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INTERNATIONAL . PERSPECTIVES Ow FAMILY VIOLENCE

Theré has been a tendency among those”concefned with child abuse,
wife abuse, and family violence to assume .that the problem of violenﬁe is
greatér in the United States than in other countries. This belief, held by
some sociaj scientists and much of the general public and mass media, is
partially rooted in a“kind of reverse ethnocentrism. The last 20 years'
has witnessed a virtual explosion of public and scientific interest in the
subjects of child abuse, spouse abuse, and.family violence. There has been
a geometric increase. in scientific and periodical 1i£erature on all forms
of violence between intimates (Nelson, 1978). The growth in literature on,
and attention to, family vio]enfe has convinced researchers ‘and many mem-
bers of the generai public that family violence is not rare and confined to
mentally i11 or socially marginal familiés. Thus, our awareness of violence
between family members in the United States, combined with an apparent lack
of awareness of violence in families in other cultures, has led many people
to assume that family violence, if not unique to American families, is at
least more common in the United States than in other societies.

The réverse ethnocentric view of American family violence is uninten-
tionally supported by socio-cu]t;rai explanations of family violence whicﬁ
include, as central variables, cultural attitudes about violence as expres-
sive and instrumental acts. "Yiolence is as American as appie pie," the
journalists tell us, and researchers find that there are powerful norms
which accept the use of both societal and family violence in the United
States (Straus et al., 1980).

It is, however, no more correct to aésume that other countries have

low or no family violence because there-are no scholarly or journalistic




¢

discussions of violence in those cultures, than it would be correct to

assume that prior to the rise of public concern for violence in American

families, American hous eholds wereﬁnon-vio]ent. °C v

Not only is the claim that families in the United States are more vio-
lent than families in other societies unsubstantiated, but the very assump-
tion that Bther countries are not aware of family violence is fallacious.
Theve haQe been an increasing number of publications on family violence in
other societies and a small number of cross-cultural comparison studies on
various aspects of family vio]en;e have been conducted.

This paper reviews an extensive sampling of the literature-on child
abuse, spouse abuse, and family violence around the world. First, we
examine where the research has been conducted and what has been studied
(child abuse, spouse abuse, or family violence). The next section’ focuses
on the similarities and differences in definitions of abuse and family
violence. The types of research methods and the theoretical ﬁode]s used
£o study family violence in other cultures are then reéiewed. These sections
are then summarized in an analysis of what we know about family violence in
other countries. We conclude with a diséussion of how we‘can\advance our

understanding of family violence by pursuing cross-cultural research.

WHERE RESEARCH ON FAMILY VIOLENCE HAS BEEN CONDUETED

[+

Societies around the globe have begun to recognize that the fémi]y

can be a potentially dangerous institution rather than the proverbial

scene of love and tranquility. Research on famiiy violence in countries

other than the United States has sometimes been initiated by American




scho[ars who ejther choose to study violence in one society or who are in-
volved in crosc-cultural analyses of family violence. There is, however,
a substantial literature on family violence authored by scholars wno are
studying violence and abuse in their own countries.

The development of literature on abuse and violence.in other countries
frequently parallels the development of interest in the United States.
Just as we.thought that family violence in the United States was rare and
confined fo pathological individuals Epd families, ?tﬁer societies also held
the belief that violence was rare and that family peaée and tranquility
was the norm. However, changes in traditional ways of life, urbanizégion
and industrialization have recently been identified as increasing the“ﬁum-'
ber of cases of child abuse and neglect in countrieswsuch as Greece, India,.
and Africa (Mahmood, 1978; Oyemade, 1980; dinadu, 1980% Loening, 1981;
Fraser and Kilbride, 1980; Maroulis, 1979). Of co@rse, there were no base
line data on abuse and neglect in these countries before there was scien-
tific and public interest; but, the perceived growth of abuse and neglect
and_ the }erceived tie-in with other social changes helped to increase the
amount of attention paid to family violence.

In some societies, such as Sweden, Greece, anHQZululand, values which

legi timized fa%i]y violence for centuries’aﬁe‘now being called into gques-
tion (01mesdah], 1978; Maroulis, 1979; Vinocur, 1980). While in other
countries, such as Germany and other \Western European nations, although
awareness of the problem existed. there were heavy taboos on the subject
which hindered societal and scientific recognition (Haffner, 1377; Taylor

and Newberger, 1979).
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Child Abuse and Neglect Research

The largest number of international publications on child abusé and
neglect research have been studies of abuse and neglect in Great Britain,
Africa, and Western European countries. There have been systematic and
controlled studies in Great Britain which focused on the medical and psycho-
logical consequences of abuse (éuchanan and Oliver, 1979; Lynch: 1978;

Smith et al., 1973; Smith et al., 1973; émith and Hanson, 1974). Addi-
tional articles on child abuse and neglect in Great Britain havediscussed

bonding fai]urg as the cause of abuse (Lynch and Roberts, 1977), and man-

I

agement of child abuse and neglect cases (Speight et al., 1979). Studies
in Africa focused on the hypokhetica] growth of ‘the problem of child abuse
"as a consequence of the disruption of traditional clan life (Erasef and
Kilbride, 1980; Loening, 1981). Neglect research in Africa discusses the
problems of poverty and malnutrition that inhibit the optimal development
of many African children (Jinadu, 1980; Loening, 1981; Rosendorf, 1981).
Scholars who have examined child abuse and ﬁeg]ect in Western Eqrope

comment on the lack of awdreness about child abuse (Tauber et al., 1977;

Maroulis, 1979)., but they also debate whether there should be concern

and action just for victims of physical abuse, or whether concern should

be broadened to all maltreated children (Kamerman, 1975).

e

There is much less written on spouse abuse outside of the United

States than there is on child abuse. This probably reflects the fact that
aviareness of spouse abuse followed concern for child abuse in the United
States and other countries. There has been no extensive literature on

spouse abuse in-other countries, with the exception of Great Britain, which ' -

6




' Table 1° o

o . \ Publications on Family Violence

by Type of Violence Studied and Country or Region Studied

Child Abuse  'Spouse Abuse

Canada 3 4
. Great Britain 15 5 )

) ’ West Germany 1 ¢ 1

Scandinavian . 4 "0
[~ Other Western European 6 1

Japan ~ 0 2

Israel ‘ 1 0

australia 3 0 !
) India ’ o2 1

Africa ' 6 1 .

Other Third World 2 0 *

Scotland 1 1
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actually preceded the United States in both awareness of, and programs for
battered women. The greatest amcunt of research on spouse abuse has been

carried out in Great Britain and Canada (Freeman, 1978; Gayford, 1975;

<

- Byles, 1980; Schlessinger, 19807 Gerson, 1978; Pizzey, 1974).

Table 1 Here

DEFINING, FAMILY VIOLENCE: INTERNATIONAL PATTERNS

Awareness of family violence varies ffom one society to the nexc,
ofter depending on the political, social, economic, and cultural milieu of
the country. Child abuse is recognized as a problem in the countries listed
in the:previous section, while modern China, Russia, Poland,and Japan claim
that abuse of children is either non-existent or rare (Taylor aqq Newberger,
1979). “Whether a country recognizes ch%]d abuse, wife abuse, gr family
violence often depends oo the local definitions and priorities (Dobash and
Dobash, 19795 Taylor and Newberger, 1979). While the Swedish Parljiameft
passed an anti-spanking law in 1978 (Vinocur, 1980), it is reported that in
many Third World countries, children as young as six years of age work
under unsanitary conditions for up to 16 hours per day (Rosenderf, 1381).

We encountered a wide variety‘of def%njtions, manifestdtions, and
purported causes of family violence in the literature we examined. The
enormous variation of definitions hampers definitive cross-cultural analysis
of data on family violence. This séction first briefly reviews the defini-
tional problems of studying family violence in the United States, then |

3>

reviews the range and pattern of definitions of child abuse and spouse -abuse

found in the cross-cultural literature.

¢
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> Defining Abuse arrd Violence
A central probiem of research on family violence in the United States N\
: ) ' is the»ggnge and diversity of definitioqs of ch{ld abuse, spouse abuse, and = )
{/ . violence. The terms “abu;e“ and Jvio]encef are not conceptually equivalent.

In some instances , abuse refers to a subset of violent behavior--that which
results in injury,toche victim. An example is Kembe et al.'s (1962)
definhition of chidd abuse in which abuse was seen as a clinical condition
{i.e. with diagnbsab]e medical and physical symptoms ] having to do with

those who had been deliberately injured by bhyéica] assault. Straus

<

et al.'s (1980) definition of éhi]d and wife abuse referred on]y-tootho?é

acts of violence which had a high probability of causing injury to the victih.‘
Other definitions of child and wife abuse refer to mistreatment, inclu-

ding, but extending far beyond,acts of injurious violehce. Malnourishment,

- . RN L
failure to thrive, sexual abuse, and medical neglect are among the nonvio-

lent phenomena included in many definitions of child abuse (Giovannoni and

Becerra, 1579). Some definitions of wife abuse include nohvio]ené acts,“
such as rape or nonviolent sefual abuse, but the cent}al definitional brob—'
lem with wife abuse is the specification of acts of physical violence which 
are, and are not, corisidered abusive.

In short, while definitions of violence can refer to all forms of
physical aggression, definitions of abuse can refer to only injurious physi-

cal aggression, or to a wide gamut of nonphysical maltreatment. Other

. dilemmas in defining abuse and violence concern issues of acts of commiSsion

‘_/ N
vs. acts of omission (is abuse only an act of commission?); intent vs.
non-intent (is abuse only an intentional act?); and whether abuse and vio-

lence are acts committed by individuals or institutions.
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International Definitions of Child Abuse

The;picture'we weve 1e%t with a%ter examining the: definitions of child
abuse used by investigators studying abuse around the world is one of little
consensus (as little as is found.in the United States). we did, however,
find some patterns, especially when we examined de?injgions employed iﬁi
studies within one country or world region. Our analysis pf child abuse
definitions focused on three aspects of the definitions: (1) The range of
behaviors considered abusive; (2) whether an ébusive aét had to be inten-
tional; and (3) the level of analysis of the definitions (individual,
organizational, or societal/institutional). |

Great Britain. Of the materials we reviewed, the largest amount of

" published research on child abuse was from Great B(itain. ‘Those who focused

on abuse in Great Britain had as their primary concern the physical abuse
of children (Guthkelch, 1971; Smith et al., 1973; Smith et al., 1973; Smith
and Hanson, 1974; Oliver, 1975; Bamford, 1976; Rogers et al., 1976; Hyman,
1977; Lynch, 1978; Miniford, 1981). But, as would be expected in this area
of study, some investigators did examine the broader manifestations of
abuse, including neglect (Speight et al., 1979; Buchanan and 0liver, 1979)
and children at risk (Lynch and Roberts, 1977; Roberts and Hawton, 1980).
.From an examination of the literature of abuse in Great Britain, one
finds no agreement as to whether abuse is limited to intentional acts or
whether intent is relevant at all to a definition of abuse. Approximately
half of the publications on abuse explicitly state or imply that intention-
ality is a necessary cdﬁponent of a definition of child abuse, while the
other half do not specify intent as a part of the definition. Of interest

is the fact that of those reports which’do not specify intent as a component

10
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~ of a definitfonEof abuse, nearly all were medical studies fécusihg on
' the -physical outcomes of child abuse. .
,° A1l the definitions of child maltreatment in the literature on child .
abuse in Great Britain viewed child abuse as acts of violence or mis- .
trea;ment committed by one indiQidua] agqqut a chi]d. None of the studies
examined or even defined abuse as acts committed’by organizations (e.é.
police, medical, group homes)  or societal institutions°(é.g.ﬂby_meansrof
social policies which are harmful to children).

European Countries. Kamerman (1975) reports that definitions of

child abuse vary from one European country to the next, depehding upon

the cultural perceptions towards children and the perceived extent of child
abuse in their respective countries. We also find no evidence of consis-"
tent definitions of abuse trom the rgsearch reports on child maltreatment

in countries such as Italy, France, West Germany, Poland, and Yugoslavia.

Most of the reports fail to distinguish between acts of physical
abuse and acts of neglect. Aithough investigators who examined‘chi?d
abuse in France and Germany provide "loose" definitiohs of abhuse,*they
appear to be undecided as to whether abuse should be addressed as a cdn- :
coptually distinct issue or whether the main focus of concern should be on

~

all victimizéd children, irrespective of the form of maltreatment

(Kamerman, 1975). . -

The research reports evidence the variation in societal concern for.
child abuse in European countries. Poland apparently recognizes.the exis- \
tence Qf child abuse, but does not regard it as a serious problem (Kamerman,
1975). Yugos]avia.and Italy appear to be minimally concerned with the
{ssue of child abuse {Kamerman, 1%75), and Yugoslavia does not even dis-

L]

tinguish abuse from the general issue of "pre-delinquency."

ERIC - - 11




The'issue of intent was not discussed at all by those writiqg,oﬁs.n
‘ : ﬂ;v

’ . ’. - - . a . *
abuse in European countries (in contrast to the partial .toncern shown .

d 4 Ad

with this aspect.of the definition in Great Britain). T -

European definitions of abuse also contrast with the déf{njtfoné used
in Great Britain in terms of the level of analysis to which the dgfinitfbn.
is applied. Most studies on abuse in Europe view abuse as a'bonséhueqde_

&f societal policies which sanction or lead to- deficits in the optfma]

development of children. For example, in Marqu]is'é,study in Greece, abuse

was seen as a condition caused by societal change (1979), wiile Tatben

et al.'s study in Itély\traces the causes of abuse to society's lack of

' social awareness of the problem (1977). ) *\\\\\'
. [} - -
Scandinavia. Child abuse 5 not generally seen as an Gverwhelming j O

prdb]eﬁ in Scandinavian countrie; because (1) social cdnd{tions arg good; |
' (2) there is widespread use of conlrac%gtives and free abortions, reduéing—'ﬁ" C
the nunber of unwanted babies; (3) man}'mothefs work and leave tﬁe}r babies
7 in day care institutions; and, (4) premaiure babies are kept’fn a nqpnata]
vard until they are‘azcertain weight and are re]eésed only when fheir
" parénts are taught how to handle the newborn (Vesterdal,'1977). Perhaps
. the pérce%ved 1ack‘of a Problem conlribuies to the little consensus re-
garding a definition of child abuse in Scandinavian countries iike quway,
Denmark, Sweden, and The.Netherlands. Oefinitions range from acts of
_wilful abusé, to emotional dgprivation.(Tanéen, 1977), to spanking and
. humi?%afion of children (Vinocur, 1980).
:"éeports on abuse in Scandinavian countries discuss intent? but withl '

-

out agrpeing on whether it is an important part of a definition of abuse: .
\ ) )

A slight majafity of the reports look at abuse from the societal/

institutional leve) of analysis. There was alsc one repert on
. )

-
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organizationa1‘abuse of children (the result of "studied non-observance"
wmong medical professionalss-Tangen, 1977).

Australia and Canada. There were too few studies of child abuse ‘in

Canada or Australia to allow meaningful comparisons of the definitions of
child abuse used by researchers in these English speaking countries. Re-

searchers in Australia did discuss, but did not agree on the importance

ey ’

. of intent. Both studies of abuse followed the pa*tern in Great Britain of
° focusing on]y on the individual)-daretaker-to- ch\jd level of analysis

(Nixon and Pearn, 1977; ‘Dates et al., 1980). ,

There was no consensus among those studying abuse in Canada as to a
definition of child ma]treatmént or the issue of intent. Kamerman reports
that Canada and Great Britain are the two countries that follow the pre-
éedent established in the United States of distinguishing acts of abuse
firrom actz of neglect (1975). .

t , Researchers from, or who study, Canada have examined issues such as

sexual abuse (Gammon, 1978) and the mass media as an agent of abuse that

perpetuates and encourages violence between intimates (Beaulieu, 1978).

Third World Nations. Researchers studying abuse in Third World

countries employed the broadest definitions of child abusé. A unique as-
pect of concern for and definitions of child abuse in research in Third
World countries is the use of the 50cieta1/institutionq} level of ana]ysis'

in approaching the abuse of children. Among the concerns of Third World

invéstigators was "nutritionally battered" children (Bhattacharyya, 1979;
Jinadi, 1980), a form of abuse not discussed in studies of abuse.in any

other area of the worild. 'Aguse was also defined in a wider sense in the
Third World than in other vegions of the world. A major concern in.Third

World definitions of abuse is impaired development of children or even

RC © 7 13
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> death resulting from any adverse environmental factors that could have
been prevented by way of scientific knowledge or adequate health services
(Bhattacharyya, 1979).
Finally, the majority of definitions did not consider the issue of
intent. ' i
Summary. The problems-of definitional variation and the resulting
incomparability of research based on the various definitions, which has
long plagued investigators in the United States, is evident on the larger
scale of concern for child abuse around.the world. We found some patterns
of definitional consistency within specific countries or regions. But, the
definitional problems found in research in the United States are amplified
when cross-cultural variations of values of violence and children influence
the generation of a definition of abuse. The problem faced by those con-
cerned with cross-cultural comparison is that when considering incidence of
child abuse and violence towards children they will be comparing apples,
nuts, and bread. For those interested in theories of abuse, they will be

stymied when they find explanations which focus on widely varying phenomenon.

Definitions of Spouse Mbuse

There have been feQer repbrts on spouse abuse in other countries than
child abuse. This discrepancy betweeri the number of articles on spouse
abuse as compared to child abuse could be an international reflection of

the trend in the United States, where child abuse was identified as a signifi-

cant social and family problem 10 years prior to the discovery of spouse
abuse (Gelles, 1980).
In point of fact, spouse abuse is almost uniformly viewed as wife

abuse in the world-wide,as well as U.S., literature (Chester and

~—

.
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Streather,*1972; Gayford, 1975; Lystad, 1975; Van Stoik, 19765 Brandon,
1976 ; Gregory, 1976; Haffner, 1977; Mushanga, 1977; Freeman, 1978; Loizos,
1978; Schlessinger, 1980; Byles, 1980). The definitions of wife abuse are
much more consistent than those for child abuse. While the child abuse
literature is bogged down in controversies over acts of abuse, neglect,
failure to thrive and "at risk" and whether intent is a necessary element

in deciding if an act is abusive, the spouse abuse Titerature is in over-

whelming agreement that spouse abuse translates into physical abuse, with :

the intent of one spouse to injure or cause hénn to the other.

Although there is much agreement on definitions in the spouse abuse
1iteraturé, there is also some variation among researchers as to the
severity of an act necessary to be defined as abusive, and whether spouse

abuse occurs on the individual, organizational, or societal level.

Great Britain. Researchers in Great Britain, again'the mest prolific
publishers on family violence, agree that physical violence is the primary

factor in determining if a person is a victim of spousal violence. How-

éver, definitions of physical abuse varys from those who define abuse as

"deliberate, severe and repeated demonstratable physical injury from the B

husband" (Gayford, 1975, Gregory, 1976) to those who include actual physi-
cal abuse or malign intent, both defined as ."cruelty" by English divorce
laws (Chester and Streather, 1972). The majority of researchers believe
that spouse abuse occurs on individual, organizationa],'aﬁd societal
levels (Chester and Streather, 1972; BrandBn, 1976; Gregory, 1976;
Freeman, 1978). Studies focusing on the individual level of analysis
examine the characteristics of the abused, abuser, or abusive situation
(Chester and Streather, -1972; Brandon, 1976; Gayford, 1975; Gregory, 1976;
Freeman, 1978). Gregory (1976) has d%scussed the problems faced by

15
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battered womengdue to organizational constraints imposed upon them from
the law, police, inadequate housing, and financial difficulties. All of
these factors work against abused women and force them to remain in abusive
situations. Finally, researchers interpret the existence and continuance
of domestic.violence as being a result of societal attitudes and institu~5
tions that allow men to abuse their wives (Brandon, 1976; Gregory, 1976;
Freeman, 1978; Dobash and Dobash, 1979). These attitudes :uppoft the idea
of the “"sanctity of marriage" that insulates family violence from public
awareness. o

\ Canada. In Canada, researchers agree that sbou§e abuse means physiﬁa]
violence with intent to injure. Abusive acts range from actual or threa-
tened abuse (Byles, 1980), to slapping, pushing, aﬁdipunching (Sehlessinger,
1980) to deliberate, severe and repeated abuse (Van Stolk, 1976) to murder |
(Schlessinger, 1980). As in Great Bnitain, researchers, examine spouse
abuse from the individual, organizational, and societal levels of analysis.
Gerson (1978) and Van Stolk (1976) investigate abuse between spouses on the
individual level by analyzing the role that alcohol (Gersor, 1978). and
‘pregnancy (Van Stolk, 1976) play in precipitating violence. Byles (1980)
delves into the organizaticnal role the police play in uncovering and re-
sponding to cases of domestic disturbances, and Schlessinger (1980) and
Van Stolk (1976) focu; upon the histoéy of male dominance that hqs his-
torically granted men the right and duty to beat women. The definition
and level of analysis utilized in Canada is very similar to that in

Great Britain.

Other European Countries. Researchers in European countries, such as

Germany, Portugal, Sicily, Greece, and Cyprus define spouse abuse as

physical abuse with either intent to injure (Haffner, 1977) or as necessary

16




14

to maintain the moral code of the society (Lqizos, 1978). Unfortunate1y,‘

the researchers failed to provide concise definitions as to which acts con-
stituted abuse, beyond such terms as "wife abuse" or "wife-beating".

Abuse against women is viewed as existing on the societal level, again,

due to cultural attitudes that grant men permission to use aggressive force
against their wives (Haffner, 1977; Loizos, 1978). In Mediterranean Countries,
the use of violence by husbands towards their wives and children is con-
sidered necessary and proper in orger to preserve tﬁ; family's integrity.

) In summary, spouse abuse is vaguely defined as physical abusé with
intent to injure or control. Abuse is examined primariiy.from the societal
Jevel of analysis. In many countries the societal taboo against the public
awareness of brutal acts of violence against women by their husbands, is
thought to be so strong as to allow the existence of such behavior without
negatively sanctioning violence toward yiges (Haffner, 1977).

Japan and India. Researchers of spousal violence in Japan and India’

(Kumagai , 1980; Kumagai and Straus,- 1979) ﬁ]ace equal emphasis on .the oc-
curre;ce of both physical and verbal abuse in resolving family conflict.
Rese;rchers report lower rates of spousal violence in Japan and India,
compared to the United States and explain this by examining the differences
in the cultural context of the two countries. The dominant cu]tur&] con-
text which is~used~to—exgjafh the Tow level of conjugal violence in Japan,
is described as a more t?adit%ona] and reserved way of 1ife in Japan, with’
emphasis placed on male supremacy and traditiona] sex-role identification.

India, chaf&ctéﬁisticg]ly a non-violent society, places great emphasis
on the traditiongl, subordinate role of women.

The higher rates of conjugal violence in the United States are explained

as characteristic of the more expressive American culture with its movement

toward equal rights between the sexes (Kumagai, 1980).

17 : " o
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Africa. Researchers of'spouse abuse ‘in Africa (Mushanga, 1977) have
investigated varying rates of victimization of women and rates of Temale
homicide, from a variety of tribes throughout the cantinent. The exact
de finition of "victimization" was not disclosed and therefore, we can only
guess at the types of behavigr included in such a vague descript{on. Abuse
in Africa is seen as occurring on'the societal level, due to the cdﬁtura]
.values that legitimize spouse abuse as a way of resolving conflict
(Mushanga, 1977).

Summary. Researchers in England and Canada employ the-broadest defini-

*  tion of spouse abuse, ranging from actual to threaféned acts of violence.
These acts vary in severity from slaps to murder ans victimization is be-
lieved to occur on'all levels of society. Japan and India fall in the

midd]e"of the definitional continuum. Although the reséarchers take into

consideration both-verbal and physicai abuse between spahses, they define

abuse as occurring on the societal level, due to the varying cultural

context of each country. African cultures and European countries employ

the narrowest definition of spouse abuse. It was impossible to determine ’
the range of acts that constituted abusive behavior. In both examples,

abuse s examined from the societal level, focusing on prevalent attitudes

0 that allow and even encourage husbands to abuse thei} wives.

METHODOLOGICAL AND THEORETICAL APPROACHES

Methods

Child Abuse. Researchers have employed 5 different approaches to

gathering and presenting data on child abuse in other countries:

18
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(1) Position papers; (2) Survey research; (3) Quasi-experimental designs;

(4) Clinical case studies; and, (5) Literature reviews.

The position paper is the most commonly used approach for discuss1ng
child abuse. Position papers purport to give current or historical ac-
counts of the causes of child abuse in various countries. It is debatabl\\
whether this technique is an acceptable scientific abproach since many of >
the researchers who eﬁp]oy this technique draw conclusions based upon ac- \\\\\
counts of societal events without using either émpirica] evidence or
developed social theory to substantiate their conclusions. The position -
paper is usually lacking in "hard" data and is essentially based on the
researcher's non-systemat{c observations of social conditions that might
lead to the abuse of children (Beaulieu, 1978; Olmesdahl, 1978; Loening,
1981; Jinadu, 1980; Oyemade, 1980; Meimood, 1978; Tauber et al., 1977;
Maroulis, 1979; Vinocur, 19803 Gurry, 19773 Rosendorf, 1981).

Position papers are the most frequent form for discussing child abuse

in Third World countries (Olmesdahl, 1978; Oyemade, 1980; Loening, 1981,

Jinadu, 1980; Mahmood,»1978), but they also are used, though with much

less frequency, in Canada (Beaulieu, 1978), Scandinav1a (Vinocur, 1980),

Greece (Maroulis, 1979), and Italy (Tauber et al. 1977) Authors of ’
position papers are primarily interestea in deécribing what they see as
causes of child abuse. The purported causes range from the mass media's

visual depiction of family violence (Beaulieu, 1978), to recent urbaniza-

tion and industrialization trends in developing countries (Oyemade, 19803
Loening, 1981; Jinadu, 1980; Mahmood, 1978; Marou]is, 1979), to trying to

break the cycle of violence by prohipitihg parents from usiqg any form of

physical punishment, even spanking, against their children (Vinocur, 1980).
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Survey research is the second most widely used approach to child abuse.

Survey designs are used by researchers in alvariety of countries, incfuding
Great Britaig (Roberts and Hawton, 1980; Speight 2t al., 1979; Buchanan and
Oliver, 1979), Africa (Fraser and Kilbride, 1980), Scandinavia (van Rees,
1978), Australia (Nixon and Pearn, 1977), and Scotland (Paterson, 1977).
With the exception of Christoffel et al.'s (1980) revieﬁ of 52 countries
and their rates of childhood homicide and Kamerman's (1977) Eross-cu]tura]
s tudy on-perspectives on ch{ld abuse and neglect, other researchers have
drawn their samples from a single country and typically a single medical
institution in theé country. The limits of the samp]ing techniques-~that
is, drawing the sample from cases of abuse seen in either a hospital or
therapeutic institution--call into qLestion whether the sample is repre-
sentative of the problem of abuse. No evidence is provided 16 any of the
studies that the institution §e1ected or cases of abuse examined avre repre=
sentative of other medical institutions or cases of abuse in the'country.

Quasi-experimental designs rank third among modes of Fesearch designs

used to examine abuse in other countries. This type of design, while nofr““'

employing -random assignhent or manipu]atipn of the iqdependent-variab]e,
does utilize natural experimental and control groups. In this type of
research, the experimental groups consist of children officially identi-
fied as victims .of abuse, while the control (comparison) groups are chil-
dren (sometimes matched on such characteristics as age, race, and sex)

who have not been publicly identified as abused.4fQuasi-exper1ménta1 de-
signs are used primarily in Great Britain [Lynch, 1978; Smith et al., 1973;
Smith et al., 1973; hyman, 1977; Smith and Hanson, 1974; Lynch and

Roberts, 1977), although researchers.in Australia (Oates et al., 1980, and

Africa (van Staden, 1979) have also used this design.
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Researcheés have used quasi-expgrimenta] designs to examine causes of
child abuse. By using contrdl groups, tﬁey hope to discover wheghér a
particular variable (e.g. stress) is significantly more common in abusive
than non-abusive families (Smith et al., 1973; Smith et al., 1973; Hyman,
1977; Smith and Hanson, '1974; Lynch and Roberts, 1977; Qates et al., 1980).
Quasi-experfﬁenta] designs have also been used in follow-up studies of
abused children (Lynch, 1978; vanéStaden, 1979). Follow-up studies investi-
gate Qictims of child abu%e years after the abusive incident in order to
mon{tor mental and physical development (compared to non-abused chj]dren).
Clinical case studies present detailec duscriptions of spec{ffc inci-
dents of child abuse. These descriptions are predominantly medical in
nature and provide information on the abused, abuser, and abdsive situa- o
tion (0liver, 1975; Guthkelch, 1971; Miniford, 1981; Rogers et al., 1976;
Bhattacharyya; 1979; Tangen, 1977). Ciinica] case studies are usually
based on very small numbers of cases which seiere]y_restricts their '
genéra]izabi]ity. The case s*tudies we reviewed had s&mp]e sizes ranging
from one (Hiniggrd, 1981) to 23 cases (Guthkelch, 1971)." Researchers from
Great Britain (0liver, 1975; Guthkelch, 1971; Miniford, 1981; Rogers -
et al., 1976), India (Bhattacharyya, 19?1), and Scandinavia (Tangex, 1977) ~
have employed this design.

Researchers have used clinical case studies as a means of helping .

physicians become more aware of types of cases of child abuce, including
\\Qg1son1ng (Rogers et al., 1976), suffocation (Miniford, 1981), or shaking
a ;\ﬁﬁg\fevere1y enough to cause subdural haematoma (0liver, 1975). !
BhaE}a\\?ryya (1671) uses 13 cases to arrive at the "causes" of child

abuse. A]théagh\h? concludes that urbanization, the breakdown of the & .

tended family, and\¥ncreas1ng numbers of women entering the work force
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i
contribute to abuse of children in India, his data do not really provide him
with the necessary information to draw such conclusions. Tangen (1977) uses
clinical investigations to demonstrate the mismanagement of.12 cases of
child abuse by doctors who do not recnhgnize abuse as the life threatening
s{tuatjon that it is. '

A few of the articles on child.abuse, rather than presenting primary
data, are reviews of the child abuse literature in particular countries.
Researchers in Englanﬁ (Bamford, 1976), Canada (Gammon, 1978), Scandinavia
(Vesterdal, 1977), and France (Straus and Girodet, 1977) have utilized this-
method in order to provide a more comprehensiée picture of the incidence
rates (Vesterdal, 1977; Straus and Gi(odet, 1977),mtreétment (Bamford, 1976;
Straus and Girodet,‘i§77), and psychological damage abuse victims have in-
curred (Straus and Girodet, 1977). Gammon (1978) carefully criticizes the
currently available researcﬁi by noting probleims wifh definitional incon-
sistency regarding abuse and neglect. She also analyzes the variety of theo;
retical approaches taken, and ends by providing her own Interaction Model
of child abuse, thereby adding-her own contribution to the literature.

) Spouse Abuse. In contrast to child abuse research approaches, litera-
ture reviews are the dominant apptngcp,yo ;he'study of spouse abuse around
the world (Lystad, 1975; Gregory, 197é§48randon, 1976 ; Mushanga, 1977;
Freeman, 1978; Schlessinger, 1980). Resgarchers in Great Britain (Gregory, . .
1576; Braqdon, 1976; Freeman, 1978), Canada (SchTeséjnger, 1980}, and °
Africa (Mushanga, 1977) have primarily reviewed 1nc1&ence statistics.
Unfortunately, the researchers have not bééd able to provide valid or re-
1iab1é data on the numbér of c;ses of abuse of’women that occur each year.

The statistics are typically confined tu reports of‘rates.of homicide

3
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(Lystad, 1975; Mushanga, 1977) or they are projections from a very select
population of female assault victims (Gregory, 1976; Schlessinger, 1980;
Freeman, 1978).

Researchers have also reviewed the causes of spouse abuse (Lystad;'1975{
Gregory, 1976; Brandon, 1976; Mushanga, 1977), «the management of cases of
abuse by pd]ice and the courts (Gregohy, 1976 Sch]essinéer, 1980), and
have given detailed descriptions of the "typical® abuse victim (Gregory,
1976). : L ’

The second most popular design, survey research, has been used in
| GréSEKBritain (Gayford, 1975; Chestgr and Streather, 1972) and Canaaa
(Van Stolk, 1976; Gerson, 1978; By]ég, 1980). Survey researchers examine
the causes of spouse abuse (Vén Stolk, 1976; Gerson, 1978; Gayford, 1975)
aﬁd the'management‘of cases by the police and courts: (Byles, 1580;

Chester and Streather, 1972). Gayford (19755 and Byles (1980) also pro-.
vide detailed descriptions of the forms, patterns, and 1ikelihood of abu§e.

It should be noted, however, that all of the researchers have relied on

samples of women who have been publicly recognized as victims by either the
police, courts, or by Women's shelters. Research on chila and spouse abuse
in the United Staté§ has clearly demonstrated that those cases which come‘
to public attention represent a skewed aﬁd biased portion of the population
of abuse victims (Gelles, 1975; Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz, 1980).
Research in the United States has also shown that social, racial, and
economic factors influence who is labeled as abused (Newberger et al.,

1977; Turbett and 0'Toole, 1980).

Among the more sophistjcated surveys of abuse in other countries are

thz studies of conflict resolution between spouses in Japan, India, and the

"United States (Kumagai and Straus, 1979; Kumagai, 1980). These surveys

~
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were among the ?ew fo emnloy comparison groups and cross-cultural designs.
The investigators studied High school seniors from the three countries and
- asked them to report on rates of verbal and physical vio]ence‘bg}ween
spouses. Also studied were the factors related to violent behavior. The
data on spouseabuse from these surveys support Taylor and Newberger's (1979)
claim for lower rates of child abuse in Japan than the United States.

Position papers were much less common in the spouse gbuse literature
than the child abuse literature. Haffner (1977) described the birth of the
movement to build sne}ters for battered women 'in Germany, while Loizos (1978)
described the hlstor1ca1 significance of the "moral code" in perpetuating
family violence in Mediterranean countries. Loizos postu]ated on the causes
of abuse, while Haffner (1977) reported on the incidence and management of
cases of spouse abuse . Haffner also discussed the lack of awareness of
spouse abuse. While neither article conféined "hard" scientific evidence,
both provide us with glimpses into tha impact of cultural values on spouse
abuse. o _ ' -

We found no examples of either quasi-experimental designs or clinical
case studies in the literature on spouse abuse. Brandon (1976) does note
that the data he presents are based on some of his own clinical abseﬁvations,
but he fails to report on the number or nature of the observations.

Summary. A variety of methods of data collection and analysis have
been used by students of both child and spouse abuse in countries around
the world. These methods are, by and large, similar to methods used to
study these issues in the United States and the problems with the methods
and conclusions are similar as well. The gtudies of family violence in -
other countries come with a variety of limitations which are similar to

those found in research in the United States. The 1limitations include;
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(1) failure to use comparison groups in surveys; (2) small non-

representative samples; (3) samples frequently based only on officially

recognized cases of abuse; (4) samples drawn from a single source--hospital,

shelter, institution; and (5) conclusions- are often post hoc or without

empirical or theoretical support.

Theories }
Child Abuse. Theoretical approaches to chila abuse in the United
Sta%es were characterized largely by medical and¢1ntra-individua1 models
during the eér]y years of research. Gradua]]}, these models gave-way to

broader approaches which emphasized socia]-psycho]dgfca] variables
(Gelles, 1973). Although some noted students of abuse have approached
the problem from a socio-cultural level of analysis (e.g. Gil, 1970),
theoretical mode]s~which attemdf to explain.child abuse in the United .

States using macro-level variables have been quite rare.

In contrast to theoretical approaches in the United States, the most

widely applied model we found in the world-wide child abuse literature
- ~was a "sociosstructural® model. An approach emphasizing social struc-

tures, norms, values, and institutional arrangements has been the dominant

o theoretical approach used by researchers in Africa and India (Olmesdahl,

1978; Oyemade,y1980; Loe;ing, 1981; Fraser.;nd K}lﬁride, 1980; Mahmood,

19f§; Bhattacharyya, 1979; Roéendorf; 19813 Maroulis, 1979). Researchers
studying and attempting.tO“explain abuse in developing nations have drawn
on a social disorganization approach and have seen abuse as arising froﬁ

.

R changes in traditional tribal ways of life. Resqarghers who apply the

socio-cultural model in developed nations have focused on the changing

£

demands placed on the family by society and the role of the media in
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creat1qg the unreasonab]e demands on the fam11y\{v\\ Rees, 1978). The
cul turral 1eg1t1m1zat1Qn of fam11y violence has also been proposed as a sig-
nificant explanatory factor (Beau11eu, 1978).. Previously, we cited Vester-
dal's (1977) proposition that Tow rites of child abuse in Denmark were due
to good social cgnditions.'t » . _

The second most wiée]y used. theoretical approazn to child abuse
wor]d-w1de has been the soc1a1 psycho]ogica] model of maltreatment. Here-

1

researchers have 1ocafed the source of abuse nrimani]& inemother-child
interactions as a result of. ;a11ures to bond (Lynch and Roberté: 1977),
abnormalities in newborns—-sncn as low birth weights, prgmatufity, or

i congeni tal defects--(Smith and Hanson, 1974; Oates, Bavisf and Ryan, 1980),
and other "1nappropr1ate" mother-ch11d interactions (Hyman, 1977 Gurry, _
1977). Others have d1scussed abuse arising out of parenga1 h1sharmony or
domestic upheaval (Nixon and Pearn, 1977; Rogers et al., 1976; Oliver,
1975). Finally, vfo]gnce towards cnildrep is also seen as arising from
parental backgrounés, which include vio]éncé, broken homes, ana bovertyﬁ
(Maroulis,. 1979 Jinadu, 1980). “These 50cia1—ps§c 1ggical theories. have
heen app11ed in England (Smith and Hanson, 1974 Lynch and Roberts, 1977;
Oliver, 1975; Rogers et al., 1976; Hyman, 1977), Afrjca (J1nadu, 1980),
Canada (Gammon, 1978), Australia (Oates, Pavis, and Ryan, 19?0; Gurny,J.
1977; Nixon and Pearn, 1977), and-Greeée ﬂMarouIis, 1§79). ' SR

Medical and intra-individual models locate the causes of abuse within

the individual (e.g. alcohol, psychopathy, sociopathy, mental illness,

etc.). Authors who approach abuse using a medical model often aim at goals ,

other than explaining abuse. Some have used this model in an”attempt to .

sensitize other physicians to the possibility of. abuse in cases of
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boisbning, suff%éation, submersion, ;nd subdural haematoma resulting from’
sévere~shaking (Rogers et al., 1976; Miniford, 1981; Nixon and Pearn, 1977;
Olivgr, 1978; Gutnkelch, 1§71). Others have applied the model to assess
the mental dévelopment o chifdren after incidents .of abuse (Buchanan and
Oliver, 1979; van Staden, 1979).
The medical model is most widely used by investigators of abuse in
Great Britain (0liver, 1975; Guthkelch, 1971; Rogers et al., 1976; Miniford,
1981; Buchanan and Oliver, 1979; Bamford, 1976). The medical model is also
used in studies of abuse in Africa (van Staden ,=1979),.Australia (Nixon
and Peam, i977), and Scotland (Pa?erson, 1977).
Spousé Abuse. Students of spouse abuse, both in the United Stgteé and:
~around the world, havé approachéd the subject primarily from a social-
psyphological perspective. Social. learning theory has been widelx app]iedi
in the United States, Canada, aﬁd Great Br{tain (Schlessinger, 1980; Gay--
%ord, 1975; Gregory, 1976). Kumagai {1980) has used field theory to study.
spousal vidlence in Japan, and has tésted catha(sis theory with Straus in -
studies“of spousal violence in three countéies (1979). Differential associa-
tion theory, as adapted from theories of deviance, has been tested (Mushanga,
1977), and researchers havé also considered the impaét of marital communi-
cation and prégnancy ig c§ses of spouse abusa (Brandon, 1976; VaD Stolk,
1976). Social psychological models have been used in both developing and
developed countries. .
Researchers have also located the causes of spousé abuse in soc}al .
'.structural and cultural variables. There is a strong tradition in studies
of wife abuse to trace the primary generative sduréesaéf abuse to cultural

attitudes and assumptions which support and legitimize the use of violence

towards women (Brandon, 1976; Gregory, 1976; Loizos, 1978; Lystad, 1975;
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Dobash and Dobash, 1979). While investigators in the United States have
also focused on cultural attitudes and p&trigrchy as causes of abuse, this
theory has a stronger tradition in Great Britain and‘Médiferranean coun-
tries (Loizos, 1978). ¢
Only two of the earliest publications on spouse abuse in the United
~ States employed a medicéi-psychopatho]ogica] model (Schultz, 1960; Snell,
Rosenwald, and Robey, 1964). We found no studies of spouse abuse in the
world-wide literature which used a(medicaI model. There were, however, a
nunber of investigators who located the sources of abﬁse in drugs and
alcohol (Gerson, 1978; Brandon, 1976). Both investigators ;se the tradi-
tional argument that alcohol and drugs serve as disinhibitors which break
<¥doﬁn the restraints against violent behavior. |
. ‘§gméggx. There appears to be a much wider application of social struc-
- . " tural models of family violence to the issues of child and spouse abuse in
' | countries around the world than'has been the case in research in the United
States: This could be a result of research on child and spouse abuse in
other countries beginning after 1nt}a-1ndiv1dua1 models had fallen into dis-
repute in the United States. However, another plausible explanation is that
the dominant paradigm used by researchers in Ehrope and Third World coun-
tries for studying social problems such as family violence, does not at-
tempt to locate the problem in "bad peopie“ but rather in social relations

or social structures.
WHAT WE- KNOW ABOUT FAMILY VIOLENCE IN OTHER COUNTRIES

As we noted'ear1ier, what we know about the nature, extent, patterns,

‘causes, and other aspects of family viglence around the world is largely
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dependent on thie degree to which specific societies recogn12e\:hg\3fistence
of forms of family violence or define violence in homes as prob]ehatic and
deviant. As norms and attitudes vary, so do the research efforts, data
collection mechanisms, and thus, the knowledge generated about family

violence.

Existence and Extent

Child Abuse. Much of the early knowledge anut the existence and ex-
¢ tent of child abuse in the United States came as a result of the Federal
Government urging the states to pass mandatory reporting laws. These laws,
_ enacted in a11050 states by the end of the 1960's, not only allowed for
estimates of extent of abuse, but provided possible pools of subjects for
research into the patterns, causes, and consequences of child abuse.
Kamerman, in her cross-cultural review of social service systems in eight
countries, noted that no firm data on the incidence of child abuse existed
in the countries she examined (1975). Moreover, only the United States
and Canada had specific legislation dealing with child abuse and programs
developed for the identification of abuse. Canada, France, West Germany,
Israel, Poland, the United Kingdom, aﬁd the United States had legislation

on child neglect.

t

o

Our review of the literature on child abuse in other countries found
considerably less concern for estimating the incidence of abuse than there
has been in the United States. Even before there were mandatory reporting
statutes and incidence studies, researchers in the United States tried to

estimate how big a problem abuse was. The only example of incidence esti-

mating we found was in a discussion of abuse in Italy where the authors

applied Kempe's United States incidence estimates to Italy, and concluded
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that one would Expect 3 or 4 thousand cases of abuse per year in Italy
(Tauber, Meda, and Vitro, 1977). S

Investigators have reported that child abuse and violence towards
children is most common in developed countries (Christoffel, Liu, and
Stamler, 1980 Taylor and Newberger, 1979). Violence and abuse are thought
be to rare in developing nations (Christoffel, Liu, and Stamler, 1980;
Fraser and Kilbride, 1980), Denmark (Vesterdal, 1977), China, Russia, Poland,
Japan, and Italy (Taylor and Newberger, 1979).

While estimates of the incidence of abuse are rare, a number of re-
searchers have voiced their concern that social change, urbanization, indus-
trialization, and population growth has led to a breakdown in traditional’
cultural values and the traqitional family structure which has caused an in-
crease in the problem of abuse and neglect (Oyemade, 1980; Jinadu, 1980
Loening, 1981; Maroulis, 19793 Bhattacharyya, 1979). ‘ These -concerns are -
strongest in developing nations and Third World countries.

Spouse Abuse. As is the case in the United States, few countries
actually\record data on wife beating. Some incidence estimates have been
made for Great Britain. Gregory (1978) cites Marsden and Owens's est1mate
of wife beating occurring in between 1 in 100 to 1 in 200 marriages (1975).
Gregory a]so cites Ashley (1973) who believes there are between 20, 000
and 50 000 cases of w1fe beat1ng each year in Eng]and While Van Stolk
;eported that Canada did not record wife beating as late as 1971, Sch]egé
iinger estimates that there are 50,000 battered wives in Metro Toronto
(1980) Schlessinger also notes that between 10% and 30% of all police
cases in Canada are related to fam11y disputes. '

Perhaps the only comparative data on violence towards wives. are homi-

cide statistics for various countries. Lystad notes that 70% of the murders
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in Portugal occhrlin the home, while the single largest category of homicide
in Denmark is among family members (1975).

Kumagai and Straus have conducted the only cross-cultural study-of
spousal violence and report that there is less husband to wife Violence in
Japan and India than in the United States (1979). The rates of wife to
husband violence are found to be about equal in the three countries studied 3
by Kumagai and Straus (1979). | ,

Even with the absence of reliable base line data or. spousal violence
around the world, many 1nve§tigators have concluded that women are the most

Tikely victims of spousal violence in many if not all countries (Loizos,

1978; Dobash and Dobash, 1979). -

Factors Associated With Family Violence

Child Abuse. As With research on child abuse in the United States,
child abuse researchers in other countries have placed considerable empha-

sis on psychological factors. Low 1Q, psychopathy, abnormal EEG's, emo-

tional disturbances, psychiatric factors, ana abqorma] persona]ities'havé
been identified as traits of abusing parénts in England and Greece (Smith
- et al., 1973; Smith et al., 1973; Lynch and Roberts, 1977; Rogers et al., ‘?

1976, Maroulis, 1979).

Researche;g_?;—EﬁaT;;d and Australia have found“;aaaa;gﬁ¥5;-the notion
that abuse is more common in lower socioeconomic groups (Nixon and Peérn; .
1977; Smith et al., 1973). ‘

Echoing the.theory that the factors which relate tz abuse in the United

States are also found in other countries, Bhattacharyya (1979) states that

the causes of abuse in India do not differ from causes in developed coun-

tries.
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There. are some interesting differences between research findings from
the developed world compared to data gathered in developing nations. Mah-
mood (1978) reports that\ado]escehts are more Tikely- to be abused in
India and Arabia, in contrast to the pattern of young children being the
most vulnerable to abuse in other countries (Sm1th and Hanson, 1974) More
importantly, as we noted a number of times earlier, researchers study1ng
abuse in developing nations p]ace cons1derab1e emphasis on social change,
soc1a1 d1sorgan1zation, and cu]tura] attitudes towards children in framing
their theories and explanations of child abuse. Social change and the re-
sulting changes in family, tribal, and social organization are seen as im-
portant factors causing increases in the occurrence of child abuse in
Africa, Greece, and other developing nations (Fraser and Kilbride, 1980).
Taylor and Newberger (1979), examining child abuse and neglect cross-
culturally, and Fraser and Ki]brige (1980), studying abuse in Samoa, both
note that abuse is less likely to take place in societies which have strong
pos{tive cultural values attached to children. Regrettably, these authors
provide very little in the way of hard, empirical, comparative data to sup-
port their conlcusions. '

. Spouse Abuse. Studies of spouse abuse in other countries also developed

parallel to research on spouse abuse in the United States. Just as psycho-
pathelogica1 faciors were given minimal attention in studies of violence
towards women 1n the United States, so too are there few, if any, studies
done in other countries which examine persona11ty, emot1ona1, or other '
psycho]og1ca] correlates with wife beating. Researchers in Canada, however,

have cons1dered alcohol misuse and abuse a prime factor accompany1ng vio]ence

towards Canadian wives (Van Stolk, 1976; Gerson, 1978; Byles, 1980).
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Simi]aritizs between findings in the United States and other countries
include abuse being more common in 1oﬁer class households (Gayford,; 1975),
the special vu]nerébi]ity of pregnant women to-abuse (Van§fo]k,1976), and
the infergénerationé] transmission of violence (Gregory, 1976).

A major variation from findings in the United States was Kumagai's
rgPort that social class was gg;_re]ateh to sbousa] violence {n Japan (1980).
Kumagai found that a husband's interactional resources were move important
than class or power in explaining violence towardshwives.

- Agafn, as we noted éér?ier, European, and African studies of the abuse- . -
of women place a great deal of emphasis on cultural factors which lead to |
and are re)ated to wife abuse. Mushanga (1977) notes that cultures thch
strongly negatively sanction wife abuse have low rates of homicide.. -

Loizos (1978), commenting on spouse abuse in Greece, Portugal, Sicily, and

Cyprus, explains that violence fg considered a legitimate means of punishing

women who violate cultural noms concerning family rules and behavior. '

Dobash and Dobaéh? citing extensively from historical and cross-cu];p?é]

documents, make a strony case that women are uniformly the prime targets

for family violence as a result of cultural values arising from patriarchy.
-Summary. One draws-conC1usions about the patterns of factors related

to family violence around the world very tentatively. In many cases, the

definitions of violence employed by different investigators—are not com-
parable, nor are their.reSEarch designs and methods of operationalizing
their definitions. Often, statements about which factors are or are not
associated with abuse and violence are based on sketchy data, if they are
based on any data at all. Just as methodo]ogicaf and defiﬁitiona] problems

limit our knowledge about the extent of family violence around the world, =

so too do they limit our understandings of the similarities and differences

in the factors found to be-related—to-viol ence—in—various—cultures. IR
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CONCLUSIONS

In spite of the many limitations and drawbacks to the .research on
family violence around the world, there are some areas where we caﬁ draw
conclusions. ‘

First, family violence is certainly not confined to the United States,
nor for that matter, confined to families in developed, western, indus-.
trialized natiohs. ‘

Second, there is considerable variation in the likelihood of families
being violent from country to country. The accumulated evidence from both
empiriéa] studies and position papers is that child abuse and spouse
abuse are probably more common in western, industrialized, dgve]opgd nations.
Deveioping countries also seem to have*groblem§ of abuge and violence,’
a]thohgh these are thought to be grounded in the soéia] disorganization
caused by modernization and resultant changes in-family, clan, tribal,
and social institutions. China is frequently described as a‘;ociety with
Tittle or no problem with abuse. Scandinavian countries are a]éo'pointed
to as having little child abuse. | ’

Given the variation in extent of family vio]eﬁce around the world, it
fs quite possible_that violence is not on1y~not confined to the United
States, but that the rates of family violence—in_the United States are not
the highest in the world! ‘

Explanations for the variation‘ofwfam11y violence from culture to cul-
ture emphasize cu]tura1~differences in  attitudes towargs, and value pqued

on, children and the cultural appropriateness of using violence as a means

.of punishing perceivéd deviant behavior. Such cultural explanations are
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rarely empirically tested or examined and seem to take the form of gost
hoc explanations for the absence or presence of family violence in parti-

o

cular cultures. .

It is difficu]é, at present, to go much beyond these conclusions. It
is tempting to point to the similarities in factors related to family vio-
lence around the worid. However, one must be mindful that these similari-
ties may arise because researcher§~in other countﬁies are relying on their
reading of the extemnsive 11teratyre on f&mi]y violence in the Unitéd‘Stateé
to frame both their own thinking and their research. We see the influence
of American research on other studies of family violence when investigators
apply incidence rates from the United States to European counfries; or when
assumptions about family violence in other countries are based on the re- |
sults of research in the United States. ‘ |

What is missing in our examination éf the 1iterature on family vio-
lence around the world, are cross-cultural studies of family violence. Nith

few excebiions, nearly all the research we reviewed were studies of family

. violence in a single country. . Given the methodological and definitional

“variations we found and discussed in this paper, it is nearly impossible

t6 directly compare the results of a study of child abuse in one country
with research in a second or third country. It is often highly unlikely
that the investigators used the same. nominal and operational definitions of
vio]ence.and abuse. ‘
What we need then, in the way of more knowledge about family violence
around the world, is a knowledge base built on cross-cultural research
using preCise and replicable aefinitions, measures, anq research designs,

But even more than this, we need cross-cultural research on family

. : ‘ 39
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violence which %mpipﬂca]]y examines the fpctors which many inVestigators‘
believe: cause variation. in the extent and patterns of family Gioleﬁce. |
Truly useful %ross-cultural research on family violence should investigagg
social structural variétions, family structural variations, and variations -

in cultural meanings and norms concerning children and family life.

o
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