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ABSTRACT TE134833

This research aimed to establish the assessment form to predict potential of husband
violence against wife and to study husband violent behavior , level of violence and factors
leading to husband violence. The researcher started by using an in-depth interview
technique in Three violent husbands to develop instrument to study. The research instrument
is a researcher-administered questionnaire, consists of seven parts. The initial study sample
was comprised of 31 violent husbands, as identified by various healthcare and police
records, and 31 husbands whose history of violence was unknown. Data were analyzed by
F-test, t-test and discriminant analysis. The reliability of the tool was tested in the study
samples by calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficiency, which was 0.96. A second study
sample was comprised of 1085 husbands in the Khon Kaen metropolitan area. The
reliability was tested in the similar samples, was 0.92. Data were analysed by the same
methods.

The result of this study revealed that the violent score of violent husbands
(M=34.77) and normal husbands (M=9.29) were statistically significant different
(P < .001). Discriminant analysis showed that Husband violence index included 5
behaviors can discriminate husband violence (Canonical R = 0.839,Eigenvalue= 2.36).
These behaviors include:1) the husband’s threat to kill himself or his wife ; 2) acall to
police by the wife when she felt unsafe ; 3) behaviors toward the wife that included
pulling, pushing, beating, kicking, and/or slapping ; 4) a level of violence that compelled
the wife to seck out medical or nursing intervention and 5) quarrels invoiving having or
raising a child

Five characteristics of husbands were identified as predictors of violence (Canonical
R = 0.809, Eigenvalue = 1.89) These characteristics include: 1) family type 2) an
anxiety personality 4) number of family children 4) history of running away from home 5)
couple’s conflict

For the second sample, this study revealed that 61.6% of husbands were violent as
defined by Husband violence index, which was comprised by the five behaviors noted
above. Five characteristics of husbands were identified as predictors of violence (Canonical
R= 0.318, Eigenvalue = 0.11). These characteristics include: 1) an anxiety personality
2) gender belief 3) history of sibling beatings 4) couple’s conflict 5) husband’s response
that he has had sex with a woman other than his wife. There was concurrence validity in
the characteristics of anxiety personality and couple’s conflict. Using discriminant analyses
found that both can predict husband violence 26.1% (Canonical R = 0.261, Eigenvalue =
0.01). The study revealed that the anxiety personality index included 9 items (Canonical R
= 0.284, Eigenvalue = 0.08) and Couple’s conflict index included 5 items (Canonical R
= 0.319, Eigenvalue = 0.11) were identify as predictors of husband violence.

Overall, this study emphasizes the fundamental importance of the relationship
between health care providers and clients in assessing the possibility of a husband’s violent
behavior towards his wife. As further demonstrated, the ability of health care providers to
systematically assess the potential of violence is greatly enhanced by the use of a tool such
as the Husband’s violence predictor (HVP) included Anxiety personality and Couple’s

conflict index





