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Preface 

"Out b a n d  idas of w~ongdoiq a d  rightdoing, d ~ a e  is a field. I'll meet you thaw.  

Rm S d  (1207-1273) 

rhis re* was commi- ty the Department of H d t h  and CMdren. As its title indicates, 

we wat asked to find out wht research studies teU us about damstic violence against men. b 

answering thisqdanwe have tm&d the contextto include women as well as men sothat 

the experience of each can be seen m a compative context. 

Some m y  find this a challenging report essentially because it questions a long-standing 

consensus, both in Irelarad and elsewhae, hat  women are the only victims, and m m  are the only 

pqekahm, of domstk  violence. We are aware that thm are no pure facts, either inside or 

outside d W on domestic violence, whedm W on self-peports by victjms or by 

P"petrators, by women or by men, need to be treated seriously and sensihely to assess their 

validity a d  reliability. We have tried tn do this in S bdawed way in h 

It is well kwwm b t  women lrre vslstly more likely than men to m t  as vict im of d m t i c  

viohce to services such as the accldeat a d  emergency -nts of lmpitals, to refugCS for 

abused women, to m n t  clininics, to palice stations and to the law courts. This c k l y  

indicata d~at domestic viol- is a serious problem for women a d  probably nwre serious than 

the n u m h  using t h e  scrvica fully convey. However t is also weU hown that people wlm 

use &c= m represeeye of the populadioa m general wlxtl-m with respect to 

domestic violence or indeed any other c-c. In ocder to derive more reliable estjmares 

of the prevalence of domestic violem it is necessary to have a sample of men and women 

which is known to be rqmmtaiive of the general population and to gain their conklentid self- 

rcprted expabcea d *c violence both as victim a d  as perpwratws. Of course this 

@we is not perfect either - since there is mclusive cvidmce Ihat both men and women 

m-report their victimisatioo and underreport their w o n  and -hat less caachrslve 

evidence ifrat men do this more dsaa m e n  - but it is suprim to any &er method of 

dmahg  pmdence which has been tried or tested. It is these prevalence studies whch fPrm 
thecoreofthisreport 

Tf invited to summarise our findmgs in a few mkmcm we would say that y e  gender- 

neutral studies of men and WO- in a number of F q l i s b e  -loped CO- muly 

the US, the UK, Canada, Aw&dia and New Zedand, i n d i e  that the prevalence of do- 
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violence is sumwhere between 5% and 20% of all c m t  hete rbsexual relationships, but tends 

to be amiderably h i g h  among people who are young, dating, whabiting, single or qmmed 

and consi-ly lower ammg people who are marrid and older; it alw, tends to be severe in 

about 40% of - 
With tbe exception of sexual violence which is ovmhelmingly by men a p m t  

m e n ,  the results of tbese W e s  are m y  consisteot in sbowing thai, in appmxhately half of 

all intin& rnhlhships w k  domestic violence mmd in the last p, bo4h partmm were 

muidly vioW with the remaindff d i d 4  fairly equally between male-anly violence and 

fanale -only violence. As a malt, the df-reported prevalence of domestic violence among men 

and w a r n ,  M as victims and as perpetrators, is bsoadly similar for physical d 

psychologid violence, both minor and mere. In addition, both men and wmeu are abmt 

equally likely to initiate h& violence and scan, to give broadly s imh mmom for doing 

W. However it needs to be mpbasised that the outm113es of domestic violenoc in terms of 

physical and psychological injlrriw tend to be considerably more negative for women victims 

thanfmmenvictims. 

These findings indicate that the existing consensus on this issue does not fully reflect the d t y  

of viol- between men and worxllen in intimate r e h b w s .  'h C O D V ~  of fidbgs 

needs to be erophaskd the v& wty of men d women are not violent to d other 

in intimate A key i "pk&n of these findings b W dDmcstic vide~ce is not a 

wornen's ismme or a m ' s  issue bat a rehionships k. 

h firadings challenge the &g comemm not by rejecting it but by incorporating it within 

a more complex mdmtanding of domestic violace as revealed in h e  studies mimved h m .  In 

d t y  this simply means that h e  problem of domestic vidcm in Enghdqakmg deve1.aped 

c o m t r k  is larger m scope and q l e x i t y  tban origidly envisaged; it m 00 way detracts from 

wbat we dreacly b w  abut the. incidence, prevaleace and wtrelates of dcmstk violence 

affecting women m e i t h  dcvelaped w developing d e s .  Of come tbis findiag, like most 

research, raises as many questitions as it amwm since thtre has been so little mearch on certain 

m of domestic violence - notably male victim and W e  ppeimfam - and dms l  mc; 
in Ireland. In additioa, it raises a hmt of q d o m  about why dome- violence is mlally 

cvnstructed to the point that male victim and f a d e  wars are m y  invisible and ahis 
has major hnphcatioxls for suciety in g 4  and public policy in prhuh. 

-8  A Report by ICldd 
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Executive Summary 

T h n p  have not d y  to be seen to be believed, h t  h have to be kliwed to be seen". 

Stan Gooch, s c h i s t  and author, 1990. 

This study was oommissimed to provide a broad overview of march m domdc violence 

against men. We begin t h e r e k  by defining dome* violence as the term is used in this 

report. The term 'domestic v i 0 1 m '  covm a widt range of abwivc behaviours that occur in 

hthmte relationships between d t s .  These behaviours may be physical, psrcbological or 

sexual and may in injuries ta the victim, depending on the severity rwd frequency of  tk 

violence. ?his is  in h e  with the wual defmitian of d o n m i c  violence in Ireland which states: 

" d o ~ c  violmm refms to the we of physical or e m o t i d  fwct w threat of physical force 

includiug sexual violeme, in cl- adult relationshipw1. As with other aspects of  intimate 

relationships, dom&c violence is typically "a process rather than a once-off event9'* and lhis 

requires same understanding of how the domestic violence is initiated and why. This report 

examines a c h  of t h e  ~ o w  of dontescic violence. 

Our terms of refmrm i n W  us to answer five key questions about darnehc violence against 

m, drawing upon existing -ch. H a  are out m m  in ammy f a  

What Is the Context for Reviewing Domestic Vlolence Against Men? 

The conttxt in Ireland, as elsewhere, is d e h d  by the consensus which exists about the name 

and prevalence of d o h  violum. The cmsensrms is tfiat, m the vast majority of cases, men 

are the only v of dwnatic violence and women are its d y  victims. This view has 

deep c d t d  mts in our m b t a m h g  of mta a d  women and has &a& the way we think 
about domestic violence which, in tum, has permeated the field of research, policy analysis and 

sa7riceprovisim. ~ n ~ l a n d , ~ ~ s u s h a P ~ s u p p w z e d b ~ t h r e e m ~ ~ ~ ; ( l )  

that the cuswamm is umbqum& supported by international rwzrrch; (2) that research on lhe 

p m a h c e  of domestic violence woma can be used to make claims about the 

prevalence of d o d c  violam g d l y ;  and (3) h t  valid claims abut h e  preva1em;e of 

Task F a  m Viol- Agaaasl Women, 1997: 10. 
ibid3. 
Sea, for eumplo, Ksllrber & O'Contror, 1995: K d y .  1%: O'Comm, 19%; Task F m  cm Violmm Agaht 

Women, 1W7:28; McKiamaa & MeWilliams, 1W; Meade, 1 W, Fmgwm, 1997; O ' h g h b  & Jhggan. 1998, 
N a i i o ~ I  Crilllt F m ,  1N8; Community WoPkws Cwperarive. 1999; CIar6,2000; h p l m n t  of Edmtim ad 
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domestic violence can be gleaned from remarch W on services used by the victims of 

d d c  violence such as police records, rehges, etE. The evidence presented in this report 

q&ms thme assumptiwzs and, by implication, lhe existing commus on domestic violace. 

What Research Exists on Pmlenee of Domestic Vlolence Against Men? 

In order to h d  studim which w d d  yield . d i e  i n h m i o n  on the prevalence of domestic 

violence, we &W two c r h h  which each study must meet. F i  the study must include 

bdh men and w o r n  and their apdenms of domestic violem;e, eitber as v i h ,  as 

pqekabm or M. Tbis immedhly excludes a large number of which, despite 

thmvhg a @pod deal of light on various dirnwlsions of &domestic violmx, are of little help in 

wtablishing prevalence h a w  they are M solely on the emences  of women d o h  on 

women as victims. Second, hr. study must be b e d  on a representative sample of the 

popMon. This too excluda a large number of stlmdies on dwnestic violence which are W 

on convenience sapla4 of  people using sewices (such as Qctm' surgeries, rthges, plaintiffs 

in etc) clr students attending college. 

The application of these WO criteria yielded 13 studies which offer the most reliable picture 

available on the +#ce of dome& vidmce by m and woll3eo. Thest studies, which are 
listed in Table 1, include some of and most fresuentiy cited in he literature on 

domestic v i b .  They focus mainly an d d c  violence in hetaoswolal relationships 

althmgh some of than mtah data on h- as well as hdmisexual relationdipes. 

Table 1 Gadtr-Nertnl Prevrlemoe Stmdie~ oCDomestk Violemce Bared on Represemtath.8 kmples  
Name efst.dy 

1. US National FamiIy Vlalcnce Survey, 197316 

2. US WatSond Family Yielmee R@ -Survey, 1985 

3, US NakoaI suwq of Familk & ~ o l d s ,  I a 
4. USNatimaelYouthSuruey, lW2 

S. US Natianal Vidence Apbst Women Survey, 199W6 

6. Brhi~h MORI Survey, 1994 

7, &ilishOim Soney, 1896 

S e b  2000:252; Irish Commissim for W and 3000: 0'- & Lym4 2000: Bredley. 19W: 
Bradly. Smitb, tcmg & O ' m  2002. 
' A wnvsnimca sample is &M aa wlple of subjects s e 1 d  for or study I ~ W  m h y  are -e 
but hause it is convcnh~ to use ~bem - as wben a college pfossor &m his arm studems" wogt, 1W57). 
Tbe studits wbich mtah &U on d o d c  viol- in homosexual relathdips are tbe US N a t i d  Vhlenot 

Agmst W- Sumy (Tjaden & Tboenoes, 2000 a, b & c); British (Sime Survey (MirZlcts-Bladr, 19W) and 
tbe C a d h  Gsacral h i a l  Survey on Vhidntion (Candim Camrs for Juice Statistics 2000). 



What is the Prevalence of Domestic Violence Against Men? 

The coasensus emerging from the studies of d a m 6  videme r e v i d  hm is that, in Fmglisb 

speak& developed countries smh as the US, the UK, Canada, A u s h b  d New ihhd, the 

prevalence of domestic violace is somewhere Mween 5% and 20% of all current hetercrsexual 

reMnships. Ekvalence rates tend to be considerab)j higk amoag people who are young, 

dating, cohabiting, single or sepamkd and considembly lower among people who are &ed 

and older. Damdc violence a d s  to be severe6 in abut 40% of wses. 

Prevalence rates are cdcdated on the bgsis of seT-reportP, by men and womm on their 

victhktion and perpet*stion; tfiis is the c& e fk t i ve  way of wmbmmg 
. . 

the true p e w l a c e  

of dazncstic violence, even though &ere is comlwive evidence that both men and w m  wer- 

repr t  their victimisath a d  der-report tbcir p x p e h t b  and somewhat less wnclwive 

evidmce that men do this more than women. In addition to mdemtions, it is also 

impwtant to h mind that the preyaleace of EOomwtic violence among men and women is 

e x m l y  d t i v e  to the way in whch violence is measured and to the t ~ ~ ,  such as last 

year or life thne, within which it is measllred 

&gtmlng with domdk  violence ~~ in the last year, the results of the studies 

reviewed are quite in showing that women are at least as likely to perpetrate violence 
as mar, This applies to both physicorf and psychologid violence, severe aa well as minor. The 
=If -~ofmmadwommbothag~eemtbis .  Thestwiit~Jsoshowthrtt, inupto~of 

all intimate relationships where h d c  viol- with the last year, both pdncrs 

...... 

6 Sevm physid vioolance refm tn acts suob as kickin& bhhg. Mtting crr beatiag a p e w  as well as using oa 
h ~ t o u s e a k n l f s o t g u n  
' Physical violamca m y  bs ejlbst wesle or mimr. Miaw physical v i o h  refm to acts SWII U throwing 
smmhg at a p m  pushis& e, or slapphg a 7. 98vwe phypical v i o l a  mfm te acts 
s u c h a s I f i ~ b i t i q g . h i a i n g a b e s r i n g a ~ e s w s U a s ~ a t ~ j m u a e a ~ o r g u n .  
B ~ t c r m ~ v i o l s r r e s ~ e c t s s ~ c b a s b ~ a p s d 8 a t e p a s o n a h o n i n g t o h u n a  
kiutban. 
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were mutudy violent, with the reminder divided &ikly equally between m a l e 4 y  violmm 
and faale snly violence. 

Over the c ~ l r s ~  of a life-time this pdtem is d with men being m m  violent thaa women. 

The difEerence between "Iast year" prevalence and "life-hen prevalence is not easy to explain 

but may be part of a trend wer time towards gender quality in i n s  of domestic violence, eitfier 

bemuse women are be- mare violent, men are btemmg less violent or @aps a 

CMI~M~ ofbotb 

The studies also show W m and women are about equally likely to M a t e  d m d c  violence 

and seers to give Wady  similar reasons for doing m However it ne& to be em@&& that 

the outcomes of dom& violence in temrs of physical atad psychological mj& tead to lx 

consdmbly more negative for wwnen victims than for men victim. In addidon, the shldie 

show h t  d violence is m k h h g l y  perpetrated by men against wwaen. 

The overall thnlst of these fdhgs m y  be difficult to cecomile with the fact that women are 

mwe l i ke lykmen  to p x m t a s v k t i m s  of domestic violence tatfie accideatand einergmcy 

deplmmtts of bspitals, to refuges for a b W  women, to police stations, to treatment clinics 

and to seek legal r c n d k .  In trying to address the tension between t h e  two findings it is 

im-t not to dismiss eihm of them as higniiicant. In order to build a W g e  of 
un&rshdbg W e e n  the two re9ults, it is important to bear four factors in rnind: (1) the most 

extreme and chronic forms of domestic violence - whether of men aphid women or vice versa 

- may not be includad in representative m e y s  of th type reviewed here; (2) m m  inflict more 

inj~es(~~~fhanvioev#sadthiswouldarxxllmt f o r t h e ~ ~ o f w o m e n  

victims in S&=; (3) male victims of d o d c  violence may hce mu& greater Wem in 

aceming s e r v k  than female victims, and (4) thwe is a much greater range of services for 

female victim of domestic vidence h fos male victims. These ~ ~ O I ~ S  rmot 

desigwd to provide an exhaustive exphution of why tbe d t s  of sbihtkdy reliable surveys 

of domestic viol- am so ai vmiauce witb the mults of samples of d c c  users, Howcm 

tbey do suggest that neither of these f d i n p  can be ignoted d that domestic violence can no 

longer be as an exclusiwly wamen's issue; dom& violence is a r e M d p  issue 
W h i c b a f f k c t s m e n a s w e l l r t s ~ b D t h ~ d i m s d ~ p e r p e t r a t a r s .  

What are the Factors Assod- with Domeaic Violence? 



It is evident fiom the Idmature that powa is  a common them in all forms of d m d c  violence. 

R e l a t i ~ m w h i c h m ~ k ~ t - ~ t h e m a n , ~ o m ~ t h e w o ~ -  

are at hi* risk of domslic violence than more d e m d i c ,  egalitarian rclatbnships. Victims 

of d&c violence i&ly expmience powerlessness but can also act wt of a 

similar scnse of pwerIes9less. Power m have a personality dimension but it abnod invariably 

fias an WC dimension aud male aod female v i d h  are usually m a weak econanic 

position within h e  relathship. Power also has a physical t b m i c m  in that people with s 

physical disability m more vulnerable than those without; children and elderly can dso be at 
risk of abuse. The extent of powerlessness expenend through domtic violence m be seen 

in the Fact that f e d  victims typically feel that there is nothing hey m do to stop it while 

malevictimsoftcablame~Iveshr~violenoeinflictedtlpon~m Bothmenandwmm 

can be trapped in a violent rehiorhp but men seem more un- than women to leaw 

vioht  r c M e  although wane0 place thmwhs at higher risk of dome violence by 

leaving or trying to Icave. M v e  family backgrounds are also a c o a m ~ r y  factor m the 

of do& violamce. violence is amciated with lower swio-ecanomic 

~ b u t o f c o u r s e i t ~ b e h c m d i n a l l s o c d c l s s s e s a d L ~ t a a m i w F i t y w i t h i n  

every smial class. These fmdings suggest that no one thewy or paradigm can m y  explain 

domestic violence. However there B sufficient emkmc to tbat domestic viol- is 
a l e a d  khviour a d  lhueh lies the hope that what is learned can be udeamed 

What Services are Needed to Address Domestic Vldence Agalnst Men7 

There are v h d y  no gerrices far d t  victims of domestic violence even m countries w h e  

there is statistical wideme to indicate that domestic violence agdinst men is a subsbmial 

d i i y 9 .  The reasan for this is not just the existmg consensus about dorimtic violence - and the 
mistance which this c& to the idea that men could be vi&nkd by wornen - but the 

relu&mce of male vi&m themselves to present hr &W. The real@ of do& violence 

for men as well as wmmi is that it is a private, hidden and o h  h f u l  form of suffering that 

few evw hear abut other than tlae men, wwntn and children who are M e l y  inyolwd. 

The stigma of being in a violent relatimsbp, and h e  k of evm more mgatwe c o r q u - s  if 

others know about it, W victims a d  perpetrators b conspire m keepihg secret th violence in 

~re~w~w~aswellasmenarereluctanttop~hrdcesurrtiltheir 

si-n becomes intolmable. However there is considerable evidence that men are wen more 

reluamt tban m e n  to report their own victimidon to the pdice or medical authorities and 

'Ibis is u & b d  by the kct that h e  are dimbrim of s e m h  for worncm viaims of dornaslic violrmw, bw 
wne fm O r e  victima For exampb, Tha Deparrmant of J& Gqualhy and Law Reform haw d y  publhhsd 
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those that do ofien have negative expericmes thm services and the professionals iavotved. 

Even if we allow for the fact that men in general seen to suffer 1- negative out- of 

domestic v i o b  than women, p d d a r l y  in tams of physical injuries, these diffemmeg are 

scarcely d c i e n t  to wmml for the major dqm-ig  Mwecn the n u m b  of men and women 

who pment for services, given what we h o w  about the prevalence of d o m d c  violence 

between men ad women in Engtsh-speakmg developed c d e s .  

It is well rea&~d that one of h ways of addressing the problem of d o m d c  violence 

women is to raise public awareness. However a major difficulty facing the male vi&m of 

domestic violence is that public a m c m  and professional perceptions are o h  very heavily 

influenced by the existing consenslrs on this ism; this can exawbak the problems of malt 

victim k a s e  it e&tively denies tk d t y  of their experience and amtrilmtm to tbe 

mutually reinf-g pwoess hat men do not present for s a v k  while sewiccs, m m, do not 

develop to respond to men's needs. 

Help Lines, groups md c a m e h g  have a role m supprlh~g male victims as hey do for 

female victims. However thw sewices are typically uader-hded and m e h a  nm by 

volurrtcers. Also, tbere seems to be no good mson why information about male and 

fen& help lines could not be p l b W  w the same leafiets and dis&ed widely through 

health centres, Garda siatiom, d w h d s  m m ,  etc. 

In Ireland as e l s e w k  there is a pmmption that, in matters of family law, it is h& for rm 

h wopnca to get justim in the M y  courts. Whether or mt this is true, it is still difficult to 

explaia why there have becm virtually no cases in Ireland taken by male victims against their 

female v in view of the fact that the letter of Irish law on domestic violence is pnder 

and the fact Ihar h e  prevalence of dwnestic vioknce against men is probably s h k  h 

Irelaad to which we have f o t d  in otber E n g l i h p k h g  developad countries. Time 

s e e r n s t o b c a g d d e a l o f ~ m ~ t b t ~ h w h k h t h c l e g a l ~ ~ ~  

issw of dmmtic violence, pmtmhdy by men h t  also by women, and it is probably m 
exaggeration to say that, in some csrsa at least, the trauma of d o m d c  violence may be 

examhhd  r a l h  than dd by the legal system as it p m d y  opaates. 

What Is ttae Way Fotward from Here? 

a Nat&nal M o r y  of Services for Wornem w k  bave J2qmid Violence or tbs m of Viol- mid 
S W  C m i W  m V m l m  Agaius~ Womeo, 2000). 
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The findings in ths report point to the nscd for a larger and more inclusive paradigm of 

domestic violence than is aurently allowable within the existing CO- By the same 

~ , ~ ~ a l s o m a k e i t ~ l y d i M t t o ~ & b ~ a ~ v c a n  

domestic violence which assumes that, in the vast majority of cam, mm am its only 

perpetratws and women its only v i d .  The h a d e r  and more inclusive paradigm of domestic 

violence which is s u g g d  by the findtngs of this report in no way diminish w b t  we already 

know abut thesulMngctlwedtouromenattbthaadsofmen; norshwlditbcusbd inany way 

as an e x c w  to reduce &ces for w w m  vicZims of domestic violence A more inclusive 
ap+ to domestic violence should not creak conptitiw betwccn victim by minimising the 

experiences of men at the expense of women or vice v- Ahhugh we have no h evidence 
oa the true prevdeace of domestic violence in Ireland, 1 last not with m to male victims 

and female perpetrators, it seems unljkely tfiat Jt should be signihtly different to o h  

Englishspeaking developed counki~s such as the US, the W, Can& Awtrrrlia or New 

Zealand. For this reason, it would be reasonable to proceed on the wsumption that domestic 

violence against men is a signihant problem and mutual violence is the main fwm in which 

dwraestic violem ta& to occur, Thai is the basis fw a more inclusive @gm of dome& 

violence and h sEarting point for a more cumpreknsive approach to both prevention and the 

deveiopmerrt of services for the victims and prrpetrators of h a t i c  violence. 

A Repoil by W McKmm aud PBIHppa KIdd P= IS 
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Chapter One 

What is the Context for Reviewing Domestic Violence Against Men? 

'When paradigms change, the world itself changes with hem. Id by a new paradigm, 

scientists .. . sec new and different things whm looking with familiar htmmats in places they 

have looked be&. It is rather as if the professional unnmun ity has boen suddenly tmqmkd 

to another p h e t  where familiar objects are s e a  in or diffumt light and are joined by unfiuniliar 

anes as weUn. 

Thama S. Kuhn, 1970111. 

1 .l Introduction 

This chapter describ the context which gave rise to this review of donmtic violence against 

men. h bread outline, the context has two main Eeatureg. F i  here is the a h t h g  consensus 

wbich has &a@ rPsearch and policy 00 domestic violace in Ireland and elsewhere and is 

W d  on the premise tbat, in the vast majority of cases, men are tbe only and 

women are the only victims of d o d c  violence. In r m t h  1.2 we briefly review the 

dmmmWon and ammptims which suppwt this position. Second, there is  the anagmce of 

AMEN h o s e  work has highlighted the r d t y  of domestic violence against men in Ircland. h 

section 1.3 we briefly review its contribution to raking qudolls about the arrture of dwnestic 

viol- a d  casting some doubt on tht existing conscnm. This context prompted tht need for 

the present study whose of nfmerm am summdd in d o n  1.4. F i d y  we make n 
f n v ~ ~ m n a r b i n d a n  1.5. 

19 The Exlstlng Consensus 

The existing consensus on domeslic violence - that worn arc its only victims and men its cdy 

pupbafo~s - has datpseated mats in our culture whae there seems to be a widespread 

assumpth that 'm man would evn allow b I f  b be abused by a women' a d  m v m e l y ,  

'no woman would ever p r p e h k  abuse on a man'. Although a numb of studies indicate that 
physid a g g r d  by mm against women is g d y  seen as socially uuaccepabke - and is 

l ~ ~ ~ t b ~ w h a t t i t u d e s & n r r t s u p p o a i t ' - p b y s i c s l ~ n b y r n e n i s  

' W, 1593:24; Dibble & Smus, 1980. 



merhless seen much m m  negatively thm physical aggression by w m d .  One US study 

found that "batted h w ~ "  were viewed mueh less sympthetidly tban ' 'Wred wives", 

while h e t e m s a d  h a & d  males were rated more negatively than hommmd batted males'. 

I n B r i ~ s o m e ~ h b a s ~ a ~ a m w g d w o r k e r s , p o l i ~ t ~  

women's refuge workers that dmnestic violence a g a h  men h not exist to ;my $'eat extent 

and,where it h, it L assumed that WO- m m  must have M a god reason for b e ' i  

violent4. h Alrstralia, m h  on dpmwtic violence has found that M mm and W- were 

agdiantly more n w v e  in heir  eva l ldm of the husband b the wife, w m  more 

sympathetic to the wife and believed that the husband d m e d  a harsher pen* far his 

violence5. In Irehd,  a d l  d e  study found that the majority of mqm~dents believed that 

w~men were the principal victims of d-sk vidcme and that women assaulting men is not 

n d y  as serious as men assadtin8 wand. ~t is perhaps worth in this context that aaen 

t t b e m a i m v i d ~ ~ ~  of violentcrime m y 7 .  

Beyond this cultural tbe emsting c u n ~ s  h u t  domestic violence seem to be 

suppoated by thm a d M d  aaqdions, particularly in Ireland The first assurqdon is that 

this c ~ w  is unambiguously supported by international research. For example, one Ligb 

review of the evidence that "in tbe vast majority of taw where violence o c c q  men m 

the a d  women the v i k  (Byles, 1978; Duhh and Dobash, 1979; 1992; Martin, 

1976; Watkkq 1982; Kelly, l*)''. Some of the refaences cited bere are quite old; none 

mfer to the major gendu-neutral surveys of domedwmstic violence which m reviewed in Chaptms 

Two ancl Three below and which show that the d d m a  does not in fact suppart the existing 

consemas. Another hi& review also reacbd the c d u & r ~  that "study after h 

dmmmtd the pembtmt, m i c ,  mm ad intimidating force which inffict on 

womcn (Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Martin, 1976; hgelow, 1981)~. This mclusion is valid as 

far as it goes but the preralmce of men's violence ag- women camwt be be to t o e  

g e n m k d  iniixa~ew about dom& violence as n whole; % M y  after study" has often tended 
. . . 

to faclrS cxclwively on women's -on a d  m ' s  #on without including h e  

%fwe~kh&J~1989;Riggs,M~y&O*Lbaty, 1989. 
~ & C o o l ; c ,  low. 

' StittgCMacllin. 1995. 
% FFeatber, 19P6: cited by Fieben 1998. 
L 1999. : Whs-Black, Budd Pamidge & Maybew, 1998:7: Wa- 2000:13. 

~ & W ~ , ~ 1 9 9 9 : 1 .  
Krdlemea & V C o n ~ f ,  i995:2. 
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reverse side of this coin - women's gerpetrrrtion and men's ~ icthi&n'~-  This leads us to 

mfkct on the acmd -on in the existing consensus. 

The seoond -cm is that march on tk prevalence of dDmesric violence against women 

can be d to make claims abottt the prevdena of domestic violence g m e d y .  Thls is c M y  

m-. Given that domestic  viol^ occm h the context of a close relationship between 

men and women ( h u g h  it also occuxs and with similar prtvalence in same sex 

relationship)", my study whwh focuse d y  on wonm to the exclusion of men and on 
victimisation to the exclusion of pmpdmti~1 carmd hope b reach a Full picture of domestic 

viol- A substantial m t  of research on domeslic violence is b a d  on victim siudics of 

womm only and, although extremly &e m thernselvea, these dudes do not reflect the 

whole pi&m with regard to prevalenoe of domestic violencx in society. The only major 

naiioml m y  of domestic violence in klandl2 was b a d  on a d o m  wnpk of 

approxiraately 1,500 w m m  wer the age of l L m which was carried out in 1994. This postal 

survey achieved a mpnse  rate of 46% which, though poflilibly adequ&, is consaderably lower 

than the Lowest m q m s e  rate ( ~ 6 % ) ' ~  in any of the national random surveys reviewed in 

Chap- Two and Tbree below. The raults of this survey showed that the prevalence of 

domestic violence against m e n  was arumd 18% which is not hugely dissimilar to the 

prevaImce reported in two British m y s  amied out in 1994 and 1996 a d  reviewed in 

Chapters Two d T h r s e .  T h e d e r o f k  mdks'* hund tbt 13.4% ofwomenhad been 

p h y i d y  victimised in one or more of their in- relationships but the sam study also 

found that 17,3% of men had also been physically victimised; the other sturtyl' found that 227% 

of women had e x p a i d  m e  scrrt of physid violence in idmate re lat idps  over their 

lifetime but h e  same study fourad dW 14.9% of the men had been victimised in intimate 

reLatiombps over their lifttime. Thus when g&-neutral research is carried oui on d o d c  

viohce it tends to oonfirm the prevalenoe W found in 'women only' studies but also finds, 

d q e d b g  m the study, high levels of d m d c  violence agabi men. In Iretand we h o w  

virtually oothiag about the pre- of d o d c  v i o h  a%aiapt men in bibmte rehtimshps 

bGEausethequ&nhasmbeen&ed. 

'O h fm example StaWa C&, 1%; Auwalian B u m  cf S- 1996: New Miaistry of  
Justice. 1996; Romkens, 1997; K d &  & -, 19%. 
'l T j ~ & ~ , 2 0 0 0 c : 3 0 ;  W~4hugmd,Grateh&hbf@~r,  !98?. 
l 2  Kellcbsr&Wonnor, 1W5. 
a3 I J - L - Z ~  
l' W, m e ,  Lnlram, Jam & Twnplu, 1996. 

M&-Black, 1999. 



The third mmption is that vaiid claim h u t  the prevalence of domestic violence can be 
gleaned from m a r c h  b d  on savices wed by h victim ofdmstic violence such as poke 

reads, rcfuges, etc. Again, this research can be zlseful in tmns of clariFying key aspects of 

violcnce but it is not a valid basis for estimating prwslmce. Nevertheless the most 
frequently cited authority in I r e l d  m the prevahce of donaestic is W m the 

analysis of police records of domestic violence in Scotland'7. This study has also been 

r e p l i d  in Ireland through analysis of Garda records in order % generate badim 

quantitative and q a h t i v e  data an the way domestic violence cases are prom& in the Irish 

civil atad c r h d  jlrstice systems"18. A key, if e- firmding of this mcmh is h a t  the vast 

majority of the accused are men. This is ia lim with national Midtics on domestic violence 

which h v e  been published by An Grada Si& since 1896; as Table l .  I shows, nearly nim 

out of ten complainants in 1998 and 1999 were w o r n  falling to just over eight out of ten m 

2000. 

Table 1.1 Crlne Statbtics on Domeatle Violence L Ireland, 19WZW2 
Year Iacidents 'h Cbnage % MaL % Female 

Conplnhantr Coaplllnnnts 
1996 4,645 + l 7  N.A. N.A. 
1997 4.1 84 -10 N.A. N.A. 
1998 8,448 +l02 11 89 
1999 10.1 10 +20 11 89 
2000 10,877 +S 16 84 
Source: AMU~ Reports of An Ciarda Siochh, 199b2002. NA. = Nol Available. 

M e m d d y ,  crime stsdktk  on domestic vioiemre dmw a similar prrctem but this btgs the 

question as to *er police records accurakly reflect the uwhlying d t y  of domestic 

violence. The 1996 B r i f i  C* Survey on domestic videnoe" threw some light m this 

question w b n  it pointed out that only 17% of the victims of do& violmm had informed the 

p o k .  However it is th M h g s  on the difkmces betweep mm and women that is 

particularly releyant m this context: "Wy 7% of chronic and ~~~t malt v b  said the 

police had been alerted, wmpad to 16% of intermittent female victims, arad 36% of chmm 

intimate parhem in h e  past year although women were more ink&w?y victimised Thwe 

findings suggest thrrt neither women nor men are k m  to report their victimisation to &e police, 

but men are hr less keen than wwnea From the m e  of ~~ these findings 

'* ~ & ~ 1 m .  
l7 Cited ip Kelkk & O'Caomor, 1995; 1999; Task Forw on Vbkmoe AgaiaPt W-, 1997. 
'"UdmC ormuw, 199P. 
l9 Minrlees-Black, 1999. 
m54. 
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c o n h  that police statistics do tnt reflect the true d t y  of domestic violence as experienced 

by either women or men, but especially by me$ l ,  

The conseqwrws of the exlstrng consmm on domestic violence in Ireland are to bE foutad 

tbrou$mut pubk policy and am mflocted most filly in the work of a Task Force on Violence 

Agrrinst W m  set up in October 1996. Indeed this Task Force took ihc Wings of the Irish 

m e y  cited aboveZf as a key bmchmark in its work, claiming that "the fbhgs  of this research 

are very much in h e  with in tmahnal  badsd3. Similar asslrmptions are made in a 

prot-i for secondary school boys entitled Exploring kwulbit id4,  Insh law on domestic 

violence is gender neutd but it is m m h b l e  hat much of the publicity material on domestic 

viol- which has been disemiuated by agencies such as the Gatrda Siochh and the Irish 

Congress of Tmde Uaions has tended to &at domestic violence as syncmymws with violence 

women. Similarly in the field of academic re- and wrmnentary, tbe existing 

consensus ha resulted in domestic violmce being used interchangeably with violenoc against 

w o d 5 .  Outside of Ireland there is a s h h  tendency to treat domestic violme as 

synonymous wilh viollence against women2'. In some studies, Ibis ckfinitioo lads l o g i d y ,  if 

somewhat dangarwsly, to the incldm of girls and the exclusion of boys, h n  the paradigm of 

domestic v i o 1 d Y .  

It is appropriate to ask in this context why the phenomenon of domestic violcnce has been so 

formulated as to virhlally exclude the possibility of male v ichs  cw frmale or 

indeed lhe mm complex reality of mutual abuse despite the V e n c e  of data w h i 4  as we 

d d  see in mptm Two, Threeaud Four, pointtotbesedtiw. There is m> easyanswer to 

this question. One of the first researchas to carry out gender-neutral research on violence in 

American Suzaoae S t e h e t q  also reflmed on the bmmh @on of why so much 

anentios is giveo to domestic violemcc against women and so little to domestic violeocc against 

men She suggested the fallowing txphdon: "the relative lack of empirical data on tk topic, 

the selective inatiention both by the med~a and marchers, the of physical 

damage to women making their victhht ian m m  visibie, a d  he r e b c e  of naen to 

l' Seeds0 Busam& Austin, 1993; 1% 
K & h &  O'Comm, 1H5. 
Task !%m on Violence &aim Womm, IW:28. 
Depamnanl of Edwation d 2000:252. 
Sec for a m @  Kelly, 19%; O'Conwr, 19%; McKiermu & McWilliaroa, 1997; Mcede, 1997; Perguson, 1 997; 

O'Loqhh & 1998, N a t l d  Crime Forum, 1998: Community W&m -live, 1999; Clare, 
2000; Irish cmtmih rot Justice d m 2000; O'Doberty d Lynch, m Bradley, 1w; Bradlsy at al., 
2002. 
26 See EcsexampleUNICEF, E- W0nm%l7s M. 1W. 
27 ibid. 
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admowledge abuse at the bands of This e x p h w i o ~ ,  which is comidd with the 

findings of g&-neutral march on dom& viol-, also helps to throw fight w why 

chmstk violence can be such a divisive km - as much in Ireland as ebwhere -to such an 
extent that even r a j s i i  h issue of dOmeStic violence agaitlgt men can be perceived as 

minimising the d t y  of domestic violence against women. Such a view was uplicitly 

ddated by m American mioIogist, Cliftoo Flpn who wrote that "drawing attentioa to 

batted husbands will impede atkmpts to b d e  the more serious problem of wife a l m ~ ' ' ~ .  

Another American sociologls&, MMred Pagtlow, adopted a similar stance: ?he hvisive 

question d malc versus female victims hampered efforts to increase the funding and provision 

of other resources to f a d e  victims of M I y  violenc~'"~. Views such as effectively 

perpehlllte a divisive lrpproach to dwnestic violence by dhmunhg tbe possibility that men 

could ever be its vidm,  notwitManding the firmdingg of a number of g&-neutral studies. 

There can be few 0th areas of epidemiological research whm studia on the pmdeoce of a 

source of harm - such as domestic violence - can be sea as divisive when dmt research is 

carried outon Whgeders. 

1.3 AMEN 

AMEN was founded in 1Deceanh 1997 and provides s confi&ntial helpline as weU as an 

infonmtion and appoa Senjce for male victim of damtic abuse; in 2000 it establidd a 

refuge for male v i d h .  In its fmt three years, AMEN has hard from ova 6,000 men and 

-ed members of their f d e s .  These men m m  h m  all W& of life and range in age 

~ s e v e n t b e n t o ~ .  

The aims, objectives and actid- of AMEN are summarid m Table 12. 

Table 1.2 Aims, Objectlv~ mad Activities of AMEN, 2002 
Provide a suppcrt service for male victims of domestic &W. 
Provide infodcm m kqd and othm remedia available to men who are being a b e d  in their 
ownhomes. 
Offw practical advice to a b u d  mm m what to do and wherr: to go. 
Hold reghmutual  support g w p  mehgs. 
Help a b d  men to regain self-confidence, self-estmm and became e m p o w d  to make 
hfbmed decisions. 
Provide court a c w q m h d  a d  other supports for abused men. 
Help mm to quire for themselves and heit childrm m one of 
m ' s  two emergency -on centres or elsewhere. 
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Increase public awamem of thc issue for fanale -c violence against mm through 
publicity d disseminating i n f d o n .  
R h  the h b c e  in cumnt policies regarding domestic violence. 
Canmkion and conduct m a r c h  on domestic violence. 

In order to gain greater insight into the hmsions of domestic violtnce against men, AMEN 

cummkimed a m a l l  sumy of 40 men in the Mornghm a m  who voluntcaed to be 

interviewed on their experiences of victimisation by their women parhem. The majority of 

rbese men (72%) had suffered form of physical a lme and an even higher propotion (82%) 

had ~~ allegatiotls made against them, while all had m f f d  mental abase such as 

threats to report the male victim as w a r .  However d y  45% d the Gardrt 

S h b a  and, of ihose, 97% thud that they had not been taken seriowty or were treated as if 

they were the perpetrat6r. Seventy percent said they M found it difficult to leave their haw 

becauss: ofcamm fix their children's safety. 

AMEN has been active in raising the profile of domestic violence a g a h ~  msn, particularly 

through holding two international conferences. The first of tkse conferences, entitled The 

Silence is Ovef, was held ia Dublin on 10th December, 1998 and the second, entaaed Tt is Also 

a Crime to Be& a Man', was held h Navan on 30th March, 2000. 'Ihe speakers at thwe 
~~~ included Erin b y ,  h& of he Cirst ever women's refuge m W c k ,  lioradon 

in 1971; Dr. Malcolm k g e ,  a senior lecturer at London Univmity, who has s p h h d  in 

-h on domestic violence; Mark Murray, clinical psychologist and author; Dr. Wancm 

F m l l ,  m Amxian &or whose recent book3 ' contains an extensive review of the litemhe 

oo d o e  violence; three bmishm practising in IreW and two members of M aimam, 

Roisin ShortaZl TD and Jim Higgins TD. 

'Ihe AMEN co&rence m Navan in 2000 was opened by the Minister of State at the De-t 

of J W k f  Equality and Law Reform, Mary Wallace TD. The tone and content of her -speech 

signaIIed an end to the d.ivisivenm that, as disc& in the p v i ~ l s  d o n ,  has been a 

debilitsting of the discwrse m d d c  violence. She stated: "l appreciate that there 

can be prtdorr difficulties for men in reporting incidents of domestic violence and in the way 

that elements of society deals with such qofts. . . . There should be no competition between 
o q m h t h ~  w d m g  to support ykths. -... I would put it to you that arguments W e c n  

organidoas repmen- vi& are, in fbt, c o ~ ~ t  and do not m e  victims in m y  
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way. They may, in fact, bc asskthg h the -11 of such v i o b  by M h g  Victims 

km coming forward and seek& helpn 2 .  

1.4 Terms of Rehrenoa for Study 

The terms of d e m c e  for this study are s u m m k d  in Table 1.3. 

Table 1.3 Terms ot Rtftmnce for Revltw of Domestk Violemce Againsi Men 
The r e ) r i $ ~  wil l  ~~ the fo~lowing quiaw!  
l. What work has ben d e d  ant in rclatim b pmalenct of d d c  

whd are the findha? 
2. Whai pemdigms med understand the phmo~enm? 
3. whameasares ~ k m u d u l ?  
4. W t  fientice needs hawe rncawho have been vielimp of d o h o e  id 
S. What siPsvices have; ken developed in other anmtries and what 

their er!T&hness? 

In thtx terms of reference we devote a q m t e  chapter to each of the key q&ms 

as follows: 

Chapter One: What is the conkxt for m i m i n g  &m& violence agatost men? 

Chapta Two: What mearch exists W prevalence of domestic violeaoe against men? 
Chptm Threc: Wbat is the prevalence of doan& violence a&st men? 

Four: W& are the factors associated with d o m d c  violmce against men? 

Chapter Five: Wha services an needed to d h s  dwnestic violence ag&a m? 

Within the available to this W, it has mt h e n  possible - nor even n-sary - tn 

revim every study which has ever h m d d n  on dbmestic violence, elrsentially 

only a relatively solall p p m i o n  of t k e  studies throw any light on tfK p d e n c e  of domestic 

violence against men. Mod Wes of b d c  violence are in fact studies of women's 

vkhkt im and, while valuable from that puqmtive, throw no Light on men's apaience of 

domestic violence. Accdhgly, as expl- in more M in the next chaper, we foeus only 

on those studies which include m as well as women, are W m representathe samples of 

the papllation and offer the most reliable d m a h  adable of the p- of d m t i c  

l .S Conclusion 

Tbis chaper has shown that the e x i w  consensus h u t  domestic violence in Nand - as 

elsewhere - is that, m ine vast mjority of m m  are its only ppdrabrs  d women are its 

onlyvictims.~sviewhasdeepdarralmtshmd~gofmwdwomenandhas 
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the way we think about dcmmlic violence which, in turn, has permeatad the field of 
mwrch, policy adys i s  a d  service provision. In Ireland, this c- has bten supported by 

three core amqhm which, as we b e  seen, are apen to &W question. T h a  three 
assumptions m: (1) that the consensus is unambiguously supported by intematimal rcstmb; 

(2) that -h on the prevalence of domestic violence against women can be used ta make 

c b  h u t  the prevalence of domestic violence generally; and (3) that d i d  claims h u t  the 

prevalence of dm& violence can, be gleaned from research basal on s m h  used by tk 

v i h  of d o m d  violence such as police r d s ,  refuges, etc, 

h m t  yam, largely as a r d t  of the work of AMEN and their holding of two international 

conferences in Ireland m domestic violence against men in 1998 and 2000, there has ben SOWE 

questionmg of Ibis ems which in tum has prompted the review of -h dacumeoted in 

this report. Despite the extensive &ratam on domatic violence, the amount of -h on the 

specific issue of its prcdnce - particularly against rraen - is quite limited. h the main we have 

c o n h d  ourselv~ to tbis litedm not only W it is the most relevant bat aim because it 

r n e e t s a l l t h e n ~ s t a u d a r d s o f g o o d s c i ~ c ~ h  W i t h ~ m m i n d , w e m w ~  

the first major question of h e  repat What research exbts on the prevaknce of domestic 

violence against men? 
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Chapter Two 

What Research Exists On Pmvalence Of Domestic Violence 

Against Men? 

"nem are things that are not yet irue today, p r h a p  W dare not Jnd them me, but 

tomorrow fhq ,  m q  h'', 

C d  GU-V h g ,  (1 875- 1961h 1912:201. 

2.1 Introduction and Methodology 

In this chapter we identify r s a u ~ h  sWks which are relevant to w i n g  the pyalle of 
violence against men and wmm, either in the tdd pqdation or in i&qm, sub- 

, , ,  

populatim of p p l e  such au h w h  are married, cohabiting, dating, qlBalCL1, _ ,  ,I..II h j y ~ -  
widowed or rcmmied. In lh with conventional usage, we use the term 'prevalence' to m to 

I 

the m e  of the W population of DHI and women wtao are victim or papetmm of 
, , , 

physical andlw p~~&~iogical violewt within an intimate relation@, e i k  & 'the past year or 

m a Gfetima 

In order to find studies wbich woukl yield reliable l o f o d o n  on the &eme of d m d c  

violence, we &abli&ed two which each study must meet. First, tbe study must inclu& 

both rncn aod women aad their q c r i e m e s  of domestic violence, either as v i c h s  or 

or both. This immediately e x c b  a vast Illlmber of shldics which, &pi& 

throwing a good d d  of light on various dimensions of damestic violence, are of little help in 

&fishing pre'denoe bewuse they are based d e f y  on the experiences of women and aRen on 
. . .  women's experience of vlctunlsation ody. S d ,  the study must be based on a m v e  

sample of the populatiozl and adhere to acceptable random sampling pmxdum. This too 

excludes a large number of studies on domestic violence wbicb are W on convenience 

sample1 of people using ~ r v i c e s  (such as dmdms' surgeries, mfuges, plaintif% in court, dc)  or 

ducl#& atlending college. 

The application of these two criteria yielded 13 studies which off& a reliable picture of the 

prevalence of dm&k vida!cz by men and w o r n .  Jhse studies, which are listed in Table 

' A cmveniem;e sanple ir d e w  as "a -plc of s u b j d a  wlected im a mu& mrt becam they are repwmunive 
but becam it is crmvmicnt to dwn - as wben a cohga profasm wdk his owa shdmls" (Vogt, 1W157). 



2.1, are among the largest and most frequently cited in th litmme on domestic violence. 

These studies focus mainly m dwmstic violence in hetaosexual relaticdnp a b u g h  some of 

TiMe 2.1 Gender-Neutral Prevalence Studies ofhmestic Vblmce on 
Reprcsenhtive h m p h  
Namt of S t d y  
l. US National hnilyVioJence S w q ,  1975 
2. US National Family Violence Re -m, 19 
3. National m y  of F d l a  & Househol 
4. U'S'Nationd~wthSu~vey,~WZ 
5. US Marionat Vialem Agaim W o w  S-, 1Q95i6 
6. Wish MOlUStwcy, 1994 
7. Mtid W e  flrrvey, l W6 ..... , 
8. Canada t X g q  Survey. l981 
9. Canada, Edmonton 9- 198314 
Ib-Canada, hlkrta Survey 1987 
I S. Canada, Qenarif'hial S W e y  on ViCt$lpisdo~, 
12, Australia, Inkmatiwal S W  S m y  19 
13, NW -4 h& 1972i3 i i i i j i i  

For a detailed ljsthg of the authors and so- of these d t s ,  see Table A2.1 in the Appendix to 
Cbapm Two. 

In he of this &apter we -be the definition and measmment of & m d c  

viol- used in h studies (&xiion 23) and the differrent types of smp1a m which thmx 

sidies are based ( d n  2.4). 

2.2 DeRnitlon and Measumment of Domestic Vidence 

The term '*c violence' covers a wide rauge of W e  Maviouw that occrur in 

idmtc relationships between adults. Time behav im m y  be physid, psydaological a 

sexual and may muit in injurieg to the m depending on the severity md frequency of the 

violence, This is in lvae with the wml definition of domestic violence m lreland which states: 

"domstic violence refecs to the use of physical or emotional fmce or hat of physical force 

inchdhg sexual violence, in e l m  adult relationshipsd. As with atber aspects of intimate 
reldomhq, domestic violence is typically "a process father tbu a once-off event'& and thls 

requires some mdmhdq of how h e  dwnestic violence was initiated rmd why. 

Tbe which cm& dma on damwplic violence b Immmxual rehtionsbipa are h US N a t h l  Violence 
&amt W~~omsa Survey (Tjackn d Thmea, s b & c); the eritit& Grim Suwey 1999) 
aodrhe~~~ocials~~atl\r~ti0n(~anadian~esrrarmor3uslice~lsli~i~$2000). ' TmkFmonViohGe AgaiPstwomea 1m10. 
' ibick28. 

A Report by K h a m  McKmwn nnd PLillppr Kidd -26 
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These different dmemim of domestic violence are covered in the 13 studies, as Table 2.2 

rev&, althoua mmc dhms io~s ,  particuhrly physid violence, its hquency and 

outcome$ me more likely to be covered than others. It is apprapriale therefm to examine 

bow &me different dkmiofls of MC viohm are m a a m d  in tbe 13 studies. Before 

d o ' i  W however, it is impwtant ta draw d o n  to two braadly different p s p t i v e s  on 

the m- of domestic violence. 

Tibb 2.2 D l a c L l i w s  of V k k m  Uled on Prevdmee Studii  of h e s t i l e  Viode~ce 
Nameof 

1. US Na tionnl Famtfy Violence U 

S w w ,  191516 

Bo~&ol&, 1987f8 
4. UBNationalYouthSuwq~ 1992 
5. US National V i b  Against 
Wammsurveg, 1W5Ig 
Q. British MU RI Survey, 1 994 
7. Britii Crime Survey, 1996 
B. Canada Calgwy S m y ,  1981 
9. Cmada, Edmonton Smey 1983h 
18. Canach, AI- Sorvey 1987 
11, Canada, Social S u r v ~ y  on 
Vict W o n ,  1999 
12. Austmlk International %id 
Science Survey 1 99617 
13. New Zealand, Dunedin S-. # II 

*Outcome is  typiaally measured by ~fkmnw to h injuries sustained and medical servioex as a 
result of domestic viokace. 
**Context is typ- mePgured by mfcream to the person who initiated d o m e c  violence aad the 
reawns why. 

The first migbt be referrad to as the "relationship or family perspedw'' and i n v i h  

respondents to speak of W tbsirxperienoe of domestic violence - e i k  as victims or 
-IS- in & of h r  mflicts and rows which couples may have. Within this 

d v e ,  the topic of domestic violence is typically introduced m the following tams; "No 

matter h well a couple get along, tbere are times when. they disagree, gel annoyed with the 

other mason. T h y  also use maoy different ways of trying to settle their diffwlences. l'm 

going to m d  some things that you aod ypur ( s p m d p d n m ]  might do wkn you have m 
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argument. I would like you to tell me how m y  times in the past 12 months you . . .*. Most 
of the studies reviewed here adopt this perspective. The second pffspective migbt be referred 

to as the "&E or assault p - s p t h t ' '  and invites resp~ndents to disclose if they have been a 

victim or perpetrator of an assault or other abuse in a amml or pwvious rehiondip. In 
general, this paspoctive makes w attempt to fraame the issue of domestic violence in 

relational terms a d  typ idy  hum on behaviours such as physical or sexual d t  as 

thesetmnsmrun&~inthecriminalhw. Thetwostudieswhichadoptthisperspective 

are The US National Violence Against Women Sum$ and the Canadian G c n d  Social 

Survey on ~ i c h i s a t i o n ~ .  The significance of these different pmpcctives, as we shall see 

more cl- in Chapter Three, lies p w d y  in the fact that the 'relationship a M y  

perspective' typically yields a much high prevalence rate thin the 'aim or assault 

paspactive'. This i mainly because d ~ e  fonna is more conducive to d i s c l m  since it 

reduces some of the stigma nwmally amciaid with domestic violence for perpetrrrtors d 

victim &c. 0 t h  studies dso suggd that the 'rehiamhip or family pmpdive' yields 

higher p r e d e ~ ~ e  rates tbatl the 'crime or assault prqxxtive''. For this reason, the 

rehtianship perspective seam likely to yieM a m accurate picture of the true p w h c t  of 

domestic violence in midy.  

2.2.1 Measuring PhyskaI Violence 

All but two of the studies in this review measure physical violence using the Coaflid Tactics 

Scale (CTS) or some variant of it; the two emptbns are tbe British Crime S 4  and the 

Edmonton Survey in C.aaadal0. The m& mmmn fwm of the CTS is called CTS R*", as 

wanmarised in Table 2.3, but there is an dia version (CTS N)'~ as well as a 1- version 

(CTS z)'~. TIE sale hors three dimmsim covering pb- violace, both mimw and were ,  

psycbohgid violence and a &g index In this &on we are comud only wilh tht 

physid vidence dimensian. 
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Table 23 The Conflict T8ctka halm: Couple Form R* 
No m a m  how wdl a couple get along, &re arc times when they dimme, get amoyod with the oher 

- - 

petson, or just have spats m fighis &use they're in a bad mood or tiied or for &me 0t h  reason. 
They a h  use many different ways of trying to d e  their differences. Pm going to read srnne things 
that you and your (spauselpmmr) might do when you have an argument. I would like you lo tell me 
how many times in the past 12 months you: 
Thinking back over the 12 months you've hem together, WEIS ihere ever an -ion when (your 
s p d p u t n e r )  ..... Tell m how often (M*) did... 
REASONING INDEX 
A. D ~ a n i s s u e c a l m l y  
B. Got information t back up your/hk%er side of things 
C. Brought in, or fried to bring in, someone ro help settle things 
PWCHOLOGICAL VIOLENCE INDEX 
D. Jimltcd or swore at himlherlyou 
E. Suhd W refused to talk about an issue 
F. Stumped out of the room or house w yard 
G. Cried 
H. Did or said something to apite himlher/yw 
I. Tbtened  to hit or throw something at himlherlyou 
J. T h e w  or mashed or hit or kicked something 
PHYSICAL VIOLENCE INDEX 
Minor Violence 
K. Threw something at himlhwlyon 
L. Fushed, grabbed or shoved W e r l y o u  
M. Slappdbidher/you 
Severe Violence 
N. Kicked. bit w hit himherlyou 
0. Hit or tried lo hit W a I y o u  with something 
P. Beat M e r / y o u  
Q. C S h o k e d W y o u *  
B. Threatened hidhtr/you with a knife or gun 
S. Usad knife or fmd e gun 

The Item 'Choked himlherlyou' was an addition made to the CTS N Aggression Index. 
Smmx: GeUes and Sh-aw, 1988. 

The CTS was devclopcd a d  subsequently dined in the US during the 1970s a d  1980s by 

Murray S m ,  Richard Gelles and c~Ueagues at the Family R e w h  Laboratory in the 

University of New ~am~shire'~.  . by Straw fd tht the CTS has "construct validity'' 

m that it 'F fmfmctings hl are consistent with tlmretd or empirical pmpitioas about 

the variable &at he  hslmmnt w r t s  to mt91~ure"l~ . In his &-ting of the CTS, ~traus'~ f i nd  

that its reliability was highest for tbe Physical Viohce Jndex, lowest fw the R& Idex, 

with Psychological Aggr- hdcx holding an intffmediate Wtion. He also found that 

d i f f m  in reliability between these three elements of the (33 "m large& a firnction of the 

number of items in each scale'". It has been difficult to "conameat validityn of h e  

C T S - ~ i s t h e ~ ~ b w h a c b t k n e w i n ~ i s r t l a t e d ~ o t h e r ~ ~ v ~  

ARcpwtbyKkrrPMcKe~mmdPbiltppaICLad Page 29 



Men .ad Wmertic Vmleam: What Rea-cch Tdls Us 

instmmts - since few other idmmnts have been designed to measure domestic violence. 

Lntcrestingly, it has also been fouad that "social d e s i t y ' '  presents little to the validity 

of the m'' despite disaepcies betwem the reports of violence giva by husbands and by 

wives with men less violence tban women1'; we rtaum to this issue in Chaper Three 

by sepamk1y estimrrting the rate8 of domestic violence based on women's self-repl and men's 

scIf-repL According to S- the C T S  is %e best available hsmmmt to nmsure 

W l y  violem" of the supportive m a r c h  wideace on "stable factw structure, 

naoderate reliability and mcurrmt validity and the strong evidence of comtmct v a l i ~ " .  

One group of re-has who used the CTS to measure family violence among Swedish 

~wychiajric in-patients concluded that Whe CTS is a reliable a d  valid imtmnent. for &g 

domestic violenced'. Another marcher who developed an alternative scale to measure 

dDmestic violence - with s e p a k  listings for men and wornen - has a h  acknowledged that the 

CTS is "rcbtively sound" even though "several shorbmhgs remaind2. A more recent review 
of over 50 studies which have wed th CTS found evidence which paints b the o d  

reliabiIity~ftheCK~~, TheWof&etherefotesuggeststhattheCTSbaaadaquatc 

meamre of damestic violence and odaidy as g& if not betta than any of its alternatives; at 

the same time, like all march instnuna~a the d t s  which it produces need to h interpreted 

with care. 

In addition to measwing the type of violence, CTS also measures its intensity in terms of the 

hquency of violent behavio~c~ Atthou& d c s  b e  o k m e d  &at the CTS does not me- 

the outcome or oontact of violence24, n d i t y  many of he studies which use the CTS bMe 

separate nmswmmts of this. For example, aine of the 13 shldies m &is review mastre the 

ouCcme of domestic viol- in terms of injuries sudued and the need for merit while the 

context is measured in imm of who initiate3 the violence a d  why. Tbus lhe criticism that CTS 

does not measure mtoome or context h not apply in practice to m y  of the studies which use 

the d e .  Similarly, although @er versions of the Cl3 (notably CTS N and CTS R*), do not 

measure sexual violace, h of the studies reviewed here klude a measure of d 

violence. 

'' ibid*? W aka Aria& 1687:147; k i c k & -  1986. 
'' Sea Shts & S-. 1-:162; b a c z ,  1983; 1- & O'W, 1985; FA- & Bryggef. 1986. 
20 ~ U B ,  IPPOe:71-2. 
l' B m p m m d ~  19%:169. 
22 hhddl. 19m190. 
23 Archer, 1999; 2m. 
U See, for eamnple b h b ,  Cavanagh & Lswig 1998; Dobash, M y  & W W ,  1982. 



Men md DoaKlrtie Violence: Whit Research Tells Us 

Tk CTS is a self-repwt instnment and has been found to tre acceptable with mpondents. 

Although prevalence rates tend to vary directly with the mrmber of items an the list - such that 

longer lists prahx higher pmaleace m h  - theit are certain item in h CE which invariably 

happen if more severe acts have hen ~~. An inspeetion of the itms campising 

physical violewe indicates that these can vary in severity from pushing and slappjng to beating, 

choking and h use of a knife or gun. In the US, h e  distinction behrvaeo minor and swae 

physical violence 'G m@y parallel to the legal distinction between 'simple m h '  and 

'aggmvated d t ' .  An aggravated assault is an attack that is likely to cauw grave bodily 

harm, such as an attack with a knife m gm, regardlms of whetha the object of the attack was 

actually ipl@d"5, h he mamement of hnstic violenc~, it is  not difficult to see why it is 

necezmry to measure both violent, behavicrur and the outcane of that behaviour, and that, is what 

nwst of the studies mvicwed h e  hve done. 

La* aside studies which use the CTS, h British Crime Survey asked respond- h u t  he 

n m t  recent d o 0  when force was 4 ag&st hem and invited them to state if any of tht 

following had l q q e w d  to tbm (1) propaty delibately damaged; (2) pushed, &wed or 

g d d ;  (3) kicked, slap@ or ht with a fist; (4) anythmg dmwn at you; (5)  thmmed with 

anything such as a stick or knife; (6) choked, strangled or sufkated; (7) hit with anything such 

as a stid6. In dx Edmonton m e y  in Canadol, -den& were simply asked: "did you ever 

ll't0rthKlWthings at y~\rrpaI-tn&~. 

Psychological violence is a way of hurting the other through behaviours sucb as insulting, 

lbatmhg or -g. As with physid violence, respoladents were asked to indicate the 

i?qwncy with which thtse behavim rxxurred 

In this review, men of tbe 13 studies psychological violence. Three of these shdes - 

the US N a t i d  Family Violence ReSurvey, the Calm Survey in Canada and the Dundin 

S w e y  in New Z e d d  - use the m e n  items firom ihe CTS, as indicarod in Table 2.3. Most of 

the CTS items in h psy&dogical scale hwc an intuitive fw validity (such as insulting, 

thmtening or throwing things) but others seem to be mre heavily dependeot on context and 

interpretation for heir effect (such as cryin& sulkiog and stomping out d the m). 



F a  of the studies in h i s  review f- pimrily on fear as a fom of psychological violence. In 
the US National Youth Survey, for txampIc, respondents were asked to m m ''he numbtr of 

fights in which they felt in wet of bing physidly hurt"28. Similarly the US National 

Violence A@& Women S w e y  asked m p d e n t s  if their p e q e m o r  %mated to harm or 

kill or if "they feared they or someone close to them would bt w i w l y  hanrred or 

kiUd"30. The British Cthne Swcy also used fear as an a s p t  of psychological violence in 

e r n  to being k h d  and asked q m d m t s  if their partner had ever (1) sworn at or 

W ~ y o u a o d [ 2 ) e v e r ~ ~ ~ f r i g h t e n o d y w s u c b ~ t h r e a t e a i o g t o ~ y o u o r  

m e m e  close to The Canadian G e n d  Social Survey on Victimisation asked 

responckm if they &l or did not fear for their lives. 

Sexual violence is normally uoderstood as forcing a person to engage in some fwm of sexual 

activity without their consent. Three of the d i e s  in our review - US National Violence 

Against Wamen Survey, British Crime S w e y  and Canadian Gamd Social Survey w 

V i c h i a t b  - measure sexual violence. 

The US N d d  V i o k e  Agamst Women Survey defmt~ 4 violence as rape which ttaey 
delin& as "an event which oocurrod wihout lh v i h ' s  consent, that wolved the LW or threat 

of fom to penetrate the victim's vagina or m s  by penis, tonguet fingers, or object, or the 

r ic t im's  mwrth by penis'd2. The British Crime Survey asked each mpident if "you were 

fwced to barn sex when you didn't w u t  tow3' while the Camdim Social Survey on 

V i c h k a h n  asked if ' 3 0 ~  parha f d  you into any unwanted d activity by 

you, hdding you &m, m hurting you m some way'''. 

All but four of the studies reviewed m &e hquency of violence. TIE usual method for 

meamkg hqueacy is by counting the number of times each violent act occurs. The staodard 

categories are: one, twioe, 3-5 times, 610 h, 1 1-20 times and 2W times. From this, a man 

or medim frequency is calculated, usually drawing u p  both victim a d  -tor 
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respond.  h the British Crime Survey, h fiaqmcy of domestic violence is furtbtr analysed 

to bthguh between "intmmitted victims" (those who have been victims of any type of fom 

on 1-2 mmsions in the year) and "chronic victims" (tbose who have bcm victims of my 

type of force on 3+ m a s h s  in the past yearIa6. h the m survey in kquency 

levels are diffmdated according to whether they are "low" (1-4 incidents in the past year), 

"derate" (5-20 incidents in the pad year) W "mw GO+ incidents in tbe pst year)'', Other 

d d k ,  notably the British MORI Survey and ?he Edmonton Suwey in use simpler 

mahcds of lnemming fraquency such as the m m k r  rtporting %me thm one ategory of 
amaW3' in h fomm or whether tbe act mcmed "on more than one oc~asion~~~ in the latter. 

The outcomes of h f  c violence are typically measured in two ways, The M is by asking 

re*& if they e x p a i d  physical injury as a d of a violent act, while the wond  a& 

if respdmts received deal treaanent following the injuries stlstaiaed; other less used 

indicators of oukane iochade "the off work4 and "days in W'" as a result of d o d c  

violence. These m e s  are usem m&- of olrtcome ahhugh they constitute 

only a d sub-set of d1 h e  like@ outcomes of d m c  violence, bath h victims and 

pqxtmtm, pd&ly w k  clddren are involved and here the violence is both frequent 

a d  severe. 

Some studies in this review simply asked if the mpmdent had su&imd "physical injw' or 

-ved medical a&nhdz but most ustd questionnaim which ofkxcd mpdmts a ljst of 

~ 0 ~ -  of both pwd wlay aad deal a t t c d a ~ .  In the case of i jury, -dents 

were variously asked if tbey have "ever been cut, h b d  or seriously or been 

''physkally injured, e.g. W e d  down, bruised, scratched, cut, &W bonm b k e n  or tee.& 

mJurod"". The items d t u h g  injury in tk US National Violeoct A p s t  W m e n  Survey 

inctude: Yscratch, hk or welt; Iacdw W knife wound; W e n  brine ar dislocrded bone; 

head and spinal cord injury; sore mwcle, s p m n  or strain; internal injury; broken tooth; bum, 

':' See, for exampla M- 1999262. 
--BM 1999:71, 

17  K w w  Bardrolomew & Dunoa 1999:8. 
m e p a l  1996:403 

JP 

40 
Bland& Om, 1986:131. 
Kwos& banbo10mcw Dutton, 1999: 10. 

*' Stets & S W ,  19Wk~157-8. 
Cadian  Cenm for J u t i c e  StMistics, 2000: Table 2.5. 

43 Errlsh.l l90:00 
44 M- 1995:254. 



knocked unccmscims"*. The British Csirrae S w y  dched injury as involving either bruise, 
scratch, cut, broken bone or other i n d 6 .  

As regards the usage of medid s#vices, mwt refer to doctOrS and hospitals but other 

qwstionaaircs offer a more atensbe lid of options inclwhng hospital care, physician care, 

dental care, ambulance / pmmedic care and physical therapy4'. h h Austdb  lntantrtional 

S o d  Science Survey, the dhmsiolls of injury and medid i x e  are in-gled as follows: 
(l) injured, needed first aid; (2)  treatment by a doctor or nurse; (3m ors bad as hitting 

thumb with a hammer, or W-; (4) called the police or 0th government authority4'. 

226 Measuting Context 

The mntext of dunestic violemx is measured in five of the studies reviewed here by asking 

W t  wfiich -er M i a b d  the violmoe, while one of &these studia - h British MORI Suwey 

- also ask4  abut the m m n s  why, in the opinion of M perpetratur and victim, the violent 

behaviour marred. These @ens throw useful light on the context of domestic viol- 

although. it is also worth -g in mind that a full uadmtmding of context would require a 

bmda understanding of the hhvioms, a#kadea and d o n s  W make up the mlationsbip 

between the couple. 

The typical pue~tion used to memm hitialjon is "who ww ~qxmsi'ble or to blame for starting 

the fight"49. In h e  British Crime Survey, respondents were given a choice of three qtim to 

d h b e  hd&im: (l) you used fbrcc M, (2) they used fwce first, (3) can't m n d o .  In the 

Ednmltm survey in Canada, e4bch mspn&mt was given the option of mwemg ycs or m to the 

q d o n :  %ere you ever the one wbo hit or threw things first, regardless of who sWkd the 

Simjlar 'forced choice response options' were offered in the Alberta survey in 

canadan. 

Aaoli~er aspecc of context is the reasons which people give for using force againsl their prbm. 

This was explored in. one shdy by asking responchts why they and their partner3 used f d 3 .  

a R + p a r t b y K k m M d k o m  amdPUlppaKLdd Page 34 



was getting back at bim / her for something nasty (s)he said or threalened to do to me; J wanted 

to make bim I her do what I wanted; 1 was under the influence of alcohol at the time. 

2.3 Sample Characterlstlcs 

In this section we descdx the mples  used in the d f i e m t  studies. This includes a 

description of sample c ~ e r i s t i c s  such as definition, s k ,  m p x  W, method of data 

collection and unit of adysis. Our pwpse in dmwing attention to sampk characteristics is 

to create awwmm of thc Mtatiom of survey data and the dangers of o v e r - e ~ ~  

from the results of one survey alone. A key hpWon o f  this h the present report is that 

codusions h u t  the pwalence and m l & s  of domestic violence m only be drawn 

where these are strongly comborated m s s  the difkcnt m e y s .  

2.3.1 DelJnWon of Samp/e 
The popuhtions h these studies are &hed in tm of either m t  re la t idps ,  previous 

relationship or bdb. As summarised in Table 2.4, the population in 10 of th studies may bt 

described as addt men and wcmm who are "'ever married or cthbiting'' whieh k h d a  

hose who are cmmtly married ancl as well as thorse who are separated, divorced, 

widowed or d a d .  h practice, some studies ~ l e c t  their sample on the basis of persons 

who are "currently married or eohabitiflg" but then ask questions about relationships in eilher 

tbepstyarw in their lifetime which meamthat the scopeoftbcstudiesiswtjustthe 

reM&p but pvious relation&@ as weU. In this sense, the studies which we 

review 4 e  dwrestic violewe in all fbnns of kawcrmal ~ d a h s h i ~ ~ '  and 

p a r t i W y  the US National Family Violence b S w e y ,  sqmately dimate the prmnleaoe 

of dmestic violence in e d ~  reuonsbjp form (sec Chapter k below). 

2 3.2 Sample Size and Response Rate 
A summary of m p 1 e  size in the studies under review is presented in Table 2.5. This shows 

that eight of the studk bave achievtd sample sizes of 1,000 to 2,000 but f a r  knve samples 

of over 10,000 while one has a sample of over 6,000. In general, the larga a randomly 

selected m, the more reliable tk sthtks,  p d d d y  when it oomes to the analysis of 

s u m l e s  such as mhbitiog couples, sqamted couples, dating couples, etc, 

5 3 ~ ~ e t a ~  1 9 9 6 : ~ .  
' ' ~ s ~ a b ~ e , ~ ~ d ~ a ~ a r r o ~ l l e c t e d ~ c r o d o m s s t i e v i o ~ i n b o m o s t x ~ n l r e ~ a ~ . ~  
are: r h e U S N a t i a n a l ~ ~ W o m s ~ S ~ ~ & & ~ U W W ) n , b & c ) ; h B r i t i s h h  m @ihlclc~-BI& 1!WJ) a d  tba Canadiaa W Wd S- on Vidmhtiw (#udh for 
Just& smtistics, 2000). 
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Table 2.4 Reladership Statue of Respondents In Studies or Damesdc Vlolerce 
Name of S d y  M b l l e r s l p  Inrt. wk 

8 t n b  T h e *  
1. US Natkmd Family V i ~ h  Survey, 1975ib Currently married I & i b g  * # 

2. IB Natiand Family Vialeacp1 Re - S w y ,  1985 Cmntty  married f coWlhg * U 

4. Us National Youth Swuey, 1% 
5. US Nahnal Vbknce &hurt Women Survey. Ever mauW I mha 
1995fi 
6. British MORI S W ,  1994 Ever mrmied /cohabit 
7. BriW Crime !hrvq, 1W 
a. M am sway,  wai 
9. Edmonton Suivey 19834 Ever mfrid I d W t f n g  
f O. t%da,  Albsrta Slvvey 1907 
11. Cm&, b m l  M d  Survey W VWsataOn, 
1999 
lb A u t d f  Intmiational Social Sciaace S u m 9  
L99617 
13. New Zealand, M i n  Survcy, 19TU3 
m e  refer to all  re^^ in that period. For m dctailq sec Table A2.2 in h e  Appendix to 
Chapter Two. 

An important influence on the reliability of sihtics in sample rmrveys is the rqmnse rate 

and is "one of the m frequent sources of bias in social science mxarchn". Table 2.5 

shwsthatallbutone ofthe &#I in this reviewhadmpm ~ofwer600 /0butbut ld  

guide to the imprtct of response raiw: "50 p e w  is adequate for analysis and reporting. A 

-me of M) pmmt is good. Arad a response rate of 70 percent is vay  g d S 6 .  It is 

significant tlmt the one study in our review - the US N a t i d  V i e  A- Women 

S w e y  - which M the lowest response rate (56%) and which bad a decisively higher refilsal 

rate 6um mm (48%) than from woltlen (36%), produced the only set of mad& which are 

s ign i f idy  at vortimce with d he other stub urades review. 

The issum of sampIe size and r- rate are particularty bpatmt in studies of domestic 

violence, since these surveys nm the risk that significant sub-groups of men or women may 

be mrssed simply kcause, as a consequence of their inv01veaaent in domestic viol- they 

refuse to participate fur nwms of guilt or fear, However it is n d y  very diflicult to 

&inate the d i  of bias wtaen potential respondcnls r e h  to pdcipaie. 

~ R c p o r t b y K l m ~ M t I G c o r m ~ d P ~ p p n ~  Page 36 
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Table 2.5 Sample Size and Rtrpomsa Rate im Studles OT Dbmerrtk Vblence ... 
Name of&dy .... . . AckhQQ RtW- 

R u r n m l e S # ~ ~  Rate Wbr) 
X. US National Family Y i o h  Survey. 1975/6 2.143 64 
2. US N a W  E d y  Vhkam Re -Smy, 1985 6 , W  X4 
3. US Plhdonal Survty of Fnmilies & Ho~gehol&~ 
1987B 
4. US Nabdei Ywth Swey ,  I992 

bm A*8i W Q ~ U  S-, 

W ,  19w 
7. Britiah Crbne Smvcy, 1996 
8. C& Galgary Swey, 1981 
9. Canada, Edmanran S- 1983/4 
1C Cwada, Survey 1 987 
11. €iana&,&d Sacid S w v q  m Vbti 
19H 
12. 1,641 65 
199 
13. Now Zeahnd Dud in  Sway, 1972/3 1,037 83 
*N.A. = Not Available. For more details, see Tabk A2 2 in the Appendix to Chapter Two. 

2.&3 Method of&& ColEecdlon 
The reliability of survey oray a h  be influenced by tbe method of data collection. In 

the studies under review, three mtbds of data collBction were wed wib equal hqumcy: 

face-&face i n t m  self-completion of q u e s t i d  and kleplme inteaview (see Table 

rapme m& as well as the reliability of respoases although the precise influence can be 

difkuh to detecti. It is Imown tfiat m y m @  is an hpltaot influence on whder or not 

~stim are rplswered lmthMy. If, for exmple, a spwsc who has perpetrated violence 

a g a h  the responded is Uely to wedear v in a f&+tph intewiew, h friar 

will iudoubtdly inhii truhfuhms and may wen put he respotldent in dmger of f w k  

biolence. Some of the probIem8 which arise with selfampletion q ~ ~ s  cuncem 

in- wrth mqmity. For example, in the British C* Survey it was &bated that 

"those who .... mmpleted the gu&& with someme eWs assistance had lower of 
&hC i ~ ~ ~ 1 1 5 ?  . Telephme interviews are less costly fiwe-bface M e w s  

and, because of its pmeiwd anonymity, %e telephone l& to more t m h f i h e s s  and, 

therefore, increased of violenced8. However disadvantage is that "'telephe 
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interviews mmd r e l y  expect to kccp subjects on the telephone for much mare than 35 
minutes'"9 

With me exception, all of the surveys in this review are based m cmss-sectional W is 

data m l l d  at me pint in fime; the exception is the US National Youth sum@, for 

which data was wUedbd ova four years. It is pssible that, in studies, 

respondents become accustomed to answe- intimate questions a d  may be more 

forthcoming over time and this would improve the reliability of the data. The r e p d e n t s  in 

the Dunedin slave$' in New Zedad were also inknkwed on several ocmbm prior to 

beiag questi~ned about domestic violence and, according to the authors of this shhdy, 'W, in 

the past, r e p k d y  reprted ... on sensitive topics such as sexual beha*. Ekaw there 

has never been a violation of confikntiality, they were willing to provide frank reports'*'. 

In view of these considedms, it is sigaificant that these two studies - US National Youth 

Survey and the Dunedin S w e y  in New Zealand - yielded th highest &cc m@ of 

domestic viol= for mm and wmen. However, it also needs to be acknowledged 

that the focus of both I . .  studiw was on you& which, as we shall see in Chapter Three, 

haw h i g h  rates of domestic violace than older age goups. 

23.4 Unlf of Analyds 
The unit of analysis in all but one of the d i e s  is adult men and women wlm are not related 

to each other; one W, the Ca@q S U ~  in Canada, coUwtd data h both members 

of 6 couple. The unit of adyms is important be- research on domestic violace. and 

on marital and couple relationships generally, has yielded "ample evidence that spousw & f i r  

substantidy in their awwm to semmgIy objective qu&hda, (ie. responses from each 

partner may be rllscrepantbs). This p o b b  is frnther obscured by the use of -gate data 

(i.e. combiniag data from unre1akd men and women). Whilst dab using either lmit of analysis 

can be analysed for gender bias in &-reporting, data h coupIts gwe a more reliable 
p h m e  of in- m, as well as g e m k  bias in self-repoh& Cwpllt & d~ 

provide vahubb inhmtion abut the u n i d k d o d t y  or reciprocity of intimate violence 

and his can be useful in e d h a i q ,  for example, &e extent of muiual viol-. 

'9 W . ,  

6 0 ~ o t s e  199s. 
61 Magdol et aL. 1997. 
62 Wd70 
63 Btialrerhoff & L@, 1988. 
M See fm a a q h  W i l i o ,  1995; Ha&, Chri&nfm, P a d  Srgpm & Hill 1995; Romhum & W m .  
1981; O ' L R a r y d  Arias, 1988; G d k r  at d. 1988. " m 1982; we alao -et al., 1988:467. 
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Whdm data on d o m d c  violence is collected 6-m respondents can- their 

victimisation or their W n ,  or inked both, is also relevant given the tendency for 

to u n d e r d e  their violence (m Chaper Three below). M m  than half the 

stud= under review ask rqadms a b u t  b t h  victimisation and pqctdion while the 

others focus exclusively on either one, mainly victimisation (see Table A2,3 in the Appendix 

to Chapter Two for more details). Clearly studies which focus on both victimisafion and 
p e w o n  provide a mare robust basis for testing the  liability of self-rep&. 

Our purpose in this chapter was to identify d Wts which are relevant to -sing the 

prevalence of domestic iolence against men and wmca. We did this by selecting sbdies 

which met two cdwk (1) the study must khde  men and wmnen and tbir experiences of 

domestic violaroe, either as v i h  or mars ar bdh, and (2) the study rmrrd be based on a 

rq-rtive sample of the popkdion and adhere to acceptable random samplin~ procedures. 

The application of these two criteria yreldd 13 shttlh which offer n reliable picture of the 

prevalence of d m d c  vklmce by men and wwnen. h g m g q b i d  terms, W -h yielded 

five s i d k  from he US, fcur fmm Coroordor, two h m  Britain and one each fiom Awhalia and 

New Zealand. 

T h e  studies throw valuable light on the key dimensions of domestic violence including 

physical, psycbologkl aad sexwl abuse, its severity and fmpmy, its whme in t u n s  of 

injuries d the need for medid me, and the o v d  cmtext of domestic violace in terms 

of who inidatd it apd why. Most of the sludiei in the rwicw adopt a "relatiombip or family 

perspectiven to the -t of domesCie violence and invite repmdeats to speak of their 

experience - eith as victims or ppchhrs - m the context of general conflicts and rows 

which muplcs may have. However some of the thee adopt a "mime or assault m e n  

by Lwiting respoodents ta Wlosc if they have been a victim of an d t  or 0th ahse in a 

current or previous r e M d p .  There is m e  owlrlp between the two pmpdivea and 

some of the d e s  m to oombine e k t s  of W. The significance of the M m ,  as 

we shall see m m  clmly in Chapter Three, lies primarily in the fBd that the "~larionsbip or 

M y  perspective" tupicaUy yields a much h i g h  pvalence rate than tfae " m h  ar assault 

pmpctive". This is d y  bbcause the former is more conducive to disclowre by virtue of 

reducing some of the stigma n o w  a s w i a t d  with domestic v i o h  for -tom and 

victim alike. For this reason, the % M d p  or family pmpdiye' '  strms Irkely to yield a 

morr: acm& picture of the true p&ce of domestic viol- in sociely. 
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The chapter explained in some detail the vdous ins&urnents used to rnewmuc domestic 

violence, including the Conflict Tactics ScaIe (CTS) which is med by many studies to 

measure physical aod psychological v i o l a .  The CTS is wed in conjunction with other 

mwlswes to capture the multidhmmional nature of damestic violence, particularly its 

olltcome and context. 

The chapter h %bad the samp1a U& in the dzfferent studies. In 10 of tbe 13 . r 
E ,  % 

tbe sample canprised adult men and women who are "ever mnrrried or cobabiw 

i a c ~ ~ a e w h o ~ c u r r e n t l y ~ d a n d m M i t i n g ~ v r e U ~ ~ ~ w t a o a r e ~  

divorced, widowed ar remarried. As regards sample size we found that tight of the mdies 

have achieved m p l e  sizes of 1,000 to 2,000 but four have mples of over 10,000 and ont 

had over 6,000. AU but one of fie sWes  had respwse rates of aver 60% but me had a 

m p m e  rate of 56%, ibis king fhe study - the US National Violence Against W o m a  h e y  

- which produced tbe only set o f d t s  whicb are s igdmtly  at variance with the other 

Wes under review, pssibly due to the high refud m, parh~My among men. 

In he studies under review, thee mdmds of data collection were used with equal fjqumcy: 

&-*face interview, selfampletion of questionnaire ancl telephone interriews. Each 

mahod m influeace th re- m& as well as the reliability of responses although the 

precise inflwxe is hard to judge. M but two of the surveys are k d  on cross-dwal 

data but two were m of Imgindinal studies and this may have improved their reliability as 

respondents became aamkomd to answering inhate q d o n s ,  including qu&ims h u t  

domestic violence. W l d w  or not this is the case, it is significant that tht two W e s  which 

were part of longitudinal m e y s  yielded higher prevalence rates of d d c  violence for 

bothmaandwomentbnanyotlms&dyinthereview. 

Overall, the analysis ia tbis chapter indicates that the studits reviewed are statistically robust 

in tenns of their o v d  methodology including mmmrment imhmen& achieved m p l e  

six a d  mpmse rate and can be takn as a g d  -m of their mpetivc 

populations. At the same time, al l  survey data h hnhliom whch need to be borne in 
mind wben making ~xtraplatio~ls b m  samples to p o ~ o n s ,  One way of minimking 

these limitalims is by compmuring r d t s  h m  d i h t  surveys in different cwrntries aod 

drawing conchsiom m@ where these are strongly rnbomkd across those surveys; that is a 

stm@ of the work and results p n k d  in this report. 
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Chapter Three 

What is the Pmvalence of Domestic Violence Against Men? 

"Confriet can Br creaiiw. I do rroi imagine a world without conflcf. I do haw a vision ota 

mrid without violence " 

Center for NonVidmt Ccmanmication, Texas, USA (www.cnvc.arg) 

In this chpter we report on h e  prevalence of domestic violence as revealed in thirteen major 

studies. Thae studies, as *bed h the previous chapter, met &e two key criteria necmmy 

for yielding reliabb iafwmatim on the prevalence of damestic violence: l) the inch& 

both men and women ornd their experiences of -tic violence, either as victims, perpetrators 

or bo* and (2) the studies are based on rqmemtative samples of the population and adhere to 

random sampling p r o c h a .  

&fore discussing tk detailed m l t s  of these studks, it is necessary to consider an issue 

affecting all of tbe data on wbkh fhey mire based, namely the m h f u h e s s  of self-rqmts by men 

and women on their vichkt ion and ppetmtion ( d o n  3.2). In the light of these 

m i M o n s ,  we mmmrise key h h g s  on h di&ent dimensiom of domestic vialence as 

kUow: total physical violace (section 3.3), both severe ( h n  3.4) and minor (section 3.3 ,  

psychologid violence (& 3.61, s e d  violem [ d o n  3.3, fiequmcy of violence 

(sction 3,8), outmm of violence (section 3.9) and cmtext of violence (section 3.10)- The 

chapter coracluh with a synopsis of the key h d h p  md reflections on heir implications 

(section 3.1 1). Throughout the chapter we ust tables to pment key h h g s  on each dimension 

of d o m d c  violence in OFd&T to f h d h h  ~ r ~ ~ ~ g ~ l d y  a d  -try conparisons, while 

mire detailed findings from ibe studias art presented in the Appendut to Chapter b. 

32 Reilability of SelFReports on Vlctimlsation and Perpetration 

It is gerlcdly agreed that s e l f - W  on victimidion and peqekafion by both partners in a 

m M d p  o!Ex the ideal way of ddetermining the true predcoce of d d c  violme. This 

howevm is rarely available and all of the studies reviewed here, with the exception of the 

C d g q  Survey in Canada, are b a d  on the self-qorh of men and wornen who are undated to 

escb other; hat is tbe norm in stuhes of dmnuiic virdenoe. In d t l s t u d i e s ,  however, the 
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d i W t y  still a r k  thai both aren and women m y  under-report their perpebation ad over- 

report their vichisatiou This is part of a m m  general iswe involving m a r c h  on intimate 

relationships, namely that mm and wmen mmetimes peroeive their own and their partner's 

behaviour quite d i f k d y ' .  

Studies which have examined this issue of under- and over-repohg a d  to the view that, 

although it mum, it is not m such a scale nor so different htween men d women as to 

qudon the validity a d  rebbihy of =If-report data The imue was e x m i d  h n 
&-c study of ova 80 c h z d c  violam surveys which c o n c l u ~  that ud&a fmn 

~ r r a h g s a n d v i c t i m h g s  indicate thatthereis a g m t e r ~ o f ~ t t h a n  

past critics have suggested"'. One study compared r e p  by d member of a couple d 

found that couples were m likely to agree upon the m- of physical violewe and 

whether the f d  partner ussd via lea= ban w k t k  the male partner did3. Similarly, awtbtr 

study found that "though vi&m (both metl and wmm] reported somewhat m m  abuse than 

did their pqdmtms, this was not slaiMdly ai@cant"4. 

Of the thrtm s u e s  in this review, six of them allow us to d what has been termed the 

"offends eRe& and the "gader effect" in self-r+ of -c violence. The results are 

S- in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 Studks Wbicb Show OITender Erect# and Gender Effects in SeW-Reports ot Domcdc Wepce 
BmeOrshdy Wender E m  ~E~ 

Yes No Y- '. M ....... 
tfS N a h d  Family Violence Re -m, 1985 . . . . .  J 

US National Youth S u f y y l  1992 *I 

&itish MORI Swey,  1994 ... .... . . . .  
Canada, Albsrta Surrcy 1 987 J 

Awtnrlia, IntcmdclPlal Soci Science SUEVey 19WW @ 

NW z e d ,  Dlmcdin S ~ Q J ? ,  l?F2173 J 
. . . .  . . . . . .  

W . . . . . . . .  ............. .......... 6 ........... 
For derails on the authors and sources of these s t d a ,  sec Table A3. 

J3e t m h ~ V  of both men and women 40 &er-report their own peIpttration and over-qorl 

Table 3.1. In aggregate tmns, the oRemkx effect creates the anondous s M o n  whee fewer 

acts of violence are than are sustained. For &E US National Youth Survey 

' 
far example Mmiglio, 1995; Hawkins, Cbristi- Pmd & r p t  & Hill, 1945; Romhum & W-, 

1 ~ I ; O ' h f y & A r i ~ 1 9 8 S ; ~ c t a 1 . ,  1988. 
* Archer, I!#P 1284. ' W- 1983. 
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fwnd that 'qtte rate of minor male-to-fde ioleace reporkd by men is generally higher than 

that q m k d  by women and the rate of severe d e - @ W o  viahm reported by men is 

@y lower h that nqmrted by mm.  However, the same pakm holds true for the 

women respoodents reporting w heir  own minor and severe violence toward mm. Thus there 

appears to be m 'offerader effect' dim than a 'gender effect' in reporting violence, with a c h  

sex generally werstating their own minor e v e  behaviour toward 6 partner (mmpared 

to that reported by the o p p i t e  sex) and uudashlhg their own sevm violence'". 

The gc& effect, as the term suggests, rtfws to the tendency for either men or womm to 

sphmtical ly over-- or under-report their own or their partner's victimisation or 

peqxhhan. This mn be. difficult b quantify unless one is wing couple dais whae both 

pamers are invited to report on both m t i o o  and victimidon, Since tbis type of data is 

m l y  available, tbe usual practice is to compare the difference between: (l) sew-reported male 

perpetration and self-reported f e d e  victinirurtion on thc one hand and (2) self-reported M e  

pmphatirn and self-repwted male v k h i d o n  on the d k r  h d  The results from tk five 

~ e s i n W r t v i e w ~ c h a l l o w ~ i s s u e t a b e ~ d ~ w t b a t m t a ~ - ~  

pqemhn &live to w m m  in three of k s e  studies (US National Family Violence Re 

Sumy, US National Youth Survey md the Duo& S w e y  in New W d ) ,  rnen over-- 
perpetration reiative b wwnen in one study (Abmh S w q  in Canada) while the other study 

( A w i d i a  I n a d  Social Science Survey) s h v s  h women U&-- Perpeuation 

relative to men, The Wing hat men tend to under-qmt papelmiion relative to women bas 

h been found in other dd iq  both commuuhy-based ad cl&-based7 as well as by a meba- 

analysis of over 80 studies which "indiated systematic under-& by pqwlmbn of h t h  

xxeq which is^ for m e n ~ f a r w w n e n ' ' .  

These different studies point to two conch~sions. First, there is canclusive evidence of offcada 

bias in repdng M viol- such that bdh men and women under-repwt their own 

pepetmha and ova-qmrt b i r  own victimisatioa The implidon of this, a m d i n g  to one 

team of -, is that "...unda mamh d u n s  that guarantee ddmtiality, either 

abuser reports or victim repotts are suitable mtbods for use in re-h on partner abuse". 

M, thwe is less cmchts ive evidence of @er bias in reportimg domestie viol-, dlhbu& 

some sasdies do show hat men tend to Imder-reprt their own perpetration. The imptication of 

'MOM a al., 1W7:55. 
h h e  1995:259; SW also Rigga a al., 1989; Bllowning & Dutton, 1986. 
Szinovacz, 1983. 

7 J o ~ & u k q , 1 9 8 5 .  
k b e r ,  m 6 6 s .  



Mem and Dweslic Violcace: What Research Tds  Us 

this, accoxding to the same team of researchem, is tbat "either the man or the woman may serve 

equally well as the source of data for Typically it is nM possible to do a q d k g  

abut offender bias or gmder bias in data that has atready been cotketed except to be a m  of 

its implidom in the ar+h and to tmt for its impact by sqmm1y calculating prevalence 

rat- b a s d  on the self - r e p  af both men and women. Thst is what we have done in all of the 

tables in &is chapter. 

3,3 Total Physical Violence 

Total physical violence in a relationship is calculated by mmmhg the taeal number of acts, both 

serious and minor, wbch are sustained or inilhed by the m p m h t  in a current or previous 

relationship. The usual timeframc for cakuMng d m d c  violence is the last yerrr w h e  life- 

time ar bath. As imdicaied in Table 3.2, most of the studies in this review (12 out of 13) measure 

h pttv411ence of domwtic violence in all relatimsbips within the last yew but some (4 out of 

13) m- it over the course of a life-tinme ss well; one study masured it ova the past five 

Y-+ 

&ginning with the last year, the results in Table 3.2 show that women are either morc 

hm men to Met meal violence (as shown by 8 out of 12 studie9) or equally Iikcly (as 

shown by 3 of the 12 Wies). l h s  finding is based on df-teports h m  men and women; wen 

when the offender eEfect and the geoda effen a m d e d  with self-reprts am Wen into 
m m t ,  the resuit sbll stands hat 'tvidm the f d y ,  women are abut as violent M men" l'. 
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Table 3.2 Prevlsence of ygIca1 Violence In Reprwenlolive Sanpbr of Men and WO 
Name of Study TMaI PhpkaI Yk~lence 

.. . ..... . .... L& Year 
Flew M s F  Botb* FcM M t o f  Bath* 

US Natrcrnal F d y  Violenw Survey, 19736 
Violence &-&6y, 1985 12.4 1 1 
985 (Cohabiting Only) 4 99. 7 

(26,9) (20.7) (52.41 
Survey, 1985 ( M e  Only) 4 4.2 3-4 7.1 

(28.6) (232) (48.2) 
of Fmikks & H o ~ l d s ,  3.4 2.9 

1987/8 
US Nahnal Youth. Survey, 1992 27.9 20.2 

37,Tp 13.9~ 4 8 . 5 ~  
US National Vjolenee Agaht  Women Survey, 0 . k  I.lv ?.h 20.4~ 
199516 
British MORI S-, 1994 1 1 . 2 ~ ~  4 . 5 ~ '  1 7 . h  

. 
British Crime &my, t 996 4 . 2 ~  4Nii' 14.V 2 2 . 7 ~  

1999 4 . w  a.&= 
Augiralia, Ilsrernahml S w i l  Science Survey 5 . 7 ~  3.- 
1 9 9 ~ 7  a.ep 3 4  
New Dunedin fluvey, 197213 f 4 . h  27.h 

37.2~ 21.8~ 
Definitions: F to M = Female ta Male physical violence : M to F = Male to Female physical violence : 

p = respondent is perpetrator : v = kspandent is victim : numbers which do have 'V or 'p" 
attached to them are based on mponses h m  both victims and perpetratnrR combined. 

* The term "bolh" refers to those respondents who r e p m 4  being both victim and perpetrator of 
domcsib violence in aH relationhips, alihough not n e x e d y  in the same mlatimship. 

8 Tfie n u m h  in bracktts are based on the subample of respondents who have been e i h r  victims 
or perpetrators of domestic violence and sum 10 1 W. Ihe numbers in the same cells without 
brackets are based on the total sample of W e  and female respondents in or& to derive a me 
prevalcnoe rm. 

a Data under heading 'ha Year' relates to a y  time in current relationship. 
Data under heading 'Li fe-Time' relates to any parlner in lad five years. 
Data under heading 'Last Year' relates to current partner in last five years. 
Date d e t  h eadmg 'Life-Time' relates to past partners in last five years. 

For f u r t b  details, see Table A3.1 in the Appendin to Chapter Time. 

Only r>ne sbdy - the US Natlwal Violence A&si Women Survey - shows the rwerse of this 

trend and h reason for this, as suggested in the pvious chapter, may be due to the fact that it 

adopted a "crime or assault ptrspective", while all but m e  of the others adopted a "relationship 

m family pmpctivc'', The authors of the US N a h d  Violence Against Women S m e y  

reported that their survey first asked reqmdents ' k h e t k  had wer sustaiaed violent acts 

, . . and, if m, whether their l x p l m b r  was a current or pas6 intimate partaer"12; rekcting an 
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this, the authors comment that "this approach may be considered less accepting of -er 

violence and therefore 1- likely to result in disclom of vi~lence"'~. 

Tumimg to life-time prwalcc, two of the four d i e s  which havc data m this shaw a reverse 

with men being more likely than women to intlict physical violence (see Table 3.2). The 

reasons far thjs m not obvious but one conbibutory factor is likely to be that qwakd men 

tend to be more violent to their ex-partners1* whi4 o v a  the course of a lifetime, would 

contribute to the bigher lifitirne prevalence of d o d c  violence against women. However this 

is unlikely to be the entire explanation and the difkmct bttwtea last year and lifetime 

prevalence may be pt of a trend over time towards g d m  equality in r;rtes of domestic 
violence either because women am becoming more violent, mcn am kming less violent or 
p h q s  a a m h i d o n  of both. W b a k m  l& expladon, the finding that women are at least as 

likely as men to inflict physical violence in the past p r  is strongly ccmdmabd by the different 

studies wing random and reprtsentative samples reviewed h. 

Two further ofdwrestic violence m n o t e m  h n  Table 3.2. The first concerns the 

o v d l  prevalence of dumstic violence in c o d e s  such as the US, UKI5, Canada, Australia 

and New Zealand A skiking f&m of the results in Table 3,2 is tbat tbe prevalence rate varies 

from less than 1% to nearly 50%. This partly reflects m ~ l o g ~  differences in the studies 

as well W, diffkmfs m sample h m c t e d k .  M&odologically, -dies which &mate the 

p r m h m  of dome& violence using data m victimidon - such as the US National Violence 

Against Wamen Survey, the British Crimr: Sumey a d  the Canadian General Social h r v q  on 

Victimidon - t a d  to derive lower rates than studies which c m b k  data on both victimidcm 

and prpttratioa. In -on, thae are diffaeaces between lhe studies in their sample 

characteristics whicb h d b u t e  to differences in p d e n c e  m. It is clear, for example, 

that younger people are a good deal mote vioknt than older people a i n d i d  by the fact that 

the two studies whch have the highest prevalence rates - US Ndonal Yordh Survey and h e  

Dunedin Survey in New Zealatad - wae W on of young people. A& tO 

the d o r  of om: of tbese studies, "gampk age appears to be a major factor to 

observed prevaledlce rate diffkmce~'''~. The yauth diroension m y  also be reflected in the 

as shown in the N a t i d  Family Violewe Resurvey, that W t i n g  mqlm are twice as 

l3  ibid, 2000a: 15&9. 
14 See, fa axarople, MLrlees-Blacl;, 1999:Table A6.1, p78; Camdim Cewe ForJustioe 2000:T&les AS 
a d  A6, pp5 1-2; as om review (Arch.  m 6 6 9  h 'h i s  a mt& higher fd vktimhtion rate 
foLlwbg d o  m d  divorce (Gaquio, 1977-78; Wileon & M y ,  1993)". '' U d k  o l b  studies. the British Crime m irrcluded sexual vid- in &t@ total $ y i d  viol- 
wa a Wtime aod this may by part of tbe nawn why its pllevalence m m  diffes slgnibntly 60m Ibt Britisb 
MORI S-. 
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violent to EI& o k r  as mrrid couples, However yo& is not the only factor and one study hrts 

shown that, even when age is conlrolled for, "the greater risk of a s 4  iypically occurs when 

individuak live together but are not married"". One study has also &own that dating 

re- have higbg rates of domestic violence than married or cohabiting r e h o d p ' ' .  

Baring k s e  considerations in nind, and leaving aside tht ex- of high and low prevalence 

rates which arise because of the influence of metfiodology ad sample c- 
. . 

m e  is 
then led to the comlusim that the overall p a l e n c e  of domestic viokaw in the mmkia 

studied wes from 5% to 20% of all intimate ~Monships. This range c&tuta the likely 

upper and lower limits of the problem in thege countries and m y  lx a g d  indication of the 

likely extent of dom& vidence in I r & d  

A second fatwe camxns the -ition of danmtk videnot between male -unty, W- 

only and m. Three studies throw light on this issue - US National F d y  Violence RE- 

Survey, US National Youth Sumy aaad the Calgary S m y  in Canada - and are Fairly consi-nt 

m showing that up to half of dl do& violence is mutual; as re@ tbe otha half, the 

studies show lhat f h d e s n l y  videnw tends to be greakm than male-only violence (Table 3.2). 

The fact hat up to half of all domestic violence is mutual is wt wnprisiag, accdng to me 

team of rasearchers, since "conjugal violence is multifaceted and is a mlt of conflict 

exdmges between cwple9. It takes place in m intemctive context hat is governed by mutual 

dependace and recipmity; thus we would expect muhunlviolw to be more prevalent than 

violence committed by d y  one prhernlq. 

3.4 Severe Physical ~olenc$o 

Severe physical violence, as we bave sem in Chapaer Two, involve acts such as h c h g  biting, 

f i ~ o r b e a t i n g a p e r s o n a s d m ~ w ~ g t o u s t a k n i f e  wgun. Nineofthe 13 

studies e d m t e  the prmahce of severe physical violence in the past year (Tablc 3.3). T k e  

studies suggest that severe violence mslitnta m d  40% of total physical violence. All of the 

results in Table 3.3 show that, witbin h e  past year, wmm used more sevet~ acts of violense 

~ m e n h m n d i d ~ w o m e n .  

l6 hlon#r, 1995:256. 
I 7  

II 
SW & Straus. 1990bc241. 
CartedD m al. 1996:W. 

'' Mnkdmff & Lupri 1W:421. 
In mm of IIW anrdim, h a  tba 'assault' i~ used synonymody with wen physical view h lbir rspon we 

m o I l l y t b I a t m m i n o r d w . t o ~ a h c o a ~ i ~ t t n c y .  
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ere Phydcnl Videnae le Representatlye Samples 

US N a h d  Family Yiole~m Re-Survey, 1985 
flvvey, 1985 (CO-habiting) 

&-S-, 1985 (Marrim 

US National Youth Survey, 1992 

US N a W  Vmlcnce Againat Women SW 

$dflsrh MU& Swey,  1W 

4 . 8 ~  5.5 

1999 1 .7vk 0 . 7 ~ ~  3 . W  1 .0v* 
(41 .hk) ( 1 9 . ~ ~ )  f42.mrbl (1 1.0v'p 
0.2vk 03" 3 . ~ 4 ~  9 . 0 ~ ~  

( 4 . 0 ~ 9  ( 1 3 . h 3  I 1 pAlY2d)  
m1 Social Scimce m e y  I996# 4, lv' 2 .5~ '  

2 .8~ '  l*S 
n d , ~ ~ S u r v b y ,  ... . 1972'3 21.2~ 12.7~ 

18% 5 . 7 ~  
Definitions:F to M = F d e  to Male physical violence : M to F MaIe to Female physical viol-: 

p = qmndent is perpetrator : v = raponden1 is victim : numbers which do not have V' M "p" 
attached to them are based on responses from both victims and perpetrators combined. 

* The term "both" refers to those m n d e n t s  who reported being both victim aad pqeimtor or 
domestic violence in all relationships. dtbmigh not necessarily in the same relationship. 

5 'Ihe numbers in b r a c k ~ s  are k e d  on h e  s u h p l t  of respondents who have been either victims 
or perpetrators of "~vere" domestic violance. The numbers in the same. 4 1 s  withal b r ~ k e t s  are 
based on the total sample of male and female respondents in or& to derive a true prevalence rate. 

+ sv = single and deting victims: mv = married or cohabiting victims. 
' Kicked, bit. Beat up. hmchedkicked. Kicked, bit, hit. hit with sorndhing. 
S Hit with fia, w with something held in hand, or thrown. Kicked,bit or hit. 
a Data under heading 'La@ Year' relates to any time in current relationahjp. 

Dam under heading 'Life-Time' relates ~cr any prtuer in last f m  years. 
c Data urader heading 'Lasi Year' ral- to current pertnm in laa five yarn. 

Date under heading 'life-Time' relates to past p t n m  in last five years. 
For f k t h  details, W Table A3.2 in the Appendix to Chapter M e .  

This is a suprising result given the greater strength of men and, as with the measlsement of all 

forms of dDnestic v i o b ,  is m k d  by the wordmg of difhcnt types of abuse and the 

rcqmscs of mm d w m  to wording. The Canadkn Social Survey m V i ~ a a  

gives a detailed lmakdown m men's and women's m p m ~ ~  to different types of xvere 

vidence and this meals that while women am nearly Ume the more Uely than men to report 

being "beat up" by W partnas, men are three times more likely to V r t  being "kiclred, bit, 
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hit, or hit with something" by their partners, A remarkable variability in responses to these 

items is aka to be found in the US National Violence Against Women Survey. Both forms of 

abuse - "beat up" and "kicked, bit, bit, or hit with something" - are deemed to constitute severe 

violence and wuld even be regarded as synonyms for each other but each seem to have quite 

different cormotatims for both men and women. This is in line with other research whch has 

found that violent behaviours are " k l y  to differ in meanings and qlications depending upon 

the p d e r  of the perpetrator and gender of recipient (Arias and Johnsm, 1986; Makepeace, 

1986; Phg-G& and Stets, 1989)'". 

Two studies estimate the life-time prevalence of severe domestic violence and one of them 

shows that men use more severe physical iolence than w m e n  (the US National Violence 

Against Women Survey) while the other shows that women use more severe physical violme 

than men (British MORI S m y j .  

The findings on severe physical violence mirror the findings on total physical violence, 

particularly with respect to the prevalence of domestic violence among Qffererrt sub-groups of 

the population. In practice this means that relationships are at their most severely violent when 

the respondents are young, dating, cohabiting, single or wmted and are least violent when 

couples are married and older. We return to a discussion of these variables in Chapter Four. 

3.5 Minor Physical Violence 

Five studies in this review estimate the prevalence of minor physical violence in the past year. 

As discussed in Chapter Two, these studies meawe minor physical violence using tbree items 

from CTS nameIy : (1 ) threw something at partner; (2) pushed, grabbed or shoved parher; (3) 

slapped parher. All five studres are consistent in showing that women are either equally likely 

or more likely than men to w t e  minor acts of domestic violence. These ddia also show, 

as might be expected, that the prevalence of &or violent acts is greater thm the prevalence of 

severe violent acts (see Tables A3.2 and A3.3 in the Appendur to Chapter Three). 

3.6 Psychological Violence 

As with other forms of domestic violence, the p d e n ~  of psychological violence is heavily 

dependent on how it is defined and measured. Seven of the studies in this review measure 

' MiwShall, 1992k 190. 
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psychological violence (see Table 3.4). T h e  of these - the US National Family Violence Re- 

Survey, the CaIgary Survey in Canada and the h n e d m  Survey in New Zealand - measure 

psychological violence using the CTS definition (see Table 2.2 in Chapr  Two above) and all of 

them show that women are more likely to perpetrate psychological violence than men. By 

contrast, four studes - the US National Youth Suwy, the US National Violence Against 

Women, the Bribsh Crime Survey and the Canadian General Social Survey on Victimisation - 

define psychological violence in terms of feehg in fear or in physical danger and these find that 

men are more IkeIy to perpetrate psychological violence than women. 

Table 3.4 Prevalenoe of Psychdogical Violence in Representative Samples of Men and Women 
Name of Study P~chOI@al ~ i n h c e '  

. . .  . . . . . . .  
' I' ......... Last Year Lask Year 

..... ..... . . . . . . . . .  .,:: :: ............ ........ F w M  M t o F  Both* F W M  M a F  Both* 
nal Family Violence Re-Survey, 19815 75.0 74.0 

US National Youth Survey, 1992 13.5" 29.0~ 

US Wationd Vidence Against Women Swey, 1 9 . 6 ~ ~  4 4 . 7 ' ~ ~  
199516 
British C- S w e y ,  1995 1 . 2 v ? - 3 . 8 v Z  2.6v2 5.1~' 15.9u2 10.8~'  

56.1~' 49.3~' 52.5~' 
h d a  C a l m  S v ,  1981 23:s .. X 3.2 35.7 
Canada, 
1999 
New Ze 

Definitions: F to M = Female to Male psychological violence : M to F = Male to Female psychological 
violence : p = respondent is ptsrpetrator : v = respondent is victim : numbers which do not have 
"v' or "p" attached to them are based on responses from both victims and perpetrators combined. 

* The term "both" refers to those respondents who reported being both victim and perpebator of 
domestic violence in all relationships, although not nwssarjly in the same relationship. 
The numbers in brackets are based on the subsample of  respondents who have been either victims 
or perpetrators of domestic violence. The numbers in the same cells without brackets are based on 
the total sample of male and female respondents in order to derive a true prevalence rate. 
Unless otherwise stated 'Psychological Violence' is measured using CTS R* Items D to J. 

Where respondents felt in physical danger. 
Where respondents feared W i l y  injury or death at most recent physical assault. 
Where respondents were sworn atfinsulted. 
M e r e  respondents feared fbr life in past 5 years. 

For furthet details, see Table A.3.4 in the Appendix to Chapter Three. 

The different ways in which men and women experience psychological violence is nd1y 

illushted in the British Crime Survey which shows that men are more likely to be "sworn at or 

whereas women are more lkely to have had things said to them that mghtened you 

such as threatening to harm you or someone close to you"23. It could be argued that being 

frightened is more distressing than being insulted - although none of the studies examine the 

Mirrlees-Black, 199968. 
23 ibid. 
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psychological &stress associated with either fear or insult - and for th3s reason it is impossible to 

weigh the relative impact of these different forms of psychological violence. More generally, it 

is difficult to make any inferences from these studies about the prwdence of psychological 

violence as experienced by men and women pven the systematically Merent ways in whch 

each responds to the measurement items. From the perspective of this review, it would be safe 

to conclude that men m just as likely as women to be victims of psychological violence but 

each experiences it quite differently. 

3.7 Sexual Violence 

Sexual violence is normally understocd as forcing a person to engage in some form of sexual 

activity without their consent and that is how it is dehed in the three m e s  whch measure it. 

Table 3.5 shows that women are the main victims of sexual violem; men are rarely its victims. 

The US and Canadian studies show similar &S of sexual violence against women in the past 

year (0.2% and 0.3% respectively) but the British Crime Survey reports a much higher rate (4% 

for "intermittent victiTM" and 12% fix "chmnic victims"24). As with other aspects of domestic 

viol-, differences in h e  prevalence of s e d  violence m y  reflect differences in 

methodology as much as differences in reality. 

Although m are much less l~kely to be victims of sexual violence than women, the British 

Crime Survey found that 2% of men c h i  fied as "chronic victims" were also sexually assaulted 

in the past yew. Over a lifetime, the U S  National Violence: Against Women found thaf 0.2% of 

men were victims of sexual violme compared to 4.5% of women. For women as well as men, 

sexual violence is much less prevalent than either physical or psychological violence. 

24 The British Crime Survey &fines ''intennittent victims" as tbosewbo have been v i c t h  of any trpe of force on 
1-2 oacasions in tbe pst year while "chnic  victims" art. & f d  as thme who have twen victims of  any type of 
f a  on 3+ oocasions in the past year (Mirrlees-Black, 199971). 
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plem of Men and Women 
sexrd VioCetlce 

Yew W-Time 
MtPF F ~ D M  MraF '; 

US National Viok 0 . 2 ~  a 02vb  4.hb ' 

. , 
€&AI& G& Social Survey on Victimisation, JW9 Q.@ 0 . 3 ~  '. m 

[Q.& d, ( 8 . 0~  *) 
Definitions: F LO M = FcmaJe to Male sexual violence : M to F - Male to Female exual violence : 

p = respondent is perpttrator : v = respondent is vidim : n u m h  whieh do oat have "v" or *'pn 
attached to them are based on responses kom both victims and perpetrators combined. 
The num bms in brackeb are based on the subsample of respondents who have bam either vidims 
or perpetrator# of domestic violence. The numbers in h e  same e l l s  witbout brackets m b a d  on 
the total m p l e  of male md female respoRdwts in order to derive a true preyaleme rate. 

a Data under heading 'Last Year' rektea to c-t oe former p w ~ r  in tlte pnwkus twelve month6 
Data under heading 'Life Time' relates to current m former primer in Ihevictim's life time. 

c Data urlder heading 'La Year' relam to current or fwmw pr!ner in the last dmestic a d t  
Data under heding 'Last Year' =later to current partner in last five years. 

For W e r  details, see Table A3 .S in the Appendix to Chapter Three. 

3.8 Frequency of Violence 

Frequency is an important dimension of dmnestic violence given that, other tbiogs king equal, 

the greater the ftesuency, the greater h e  potential harm to the victim. The d method for 

meawaing freqwnq is by counting the number of times each violent ad occurs h which a 

mean or median kqmq is d c u b d ,  =ally h w i n g  upn both victim a d  m r  

respooses (see Uq&r Two). Seven of the thirkn stud& in this review measut.e the naean 

frequemy of domdc violence (see Tolble 3.6). 

~ e c o n s c n z ~ l s ~ m o s t o f t l a e ~ i s ~ w i t h i n t b e l a s t y e a r , d o m e s t i c v i o l e n c e w c w r e d  

b e t w ~ f i v e a n d ~ t i m t s w i t h w w n e a t t n d i m g ~ ~ a t l & ~ ~ u ~ y ~ m e n .  This 

is similar to findings on the prevalence of total physical violence and m y  be part of a t r d  

to& gender equality in rortts of domtstic violence either because women are becomiag more 

f m p d y  violeat, are becoming less hquently violent or p h p s  a combination of both. 

Whamer h e  exphation, the fiading ha t  women perpetrated physical violwce at l& as 

* e d y  as men in fie past year is strongly c m b m t e d  by the different studiw reviewed hem 

and applies to both severe (we Table A3.3.7) and &of ads of violence (see Table A3.8). 

However, aver a life time, the pattern is w e d  with men h d h g  to prpeir& more 

than women and tbis may help to e x p k  the higher propodon of womtn in clinical samples. 

Tnbk 3.6 Mean Frequ Reprercllbtlve 8rmpLn ot Men and Waac 
Name of Study 

, , , , , , , , , 

rsr ber 
, , , , , , , , , 
, , ,  , or 



US National Family Violence m, 1 97516 

US National Family Violence Re -Survey, 1985 

US National Ywrlh S-, 1992 
US National Violence AgaMWmen Susvcy, 
British MORI Survey, 1994 

. . British Crime S-, 19% Mean 5 .h 
Gmwd Social Survey on V i c W t i o n ,  1999 M m  

DC finitionc F to M = F e d  to Male pbysicrll violace : M to F = Male to Female physical violence : 
p = -t is peptrator : v = rwpvmht is vidim : n u m b  which do not have "v" or "p" 
attached to them are based oa h m  both victims and perpetrators combind. 
Data under heading 'bst Yw' relateg to any time in m e n 1  relaticmship. 
Data under headmg 'Life -Timev relates to current and MW relationships. 

C Data under b d i g  'Life-Time' relates to any prtner in last five years. 
For fLrther &et&, see Table A3.6 in rhe Appendix to Chapter Three. 

3.9 Outcomes of Wdence 

lle outcomes of Q- violence are normally m e a s d  by asking mpondcats about the 

physical injuries they bave e d  and m d i d  mdmmt they have received fix those 

injuries. As h b t e d  in Chapter Two, t k e  are wful iradicatoas of outmm although they 

probably constitute only a small subset of all the likely outcams of domestic violence, both 

for victims and perpetrators, PQmcularIy where children are involved d where the violmx 

i s  both frtquent and severe, 

We have seen about 48% of all damstic violenoe is sevm and one would thefore 

expect to find a relatively hi@ level of injuris among victims. This however is not always 

the case as the data in Table 3.7 indicaks. Six of the skldieg in our review mamed injuries 

raulting from domatic violence. Thres: of these - the US National Family Violence Re 

Survey, the US National Survey of F m i h  d HousehoIds d dx Alrrtralian G 4  

k i a l  Survey on VicthMion - found that the p p d m  of victims with injuria was no 

higher than 4%; by contrast, two studies - the US N a l i d  Violence Against Women Survey 

and the Canadian General Social Suwey on Victimidon - bud W the -on of 
vkhm with injuries could be as high as W/o, while one study - tbe US National Y d  

Survey - f d  that up to 20% of victims were injured. The subs tdd  arraong 

these different d i e s  - four of them based on represenhtive samples of the US pphhon - 
makes it d i M t  to form a coherent picture as b the scale of injuries rmdting h m  domestic 

v ioltnce. 



Table 3.7 Outmme af Physical Viol Men nnd Women 
Name of Stpdy Tneaheni.‘ " 

m Yam 
F W M  MtoF 

US National F d p  Yielence Re-Survey, 1985 0.4 3.0 
US N d n a l  S w e y  bf Pemilms & trawlrol 

US N a t i d  Ywth S w e y ,  f 992 1 3 5  Mlv  143v .................. ....................... . . . . . . . . .  ....................... ' 10.7pb '3.T 11.1% 
US National Vialern Against W6di$3Wy~199516 IS.& 41.C 3%v 
British Crime Suwey, 1996 ............. ........... 2.W) 

4.0(c) 
Canada, Alhrta Survey 1987 oh 
Wads, G w a l  Social Survey on V i c h k a h n ,  1999 13.0p c 40.0v " 3 . h  c 

Auatrali, hremiuml Social Scieace Survey 1 9 W  1.8 1.2 1.5 
kfinitionn F to M = Female to Male physical injuriedratmwt : M ta F = Male to F e d  physical 

injuries/trcaunent : p * mpndent is perpetcator : V = =spoadeM is i c h  : i = htermittem 
victim : c chronic victim : numbers which do nor h e  'V v" 9'' a w h d  to them are b a d  oa 
responses from both victims and ppmators combined. ' Data under heading 'Last Year' relates to any time in amm~ relationship 
Data under heading 'Last Year' relates ta most recmt physical assault 

C D m  d e r  beading 'Last Year' relates to any partner in last fiw years. 
For further details, see Tables A3.9 and 143.10 in the Appendix to Chapm The. 

Rtsults m the usage of medical servicm arising from domestic v i o b  are also somewhat 

inconclusive with four s i d k  - the US National Youth Survqr, 0x US Natiwal Violence 

Against Womtn Surv~y,  the British Crime Survey and the Canadian General Social Survey on 

Victimidon - suggesting tht 1Wh to 15% of victims go for medical treatment while thm 

sndics - the US Natiorurl Family V i d m  Re-Survey, the A l h i a  Survey in Canada and the 

Australian  in^^ Social Sci- Survey - suggest that the pqmlioa is 3% or less. As 

with other aspects of MC violence, the p v d e m e  of injmies and the uptake of &d 

Tuming to the cliffanoes betwben men and wanen, the results from five of the six shadtes in 

Table 3.7 d that, when the data is based on tbe self-qom of victrms, women are more 

liktly than men to report being injured as n result of domestic violence (see Table 3.7). In these 

five d q  women's likelihood of being injured is bttwttn mu and six times higher thm 

men's. The exception to ibis is  the Australian m t i d  Social Science Suwey which found 

~ m g l w m m o r e U c d y b b e i n j u r e d h w o r m e n  Overall,itisfairtoconcludethat women 

are more likely tban men to be in@ as a d t  of domestic violence. This is consistent with 

ik. n d t s  of clinic-based studies which dso indicate that, even in cases of muhIsll vi01mm, 

w m  are more likely to wae physical and psychological injuries than m&*. 
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In the case of treatment, six of the seven studies in Table 3.7 indicate that women are more 

WeIy than men to receive treatment for injuries sustained as a result of domestic violence. In 

four of these studies, wmen's iilrellhood of receiving treatment is between two and six times 

bigher h men's. This is c o n s h t  with the greater level of injuries mstamed by women, even 

talung into account the generally bwer uptake of medical keabment by m&! Once agaii, the 

Australian International Social Science S w e y  produced the surprising result that men were 

more k l y  than women to receive treatment as a result of domestic violence. 

Overall, our analysis of the outcome of domestic violence suggests that women are more lkely 

thsn men to sustain injuries and to receive treatment for those injuries, However the various 

studies provide little consensus as to the proporhon of men or women who are regularly injured 

or receive treahmnt. E b t e s  of the proportion of men and women victims who are injured 

can vary from less than 1% to around 40% while the proportion seeking medical help for those 

injuries also varies h m  less than 1% to around 15%. As with other dimensions of domestic 

violence, the study of outcomes is particularly sensitive to the different measurement tecbruques 

used and requires considerable caution in their interpretation. 

3.10 Context of Violence 

Domestic violence is sometimes conceptualised as thc problem of men assaulting women in the 

interest of ~~ a cuhraily prescribed position of dominance within the f d Y  2'. In thrs 

perspctjve it i s  irsfllmed that female violence in inhmk relakionshps is predominantly 

defensive or retahiary, rather than offensive. If women do initiate violence in a relationshp, 

then t h ~ s  is regarded as atypical female and is likely to be seen as "expressive" 

rather than " m e n t a l " .  

h order to explore this issue, a m b e r  of studies have tried to measure the context of domestic 

violence by &g ''which partner initiated the violence?". Five studies have collected data on 

this question (see Table 3.8); another study has also collected data on the m a n s  given by men 

and women for perpetrating violence agamt their partners (see Table 3.9). These questions are 

clearly part of ihe context for undmtmdhg domestic violence. However it is WO& bearing in 

mind that the context of domestic violence - as with other aspects of intimate relationships - is 

much more complex ban this and involves not j just the relationship itself and the behaviours, 

attitudes and emotions that have evolved within it over time but also the lager familial, social, 

26 McNely and RRobinso*Simpsoa 1987. 
'' Sue for example Pagelow, 1985. 
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economic and cultural context in which the reiatjonsh_lp is situated. N d e b  th q d m  

of who ini- domestic violmce and why can throw valuable light on the proctlep. 

Table 36 Inlrhtiom ofPbysh3 VMemcc ir Represtrtatlvc Samples of Men rmd Wmem 
: I n i ~ m O € ~  . . . . . .  

Last Year 
P b M  MtoF Camnot &umdur 

FtoM Mbof 
US N a W  Family Violence R e - S m y .  M 5  44.2~ 43 .7~  

527p 42.6~ 
US Nationrll Yowth Survey, 1992 4S.h 

38 .7~  
BritisbCrime s w e y .  lS196 2.0(i) 

2 .w~)  
Canada, BdmantonSuwcyl 1983184 ............ 42.3va 26.6~' .............. ..... 73-4~*  5 7 . 7 ~ ~  
Cam&, Alberta SW 5l.& 

67.w 
Definitions: F to M - Femak tn Malt initiation of physicd violence : M to F = Male to Female 

initiation of physical violence : p = respondent is ptrpeirator : v - mpmdent is v i d h  : i = 
jntermjttent victim : c - chronic victim : n u m b  which do not have "v" a d  '3" attached to 
them are based on respoms from b ~ t b  victims a d  --tors combined. ' Data under heading 'Last Year' relates to any time in current relationship 

For further details, see Table A3.11 ia the Appendix to Chapter Three. 

The m d t s  in Table 3,8 shows that women are consistently mwe likely than men to initiate 

d o d c  viohot; the only exceptim is "ch-mk victims" in the British Crime Survey where 

men and women are equdy likely to initiate v i o l e n ~ ~ ~ .  This m h  holds true whether the 

data is based on the self-repmts of victims m pptmiors and is in h with other m e y s 3 ' .  

Ttus c l d y  q w h m  the notion h t  women's violence is largely rdaliatory or defensive, 

Further insight into the context of danestic violmm is provided by tk otle sbudy - the British 

MOW S w e y  - which examined the rcasoas given by men and women for being violent to 

their partners. As ed in Table 3.9, the thm m& reasons for perpetratiog domestic 

violence are fruddon, control, and dia l ion .  
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Saurcs: h r h d  &m -0 et al. 19%: Table V, p.409. 

Both men and women cite b s l m h  as their main m n  for being violeat, altbgh men (64%) 

are mare likely than women (53%) to give this as a reason. Conb.dling their partlrer is aim m 
impartant -a for dwnestic violence, with men (36%) somewhat more likely tban women 

(3W) to give this as a reason. Similar of men (34%) aud women (30%) also give 

retaliation as a m n  for dom&c violeaoe. Thee reasons are not mutually exclusive and it is 

possible that specific acts of violeoce m y  bt prompted by alI three reasws3'. FinallyI men are 

much more b W y  than women (35% U& to 13%) to cite the '%dueme of dcohol'' as a 

msm for being violent. This patteam of fin- shows that men and women engage in violence 

for broadly similar reasws - hstraton, -1 and disrtion - with mm more likely than 

women to cite all of these moas.  Men's violencef according to these findiogs, seems to be no 

more "i?lstnrmental" than women's just as wonm's is no m m  "expmsivcn than men's. 
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3.11 Summary and Conclusion 

This chapter reported on the prevalence of domestic violence as revealed in tbirteen major 

studes. These studes were selected because they meet the two key criteria necessary for 

yielding reliable infmmatiw on the prevalence of domestic violence: (1 ) the studies include both 

men and women and their experiences of domestic violence, either as victims, perpetrators or 

bo* and (2) the studies are based on representative samples of the population and adhere to 

random sampling prmectuxes. 

Prevalence rates are typically measured with reference to relationships in both the last year and 

over a Life-time. The results of the studies show that, over the last year, women are either more 

likely than men to Met physical violence (as shown by 8 out of l2 studies) or equally hkely (as 

shown by 3 of the 12 stuhes); only one study showed a different pattern b this. Four studies 

contain data on life-time prevalence and these show a reverse pattern with men being more 

likely than women to infiict physical violence. Thc reasons for the contrast between last year 

and life-time prevalence are not obvious but may be part of a trend over time towards gender 

equality in rates of dommtic violence either because women are becoming more violent, men are 

becoming less violence or perhaps a combination of both. Whatever the explanatim the fmdmg 

that women are at l& as lrkely as men to inhct physical violence in the past year is skongly 

corroborated by the different studes reviewed here. 

The overall prevalence of domestic violence in the diffenent societies - US, UK, Canada, 

Austrrtlia and New Zedand - ranges from 5% to 20% of all intimate relationships with much 

hgher rates among people who are young, single, dating, cohabiting or separated md 

correspondingly lower rates among people who are married and older. Three studies throw light 

on the cmpsition of domesiic violence and are fairly consistent in showing that about half of 

aI1 domestic violence is mutual; as regards the other half, the studies show that female-only 

violence is either equal to or greater than male -only violence. 

Severe physical violence involves acts such as kicking, biting, beating, choking, etc. and 

constitutes around 40% of total physical violence. The studies crmsistently show that, w i t h  the 

past year, women used more severe acts of violence against men than men did against women 

although, as wih all measurements of domestic violence, h s  is heavily tnffuenced by the 

wording of differeni types of a b w  ancl the mpomes of men and women to that wording. 
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Nine studes measured psychological violence and seven of these show that women are more 

likely to papetrate psychobgical violence than men. The different ways in which men and 

women experience psychologic a1 violence is neatly rllwtmkd in the British Crime survey which 

shows that men are more llkely to be "sworn at or whereas women are more likely to 

have had hngs  said to them that "fhghtened you such as threatening to ham you or someone 

close to you"33. 

S e d  violence is normally und& as forcmg a person to have sex without their consent 

and the three studies which measure this show consistently that women are its main victims. 

Six studies measure the frequency of violence and hund that, within the last year, domestic 

violence occurred between five and tea times witb women tending to perpetrate at least as 

frequently as men. Over a life time, the pattern is reversed with men tending to perpetrate 

more frequently than women. This is smdar to findings on the prevalence of total physical 

violence and, as already suggestad, may be part of a bmd towards gmdm equality in 

domestic violence. 

The outcomes of domestic violence were measwed in eight studies by asking respondents 

about physical injuries sustained and m e d a l  trdment received. The results show that 

women are more likely than men to sustain injuries and to receive treatment as a result of 

domestic violence. However the various studies provide little consensus as to the proportion 

of men or women who are regularly injured or rewivc treatment for those injuries. The 

proportion of men and women victims who are injured can, depending on the study, vary 

from less than 1% to around 40% while the proportion seeking mdcal  help fw those injuries 

can also vary h m  less than 1% to around 15%. 

Five dudes examined the question ' tvhch partner initiated tbe violence?" and show, with 

one exception, that women are consistently more likely than men to initiate domestic 

violence. One study also examined the reasons for bemg violent and this shows hat men and 

women are violent to their partners for broadly d a r  reasons - hstration, cmhi  and 

rekhhm- with men more likely than women to cite all, of these reasofis. 

These hdmgs are dficult to reconcile with the fact that women are far more likely than men 

to present as victims of domestic violence to the accident and emergency &partmen& of 

hospitals, to refuges for abused women, to police stations, and tre&nent clinics. Other 
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d e m  have wtd &is tension between colrrrmitybwd surveys using rcprcscntative 

samples of the ppdation (such as those which form the h i s  of this chapter] and clinic- 

M m e y s  using self-seW populatb~~~: "Cornunity studies have consistently 

q m k d  that mart women thsn men are physically violent toward n partner. Clinical studies 

have c o ~ t l y  implied that more men than wmen are physically violent towards a 

-6. 

In hying to W the tension between these two hdmgs it is h p o r h t  not tu d k n k  e i k  

of them as insignifcant. In order to build a bridge of lredatanding between tk two results, 

it is hportmt to b a r  f ~ w  facm h mind, First, the most extrane forms of domestic 
viohce - whether of men against women or vice versa - may not be bhxkd in 

representative w e y s  of the type reviewed hem. h other words, ihm may h & m i c  h 

of &-tic violence against w o r n  which canncrt be capbed in these surveys and which 

would account for their higher repmentaiion in clinic-hmed studies. Second, notwithstanding 

the higher level of physical a& psychdugical violence of women against mm, the sllrveys 

reviewed h also show that # y h l l y  viol- mm inflict more bjmk on women vice 

v e m ~  That would help to explain the greater W of d c e s  by women victims of d o m d c  

violence. Third, mak v i d h  of domestic vidence m y  face much greater bsrriers to 

services than female victims b u s e  of a widespread dwal  belief tbat 'm, m wculd ever 

allow himself to h abed by a women' and cunvemly, 'no woman would wer m t e  

abuse on a man'. Fourth, there is n much grater mge of h c e s  for female victims of 

doolestic violmm h for mate victims and, 6.om s statislical point of view, hi allows 

dam+ viduwe against women to kmm m visible. By mtmst, there are vimdy no 

&ces for male victims of domestie vidmce and this may be conducive to drawing the 

mmow co~~lusion ttaat Ume are no male victims either. 

T h e  cmdemiim are not daigned to provide an exhaustive explanation of why the results 

of statistidy reliable surveys of d m d c  violence are so at v h c e  with the &Q of self- 

selected v l c s  of people who use services for the victims of domestic violence or who 

report domestic violence to the police. However they do suggest that k findings m 

longer be ignored and that domestic violence is a issue which afk& men as much as W- 

both as victims and as W m .  In this sense, d m m t k  violewe is not a women's issue or 

a mm's issue but a relationships issue. 

'' M@l et al., 1997376. 
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Chapter Four 

What Are The Factors Associated With Domestic Violence? 

" Wlren rtmtmeni goads yolr to anger, remember that nngw is a fake imitation offortihrde, and 

fo~iihrde is the anti* of anger". 

Desi-W Eramus (1 466- 15 36) 

Tbis chapter examines some of the hctors which ratarch has found to be associated with 

domestic violence and draws u p n  of fie prevailing paradigms that have ken U& to 

explain it. h order to make h e  m h  findings as accessible d useful as possible we have 

0rganw.d tbe c m  into five main -11s  COY^ the factors m i a t s d  with mutual 
violeoce betweem rnen d women ( d o n  4.21, as well as be individual c W s t i a  of male 
perpetraters (section 4.31, female ptrpctrators (section 4-41, male victims ( d o n  4.5) aad 

female victims (section 4.6). In wder to caphae the m p e  of research in ?his &Id we present 

the fiadings in each d o n  under the following headings: age, marital and panmiiq status, 

&-economic xtatus, farnily of origin, and psychological 1 pathological cornlam. As we shall 

see, not all of the ~esearch findings are in agreement with each oher although some cornman 

f m  cmage cofisistendy and it is hest which are rnM uscM in helpmg to cIarify the known 

forctors d t d  with domestic violence. 

4,2 Mutual Abuse 

We know fmm our review in Chapter Three lh t  rmch domestic violence is mumal. With Few 

exceptions, m u i d  violence is siguifiantly m m  likely than either domestic violence by men 

only against women or by women only agak t  men. The research Findings indicate that between 

a third d a half of a 1  damstic violence involves mutual abuse. For example data from the 

1985 US National FamiIy Violence Re-survey show th& "of the 825 -dents who 

e x p e r i d  me or more awdts ,  both pwhes engaged in violence in 49% of the cases. . . . 
These results are similar to those found in the first National Farnib Violeme Survey (Straus, 

1980)"'. Similar& were found i n k  1981 &dYhcalBary,canada2;the 1987 study io 

Al- canada3; and the 199W slavey in ~ u d r a k ' .  According to tbc Ausldhn t a n  of 
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-km 44Vidence m in coupla. In wa 50% of partnerships in which violme occurred 

both patmm tach atha"'. Otba sumys repod similar or h i g h  findings; for example a 

survey of coupk s e e  marital tlwapy found that "86% of aggresion reported by the couples 

in this w l e  was F8cipdnQ.  Indeed m e  study based on a sample of datrng students found 

thtvict imisat ionwasthelargwtprcdictorof~ fmbothmenand waned. 

T h  d t y  of mutual domestic viol- is itself likdy to Be highiy d i v m  and i b e e  variants 

may be noted. FiFSt, it is bi@y Wrtly h t  thae are cases wkreby he mzltual violence is almost 

exclusively d e  with tfae woman r d h h g  in s d f - d e b  on an m q u e n t  basis; n these 

hstances, the w m m ' s  d t s  are iikely to be more minor and jwtihbly dfdefmsivc in the 

context of  the v i o h e  king inflided upw her. Second, there a ~ e  couples where the violence 

ismore~to'muRlaJcombat'withboth~ersusingsimilaractsd~~gasmuck~s 

responding, and usuaHy wing only minor d t s  Thd, m still othw oouplcs there is likely to 

be much greater use of a w d t s  by women with the male partner responding i n h p d y  and 

p h q s  less severely. It is clear dm&re &at mtaal $wnestic violme is a rather 

hetmogmus categoay and this needs to be borne m mind in &is &m 

4.21 Age 

One of the more robust findings to emerge from a n d r  of ddi-nt research studies is that 

violence is considerably hlgher amwg younger couple than older couples. For 
example, the MORI study in the UK found that "the reported imidence of either sushind or 

inflicted victimisation was highest for the youngest age group and &xrased with agen8. In the 

Fast US National F a d y  Violence Survey (197576) which U& m&d or cohabiting cwpk 

as its sample, it was f d  that viol- was most pwlent in younger hdk, pdcuhdy 

t k  u m h  309. The Calm S u m y  found that mutual violme "is pronamed particularly 

among younger couples and among those &ed bss than eight yam'p10. These h d h g s  have 

led one p u p  of resauchm to suggest that "the origin of spouse abuse and a cowanitant 

weakening of marital bonds appear to be rooted in the formative stages of &age"". Straus 

and his c o l l q u a  (1980) give four possible explanations for the higher level of abuse arnoag 

yomg cauples: (1) hi ymgm peopie are m m  violence prone; (2) that younger mhga 

Hcady , swIt&&V~1999 .  
M+. 
M h@uickm&Viviap. 1992:1183. 
' Bdweh,  Frieae, Smith Br Rym, 1992. 
a Canado et al.. 19%:40W 
S m u a a l , 1 9 W 1 4 3 ; ~ b S l e t s & ~ 1 9 9 1 ; ~ , ~ ~ & V i v i a n ,  1992. 

l0 Bidd&& tupri, 1988:429. 
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invdvc two people le;wing to live wit& m e  h e r ,  going through frequent and o k n  WC 
changes; (3) tbat younger marriages are more likely to break up; and (4) tbat violence jn the 

family is &ing". As it turns art, the latter cause qpws to have been disproven by the 

seoond US National Fardy Violence Resurvey (1 985) which showed that prevalence rates were 

mmdably similar to the first US National F d y  Violence S w e y  (1 975-76). However otha 

rcsembers have analysed data from the two American N a t i d  F- Violence Surveys and 

were unable to explain the association W e m  age and marid videfl~c'~. The ady 

qualification to the strong association between youth atad mutual domestic v i o b  is that 

couples in retirement also show relatively high rates of -ion towards each other. For 

example, tbe M g a y  S w e y  did s q a m k  d y s i s  of olda awples a d  f d  tbat couples in 

the retirement stage had a miderably h* incideace rate tfian cmpk in the pre-dmnmt 

stage, Thus %there is sume evidence that age and intapousal *h are -14 

S h h l y  results from the British C* Survey h d  tbat, "altbougb risks of prhw assault 

dscrcase with age for both men d w o w  they do not disappear - a r d  1% of the over 45s 

bad ben d t e d  by a partner in the last yd"'. However the aveaall weight of evidence 

q e s t s  that mutual violence is much m likely m n g  men and women. 

4 2 2  Marits/ and Pamndlng Status 

divorced or widowed. One of the w n s k t d y  robust findings about mutual domestic 

violewe is W it t a d s  to be bighest among whabiting couple and lowest among married 

couples with dating and diwrced couples holding an intermdate. position between these two 

In the C d p y  shady, it was found tbt cohabiting couples had double the violence 

rak of those who were d6, while in the Gemral Social Smey on V i c h i d o n  in C& 

"fear percent of t h e  living in commmlaw uniom reported qowal violence compared to only 

1% of tfiose who wem married This was the case regardless of whether the victim was male or 

female'"7. Similarly the 1985 US N&nd Family Violence Resurvey found that cohabiting 

cwplesbad~~estassauttrateovdandwellaheadofdedanddatingcouples18. This 

study also W that the severity of violence was greatest among cohabiting couples: "Not only 

are mhabiting m p l a  at greatest risk for violence, but in addition the most dangerous forms of 

1 1  OZeary, Bariin& Arias, R.mmhaum, Malane & Tq~ee. 1989. 
l2  Smus,Gdes& S w W ,  1980:143. 
13 

suitof, Pillemer & S-, 1990:316. 
'* %nkhff& Lupri 1988:429. '' MirrIaes-Black, 1999:28. 
16 Briukmhff & Lupri, 1988; see also L a w  & Gwarmgr-Gibbs. 1985. 
l' Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics. 2000: 15 
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violence occw when individuals cohabit. This is trve because severe violence thai is carried out 

by both partners is most cornmoll in cohabiting relationships"'9. Although few of the surveys 

under review included data on divorced and separated persons, other research has found that this 

p u p  has a relatively high rate of mutual domestic violence20. One explanation offered for the 

high risk of domestic violence among cohabitees is that "cohabiting couples m a y  be more likely 

to be isolated h m  heir network of kin than daiing and married couples ... whch might help to 

monitor violent hhaviour'" . The same authors suggested that the issue of control may be 

~ ~ 1 y  important for cohabiting couples: "The issue of control may not be as problematic 

among dating and married couples as it i s  among cohabiting couples ... but as dating 

relationships become more serious, control may take more precedence and violence may become 

more Freq~errt"~~.  Yet others have suggestad the constraining influence of marriage itself as an 

explanatory factor: "cohabiting couples may be more violent h married couples because they 

tend to share certain features that give rise to conflict, but they may lack some features of 

marriage that serve to constrain the mdct from d a t i n g  into physical assdtsW2'. 

Unlike marital status, h e  association between parenting skms and domestic violence is much 

less hghtforward and the results of research are somewhat inconsistent. In the Calgary study 

for example, childless couples had a higher incidence of domestic violence than couples with 

children although the authors suggest that this may be "'more a function of age and length of 

m&age than of being a By contrast, the h-st US Nat iod  Farmly Violence Survey 

(1975-76) found that "spouse abuse was low for men and women with no children, increased 

with each additional child up to six and was non-existent in homes with six or more childref12'. 

The British Crime Survey came up with a sirmlar result "perhaps suggesting children sometimes 

increase pmures in remonshiPs"26. 

One review of the literature proposed the following synthesis of the hk be twan  marital and 

parenting &itus: 'The myth that 'all married couples are at equal risk for violence' has b e n  

replaced by data showing that m e r  violence is wncenmcd among unmmied young men and 

women who cohabit and bear cluldren at a young age, especially young men and women who 

have a developmental hstory of conduct problems .... Rates of partner vioIence double among 

I S  Stets& Smus, 1990b:241; see alfo Yllo & Smus, 1981. 
stem & ~mus I ~ : z ~ s .  

20 N i m f f  & Bitmm, 1979. 
21 Stets & Suaua, iW%:241-2. 
2 2  ibid:242; see also f otaling & Straus, 1980; Arias et al., 1987: Stets & P i r e ,  1987. 
23  Moaa & Caspi, 1998:142. 
24 Brinkhoff & Lupri, 1988:426. 

Smtaur et al.. 1980:179. 
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youq couples who mve from dating into cohabiting and who bear cbildren at a ywng age. 

And so m s s i v e  behaviour bxmm highly stable arross the life course of individuals and is 

transmitted h genedon bo g d m  within ~ i e s ' ~ ' .  

The main research findings suggest that mutual domestic violence is more prevalent among 

lower socioaonomic group. Both of the US National. Family Violence Surveys came up with 

this d t 2 ?  me British crime Survey also found a strong assxiation between mutual domestic 

violeacc and howholds experiencing fiaancial e l t i e s :  100/6 of women and 12% of men 

living in these households had been assaulted in the previous The British MORI s w e y  

also found thatthat was higher (though d y  slightly) in lower s c c i o d c  groups3'. 

Othm studies report similar results". mdts do not imply that mutual domestic viok~lce 

is confined to lower mcioaoonomic group; only that h predence rata tend to be highcr. As 

the Calgary m e y  suggested "domestic violence is not limited to the lawer c b n 3 ' ;  h b d  

the &is of a US s t u h t  wwey fwnd that students €mm higbiname M e s  reported 

qmimcing more violence than othas but this was not a d o m  saa3ple3'. It seems safe to 

conclude tfierefore that dmmk viol- is more pwh t  in 1- sacioecwomic groups. 

The asswktion between mutual d o d c  violmx and family of wigin characteristics was 

explored in h Ausb.alian Mematid Social Science Suwey. Accozding to its authors: 

"mle who had vident parents were significantly more iikely than others to h violent to their 

own parmm d to be v i b  of violacc kmselvea On the other hand, a huge majority of 

people whose psrents were d e n t  do not assault their own poutner~"~'. 

425 PsychologhIiPathohgIcal Correlates 

Power: h e s t i c  violen~ is seen by many researchers as an expression of power. According to 

the authors of the fird US National Family Violence S w e y  in 1975-76: 'tiolence is used by the 

26 MMem43lack 1999:32. *' MoMn & Caspi, 1998:142. 
Smu et aL. 1980:Chart 10: Stets & Straus, 1 M 2 3 2 .  
Mirrless-Black, 1%. 
CarradP a al., 1996:W. 

3' Chxdiet al., 1WZ Sws& EImhmm 1991; CanadaGadrcfor J u m b S ~ ~ H ) [ ) O .  
Whff & LupZ 1-426. 
h & G w a r m s y . G W  1985. 

j4 Headsy. Socfft & deVaua 20013. 



mst powerful f i l y  m b e r  as a means of legitimising his m her d o k t  position .,. less 
powuful members of the hmdy tend to rely on violence as a d o n  to their own lack of 

pdciption in the folmiy decision making process'JS. h a study by Colman and Straw 

(19863, it was suggested that those couples who are egalitarian (29%) a d  make decisions 

to@# h d  the lowest rates of conflict and violence, whilst male-dominant (9,4%0) and female - 
dominrtnt (7.5%) couples had the highest rates. When cwples agreed hi one or other should 

makc the dociims in thc Family, confiict and viobce were reduced; h~wever when conflict did 

occur in such fadies, it was aswiated with a much lugher risk of violence than a similar level 

of conflict in egalitarian families36. Power can be e x p d  through conbmlling behavim such 

as jealousy or demanding to h o w  the whaeabouts of the F at all times ad, a c c d h g  to 

one study, "Both women and men we= equally likely to -1-1 cqxriencing t k e  two forrs of 

controlling khaviour'". Other M e s  have also suggested that "Use of cmmlling kbviours 

and verbal abuse a m  to lx bi-directional m intimate relatimdip (Kasian and Pain-, 

1992)'". 

Alcohol: Alcohol intoxication has been linked to spouse batkxhg the ~ i s e  4 

of the link is wldg.  or emnple, tht ~ritish  rime Survey W a third of 

W t s  took place while the asdmt was under the influ- of aBcohL However h e  author 

of this study pointed out that 9 t  is not posible to say whether alcohol awed tbe violence, 

\NhetheT it conhibutd to it happen& or simply reflects a comlational effect (alcohol use may 

be higher amongst the p p  most likely to commit h)'''. Other research have also 

been at a loss to explain the causal connection between alcohol use and domestic violence and 

~ ~ a l c D b l i s b e t t e r ~ ~ a ~ o f ~ g c w ~ a g e t o c a n y o u t t h e a c t a n d / w a s  

a canvenient excuse oncc it has d' . It is atoo worth pointing ord that while PcohoI plays 

a role in many h a t i c  4% the majority take place without its 'assistance'. In the British 

MORI Survey, men wcre rrnach more likely than women to cite the influence of alcohol as m e  

of their reasans for violtnce against their parhe&*, 

35 Sunmetal., 19Mk193. 
36Colman&Straus, 1986; x e a l s o ~ & C u t I s y .  1986;hm 1994:173. 
37 M a o  h i m  for Justice Statistics. 2MW):lS. 

hum, 1994: 173. 
NiSQWff & B i i  1.979; Stet.$ & Hen- IWJ; Ems& Nick W& Mury &Milk 1W. 

40 Mh&e$-Black, 1999:46. 
" See Morley & M u l d ,  1W4. '* Cam& ot d., 199kTable 5. 
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Psychpathology: The Edmonton survey in Canada found a strong connection between the 

perpetration of domestic violence and the presence of psychopatho1ogicaI 

Their results, whch support a pathological rather than a sociological explanation of domestic 

violence, reveakd that "higher than expected proportions of those exhibiting violent behaviour 

had a psychiatric dmgnosis and the rate of violent behaviours in those with hagnoses (54.4%) 

significantly exceeds the rate in the remainder of the sample (1 5 .S% ). Pahcula rly hgh rates of 

violence are found in those whose alcoholism is cornbind w f i  antismid personality disorder 

andor recurrent dcpession (80-93%). Also at high risk for violence are those who have made 

suicide attempts (over 50%) and those who have been arrested for non-trai%c offences 

(65.9%)'*. Another study suggested &at domestic violence was related to patients with 

personahty disorder and s c h ~  but not to depression4s. 

4.2.6 Summary 

This review suggests that mutual domestic violence is fwnd mainly among younger couples and 

is strongly m i a t e d  with cohabitation; relative to other relatiomhps, marrktge seems to be a 

protection against mutual domestic violence although h s  may be a residual effect created by the 

&solution of vioknt marriages. Most of the evidence suggests W mutual domestic violence is 

associated with lower socio-economic status; however there seems to be no clear association 

between parentmg status and mutual domestic violence. Mutual violence is more k l y  to occur 

in relationshp which are either de-dominaflt or female-dominant and is least likely in 

egahnan rehhonships. Mutual domestic violence is also associated with alcohol use and 

psychological &,turban=. These findmgs provide support for a mioIogical understanding of 

mutual domestic violence (given its association with the dwkibution of power in relationships) 

as well as a pathologid model of dmmic violence (given its associatim with certain 

psychopathologicd characteristics). 

4.3 Male Perpetrators 

There is a substantial amount of research on male perpetrators. This is due in part to the existing 

consensus of domestic violence which assumes that, in the vast majority of cases, papelmtors 

are male. However it m y  also be due to the fact that the most serious physical and 

psychological injuries arising through domestic violence are m t e d  by men, 

43 Blmd & Om, 1986. 
44 ibid: 129. 
4' man & Ericsson, 1996. 
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4.3.7 Age 

Although youth seemed to predict domestic violence in the area of mutud abuse, a number of 

sturlles suggest that d e  perpetrators tend to be older men. For example, tbe CaIgary survey 

found that men who were between 30 and 45 years old were significantly more likely to be 

violent than either younger or older This study also found per@-ation among older 

retired men where "'husband-to-wife violence exceeded wife-bhusband violncc by a twetc- 

one The British Crime Survey also found that, "over half of domestic violence 

assaults against women are committed by a maIe aged between 30 rtnd 59. Attackers of chronic 

victims had a sligbtly older age profile than those of i t a d t e n t  

4.3.2 Marital and Parentin0 Status 

The British Crime S m e y  found that male perpetration was highest among men who were 

sep- or separated h m  their paxtnets; this c m w  with female perpetration which is 

highest among women who are cohabiting with their partners49. This seems to suggest that male 

perpetration is more likely to occur when a relationshp is breaking down (hence the hgher rate 

of separation among female victims) whereas female perpetration is more ldcely in an ongoing 

relahonshlp (hence the htgher rate of cohalntation among male victims). The same inference 

can be drawn from the results of the MORI Smey in the The diffmnt protile of male 

and female perpehtors may also reflect the "differential emotional reactions to separation on 

the part of mm and women, with women less likely t~ use violence than men to express their 

feelings in thls w n t d S 1 .  Given that M e  perpetration is m m  &ely in cohabitating 

relationships, the same author concludes that ''women's violence against men is, therefore, more 

hkely to be within the context of an ongoing re1ationshipd2. It is worth emphasising that male 

perpetration does not occur only jn the context of separation; it occurs in d d t a l  statuses but 

is more likely in the context of separation. 

13.3 Socio-economlc Status 

One indicator of socio-economic status i s  employment and the research evidence suggests a 

strong association W e e n  men who are unemployed or employed part-time and the pqAration 

46 Brinkerboff & Lupri, 1988:426. 
47 jbik424. 
48 Mirrlees-Black, 1999:43. 
49 Mitrlw-Black, 1W. 
5 0 ~ d e r a ~ ,  1%. 
I Mirrlm-Black, 199930. 

** ibid. 
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of dome& violcmx. The 1975-6 US N a h d  Family Violence Survey found that unem ploy cd 

area were twice as likely to use severe violence on heir wives as men employed fulLtime, and 

men employed part-tim had a rate of wife-krhg three t i m t s  the rate for full-time employed 

d3. The mast v io l a  h- were those who had gmdwated From high school whems 

the l& violent were either grammu school dropouts or men with some college adueatiod*. In 

so= resptcts this h h g  is similar to the socio-economic profile of male perpetrators in the 

New Zealand study which found that severely violent men were more likely than their k l e  

countupark to be poorly educated, chronically unemployed and to lack wial network support. 

"On average, men who were perpetraton had three fewer social support r w o w  than the 

sample as a whole'ds. 

4.3.4 Family of Origin 

The research evidence suggests that male are more likely to have been abused as 

children and are m m  likely to have w i t n d  pmtd spome abuse in h e i r  familk of origins6. 

"'According to the Violence Against W- Survey (1993h men who whesed violemx by 

lkeirfatherswactbrectimts more l i k d y t h m m m w i t h o u t ~ c h i l ~ ~ e s t o  be 

violent toward kir wives (Rod- 1994)'". 

Attitudes: It bas bsea h d  t h l  &C have more tolerant attitudes towards vio1ence 

and verbal aggression thaD the population in as well as more tolerant attitudes to 

s p u s e a b a s e i n ~ .  

Power: We have already seen that h q d i t i e s  in power rue associated with mutual domesric 

viol-. This is also true of male pcrpetrortors. The results of the fmt US National Farmly 

VideMce Sarvey (1975-76) found that d e  papetration tends to wna in households where ''the 

husband is chinant in decisions, the wifk is a funtime housewife and the wife k very 

worried about economic ~ecurity"~'. However, the reverse can also be the case in that h u s h d s  

who do not conid decision-makmg, are and m lacking in ~ l f -  are also 

53 Smu bi d, 1980: 150. 
ibid146. 
Magdol et al., 19W:76. 

56 Rose&am&O'L.&ry, 1981; maIsoO'Leaty CCurley. 1986. 
Chada C m  for Justice Statistics, 2000:16. 
~ookwala, Ftieae, Smith BC ~yan 1992. 
b a l l  & Hulmn, 1992; Romhm & OZeary. 1981. 
Smus et al., 1980:204. 
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inclined to be abusive6'. "Powerlessness rather than power soems to be implicated in male use of 

intimate violence, and m- itself rather tban gender politics seems to be the most crucial 

factor in such violenced2; as a consequence, "assaultive males report feeling powerless in 

respect to their intimate p;irtnas (ht ton & Strachan, 1987)'"'. The common thread in these 

findings seem- to be that inegalltarian relatiodps tend to be more abusive than tgdicarian 

r e l a t j e .  

W o l  & Drug-Abuse: Many researchas regard alcohol as a sigdimt contributory hctm in 

male pcrpctmtionM, prtrticuhly wah heavy dnnking Ttae Britisb Crime Survey dso 

found that drugs were a factor in a miwrity of cases: "8% of female victims of chxorric 

domestic violence said their assailant was under the * e m  of drugs at the time of the last 

assault, corn@ to 5% of tk hermittent victimA6. 

Psychopathology: The research evidence suggests that male perpetratrrrs are more likely to have 

some psychopathology to the avaage population of men. T k e  is strmg evidence 

that h e  majority of men who are e i k  court-dared m self-re- fbr wife assault do have 

dmgwmble pychdogical pathology. h studies of d t i v e  males, about 80Dh-90% of both 
oourt-refd rubd self-referred men exhibited diagMwable psychopahology, typically 

pmdhy disorders @u#on, 1994; D u t t ~ l  & Stwmmki, 1994; Hambager & Hastings, 

1986,1989; Hart, Duttm & Newlove, 1993; Hahgs & Hmhdxr, 1988; Saudm, 1W). 

of personaLity chda in the g a d  populatim would be mwe in the 15%-20% 

range (Kernbag, 1977; Zimmmmn & Corytll, 1989yd7. The same author adds: "Pakiarchy 

d m s  not elicit violence against women in any direct fashion. Rather, it may provide the values 

and attitudes hat pmditydkordered men can exploit to j d f y  their h of womennbE. 

Thc Dun& study in New Z h b d  formd that "although women r e p ?  more p a y e t d o n  of 

pbysical d e n r e  h men, the personal characbwistics of male are the most 

deviant and are c;on&mt with the profile that has emerged from clinical research on male 

peapetrators @inwiddie, 1992; R o b & ,  1 9 ~ 7 ) ~ ' .  This study dso found that, m n g  

61 b l l &  H u h n ,  1992; Rapeabaum & O'Laary, 1981 . 
m 1994:177. 

'' M 1 7 4 .  
M h U  & H u h a  1W2; Rowdmum & OZsary, 198 1; Kaufmm Kapm & Smw, 1987. 
Canada C m  fot Justice S ~ t i s d c s ,  2Qa0: 16. 

66 Mirrlees-Black, tW9:46. 
67 DutMn 1994:176. 
68 iw 

69 Magdol et al., 1997:76. 



pqxtmtorn of severe phys id  violence, men had m m  extreme levels than w o r n  of clinically 

relevant charaEtmMcs such as plydrug abuse, antisocial personality disorrla and dep9ssim70. 

Our rwiew of the evidence suggats that male papemon tmd to bc in the age range of 30 to 

50 years, to be wpmted or separahiag b m  their parbm, to corrae h Iower smioeconomic 

backgrounds and to be have a relatively p r  employment record. They are dso likely to cxlme 

lhmabusive ~ y k k g m d s m d , p e r b s p s m M b  this, to havemmtohntattitudes 

towards viofencc a d  aggression. Male perpetrrdors also tend to be either dominarrt or 

dominated in their current relatiodip and are much more likely h &a men - or indeed 

female pqdmtors - to show sp@om of psychapatholo~ sucb a W i t y  disorder or 

dep&m Thme r h m c t h h s  suggest. that male perpetratws are strongly infiutncod by n 

disruptive family bakgmmd, have a poor reldonship with their cun~nt pariner and are 

relatively dhhanbged vis h vis other men 

4.4 Female Perpetrators 

Unlike male perpehtors, there is relatively M e  research m female pqekators. Again this is 

due, at least in part, to the existing cmsmm m domestic violence which assurmes that, in the 

vast majority of c a q  womtn only use domestic violence in m l f - d e b  wbid~ is not 

w o n "  in its pm sense. Howwer, as we have seen in Chapter Three, there is a god 

deal of resarch e v i b  to suggest that women perpmak violence against mm in situtitiom 

that amat be char&&d as df-&fence7'. "It ~t likely thaf a m norm of men not 

hitting w m  enables to eaga%e in physid that might not otherwise have 

occurrad... .. women's -ion can be e x p W  in tarns of two sets of beliefs about how 
mm s h d d  trat their wives or partners. In western nstionq there will bt a greater impact of 

the mm of dkppval  of men's p h f i d  toward women and a lesser impact of 

pabkcM values,, .. Female -ion incrca ses... whae thae are modem scrmlar liberal 
mhm bogether with 6cwomic and familial -on of women. Most of the sRldies 

hdq kquent female phw -on wen l& in such conditi~ns'"~. 

70 

7 1  For example S- ad, 1980; SlsPs & S l m ~ ,  19908: Morse, 1M; L@, 118; hhhrk 
1992. 
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There is also research evidence that women in lesbian relatiohps pepetrate violence against 

other wmed3,  more so than gay men do against their p ~ 7 d .  "Lesbiitns were more likely to 

be classified as victims and perpetrators of violence than gay men;. ..when items were weightd 

to create an inhcatw of severity, no significant difirences W e e n  lesbians and gay men were 

fo~nd'"~. However, the US National Violence Against W m e n  Survey found that 11.4% of 

m e - s e x  cohabiting women reported being victimized (at some time in their life) by a female 

partner, while 15.4% of same-sex cohabiting men reported being victimized (at some time in 

their Life) by a male partner76. 

4-17 Age 

A number of studes show that female perpetrators tend to be younger women, usually under 30 

years old. This is the clear h d m g  of the Cdgary w e y  in Canada which showed that women 

under 30 were lskely to be more violent than older women, and were nearly twice as likely to 

perpetrate violence against their partners than heir partners were against them, (18.0% vs 

9.9%)??. Similar results have emerged from other &udes7'. An irnpm-tant exception to these 

findings emerged from the British Crime Survey which found that about half of the physical 

ass& committed by women against male partners were committed by those aged between 16 

and 29 while t k  other half were commrtted by women aged 30 to 59, with no difference 

between chronic and intermittent victims79. 

4.4.2 Marital and Parenting Status 

Cohabitation is a factor associated with f d e  perpehtion and has a stronger influence than it 

has on male ppetrahon. According to the Calgary study in Canadas0, cohabiting female 

respondents were significantly more likely to perpetmte violent acts than were married krnales 

(20.9% vs 12.7%). They were also more likely to papetrate violent acts than cohabiting male 

perpetrators (20.9% vs 1 1.6%). The same results were reported by the British Gme Survey 

which found that cohabiting men (8%) were at much greater risk of victimisation by their female 

partners than married men (3%)". 

73 Uutton. 1W4; Lie & Gentlewarrior, 1991; Bologna, W a r n  & Dawsrm, 1987. 
74 Wddna-Haugrud Gralch & Magnder, 1987: 173. 
75 ibid 

ljaden & Thoennes, 2000c:30. 
77 Brinkerhoff & Lupri. 1988:426. 

See for example Sommer, Barnes & Murray, 1992; Malune, Tytee & O'Leary, 1989; QZeary et ai., 1989; Stetq 
1990. 
79 Mirrlees-Black. 1999:43. 

Brinkaha!T& Lupri. 1988:426. 
'l MWee+Black, 1999:72 &74. 
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4.4.3 Socio-economic Status 

The research evidence, partlicularly horn tb.e two US National Farmly Violence Susveys, 

s ~ s t s  that &re are  two main types of female perptator. The fmt is women who are blue 

collar and married. This is clear from the 1975 US National F d y  Violence k e y  which 

found that ''the most violent wives are hose who h d  not coraplete htgh school"z2. Tbis study 

also found that the c ~ e r i s t i c s  duch are important for husband beating included h e  wife 

being a manual workerR3. However more W e d  analysis of the 1985 US National F d y  

Violence Resurvey - which focused on the interaction between mio-economic status and 

marital status - found a s e c d  type of female pqemtor, namely women wha are white c o b  

and either da- or cohabitings4. However, the latter type may have resulted from the growth in 

cohabitation in the ten years after the iirst type was identified. The Calgary sabdy in Canada also 

found a sub-group of female perpetrators among hgher earning educated couples and also found 

that 'kmen who were employed full-time were somewhat more likely to report violence 

against their husbands &an women who worked for pay part-time and those who were 

Thus female p e r n o n  seems to be duenced by the interaction of h t h  

socio-economic status and miui tal status. Other studies typzcally offer scant information on the 

socio-economic cbaractahics of female pqetmtm. 

4.4.4 Family of Origin 

There are relatively few stuches which secrn to have investigatad ths dimension h t  the first US 

N a t i d  Family Violence Survey (1975-75) offered the following profile of the female abuser: 

''the abusive wife was physically punished age thirteen specifically by her father; and she also 

grew up in f d y  in which mother hit &heys6. Other researchers have found that female 

pepetmtim is associated with the following variables: bcing a victim of physical assault in m 

adolescent romantic rehornhip; weak emotional ties; low levels of alcohoVdrug use; and 

opporhnity to aggressR7. A variety of non-random samples have found that family of origin 

was not a critical factor of women in abusive re lat i~nshr~s~~ but it is doubtful if these should be 

given the same weight as the random sample of the US National Family Violence Survey. 

Smus et al., 1980:146. 
R1.  . lb1d204. 
" Skts & St- I990:232. 

Brinkerfioff & Lupri, 1988:424. 
Smus et al., 1980:204. 

" White & H q h y  , 1994. 
S S  OZeary &Curley, 1986. 
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Power: There is an extensive amml of march d commentary on the link between power 

and domestic violence. Ollr mvbv of tk -h evdence in h e  previous w 3 h s  sugpts 

that domestic violence is more likely to occur in male ' ' 'A d fdtdominatad 

relationdip and is 1- likely to occur in egalitarian alatiombp. As such, domestic 

violence can be just as mu& an expression of women's power as of men's power. It is 
s o m e t i m e s ~ e d ~ t r r a o s t f e m s l e ~ m ~ a ~ t o p o w a h m a n d o c c u r s  

only in the context of self-defence. Howeva the evi- does not support this view. We have 

alreadysemin Chapter Three t b a t ~ ~ ~ a r e ~ ~ l i l r e l y , m ~ o w n ~ i o n , t o ~  

violence in the relationship as their male partner. The British MORI mdy found that male and 

female perpehhs gave h d y  similar reasons for inflicting violence on their pin#. In fwt 

the most frequently cited mamn for pffpdration was that this was the "only way to get through 

to" their partners (53% of wclmen gave this as the reason w m p d  to 64% of men). According 

to the audmx "Even al the pkmtially most smious level of d t  d y  me woman m three 

identified selfdefence or retaliation as a reason for &eir asa~I t ' ' ~ .  Sinvilarfy G d e z  (1 997) 

asked women students why they assaulted their male p ~ n e r s  and the most common reason 

given was a spntanmus &W to ikhtion. h a daring sample, rnale victims tbbugbi 

fanale aggrcsson wanted to show how angry they were and wanted to retaliate for feeling 

d o n a l l y  hurthurt or female perpetrators agreed but said hq wanted to get conlml 

too. Male cited jealousy morc often than fanale pe@mhmQ'. 

P s y c h ~ o l o g y :  The & rwiwd earlier in this chapter suggds tlm male perpetrators 

may have more pronounced pthoiogical c k a d m k h  than fanale ppehtors .  However, the 

rmlts of a Canadian survey found d ~ a i  female perpetrators tend to be young women who are 

"highly anxious, dml,  &same, prom to dmg d m  dcohol ~ ~ ~ 2 .  Tbe 

Edmonton w e y ,  also in Camda, came up with a similar protile93. These Cllnadian stlmdies 

also found W fa-& can be tmgh-noinded, m&g, h i t i v c ,  arad antisuciap*. 

Some studies a l s  suggat that fwtlale are more likely than men to use we- in 

MC v i 0 1 ~ ~ ~ .  

Cart& a al., 1996, Table 5. 
~ 4 1 0 .  

'' F-, Wrigbt, Woyd, & S b s t i a n ,  1991. 
BarnPB& Minay, 1992:1321. 

93 B M  and Om, 1986. 
S m r m ,  B- & Munay, 1992; B M  & OIQ 1986; m a h  0'- & &lesl& 1990. 

P5 fa example, Rohts, OTmla Raphatl Lawmm & ksbby. 1 M. 
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The resea~ch evidence suggests that f d e  pecpetrators tend to be purger women, d y  

mder 30. The research also s u w t s  Mat therc may be two different types of m e  

pepbtor :  one is a blue collar women who is manied and the &r is a white collar women 

who is cohabiting or However, Mer type may have radtai b m  the growth in 

cobabitatim in the ten years after the first type was identified. Thae is ljmited evidence on the 

family of origin of female perpctratoFs but one study bund b t  they had pasonaleqdence of 

victimidon as young girls and may also h v e  seen their mother hi#ing their Mher. Female 

ppe#ors to have a less psychopatbobgid profite than male -ors but their 

reasons for inflicting violence on their ptnm tend to be similar and are not p r h d y  self- 

defence. These findings draw attention to the impbuce of power in he perpeh.atim of 

domestic violence and suggest that s a d  &er than pablogiml facton may be the main 

influences on f d e  pm-@rators. 

4.5 Male Victims 

W vidims T& to those men who suffer violence 6mn their &male partners 

without rdiating Even though the eviden~e of research shows that here are mate v i d m  in a 

substantial pPoportion of violent relation&& there has ken  relatively little research on t h ~  

IlKa 

The main source of data w the age of d e  victims coma from the 1996 Bitish Crime S w e y .  

Most male victims, like their M e  counterparto, arc in the 20-40 age bracket. Within that 

in the British Crime Survey, "the peak age fur mle-vi& was 20 to 24: 9.2% said 

they h d  beea assaulted in dx pviow year"96. Similarly, the Q d a  General Social Science 

Survey on Vichkt ion  indicated that most male victims wae between 25 and 3s9'. 

4.62 Marital and Pamtlng Status 

Male v ic th ,  lilce their fernale couotaparts, am least likely to be married, and are most likely to 

be separated., divorced or &biting. That is h clear m i n g  of both the B r i d  Cake Sltrvey 

md the UK MORI S I K V ~ ~ !  However them is mx significant clifkencc in the marital status of 

'6 Mirrlees-BIa& iW:28. 
9 7 ~  cemta for ~ustice ~mkiics, t000:15. 
9' Mirrlses-Ehk+ 19w h d o  et al., 1% 



d e  and fanale victim. In the British Crime Survey the highest risk catcgory for male victims 

is cohabitation (7.7O/4 whereas the hlghest risk cakp ry  for fanale victim is separation 

(21.6%). 'Zhis seems to suggest hat women, remain married or cohabiting with a male that does 

not assault them, but who they can assault without fear that he will bmk up the relationship 

because of her assaultiveness. Male victims are more b l y  to stay in a violent relationship 

than f d  victim possibly W, as suggested by one group of rwcarchers, of d~ "social 

~ma~ceplability of males king victims of d o r i c  how- it m y  also be due to a 

desire to protect children h m  a violent mther. 

4.63 Sociogconomic Status 

The results of the d i b t  stuck produde a somefthat konsistmt p f d e  of the socio- 

economic status of male victims. On the one baad there m studies which show that male 

victimisation is more likely among lower so&-economic mm. For e e e  the 1975 US 

National Family Violence Survey found that "men who have not completed high &m1 are the 

most likely to be victims of their wives' S k d d y  1994 MORI S w e y  m the 

UK found that victimhation of m in lower iwFioemmmk p u p s  was more likely both in all 

relaffionships and current relationships than those m the higher socio-emdc pups1o1. By 

contrast, the Wings of the 1996 British Crime Survey h h t e  that professional a d  skilled 

non-manual men wae m m  likely b any 0 t h  m g o r y  of men to be v i c t h k d l M .  However 

it is the unplayment status of t h m  men which pints 6t, their M i l i t y  since, according to 

the British Crinte Survey, male victims are m m  likely to be w o w  part-time, unemploysd or 

h -on The same also fouud that d i d i t y  was a f m  h male vichkaiion: 

"disabii and tong s t d h g  illness are relabed to rislrs of vic?imiwth, pamculariy for young 

mea Overonein~yollagmwithalmgstolndiagil lnessorWi~tysaideyhadbeen 

assauhed by a in the prtvious Thus a synthesis of these different studies might 

suggest that men m more lik* to be v i d h i d  by their f d e  parher8 when they have little 

economic power ad bring few ~cwlomic rrswrces to the relationship. 

"Women and men who were physically assaulted as children by adult c a r d e r s  were 

signifimtly more Uely to report being victimised by their current porrtner, even when the 

w-ad., 1m412; malwGeorge, 1994; H a r r i s & C d  1994 
IM ~ t t 8 u ~ ~ t  & 1980:146. 
''l Omeh a d.. 1 %:a-9.  
'" Mirrlces -Bh& 1 m 3  1 .  
'm ibik32. 
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effects of other i n d q d m t  variabl~ were controlled, , , ,It is p&'bte however, that respon&nts 

who re- one type of victimhalion (eg child rndtratmmtt)  we^ simply more willing to 

report o k  types of victimisation (eg intinate partner violence)"104. 

Power: The unequal distribution of power in relationship b e e n  men and women i s  

in much domestic viohce. The fmt US National Family Violence Survey 1975-76 found that 

husbands art m m  likely to be bcaten by their w im in households wbere m e  or other partner 

was dmnbmt while h~~ m democdc homes are the least likely to be abudOs. This is 

h consistent with weak ecmmic position of male victim and a Mure to fill traditional 

d e  m1m h d q ,  mmding to the British Crime Survey, to a higher level d %W-blame" 

amoag male v i h n S ' O 6 .  

P s y c h ~ o l o g y :  Male victims m& h m  psychoIogical distress though, aooording to me 

s h l d y , t f i e y & e r t ~ a l ~ ~ ~ f e m a l e v i c t i m s ' ~ ' .  

Male victims are more likely to be younger men who are cohabiting with their pertners and, 

relative to other men, they have liatle cwnomic power and bring few c u m d  reso- to h e  

r e b s h i p .  These men, perhaps because they do not fulfil their own W their pwtners 

expectatim of the hddional male role, m b l y  to blame dmmsdvepl for h viol- that is 
~ c t e d a l ~ .  

4.6 Female Victims 

Female victhns are probably the main victims of domestic violence in W t h y  sustain the moat 

severe physical and psychlogical mjllrics. Although mueb of the pain arsd suffering of d o e  

violence k invisible and unbrd,  the ha&& realities of MC violence m & M y  

evidentintbeinjuriessustahdbyfemalevictims. UnderstandabIytbffefms@ddof 

rexarch a.ltdon has b e a  given to the chuwkristi- of fernate victbns. 
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4.6.1 Age 

Most female victuns, llke their male counterparts, are in rhe 1640 age bracket. According to the 

British Crime Survey and the Canada General Social Science Survey on Victimisation, the 

strongest conceatration of victims is in the 16-24 age bracketM. Older women can also be 

victim but this is less likelyiDP. 

4.6.2 Marital and ParentCng Status 

There is a g& deal of evidence that single and separated women are at the highest risk of 

vichisation by their male parhers; married women are at the least risk of victimisation. This is 

the clear fmding fiom the two British studies in our review but has also been found in the US 

Natimal Violence Against Women Survey and the Edmonton survey in Canada. Aocordrng to 

the UK MORI w e y  "high -ages of single dating women repwted sustaining 

victhnhtion across aU relationdups than marriedlcohabiting women" ' 1°. It s h d d  be noted that 

"single" women in tills context includes both those who are never married as well as those who 

are divorced. The British Crime Survey aIso found that these women are at risk although it is 

separated women who were at highest risk: "women who described themselves as currently 

separated ern a partner with whom they haxl previously km living were by far the most hkely 

to have been victims of domestic assault in the previous year: 22% hacl km assault4 at least 

once that year. While for some of h s  group separation may have followed the assault, the 

weight of evidence suggests m y  assaults occur immediately following separation" ' ' ' . These 

findings are in h e  with the Edmonton survey in Canada which found that there was a 

relationshp between women who walked out of relationships and spousal violence'12. Thus 

women who leave or have left relatimshps are more at risk of victimisation from parhers of 

those relationships. Although iAe of d e  and female victims live with their 

papehto~s, female victim are less likely to be living with heir than male 

victims' 13. Mamd women are at kast risk of domestic violence. 

'OS MirrIees-Black, 1699:ZS; Canada Cm@ for J d c e  Statistics, 2000: IS. 
1w See Roberts, OToole, Raphael, Lawrence & Ashby, 1996. 
l l0 Carrado er d., 1996:407. 
l' ' Mieas-Black, 1999:29. 
[ l 2  Bland & Ora 1986:135. 
' l3 Mirrlees-Black, 1988:30; Stets & Straus 1 M 2 3 2 .  
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4.63 Sodo+conomic Status 

Tbere is a high degree of consensus that f a d e  victims are drawn predominantly fiom lowcr 

socio-ecowmic group. For example, the 1975 National F d y  Violace Survey in h e  US 

f o d  that ' km who have not completed high school are  the most likely to be physically 

abused ... and college-ducated women are the l& k l y  to be abmd by their hu&d$""*. 

Similarfy, the 19% British Crime S w e y  found that " W m m  living in lmuxhdds whw h a d  

of hmseIm1dts occupation fell into the two least skilled c a t e p x s  reported the highest rates of 
assault h the previous yea?'11S, This study also found that female victims, Wrc their male 

counteqwls, wwe m m  likely to be outside h labour fa (i.e., in edudw or w b 

duties); women with a disability wre also at a greater risk of violence The same p i e m  

emerged from the Calgary study in which found that "women working Mbtirrae wcre 

less likely to be victimised by ththeir huhrds  tban were wives who worked part-time or did not 

work for pay wtaidt the homCH6. The $ u h  of this study go on to o f h  the following 

explanation for this m uBeimg employad full-tim makes women less dqmdent 

acoaomidly, and rudm wives leap vulnerable to being a b d  physimlIy by their rnale 

partners. 7%- tkliugs are consistent with exchange thy, which holds that a rdstribution 

of T W O ~ X S  l- the traditional imbalance b e e n  the sexes a d  thus affects the rate of 

YiCtimiSBtionn ' . We have already seen that the same m n i n g  can be applied to explain the 

gcperieaces of d e  victim. However, the US Vwkmt Against Wwnen S m e y  showed 

somewhat different results, in that "Women were significantly more likely to report violence by 

a cwmt parturn iftheir *on level was gmter h their pinm's"''. 

4.64 Famiiy of w i n  

We have come across relatively few s h d k  which examine this dimension but two studies found 

a d e h i k c d o n b e t w e g l  an abusive familyhistory d female v i c ~ c m " ' ~  

4-65 Psychohg~~~IIPathokgIcal Correlates 

Power: Female victims, lke their male counterparts, tend to feel powedtss. In the British 

Crime Survey chronic f d e  victims were less likely to b h  Uwnselves than m& v i k  but 

'l4 Smus et al.. 1980:lM. 
I l 5  Mirrltm-Black, 1999:30- 1. 
116 Mm-boffL Lupri, 1988:426. 
117 ibid. 

I IB Tadjm & Tboenaes, 2000c:34. 
'l9 Entst. Nick, Weitis, H o w  & Mills, 1997; T w  & m -34. 
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most of them felt powerless to preveht their most recent attack with 75% saying that "there was 

nothing they could have done"'20. This findmg is consistent with the loss of self-esteem that is 

known to accompany repeated verbal and physical abllse12'. 

Alcohol & Drug- Abuse: The British Crime Survey found that female victims (1 5%) were more 

Wrely h male victims (11%) to have used at least one illegal drug in the last year'22. 

Moteover women who used at least one illegal drug in the last year were also much more likely 

to have been victimised than non-drug using women (3%). 

Psychopathology: Not surprisingly, female victim show signs of serious psychological distress 

and one study found that female victims report "hgher mean rates of psychologicd distress than 
de victims"123 

16.6 Summary 

Female victims, like their male counterparts, tend to be under 40 years old with the strongest 

concentration in the 16-24 age bracket. Women who are single, divond, separating or separated 

are at the highest risk of victimisation and there is evidence to suggest hat leaving a relationship 

places women at risk of violence from the male partner of that relationship. The majority of 

victims live with their perpetrators but womcn victims are less Uely to be living with their 

perpetrators than men. Married women are at l& risk of domestic violence although this may 

be the outcome of women leavmg v iob t  marriages. Female victims tend to be drawn from 

lower mio-economic goups an4 lrke male victims, they tend to he outside the labour market 

or occupy a weak position within it. They typically feel powerless to do mydung to stop the 

violence whch is d%ed upon them. 

4.7 Conclusion 

Ths chapter has reviewed a fairly extensive literature to find out what is known about the 

correlates of hmestic violence. Although not exhaustive, our review covers some of the rnain 

studies in h s  area and is broadly inhcative of what is known about the factors associated with 

domestic violence. We now summarise our findings by presenting a brief profile of the five 

aspects of domestic violence which we have identified, namely mutual violence (where men and 
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women are violent to each oher), male perpctrabrs, female perpetrators, male victims and 

female victims. 

Mutual domestic violence is found mainly among yomga couples and is strongly associated 

with cohabitation; relative to other relationships, rnmiage seems to offer a protection against 

domestic violence. Most of the evidence suggests that mutual domestic violence is associated 

with lower socio-ecunomic staius; however there seems to be no clear association between 

parenting s&tus and mutual domestic violence. Mutual violence is more Irkely to occur in 

r e h m h i p s  which are either male-dominant W female-dominant and is least likely in 

egahtarian relatiomhps. Mutual domestic violence is also associated with alcohol use and 

psychological dtshxrbance. These findings provide support for a sociological understanding of 

mutual domestic violence (gtven its associalion with the di&ibution of power in relationships) 

as well as a pathological model of domestic violence (given its association with certain 

psyc hopathologicd characteristics). 

Male papetmbrs tend to be in the age range of 30 to 50 years, to be separated or separating 

£mm their partners, to come from lower mio-economic backgrounds and to have a relatively 

poor employment record. They are also likely to come horn abusive farmly backgrounds and, 

perhaps related to this, tend to have m ~ r e  tolerant attitudes towards violence and aggression. 

Male perpetrators also tend to be either dominant or dominated in their cment relatiomhips and, 

in the light of research to date, seem more likely h other men - or h k e d  f d e  pwpetmiors 

- to show symptoms of psychopathology such as personality disorder or depression. These 

characteristics suggest that male perpetratm are strongly influencd by a dimptive family 

background and a poor relationship with their current partner and are relatively disadvantaged 

vis a vis other men. 

Female perpetmtors tend to be younger women, usually under 30. The research also suggests 

that there may be two dri%xent types of female perpetmtox: one is a blue collar women who is 

married and the other is a white collar women who is cohabiting or dating. There is h t e d  

evidence on the family of wigin of female perpetrators but one study found that they had 

personal experience of victimisation as young girls and may also have seen their mother hitting 

their father. Female perpetrators tend to have a less psychopathological profile than male 

perpetrators but their reasons for d c t i n g  violence on their partner tend to be sirmlar and are 

not primarily aimed at self-defence. These fhdmgs draw attention to the hprtance of power in 

the perpetsation of domestic violence and suggest that social rather than patholopcal factors are 

the main influences on female perpetrators. 
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Male victims are more likely to be younger men wlm are cohabiting with thcir and, 

dative to other mm, they have W e  economic power d bring few economic resources to the 

mlaliahp. These men, perbaps becawx they do nut fulfil tM own w their parhers' 

expectatio135 of the traditional male d e ,  are likely to blame ~ v c s  for the violence tbat is 

infEictedontbem. 

F& victim, like their male c o u n t e w ,  tend to k under 40 years old with tbe strongest 

con-m in the 1624 age bracket. Women who are singb, divorced or qmakd are at the 

bighest risk of victimidon and &ere is evidence to suggest that leaving a relatimship p k s  

W- at risk of violence from their d e  partam, Married women are at least risk of &&c 

violence although this may be the midud effect of Eemale victim leaving violent marriages. 

Fanale victims tend to be draw11 h n  lower zmcio-economic groups and, like male victims, they 

tend to be outsik tk hhur market crr m p y  a weak posrtion w i t h  it. They typically fael 

p w h  to do anything b &p the violence which is inflicted u p n  h. 

It will be clear frwn the diffmnt profiles of MC violence p m t e d  in this chapter that 

power is a c m  bead in all of them. Re-, in which ooc p r i m a  is dominaat - 
sometimes the man, so& ttse w v m  - are at higher risk of domsti violence than more 

danocratic, egalituian relatbasbips. Power can bave a p s o d t y  d imdon but it almost 
inmiably has an economic dimension and mrle and female victims are usually in a weak 

ecotwmic position within that relathship. The extttlt of powerlcsEmess experienced thKHlgh 

dome& violence can be seen in the fact that f a d e  victjms typically feel that Qlere is nothing 

they can do to stop it wbile male victims o f b  blame kmclvts for the videflce inflicted upon 
them. D& men and women can be trapped in a vident relathhip but men m more 

unwilling than women to leave violent relationships althmgh wamea place thenrselves ai higher 

& o f ~ v i o I ~ ~ l e a ~ o r b y ~ g t o l e a v e .  W w W y b a c k g r o a n d s a r e a  

factor in the w n  of domwtic violtace, particularly in the ase of male -rs who 

also seem to exhihit more psychopathological chmcbktics Ulan their W e  cmntcrparts. 

hm&c vio lam is a s s o d d  with lowa socio-economic status but of c~use it can be fd 

in all social classes and tends to lx confined to a W t y  withm every social class. T h e  

fdmgs  suggest thst m one heay or paradigm can properly explain dDmatiF violence. 

However there is suficient evidence to suggest that d o m d c  violence is essentially a learned 

khviour  and hrein lk the bope tbat what is learned can be udaimd. In that context we now 

turn to the issue of &m. 
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the d t i o n  of  physical aggression from mild to severe levels of physical aggression7'". Other 

research on &ed couples in counsehg where mutual violence was one of the presenting 

problems found that these couples did not spontaneously identify their physical aggression as a 

marital problem3'. Generally speaking, the small a m m t  of research that is available about the 

needs of male victims sugests that they wwld avail of cwnselling services36. 

Our observations above about how professimals perceive domestic violence generally and male 

and female victims in particular apply equally to counsellors. One US counsellor has suggested 

that the existing consensus abaut domestic violence whch is held by most counsellors has the 

effect of mbq it 'less likely for victimised men to receive the same recognition from us as 

mental health counsel~ars .... (thus) we can unintentionally add to the denial problem we 

recognise men extubiting in therapy. . . . When 1 was unaware of the research regarding battered 

men, I never saw battered m m  or physically abusive women in my counselling. Subsequent to 

my own l&g of the prevalence of physically abused men, I began (as well as continue) to 

see proportionately equal numbs  of battered men and women as well as abusive nwll and 
WOmen?r37 . Other commentators have suggested that "many, many therapists show an anthale 

has when it wrnes to domestic ~iolence"'~. 

5.8 Legal Issues 

h Ireland as elsewhere there is a perception that, in matters of family law, it is harder for men 

than women to get justice in the courts. h the US, one commentator has o b m e d :  "The id= 

that a man will not be given a ?%U and equal opportunity in the field of domestic relations law is 

a pervasive belief. This belief directly affects the ability of the abused man to seek relief under 

ibe laf13'. In Ireland groups such as Parental Equality and AMEN have also spken of what 

they see as bias in the M y  colnts against men and the two AMEN conferences h 1998 and 

2000 heard evidence from victims about how difficult it can be to get justice in the courts. 

Some Insh barristers have also suggested that a higher standard of proof may be needed for male 

than femde complainants of dmestic violence4*. It is difficult to assess these observations 

independently because famdy court hearings rtre not heard in public and no record is kept of the 

proceedings, but they are matters whch merit M a  investigation. At the same h e ,  and this is 

34 O'Lea~y,1993:20. 
35 Vivian & LmgImn~k%-Rohhg, 1994; W also O'Leary & Vivian, 1990. 

See for example Stiff & Macklin, 1995. 
37 Macchieno, 1992375-385; we also Kmg, 1989:112; Cmk, 1997:106. 
38 Cook, 1997:9S. 
3 9 .  ibid:78. 
40 Wood 1998; Corrigan, 1998. 
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surely symptomatic of just how fraught h issue of dommtk violence can be, women victims 

dso have resewations about the court system as the Task Forec on Violence Agajnst W- 

pointed out: "Many women . . . feel that the legal and court systems m h h k  the saiuusmm of 

crimes cmmi#ed against women, fail to dispense justice and make woolen feel at fault for what 

has happened"". 

The two main hnhoas of the family law system in Ireland is protection frwn b d c  vialence 

a d  q m i i o n  h m  me's -er. One study has suggested that the number of cases coming 

before the cunls &er each of t h e  Functions is qpmxhably equafl, The same study also 

f d  that 85% of all family law ass - and v h d y  1Wh of d domestic violence cases - are 

iniW by women, leading the a u h  to conclude that, in Ireland, Family law is "a woman's 

resou?roe rather than a man's momed3. This cl@ c& for some explanation in view of the 

e v i h c e  reviewed in Chapters Three and Four a h w  olnd the FaCt that the letter of h& law w 

dwnestic violence is gender nwW However we m not in n position to offer my definitive 

cxplanatim since m nxarch has been carrid out on why mile victims do not seek legal 

r- Moreover we h o w  virturrily nothiog about those f d  victims who seek kgal redress 

since -CS on barrifigdpr0tedhordcrsalom"teU wnothinghutthenatllre of& 

violence @ow often it is psychological rather physical, how @ye it is, how severe it 

is), about the victims and peqclmtm (we do nd  b o w ,  for example, how o h  children as well 

as women are victims), about the kind of v the courts give (we do not know, for 

example, why more than half the barring applieatioas made in 199394 were mt grautd), and 

the pattern of enforcement, of orders issued, h u t  rates of recidivism, or about any 0th 

@cal outcome as far as f d e s  orre con~emed"~. It is worth noting hwever that legal 

have been ?aken by m d e  victims of domestic violence in the US, the LJK, Canada and 
-45 

In 1998 the Law Reform ChmmiUec of the Law Society of bland carried out a survey of 100 

family law solicitors to e x a m h  the opaation and effectiveness of the pmvisicws of the 

Domestic Violmce Act, 199$6. This wwey, which yielded a v n s e  rate of 83%, found that 

there are kwge midi01ls in ~ I C  way tht lcgislajioa is imp- particularly on matters such 

as the standd of proof n e w  to establish abuse and the settjng of dstes for a 111 court 

~ i n ~ ~ m h a w h a d e x ~ i a t e r i m ~ h i s s u e d ~ ~ e m h  their 
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absence and have not been informed by the court of the allegations made against them. These 

findings are a cause for concern - to women as well as men - and indicate that the trsuma of 

d m a t i c  violence may be exacerbated rather than ameliorated by the legal system as it operates 

at present. For that reason, many of the recommendations made by the Law Reform Committee 

of the Law Society of Ireland offer hope W the situation cm be improved. 

5.9 Counselling for Female Perpetrators 

As required by our brief, this chapter has focussad on the service needs of d e  victims of 

domestic violence. However it is appropriate to consider briefly the needs of female 

per@aiors since these too have been largely ignored in the literature on domestic violence. 

lhs approach is in line with the overall hdmgs and theme of the report which suggests that our 

understanding of the field of domestic violence nseds to be broadened to include female 

perpetram as well as male victims. Our rwiew does not resolve the healthy w t e  in the 

literature over the relative size of the -rent categories of domestic violence (male and female 

v i b s ,  male and female perpetrators) but there is sufficient r-ch evidence to suggat that all 

of these categories are substantd enough to be included within any firamework which purports 

to deal with domestic violence in a cmprehmsive way. 

As with scwices for male victims, there is very little research on w i c e s  for f d e  

perpetrators. As one US cumellw and psychotherapist has observed: "hsently, services for 

abusive women dealing with their abusive bchaviom are as h t c d  as services for vichmwd 

men"47 . In London the ceordinator of MALE has written: "There is a dkiinct lack of services 

available to people who are taking rapsibi l i ty  for their abusive behaviour and are looking for 

behaviour r n d  f i d o n  

As we have seen in Chapter Four, relatively little is known about female perpetrators essentially 

k a u s e  most research has assumed that they act in self-defence. While it is certainly true that 

some female perpetration in betaasexual relationships is self-defence, the evidence reviewed in 

Chapter Four suggested tbat this is not the only or even h e  main motivation. In the New 

Zealand study, the authors f m d  some evidence for self-defence but they also found thst female 

perpetrators seem to make a rational choice to be violent because "'they may understand hat the 

hkelhwd is very low that they will injure their parher or be p m t e d  ... and given social 
. . norms cmsbnung  men's behaviour toward women, women may also anticipate that few men 

46 Law Society d imW 1999: MacIntyfe, 2000. 
47 k h i e t t o .  1992:376. 
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w d  hit back"49. Whatever the rcasq the possibility cannot be ignord that women perpetrators 

may also need services to help address their violent behaviour and this is currently denied 

them5'. From the paspective of prevention, these services should also include educational 

intewentims in order to raise awareness among girls as well as boys of the reality of aggression 

and violence and the need to develop communication and conflict resolution skills as p a  of 

M t h y  m w  r e l a t i ~ p s 5 '  . 

5.10 The Needs of Children 

The impact of dornedc violence on children is outside the 6 c t  scope of this study but no 

review of the topic would be complete without adverting to the fact that children are invariably 

victimised when thae is domestic violence between their parents. There is widespread 

a g r m t  among researchers that children are more adversely affected by conflict between their 

parents than by either marital d i s k s s  or divorce and this adversily increases with the severity 

and frequency of the wnficf2. Children who witness domatic violence run a significant risk of 

themselves becoming antksocial, vioh t  and sexually abusive both in c h d h o d  and in adult 

lifes3. h addition, cMdm who live in homes where there is domestic violence between their 

parents are also more likely to k o m e  victims of physical abuse themselvess4. These 

considerations serve to further broaden our understanding of domestic violence and the scope of 

interventions required to address it. In particular they highhght the n d  for professionals to be 

aware that child a h x  may itself be an indicator of dmestic violence and vice versa and the 

need to understand the family dynamic at work in these cases - as seen from the perspective of 

all family members - before interventions we made. 

5.11 Conclusion 

We have seen in this chapter that there are virtually no services for d e  victims of domestic 

violence even in countries w h e  there is statistical evidence to inhcate that domestic violence 

against men is a substantial reality. The reason for thls is not just the existing consensus a h u t  

domestic violence - and the ~sistance which this creates to the idea that men could be 

victimised by women - but the reluctance of male victims themselves to present for services. 

The reality of domestic violence for men as well as for women is that it is a private, hidden and 

4g h s  Davidson in MALE M m n  Refuge, 1999. 
49 Magdol et al., 1997:76. 
50 See Steinrnek cited in Cook: 1997: 1.13. 
'' See Smus & Gelh ,  1990: 105. 
5 2  HoltrwonbMumoe et al. 1997: 14% 149; Najman et al, 1997. 
53 ~aapalo&~okela 19W:llI. 
54 Moffrtr & Caspi 1998. 
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often form of suffering that few ever hear abwt otber tban the men, women and 

children h are bmdakly iovolvoioioioioioioioioioioioioimtvod. The stigma of being involved in a violent relationhp 

and the fear of wen more negative cansaqumca if ohem know about it, lead victims and 
papbatcm to oonspire in keefllng a lid of smecy on tbe violence in their reladonship, so that 

wmen as well as men are reluctant to for savices until heir s W o n  becomes 
intolerable. However there is oonsiderable e v i d  that mm are even more reluctant than 

wonam to report their own victimisation to the police or medical dmities ancl those that do 

often have negative mpximces from t h e  services and the p f a s i d  iwohed 'Even if we 

allow for the het that men seem b suffer less negative outmm of domedc violence than 

women, ~ ~ l y  in terms of physical injuries, hese c t i h c e s  are scarcely sufficient to 
~ f o r & ~ o t ~ t y b e t w e e o t h e n u m b e r o f m e n d w a m e n w f a o ~ t f w  

semica. 

It is well e s e d  that oae of the ways of addmshg the problem of d o h e  videmx against 

wmen L to rake public awamms that the problem exists. However a major pr041em facing the 

male victims of domdc violence is that public awamms and professid pewptions are 

o h  very heavily i a f h r d  by tk existixlg cmxmw an his h. h can exaccrhte the 

problems of male victims because it effectively denies tbe d t y  of their txpenence and 

c m ~ t e s  to the red- p m -  W men do not pmenl for service while 
=ices, in tum, do not develop to respolad to men's needs. 

Help b e %  support pups  and counselling have a mle in wpporting male victims as they do fbr 

f d e  victims. However rnale help lines are typically u n d e r - M  and m m h e s  nm by 

u n t r a b d v ~  ~ t h e ~ e ~ s t o b e n o g d r c a s ~ l w h y ~ ~ f l ~ m a l e a a d  

k d e  help could not be pWed on the same I d l e t s  and dkmimtad widely though 

h e a i t l l c ~ G a r d a ~ ~ t ' s ~ e % e t c .  

As might be eKpected, much of the divkivenegg associated with domwic vidcnce is dso 

mirrored in ~latiwly high levels ofd' " ' tion by m w as well as women with the way in 

which the legal system handles this isme ancl it is pbably no exaggeration to say t h e  in some 

cases ai least, the mum of d o m d c  violence may be e x m h t d  &er than ameliorated by 

the legal s).stem as it opera@ at m t  b Treland as elsmhcre there is a -on that, in 

m a t t e R o f ~ ~ , i t i s ~ f o r n r e n ~ w o m e t l t o g ~ j u s t i c e i n t h e c x w r t s .  Whetberot 
not this is true, it is still diff idt  to explain why have been vay  few cases in IreIaod tslken 

by male victims a- their female pepmbrs in view of tb eviderzce miewed in Chaptus 

Three and Four above and the f8d that the letter of Irish law on dwmtic violence is gender 
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neutral. We m not in a position to offer any definitive e ~ ~ m  of this until m m  thmugh 

mearch has been camid out on the way in which the are p c a d  through tbe courts. 

However we do know f r ~ m  a study by the Law Refbrm Committee of he Law Society of 

Ireland that there are serious inadequacies in the p m n t  spim - which adversely afkct men as 

well as women - and these need to be addressed. 

'h findings in 4hk cbpkr  - and in the report generally - point to the need f o ~  a larger d 

more inclusive padigm of domestic violence than is currently allowable within tbe existing 

ooascnsus. By the same reasaring, these findings also makc it extremely difficult to credibly 

sustain a perspective on dmnestic viol- which assumes W, in h e  vast majority of cases, 
men arc its cm@ pqmators a d  women its only victims. The b r w k  a d  more inclusive 

paradigm of domestic v i o k  which is suggested by the findings of this report in no way 

dimhi& what we a h - d y  kww abwt the suffging clwsed to wamen at tate hands of men; nor 

s h w l d ~ b e ~ i n a u y w a y a s a n e x c u s e t o r e d u ~ ~ c e s ~ w ~ m e n v i c ~ o f d o m e s t i c  

violence. A more inclusive approach to d w n d  violenoe should not crate competition 

bctwem victims by the experi- of m ort tfie expease of woamtn or vice versa. 

Alhugh we have no firm evidence m thc true prevalence of domestic violence in Ireland, at 

leastnot with~tomalevidimandfemaleperpetratws, itseenvsudikely wit shouldbe 

si&mnily di ihmt  to &er developed sueh as the US, the UK, 

Canada or New hhnd For this reawn, it would be mvmabk to proceed on the asumption 

that domestic violence against mm is a silplifiwt problem d mutual videncc is the main 

form in which domestic violence tends to occur. That is the h i is  fw a m inclusive 

of domestic violence and the s&rting point for a more mmphemsive q m a c h  to both 

jmventim and the development of services for the victims and perpetrators of d d c  

violence. 
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Achieve@ Sample 

Fe- Male 
male 

55% 4Yh 

Total Fe- M& 
male 

M% 

3. US ~afional 
Survey of 
Families & 
Houdolds, 
1 98778 
4.IUSNational Morse,lWS 18- w ~ v e b - 1 9 8 9  1,496 63Y0 
Youth Survey, 24 EVH mar r id  1-1477 37?h 8% 
1 983-92 cohabiting 
4.2 US NarionaI Morse, 1995 21-  WAY^ 7 - 1986 1,384 56% 
Ybnth Survey, ... ... . ... 27 Eua married/ n=72J 44% W ?  
1983-92 cohabiting 
&3uSNafio~aJ Morse,f995 24- Wave8-1989 1,436 53% 
Youth Survey, 30 Ever matr id  n-959 4 v 0  m 
1983-92 cohabiting 
4.4 US Narjonal Morse, 1995 27- Wave 9 - 1492 1,340 51% 
Youh Survey, 33 Ever married/ n-1,OOl. 49"h Wh 
198292 cohabiting 
S. US Natiunal Tjaden & k8.t. +l'-l 16,000 5Ph 50% 9% 36% 
Vibletlce Against Thoenncs, Ever marrid n=I4,212 51% 4% .... 
WomenSurvey, 2006a cohabiting . ..... . ..... . . . . . . . . 
149516 ~11mtky  :i::.ii: i n*11,637 490%~ 52% . . ... .. 

marr id  !!': 'i : 

cohabiting 
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Table A2.2 Sample 

6. British MORI 

12. Australia 
h~nremtional 
Social Science 
S w e y  1996197 
13. New Zealand, - - $01, et al., 21 Birth c o b  
h e d i n  Swey, 

!1?3 
...... ............. ........ ................... ............... ....... ................... dating ........ ................... ........ .................. ....... .................. ..... ........................ . . . . . . .  ...................... :... year 
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ads Used in Studies of Domestk Violence 
Method a f h t a  CwkGon and Analysis 

............ .......... ........... Ilmliiidurls . . . . . .  
Pe3-fm-a- Vkths& Perpetrators 

.... 
1. US National FarRjly m ....... Violence Samy, 197516 (Swaus ........ .... ... .... 

1939) ........ ....... 
1.1 US National Family 

cTS (Straii:::::: 

VioknceRe-Swey,1985 15179&1981) 
2.2 US National Family 
Violence Re-Survey, 1985 
2.3 US National Family 
\fioknce Re Sunrey, 1985 
3.4 US N a t i o d  Family 
Violence Re-Siuvey, 1985 
2.5 US National Family 
Violence Re -Survey, 1 P85 
3. U9 Najima1 Swcy of Derived from t h e m  
Families & Households, (N) Smus, 1971) 
1 9 8 7 ~ 8  ('Brush, 19901 
4.1 US National 'Ynutb CTS W) (Straus, 1979 
S u r ~ e y ,  1983 & Straw, 1990~) 
4,Z US N a h - d  Youth 

............... Smg, 1986 ....... ........ ...... ........ ........ 
4.3 US Narional Youth ........ ...... ........ 
S w e y ,  l989 
4 4  US National Youth 
Survey, 1942 

7. British Crime Survey, BCS measure ,, Cmputet 
1996 ... Assisted %If- ... 

gntewiewkg 
8. Canada, & l g q  Survey, CTS v) (Saaus 
1981 1979) and varjous 

9. Canada, Edmonton 
Snrvey, i9W4 Scfteduie (DIS) 

. . .  ... 
.......... 

5. US Naiional Violence Derivd from Telephone 
Against Wama Survey, CTS I?) S-s, I979 1nmip.w~ 
1F)95[6 {Tjaden & Thmnnes, 

2000a) .... 
6. British MORI Survey, Derived fmm %If- wf- :::'::.. ::. , . 
1994 CTS m) (Straw completion 

1979) questionnaire 
- cu$Tently 
cwpkd odg 
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Table A23 MeasurmmIr u d  Methods Used i. Stu- of Doneslk Violence (Contlnned) 
a'::',iiiiiiy . - -. - :;iri;i ii:i:ia;r:, ....... ....... ............ .......... Metbod of Data ColPection md A n a l  

:;;;::: .:.:::. W,. ......... iiii-:" .............. .......... . , ............ ......................................... y a r  :I.:. ;;iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii:;:iiii:i:jijj:::: .................................. ................................. ............................. .................... 
@;;M,- MW:.: Mv4 hm 

iiirmliiiii .......................... ................ .......................... ................... ................... ... .... ............ ................................ m;m*I:(skaus, 
......... ...................... ......... ............................ ...... ........................ ......... ............................. . . . . . .  ............................... SW'& 19g ................................... ....... ................................. .......................................... ....................................... ........................................ ..................................... ....................... ................................... ................. ................................ ............................... .................................. ....................... ...................................... ........... : : : E E : u  ......... -,S#j#Jittiiim& fim m 
..... ........................... ... o n ~ ~ a j ' ~ i i i i i i i i i i : : q a ~  gmu 

. . . . . . . . .  p::::::::::,: . .  : . ,  , , , , ,  : ,  
, , ,  , .................................... 1 979 $198 1 (Rog .................................... ......................................... ....................................... ..................................... , :  , ,lW4):, , ; , ,  1 ...................................... ~z5:!:!A~~TrriemtiOniiI,: H 

- -  ... , , , , , , , , , , , ... 

S&al S~g!img?,?u~y : : ; ; ; ; I ;  (R*) Strau6 
'iii:i[[iiiiii:iiiii::i:': , 1979 ipl. 1,981 (Hm ... .-, , ., , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ... ............... . , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , 

, : , ,  aaf:,',Ig$j$j' 
13. New Zealand 1 r>uned&iiiii i i:(R*) FR.)$mus, 

::::::'..' , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
Survey, 197213 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i  : t ~ d b ;  & H- 

, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , . , , , , , ............................ ..-..................... :::::.,d.,1981) ::,;ii;i;i .......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . :  - .  
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Appendix to Chapter Three 



Table A3.1 hwakmce of Total Phvsical Vhknce I. Rt~reseatatlve Snmnlea or Men imd Woolea Icbntinlredl 

19. Cm& A l k w  ' K w o a  Buthlomew a;::;;: 
s w , 1 9 g 7  1 ~ k - ~ i g ; z  ,,;;;,jji;:;;; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 3 a  : : :  12. 

, , , ,  
, ,  , 

, , , . . 
, , ,  , .................... lmwf&file.@' i i i i i i i i i i i i i i - . i :  - " ' ' 

...................... 
1 I. c*&, fw . . - i i ; ; ; i i i i i i &  ........... ................................ i i i i i i i i i i i i  2 
~ ~ j ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~  -li!! ........... J&& S b t i a s  2006: .................................. j{~ii i~~~!#~!!!!!!~~~~ii4 ................................... 
vxtimkation, 19P.i; j;Fi@jl/dppA ,;;;iiiiiiiiiji;;;;i;iiiiiiiiiiiiji;. 

IZ, Australia 1 h, L , , j j j  , , dtiiiii'i'i'i'jji'jlj.."'y<h.""h.~'.~.' ............ 3- 
s @ S c i e n ~  , ! : ! i  ~ ~ ~ - $ ~ : ~ b l ~ ~ ~ i i i : ! i "  ............................ .................. ................................ S-y 1996/97 : j j : ; ; ;  ....................... ...................... ....................... r ~ ~ ~ ~ , , ~  ' , '  ~ ~ ~ d ~ j ' $ ~ T ; : ~ ' ~ ~ . f i ~ ~ f i ~ ~ ~ ; ~ -  -............... 

................ ................ ................ Dudedin S v y ,  ...... T 1 k 2  . . .  : :,: :;ii;iii;;i::::::: ......................... .......................... 1 ; : ..:::::.: .............................. .................................. 
DzMh F w M = Female to W e  physical viol- : M to F =Male to Fmde phpical viol- : 

p = respwdeot is pqmaw : v = regpwdent i s  viuim : n u m b  which do not havc 'V' and "'p" 
amchsd to them are based on respomes from both via* end -atom combined. 

* Tbetsrrn%Wn~mrhosemapoaden*lwb~cap~domestievlo~inall~. 
9 T h e t e r m % t h " r s f c r s o ~ r e s p o o d r m s w b d r a p o m d ~ b o t b v i c t L n d p ~ a o f ~  

v i o h  in all rehioarhips. altbugh not nccesuarily in the game relationship. 
T k  numbas h b ~ e t s  are based m the 8-le of whP bavc W a i t h  vi& or 
pepwammofdom&c violence~~fo100%.~numbenin~~aslkwitboutbwcltetsmbesed 
on the t o t a l ~ o f ~ e n ~ m o r d e a t a d a i v e a ~ ~ ~ x a t e .  
Data u m k  hsading 'Last Year' relatea to aoy h m cutreot d a r i d p .  
Data unds m 'JXeTnoe' rtlatsa to any ptllmcr in h five pm. 

C D a t a ~ b e a d i a g ' l a s l Y e a t ' & f w l ~ , c u r r e m t ~ i n ~ f i w ~ .  
hie un& kdktg 'LiibTime' rchm to pan in M five years. 



Men sad hmssl lc  Violence: What R-h T a b  Us 

Table A33 Prevaleacc of Stvere Physical Vbleaee In Repmrtsthe Smmpkr of Men amd Women 

. . . . .  . . . . . . .  .... .... .... .... 
, .. .... .... ' I US .K- 
: :  1 . , 
, i , i ~ a m i l ~  , ~ m l &  Re- 
S m v ,  1985 
2.2 US Natio Swe & S- ' I::. 
Family Vjole. Re- 9.3 
Survey. 1985 

4.4 US N a ~ t j d  i i i i i  im;Xw Tablp.2 
Youth Smq 3#92--:i,; ;;;ji;;;jj;;;i:ji;:. 

. . . . . . . . . .  ....................... , , , , . , , . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , , , , , . , , . , , . , , , , , , , , , , , , , , 

5. U$ National : : i ; i i i i i i  iirja~~ii':;i " , , , , . , . , , , , , , 
Violence Again&iiiiiiiiii i i ~ ~ ' ~ & ~ s  1 : i : :  !.i . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WorrtenSurvEy """":::: ::: ......... " '  ........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ....................................... 

:' ~ ~ 3 9 6  ...................................... ........................................ ...................................... 
1.6- &jtj& M ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i i  i:Q~#h[it' ' iji 1996 
.... , , , , , ,  

3-, 1994 . ,,;:;;;;; ;;$&)l$:$!:g,?jg% l. d* ',, ........... ................. . . 
, , . , . , , . , , , , , , . , . , , , . , , , , , , , , , , , , . , , , , , , , , . , , , . , , , , , , , 

................ .................................. , . , , , , , . , . , . . , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ............................... ................... ............................... , , .., , , , , .. , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,. , , , , , , , .................................. .................................. . . .  ................................ 

..................... i996 

... 
:: ......... *. . , .,. 

S ~ , - 3 0 8 3  
:i9. Caas&+:&dmonmn Bland L 

SW, 19831114 
10. Canada, AlW 
S w e y  1987 
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Table A33 Prevalence of Swcrt Pbys id  Vblemce In Re t Samples af Men aad Wolpem (ComLInud} ........ ..... ........ ........ Data Source hfhm ......... ......... h e r e  Ph# V i c e  
......... & e t  M-Thra 

YpgV FWM M r P  Bath FbaM M b F  M 
C w a b  Cenm for 1.7vk 0.7~" i.ChLb 2.&"' 

S&lSimyai J d e a  Stari~ies, 2OMk (41 .M) ( 1 9 . 0 ~ ~ )  (31-0$4' ( 4 2 . 0 ~ ~ ~ )  ( l l .h? (25.mfb 
Victimiati~,  1999 App. A3, Tabk 2,2& 0.2vze O,Svk 03+* 3$gd 9 . 0 ~ ~ ~  6 . 6 ~ ' ~ '  

Table 2.3 ( 4 . ~ 1  )(13.@) ( 16 .0~~~ )  .............. 0 2 . b ~ ~ )  ( 2 6 . 0 ~  
....... .......... ........ 12, Australia Headty, SPaff & de 4.1v5 2 .s~ '  ......... ...... ..... 

2 . ~ ~ '  21p5 ...... ... Inratnrrtirrnal Social Vaus. 19% TaMa 3 ... ...... ...... . . .  
:: ...................... .. . : . l  :.. . Science Humey ......................... ,:;::;:.:.. ............... . . . . . .  

19ww ................ . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  
............. ....... 33. W &&&d, 2 l h .  127v ::::.:::. ....... ' . 

h a d i n  S W ~ .  l&% 5.33 
197273 

Miniticas: F to M = F d e  to Male physical v i o h  : M to F = Male to F& pbysicul violenoe: 
Q = t q m m h t  is ppmator  : v = leqmhit  is viaim : m b e m  which do not have "v" and "p" 

attached to thm are b a d  on responses from bath victims a n d p e w o m  combined. 
* Tbe aerm Vmtbnmfem to wbo reported e- domestic viol- in all mkionahips. 
Q Tbe term M'' refers to t h e  mqmdmts wbo reported beiug borh victim d ppmm of domesuc 

violsnce in all relation&@, but mt M l y  In tbe same r e l a t i d p .  
8 The numbers in bracketg are b e d  on the pub-sample of respndents who have k e n  either victims 

or perpetratonr of domegic v i k c .  The numbers: in the g a m e  cells without brackets are bagbd on 
the tolal sample of mspdentr in order to derive a aue prevalence rate. * sv = single and dating victims: mv= mamed or cohabiting victims. 

' Kicked, bit. * Beat up, Punchedlkicked. Kicked, bit, hit, hit wjtb something. 
S Hit with fist, or with somnhmg k M  in ham& or thrown. Kicked, bit or Kt. 
a Daia under heading 'hst  Yaar' relates to any time in cmrrnt relationship. 

Data mder heading 'Life-Time' relates to any in last fne years. 
Data uader beading 'Last Year' relates to cumat plrrmer in las~ fne years. 
D l t f e ~ ~ ~ d e r h ~ ' L i f e - T i m e ' r e l a t e s t o p a s t ~ m i n l a s t h e y e a r s .  



Men and ~ e s & l c  Violmce: What R-rch Tells Us 

Table A3.3 Prevaltnca of Mhor Physical Violence In Reprmntative Samples or Men and Women 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , , , ,  . , , , ,  , . , , , ,  . , , , ,  

El.Canada, G& Socid$w:: 
on ~ i c t i d a t j o u ,  I999 

-1 et @;,:!m 
................. ................ I 93x73 ............. .~a%goi i :~  a 

D e f ' m i t i w % : F t a M = F e m a l e ~ h a a l & ~ v i ~ : M t o F = M a l ~ t o P  
p rrepoadem is : V = iu victim : numbers which do not have "v" and 9'' 

ambed to them are based on responm fromboth vlcthr and perpetretors combinad. 
* The mm W'' refers to d a m  respoodems who ~ p o ~ t c d  axperirmcing domedc v i o b  in all rslatidps.  
4 T b e ~ ~ n ~ t o ~ m ~ ~ r e p o n a d b s i n g b o t h v i c t i m d ~ o f ~  

vioIwxc m all r n h i o m h i ~  but not n m m d y  in h same r e l a t i d p .  
4 The n u m h  in brackets are based on &e nubsample ofrespondsnti who have bsen either victims 

or perpetrators of domegtic violence. The numhrs in the same ells  witbout brackets m hsad on 
th~ total sample o f v m k m t s  in orda to derive a h e  prevalence rate. ' Shp, Wt or scratch. 
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Mm id Dnmesric Vice: Wlrt R m L  Tells Us 

Tabk M A  Prevalence of Psycbohghl Vbk- In Reprweniative Sampler MMea rad Women 

, 1995: Table 9 9.9 W. iZ2 

p = respondent is -tor : v = reapdent js victim : n~~ which do not have "v' m "p" 
attached to them are b a d  on response$ from hB victims and -on combined. 
The term "both" refm to tbow respondents who rsportcd being both victim and perpetrator of 
domestic vialace in all ~ln!ionships, but not m l y  in the same xhtionship . 

j The numbers in bracktts are b a d  on the sub-mmple of mpondents who have ka either viaims 
m -tors of  domestic violence. The m n n h  in the m e  cells without brackers are based m 
the total sample of male and female respondents m ader to derive a true pkevahm mte. ' Unless otherwise gtated 'Psychobgical Violence' is m d  us@ CTS R* Items D to J. 

A R c p o r t b y ~ n M ~ d P U l l p p s K M d  Page 1 W 



Men rad Dome* Viokace: m a t  *h T&s Us 

Table A3,4 Prevalence of Psychological V-ee Jn Representmtlve Samples at Men and Women fComlinued) 
W h m r e a p o o d a r r i s f e l ~ i n ~ ~ .  3 ~ ~ ~ b d y i q j w y m d t a t h e t ~ m f  

physical assault. Werc respondents wem sworn a t l m s W .  When respondents feared for life in 
pant 5 years. 

AReportbyKkranMEKsmmrrdPUppaKMd Page 108 



Mm a d  Dome& V*#: What R-rci Ttlls Us 

... z, . : : .. ... 7. British C'ritse Svvey, 19% m-&&, . c),, . 
': 1999:T. A5.2 ,,,,,,,.' i.b&v(i$' 

: - r l * u i M  * a m j r , ~  ,,-- C A a n  (+.&,#d:: ' :  . 
....... ................................... I p W W t 9 9 9  --iiiiiiiiiii:iiiiiiiiiiii;;i;ii;iiii: i rotJwke 
.... .................................. . . . .  ....................................... ............................... .............. ..................................... ............ ...................................... ............... ................................ ......... ............. ......... . . .  

i Wtkics, 2000: - --.., ............... ......... ............ ....... . . . . .  ............. . . . ,:;::;, , . . , , , . Tablez;2#: ' :':::I, , 

12..A&a h&&onal Social i-:  . :lii[[i[ He&ey, 9co~t.k de 
'Sdanct Survey f @ M 7  Vaus, 1999 

:i:lS,Naw halad.  h n d u  Snrvey, Magdol et al, 1997 
; ; ; j w s  

Defmitbns: F to M = Female h Male sexual violtnce : M to F = Mak to Fcrnalt m x d  violence : 
p = respondent L perpmator : v = respondent is victim : n u m h  which do mt have 'V' or "p" 
attached to them are b a d  on rewnses fmm both vjaims and pptrators combinad. 
The numbers in brackets are based on the subsample of respdcrlts who have been either victims 
or perpetrators of domestic violence. The numbers in the same mlls without braeke& are based on 
the low1 sample of male and female respondents in oder to d& a ttue W m c e  rate. 
Data under heading 'Last Yw' relates to c m  or former pmtrrer in the previous twcIvc mmlhs. 

"ata under beading 'Life Time' relates to c m d  w formar pmer in the vidim's life time. 
C Data under heading 'Last Year' relates to ammt or h e r  partmr in tfre last dommtic awult. 

Data under heading 'Last Year' relates to currenl partner m last fwe yam. 





Tabk A3.6 Frequency of Total Physical Vtolenoe In Rcpre~ntltive Samplts MM- u d  Women (Conthud) 
Definitions: F to M - Female to Male physical violence : M to F = Male to Female physical violenoe : 

p = mspondglt is perphator : v = respoadent js victim : n u m h  which do not have "v" or "p" 
attached to them are bagad on response Born both victims and perpetrators comb-. ' Hit or threw things f m  on more fhan one occasion 
Data under heading 'Last Year' rebtes to a y  time in current relationship. 
Ihta under beading 'Life -Timev relates to current and previous relatiwships. 

C Data &heading 'Life-Time' relates to my partner in last five yams. 



Table A3.7 Frequency of Severe Physical Vbleace In  Repreasairtive Sitnpbr bCMem and Wornam 

6. B a s h  MORI SW*, -1994: : 
7. Britiah.hie:Snmey, 1 W6 

CawSutvey, 

1981 - :-- - - 

lkfinitirh: F ta M = Female to Male physical vloltncc : M to P = Male to Female physical violence : 
p - Fespwadent is w b o r  : v = respondent i~ victim : mbers  which do not have 'V' or "p" 
attached to thtm m based on fqmnsesr frwn M victim and ptrpemtors combined. 



Tabh A3d Frequency of Minor Physid VBDkafe In Represtntative Samples of Men and Women 
~ - ~ i ; i i : : i i i i  . : ...ii.:..:. 

. . . . . . . . . . .  ............. 
Number 9- , , ,  iviah& 

........ "C- -:;-::. ...... :.;;:;;;X;.:;;:; ................ a . . .  ............ , , ,  of , , , ,  , ,  , , , &iy= ..................... , , , ,  
, , , , , , , 

, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ........................ y- iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii:ii;;i:-- - -  :-- - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ye*r .: , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , , , , , , , , , , , Aasaue P &M,, , : : : : : :  :M,bF 
.............................................. , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , . , . , , . ................................................ .................................................. 

, - , I ,  U$ N t t t ~ ~ - b  - S-W , &jles 1 ..................................................... ................................................ .................................................. ............................................... .................................................. ............................................... ................................................... .,Vial- Survey, 1975R6i;Ei:i;i Steinarea, 19M; @lies, . :::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::,:::::::::: , , ,  
, ,  , ,  

..... , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , .................................. .... , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ........................................ , , 
, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , .......................................... 1987 , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ...................................... , , , , , , , , , ........................... . . . . . . . . . .  ................................... .................................... a1 U S N ~ ~  m .................................................. ................................... Siraus & Qellss l!M8;Gellei,, , , - . i -  - ................................................ 
, , ............................................ .................................................. ................................................ ................................................ , : ~ i&&;& *mw, 1985 1997 ............................................... ................................................... ......................................... ...................... . . . . . . . . . . .  ......................... ................................. ....................... ................................ 2 J  US Fmi.ly b u s  .............................. ... .................... ...... ............................ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , Y i m l k k , i W t y T  1485 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1993 mofia) iiiiiiiiijiiiiiiiii;iiiiiiiii- ........................ . . . . 

............................ .,U; ug ihe&d ............................. .............................. . , ,  , ................................. 
, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ....................................... $*is & 19gp:iiiiiiiiiiiiit:ii:;- - -  

................ ....................................... ............. .' i:.iiii;i . i i i i i ; i i i ; i ; ; ; ; ; i ; i i i i i i i i i i i i i j i  it;-:: ................ Vioknct Re -Suryq, '1 985 ........................................ ..................................... ................. ..... , , , . , . . 
...................................... ........ ................... ........... ................. 2.5 US Nati+i+y Stet8 & 1989 ;;;;i;;;;;;;i;;;!;;;;;i;;ii/--- - -- ; --  - -  ................... ................. ............................................ ............... ~ i ~ h * i & . $ & b $ ~ : j i  (Ma&) jiiijiijijiijiii;i;iiiiii;i;;iiiiiii::-.- ......................... , ,  , ................... .............. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ............................ .......................................... 3. US National of iw 14w , , , , , , , , , , , , , , . , , , , . , . , . , , . , , , . , , , , , , . , . . , , . , . , , , , . . . . , , , , 

, , , . , . , , , . , , . , , , , . , , , , , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................... Famil j s  4 Mw.wlds, 1987- , , , . , , . . , . . .......................... , , , , , , , , , , , , ..................... ........... .......... .......... . . . . . . . . . . .  ........... 88 .............. . . . . . . . . .  , , , ............... 
, d.i' US National 
SWY* 
4.2 US 

p = r q m d d  is perpttrator : v - reqmdent ir vicdm : numkrs which do nai have "9' or "p" 
attached to them aae based on ~lespmw from both victims and perpetrators combined. 



Men DomesLie Vi0k.e: Wbat m r c h  Tdl~ Us 

Table A3.9 Injurlw Suldmed throogb PbysiCnl Violence in Representative Samples 01 Mm sad Women 

3 , 2  WS National Y 

... 

. . 

... 

.......................... :::kg- ... ;::- .:::- . 

... 

.......... 

... ::m-hm@;AWrta ... Survey 1987 

....................... 

* -  *..I...,.......... .. m::lw 
mv1- ..... X:.:. .:. ................................ 32. AusM&i . - -  

Definitions: F to M Female to Male physical injuries : M to F = Male to Female physical injuries : 
p fespmde~~t i s  perpe~a10r : v = mpndenl is victim : n u m b  which do not hevc V or "p" 
attached 10 them am based on responses h m  balh victims d pmptrntm m b m e d .  

8 Tht numbers in w e t s  are b a d  on tbe subample of m ~ p m h t s  who have either been victims 
or ppe- of M e  violence. The numbem in the same  cell^ withwt bmckets are based on 
the total sample of male and km& respondents in order to dexive a true p v h ~  rate. 
Data & beading 'Last Ymr' relatae to any tims iu a m m  relathdip 
Data u a k  beading 'last Ym' r e h a  to most m physical assault- 
~ ~ h s a d i n g 4 ~ Y ~ ' m l a ~ l o q p a r m e r h I n s r f ~ y w t r s .  
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... ... 

US National ... ... 

.................. 

. . . . . . . . . .  
"'14 

' ... ..... ..... ......... ................ , , , ub" 'i;ja&ml Ywth B 

~ . W S ~ & ~ : V ~ P I - A @ I E #  Tj-aTh 
: i : ~ ~ m e ~ h e y ,  , , , 1945/96 , , 

1'7. , , ,  British , Crime 
, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ::uri;b&iqdw , ,  , ,  S 
, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , ":f$gl;;;;;;;;;;;:;;;;i:: , , , , , , 
, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , 

' ) E & & ' W f l -  . . . . . . . . .  * . . . .  " , a * @ m i i " " i " "  

.,, 
, , 

I I . ~ ~ ~  
m Victimiwtion E999 S t + t i a  2090: Table 1. 

:: 12, Austtalia l a n d d  SoGjaI Wmthy, ScoH & ds Vau$ 
i i  Science Survey 1W6#7 f&ls 4 
-: 13. New Zealand, Dun& . . . . . . . . . .  .: ::. . .*g91 et al., 1997 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ........... SUWW~ 1972/13 ................... ...................... 
Definitions: F to M = Female to Male physical injurie~ltreatment : M to F = Mde to Fe& physicd 

injuriedfxstmmt : p = rtrcspondent is perpirator : v = respondent is  Piclim : i = intemhmt 
viciim : c =chronic victim : numkrs which do not have "v" or "pn attached to them are based on 
responses from both viaims and pcrpctraton combind. 

8 The n u m h  in brackets are kmd on the s u b p l e  of respondents who ham either been victims 
or perpttrators of domestic violence. The nurnbrs in the same csl Is without brackets are b a d  on 
the total sample of male and femak revdents in order to derive a true p v a l m  rate. 

* Pmmtage of those injured who sought or were reported to have sought medical treatment. 
a Data unAu htading 'Last Year' relam to mvst recent physical assauli. 
b Data unda heading 'Last Year' relam to any in last five years. 
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Table A3.11 Inithtors of Pbydcp1 Vloleoce ln Representative Sampb of Mm u d  Women 

Bland & h, 1986: 
sWtr,: ~983m;"' 

S w q  on Y icltimisatiatl, Statistics, 2 
14W 

Dofiniiha F ta M = F d  to Male initiation of pbydd violem : M to F = Male to Female Initiation of 
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