudinal nature of the sample. Mipdesa
includes only respondents who appear in the sample at a minimum of two of the waves,
and who have responses for at least two waves on key variables. This meanisethat ra
than assessing simple correlation between variables, we can asselsditimsing of
variables through time, and more accurately imply causation. This is not posfiible w
cross-sectional data.

The large sample size made it possible to analyze IPA, which is not highly
prevalent in the population. It also made it possible to include all necessary control
variables in the models without fear of a shortage of degrees of freedom.

Because of gender stratification of models, | assess gender as more than only
independent variable. This allowed for analysis of the ways that outcomes vaeied w
holding gender as a constant in the equations, and allowed for analysis of IRAtkeathi
context of a society that is not gender neutral. So doing allowed for a riclysisné

gender than is possible if researchers only include it as a sex ratio.
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A final strength of the research was the innovativeness of the author in
overcoming weaknesses of the CTS by using health outcomes to measureafictimi
Through use of typically “family violence” data combined with “feminist”
conceptualizations of gender symmetry, | explored situational couple violeacgay
that previous research has not done. The implications of this research include expanding
understanding of gender asymmetries in SVC, and moving toward a resolution of the

gender symmetry debate.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Introduction

Earlier chapters highlighted a need for research of the gendered effetiiatadrsl
couple violence. As previously noted, research to date has neglected to analyasir8CV
feminist conceptualizations of “gender symmetry.” Chapter 4 addrdssestearch gap using
NSFH data in order to determine whether my hypothesis, that feminist conzsptoas will
reveal gender asymmetry in research of situational couple violence even witgtypisal
family violence data, is correct.

Chapter 4 begins with description of sample characteristics. After th@esdascription,
| address the above research hypotheses through analysis of the resesttohgjpresented in
Table 2.2. Each research question centers on a different aspect gendergwithiatSCV in
an attempt to assess whether or not SCV is “gender symmetrical” fullyoDNf@RH data
limitations (see Chapter Three for complete description), it is not possibéséss gender
asymmetries in violence motives, nonviolent abusive or controlling behaviors, ssteate,
or self-defense. | will discuss interpretations and implications of reselemted in this chapter

in Chapter Five of this dissertation.
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Sample Characteristics

The sample includes data on primary respondents, and on their partners. It is composed of
about 43% male primary respondents and about 57% female primary respondents. Over 76% of
male primary respondents and 72% of female primary respondents were whaeriviery
respondents averaged 38 years old at the first interview, and female respondagedeaienost
37 years old at the first interview. Males averaged a little more thanat8 gkeeducation, while
female respondents averaged a little less than 13 years of educatianatidoron age, gender,
and education of partners are located in Table 4.1. Nearly two-thirds (62.01%pafdents
were married or cohabiting with a heterosexual partner at the time ofghiatierview (see
Table 4.2).

Throughout the duration of the study, many participants experienced changesgdah ma
and cohabitation status. Table 4.2 is a report of these changes. In Wave 1, 75% of the study
sample was married or cohabiting. By Wave 2, this had increased to 79%. By Wave 3, almost
93% of the sample was married or cohabiting. Part of the apparent increase icéhé qfahe
sample in a current relationship could be that younger couples who had not yed noassiere
not cohabiting at Wave 1 may have transitioned into a relationship by the thirdSesmple
selection by the NSFH also plays a part in these statistics. Wave 3 datlemcouples who had
a focal child available for interview, or who were over the age of 65 by the thirdigwe
Additionally, | eliminated any widows or widowers from the study sample. S#ection of
couples with children and older couples may have lead to an increased portion of married

couples in the population.



Table 4.1

NSFH Demographic Characteristics of Primary Respondents and Partners

Variables Used

Male primary respondents

Femaiegry respondents

Male Primary Resp

Secondary Resp.
(Female partner at W

Female Primary Resq.

Secondary Resp. (Md§le
partner at W1)

%

(N) % (N) % (N) % (N)
Gender 42.95 3916 | 46.97% 2652 57.05 5202 53.14% 3006
Race/ White (nonhispanic) 76.64 2998 81.92 1976 72.18 0375 | 82.79 1987
Ethnicity Non — White or Hispanic| 23.36 914 18.08 436 27.82| 4451 17.21 413
MEAN | SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD
Mean Age at Initial Interview (in years)| 38.27 13.1 | 37.41 12.70 36.79 12.16 39.40 12.62
Highest Education Acquired 13.14 3.02 12.96 2.68 782 2.68 13.05 3.08

9T



Table 4. 2

NSFH Demographic Characteristics

Partner Status of Primary Respondent

Marital Statase 1 : %, (n)

Marital Status Wave 2 |
%, ()

Marital Status Wave 3
%, ()

1 | Prim. Resp.: Currently married or 75.08% (5658) 78.98% (6012) 92.71% (2720)
cohabiting
Prim. Resp.: Not currently married or

0 " 24.92% (1878) 21.02% (1600) 7.29% (214)
cohabiting
Missing 1582 1270 1545

LCT
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There were substantial income differences between males and femalegduyhe s
sample. At Wave 1, male primary respondents earned over $11,000 more than their partners did
annually. Female primary respondents earned about $19,527 less than their (s@enEable
4.3). By Wave 3, the gap widened and men earned an average of $24,324 more than their
partners did, while women earned $24,465 less than their partners did. This is pamtiadly d
higher rates of male employment than female employment at eachtbfébevaves.

Income was skewed in each wave of the data (see Figures 4.1 - 4.3). By loggime,
it appeared to follow the distribution of the normal curve better. However, it iglifécylt to
interpret a log of income in logistic regression models. | ran models wimi@ logged and
with income unlogged, and results were substantively the same. For simplicitgrpfeting
results, | left income in its unlogged form for all analyses. Additionallyg#ta did not include
a report of income for every respondent. Income was missing in 8% of casasen\\B7% of
cases in Wave 2, and 49% of cases in Wave 3. Because of this, | replaced missawyitfalue
the sample mean. | also add a dummy variable to control for whether the income swag mis

and replaced by the mean in all applicable analyses.

Research Question One: Symmetry or Asymmetry in Violence

Victimization and Perpetration

The first research question assesses gender symmetries in vielemitang use of
violence, and victimization, by gender. The data include responses from both parmes
allows for analysis of violence while holding gender as a constant. Table 4.4laledtT5
include results for married and cohabiting. Table 4.6 includes results for divorsepavated

respondents. Please note that the two groups are not mutually exclusive, asspaomeaents



Table 4.3
Demographic Sample Characteristics - Income and Employment.

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Mean Annual Income
Male Respondent income (n=) 22,036 25,1909 33,524 | 54w 54,337 43,766
Female Partner income (n=) 10,887 16,441 19,691 ,3165 30,013 24,114
Female Respondent income (n=) 9,553 11,064 20,940 | 18,137 32,950 33,235
Male Partner income (n=) 29,080 33,397 35,166 &6,4 | 57,415 54,084

Percent Employed

%

Percent of males Primary Respondents employed of 3.778
Female partner 60.55
Percent of female Primary Respondents employed 765.3
Male partner 84.97

6T
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Table 4.4
Currently Married & Cohabiting — Violence Reported by Primary Respondétiment Spouse on Current Relationship

|I| Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Person reporting violence in Combined | Males Femaleg§| Combined| Males Females [J|Combined | Males Females
relationship (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Never 50.46 58.04 | 63.59 |l|45.98 52.97 55.67 55.91 64.78 | 65.73
_|l|Seldom 23.21 25.51 20.38 24.15 28.06 21.63 29.27| .7426 || 23.36
é%?;ael ,‘;‘Sg[jjfy"’ Sometimes | 19.66 1371 | 12.28 ||[2z81 1487 | 17.14 11.99 706 | 8.84
shout) "I|Very often 5.2 2.2 2.98 6.73 3.55 4.49 2.37 1.26] 671.
Always 1.47 0.54 0.77 1.33 0.55 1.06 AT 0.16 0.39
Never 90.51 94.41 | 94.48 |l|92.25 95.87 94.84 97.75 98.69 | 98.29
Seldom 6.64 3.93 3.96 5.43 3.05 3.47 1.9 0.99 1.56
Hit/ Throw thinggf|Sometimes 2.05 1.3 1.21 1.64 0.68 1.28 27 0.16 0.12
when disagree [Mfv/ery often 43 0.23 0.25 37 0.29 0.22 .07 0.1 0.04
Always .37 0.13 0.1 .30 0.11 0.2 .02 0.05 0.0
Yes 8.05 4.97 5.17 5.31 3.18 3.59 1.81 .99 1.67
Arguments
became physicalJ|N° 91.95 95.02 94.83 94.69 96.82 96.41 98.19| 0199.| 98.33
Times respondenpf|Never 94.58 96.81 | 96.73 |}|96.0 97.48 97.06 98.93 99.48 | 98.91
hit, shoved, threJl|One time 2.63 1.38 1.65 2.21 1.58 1.44 67 0.37 0.7
things at partner|J]Two times 1.29 1.12 0.83 .98 0.53 0.85 .25 0.1 0.23
in past year (selft}{Three times 73 0.46 0.38 53 0.24 0.39 13 0.00] .16 0
reported Four + times | .76 0.23 0.4 .28 0.18 0.26 .00 0.05 0.00
perpetration)
Times Partner hill|Never 94.52 96.58 | 96.89 |[|96.24 97.85 97.75 99.11 99.53 | 99.65
shoved, threw  |§One time 2.34 1.2 1.46 2.07 1.42 1.34 54 0.31 0.19
thingsat Two times 1.49 1.15 0.71 .82 0.47 0.47 .20 0.1 0.08
;eezeczggﬁm N PW[rhree times | .84 064 | o046 [l| 46 0.13 0.24 11 0.00 .080
reported Four + times | .81 0.43 0.48 41 0.13 0.2 .04 0.05 0.02
victimization)

€eT



Table 4.5
Married or Cohabiting Couples— Dummy Variables Violence Reported By Brirespondent or
Current Spouse on Current Relationship

Wave 3
Combined Male Female
Male & (%) (%)
Female (%) Female (%) Female (%) 0 0
Verbal Yes 49.54 41.96%* || 36.41%** 54.02 47.03** | 44.33* 44.09 35.22 | 34.27
aggression
g"’r‘{g{fg heatedlyy 50.46 58.04*+ | 63.59*+ [l 45.98 5297+ | 5567 [l 5591 64.78 | 65.73
Hit/ Throw Yes 9.49 5.59 5.52
things when

disagree No 90.51 94.41 94.48 92.25 91.85 92.55 97.75 8M7.| 97.66

8.05 4.97 5.17
91.95 95.02 94.83

531 3.18 3.59
94.69 96.82 96.41

1.81 .99 1.67
98.19 0199. || 98.33

Arguments Yes
became physicq No

In past year,
respondent hit
or shoved
partner

Yes 5.42 5.87 5.07 4.00 4.07 3.94 1.07 .78 1.29

No 94.58 94.13 94.93 96.00 95.93 96.06

Wave 1 Wave 2
Person Reporting Violenc Combined Combined
. ) ) Male & Male (%) Female (%) Male & Male (%) Female (%
in Relationship

Il 98.93 229. (| 98.71

7.75 8.15 7.45 |I| 2.25 2.15 2.34

In past year, Yes 5.48 6.41% 4.79% 3.76 3.97 3.61 .89 99 | .82
partner hit or
shoved *kk *kk

No 94.52 93.59 95.21 96.24 96.03 96.39 9. 99.01 99.18
respondent

Notes: *** indicates that a Fishers Exact Chi-Squhtest measuring expected and observed valuesaless and females reporting of violence for each
wave was significant at the .001 level. To be Hme@ Fishers Chi-Squared test indicated sigaificdifferences in expected and observed values fo
men and women reporting verbal aggression in Waaedl\Wave 2, while the same test showed signifiddférences in expected and observed values
for men and women reporting being hit or shoved Ipartner in the past year at Wave 1.

VET



Table 4.6
Violence Reporting for Separated or Divorced Respondents Only

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Person reporting violence in {jl Combined | Male Female Combined o Female Combined o Female
relationship (%) %) | (%) (%) Male (%) | (o) (%) Male (%) | (g
Arguments Yes 5.15 2.5%* | 7150 1.2 1.58*+* 3.15%* 40 84+* 2.34%*
became
physical No 94.85 97.5%* | 92.85** Il 98.8 98.42%* | 96.85** |l 9.6 99.16%** 97.66***

Notes: In each of the waves in this table, théétis Chi-Squared test indicated differences in ebguleand observed values for

divorced or separated men and women reporting palgiviolent arguments. The differences were d$igant at p< .001 in each wave.

GET
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who are now married or cohabiting may have also had a recently ended relationship.
Results in Table 4.4 include full report of violence outcomes and prevalence as reported
by males and females combined reports, males separately, and ferpatasebgfor
each relationship. The results of this table are simplified and presented in a edndens
form in Table 4.5. This table condenses results to dummy variables of those who reported
violence, and those who did not, for each measure of violence and verbal aggression. |
usethe dummy variable measures in Tableid.BEegression analyses later in this
dissertation. Additionally, condensing of the tables into these more meanirmfpkg
makes it possible to test for significance between men and women who reparteiol
and those who do not. | use Fishers Exact Test, a Chi-Squared test, to examineawhether
not there are significant differences in reporting of violence by gdadére dummy
variables presented in Table 4.5

Overall, results from Table 4.4 and Table 4.5 indicate high levels of verbal
aggression, and low levels of physical violence within the study sample. | do rfot test
significant differences between groups for Table 4.4 because the itdggoe are much
easier for Table 4.5, and the data contained within this table are just a condsEssmn
of Table 4.4.

The low levels of physical violence coupled with similar reporting by gender is a
indication respondents in the sample experiencing IPA are likely to be expag
situational couple violence. Chi-Squared tests comparing expected and obsdeved ma
and female reporting of verbal aggression confirm that in Wave 1 (P<.001) and Wave 2

(P<.001), these differences in reporting verbal aggression are stagisigalficant. In
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Wave 3, there is not a significant difference between male and female reportimgadf ve
aggression (P=.53).

Also using a Chi-Squared test, there are no significant differences betwieen ma
and female reporting of hitting or throwing in relationships in Wave 1 (P=.89), Wave
(P=.23) or Wave 3 (P=.69). In Wave 1 and Wave 2, there are no significant differences in
reporting that arguments became physical in Wave 1 (P=.70) or Wave 2 (P=.32), or Wave
3 (P=.054; marginally significant). Overall, results of Table 4.5 indicate that &ine
few significant differences in reporting by men and women. In other wordsntheds
point toward symmetry of reporting of violence by gender. However, one must keep in
mind that there were low portions of abuse reported in each of the areas measuring
physical violence. Additionally, with the exception of “Hitting or Throwing €lb$,” at
least one wave of data indicated a significant difference in observed and dxadots
given by men and women in abuse reporting.

Moreover, these results repressymmetry in reportingout not gender symmetry
in violent acts because most of the questions asked do not idehtifg using violence
in the relationship, or who is being victimized by the violence. However, one question
does identify use of violence and violence victimization of respondents and partners. Chi
Squared tests indicate that there are no significant differences iergdndporting of
violence use in Wave 1 (P=.11), Wave 2 (P=.78) or Wave 3 (P=.14). However, there are
significant differences between male and female reporting of victmizin Wave 1
(P=.008), but not in Wave 2 (P=.40) or Wave 3 (p=.63).

The reported percentages included in the table indicate that men often report

violence more often than do women. Males are more likely to report verbalsiggres
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than females in every wave (Wave 1: 42% males, 36% females reported verbal
aggression; Wave 2: 47% males, 44% females reported verbal aggression; Wave 3: 35%
males, 34% females reported verbal aggression). Males report highef tatéag or
throwing in two of the three waves. Males also report higher levels of peiqpetizan
females in 2 of 3 waves, and higher levels of victimization than females inesldata
waves. The only area where married or cohabiting female partners reportuadgiece
than males is in reports that arguments became physically violent (seel Eble
Results in Table 4.6 indicate that rates of women abused by previous partners are
much higher than that of men. For all three data waves, Chi-Squared tests ihdicate t
there are significant differences in observed and expected values for gemgenting
of physically violent arguments (Wave 1, Wave2, Wavg23<.001). In the study
sample, females report double or triple the rates of physical violent@meiious
partners than are reported by men. Unfortunately, because of datadinsitate have no
way of analyzing gender differences in the use of violence in thetemshaps, but we
can conclude that women report experiencing physical violence in prioonslaifps at

higher rates than do men.

Conclusions: Research Question One
Overall results of research question one indicate that for married and cohabiting
couples, there are relatively few significant differences in expestd observed values
for gendered reporting of violence in relationships. When differences aracsighif
married and cohabiting men are more likely to report violence than are women. On the

other hand, when a couple has broken up, there are significant differences between
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groups, and women are more likely to report physical violence from the terminated

relationship than are men.

Research Question Two: Symmetrical or Asymmetrical Injuries

The second research question addressed in this dissertation is whether there is
“gender symmetry” in partner-inflicted injury. Low rates of reported iegim this
sample indicate that injuries from intimate partner abuse and violenceeane tiag
sample. Unfortunately, the extremely low rates of violence make it inipf@$siget an
accurate account of the effects of violence when assessing injuriesiialigre Because
of this limitation, assessment of this research question is limited to utevanalyses of
injuries. | do stratify these analyses by gender and use Chi-Squardd tetisrmine if
there are differences in expected and observed outcomes by gender. Researchers ¢
better examine injuries when studying a sample that has high rates afirexymos
injuries, such as shelter samples, emergency room samples, or police data. samples

A great limitation of the NSFH is that injury assessment does not speggfjtge
of the injuries, only whether or not there were injuries. This makes it impossible
differentiate between a small scratch, and a visit to the emergency roorstrégth of
injury assessment in this data is that the NSFH asked individuals in curatioinsips
and individuals in recently disrupted (by divorce or separation) relationships about
injuries due to intimate partner violence. Reports by married respondentsladednia
Table 4.7. Results for divorced or separated respondents are included in Table 4.8.

For each table, | completed several Chi-Squared tests using a Y a¢dsticorto

examine differences in observed and expected values by gender for each edishessn



Table 4.7

Married and Cohabiting Respondents— Injuries Reported by Primary Respondentia@md Bartner

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Combined Male % Female % Combined Male % Female % Combined Male % Female
% % % %
Self-reported v oo [l 1 84 0.62 () | 1.44(*) [l 1.70 059 (* | 1.8 [ll40 0.09 (*) | 0.34 (%
injury (by
primary 99.66
respondent and [fINo 98.16 99.38 (***) | 98.56 (***) (Ml 98.3 99.41 (***) | 8.72 (***) [§99.60 99.91 (*) | /.
spouse) *)
Sel-reported  ilves i 1 38 0.91 (%) 0.67 (%) 1.16 0.69 07 0.04 | 0.02
perpetration (by
primary
respondent and [fINo 98.62 99.09 (") 99.33 (V) 98.84 99.31 99.39 99.9 | 99.96 99.98
spouse)
Primary
respondent Yes 1.84 0.88 () 114 (") 1.49 0.69 (*) 1.04 (**) [i.33 0.07(*) | 0.27 (%
injured — reporte
by primary . . o | 99.73
respondent or No 98.16 99.61 (V) 98.86 (V) 98.51 99.30 (**) 9899 99.67 99.93 (¥) *)
partner
Primary Yes 1.38 0.65 (*) 0.97 (*) 1.2 0.59 (*) 0.86 (*) 31 0.08 (*) | 0.09 (%)
respondent hurt
partner — reporteffNo 98.62 99.35 (*¥) 99.03 (%) 98.8 99.41 (%) 99.7%4 ( 99.87 99.92 (¥) %9'91
by primary *
respondent or
spouse

Notes: | useg2 tests with a Yates correlation to examine diffiers in expected and observed values for maleteamles for these
measures of violence. | report significance intdige as follows: P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (*#< 0.05=(*); P<0.1=(»

ort



Table 4.8

Separated and Divorced Respondents— Injuries reported by Primary Respondeapartde®’

respondent or ex-
partner

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

gg rc;ob'” Male % Female % Comb'”ed Male % Female % Comb'”ed Male % Female %
Self-reported injury}|Yes [if 3.41 1.10 (***) | 5.15 (**) il 2.24 0.61 (**) | 1.49*) (l1.25 0.20 (***) | 1.09 (***)
(by primary
respondent and ex) No 96.59 98.90 (***)| 94.85 (***)[|97.76 99.43 (***) | 98.51 (***) [l 98.75 99.80 (***)| 981 (***)
Self-reported vYes [l .00 0.00 0.55 0.04 0.09
perpetration (by
primary respondentlfino 100.0 | 100.0 100.00 99.17 99.37 99.37 99.87 99.96 | 99.91
and ex)
Primary reSpondem e Jekk e kK Sekk Jekk
injured —reported by Yes (| 3.41 0.47 (**) | 2.94 (***) 0.55 (***) | 1.3¢**) 0.18 (***) |0.82 (**¥)

rimary respondent

(F;r ex- gartnzr No 96.59 99.53 (***)| 97.06 (***)[f] 98.16 99.34 (***) | 98.64 (***) 99.82 (***)| 99.8 (***)
Primary responden] Yes .83 0.63 (***) 2.21 (***) 1.24 0.61 0.75 OZC(**) 0.36 (**)
hurt partner — No [f99.17 | 99.37 (**)| 97.06 (||| 98.76 99.39 99.25 99.6 99.93 (**)|  99.64 (**)
reported by primaryf

Notes: | use tests with a Yates correlation to examine diffiess in expected and observed values for malefeamales for these

measures of violence. | report significance intdige as follows: P< 0.001 =

$Wave 1 reports only include reports of primary respondent. Waves 2 and 3 include repoets-fpaminer and primary

respondent when available in the data.

(*); P<0.01 = (%< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 = (")

i
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of violence. Where Chi-Squared tests indicated significant differences irvetsard
expected values for males and females, | noted this in the tables.

Researchers using the NSFH could calculate injuries as self-iikporte
relationship-reported. | first assess self-reported injuries and ingupgfration. These
include the self-reported injuries of male primary respondents and malerpaftne
female primary respondents under the category “male.” They also includesmifed
injuries and injury perpetration of female primary respondents and femailensawt
male primary respondents under the category “female.” Results of selfecpguries
reported by married or cohabiting respondents indicate that in all three, feates
report higher levels of injury victimization. A Chi-Squared test of each wualreated
that there were significant differences in the observed and expected galuescan
conclude that females do experience more injuries than males in the study &apl
Table 4.7). In each case, the percent of males who report injuries is lessilhef the
percent of females who report injuries from IPA (see Table 4.7). Theeemaaginally
significant differences in reporting of perpetration by men and women in Wave 1
(P=.08), but no significant differences in Wave 2 or 3.

Self-reported results of injuries by divorced or separated respondents
indicate that females report much higher rates of injury victimization frewiqars
partners than do males. Again, Chi-Squared tests indicate that these dfdyetweeen
observed and expected values are significant for each data wave. Hohevesults
also indicate that both men and women report very low rates of perpetration osimurie
previous relationships. In Wave 1, not a single respondent reported using violensé agai

a former
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partner (see Table 4.8). When divorced or separated respondents do report perpetration in
Wave 2 and 3, there are no significant differences in reporting of perpetratyemdegr.

Another way to assess injuries is to include partner reports of injury or injury
perpetration to the primary respondent. This makes it possible to assess whwther ei
partner in the relationship reported violence use or victimization. Instead of only
including self-reports, inclusion of a partner report of victimization or petpeira
toward a primary respondent allows us to account for injuries present in the réigsons
that respondents may not have reported due possible gendered reporting differences. |
Table 4.7, we see that for married and cohabiting respondents, females ggpartdtes
of both injury victimization (Wave 1 p=.08, Wave 2 p<.01, Wave 3 p<.05), and injury
perpetration (P<.05 in all three waves) than do males. Reports of recently disrupte
relationships (Table 4.8) indicate that females report much higher levelsinyf inj
(P<.0001 at all three waves), and higher levels of injury perpetration (sighifics/ave
1 and 3) than do men.

Conclusions: Research Question Two

Overall, results of this research question indicate that females @edimpore
often in abusive relationships than are males. There is no evidence of significant
differences in self-reported injury perpetration by gender wheelationship types are
included. This is an indication that men and women generally report similar levels of
violence perpetration. However, in every wave of data, females are mdyeddikeport
injuries from IPA than are males. This is true regardless of whetheriamshap is

current or former.
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Research Question Three: Symmetrical or Asymmetrical Health Oascom

One way to examine gender symmetry is to determine whether there anetsigs in
physical and emotional health outcomes related to IPA exposure. Althouglofit is
possible to directly assess emotional health, there are indicators of po@rahiotialth
(depression and fear) that will be assessed. In this research, lamilrexsymmetries in

self-reported physical health compared to others.

Physical Health Outcomes

Univariate Analyses

Univariate analysis indicates that men and women report similar health in the
sample study. | report health using a 5-point scale of very poor (1), poor (23)fair (
good (4), and excellent (5). For females, the mean score in Wave 1 was 4.02, which is
good health (see Table 4.9). For males, the mean score was 4.09, which is also good
health. In Wave 2, females and males both had mean physical health scores in’the “fair
range, but the male mean score was 3.97, while the female mean score was 3.88. In Wa
3, the mean health score for both males and females was 3.95. Although these results
indicate that there are not large differences in the reporting of physaitii bg males
and females, the analyses of health in this research are each stratgeuter because
previous literature suggests that health may be reported and experiencedttjftey
men and women (Matthews et al. 1999). Please see Figure 4.4. Table 4.10 shows self-
reported health collapsed into a dummy variable with “1” being “good health or’bette
and “0” being “fair health or worse.” | collapsed the categories as suctasonhore
easily include them in logistic regression analyses. | made the divisioadregwod and

fair health because it was the best way to split the groups into somewhat gortitans,



Table 4.9
Univariate Analyses of Health as Reported by Primary Respondent

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Female Male Female Male Female Male
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD nMea SD Mean | SD Mean SD
Self-reported physicgj|Mean score (1-5; 1
health — compared td{|= very poor, 5 = 4.02 .82 4.09 .81 3.39 .86 3.97 .8 3.96 9 3.95 91
others same age excellent)
4.5
£
=
g 4
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Figure 4.4: Mean self—reported physical health by gender
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Table 4.10
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Physical Health as Dummy variable — For Use in Logistic Regressialyges

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Female Male Female Male Female Male
% % % % % %
Good health or | 44 44 82.05 75.84 78.81 74.16 74.30
better (dummy)
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while still maintaining categories that made sense. It would not seeralltydivide
“excellent” health from “good health or worse.” Nor would it make sense to placé “fai
health with those reporting good health. Where the majority of respondents rejort the
health as good or better, this division will allow for examination of whether or na thos
exposed to violence experience poorer health than the average (each meansscore wa
above 3.0). Results indicate that in Wave 1, 79% of women and 82% of men report
having good health or better. In Wave 2, 76% of women and 79% of men report
experiencing "good health or better." In Wave 3, 74% of both men and women report
having good health or better. Figure 4.4 is an illustration of the similaritieportire

of health by men and women.

Cross Sectional Analyses

For each of the three sample waves, | use gender stratified logigassie®n
analysis to examine the odds of the primary respondent having good health or better
(compared to poor health or worse) because of violence exposure. Becausbaeesear
can measure violence in many different ways, | run separate modelssiorentree
effects of verbal aggression, hitting or throwing objects, physical argameithary
respondent use of violence, and primary respondent victimization. In each model, |
control for the effects of age, race, education, and income. Additionally, because the
NSFH does not report income in a substantial portion of the cases (8% of cases in Wave
1, 37% of cases in Wave 2, and 49% of cases in Wave 3), | include a dummy variable to
control for whether the income was missing and replaced by the mean incomaryPri
respondents report all health outcomes, and all violence measures include violence as

reported by either the primary respondent or the partner.
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For these models, and for all future models in this research, | test the models and
report the results of these tests as was outlined in the methods section. Allesbdel t
results are found in the appendix. Additionally, the appendix includes all ectssnsal
analyses coinciding with the longitudinal analyses reported in the main bddy of t
dissertation. These model tests and cross-sectional models are placed inrbdecaape
opposed to the main body of the paper, in order to keep the dissertation focus on the
findings of the longitudinal analyses. Although this dissertation makes re¢eieenmss-
sectional findings, and describe them in limited detail in the main body, the aables
only located in the appendix to avoid an overabundance of tables in this chapter. While
each model test includes the complete model, as is listed in regression outpatdethe t
reflecting tests of model significance do not list each included variabteathghis
research lists them by the name of the independent variable assessing \ea|sysure
for each model. For example, in the appendix, (Table A.1), the likelihood ratio tds for t
model “verbal aggression” tests the “verbal aggression” model, which inclad&sic
variables of “Age, White, Years Education, Annual Income, and Income Missing
replaced mean.” However, for simplicity of interpreting tables, Thied&tson only lists
the violence regressor for model test results.

Results of overall likelihood ratio tests of the models indicate that for botls male
and females who are married or cohabiting, at least one of the regressiarierasfin
the model is not equal to zero (prob. Chi-Squared <.0001). Results indicate that the large
majority of models have well-fitting models by the standards of the Hosb@meshow
goodness of fit test. However, there are several notable exceptions. Wave 1 models

assessing partner violence in for males (P<.05), and hitting or throwing enfates
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(P<.05), may not fit the data well. Overall likelihood ratio models for respondetits i

full sample indicate that at least one of the regression coefficients mmatthe! is not

equal to zero (prob. Chi-Squared <.0001). Assessment indicates that each model has
well-fitting models by the standards of the Hosmer- Lemeshow goodnéstest (none

is significant at the .05 level or lower. Complete model tests are reportezlappendix
(Tables A.1to A.2).

Although the focus of this dissertation is on longitudinal analysis of the data, this
research also includes cross-sectional analyses of Wave 1, Wave 2, and Wase 3. The
are located in the appendix (Tables A.3 to A.6). Tables A.3 to A.5 include cross-
sectional results for married and cohabiting couples only. Table A.6 includes fesult
the full sample). Results of Wave 1 indicate that there are no significameddés in
health outcomes for men or women exposed to verbal aggression compared to men or
women not exposed to verbal aggression. Women exposed to hitting or throwing objects
in the relationship only experience .53 odds of having good health or better compared to
women not exposed to hitting or throwing objects (p<.001). There are no significant
health differences for men. If arguments were physically violent, women only
experienced .56 the odds of having good health or better compared to women not
exposed to physically violent arguments (p< .001). There were no significatiit heal
differences for men. If women reported using physical violence, theihredati
suffered. Women who used physical violence in the relationship only had .56 the odds of
experiencing good health or better compared to nonviolent women (p<.01). Men who
used violence experienced no significant differences in physical health outdines

women were victims of partner physical violence, they experienced .55 the odds of good
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health or better compared to women whose partners were not violent. Men who reported
being victims of physical violence did not experience any significant healdnamffes.

These results indicate that there are indeed gender asymmetrieshrobh&alimes of

violence exposure. While emotional aggression did not lead to a health difference for
either men or women, every other violence category was associated witicagly

poorer health outcomes for women, but not for men.

In Wave 2, the health differences are not as pronounced as in Wave 1. Again,
neither men nor women experience significantly worse physical health because of
exposure to emotional aggression. Female (but not male) health is worse i thidneg
or throwing in the relationship (females exposed to violence experience .76 the odds of
good health or better, p<.05). In this analysis, there were not significaneddésy for
the other categories of violence exposure.

Wave 3 results indicate that if women reported verbal aggression, theyactual
had better odds of good health than if no verbal aggression was reported (OR 1.25,
p<.05). This result does not mean that verbal aggression is “good” for your health.
Rather, it is an indication of the inadequacies of measuring verbal aggressioh theug
guestion used in the NSFH, which are discussed in the following chapter. In Wave 3,
women experienced marginally significant (p< .10) health differences3®Rf there
was hitting or throwing in the relationship. Men did not. If arguments were pihysic
men’s health appeared to suffer (OR .41, p<.10), but women’s health did not. There were
no significant differences for using violence or being a victim of violence toeraien

or women in this wave.
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When the full sample was assessed, results indicate that in Wave 1, women
exposed to physical arguments only experienced .65 the odds of good health compared to
nonviolence exposed women. There was no significant difference for men. In Wave 2,
there was no significant difference in health outcomes for either men or wonwWave
3, women exposed to violence had marginally significantly (p<.10) worse health (odds of
good health .65 compared to nonviolence exposed women), but there were no significant
differences for men.

Overall, these cross sectional results indicate that there are géfelences in
the health effects of violence exposure, but a full understanding of this relatisabip i
possible because of the limited research questions, and because of the timss-sec
nature of the analyses. The next step is to examine the data using longitutihalgba
and random effects logistic regression models to determine if there isi@nsHg

between poorer health and IPA when examined across time.

Longitudinal Analyses

| use panel data analysis to examine the three data waves longitudimadgh
panel data analysis, these models include all of the same control variables aramkviole
variables as found in the cross-sectional models. In addition to the control variables
included in cross-sectional analysis, this model included a variable called “inaoe”
control for the effects of time at each wave. It included only the observations ashe
minimum of two time points were available for each variable of interest

For both males and females who are married or cohabiting, overall likelihood
ratio models indicate that at least one of the regression coefficients irodat isinot

equal to zero (prob. Chi-Squared <.0001). In addition to overall likelihood ratio tests, a
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likelihood ratio test of RHO indicates that the panel-level variance companent i
significant in predicting outcomes of dependent variables in each model (P<.001). A
Wald test of the model indicates that the models predict dependent variable outcomes
better than chance (P<.001). Each of these findings is indicative of walj-fitibdels.

When assessing the full sample, results of overall likelihood ratio testhdikelli
ratio of RHO tests, and Wald tests indicate a good fit for the models Thicsigi
results of the RHO likelihood ratio test indicate that the panel level dateyarfecantly
better at predicting outcomes of dependent variables in each model than is possible
through cross-sectional analyses. Full results of model tests can be foadopéndix
(Tables A.7 and A.8).

Table 4.11 includes the same violence variables as were listed in crassasect
models. Table 4.12 measures violence using dummy variables. Reported violerce at an
wave, was coded as “1,” while no report of violence was coded as “0”. There are two
such dummy variables: one measuring only physical violence, and one measurihg verba
aggression. The reason for this is that some effects of violence may be afresult
violence experienced prior to the current survey; there may be inherent heatdnddte
for individuals who haveverexperienced IPA, not just for those currently experiencing
IPA. By examining the variables as such, we can better see if tioesedfeviolence have
an acute or chronic effect on physical health because we can determine wiusther t
effects remain over time for individuals. Table 4.11 and Table 4.12 include onlgdharri
or cohabiting respondent. Table 4.13 examines violence reported by any respondent.

The results of the random effects logistic regression models examining verbal

aggression indicate that both men and verbal-aggression-exposed women experience
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Table 4.11
Longitudinal Analysis: Physical Health Outcomes. Good Health or Betideled.
Random Effects Logistic Regression Models — Married and Cohabiting Respondent

Physical Health Good or Bettqr Male (Obs.: 5308ugs:2200)| Female (Obs:6524 , groups: 2697)
Coef. p<|Z] OR SE| Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.27 * 0.76 0.13 -0.21 ~ 0.81 0.11
Age -0.03 i 0.97 0.01]-0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.02 1.02 0.170.54 ok 1.72 0.15
Years Education 0.21 *kk 1.23 0.02] 0.24 *** 1.27 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 il 1.00 0.0¢0.00 1.00 0.00
:\'/}Z‘;:]"e missing - Replaced [ 535 0.69 0.12|-039 *= 068 012
Wave -0.38 bl 0.69 0.04 -0.18 * 0.83 0.08
Constant 1.38 bl 3.97 0.39] -0.09 0.92 0.38
Hitting/ Throwing -0.03 0.97 0.171-0.52 ** 0.60 0.15
Age -0.03 bl 0.97 0.01] -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.02 1.02 0.170.53 ok 1.70 0.15
Years Education 0.21 bl 1.23 0.02] 0.23  *** 1.26 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 rkk 1.00 0.000.00 1.00 0.00
:\222?6 missing - Replaced [ 535 0.68 0.12|-039 *= 068 0.11
Wave -0.37 ok 0.69 0.04 -0.19 * 0.83 0.08
Constant 1.13 t3 3.09 0.37]-0.07 0.93 0.37
Arguments got Physical -0.15 0.86 0.29-0.39 * 0.68 0.17
Age -0.03 il 0.97 0.01] -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.02 1.02 0171053 ** 170 0.15
Years Education 0.21 il 1.23 0.02] 0.23  *** 1.26 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 rkk 1.00 0.000.00 1.00 0.00
peome IS = REPEEEE || o o 068 012|040 = 067 012
Wave -0.37 ok 0.69 0.04 -0.19 * 0.83 0.08
Constant 1.16 *x 3.18 0.37] -0.15 0.86 0.37
\P/ir(')rl';?]rgeResp' used Physical { ; 59 1.01 0.24 -0.28 076  0.21
Age -0.03 il 0.97 0.01] -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.02 1.02 0.1710.53 ** 170 0.15
Years Education 0.21 il 1.23 0.02] 0.23  *** 1.26 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 rkk 1.00 0.000.00 1.00 0.00
:\222?6 HISENG - RERRER ) o gn 0.68 0.12|-040 * 067 012
Wave -0.37 ok 0.69 0.04-0.19 * 0.83 0.08
Constant 1.11 *x 3.04 0.37]-0.21 0.81 0.37

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P <04"
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gzggfal Health Good or Male (Obs.: 5308, groups: 2200) Female (Obs:65f2d4yps: 2697)
Coef. p<|Z]| OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Spouse/ Partner used Phys.| 0.12 1.13 0.24 -0.46 * 0.63 0.22
Violence
Age -0.03  *** 0.97 0.01 -0.01  ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.02 1.02 0.17 0.53 ok 1.71 0.15
Years Education 0.21  *** 1.23 0.02 0.23 e 1.26 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 el 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - Replaced | -0.38  ** 0.68 0.12 -0.40 ** 0.67 0.12
Mean
Wave -0.37  w* 0.69 0.08 -0.19 * 0.83 0.08
Constant 1.09 * 296 0.37 -0.18 0.83 0.37

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"
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Table 4.12
Longitudinal Analysis: Physical Health: Random Effects Logisggression Models.
Good health or Better modeled. Married and Cohabiting Respondents.

Male (Obs:3666 , groups:1379) Female (Obs:43806ups:1625)
E:‘ézftz'r'*ea'th Goodl oef.  pe<jzi OR  SE Coef.  p<|z2l OR SE
Any Physical
Violence at any time | 0.08 1.08 0.23 -0.75 * 0.47 0.22
in study
Age -0.02 e 0.98 0.01 -0.01 0.99 0.01
White 0.22 1.25 0.22 0.76 *hx 2.14 0.20
Years Education 0.18 UAES 1.20 0.03 0.24 EES 1.27 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 **x  1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing- | 539  « 073 014 |-042 = 066 0.14
Replaced Mean
Wave -0.41 ¥ 0.66 0.10 -0.24 * 0.79 0.10
Constant 0.97 * 2.65 0.49 -0.44 0.64 0.55
Any Verbal
Aggression at any 0.35 * 1.42 0.16 0.69 ok 1.99 0.16
time in study
Age -0.02 & 0.98 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01
White 0.17 1.19 0.22 0.74 *hx 2.10 0.20
Years Education 0.17 e 1.19 0.03 0.23 S 1.26 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 ok 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
sl uleslig 031 * 0.73 0.14 043 * 0.65 0.14
Replaced Mean
Wave -0.43 ¥ 0.65 0.10 -0.27 *x 0.76 0.09
Constant 0.92 R 2.52 0.48 -0.87 0.42 0.54

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P <047



Table 4.13
Physical Health: For All Relationship Types — Random Effects Ladiegression
Models. Modeled Outcome is Good health or Better
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Male Female
Physical Health Good
or Better
Male (obs. =6435 ,
groups =2675 ) Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Female (obs. = 9130,
groups =3846 )
Arguments got -0.15 0.86 0.16 023 * 0.80 0.11
Physical
Age -0.03 S 0.97 0.00 -0.01  ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.00 1.00 0.14 0.40 xk 1.50 0.12
Years Education 0.19 RexE 1.21 0.02 0.24 UAES 1.27 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 rkk 1.00 0.00 0.00 * 1.00 0.00
INEEINS =) = 035  ** 070 0.11 0.49  w 0.61 0.10
replaced mean
Current Partner 0.19 1.21 0.13 0.47 Fkk 1.60 0.09
Wave -0.31 xokk 0.74 0.07 -0.17 ** 0.84 0.07
Constant 1.01 *k 2.73 0.34 -0.73 * 0.48 0.31

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =* P <0.05 =% P <047
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lower odds of good health. For men, the odds of good health or better are .76 (see Table
4.11; p<.10), while for women they are .81 (p<.05), as compared to counterparts who did
not experience verbal aggression. If there is hitting or throwing, women enqeelaver
odds of good health (OR = .60; p<.01), but there are no significant differences for men’s
health outcomes. If arguments were physical, women’s odds of good health ior bette
were only .68 (p<.05) the odds of nonviolence-exposed counterparts. For men, there were
no significant health differences. Neither men nor women who reported using violence
reported poor health compared to those who did not use violence. However, females who
were victims of male violence only experienced .63 (p<.05) the odds of good health
compared to women who were not abused by a partner.

When physical violence is examined as a dummy variable (representing any
physical violence at any wave), there are no significant difference@sdn’s health.
Women exposed to any physical violence experienced 63% lower odds (see Table 4.11;
OR.47; p<.01) of good health than did women who were never exposed to violence in the
study period. For both men and women, exposure to “verbal aggression” actually
indicatedbetterhealth (women: OR=1.99, p<.001; men: OR = 1.42, p<.05).

Table 4.13 examines the health effects of physical arguments for the fyll stud
sample. These result indicate that physical arguments lead to sighyfizande health
for women (OR - .80; p<.05). There are no significant differences for men. This is an
indication that in previous relationships, as well as current relationships, emale

experience the most severe negative physical health effects of situatiapkd violence.
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Emotional Health Outcomes

Another way to study health outcomes is through examination of emotional
health. This research measures emotional health using depression and fear. Although
these are not perfect measure of one’s overall emotional health, they arannhport
because depression, fear and anxiety are common effects of intimate plawser
victimization (Campbell 2002; Campbell and Lewandowski 1997; Romito and Grassi
2007). The NSFH asked respondents how many days they felt depressed and how many
days they felt fearful in the past week. Mean days depressed and fearégipondents
were very low in each wave (less than a mean of 2 for each variable in af)wave
Because of this, models collapse the depression and fear variables into dunalgvari
with “1” representing depression or fear one or more days in the past week, and “0”
representing no days of depression or fear in the past week. This reseaficst will
examine depression to see if there are gender asymmetries in depressialesand

females experiencing SCV.

Depression
Univariate Analyses

In each wave of data in the study sample, women report higher mean days of
depression than do men (see Table 4.14). However, it is important to note that standard
deviations in each wave are higher than the actual mean depression scores. blee varia
measuring depression was highly skewed, indicating that a large portion of fhle sam
did not report depression any days. Because of this, models collapse depression into a

dummy variable where those who are depressed more than one day are coded “1”.



Table 4.14
Univariate analyses of Depression- Reported By Primary Respondent

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Female Male Female Male Female Male

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mear SO Mean SD Mean
Depression 0 -7 [jfMeandays |y o0 | 194 | 111 | 176 148 | 195| 1.02| 144 1.0 1.7 7 | 158
days last week depressed

6GT
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This research reports results of depression as a dummy variable (see Tabl&ldet8)
results support the previous finding that more women than men report being depressed in

the study sample.

Cross- Sectional Analyses

| completed cross-sectional analyses for each wave in the data sehtneexa
gender symmetries and asymmetries in depression when controlling foacge
education, and income. This research uses these same control variables in my previous
analysis of the effects of IPA on physical health outcomes. Because tiseofdbis
dissertation is on longitudinal analyses, the results of the cross-sectidyakarsae
reported here, but tables are only included in the appendix.

Results of model testing for cross-sectional models assessing depression
outcomes signify that overall, the models are a good fit for the data. Likeliabodests
suggest that at least one of the coefficients of the regressors in eashsmwad equal to
zero. Results of Hosmer-Lemeshow denote that the variance explained in thgy rogjor
models is significant. However, for females, verbal aggression results Isabthdre are
significant differences between observed and predicted values. Additiongfigve 3
data, Hosmer-Lemeshow tests signify model fit problems for the physicahang
model, and for the model assessing the effects of primary respondent violence on
depression outcomes. Likelihood ratio test results for the full sample showl thatdals
have at least one predictor coefficient that is not equal to zero. Additionally, Hosme

Lemeshow goodness of fit test results suggest that the models are a goothétdata



Table 4.15

Depression as a Dummy Variable — For Logistic Regression Asalyse

Wave 1 Wave?2 Wave 3

Female Male Female Male Female Male

% % % % % %
Depressed 1 or more days last week =l ;¢ o4 45.02 55.88 43.88 38.57 30.92

(dummy)

191
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because there is not a significant difference between the observed and expaetetbval
the models (For full model tests, please refer to Tables A.9 and A.10 in Appendix)
Results of Wave 1 indicate that married or cohabiting women who report verbal
aggression have higher odds (OR 1.31, p<.001) of reporting depression than do women
who do not experience verbal aggression. Men exposed to verbal aggression, however, do
not have higher odds of reporting depression. Both men and women who experienced
hitting or throwing objects (men OR = 1.29, p<.05; women or 1.77, p<.001) have higher
odds of reporting being depressed one or more days. The same is true for both men and
women who experience physically violent arguments, and holds true for men and women
regardless of whether they are victims of physical violence or use ahysitence
[Results for Wave 2 and Wave 3 are substantively the same; verbal aggressitm leads
higher odds of depression for women, but not men]. All other measures of violence lead
to higher odds of depression for both men and women. Results including the full study
sample again indicate higher odds of depression for both men and women. For a full
report of these cross-sectional analyses, please refer to the appendig ALable

A.14).

Longitudinal Analyses

I completed longitudinal analyses of depression using random effectgclogist
regression models. In addition to the control variables included in cross-skectiona
analysis, models included a variable called “wave” in longitudinal models toot@mt
the effects of time. The modeled outcome, as in cross-sectional models, is the odds of

being depressed one or more days compared to the odds of depression no days.
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Results of overall likelihood ratio tests indicate that in each model, ableasif
the predictors has a coefficient that is not equal to zero. The Wald test seppitst this
finding, and signify that the models including predictor variables are bettectiaace at
predicting outcomes of the dependent variables. Additionally, likelihood ratio tests of
RHO show that the panel data are better for predicting outcomes of dependen¢wvariabl
that data without assessment of panel level variance. These model tespoees in
full in the appendix (Table A.15 and A.16).

Table 4.16 examines the same measures of violence, with the same control
variables, as are examined through cross-sectional analyses of wavepaadtitree
above. Results indicate that for both men and women, exposure to verbal aggression,
hitting or throwing, physically violent arguments, using violence, or beingtianvat
violence are associated with higher odds of experiencing one or more days oficlepress

Table 4.17 assesses violence as dummy variables for married and cohabiting
respondents. This enables examination of the effects of having ever been a victim of
physical violence or verbal aggression at any time in the study period. djrgy, the
research will examine whether the association between depression ascalftiel or
chronic. By measuring any physical aggression at any time of the stadyjamot have
significantly higher odds of experiencing depression when physical violen@senpin
the relationship, but women do (OR 1.4, p<.05). These results indicate that there is no
significant relationship between depression and verbal aggression for either me
women.

Results of Table 4.18 examine the full sample longitudinally to determine if there

is a statistical relationship between experiencing physicallynti@lgyuments and
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Longitudinal Analysis of Depression: Random Effects Logistic Regreséautels.
Outcome Modeled “Depressed One or More days.” For Married and Cohabiting

Respondents.

Depressed One or More Days i
Previous Week

n Male (Obs.: 5419, groups:2246

Female (Obs:6626 ,
groups:2740)

Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z| OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.45 *+* 1.56 0.09 0.66 *** 1.94 0.08
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00| -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White 0.04 1.05 0.14 -0.19 ~ 0.83 0.10
Years Education -0.05 ** 0.95 0.02] -0.08 *** 0.93 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 ~ 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00  0.00
Income missing - replaced meal  0.08 1.09 0.10 0.05 1.05 0.08
Wave -0.07 0.93 0.04 -0.13 * 0.88  0.06
Constant 0.73 ** 2.07 0.27 70, S 553 0.26
Hitting or Throwing 0.52 1.69 0.12 0.69 *** 200 0.12
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00| -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White 0.07 1.07 014 -0.17 ~ 0.84 0.10
Years Education -0.05 ** 0.95 0.02] -0.07 *** 0.94 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.0Q 0.00 1.00  0.00
Income missing - replaced meal  0.08 1.09 0.10 0.06 1.06 0.08
Wave -0.07 0.93 0.04 -0.12 * 0.88  0.06
Constant 0.95 *** 2.58 0.26 20 752 0.26
Arguments got physical 0.59 *** 1.80 0.14 0.64 ** 1.89 0.13
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00| -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White 0.07 1.07 0.14 -0.17 0.85 0.10
Years Education -0.05 ** 0.95 0.02] -0.07 *** 0.93 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.0Q 0.00 1.00  0.00
Income missing - replaced meal  0.09 1.09 0.10 0.07 1.07 0.08
Wave -0.07 0.94 0.04 -0.11 * 0.89  0.06
Constant 0.98 *** 2.66 0.26 2 8.14 0.26
Primary Resp. physically violenf .58 ** 1.78 0.17 0.80 **+ 224  0.16
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00| -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White 0.07 1.07 0.14 -0.17 0.84 0.10
Years Education -0.05 ** 0.95 0.02] -0.07 *** 0.93 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 * 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00  0.00
Income missing - replaced meal  0.09 1.09 0.10 0.06 1.07 0.08
Wave -0.07 0.93 0.04 -0.12 * 0.89  0.06
Constant 107 e 2.78 0.26 2RI 830 0.26

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Depressed One or
More Days in
Previous Week

Male (Obs.: 5419, groups:2246)

Female (Obs:6626upgs:2740)

Coef. p<|zZl OR SE

Coef. p<|Z] OR SE

Partner / Spouse
physically violent
Age

White

Years Education
Annual Income

Income missing -
replaced mean

Wave
Constant

0.52 * 169 0.16

-0.02 rrx 0.98 0.00
0.06 1.07 0.12
-0.05 ** 0.95 0.02
0.00 n 1.00 0.00
0.09 1.09 0.10
-0.07 0.93 0.06
1.03 orx 280 0.26

0.69 K 200 0.17
-0.02 0.98 0.00

-0.18 ~ 0.84 0.10
-0.07 0.93 0.02

0.00 1.00 0.00
0.06 1.07 0.08

-0.12  * 0.89 0.06

215 8.57 0.26

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Depression - Random Effects Logistic Regression Models. Modeled Outcome
“Depressed One or More Days.” Violence Dummy Variables. Married ando@iolga
Respondents Only.

Depressed One or| Male (Obs:3723 , groups:13985 Female (Obs:4444 , groups:

More Days in 1649)

Previous Week | Coef. p<|zZ| OR SE Coef.  p<|Z|]OR SE
Any Physical

violence at any

time in study 0.16 1.17 0.16 0.34 * 1.40 0.15
Age -0.03 *** 0.97 0.01 -0.03 *** 0.97 0.00
White -0.11 0.90 0.15 -0.25 N 0.78 0.14
Years Education -0.07 *** 0.94 0.02 -0.06 ** 0.94 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing -

replaced mean 0.12 1.13 0.11 0.11 1.11 0.10
Wave -0.07 0.93 0.07 -0.15 * 0.86 0.06
Constant 1.77 ** 587 0.35 2.41 *** 11.17 0.36
Any Verbal

Aggression at Any

Time in Study -0.03 0.97 0.11 -0.15 0.86 0.10
Age -0.03 ***  0.97 0.01 -0.03 *** 0.97 0.00
White -0.11 0.90 0.15 -0.25 A 0.78 0.14
Years Education -0.07 *** 0.93 0.02 -0.06 ** 0.95 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing -

replaced mean 0.12 1.12 0.11 0.11 1.12 0.10
Wave -0.07 0.94 0.07 -0.13 * 0.88 0.06
Constant 1.83 ***  6.23 0.35 2.56 *** 12.92 0.35

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Table 4.18
Depression: All Relationship Types — Random Effects Logistic Regresdels. Full
Sample Included. Depressed One or More Days is Modeled Outcome.

Male Female
Depressed One or More
Days in Previous Week
Male (obs. =6565 , groups
=2729) Coef.  p<|z| p<iZ| SE
Female (obs. 9297=, groups
=3917)
Arguments got Physical 0.62 rkk i 0.09
Age -0.02 ok rkk 0.00
White 0.12 0.08
Years Education -0.05 * rkk 0.01
Annual Income 0.00 * * 0.00
mggwe missing - replaced 0.20 . . 0.07
Current Partner -0.71 rhx *rx 0.52 0.07
Wave -0.06 * 0.05
Constant 1.84 ok b 0.22

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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depression. These results indicate that both men and women exposed to physically
violent arguments have higher odds of experiencing one or more day’s depression tha

do nonviolence exposed respondents.

Fear
Univariate Analyses

Another way of examining health effects of violence is to examine the emotional
health effect of fear or anxiety. Univariate analysis indicates tbatem report higher
mean levels of fear than do men for each of the three waves (see Table 4.19). The
standard deviation is larger than the means days reported for experiencingofetéar of
men and women. This is an indication that many people may experience no fear, while
others experience fear that is higher than the reported mean. Becausgtbétresearch
analyzes fear as a dummy variable with “1” representing fear one ordagseand “0”
representing no reported fear (see Table 4.20). These results show that 33%nf wom
and 24% of men in Wave 1, 34% of women and 26% of men in Wave 2, and 23% of
women and 16% of men in Wave 3 reported experiencing fear one or more days in the

week before completing the survey.

Cross-Sectional Analyses
With each data wave, this research included a cross-sectional analysisxgnod
the odds of experiencing fear one or more days for those exposed and not exposed to
IPA. Each of these models control for age, race, education, and income. Models use these
same control variables in analysis of physical health and depression. Likelgtimod r

tests show that in the logistic regression models assessing fear outcomesyifed and



Table 4.19

Univariate Analyses of Fear - Reported by Primary Respondent

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Female Male Female Male Female Male

Mean | SD | Mean SDJ||| Mean SD Mean SIM Mean S Mean
f'\ggf‘fﬂldays 89 |171) 63 | 15|l 92 | 17| 57| 130 62 149 .48

69T



Table 4.20
Fear as Dummy Variable: For Use in Logistic Regression Analyses

Wave 1 Wave?2 Wave 3

Female Male Female Male Female Male

% % % % % %
Fearful 1 or more days (dummy 32.82 24.37 34.47 26.13 23.5 16.3

0.1
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cohabiting respondents, at least one of the predictor variable coefficientetpuabto

zero in each model. Hosmer-Lemeshow tests signify well-fitting modeteé majority

of these models. However, in Wave 2, there are several models where resultssf this t

indicate that the model is not a good fit. Notably, for males who have physicaéwntviol

partners, and for females who use violence or have physically violent partners, the

standard was not met for this goodness of fit test. Model testing for cigsiakfear

models using the full sample and likelihood ratio test indicates that for both males and

females, at least one of the predictor coefficients is not equal to zero. Add#istsa

using Hosmer-Lemeshow Goodness of Fit indicate that there is not a significant

difference between observed and predicted models, and thus the models fit the data well

Full reports of these model tests are located in the appendix (Tables A.17 to A.18).
Cross-sectional results of examining married and cohabiting couples in Wave 1

indicate that there are gender asymmetries in fear of married or copabén and

women exposed to IPA. Women exposed to verbal aggression have higher odds of

experiencing fear than are women not exposed to verbal aggression (OR = 1.21, p<.05).

There is no significant relationship between verbal aggression and experieacifay

men. If there is hitting or throwing objects in a relationship, females havécagitiy

higher odds (OR = 1.54, p<.001) of experiencing fear. There is not a significant

relationship between fear and hitting or throwing objects for men in Wave 1. If

arguments are physically violent, both men (OR = 1.34, p<.05) and women (OR = 1.54,

p<.001) experience higher odds of fear than do their counterparts in nonviolent

relationships. The same holds true for men (OR = 1.37, p<.10) and women (OR =1.84,

p<.001) who use violence in relationships. An important finding is that being the victim
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of a partner’s physical violence does not lead to increased odds of fear for meneHowe

it does lead to increased fear for women; women who were physically abuged by

partner had 73% (p<.001) higher odds of experiencing fear than did women who were not
victims of intimate partner abuse.

Results for Wave 2 show that for married and cohabiting respondents, both men
and women have greater odds of experiencing fear for some types of violenag&xpos
but that women have significantly greater odds of experience fear within magaogol
categories than men do. Both men (OR 1.32, p<.10) and women (OR 1.17, p<.10) have
marginally significant higher odds of experiencing fear when emotionaté abpsesent
in the relationship. Both men (OR 2.74, p<.01) and women (OR 1.81, p<.001) have
higher odds of experiencing fear if there is hitting or throwing objects in idtereship.

Both men (OR= 2.75, p<.05) and women (OR 2.10, p<.001) have higher odds of
experiencing fear if arguments are physically violent compared to cparteon

nonviolent relationships. However when we examine the use of violence, women are 2.5
times more likely to experience fear if they use violence compared to woheedievnot

report using violence in a relationship (p<.001). There are no significant diffeiances

fear for me who do or do not use violence. Both men (OR = 3.92, p<.05) and women (OR
= 2.5, p<.001) who are victims of partner violence have higher odds of reporting fear
than do their counterparts who are not abused by partners.

Results for Wave 3 indicate that for married and cohabiting respondents, men
experience marginally significantly higher odds of fear when exposed to verbal
aggression (OR = 1.32, p<.10). There are no differences in fear reported for women

experiencing emotional aggression in this wave. Mirroring the findings of \®/dwath
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men and women who experience hitting or throwing, physically violent arguments, and
abuse by a partner, have significantly higher odds of experiencing feardhabuse-
exposed counterparts. Additionally, just as in Wave 2, women who use violence have
significantly higher levels of fear than women who do not use violence (OR = 3.16, p<
.01). It is notable that the odds a woman who uses violence will experience feaeis t
times higher than a nonviolent woman’s odds of experiencing fear. It is especiall
remarkable when considering that there are no significant differences for men. T
research will address this finding in the discussion portion of this dissertatfah. A

report of these findings is located in the appendix (Tables A.19 to A.21).

In the data analyses, the odds of experiencing fear for those exposed tollghysica
violent arguments compared to individuals not exposed to physically violent arguments
are also assessed cross-sectionally for the full study sampletsRiedidate that both
men and women have higher odds of experiencing fear when exposed to physically
violent arguments with a partner compared to counterparts not exposed to thisviolenc

A full report of this analysis is located in the appendix (Table A.22).

Longitudinal Analyses

| completed longitudinal analysis of married and cohabiting respondents using al
of the same control variables as corresponding cross-sectional anailyesaditibn to the
control variables included in cross-sectional analysis, the model include@dbleari
called “wave” in longitudinal models to control for the effects of time.

Model tests for random effects regression using panel model assessioiy fear
married and cohabiting respondents indicate that in each model, at least one of the

predictor coefficients is not equal to zero, and that the panel level varianceect g



174

RHO is significant in predicting dependent variable outcomes. Additionally, a 4&ld t
of each model indicates that each of the models predicts the dependent variable bett
than chance. These combined results indicate that the models are suffigeeaticting
the dependent variable. When testing models with overall likelihood ratio tests,
likelihood ratio test of RHO, or Wald tests, the model is sufficient for predicting
outcomes in the dependent variable. A full report of these model tests are loch&d in t
appendix (Tables A.23 and A.24).

Longitudinal analyses of married and cohabiting respondents in the sample, using
random effects logistic regression models indicate that both men and women have
significantly higher odds of experiencing fear when exposed to every measiokente
addressed through cross sectional analysis (see Table 4.21). Howevd#r,@s/gical
health and depression outcomes, this research also includes models with dummy variable
measures to examine exposure to any physical violence, or any verbasaggaéany
time in the study.

Results of random effects models examining these effeetisyafiolence
exposure indicate that only violence-exposed females in the sample areangyific
more likely to experience fear. This is true whether the violence was ahgsic
emotional aggression (see Table 4.22). There were no significant differenossnt

When all relationship types (except widows who are excluded from the entire
sample) are examined, both men and women have significantly higher odds of
experiencing fear if they are exposed to physically violent argumentscshgrared to

counterparts who are not exposed to violent arguments (see Table 4.23).
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Table 4.21
Longitudinal Analysis of Odds of Fear with Violence Exposure -Married and Catbiti
Respondents. Outcome Modeled Is Odds of Experiencing Fear One or More Days.
Random Effects Logistic Regression

Fear One or More Days | Male (Obs:5398 , groups:2235) Female (Obs:6602ys:2729)
in Previous Week Coef. p<|Zl OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.36 ** 1.43 0.11 0.53 ¥ 1.70 0.09
Age -0.02 = 0.98 0.00 -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White -0.42 * 0.66 0.12 -0.54  *=x= 058 0.11
Years Education -0.06  ** 0.95 0.02 -0.06 ** 0.95 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'r’;;‘l’gz JTSE 019 A 121 011 023 * 125 0.09
Wave -0.01 0.99 0.07 -0.01 0.99 0.06
Constant 0.00 1.00 0.30 0.20 1.22 0.28
Hitting or Throwing 0.45 *x 1.57 0.13 0.73 il 2.07 0.12
Age -0.02  *** 0.98 0.00 -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White -0.40 *k 0.67 0.12 -0.52  w** 0.59 0.11
Years Education -0.05  ** 0.95 0.02 -0.04 ** 0.96 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'r’;;‘l’;‘:g ISE 019 A 121 011 023 * 126 0.09
Wave -0.01 0.99 0.07 -0.01 0.99 0.06
Constant 0.15 1.16 0.28 0.35 1.42 0.27
Arguments got physical | 0.52 *kk 1.69 0.15 0.83 *hx 2.30 0.13
Age -0.02  *** 0.98 0.00 -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White -0.40 *k 0.67 0.12 -0.52  w** 0.60 0.11
Years Education -0.05  ** 0.95 0.02 -0.05 ** 0.95 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'r';‘;‘l’anc‘g dmr'rf:;mg ) 020 A 1.22  0.11 0.24 ** 1.27  0.09
Wave -0.01 0.99 0.07 0.00 1.00 0.06
Constant 0.17 1.19 0.28 0.40 1.50 0.27
mv Resp. physically 45 o 159  0.18 1.01 * 275 015
Age -0.02 A+ 0.98 0.00 -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White -0.40 *k 0.67 0.12 -0.52  w** 0.60 0.11
Years Education -0.05  ** 0.95 0.02 -0.05 ** 0.95 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'r’;;‘l’;‘:g e 020 A 122 011 0.24 = 127 0.9
Wave -0.01 0.99 0.07 -0.01 0.99 0.06
Constant 0.22 1.25 0.28 0.42 153 0.27
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Fear One or More
Days in Previous
Week

Male (Obs:5398 , groups:2235)

Female (Obs:6602 ,
groups:2729)

Coef. p<|Z| OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
%ﬁ 0.45 xx 157 017 0.85  * 234 0.16
Age -0.02 ek 0.98 0.00 -0.02  **x 0.98 0.00
White -0.40 xx 067 0.12 -0.53 w 059 0.11
Years Education -0.05 ks 0.95 0.02 -0.05 ** 0.95 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'J;B?;Zﬁ dmr:f:;”r]g " |o20 A 122 011 024 ** 1.27  0.09
Wave -0.01 0.99  0.07 -0.01 0.99 0.06
Constant 0.22 1.24 0.28 047 A 161 027

P<0.001 =** P <0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="



Longitudinal Analysis of Odds of Fear with Violence Exposure . Married Respondents
and Cohabiting Respondents. Outcome Modeled Is Odds of Experiencing Fear One or
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More Days. Dummy- Variable Measures of Any Violence in Three Waves.

Fear One or More Dayj

Male (Obs:3718 , groups:1395)

Female (Obs.: 4488)p5:1649)

in Previous Week Coef. p<|Z| OR SE Coef. p<|Z| OR SE
Qt”;’nzht}’;'g"’i‘:]‘gﬂggce 0.22 125 018 | o058 sk 179 0.16
Age 0.02 * 0.98 0.01 0.02 0.98 0.01
White 060 ** 055 0.17 070 ™ 050 0.4
Years Education 0.08 ** 092 002 0.05  * 0.95 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'r’;;‘l’;‘:g ISE 026 * 130 013 |o018 120 0.11
Wave -0.06 0.94 0.08 -0.07 093 0.07
Constant 076 A 215 0.40 0.66 A 1.93 0.39
Qtnxrxeﬁg'eﬁgqéfjj;on -0.09 092 013 | -032 = o072 o011
Age 0.02 * 0.98 0.01 0.02 0.98 0.01
White 059 ™ 055 0.17 070 ™ 050 0.14
Years Education -0.08  x** 0.92 0.02 -0.05 (s 0.95 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'r';‘;‘l’anc‘g dmr'rf:;mg - 026 * 129 0.13 0.18 A 120 011
Wave -0.05 0.95 0.08 -0.04 0.96 0.07
Constant 085 * 2.35  0.39 0.92 * 250 0.38

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P <04"



178

Table 4.23
Longitudinal Analysis of Odds of Fear with Violence Exposure - Full Sampleded.
Outcome Modeled Is “Odds of Experiencing Fear One or More Days. DummybMaria
Measures of Any Violence in Three Waves.

Male Female
(obs. = 6459, groups =2720 )| (obs. =9269 , groups =3902 )

Fear One or More
Days in Previous Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z]| OR SE
Week

Arguments got

0.44 o156 0.12 0.58 ¥ 1.78 0.09

Physical

Age -0.02  ** 0.98 0.00 -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White -0.34  ** 0.71 0.11 -0.37 ¥ 0.69 0.08
Years Education -0.05  ** 0.95 0.02 -0.04 ** 0.96 0.01
Annual Income 0.00 A 1.00 0.00 0.00 ~ 1.00 0.00
Income missing- 1553« 126 010 [035 ** 142 0.08
replaced mean

Current Partner -0.29 *x 0.75 0.11 -0.66  *** 0.52 0.07
Wave 0.07 1.07 0.06 0.01 1.01 0.05
Constant 0.42 152 0.27 0.84  *** 231 0.22

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Conclusions: Research Question Three

Results indicate that situational couple violence is not gender symmatrical
health outcomes. Although there was some evidence for negative physical heatf) eff
depression, and fear for both males and females, there were more models indicating
significant health disadvantages for females in all three sets of amalyemales
exposed to IPA were significantly likely to suffer worse physical healtmore models
than males. Females exposed to IPA were significantly likely to suffeeskpn in more
models than males, and females exposed to IPA were significantly likelyfév fear in
more models than males. These results held true in cross-sectional and lorigitudina

models.

Research Question Four: Are Gender Symmetries or Asymmetries

in Social Factor Outcomes that Effect Health?

In addition to asymmetries in health outcomes that result from IPA, abuse can
lead to asymmetries in social factors that affect health. Previowseksedicates that
IPA leads to increased stress, increased isolation (or decreased so@dl @ngsocial
connectedness), and decreased access to resources (Pico-Alfonso et al. 2694z mwhi
all contribute to poor health outcomes. This section will examine whether stress,
resources, and social connectedness or isolation are symmetricallgcaftgatnales and
females exposed to violence. If these outcomes are asymmetrical, thdsinghcate that
victims of IPA could experience a sort of “double jeopardy” from being expodacth
injuries that lead to poor health, and to decreased resources, and social support, with
increased stress, which also lead to poor health. This section first exainasss then

social connectedness and isolation, and finally access to resources.
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Stress Outcomes

Univariate Analyses

The NSFH asked several questions relating to stress in familiesptindents
answered that their spouse or family was stressful, the response is cadéth&ly
responded that the family or spouse was not stressful, the response is codechas “0.” |
Wave 1, just over 8.6% of females and just over 9.6% of males responded that the home
or spouse was stressful (see Table 4.24). By Wave 2, 16.6% of men and 24.5% of women
reported experiencing stress at home. As there are differences srbgtigender, cross-

sectional and longitudinal models are stratified by gender.

Table 4.24
Stres8 Reported By Primary Respondent

Wave 1 Wave 2
F (% F (N 0 0 M M
0) | FN| M@ | MOOIFC6) [FMN) | 0 |
Home or family
is stressful 8.64 330 9.61 254 2455 961 16.59 4Er

* There is no variable to measure stress in WavettBedNSFH.
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Cross- Sectional Analysis

In each cross-sectional analysis, models use logistic regressiorsrtmestess
the odds of experiencing stress compared to the odds of not experiencing stregs becaus
of intimate partner abuse. Each of the models controls for age, race, educsation, a
income as was done in previous models.

Test of logistic regression models for stress of married and cohabiting
respondents indicate mixed results. For overall likelihood ratio tests, testténttiat
each model has at least one predictor that has a nonzero coefficient. Hdvosreer-
Lemeshow goodness of fit tests signify that for several models in Wave 1 ard2Wa
modeling male outcomes, the criteria of the goodness of fit test were notmseat &
caution that there may be differences between observed values and modetgbredict
values, and so several models measuring the effects of IPA on stress fomagleot
be the best models. However, one shortcoming of the Hosmer-Lemeshow (HL) test is
that as samples get large, the HL statistic may find smaller difiesdretween the
expected and observed outcomes to be significant(Garson 2010a). With this in mind, and
considering the large sample size at hand, this research will include thsearad
examine the model outcomes. For model testing of females, all resultderalgaod fit
of models. Model testing for full models using likelihood ratio test indicates thedst
one predictor has a nonzero coefficient. The Hosmer-Lemeshow Goodness of fit test
results indicate that each model is well fitting because there is no indicétsignificant
differences between observed values and model-predicted values in the meekdedhs

A complete result of these model tests is found in the appendix (Tables A.25 and A.26).
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Cross-sectional results of married and cohabiting respondents weredgeess
each wave. Results for Wave 1 indicate that males experience increased luoldseof
stress with verbal aggression (OR = 1.27; p<.10), females actually expettmeased
risk of stress in the home if there is verbal aggression. In Wave 1, increased odds of
household stress was not associated with hitting or throwing objects, physgickaht
arguments, violence use, or being the victim of partner violence.

Results of Wave 2 indicate that verbal aggression does not produce significantly
higher odds of experiencing stress for either men or women. However, hitting or
throwing objects leads to increased odds of stress for both men (OR = 1.38, p<.05) and
for women (OR = 1.36, p<.05). For other measures of violence, women experience
increased stress, but men do not. For physically violent arguments, women have 57%
higher odds (p<.01) of experiencing stress compared to female counterparts alembnvi
relationships. If women use violence, they experience 78% higher odds of stress (p<.001)
than women who do not use violence in relationships. Female victims of partner violence
experience 66% higher odds of stress than did nonphysically abused females.

When models include the full sample, rather than limiting analysis to only
married or cohabiting couples, results of both Wave 1 and Wave 2 indicate that men do
not experience increased odds of stress with exposure to physically violeneatg.
However, in both waves, women (Wave 1: OR = 1.37, p<.05; Wave 2: OR = 1.36, p<.01)
experience increased odds of stress with exposure to physically violeneatgufull

report of these cross-sectional analyses are located in the appendix (T2BlesAA29).
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Longitudinal Analysis

| use longitudinal analysis and random effects regression models to examine the
odds of experiencing stress from intimate partner abuse. Model testing of rafidois
logistic regression models measuring stress outcomes indicate treaWhilodels are
significant for likelihood ratio tests and Wald test, prediction of stressdteams not
significantly improved by including panel level analysis. Combining thistrestil the
cross-sectional model test results that indicated male stress was Ifdtiwatodels
using the Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test; researchers should imesyltstof
male stress with the understanding that the model fit was less than adequediecto pr
dependent variable outcomes. Tests of models including the full sample indicate that
overall likelihood ratio tests and Wald tests are significant for both malesraatefe
However, the panel level variance is not significant in predicting stre$snates. A full
report of model tests is located in the appendix (Tables A.30 and A.31).
The results in Table 4.25 are for married and cohabiting respondents only. Theimesults
Table 4.26 include analysis of the full sample. The outcome modeled is the odds of
experiencing stress compared to the odds of not experiencing stress betBAse of
exposure. Each model controls for age, race, education, income, and wave as do each of
the cross-sectional models.

Results indicate that men show marginally significant increased odds sf stres
(OR 1.26, p<.10) with emotional aggression, but women do not. However, for every
other measure of violence, women show significantly increased odds of stress with
violence exposure, but men do not. Women who experience hitting or throwing (OR

1.35, p<.05), physically violent arguments (OR = 1.43, p<.05), use violence against a
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Table 4.25
Longitudinal Analysis of Stress - Married and Cohabiting Respondents. Randons Effec
Logistic Regression Models. Outcome Modeled Is “Odds of ExperiencingsStre

House Stress Male (Obs.: 3882, grougg=emale (Obs.: 4640 ,
1941) groups: 2320)
Coef. p<|Z| OR SE Coef. p<|Z|IOR SE

Verbal Aggression 0.23 ~ 1.26 0.13| 0.00 1.00 0.11
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00f 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.35 ** 0.71 0.12] 0.07 1.07 0.12
Years Education -0.08 *** 0.93 0.02] -0.14 *** 0.87 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00| 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replace

mean 0.06 1.06 0.13] -0.12 0.88 0.11
Wave 0.56 *** 1.76 0.11| 150 *»** 448 0.11
Constant -1.80 *** 0.17 0.34]| -2.47 **  0.08 0.33
Hitting or Throwing 0.03 1.03 0.15] 0.30 * 1.35 0.14
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00| 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.34 ** 0.71 0.12] 0.08 1.08 0.12
Years Education -0.07 *** 0.93 0.02] -0.14 *** 0.87 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replace

mean 0.06 1.06 0.13] -0.12 0.88 0.11
Wave 0.57 *** 1.77 0.11| 150 *»* 447 0.11
Constant -1.61 *** 0.20 0.33] -2.59 ***  0.07 0.33
Arguments got physical | -0.14 0.87 0.19| 0.36 * 143 0.16
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00| 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.34 ** 0.71 0.12] 0.08 1.09 0.12
Years Education -0.07 *** 0.93 0.02] -0.14 *** 0.87 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaceg

mean 0.06 1.06 0.13| -0.12 0.89 0.11
Wave 0.57 *** 1.77 0.11| 151 *»* 452 0.11
Constant -1.56 *** 0.21 0.33] -2.58 ***  0.08 0.33
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Male (Obs.: 3882, groups: Female (Obs.: 4640 , groups:

1941) 2320)

Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Zz] OR SE
Primary Resp.
physically
violent -0.22 0.80 0.23| 0.39 * 1.48 0.18
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00] 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.35 ** 0.71 0.12] 0.08 1.09 0.12
Years Education| -0.07 *** 0.93 0.02| -0.14 *** 0.87 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00| 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing -
replaced mean 0.06 1.06 0.13| -0.12 0.89 0.11
Wave 0.57 *** 1.77 0.11] 1.50 *** 4.49 0.11
Constant -1.55 *** 0.21 0.33| -2.55 *** 0.08 0.32
Partner / Spouse
physically -0.20 0.82 0.21 035 A~ 1.43 0.19
violent
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00 |0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.40 *x 0.67 0.12 0.08 1.08 0.12
Years Education| -0.07  *** 0.93 0.02 -0.14 *** 0.87 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing { g ¢ 1.06 013 |-0.12 0.89 0.11
replaced mean
Wave 0.59 #»* 1.81 0.10 1.50 Fkk 449 0.11
Constant -1.52 *** 0.22 0.32]| -2.54 *** 0.08 0.32

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Longitudinal Analysis of Stress: Full Sample Included. Random Effectstiogi
Regression Models. Outcome modeled Is “Odds of Experiencing Stress”

Male Female

(obs. =5110, groups =2555)| (obs. =7360 , groups =3680)
House Stress ~oef  pejz| OR  SE | Coef. p<z|OR SE
Arguments got | 4 o4 099 014036 ** 144 0.10
Physical
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00]0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.25 * 0.78 0.100.04 1.04 0.08
Years Education | -0.08 *rk 0.92 0.02]-0.12 **=* 0.89 0.01
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.0®.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - 1 4 14 1.11  0.11]0.03 1.03 0.09
replaced mean
Current Partner -0.10 091 O0.l10.24 ** 0.79 0.08
Wave 0.66 * 193 0.09]1.43 *** 419 0.09
Constant -1.57 *** 021 0.30-226 *** 0.10 0.26

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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partner (OR = 1.48, p<.05), or who are physically abuse by a partner (OR = 1.43, p<.05)

each have higher odds of stress than do women who do not experience the violence.
When analysis includes respondents from the full sample using random effects

logistic regression models, results indicate that women experiencecsigtiyf higher

odds of stress if there are physically violent arguments, (see Table 4.261 @R =

p<.001), but men do not.

Social Connectedness and Isolation Outcomes
Intimate partner abuse is associated with decreased social connectaddess
increased isolation. Decreased social connectedness has been associated hathoor
outcomes. This section will assess whether or not there are gender diffencsmaalli
connectedness or isolation that result from intimate partner abuse. For eodepéeis
on the construction of this index variable, please refer to the methods section of this

dissertation.

Univariate Analyses

The measure of social connectedness has a normal distribution within the
study sample (see Figure 4.5). Univariate analyses indicate thatloneles experience
higher social contact than do females. In Wave 1, the females had a mean social
connectedness score of almost 15, while males score was just over 15. In Wave 2,
females scored a mean of almost 13, while males scored just over 14 in social
connectedness. In Wave 3, female score was about 12.5, while male mean score was
about 13.5 (see Table 4.27). However, when male and female social connectedness is

examined in a box-plot (see Figure 4.6), it appears that there are outlieothfonale
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Table 4.27
Social Connectedness or Isolation,

Wave 1 Wave 2
Female Male Female Male
Mean| SD | Mean SD Mean SD Mean

Wave 3
Female Male

S Mean $D  Mean
Mean Social 14.89| 4.46) 15.31 4.8§ 12.711 557 1423 HB42.52 | 5.29] 13.45 5.4
Social Contact
Contac]]| Index Score
Score

68T
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and female social connectedness, but that there are not large differenceallrsowial

connectedness by gender.

Cross Sectional Analyses

Cross-sectional analyses were completed assessing social cdnasstand
violence. Because the dependent variable, social connectedness, is a count variable,
Poisson regression was considered for assessing the outcomes of this meagever,H
test of dispersion indicated that the models were over-dispersed. Models usiingenega
binomial regression were assessed to account for the overdispersion, but sevesl model
were “not concave.” In the end, linear regression seemed to be the best fitfmdbis.
Similar to other models in this dissertation, each cross-sectional model ctmtianie,
education, race, and income.

F-tests for linear regressions modeling the effects of violence on social
connectedness (for married and cohabiting respondents) indicate that the meodels a
better at predicting the dependent variable than would be expected by chanceamhis i
indication that these models are sufficient for measuring the linear affegtdence on
social connectedness. Models are also tested using the full research Basyls.
indicate the model better predicts that social connectedness than would bedekgect
chance. A full report of these model tests are located in the appendix (Tablesd.32 a
A.33).

Results of the cross-sectional analysis of married and cohabiting couplesén W
1 indicate that when there is verbal aggression in a relationship, married or cohabiting
men experience significantly lower levels of social connectedness (PM&tied or

cohabiting women experiencing verbal aggression also have lower levels bf socia
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connectedness than women not experiencing verbal aggression, but the results are only
marginally significant (P<.10). For every other measure of physical abotemen and
women experience lower levels of social connectedness if there is violeseatpre

Results from married and cohabiting couples in Wave 2 indicate decreassd s
connectedness for married or cohabiting men or women when there is verbal aggression
in the relationship (P<.05). In this wave, there is no relationship between hitting or
throwing object and social connectedness. However, if someone in the couple reports
physically violent arguments, or if respondents use physical violence, eexgerience
significantly lower social connectedness than nonviolence exposed femalesisTimer
significant relationship for these measures of violence and males. #ésghendent is a
victim of partner violence, female respondents experience marginallficaghiower
social connectedness, but there is no relationship between being a victim af partne
violence and social connectedness for men in this wave.

Cross-sectional analysis of married and cohabiting couples in Wave 3asdicat
that men who report that there is hitting or throwing objects in the relationshipesqae
marginally higher social connectedness (P<.10), but there are no other thatlels
indicate a significant relationship between abuse and social connectednesdatathis
wave.

For models including the full data sample, there is not a significant relagponshi
between social connectedness and physically violent arguments in any waeelafteat
A complete report of the cross-sectional analyses is located in the appeaiaes(A.35

to A.37).
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Longitudinal Analyses

The longitudinal analysis includes the same control variables as the cross-
sectional models, with the added variable of “wave” to control for effectsefin the
model. Just as in the cross-sectional models, these models use linearoretpestalyze
the effects of intimate partner abuse on social connectedness.

When panel data models using random effects models to predict the effects of
violence on social connectedness are tested using an overall Wald testjmdgtdte
that all models have at least one regressor with a non-zero coefficient

Models of the full sample results show significant Wald tests, indicatihg tha
models have non-zero coefficients. This is an indication that researchergdha us
model to predict social connectedness. The complete results of these medektest
found in the appendix (Tables A.38 and A.39).

Longitudinal analysis of social connectedness as it relates to partnerainge
panel data for married and cohabiting respondents results are in Table 4.28 antbresults
the full sample are in Table 4.29.

Results of the longitudinal analysis (see Table 4.28) for married and cobabiti
couples show that for women who experience physically violent arguments, or for
women who are reported to use physical violence, there is a significardsieordevel
of social connectedness. There is no relationship between abuse and sociakdopssct
for married and cohabiting men in the longitudinal analysis.

Results of random effects linear regression models assessing violence ig dumm

variables for exposure to violence in any wave (see Table 4.29) indicate thas there
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Longitudinal Analysis: For Married and Cohabiting Respondents. Social Connectedness
& Isolation - : Random Effects Linear Regression Models

Social Connectedness and Isolatia

Male (Obs:4@8@ups:1752)

Female (Obs:4586 ,
groups:1979)

Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression 0.13 0.20 -0.08 0.17
Age -0.05 0.01 -0.03 ** 0.01
White 0.93 0.32 0.43 0.28
Years Education 0.30 *** 0.04 0.30 *** 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean -0.06 0.21 043 * 0.19
Wave -0.50 *** 0.11 21,12 0.11
Constant 14.16 *** 0.66 13.05 *** 0.68
Hitting or Throwing 0.03 0.25 0.26 0.23
Age -0.05 0.01 -0.03 ** 0.01
White 0.93 0.32 0.44 0.28
Years Education 0.30 *** 0.04 0.30 *** 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean 0.07 0.21 043 * 0.19
Wave -0.50 *** 0.11 21,12 0.11
Constant 14.01 *** 0.64 13.07 *** 0.67
Arguments got physical 0.12 0.30 053 * 0.23
Age -0.05 0.01 -0.03 ** 0.01
White 0.93 0.32 -0.45 0.28
Years Education 0.30 *** 0.04 0.30 *** 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean 0.07 021 043 * 0.19
Wave -0.50 *** 0.11 21,13 0.11
Constant 13.99 *+* 0.64 13.12 *** 0.67
Primary Resp. physically violent 0.43 0.36 075 ** 0.27
Age -0.05 * 0.01 -0.03 ** 0.01
White -0.92 = 0.32 -0.44 0.28
Years Education 0.30 *** 0.04 0.30 *** 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean -0.06 0.21 043 * 0.19
Wave -0.50 0.11 -1.12 w 0.11
izt 13.92 *=* 0.64] 1311 == 0.67

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Social Connectedness and Isolation

Male (Obs:4@8@ups:1752)

Female (Obs:4586 ,
groups:1979)

Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z] SE
Partner / Spouse physically violent 0.22 0.35 037 0.28
Age -0.05 *** 0.01 -0.03 * 0.01
White -0.93 ** 0.32 -0.43 0.28
Years Education 0.30 *** 0.04 0.30 *** 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean -0.06 0.21 043 * 0.19
Wave -0.50 *** 0.11 2113w 0.11
Constant 13.96 *** 0.64 13.04 *** 0.67

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Longitudinal Analysis: For Married and Cohabiting Respondents.

Social Connectedness and Isolation. Random Effects
Linear Regression Models

Male (Obs:2818 ,
groups: 1120)

Female (Obs:3128,
groups:1250)

Social Connectedness and | Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Isolation

Any Physical violence at anyj

time in study 0.41 0.36 -0.12 0.34
Age -0.03 7 0.01 -0.01 0.01
White -1.11 * 0.44 -0.92 ** 0.35
Years Education 0.31 *** 0.04 0.31 *** 0.05
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced

mean -0.01 0.24 -0.30 0.21
Wave -0.55 x** 0.14 -0.96 *** 0.13
Constant 12.67 *** 0.85 12.37 *** 0.84
Any Verbal Aggression at

Any Time in Study 0.33 0.26 0.34 0.23
Age -0.03 7 0.01 -0.01 0.01
White -1.17 ** 0.44 -0.92 ** 0.35
Years Education 0.30 *** 0.04 0.31 *** 0.05
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced

mean -0.01 0.24 -0.30 0.21
Wave -0.54 *** 0.14 -0.97 *** 0.13
Constant 12.71 *** 0.85 12.19 *** 0.84

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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significant relationships between social connectedness and any physicateiatea

dummy variable, or any verbal aggression as a dummy variable, in the study sample.
Table 4.30 assesses the relationship between social connectedness and violence

for the full sample. Results indicate that women who are exposed to physicalht viole

arguments experience higher odds of reporting fear (P<.05) than do women not exposed

to physically violent arguments. There are no significant differencéswaitence

exposure for men. Overall, these results indicate that there is no relationsreprbet

physical violence exposure and social connectedness for men, but women who

experience physical violence in relationships report lower levels of sociaéctedness

than nonviolence-exposed women do.

Resources

Just as increased stress and decreased social connectedness have Ilsted assoc
with poor health outcomes, access to resources can also have an influence on health.
Increased access to resources can mean better health, while deaeesedoaresources
can lead to poor health outcomes. This section will assess the relationshigrbetwe
resources and intimate partner abuse to determine if there are gendae&sysnin
resource allocation for respondents experiencing SCV.

| use two variables to assess resource allocation in the data. First, tshrese

will assess income. Then, it will assess fairness of spending money inati@nsip.



and Isolation: Random Effects Linear Regression Models

Table 4.30
Longitudinal Analysis: Full Sample Included. Social Connectedness

Male (obs. =4917, groups

198

Female (obs. =6491 , groups

=2103) =2829)
Social Connectednesp
and Isolation : Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Random Effects
Linear Regression
Model
Arguments got
Physical 0.18 0.27 -0.46 * 0.20
Age -0.05 *** 0.01 -0.03 ** 0.01
White -0.97 ** 0.32 -0.39 0.28
Years Education 0.30 *** 0.04 0.30 *** 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income missing -
replaced mean 0.03 0.21 -0.42 * 0.19
Current Partner -1.42 *** 0.38 -1.27 *** 0.29
Wave -0.48 *** 0.11 -1.10 *** 0.11
Constant 15.45 *** 0.73 14.37 *** 0.73

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Income Outcomes

Univariate Analyses

Table 4.3 includes univariate analyses of income and indicates that women earn
substantially less money annually than men in the study sample do. This inbormati
displayed in bar charts in Figure 4.7, which illustrates gender difference®menand
shows that the distribution of income is skewed. In cross-sectional and longitudinal
examination of the effects of IPA on income, this research stratifiemthple by gender
to account for income differences. These models include each of the same control
variables as previous models, with the exception that income is not included as a control
in the model because it is the dependent variable. This research uses liesaiaeg
models in cross-sectional analyses, and random effects linear regmesslels in

longitudinal analyses.

Cross-sectional Analyses

Model testing of cross-sectional analyses of income indicate that cobssiak
models using violence and other control variables to predict income for married and
cohabiting partners have nonzero coefficients. This indicates that theses r@del
appropriate to predict income. Results for the full sample are substantivefynibea|
result of F-tests are significant for these models as well. Full ma&lislaee found in the
appendix (Tables A.40 and A.41).

Results for Wave 1 indicate that men who report “verbal aggression” in the
relationship are expected to earn about $6,029 (p<.001) more annually than their

counterparts in non-verbally aggressive relationships. Women who report experiencing
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“verbal aggression” are expected to earn about $938 (p<.01) less annually than their
counterparts. Neither men nor women have significantly different incomey if the
experience hitting or throwing objects, physically violent arguments, loeyfiise
violence or are victims of partner violence.

Results from Wave 2 mirror Wave 1 in suggesting that males exposed to “verbal
aggression” earn substantially more ($3018 annually, p<.001) than counterparts not
exposed to verbal aggression. Additionally, females exposed to “verbal aggreasion” e
substantially less (-$1088 annually, p<.01) than non-exposed females. If thetiadgs hit
or throwing objects in the relationship, females are expected to earn about $1562 less
than if there is not hitting or throwing objects in the relationship (p<.05), but there are no
significant differences for males. If a partner or spouse uses viplaeceare expected
to earn about $2802 (p<.05) less than their partners, but there are no significast effect
for women. Results indicate that violence does have a negative effect on income for both
males and females, but the results are not symmetrical. In some casesetiee\or
abuse benefits men, where it does not benefit women in any case. Additionally, more
models show violence to be detrimental to female income than show violence to be
detrimental to male income.

Results for Wave 3 indicate that males who experience verbal aggression are
expected to earn over $5,142 more than nonverbally abused males (p<.001). There are no
other significant differences for males and females in the cross-séctiodals for
Wave 3.

When models include the full sample, findings from Wave 2 show that physically

violent arguments can be detrimental for both males and females. The results are
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marginally significant (p<.10) for men, and significant (p<.05) for women. $able
displaying the full reports of these cross-sectional analyses aredondhe appendix

(Tables A.42 to A.45).

Longitudinal Analyses

In completing longitudinal analysis of married and cohabiting respondents, this
research used the same control variables as in corresponding cross-sexideial In
addition to the control variables included in cross-sectional analysis, thisctesear
included “wave” in longitudinal models to control for the effects of time.

When using longitudinal data to assess the effects of violence on income of
married and cohabiting couples, all models have significant Wald test resusts. T
signifies that all models have at least one predictor variable with a naraefficient.
Models are adequate to assess income. Additionally, sample tests gsseskets that
include the full sample also report significant Wald test results. The folttrepthese
model tests is located in the appendix (Table A.46 and A.47).

Longitudinal analysis of married and cohabiting respondents indicate that
aggression and violence generally have negative effects for both men and women in
intimate partnerships (see Table 4.31). Males exposed to hitting or throwifhg=eoe
3080.35, p<.001) or physically violence arguments (coef. =-3110, p<.001), males who
use violence (coef. =3587, p<.001) and males who are victims of female violence=(coe
3079, p<.001) are all expected to experience lower income in conjunction with intimate
partner abuse. For females, who experience verbal aggression (coef. = -89§),q<

hitting or throwing (coef. =-1042, p<.10), income is also likely to be significimthgr.
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Annual Income for Married and Cohabiting Respondents
Random Effects Linear Regression Models

Male (Obs.: 6225, groups:

Female (Obs:10,249 ;

Annual Income 2686) groups:4032)
Robust Robust

Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression 1230.88 815.85 -896.62 *x 326.89
Age 3.57 23.90 107.06 rxk 14.86
White 3065.38 **x  531.94 -1858.42 *xx 418.26
Years Education 2619.68  *** 162.65 | 1460.25 **k o 67.17
Wave 11457.18 *»**  566.39 12055.67 *k o 227.83
Constant -26031.49 ***  2478.07 | -22505.26 *** 1069.52
Hitting or Throwing -3080.35 ¥** 834.06 -1041.32 A 601.13
Age -18.67 24.25 109.75 rxk 14.83
White 3040.06 ***  529.07 -1974.10 ***x 415.84
Years Education 2605.77  *** 161.88 | 1444.64 ko 67.11
Wave 11351.27 % 555,94 12028.69 *Rx o 227.73
Constant -23388.21 ***  2326.74 | -22688.57 *** 1069.06
Arguments got physical| -3110.69 *»**  861.38 -550.23 658.07
Age -15.66 23.95 112.10 rxk 14.77
White 3080.08 ***  529.49 -1982.23 **x 415.97
Years Education 2612.76  *** 161.74 |1448.31 ***x  67.09
Wave 11345.96 wx  B57.22 12025.71 wx o 227.81
Constant -23726.84 ***  2310.30 |-22871.42 *** 1064.63
Primary Resp. 3587.79 =+ 960.83 | -206.67 782.93
physicallyviolent
Age -16.15 24.17 113.02 ok 14.79
White 3048.61 Wx o 528.71 -1980.85 *x 416.04
Years Education 2616.05 kK 162.05 | 1449.21 *rk 67.09
Wave 11380.45 *** 556.01 12030.70  ***  227.73
Constant -23835.52 ***  2327.99 |-22957.67 *** 1062.40
Eﬁ;tsrgl{ys\ﬁg:fnet 3879.11  ** 989.60 | -431.86 822.20
Age -17.58 24.06 112.56 rxk 14.79
White 3064.68 *** 529,34 -1979.78 **x 415,98
Years Education 2614.51  *** 161.84 |1448.93 ***  67.08
Wave 1137150 *** 556.00 12029.89  ***  227.74
Constant -23719.87 ***  2313.50 |-22925.97 *** 1062.19

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Results for violence exposure at any time in the study, measured as a dumbigsaria

are found in Table 4.32. Results show that females experience marginalligaignif

lower income for both verbal aggression exposure and physical aggression exposure
(p<.10). Males exposed to verbal aggression are expected to experience higher incomes
than are males who do not report verbal aggression (p<.01). When analyses include the
full sample (see Table 4.33), males are expected to experience lower ifitloene are

physically violent arguments, but females are not (p<.001).

Fairness of Spending Money

Another way of measuring resources is through the self-perceived faifness
spending money in the relationship. This dummy variable measures whether regponde
believe that spending money in the relationship is fair for both partners (®tE(J ar
unfair for one of the partners (coded as “0”). The modeled outcome in logisessEm
models is the odds of having fair access to money for both partners compared to spending

being unfair for one partner.

Univariate Analyses

Univariate analyses indicate that most male and female respondents in ple sam
felt that money spending was fair in the relationship. This variable wefloroken
down as “unfair to respondent”, “fair to both,” or “unfair to partner.” Report resudts a
divided as such in Table 4.34. These results indicate that while the overwhelming

majority of couples feel that spending money is fair to both, males report morehaiiten t
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Annual Income — Longitudinal Analysis Using Random Effects Linear&dsgn
Models. For married and Cohabiting Respondents.

Male (Obs.: 4244,
groups:1595)

Female (Obs:6555 ,
groups:2185)

Annual Income Coef. p<|Z|Robust | Coef. p<|Z| Robust
SE SE

Any Physical violence at
any time in study 1048.64 1829.71] -1678.83 ~ 902.36
Age -147.08 *** 35.39 103.44 *** 25.60
White 3717.15 *** 786.08 | -2773.79 *** 671.75
Years Education 2742.43 *** 223.25| 1590.41 *** 108.93
Wave 11654.25 *** 688.34 | 11799.44 *** 309.79
Constant - -

19119.65 *** 3279.53| 22867.14 *** 1819.42
Any Verbal Aggression at
Any Time in Study 3135.17 ** 975.521 -915.80 ~ 522.75
Age -138.54 *** 36.20 108.81 *** 25.40
White 3240.08 *** 798.46 | -2625.51 *** 676.59
Years Education 2668.26 *** 219.27] 1608.01 *** 109.24
Wave 11604.97 *** 682.38 | 11759.18 *** 308.88
Constant

19601.63 =**  3306.09] 23110.09 **  1809.23

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Longitudinal Analysis of Annual Income. Full Sample Included.
Random Effects Linear Regression Model

Male (obs. =6781, groups
=2815)

Female (obs. = 9585, groups
=4032)

Annual Income : Randor

L

Effects Li R i
Mo%lcels inear egreSSI(]nCoef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Arguments got Physical| -2568.00 *** 720.97 -322.18 424.73
Age 9.05 23.19 107.01 xkx 14.01
White 2962.56  *** 515.28 -1423.10 *kk 399.31
Years Education 2647.97  *** 155.23 1454.65 *kk 63.36
Current Partner 1692.64 * 712.94 -1300.35 Fkk 340.71
Wave 11266.33 *** 554.99 12099.83 xkx 204.05

- K,k _ *kk
Constant 26631.58 2408.38 22376.70 1024.47

* P <0.05=*P<01="

P<0.001 =**; P<0.01 =



Fairness of Spending Money — Univariate Analysis

Table 4.34
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Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Female | Male Female | Male |[J|Female Male

(%) (%) (%) (%) 11(%) (%)
Self-reported fairness of spending money in relationship
Unfair 14.77 15.59 19.29 16.4 12.38 7.6
Fair to Both 85.23 84.41 80.71 83.51 87.62 92,82
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females that money spending is “fair to both.” (see Figure 4.8). Additionaihglés

report that money is unfair to the primary respondent more often than do males.
Unfortunately, the responses are so small in the “unfair” categories treatleenot

sufficient reports to merit a cross-sectional or longitudinal analysiscas i there were

more “unfair” responses, a multinomial logistic regression could be used in cross
sectional analyses, but there is not a similar command using panel data ftodioadi
analyses. Because of these limitations, this research simplifies thlel@anto a dummy
variable of “fair” or “not fair” for all cross-sectional and longitudinablyses. As a

dummy variable, between 7.7% and 19.29% of respondents in each wave felt that money

spending was unfair. See Table 4.34 for complete detalils.

Cross-Sectional Analyses

As with each other analysis in this dissertation, analyses include cobssiake
analyses for each wave of the data using logistic regression modelsss wb&ther or
not there are gender asymmetries in money fairness for couples experiatimate
partner abuse.

Testing of logistic regression models that examine the effects of violence o
perceived fairness of spending money in married and cohabiting relationshgagendi
that each model has a statistically significant likelihood ratio teattrd his signifies
that for each model, at least one of the regressors has a nonzero coefficieranaltidit
a Hosmer-Lemeshow test indicates that most models are well fittinggrwetcobserve a
statistical difference between observed and model-predicted outcomesvér2\Wa
several male models did not meet this test criteria. Researchers shewydceinthese

models with caution. Results of the full sample indicate a good fit by the
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Figure 4. 8: Money spending fair by gender — Complete univariate report
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Hosmer-Lemeshow test, and have significant overall likelihood ratio test swticating
no problems for those models. The full model tests are reported in the appendix (Tables
A.48 and A.49).

Cross-sectional results of married and cohabiting couples in Wave 1 intaate t
both men (OR = .58, p<.01) and women (OR = .44, p<.001) have lower odds of report
that spending money is fair in the relationship if there is verbal aggression in the
relationship. When there is hitting or throwing objects, women have significantéy |
odds (OR = .57, p<.001) of reporting that spending money is fair compared to women
who are in relationships with no hitting or throwing of objects. There are no significant
differences in hitting or throwing for men. Both men (OR = .66, p<.05) and women (OR
= .53, p<.001) have lower odds of reporting that money is fair if arguments are gitysical
violent. Additionally, both men and women have significantly lower odds of reporting
that money is fair regardless of whether they use violence or are victimgradrpar
physical violence.

Cross-sectional results of married and cohabiting couples in Wave 2 indi¢ate tha
men and women reporting verbal aggression, hitting or throwing, physically violent
arguments, using violence, or being the victims of partner violence all expelosver
odds of reporting that money spending is fair in the relationship than do men and women
in nonviolent relationships .

Cross-sectional results of married and cohabiting couples in Wave 3 indi¢ate tha
both men (OR = .57, p<.05) and women (OR = .41, p<.001) have lower odds of reporting
fairness of spending money if there is verbal aggression in the relationshipoAaltiti

if there is hitting and throwing in the relationship, men (OR = .31, p<.01) and women
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(OR = .39, p<.01) have lower odds of reporting fairness of spending money. For each
other category (physically violent arguments, using violence, being victpartfer
violence), results show no significant differences in the odds of fairness of spending
money for men. However, women have significantly lower odds of reporting faiohes
spending money in relationships with physically violent arguments (OR = .24, p<.001),
in relationships where women use violence (OR = .23; p<.001), and in relationships
where women are victims of male physical violence (OR = .26; p<.05).

When the full sample is examined, both males and females report experience
lower odds of fairness of spending money when arguments are physically violent, but i
Wave 3, only women experience significantly lower odds (OR = .32, p<.001) of reporting
fairness of spending money. A full report of these cross-sectional amayseated in

the appendix (Tables A.50 to A.53).

Longitudinal Analyses

Longitudinal analysis of the fairness of spending money included the same
control variables as corresponding cross-sectional models. In addition to tleé contr
variables included in cross-sectional analysis, this research included™ina
longitudinal models to control for the effects of time. Overall likelihood ratig,test
likelihood ratio of RHO tests, and Wald tests for married and cohabiting couplestendic
that random effects logistic regression models assessing the effeasef@n self-
perceived fairness of spending money are adequate for predicting the outédhees
dependent variable. All models were significant on each of the three testgjmgdicat

at least one predictor variable has a non-zero coefficient, and indicating tpahtte
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level variance of the longitudinal data are better at predicting outcomegdlighbe
cross-sectional data.
Model testing for the full sample indicates that at least one coefficiezatah
model has a non-zero coefficient, and that the panel-level variance iscsighifi
predicting self-perceived fairness of spending money for both males aatkéeri full
report of these model tests can be found in the appendix (Tables A.54 and A.55).
Longitudinal analyses indicate that both men and women experience lower odds.
of reporting fairness in spending money if there is verbal aggression, hittingwintiro
physically violent arguments, if the respondent uses violence, or if the respondent is a
victim of physical violence (see Table 4.35).
Table 4.36 reports results of violence measured as a dummy variable, indicating
whether the respondent experienced physical violence or verbal aggressioriraeany t
the study period. Results indicate that both males (OR = .48, p<.001) and females (OR =
.48, p<.001) who experience physical violence at any time in the study period had lower
odds of reporting fairness of spending money than did counterparts in nonviolent
relationships. However, in emotionally aggressive relationships, men expdrighee
odds of fairness in spending money (OR = 1.50, p< .01). When the full sample in
analyzed, results indicate that both males (see Table 4.37; OR = .55, p<.001) ansl female
(OR = .59, p<.001) experience lower odds of fairness in spending money compared to

counterparts in nonviolent relationships.
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Longitudinal Analysis: Money Fairness - : For Married and CohabitegpBndents.
Random Effects Logistic Regression Models. Outcome modeled is “SpendimgyNé
Fair.” Measured Each Wave.

Spending Money is fair for both
spouses

Male (Obs:4776 , groups:1958)

Female (Obs:5716 ,
groups:2318)

Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.68 *kk 0.51 0.15 -1.04 ¥ 0.35 0.14
Age 0.04 xxx 1.04 0.01 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01
White 0.52 *x 1.68 0.15 0.22 1.24 0.15
Years Education -0.04 A 0.96 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean | 0.09 1.10 0.14 0.09 1.10 0.12
Wave -0.14 ~ 0.87 0.08 -0.25 ** 0.78 0.08
Constant 1.48 *xx 4.38 0.38 1.99  wxx 7.34 0.38
Hitting or Throwing -0.55 0.58 0.16 -0.64 ** 053 0.15
Age 0.04 *xx 1.04 0.01 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01
White 0.48 *x 1.62 0.15 0.21 1.23 0.15
Years Education -0.05 * 0.96 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean | 0.08 1.09 0.14 0.09 1.09 0.12
Wave -0.15 ~» 0.86 0.08 -0.27 0.76  0.08
Constant 1.08 *x 2.93 0.36 1.35  *x 3.85 0.36
Arguments got physical -0.61 *x 0.54 0.18 -0.81 ¥ 0.45 0.16
Age 0.04 xxx 1.04 0.01 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01
White 0.49 *x 1.64 0.15 0.20 1.22 0.15
Years Education -0.05 * 0.96 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean | 0.08 1.08 0.14 0.08 1.09 0.12
Wave -0.15 0.86 0.08 -0.29 ** 0.75 0.08
Constant 1.04 *x 2.83 0.36 1.33  *xx 3.78 0.36
Primary Resp. physically violent | -0.71 *x 0.49 0.21 -1.09  Fxx 0.34 0.19
Age 0.04 *xx 1.04 0.01 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01
White 0.49 *x 1.63 0.15 0.20 1.22 0.15
Years Education -0.04 * 0.96 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean | 0.07 1.07 0.14 0.08 1.08 0.12
Wave -0.15 ~» 0.86 0.08 -0.28 ** 0.75 0.08
Constant 1.02 *x 2.76 0.36 1.33  *x 3.79 0.36
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Spending Money is fair for both

Male (Obs:4776 , groups:1958)

Female (Obs:5716 ,
groups:2318)

spouses

Coef.  p<|Z] Coef. p<|Z]| Coef. p<|Z]
Partner / Spouse physically violejt-0.68  ** 0.51 0.21 -0.62  ** 054 0.21
Age 0.04  *** 1.04 0.01 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01
White 0.50 ** 1.64 0.15 0.22 1.25 0.15
Years Education -0.04 * 0.96 0.02 0.01 1.01 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced mean | 0.08 1.08 0.14 0.08 1.09 0.12
Wave -0.15 ~» 0.86 0.08 -0.28 * 0.76  0.08
Constant 1.02 *x 2.77 0.36 1.20 ** 3.33 0.36

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Random Effects Logistic Regression. Outcome Modeled is "Spending Monayis F
Measured As Any Violence Exposure.
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Spending Money is fair for | Male (Obs.: 3254, groups:1197 Female (Obs:37%8upms:1339)
both spouses Coef. p<|Zl OR  SE Coef. p<|Z| OR SE
Any Physical violence at

any time in study -0.73  *** 0.48 0.19 -0.77  w* 0.46 0.19
Age 0.05 *** 1.05 0.01 0.03 ** 1.03 0.01
White 0.52 ** 1.68 0.20 035 ~» 1.42 0.20
Years Education -0.05 0.95 0.03 -0.03 0.97 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.0( 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced

mean 0.05 1.05 0.17 0.06 1.06 0.15
Wave -0.11 0.90 0.1( -0.14 0.87 0.10
Constant 0.29 1.34 0.47 1.77 ** 5.88 0.52
Any Verbal Aggression at

Any Time in Study 0.41 ** 1.50 0.15 0.24 1.27 0.15
Age 0.06 *** 1.06 0.01 0.03 *** 1.03 0.01
White 049 * 1.64 0.20 0.38 ~ 1.46 0.20
Years Education -0.05 » 0.95 0.03 -0.03 0.97 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.0d 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - replaced

mean 0.05 1.06 0.17 0.06 1.07 0.15
Wave -0.16 A 0.85 0.1( -0.18 ~ 0.83 0.10
Constant -0.07 0.93 0.46 1.40 ** 4.04 0.52

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<005=%P<01="
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Table 4.37
Longitudinal Analysis: Money Fairness - Full Sample Included. FbRAlationship
Types. Random Effects Logistic Regression Models. Outcome Modeled Is “Spending
Money Is Fair. Measured Physical Violence Only.

Male

(obs. = 4994, groups =2059 ) Female (obs. = 6061, groups

=2481)

Spending Money is

fair for both Coef. p<|Z| OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE

spouses
Arguments got - f gy w+ 055 016 | -053 ** 059 0.14
Physical

Age 0.04 *x 1.04 0.01 0.03  *** 1.03 0.00
White 0.46 *x 1.58 0.15 0.29 * 1.33 0.14
Years Education |-0.04 * 0.96 0.02 0.00 1.00 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income missing - | 1.02 014 |0.12 112 0.11
replaced mean

Current Partner 0.38 1.46 0.48 0.66 A~ 1.93 0.39
Wave -0.14 ~ 0.87 0.08 -0.29 *x* 0.75 0.08

Constant 0.57 1.77 0.57 0.54 1.71 0.51
P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="




Conclusions: Research Question Four

Results of this research question illustrate many gender asymmetsesial
factors that affect health outcomes. Although there were some models sugbagier
stress with situational couple violence for both men and women, more cross-segtnal
longitudinal models indicated that women experienced significantly highes strth
violence than do models assessing men. There is some indication cross-sgthianall
men and women in abusive relationships experience lower social connectedmelss tha
non-abuse exposed respondents are. These results were not strong longitudimally. B
males and females experienced disadvantages in income for violence-exposed
respondents. The effects appear to be stronger for males. Howeveesfetaal out at a
greater income disadvantage than males, so the differences may be due to gendered
differences in resource access. When this research measures resoiaicessssof
spending money in the relationship, both men and women in abusive relationships are
report more often that money spending is not fair than do respondents in nonviolent
relationships. When there is only significance for one gender, it is more oftfamthkes

reporting that money spending is not fair in the relationship.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

As outlined in Chapter 1, the two-fold purpose of this research is to determine if
situational couple violence is gender symmetrical, and to further the debate awée the
of gender in IPA. To address the first purpose, the following section is usedpoante
the noteworthy and significant findings of the research question results pdesethie
previous chapter. Then, the second purpose of this paper is met by discussing how these
findings further the debate over the role of gender in IPA. Finally, tesedation will
identify the implications of these findings for future research of situdtamgple

violence.

Symmetry or Asymmetry in Violence Victimization and Perpetration

Each research question in this dissertation tested for evidence of gender
asymmetry among couples experiencing situational couple violence. In ases c
findings supported the hypothesis that feminist conceptualizations will resedédig
asymmetry in SCV. In other cases, there was not enough evidence to support this
hypothesis

In addressing the first research question (whether or not there is synmme
violence victimization and perpetration), this research first assesssdfatiolence

reported by men and women in the study sample. The rates of male and female



219

perpetrated violence look strikingly similar to findings by family violerstists: when
only rates and ratios of violence are examined, males and females appear ®imelaort
levels of perpetration and victimization in this sample. One possible explafatithis
is that the family violence theorists could be correct — perhaps in generaltmopula
samples, violence is gender symmetrical {Dutton, 2006 #412; Fiebert, 1997 #350; Gelles,
1972 #418; Gelles, 2007 #421; Prospero, 2008 #666; Straus, 2006 #579; Straus, 1997
#385}.However, one primary purpose of this research was to look beyond surface —level
symmetry and explore symmetry defined as including outcomes of violence, anctees
allocation in violent relationships (in other words, contextualizing violence). Wi#en IP
is contextualized, as is done throughout this dissertation, gendered violence no longer
looks symmetrical. Evidence supporting this statement is presented throughout the
discussion. However, one cannot ignore the apparent symmetry in rates ofesfolemat
by exploring research question one. Although contextualizing violencesevea
asymmetries in violence outcomes, one possible reason for the apparent syimmetry
rates of violence is that instrumental data flaws of the NSFH mag @eatppearance
of symmetry.

It is possible that limitations of the data set inhibit a full analysis rdeye
symmetry or asymmetry in situational couple violence. These limitagi@siost
apparent in research questions one and two, which rely solely on measurements of
violence from the modified CTS in the NSFH data.

In explaining results of the first research question, researchers must &tkgew
that instrumental data flaws limit these findings. Primarily, resulte Wimited because

the data were only able to address the gender of the pegsamingthe violence (as
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opposed to the gender of the persommittingthe violence) for most measures of
violence exposure. One can conclude that this research supports previous findings
suggesting womereporttheir own use of violence more often than men (Dobash and
Dobash 1998). This is important in recognizing that the “similarities” irs iafteeported
violence may, as is suggested by previous research, be a factor of genderagdyreport
differences that tend to mask male use of violence and inflate femalewiskente
(Dobash and Dobash 1998).

Across the board, married and cohabiting males reported higher levels of verbal
aggression than did females, but differences in reporting of physical violeree wer
generally nonsignificant (P >.05). The exception is that men reported morehaften t
female partner hit or shoved them (P<.01). In every data wave, the differeweeibet
married or cohabiting men and women who use violence was less than 1%. This suggests
that rates of men and women who report using violence or being victims of violence are
very similar in the data set. These findings do not support my research hypotisis, a
are very similar to findings of “symmetry” presented by family viokeresearchers.
However, it is important to examine the results in conjunction with the other findings of
the study. Although there were similar rates of men and womemneplootedexposure
to violence in a one-year period, this was only true for married and cohabiting ¢ouples
but not for divorced or separated couples.

Moreover, when violence reporting is contextualized through research questions 3
and 4, the results no longer look similar by gender. Instead of being evidence of gender
“symmetry” in SCV, these findings are evidence of the need to contextuallzace.

Perhaps the largest data limitation is that the data do not contextualizendéfene
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violence motives; data do not distinguish between self-defense violence or violence
instigation, which are two different phenomenon (Johnson 2008). This lack of violence
contextualization makes it impossible to conduct a complete analysis of violence
symmetries and asymmetries.

Previous research findings of “symmetry” in SCV are often incomplete
assessments of violence. Measures of violence in SCV rely on researcthasiigs, or
a modified CTS. As such, they are noninclusive of measures of sexual violence, and only
include very limited assessment of violence from past partners. This is anantport
acknowledgement because unmeasured violence types are likely to hagempdsins
of female victims and male perpetratahan the types of violence assessed in this (and
other similar) data (Kimmel 2002; Salari and Baldwin 2002; Tjaden and Thoennes
2000b).

We can conclude that the similar rates of violence reported signify thalatiais
are representative of primarily couples experiencing situational coupéme@br no
violence in relationships. Furthermore, these results suggest that theeaeedsimilar to
other data typically used by family violence theorists, and is very diffex@antthe
shelter or victim services data typically used by feminist resear¢hehnson 2008).

It is important to note that assessments of research question 1 ditipuwnt
toward symmetrical measures of violence reporting. There is no evidence of gende
“symmetry” in physical violence reported by divorced or separated respsniieavery
wave, there are significant differences in gendered reporting for divorcegparated
respondents (see Table 4.6), with women reporting much higher levels of physically

violent arguments than men. This supports previous research suggesting that veomen ar
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more likely to report their own violence, while the opposite is the case for menr§ande
2005; Brush 1990; Dobash and Dobash 1998; Kimmel 2002). This signifies that the
numbers in research question one may look symmetrical simply because women
underreport partner violence, and more accurately report their own violencégit is t
opposite for males.

This finding is also supportive of previous research indicating that women are at
risk of increased violence when a relationship ends (Johnson 20@8grinwavethe
violence reports from divorced or separated females were significantly kingime
reports from divorced or separated men. Research does not indicate a stardgender
division among corresponding analyses of married or cohabiting couples (Tables 4.5 and
4.6). When women try to leave violent relationships, they are at -risk of “separation
assault’(Mahoney 1991: 6) . Previous research indicates that when women try to leave
violent relationships, they are likely to be beaten, raped, assaulted, stalkeéeldor Kil
(DeKeseredy, Schwartz, Fagen, and Hall 2006; Mahoney 1991; Melton 2007; Sillito and
Salari 2006) by violent or controlling perpetrators. The findings of this résaa
show that women report higher rates of victimization after leaving goredaip than
while they are in a current relationship. This finding is important espeasibén
researchers recognize that assessment of violence from previous pasaheeverely
limited in this data; only a small portion of the questions assessing violenceization
were asked regarding former partners. The large majority of violenceansesere only
asked regarding current partners. Implications of this finding include a mopetem
assessment of violence from previous partners when assessing symmasymmetry in

violence perpetration and victimization.
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Symmetry or Asymmetry in Injuries

Data limitations presented in assessing research question 1 also lesgnasst
of research question 2, which evaluates injuries that result from intimatepaluse.
Research of population-based large samples is not conducive to assesseg) injur
because of low rates of injuries reported in the general population, and thus losf rates
injuries reported in large, nationally representative samples. Additiongllyieis may be
lower in later waves if respondents experiencing severe violence drop out of fheostud
if injuries decline over time because IPA declines with age. Within the datagsnjur
declined from Wave 1 to Wave 2, and again from Wave 2 to Wave 3, indicating support
for the idea that either the more violent couples dropped out of the study in later wave
or that violence declines over time with age.

In contrast to typical data used by family violence researchers torex&a\V,
Feminist researchers typically use data from shelter populations,emgngpom
populations, police data, or other similar sources. These sources provide a higher
concentration of violent and injurious acts, and thus provide opportunities for greater
analysis of injuries. Reports of injuries in this data were rare. FeweR#%af married
or cohabiting males and females in the population reported injuries resulting from
intimate partner violence (see Table 4.7). Assessment of injuries by divoreaguhoated
partners reveal higher rates of injuries (up to 5.2% for females in Wave 1), buethe ra
are still low. In several waves, fewer than five total respondents repojieg i
victimization or perpetration. The low rates of injuries in the sample are ffertltence

that the data primarily represents SCV.
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For respondents in current relationships, and respondents who were divorced or
separated, a higher percentage of females reported injury from IPA thanlelsd ma
Additionally, a higher percentage of females reported injurious victimizdtam t
reported injuring a partneln every wave, males reported lower percentages of injuries
than did femalesThese results support previous research findings by both family
violence and feminist researchers (Brush 1990; Salari and Baldwin 2002; Straus et a
2006; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000a; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000b) that females are much
more likely to sustain injuries in intimate partner abuse than are males.

Furthermore, these findings indicate that higher rates of divorced oasapar
women reported injuries than did women in current relationships. This result is further
evidence of female risk of separation assault{Mahoney, 1991 #663}. Results indicated
that female respondents who were divorced or separated reported higherirgtesesf
from assaults than did married or cohabiting partners. It is unknown whether dieorce
separated women were more severely injured in the assaults in addition to beedy injur
more frequently. This is a question future research should address.

The great limitation to question two is that the small number of respondents
reporting injuries in the sample inhibits inferential analysis. It was nailgedo know
how injuries differ when controlling for race, ethnicity, education, income,®r ag
because there was not a large enough portion of the population reporting injuries wit
each category to conduct reliable regression analysis. Because whitiaisdn, feminist
research samples are often more suitable for a full analysis of sjurigtimate partner

abuse.
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An unexpected methodological issue with the data centers on the variable
assessing verbal aggression. In several models, results for outconesktreladrbal
aggression conflict with the results of each other type of violence measuredafmmex
when models assess the effects of verbal aggression on self-reportied!gieath
outcomes for married and cohabiting females in Wave 3, the results indicaenbbad
were likely to experiencketterhealth if exposed to emotional aggression. For all other
measures of violence, results indicataatsehealth, or nonsignificant relationships (see
the appendix, Table A.5). Similarly, in Wave 1 assessment of the effects df verba
aggression on stress for married and cohabiting females, the aggressiaddgpudes
experiencedower odds of stress than the nonaggression exposed females; all other
measures of violence resultechigher odds of streqdsee the appendix, Table A.27).
Again, in measuring the effects of verbal aggression on income for married and
cohabiting males in Wave 1, Wave 2, and Wave 3, men exposed to verbal aggression had
incomes significanthyhigherthan nonviolence exposed men (see the appendix, Tables
A.42 to A.44), as opposed to results of other violence measures where significant
findings indicatedower incomes. Similar results appear when this research measured
verbal aggression as a dummy variable for the longitudinal assessment ofdtsecdffe
emotional aggression on income (see Table 4.32). Furthermore, when verbai@ygress
is measured as a dummy variable in panel data analyses for married dntingpheen,
the men exposed to verbal aggression waseelikely to report that spending money
was fair in the relationship (see Table 4.36); other violence measureimewedsa

lower likelihood of reporting fairness in spending money.
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At first glance, these examples appear to be inconsistencies in tienstlg
between IPA and outcomes. However, there was not a single model measyiioign
of physical violence (hitting or throwing objects, physically violent argusersing
physical violence, being a victim of partner physical violence) that egphsignificantly
betterresults for respondents exposed to violence. Quite the conteagrymeasure of
physical violence either had insignificant results, or indicated that viotamaggression
increasedhe odds for negative outcomes for violence-exposed respondents.

These inconsistent results leave room for questioning if the measure in tHe NSF
is effective at assessing “verbal aggression.” The NSFH question askipliés ever
“argue heatedly or shout at each other” when there is a disagreement.lbtlask
anything about name-calling, swearing, belittling, controlling behaviorther éverbal
aggression.” It may be measuring unhealthy communication patterns, but a couple ca
“argue heatedly” without being abusive. Although most researchers migiet gt
“arguing heatedly” or “shouting” are not healthy communication patterngsth an
indication that the question at hand is really measuring “verbal aggress$itms” |
measure is not actually assessing “aggression,” how many othechesealies that cite
high levels of female verbal aggression as indications of gender symmetrgndrigher
female violence (Prospero 2008) are not actually assessing a form of aygatssi?

This question should be addressed through future research.

Although these, and other, methodological limitations prevent a full analysis of
gender symmetry or asymmetry in the sample, the findings of reseastiogee, 4, and
5 confirm that there is ample evidence of gender asymmetry in situatounae

violence.
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Inferential Findings of Gender Symmetry and Asymmetry in the Data

Research Question Three: Symmetrical or Asymmetrical Health Oatcom

Physical Health Outcomes

The overall results of the random effects logistic regression models ergrttiei
effects of IPA on physical health outcomes indicate that men and women experienc
asymmetrical health effects because of IPA. In both cross-sectionalragiaitiinal
analyses, females who experienced violence also experienced lower oddstofgepor
good health or better in more than half of the models. For men, no cross-sectional models
indicated a relationship between exposure to violence and physical health outbomes.
longitudinal analyses (which were shown by likelihood ratio of RHO tests to be the bes
models; see the appendix, Tables A.17 and A.18), married and cohabiting females
experienced poorer health outcomes resulting from violence exposure in six ofdhe se
models. This was also true in both models where the entire sample was included (see
Tables 4.11 to 4.13). Conversely, there was only one model (measuring verbal
aggression, which is disputed above) where exposure to violence had a negative impact
on men’s self-perceived physical health.

Results examining the effects of physical violence on physical health support t
research hypothesis that feminist conceptualizations and methods reveal gender
asymmetries in SCV. These findings show that abuse can have long-tettmeffeats
for women. These findings support previous research showing that exposure teintimat
partner abuse leads to poor health outcomes for women (Coker et al. 2002; Etlsherg e

2008). These findings are important because they show that the physical heetishoéffe
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violence are gender asymmetrical; females endure most of the negalivectiects
from SCV exposure.

These negative female health outcomes are not dependent on injuries, but on the
presence of SCV, which, by definition (Johnson and Ferraro 2000), has typically low
injury rates. Although injuries may be a contributing factor to poorer health outcomes,
they are not a necessary factor. This finding supports previous researchisgdgas
non-injurious effects of violence lead to poor health outcomes. For example, in Evan
Stark’s assessment of coercive control (2007), he presented evidence suggaisting
violent and controlling men keep women in their control by usmgiolentcontrol
tactics, and that the “continuous nature of the battering experience”(Stark 2007: 99)
(Stark 2007) , or theumulative effeadf battering makes IPA more dangerous. With this
in mind, it is likely that the negative effects of battering come, not ooty fnjuries, but
from thecumulative effecdf years of entrapment, control, hurt, subjugation, and fear
inflicted on victims by perpetrators. Other research indicates thateemgposed to IPA
have higher levels of cortisol (which leads to negative health effects wijktéom
exposure) than nonviolence exposed women (Pico-Alfonso et al. 2004). When we
consider the continuous nature of battering for many female victims, coupletheiit
negative effects of long-term stress associated with violence, it is e\ndéthe chronic
stress associated with IPA may lead to these negative health etéttsthis in mind,
future research should address the different types of health disparitiesathegsult
from victimization within a range of abusive tactics. Furthermore, polid&gensahould

be careful not to limit services only to physically injured women.
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It is often assumed that if both members of the couple are using violence, the
violence must be “mutual,” but this research presents clear evidence that easas
where both members of the couple may be using low-level violence, the long-term
outcomes are worse for women. This implies that male violence and femaleceiare
gualitatively and contextually different from each other. Policy makessceuonsider this
when determining dual arrest policies that may punish both the primary penpatrata
victim who fights back. These findings support previous research indicatingyémat e
when both men and women use violence, it is the women who are most often harmed
(Jacobson and Gottman 1998).

These findings did not show evidence to support previous research indicating that
intimate partner violence has negative effects on men’s physical healthr €2 ake
2002). If there are unmeasured negative effects for male health, they may rsiblee vi
because that the data do not contextualize differences between self-datense a
aggressive motives. It is possible that the data mask negative effectdequrimary
victim by inclusion of male perpetrators as “victims” if their partnegfdlback. The
data group males who are primarily victims with males who are prinmgzetiyetrators,
and so any results of poor health for male victims may not be evident in resuisu®re
research suggests that violent females are often acting in self@laferghting back”
to male violence (Johnson and Ferraro 2000; Johnson, Vangelisti, and Perlman 2006).
This is another indication of the need to contextualize motives in violence. Resgarche
can accomplish this by distinguishing between violence used in aggression and violence
used by a primary victim in self-defense; doing so will allow for an improvelgsasaf

both males and females who are primary victims of partner violence.
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Another explanation for the lack of a significant relationship between mal& heal
and violence is that female violence does not produce the same negative effeatthon he
as does male violence. The male advantage in access to resources, and in afubjyeto e
relationships, coupled with male advantage in size and strength, may lead tdbetter t
expected outcomes for men who are victimized. This explanation would further support

the finding that male and female violence is qualitatively and contexuliélyent.

Emotional Health Outcomes: Depression

At first glance, the results for models examining depression outcomeséndica
gender symmetrical depression for men and women exposed to intimate partner abuse.
Regardless of gender, respondents who experience intimate partner abuse are
significantly more likely to report depression in the week preceding the sifxexious
literature suggests that men may use violence in response to depression, wigite wom
develop depression in response to violence. This means that there may be a symmetry o
reporting depression, but the relationship between depression and violence magdre ge
asymmetrical (Dietmar et al. 2005; Palsson et al. 2009; Vaeth et al. 2010). Evidence
indicates gender differences in depression and violence because men exposed 1o physica
violence at any point in the data do not have significantly higher odds of experiencing
depression, but women do (see Table 4.17). Baring the cases of verbal aggtessson, t
theonly case where exposure to violence does not lead to depression in the models tested.
The corresponding measure of female respondents indicated thavésdrigher
depression for females ever exposed to violence. This could be an indication that acute
depression for men mayecedeviolence. However, for women, depression may be the

resultof being a victim of IPA. Furthermore, female depression resulting fR#rcould
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be chronic. Further research on the relationship between IPA and depression may
determine if males and females experience symmetry of depressiasdetaxposure
to IPA.

Although some of the results appeared symmetrical, the lack of contextoalizati
of gender within the research instrument made it impossible to determine thietexte
which data substantiates support for gender differences in depression. Fadarehref
depression in SCV should contextualize for possible gender differences in causes of
depression, and should ask more questions to differentiate between violence-caused

depression and depression-caused violence.

Emotional Health Outcomes: Fear

In cross-sectional analyses, several models indicate that both men and women
exposed to intimate partner abuse have higher odds of reporting fear than their
nonviolence exposed counterparts (see the appendix, Tables A.19 to A.21). There are 15
cross-sectional models where women experienced significantly higher o@ds of f
(P<.05) with violence exposure; there are 10 cross-sectional models wimere me
experience significantly higher odds of fear with violence exposurel{segmpendix,
Tables A.19 to A.22). Although both men and women reported experiencing fear, the
results indicate that women were significantly more likely to experifgasewith
violence exposure in 50% more of the models than were men. This signifies that while
both men and women can experience fear with violence, women report more fear in
conjunction with violence than do men.

Longitudinal examination of fear measured as verbal aggression, hitting or

throwing, physically violent arguments, use of violence, or victimization of partner
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violence, indicate that in all models, both men and women have higher odds of
experiencing fear if there is violence in the relationship (see Table 40Zlahte 4.23).
However, when violence is measured as any physical violence (dummy eanieasure;
Table 4.22) or any verbal aggression in the study period, there is no relationstaprbetw
fear and violence for men, but both physical violence and verbal aggression lead to
higher likelihood of fear for women (P<.01). These results suggest that whilesthere
evidence of fear from IPA reports for both genders, the data be insufficient toeexplor
asymmetries. For example, the question in the NSFH does not glagiespondents
reported being fearful in the past 7 days. There is no differentiation betweei fhaam,
fear of a relationship ending, and fear of arrest because of use of violenceh&sem t
results, we can infer that females experience greater chronitdeaviolence exposure,
while male fear is more acute and related to the current violence.

Overall these results suggest that both men and women experience higher odds of
fear in violent relationships, but those odds of fear are significant more often f@nwom
than for men. This supports previous research findings that women experienceanore fe
because of IPA than do men (Belknap and Melton 2005; Campbell and Lewandowski
1997; Johnson 2005; Kimmel 2002; Melton and Belknap 2003).This could be an
indication that women might be using violence because they fear a partner,lbr in se
defense. The finding that fear is more chronically experienced for womerothaerf
shows that it is important to contextualize fear in violence. While both men and women
have higher rates of fear when exposed to SCV, these similarities disejhescthe
measurement of fear is changed. Women who baesxperienced IPA are more likely

to experience fear, but the same is not true for men. This finding correlatesvaith E
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Stark’s research of coercive control by showing that women may experiandéefa a
partner even when current physical violence is present. Past violence, wattothre
future violence can have the same effect as current violence for fenates\({Stark
2007) .

Gender differences in the origins of fear can explain the asymmetrical fea
outcomes. In Brownmiller’s classic piece on rape, she explains that histimneenance
of male violence creates a “Conscious process of intimidation by &hiotenkeepall
womenin a state of fear” (Brownmiller 1975: 7). Although both genders report fear at
the time of the event, contextualizing the gendered cause of the fear could leattdo a be
understanding of these subtle gender differences in fear experiencspbgdents.
Historical patriarchal supremacy has created a social environmerd mhaér violence
causes greater fear than does female violence (Belknap and Melton 2005; Stark 2007)
To disregard historical contexts of gendered power and argue that gender is a nonissue is
to ignore the “elephant in the room.” Unfortunately, the questioning in the NSFH does
just that. Future research should assess whether the sources of this faar(iple, fear
of harm or fear of being caught using violence) differ for men and women imtviole

relationships.

Health Outcomes: Conclusions

Assessment of physical health outcomes, depression outcomes, and fear outcomes
identify many gender asymmetries in health outcomes related to violenceexgos
each of the three categories, gender differences were more likely to bieasngiyi
detrimental to female physical health, depression, and fear. The resulidaddmwver

significant relationships between male physical health, depression, aridafiedor
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female outcomes. Although there are shortcoming in the measures and datdjrge f
of research question three generally support the research hypothesis thdeoseistf
conceptualizations and methodologies reveal gender asymmetries among couples

experiencing situational couple violence.

Research Question Four: Are Gender Symmetries or Asymmetries
in Social Factor Outcomes that Effect Health?

Stress Outcomes

In cross-sectional analyses, the relationship between stress and violence is
inconsistent. There is no relationship between physical violence and stressried ma
cohabiting respondents in Wave 1. In Wave 2, females who experience hitting or
throwing, physically violent arguments, abuse from a partner, or who use physica
violence have higher odds of experiencing stress than do nonviolence-exposed women.
The relationship is only significant in one model of physical violence (hittingrowing
objects, to be specific) for men (see the appendix, Table A.28). However, wheraphysi
or emotional violence reported at any time in the study is not limited to manded a
cohabiting couples (see the appendix, Table A.29), results indicate that women are
significantly more likely to report experiencing stress, but men are notisTéims
indication that stress related to IPA may be more common among divorced atesgpar
women. Regardless of marital status, male stress and male violence @ignificantly
related.

This may be an indication that separation or divorce concurrent with violence is a
larger stress for women than for men. A big part of this is assumed resouragallby

gender; because of traditional gender roles, women often experience incireasadlf
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stress, and stress from primary responsibility for childcare in a divotcatien. Male
economic dominance and female care-work disadvantage leads to male finarefial be
in divorce. To clarify, although men’s standard of living increases, women loose about
half of their income with a marital disruption (Bianchi et al. 1999; Smock et al. 1999). |
a relationship with IPA, women may experience greater harm becausenabdityi to
fight the abuser for assets in the divorce process. This would support previousresearc
indicating that female victims of IPA report experiencing more firsrstress, legal
issues, and transportation issues than nonviolence exposed women (Bhandari, Levitch,
Ellis, Ball, Everett, Geden, and Bullock 2008). These factors may lead to the greater
stress for females than males seen in both Wave 1 and Wave 2 of the findings. Even
when men experience violence in relationship, and even when the relationships end in
conjunction with the violence, men have economic and financial resources at their
disposal that may lessen the stress associated with leaving a violeohséiat

When this research uses longitudinal analysis with random effects regress
assess the relationship between IPA and stress, results showexba@naggressioins
present, married or cohabiting men, but not women, may be more likely to report higher
stress in the relationship. The relationship is marginally significant (P<bdvever,
there are no other significant or marginally significant effects for. nfggain, this shows
the conflict between findings of “verbal aggression” measures and phggopassion
measures in the study.

For married or cohabiting women, each model of stress and physical violence,
hitting or throwing objects, using violence, or being a victim of partner violendeés e

significant or marginally significant (see Table 4.25). The resultth®full sample are
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substantively the same; women, but not men, experienced significantly higher odds of
stress when physical violence was present (see Table 4.26).

These results indicate that women who experience physical violence, hitting or
throwing, or use violence, have a higher likelihood of experiencing stress than women
who were exposed to verbal aggression, or than women who were not exposed to
violence. The high stress for females wise violencendicates a need to further
research female use of violence, and to contextualize violence by diffenesedfs
defense motives and aggressive motives. It is probable that higher famsde st
accompanying the use of violence is associated with being a victim of/iolglece, or
the stress of having to defend one’s self or fight back. The finding that women who use
violence experience increased stress, but men who use violence do not, is an indication
that the motives, meanings, and outcomes of violence use are different for men and
women. While stress could plausibly be either a precursor to using violence, or an
outcome of violence victimization, these finding indicate that it is neither far amel
possibly both for women. Cross-sectional results linking IPA to stress iadicstin
Wave 2, women who experienced IPA had higher odds of also experiencing stress. In
cross-sectional research findings, this is an indication that women who useeiolenc
experience higher stress in conjunction with that violence; cross-sectioaabtaiot
parse out which came first. However, longitudinally, IPA leads to higher oddess st
for women. This means that regardless of whether stress of male violenoézainbn
precedes female violence, the use of violence leads to further stress fen widns
offers support for the idea that violence is contextually different by gendeult be an

indication that violence training is different.
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This finding also shows support for the theory that use of violence is perceived
differently by gender; because male violence is more socially &ttéuntd even a sign
of masculinity), males may not feel stress from going against gendes mdrem they
use violence. Conversely, females who use violence experience stress. Breaking s
norms that prohibit female use of violence may lead to this stress (Anderson 1997;
Anderson 2005; Anderson and Umberson 2001). If this is the case, the stress associated
with the violence use may lead women to remember more of their own violence, and
report more of their own violence, than is the case for male violence, as has been
theorized by feminist researchers (Dobash and Dobash 1998).

Another explanation is that females who use violence experience stress from
using violence because female violence is not equivalent to male violencemtla fe
fighting back, or using self-defense, her lack of training in violence (and siphjsical
build from socialized pairing with a larger partner), mean that her violencendbds
much to protect herself against the male partner. Additionally, the largel swwacture
of gender inequality means that women have few resources to use in escape of violent
relationships (Anderson 2005), and may use violence because it is one of the few means
available by which they may be able to escape a violent or controllinigmslaip.

The stress reported by femaietimsmay stem from being a victim of male
violence. As was mentioned above, the stress of being financially unable to leave an
abusive relationship may play a part in higher female stress. Unfortynaigly
impossible to know the cause of the stress because of the data deficiencies in

contextualizing stress and violence together. Although we do not know the reasons for
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the differences, the analyses at hand indicate that gender asymmedtress result
from intimate partner violence. Future research should clarify thesecditfes.

The results of the second research question indicate that stress may be a
mechanism that negatively affects women’s physical health. Previoasatesdso
indicates that increased stress leads to poor health outcomes (Pico-Alfahstpes).
This research indicates that women exposed to violence experience inctezssecisd

worse health outcomes than women not exposed to IPA.

Social Connectedness and Isolation Outcomes

Cross sectional research of married and cohabiting respondents indicabettthat
men and women experience decreased social connectedness with the presenta®f inti
partner violence (see the appendix, Tables A.34 to A.36). However, in longitudinal
models, there is no evidence of decreased social connectedness for men. Women who
experience physically violent arguments, or who use physical violencejenqeer
significantly lower social connectedness than nonviolence-exposed womdralgee
4.28). The same is true for women when the full data sample is included (Table 4.30), but
is not true when physical violence or verbal aggression are examined as dummgvariabl
(where violence at any point in the study period is compared to no violence in the study
period; (Table 4.29). This is an indication that married or cohabiting women who
experience physically violent arguments (or who use violence) have lowal soci
connectedness than nonviolence-exposed women do. This supports previous research
suggesting that female victims of physical violence experience grselion than do
nonabused women (Menjivar and Salcido 2002; Pence and Paymar 1993; Walker 1979).

The lack of significance for the dummy variable assessment of any violencestadige
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period indicates that decreased social connectedness is acute and only significant
affected by current violence. Furthermore, the decreased social connsstetiea

women use violence may be an indication that women use violence in response to partner
isolation or control tactics. Women may be using violence in these relationshaipsgs

of combating isolation or trying to escape a violent partner. It is unforturattéhese

data do not ask about coercion, isolation, or nonviolent use of control in relationships;

such questions would have allowed for further analysis of this subject.

Resource Outcomes

Self- reported income of respondents is one way of measuring resourceallocat
and access in the data. One problem with using income as a measure of redoairce is t
those with lower income are more likely to experience intimate partnes abtrse first
place (Evans 2005). This means that while intimate partner abuse may leadrto lowe
income, lower income is also a precursor to intimate partner abuse. Moreowegrther
inherentgender differences in incomesulting from traditional breadwinner and
homemaker roles. Because of these factors, results might not acciatidely r
differences in income by violence exposure so much as differences in incaqaerdsy.

For this reason, this research later addresses the question of whether spendingm
the relationship is fair or not.

Income results are mixed. In several models addressing verbal aggressign, me
income actuallymprovedwith the presence of verbal aggression, while there was a
decline in female income (see the appendix, Tables A.42, A.42, A.44, and see also Table
4.32). There warsot onemodel where women’s income improved with verbal

aggression. If there was a statistical difference, the female incecheatl. This is
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further evidence that “verbal aggression” may not actually be measuggge$ssion,”
but rather some other factor related to being in a relationship; the trends hexesee
mimic the trends we see in typical non-violent married-couple relationslpesifially,
married men often see an increase in income, while married women experseaae
in income (Crittenden 2002; Kimmel 2002).

When examining models that do not look at verbal aggression, it seems that there
are more instances where physical violence or use of violence hastealigtis
significant impact on men’s income than on women’s income. However, as mentioned
earlier in this section, there are inherent gender differences in incomagihifieant
differences for male respondents could appear more prevalent simply because
gendered working patterns. For example, females from high- income houseltiblds wi
non-violent relationships may be more likely to be homemakers or to work parbbeje |
rather than working full time. This following of more “traditional” gender-worlesol
would make their income appear low, but would not be an accurate depictesoofce
availability in the relationship. On the other hand, a woman in a violent relationship may
be forbidden from working by a controlling husband or may have no access to money
within a relationship; some controlling and abusive men even limit a wife’ssattclsr
own paycheck (Pence and Paymar 1993; Stark 2007). Annual income is not a good
indication of overall access to money or fairness of spending money in the réli@tions
because income does not always refeciess to resourcesgthin relationships.

However, another way of measuring access to resources is in seli+pdrcei
fairness of spending money in a relationship. Within the models assessnegJaof

spending money and violence, both males and females in cross-sectional and longitudinal
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models were significantly more likely to report thabney spending was unfafithey

were in a physically violent or verbally aggressive relationship (thenapperlables

A.51 to A.55 and Chapter 4, Tables 4.35 to 4.37). Only in one case, measuring verbal

aggression for men (Table 4.37), was aggression actually linked to a higher likelihood of

reporting that money spending wiag' in the relationship. Again, it seems highly

unlikely that verbal aggression would leadrtoreased fairness spending money in the

relationship. Researchers should interpret this measure of verbal “violertoeSanrtion.
Overall analysis of fairness in spending money indicates that themnamesyy in

measurement here; both men and women in violent relationships have lower odds of

reporting fairness in spending money than counterparts in nonviolent relationships.

However, this doesot mean that fairness in money spending is symmetrical. Instead,

both male and female respondents are actually reporting that in violent rélgsons

access to spending mongyasymmetricalThe data weakness is that we do not know the

direction of that asymmetry. We cannot tell by these analyses if the spendimfgir to

the wife, or unfair to husband. While future research may determine the directis of t

asymmetry, these results indicate unfair access to spending money in abusive

relationships.

Conclusions of Research Question Four

Overall, results of research question four indicate that women in violent
relationships experience significantly higher stress, lower social suppdrtower
access to resources than do women in nonviolent relationships. Moreover, there were
more examples of significance in these areas for women than for men, ngltbati the

effects on females are much more widespread than the effects on malegehuesed
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differences in health outcomes are evidence of the asymmetries presetiorsl
couple violence when researchers look beyond descriptive level analysis nt&iole
incidence and prevalence.

These differences imply that the social construction of gender in relation to
stress, social support, and access to resources create an uneven playivitefie] even
among couples experiencing SCV, violence cannot be seen as “gender syrfimetrica
becausgender is not symmetricdPrevious simplification of gender to an independent
variable measuring sex frequencies in use of violence has neglected to cdizeeptua
genderas it affects the overall structure of relationships.

Feminist theories, in conjunction with resource theories, explain that patliarcha
subordination of women through resource control is one reason that IPA cannot be
“gender symmetrical.” The enormous differences in annual earnings by men aed wom
in the study, coupled with the agreement by respondents that money spending is unfair in
the relationship, supports theories of unequal allocation of resource by gender.
Moreover, it suggests that financial control is a means through which socie&uyates
control over women by men; if women are financially unable to leave abusive
relationships, they are at a disadvantage compared to men. This is true even
relationships where both members of the couple use violence.

The higher stress, and lower social connectedness, of women exposed to violence
compared to nonviolence-exposed women are indicative of further gender asysimetrie
SCV because these same factors were largely insignificant for vicdeposed males.

This finding that IPA leads to stress and isolation for women, but not men, is an

indication of the need to contextualize violence in order to detemvtigéhere are
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gendered differences in these outcomes. Furthermore, the findings support thatidea
meanings and motives behind violence use and violence victimization may be
gualitatively different for women than for men. For example, society oft@eipes

female violence as less dangerous, or less threatening than male violenasdAnde

2005; Anderson and Umberson 2001). This means that even if females use violence, it
does not lead to added stress for males, and does not have the power of reducing social
contact (increasing isolation) for males. On the other hand, past researchriththht

male violence provokes greater stress (Pico-Alfonso et al. 2004), and ioleaoiet

isolation (Johnson 1995) (Jacobson and Gottman 1998; Pence and Paymar 1993) than

does female violence; both of these previous findings were substantiated legéhich.

How Findings Further the Debate of Gender in IPA

Assessing the overall picture of these findings indicates a plethora argend
asymmetries in situational couple violence. Although the significance andtstiaf the
asymmetries vary by research question, the results point to asymmetgesripr
research question addressed in this research. These findings and resultstaatiadlybs
change both sides of the debate of gender in IPA.

On one side of the debate, family violence researchers have suggested that
violence, not gender, is the primary issue at hand in low-level violence (Dutton 2006;
Straus et al. 2006). These results indicate that although violence can have nefgatve ef
on both genders, female victims experience the effects to a greatdrtbatedo males.
Furthermore, family violence researchers have suggested that pasthdsy feminist
authors is limited when it only reports on victims or perpetrators of violence, but not both

(Straus et al. 2006). This research includes reports of both victims and usersnafeyiole
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yet results still point toward gender asymmetry. These results apalllea assumption
that including both victims and perpetrators will reveal symmetrical violdhgen when
both are included, females are more likely to suffer negative outcomessadt afre
violence exposure.

On the other side of the debate, feminist researchers have generallythegued
although men and women use violence in relationships, females sustain more harm
because of intimate partner abuse (Jacobson and Gottman 1998; Melton and Belknap
2003; Miller 2005). The results of this study generally support this finding. Although a
few models indicated that intimate partner abuse had negative implicairdrst men
and women, the majority of significant models pointed toward negative outcomes for
women only. Even women who used violence suffered poor negative effects from the
violence; this supports previous findings that although women do use violence, the harm
incurred is greater for them than for men (Jacobson and Gottman 1998; Melton and
Belknap 2003; Miller 2005). It also supports the idea that female use of violence may be
in self-defense or fighting back (Jacobson and Gottman 1998; Johnson 2008; Miller
2005) since the outcomes of these violence-using women mimic the outcomes of female
victims more often than the outcomes of male perpetrators of violence. This is an
indication that male and female violence are qualitatively different;arepot used for
the same reasons, and do not lead to the same results.

Until now, theorists have indicated that the opposing findings of “symmetry” and
“asymmetry” were based on sample size and selection; feministalesesaoften use
small convenience samples composed of shelter clients, emergency roons patient

police violence reports, while family violence theorists used larger samth a
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smaller concentration of respondents experiencing abuse. This prevailing theory
explained that sample selection led family violence researchers to iprifimat
symmetry through research of situational couple violence, but led femirgatchsrs to
find asymmetry through research of intimate terrorism (Johnson 2008). However
results of this study conflict with Johnson’s explanation of the differenceebetw
groups in the symmetry debate.

In considering the sample, it is important to note that the gender differences found
in this study are conservative estimates. Although the sample is likelytdémrsbme
couples experiencing severe violence, these couples may be more likely to drbfheut
survey in later waves. Furthermore, the survey asked fewer questions abaowteviole
divorced or separated relationships; if couples experiencing severe vieletex the
relationship, this violence is not fully assessed in the survey. This means that in the
survey, and especially in later data waves, the couples experienciragdfkely to be
experiencing low-level violence.

These findings show that even when using a large, nationally representative
sample, contextualizing violence and gender (to the extent that it was postibtiatai
limitations) reveal gender asymmetries for couples primarily expeng situational
couple violence. This findings conflicts with previous theoretical assumptions of
symmetry in nationally representative data set measures of situationkd cmlgnce
(Johnson 1995; Johnson 2008) or couple fights (Stark 2007). Because so many family
violence projects using the CTS and limited measurements of violence have found
“symmetry,” and because feminist researchers have generally overasdestsment of

SCV within the context of gendered violence, this findingefder asymmetin SCV
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begs for a reconsideration of previously held assumptions of gender in largealhati
representative samples.

The findings of gender asymmetry support feminist theories and ideologies by
indicating that women primarily experienced negative outcomes from violenceuexpos
This research calls for a contextualized research of SCV that cas dd@ences in
motivations for violence use (for example, contextualizing violence by skelhske
motives), and qualitative differences in male and female violence. It shoulebsest
that these findingdo notmean that men can never victims of violence, nor that female
violence cannot cause harm. However, the way SCV is typically measureésiiéatale
perpetration, and masks any true victimization of males because of thozasaiof
primarily male perpetrators as “victims” if the female victim eeerght back. Research
of SCV without contextualizing by gender does a great disservioatih@genders by
making female victims look like perpetrators, and by masking male victimseaa af
primarily perpetratorial males. Only through identification of motivekind violent acts
will future research be able to parse out the full range of effects of \aation and
perpetration on health and social outcomes for both genders.

The research addressed in this dissertation challenges currently dccepte
conceptual beliefs and methodological practices used in SCV research today. The
implications for future research include adaptation of conceptualizations dmodsién
future research to uncover gender disparities and asymmetries among couples

experiencing situational couple violence.



Implications of Findings for Future Research

Conceptual Implications

“Situational Couple Violence”

Implications of these findings include reassessing commonly held assumptions in
conceptualizing SCV. Primarily, these findings show the importance of examini
situational couple violence in the context of gender. Previous researchersiatefinit
SCV follow Stark’s explanation (although he calls it “couple fights”), and/dhe
assumption that,

The majority of incidents population surveys identify as domestic
violence are properly understood as fights in which one or both
partners use force to address situationally specific conflicts
[wherein] neither [partner] is sufficiently fearful to seek outside
assistance, both partners view the use of force as a legitimate (if

not necessarily desirable) form of conflict resolution, and injury is
very rare (Stark 2007: 234).

These assumptions neglect to contextualize gender; gendered differeseas pre
in other types of IPA also influence SCV. Most feminist authors agree thattmire of
violence over a one year period as gender symmetrical violence is ‘tyirtual
meaningless” (Johnson 2006: 60), yet they still hold the unfounded assumption that
partners using this type of violence are somehow on equal ground, or that the &ghts ar
seen by both partners as “legitimate.”

Although both partners may use violence to some degree, victims may not seek
outside assistance, and injuries may be rare, research has not shown thattthresaréa
necessary or sufficient to indicate gender symmetrical violence. dinsteacan see that
violence may be gender asymmetrical even if both partners use violence, sestke

outside help, and if there are no injuries. If one partner is using violence in seléalefe



248

the violence is not “gender symmetrical.” Victims may not seek outside hedpdeeof
lack of resources, a belief that agencies will not provide assistance, drdesedking
help will cause greater harm than temporarily living with the violenceinvsamay not
report injuries. Factors contributing to help-seeking, injuries, and violence traniva
may vary by gender.

Previous lack of contextualization has led to a misconception of SCV as gender
“symmetrical.” When contextualized, gendered differences in outcomestanthed
women primarily experience negative effects SCV. These findings are in o@posit
previous work by family violence researchers suggesting that men and women use
violence for the same reasons with the same results (Dutton 2006). Moreover, these
results indicate that evenabntrolis not the central issue in SCV (Johnson 2006), abuse
is still harmful to women; even when both genders use violence, the effects of the
violence are quantitatively, and qualitatively different.

Previous research by feminists has largely neglected to assessrsiuaduple
violence. Presumably, this neglect is because of the widely held assumption\that SC
was more symmetrical, and because large sample sizes do not have the same
concentration of victims as convenience and victim samples. However, this lnesearc
shows strong evidence of gender asymmetries in outcomes of SCV. In fuaaeihes
feminists can apply their conceptualizations of gender symmetry, rpet and
victimization to similar data sets in an effort to assess the curnasion of
symmetry in SCV. This would further strengthen feminist argument that genither i

central risk factor for IPA victimization. When research, such as this, stsghat even
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when women use violence they have poor outcomes, and that the outcomes are not as

poor for men, it is evidence that male and female violence are contextuahgiff

“Gender Symmetry”

Family violence research of the past has often measured and defined “gender
symmetry” as similar rates of men and women who use violence in currdiunshgps
over a one year period (Straus et al. 2006), or as violence that is used mutually by both
partners (Cook 1997). This research indicates that surface-level gigslar violent acts
reporteddo notindicate symmetry in outcomes of violence. Instead, even with
similarities in rates of reported violence use and perpetration, as shown nelresea
guestion one, there are still underlying gender asymmetries in the outcomelsndei
The results here show that simply counting frequencies is inadequate to assess
“symmetry.” Future research of intimate partner violence should includeng®le
outcomes as part of the analysis of symmetry. Researchers may conegtemipng the
validity of research showing surface level “symmetries” using only adinit
conceptualization of the term.

Family violence measures of gender symmetry often neglect assessient
motivations for violent acts, with no distinguishing between violent acts of aggression
and violent acts of self-defense. Without contextualization of violence motivatidns a
outcomes, it is not possible to assess the full range of asymmetries inerpismizier
violence, or to determine if there are gender differences in primary victipremary
aggressors. Comparing the results of this research emphasizes the need tioatiaetex
violence. In research question one, | primarily assessed violence by soupls and

reported frequencies of violence exposure. The results here looked strikinitgy &
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“gender symmetry” findings of family violence theorists. However, by ctuédizing
the violence, and by assessing outcomes and gender differences in a rangmoéviol
related outcomes, the results unmistakably pointed to gender asymmetrymnceiole
Only through looking past the surface level, symmetries into the context of tarceol
were these differences illuminated. Future studies should consider contexgua(y/
in terms of self-defense motives to understand the differences presented fimthegs.
Current assessments of “gender symmetry” in SCV lack assessngemioaiin

SCV. To quote Evan Stark, a prominent feminist theorist,

Even if male and female partners use force in similar numbers,

woman battering is qualitatively different than other forms of

abuse or assault in that it extends over time and through social

space and exacts a significant toll that cannot be explained by

injury or violence (Stark 2006: 1021).
This research fully supports the idea that male and female violence are
“qualitatively different” (Stark 2006, 1021). Male and female violence have
different motives, results, and outcomes. The effects of gendered violence on
victims are not the same. To examine male and female violence as one
phenomenon is like saying apples and oranges are the same fruit. Although males

and females both use violence, tomtextin which the violence takes place, and

the effects of the violence, are substantively and qualitatively different

Health Affected Through Mechanism in Addition to Injuries

Previous research assessing the effects of intimate partner abéseusas on
injurious outcomes as the mechanism through which health outcomes are more likely to
be poor for victims of IPA. However, this research indicates that stress, acdass to

resources, and decreased social connectedness are also mechanisms thathdiadthi
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outcomes for victims of situational couple violence. Findings of this researchtendica

that increased stress, decreased social connectedness, and unfair allocamraggen
relationships may be a mechanism leading to poor health outcomes among victims of
IPA. This improves upon previous research findings that increased stresssel@crea
social connectedness, and decreased access to resources can lead to poor besth outc
in the population (Berkman and Syme 1979; Cassel 1976; Marmot and Wilkinson 1999)
because it indicates that these negative outcomes are even more pronounced among
victims of IPA.

This further supports research in intimate partner abuse indicating that these
negative social factors (increased stress, decreased social connecteduesseased
access to resources) are more pronounced for victims of intimate partner abdse tha
the general population (Staggs and Riger 2005), particularly if the victinisraade
(Brownridge 2009; Houry et al. 2008; Kalmuss and Straus 1982; Stark 2007). Future
research should consider that there are indirect health implications of beitighao¥ic
IPA. The inherent nature of IPA as a negative social factor makes iltla hglafor
victims. The higher prevalence of significant findings for females ategchigher overall
risk of poor outcomes for female victims of IPA. This recognizes femalaswore at-
risk group, and as such, females should continue to be the focus of services targeting IP

victims.

Methodological Implications

Conflict Tactics Scale and Research Instruments

The use of feminist conceptualizations is limited due to research instrumedts us

to assess violence and victimization. Using the CTS alone to measure abuse showed
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nearly symmetrical results for men and women (research question one), but when the
guestions from the CTS were combined with measures of other outcomes, the results
were asymmetrical. This research supports previous findings that measaly the
physical markers of violence (Smith, Earp, and DeVellis 1995) (as is done in rdodifie
CTS from the NSFH data) is inadequate for assessing intimate partnelinuse|

2002).

It is unknown the extent to which the findings of gender asymmetry in SCV could
be strengthened if data included a comprehensive assessment of violencestrom pa
partners. The limited availability of information on violence by former pestimelicates
that women report higher rates of violence victimization and injuries by formeepar
than by current partners (Tables 4.7, 4.8); so, it would be logical to include a falafing
violence assessment questions regarding prior relationships. Unfortunat®$Rhedid
not do this. This made it impossible to determine the gender of violence perpetrators in
previous relationships, or to determine if violence was mutual for ex-partnerse Futur
research should include similar assessments of violence from previous and current
partners to allow for a better understanding of violence from previous partners of
respondents.

Future research should assess a full range of violence measures in examining
gender differences in situational couple violence. The CTS does not include a
comprehensive measure of sexual violence, violence motivations or methods of
nonviolent abuse or control among couples experiencing situational couple violence.
Until the CTS includes these measures, it will be inadequate in assessileg ge

symmetry.
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Furthermore, future research should examine the validity of the “verbal
aggression” measure used in the NSFH or other similar research. The NSFHerifly as
a couple “argued heatedly” or “shouted” as verbal aggression measures (Bamgas
Sweet 2003). The full version of the CTS (Straus 1979) includes a better assessment of
verbal aggression than what is included in the NSFH. The NSFH asked a much more
comprehensive list of questions; these included assessment of insulting, yelting
swearing in addition to arguing heatedly or shouting. Researchers should taketdar
simplify a research tool to a point that it is no longer useful in measuringstreeas
hand.

By making conceptual and methodological improvements, as outlined in this
dissertation, to future research of IPA, researchers will develop a moreesompl
understanding of gender asymmetries among couples experiencing SE¥ dBing,
perhaps feminist and family violence researchers can more adequatelg estjplational
couple violence and better work toward the common goal of eradicating violence in
families. Only through critical analysis of methods and conceptualizatiding va

possible to move past the current stalemate in research of abusive relationships.

Theoretical Implications

This research does not support family violence theory, which theorizes
that violence (not gender) is the primary factor in abusive relationship®(Du
2006; Straus et al. 2006). Instead, it became evident through contextualization,
that gender primarily determined outcomes. There was no evidence that men and
women experience similar violence outcomes. Social learning theory, and

intergenerational transmission of violence, which family violence theoriss of
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use, could not be examined in this study. However, results do not show support
for culture of violence theory, which is also used by family violence researche
If it were the case that violent societies elicit violence in units of societ
(including families), then we would have expected to see higher prevakence
partner violence in the population. As was previously noted, there are no known
subcultures that value violence, so the argument that violence among minority
groups or the poor is unfounded (Ball-Rokeach 1973). The portions of the sample
and population who experienced violence were very low, which does not support
the theory homes experienced violence on basis of a violent culture or society.
Feminist researchers primarily use feminist theories of violence
(sometimes thought of as a subcategory in “conflict theory”) and resources
theories to explain violence in homes. This research supports and strengthens the
feminist theoretical argument that gender is the central risk factt?Aor
victimization by showing that gender affects outcomes, even in situational couple
violence, which previous researchers assumed was nongendered. Perhaps in a
gender-neutral world, violence would equally affect men and women. However,
because society is not gender-neutral, and violence cannot be gender symmetrical.
“Gender” is too complex to analyze only as a count of violence reports by males
or females. In the context of the social system, a history of male dominance in the
home, gendered allocation of resources, and the gendered nature of violence make
“gender symmetry” mythical at best.
Historically, law and social training gave men ownership over wives. While ther

has been a historical movement to allow women equal rights to men in families and
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societies, these rights have been legally earned slowly, over decadesatands;gor

women while they have been naturally afforded to men (Pleck 2004). Social change a
paradigm shifts, to where society views men and women as equals, take much more tim
than the legal paperwork to grant equal rights. Although women may enjoy mahy lega
rights, there is a lag in enforcement of these rights and equalities, whicbasiégsch
illustrates through the stark gendered differences in outcomes.

For example, women legally have the right to equal pay. Yet, gendered
differences in income in the research were astounding; there was mdicetine data
that female mean income was anywhere close to male income. Althoud, legal
employers cannot deny women equal pay for equal work, female gendezaticiali
toward carework consistently puts females at a financial disadvantagationships.

This disadvantage carries over into higher stress for women in violent relatigstdps

an unfair allocation of resources (or spending of money) in the relationship — both of

which were present in research outcomes. When resource access is unfair, women do not
have the same ability to leave a violent partner as do men. Future re$earichesnploy

relative resource theory and gendered resource theory to assess the ifaysalka

resources relative to male resources may influence outcomes, and to assess the
differences that gender ideologies play in resource allocation in violahbnships.

Finally, the gendered nature of violence makes an environment where SCV
cannot be gender symmetrical because of socialized pairings, and theedaratare of
violence. Socialized gender pairings place women in the hands of men who are yhysical
larger, older, and have more education or income (Collins and Coltrane 1995; O'Brien

1971). Physical size and strength differentials could not be examined in gascres
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However, male respondents did have higher income and more education than did female
partners. Society views and teaches male and female violence diffeGartigty
equates violence with masculinity and considers violence incompatible withirfisni
(Anderson 2005; Thompson Jr 1991). One researcher states,
Because popular culture defines violence as ‘masculine,” audiences
expect, acknowledge, and encourage men'’s violence as normal behavior.
In contrast, audiences may discourage, trivialize, or mock women who
engage in violence (Anderson 2005: 857).
These socialized differences in access to violence as a resource &and as
ultimate resource when other resources may lack (Allen and Straus 1980)),
illustrate that violence by men and violence by women areytvaditatively
different occurrencedf men use violence, it works to wield power, control, or
coercion over women (Stark 2006), it causes fear (Jacobson and Gottman 1998;
Sokoloff and Dupont 2005), and it is perceived as a serious threat. When women
use violence, it does not change the course of male violence (Jacobson and
Gottman 1998), it does not cause fear (Anderson and Umberson 2001; Houry et
al. 2008), and it is not perceived as a serious threat (Anderson 2005).
This research presents strong evidence foqtiaditative differencem
male and female violence. Males exposed to female violence do not experience
increased stress, do not suffer poor health outcomes, and do not experience lower
social contact. Females, however, experience higher odugafive outcomes
violence exposure in each area. Thasguantifiable difference®r contextual

differencesin male and female violence make male violence more powerful, and

more harmful, than female violence, as is evidenced in consistent results showing
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that females (but not males) experienced poor outcomes when exposed to
violence.

The contextual differences in gendered experience with violence also add
to current understanding of gender in society and relationships as a whole.
Although strides have been made to create a society where the sexes have simil
legal rights, gender inequalities still persist (Kimmel 2008). Previaesareh has
focused on linking the negative outcomes of violence to injuries or severe
violence, but this research calls for a paradigm shift wherein reseapeneesve
SCV to be harmful to women because of the ways in which violence interacts
with the gendered social system and the gendered family, rather than onlythroug
injury. Thecontextof SCVwithin a gendered systemakes it a danger for
women.

Conclusions

Commonly held assumptions of the role of gender in SCV are inadequate
for explaining the gender asymmetries uncovered within this researciouBrev
works assumed that such stark gender differences did not exist among couple
experiencing SCV. Although gender in IPA has been the topic of debate for
several decades, this research indicates that contextualization of viaidrioe
the gendered social system illuminate qualitative and quantitative difésré@nc
gendered violence. Females are the primary risk group for experiengaiiyvee
outcomes from SCV. Situational couple violence leads to poorer physical health
outcomes, depression, fear, increased stress, decreased social connectetness, a

decreased access to resources for female victims. While therenitad li
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evidence of poorer outcomes for violence-exposed males, this evidence was much
less consistent and much less apparent than the female outcomes. Futurte researc
should continue to assess the gender asymmetries in this SCV with an
acknowledgement that implementing methods that allow contextualization of
violence are necessary for such research.

By expanding knowledge of the role of gender in SCV, and by identifying
mechanisms that lead to negative outcomes for IPA victims, this reseaictoa
existing knowledge of SCV. The findings overwhelmingly identify gender
asymmetries in SCV, with females at greatest risk of poor outcomes. This
expands the current debate over SCV in IPA by bringing attention to the need of
contextualization in research. This research opens the door for future hesfearc
SCV by feminist researchers, and calls for reformation of the CTS and other
similar research tools.

Furthermore, this research contributes substantially to the body ofclesear
on gender differences in society. Findings indicated that within intimate
relationships, females continue to experience both health and resource
disadvantages compared to male partners. Previous research has indicated that
socialized gender roles make women more dependent on marriage and intimate
relationships for access to resources(Scott et al. 2002), and this dependency may
translate into an inability to leave poor-quality or abusive relationships. The
gendered differences in resources access and the overall male advantage i

society contribute to and reinforce female disadvantage in relationshipsott is
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simply violence, but the gendered nature of violence within a patriarchal socia
system, that leads to female disadvantage within the study sample.

The research presented in this dissertation successfully met its twofoldepafpos
determining that situational couple violence is gender asymmetrical, andhefriinigt the
debate over the role of gender in IPA. Implications for improving future sesare
presented. Implementing the suggestions presented in this research could help both
family violence and feminist researchers move toward a better understahthiegole
of gender in situational couple violence. This will further strengthen the undersjafdi

gender in society and relationships as a whole.
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Table A.38

Model Significance Tests for Cross-sectional Analysis of Physiealthl Married ad Cohabiting Respondent Models

WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
. Hosmer- Hosmer- Hosmer-
Physical Health . . Lemeshow Likelihood Ratio Likelihood Ratio | Lemeshow
Likelihood Ratio . Lemeshow
.~+| Goodness Fit§ Test (Prob. > .| Test (Prob. > Goodness
Test (Prob. > chi2) (Prob. > chi2) Goodness F|t chi2) Fit (Prob. >
chi2) (Prob. > chi2)j chi2)
Verbal Aggression 204.86 (***) 10.16 179.48 > | 4.48 119.58 (***) | 5.52
Hitting or Throwing 204.15 (=) | 1511 (O] 17950 (** |5.19 119.57 (™) | 8.98
Male Arguments got Physical 204.39 (***) 12.78 179.79 (***) |[4.53 123.12 (***) | 5.19
Primary Respondent 20432 (™) | 1431 () | 17948 () | 3.53 12000 (*%) |7.68
physically violent
Partner / Spouse Physically 1504 51wy | 1615 () | 179.48 (%) | 4.92 1218 (%) |7.16
Violent ' ' ' ' ) '
Verbal Aggression 178.21 (***) 13.64 ~ 172.56 O | 12.12 162.27 ***) | 9.06
Hitting or Throwing 199.10 (™) | 1553 ()| 176.49 (**) |[5.20 161.45  (**) | 8.58
Arguments got Physical 19298 (™% | 9.78 172.71 (**) |6.68 158.12  (**) | 6.78
Female ]
Primary Respondent 188.87 (%) | 11.35 17233 (™) | 8.95 158.25 (*+) [10.10
physically violent
Partner / Spouse Physically | 145 g5 () | 0.66 17361  (*) | 6.76 158.41 *¢) [9.61

Violent

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (*); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =

T9¢



Table A. 39

Model Testing: Full Sample Models of Cross-sectional Data

Physical Health Outcomes
All Relationship Types

WAVE 1

WAVE 2

WAVE 3

Likelihood Ratio
Test (Prob. >
chi2)

Hosmer-
Lemeshow
Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2)

Likelihood Ratio
Test

Hosmer-
Lemeshow
Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2)

Likelihood Ratio
Test

Hosmer-
Lemeshow
Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2)

Arguments ke .
Male got Physical 58.27 (***) | 9.08 189.29 (***) 3.39 97.31 * (4.44
Arguments *kk *kk *kk N
Female got Physical 277.76 (***) | 11.42 189.29 (**) 3.39 119.47 (***) |[14.42 (@)

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (*); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =

c9¢
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Table A.40
Physical Health Wave 1: Logistic Regression. Outcome Modeled is Odds of gavidg

health or better. Results of Married and Cohabiting Respondents

MALE (N =2892) FEMALE (N =3460)
Phys. Health Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.10 091 0.11 -0.05 0.95 100.
Age -0.02  w* 0.98 0.00 -0.01 * 0.99 0.00
White 0.07 1.07 0.12 0.32 ** 137 011
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.16 *** 1.17 o0Q
Annual Income 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.09 1.09 0.19 030. 0.97 0.19
Constant 0.34 1.40 0.30 -0.54 ~ 0.58 0.28
Hitting or Throwing 0.05 1.05 0.1 -0.63  *** 0.53 0.13
Age -0.02  w* 0.98 0.00 -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.06 1.07 0.12 0.34 ** 1.41 0.10
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.15 *** 1.16 0@
Annual Income 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.10 1.10 0.19 040. 0.96 0.19
Constant 0.29 1.34 0.30 -0.35 0.71 0.28
Arguments got Physical -0.10 091 0.8 -0.57 ** 057 0.14
Age -0.02 ¥ 0.98 0.00 -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.07 1.07 0.12 0.32 ** 1.38 0.10
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.16 *** 1.17 0@
Annual Income 0.00 **=* 1.00 0.00 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.09 1.10 0.19 030. 0.97 0.19
Constant 0.33 1.39 0.30 -0.44 0.65 0.28
Primary Respondent Physically
Violent -0.10 090 0.21 -0.58 ** 0.56 0.17
Age -0.02 ¥ 0.98 0.00 -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.06 1.07 0.12 0.32 ** 1.38 0.10
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.16 *** 1.17 0@
Annual Income 0.00 **=* 1.00 0.00 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.09 1.10 0.19 030. 0.97 0.19
Constant 0.33 1.39 0.30 -0.46 ~ 0.63 0.28
Partner / Spouse Physically Violen 0.08 1.08 20.2 -0.61 ** 0.55 0.18
Age -0.02  w* 0.98 0.00 -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00
White 0.06 1.07 0.12 0.32 ** 1.38 0.10
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.16 *** 117 oOQ
Annual Income 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.10 1.11 0.19 030. 0.97 0.19
Constant 0.29 1.34 0.30 -0.45 ~ 0.63 0.28

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P <04"
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Table A.41
Physical Health Wave 2: Logistic Regression. Outcome modeled is odds of hawthg g
health or better. Married and Cohabiting Respondents

MALE (N = 2997) FEMALE (N =3721)
Phys. Health Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.00 1.00 0.1d -0.05 0.95 90.0
Age -0.01 * 099 0.00| -0.01 * 0.99 0.00
White -0.15 0.86 0.12| 0.39 ok 1.47 0.09
Years Education 0.12 ik 1.13 0.02] 0.12 ik 1.13 0.
Annual Income 0.00 A 1.00 0.000 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.62  w* 0.54 0.11-0.45 ik 0.64 0.09
Constant 0.30 1.35 0.28 0.02 1.02 0.27
Hitting or Throwing -0.02 0.98 0.16| -0.28 * 0.76 0.13
Age -0.01 * 099 0.00| -0.01 * 0.99 0.00
White -0.15 0.86 0.12| 0.38 ok 1.46 0.09
Years Education 0.12 ok 1.13 0.02] 0.12 ok 1.12 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 A 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.63 ¥ 0.54 0.171-0.44 ik 0.64 0.09
Constant 0.31 1.37 0.28 0.09 1.09 0.26
Arguments got Physical -0.10 090 0.18 -0.12 890. 0.16
Age -0.01 * 099 0.00| -0.01 * 0.99 0.00
White -0.15 0.86 0.12| 0.37 ok 1.45 0.09
Years Education 0.12 ik 1.13 0.02] 0.12 ik 1.12 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 A 1.00 0.000 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.62  wx* 0.54 0.11-0.45 ik 0.64 0.09
Constant 0.33 1.39 0.28 0.02 1.02 0.26
\P/Ir(')rl';?]rty Respondent Physically 0.00 1.00 022 0.07 1.08 0.19
Age -0.01 * 099 0.00| -0.01 * 0.99 0.00
White -0.15 0.86 0.12| 0.38 ok 1.46 0.09
Years Education 0.12 ok 1.13 0.02] 0.12 ok 1.13 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 A 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.62  w* 0.54 0.171-0.45 ik 0.64 0.09
Constant 0.30 1.35 0.28 -0.03 0.97 0.26
Partner / Spouse physically violent -0.01 0.99 220.| -0.23 0.80 0.19
Age -0.01 * 099 0.00| -0.01 * 0.99 0.00
White -0.15 0.86 0.12| 0.38 ok 1.46  0.09
Years Education 0.12 ik 1.13 0.02] 0.12 ik 1.12 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 A 1.00 0.000 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.62  w* 0.54 0.11-0.45 ok 0.64 0.09
Constant 0.31 1.36 0.28 0.03 1.04 0.26

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.42
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Physical Health Wave 3: Logistic Regression. Outcome Modeled is Oddsiaf Good
Health or Better. Married and Cohabiting Responslent

MALE (N = 1348) FEMALE (N =2144)

Phys. Health Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.04 096 0.13 0.22 * 1.25 101
Age -0.01 099 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01
White 0.49 ** 1.63 0.17 0.61 *** 1.84 0.12
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.17 *** 1.19 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 ** 1.00 0.0p 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.61 ¥ 0.54 0/{14 -0.59 *** 0.55 0.12
Constant -0.78 046 0.54 -1.39 ** 0.25 0.43
Hitting or Throwing -0.11 0.89 0.3p -0.61 ~ 0.550.31
Age -0.01 099 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01
White 0.49 ** 1.63 0.17 0.64 *** 190 0.12
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.18  *** 1.20 0@
Annual Income 0.00 ** 1.00 0.0p 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.61 ¥ 0.54 0/14 -0.58 *** 0.56 0.12
Constant -0.80 045 0.53 -1.22  ** 0.29 043
Arguments got Physical -0.88 ~ 0.41 045 -0.16 850. 0.34
Age -0.01 099 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01
White 0.49 ** 1.64 0.17 0.64 *** 1.89 0.12
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.18 *** 1.19 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.60 *** 0.55 0/14 -0.57 *** 0.56 0.12
Constant -0.75 0.47 0.53 -1.25 ** 0.29 043
Primary Respondent physically violen -0.50 0.600.67 0.28 1.32 0.48
Age -0.01 099 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01
White 0.49 ** 1.63 0.17 0.64 *** 1.89 0.12
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.13 0.02 0.18  *** 1.19 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 ** 1.00 0.0p 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.61 ¥ 0.54 0/14 -0.58 *** 0.56 0.12
Constant -0.79 045 0.53 -1.28 ** 0.28 0.43
Partner / Spouse physically violent -0.93 0.40 59Q. -0.39 0.68 0.53
Age -0.01 099 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01
White 0.49 ** 1.64 0.17 0.64 *** 1.89 0.12
Years Education 0.13 *** 1.14 0.02 0.18  *** 1.19 o0a
Annual Income 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.60 *** 0.55 0/14 -0.58 *** 0.56 0.12
Constant -0.77 0.46 0.53 -1.25 ** 0.29 043

P<0.001 =** P <0.01=**P<0.05=*P<0.1=



Table A.43
Physical Health: Logistic Regression Models. Outcome Modeled is Oddsoof G
Health or Better. Full Sample Included

266

MALE FEMALE
Physical Health Outcomes Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. <|ZJp OR SE
WAVE 1: Male (n=2686 ), Female (n= 3915)
Arguments got Physical -0.23 0.79 0.15 -0.43 ** 0.65 0.10
Age -0.02 ** 0.98 0.00 -0.01  w* 0.99 0.00
White -0.09 0.92 0.13 0.14 1.15 0.10
Years Education 0.13  *** 1.14 0.0R 0.16  *** 1.17 0.
Annual Income 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00 0.00 *** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced
mean 0.25 1.28 0.20 -0.11 0.89 0.18
Current Partner 0.40 ** 1.49 0.13 0.45 **=* 156 9.0
Constant 0.01 1.01 0.34 -0.68 * 0.50 0.27
WAVE 2: Male (n= 3036), Female (n=4195)
Arguments got Physical -0.02 0.98 0.16 -0.11 900. 0.12
Age -0.01 * 0.99 0.00 -0.01 * 0.99 0.00
White -0.14 0.87 0.12 0.16 ~» 1.18 0.09
Years Education 0.12  *** 1.13 0.0R 0.12 *** 1.13 oa.
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced
mean -0.66 *** 0.52 0.11 -0.52 *** 0.60 0.08
Current Partner 0.01 1.01 0.13 0.40 *** 1.49 0.08
Constant 0.57 ~» 1.77 0.30 -0.22 0.80 0.26
WAVE 3: Male (n=1176 ), Female (n= 1576)
Arguments got Physical -0.30 0.74 0.37 -0.43 » 650. 0.25
Age -0.01 0.99 0.0 0.00 1.00 0.01
White 0.59 ** 1.81 0.1 0.74 *** 210 0.16
Years Education 0.12 *** 1.13 0.0 0.17  *** 1.19 0G.
Annual Income 0.00 ** 1.00 0.0 0.00 **=* 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced
mean -0.47 ** 0.63 0.1 -0.81 ** 0.45 0.17
Current Partner 0.07 1.07 0.30 0.52 * 1.67 0.23
Constant -0.63 0.53 0.2 -2.37 ¥ 0.09 0.58

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P <04"




Table A.44
Model Testing for Panel Data Assessing Physical Health Outceiiesried and Cohabiting Respondents

Physical Health

Overall Likelihood
Ratio Test (Prob. >

RHO test (Prob. >
chibar2)

Wald (Prob. > chi2)

chi2)
Verbal Aggression 307.37 (***) 309.09 (***) 23971 (**%)
Hitting or Throwing 302.80 (%) 309.99 (¥ 2389 (%)
Arguments got Physical 303.34 (***) 309.50 (***) 236.86 (***)
Male Primary Respondent physically violent 302.77 (***) | 309.91 (***) 236.45 (***)
Partner / Spouse Physically Violent 303.03 (***) 10322 (***) 236.46 (***)
Any Physical violence at any time in study 190.19 (**) 235.20 (***) 155.91 (***)
Any Verbal Aggression at Any Time in 194.83 ) 23751 ) 150.30 )
Study
Verbal Aggression 211.71 (***) 417.23 (***) 1870 (***)
Hitting or Throwing 219.65 (%) 405.75 (***) 1901 (***)
Arguments got Physical 213.51 (***) 413.62 (***) | 189.28 (***)
Female Primary Respondent physically violent 210.20 (***) | 415.05 (***) 186.36 (***)
Partner / Spouse Physically Violent 212.72 (***) 14426 (***) 188.47 (***)
Any Physical violence at any time in study 137.70  (**¥) 324.36 (***) 117.58 (***)
g\?uyd\;erbal Aggression at Any Time in 14508 ) 32413 ) 124.33 )

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =

L9¢



Table A.45

Panel Data, Full Sample Models

Model Testing for Random Effects Logistic Regression PhysicdtliH®aitcome Models:

Physical Health Outcomes

Overall Likelihood Ratio
Test (Prob. > chi2)

RHO test (Prob. >
chibar2)

Wald (Prob. > chi2)

Male

Arguments got Physical

298.07 (e

324.97

267.41 )

Female

Arguments got Physical

218.82 (**)

)

43972 (**)

293.35 ()

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =

89¢



Table A.46
Model Testing for Linear Regression Models Assessing Depression Gagcbor Married and Cohabiting Respondents only.
Using Cross-sectional Data

Depression Model Testing WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
Hosmer- Hosmer- Hosmer-
_— . Likelihood Ratio | Lemeshow | Likelihood Ratio
Likelihood Ratio Lemeshow Lemeshow
: . [ Test (Prob. > Goodness [ Test (Prob. > ,
Test (Prob. > chi2)| Goodness Fit chi2) Fit (Prob. > | chi2) Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2) ' ' (Prob. > chi2)
chi2)
Verbal Aggression 89.13 (**) 4,71 24.83 (***)| 6.94 28.08 (***) | 12.13
Hitting or Throwing 93.75 (***) 3.36 33.98 *% | 4.76 29.99 (***) | 13.25
Male Arguments got Physicaj 97.46 (***) 2.54 32.32 ** |5.84 37.04 (***) | 17.24 ™*
Primary Respondent _ . " "
physically violent 98.45 (***) 4.97 28.74 ***) | 7.91 31.92 *¥ | 15.66 ™*
Partner / Spouse - . . A
Physically Violent 94.68 (**) 4.19 27.90 (***) | 6.80 32.31 (*¥ | 13.56 @)
Verbal Aggression I 113.03 (***) 21.16 (**§ 90.22 (***) | 1463 ~ ] 55.54 (***) | 19.07 *)
Hitting or Throwing I 122.83 (***) 6.13 97.05 *y |4.36 61.71 (***) | 12.72
Female Arguments got Physical 112.59 (***) 7.15 97.67 (***) |7.08 64.08 (***) |13.56 ~
Primary Respondent  § 114 45 sy | 7.88 101.98 (™ | 9.05 5755 (9 |10.64
physically violent
Partner / Spouse ok .
Physically Violent 112.47 (**) 6.86 98.29 (***) | 6.68 55.59 ™ |10.94

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =

69¢



Table A. 47

Model Testing for Linear Regression Models Assessing Depression Gagcom
For Full Sample. Using Cross-sectional Data

Depression : All Relationship
Types

WAVE 1

WAVE 2

WAVE 3

Likelihood Ratio
Test (Prob. >
chi2)

Hosmer-
Lemeshow
Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2)

Likelihood Ratio
Test

Hosmer-
Lemeshow
Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2)

Likelihood Ratio
Test

Hosmer-
Lemeshow
Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2)

Arguments got

Male Physical

277.76 (%)

11.42

71.05

(***)

5.57

39.12

8.29

Arguments got

Female Physical

150.22 (%)

13.88 )

71.05

(***)

5.57

51.32 (¥

12.05

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =

0L¢



Table A.48
Cross-Sectional Analysis of Depression Wave 1: Logistic Regression Mbtigtsed or
Cohabiting Respondents. Modeled Outcome is “Depressed One or More Days.”
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MALE (N = 2990

FEMALE (N = 3585)

Depression Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Zz] OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.03 0.97  0.08 0.27 *rx 1.31 .0D
Age -0.02  ** 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ik 0.98 0.00
White 0.10 111  0.09| -0.20 * 0.82 0.08
Years Education -0.03 * 0.97 0.01 -0.04 * 096 10.0
Annual Income 0.00 * 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.16 0.85 0.13 .180 0.83 0.14
Constant 1.16 ok 3.18 0.22| 1.70 ok 546  0.22
Hitting or Throwing 0.26 * 1.29 0.12| 0.57 ik 1.77 0.12
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ok 0.98 0.00
White 0.10 1.10 0.09| -0.16 * 0.85 0.08
Years Education -0.03 * 0.97 0.01 -0.04 ok 096 1.0
Annual Income 0.00 *x 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.15 0.86 0.13 .180 0.83 0.14
Constant 1.07 bl 291 0.22| 1.63 ik 5.12 0.22
Arguments got Physical 0.38 i 1.46  0.13 0.46 #»* 58 0.12
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ok 0.98 0.00
White 0.09 1.10 0.09| -0.15 A 0.86 0.08
Years Education -0.03 * 0.97 0.01 -0.04 o 096 1.0
Annual Income 0.00 * 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.14 0.87 0.13 .200 0.82 0.14
Constant 1.05 el 287 022] 171 ik 554 0.22
\I:glrgitry Respondent physically | 45 162 0.16 | 0.50 xx 1.65 0.15
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ok 0.98 0.00
White 0.10 111  0.09| -0.15 A 0.86 0.08
Years Education -0.03 * 0.97 0.01 -0.04 o 096 1.0
Annual Income 0.00 * 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.14 0.87 0.13 .190 0.82 0.14
Constant 1.04 ok 284 022 1.72 ik 559 0.22
szgnn?r /' Spouse physically 036 * 143 015 | 058 w178  0.16
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ik 0.98 0.00
White 0.10 1.10 0.09| -0.15 A 0.86 0.08
Years Education -0.03 * 0.97 0.01 -0.04 * 096 1.0
Annual Income 0.00 * 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.14 0.87 0.13 .190 0.83 0.14
Constant 1.07 ok 291 022 1.72 ik 556 0.22

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.49
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Cross-Sectional Analysis of Depression -Wave 2: Logistic regressionsnbteried or
Cohabiting Respondents. Outcome Modeled is “Depressed One or More Days.”

MALE (N =2986 )

FEMALE (N =3700

Depression Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef, p<|Z| OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.10 0.08 0.27 *x* 1.31 O0D.
Age -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00 -0.01 ¥+ 0.99 0.00
White 0.04 0.09 -0.24 0.78 0.08
Years Education -0.01 0.01 -0.07 *** 0.93 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.01 Q.09 .040 0.96 0.08
Constant 0.37 0.23 1.72  *** 561 0.23
Hitting or Throwing 0.41 ** 0.12 0.53 *** 1.70 0.12
Age -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00 -0.01  #* 0.99 0.00
White 0.05 0.09 -0.19 * 0.83 0.08
Years Education -0.01 0.01 -0.06 *** 0.94 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.01 Q.09 .050 0.95 0.08
Constant 0.30 0.23 1.72 ** 5.61 0.23
Arguments got Physical 0.45 ** 0.15 0.64 *** 90 0.15
Age -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00 -0.01 ¥+ 0.99 0.00
White 0.05 0.09 -0.18 * 0.83 0.08
Years Education -0.01 0.01 -0.06 *** 0.94 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.01 Q.09 .040 0.96 0.08
Constant 0.34 0.23 1.74 *** 572 0.22
Primary Respondent physically

violent 0.40 * 0.17 0.82 *** 226 0.17
Age -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00 -0.01 ¥+ 0.99 0.00
White 0.05 0.09 -0.18 * 0.84 0.08
Years Education -0.01 0.01 -0.07  *** 0.94 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.01 Q.09 .040 0.96 0.08
Constant 0.37 0.23 1.74 *** 572 0.22
Partner / Spouse physically violent 0.37 * 145 701 0.80 *** 221 0.18
Age -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00 -0.01  #* 0.99 0.00
White 0.05 0.09 -0.19 * 0.83 0.08
Years Education -0.01 0.01 -0.07 0.94 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.01 Q.09 .040 0.96 0.08
Constant 0.36 0.23 1.76 *** 5.79 0.22

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P < 0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.50
Cross-Sectional Analysis of depression Wave 3: Logistic regression modéi\daifimd
or Cohabiting Respondents. Outcome Modeled is “Depressed One or More Days.”
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MALE (N = 1345) FEMALE (N =2134)
Depression Coef.  p<|Z| OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.10 1.11  0.12 0.20 * 1.22 0.09
Age -0.01 099 0.01 -0.02 ** 098 0.01
White -0.35 * 0.70  0.17 -0.43 ** 065 0.11
Years Education -0.07 ** 0.93 0.02 -0.05 * 095 D.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.12 1.13 0.14 10.% 1.37 011
Constant 095 ~ 258 0.50 1.47 xx* 433 0.37
Hitting or Throwing 0.57 ~ 1.77 0.3b 0.93 ** 254 .29
Age -0.01 099 0.01 -0.02 *** 0.98 0.00
White -0.33 * 0.72  0.17 -0.41  w* 0.67 0.11
Years Education -0.07 ** 0.93 0.02 -0.05 * 095 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.Q0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.12 1.12 Q.14 308 1.39 011
Constant 099 * 270 0.4p 1.52 #** 4.56 0.37
Arguments got Physical 1.37 ** 3.95 045 1.11 % .08 0.32
Age -0.01 099 0.01 -0.02 ** 0.98 0.00
White -0.36 * 0.70  0.17 -0.40 *** 0.67 0.11
Years Education -0.07 ** 0.93 0.02 -0.04 * 096 D.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.11 1.12 Q.14 20.% 1.38 0.11
Constant 0.94 ~ 257 0.49 1.50 = 448  0.37
Primary Respondent physically
violent 133 * 3.78  0.64 099 * 268 0.39
Age -0.01 0.99 0.01 -0.02 ** 0.98 0.00
White -0.35 * 0.71  0.17 -0.41  w* 0.66 0.11
Years Education -0.07 ** 0.93 0.02 -0.04 * 096 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.Q0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.12 1.13 Q.14 308 1.38 0.11
Constant 097 * 264 0.4p 1.53 #** 4.60 0.37
Partner / Spouse physically
violent 127 * 3.56 0.58 1.02 * 279 049
Age -0.01 099 0.01 -0.02 ** 0.98 0.00
White -0.35 * 0.70  0.17 -0.40 *+* 0.67 0.11
Years Education -0.07 ** 0.93 0.02 -0.05 * 095 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.11 1.11 Q.14 308 1.39 011
Constant 097 * 265 0.4P 1.55 472 0.37

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P <04"
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Table A.51
Cross-Sectional Analysis of depression: Logistic regression models.aryil&
Included. Outcome Modeled is “Depressed One or More Days

MALE FEMALE
Depression Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
WAVE 1: Male (n= 2779), Female (n=4054)
Arguments got Physical 0.41 *** 1.51 0.12 0.48 ** 161 0.09
Age -0.02  w* 0.98 0.00 -0.02 0.98 0.00
White 0.14 1.14 0.10 0.05 1.05 0.08
Years Education -0.04 0.96 0.01 -0.05 *** 0.95 .00
Annual Income 0.00 * 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced
mean -0.08 0.92 0.14 -0.15 0.86 0.14
Current Partner -0.52 0.59 0.10 -0.46 *** 0.630.07
Constant 1.40 = 4.07 0.26 1.85 xx* 6.35 0.22
WAVE 2: Male (n= 3023), Female (n=4167)
Arguments got Physical 0.41 ** 1.50 0.13 0.46 *=* 58 0.11
Age -0.01 ** 0.99 0.00 -0.01  *** 0.99 0.00
White 0.10 1.10 0.09 -0.01 0.99 0.08
Years Education -0.01 0.99 0.01 -0.05 ¥+ 0.95 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 * 1.00 0.00 0.00 ** 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced
mean 0.10 1.11 0.09 0.02 1.02 0.07
Current Partner -0.63 ¥ 0.53 0.10 -0.44 ¥ 0.640.08
Constant 0.85 ** 2.35 0.25 1.72 x* 5,56 0.23
WAVE 3: Male (n=1173), Female (n= 1569)
Arguments got Physical 1.26 *** 3.52 0.34 0.70 ** .02 0.22
Age -0.01 0.99 0.0 -0.02 ** 0.98 0.01
White -0.47 * 0.62 0.1 -0.27 » 0.77 0.15
Years Education -0.05 * 0.95 0.02 -0.02 0.98 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.g0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced
mean 0.05 1.05 0.1 031 * 1.36 0.13
Current Partner -0.20 0.81 0.27 -0.77 0.46 2®.
Constant 0.92 2.50 0.57 151 * 453 048

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"
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Table A.52
Model Testing of Random Effects Logistic Regression Depression Modeaiseand
Cohabiting Respondents Only.

Depression Model Testing Overall LR Test | RHO test (Prob. > | Wald (Prob. >
(Prob. > chi2) chibar2) chi2)
Male Verbal Aggression 109.76 (%) 217.87 () 10265 (%)
Hitting or Throwing 105.20 (**) 98.81 (***) 2282  (**¥)
Arguments got
Physical 104.69  (**) 98.44  (***) 221.05 (**¥)
Primary Respondent
physically violent 98.81 (***) 93.10 (***) 221.22 (**)
Partner / Spouse
Physically Violent 97.07 (*** 222.46  (**¥) 91.40 (**¥)
Any Physical
violence at any time
in study 79.43  (**%) 158.10 (***) 73.87 (**¥)
Any Verbal
Aggression at Any
Time in Study 78.53  (**%) 158.46  (**) 73.03  (**)
Female Verbal Aggression | 220.18 (*+) 250.87 () 20186 (%)
Hitting or Throwing | 184.94 (***)| 259.38 (***)| 170’5 (***)
Arguments got
Physical 174.44 (***) | 262.59 (***) | 161.62 (***)
Primary Respondent
physically violent 176.81 (***)| 264.89 (***)| 1685 (***)
Partner / Spouse
Physically Violent 167.01 (***)| 154.81 (***)| 26568 (***)
Any Physical
violence at any time
in study 128.03 (***)| 117.51 (***)| 195.73 (**)
Any Verbal
Aggression at Any
Time in Study 124.93 (***) | 114.58 (***) | 199.09 (***)

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =
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Table A.53
Model Testing of Random Effects Logistic Regression Depression ModdlSdmple

Overall Likelihood

Depression Model Testing RHO test (Prob. >
Ratio Test (Prob. > Wald (Prob. > chi2)
chibar2)
chi2)
Arguments got
Male 112.37 (***) 219.29 181.52  (**¥)
Physical
Arguments got
Female 205.64 (***) 264.59 (***) 317.43 (***)
Physical

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =



Table A.54
Model Testing of Cross-Sectional Logistic Regression Fear Modelsiddand Cohabiting Respondents Only

Fear Model Testing
WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
Hosmer- Hosmer-
Lemeshow Hosmer- Lemeshow
Likelihood Goodness | Likelihood Lemeshow Likelihood Goodness
Ratio Test Fit (Prob. > | Ratio Test Goodness Fit | Ratio Test Fit (Prob. >
(Prob. > chi2)| chi2) (Prob. > chi2) | (Prob. > chi2)} (Prob. > chi2) | chi2)
Male Verbal Aggression 52.07 (***) 9.26 24.98 (***) 5.09 27.88 (***) | 10.64
Hitting or Throwing | 53.63 (***) 7.40 31.33 (***) 5.99 31.16 (***) 9.48
Arguments got
Physical 56.17 (***) 8.58 28.14 (**) 9.40 28.64 (***) | 10.31
Primary Responde
physically violent I-[55.54 (***) | 12.96 25.15 (**) 7.72 25.83 (***) | 11.53
Partner / Spouse |
Physically Violent | 53.24 (***) 9.51 26.30 (**) 5.93 (***) 29.19 (***) | 12.11
Female | verbal Aggression | 76.23  (***) 3.83 67.70 (***) | 3.52 64.96 (***) | 13.21
Hitting or Throwing | 84.51  (***)| 13.38 A 90.21 (***) | 12.53 7734 (%) | 12.72
Arguments got
Physical 88.95 (***)| 9.90 93.60 (***) | 13.88 N 74.41 (***) | 11.45
Primary Responde
physically violent T 88.15 (***)| 13.76 N 93.64 (***) | 17.29 )] 73.35 (***) | 11.62
Partner / Spouse |
Physically Violent |83.47  (***) | 9.73 96.42 (***) | 18.60 (*)§ 67.79 (***) | 13.21

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 ="

L2



Table A.55
Model Testing of Cross-Sectional Logistic Regression Fear ModelsS&uiple

Modgl Tes_tlng FEAR: All Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Relationship Types
o Hosmer- - Hosmer- - Hosmer-
IF‘Q'ke.I'hOOd Lemeshow L'ke.“hOOd Lemeshow L'ke.“hOOd Lemeshow
atio Test . Ratio Test .1 Ratio Test .
(Prob. > chi2) Goodness Fit (Prob. > chi2) Goodness Fit (Prob. > chi2) Goodness Fit
' (Prob. > chi2) ' (Prob. > chi2) ' (Prob. > chi2)
Arguments got ok A
Male Physical 150.22 (***) | 13.88 56.79 (+¥) 12.46 24.60 (%) 11.21
Female QL%E:PB 90U 11224 () |7.36 56.79 ey | 1246 63.21 (. |5.26

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

8.¢



Table A.56
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Cross-sectional Analysis of Fear - Wave 1: For Married and Cohabitinmp Reents.
Outcome modeled is “Odds of Experiencing Fear One or More Days.”

MALE (n=2981) FEMALE (n=4036)
Fear Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.00 1.00 0.09 0.19 * 121 0.08
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ok 0.98 0.00
White -0.19 082 0.11| -0.39 ok 0.68 0.09
Years Education -0.02 098 0.02 -0.03 A 0.98 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 * 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.09 0.92 0.16 .01-0 099 0.15
Constant 0.14 1.15 0.26) 0.42 A 153 0.23
Hitting or Throwing 0.17 1.18 0.13| 0.43 k 1.54 0.11
Age -0.02  ** 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 el 0.98 0.00
White -0.19 ~ 0.82 0.10| -0.36 ok 0.70 0.08
Years Education -0.02 0.98 0.02 -0.02 0.98 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 n 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.08 0.92 0.16 .01-0 0.99 0.15
Constant 0.09 1.09 0.26) 0.35 142 0.23
Arguments got Physical 0.29 * 1.34 0.14 0.53 ¥ 69. 0.12
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ok 0.98 0.00
White -0.20 ~ 0.82 0.10| -0.36 rkk 0.70 0.08
Years Education -0.02 098 0.02 -0.02 0.98 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 * 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.07 0.93 0.16 .020 0.98 0.15
Constant 0.06 1.06 0.26) 0.38 A 1.47 0.23
Primary Respondent physically violent  0.31 A 1.37 .170 | 0.61 ok 1.84 0.14
Age -0.02 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 ok 0.98 0.00
White -0.19 ~ 0.83 0.10| -0.36 ok 0.70 0.08
Years Education -0.02 098 0.02 -0.02 0.98 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 * 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.07 0.93 0.16 .020 0.98 0.15
Constant 0.06 1.07 0.26) 0.39 A 1.48 0.23
Partner / Spouse physically violent 0.18 1.19 60.10.55 *rx 1.73 0.15
Age -0.02  ** 0.98 0.00 | -0.02 el 0.98 0.00
White -0.19 ~ 0.82 0.10| -0.36 ok 0.70 0.08
Years Education -0.02 0.98 0.02 -0.02 0.98 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 n 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.07 0.93 0.16 .020 0.98 0.15
Constant 0.10 1.10 0.26 0.41 n 1.50 0.23

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.57
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Cross-sectional Analysis Fear - Wave 2: For Married and Cohabiting Respgnde
Outcome modeled is “Odds of Experiencing Fear One or More Days.”

MALE (N = 2984)

FEMALE (N =3691)

Fear Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.28 n 1.32 0.16 0.15 n 1.17 0.08
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.01 ik 0.99 0.00
White -0.58  ** 056 0.19 | -0.32 ok 0.73 0.08
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.03 -0.05 ik 0.95 .00
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 130 0.17 402 ** 1.27 0.08
Constant 0.09 1.10 0.62 0.57 * 1.77 0.24
Hitting or Throwing 1.01 o 274 0.37| 0.59 ok 1.81 0.11
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.01 *x 0.99 0.00
White -0.54  ** 058 0.19 | -0.29 ok 0.75 0.08
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.03 -0.05 * 0.95 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 1.30 0.17 30.2 * 1.26 0.08
Constant 0.27 1.31 0.61 0.46 A 158 0.24
Arguments got Physical 1.02 * 276 047 0.74 »x 1@, 0.13
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.01 b 0.99 0.00
White -0.58  ** 056 0.19 | -0.28 o 0.75 0.08
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.03 -0.05 b 0.95 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 129 0.17 402 ** 1.28 0.08
Constant 0.26 1.30 0.61 0.47 * 1.60 0.24
Primary Respondent physically violent  0.82 2.28 .700 | 0.83 il 230 0.15
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.01 *x 0.99 0.00
White -0.57  ** 057 0.19| -0.28 i 0.76  0.08
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.03 -0.05 * 0.95 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 1.30 0.17 402 * 1.27 0.08
Constant 0.29 1.34 0.61 0.49 * 1.63 0.24
Partner / Spouse physically violent 1.37 * 3.92 00.6 0.92 k 250 0.16
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.01 b 0.99 0.00
White -0.58  ** 056 0.19 | -0.29 ok 0.75 0.08
Years Education -0.08  ** 0.92 0.03 -0.05 b 0.95 0D.
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.24 128 0.17 402 ** 1.27 0.08
Constant 0.27 1.31 0.61) 0.48 * 1.61 0.24

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="



Table A.58
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Cross-sectional Analysis of NSFH Wavegar Wave 3: For Married and Cohabiting

Respondents. Outcome modeled is “Odds of Experiencing Fear One or More Days.”

MALE (N = 1343)

FEMALE (N = 2142)

Fear Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.28 n 1.32 0.16 0.02 1.02 0.11
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.02 ik 098 0.01
White -0.58  ** 056 0.19 | -0.68 ok 051 0.12
Years Education -0.08  ** 0.92 0.03 -0.04 A 0.96 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 130 0.17 903 ** 1.47 0.2
Constant 0.09 1.10 0.62 0.98 * 267 0.42
Hitting or Throwing 1.01 o 274 0.37| 1.05 ok 2.85 0.29
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.02 ok 098 0.01
White -0.54  ** 058 0.19 | -0.68 ok 051 0.12
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.03 -0.04 n 096 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 1.30 0.17 903 ** 1.48 0.12
Constant 0.27 131 0.61 0.91 * 249 0.42
Arguments got Physical 1.02 * 276 047 097 ** 2.6 031
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.02 ik 098 0.01
White -0.58  ** 056 0.19 | -0.68 ok 051 0.12
Years Education -0.08  ** 0.92 0.03 -0.04 A 0.96 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 129 0.17 803 ** 1.47 0.12
Constant 0.26 130 0.61 0.91 * 249 0.42
Primary Respondent physically violent 0.82 2.28 .700 | 1.15 ** 3.16 0.38
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.02 ok 098 0.01
White -0.57  ** 057 0.19| -0.68 el 051 0.12
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.03 -0.04 A 096 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.26 1.30 0.17 903 ** 1.47 0.12
Constant 0.29 134 0.61] 0.92 * 251 0.42
Partner / Spouse physically violent 1.37 * 3.92 00.6 0.84 n 2.33 0.48
Age -0.01 099 0.01| -0.02 ik 098 0.01
White -0.58  ** 056 0.19 | -0.67 ok 051 0.12
Years Education -0.08  ** 0.92 0.03 -0.04 A 0.96 2.0
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.24 128 0.17 903 ** 1.47 0.2
Constant 0.27 131 0.61 0.96 * 262 0.42

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="



Table A.59
Cross-sectional Analysis of NSFH Waveegar - Full Sample Included. Outcome
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Modeled is “Odds of Experiencing Fear One or More Days.”

MALE FEMALE
Fear Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
WAVE 1: Male (n=2771 ), Female (n=3570)
Arguments got Physical 0.30 * 1.36 0.13 0.52 *»* 68, 0.09
Age -0.02 ok 0.98 0.00 -0.01 ¥ 0.99 0.00
White -0.23 * 0.80 0.11 -0.25 o 0.78 0.08
Years Education -0.02 0.98 0.02 -0.03 * 0.97 0.01
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'rgg‘l’a"(”:g erf;r;]g - -0.10 091 017 | 0.04 1.04 0.15
Current Partner -0.21 n 0.81 0.12 -0.38 rrx 0.68 0D.
Constant 0.17 1.18 0.30 0.43 A 1.53 0.23
WAVE 2: Male (n= 3025), Female (n=4170)
Arguments got Physical 0.39 * 1.48 0.13 0.65 *»* 91 0.10
Age -0.01 A 0.99 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.22 * 0.81 0.10 -0.20 * 0.82 0.08
Years Education -0.03 * 0.97 0.02 -0.04 o 096 1.0
Annual Income 0.00 *x 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'rgg‘l’a’:‘:g Jhssing - 0.09 110 010 | 0.24 = 127 008
Current Partner -0.35 ** 0.71 0.11 -0.52 *hx 0.59 .08
Constant 0.25 1.28 0.28 0.49 * 1.63 0.23
WAVE 3: Male (n=1170), Female (n= 1573)
Arguments got Physical 0.80 * 2.22 0.38 0.67 * 6.9 0.23
Age -0.02 * 0.98 0.01 -0.02 o 0.98 0.01
White -0.54 * 0.58 0.21 -0.81 ¥»* 044 0.16
Years Education -0.07 * 0.93 0.03 -0.03 0.97 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
123?222 dM[;f:;g - 032 A 138 018 | 0.37 * 145 015
Current Partner 0.19 1.21 0.34 -0.40 n 0.67 0.22
Constant 0.30 135 0.71 1.41 * 4.08 0.56

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P <047
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Table A.60:
Model Testing Random Effects Logistic Regression Models for Feao@et—
Married and Cohabiting Respondents Only

. : Overall Likelihood Wald (Prob. >
Fear: Model Testing Ratio Test (Prob. > RI-_|O test (Prob. > chi2)
. chibar2)
chi2)

Male Verbal Aggression 81.22 (***) 130.88 (**%) 76.26  (**)
Hitting or Throwing 81.59 (***) 130.88 (***) 77.8 (***)
Arguments got Physical 82.10 (***) 129.09 (***) 8/7 (***)
Primary Respondent | ;¢ 5 (% | 13144 (%) | 73.09 (%)
physically violent
Partner / Spouse —_ . ko
Physically Violent 76.70 (***) 130.33 (***) 73.41 (***)
Any Physical violence o . .
at any time in study 60.10 (***) 115.19 (***) 56.70 (***)
Any Verbal Aggression . _ -
at Any Time in Study 58.99 (***) 115.94 (***) 55.67 (**)

Female Verbal Aggression 121.05 (**%) 209.53 (***) 117 ()
Hitting or Throwing 123.08 (***) 209.72 (***) 11898 (***)
Arguments got Physical 126.75 (***) 215.05 (***) | 121.34 (***)
Primary Respondent | 459 55wy | 21337 (%% | 12364 ()
physically violent
Partner / Spouse . . .
Physically Violent 112.28 (***) 212.44 (**) 108.39 (***)
Any Physical violence . _— ok
at any time in study 73.57 (***) 163.58 (**) 70.49 (***)
Any Verbal Aggression
at Any Time in Study | 68.63 (**) 167.09 (***) 65.82 (**)

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =

Table A.61
Model Testing Random Effects Logistic Regression Models for Feao@et
Full Sample
. Overall Likelihood
Fear Model Testing Ratio Test (Prob, > | RHO eSt(Prob. >\ \y14 (prob. > chiz)
. chibar2)
chi2)
Arguments gOt *kk *kk *kk
Male Physical 79.94 (*%) | 134.02 (**) | 107.05 (**%)
Arguments gOt *kk *%k% *kk
Female Physical 142.48 (***) | 232.93 (***) | 256.15 (***)

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); R0.1 =



Table A.62
Model Testing of Logistic Regression Stress Models
For Married and Cohabiting Respondents Only

Model Testing: Stress
WAVE 1 WAVE 2
Hosmer- Hosmer-
Lemeshow Likelihood Ratio | Lemeshow
Likelihood Ratio Goodness Fit Test (Prob. > Goodness Fit
Test (Prob. > chi2)| (Prob. > chi2) chi2) (Prob. > chi2)
Male Verbal Aggression 44.35 () 12.63 1753 (™| 13.44 ()
Hitting or Throwing 41.62 (**) 17.17  (® 21.03 (**) 16.80 (¥
Arguments got Physical 4231 (**) 16.89 (¥ 18.1 (**) 1439 (®
Primary Respondent physicall
violent yI 41.55 () 15.87 (%) 18.00 (*¥) 13.26
Partner / Spouse Physically
Violent 41.57 () 1498 (» 17.29 (** 19.28 (*)
Female )
Verbal Aggression 53.91 (***] 11.08 90.49 (***) | 8.35
Hitting or Throwing 45.39 (***)| 3.34 96.19 (***) | 3.91
Arguments got Physical 45.41 **) 1.96 99.70 (***) | 4.64
Primary Respondent physicall
violent yI 46.20 (***) | 4.88 102.79 (***) | 6.27
Partner / Spouse Physically
Violent 45.44 (***) | 3.26 98.86 (***) | 5.80

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

¥8¢



Model Testing of Logistic Regression Stress Models — For Full Models

Table A.63

Stress : All Relationship Types WAVE 1

WAVE 2

Likelihood Ratio
Test (Prob. > chi2)

Hosmer-Lemeshow
Goodness Fit (Prob
> chi2)

Likelihood Ratio
Test (Prob. > chi2

Hosmer-
Lemeshow
Goodness Fit
(Prob. > chi2)

Male

Arguments got Physica‘ 112.24

(***)

7.36

35.93

(***)

10.74

Female

Arguments got Physic*l 58.27

(***)

9.08

35.93

(***)

10.74

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

G8¢



Table A.64
Cross-sectional Analysis of Stress - Wave 1: Married and Cohabiting Regponde
Logistic Regression Models. Outcome Modeled is Odds of Experiencing Stress
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MALE (N =2856 )

FEMALE (N = 3428)

House Stress Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.24 n 1.27  0.14 -0.38 * 0.69 13.
Age 0.01 1.01 0.01, 0.00 1.00 0.01
White -0.57 ** 056 0.15 | -0.40 i 0.67 0.14
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.02 -0.10 ¥ 091 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.03 1.03 0.24 290. 0.75 0.28
Constant -1.29  ** 0.27 0.39] -0.51 0.60 0.37
Hitting or Throwing -0.06 0.95 0.21| 0.00 1.00 .20
Age 0.01 1.01 0.01| 0.00 1.00 0.01
White -055 ** 058 0.15 | -0.50 ¥ 061 0.14
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.02 -0.10 ¥+ 091 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.01 1.01 0.24 26-0. 0.77 0.28
Constant -1.20  ** 0.30 0.39| -0.64 n 053 0.37
Arguments got Physical 0.19 121 022 0.03 1.09.21
Age 0.01 A 1.01 0.01| 0.00 1.00 0.01
White -0.56 ** 057 0.15 | -0.50 ¥ 0.61 0.14
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.02 -0.10 ¥ 091 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.02 1.02 0.24 26-0. 0.77 0.28
Constant -1.26  ** 0.28 0.39| -0.64 A 053 0.37
Primary Respondent physically | 9 0 101 028 -0.25 078  0.29
Age 0.01 A 1.01 0.01]| 0.00 1.00 0.01
White -055 ** 058 0.15 | -0.49 #»* 061 0.14
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.02 -0.10 ¥ 091 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.01 1.01 0.24 26-0. 0.77 0.28
Constant -1.22 0.30 0.39] -0.60 055 0.37
Partner / Spouse physically violent -0.04 0.96 270.| -0.06 094 0.28
Age 0.01 1.01 0.01| 0.00 1.00 0.01
White -055 * 058 0.15 | -0.49 ¥ 061 0.14
Years Education -0.08  ** 092 0.02 -0.10 ¥+ 091 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.01 1.01 0.24 26-0. 0.77 0.28
Constant -1.20  ** 0.30 0.39| -0.63 A 053 0.37

P<0.001 =**, P<0.01 =*; P<0.05=*P <04
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Table A.65
Cross-sectional Analysis of Stress - Wave 2. For Married and CohaRésmpndents
Only. Logistic Regression Models. Outcome Modeled is Odds of Experientcess S

MALE (N =2983) FEMALE (N = 3694)
House Stress Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression 0.09 1.10 0.11 0.01 1.01 0.09
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00, 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.19 0.83 0.12| 0.09 1.09 0.10
Years Education -0.05  ** 095 0.02 -0.14 ¥+ 0.87 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.06 1.06 0.12 40.0 1.04  0.09
Constant -0.70 * 0.50 0.30| 0.64 * 1.89 0.26
Hitting or Throwing 0.32 * 1.38 0.15| 0.30 * 1.36 16.
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00, 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.18 0.84 0.12| 0.09 1.09 0.09
Years Education -0.05  ** 095 0.02 -0.13 ¥+ 0.88 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.06 1.06 0.12 30.0 1.03 0.09
Constant -0.76  * 0.47 030 0.53 * 1.70 0.26
Arguments got Physical 0.22 1.24 018 045 *» 71,5 0.15
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00, 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.18 0.83 0.12| 0.09 1.10 0.09
Years Education -0.05  ** 095 0.02 -0.13 ¥+ 0.88 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.05 1.05 0.12 40.0 1.04  0.09
Constant -0.70 * 0.50 0.30] 0.52 * 1.68 0.26
\I:glrgitry Respondent physically | ¢ 53 126 021 058 w178 0.16
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00, 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.18 0.83 0.12]| 0.10 1.10 0.09
Years Education -0.05  ** 095 0.02 -0.13 ¥+ 0.88 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.05 1.06 0.12 40.0 1.04  0.09
Constant -0.69 * 0.50 030 0.51 A 1.66 0.26
Partner / Spouse physically violent 0.15 1.16 20.20.50 *x 166 0.17
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00, 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.18 0.83 0.12| 0.09 1.09 0.09
Years Education -0.05  ** 095 0.02 -0.13 ¥+ 0.88 .0Q
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.05 1.06 0.12 40.0 1.04  0.09
Constant -0.68 * 0.51 030 0.3 * 1.70 0.26

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"




Table A.66
Cross-sectional Analysis of Stress: Full Sample Included. Lodr&tigession Models.
Outcome Modeled is Odds of Experiencing Stress
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MALE FEMALE
House Stress Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
WAVE 1: Male (n=2657 ), Female (n= 3876)
Arguments got Physical 0.05 1.05 0.20 0.31 * 1.30.14
Age 0.00 1.00 0.01 -0.01 099 0.01
White -0.55 ok 0.58 0.15 -0.36  ** 0.69 0.13
Years Education -0.08 o 0.92 0.02 -0.09  x=x= 0.92 .02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
mgg?e Missing - replaced | 1.18 0.23 -0.18 0.83 0.26
Current Partner 0.05 1.05 0.18 -0.38  ** 0.69 0.12
Constant -0.79 A 0.45 0.43 -0.53 0.59 0.36
WAVE 2: Male (n=3023 ), Female (n=4171)
Arguments got Physical 0.12 1.12 0.16 0.31 ** 61.30.11
Age 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
White -0.14 0.87 0.12 0.20 * 1.22 0.09
Years Education -0.08 *kk 0.92 0.02 -0.13  xx* 0.880.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 n 1.00 0.00
:;‘g‘;:‘e Missing - replaced | 4 104 012 | 006 1.06 0.08
Current Partner -0.22 n 0.81 0.13 -0.17 % 0.85 0.08
Constant -0.18 0.83 0.32 0.50 N 1.64 0.26

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Table A.67
Model Testing: Random Effects Logistic Regression Models: Stress M&ried and
Cohabiting Respondent Models Only

Stress Overall
Likelihood Ratio Wald (Prob. >
Test (Prob. > RHO test (Prob/ chi2)
chi2) > chibar2)

Male Verbal Aggression 76.16 (***) 0.32 7472 (**)
Hitting or Throwing 73.01 (***) 0.32 71.84 (***)
Arguments got
Physical 73.57 (***) 0.31 72.38 (***)
Primary Respondent
physically violent 73.95 (***) 0.31 72.75 (***)
Partner / Spouse
Physically Violent 74.64 (***) 0.32 73.06 (***)
Any Physical
violence at any time
in study 48.09 (***) 0.02 46.11 (**)
Any Verbal
Aggression at Any
Time in Study 48.14 (***) 0.02 46.19 (**)

Female | verbal Aggression | 324.52  (***)3.73 (*)| 268.66 (***)
Hitting or Throwing | 329.17 (***)| 3.67 (*)| 271.67 (***)
Arguments got
Physical 329.63 (***) | 3.42 (*)| 271.22  (***)
Primary Respondent
physically violent 328.92 (***) 3.38 (*)| 271.00 (***)
Partner / Spouse
Physically Violent | 327.72 (***) 3.54 (*)| 270.51 (***)
Any Physical
violence at any time
in study 168.98 (***)| 5.54 AN132.33  (**%)
Any Verbal
Aggression at Any
Time in Study 172.81 (***) 5.30 (*)] 133.97 (**)

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~



Table A.68
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Random Effects Logistic Regression Models: Stress. Full Sample

Overall

Stress Model Testing Likelihood Ratio RHO test Wald (Prob. >
(Prob. > :
Test (Prob. > chibar?) chi2)
chi2)
Male Arguments got Physical 73.67 (%) 0.31 104.19 (++¥)
Female | Arguments got Physical 329.27 3.42 *) 398.15

(***)

(***)

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~




Table A.69

Model Testing of Social Connectedness using Linear Regression models an@&rimsal Data.

Married and Cohabiting Respondents Only

Social Connectedness WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
R-
R-Squared| F-test (Prob.>F) R-Squared | F-test (Prob.>F) | squared F-test (Prob.>F)
Verbal Aggression 0.05 35.64 (**%) 0.06 26.54 i 0.06 12.62 (***)
Hitting or Throwing 0.05 35.95 (***) 0.06 26.22  **) 0.06 12.57 (**%)
Male Arguments got Physical 0.05 36.29 (***) 0.06 25.98 (***) 0.06 12.74 (***)
Primary Respondent I, o5 36.43 = | 0.06 2593 (%) 0.06 1238 (9
physically violent
Partner / Spouse o o .
Physically Violent 0.05 35.48 (***) 0.06 25.95 (***) 0.06 12.22 ¥
Verbal Aggression 0.04 23.40 (***) 0.07 29.87 1~ 0.05 13.74 (***)
Hitting or Throwing 0.05 24.06 (***) 0.07 29.00 **) 0.05 14.32 (***)
Arguments got Physical 0.05 24.23 (***) 0.07 29.00 (**) 0.05 14.27 (***)
Female -
Primary Respondent I, s 24.55 # | 0.07 30.00 (™) 0.05 1427 (9
physically violent
Partner / Spouse 0.04 23.53 (%) 0.07 3000 (™% 0.05 14.32 G
Physically Violent ' ‘ ' ' ' '

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

T6¢2



Table A.70
Model Testing of Social Connectedness using Linear Regression models an@€&uti@sal Data. Full Sample Models.

Social
Connectednes WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
S Model
Testing
R- R- R-
dSquare F-test ;Prob.>F gquare F-test (Prob.>F) dSquare F-test (Prob.>F)
Arguments got . ok ok
Male Physical 0.05 18.80 *) 0.06 21.06  (**%) 0.07 10.07 (***)
Female Arguments got 1554 | 2201 (% | 006 | 21.06 (™ | 0.06 | 1059 (¥
Physical

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

¢6¢c



Table A.71
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Cross-Sectional Analysis: Social Connectedness Wave 1 - For Married ardtidgha
Respondents. Linear Regression Models

MALE (N =2610) FEMALE (N = 3046
Social Connectedness or Isolation Coef. p<|Z] SE efCo p<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression -0.38 ** 0.14 | -0.28 A 0.17
Age -0.06 ik 0.01 | -0.06 % 0.01
White -0.39 * 0.17 | -0.32 0.21
Years Education 0.20 ok 0.03| 0.18 ¥+ 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.04 0.30 | 0.13 0.34
Constant 14,98  *** 0.44 | 15.04 ** o 0.52
Hitting or Throwing -0.61 * 0.25 | -0.55 * 0.26
Age -0.07 ok 0.01 | -0.06 ¥+ 0.01
White -0.45 i 0.17 | -0.36 A 0.20
Years Education 0.19 *rx 0.03 0.17 ¥ 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.04 0.30 | 0.13 0.34
Constant 15.04  *** 0.45 | 15.11 ** 0,63
Arguments got Physical -0.79 b 0.25/ -0.69 b 0.26
Age -0.07 ok 0.01 | -0.06 ¥+ 0.01
White -0.45 i 0.17 | -0.37 A 0.20
Years Education 0.19 ok 0.03| 0.18 ¥+ 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.05 0.30 0.14 .340
Constant 15.02  *** 0.44 | 15.08 *x 0,52
Primary Respondent physically violent -0.97 ** 0.29-0.91 ** 0.30
Age -0.07 ik 0.01 | -0.06 ¥+ 0.01
White -0.45 *x 0.17 | -0.37 A 0.20
Years Education 0.19 rkx 0.03 0.18 *x - 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00| 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.04 0.30 0.13 .340
Constant 15.01  *** 0.44 | 15.08 ** o 0.52

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05=* P <047



Table A.34 Continued
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MALE (N =2610)

FEMALE (N = 3046

Social Connectedness or Isolation

Coef. p<|Z|

ef.Co p<|Z| SE

Partner / Spouse physically violent
Age

White

Years Education

Annual Income

Income Missing - replaced mean
Constant

-0.69 * 0.30
-0.07 b 0.01
-0.46 o 0.17
0.19 wrx 0.03
0.00 * 0.00
0.04 0.30
1498  *** 0.44

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P < 04"

-0.53 n 0.32
-0.06 »x0.01
-0.37 A 0.20
0.18 * o 0.03
0.00 0.00
0.14 0.34
15.02 ¥»x o 0.52
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Table A.72
Cross-Sectional Analysis: Social Connectedness Wave 2: For Married andtitghabi
Respondents. Linear Regression Models

MALE (N = 2492) FEMALE (N = 2821)
Social Conn. Coef. p<|Z] SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression -0.51 * 0.26 | -0.49 * 0.22
Age -0.09 ik 0.01 | -0.05 % 0.01
White -0.37 0.32 | 0.07 0.27
Years Education 0.36 Frx 0.04| 0.48 % 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.10 0.30 | -0.48 * 0.23
Constant 13.22 0.77 | 8.48 ¥x o 0.74
Hitting or Throwing -0.39 0.38 | -0.39 0.32
Age -0.09 ok 0.01 | -0.05 ¥+ 0.01
White -0.42 0.32 | -0.03 0.26
Years Education 0.36 *hx 0.04 0.48 ¥ 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.10 0.30 | -0.48 * 0.23
Constant 13.00  *** 0.75 | 8.28 wr o 0.74
Arguments got Physical 0.07 0.4§ -1.04 * 0.36
Age -0.09 ok 0.01 | -0.05 ¥+ 0.01
White -0.42 0.32 | -0.05 0.26
Years Education 0.37 ok 0.04| 0.48 ¥* 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.10 0.30 -0.49 * 0.23
Constant 12.85  *** 0.75| 8.40 ¥ 0.74
Primary Respondent physically violent  0.30 0.56 0.99 * 0.40
Age -0.08 ok 0.01 | -0.05 *x 0,01
White -0.41 0.32 | -0.05 0.26
Years Education 0.37 rrk 0.04| 0.48 o 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00f 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.10 0.30 -0.48 * 0.23
Constant 12.81  *** 0.75 | 8.36 ¥ 0.74
Partner / Spouse physically violent | 0.44 0.56 | -0.74 N 0.42
Age -0.08 ok 0.01 | -0.05 ¥+ 0.01
White -0.41 0.32 | -0.04 0.26
Years Education 0.37 *hx 0.04 0.48 ¥ 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.10 0.30 | -0.49 * 0.23
Constant 12.78  *** 0.75 | 8.29 wr o 0.74

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="



Table A. 73
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Cross-Sectional Analysis: Social Connectedness Wave 3: For Married andtibghabi
Respondents. Linear Regression Models

MALE (N =1059) Female (N =1560 )
Social Conn. Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression 0.36 0.34 0.24 0.27
Age -0.04 A 0.02 | -0.02 0.02
White -0.35 0.50 | -0.70 * 0.34
Years Education 0.39 *kk 0.06 0.51 ¥ 0.06
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00| 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.83 * 0.39 0.06 .320
Constant 9.36 ok 1.40 | 7.45 WEo 117
Hitting or Throwing 1.39 n 0.85| 0.43 0.82
Age -0.04 * 0.02 | -0.03 0.02
White -0.31 0.50 | -0.67 * 0.32
Years Education 0.39 ok 0.06| 0.52 **0.06
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.83 * 0.39 0.07 310
Constant 9.63 ik 1.38 | 7.59 e 113
Arguments got Physical 2.07 1.41 -0.02 0.96
Age -0.04 A 0.02 | -0.03 A 0.02
White -0.34 0.50 | -0.67 * 0.32
Years Education 0.39 il 0.06 0.52 ¥ 0.06
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00| 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.84 * 0.39 0.07 310
Constant 9.50 ok 138 | 7.61 Wk 1.13
Primary Respondent physically violent 1.64 2.00 0.08 1.20
Age -0.04 * 0.02 | -0.03 n 0.02
White -0.34 0.50 | -0.67 * 0.32
Years Education 0.39 ok 0.06| 0.52 **0.06
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.85 * 0.39 0.07 310
Constant 9.60 ik 138 | 7.61 w113
Partner / Spouse physically violent -0.20 1.43 .890 1.57
Age -0.04 * 0.02 | -0.03 A 0.02
White -0.34 0.50 | -0.67 * 0.32
Years Education 0.39 *kk 0.06 0.52 ¥ 0.06
Annual Income 0.00 * 0.00| 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.84 * 0.39 0.07 310
Constant 9.69 rrx 1.38 7.63 ik 1.12

P<0.001 =**, P <0.01 =*; P <0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.74
Cross-sectional Analysis: Social Connectedness: Full Sample. Line@sRieg Models
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MALE FEMALE
Social Conn. Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z|] SE
Wave 1 male (n= 2403) ; Female (n=3422)
Arguments got Physical -0.35 0.28 -0.14 0.20
Age -0.06 *** 0.01 -0.06 *** 0.01
White -1.43 *** 0.26 -0.52 ** 0.20
Years Education 0.15 *** 0.03 0.18 *** 0.03
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 ~ 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean| -0.65 ~ 0.34 -0.14 0.33
Current Partner -0.50 ~ 0.26 -0.29 ~ 0.17
Constant 17.19 *** 0.62 15.28 *** 0.50
Wave 2 : Male (N= 2485); Female (N=3196)
Arguments got Physical 0.42 0.41 0.42 041
Age -0.07 x** 0.01 -0.07 x** 0.01
White -0.29 0.32 -0.29 0.32
Years Education 0.36 *** 0.04 0.36 *** 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean| 0.18 0.30 0.18 0.30
Current Partner -1.33 *** 0.34 -1.33 *** 0.34
Constant 13.11 *** 0.79 13.11 *** 0.79
Wave 3: Male (N=932); Female (N= 1150)
Arguments got Physical 1.04 0.97 -0.41 0.64
Age -0.04 ~ 0.02 -0.03 0.02
White -0.53 0.54 -0.60 0.44
Years Education 0.41 *** 0.06 0.49 *** 0.06
Annual Income 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean| 0.86 * 0.40 -0.09 0.36
Current Partner -1.23 0.80 -0.34 0.50
Constant 11.03 *** 1.51 8.18 *** 1.44

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<0.1=
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Table A.75
Model Testing Random Effects Linear Regression Models of Social Connectednes

Married and Cohabiting Respondents

Model Testing: Social R- R- R-
Connectedness Squared Squared| Squared| Wald (prob.> chi2)
within | between | Overall

Verbal Aggression 0.04 0.08 0.06 224.17 (***)
Hitting or Throwing 0.03 0.08 0.06 223.02 (***)
Arguments got Physical 0.03 0.08 0.06 223.10 (>
Primary Respondent |03 | 008 | 0.06 | 22342 ()

Mal physically violent

ale

Partner / Spouse *kk
Physically Violent 0.03 0.08 0.06 222.88 (***)
Any Physical violence | 53 | g 0.05 122.80 (%)
at any time in study
Any Verbal Aggression .
at Any Time in Study 0.03 0.06 0.05 122.55 (***)
Verbal Aggression 0.10 0.05 0.07 400.65 (***)
Hitting or Throwing 0.10 0.05 0.07 401.23 (***)
Arguments got Physical 0.10 0.05 0.07 403.26 (>
Primary Respondent 1o 15 | 005 | 007 | 40444 (=)
physically violent

Female | partner / Spouse -
Physically Violent 0.10 0.05 0.07 401.17 (***)
Any Physical violence | 15 | o5 | 007 | 40586 (%)
at any time in study
Any Verbal Aggression .
at Any Time in Study 0.10 0.05 0.07 401.32 (***)

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~




Table

A.76

Model Testing: Social R- R- R-
Connectedness squared| Squared | Squared Wald (prob.
-within | between | Overall | >chi2)
Male Arguments got
Physical 0.04 0.08 0.06| 247.26 (***)
Female | Arguments got
Physical 0.11 0.05 0.07| 420.77 (***)

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 = "
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Test of Random Effects Linear Regression Models of Social Connectednearaple



Table A.77

Model Testing of Cross-Sectional Linear Regression Models of Income. Fdaetand Cohabiting Respondents

Model Testing : Income WAVE 1 | WAVE 2 WAVE 3
R- I R- R-
Squared F-test (Prob.>F)] Squared F-test (Prob.>F) | Squared F-test (Prob.>F)
Verbal Aggression 0.12 67.66 (***) 0.12 49.69 (***) 0.09 26.56 (***)
Hitting or Throwing | 0.10 50.32 (***) 0.12 0.12 (***) 0.08 26.23 (***)
Arguments got *kk Kk Xk
Male Physical 0.10 50.35 (***) 0.12 47.99 (***) 0.08 26.28 (***)
Primary Responden  , 50.00  (**¥) 0.12 | 47.98 G 0.08 26.25  (**¥)
physically violent
Partner / Spouse oy . .
Physically Violent 0.10 50.13 (***) 0.12 48.36 (***) 0.08 26.28 (***)
Verbal Aggression 0.14 108.89 (***)l 0.07 50.59 (***) 0.02 16.95 (***)
Hitting or Throwing | 0.14 109.09 (***) ] 0.07 50.33 (***) 0.03 14.07 (***)
Arguments got 0.14 108.90 ¢+ | 0.07 49.64 ¢+ | 0.02 13.57 (F+%)
Primary Respondenft 1, | 15894 (= | 006 | 49.26 == | 002 | 1359 (=¥
physically violent
Partner / Spouse _n kk .
Physically Violent 0.14 109.04 (***) | 0.06 49.45 (***) 0.02 13.95 (***)

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

00€




Table A.78
Model Testing of Cross-Sectional Linear Regression Models of Income.dmpl& Models

Model Testing: Income WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
R- R- R-
Squared F-test (Prob.>F)| Squared F-test (Prob.>F) Squared F-test (Prob.>F
Male Arguments got
Physical 0.14 110.48 (***) 0.12 86.35 (***) 20.26 0.10 (***)
Female Arguments got
Physical 0.14 110.48 (***) 0.12 86.35 (***) 0.05| 17.46 (*)

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

TOE
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Table A.79
Cross-Sectional Analysis of Annual Income - Wave 1: For Married and Cohabiting
Respondents. Linear Regression Models

MALE 3045 FEMALE 4930
Annual Income — Wave 1 Coef. T<|ZFE Coef. T<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression 6029.49 *** 0931.824 -938.05 o 295.75
Age 197.78 **x  38.62 69.50 % 12.04
White 3642.52 **x  612.71| -186.05 334.83
Years Education 2420.68 *»*x  228.69 1512.24 **x 5548
_ *kk - Kk
Constant 24122.66 3695'8411287.39 891.55
Hitting or Throwing 531.28 1110.34-657.59 528.28
Age 228.09 ***  38.03 69.71 **x 12.14
White 4397.71 ***  603.67| -368.03 329.33
Years Education 2449.41 *kk 227.83 1501.83 i 55.59
_ *kk ¥ *kk
Constant 22619.49 3738.101139470 897.99
Arguments got Physical 156.29 1050/7390.65 558.84
Age 227.17 ***  37.86 70.70 **x - 12.09
White 4395.10 ***  603.24 | -379.84 329.09
Years Education 2446.28 *** 227585 1504.71 **x 5552
_ *kk "~ Fkk
Constant 22496.75 3723.0711477.91 893.09
Primary Respondent -094.22 1026.43-110.87 672.74
physically violent
Age 224.81 e 38.16 71.51 *xk 12.11
White 4388.02 ***  602.91| -389.05 329.12
Years Education 2439.83 *»*x  228.36 1505.86 **x 5551
_ *kk ¥ *kk
Constant 22243.60 3755'1011545.60 892.30
\F/)Sg;ﬁr /' Spouse physically | 574 o 1262.87-375.08 694.97
Age 228.21 **x  37.93 70.99 *x 1211
White 4394.18 ***  603.27 | -384.36 329.09
Years Education 2448.02 *kk 227.96 1505.48 i 55.51
_ *kk 3 *kk
Constant 22581.02 3734.971151339 892.39

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="



Table A.80
Cross-Sectional Analysis of Annual Income - Wave 2: For Married and Cohabiting
Respondents. Linear Regression Models

303

Annual Income — Wave
2

MALE (N =3070)

FEMALE (N =4930)

Income Coef. T<|Z| SE Coef. T<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression 3018.61 ko 752.14 -1088.48 *x 419.05
Age 99.57 ek 23.09 150.36 xo17.14
White 1619.66 * 649.05| -843.27 A 474.01
Years Education 2435.14 ¥k 186.02 1294.72 e T78.47
Constant -7622.87 *x 2788.911484.60 1327.00
Hitting or Throwing -1333.18 984.87 -1561.94 * 778.99
Age 91.73 ek 23.27 151.02 ek 17.19
White 1871.04 *x 649.89| -1062.91 * 465.06
Years Education 2438.03 *¥** 185.80 1281.51 **x 78.58
Constant -5314.80 A 2734.63336.25 1325.84
Arguments got Physicall -1441.61 1214(326235.79 920.89
Age 91.87 ek 23.30 153.02 ko 17.16
White 1867.36 *x 650.08| -1085.13 * 465.04
Years Education 2444.53 ¥ 185.91 1285.90 ¥k 78.54
Constant -5437.55 * 2734.77.160.05 1322.02
Primary Respondent | ;356 57 1463.60-1153.57 1051.51
physically violent

Age 92.55 ek 23.33 153.69 e 17.15
White 1874.57 *x 650.03| -1087.46 * 465.07
Years Education 2445.99 *** 186.06 1286.63 **x 78.54
Constant -5521.84 * 2740.121105.24 1320.83
Partner / Spouse -2802.76  *  1200.17-1078.30 1096.15
physically violent

Age 89.37 ek 2341 153.87 ko 17.16
White 1849.94 *x 649.49| -1080.22 * 465.10
Years Education 2438.32 *x - 185.78 1286.93 ko 78.55
Constant -5195.94 A 2735.54082.21 1320.40

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="
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Table A.81
Cross-Sectional Analysis of Annual Income - Wave 3: For Married and Cohabiting
Respondents. Linear Regression Models

Annual Income —

Wave 3 MALE (N =1615) FEMALE (N =2403)
Income Coef. T<|Z| SE Coef. T<|Z| SE
Verbal Aggression 5142.17  ***  1454.80 44.77 5142.17
Age -269.10  ***  46.28 183.86 ko -269.10
White 3654.58  ** 1256.63-2499.12 * 3654.58
Years Education 2341.38 *** 305.61 | 146557 ***  2341.38
Constant 26623.78 ***  4966.49 9210.29 * 26623.78
Hitting or Throwing | -1092.16 4310.39-3975.24 -1092.16
Age -312.12  ** 46.19 179.63 e .312.12
White 3914.16  ** 1243.53 -2499.74 * 3914.16
Years Education 2392.61 **  310.11 | 1465.45 *** 2392.61
Constant 30865.51 ***  4648.069558.39 * 30865.51
Arguments got -5483.62 4816.41-85.38 -5483.62
Physical

Age -315.13 ** 46.27 183.56 ok -315.13
White 3932.20 ** 1245.01-2493.54 * 3932.20
Years Education 2381.00 **  309.76 | 1466.03 ***  2381.00
Constant 31246.71 ***  4635.97 9237.33  * 31246.71
Primary Respondent | g3 g 6579.9248.09 -553.80
physically violent

Age -312.09 ¥ 46.25 183.61 *x o .312.09
White 3926.66  ** 1246.34 -2493.83 * 3926.66
Years Education 2392.29 **  309.74 1466.19  ***  2392.29
Constant 30836.70 ***  4640.49 9230.13  * 30836.70
Partner / Spouse | 3554 og 6517.67-4031.95 -3520.08
physically violent

Age -313.51 ¥ 46.21 182.68 **  .313.51
White 392422  ** 1246.51-2498.20 * 3924.22
Years Education 2390.73 ** 309.81 | 1466.82 ***  2390.73
Constant 30971.03 ***  4639.36 9312.89  * 30971.03

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.82
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Cross-Sectional Analysis of Annual Income - Full Sample. Linear Reigre Models

MALE FEMALE

Income Coef. p<|Z| SE Coef. p<|Z| SE
Wave 1. Male (N=3045); Female (N=4930)

Arguments got Physical -376.34 407.57 -376.34 429.38
Age 25.12 ~ 13.60 25.12 ~ 13.73
White -094.36 ** 376.99 -094.36 ** 384.58
Years Education 1559.06** 69.58 1559.06 *** 61.31
Current Partner -2286.88** 367.25 -2286.88 *** 347.97
Constant -8292.89*** 1117.75| -8292.89 *** 1037.68
Wave 2 : Male (N=3070); Female (N=4930)

Arguments got Physical -2338.9% 1274.85| -1473.87 * 722.43
Age 46.96 29.80 149.41 *** 19.27
White 2043.02 * 033.31| -1253.99 * 538.04
Years Education 2361.61** 127.65 1310.30 *** 86.78
Current Partner 4042.98** 1041.68 -673.12 514.52
Constant -5558.21* 2442.87 1632.05 1533.02
Wave 3: Male (N=1615); Female (N= 2403)

Arguments got Physical 778.67 2289.64 778.67 1969.60
Age 203.94 *** 35.21 203.94 *** 47.59
White -1678.14 1190.69] -1678.14 1295.73
Years Education 1615.58** 216.47 1615.58 *** 195.23
Current Partner 658.02 1884.68 658.02 1741.33
Constant 4596.58 3872.05 4596.58 4111.78

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="



Table A.83
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Model Testing of Random Effects Linear Regression Models of Income. FaeMand
Cohabiting Respondents

. R- R-

Model Testing: Income Squared | Squared R-Squared ngd (prob.>

s Overall chi2)
within between

Male Verbal Aggression 0.16 0.22 0.19 1048.56  (**7)
Hitting or Throwing 0.16 0.22 0.19 1031.99 (***
Arguments got Physical] 0.16 0.22 0.19 1037.26  (*1%)
Primary Respondent | , ; 5 0.22 0.19 1046.07 (™)
physically violent
Partner / Spouse .
Physically Violent 0.16 0.22 0.19 1036.36  (***)
Any Physical violence o1, 1 916 | 0.16 631.85 ()
at any time in study
Any Verbal Aggression *kk
at Any Time in Study 0.14 0.17 0.16 629.95 (***)

Female | Verbal Aggression 0.40 0.22 0.32 514431 (**7)
Hitting or Throwing 0.40 0.22 0.32 5136.24  (**¥
Arguments got Physical 0.40 0.22 0.32 5133.75  (*%)
Primary Respondent | 0.22 0.32 5133.32 (%)
physically violent
Partner / Spouse .
Physically Violent 0.40 0.22 0.32 5133.02 (***)
Any Physical violence | 5 0.10 0.28 2907.22  (**¥)
at any time in study
Any Verbal Aggression| 5 0.10 0.28 2906.78 ()

at Any Time in Study

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~



Table A.84
Model Testing of Random Effects Linear Regression Models of Income. H@draple
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Model Testing : Income R- R- R-
squared | Squared | Squared | Wald (prob.
-within | between | Overall | >chi2)
Male Arguments got
Physical 0.14 0.25 0.20| 971.88 (**)
Female Arguments got
Physical 0.48 0.22 0.36| 5039.65 (***)

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~




Table A.85
Model Testing of Logistic Regression Models of Fairness Spending Mooeiafried and Cohabiting Respondents.

Fairness Spending WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
Hosmer- Hosmer- Hosmer-
Likelihood Lemeshow | Likelihood Lemeshow | Likelihood Lemeshow
Ratio Test Goodness | Ratio Test Goodness | Ratio Test Goodness
(Prob. > chi2) | Fit (Prob. >} (Prob. > chi2) | Fit (Prob. > | (Prob. > chi2) | Fit (Prob. >
chi2) chi2) chi2)
Verbal Aggression 53.96 (***)| 7.46 60.78 (*1)14.33 (M) 31.13 ***) | 1.89
Hitting or Throwing | 45.02 (***) | 10.50 61.45 (***) 9.32 32.76 (***) | 9.45
Arguments gOt *k%k *kk * *kk
Male Physical 50.03 (***) | 1.96 60.15 (***)|15.76 (*) | 27.29 (***) | 9.49
Primary Responden _ - . _
ohysically violont I46.20 (=) |4.88 58.85 (*%|1951 (%) [ 27.49 () | 8.07
Partner / Spouse s e -
Physically Violent |45.44 (***) | 3.26 52.25 (***)| 21.67 (**) 26.70  (***) [6.42
Verbal Aggression 50.56 (***)| 12.02 70.70  (**1)9.65 35.65 (***) | 6.19
Hitting or Throwing | 34.03  (***) | 4.57 55.51 (***) 8.18 20.51 (***) | 12.90
Arguments got
Female | Physical 36.13 (***)| 4.87 57.65 (***) | 9.45 29.60 (***) | 11.83
Primary Responden
physically violent I 35.18 (***) | 7.13 63.65 (***) | 10.03 24.91 (***) |1 8.91
Partner / Spouse
Physically Violent | 26.87 (***) | 4.94 4576  (***) | 7.64 19.62 (**) ] 9.61

P< 0.001 = (**); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

80¢



Table A.86

Model Testing of Logistic Regression Models of Fairness Spending MoneyRulF&ample

Model Testing — Fairnesp

Money : All Relationship

Types WAVE 1 WAVE 2 WAVE 3
Hosmer- Hosmer-
Hosmer- Lemesho Lemesho
Lemeshow w w
Likelihood Goodness Goodness Goodness
Ratio Test Fit (Prob. > | Likelihood Fit (Prob. | Likelihood Fit (Prob.
(Prob. > chi2) | chi2) Ratio Test > chi2) Ratio Test > chi2)
Male Arguments
got Physical 42.06 (***) 6.04 61.31 (***) 9.87 26.88 (***) | 9.02
Female | Arguments
got Physical 42.06 (***) 6.04 61.31 (***) 9.87 26.34 (***) | 8.16

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 ="

60¢€



Table A.87
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Cross- Sectional Analysis: Money Fairness - Wave 1: For Married and @obabi
Respondents, Logistic Regression Models. Outcome modeled is

“Spending Money is Fair.”

MALE (N =2204 ) FEMALE (N = 2712)
Money Fair Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Zz] OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.54 ** 0.58 0.18 -0.83 ¥ 0.44 0.16
Age 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01 0.02 ** 1.02 0.00
White -0.03 097 0.16 0.05 1.05 0.14
Years Education -0.02 0.98 0.02 0.03 1.03 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.g0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.23 126 Q.24 240. 0.79 0.21
Constant 1.35 ** 3.86 041 1.41  wxx 408 0.37
Hitting or Throwing -0.14 0.87 0.1p -0.56 *** a5 0.14
Age 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01 0.02 ** 1.02 0.00
White -0.07 093 0.16 0.03 1.03 0.14
Years Education -0.02 0.98 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.q0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.22 1.25 Q.24 220. 0.80 0.21
Constant 094 * 257 0.38 1.03 * 281 0.35
Arguments got Physical -0.41 * 0.66 0.17 -0.63 *** 053 0.14
Age 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01 0.02 ** 1.02 0.00
White -0.06 094 0.16 0.02 1.02 0.14
Years Education -0.03 0.97 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.g0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.20 1.22 Q.24 200. 0.82 0.21
Constant 1.07 * 293 0.38 0.97 ** 263 034
Primary Respondent physically
violent -0.55 ** 0.58 0.19 -0.70 *** 0.50 0.16
Age 0.03 *** 1.03 0.01 0.02 ** 1.02 0.00
White -0.08 092 0.16 0.03 1.03 0.14
Years Education -0.03 097 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.q0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.19 1.21 Q.24 200. 0.82 0.21
Constant 111 *= 3.03 0.38 0.94 ** 255 0.34




Table A.50 Continued.

311

MALE (N =2204 )

FEMALE (N = 2712)

Money Fair Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Partner / Spouse physically violent  -0.61  ** 0.540.18 -0.53 ** 0.59 0.18
Age 0.03  *** 1.03 0.01 0.02 *** 1.02 0.00
White -0.07 093 0.16 0.04 1.04 0.14
Years Education -0.03 097 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.q0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.18 1.19 Q.24 21-0. 0.81 0.21
Constant 1.15 ** 3.14 0.38 0.88 * 240 0.34

P<0.001 =** P<0.01=**P<0.05=*P<01="



Table A.88
Cross- Sectional Analysis: Money Fairness - Wave 2: For Married and @obabi
Respondents - Logistic Regression Models. Outcome modeled is “Spending Money is

Fair.”

MALE (N = 2304)
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FEMALE (N =2799)

Money Fair Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z| OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.65  *** 0.52 0.1B -0.84  *** ®B4 0.16
Age 0.02 *** 1.02 0.01 0.02 *** 1.02 0.00
White 0.50 *** 1.66 0.14 0.14 1.15 0.13
Years Education -0.03 097 0.02 0.03 1.03 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.00 1.00 Q.15 003 1.36 0.11
Constant 1.12 3.06 0.4p 0.94 ** 255 0.36
Hitting or Throwing -0.65 *** 0.52 0.16 -0.61  *** B4 0.14
Age 0.02 *** 1.02 0.01 0.02 *** 1.02 0.00
White 0.48 ** 1.62 0.14 0.11 1.12 0.13
Years Education -0.04 ~» 0.96 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.01 099 0.15 330.* 1.39 0.11
Constant 0.76 * 214 0.3p 0.43 154 0.34
Arguments got Physical -0.71  ** 0.49 0.18 -0.76 *** 0.47 0.16
Age 0.02 *** 1.02 0.01 0.02 *** 1.02 0.00
White 0.48 ** 1.62 0.14 0.11 1.112  0.13
Years Education -0.04 ~ 096 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean 0.00 1.00 Q.15 10% 1.37 0.11
Constant 0.70 ~ 201 0.36 0.40 1.49 0.34
Primary Respondent physically

violent -0.77 046 0.21 -0.97 ¥+ 0.38 0.18
Age 0.02 *** 1.02 0.01 0.02 *** 1.02 0.00
White 0.49 ** 1.63 0.14 0.10 1.10 0.13
Years Education -0.04 ~ 096 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.90 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.01 099 (.15 320.* 1.38 0.11
Constant 0.67 ~ 1.96 0.36 0.41 151 0.34
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Table 4.51 Continued

MALE (N = 2304) FEMALE (N =2799)
Money Money

Money Fair Coef. p<|Z| Fair Coef. | p<|Z] Fair Coef.  p<|Z|
Partner / Spouse physically
violent -0.56 * 0.57 0.22 -0.60 ** 0.55 0.19
Age 0.02 *x* 1.03 0.01 0.02 1.02 0.00
White 0.49 ** 1.63 0.14 0.13 1.14  0.13
Years Education -0.04 ~ 0.97 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.02 098 (0.14 310.* 1.37 0.11
Constant 0.62 * 186 0.36 0.29 1.34 0.33

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.89
Cross- Sectional Analysis: Money Fairness - Wave 3: For Married and @obabi
Respondents. Logistic Regression. Outcome modeled is “Spending Money is Fair.”
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MALE (N = 1085) FEMALE (N =1403)
Money Fair Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. p<|Z] OR SE
Verbal Aggression -0.56 * 0.57 0.28 -0.89 ¥+ 0.41 0.21
Age 0.05 ** 1.05 0.01 0.02 ~ 1.02 0.01
White 0.83 ** 229 0.28 042 * 152 0.21
Years Education -0.04 0.96 0.04 -0.01 0.99 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.g0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.03 097 0.26 110. 1.12 0.19
Constant -0.07 093 098 137 ~ 393 071
Hitting or Throwing -1.17 0.31 0.43 -0.95 ** 08 0.35
Age 0.05 *** 1.05 0.01 0.02 * 1.02 0.01
White 0.76 ** 2.15 0.29 045 * 157 0.21
Years Education -0.04 096 0.04 -0.02 0.98 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.q0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.04 096 0.26 100. 1.11  0.19
Constant -0.53 059 0.95 0.75 2.13 0.68
Arguments got Physical -0.55 0.58 0.5 -1.44 ** 024 0.34
Age 0.05 *** 1.05 0.01 0.02 * 1.02 0.01
White 0.82 ** 227 0.28 0.44 * 155 0.21
Years Education -0.04 0.96 0.04 -0.03 0.97 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.g0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.04 096 0.26 120. 1.12 0.19
Constant -0.60 055 094 0.85 235 0.69
Primary Respondent physically
violent -0.80 045 0.81 -1.48 0.23 0.42
Age 0.05 *** 1.05 0.01 0.02 * 1.02 0.01
White 0.82 ** 227 0.28 045 * 158 0.21
Years Education -0.04 096 0.04 -0.03 0.97 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.q0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.04 096 0.26 110. 1.12 0.19
Constant -0.59 055 094 0.81 224  0.69
Partner / Spouse physically violent 0.24 1.27 610 -134 * 0.26  0.53
Age 0.05 *** 1.05 0.01 0.02 * 1.02 0.01
White 0.82 ** 227 0.28 043 * 154 0.21
Years Education -0.04 0.96 0.04 -0.02 0.98 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.g0 0.00 1.00 0.00
Income Missing - replaced mean -0.05 095 0.26 110. 1.12 0.19
Constant -0.67 051 094 0.72 205 0.68

P<0.001 = ***; P < 0.01 =**; P <0.05 =% P < 04"



Table A.90
Cross-Sectional Analysis: Money Fairness — All Waves; Full SampsadRdents.
Logistic Regression Models. Outcome modeled is “Spending Money is Fair.”
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MALE FEMALE
Money Fair Coef. p<|Z] OR SE Coef. F<|Z OR SE
WAVE 1: Male (n=2330 ), Female (n=2809 )
Arguments got Physical -0.45  ** 0.64 0.15 -0.58 *** (.56 0.13
Age 0.03 ok 1.03 0.01 0.02 * 1.02 0.00
White -0.10 0.90 0.16 0.04 1.05 0.14
Years Education -0.02 0.98 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
mggg‘e Missing - replaced |  5q 1.30 0.24 -0.16 0.85 0.1
Current Partner 0.23 1.26 0.28 0.31 1.36 0.25
Constant 0.90 * 2.46 0.46 0.67 1.96 0.41
WAVE 2: Male (n= 2304), Female (n=2803)
Arguments got Physical -0.69 ¥ 0.50 0.17 -0.46 ** 0.63 0.15
Age 0.02 ok 1.02 0.01 0.02 *x1.02 0.00
White 0.49 i 1.62 0.14 0.13 1.14 0.13
Years Education -0.04 ~ 0.97 0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
:;‘gg:‘e Missing - replaced | 4 5, 098 015 | 031 = 136 0.11
Current Partnef 2.44 * 1149 1.13
Constant 0.70 A 202 0.36 -2.12 A 0.12 1.17
WAVE 3: Male (n= 1082), Female (n= 1400)
Arguments got Physical -0.32 0.73 0.64 -1.13 ***(.32 0.31
Age 0.05 ok 1.05 0.01 0.02 * 1.02 0.01
White 0.82 *k 227 0.28 0.41 A 151 0.21
Years Education -0.04 0.96 0.04 -0.04 0.96 0.04
Annual Income 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
'rgggrr?e Missing - replaced | 0.96 0.26 0.12 113 0.19
Current Partnét
Constant -0.61 054 0.94 0.98 2.65 0.69

Notes: P<0.001 =**; P<0.01=*;P<0.05=*P<0.1="
% variable dropped from the model because variable predicted outcome perfectly.



Model Testing for Random Effects Logistic Regression. Fairness of Sypekidiney.

Table A.91

For Married and Cohabiting Respondents.

316

Model Testing for Fairness of Overall

Spending Money Likelihood Ratio Wald (Prob. >
Test (Prob. > RHO test (Prob/ chi2)
chi2) > chibar2)

Male Verbal Aggression 127.47 (***) 80.94 (***) (108.24 (**¥)
Hitting or Throwing 118.04 (***) 84.81 (***) |103.59 (***)
Arguments got Physical 117.33(***) 83.55 (***) [103.50 (***)
Primary Respondent
physically violent 117.22 (***) 82.27 (***) 1104.07 (***)
Partner / Spouse
Physically Violent 116.34 (**) 84.61 (***) [102.62 (***)
Any Physical violence at
any time in study 111.25 (***) 48.09 (***) 92.29 (***)
Any Verbal Aggression alf
Any Time in Study 103.78 (***) 49.97  (***) 86.18 (***)

Female | verbal Aggression 117.15 (***) 144.64  (***) | 100.57 (***)
Hitting or Throwing 72.25 (***)| 149.64 (***) | 69.01 (***)
Arguments got Physical 78.60 (**1150.02  (***) | 75.17 (***)
Primary Respondent
physically violent 86.49 (***) | 151.60 (***) | 82.80  (***)
Partner / Spouse
Physically Violent 62.83 (***) | 152.79 (***) | 59.51 (***)
Any Physical violence at
any time in study 41.19 (***) 98.55 (***) | 39.38 (***)
Any Verbal Aggression at
Any Time in Study 28.18 (***)| 105.40 (***) | 26.64  (***)

P< 0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 ="




Table A.92
Model Testing for Random Effects Logistic Regression. Fairness of Syekidiney. Full Sample.

o . | Overall
Model Testing: Fairness of SpendmgLikeIihood Ratio RHO test wald (Prob. >
Money (Prob. > .
Test (Prob. > chibar2) chi2)
chi2)
Male Arguments got 116.82 87.89 113.45
PhySIca| * (***) - (***) * (***)
Female | Arguments got 70.40 144.34 76.44
PhySIC&| - (***) * (***) - (***)

P<0.001 = (***); P< 0.01 = (**); P< 0.05 = (*); P <0.1 =~

LTE
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