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{ . " INTRODUCTION g L
As Robert Blood éuggegts, much of-our research(on the socioiogy of the ) .
Q % - - e -
: family "tends to run in ruts' and one of those "ruts" is tite study of maritdl

i

power (197@, p.8). Since the publiqation'of the original study by_Bi3od’énd

~ -
v v 3 '

Larson 1974; SafiliosLRthschild 1970; Tuqk and Bell 1972). However, in

A3

_spite of tlie great amount of work, the field is far from coherent. ’ Tq-aate,

>

numerous studies on marital power have employed different definitions of

. the copcept, wsed different methodologies and operationalizations, presented

divgrgent interpretatfons of the findings, found the data supportive of ’ - -

-

*  ‘multiple theoretical modéls, questioned the explanatory utility of the °
. concept itself aﬁd even postulated;as to sdEiolqgis%s' underlying motdvations .

for exbendiﬁg so much time and energy on the topic. .. A

Having said all that, one might wondér as to- the wi;dom.p? yet :
& .

. . /
another paper on marital power. The answer is simple: the issue*?imply
. \
ish't going to go.away. In terms of its methodology, matital'powé: is an

, area in which one is challepged by the rélatiggship between 'subjective"

\ and "objecti;e" reaiities; in terms of the thkoretical uﬁdérpinnings, it

Co . . ﬂ

is a topic which raises tantalizing Questions(as to the relationshiﬁ\between
i

structural and normative chfacteristigsu:ahd nally, empirica;;y, it is
an area 'in which the complex interrelationshlps of ‘many variables beg to be . |
' J classified. v s Tt . : |
- . In view oﬁ‘the above, Lhe goals of this paﬁef are modest, The primary ) .
" -fp;us i‘ th?‘péeéentation 5f‘én alteréative oper%tionalization o} the con- .

S J

|
‘cept of marital power. The secondany focus is a considerat%pn‘of two aspects

‘2 of married life that are both thedfeticaLlyJ}mporfant to an understanding of,

.o o . . . R ) ¢ -
.oR e ’ N

Iy ) /
. ? .
‘ o o
.
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,f%,and empirically correlated with marital Dower structures: influence techniques

, . N N -

c‘w

and phygical niolence used by spouses. c b
-. ‘ ’

SAMPLE L V.

- The data for this study were obtained from in-depth interviews with
fifty couples. 1In order to obtain a sample that was not entirely self- .
, ‘ T
selected, nor one that Was chosen on the basis of one specific social
* )
characteristic, but ‘would be likely to agree to participate, the population
selected, was that of all married pastptime'graduate students at a New

England state gollege. This population (N=1579) was chosen becapse it
was assumed that part-time students (who had already completed a B.A. degrée)

and their spouses would be more likely to have other roles in addition to

. . .

] v M v . .
that of studépt (e.g.; worker, parent).

3 _ . . 4 n\ , .
In order to obtain a sample of fifty couples, contact was made. with

seventy-nine members of the population,'selected by systematic random

~

sampling The initial contact was a letter sent to the homes of. members.
of the population. The letter expla1ned the purpese of the study, the kind

of topie that would be covered and asked {h‘?e person and his or her spouse

s .
to participate. The second contact was a phone call to answer any.questions

o

about the study, and, if they, were willing, to schedule an intei%iev. “In
] ) « M PN .. 9

four cases, the second contact .did not take place (no listed:telephdne“ .

A

or answer) in two cases the couple was no longer part of the sample (divorce
\~ 55’/ -
or separation) and in two cases time conflicts did not permit thélintsrview -

’ s
from takitg place. Of those who received the second contact %nd were “fn
intact qiiiiages,»twenty-one, or 25%, refused to participate.:3‘fhf -5
o B
It is recognized that the findings-of this study can only be géneralized
8 * -.

‘to a small, relatively homogenedus population. ~Like the population, th? :
j)

sample was white, middle class and predominantly Catholic. There was, however

A
! < - . > R, ~ N ‘
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- “'the other's behavior. )

y 23-

a wide range in the characteristics of fige (from tweaty-one to siity-threé‘

N - ‘

. years of;agé), length of harriage (one to twenty-nine yegrs),\number of

*
-

_children (none to five),'a%d wife's work stdtus (employed part-time, full-

time and not empla?ed in a wage earning job).

2

\

Pre-testing of the interview Schedule and questionnaire was conducted

qfing the fall of 1974. The interviews with:.the sample took place between

. J \uary.and July 1975.

¢

\ Ty PERCEIVED MARITAL POWER
\ ° . 4 > ‘:" o '
Power .i® Tost often defined as the ability 4f an individual to change =_
.. . : .S

the behavior of other members of a social system ‘(Olson and Cromwél} 1975a,
/ o . -

J p.5). Family power is a multidimensionpl.concépt whibh‘iélmeésured through

‘beﬁaviorél acts in wh%ch‘the dggfeg of dne's pbwér’is put to the test
) . . . , . ' S, oo
(Safilios-Rothschild 1970, p.540). In this-seudy, perceived marital power

-

is defined as the s ouses.' perceptions of the extent to which each controls
P ptior

- -

Defining perceived marital pewer in terms of the way that family me?bqrs

. themselves see the power structure, means that the researcher is interested

. } :

in a ”subjective" rather than "objecbive".vieb of the famiLy.‘ I therefore

used a self-report method rather than an evaluation of observed family mem-~ ,

~

bers' behavior in, for example, a discus%ion,or game situation (see'for.’
‘example Kenkel 1957; Straus 1967). "Self-report methods tap the subjective

reality by measuring power\from the perSpeétive of those individuals involved

[ .
. . . . . </
in the relationship”" (Olson and Cromwell 1975b, p.137). -

— -

The method of data collection used avoided some of the problems of° pre-

> » 4 v

vious 'research. As SafilioE-Rothschild has 'pointed oqut, other studies obtainéd

“

—

data from only one spouse, -usually the wife, based on.the dubious assumption
. R . Y .

~

that the other quuse's responses would be simliar (1969b, p.290).

+

.
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In addition, even whep researchers’ have obtained data from both spousas,

they

have continued to %odﬁ for a meaSure of power that .would act as a reflection of

h .- N

the one "val;d reality" ratherAtHan.vlewimg the discrepancies between husb§pds'

’
.

"and wives' reports as,valid. Rather than assuming that both spouse's reports -

. v

’ / .
« would be similar, in this study, both the husband and the wife in each couple

. L4 * [}
.

were interviewed at the same’'time in different rooms. In this way the possi- -

-

) bility that the husbardd's and wife's realities m;ght not coincide could be R

. . .
examined. ’ . - . -

-

S In addition, this study relied primarily on general questions contefning~~ \

each spouse's pércepqion of the power structure and secondarily on a series

- . . . - T, . a , °.\ . . :.

. _:ijf/;pecific questions concerning decision-making. All of the questions were ’\

{ . . . : o . . ' ' . .

, open edded. In this way the study avoided 'questions concerning the validity
? : Lo

3 ¥ -

of*heasuring'power by asking respondents which sbouse makes thé decision in

-

‘a given.set. of a;eas._ This method of meésuring power, fhich has 5eenfused,;n
.. . v, ° \ \
the bhlk of previous research, "hag-been hueétioned on numerous gro;ndé{ that
the specific ﬁgfisions which are ;éed.have a direcg impact on\th; studyvs «Q
e - . ¢
.ef}ndings (Centers, " Raven aﬁd:RdHfiguéé i971, pp.265-267); that calculating
jf-an ;veréll decision-hﬁiing jeore mak§s the uétenéble assumption that all - ’
detisions are éq@ally impotrtant (Safilios-RothsgPild 1970, pi54§); and that

response alternatives like."both make decisions" in g culture which stipports
YHST att N _ >

"an equalitarian ideal may tend tg distort findings by ‘an artificial’ over- as

" selectian of this tybe of éhoice (Safilios-Rothschild 1970, p.SﬂZ’T,'Finally, ;

.\,l . - 4 T ! e \
\rpince a whole ‘field of decision-making may be relegated to a weaker. partner

a . .

'(Safilios-Rothschild'1970),\and eaclr area of ‘decision-making may not be equally

A -

salient to ‘the spouses (Komarovshy 1967),. a meghodblogy which emphasizes general. *
’ 19 : N - "

.,quesﬁiops.ailows for~the3% ?ssugé to be explored. ' N

-

»

\ . ° " I . (] .

& . Operationalizatjon of berceived,ma{ital power. In order to classify the
y . ' . ‘ . ' .

‘%coup;es according to their perceived marital power étrugtures, both spouses

. -

MR- I
' LI - ] . ' N . i
o - . . . ' .
o . -
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. » A
were intesviewed separately and.were asked a series of questions which explored

]

. : L
their perceptions of their ability to influence and control each other. %n

\
analyzing the couple’ s perceived marital power structure,primary 1mportance

was given to the husband's and wife's answers to ‘the questions congerning 1) the

respondent s feeling about who usually gets his or her way when the'touple

\
disagrees, 2) the outcome(s) of the example(s) of decision-making that the re-

. spondent'cites when asked about recent decisions*, 3) the respondent's feel&ng
6 : i .

' ‘ .. .
akg?t his or her ability to force the spouse into something the spouse was

inktially opposed to and %) the respondent's feeling of satisfactionﬁahout the

amount of power that the spouse sees him orfherself as having S

. The answer‘ﬁo the last question was- copsidered espec1ally impgrtant be-, *

-

cause it was asked after quite a bic of discussion.about power and infltence.
It usually involved a restatement of ‘the rFespdndent's perception of the halance

of power; ;ometimes it included a clarification‘bf, and-occasionall& a re-

I
.

evalnation of, the situation. 1In fact, a .consequence of the list of specific

decisions which precgded this question may have been to structure, in part, the -

o
! -
s |
N

respondent’s frame of -reference in arswering it.

Based on tze answers to these four questions, each spouse was then classi- '.

¥

fied as to his or hery- ﬁﬁdividual perception of tge balance of power into one of

the following thrae categor1es‘ l) equaliCaridnl- the spouses feels. that neither
‘- .4)! .

" one is dominant in making decisions and exerting influence over the othef ‘spouse;

2) husband dominated =~  the spouse feels that the husband -is dominant in terms_of

Ly

N . 4 \
making decision ahd exerting influence over the wife; and 3) wife dominated -

.2
. S ' \

.

- B L2 } ’

’

*This was most often used by . the respondent as an illustration of the geheral
. pattern or, in. those cases in which. the outcome of the spécific decisioa
differed from the general pattern, an attempt was made to explain: how and why
this specific instance was different from which was perceived as typical.

‘ . - (‘ . - ‘J.

4



- oo ) P .
- . CoT N - °

the spouse feels that the wife is domijrnt in terms of making decisions and

exerting influence ove® the husband. ~ . T

.

After thé initial classification of each spouse's percepg}on, the answers
. 8 ’ » ’ .
to questions which ‘asked about the, respondent's view of the spouseis viewy of the’
situatio%i\about the éxtent to which he or she delegated responsibif;ty to the

O -

spouse’ and ‘about decision-making in twenty=two specific areas were considered
4

. y ‘as "bachH information." In genéfai, the answersttg these questions were in
. agreement with’ and tenaed tolsﬁgport thelini;ial clas;ific%tion of each ;pouse's
view:oftfhe éefceived marital powéf strucgq£ei, G ‘ !
Q ~ After t'hﬁ husband and wif'e weré e‘a"ch' classifi“eq as to his/her perception .
3 _6f the marfiage, these perceptions Q;ré compared. In forty-sig of the fifty.
— . . i

couples, the spousesi perceptions of the distribution of marital power were

ﬂsubstantially the samé. In the other four couﬁles:."his",parriage waévclearlz

dfffékent from ?her’ magr?age*. There were four typés'of'pe;ceiyed marital -

- - . A

ﬁowey type identified: equalitarian (22 couples), husband dominated (19 couples),

" wife dominated & coiflés), and differently perceived (4 couples).

The equalitarian marriage: ''it balances out." The most important charac-
) N .

teristic of this type of couple is that both the wife and the hasband eel that

’

ﬁeithe; one of them is dominant in terms of making decisibons or -exerting influence.

In all of these families\ the spouses perceive themselves as exerting joint and

. . . X ; ;
-~ T 1 ~ ‘ L

” (4 . *

:  *Although® the general perceptions of the balance of power were more important
in classifying the' couples, asN further check on the simtlarity of perceptions,
the husbands' and wives' responses on the list of specific decisions were com-
paréd. The percentage of items on which they agreed was c§lculated. Data were
not colletted for ull 22 specific decisions for all 50 couples due to respondent
’ refusal to answer the question or nonapplicability of the question. The range
of agreement of perceptions was from 63% to 100%. The.average percentage of -
agreement on specific decisions for the 46 couplgs with similar perceptions
was 82%; the average percentage of agreement fer couples with different per-
- _ceptibns was 74%. . -

)} : ' .




. more about it, is affegted by what -happens and/or,feels more strongly about it.

B
T

=7- ‘ . Co -
. ' ! ) .

\ ,

“ NN

. : '( , N
equal influence over at ledst a sizeable proportion of family'matters. 1In .
., . . . 4

- g w d . - ’ <
all of these families as well,i&ach spouse is seepn as having more influence

‘ -~

in dome areas than he or she does in other areas < either because he or s¥¢ knows,

-

3

- “The pfyportion of matters which are defined as "pefsonal" issues as opposed

< N—
o "family" issues varies from family to family. At one end of the continuum
P Y : " ' . ‘ B
are those couples who define quite a few issues as "personal." Among these
Y -
. El . g

couples the husband and yiie;fach hawe almost complete autonomy in areas defined

as."his",and "hers" and which are perceived by both, as being of equal impor-

. ] . ’
tance. On the other end of the continuum axe the couples in which most matters
are defined as concerning both of them. -Among these couples almost all things.

-

are seen as being decided upon after & lot of "giue and take" in which both

spouses are seen as,equally likely to do the "giving"*. . )
' All twenty-two of the,husbands and twenty-one of the wives are satisfied

2

with the amount of influence they have. They feel that they have "enough"/but

I'd

not "too much." The one wife who is not satisfied said that’ she would rather

her husband be dom1nant so that the children would see him as the '"head of the
P ' .

v ’ ' f

o

family." , . - . ' .
&5

Mr. and Mrs. 19 are a typical equalitarian'couple. " The following excerpts

from-théir interviews illﬁstrate the spopses' perceptions of their power
s ' . - ~ .
, . . . { » - ~ . 0 )
structufe: . . ) Y ) \
Mrs. 19 - I o _
Q: How do you reach major decisions in your family? . P

Az Probably after twuch hagglipg. We discuss a laf‘of things before we go
ahead ‘and do them. We'do a"lq\\by impulse“too.-

- -
. .

-~

s

*In this way, the.equalitarian couple classiMication is milar to Komarovsky' s .
Ybalance\of power" type :which included "equalitariany couples who make decisions
jointly,} stalemate" couples in which each spouse was only strong enough to

, frustrate the other's wisheg and those couples in which spouses had supremacy
in different but equal areas\$1367,,p 223). -

-

t




‘6§: I guess both of us. It 'depends - if pne of us was going to be hurt\by

Q: .If there was a really 1mpqrtant decision to be made and you and your.
husband disagreed who.would usually get their way? .

it, then we‘wouldn t do it. ‘

: Have you had ‘to make any important decibsions recently’ ~ .

: Well) he's building a boat, and I wanteg a pleasure boat and he wanted t.
a_ ski;f - S0 he s ‘building a skiff with a cabin on it - sort 6f a com- .
promise. % ’

Qs+ Do 'you think you could force him to accept something that he was initially
g opposed to? A : . o

A: Yes, if it didn't mean that.he was compromising.\ He would -go® along with .
it,lexcept that we den't ask each other £o go against a basic principle
,that we are really strong about. < ) . - .

Q: How do you feel about the amount of 1nfluence and control you have in
your family7 .

A: T like it the way-it is. When I feel pushy, he gives me room.

Mr. 19 ' ‘ \ A * .

Q: Hpw do you reach major decisions? . . L

¢ Jointly. We pever argue .too much: sMajor decisions do- not come overnight
from one of us. We discuss it, we come up with some logical conclusiont

" If one disagrées strongly we try to rationmalize it - talk it out and come ¢

. up with something. T .

'Q: If therk was an important decision tq be made and you and your wife .
disagreed who ‘would usually get their way? )

A: It's 50-50, times we have disagreed. Once it was for her, to get a car 5 ——
and she got her way. "Another time it was my way. No one keeps winning <
all-the time. 'On small things -+I guess it's the same. o,

Q: What was the last important decision you.made?. . . ’ '

A: I had a good job and was making more money thau T'm making ‘now. T wanted. N
to quit and go ‘to college and she wasn't work&ngk, ‘T suggested quitting e
and she said she'd get a job and put me .through school. No one won and T
no one lost. . P

Q: Do you feel you could force her into aEcepting something that she was
initially opposed to? vt v ,

A: ' If it got to the point I had to- force her to do something, it wouldn't be
worth dping .o . -

Q: How do’ you'feel about the amount of influence and contfol you have in yout .
family’ \ ‘ . .o~

A: I wouldn't change it, I have control over me. I decide what kimeitq get;
up in the morning and what time to go to bed at night. My children, I.

-, ,have the power to tell them they must go to school. I don' t have power -

over my wife. 'I don't rule her and _she doesn't rule me. ’ (R i
) "

. \;\,' R -
The husband dominated marriage: "but he respects oy opinion". The pre-

dominant characteristic of the husband dominated marriage is that both the q&_

r-

husband and’ the wife Perceive the husband as having more power than the wife

does. In all 19 of these couples, -although the wife ¥s seen aszbaving control ',

V- . ~ &

. in at least some areas, the husband- is perceived as having final or’overall
1 . . A

control on famil?’matters. ln-addition, invseven of the couples, the wives'

v

14

. ! v
, o 10 c
L, :

/s




=4

A : * - . . . ‘ <
) - - f . - . N . 2
kS .

_ areas are defined as less important than fhe‘husbands'/are. .

However, even' if the husband mn as the dominant spouse, n most_cases .
.

this is seen as b‘thg temperiﬁ by his reasonableness In the majority of‘

-

’

cases (13 couples) the husband is 5\Tse§ved as consulting the wife on at least
" some of the 'things he decides about. These wives are pleased to, be consulted
v v . £

and believe that their husbands respect their. opinions and will consider them,

carefully before decidang Similarly in,12 cases the wife feels that if ;§§> .
. really wanted something, she could get her.ovn way. Furthermore, Seven
. husbands §ay they give in to their wives on minor issues in ofder to "keep the

«

péace" in the~family. tThese attrigutes make the great majority of the.wives
T (l4 cases) satisfied vith the balance'of.power;’ L, ‘ ) ‘0
R Mr. and Mrs. 33 are typiial of husband dominatis marriages.“fThZ;following.
_; : excerpts.illustrate thei; perceptions. . -.

¥ Mrs. 33 . ‘ SN
Q: How do you reach major decisions?

<t A Talk it over, he doesn' t make a decis1on>w1thout telling me or asking

rm me., It depends on who we're talking about - if it!'s very personal to

°
. him or me. . . v

v Q: . If there was an important.decision t6 be  made- and you and your husband

disagree, who usually get their way?
A - If ifﬁancial I think,khe makes the fi:nal decision We wanted to get

an apsfftment before we got this place and I found one that I liked but

it was mo¥e than he wanted to spend, and he said 'No, we Zan 't do 4it,' and”’
’ I didn't really fight with him. R
Q: Are there things that would be moretyour degision than his? :
A: Tike we need a new bédspread and F.want to spend $20 or $30 - he goes:

along - he doesn't deny me things. If it's@more concerned with my things -

« my decision would hold more. ’ - . .

v Q What if it concerned both of you?. ] . .
A: It's hard to say - depending on what it would be If'I"was against some-

thing that he really wanted and it congerned both of us - I don't: think

he would do it - if I- ‘really felt that strongly about it. . .'. I guess
v I Gee him as more-of the head of the-house. I think for all the practical
. purposes you need gomeone. yhen there are two people you can be more -
. 50750, but with a family it's different.,
Q: Have you had ®o make ady important decisions recently?
At ~Yes. He applied -for.a job. He hasn't made any decisiod). on/i/’/et 1
A ~ . think-it's kind of foolis#i. I can see as days go by, less and less I feel

like standing in his way. That's qually the way decisions work out.
« . Usually you have an objection‘at first and then you think it’ over T let

him do whatever he wants to do if he really believes it. I can't let it
sfay that way long. If\he:rea}fy wanted ‘it I would probably support him.

/ C

RN
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¢ . ' . R -10- a i, . . .
Q: * Do you feel you could force him fnto something he was\initially opposed to.
~.A: Yes, I might. It would have to be important to me. It's hard to do it !
. when you don't have an issife. ‘ e ~ .
, Q: . How do you  feel about the ~amount of 1nf1uence and control you havk in . ’
X the family9 X . -
A: - I.thipk I'm happy(about the amount of 1nfluence. It works od?'welr o
. He respects my feelings and doesn't make decis1ons thdt really g0 . ‘
against yhat I-want.. - . : v
e Q Would you want any ‘more influence or any- less {nfluence? ° T
g A: No. I Jike it the way it is. . . e : ‘
_ ' A he way : L _ R
M. 33 ) T o
- 6: How do you reach’ major decisions in your family9 .
e Al I like to think we ‘discuss them. I like to think a major thing, if she
was against something totally, I would respect her feelings.
- Q& If there was an importgnt family decision and you and your wife disagree, .
. “who would usdally get. their way? " ’ N ..
A: I think I would. I seem to be the. mord dominant persbnality I think I
- am a better decision mdker. In spite of the sitlationj~when'I make a
_ ;! decision, T make a decision. I'm not going to go on for'days. L.
e Qe Do you think you ceuld force your wife into acqept\ng something she was
"+ 7 initially opposedt to? . ‘
A:v. I could, but I wbuldn't use phySical forcal//I wouldn't do it. ! '
— . Q+, How do you feel about the amount ’of influence or control you hgve "4fi your * ¥
. " family?. . .. AR . y
A: I could be very dominant and color” her interpretation of different things\ ¢
and my wife woyld tend.to be the type of person to accept tbem. —
»  Sometimes that can be bad. -~ . v s
Q:  Would you like dny more or any less influemde? R Sy ,
¢ A I have no desire to be’ any moreéuthoritian ﬁhan I am.. T o
’ , -~ > ] -7
> - / o . A ..
N L The wi&e domi rriage: "if it/makes her happy . The essential P __—
characteristic of thi type of power structﬁre is that xhe husbands and wivess
N , »
sﬁare-the perception that the wife is the moreﬂinflu tial'spouse. Although one
husband felt the situation had occurred ‘becausé hi fe wag the more logical ’
t L. Sy - /3
. B ¥
\ person, the other four said it was basically because giving in made their wives
- P4 1 > . Ll ¥ [
_ easier to live with. Three of these husbands implied that if they were willing
to,tahe the consequences of their actidhs, they could become more pdme;ful than
R . . L ~ . ) . ’ 'l . .
: they were at’ the present time. R . - . .
. 3 ' « .
In contrast to the husband dominatedwmarriage, three of these wives saw at ,i
,J\' - A : 4 N ’
east a portion of their power as being covert and’ manipulative rather than/bgling
. ' . - - . , ’
e © opén control. And, id similar contrast, three of the husbahd} were dissatis- .
: *. ' . ‘ T, ;
* b - . - - ¢ , . -
‘fied with the balance of power and would have preferred to have had more. In
’ L . 1 -~ . * ) ) . N , -’ < . .."
. N .« .- - . A N : 6 - .
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every cage the hquand was seen- as having at least some areas under his cop-

’

. trol and was 8een as being consuited by his wife on the other decisions as Well -

even if he. would ultimately give in to her. '
o : . , N e AN LI
.+ The following excerpts from interviews with Mr. and Mrs. 9 illustrate

L this type of power structure: . ‘ -
N .. N . s
¥rs. 9 S ; ’ v ‘ _—
. Q: . How do you feach major deg¢isions in your fami}y? .

A; We talk things out - we have-to. 'We weigh bdth sides, see which one
. would be best.

- pg If there's an important decision. to be mades and you and sgour husband

: ‘disagree, who uspally gets their way’

A:' " It dgpends on what it is. A few years ago, when he was changing jobs, it
LTS was a decision that had to be his. It_meant a cut in pay and he knew" -
AN what: the growth of the place’was. I wasn't familiar with it. He could
y \\\\EEE a future in this place. I know what's best for me in my s1tuation .

What® about sogething that concerned you both equally’
"I'd try to win out. “a
"How does it usually work out? )
Usually I win, I'd say more times than not. If I think it's.best, I tell
‘#_him he doesn't know what's best

Q:_‘ Do you think you could force” your husband into acceptding your decision
on something he was- initially opposed to? , .o
: - A Probably If I really wanted to, I think so. . - - )
Q:  How do you feel about the ambunt of ‘influence or control you have in
your family? ) . )
A: I'm satisfied. I.put my two cents im\ If I had a choice I'd be home on
o my rear end, not working. But, now I have more say than gsomeone who is
home. Others would say "my husband is out in,the world every day and he
knows best". Well, now I am too.
- . . N ¢
. (hr 9 . .
Q: How would you say *you reach major decisions in your family?

A: We both try and talk it out first. If I say I really want to do something,
. and she gays’ "no", I'll still do it. If I like something I'll do it. I
. don't care what my wife says.

G 1 don't think I have too much. \£~don t take advantage of things. Like
my wife handles all ‘the money, bills. She more or less uses/}hat for a

ip - to whip the horse. . .
. ! [ .
N . .

=

Q: If there was a really important family decision to be made and you and);our;
z>ﬂ» wife disagree who usually gets their way? o
€ e A She would. g %\

Q: Why is that? ’- : B

A: First of all, you don't want to live with a miserable wife.

Q: Do you think you could force your wife into accepting something that she
" was 1nitially opposed to? -

A: No. . r) ~

Q:* How do you feel about the amount of influence or control you have in your
’ family’

. A

» v,




s

Rl

f;re you satisfied or dissatisfied with that7

Q

A: Dissatis‘é ’ : . .o

Q: * In what ys7 < ' § ©

A Doing certain things If I.say, "Let s go eat, here," and she don't want
to, 'she won't. If I say, "Let s go skiing- this weekend," she won't go if

*she doesn't want to. I can't get heMto Yo it or-go. I could say, "Well,
I'm leaving. I'm’'not coming back." She'd\say, "Goodbye."

Marriages with differently percieved power structures: "his'" marriage
T - - = : - :

P

versus "her' marriage. N\ ‘

a) Each sees self ‘as dominant (2 couples). : .//

N -

. In these two families, ‘each husband and wife feels that he or she is more

’

powetfui and beiieves that the'other spouse would share that percé%tion. All
four teel that ﬁhey each have sepatate ;pheres of ingluence, and see their
..Spouses as having%control over a substantial number of things: However, the

essential quaiity of this marital power type is tﬁat each spouse feels 1hat the

balance of'power favors himself ot herself. In bothicoupleg the spouseé feel

able to force the other.into aLcepting somePhing. Andz_each believés<that f///\
' the other spouse knew how Qgch something .meant .to him or her, then he or‘ébe"

would "giye'into please me'. ’Dstiﬁg the interviews with both cguples,ﬁthe'

v ¢ ’ )

spouses related digferent decisions,(each reﬁegbering the'Pnes where he or she

A d

felt dominant. The spouses all feel satisfied with t poweg,stfucture.

.b) The wife feels ghe is dominant, the husband says they are equal (2
. N \ b i “ - - . ) — . 5 ks
couples). - :

In both of these couples the husband is less involved with family matters
x . ‘ . .
than the wife. Th& wife appears to assume control by moving imto a kind of
"power vacuum' left by the Husband. The wives both perceive themselves as dom-

oL ) .
inant. The husbands feel they are about equal to their wivess“and that if

something were very impoftant td\tkif?they would get their way. All four feel

they could force the other spouse.cinto something. While one. husband feels

satisfied with the status{quo,.the other reports that, although previdhsly he
lﬂv%
\

AN

14
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. was satisfied:\he would now like more control. Both wives feel that’qpey have
too much- pawer. One wife doeshft want ko have any less power, while the other
4 Yould l;ke less on thg condition that her husband would Eggg—more. Bdth-woﬁen
" see power and involvgpent'%n family life as related: in order to get more
po&er thejir husbgnds will have to get more involved.
‘One égaianation Eﬁr thése differing perceptiohs éf the balance of p&we;

can be based on the husbands' outside interesté. In bqth.cases thevhusbands'

R . — .

" career 'is a top priority item - the couble has either ggved because of it dr
planned much of the family life around it. The husband does not feel at all
&;iinfringed upon" in this important area and may therefore define the situation

as equal. The wife, on the other hand, feels she controls most of the other

areas o? fam%{y life, and therefore‘gees herself as d?minant. IF only‘ggihbe.

»

“when he is interested in exerting control?in these other areas that the dif-
' ' . / £ -

ferences in perception will need to be reconciled.

’ ' ON POWER AND MARRIED LIFE

Clearly the most important reason for pursuing the concept of marital
power is the possible utility it has for understanding other aspects of marfiage.

Due to considefat{bns of sp#ce, I will briefly describe the way in which two of

these concepts,.influence techniques and marital violence, are related to the

. - - o : ~ ’
perceived marital power structure. . b

. =

Influence techniques. 'The investigation of the ififluence dynamics between

L
.

spouses is extremely important, if not indispensible for™the assessment of

_familial power structure" «(Safilios-Rothschild 1969a, p.7). As.both Safilios-

LN

Rothschild and Sprey (1972) haVe suggested, an understanding of the way in which
- ’

spouses influence each other might 'be even more crucial than knowing how power-

ful the. spouses pﬁrcéive themselves to be. In addition to helping to clarify -

-

* the issue of marital power, analyzing spouses' influence techniques can help us

to understand one aspect of sex'roles in the family. Through an analysis of

. -
< RO - P
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influence techniques, ue can examine the validity of the-yidely held stereo-

type thet women often get their we?lin famigies through manipwhative and

covert means, whil'e men get their way by using open and forthright tactics.
In this study, husbands and wives were asked to describe how they would

try to make the spouse go along with them, i‘the event that the spouse was
. ™
. opposed to something that.was very important to them. Each-respondent was
. v
LS

asked to describe his or her.major technique and the two other techniques, if

. any, that he or she used next mosk frequently. s’
N .

® -
The answers of many respondents indicated that they saw 'the question as

.

asking about techniques specifically designed to influence the spouse, (fqr
. \' . . o / - '_

examgle, "Oh, you mean what's my strategy for getting my own way . . .V);

others were careful to present the techniques as not consciously manipulative
(LWell I don't do it en purpose, you know, to get my own way, but I cry when
I'm upset and I guess he knows .. ,").‘~Of all the resppndents, only one hus-
band said-he didn't do anything to influence his wife.’

S Wives listed more influence -techniques than husbands. Ten wives end'V
thirty-six hugbands described only one techniquer twenty wives end seven hus-
bands describzz two; twentiqwibes and sixchusbands described three. "In addition,
the lists of primary techniques and total techniques used were'sonewhat dif:
fexrent for husbends and wives (Table 1). In examining the primary techniques,
we find more wives than husbands will keep bringing the topic up for discussion
(Mrs. T 2 "Just bringing it up repeatedly If he sees it coming up all the time
and it's important enough he usually gives-in."); argue or gét amgry about it
(Mrs. B: "I wouid‘slam things arounu the house and throw a §it."); become with-
drawn and silent (Mrs. R: "A ery.feminine technique, I guess:f The ogly one I

‘“resort to is not speaéing. He exélodes. I don't,I keep ig\in."); and becomes~
emotionally upseb or cry (Mrs.‘W:H"IJget depressed g.e’may cry or be'goody.

I'E} go 'off by myself but I'll never yell.") More husbands than wives discuss y

E Ic. ~ I TN
e, i




" stagntial and .70 and above as very strong

. -15-

. 0 . o . r
for i€, .I'Would keep-after her. I would not drop it. Perwistance,

. I : ; .
2

long tihe ")_

-+

For the purposes of analysis,.I then grouped the total techniques used

4

to three»types emotiohal techniques wh1ch include becoming withdrawn, AN

pouting, using the "silent treatment, . crying, becoming emotionally upget and

withholding sex;u"argumentétive techniques' which include being angry, arguing,

'yelling, telling spouse that he or she would do it anyway, and being stubborm;

S

and "discussion techniques" which include bringing topic up for discussion again,
. . A

discussing it logically and telling him/her how he/she feels aboute the issue.
As Table 2 demonstgates, sex 1s moderately associateu with influence tech-
niques grouped in this way (gamma = -.49).* The major difference between hus-

.bands’ and wives' influence techniques is that while only one husband 'gsaid 'he

\
.used an "emotional technique, twenty-four of the wives said they did. That is,

the wives used as many of the more "open" influence techniques, like discussion

and argument, as the husbands did, but used more "manipulatiwe" techniques, like

i

crying or the silent tfeatment, as well. Perhaps these wives had more success

with and/or’ felt more.comfogiable with the traditional and more acceptably ..‘
"feminine" techniques. '

In addition to the relationship between sex and influence technéque, this

researcher was interested in the effect that the perceived ‘marital power strueture

2

’
)

K
*The measures of assodciation used are Goodman and Kruskal's gamma and Yule's Q
(which is gamma for a fourfold table). Camma is one of several statistics ap-
plicable to measuring the strength of association between two o dinal variables.

P’y ; o

Yule's Q- is applicable when both variables are dichotomies. The major .ad-"~ v

vantage in using gamma and Yule's Q is that there are conventions to describe
their values. Although recognizing that the guidelines are arbitrary, Davis
argues that the «ability to make consistent evaluations is jimportant. To that end
he proposes descriling values of gamma and Yule's'Q from .01 to .09 as negligible,
from .10 to .29 as'low, from .30 to .A9\iie;?derate, from . to .69 as sub-

avis 1971, p.49 S )

g N .
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Table 1

-~
INFLUENCE TECHNIQUES ’ Voo -
- . USED. BY HUSBANDS AND WIVES'. . -y
> LY
! . Primary JInfluence ,"Total Influence .
) Techniqués - Techniques. ‘
Influence Technique Busbands Wives’ Husbands ! Wives © |
Cited by %podse: . . ' , '
I would keep Bninging . 2 'y
the topic up for . -
discussion ‘ 4 _ i 1 9 27
. ,
I would discuss the S
topic logically, and ' .
tell him/hér had I 34 » 27 34 32
felt about it : ) : ‘
\/\E - \ .
" I would be very;stubborﬁ 8 5 13 ) 5
ould get anéry, I1'd \
argue, I'd yell about | "0 & 3 4 11
it . . ! < - d -
: 3 /\*4‘ - \\ ~
I would téll him/her thau
I'd do it anywés% 3 0 6 5
I'd become withdrawm,, _ . , o
1'd pout, I'd use the 0 2 1 12
"silent treatment"
I'd cry; 1'd become / ‘
emotionally upset 0 ’ 2 (;} 0 - 16 -
f - .
"I'd withhold sex 0 \ 0 % I 0 2
2 /
o // \ .
\ 49 50 | 67 110 . t
) ‘ . .
\ g
‘\\; ) \ *{:‘;“5&": )
~ Ko - . { ! ,‘
~ : 1_6; A ' ' " “
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. Table 2

-

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SEX OF RESPONDENT

AND INFLUENCE TECHNIQUES USED

-

-

. Irfluence Téchniques

‘ .
, /
. one or more =~‘o/n or more one or more
"argumentative' [ 'discussion" "emotional™
, technique used t;abﬂique used{ technique used
L4 -~ . -
Hugbands 17 35 1 53
Sex of the ». » 1
X )
Resp'ondent ! » ! . ,
* Wives 17 39 24 80
) " 34 7% "L 25 133
. 7 ) “ N w
[ ]
s
L] .
: C
' ¢ gamma = -.49
AN %
- M . .
‘ ; N

-

* The total number of influence techniques is gréater than{\‘lOO'

because some spouses listed

19

re than 1 technique.

A}

o’
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wife's influence technique is moderately related to the

(gamma =

4 e P

would have on idfluente techniqﬁes.

] )

. =16~

AN )

It was hypothesized that spouses who
h)

see themseibes as relatively powerful would use.different 1nf1uen0e tech— N

N -

' S
giquescthan those “who perceive themselves as less powerful.

»
Iess need to negotiate or .be

'reasonable,

Because they feel

" Spouses that perceive themselves as

4

powerful are expected to be more likely to demand their own way, be stubborﬁiv

- ¢

or tell the Spouse that they will do something anyway.

- N

5
- P

. spousé in ordetjto get their own way.

Tables 3. and 4 demonstrate support for this hypothesis.

relatéd to the

wives that use "argumentative t

techniques"

"emotional techniques"” are.
»

techniques"

power type (Y e's Q = -.52).
hniqhes"
are in equalitari f mar
‘ The great,majority of wives that use

are in husband dominated marriages. (Table 3).

‘On the othez'hand

4

'SPQQSES’who feel they have less power még feel the need to c¢onvince or coax the: -

.

', N N 4
The variable Qf'

marital power type

.44); the variable of husband's influence technique is substeht{ally

gl £ind that while 63% of the

and 587 of those that use 'discussion
‘ , . -..Q
fages, only 27% of the wives that use

"emotional
—

_ 0f the husbands

-,

‘»

.
—

\ that use "argumentative.techniques," 67% are in husband dominated marriages and
‘ :

-
v .

,gf those that use "discussion techniques," 61% are in equalitarian marriagée
: i

) (Table 4). i
These findings may help to explain more fully the steseotype of women as

N

N »

manipulative and men as forthright. It may be that, in addition to sex, it is

1 ‘ . [ 2%

the amount of power that a sdguse perceives him ot herself as_having that has

an impact on the influence techniques that he or she will use. at is, be-

causge women are more likely to. perceive themselves as less poweﬁful than men

*

are, they may use emotional manipulation more often.

-

But wivés in equalitarﬁan

3

marriages may.not need to use the emotidnal approaches that wieg&-in husband
LY R . v -

.

dominated marriages do.

:

Instead they can present their desires logically, and




“ RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INFLUENCE. TECHNIQUES

., -

., Table 3

WLFE SAYS SHE USES BY MARITAL POWER- TPE % /-
. 4 - . v ’
% ' . / {- ~ :
Influence. Techniques .

= v . -= 5 N

one or more. one or more . one or more,

"argummtative" | "discussion" "emotional"
c\ . technique 'used technique used | technique used | ;

’ Husband . . \i .
dominated N 6 15 16 37

. Perceived (n=19): v, - T e
Marital = : , , 7 '
Power Equalitarian| 10 7 21 /) 6 37
TYPe * (nz\zz) J ‘3 .. . '
16 36 22 Rz
% .
- ” s
. AR}
- - gamma * .44 e
‘ - T Y
! . ‘ J .
& Al ?

. - .
Py - e

* Wife dominated couples (n=5) and couples with differently perceived
power structures (n=4) are omitted from the table because of the
" Low frequencies o : i‘ v
. . e ‘ . -

*%' The total number of influence techniques is greater, than the .
number of wives because some wives listed more than” ‘one technique.

. - N ' B . X . , .
. -, %
¢ [ . . N . . T

3




e ] v . é. . - ,‘{i - . -
* s . f { N . ‘
b ) ¢ ” ) ) - = * ° d -
¢ . ‘ R - ) \/
. L Pl a < .
o . 4 (/ ¢ R °
’ { .o - Table 4 e )
-\, ‘ - & | . :
. “ N 0'/ ~ Iy < ” ’
A RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN INFLUENCE TECHNIQﬁES Tl g L
{ . HUSBAND SAYS HE U%@S BY MARITAL POWER TYPE. - -
f b © . N ,‘-' ) : -~
. . . .,‘ - &‘" o o 13
A . Influence Techniques Ch « .
o - T . ’ ? ’ 1 ® . ¥
-~ . one or more .one or more |. o C - )
- T 4 "argumentative" | "discusgion" . 3 . SN
¢ technique used technique used RN .
Husband : . ;}} :
domipated 10, . - 12 22
Perceived (n=19) - Q’ . S -
,M‘ar*ital * i - N
~Power Type Equalitarian L5 | 19 26 - s ¥
. (n=22) , s ) .
) Co1s T R I R G
/ . . N ‘ . -
4 ” = ) - ' -
] R __"‘ © " . :,
. : } .U N
. -7 © 0 Yule's'Q = 4.52
— . ©n - ~ 4
- \ . , " )
- » - L4 & o .
. ) ‘ , \ . 3 : ¢
/ - X « - -
. . ’ ;» ' 3 R l L
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if that does not work, it is possible that they have enouéh power to argue .

forcefully for their goals. - -,

.

. 4 Oh the other hand men in equalitarian marriages,may not be as.able to -
be as demanding and atgumentatlve in approaching their wives Aas men in‘husband >
dominated marriages can be. Men in egualitarian_marriages may‘lack the power -
to "bully” their wiues and may need to rely on disc@ssipn in ordeTr to persuade
them’’ b | ' Y

Marital Violence. To date, there have been few studies od maritai vio-
ience.(Gelles 1974, 19&6; Levinger 1§Z4; O'B:ien 1971). S: chose stud:es on )

the topic, each selected at least part'of its sample in a way -that had potential

4
4

biases (i.e.,diyorcdng couples, police "blottii:\families). While the.sample’

uséd in this study d1d not contain those biases) there are; in addition to the
» . 7

sampllng cons1derations previously discussed, two. factors which might have re- .

sulted in an underrepresentation of violence—prone couples The £irst pos- - -

sible limitation of thi% study's sample\its middle class nature Gelles, for

example, found marital violence greatest in familieS\earning $3 000-$4, 999

.
and least in families earning oyer $15,000 (1974, p.126).

Secondly, all of the
Husband's unemploysigt is often a s:;ﬁés

. y
husbands in the sample were employed.
. L ~” '

that contributes to violence (Gelles 1974). "0'Brien, Yor example;—found that
3 . &

compared to non-violent families, there was evidehce of,und‘&achiejfment and *

deficient achievement potential in'the men's work roles in the v1olent divorce-

prone families (1971 P. 695) *

I L 4

Givenvthese considerat!hns 'we can turn to an examination of the frequency

with which marital violénce occurred in this sample of fifty families. Physical -

violenge is defined as the intentional use of physical force on another person’

o

(Steinmetz and Straus 19743 p.3), Data on v1olence was obtained by asj?ng each
. . »

&3
. . . , i e
*And, it is.also very possible that the families with the most violence . werg most
likely to refuse to participate in this study. Lot .

#

" ’ . P . 1 0 ~
/d ) 'Y
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spouse, if he or she had ever hit or tried to physically hurt their spouse in

. ) some way and 1if he or Qhé had aver been hit by the spouse.* Although-the hus-

—_—

"bands' end wives' reports of the use of physical:violence ageinst the spouses k,\

were very highly correlated, there were some discrepancies in reporting. Be-

I3

cause of the social uniersirah%}ity of using physical force on family ‘members,

it was assumed.{hat‘if only one spouse reported violence, that spouse was’
. giving the more accurate “version.
& -

In twenty of the couples (40%), spouses reported hitting, slapping, punching,

.

scratching, kicking, pushing, or throwing things at the other at least once
. A ’
.- during the marriage. In eight of the couples (16%), ylolence had otcurred at

]

) - -

least several times. Aibng ‘the coupieé;in which violente hadsoccurred, hus-

-

,J bands and wives were about equally likely to initiatt the violence and to re- .
* e . . .

v

N

spond violently once the other had begun. )
. \ - ki - b
J Although husbands and wives' use of physical fbrce against each other

. E \§ hi/h1§ correlated, there were three couples in which the wife used violence

against the husband;%t’least once, but he hag\never used violence ag inst her,
- “/- *

4

A - - , .
nd four couples in which he had used violence against her but she~had not
N . . 2

-recinroceted. We therefore need to analyze the violence used by hisbands R

~

-againsi wives and the violence used by wives against husbands separately.
‘While Gelles found husbands.to use violence somewhat more frequently than

wives, in this study the amount of violence used by the.two sexes was almost
- » > ) . / ’ , ’
the same. Seventeen of the husbands ¢34%) used violence against their wives at

C—- least dnce during their marriage ;gd si% husbands (12%) used 4t at least several

jmes. \Of the thirty-three husbands who had never used violencef three did use
* & ! . ’ »
what cdn be considered "threatening" gestures. That is, the husband's actions,
. 3 ' g ) :

7

[ —

’

*Behavior that spouses described as "playful," "foaling around" or mock fighting
was not clagsified as violence since the ‘dbject was not to hurt the other spouse.

P

o ‘)' , e .‘ . ' “
- [ 2 N -

* Ty




‘" while not directed at the &if% may have served as a warning that they could

d

'ping, kig&igg or panching their wives. Throwing things and. pushigg or shoving — f
were af,o fairly common. Only one husband used a weapon. In thisftase'the hus- /- ’{
band threatened the wife’with a knife by throwing it near, but not atQEg?T' '__ | '
. Sixteen of the wives (32%) used violence against their husbands at leas. " , ~T

razot against the husband's throat did not cut him.

. * . kY
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be. Two spouses descriBed these episodes as follows: ¢

e 4 .
Mrs. 25 "He slams th1ngsj|round 7 Not at me
but in general.” .

e B 1) : DR ""J., L ' '
! Mr-‘ 11: "Once I got so mad I threw a sandwich ; :
at her, Back about four yearg ago, I was giving
the kids-a haircut, and she was giving me a.hafd
time about something and I picked up the shears *°, - o
/ and walked ardund. the kitchen with,them”for awhile."

Most.couples report more than'one kind of violence used against t
- P R - ’

wife. The most frequent kind of violence that husbands used was hitt&hg,‘slap-

¢ ' o

once during the marriages. 0f these, six (12%) used violence at least several

times. None~of the wives used "threatening gestures. Slapping, hitt%ng,
scratching, punching and kicking are clearLy the most common kinds of violence
in which the wives engage One w1fe)used a weapon '"In this case she held a

~ i{‘ i . - i

-

4

It is importaft to note that -in'six of the sixteen cases in which the wife -

used violence, herr;§hgx::r is defined as ineffective and/or not threatening. The

L]

1
following comments illustrate how her ;%tions are perceived.

. ) =\
Mr. 9: "Oh yes! [ﬁy wife hits me] butvshe can beat me all
over my head and it won't Hurt me.

Mrs. 19: ~"Yes, I hit him. One night he gdt.me really .
aggravated and @"hit him a couple of times in-the arm.. *

And as he stood there laughing at me. I belted him a

couple of times; I belted him again. I felt better

after. He laughed. He thought it was hilarious.”

A (Mr. 19 commented that while the episo%i didn't bother o ~
him, his.wife hurt her hand and was so “upset that she//,/———‘

cried). .. D , :

.




~

L d

L 4

0w

' ! . : AL - e 3 ; A
of Vviolence. In all sevénteen cases his use of vfhlénce is defined as .far ,
Tt g - - . e . ' o " e .
‘from trivigl 2 S - o
rom triv, . - - .
B o e ” . .. 3)\5
Violenfe and_ggrceiged marital'ﬁower. ﬁecause families, like all other ' \ .
] \ .
social units or sdg%al systems afe power’ systems Goode (1971) argues thaf‘ on '

wife is substantially assdtiifed with ékrceived power- type (Table 5), but the , -
’ ~

. use of violence by the w1fe dgainst the husband has only a low

-20- ’ X .
. N * N . -~ ‘

t ’ - . . .

- ] T

comments illustrate, in over one- third of the cases - g

. - . - F}

oLence against heI husband, she just £3 not taken' seriously

. As_these spoudes'
[
where a wife use

Her behavior is defined as amusing, 6r"3s most, annoying. In the seventeén - N
- . ’ . 4

cases where husbands ‘were violends nof ane spouse fel% this way about his use

whatever else they rest,

-

“their foundation to ‘some degree is fursé(or i/s

thz‘eat. .
L (s

mpensate for lack of such other social resources & o

Thus, when the social system does,not ProF - %

.

As Steinmetz and;};raus argue, a family member can use the resource
of physicai.violenae £0 '

‘as money, knowtedge and *espect.

vide a family member with §ufficient resources to maintain his br her’ position

yic!iolence will tend to be used by« thnse whgﬂgan do‘so” 11974 p-9). :
/ LT
When the.relationship béfaeen physical violence* an erceived marftal

in the £

-~

power is examined in th%ﬁ\study, the use of,violence b the husband againdt the i

7

’agkgiiation Wigh oL

that}variable (Table 6).

1Wh11e 477 of the W1;ji;§n marriages perceived to be
{ M
husbandegminated had physical. violence used gainst them Y/nlbeB/ of the wives -
?“ r v N - . !
in perceived equalitarsnn marxiages did S . . ’
~ ’ <

. One explanation for the lack of- correlatiog/between violence and power for K ~

TTTe——

\/‘f K C
the wives can be- found ig the wives' abili ies rathgr than. their willingnéss ,té ! y
use violence: SR . . > . - o
- - t . - S}—
" Women may be as motivated to violence as men are, 3

equipment for vtelence isV ¢
use, they are at a greatsdis- ¢
counter. It is true that here,
modifies "'natural relationships." ' T
are gtear equalizers betweenm men . .
men (Bernarg 1971, 'p.251). ‘¥ ) o

\ -~ . ¢ , : ‘ ‘.‘h

. LN - -
20 )
* < .
. . 'Y /\\ ~ b
B . . .
—. M .

but since their physical
less effective in actual
advantage in a_ﬁhysical
as elsewhere, techrdolo
Guns, bombs, and poisofis
\ womenas well as-bétwden

~S
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- & TABLE 5
. .
. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PHYSICAL VIOLENCE BY THE HUSBAND
" AGAINST .THE WIFE AND PERCEIVED MARITAL POWER TYPE
’
>, \ \ Marital Power Type*
- husband ‘
- _ dominated equalitarian
physical violence' ) . -
. . was used against 9 5 14
physical . the wife
violence ~
used no physical violence ]
against was used against the 10 . 18 28
the wife wife
, 19 - 23 41
Yule's Q = ~.53
! TABLE 6 ?
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PHYSICAL VIOLENCE.BY THE WIFE
AGAINST THE HUSBAND AND MARITAL POWER TYPE =
. % Marital Power Type*
R :|. husband . .
dominated equalitarian
physical violence ’
was used against 7 14
physical the husband s P
vioTence :
used no physical violence '
against was used against the 12 ( 15 27
husband husband -
19 22 {;1
- A —
PR Yule's Q = .Q9

-

e

*wife dominated couples (n=5) and couples with differently perceived power
structures (n=4) are omitted from the table because of the low frequencies.
-

~
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Evidence of Bernard's point can be found in this study. Among- the fifty
N S 3
couples, there was only. one in which the husband was judged to be physically
] | R
smaller than the wife, and only on; in which the spouses were judged to be the

L

same size. In addition, foyty-ning of the husbands and forty-eight of the

_ wives felt that the husband was physically stronger than the wife. (The other <.

respondents repo}ted that the husband had been thi;stronger, prior to an ill-

ness.) Therefore, without the use of weapons,* it was.possible for almost all
. ! = “;
of the husbands to have used physical force as g means -of controlling their

N

wives.
. Therefore, the lack of correlation between power and violence for the wives
. 5 $ d
can be attributed to their size, strength and as previously discussed, the fact .

that their husbands often do not take seriously their use of violence. On the

other hand, the husbands, bigger, stronger and posing a-more serious threat,

“

clearly have the ability to use what Allen and Straus (1975) call the "ultimate

/

/
reeource ‘- phy81ca1 violence - in order to obtain control over the marriage.

It is also possible to hypothesiz}{that the relationship between'the two variables

" involves "feedback." That is, in addition to obtaining power through the threat

or actqi% use of violence, those wlth more power may be more willing to use vio-

~

lence. As O'Brien (1971, p.693) argues: . : L

Conflict in a social groewp is thought to be most likely

to occur. during the decision maklng process. ‘Such a
‘process is ¢onducted according to some egtablished
authority pattern that is yssted in a status hierarchy ... .
Hencé from an external perspective, violence is most

often seen to be constituted of actions through which
" the incumbents of different status positions are maneu-
vering for control of some decision outcome.' In the

¥

Y

.
R=3

*In this study, only one husband and one wife were reported to have threatened
their spouses with weapons. As Goode (1971) suggests, although families may

ultimately be based on force, the fact that other "resources" are likely to be

used first probably acts to limit the use of weapons in families. A family mem-
ber using’a weapon has not only admitted he or she has no other social resources,
but has seriously violated the ideology of the family as a system based on affection.

P .
'y .

P 28 "

BN
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process of that struggle, if the mepbers of the sub-
ordinate status position fail to concedé the decision,
then thé superior group will typically exert coercive
power in order to influence the outcome of the decision.

In short,~violence in the larger society.most fre-
quently occurs between persons.who are differentiated
as superior-subordinate based on their respective : s
position in some social category and tends to° erupt

in times when less extreme forms of conflict-resolution
are found to be unworkable. - . . g

- 2

< /.
We can conclude that men who have used violence even once have an additional

poher resource* and are therefote more likely to be found in marriages the
: . y

spouses’ judge husband dominated.

We can also conclude that men who see_ them-

»

selves as dominant may feel freer to use violence against their wives. The

interconnection between the two variables is illustrated by the following com-

,

ments of  two of our respondents, both. of whom are wives in pergeived equali-

A .

tarian marriages:

L

<

Mrs.

if he ever touched me, I'd leave him.

35:¢ I've never hit him and I never will.

And

Mrs. 37¢°

ttHe boys'

e kids about .the fact: that he once spanked
mother and I made it clear that this had

better never happen here.

-

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ' ‘ :
g This research has suggested an alternative methodoiogy for the study of
marital power which avoids some of ‘the problems of the previous research. 2 The

It dgals

“classification scheme used does more than tabulate simple "win scores.”

¢

B with the way in which spouses’ view their marriages, how they feel the other

5

spouse gees the marriage and how satisfying they find the perceived reality to,

.
.

be. It allows an outsider to get two "inside" views and to compare them. In

this way the Eouple can be classified and the quality of the marriage examined.

For example, it is interesting to note that the power structures which conform

-

_-*To be a resource, violence may not need to be used frequently. The wife whose
husband has used violence, even once, knows that he is capable of it and may do

'so again.

That is, the threat of the use of violence may be sufficien\:to make
it a resource. ' -

VoA
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- satisfying to the great majoriky,of‘the spouses in-them,

~

<
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& . Bl .
to the two patterns that are about equally acceptable in.American society are

-

Equalitafian_couples

fulfill the American ideals of edualitf and marriage for companionghip.

Hug-
$
band dominated marriages meet the’norm of the male as the "head of the house-

hold" that traditional sex role¥ support.. On one level or the other, both of

ream. It is the $pouses in

these mafital power types are living én Amﬁ%ican d

[N

wife dominated families that are more likely to feel dissatisfied. Although

objectively the structure of these families is chﬁ'like thtfq{\the husband \}

dominated families, the Husbands in these families keenly felt the societal

stigma. Given societal norms,. the "hen pecked" husband the "rooster ﬁecked"

wife are likeiy to perceive very different realities.

.
0y

h

The paper has also examined the relatignship of both sex and perceived

N & ¢

power type to the kind of influence techmiques that spouses use in the different

-

types of marriages. And it has considered the possible connections between. the

-

use of violence and the perceivéd ability to control the 'spouse. ‘

Marital power remains an impdrtant area for social res?arch. Perhaps the
i .

‘reason that so much research has been done on the topic is that, far from being

*~ .

a "rut" a consideration of maritdl power can become an important pathway to a '~

/ “y
general understanding of the family.

.
' .
9 ) . /
. ‘9 -~ <
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