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Are Heterosexual Men Also Victims of
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Perpetration of intimate partner abuse (IPA) by
women against men hasreceived widespread
attention from both practitionersand researchers.
Some research suggeststhat contrary to popular
belief, women arejust aslikely asmento be perpe-
tratorsof 1PA (Brush, 1990; Madgol, Moffit, Caspi,
Fagan, & Silva, 1997; Moffit & Caspi, 1999;
Morse, 1995; O’ Leary, Barling, Arias, Rosenbaum,
Malone, & Tyree, 1989; Straus & Gelles, 1990).
Othersarguethat IPA continuesto be perpetrated
largely by maesagaing their femae partnersand
ex-partners (Dasgupta, 2001; Dobash & Dobash,
1984-1988 in References; Dobash, Dobash,
Wilson, & Daly, 1992; McLeod, 1984; Melton &
Belknap, 2003; Saunders, 1986; Tjaden &
Thoennes, 2000; Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling,
1994). Whilethe debate continuesregarding
women'suseof violence againgt intimate and former
intimate male partners, severa issueshaveemerged
regarding research on woman-perpetrated IPA.
Thepurposeof thisessay istocritically review the
existing research on the question of gender symme-
try inlPA. Gender symmetry istheterminology
often used to indicate that men and women are
equally likely to be | PA offenders.

Thispaper presentsand discussesthevaried
findingsonwomen'srolesasperpetratorsof | PA.
Thereasonsfor these varied findingsare examined
and theimplicationsof theresearch finding gender
symmetry in the perpetration of 1PA arediscussed.
Thispaper documentstheimportance of theap-
proach taken by the researcher regarding whether
IPA isfound to be gendered. Thisoverview of
scientific research concludesthat IPAisindeed

gendered, that the perpetrators are more com-
monly men and the victims are more commonly
women. Thisreview aso emphasizestheimpor-
tance of not smply examining typesof abusere-
ported, but the consequences of the abuse. We
hopeto clarify women'suseof violencein IPA as
havingtypically different intentionsthan men'sabuse
of intimate partners.

Women and girlswho report that they are
abused by intimate partnersarefar morelikely than
men and boys reporting such abuseto say they are
afraid and serioudy injured (Hamberger & Guse,
2002; Johnson & Bunge, 2001; Melton & Belknap,
2003; Morse, 1995; O’ Keefe & Treister, 1998).
Our ownwork isgrounded in afeminist approach,
garting with thebelief that thereissignificant gender
inequality intheculture, politica system, justice
system, and thelike, which resultsinthe gendered
dynamicsandratesof IPA. Thus, aswebelievethat
al researchisinherently subjective, webeginthis
review by acknowledging our own viewpoint.
However, we have conducted athorough review of
theexisting work to explain the nuances of the
gendered nature of the problem of IPA aswell asthe
nuances of the varied approachesto measuring |PA
anditsimpact.

Theterminology weuseinthispaper isdightly
different than that seenin most other publicationson
thetopic. Thetermsused to describethe behavior
of individua sabusing their current or former intimate
partnersarelengthy: domestic violence, woman
battering, spousa violence, intimate partner violence,
and soon. Inthispaper, wechoosetheterm
intimate partner abuse, because as described
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here, thereisawiderange of behaviorsincluding but
not limited to physical violencethat congtitutethe
larger concept of abuse. Indeed, victimsoften
identify someformsof psychological and emo-
tional abuse (e.g., fatal threats, demeaning state-
ments, threatsto abuse children or obtain custody,
pet abuse, withhol ding accessto money, etc.)
perpetrated by intimate partnersas more harmful
thanther intimate partners physical violence(e.g.,
hitting, dapping, shoving, etc.) (See, for example,
Hamby & Sugarman, 1999). Therefore, inthis
paper, we usethetermintimate partner abuseto
connoteawiderange of abuses, some of whichare
physicaly violent behaviorsand othersthat are
emotiondly abusive. Aswemake apparentinthis
paper, addressing the nuances of the gendered
nature of | PA ismore comprehensivewhen under-
standing andincluding theimpactsof nonphysical
abuseaswdl asphysicaly violent behaviors.

Varied Findingson the Prevalence of
Female Per petration of | PA

Thereissgnificant conflict over theamount of
female perpetration of | PA against mae partnersand
ex-partnersin existing research. Inaprevious paper
wediscussed thetwo approachesregarding the
gendered nature of | PA perpetration (Melton &
Belknap, 2003). First, someresearcherstendto
view | PA asstrongly gendered, with maesasthe
primary offendersand femal esthe primary victims.
Others, however, arefar morelikely to report IPA
asagender-neutral, or gender symmetrical, phe-
nomenon.

Gender symmetry isoften reportedin studies
employing large, random, and national or community
samplesand using the Conflict Tactics Scale
(CTS), aquestionnaire that asks about recent use of
specifictacticsby anintimate partner against the
respondent to measure | PA (Brush, 1990; Cantos,
Neidig, & O’ Leary, 1994; Johnson, 1995; Morse,
1995). Morse (1995) suggeststhat thegoal isto
reconceptualizethe social problem of “woman
battering” to oneof “family violence.” Fromthis
perspective, some scholarstend to concludethat
men and women areequally likely to be both

perpetratorsand victimsof IPA. Most notably, the
1975 and 1985 Nationa Family Violence Survey by
Strausand his colleagues (Gelles, 1979; Straus &
Gelles, 1990) found “ gender symmetry” in spousal
assault (seeDobash et ., 1992; Grandin & Lupri,
1997, for overviews). Some studiesreport that
women are more often the perpetrators of I PA,
whilemen aremoreoftenthevictimsof |PA, espe-
cidly at lessseriouslevels. For example, the
National Youth Survey (NY S) reportsfor theyear
1983 that dightly over one-third of the self-reported
intimate partner abusewasmale-to-female (male
offender, femadevictim), and dmost one-haf was
femde-to-male(fema e offender, maevictim), and
theremainder (15%) were" mutualy combative,” or
caseswhere both members of the couplewere
abusiveto each other (Morse, 1995). Following
subsequent NY Ssurveysup to 1992 indicate that
theseratesdeclined at all time periods; however,
femae-to-male partner violenceremained higher
than that of male-to-female partner violencefrom
1985t0 1992 (Morse, 1995). Moffit and her
colleaguescompared the N Y Sfindingsto two family
violencesurveysin New Zea and and reported that
acrossthesethree studies, 36.4 to 51.3 percent of
all women reported someformof |PA, while21.8to
43.0 percent of all men reported perpetrating some
formof IPA (Madgol et a., 1997; Moffit & Caspi,
1999).

Despitethesefindings, other researchersoften
identifying themsdalvesasfeminists (aswell asmost
shelter workers) continueto maintainthat thereis
not gender symmetry in1PA. Contrary tothe
national samplesmentioned above, studiesof
samplesfrom shelters, hospital's, and policereports
find that asmany as 90 to 95 percent of IPA in-
volvesamaleperpetrator against hisfemal e partner
or ex-partner (Dobash et a ., 1992; Johnson, 1995;
McLeod, 1984; Melton & Belknap, 2003;
Saunders, 1986). Inaddition, reviews of some of
thecrimina victimization surveysusing nationd
probability samplesreport that even using national
samples, women arefar morelikely than mento be
victimized by their intimate partners. Indeed,
analysesof theU.S. National Crime Survey, the
Nationa CrimeVictimization Survey (NCVS), the
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1981 Canadian Urban Victimization Survey, the
1987 Genera Socia Survey, andthe National
ViolenceAgainst Women Survey haveall resultedin
findingswherewomen arefar morelikely than men
to be abused by intimate partners (Bachman, 1998;
Dobash et al., 1992; Rennison & Welchans, 2000;
Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).

Severa arguments have been madeto explain
thehugediscrepanciesinscholars' interpretations of
findingsregarding women’suseof violenceagaingt
intimate partners. Theseargumentsincludecriti-
cismsof the CTSasameasureof |PA, concerns
over gender differencesinreporting of IPA andits
impact on abuserates, the differencesdueto settings
inwhich the datahave been collected and the
samplesstudied and, finally, issuesrelated to study-
ing victimization only versusvictimization and perpe-
tration. Each of thesewill bediscussedinthe
following paragraphs.

Firgt, and at the heart of much of thiscriticism, is
CTS: aset of scalesdesigned by Straussand Gelles,
leadersinthe*“family violence” approach, to mea-
surelPA (Strauss & Gelles, 1990). Somescholars
have harshly criticized the CTSfor ignoring the
context, motivations, meanings, and consequences
of I1PA (see, for example, Bachman, 1998; Belknap,
2001; Berk, Berk, Loseke, & Rauma, 1983;

DeK eseredy, 1995; Dasgupta, 2001; DesK eseredy
& Schwartz, 1998; Dobash & Dobash, 1988; Kurz,
1993; Schwartz, 1987; Stark & Flitcraft, 1983;
Yllo, 1983, for critiques). Asstated previoudy, the
studiesreporting gender symmetry and the higher
rates of femal e-perpetrated | PA predominantly use
national sampling plans. Thesearedsothestudies
most likely to employ the CTSto measure | PA.
Thus, itislikely not the“national” samplethat results
inthedifferent ratesof female-perpetrated | PA, but
rather the strong correl ation between astudy’s
likelihood of usingthe CTSand using anationa
sampling plan that |eadsto the reporting of gender
symmetry. Theuseof the CTSclearly explains
some of the discrepancies between the two ap-
proaches.

Also, someresearchersare concerned that the
studiesusing the Conflict TacticsScale(CTS)
interpret theresultsincorrectly, and that thismay

account for thedifferencesin thestudies. Dobash
and colleaguesreport that in many of the studies
finding higher ratesof femal e-perpetrated IPA, a
respondent who reportsthat he or she hasever,
“pushed,” “grabbed,” “shoved,” “dapped,” or “hit
or tried to hit” another person, isregarded asa
perpetrator of IPA (Dobash et al., 1992). Thismay
includeonly oneinstance not taken in context.

Thus, whenvictimsresist abusein any way, including
defending themselvesor their children, they will
mistakenly be portrayed asintimate partner abusers.
For an excellent review of thehistory of the CTS, its
past, revised, and current usesand limitations, read
DeK eseredy and Schwartz (1998).

A second explanation for the discrepancies
among scholars' findingsisthat researchindicates
gender differencesin honesty in reporting use of
force by members of intimate couples. At the
sametimethat many womenvictimsof |PA minimize
the abuse perpetrated agai nst them, many of the
male | PA abusersal so minimizeor underreport their
own use of abuse (see Berns, 2000; Campbell,
1995; Dobash, Dobash, Cavanagh, & Lewis, 1998;
Goodrum, Umberson, & Anderson, 2001; Heckert
& Gondolf, 2000; Morse, 1995; Stets& Straus,
1990; Walker, 1979), particularly sexud abuse
(Meyer, Vivian, & O’ Leary, 1998). Moreover,
studies of maleintimate partner abusersfind they
typicdly useexcusesand judtificationsto minimize
their use of violence (Dutton, 1988; Ptacek, 1988).
These gendered practiceswould obvioudy lead to
datamisrepresenting something closer to gender
symmetry inlPA. Thus, who theresearcher inter-
viewsislikely toimpact thedirection of thedata. In
nationd surveys, oftentheonly personinterviewedis
thefirst personto answer the phone. Furthermore,
women victimsof I1PA have many reasonsto under-
report | PA victimization, evento researchers(see
Smith, 1994) because of :

-Danger and thefear of reprisalsor retdiation

-Shame or embarrassment

-Theview that | PA istoo personal to report to

anyoneduringasurvey

-A lack of trust of theinterviewer

A third plausible explanation for the higher rates
of femal e-perpetrated | PA hasto do withthedata
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collection setting. More specificaly, theclinical
typesof settings(e.g., shelters, hospitas, etc.) are
likely and legitimately perceived assafer contextsfor
answering questionsthan onthe phonein her home
or toaninterviewer in her home. Researchon |PA
consstently reportshighly controlling and stalking
behaviors by abusers, thus, the homeisoften one of
theleast safeplacesfor thevictims. Thus, victims
arelikely more able and willing to disclose abuse
victimizationinthesattingsmoretypicaly usedin
smaller scalestudies.

A fourth explanationfor thevaried findings
concernsthedifferencein samplesused. Perhaps
thisisbest understood through Johnson’s (1995)

di stinction between common coupleviolenceand
patriarchal terrorism. Common coupleviolence
refersto those caseswhere both membersof a
coupleuse occasional outburstsof abusetoward
their partner inresponseto everyday stimuli. Ac-
cording to Johnson, thisisnot gendered, rarely
escalatesinto serious, life-threatening violence, and
isnot aproduct of patriarchy, but of aculturethat
acceptsviolencein general. Patriarchal terrorism
isaformof “terroristic control” of women by their
male partnersand ex-partners, and isadirect result
of patriarchy: the historical tradition of men’slega
and socid “right” to control women. Peatriarchal
terrorism tendsto be more serious, occur over a
longer period of time, and bemorelikely to escalate
intolife-threatening violence than common couple
violence. Inaddition, patriarchal terrorismincludes
not only violence, but a so other terrorist tacticssuch
aseconomic control, threats, and i sol ation (Johnson,
1995). Thus, Johnson (1995) arguesthat studies
using community samplesaremorelikely measuring
common coupleviolence, whilestudiesusing clinical,
self-help, or officid (e.g., policereport) samplesare
examining patriarchd terrorism. Stated dternatively,
community samplesare biased toward common
coupleviolenceand clinical or officid samplesare
biased toward patriarchal terrorism. Menwho
commit patriarchal terrorism and womenwho
experienceit would beunlikely to directly answer
survey questions (or at least, do so ashonestly), and
victimsof patriarchal terrorismaremorelikely to
need or seek out assistancein combating violence

(Johnson, 1995). However, it should be noted that
Johnson’sargument has been criticized—some
national sampleshavefound higher levelsof male-
to-femaleviolencethat isterrorigticin nature (see
Dobash et ., 1992; Rennison & Welchans, 2000;
& Tjaden and Thoennes, 2000). Inthesamevein,
abused womenintheclinical and officid samples
arelikely morewilling and ableto addressand
admit theabusethey receivefromther intimate
partners. Ferraro and Johnson (1983) report that
being in abattered women'sshelter wasapivotal
point for many womento start to definethemselves
as"battered” and plan their exit fromtheir abusers.

Notably, Bachman (1998) comparestwo
national samples: theNationad CrimeVictimization
Survey (NCV'S) and the National Family Violence
Survey (NFVS), reporting that thelatter study’s
ratesaremore consistent with findingsof gender
differencesin | PA perpetration. They attributethis
toimproved methodology of the NFV Sover the
NCVS: TheNFV Sdesigned the survey itemsto
screen better for intimate partner abuses. Thisstudy
found that women wereeight timesaslikely asmen
tobevictimsof IPA.

Findly, Tjaden and Thoennes (2000) identify
onemoremethodologica differencethat may
account for the differencefound between studies
findings. Studiesreporting gender symmetry tendto
focus on both victimization and perpetration,
whereas studiesthat show gender asymmetry tend
tofocusonly onvictimization. When asking study
respondentsto report how much violence or abuse
they use (perpetrate) against their intimate partners,
itisnot unusua for mento minimizetheseabuses
whilewomen tend to be more honest or forthcom-
ing. Thenext section detailsthisgendered phenom-
enon.

Unfortunately, given the problemswith measure-
ment, itisdifficult to know how many casesof IPA
aretruly female-perpetrated. Our perusal of the
scientific studieson | PA indicatesthat if weincludea
careful screening of what congtitutesIPA, females
arethe perpetratorsin five percent or fewer of the
cases (seeBerk et al., 1983; Browne, 1987,
Dobasheta., 1992).
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Gender Differencesin | PA Perpetration:
Going Beyond Frequencies

In addition to addressing whether the frequency
of IPAisgendered, it isnecessary to ask whether
thenatureof I1PA isgendered. Some arguethat
men and women arelikely to use different typesof
violence. Milardo (1998) found that whilewomen
aremorelikely to perpetrate more varied forms of
violence, men aremorelikely to perpetrate more
seriousformsof violence. Meltonand Belknap
(2003), intheir comparison of maleand female
perpetratorsof IPA in policereports, also found that
menwere morelikely to perpetrate more serious
formsof |PA.

Many scholarsand victim advocatesreport that
women have different motivationsfor using force
againgt their current or former intimate partners.
Morespecifically, women arefar morelikely than
mento employ forcewiththeir intimate partnersin
the context of self-defense (Barnett, Lee, & Thelan,
1997; Cascardi & Vivian, 1995; Dasgupta, 2001,
DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998; Hamberger, Lohr,
Bonge, & Tolin, 1997; Hamberger & Potente,
1994; Molidor & Tolman, 1998; Saunders, 1986;
Schwartz, 1987). Indeed, Andersonand
Umberson’s (2001) study of male | PA offenders
concluded that these men wereeffectivein twisting
their lessserious (female) partners’ behaviorsinto
themajor violence, whilethey excused their own
abusivebehaviorsasrational, capable, and nonvio-
lent. Whilewomen aremorelikely than mento use
forcetoresist violenceinitiated by their intimate
partners, men aremorelikely than womentouse
forcein order to control and exercise power over
their partners(Barnett et a., 1997; Hamberger et
al., 1997; Hamberger & Guse, 2002; Hamberger &
Potente, 1994). Indeed, Worcester (2002) empha
szesthat any analysisof womenand girls useof
forceinintimatereationshipsmust bethrougha
“framework that keeps power and control central to
the definitionsof domestic violence’ (p. 1390). This
important distinction betweenwomen'sprimary
motivation as sl f-defenseand men’sprimary
motivation ascontrol hasmgor gender implications
for practitionersresponding to those charged with

|PA—many charged women may actually bevictims
of IPA acting in self-defense, rather than the offend-
ers.

Thisraisestheissueinnational surveysregarding
who is reporting the abuse to the research inves-
tigator? Typically, the respondent to these national
studiesiswhoever answersthe phonefirst. If an
intimate partner abuser ismonitoring al incoming
cals, itislikely that hewill betherespondent. At
thesametimeitisnot unusud for victimsto minimize
their timeon phone callswhenjea ousand control -
ling batterers*check up” onthem by calling to make
surethey arenot talking to anyone on the phone. A
long survey would be something such avictimwould
want toavoid. Moreover, if avictim answersthe
survey phonecall, but the batterer ishome, itis
likely that s/hewould minimizetheabuseor choose
not to take part in the study.

DasDasgupta (2001) hasdevel oped avery
completereport on women'suse of nonlethal
violencein heterosexud relationships. Thisreport
carefully reviewstheresearch onthistopic, including
how women'’sviolenceinintimate partner relation-
shipsisdefined and researched, and theimplications
for reshaping the existing societal responsesto |PA.

Researchfindingsare cons stent regarding
extreme gender differencesin the consequences of
men and women'sviolenceintheir intimaterelation-
ships. A significant amount of research reportsthat
women suffer more negative consequencesasa
result of violencefrom acurrent or former male
partner than men do from acurrent or former female
partner (Brush, 1990; Cantoset a., 1994; Cascardi
& Vivian, 1995; Cook & Harris, 1995; Dobash et
al., 1992; Holtzworth-Munroe, Smutzler, & Bates,
1997; Milardo, 1998; O’ Leary et al., 1989; Stets &
Straus, 1990; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000; Vivian &
Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1994). Womeninvolvedin
|PA aremorelikely than their male counterpartsto
suffer frominjuries, requiremedical treatment, lose
timefrom work, and experience bedridden days
than aremen (Archer, 2000; Berk et al., 1983;
Brush, 1990; Cantoset a ., 1994; Cascardi &
Vivian, 1995; Cook & Harris, 1995; Dobash et al.,
1992; Holtzworth-Monroeet al., 1997; Johnson &
Bunge, 2001; Morse, 1995; O’ Leary et al., 1989;
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Rand, 1997; Stets& Straus, 1990; Tjaden &
Thoennes, 2000; Vivian & Langhinrichesen-Rohling,
1994). More negative consequencesfor females
(relativeto males) have also been reported in dating
violence(Molidor & Tolman, 1998; O’ Keefe &
Treister, 1998). Moreover, men'sviolenceagainst
womenisfar morelikely than women’sviolence
against mento producefear inthevictim
(Hamberger & Guse, 2002; Johnson & Bunge,
2001; Melton & Belknap, 2003; Morse, 1995;
O'Keefe& Treister, 1998). Notably, two studies
found that men and boysare morelikely than
women and girlsto report that they think the abuse
or force perpetrated by anintimate partner of the
opposite sex wasfunny or humorous (Hamberger &
Guse, 2002; O'Keefe & Treister, 1998). Clearly,
therearesignificant gender differencesregarding
men and women’suse of abuseand force against
their current and former intimate partners.

Racial/Ethnic Comparisonsof the
Gendered Natureof | PA

Potter (in press) emphasizesthe need to account
for racid and ethnic differencesin examining any of
theinstrumentsmeasuring IPA intermsof their
applicationsto Peopleof Color. Shenotesthat the
measuresof | PA have been criticized for being
designedto “tap” the White population’sratesand
dynamics, and then applied these same measuresto
Communitiesof Color without appropriatetesting
(seeCrowell & Burgess, 1996; Sorenson, 1996).
Early research employing the CTSand studiessuch
astheNFV Sreported higher ratesof Black than
Whitewomen'suseof “severeviolence” toward
their husbands (Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980),
but thesefindings must be considered cautioudy
giventhe problemswithinstrumentsdesigned for
primarily for White popul ations (Potter, in press).

Dasgupata (2001) describeshow the CTS
could completely missthegendered natureof IPAin
defining thevictim and offender regarding animmi-
grantwoman:

“For instance, consider asituation wherean
immigrant woman hasthrown apot at her

husband who hasjust destroyed her passport
and conditional residency statuscard. Onthe
CTS, themagnitude of thewoman'sviolence
would be considered much greater than that of
her husband. Onlevelsof severity also, the
tearing up of paperswould compute much
lower than the physica violencethat hasjust
occurred. Yet, the consequences of thetrashing
of papersthat lend thiswoman legitimate
residency areextremely devastating. Shemay
lose her job, be deported, and |ose custody of
her children because of her abuser’sbehavior.
Thus, thewoman may view such anact as
intensdly violent” (p. 3).

Women asAbusersof IntimateMalePartners

Thisresearch overview stressesthat IPAis
gendered: Men and boysaremorelikely (than
women and girls) to bethe perpetrators, and
women and girlsaremorelikely (than menand
boys) to bethevictimsof IPA. Atthesametime, it
Isimportant to recognizethat there are some
women and girls who are abusive and violent to
their intimate male partners. Inour minds, they
arenot what Johnson (1995) would envision as
“common couple” abusers, but rather, arethe
primary aggressorsintheir relationships.

Oneof thefew studiesthat hasfocused onthese
women and girls, reportsthree componentsof a
model attempting to explainfemal e-perpetrated | PA:
learning, opportunity, and choice (Perilla, Frndak,
Lillard, & East, 2003). Learningisameansby
whichthegirl or woman learnsto beabusive
through experiencing or witnessing | PA or other
violence. Indeed, other research claimsthat women
charged with domestic violence have disproportion-
ately high experiencesof childhood abuse (see
Swan & Snow 2003, for areview). Inastudy of
womenvictimsof |PA, womenwho responded with
moreaggression and violencetoward their abusers
weresgnificantly morelikely to haveahistory of
childhood abuse than women | PA victimswithout
such childhood histories (Swan & Snow, 2003).
Perillaet a. (2003) cite examplesof instancesin
whichthewoman had apreviousintimaterelation-
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shipinwhich shewas severely abused or watched
her mother’sserious|PA, and “learned” to be
violentin her subsequent relationships.

Inadditionto”learning,” Perillaet d. (2003)
identify opportunity and choice ascomponentsof a
model to explain female-perpetrated IPA. Oppor-
tunity, asdescribed by Perillaand her colleagues,
closdly indicatesretaliation opportunity, but could
be seen as sdlf-defense by some. Their exampleof
an “opportunity” iswherethe power shiftsfor a
period of time, for example, whenthemaeabuser is
passed out from a cohol, and thewoman/victim
choosesto useviolenceagainst himinthisvulnerable
state. Inthiscase, Perillaet a. (2003) report that
thevictimwho becamethe offender “ believed that
shecould dieat the hands of her abuser and saw her
useof violenceasaway to defend herself from
further battering” (p. 31). Thus, to some, the
opportunity component may bemore self-defense
thanretaliation. Thisvictim-come-offender had
repeatedly used thepolicetonoavail. Thisis
consstent with Miller’s(2001) findingsonwomen
arrested for domestic violence. Sheidentifiesa
paradox for many women arrested for domestic
violence, that many used violencein saf-defense.

Findly, Perillaand her colleagues (2003) em-
phasizethat just asthosein thedomestic violence
movement havethemantra*“violenceisachoice’
when talking about male batterers, thisapproach
must al so betaken for womenwho areviolent
toward intimate partners. They report casesin
whichwomen choseviolencein self-defense, but
asoinretaiation: acaseinwhich aman quit abusing
hiswifeafter many yearsof marriage, but sheused
violence once he stopped, asaway to makeup for
theyears of abuse she had experienced at hishands.
Swan and Snow (2003) portray somewomen’s
violencetoward their intimate partnersasa“ coping
strategy” for thestressof beingintheabusive
relationship. They dsofound that thewomenin
heterosexua relationshipswho used the most
aggression and violence (compared to other women
| PA victimsin the sample) were a so theonesmost
likdytoinitiate|PA.

Perillaand her colleagues' effectively showed
how the three components (learning, opportunity,

and choice) intheir model for women’suse of
violenceinintimate partner relationshipsdoinfact
often converge: Thewoman haslearned abusive
behavior over the course of her relationship and/or
life, she hasthe opportunity where she hasmore
power, and she makesthe choiceto abuse. Further
research needsto more accurately identify women
using abuseinther intimate relationshipsand under-
stand thedynamicsbehind their behavior.
Asprevioudy stated, we believe on the basis of
existing research that approximately five percent of
| PA casesarefemal e-perpetrated. What then do
wedowiththisinformation regardingwomen and
girlswho use abuse and violenceagainst intimate
partners? Theintervention programsaredesigned
for maeoffenders. Canthey beappliedtofemae
offenders? Webelievethat thelearning, opportu-
nity, and choicesare gendered themsel ves, necessi-
tating gender-tailoring of intervention programsfor
female-batterers. Itislikely they do not cometo
| PA behaviorsthrough entitlement asmuch astheir
ownvictimizations, relativeto male | PA perpetra-
tors. (Again, wehighly recommend Das Dasgupta,
2001.)

Implications

Asnoted repeatedly inthisempirical overview
of researchon IPA, webelievetheavailablere-
search showsthat itishighly gendered. Thus,
Intervention for both malesand femalescharged with
[PA (typically a* domestic violence” charge) must
allow for gender differences. Itisaso noteworthy
that just asresearchersoften missimportant context
of IPA by usngthe CTS, law enforcement can miss
the“true’ victimsand offendersin | PA casesby
followingtheletter of thelaw. Miller (2001) makes
thispoint clearly whenwriting about law enforce-
ment officerswho “disregard the context inwhich
victimsof violenceresort to using violencethem-
selves’ (p. 1340).

Although men-abusing-womenisthemost
frequent combination of | PA by gender, itisimpor-
tant to examinewomen who abuse men (and same-
sex |PA). Firgt, regardlessof whoisthe primary
offender, increasing numbersof women arebeing
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arrested for | PA (see Dasgupata, 2001; Jones &
Belknap, 1999; Malloy, McCloskey, Grigsby, &
Gardner, 2003; Martin, 1997; McMahon & Pence,
2003; Miller, 2001). Theimplementation of
proarrest policiesbeginning inthe 1980shasre-
sultedinwomen arrested for domestic violence
chargesinrecord numbers. Beforepro-arrest
domedticviolencepoalicies, it wasamost unheard of
for womento be arrested for domestic violence.
Sincetheimplementation of such policies, policeare
far morelikely to arrest both membersof the couple
(if theman reported that thewoman abused himin
any way), or only arrest thewoman. Thus, practi-
tionersand criminal processing personnel have been
faced with responding to women charged with
domestic violencein unprecedented rates.
Theresearch and critique of theresearch
reported in thisdocument hold somevery important
implications. Although someof thefemaeoffenders
may bethe primary offender, many may belabeled
offenders becausethey werefighting back or acting
inself-defense. Thiscan bevery traumaticfor these
“offenders’ to beforced to gothrough arrest, jail,
anger management, and/or batterer’sintervention
programswheninredlity they arethevictims. How
victimsprocessed and treated as offendersare
responded to by practitionersand the criminal
processing systemwill havemaor implicationsfor
whether or not they usethese servicesinthefuture.
Thus, itisvery important toimprovedatacollection
to accurately identify theratesof femal e-perpetrated
IPA, but also, to make changesin thecriminal
processing system so that | PA victimsare not
treated and processed asoffenders. Atthesame
time, for thoseindividual womenwho areindeed
abusiveandtheir chargesreflect violationsof do-
mestic violencelaws, itisimportant totailor inter-
vention programsthat acknowledgethat thereare
gender differencesin how men and women cometo
useabuseinther intimatereationships.
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In Brief:
Are Heterosexual Men Also Victims Of Intimate Partner Abuse?

For the past twenty-fiveyearsthere hasbeen asignificant debate over theamount of intimate partner
abuse (IPA) committed by women against men. Studiesemploying large, random, and nationa or commu-
nity samplesand using the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS), aquestionnaire that asks about recent use of
specific tactics by anintimate partner agai nst the respondent to measure | PA,, tend to conclude gender
symmetry: that men and women are equally likely to be both perpetratorsand victimsof IPA. Despite
thesefindings, other researchers (aswell asmost shelter workers) continueto maintain that thereisnot
gender symmetry inlPA. Theseother studiesaremorelikely to employ samplesfrom shelters, hospitals,
and policereportsand report that as many as 90 to 95 percent of 1PA involvesamal e perpetrator against
hisfemale partner or ex-partner.

Severa arguments have been madeto explain the huge discrepanciesin scholars' interpretations of
findingsregardingwomen’suse of violenceagainst intimate partners. Theseargumentsincludecriticismsof
the CTSasameasure of |PA, concernsover gender differencesin reporting of 1PA and itsimpact on abuse
rates, the differences dueto settingsin which the datahave been collected and the samples studied and,
findly, issuesrel ated to studying solely victimization rather than studying victimization and perpetration
smultaneoudy.

In addition to addressing whether the frequency of 1PA isgendered, it isnecessary to ask whether the
nature of IPA isgendered. Many scholarsand victim advocates report that women have different motiva-
tionsfor using force against their current or former intimate partners. For example, women arefar more
likely than mento employ forcewiththeir intimate partnersin the context of self-defense. Furthermore,
research findingsare cons stent regarding extreme gender differencesin the consequences of menand
women'sviolenceintheir intimatereationships. A significant amount of research reportsthat women suffer
more negative consequences asaresult of violencefromacurrent or former male partner than men do from
acurrent or former femae partner.

Theresearch review reported in thispaper concludesthat | PA isgendered: Men and boysaremore
likely (thanwomen and girls) to bethe perpetrators, and women and girlsare morelikely (thanmenand
boys) to bethevictimsof IPA. Atthesametime, it isnecessary to recognizethat there are somewomen
and girlswho are abusive and violent to their intimate male partners. Thisisestimatedtobeinfive
percent or fewer of the cases. Research indicatesthat women’sand girls' 1PA needsto beunderstood inthe
context of learning abuse/violence, the opportunity to use abuse/violence, and choosing to use abuse/
violence.

Thereareimportant implicationsfrom thesefindings. First, researchersneed to more carefully design
measurement instrumentsand data coll ection so that intimate partner victimsare not confused with intimate
partner abusers. Second, the research instruments need to be designed to measure | PA among abroad
cross-section of individuas(e.g., acrossethnicitiesraces, immigrant-status, etc.). Finaly, crimina process-
ing personnel (e.g., police, prosecutors, judges) need to more carefully scrutinize whether awomanwhois
reported to be an intimate partner abuser isindeed abusive or instead, avictim of |PA, so asnot to treat and
processavictim asan offender.
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*The production and dissemination of this publication was supported by Cooperative Agreement Number U1V/CCU324010-02 from
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Its contents are solely the responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily
represent the official views of the CDC, VAWNnet, or the Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /KOR <FEFFd5a5c0c1b41c0020c778c1c40020d488c9c8c7440020c5bbae300020c704d5740020ace0d574c0c1b3c4c7580020c774bbf8c9c0b97c0020c0acc6a9d558c5ec00200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020b9ccb4e4b824ba740020c7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c2edc2dcc624002e0020c7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b9ccb4e000200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe7f6e521b5efa76840020005000440046002065876863ff0c5c065305542b66f49ad8768456fe50cf52068fa87387ff0c4ee563d09ad8625353708d2891cf30028be5002000500044004600206587686353ef4ee54f7f752800200020004100630072006f00620061007400204e0e002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020548c66f49ad87248672c62535f003002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d5b9a5efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef65305542b8f039ad876845f7150cf89e367905ea6ff0c4fbf65bc63d066075217537054c18cea3002005000440046002065874ef653ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000520065006100640065007200200035002e0030002053ca66f465b07248672c4f86958b555f3002>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


