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Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a complex social problem that social workers

must be trained to address, using the best available evidence. In this article we

review divergent theories, research findings, and methods that underpin

debates about the role of gender in IPV perpetration and victimization. We

examine the literature that contextualizes IPV and identifies different types of

IPV and recommend training social workers to use differential assessment tools

for IPV. We conclude that gender does matter in IPV and that social work stu-

dents can critically evaluate the gender debates in selecting evidence for safe

and effective practice.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE, also Called intimate part-

ner violence (IPV), is a public health issue that

came to national attention in the United States

in the late 1960s as part of the women's rights

movement. Programs and policies responding

to domestic violence that developed within

this movement were framed by an explicitiy

feminist analysis of the issues (Schechter,

1982). In the intervening 40 years, services and

policies have generally identitied women as

the group most likely to need services as vic-

tims of IPV. Meanwhile, political and theoret-

ical debates have questioned the assumption

that IPV is a gendered issue with women as

the primary targets of male violence. Calls for

policies and services that flow from different

perspectives continue to focus on this central

question of whether and how gender matters

in understanding and addressing IPV.

Evidence-based practice is the "conscien-

tious, explicit, and judicious use of current

evidence in making [practice] decisions"

(Sackett, Rosenberg, Gray, Haynes, & Rich-

ardson, 1996, p. 71). Contemporary calls for

social work education to engage students in

evidence-based practice (Rubin & Parrish,
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2007) in a context of as-yet limited evidence

on the effectiveness of IPV interventions

across diverse populations have led to heated

discussions about best practices (see D. Dut -

ton & Corvo, 2006; Hamel, 2008). This sug-

gests the need for more evaluation research

that will ensure development of best practices

that are safe and effective and applied with

careful attention to when and how gender as

well as race and ethnicity, sexual orientation,

age, social class, and other structural variables

matter.

We argue that gender is an important

dimension of IPV because it provides a con-

ceptual frame for understanding complex

social positions that influence people's sources

of personal and social power and, hence, their

risk or vulnerability for IPV. Teaching perspec-

tives that help students understand the com-

plexity of IPV in relation to gender will enable

them to critically evaluate the existing claims

to evidence and to select interventions that are

least likely to harm vulnerable members of

families or couples who are exposed to inter-

personal violence.

Theoretical Frameworks

Theoretical explanations of IPV from sociolo-

gy, psychology, criminal justice, social work,

public health, and medicine can generally be

characterized as either micro-oriented theories

that locate the etiology of the problem within

the family or individual, or macro-oriented

theories that locate some or all of the etiology

in the larger sociocultural environment Qasin -

ski, 2001). Although numerous social work

writers have called for ecological models that

integrate micro-, meso-, and macrolevel expla-

nations (Edleson & Tolman, 1992; Heise, 1998;

Worden & Carlson, 2005), a bifurcation contin-

ues to drive the debate regarding theoretical

explanations, specifically pitting feminist/

sociocultural analyses against family violence

and family systems theories (Anderson, 1997;

Cano & Vivian, 2003; D. Dutton, 1998; D. Dut-

ton, & Nicholls, 2005; Jasinski, 2001; Johnson,

2006; Kimmel, 2002; Kurtz, 1989; Yllö, 1988).

At the center of the debate is the discussion of

gender and its role in IPV.

Feminist Perspectives

Feminist perspectives attribute the cause of

IPV to patriarchal social structures that ad -

vantage men over women in social, political,

legal, and economic power (Dobash & Do-

bash, 1979) with societal sanction and support

for use of violence against women by men to

secure and maintain dominance (Campbell,

1992; Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Schechter, 1982;

Yllö & Bograd, 1988). These socially struc-

tured inequalities are then replicated in pri-

vate intimate relationships where men expect

more privilege; view women not as equals;

and usually have greater control over re-

sources, exhibit greater physical strength, and

wield more public influence. Men who are

socialized into believing and expecting such

gender privilege may use a continuum of

power and control tactics to protect their dom-

inant position, with limited social sanctions

against such tactics (Pence & Paymar, 1993;

Schechter, 1982).

This analysis has become the conceptual

basis for the most widely accepted definitions

of IPV used in developing public policies and

standard intervention practices for both vic-

tims and perpetrators of IPV. IPV is defined as

a constellation of abusive and controlling be-
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haviors including psychological abuse, sexual

coercion, financial abuse, isolation, threats,

stalking, and physical violence that taken to -

gether create a climate of fear and intimidation

that maintain one partner in a position of dom-

ination and control with the other partner in a

position of subordination and compliance

(Family Violence Prevention Fund, 2004; Of-

fice on Violence Against Women, n.d.; Saltz -

man, Fanslow, McMahon, & Shelley, 1999;

Warshaw & Ganley, 1998). The dynamics of

power in a context of gender inequality in pub-

lic and private matters are thought to place

women at greater risk than men, an argument

often supported by the fact that the majority of

users of domestic violence services and legal

protections have been women abused by male

partners. This conceptualization, illustrated by

the Power and Control Wheel (Pence & Pay-

mar, 1993), continues to be a primary tool for

intervention and safety planning with victims

of IPV as well as underpinning the "pro-

feminist" psychoeducational batterer interven-

tion model widely adopted in the United States

(Edleson & Tolman, 1992; YUö & Bograd, 1988).

Early research efforts that grew out of this

perspective tended to be based on small sam-

ples of women who sought domestic violence

services from shelters, courts, or other social

service agencies. These early studies rarely

sampled men and inquired solely about vic-

timization, not about women's use of violence

against their male partners. However, small

clinical samples using in-depth interviews

and measures that capture the dynamics of

coercion, sexual abuse, psychological abuse,

and the consequences of severe abuse have

documented the terrible fear, poverty, isola-

tion, and physical and mental health injuries

that battered women experience (Brandwein,

1999; Browne, 1986; Campbell, 1998; Frieze &

McHugh, 1992; Pagelow, 1981; Walker, 1979).

More recent large-scale studies have been con-

ducted imder the conceptual umbrella of vic-

timization studies (Rennison & Welchans,

2000; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) using large

probability samples. These studies survey

respondents about whether they have experi-

enced acts of violence, sexual assault, and

stalking that are conceptually consistent with

the pro-feminist definition of IPV.

Women of color have considerably broad-

ened the discussion of IPV by stressing the

importance of the intersections of racism and

other oppressions with sexism in creating par-

ticular vulnerabilities for addressing interper-

sonal violence. Women of color, immigrant

women, and poor women often face discrimi-

nation, coercion, and violence when they turn

to institutions such as the criminal justice sys-

tem and health and mental health services

(Dasgupta, 2005; INCITE! Women of Color

Against Violence, 2006; Kanuha, 1996; Richie,

1996; Sokoloff & Pratt, 2005). Research also

shows that IPV occurs among lesbian and gay

couples at about the same rates as among

heterosexual couples (Merrill, 1998; Renzetti,

1992; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000), thus expand-

ing the focus to include additional sociostruc-

tural variables that implicate oppression and

unequal access to power and resources in the

risk for victimization by IPV.

This macro approach to understanding

the structural inequalities that may differenti-

ate victims from abusers in IPV is at the crux

of the gender debate, although the implica-

tions of these larger structural variables are far

more wide ranging than gender alone. Feminist
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analyses of IPV have been critiqued for their

inability to explain women's use of violence

and same-sex couple violence, their limited

acknowledgment of racism and oppressions

other than gender based, and the lack of pre-

dictive ability in understanding which men

will batter their partners (Archer, 2000; L. Ben -

nett, personal commurücation, June 4, 2008;

Hamel, 2007; Straus, 1999). Clearly not all or

even most men batter their female partners,

and a broad macroanalysis of gender-based

oppression cannot help differentiate why

some men batter their partners while most do

not and why some women also batter their

intimate partners.

Family Violence Perspectives

Family violence theory was developed by
family sociologists who were interested in the
prevalence, frequency, characteristics, and
causes of family violence (Gelles, 1974; Straus,
Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1981). They argued that
IPV is not a unidimensional issue of one gen-
der being victimized but, rather, a systemic
family problem (Straus et al., 1981). They
attributed the origin of violence to the family
structure (Jasinski, 2001; Kurtz, 1989; Straus,
1973). They assert that family Stressors such as
poverty precipitate violence, that the privacy
of the family creates a context in which vio-
lence can go undetected, and that our culture
accepts violence as a means to resolve conflict
(Anderson, 1997; Kurtz, 1989; Straus et al.,
1981; Straus & Gelles, 1986). From this per-
spective, violence pervades all types of family
relationships (including parent to child and
sibling to sibling, in addition to adult part-
ners), and both men and women are equally
capable of and do engage in violence against

family members and each other (Straus et al.,
1981).

A key conceptual assumption from the
family violence perspective is that physical
violence is part of a continuum of conflict res-
olution strategies employed by family mem-
bers to settle arguments or disagreements
(Kimmel, 2002). Additionally, couples' vio-
lence is not different in concept or dynamics
from any other form of family violence. This is
a significant departure from the conceptual-
ization of IPV as a constellation of coercive
tactics with the goal of establishing or main-
taining dominance, power, and control over
another person. It also departs from the prem-
ise that within a patriarchal society men have
greater power and sanction to use violence
against women. Researchers who promoted
the family violence perspective conducted the
first national random population surveys on
violence in families and designed the most
widely used tool for measuring all types of
family violence: the Conflict Tactics scale, or
CTS (Straus et al., 1981; Straus & Gelles, 1986).
Their initial reports (Straus et al., 1981) indi-
cated that women used physical violence as
often as men, countering the feminist perspec-
tive that IPV is primarily violence directed at
women by men.

This brief discussion of two of the early
competing perspectives on IPV demonstrates
that the way one conceptualizes and defines
the phenomenon can lead to considerable
divergence in how research is designed and
conducted, how the results are interpreted,
and how policies and interventions can be
supported. We next review these divergent
methods and findings. We then introduce lit-
erature that considers the possibility that there
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are different types of IPV being detected by

these differing methods, and we consider lit-

erature on individual psychological factors

that may add another dimension to careful

gender analysis in assessment and interven-

tion for different types of IPV.

Divergent Research Findings

The current body of empirical literature is

mixed regarding IPV perpetration and victim-

ization by gender. The National Family Vio-

lence Survey of 1975 and the subsequent survey

in 1985 (Straus & Gelles, 1986, 1990) reported

that of the couples sampled, 12.1% of men had

been physically violent toward their female

partners and 11.6% of women had used physi-

cal violence toward their male partners. Of the

couples who were reported to use violence, 49%

were described as mutually violent.

Numerous studies, nearly all of which

use a version of the CTS, have replicated the

family violence survey findings that the likeli-

hood of women perpetrating minor, and

sometimes severe, violence toward their male

partners is equal to or even greater than the

likelihood of their male partners perpetrating

violence toward them (Magdol et al., 1997;

O'Leary, 2000; O'Leary et al., 1989), and meta-

analyses have also supported this conclusion

(Archer, 2000, 2002). However, other reviews

that compare women and men on severity of

violence used and injury rates report that

women are more likely to be severely injured,

use more minor forms of aggression, and ex -

press higher levels of fear in response to their

partner's use of violence (Belknap & Melton,

2005; Kimmel, 2002). Some reviews (Belknap

& Melton, 2005; Dasgupta, 2001) argue that

the majority of female-to-male intimate vio-

lence is motivated by self-defense, as is often

cited in discussions of domestic homicide (see

Browne, 1986). Furthermore, Belknap and

Melton (2005) estimate that only 5% of pri-

mary aggressors in heterosexual intimate

partner battering are women.

National surveys using a victimization

perspective and gathering more contextual

information than measured by the CTS consis-

tently report much higher ratios of male-to-

female IPV. For example, the National Crime

Victimization Surveys, conducted over many

years, continue to report that 85% of IPV is

perpetrated against women by current or for-

mer male partners (Rennison & Welchans,

2000). The National Violence Against Women

Survey, conducted in 1996 with a national ran-

dom sample of 16,000 individual women and

men, found that 22.1% of women and 7.4% of

men reported lifetime victimization by inti-

mate partners (defined as physical, sexual,

and stalking violence by a current or former

dating, cohabiting, marital, or divorced part-

ner). This survey also measured injuries

severe enough to require medical attention

and reported that women were seven times

more likely to be injured by male partners

compared to men injured by female partners

(Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).

In summary, family violence surveys

based on counting conflict resolution tactics

used by each partner tend to report that

women use physical violence against men

about equally to men's use of violence against

women in intimate relationships. However,

victimization studies using a more contextual-

ized conceptualization of abuse report that

although both men and women use physical

violence, women are more likely to be the
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victims of violent abuse and to be harmed by

it. To understand these varied results, it is

important to consider the methods used to

produce them, and then to examine some

studies that have looked more closely at the

context and motivation for the use of physical

violence by gender.

Methodological Debates

Attempts to account for the varied rates of vio-

lence and the gender disparities across studies

most commonly point to methodological vari-

ations, specifically operationaUzation and meas-

urement of IPV, sampling, and reporting bias

(Archer, 2000, 2002; Frieze, 2000; Johnson,

1995,2006; Kimmel, 2002; O'Leary, 2000; Saun-

ders, 1988; Schwartz, 2000; White, Smith, Koss,

& Figueredo, 2000; YUö, 1988).

The CTS (or current CTS2), developed by

family sociologists (Straus, 1979; Straus,

Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996), is

arguably the most prominent measurement

instrument in IPV literature, and it has consis-

tently been at the core of the debate between

the feminist and family violence perspectives.

Conceptually, the family violence framework

approached violence as discrete actions (hit-

ting, slapping, punching, etc.) that occur with-

in a context of normal family conflict resolu-

tion. The introduction to the CTS states:

No matter how well a couple gets

along, there are times when they dis-

agree on major decisions, get annoyed

about something the other person does,

or just have spats or fights because

they're in a bad mood or tired or for

some other reason. They also use many

different ways of trying to settle their

differences. I'm going to read a list of

some of the things that you and your

(husband/partner) might have done

when you had a dispute. (Straus, 1979,

p. 87)

The CTS counts how many times one part-

ner used specitic tactics to resolve disputes,

ranging from talking or yelling to minor, mod-

erate, and severe acts of violence, usually over

the past 12 months. Rates of IPV are reported

based on respondents who endorsed having

used minor to severe forms of physical vio-

lence. The CTS does not inquire about motiva-

tion or context for use of violent acts (Saunders,

1988), or who initiated the violence. Thus, the

operationalization of IPV does not contextual-

ize violent actions as part of a pattern of abuse

tactics or other coercive, controlling, and vio-

lent behaviors over time (Schwartz, 2000;

Smith, Tessaro, & Earp, 1995). It does not con-

sider the history of coercion, control, and vio-

lence in creating a climate of fear and domi-

nance in the relationship. Critics of the CTS

claim that it operationalizes violence by omit-

ting the power and control elements used to

maintain dominance that feminist researchers

argue are at the core of IPV, and that it does not

differentiate the purpose or meaning of vio-

lence (i.e., self-defense versus primary aggres-

sion) (Weston, Marshall, & Coker, 2007). Addi-

tionally, even the revised CTS2 has limited

measures of psychological abuse and does not

include these in counting how many acts of

violence each partner reports.

Psychological abuse has been defined by

the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

as humiliation, isolation, and instilling fear

with threats such as losing custody of children

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/291177381_Intimate_partner_aggression-what_have_we_learned?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-3633632970bf51b4562ea91acdaa791f-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI1MDM5NjE2ODtBUzoxMDIxMzM1NjMxMzM5NTNAMTQwMTM2MTk0NzY4Nw==
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and/or destruction of property (Saltzman et

al., 1999). A number of instruments have been

developed to measure this construct, including

the Psychological Maltreatment of Women In-

ventory (Tolman, 1989,1999), the Women's Ex-

perience With Battering (WEB) scale (Smith,

Earp, & DeVellis, 1995), and the Dominance

scale (Hamby, 2001). An entire edited volume

has been devoted to reporting studies using

diverse measures of psychological abuse

(O'Leary & Maiuro, 2001). From a feminist

perspective, IPV is about securing and main-

taining dominance by using tactics that may

instill fear and terror so that the victim becomes

and remains submissive. These may include

psychological as well as physical, sexual, and

financial abuse; threats against children and

others; and stalking. This is an important dis-

tinction because if measures of violence omit

these variables in their overall construct of IPV,

the reported prevalence rates may be distorted

by not distinguishing who is victimized and

who is the aggressor, particularly since other

abusive aspects of a violent relationship will

not be captured. Some efforts to move beyond

merely counting frequency and severity of acts

of physical violence are incorporated into the

Brief Coercion and Conflict scale (Cook &

Goodman, 2006; M. A. Dutton & Goodman,

2005; Tjaden, 2006) and the Proximal Antece -

dents of Violent Episodes scale (Babcock, Costa,

Green, & Eckhardt, 2004), both of which

attempt to differentiate between violence as

used to resolve confiict and violence used in a

context of coercion and control.

Sampling techniques also influence prev-

alence rates of IPV. The National Family Vio -

lence Surveys of 1975 and 1985 (Straus &

Gelles, 1986, 1990) sampled only households

of heterosexual currently married and cohab-

iting couples. They omitted all dating, sepa-

rated, or divorced people who might be expe-

riencing IPV from an ex-partner or a dating

partner and whose lifetime rates of victimiza-

tion or perpetration might have been higher

than those who remained in relationships and

were surveyed (Kimmel, 2002).

An additional limitation of the family vio-

lence method of studying IPV is the possibility

of reporting bias. Kimmel (2002) argues that

women tend to overreport their own use of

violence and underreport their partner's,

while men tend to underreport their own use

of violence and overreport their partner's. If

this is in fact the case, gender matters method-

ologically Johnson (1995, 2006) also notes that

national probability samples may not refiect

the true prevalence of the most severe forms of

violence because of victims' fear of reprisal

and perpetrators' fear of disclosure. As John-

son (1995, 2006) points out, clinical samples

such as those from battered women's shelters,

courts, batterer intervention programs, and

hospitals will be sampling from the more

severe cases of violence. National samples of

men and women in the general population are

more likely to capture less extreme but more

prevalent acts of violence and are less likely to

capture the more statistically rare, but serious,

forms of extreme abuse that are of interest for

targeting policies and services.

Distinguishing Among Different
Types of IPV

Confiicting data thus lead to the possibility that

there are indeed different types of IPV. A closer

examination of different ways of reporting

violence as well as the differential context and
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consequences of each type of violence by gen-

der provides a more nuanced understanding

of how interpersonal violence is identified

and addressed. Johnson's (1995) typology and

empirical studies of perpetrators charged

with assaults inform these developments.

Johnson's Typology of IPV

Johnson (1995) asserted that (a) IPV is not a
unitary problem; (b) differing sampling strate-
gies have identified different types of vio-
lence; (c) distinctions cannot be based merely
on the severity of violence reported, but what
differentiates the violence in these samples is
the use of coercive control tactics; and (d)
these differences suggest potentially different
causes, consequences, and, ultimately, differ-
ent interventions. He argued that there were
at least two distinct forms of violence between
intimate partners—common couple violence and
patriarchal terrorism—and that common couple
violence was more likely found in the family
violence literature while patriarchal terrorism
was more likely found in the feminist litera-
ture and victimization studies.

Johnson (2006) tested and expanded his
typology based on data from Frieze (1983)
with 274 married or formerly married women
and their partners drawn from shelters and
courts matched with women drawn from a
community sample. He identified four differ-
ent kinds of IPV. In the first type, intimate ter-
rorism, one partner used violence and control
tactics to terrorize and dominate the other
partner (97% of the 97 partners whose experi-
ences were rated as intimate terrorism were
women who were the target of violence per-
petrated by men). In violent resistance, one
partner used violence to respond to a partner

who used both violence and control tactics

(96% of the 77 partners in this group were

women responding with violence to a male

partner who used both violence and control).

In mutual violent control, both partners used

violence and control tactics (only 5 couples).

Finally, in situational couple violence (146 part-

ners), neither partner used control tactics but

nearly equal numbers of men and women

used violence toward each other. Injuries were

most likely to occur with intimate terrorism

(76% of the cases compared to injuries occur-

ring in 28% of situational couple violence). It

is important to note that although "intimate

terrorism" types of violence may pose greater

risk for injuries, the more prevalent form of

"situational" or "common couple" violence

still places partners at risk more than one-

fourth of the time and should be taken seri-

ously in policy and intervention planning.

Motivation and Context in iPV

Another approach to constructing differential
typologies of IPV examines motivation and
context of physical aggression. These include
use of violence as self-defense in a context of
prior and ongoing abuse to protect oneself or
children, as a tactic for obtaining and main-
taining power and control, or as a function of
specific personality and mental health profiles.
Studies of men's and women's motivations for
and explanations of their use of violence sug-
gest some important gender differences.

A number of studies have examined the
psychological and criminal profiles of men in
batterer intervention programs and have
developed typologies of men who use vio-
lence against their female partners (Babcock,
et al., 2004; Cavanaugh & Gelles, 2005; D. Dut-
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ton, 1998; Holtzworth-Munroe, Meehan, Her-

ron, Rehman, & Stuart, 2000). Although flnd-

ings vary, generally four categories emerge

from these studies: (1) men who are family-

only abusers who exhibit litfle personality dis-

turbance and little criminal activity outside the

home; (2) low-level antisocial violent men; (3)

generally violent men who are also violent out-

side of the home and are more seriously crimi-

nal and sociopathic; and (4) men who exhibit a

borderline/dysphoric personality profile char-

acterized by extreme dependency, jealousy, and

fear of abandonment (Holtzworth-Munroe et

al., 2000).

Some studies of couples' communication

patterns have found that maritally violent

men tend to exhibit poor interaction and com-

munication skills and react with excessive

aggression to their partner's less aggressive

communication efforts (Holtzworth-Munroe

et al., 2000; Lloyd, 1999). Research and clinical

work with men who batter (D. Dutton, 1998;

D. Dutton, Saunders, Starzomski, & Barthol-

omew, 1994; Sonkin & Dutton, 2003) suggest

that intimate partner abusers exhibit discern-

able personality traits rooted in early attach-

ment disorders. Fearful, preoccupied, and

avoidant attachment styles may be correlated

with different types of abusers (Sonkin &

Dutton, 2003). For example, separation abuse

and spousal homicide may be products of the

fear of abandonment converted to rage, which

Sonkin and Dutton note is "more consistent

with male sex-role conditioning" (p. 110).

They argue that differential interventions

focused on repairing the trauma of different

types of early attachment disorders can help

abusive men develop affect regulation and

more realistic interactions with their intimate

partners. Future research may advance our

ability to distinguish among types and etiolo-

gies of IPV in order to develop more targeted

interventions.

Because arrest rates of women for domes-

tic assault have increased in recent years, a few

studies have examined this group of women

identified as IPV perpetrators. These studies

offer some preliminary data on the motiva-

tions and contexts surrounding women's use

of violence and are beginning to identify typ-

ologies of women who use violence in intimate

relationships (Babcock, Miller, & Sirad, 2003;

DeLeon-Granados, Wells, & Binsbacher, 2006;

Hughes, Stuart, Gordon, & Moore, 2007; Lar-

ance, 2006; Muftic, Bouffard, & Bouffard, 2007;

Simmons, Lehmann, Cobb, & Fowler, 2005;

Weston et al., 2007). Although few stiadies are

large enough to generalize about what propor-

tion of women using violence fall into each cat-

egory, each study lists self-defense or response

to imminent perception of danger from their

partners as the primary motivation, followed

by retaliation or response to past history of

abuse. To a lesser degree, violence was used in

an effort to increase intimacy, as a response to

the partner's emotional problems, or as a

result of the woman's own emotional prob-

lems. Hughes and colleagues. (2007) found

that women arrested for domestic assault

shared some similarities with the profile of the

male borderline/dysphoric group. Although

D. Dutton, Nicholls, and Spidel (2005) argue

that females are as abusive as males in IPV and

share many of the personality and psychologi-

cal profiles of men who batter, most of the

studies of female IPV perpetrators continue to

flnd a significant group of women who are pri-

marily victims rather than primary aggressors.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/291177381_Intimate_partner_aggression-what_have_we_learned?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-3633632970bf51b4562ea91acdaa791f-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI1MDM5NjE2ODtBUzoxMDIxMzM1NjMxMzM5NTNAMTQwMTM2MTk0NzY4Nw==
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An interesting gender difference emerges

when examining risk factors for becoming an

abuser. Childhood history of witnessing

parental abuse triples the risk of physical vio-

lence used by men (Straus et al., 1981) and

increases the risk of severity of violence (Kal -

muss, 1984), but it is not as consistently a direct

risk factor for women (Hughes et al., 2007;

Kemsmith, 2006; Shafer, Caetano, & Cunradi,

2004). This may be because boys are more like-

ly to respond to trauma and abuse by external-

izing behaviors (directing their distress out-

ward toward others) whereas girls are more

likely to internalize by directing their distress

inwardly (D. Dutton, 2000; Hughes et al., 2007;

Jaffe, Wolfe, & Wilson, 1990). Shafer et al.

(2004) argue that these kinds of mixed findings

"underscore the importance of disaggregating

gender effects in research on IPV whenever

possible" (p. 137).

Clearly there is a need for more detailed

studies of male victims and female perpetra-

tors of IPV to deepen our understanding of

men's experiences of victimization and

women's motives for engaging in violence. It

should also be stressed that nearly all of the

research on typologies of violence and moti-

vations for use of violence has been conduct-

ed with small clinical and court samples rep-

resenting very little racial, cultural, linguistic,

or other kinds of diversity.

Implications for Sociai Worif
Education and Practice

As a significant social problem, IRV affects

millions of lives and can result in injury or

death, has serious mental health conse-

quences, causes harm to children, and endan-

gers untold others. Social workers in nearly

every setting interact with families and indi-

viduals who are affected by IPV, and it is para-

mount that they have the knowledge and skills

to provide the safest and most effective possi-

ble services and interventions (Danis, 2003).

Social work curricula should systematical-

ly train students in the research evidence, the-

orefical perspectives, and practice skills neces-

sary to fully understand, properly assess, and

intervene with victims and perpetrators of IPV

(Danis & Lockhart, 2003). Although électives

that focus on IPV are important and necessary

given the magnitude of this social problem,

not all students will have the opportunity to

enroll in such courses. Incorporating IPV

course content into human behavior in the

social environment (HBSE), policy, research,

and practice courses can provide the necessary

opportunity for all students to critically evalu-

ate the complexities and implications of this

social problem. Through IPV content in HBSE

curricula students can leam about IPV from

individual, family, and societal perspectives

and examine its impacts across the life span.

The conceptual and methodological debates in

IPV research offer rich pedagogical material

for research courses. Including IPV course con-

tent in the policy curriculum can give students

tools to analyze federal, state, and local

responses to IPV and an opportunity to evalu-

ate the implications of differing IPV conceptu-

alizations on service provision and criminal

justice policies for vicfims and perpetrators of

violence. Finally, IPV content in practice cours-

es in all concentration areas is essential to pro-

vide all social work students with specific skill

sets to assess and intervene with victims, per-
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petrators, and their children. All social work

students should acquire the skills to under-

stand the dynamics of an abusive/violent rela-

tionship and use appropriate assessment tools

to develop effective treatment planning and

intervention strategies that maximize safety

and reduce harm.

Students should be trained to take gender

seriously but not automatically assume that

gender is the only variable that places one in a

risk category. M. A. Dutton and Goodman's

(2005) conceptualization of coercive control in

IPV relationships can be introduced for under-

standing the context of violence as a dimen-

sion of power in intimate relationships. Some

examples of coercive tactics are exploiting vul-

nerabilities (e.g., making threats to the chil-

dren; threats of deportation; or threats of out-

ing a gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender

[CLBT] partner); depleting financial, social, or

concrete resources (e.g., limiting access to

transportation or the telephone); and enforc-

ing emotional, physical, or financial depend-

ency or isolation. We can train prospective

social workers to conduct careful assessments

to determine whether there is a primary

aggressor using violence in a context of abu-

sive and coercive control and to determine

whether one partner is more at risk for harm.

Selection of interventions will follow careful

assessment.

Domestic violence service providers have

long held to the maxim of "safety first" when

working with potentially violent situations

(Davies, 1998; M. A. Dutton, 2000; Family

Violence Prevention Fund, 2004; Warshaw &

Ganley, 1998). A few generally accepted safe

practices are recommended:

• Always interview partners separately

when taking a violence history and as-

sessing risk and danger.

• Determine who is the primary aggressor

by assessing who engages in coercion,

threats, psychological abuse, and other tac-

tics of abuse in addition to physical and/

or sexual violence, versus who is respond-

ing in self-defense against the threat and

danger of the other partner.

• Remember that couple or family counsel-

ing is contraindicated in clear cases of in-

timate terrorism and in any cases in which

violence is ongoing.

• Consider couple counseling only after sep-

arate interviews and if a no-violence contract

can be established and safely monitored.

• Do safety planning with vulnerable mem-

bers of the couple and the family

• Increase efforts to monitor and contain

the use of violence.

In conducting a thorough assessment we

recommend a few assessment tools that have

shown preliminary validity and reliability

(see Rathus & Feindler, 2004). Social workers

can be trained to administer these tools in a

variety of settings, using multiple sources of

information to assess IPV. In cases in which

workers are uncertain about whether there is

mutual use of violence, workers can be

trained to determine whether there is a pri-

mary aggressor. Agencies that provide IPV

services to GLBT communities have been at

the forefront in developing assessment tools

and procedures to determine the primary

aggressor in same-sex IPV (GLBTDVC, 2003).

These assessment tools incorporate careful
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history taking of the context in which violence
occurs including the prior history and severi-
ty of the violence; the dynamics of power and
control; psychological abuse; the use of coer-
cive tactics; and unequal access to financial,
legal, and social resources. These tools need to
be evaluated for use with male-to-female and
female-to-male aggression and may be prom-
ising for helping practitioners differentiate
whether a situation involves intimate terror-
ism, violent resistance, mutual control, or sit-
uational couple violence.

The Abusive Behavior Inventory, devel-
oped to be administered with men who batter
female partners, measures the frequency of
physical and psychological abuse perpetrated
over the most recent 6-month period (Shepard
& Campbell, 1992; Zink, îQesges, Levin, &
Putnam, 2007). The Danger Assessment tool is
a two-part procedure that assesses the vic-
tim's experience of severity and frequency of
violence and the level of risk for severe or
lethal escalation of violence (Campbell, 1986,
2004; Campbell et al., 2003). The WEB scale
assesses the victim/survivor's overall experi-
ences of abuse rather than the discrete acts of
violent behavior of perpetrators (Smith, Earp,
& DeVellis, 1995; Smith, Tessaro, & Earp,
1995). The Psychological Maltreatment of
Women Inventory is designed to measure the
level of psychological abuse experienced
(Tolman, 1989, 1999). Most of these assess-
ment tools have been developed and tested
for use with only one gender—typically for
women who are battered or for men who
batter—and with heterosexual samples.
Future research is needed to test and validate
adaptations of these instruments appropriate
to each gender, and with more diverse sam-

ples, so that we can assess risk and safety in a
more refined way for both women and men in
heterosexual and GLBT couples.

These assessment tools and procedures
can provide a useful template for practice by
taking into account the patterns of violence
and abuse over time, the use of abuse tactics
and coercive control, the context and meaning
of the violence, and the consequences of expo-
sure to violence, all of which are useful in
making treatment recommendations. Further
validation of these instruments in future
research and practice evaluation will improve
our ability to conduct differential assessment
of the type, severity, and impact of IPV.

If the practitioner assesses coercion and
violence more in line with intimate partner
terrorism, couples therapy is not indicated
and may prove to be harmful to the victim
(Bograd & Mederos, 1999), but safety plan-
ning and victim support services would be
indicated for the abused partner, while crimi-
nal justice involvement and batterer interven-
tion referral may be indicated for the abusing
partner. There is some evidence that differen-
tial treatment is indicated for different types
of abusive partners (Cavanaugh & Gelles,
2005). For example, D. Dutton (1998) suggests
that cognitive behavioral interventions may
work best for generally violent abusive men
while trauma-focused psychotherapy groups
may be helpful for borderline/dysphoric male
abusers. Larance (2006) offers differential
treatment approaches for different types of
women who use violence against male part-
ners, depending on whether they are acting in
self-defense, reacting to prior abuse, or acting
as primary aggressors. When careful assess-
ment indicates cases in which violence is used

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/12900914_The_validation_of_the_Psychological_Maltreatment_of_Women_Inventory?el=1_x_8&enrichId=rgreq-3633632970bf51b4562ea91acdaa791f-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI1MDM5NjE2ODtBUzoxMDIxMzM1NjMxMzM5NTNAMTQwMTM2MTk0NzY4Nw==
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in self-defense (as in Johnson's category of

"violent resistance"), social workers may be in

a position to advocate against criminal justice

sanctions for that partner and develop alter-

native interventions that reduce risk and,

hence, the need to use violence for self-

protection. Careful use of couples therapy

with provisions for safety and no-violence

contracting needs further evaluation but may

merit consideration when situational, nonco-

ercive, low-level couples violence is assessed

(Hamel, 2008; Goldner, 1999; Goldner, Penn,

Sheinberg, & Walker, 1990). The "cultiaral con-

text model" of assigning each partner to

gender-specific cultural groups may have

promise for addressing cultural diversity in

IPV (Almeida & Lockhard, 2005).

Conciusion

Feminist analyses of IPV attend to dimensions

of power inequality within intimate relation-

ships. This perspective has been broadened to

include social positions in addition to gender

that can lead to such power inequality includ-

ing race, class, immigration status, age, dis-

ability, and sexual orientation. Defining abuse

in terms of coercion and control is necessary

for a comprehensive understanding of the dy -

namics of IPV. Family violence analyses of IPV

help us recognize a broader spectrum of IPV,

including the reality of woman-perpetrated

violence in intimate relationships. Neither per-

spective alone fully explains IPV in its varied

forms, contexts, and levels of severity.

We conclude that gender does matter as a

central variable in understanding the context

and meanings of IPV. Based on the current

state of evidence, gender needs to be consid-

ered along with other structural and individ-

ual variables in a comprehensive assessment

that establishes the history, severity, context,

and meaning of violent and coercive acts for

each partner. Teaching students to understand

the nuances of IPV in relation to gender will

help them evaluate the current state of evi-

dence and aid them in the selection and eval-

uation of safe and effective interventions.
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