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Abstract

This study used attachment theory as a way of studying the experience of
abused women. Twenty abused women were compared with 47 nonabused women
on measures of attachment style, attachment dimensions, depressive symptomatology,
slencing the self behaviours, relationship attribbutions, and relationship satisfaction.
Results showed that abused women differ from nonabused women In depressive
symptomatology, silencing the self behaviours, relationship attributions and relationship
satisfaction. Abused women also rated themselves as being less secure and more
fearful-avoidant than nonabused women and they feared losing the relationship to a
greater degree, saw their partners as less available and used thelr partners for support
to a lesser degree than did nonabused women. Results suggest that attachment theory

is a useful perspective from which to view the experience of abused women.
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Quality of attachment

in abused and nonabused women

Overview

Wife assault is a serious personal and social problem. Canadian estimates of
prevalence suggest that as many as one milion women are abused by their partners
each year (Canadian Advisory Council on the Status of Women, 1991; Macleod, 1987).
In British Columbia, it is estimated that 36% of ever-married women have experienced
physical and/or sexual violence in a current or previous marriage. The national average
is 29% (Battered Women's Support Services, 1993). For many women the problem is not
simply one of being shoved or pushed once or twice. Rather, the abuse is a severe,
chronic problem of extremely violent behaviour. in documenting Statistics Canada's first
national survey on violence against women, Karen Rodgers (1994) reports that for
almost two-thirds of women whose spouse or ex-spouse has assauvlted them, the
violence occurred on more than one occasion. Of women who had experienced
violence by a previous partner, three-quarters were subjected to multiple assaults, 41%
on more than ten occasions. Of women currently living with an abusive partner, 39%
had been violently assaulted more than once, 10% more than ten times.

Among women who had ever been assaulted by their spouses, pushing,
grabbing and shoving (25%) was the most commonly reported type of violence,
followed by threats (19%), slapping (15%). throwing objects (11%), and kicking, biting
and hitting with fists (11%). Other less prevalent types of violence included being
beaten, sexually assaulted, choked, hit with an object and having had a gun or knife
used against them (Rodgers, 1994).

Emotional abuse is also a predominant part of the abused woman's experience.

Emotional abuse can be defined as anything that undermines an individual's self-



esteem, their self confidence, and their sense of competency. Gelles and Straus (1989]
point to belittiing, scorning, ignoring, tearing down, harping and criticizing as possible
forms of emotional abuse. Rodgers {1994] discusses a variety of emotionally abusive
situations and cites the percentage of women participating in Statistics Canada's
national survey who experienced each incident. The man may insist on knowing where
his partner is and with whom at all times {22%); the man may call his partner names in
order to put her down or to make her feel bad (21%); the man may not allow his
partner to speak with other men because of his unreaiistic jealousy (19%}; the man may
fry to limit his partner's contact with family or friends (16%}; and the man may limit his
partner's independence by not giving her access to, or even telling her about, the
family income (10%). Rodgers reports that 77% of women who had been physically and
sexually abused by their spouse or ex-spouse aiso experienced emotional abuse. From
the perspectives of the women themselves, it is emotional abuse, rather than physical
and sexual abuse that is the most devastating (MaclLeod, 1987). Furthermore, Rodgers
reports that many women (18%} experienced only emotional abuse from their spouse or
ex-spouse.

The seriousness and pervasivess of wife assault is captured in the following
statement by Linda Macleod.

“Wife battering is the loss of dignity, control, and safety as well as

the feeling of powerlessness and entrapment experienced by

women who are the direct victims of ongoing or repeated

physical, psychological, economic, sexual and/or verbal violence

or who are subjected to persistent threats or the witnessing of

such violence against their children, other relatives, friends, pets

and/or cherished possessions, by their boyfriends, husbands, live-in

lovers, ex-husbands or ex-lovers, whether male or female. The

term ‘wife battering' will also be understood to encompass the

ramifications of the violence for the woman, her children, her
friends and relatives, and for society as a whole" (Macleod, 1987,

p. 16}.

- Many social scientists are now looking at the problem of wife assault and



attempting to answer a variety of questions. Some studies attempt to answer
the question, Why does wife assault occur? A number of answers, including
psychological, sociological, feminist and systemic explanations have been
suggested (Gelles, 1993; Kurz, 1993; O'Leary, 1993; Rounsaville, 1978; Stahley,
1978; Yllo, 1993). Other studies have asked, Who are abused women? These
studies look at abused women's demographic and personality characteristics
(Rounsaville, 1978; Walker, 1984), and their previous experience with abuse
either as children or adults (Andrews & Brewin, 1990; Painter & Dutton, 1985;
Walker, 1984). A final group of studies has asked, What is the experience of
abuse like? These studies look at abused women's emotional, social,
psychological and physical responses to the abuse (Bowker,1993; Frieze, 1979;
Gelles & Harrop, 1989; Hilberman & Munson, 1978; Mitchell & Hodson, 1983;
Walker, 1983, 1984, 1993), their methods and stages of coping with the abuse
(Mills, 1985; Mitchell & Hodson, 1983), their thoughts and attributions surrounding
the abuse (Andrews & Brewin, 1990; Cantos, Neidig & O'Leary, 1993; Frieze, 1979
Holtzworth-Munroe, 1988), their social support networks (Mitchell & Hodson, 1983)
and their explanations as to why they stay with or leave their abusive partner
(Barron, 1991; Gelles, 1976; Strube, 1988; Strube & Barbour, 1983; Strube &
Barbour, 1984).

A woman's experience of abuse is multifaceted and is composed of her
thoughts, feelings, and behaviours. Her experience is influenced by the
responses of others, as well as her past experiences and future expectations. Her
experience of abuse is not limited to just one of the previously mentioned
factors, but few studies examine two or more aspects of the abused woman's
experience. A notable exception is a study by Andrews and Brewin (1990}, who

report on the interrelationships between abused women's attributions, their past



experience with abuse, their social support network, their depressive
symptomatology and the status of the relationship, i.e., whether the women are
currently living with or apart from their partner.

Perhaps the lack of attention paid to integrating the many facets of
abused women's experience is due to the lack of an overriding theoretical
perspective which can guide the research? The present research looks to
attachment theory as a possible theoretical guide. The usefuiness of employing
attachment theory as a way of examining the experience of abused women is
demonstrated in a series of studies by Dutton and Painter (1983, 1993).

These researchers term the emotional bond that is formed between an
abused woman and her batterer “traumatic bonding” and show that such
bonds develop in relationships of unequal power where abusive behaviour is
alternated with more positive social behaviour. Traumatic bonds are similar in
some respects to the bond between captor and hostage and between cult
leader and follower (Painter & Dutton, 1985). Although Dutton and Painter's
fraumatic bonding theory does incorporate the concepts of the attachment
process, their research does not explicitly examine the quality of attachment of
abused women.

A recent study by Henderson (1994) extends Dutton and Painter’s
research and looks at the attachment styles of women who had recently left an
abusive partner. She shows that these abused women's attachment styles are
correlated with specific psychological and relationship separation variables. The
present study furthers this research and looks specifically at the quality of
attachment for women currently in relationships with abusive men.

After a brief overview of attachment theory and research, the present

paper makes and expands upon theoretical connections between attachment
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and the experience of abuse, particularly women's depressive symptomatology,
attributions and relationship satisfaction. For example, an abused woman's
emotional response of depression, especially when explained from a self-in-
relation perspective (Kaplan, 1986}, can be theoretically linked to the despair
stage of Bowlby's (1973) attachment theory; and the attributions that a woman
has surrounding the abusive behaviour of her partner can be theoretically linked

to her internal working models.

Attachment Theory

Historically, attachment theory, as formulated by Bowlby (1969, 1973,
1980} and Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters and Wall (1978} focused on the emotional
bond between an infant or young child and a care-giving adult (usually the
mother). The interaction between the child and caretaker was hypothesized to
result in the development of one of three attachment styles {secure, avoidant
and anxious/ambivalent). Each attachment style is characterized by specific
behaviours and emotional responses and is hypothesized to set the tone for the
formation of later relationships outside the family.

Secure infants have a primary caregiver who is responsive and available.
These children develop positive expectations about the responsiveness of others
and about their own worthiness. Avoidant infants, on the other hand, have a
primary caregiver who constantly rebuffs or rejects their attempts to establish
physical contact. These children respond with indifference, or as Bowlby termed,
detachment. Finally, anxious/ambivalent infants have a primary caregiver who is
inconsistent in responding to their needs, being sometimes unavailable and at
other times intrusive. These children respond by being either exiremely

preoccupled with their caregivers (i.e., clinging to them} or by rejecting them



and displaying overt expressions of anger. Bowlby termed this pattern of
behaviour, protest.

Continuity of attachment style can be explained in terms of persistent
inner working models of the self and of others. Bowlby (1969) describes internal
working models as schemas or enduring cognitive representations of the self in
relation to other people. Collins and Read (1994) argue that working models not
only consist of an individual's beliefs and expectations, but also contain
memories of attachment related experiences, attachment related goals and
needs, and specific strategies and plans associated with achieving attachment
godls. A child learns through interactions with others whether or not other
people are available and responsive (model of other) and also whether or not
the self is worthy of care and support ([model of self). The expectations
regarding the self and others affect how an individual interacts and forms
relationships with others.

Recent research has focused on the applicability of attachment theory
to adult relationships. For example, in a hallmark study, Hazan and Shaver (1987)
suggested that adult romantic love is an attachment process that is
experienced somewhat differently by people because of variations in their
attachment histories. By translating Ainsworth et al.'s (1978) descriptions of infants
into terms appropriate to adult romantic love, these researchers developed a
single-item, self-report measure of adult attachment style. They showed that the
prevalence of the three attachment styles among adults is similar to that
reported in studies of infants and that the adult experience of a specific
attachment style with a romantic partner is theoretically similar to the child's
experience of a specific attachment style with a primary caregiver.

Much discussion and research has centered around how to classify and



measure adult attachment styles. Hazan and Shaver (1987) suggest a threefold
typology that is based upon the classification systems of Bowlby and Ainsworth.
Bartholomew (1990), however, argues that a fourfold typology more closely
reflects the experience of adult attachment. She obtained four distinct patterns
of adult attachment by crossing the two levels (positive and negative) of model
of self with the two levels {positive and negative) of model of other.
Bartholomew named these attachment styles secure {positive model of self,
positive model of other), preoccupied (negative model of self, positive model of
other), dismissing-avoidant (positive model of self, negative model of other) and
fearful-avoidant (negative model of self, negative model of other).

In a study comparing the three and four category classification systems,
Brennan, Shaver and Tobey (1991) note that although there are some similarities
and some differences between the two typologies, they are both based upon
the same underlying dimensions: dependency and avoidance of intimacy.
Bartholomew's secure and preoccupied styles correspond very closely to Hazan
and Shaver's secure and anxious-ambivalent styles, respectively. Individuals who
strongly endorse these styles tend to approach intimacy. Bartholomew's
dismissing-avoidant and fearful-avoidant styles both correspond to Hazan and
Shaver's avoidant style. Although both fearful-avoidant and dismissing-avoidant
individuals tend to avoid close relationships, they do so for different reasons. In a
theoretical paper, Bartholomew {1990) argues that dismissing-avoidant
individuals believe that there is no need for close relationships and are quite
content to maintain independence and self reliance. Fearful-avoidant
individuals, alternatively, believe that relationships will lead to disappointment
and rejection and that by avoiding relationships, they are protected against

anticipated pain. Duggan and Brennan {1994) examined correlates of the



avoidant styles and found that fearful-avoidant individuals avoided relationships
because of shyness, whereas dismissing-avoidant individuals avoided
relationships because of low sociability.

Further differences between fearful-avoidant and dismissing-avoidant
individuals have been found in other studies. Employing an attachment
interview, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991} showed that fearful-avoidant
individuals exhibited greater emotional expressiveness, frequency of crying, and
warmth, and less self-confidence, and balance of control in relationships than
dismissing-avoidant individuals. Employing a single-item, self-report measure of
the four attachment styles developed by Bartholomew and Horowitz, Whiffen,
Thompson, Blain and Johnson {1994) found that fearful-avoidant individuals
exhibited greater depressive symptomatology, self-criticism, dependency,
submissiveness and less marital satisfaction than dismissing-avoidant individuals.
Finally, employing the attachment interview designed by Bartholomew and
Horowitz, Scharfe and Bartholomew (in press) found that the two avoidant styles
were different in terms of accommodation strategies. Fearful-avoidant
individuals reported passively ignoring the problem or the partner and/or leaving
or threatening to leave the relationship in response to destfructive partner
behaviour. There was not, however, a clear pattern of correlations between
dismissing-avoidant ratings and accommodation strategies for responding to
destructive partner behaviour.

The measure devised by Bartholomew and Horowitz {1991) seems o be
more sensitive, allowing for a more accurate depiction of an individual's
attachment style. Their typology also has the advantage of being sensitive to
gender differences. Hazan and Shaver (1987) found no relationship between

gender and attachment style, but Bartholomew and Horowitz claim that there is



a difference in the percentage of men and women who endorse the various
attachment styles. According to their study, more men than women were
dismissing-avoidant and more women than men were preoccupied. This
knowledge has implications for any study, including the present one, that
examines only the quadlity of attachment of men or the quality of attachment of
women.

Assessing attachment style with categorical measures does not provide
a clear picture of the variability of individuals within each style nor does it allow
for identification of those individuals who may be blends of two or even three of
the attachment styles. For these reasons, many researchers have
conceptualized attachment in terms of underlying dimensions. These dimensions
reflect particular feelings and behaviours that are representative of the
attachment process. For example, West and Sheldon-Keller (1992) examine
attachment by looking at proximity seeking behaviour, separation protest,
feared loss of an attachment figure, availability of an attachment figure, and
use of an attachment figure in times of stress. West and Sheldon-Keller focus
solely on insecure adult attachment.

When developing their measure of adult attachment, West and Sheldon-
Keller looked directly to Bowlby's and Ainsworth et al.'s work regarding insecure
infant attachment. Their measure originally consisted of eight separate
dimensions (West, Sheldon & Reiffer, 1987) but, through a series of studies, these
researchers reduced the number of discrete attachment dimensions to five
(West, personal communication, August, 1993). Proximity Seeking is the tendency
to move physically closer to the attachment figure in times of stress. Separation
protest is the degree to which physical separation, actual or anticipated, is

perceived as threatening to the attachment relationship. Feared Loss is the
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inability to sustain confidence in the future of the attachment relationship.
Availability is the extent to which the attachment figure is perceived as reliably
accessible. Finally, use of the attachment figure is defined as the extent to
which the individual asks for the attachment figure's availability and
responsiveness (West & Sheldon-Keller, 1992).

Another group of researchers study attachment by employing
dimensions that are extrapolated directly from Hazan and Shaver's (1987]
categorical measure. For example, both Simpson (1990 and Collins and Read
(1990) divided the three attachment style descriptions into separate clauses,
turned each into a complete statement, and measured the degree to which
subjects endorsed each statement. Simpson constructed three continuous
indices {secure, avoidant, anxious] by adding together the appropriate
statements from each of the attachment styles. Coliins and Read factor
analyzed the items to produce three factors: close, depend and anxiety. These
factors do not directly correspond to Hazan and Shaver's three discrete styles
(secure, avoidant and anxiousj, but instead, represent three underlying
dimensions.

Much research on romantic adult relationships has employed the
attachment measure developed by Hazan and Shaver {e.g. Feeney & Noller,
1990) and/or the dimensional scales developed from it. These studies
demonstrate various relationships between attachment measures and romantic
feelings, thoughts, or behaviours. For example, secure attachment is correlated
with positive and self-assured interaction with others (Feeney & Noller, 1990} and
with high levels of interdependence, trust, commitment and satisfaction with a
romantic partner {Simpson, 1990). Furthermore, secure lovers describe thelr most

important love experience as being especially happy and friendly (Hazan &
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Shaver, 1987}). Avoidant attachment is correlated with a tendency to avoid
intfimacy (Feeney & Nolier, 1990) and with a low amount of emotional upset
when a relationship dissolves (Simpson, 1990). Avoidant lovers are characterized
by emotional highs and lows, and jealousy {Hazan & Shaver, 1987}.
Anxious/ambivalent attachment is correlated with high emotional dependence,
reliance upon partner, preoccupation with the relationship (Feeney & Noller,
1990} and with high emotional upset upon dissolution (Simpson, 1990).
Furthermore, anxious/ambivalent participants in Hazan and Shaver's study
experienced love as involving obsession, desire for reciprocation and union,
emotional highs and lows, and exireme sexual attraction and jealousy.

Another way of assessing attachment dimensions was developed by
Brennan and Shaver (1994}. These researchers not only employed statements
from Hazan and Shaver's categorical measure but also included other
theoretically relevant statements to produce a measure assessing seven
underlying dimensions: frustration with partners, proximity seeking, self-reliance,
ambivalence, trust/confidence, jealousy/fear of abandonment, and clinging to
partners. They found that satisfaction with a romantic partner was positively
related to security and to six of their dimensional scales (excluding jealousy/fear
of abandonment).

A final way of conceptualizing attachment dimensions is found in the
research by Griffin and Bartholomew (1994a). These researchers examined
ratings of Bartholomew's four attachment styles and derived two attachment
dimensions, positive self-model and positive other-model, that are directly linked
to Bowlby's theoretical propositions. The positive self-model dimension was
obtained by combining the ratings of the secure and dismissing attachment

patterns and subfracting the ratings of the preoccupled and fearful attachment
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patterns. The positive other-model dimension was obtained by combining the
ratings of the secure and preoccupied attachment patterns and subtracting
the ratings of the dismissing and fearful attachment patterns. These researchers
argue that positive self-model and positive other-model explain dimensions
postulated by other researchers {e.g., Collins and Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver,
1987; Simpson et al, 1992).

All of the previously reported dimensions, regardless of how they were
produced, prove useful in understanding the differences in the quality of
attachment among individuals. Examining the quality of attachment among
different adults is not as straightforward as Hazan and Shaver originaily
demonstrated. Quality of attachment can be examined by measuring
attachment style, underlying attachment dimensions or a combination of the
two approaches. Attachment can aiso be measured by a variety of methods,
such as self-report questionnaires, peer and partner-report questionnaires, and
interviews. Although this variety of approaches and methods has the potential
to create an abundance of useful knowledge regarding attachment, it makes it
difficult to compare or to consolidate many of the findings. This concern over
measurement issues has been echoed by other researchers (Bartholomew &
Thompson, 1995; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994b).

It has been suggested that the length of a romantic relationship is
related to attachment style with secure individuals having the longest
relationships and anxious/ambivalent individuals having the shortest (Feeney &
Noller, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Kobak & Hazan, 1991). This association
between attachment style and relationship length though, may not be as
straightforward as it first appears. Recently, researchers have questioned the

previously reported retrospective data and have used longitudinal studies to
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demonstrate that relationship length is also related to other relationship
variables, specific partner pairing, and the gender of individuals with specific
attachment styles. For example, Keelan, Dion and Dion (1994) found that secure
individuals maintained over time, high levels of satisfaction with their
relationships, commitment fo their relationships and trust for their partners,
whereas insecure individuals reported decreases on all three variables.
Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) demonstrated that there is no universally "good" or
"bad" attachment style with respect to romantic relationships, but that the
combination of attachment styles within a romantic relationship is important.
Relationships between anxious men and avoidant women were characterized
by the highest breakup rates across time, whereas relationships between
avoidant men and anxious women were at least as stable as relationships
between secure individuals. Kirkpatrick and Hazan (1994) found that
anxious/ambivalent individuals were just as likely as secure individuals to be with
the same partner four years later, compared with avoidant individuals, who
were most likely, four years later, to either not be in a relationship or to be
seeing more than one person. This brings into question the previously found
results that anxious/ambivalent individuals have the shortest relationships.
Kirkpatrick and Hazan suggest that anxious/ambivalent individuals are most likely
to participate in "on-again, off-again” relationships. It is possible, therefore, that
previous research measured anxious/ambivalent respondents during an “off-
again® period.

Most adult attachment research focuses on the prevalence and
correlates of attachment styles and dimensions in community and college-
based samples but does not address similar issues in more narrowly defined

groups. A notable exception is a study by Carnelly, Pietromonaco and Jaffe
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(1994) that examined the attachment of mildly depressed college women and
married women recovering from clinical depression. Recently, attachment
theory has also been used to help understand the familial antecedents and
long-term consequences of childhood sexual abuse (Alexander, 1992).

Most adult attachment research also focuses on individuals' general
attachment styles and attachment styles in romantic relationships, but does not
look at the quality of attachment for individuals in a specific relationship. The
present research is not concerned with abused women's general attachment
style, but instead focuses on the women's attachment with a particular partner.
Abused women may possess a predominant attachment style, but may be
attached to their abusive partner in a distinctly different way. With this in mind,
the present research studied the quality of attachment of women in a specific
romantic relationship, and used attachment theory as a way of understanding
the abused woman's experience.

Attachment Theory and Depressive Symptomatology in Abused Women

Epidemiological studies of psychiatric disorders show that major
depression is a highly prevalent disorder for both men and women (Weissman,
1987). Weissman cites prevalence rates from three large American cities of
6.5/100, 4.6/100 and 6.2/100. She also found that being female; young (born
after WW2); having a family history of major depression; and being separated,
divorced or in an unhappy marriage are factors that increase an individual's risk
of developing a major depressive illness. Not only are women more likely to
suffer from depression than men, bLﬁ women living in unhappy marriages are
particularly at risk. Further studies documenting the higher rates of depression for
women are cited in Weissman and Klerman (1987).

Kaplan (1986} and Jack (1991) employ the self-in-relation perspective to
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explain the high depression rate among women. Grounded in attachment
theory, the self-in-relation perspective views the experience of women's
depression to be different from the experience of men's depression. Depression
in women is seen as the result of distorted aberrations of important aspects of
women's normative development.

The self-inrelation perspective is based on the premise that all human
beings strive for meaningful relationships with others. More specifically, women's
development and psychological growth are centered within relationships and
are implicitly linked to women's abilities to create and maintain empathic
connections with others. Because of the importance of emotional ties, many
women may go to great lengths in order to preserve emotional connectedness
with others. They may inhibit their own desires and wants, they may inhibit their
feelings of anger and aggression, afraid that expressing such feelings will harm
important relationships, and they may blame themselves when their relationships
with others fail. According to Kaplan (1984), all of these self-sacrificing attempfts
to preserve emotional ties with others may lead women to become depressed.

Jack (1991) argues that it is the 'slencing nature' of these behaviours that
contribute to women's depression. She argues that women in relationships
stence their needs and wishes In order to maintain emotional connectedness
with their partner and that this in turn contributes to women feeling as if they
have no voice and no sense of self.

This preoccupation with maintaining emotional attachments may be
viewed by some as a form of pathological dependence. Jack (1991), however,
sees the maintenance of significant relationships not as an unhealthy process,
but as a necessary part of healthy functioning. Jack looks to attachment theory

as formulated by Bowlby (1969,1973,1980) and claims that attachment
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behaviours such as crying, calling, following, clinging and searching are
responses designed to ensure the development of close affectional bonds.
Maintaining a close and secure bond with significant others is a normal healthy
human need. Women who maintain close emotional attachments to others by
putting their needs aside or by silencing themselves are acting in ways that are
congruent with stereotypical feminine sex-roles. Seeing their needs as less
important than those of their partner is an unfortunate, but understandable way
that women have learned to maintain emotional bonds. Depression results when
these self-sacrificing behaviours fail fo ensure a continuing emotional
attachment. According to Bowlby (1973} when a child's attachment behaviours
fail fo ensure the development of a close affectionate bond with a primary
caregiver, that child will respond with despair.

The self-in-relation perspective is particularly relevant to the experience
of depression in abused women. Women who are abused by intimate partners
may become depressed because the abuse symbolizes that they have lost all
or most of their close emotional connectedness with their partner.

in relating depression to specific patterns of attachment, Shaver and
Brennan {1992) found that depression is predictive of insecurity. Relating the
three attachment styles developed by Hazan and Shaver (1987} to the "Big Five"
personality dimensions measured by the NEO Persondality Inventory, these
researchers showed that both avoidant and anxious/ambivalent attachment
patterns are positively related to neuroticism {especially the depression
subscale).

Research shows that depression is a predominant ingredient in abused
women's experience. Using the Centre for Epidemiological Studies Depression

Scale, Rounsaville (1978) found that 80% of abused women reported a high
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level of depressive symptomatology with 20% reporting a level comparable to
that of hospitalized patients. This self-report was also correlated with symptom
assessment by an examiner who found that 53% of the women had symptoms
which warranted a diagnosis of depression. Similarly, Mitchell and Hodson {1983)
found that abused women showed high levels of depressive symptomatology
with a mean score on the depression scale of the Brief Symptom Inventory that
was two standard deviations above the norm for nonpatient females (close to
the norm for psychiatric outpatients). Both of these studies (Mitchell & Hodson,
1983; Rounsaville, 1978) examined only abused woman, therefore there was no
indication of how abused women compare with nonabused women in terms of
depressive symptomatology. The present study included both abused and
nonabused women.

Attachment Theory and Attributions of Abused Women

Ever since Heider (1958) developed his theory of ‘phenomenal causality,'
the study of attributions or how individuals make sense of their social worlds has
been an important part of the research done in social and cognitive
psychology. The vast majority of this research has asked participants to make
causal attributions for the behaviour of either strangers or hypothetical others
but more recently the focus has shifted towards measuring attributions of
individuals engaged in more personal ongoing relationships. In a review of
research on atfributions in marriage, Bradbury and Fincham (1990) suggest that
there is a relationship between an individual's attributions for partner behaviour,
marital satisfaction and the ‘health' of the relationship. They report that
dissatisfied spouses, compared with satisfied spouses, make attributions for the
partner's behaviour that cast it in a negative light and that these attributions are

related to low relationship satisfaction. After reviewing dozens of research
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studies on distressed married couples, these researchers conclude that, in most
cases, attributions for negative relationship events were internal to the actor,
stable over time and globally influential across marital situations.

Abused women's attributions for their abuse can be examined in a
number of ways. Explanations can centre around who is responsible (locus
dimension), upon the likelihood that the abuse will stop {stability dimension) or
upon the type and number of situations which are affected by the abuse
(globality dimension). In terms of locus of control an abused woman can see
the violence as being caused by either her partner or herself. In the first instance
the violence may be attributed to a stable cause such as the personality of her
partner (e.g., he is violent because he is a mean person) or to unstable
situational determinants (e.g., he is violent because he is frustrated with work].
Likewise, if a woman sees the violence as being caused by herself, she may
attribute the violence to a stable cause such as her own personality (e.g., he hit
me because | am stupid) or to an unstable factor such as her own behaviour
(e.g., he hit me because | did not do the laundry). The majority of studies
conducted on the attributions of abused women provide support for women
seeing their partners as primarily responsible {Cantos, Neidig & O'Leary, 1993;
Frieze, 1979; Hollzworth-Munroe, 1988; Walker, 1984). Looking at their partners,
these women make stable attributions, blaming some unchangeable element of
his personality (Cantos, Neidig & O'Leary, 1993). When women do see
themselves as responsible for the abuse, they make unstable or behavioural
attributions, blaming some modifiable aspect of their behaviour, rather than
their character (Andrews & Brewin, 1990; Cantos, Neldig & O'Leary, 1993).

In general, research on the attributions of abused women has provided

mixed results and many studies show that women often list more than one
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cause for the violence, frequently seeing both themselves and their partner as
responsible. Other studies show that an abused woman's attributions are
dependent upon a variety of external factors, such as severity of the abuse
{Andrews & Brewin, 1990; Frieze, 1979; Holtzworth-Munroe, 1988; Miller & Porter,
1983); frequency and duration of the abuse (Miller & Porter, 1983); the
experience of abuse as a child (Andrews & Brewin, 1990; Frieze, 1979); and
change in marital circumstances {Andrews & Brewin, 1990).

Frieze {1979) claims that the stability dimension is more important than
the locus of control dimension, especially when looking at the women's abllity to
cope. For example, unstable causes, such as the man's frustration level or the
woman's housecleaning behaviours, are amenable to change and therefore
offer the women hope of controling and changing the abusive situation. In
contrast, stable attributions, such as personadlity characteristics, are less likely to
be changed and therefore do not offer the women any hope of controlling the
situation or of ending the abuse.

In looking at the globality or pervasiveness of the abuse, a woman can
explain the violence as being very specific and occurring in only a few distinct
situations or she can see the abuse as occurring in and affecting every aspect
of her life. Attributing the violence to a specific cause, such as her partner's
frustration during income tax time, enables the woman to come up with some
specific ways of coping and of helping herself during this time. Attributing the
violence to a giobal cause, such as a recession, does not offer the woman
these same specific coping strategies. She is instead left feeling overwhelmed
and hopeless about ending the abuse.

According to attribution theories (Helder, 1958; Kelley, 1972) people

engage in the attributional process in order to predict and control their
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environment. Abused women are no exception. Predicting when the next
abusive incident will occur and attempting to prevent it is a common part of
the abused woman's experience (Rounsaville, 1978). Evidence for the
relationship between perceived control of negative life events, coping, and the
mediating effects of specific attributions has been well-documented in the
victimization literature (Bulman & Wortman, 1977; Janoff-Bulman, 1979; Miller &
Porter, 1983; Wortman, 1974).

The explanation an individual gives as to why a specific event occurs
may be related to that individual's internal working models. An individual's
internal working models are important knowledge structures through which
social events are filtered and understood. Individuals with different attachment
styles have different internal models of themselves and others and are therefore,
likely to explain relationship events and attribute causes in distinct ways.

In a study focusing on conflicts with a hypothetical dating partner,
Collins {in press) offers support for this proposition. She demonstrated that
individuals with a secure attachment style were less likely to attribute their
partner's problem behaviour to themselves, to something negative about their
relationship, and to something global and stable. Securely attached individuals
were also less likely to view their partner as having acted with negative
intentions. In contrast, avoidant and anxious/ambivalent individuals were more
likely to attribute the behaviour to something about themselves and their
relationship. They were ailso more likely to view their partner as having behaved
intentionally and as being negatively motivated. In addition, avoidant adults
were more likely to believe that their partner's negative behaviour was caused
by something he or she could have controlled. Anxious individuals believed the

behaviour was caused by something that was stable and not likely to change.
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In sum, adults with different attachment styles explained and interpreted the
same event in very different ways.

Relationship Satisfaction of Abused Women

Relationship satisfaction is a subjective evaluation of the overall quality of
a relationship. It is the degree to which being in a specific relationship meets an
individual's needs, expectations and desires. Most research on long-term
relationships considers relationship satisfaction as an important variable and
correlates relationship satisfaction with a variety of other variables. For example,
Bahr, Chappell and Leigh (1983) show that relationship satisfaction is positively
related to how well each partner is able to perform various marital roles (eg.,
paid employment, yardwork/maintenance, childcare, disciplining of children,
family recreation, housework, emotional support, sexual intfimacy and support of
relatives), and the degree to which there is agreement between partners
regarding these roles. Congruence between partners on other variables such as
personality characteristics (Grayson, 1980) and mate perceptions (Fields, 1983) is
also positively related to relationship satisfaction.

Other variables that have been correlated with relationship satisfaction
are style of communication, sexual satisfaction, the degree to which each
individual holds stereotypical {i,e,. masculine or feminine} attitudes and
personality characteristics, individual's sexual history, individual's early social
environments, and specific personality characteristics, such as neuroticism,
impulse control and impatience/iritability (Feeney, Noller & Callan, 1994; Fields,
1983; Grayson, 1980; Hendrick, 1981; Kelly & Conley, 1987; McEwan & Barling,
1993; Noller & Fitzpatrick, 1990).

Recent research also examines the link between relationship satisfaction

and attachment. There is a general consensus among researchers that security
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ratings are positively related to relationship satisfaction ratings (Brennan &
Shaver, in press; Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990; Whiffen, Thompson, Blain &
Johnson, 1993). Regardless of how attachment is measured (i.e., 3 discrete styles
based on Hazan & Shaver's typology. 4 discrete styles based on Bartholomew's
typology or continuous ratings of attachment dimensions) secure individuals are
more satisfied with their intimate relationships than are insecure individuals. This
relationship has been found in dating couples (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson,
1990) and in married or cohabiting couples (Kobak & Hazan, 1991).

There are conflicting results though, when examining the different
insecure styles. For example, Simpson (1990} showed that high ratings on both
avoidant and anxious/ambivalent scales are negatively related to ratings of
relationship satisfaction, but Brennan & Shaver (in press) argued that the
negative relationship is only significant for the avoidant style. There is no
relationship between the anxious/ambivalent style and relationship satisfaction.
Furthermore, a study by Whiffen, Thompson, Blain and Johnson (1994) which
looked at the four attachment patterns developed by Bartholomew (1990)
showed that both secure and dismissing-avoidant styles are positively related to
relationship satisfaction.

How does the research on relationship satisfaction and attachment help
one in understanding the relationship satisfaction of abused women? Besides
the intuitive stance that abused women are less satisfied than nonabused
women, two areas of research provide support for such a hypothesis. The first
line of reasoning is based on the finding that a man's impulsive/aggressive
behaviour is negatively correlated with his partner's satisfaction with the
relationship (Kelly & Conley, 1987). The second line of reasoning is based on the

finding that negative communication behaviours, such as criticizing,
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complaining, and sarcastic remarks are also negatively correlated with
relationship satisfaction (Noller & Fitzpatrick, 1990). Although abusive men are
not a homogeneous group, who demonstrate the same personality
characteristics or behaviours, they do rate significantly higher than nonabusive
men on antisocial behaviour, of which impulsivity/aggression and negative
communication styles are a part (Beasley & Stoltengerg, 1992; Bernard &
Bernard, 1984; Else, Wonderlich, Beatty, Christie & Staton, 1993). The preceding
findings suggest that abused women see their relationships as less satisfying than
nonabused women. The present study aimed to directly measure abused
women's satisfaction with their relationship and to examine the relationship

between attachment and relationship satisfaction.

The Present Research

Past studies of abused women have provided a large amount of
descriptive information. Many of these studies are limited in their usefulness due
to their failure to provide a comparison group of nonabused women (e.g.,
Mitchell & Hodson, 1983; Rounsaville, 1978). The present research aimed to
rectify this concern by examining the experiences of both abused and
nonabused women. The present study also aimed to extend aduit attachment
research to the study of abused women.

The present research is based upon the stance that any differences in
the quality of attachment between abused and nonabused women are due to
the very nature of their relationship experiences. Attachment was assessed with
the West and Sheldon-Keller dimensional scales (1992) and a self-report measure
developed from the Bartholomew and Horowitz self-report measure (1991).

Bartholomew and Horowitz's self-report measure focuses on general attachment
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relationships, or romantic relationships as a whole. The self-report measure used
in the present study focuses on the women's current romantic relationship.
Furthermore, by measuring attachment dimensions it is possible to discern which
attachment feelings and behaviours are refiected in the abused woman's
relationship with her partner.

Hypotheses

The Qudlity of Attachment. A number of hypotheses regarding

attachment in a specific romantic relationship are presented. Furthermore,
specific hypotheses regarding the relationship between the self-report measure
based on Bartholomew's (1990; & Horowitz, 1991) classification system and the
West and Sheldon-Keller scales (1992} are also presented. Individuals who rate
themselves high on the secure and the preoccupied measure possess a positive
model of other. They therefore, will want to be close to their partners, will see
their partners as available and responsive and will use their partners for support
to a greater degree than will individuals who rate themselves high on the
dismissing-avoidant and fearful-avoidant measures. Individuals who rate
themselves high on the secure, dismissing-avoidant and fearful-avoidant
measures will also protest to a lesser degree when they are separated from their
partners than individuals who rate themselves high on the preoccupied
measure. Preoccupied individuals see the acceptance of valued others as a
necessary prelude to self-acceptance. Without others, they feel lost. These
individuals will therefore feel resentful and abandoned when separated from
their partner. Finally, individuals who rate themselves high on the secure
measure will fear the relationship ending to a lesser degree than individuals
who rate themselves high on the preoccupled, dismissing-avoidant and fearful-

avoidant measures. Secure individuals possess a positive model of themselves
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and a positive model of others; they therefore have faith both in themselves
and in their partner. There is no need to worry about the relationship coming to
an end.

Attachment and Depressive Symptomatology. It is expected that

because of the positive model of the self, that individuals who rate themselves
high on the secure and the dismissing-avoidant measures will experience
depressive symptomatology and report self-silencing behaviours to a lesser
degree than will individuals who rate themselves high on the preoccupied and
fearful-avoidant measures.

Attachment and Atiributions. Based on previous research (Collins, in

press), it is expected that secure individuals will make more unstable and
specific atfributions for negative partner behaviour than will insecure individuals.
Insecure individuals will make more stable and global attributions. No specific
predictions are being made regarding the locus of control measure.

Abused Women and Quality of Attachment. In terms of their specific

romantic relationship, it is expected that abused women will rate themselves as
less secure, more fearful and more preoccupied than nonabused women. It is
also expected that abused women will see their partners as less available, that
they will not use their partners for support and that they will fear losing their
relationship to a greater degree than nonabused women. Furthermore, abused
women will want to be around their partners and will see their partners as a
secure base to a lesser degree than nonabused women.

Abused Women and Depressive Symptomatology. It is expected that
abused women will report more depressive symptomatology and more silencing
behaviours than nonabused women.

Abused Women and Attributions. It is expected that abused women will
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make stable and global attributions for negative partner behaviours to a
greater degree than will nonabused women. Because of previous mixed results,
no specific prediction is being made concerning the locus of control measure.

Abused Women and Relationship Satisfaction. It is expected that abused

women will be less satisfied with their relationship than nonabused women.

To summarize the hypothesized results, it is expected that being in a
relationship with an abusive man will be associated with a particular pattern of
attachment, depressive symptomatology, attributions and relationship

satisfaction.

Method
Procedure

Women who were presently involved in romantic heterosexual
relationships (i.e., dating, common-law or married) constituted the target
sample. Women were recruited from community and counselling centres in the
Lower Mainland where they were participating in either programs for Abused
Women or Drop-In Parent groups.

The researcher visited these community and counselling centres on an
ongoing basis for a period of approximately six months and interacted on a
regular basis with the female clients at each centre. The researcher asked the
women to participate in a study on intimate relationships and gave them the
option of either completing a questionnaire package at the centre or of taking
the package home and returning or mailing it o the experimenter at a later
date. Most women completed the questionnaire package at the centre and
therefore were able to discuss any difficulties or problems in understanding the

questionnaires with the experimenter. Two hundred questionnaire packages
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were distributed and 79 packages (39.5%) were returned.

Each woman was asked the status of her romantic relationship in a
demographic questionnaire. If she indicated that she was together with her
partner, either dating, married or cohabiting, then her questionnaire package
was included in the data analysis.

Participants

The final sample consisted of 67 women who reported being currently
involved with romantic partners. Five women were in a dating relationship and
62 women were either married or living in a common-law relationship.
Demographic information regarding these women is presented in Table 1.

Most women (64%) reported that they contributed to the family income
by either running a family business from within the home, or by working either
part-time or full-time outside of the home. Twenty-seven percent of women's
paid employment centered around occupations that involved children, such as
child minding, teaching or nursery school supervising. Nine percent of the
women worked in retail-based jobs, 8% worked in business-related jobs, such as
secretarial and management, 8% worked in health related jobs and 13% held a
mixture of "other" types of jobs, such as artist, audio engineer and library
assistant. The remaining 36% of women reported that their primary occupation
was being a wife and mother.

Measures

The questionnaire package consisted of the following measures which
were presented in the order given. After the Beck Depression Inventory, a two
page questionngire on social support, developed by Sarason, Levine, Basham
and Sarason (1983}, was inserted in order to help participants focus on

relationships. The social support measure was a ‘filler' item and was not used in
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any data analysis.

Beck Depression Inventory (BDI). The BDI (Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock

& Erbaugh, 1961) is a well-established self-report measure of depressive
symptomatology that asks respondents to choose one of four options for each
of 21 questions. Each of the four options represent a different severity of
depressive symptomatology. Respondents can receive a score ranging from O,
which indicates a lack of depressive symptomatology, to 63, which indicates
exiremely severe depressive symptomatology. In a review of the psychometric
properties of the BDI, Beck, Steer and Garbin (1988) reported that for
nonpsychiatric populations the BDI has very good internal consistency. The
present study obtained a reliability alpha of .88. Beck et al. (1988} reported test-
retest reliabilities for nonpsychiatric populations over an average interval of one
week that range from .60 to .90.

Beck and his colleagues also reported on the validity of the BDI. in terms
of concurrent validity, they reported high correlations ranging from .56 to .86
between the BDI and a number of other measures of depression (Hamilton
Psychiatric Rating Scale for Depression, Zung Self Reported Depression Scale,
MMPI Depression Scale). The BDI also demonstrates high construct validity. It is
highly correlated with measures which assess behaviours and attitudes that are
theoretically linked with depression (eg. suicide, alcoholism, adjustment, anxiety
& social desirability). Finally, the BDI exhibits good discriminant validity. It
differentiates between psychiatric and nonpsychiatric subjects and between
subtypes of depression (Beck, Steer & Garbin, 1988).

Close Relationships Questionnaire {CRQ). The CRQ (Bartholomew &

Horowitz, 1991} is a self-report measure of attachment style that asks participants

to choose which one of four paragraphs best describes their relationships with
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others. Participants are also asked to rate on a seven point Likert scale, the
degree to which each of the paragraphs is representative of themselves in
relationships, with the number "one" anchored to the statement "not at all like
me" and the number "seven" anchored to the statement "very much like me”.
The present study also asked participants to rate on a seven point Likert scale,
the degree to which each of the paragraphs is representative of themselves in
their current romantic relationship. The four alternatives correspond to the four
attachment styles described by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991). In their
sample of undergraduate students 47% were secure, 21% were fearful-avoidant,
18% were dismissing-avoidant and 14% were preoccupied. The reliability of the
CRQ is demonstrated by the fact that other studies using the CRQ have
revealed similar distributions. For example, in a sample of married couples,
Whiffen, Thompson, Blain and Johnson (1993} found that 51% of individuals were
secure, 23% were fearfulavoidant, 12% were dismissing-avoidant and 14% were
preoccupied. Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991} also reported their CRQ self-
ratings to be moderately correlated with their interview measure of attachment
demonstrating construct validity. Furthermore, Bartholomew (1989 - cited in
Scharfe & Bartholomew (1994)) reported moderate test-retest reliabilities over a
two month interval with correlations of .71 for secure, .64 for fearful-avoidant, .59
for preoccupied and .49 for dismissing-avoidant.

Dyadic Adjustment - Satisfaction Subscale (DASS). The DASS (Spanier,

1976} is a ten item questionnaire that measures an individual's satisfaction with
their marriage or long-term relationship. Respondents can receive a score
ranging from 0, which indicates extreme dissatisfaction with their relationship to
50, which indicates extreme satisfaction with their relationship. Internal

consistency of the DASS in the present study Is excellent, with a reliabillity alpha
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of .91. The DASS correctly classifies married and recently divorced individuals,
showing that the subscale is significantly correlated to the external criterion of
marital status. In a study by Spanier {1976) the mean satisfaction scores for
married and divorced individuals were 40.5 and 22.2 respectively.

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale, of which the DASS is a subscale, has been
shown to be correlated with other measures of marital adjustment, such as the
Locke-Wallace Marriage Adjustment Scale, indicating that both scales measure
the same general construct. The correlations between these two scales were .86
and .88 for married and divorced respondents respectively (Spanier, 1976).

Reciprocal Attachment Questionnaire (RAQ). The RAQ (West & Sheldon-

Keller, 1992} is a self-report measure of attachment dimensions or components
that asks participants to rate on a five point Likert scale, the degree to which
they agree or disagree with 15 statements. Each statement taps one of five
dimensions (proximity seeking, separation protest, feared loss, availability and
use). Respondents can receive scores ranging from three to 15 for each of the
five dimensions, with higher scores indicating agreement with an attachment
dimension. Reliability alphas in the present study are .73 for proximity seeking, .69
for separation protest, .77 for feared loss, .83 for availability and .83 for use of
attachment figure. Test-retest reliabilities over a four month period have also
been obtained with correlations ranging from .63 for proximity seeking to .82 for
use. (West & Sheldon-Keller, 1992}. The RAQ also demonstrates good face
validity. On the surface, individual items seem to tap the dimensions they are
supposed to measure. For example, "l have to have my attachment figure with
me when I'm upset" is a good example of the proximity seeking dimension.

Silencing the Self Scale (STSS). The STSS (Jack, 1991} is a 31 item self-

report questionnaire that assesses specific schemas associated with depression.
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Respondents are asked to rate on a five point Likert scale the degree to which
they agree or disagree with statements that describe behaviour in relationships.
Examples of statements are "l tend to judge myself by how | think other people
see me", "| often feel responsible for other people's feelings” and “| speak my
feelings with my partner, even when it leads to problems or disagreements".
Respondents can receive a score ranging from 31 to 155, with higher scores
indicating a greater degree of silencing. The STSS has very good internal
consistency with a reliability alpha in the present study of .90.

In a study by Jack and Dill (1992} in which the STSS was used to assess
depression in 140 women from three battered women's shelters, the internal and
test-retest reliabilities of this sample were .94 and .93 respectively.

The STSS has also been shown to be correlated with the Beck Depression
Inventory. Correlations ranging from .50 to .52 illustrate that both scales measure
the same general construct. Furthermore, the STSS varied significantly in the
expected direction across three distinct female populations (undergraduate
students, pregnant drug-using women and abused women). STSS scores were
lowest in students (M = 78) and highest in abused women (M = 100) (Jack & Dil,
1992).

Relationship Atfribution Measure - short version (RAM}. The RAM (Fincham

& Bradbury, 1992} is a self-report questionnaire that directly measures causal
and responsibility attributions, though the present study utilizes only those
statements that address causality. After reading an example of a partner
behaviour, respondents are asked to rate on a five point Likert scale the
degree to which they agree or disagree with three attribution statements that
assess locus of causdlity, stability and globality. The four stimuli statements are 1.

Your partner criticizes something you say, 2. Your partner begins to spend less
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time with you, 3. Your partner does not pay attention to what you are saying
and 4. your partner is cool and distant. All of these stimuli statements represent
negative partner behaviour. In order to balance this negativity, the present
study added a positively framed filler statement (Your partner compliments you).

Respondents can receive scores ranging from four to 24, for each of the
attribution dimensions. For the locus of causality dimension, a score of four
indicates that the respondent sees the self as the sole cause of the partner's
behaviour, and a score of 24 indicates that the respondent sees the partner as
the sole cause. For the stability dimension, a score of four indicates that the
respondent attributes the behaviour solely to unstable factors, and a score of 24
indicates that the respondent attributes the behaviour solely to stable factors.
For the globality dimension, a score of four indicates that the respondent
attributes the behaviour solely to specific factors, and a score of 24 indicates
that the respondent attributes the behaviour solely to global factors.

The short version of the RAM shows good internal consistency. The
present study (not including the positive filler statement) obtained alphas of .71
for locus of causality, .83 for stability and .85 for globality. Most of the attribution
dimensions assessed by the RAM are also significantly related to corresponding
attribution dimensions for real life marital difficulties. The only attribution
dimension assessed by the RAM that was not significantly correlated with
corresponding attributions for real-ife marital problems was the locus of
causality dimension as expressed by wives. Significant correlations ranged from
.27 for husband's locus of causality attributions to .44 for husband's globality
attributions (Fincham & Bradbury, 1992).

Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS). The CTS (Straus, 1990) is a self-report or

interview instrument used to assess the amount and type of tactics used by
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family members to resolve conflict. The present study employed a self-report
format that asked participants to rate on a seven point Likert scale how many
times within the past six months their partner had used each of 18 conflict
tactics with them {ranging from "never’ to "more than 20"). The CTS can be
divided into three subscales, the reasoning subscale which contains three items,
the verbal aggression subscale which contains six items, and the violence
subscale which contains nine items. An example of a reasoning tactic is
"discussed an issue calmly", an example of a verbally aggressive tactic is
“threatened to hit or throw something at you" and an example of a violent
tactic is "used a knife or fired a gun". The CTS has moderate internal consistency
with reliability alphas in the present study of .45, .86 and .83 for each of the
three subscales; reasoning, verbal aggression and violence respectively.

There is strong evidence that the CTS has good concurrent and
construct validity. Concurrent validity was established by asking University
students how often their parents had done each of the items in the CTS and
correlating their responses to the responses of their parents. Cormrrelations
obtained ranged from -.12 for wives' responses on the reasoning subscale to .64
for husbands' responses on the violence subscale (Straus, 1990). The fact that
the reasoning subscale is comprised of only three items could account for the
low validity and low reliability alphas obtained. The present study focuses on
verbally aggressive and physically violent tactics, thus making it possible to
overlook the low validity and reliabllity alphas of the reasoning subscale.

Construct validity is demonstrated by the fact that numerous studies
(cited in Straus, 1990} have found correlations between the CTS and other
variables, all of which are consistent with relevant theory. The CTS also has good

face vadlidity, since all of the acts, specifically those in the verbal aggression and
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violence subscales, describe abusive acts that can be used by one family
member on another.

Index of Spouse Abuse - Non Physical Subscale {ISANP}. The ISANP
{Hudson & Mclintosh, 1981} is a 19 item scale that measures the degree of
nonphysical abuse within marital or cohabiting relationships. Respondents are
asked to rate on a five point Likert scale the degree to which their partner uses
19 different emotionally abusive behaviours towards them (ranging from "never”
to "very frequently”}. Examples of emotionally abusive behaviours are "my
partner belittles me", " my partner acts like | am his personal servant” and "my
partner is jealous and suspicious of my friends". Each of the 19 items are
welghted, to reflect the more serious nature of some of the emotionally abusive
behaviours, versus others. Respondents can receive overall scores ranging from
-1.3, which indicates a lack of emotional abuse, to 100, which indicates an
extremely high degree of emotional abuse. The ISANP has excellent internal
consistency with a reliability alpha in the present study of .95.

The ISANP also demonstrates very good construct validity (Hudson &
Mcintosh, 1981). The ISANP correlates highly with the clinical status of women
concerning the presence or absence of spouse abuse (r = .80) and also with
other variables that are theoretically linked to the experience of abuse. For
example, alphas of .56, .49 and .47 were obtained when the ISANP was
correlated with fearfuiness, depression and unhappiness respectively. {Hudson &
Mcintosh, 1981}.

Demographic Questionndire. This self-report questionnaire asked women

to respond to a variety of questions on demographics, such as age, family
income, cultural and religious backgrounds, education, current status and

length of relationship, and number of children {if anyj.
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Formation of the Abused and Nonabused Groups

Identification of whether a woman was abused or nonabused was
dependent upon the woman's responses on the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS;
Straus, 1990) and the nonphysical subscale of the index of Spouse Abuse (ISANP;
Hudson & Mcintosh, 1981). Abusive relationships generally Involve physical and
emotional abuse, though some women experience only emotional abuse. It is
rare for a woman to experience only physical abuse because of the emotional
and psychological repercussions of such an act (Walker, 1984). It was necessary
therefore, to employ measures of both physical and emotional abuse to
determine group assignment.

Women who endorsed any of the physical violence measures on the CTS
or who obtained a score of greater than or equal to 25 on the ISANP were
placed in the "Abused Women Group." The CTS selection criteria was based on
the growing understanding that physically violent acts almost never occur in
isolation. They are almost always preceded by a period of escalating
psychological, verbal or economic violence (Macleod, 1987; Walker, 1984).
Therefore a woman who endorses even one physically violent act is most likely
in a relationship with an abusive man. The ISANP selection criteria was based on
the findings of Hudson and Mcintosh (1981). These researchers found that an
ISANP score of 25 was the best clinical cut-off score in terms of its ability to
correctly classify abused women. In their study this criteria comrectly classified
90.7% of the sample.

Based on these criteria, 20 women were classified as being abused and
47 women were classified as being nonabused.

Analytic Strategy

Correlations were calculated in order to test hypotheses concerning the
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relationship between the two measures of attachment employed in the present
study (the self-report measure based on Bartholomew and Horowitz's {1991)
measure, and the West and Sheldon-Keller dimensional scales); attachment and
depression; and attachment and attributions.

Next, abused women were compared to nonabused women. First it was
necessary to show that the study consisted of two distinct groups of women,
who differed only in the amount of abuse they experienced in their romantic
relationships. This was accomplished by using a series of chi squares and t-tests
to compare the groups on demographic variables; two t-tests to compare the
groups on the selection variables (i.e., the physical violence subscale of the CTS
& the ISANP}; and a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA} to compare
the groups on the remaining two subscales of the CTS.

In order to test hypotheses concerning the differences between abused
women and nonabused women on qudlity of attachment, depressive
symptomatology, and atiributions, a series of MANOVAs were performed.
Univariate F tests were interpreted only if the multivariate F test was significant dt
the .001 level. The hypothesis regarding relationship satisfaction was tested using
a t-test.

Supplementary Analyses

A series of analyses of covariance were performed in order to further the
understanding of the differences between abused and nonabused women. By
partialing out attachment variables (measured by the CRQ and the RAQ), the
relationship between abuse and depressive symptomatology, attributions, and
relationship satisfaction is made clearer. By partialing out depressive
symptomatology {measured by the STSS and the BDI}, relationship attributions

(measured by the RAM) and relationship satisfaction (measured by the DASS),
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the relationship between abuse and attachment is made clearer. These results

are reported only if they add to the information obtained from the MANOVAs.

Results

Table 2 shows the correlations obtained between the romantic
attachment ratings based on Bartholomew and Horowiiz's (1991) measure and
West and Sheldon-Keller's (1992) attachment dimensions, depressive
symptomatology measured by the BDI and the STSS and atiributions measured
by the RAM.

Ratings of the secure measure correlated negatively with fear of losing
the relationship, and positively with availability of partner, and use of partner for
support. Women who rated themselves high in security did not fear or worry
about the relationship ending. They also perceived their partners to be available
and responsive and asked their partners for support when needed. Ratings of
the secure measure ailso correlated negatively with the BDI, meaning that
women who rated themselves high in security, rated themselves low in terms of
depressive symptomatology. Finally, ratings of the secure measure correlated
negatively with stability and globality, meaning that women who rated
themselves high in security made unstable and specific attributions for negative
partner behaviour.

Ratings of the fearful-avoidant measure correlated positively with fear of
losing the relationship, and negatively with availability of partner, and use of
partner for support. Women who rated themselves high in fearful-avoidance
had little confidence in the future of their romantic relationship, did not perceive
thelr partners to be available and responsive and did not ask their partners for

support when needed. Ratings of the fearful-avoidant measure also correlated
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positively with the BDI and the STSS. Women who identified with the fearful-
avoidant pattern saw themselves as exhibiting a high degree of depressive
symptomatology and silencing behaviours. Finally, ratings of the fearful-avoidant
measure did not significantly correlate with any of the attribution dimensions.

Ratings of the preoccupied measure correlated positively with fear of
losing the relationship, meaning that women who identified with the
preoccupied pattern, feared or worried about the dissolution of the relationship.
The ratings of the preoccupied measure did not correlate with either the BDI or
the STSS. Finally, ratings of the preoccupied measure correlated positively with
globality, meaning that women who saw themselves as being preoccupied,
made global attributions for negative partner behaviour.

Ratings of the dismissing-avoidant measure correiated positively with fear
of losing the relationship, and negatively with availability of partner, and use of
partner for support. Women who rated themselves high in dismissingness, like the
women who rated themselves high in fearful-avoidance, worried about their
relationship coming to an end, did not perceive their partners to be available
and responsive and did not ask their partners for support when needed. The
ratings of the dismissing-avoidant measure also correlated positively with the BD),
meaning that women who identified with the dismissing-avoidant pattern saw
themselves as exhibiting a high degree of depressive symptomatology. This was
in direct contradiction to what was expected. It was hypothesized that the
dismissing-avoidant measure would be negatively correlated with both
measures of depression. Finally, ratings of the dismissing-avoidant measure did
not significantly correlate with any of the atiribution dimensions.

None of the romantic attachment measures were significantly correlated

with the proximity seeking dimension, the separation protest dimension or locus
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of causality.

Ensurance of Two Distinct Groups Based Solely on Experience of Abuse

Abused women and nonabused women were compared on the
following demographic characteristics: family income, religious affiliation, level of
education, number of months married or dating, number of children living at
home, age and whether or not English was their first language. T-tests and chi-
squared tests reveaied that there was no significant difference between the two
groups on any of the demographic variables.

A manipulation check however, found differences in the amount of
abuse experienced by both groups. T-tests performed on the violence subscale
of the CTS and the ISANP showed that abused women experience more
physical abuse (M = 3.85, SD = 6.06) than nonabused women (M = 0.0, SD = 0.0),
1(65) = 4.41, p < .001), and more emotional abuse (M = 40.56, SD = 17.96} than
nonabused women (M = 7.35, SD = 7.96), 1(65) = 10.55, p < .001. Furthermore, a
MANOVA performed on the reasoning and verbal aggression subscales of the
CTS showed that abused women experience fewer reasoning tactics from their
partner (M = 4.27, SD = 2.5) than do nonabused women (M = 7.89, SD = 3.14),
E(1.64) = 20.09, p < .001 and more verbal aggression tactics (M = 19.69, SD =
6.27) than do women whose partners were nonabusive (M = 6.45, SD = 6.08},
E(1,64) = 63.07, p < .001.

Differences in Qudlity of Atachment

Means and standard deviations for the four romantic attachment
measures and the five attachment dimensions are presented in Table 3. A
MANOVA performed on the attachment measures shows that abused women
rated themselves as being less secure (E{1,52) = 6.61, p < .05) and more fearful

(E(1,52) = 9.57, p < .01) than did nonabused women. Abused women also



40
expressed a greater fear of losing the relationship (F(1,52) = 24.81, p < .001),
perceived their partner to be less available {F{1,52) = 30.97, p < .001) and used
their partner for support (E(1,52) = 20.72, p < .001} to a lesser degree than did
nonabused women. There was no difference between abused and nonabused
women in the degree to which they were preoccupied with their romantic
relationship. There were also no differences in the degree to which abused and
nonabused women sought to be around their partners or saw their partners as a
secure base.

Differences in Depression

Means and standard deviations for the BDI and the STSS are presented in
Table 4. A MANOVA performed on these two measures of depression shows that
abused women experienced more severe depressive symptomatology than
nonabused women (F({1,65) = 17.91, p < .001} and reported more silencing
behaviour than nonabused women (F(1,65) = 60.36, p < .001).

Differences in Attributions

Means and standard deviations for the three types of causal attributions
are presented in Table 4. A MANOVA performed on the attribution measures
shows that abused women make more stable (F(1,58) = 31.31, p < .001 and
more global (E(1,58) = 20.49, p < .001) attributions, than nonabused women.
Differences in Relationship Satisfaction

The mean and standard deviation for the DASS is presented in Table 4. A
-test performed on the relationship satisfaction measure shows that abused
women are less satisfied with their relationships than nonabused women ({65} =
-7.32, p <.001).

Supplementary Analyses

Controlling for attachment, as assessed by the four romantic attachment
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scales, there was a continued significant difference between abused and
nonabused women in regards to depressive symptomatology (F = 5.48, p < .05),
silencing behaviours (F = 24.51, p < .001), relationship satisfaction (F = 30.71, p <
.001), stability of attributions {(F = 10.93, p < .01), and globality of attributions (F =
6.13, p < .05).

Controlling for attachment, as measured by West and Sheidon-Keller's
attachment dimensions, there was a continued significant difference between
abused and nonabused women in regards to silencing behaviours (E = 10.25, p
< .01), and relationship satisfaction (F = 5.9, p < .05). Differences between
abused and nonabused women in depressive symptomatology approached
significance (F = 2.87, p < .1).

Controlling for depressive symptomatology. silencing behaviours,
relationship satisfaction, and attributional measures, differences between
abused and nonabused women on measures of attachment were no longer

significant.

Discussion

Overview of Results

The purpose of the present research was to use attachment theory as a
way of examining the experiences of abused women and to compare abused
women with nonabused women on measures of attachment, depressive
symptomatology, attributions and relationship satisfaction. By examining the
quality of attachment of abused women, the present study contributed to the
existing knowledge regarding attachment theory.

Attachment Theory as g "Guide." The present research used attachment

theory as a way of examining the experience of abused women. With this in
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mind, hypotheses regarding the relationships between attachment and
depressive symptomatology, and between attachment and attributions were
tested. Although not every one of the specific hypotheses were supported,
there was evidence that the qudlity of attachment was correlated with
depressive symptomatology and with attributions for negative partner
behaviour. Specifically, the more securely attached women were, the less
depressive symptomatology they reported and the more likely they were to
attribute negative partner behaviours to specific and unstable factors.
Examination of the results for ratings of the insecure attachment patterns
showed that the more preoccupied women were, the more likely they were to
attribute negative partner behaviours to global factors. The more fearfully
attached women were, the more depressive symptomatology and silencing
behaviours they reported. Finally, the more dismissingly attached women were,
the more depressive symptomatology they reported.

The finding that the dismissing-avoidant measure was positively
correlated with the BDI is in direct opposition to what was expected. This finding
can perhaps be explained by focusing on the dismissing individual's model of
others. Theoretically, dismissing-avoidant individuals have a negative mode! of
others in that they perceive others to be unreliable and rejecting. Believing that
others are unaccessible as sources of emotional support could possibly result in
overwhelming feelings of being totally alone. It is perhaps this feeling of
loneliness and the belief that one can only depend uvpon oneself that
contributes to feelings of depression. Although previous studies have stressed the
impact of model of self on depressive symptomatology {Beck, 1979),
emphasizing high self-esteem, self-assurance and positive self-image as negative

correlates of depression, the present study suggests that model of other may
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also contribute to depressive symptomatology.

Carnelly, Pietromonaco and Jaffe (1994) offer partial support for this
idea. In a study examining the correlations between depression, working models
of others and relationship functioning, these researchers showed that mildly
depressed college women, in contrast to nondepressed college women,
evidenced greater preoccupation and greater fearful avoidance in a dating
relationship. Carnelly and her colleagues extrapolate from these results and
suggest that depressed individuals hold a negative model of self and both
positive and negative models of others. In a second study Carnelly et al. suggest
that experiencing clinical depression may be linked specifically to fearful
avoidance (i.e., a negative model of self and a negative model of others).

in summary the correlations between attachment and depressive
symptomatology and between attachment and attributions provide preliminary
support for the idea that attachment theory is a useful theoretical perspective
that can guide research with abused women. The present study shows that
attachment theory provides a way of integrating some of the emotional and
cognitive facets of an abused woman's experience. More specifically, her
experience of depressive symptomatology and silencing the self behaviours are
associated with the fearful pattern of attachment, and her tendency to
attribute negative partner behaviours to stable and global factors is negatively
associated with the secure pattern of attachment.

Comparing Abused and Nonabused Women. Previous research has

accumulated a weaith of descriptive information regarding abused women. The
present research attempted to augment past research by comparing abused
women with nonabused women. With this in mind, hypotheses regarding the

differences between abused and nonabused women on measures of
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attachment, depressive symptomatology, attributions and relationship
satisfaction were tested. Results provide support for all four sets of hypotheses.

In terms of the quality of attachment, there were significant differences
between abused and nonabused women. Abused women rated themselves as
significantly less secure and significantly more fearful-avoidant than nonabused
women. They also worried over the relationship ending to a greater degree than
nonabused women, perceived their partners as less available and used their
partners for emotional support to a lesser degree than nonabused women.

Fearful-avoidant attachment is defined by negative models of both the
self and others. These negative expectations of the self and of others may help
explain abused women's experience of attachment. Both the negative model
of self and the negative model of others likely accounts for abused women
worrying over or fearing that their relationship will end. A negative model of self
may lead to feeling unsure about one's ability to make it on one's own and to
feeling afraid of what life would be like outside of the relationship. A negative
model of others may lead to uncertainty regarding future relationships and the
fear that other people may be just as abusive, or even more abusive than their
current partner.

The negative model of others also llkely accounts for abused women's
lack of use and perceived availability of their partners. By the very nature of
being in a relationship with an abusive man, women may have learned that
their partners cannot be depended upon for emotional support and that they
cannot trust them in times of need.

In terms of depressive symptomatology and silencing behaviours, there
were significant differences between abused and nonabused women. Abused

women received a mean score on the BDI, which was indicative of moderately
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severe depressive symptomatology (Baumgart & Oliver, 1981), and a mean
score on the STSS, which reflected a strong tendency for the women to conform
to the norms of the "good woman" by silencing their needs, wishes and desires in
favour of their partner's (Jack & Dill, 1992}. The mean STSS score for abused
women in the present study was also almost exactly the same as the mean STSS
score for abused women in Jack and Dill's study. Nonabused women, on the
other hand, received a mean score on the BDI which indicated a lack of
depressive symptomatoiogy (Baumgart & Oliver, 1981), and a mean score on
the STSS, which reflected a weak tendency for the women to conform to the
norms of the "good woman" (Jack & Dill, 1992). The finding that abused women
in the present study experienced a high degree of depressive symptomatology
Is consistent with previous research (Mitchell & Hodson, 1983; Rounsaville, 1978).

In terms of attributions for the negative behaviour of partners there are
significant differences between abused and nonabused women. Abused
women were more likely to attribute negative partner behaviour to stable and
global factors. They tend then, to see their partner's negative behaviour as
unlikely to change and as affecting most or many facets of their own life. By
contrast, nonabused women were more likely to explain the negative behaviour
of partners by attributing it o unstable and specific factors. In terms of the locus
dimension, both abused and nonabused women looked towards their partners
as the ones who caused the negative behaviour. The finding that abused
women atfribute negative partner behaviour to external and stable factors is
consistent with previous research (Cantos, Neidig & O'Leary, 1993).

Looking at the different attributions of abused and nonabused women,
one is left wondering about what exactly it Is about being abused that

produces attributions to stable and global factors? Perhaps it is the stability and
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globdlity of the abuse itself¢ Women who have lived with abusive men for many
years have learned that the threat of abuse is always present. Although abused
women hope that their partner will change, and that the abuse will subside and
eventually stop, the experience for most women is exactly the opposite. Abuse
usually escalates and gets worse over time (Walker, 1984). Abuse is a continuing
aspect of their life and one that affects every realm of their existence. Is it any
wonder then, that abused women make stable and global attributions for
something that is consistent and pervasive?

In terms of relationship satisfaction there were significant differences
between abused and nonabused women. Abused women were less satisfied
with their relationship than nonabused women. Based upon previously
presented arguments regarding relationship satisfaction this finding is not
surprising. Nowhere in the literature on wife abuse is there any mention of the
women expressing contentment with their relationships. Abused women want
their intimate relationships to be different. They want to feel respected and
loved, not used and degraded.

To summarize, abused women exhibited high depressive
symptomatology and silencing behaviours, made external, stable and global
attributions for their partner's abusive behaviour and were not satisfied with their
relationships. Adding to the previous research on abused women, the present
study aiso shows that abused women worried about or had little faith in the
continuance of their relationship, did not see their partner as reliably accessible
and therefore did not ask for their partner's emotional support and nurfurc:nc;e.

Contributions to Previous Attachment Research. The present study
contributes to the growing area of attachment theory by examining correlations

between the quality of attachment in a specific romantic relationship, as
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assessed in a manner formulated by Bartholomew (1990}, and attachment
dimensions, as assessed by West and Sheldon-Keller (1992). Ratings of security
were negatively comrelated with West and Sheldon-Keller's feared loss dimension
and positively correlated with their availability and use dimensions. A woman
who sees herself as securely attached in a romantic relationship, has a
tendency to not worry about or fear that her romantic relationship will end. She
also has faith in the availability of her infimate partner and has a tendency to
ask him for emotional support when needed. These findings are similar to
Bartholomew and Horowitz's (1991) finding that secure individuals show a high
degree of intimacy and level of involvement in romantic relationships.

Ratings of fearful-avoidant attachment were positively correlated with
West and Sheldon-Keller's feared loss dimension and negatively correlated with
their availability and use dimensions. A woman who sees herself as fearfully
attached in a romantic relationship, has a tendency to worry about the future
of that relationship. She also has a tendency to perceive her partner as
unavailable and does not ask him for support when needed. These findings are
similar to a number of results reported by Bartholomew and Horowiiz (1991). For
example, these researchers show that fearful-avoidant individuals rate
significantly low on intimacy, level of romantic involvement, reliance on others
and use of others as a secure base when upset, all of which are theoretically
similar to low use and availability of attachment figure.

Ratings of preoccupied attachment were positively correlated with West
and Sheldon-Keller's feared loss dimension. A woman who sees herself as being
preoccupied with her romantic relationship, has a tendency to worry about the
future of that relationship. This finding is not directly related to any of the results

reported by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991}, but is consistent with their
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theoretical description of preoccupation. Preoccupied individuals need the
acceptance of others in order to accept themselves. Without a relationship to
validate and centre themselves within, preoccupied individuals feel lost.

Finally, ratings of dismissing-avoidant attachment, like fearful-avoidant
attachment, were positively correlated with West and Sheldon-Keller's feared
loss dimension and negatively correlated with their availability and use
dimensions. A woman who sees herself as dismissingly attached, has a tendency
to worry about the end of her romantic relationship. She also has a tendency to
perceive her partner as unavailable and responsive to her needs and therefore,
does not ask him for support when needed. These findings are similar to a
number of results reported by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991). For example,
these researchers show that dismissing-avoidant individuals, like fearful-avoidant
individuals rate significantly low on intimacy, level of romantic involvement,
reliance on others and use of others as a secure base when upset, all of which
again, are theoretically similar to low use and availability of attachment figure.

The finding that dismissing attachment is positively related to feared loss,
Is a surprising result. One would think that because dismissing Individuals deny
their attachment needs (Bartholomew, 1990), that they would not worry about
or contemplate the future of their intimate relationships? This seemingly
contradictory finding is left to future researchers to contemplate.

Recent research (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Duggan & Brennan,
1994; Whiffen et al, 1994) has explored the differences between the two
avoidant attachment patterns, fearful and dismissing, advanced by
Bartholomew (1990)}. The present study extends this research and shows that the
fearful-avoidant and dismissing-avoidant patterns in a romantic relationship are

different in only one respect. Fearful-avoidance is positively related to silencing
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the self, whereas dismissing-avoidancy is not. This suggests that the tendency for
some women to put their needs aside, to sllence themselves and to be a "good
women" in favour of caring for others is another way of differentiating between
the two avoidant patterns. Women who see themselves as fearful-avoidant in
romantic relationships, silence themselves, whereas women who see themselves
as dismissing-avoldant in romantic relationships do not. Bartholomew (1990)
alludes to this when she says "adults with an active fear of close relations may
inhibit the social expression of negative affect in order to avoid alienating
others” (p. 167]. From a theoretical perspective, this is likely due to the fearful-
avoidant woman's negative self model and the dismissing-avoidant woman's
positive self model.

Limitations

First, the small number of abused women who agreed to participate is a
concern. A sample size of 20 greatly reduces the power of any statistical
analyses. Setting the alpha level at .05 and the beta level at .8 (both
conventional levels) and with hopes of achieving an effect size of .75 standard
deviations, each group should have been composed of approximately 30
women (Shavelson, 1988). Furthermore, any analysis designed to detect smalier
effect sizes needs sample sizes of much more than 30 women. Many of the
analyses were also performed on less than 20 women due to the fact that some
women failed to complete all of the questions. It is therefore useful to think of
the present research as exploratory in nature. Although firm conclusions may not
be made, some definite trends were identified.

The second limitation of the present study is one that most research with
abused women must address. Participants were not randomly selected from the

population of abused women. The women selected themselves as possible
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participants, first by attending a local counselling or community centre, and
then by choosing to participate. This therefore limits the generalizability of the
results. There is no way to assure that the abused women who participated in
the present study are representative of all abused women.

One reason some women chose not to participate in the present study
was related to the length and negative content of the questionnaire package.
Many women declined participation in the study due to the length of the
questionnaire package. These women did not have the 30 to 45 minutes
needed to complete the study. Furthermore, some women who began
completing the questionnaires, stopped after a period of time, claiming that the
questionnaires were too depressing and that there was too much of a negative
slant to the package.

The present study is also limited in its usefulness due to the fact that only
refrospective selfreport measures were used. Some people may not be very
accurate in observing themselves or in remembering past events and
experiences. A more reliable picture therefore, of the experience of abused and
nonabused women could have been obtained by employing a number of
different types of measures, such as peer-reports, observational measures, and
interviews as well as self-report measures.

A final limitation of the present study is that it is correlational in nature. It
is therefore impossible to draw conclusions regarding causality. The present
study paints a picture of the experience of abuse and of the various patterns of
attachment, but it cannot state firm definitive conclusions regarding how abuse
affects the process of attachment. It can also not state conclusively that
abuse causes depressive symptomatology, silencing the self behaviours, stable

and global atfributions for negative partner behaviour and low relationship
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satisfaction among women.

The present study though, is based on the stance that being in a
relationship with an abusive man affects the woman in a distinctive and
predictable way. The present study assumes that due to the experience of
abuse, women develop specific attachment feelings, thoughts and behaviours,
depressive symptomatology and silencing behaviours, attributional styles and
feelings of satisfaction in regards to their relationship. Nowhere in the study is this
assumption directly addressed. The supplementary analyses though, that were
performed in order to further the understanding of the differences between
abused and nonabused women, indirectly confronts this assumption.

The experience of abuse is related to depressive symptomatology.
silencing behaviours and relationship satisfaction, even after attachment
measures have been controlled for. This leads one to assume that the
relationships between abuse and depressive symptomatology (as assessed by
the BDI and the STSS), and between abuse and relationship satisfaction are fairly
robust. It is very likely that depressive symptomatology and low relationship
satisfaction are predictable effects of living with an abusive man, though future
studies would have to assess this directly.

The experience of abuse is not related to attachment variables, after
measures of depressive symptomatology, relationship attributions and
relationship satisfaction have been controlled for. This leads one to assume that
the relationship between abuse and specific attachment patterns and
dimensions is not very stable. It is affected by other important variables. it is left
to future studies to clarify how the experience of abuse affects the quality of
attachment in romantic relationships. This could be accomplished by employing

a longitudinal measure of abused women's attachment. By following a number
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of couples throughout the course of their relationships, it would be possible to
identify those relationships which become abusive and to then assess
attachment at regular intervals.

Future Directions

The present study examined the qudlity of attachment of women in
romantic relationships, paying particular attention to the differences in
attachment between abused and nonabused women. This study looked at the
quality of these women's attachment at one point in time - while they were
presently involved in a romantic relationship. This study does not address the
possible changes in the women's attachment that may occur due to being in
that relationship, and particularly due to being in a relationship with an abusive
man. How was attachment experienced at the beginning of their relationships?
How would one describe the qudlity of these women's attachment five, ten or
twenty years in the future? How does the experience of abuse effect an
individual's model of themselves? of others?

Indirect support for this line of research can be found in the victimization
literature, which suggests that individuals respond to being a victim by re-
evaluating specific expectations regarding themseives and their world. They
change their model of self and other in order to understand and cope with the
process of victimization (Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983). Furthermore, Horowitz,
Wilner, Marmar & Krupnick (1980) claim that the frauma of victimization
activates negative self-images (cited in Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983). This
suggests that the quality of attachment for abused women may change to
either preoccupied or fearful-avoidant over a period of time.

Further support for examining possible changes in the quality of

attachment of abused women comes from attachment literature. Collins and
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Read (1994) cite a number of conditions under which one would expect
modification in working models. Experiences that are long in duration and
emotionally significant are particularly powerful at eliciting change. Abuse
usually occurs over a period of months or years and is definitely emotionally
significant for most women.

The question of attachment changing over a period of time due to the
experience of abuse should be answered, if the experience of abused women is
to be completely understood.

Changing the quaiity of attachment aiso has implications for counselling.
How can the counsellor help the woman to experience felt security in future
relationships? Are there different approaches that counsellors need to adopt for
women with different patterns of insecure attachment? These and other
questions could be addressed by studying women who have left abusive
partners and by paying particular attention to the cognitive changes regarding
themselves and others that these women make. How do they think about
themselves differently? How do they think about others differently? Encouraging
individuals to perceive life events differently, to think differently about others and
their expectations, and to alter their beliefs about themselves have always been
important in the counselling process.

Changing cogpnitions is particularly significant in the area of depressive
symptomatology. In counselling depressed women, Jack (1991) looks to
attachment theory and suggests that women can move out of depression by
making a number of cognitive shifts; shifts that involve model of self and model
of others. Jack suggests that encouraging depressed women to uncover their
voice and to explore themselves and others from a different perspective is

essential to the healing process. Extending Jack's research on how women
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move out of depression to abused women seems to be a logical next step.
Although counsellors and clinicians who work with abused women may already
employ the approach discussed by Jack, very little research has systematically
examined the process of counselling with abused women.

Concluding Comments

The usefulness of employing attachment theory as an organizational
model for studying close relationships is presented by Hazan and Shaver (1994).
These researchers show that attachment theory is able to incorporate a vast
range of findings on close relationships and is helpful as an overriding guide in
answering a variety of questions. A goal of the present study was to illustrate
that attachment theory is a useful theoretical guide in studying the experience
of abused women.

By showing that quality of attachment is related to depressive
symptomatology and attributions for negative partner behaviour, both of which
are important elements of abused women's experience, this goal has been met.
Of course, there are many other aspects that can be studied when examining
the experience of abuse, such as specific emotional responses like anger, guilt
and shame, the woman's coping mechanisms, her support systems, and the
effect of the abuse on other family members, notably children. The connection
between these aspects of an abused woman's experience and attachment
theory will be left to future research. The groundwork has been laid though, for
using attachment theory as an organizational framework for the study of

experiences of abused women.
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of Sample

Frequency Percentage
Income
< $10,000 6 9.1
$10,000 - $25,000 10 15.2
$25,000 - $40,000 24 36.4
$40,000 - $55,000 11 16.7
$55,000 - $70,000 12 18.2
< $70,000 3 4.5
Number of Children
0 7 10.8
1 21 32.3
2 22 33.8
3 13 20.0
4 | 2 3.1
Religion
Catholic Christian 25 39.1
Fundamental Christian 6 9.4
Protestant Christian 12 18.8
Buddhist 1 1.6
Muslim 1 1.6
Agnostic / Atheist 6 9.4

Other 13 20.3
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Table 1 (continued)

Demogaraphic Characteristics of Sample

Frequency Percentage
Education
some high school 7 10.9
completed high school 1 17.2
some coliege 12 18.8
completed college 18 28.1
some university 2 3.1
completed university 10 15.6
some post graduate 2 3.1
completed post graduate 2 3.1
Language
English 61 91.0
Non English 6 9.0
Mean Standard Deviation
Age (years) 31.69 5.58
Number of months married 96.47 56.05
Number of months dated 25.5 24,64

Note. With the exception of "number of months dated", sample sizes vary from 60

to 67.
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Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations on Attachment Variables for Abused and Nonabused

Women
Group
Abused Women Nonabused Women
(n=14) (n = 40)
Variable M sD M sD
Attachment style ratings
Secure 4.14, 2.35 5.60, 1.61
Fearful-Avoidant 4.50, 2.25 273, 1.70
Preoccupied 3.50, 2.44 2.70, 1.49
Dismissing-Avoidant 3.50, 2.28 2.55, 1.52
Attachment dimensions
Proximity seeking 7.29, 2.64 7.38, 1.93
Separation protest 771, 3.27 6.70, 212
Feared loss 8.64, 3.08 5.20, 1.86
Availability 7.21, 3.26 11.83, 2.44
Use 9.43, 3.23 12.93, 2.7

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly at p < .05.
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Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations on Depressive Symptomatology, Attributional, and

Relationship Satisfaction Variables for Abused Women and Nonabused Women

Group
Abused Women Nonabused Women

Variable M sD M SD
Depressive Symptoms

BDI 18.70, 9.40 9.30, 7.84

STSS 99.15, 17.19 70.26, 12.34
Attributions

Locus 19.53, 3.86 18.34, 4.37

Stability 17.58, 4.31 10.56, 4.61

Globality 19.53, 3.52 13.61, 5.16
Relationship satisfaction 24.20, 7.72 37.32, 6.25

Note. Sample sizes vary from 19 to 20 for abused women and from 41 to 47 for

nonabused women. Means with different subscripts differ significantly at p < .001.
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Appendix A
Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form

INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT

When a research project is undertaken at Simon Fraser University, the researcher
must obtain informed consent from all participants. This page describes the research
project so that you can decide whether you would like to participate.

if you decide to participate in the project after reading this page. please read
and sign the following page. | cannot use your answers to the questionnakes for the
research project unless you retum the folowing page, complete with your signature,
along with the questionnatres.

This research project, entitled "Intimate Relationships: Thoughts, Feelings
and Behaviours Evoked by Conflict" is about women's intimate and romantic
relationships with men and their thoughts, feelings and behaviours surrounding their
partner. Particular emphaisis is placed upon times of conflict, so painful memories may
be evoked during the research project. Iif at any time during or after completing the
questionnaires you feel upset or anxious, you are encouraged to inform the chief
researcher who will talk with you regarding your feelings and who will refer you, if
necessary, to appropriate support services.

Your participation is completely voluntary and you are free to discontinue your
participation at any time.

Participation in the project involves completing several questionnaires. The
questionnaires ask for some general information about you, overall information about
your relationship and specific information about what you think about your partner,
how you feel about your partner and how you behave with him. The package of
questionnaires takes about 30 to 45 minutes to complete.

Your answers are confidential. Do not put your name on any of the
questionnaflres. if you participate in the project, your consent form, with your name on
it, will be immediately separated from your questionnaires once the questionnaire
package Is returned. In order to insure your anonymity, your name will not be used in
the reporting of data and results. Completed questionnaires and consent forms will be
secured in a locked cabinet. The chief investigator and senior supervisor will be the only
individuals to view your questionnaire package.

If you have concerns or questions about the project, you may contact either
the chief researcher [Anita Bloy - 291-4350) or Dr. Janny Thompson, Senior Supervisor,
Facullty of Education, Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, B.C. V5A 156 (291-4195).

If, after reading the above description, and looking at the enclosed
questionnaires, you wish to participate in the project, please read and complete the
following page. Return the sighed copy with your questionnaires.
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INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT

I understand that | may withdraw my participation from the project at any time.
I understand that | can ask questions about the project or voice any concerns that |
may have at any time by contacting the chief researcher (named below) or Dr. Janny
Thompson {291-4195). | understand that participating in the project involves completing
a questionnaire package (described on the previous page} and that my anonymity will
be maintained at all times. If, at any time, | find that answering the questionnaires is
stressful, | know that | can share my thoughts and feelings with the chief researcher and
that she will attend to my needs, referring me, if necessary, to appropriate support
services. | am also aware that copies of the results of the study may be obtained by
contacting the chief researcher at the conclusion of the study.

| agree to participate in the research project entitied "Intimate Relationships: Thoughts,
Feelings and Behaviours Evoked by Conflict":

NAME (Please print):

ADDRESS:

SIGNATURE:

WITNESS:

DATE:

Chief researcher: Anita Bloy, Education Department, Simon Fraser University, Burnaby,
B.C. V5A 186 (291-4350) or {420-2000)
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BECK INVENTORY

on this questionnaire are groups of statements. Please read each
group of statements carefully. Then pick out the one statement in
each group which best describes the way you have been feeling the
PAST WEEK, INCLUDING TODAY. Circle the number beside the statement
you picked. If several statements in the group seem to apply
equally well, circle each one. Be sure to read all the statements
in each group before making your choice.

do not feel sad.

feel sad.

feel sad all the time and I can't snap out of it.
feel so sad or unhappy that I can't stand it.

1.

HHHH

am not particularly discouraged about the future.

feel discouraged about the future.

feel I have nothing to look forward to.

feel that the future is hopeless and that things cannot
improve.

[ \8)
L]
(VN O e ) W O

HHMHH

I do not feel like a failure.

I feel I have failed more than the average person.
As I look back on my life, all I can see is a lot of
failures.

I feel I am a complete failure as a person.

N O

get as much satisfaction out of things as I used to.
don't enjoy things the way I used to.

don't get real satisfaction out of anything anymore.
am dissatisfied or bored with everything.

WO w
HMHHH

don't feel particularly guilty.

feel guilty a good part of the time.
feel guilty most of the time.

feel guilty all the time.

HHMHH

don't feel I am being punished.
feel I may be punished.

expect to be punished.

feel I am being punished.

don't feel disappointed in myself.
am disappointed in myself.

am disgusted with myself.

hate myself.

W - O WO WO
HHHMH

HHHRH
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don't feel I am any worse than anybody else.

am critical of myself for my weaknesses or mistakes.
blame myself all the time for my faults.

blame myself for everything bad that happens.

don't have any thoughts of killing myself.

have thoughts of killing myself, but I would not carry
hem out.

would like to kill myself.

would kill myself if I had the chance.

don't cry any more than I used to.

cry more than I used to.

cry all the time now.

used to be able to cry, but now I can't cry even though
want to.

A

am no more irritated now than I ever am.

get annoyed or irritated more easily than I used to.
feel irritated all the time now.

don't get irritated at all by the things that used to
rritate me.

o

have not lost interest in other people.

am less interested in other people than I used to.
have lost most of my interest in other people.
have lost all of my interest in other people.

make decisions about as well as I ever could.

put off making decisions more than I used to.

have greater difficulty in making decisions than before.
can't make decisions at all anymore.

don't feel I look any worse than I used to.

am worried that I am looking unattractive.

feel that there are permanent changes in my appearance
that make me look unattractive.

I believe that I look ugly. '

- o rHHH

I can work about as well as before.

It takes an extra effort to get started at doing
something.

I have to push myself very hard to do anything.
I can't do any work at all.

I can sleep as well as usual.

I don't sleep as well as I used to.

I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find it hard to
get back to sleep.

I wake up several hours earlier than I used to and cannot
get back to sleep.
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I don't get more tired than usual.

I get tired more easily than I used to.
I get tired from doing almost anything.
I am too tired to do anything.

My appetite is no worse than usual.

My appetite is not as good as it used to be.
My appetite is much worse now.

I am too tired to do anyhthing.

I haven't lost much weight, if any, lately.
I have lost more than 5 pounds.

I have lost more than 10 pounds.

I have lost more than 15 pounds.

I am purposely trying to lose weight by eating less. Yes No

20.

2l.

0
1

2

WO

I am no more worried about my health than usual.

I am worried about physical problems such as aches and
pains; or upset stomach; or constipation.

I am very worried about physical problems and it's hard to
think of much else.

I am so worried about my physical problems that I cannot
think about anything else.

I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex.
I am less interested in sex than I used to.

I am much less interested in sex now.

I have lost interest in sex completely.
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SSQSR

The following questions ask about people in your environment who provide you
with help or support. Each question has two parts. For the first part, list all the
people you know, excluding yourself, whom you can count on for help or
support in the manner described. Give the persons' initials, their relationship to
you (see example), Do not list more than one person next to each of the
numbers beneath the question.

For the second part, circle the number that corresponds to how satisfied you
are with the overall support you have.

If you have had no support for a question, check the words "No one," but still
rate your level of satisfaction. Do not list more than nine persons per question.

Please answer all the questions as best you can. All your responses will be kept
confidential.

EXAMPLE

Who do you know whom you can trust with information that could get you in
trouble?

No one 1])T.N. brother 4]T.N. father 7)
2)L.M. friend 5)L.M. employer 8)
3)R.S. friend 6) 9)

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE AND BEGIN
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1. Whom can you really count on to be dependable when you need
help?
. _Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) é) 9)

How satisfied ¢
very 6 § 4 3 2 1 very

satisfied dissatisfied

2. Whom can you redlly count on to help you feel more relaxed when you
are under pressure or tense?

___Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

How satisfied?

vey 6 5 4 3 2 1 very

satisfied dissatisfied
3. Who accepts you totdlly, including both your worst and your best points?
No one 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

How satisfled?

very 6 5§ 4 3 2 1 very
satisfied dissatisfied



17

4, Whom can you really count on to care about you, regardless of what is
happening to you?

No one 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) é) 9)

How satisfied ¢

very 6 5 4 3 2 1 very
satisfied dissatisfied

5. Whom can you really count on to help you feel better when you are
feeling generally down-in-the-dumps?

—_ Noone 1) 4) 7)
2) 5) 8)
3) 6) 9)

How satisfied ¢

very é 5 4 3 2 1 Vvery

satisfied dissatisfied
6. Whom can you count on to console you when you are very upset?
____ _Noone 1) 4) 7)

2) 5) 8)

3) 6) 9)

How satisfied?

very 6 5 4 3 2 1 very
satisfied dissatisfied
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RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE

PLEASE READ DIRECTIONS!!!

1) Following are descriptions of four general relationship styles that people often report.
Please read each description and CIRCLE the letter corresponding to the style
that best desgribes you or is closest to the way you generally are in your close .
relationships;-

A. ltis easy for me to become emotionally close to others. | am comfortable
depending on them and having them depend on me. | don’t worry about
being alone or having others not accept me.

B. | am uncomfortable getting close to others. | want emotionally close
relationships, but | find it difficult to trust others completely, or to depend
on them. | worry that | will be hurt if | allow myself to become too close to
others. :

\

C. | wantto be completely emotionally intimate with others, but | often find that
others are reluctant to get as close as | would like. | am uncomfortable
being without close relationships, but | sometimes worry that others don’t
value me as much as | value them.

D. | am comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very important to
me to feel independent and self-sufficient, and | prefer not to depend on
others or have others depend on me.

2) Please rate each of the above relationship styles according to the extent to which you
think each description corresponds to your general relationship style.

Not at all Somewhat Very much

like me like me like me
Style A. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Style B. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Style C. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Style D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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If you are not presently in a steady romantic relationship,
please turn to the next page.

2. People sometimes report that their relationship styles differ depending on the peopie
they are with. Thus you may feel that your style varies with different friends, family
members, or romantic partners.

Think of your present romantic relationship. Please rate to what extent each of
the four styles is descriptive of the way you are in that relationship.

Not atall - ' Somewhat Very much

like me like me like me
Style A. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Style B. 1 2 '3 4 5 6 7
Style C. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Style D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Your relationship style may also be similar to or different from the style of your
partners in romantic relationships. Again think of the relationship you are
currently in and rate, according toyour opinion, to what extent each description
fits your romantic partner.

Not at all - Somewhat Very much

like him/her like him/her like him/her
Style A. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Style B. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Style C. 1 2 3 4 5 6 . 7
Style D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Circle one: Male Female

DYADIC SATISFACTION SCALE

Answer the following qucstions based on your refationship with your partner.

Most of More Oftcn
All the Time the Time Than Not Occasionally Rarcly Never

How often do you
discuss or have you
considered divorce,
scparation, or
tcrminating your
relationship?

How often do you or
your mate leave the
house after a fight?

In general, how often
do you think that things
between you and your
partner are going well?

Do you confide in
your mate?

Do you cver regret that
you marricd (or lived

together)?

How often do you and
your partner guarrel?

How often do you and
your mate "get on each
others' nerves"?

Almost
Every Day Every Day Occasionally Rarely Never

Do you kiss your mate?

The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your relationship. The middle point, "happy”,
represents the degree of happiness of most relationships. Please circle the dot which best describes the degree of happiness, all
things considered, of your relationship.

10.

Extremely Fairly A Litte Happy Very Extremely Perfect
Ughappy Unhappy Usnhappy Happy Happy

Which of the Following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your relationship?
I want desperately for my relationship to succecd, and would go to almost any length to see that it does.

I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I can to sce that it docs.
I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair share to sce that it does.
1t would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much more than I am doing now to help it succeed.

Tt would be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than I am doing now to keep the relationship going.

T

My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to keep the relationship going.
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RECIPROCAL ATTACHMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUCTIONS

On the following pages you will find a sefies of statements. In each instance, you are
asked to rate how strongly you agree that the statement is typical of you.

Look at the following examples:
strongly strongly
disagree agree
1. At parties, | like to talk to everyone.. 1 2 3 4 5

strongly strongly
disagree agree
2. | like to spend most of my time alone... 1 2 3 4 5

The person by answering the first statement with a “5" indicated that he/she strongly
agreed with the statement "At parties, | like to talk to everyone”. In the second
example, the person disagreed with the statement "l like to spend most of my time
alone". You might have circled different numbers in the space next to each statement.

In this questionnaire, you will find questions about your relationship to one special
person in your life. We call this special person your "attachment figure". By attachment
figure, we mean the person you are living with or romantically involved with.

The questions about your relationship with your attachment figure begin on the next
page. Please think about each question and answer carefully, but do not worry if some
guestions are hard to answer exactly. Do the best you can and trust your own
judgments.

Remember, this questionnaire is not a test; there are no right or wrong answers. The
questions simply describe your relationship with your attachment figure. Thank you for
your help.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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1 2 3 4 5
strongly disagree partiailly agree strongly
disagree agree and agree
partially
disagree

1. | turn to my attachment figure for many

things, including comfort and reassuranCe.........cccceveeeeiiveenieeierenensnens
2, | don't object when my attachment figure

goes away for A few days.....ccccvviineeeriiiiiniinieeiereienneneenenineeeni e 1
3. I'm confident that my attachment figure

will try to understand my feelings.......cccouveeiiiiiieecciniriiieinn e
4, | worry that my attachment figure will let me down..............ccuueeee. 1
5. | resent it when my attachment figure

spends time away ffom Me.........niiniiiniieeee e seseens 1
6. | have to have my attachment figure with me when I'm upset....... 1
7. When I'm upset, | am confident my attachment

figure will be there to listen t0 Me......veiiiiiincc 1
8. | feel abandoned when my attachment figure

is away fOr A few days....cccceeineiininiiiiiiiireeirersecessensasesse e 1
9. | have a terrible fear that my relationship

with my attachment figure will end.........coovmciiininiiinininciciineennee, 1
10. | takk things over with my attachment figure.......cccocvveiniiiiccnninnnnes 1
11. I'm afraid that | will lose my attachment figure's love........................ 1

12, | feel lost if 'm upset and my attachment figure
iS NOT ATOUNd........eerrreniiiiineerritieeee s seess e e rsssssenneetntsssssassssanes

13. I'm confident that my attachment figure

WL QIWAYs [OVE M.ttt csesnane s sessssans e 1

14. Things have to be really bad for me
to ask my attachment figure for help......eriinnniniirnnnee

18. When | am anxious | desperately need to be
close to my attachment figure......ccccovmviinnciiieiiniee.,
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Silencing the Self Scale

Please circle the number which best describes how you feel about each of the
statements listed below:

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Agree

1. | think it is best to put myself first because no one eise will lock out for me.
1 2 3 4 5

2. | don't speak my feelings in an intimate relationship when | know they will cause
disagreement.

1 2 3 4 5
3. Caring means putting the other person's needs in front of my own.
1 2 3 4 5

4. Considering my needs to be as important as those of the people | love is selfish.

1 2 3 4 5
5. 1find it is harder to be myself when | am in a close relationship than when | am

on my own.

1 2 3 4 5

6. | tend to judge myself by how | think other people see me.
1 2 3 4 5

7. 1 feel dissatisfied with myself because | should be able to do all the things
people are supposed to be able to do these days.

1 2 3 4 5

© 1991. Dana Crowley Jack, All rights reserved
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Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Agree
8. When my partner's needs and feelings conflict with my own, | always state mine

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

clearly.

1 2 3 4 5
In a close relationship, my responsibility is to make the person happy.

1 2 3 4 5

Caring means choosing to do what the other person wants, even when | want to do
something different.

1 2 3 4 5

In order to feel good about myself, | need to feel independent and self-sufficient.
1 2 3 4 5
One of the worst things | can do is to be selfish.

1 2 3 4 5

| feel | have to act in a certain way to please my partner.

1 2 3 4 5

Instead of risking confrontations in close relationships, | would rather not rock
the boat.

1 2 3 4 5

| speak my feelings with my partner, even when it leads to problems or
disagreements.

1 2 3 4 5
Often | look happy enough on the outside, but inwardly | feel angry and rebellious.

1 2 3 4 5



Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Agree

17. In order for my partner to love me, | cannot reveal certain things about myself to
him/her.

1 2 3 4 5

18. When my partner's needs or opinions conflict with mine, rather than asserting my
own point of view | usually end up agreeing with him/her.

1 2 3 4 5
19. When | am in a close relationship | lose my sense of who | am.
1 2 3 4 5

20. When it looks as though certain of my needs can't be met in a relationship, 1
usually realize that they weren't very important anyway.

1 2 3 4 5
21. My partner loves and appreciates me for who | am.

1 2 3 4 5
22. Doing things just for myself is selfish.

1 2 3 4 5

23. When | make decisions, other people's thoughts and opinions influence me more
than my own thoughts and opinions.

1 v 2 3 4 5
24. | rarely express my anger at those close to me.

1 2 3 4 5
25. | feel that my partner does not know my real self.

1 2 3 4 5
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Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree "‘Agree Agree

26. 1 think it's better to keep my feelings to myself when they do conflict with my
partner's. .

1 2 3 4 5
27. |1 often feel responsible for other people's feelings.
1 2 3 4 5

28. 1 find it hard to know what | think and feel because | spend a lot of time thinking
about how other people are feeling.

1 2 3 4 5

29. In a close relationship | don't usually care what we do, as long as the other
person is happy.

1 . 2 3 4 5

30. | try to bury my feelings when | think they will cause trouble in my close
relationship(s).

1 2 3 4 5
31. | never seem to measure up to the standards | set for myself.
1 2 3 4 5

If you answered the last question with a 4 or 5, please list up to three of the
standards you feel you don't measure up to:
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RELATIONSHIP ATTRIBUTION MEASURE

This guestionnaire describes several things that your partner might do. Imagine your
partner performing each behaviour and then read the statements that follow it. Please
circle the number that indicates how much you agree or disagree with each
statement, using the following rating scale.

1 2 3 4 5 6
strongly disagree somewhat somewhat agree strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

1. Your partner criticizes something you say.

My partner's behaviour is due to something about him (e.g. the type of person he is,
the mood he was in)

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner criticizes me is not likely to change.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner criticizes me is something that affects other areas of our
relationship.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

2. Your partner begins to spend less time with you.

My partner's behaviour is due to something about him {e.g. the type of person he s,
the mood he was in)

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner is spending less time with me is not likely to change.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner is spending less time with me Is something that affects other
areas of our relationship.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree



3. Your partner compliments you.

My partner's behaviour is due to something about him (e.g. the type of person he is,
the mood he was in)

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree
The reason my partner compliments me is not likely to change.
strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner compliments me is something that affects other areas of our
relationship.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

4. Your partner does not pay attention to what you are saying.

My partner's behaviour is due to something about him (e.g. the type of person he is,
the mood he was in)

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner is not paying attention to what | am saying is not likely to
change.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner is not paying aftention to what | am saying is something that
affects other areas of our relationship.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

5. Your partner is cool and distant.

My partner's behaviour is due to something about him (e.g. the type of person he is,
the mood he was in)

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree
The reason my partner is cool and distant is not likely to change.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree

The reason my partner is cool and distant is something that affects other areas of our

relationship.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 strongly agree
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THE CONFLICT TACTICS SCALE

No matter how well a couple get along, there are times when they disagree, get
annoyed with each other, or just have spats or fights because they're in a bad mood or
tired or for some other reason. Couples also use many different ways of trying to settle
their differences. You are going to read some things that you and your partner might
do when you have an argument or fight. Focusing on your partner's behaviour, circle
how many times (never, once, twice, 3-5 times, 6-10 times, 11-20 times, or more than 20

times) your partner has used the following tactics, over the last six months.

1. Discussed an issue calmly.

never once twice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times times times

2. Got information to back up his side of things.

never once tiwice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times times tfimes

3. Brought in, or tried to bring in, someone to help settle things.

never once twice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times times tfimes

4, Insulted or swore at you.

never once twice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times times times

5. Sulked or refused to talk about an issue.
never once twice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times fimes times
6. Stomped out of the room, or house, or yard.

never once twice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times times times

7. Cried.

never once twice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times times times

8. Did or said something to spite you.

never once twice 3-5 6-10 11-20 more than 20
times times tfimes times



9. Threatened to hit or throw something at you.

10.

11.

13.

14,

15.

17.

18.

19.

twice 3-5
times

6-10
times

never once

Threw or smashed or hit or kicked an object.

never once twice 3-5 6-10
times times

Threw something at you.
never once twice 3-5 6-10

times times

. Pushed, grabbed or shoved you.

never once twice 3-5 6-10
times times
Slapped you.
never once twice 3-5 6-10
times times
Kicked, bit or hit you with a fist.
never once twice 3-5 6-10

times times

Hit, or fried to hit you with an object.

never once twice 3-5 6-10
times times
. Beat you up.
never once twice 3-5 6-10
times times
Choked you.
never once twice 3-5 4-10
times times
Threatened you with a knife or gun.
never once twice 3-5 6-10
times times
Used a knife or fired a gun.
once twice 3-5 6-10

never
' times times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times

11-20
times
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more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times

more than 20
times
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INDEX OF PARTNER BEHAVIOUR

This questionnaire is designed to measure specific things that happen in relationships. it
is not a test, so there are no right or wrong answers. Answer each item as carefully and
accurately as you can by placing a number beside each one as follows:

1 - Never

2 - Rarely

3 - Occasionally

4 - Frequently

5 - Very Frequently

1. My partner belittles me.
2. My partner demands obedience to his whims.
3. My partner becomes very upset if dinner,

housework or laundry is not done when he
thinks it should be.

4. My partner is jealous and suspicious of my friends.
5. My partner tells me | am ugly and unatiractive.
6. My partner tells me | really couldn't manage

or take care of myself without him.

7. My partner acts like | am his personal servant.
8. My partner insults or shames me in front of others.
9. My partner becomes very angry if | disagree

with his point of view.

10. My partner is stingy in giving me enough money
to run our home.

11. My partner belittles me intellectually.

12. My partner demands that | stay home
to take care of the children.

13. My partner feels that | should not work
or go to school.

14, My partner is not a kind person.

15. My partner does not want me to socialize
with my female friends.

16. My partner demands sex whether | want it or not,
17. My partner orders me around.
18. My partner has no respect for my feelings.

19. My partner treats me like a dunce.



Background Information

1. Age at your last birthday#?

2. What is your yearly family income? (include monies from both partners, if living

together) (check one)
< $10,000.

$10,000 - $25,000.
$25,000 - $40,000.
$40,000 - $55,000.
$55,000 - $70,000.

> $70,000.

3. Is English your first language? yes no

If you checked "No" what Is your first language and country of origin?

4. What is your religious background? (check one)
Catholic Christian
Fundamental Christian
Protestant Christian
Buddhist
Muslim
Agnostic/Athelst

Other

5. - What Is your present occupation?
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6.

7.
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What is your highest level of education? (check one)

some high school

completed high school {grade 12 diploma)

some college

completed college (cerlificate, diplomal)

some university

completed university (BA, BSc, BEd, etc.)

some post graduate studies

completed post graduate studies

(MA, MSc, MEd, PhD, etc)

What is the current status of your relationship? (check one)
together as a couple (married or cohabiting)
together as a couple, though living apart

(i.e., dating)
separated for less than 1 month {recently
left or broken off the relationship)
separated for more than 1 month

divorced/widowed

If you checked "7a" (together as a couple {married or cohabiting)}, how long
have you been living with your partner? months
If you checked "7b" (together as a couple, though living apart), how long have

you been dating your partner? months

How many children (if any) live at home with you?



