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The aim of this study was to test predictions from the male control theory of intimate partner violence (IPV) and Johnson’s
[Johnson, M. P. (1995). Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57, 282–294] typology. A student sample (N ¼ 1,104) reported on their
use of physical aggression and controlling behavior, to partners and to same‐sex non‐intimates. Contrary to the male control
theory, women were found to be more physically aggressive to their partners than men were, and the reverse pattern was found for
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates. Furthermore, there were no substantial sex differences in controlling behavior, which
signiﬁcantly predicted physical aggression in both sexes. IPV was found to be associated with physical aggression to same‐sex non‐
intimates, thereby demonstrating a link with aggression outside the family. Using Johnson’s typology, women were more likely
than men to be classed as “intimate terrorists,” which was counter to earlier ﬁndings. Overall, these results do not support the
male control theory of IPV. Instead, they ﬁt the view that IPV does not have a special etiology, and is better studied within the
context of other forms of aggression. Aggr. Behav. 40:42–55, 2014. © 2013 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

One view of intimate partner violence (IPV) that has
been inﬂuential in terms of public policy is the “gender
perspective” (Felson, 2002), which is associated with
feminist analyses (e.g., Debbonaire & Todd, 2012;
DeKeseredy, 1988, 2011; Dobash & Dobash, 1979,
2004; Fagan & Browne, 1994; McHugh, Livingston, &
Ford, 2005; Pagelow, 1984; Schwartz & DeKeseredy,
2003). Speciﬁcally, it holds that men’s violence to
women arises from patriarchal values, which motivate
men to seek to control women’s behavior, using violence
if necessary. Two further assumptions are that such
values produce attitudes supportive of men’s violence to
women, and that IPV should be studied independently of
general aggression research, since general models of
aggression do not characterize this form of violence (e.g.,
Browne, 1987). In particular, men’s control is viewed as
resulting from patriarchal values (e.g., Dobash &
Dobash, 1979) rather than as part of an interpersonal
style that can exist in either sex (e.g., Connolly, Pepler,
Craig, & Taradash, 2000).
Paralleling the gender perspective in terms of its
emphasis on male controlling behavior as a cause of IPV
is the evolutionary mate‐guarding view. This holds that
men always run the risk of devoting time and resources to

rearing offspring that may not be their own. Since this
would be highly maladaptive, counter‐measures have
evolved in men, as they have in the males of other
mammals (Daly & Wilson, 1980, 1988, Daly, Wilson, &
Weghorst, 1982; 1992, 1998). Among these measures are
male sexual jealousy and the motive to control their
female partner’s behavior, associated with a proprietary
male mindset. This view of IPV leads to similar
predictions to the patriarchal control theory, although
the ultimate cause is different: paternity uncertainty
rather than patriarchy (see Archer, 2013).
In contrast to these views of IPV that emphasize a
separate cause from other forms of violence, Felson
(2002, 2006, 2010) and others (e.g., Dutton, 2010, 2012)
have advocated studying IPV within the context of
violence in general, which includes forms of violence that
occur outside the home. Felson’s analysis indicates the
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degree to which IPV is similar to other forms of violence
and criminal behavior. Similarly, Hamel (2007) advocated a “gender‐inclusive” approach to IPV, that is, avoiding
any preconceptions that it must necessarily be primarily
male‐to‐female, as the male control approaches do.
Supporting these views are an extensive range of studies,
originally undertaken from a family violence perspective
(Straus, 1977‐8, 1979, 1999), showing that women are as
likely to be physically aggressive towards their partner as
men are, if not more so (Archer, 2000, 2002; Mofﬁtt,
Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 2001; Straus, 2011; Straus &
Ramirez, 2007). Furthermore, these studies usually
report both victimization and perpetration, and typically
show high correlations between the two measures,
indicating a degree of mutuality in IPV (e.g., Carrado,
George, Loxam, Jones, & Templar, 1996; Kessler,
Molnar, Feurer, & Applebaum, 2001; Straus, 2008,
2011; Straus & Ramirez, 2007). For this reason we used
both measures of perpetration and victimization in the
analysis of IPV.
A large number of studies on general patterns of
physical aggression (e.g., Archer, 2004, 2009; Mofﬁtt
et al., 2001) and crime statistics (e.g., Daly & Wilson,
1988, 1990; Povey, Coleman, Kaiza, Hoare, & Jansson,
2008) show that men are more physically aggressive than
women to same‐sex non‐intimates. This provides a
different pattern to that for IPV in Western nations,
suggesting there is a contrasting pattern of sex differences
in aggression: men are more aggressive than women are
to same‐sex non‐intimates, whereas women are as
aggressive (or more so) to their male partners than
men are to their female partners. Few studies have
assessed both types of aggression within the same
sample, but those that have ﬁnd that this pattern of sex
differences is evident within the same individuals
(Archer, 2004, Table I). Swahn, Simon, Arias, and
Bossarta (2008) examined prevalence data from a large
youth violence survey and found that perpetration to
peers was more prevalent for men than for women and
that IPV was more prevalent for women than for men. A
similar pattern was found in a large US representative
sample of adults by Klevens, Simon, and Chen (2012):
whereby men were more likely than women to physically
aggress to a friend or to a stranger, women were more
likely than men to physically aggress to a partner.
The contrasting pattern of sex differences found for
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates and to partners
described above raises the question of whether men show
a lower level of physical aggression to a partner than to
same‐sex non‐intimates or whether women show a higher
level to a partner than to same‐sex non‐intimates. Felson
(2000, 2002) emphasized the ﬁrst alternative as being
consistent with boys being taught from an early age that
they should not hit girls (see also Archer, 2006). Cross,
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Tee, and Campbell (2011) tested this hypothesis by
presenting participants with three conﬂict scenarios,
involving a partner, same‐sex non‐partner or opposite‐
sex non‐partner, and asking them to rate the likelihood of
using physical and verbal aggression. Men were found to
show less physical aggression to a partner than to a same‐
sex non‐partner, and women to show more physical
aggression to a partner than to a same‐sex non‐partner,
but with a smaller difference. Cross and Campbell (2012)
extended this using self‐reported aggression and found
similar results. This supports the claim (e.g., Felson,
2000, 2002) that norms of chivalry cause men to inhibit
physical aggression towards partners, and that women do
not owing to the lack of social sanctions associated with
their aggression. There are also studies demonstrating
more social acceptance of women’s than men’s physical
aggression to partners (Harris & Cook, 1994; Simon
et al., 2001; Sorenson & Taylor, 2005; Taylor &
Sorenson, 2005): this raises the possibility of women’s
aggression to male partners being disinhibited compared
to that towards other women.
The ﬁrst aim of the current study was to examine sex
differences in aggression to both intimate partners and
same‐sex non‐intimates within the same sample. First to
establish the contrasting pattern of sex differences
outlined above, and second to assess whether the
men’s aggression to a partner is lower than that to other
men, and women’s is greater to a partner than to other
women. To do this, we calculated the within‐subjects
effect size measures used by Cross and Campbell (2012)
cited above: these constitute what has been termed a
“target shift” (Davidovic, Bell, Ferguson, Gorski, &
Campbell, 2011).
It is of interest to know whether it is the sex of, or
relationship with, the target that produces the contrasting
pattern. Previous studies using same‐ and opposite‐sex
opponents who were not partners have found a similar
pattern to that in IPV studies in children or adolescents
(Archer, 2004, Table I), suggesting that it is sex rather
than relationship status that underlies the difference.
Cross et al. (2011) examined this issue, by using opposite
sex‐partner, same‐sex friend and opposite‐sex friend and
by separating the sex and relationship status of the
opponent; they found that men’s lesser aggression to a
partner was a function of sex whereas women’s greater
aggression to a partner was a function of relationship
status. For simplicity, in the current study we only used
two categories of opponent, an opposite sex partner and a
same‐sex non‐intimate. We therefore used the main
categories that have been the concern of previous
accounts of sex differences in physical aggression
(Archer, 2000, 2004).
The second aim of the study was to assess predictions
from the control theory of male IPV outlined above,
Aggr. Behav.
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namely that: (1) men would seek to control their partners
to a greater extent than women would; (2) controlling
behavior would be associated with IPV in men but not
women; and (3) there would be no relationship between
IPVand aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates, since IPV
is regarded as etiologically different to other types of
aggression.
In an attempt to build a bridge between the conﬂicting
ﬁndings of feminist and other family violence researchers, Johnson (1995) argued that there were two
qualitatively distinct forms of IPV: the ﬁrst involves
low levels by both sexes in the absence of the control
motive (originally termed “common couple violence,”
subsequently renamed as “situational couple violence”);
the second involves coercive aggression by a man that is
motivated by the need to maintain control over his partner
(originally termed “patriarchal terrorism,” subsequently
renamed as “intimate terrorism”). By making this
distinction, and regarding the ﬁrst type as being of little
social concern, Johnson was able to distance serious
cases of male IPV from the majority of IPV typically
studied by family violence researchers, and hence re‐
establish the relevance of the feminist approach to IPV.
He later adapted his typology to include the behavior of
partners (Johnson, 2006), expanding the typology to
include (1) “mutual violent control,” representing a
relationship characterized by control and violence by
both partners, and (2) “violent resistance,” characterized
by self‐defense or retaliation by victims (mainly women)
of an intimate terrorist.
Johnson (1995) found support for his original typology
using samples selected for a high proportion of male‐to‐
female aggression (e.g., women’s shelter samples) and
general surveys. This initial selection may well have
produced the expected categories (Archer, 2009). The
other sample Johnson used was a national violence
against women survey that cannot be regarded as an
unbiased sample of violence by both sexes (Archer, 2000,
2002, 2009). Other studies that have found broad support
for the distinct sub‐groups of intimate terrorism and
situational couple violence have used shelter and general
samples (e.g., Graham‐Kevan & Archer, 2003a, 2003b).
The assumptions Johnson made about sex differences
in the intimate terrorist category are questioned by
ﬁndings from other studies using non‐selected samples,
and those of male victims of IPV. Bates and Graham‐
Kevan (2012) found that men and women were equally
likely to be categorized as intimate terrorists. Other
studies indicate that control and controlling aggression
are characteristic of both sexes (Dutton & Nicholls, 2005;
Felson & Outlaw, 2007; Graham‐Kevan, 2007; Graham‐
Kevan & Archer, 2009). Furthermore, Hines (e.g., Hines
& Saudino, 2003; Hines, Brown, & Dunning, 2007;
Hines & Douglas, 2010) has described the severe
Aggr. Behav.

physical and psychological effects that male victims of
IPV suffer.
In summary, the overall aim of the current study was to
test several predictions derived from contrasting approaches to IPV. Following initial investigation of sex
differences in both IPV (between heterosexual couples)
and aggression towards same‐sex non‐intimates in the
same sample, we investigated whether men would show
lower levels of physical aggression to partners than to
same‐sex non‐intimate opponents, and whether women
would show higher levels to partners than to same‐sex
non‐intimates. We then examined whether people would
show a general tendency to behave aggressively, or
whether IPV is relatively independent of the tendency to
aggress to non‐intimate members of the same‐sex, which
would be expected if it were etiologically different to
other types of aggression.
We tested three further predictions from male control
theory: (1) that men would show more controlling
behavior to their partners than women would; (2) that
controlling behavior to a partner would be linked to IPV
for men but not for women; and (3) that men’s controlling
behavior to a partner would be unrelated to their physical
aggression to a same‐sex non‐intimate. We then tested
some of Johnson’s assumptions about IPV, control
(perpetration and victimization) and gender, speciﬁcally
the following: (1) that the association between IPV and
control shows two distinct clusters rather than following
a linear pattern, an assumption that follows from the view
that intimate terrorism is qualitatively different from
situational couple violence (Johnson, 1995); (2) that
similar proportions of men and women are to be found
among perpetrators of low‐level physical aggression that
does not involve controlling motives (“situational couple
violence”), whereas men are to be found disproportionately among the perpetrators of high‐level physical
aggression accompanied by controlling motives (“intimate terrorists”); and (3) that control in relationships
would be unrelated to aggression to same‐sex non‐
intimates.
METHOD

Participants and Procedure
Participants were all students recruited via e‐mail and
undergraduate lectures at the University of Central
Lancashire. Questionnaires were available for completion online and by hard copy, with a total of 366 of the
ﬁnal 1,104 questionnaires being completed online. To
complete the questionnaire, all participants were required
to be in a romantic relationship, or have been in a
romantic relationship, of at least 1 month’s duration. Full
ethical approval was gained from the University Ethics
Committee before data collection commenced.
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The participants were 706 women and 398 men aged
between 16 and 71 years (M ¼ 23.55, SD ¼ 7.94) with
the men being signiﬁcantly older (M ¼ 26.69, SD
¼ 10.52) than the women (M ¼ 21.82, SD ¼ 5.32): t
(500.11) ¼ 8.54, p < .001) The majority of the sample
described themselves as “White” (91.2%), with 4.4%
describing themselves as “Asian, Asian English or Asian
British,” 1.4% as “Black, Black English or Black British”
and 3% as “mixed background.” Most of the sample
stated they had a current partner (63.6%), of which 36.6%
lived with the partner. Of those who had a current partner,
85.9% stated that their relationship was long term
(6 months or more); of those who did not have a current
partner, 53.7% indicated that their previous relationship
had been long term. All were heterosexual relationships:
homosexual participants were excluded due to the small
number.
Materials
For IPV and aggression towards a same‐sex non‐
intimate, a modiﬁed version of the original Conﬂict
Tactics Scales (CTS: Straus, 1979) was used. This
included all the standard CTS items, examples of which
included: “insulted or swore at them” (verbal aggression
scale); and “hit or tried to hit with something” (physical
aggression). It also included the following items from the
Richardson Conﬂict Response Questionnaire (RCRQ:
Green, Richardson, & Lago, 1996): “yelled or screamed
at them” and “tried to make them look stupid” added to
the verbal aggression sub‐scale.
There were two versions of the scale, the ﬁrst asked
participants about their perpetration of IPV during the
past 12 months. The second asked about their perpetration of same‐sex aggression; they were asked to think
about conﬂicts with someone of the same sex as them
(but not a romantic partner) within the last 12 months.
The responses for these items were recorded on a six‐
point Likert scale based on the original CTS format: from
0 (this has never happened) to 6 (>20 times). The
analysis involved the items being coded into two sub‐
scales for perpetration: verbal aggression, and physical
aggression. All subscales showed acceptable reliabilities
for both the IPV version (verbal aggression a ¼ .87 and
physical aggression a ¼ .85) and the same‐sex non‐
intimates version (verbal aggression a ¼ .87 and
physical aggression a ¼ .91).
To measure controlling behavior, the controlling
behavior scale was used (CBS‐R: Graham‐Kevan &
Archer, 2005). Participants were asked to rate how
frequently they perpetrated and experienced a list of 24
controlling acts during their relationship, on a ﬁve‐point
Likert scale, from 0 (never did this) to 4 (always did this).
The scale was developed from information presented in
the Domestic Abuse Intervention Project (DAIP: Pence
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& Paymar, 1993) which involved examples of controlling behavior reported by both perpetrators and victims as
being behavior violent men used against their partners.
Examples include: “Want to know where the other went
and who they spoke to when not together,” “Use nasty
looks and gestures to make the other one feel bad or
silly,” “Try and restrict time one spent with family or
friends” and “act suspicious and jealous of the other
one.” Again, reliability levels were acceptable for
both the perpetration (a ¼ .90) and victimization scales
(a ¼ .91).
RESULTS

Sex Differences
Sex differences were examined using MANCOVAs.
This involved using sex as the independent variable,
controlling for age and using the two aggression scales as
dependent variables (verbal aggression and physical
aggression) for IPV and aggression towards same‐sex
non‐intimates. Crime statistics and aggression questionnaires show a decrease in aggression with age (e.g.,
Daly & Wilson, 1990; Eisner, 2003; O’Leary, 2006;
Walker & Richardson, 1998; Walker, Richardson, &
Green, 2000). Owing to the older mean age of the males
in this sample, age was controlled in the analysis of sex
differences.
Table I shows that women were signiﬁcantly more
physically and verbally aggressive to their partners than
men were. Table I further shows that men used signiﬁcantly more physical and verbal aggression towards
non‐intimate members of the same sex than women did.
Table I further shows that women reported perpetrating
signiﬁcantly more controlling behavior overall than men
did. However, men and women reported that their partners
used controlling behavior at a similar rate. These ﬁndings
do not support the hypothesis (from male control theory)
that men would seek to control their partners to a greater
extent than women would.
Within‐Subjects Analysis
Within‐subjects analyses of d values were performed to
ascertain the extent to which men and women showed
higher or lower levels of aggression to their partners
than to same‐sex non‐intimates. An online effect size
calculator was used (http://cognitiveﬂexibility.org/effectsize/): in addition to means and standard deviations,
the correlation between the means was entered to correct
for dependence using Morris and DeShon’s (2002,
Equation 8).
The within‐subjects effect size for physical aggression
was d ¼ .22 (t ¼ 4.21, p < .001) for men, and
d ¼ .20 (t ¼ 5.21; p < .001) for women. This indicates
that men showed lower aggression to their partners than
Aggr. Behav.
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TABLE I. Mean Frequency and (Standard Deviations), F and d Values of Acts of Self‐Report Physical and Verbal Aggression
Perpetrated Against Intimate Partners and Same‐Sex Targets
Male (N ¼ 398)
IPV Perp. physical
IPV Perp.verbal
IPV Vic. verbal
IPV Vic. physical
SSA physical
SSA verbal
Control Perp.
Control Vic.

.90
7.39
9.02
1.56
1.90
7.53
8.82
11.74

(3.62)
(7.87)
(9.14)
(4.85)
(5.24)
(8.27)
(10.97)
(13.82)

Female (N ¼ 706)
1.56
11.98
11.26
1.24
.77
7.12
11.11
12.90

(3.64)
(9.15)
(9.71)
(3.68)
(3.21)
(7.81)
(10.65)
(12.59)

Sample Mean (N ¼ 1104)
1.32
10.32
10.46
1.35
1.18
7.27
10.31
12.55

(3.65)
(8.98)
(9.56)
(4.14)
(4.09)
(7.98)
(10.82)
(13.09)

d‐Valuea

F‐Valueb

.15
.47
.24
.08
.32
.19
.21
.09

5.78
57.03
9.43
3.07
27.51
8.89
3.95
.15



p < .05.
p < .001.
a
A positive d value indicates a higher male score, a negative value indicates a higher female score, controlling for age.
b
This is derived from a MANCOVA analysis controlling for age, with df of (1, 1,089) the F denotes univariate F values. The multivariate F was found to be
signiﬁcant: F(4, 1,086) ¼ 29.72, p < .001.


to same‐sex non‐intimates whereas women showed
higher aggression to partners than to same‐sex non‐
intimates, to a similar extent. The correlations between
IPV and same‐sex non‐intimates aggression were
signiﬁcant for both men and women (r ¼ .47 and .32,
respectively).
For verbal aggression, the within‐subjects effect sizes
were d ¼ .02 (t ¼ .31; p ¼ .75) for men and
d ¼ .52 (t ¼ 13.81; p < .001) for women. Again there
were signiﬁcant correlations between aggression to
partners and to same‐sex non‐intimates for both men
(r ¼ .41) and women (r ¼ .40). The negligible difference between same‐sex and IPV for men’s verbal
aggression indicates that they were equally verbally
aggressive to both opponents, unlike physical aggression
which was lower to a partner. In contrast, women were
more verbally aggressive to partners than to same‐sex
non‐intimates, consistent with the ﬁndings for physical
aggression.
Feminist analyses do not predict a relationship between
IPVand aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates. However,
the proportion of the sample perpetrating one or more
acts of both forms of aggression was 9.2%, and it was
similar for men and women. Over twice this percentage
perpetrated one or more acts of IPV only (18.4%), and
this was heavily skewed for women with 24.5% falling
into this category, compared to 7.5% of men. This
compared to 9.1% who had perpetrated one or more acts
of aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates only. These
ﬁgures demonstrate both an overlap between IPV and
same‐sex aggression, and a substantial proportion of the
sample showing IPV but not aggression to same‐sex non‐
intimates. This was substantially greater for women than
for men: there were around three times more women than
men who showed IPV but no physical aggression to
same‐sex non‐intimates. These ﬁgures can be viewed as
men tending to inhibit their physical aggression to a
Aggr. Behav.

female partner and women tending to disinhibit their
physical aggression to a male partner.
Predictors of Physical Aggression
To address the hypotheses derived from the male
control theory of IPV, that aggression perpetration and
control would be associated for men but not women, and
that there would be no relationship between IPV and
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates, the association
between the controlling behavior measures (perpetration
and victimization) and physical aggression was examined using a series of regressions.
In studies of physical aggression, the majority of
participants are typically non‐aggressive (Archer, Fernández‐Fuertes, & Thanzami, 2010), thus creating a
skewed data‐set that is over‐dispersed (i.e., the standard
deviation is higher than the mean). This makes the
standard regression models inappropriate. Instead, the
preferred analytical technique is negative binomial
regression (Gardner, Mulvey, & Shaw, 1995; Hilbe,
2007; Hutchinson & Holtman, 2005). Prior to carrying out
the analysis, we calculated the zero‐order correlations
between the measures of aggression (both IPV and same‐
sex non‐intimates) and controlling behavior (perpetration
and victimization). Table II shows that there were
signiﬁcant, and in some cases strong, positive relationships between all of the variables in the correlation matrix.
As expected from previous studies (see Introduction), IPV
perpetration and victimization were strongly correlated
(r ¼ .69), but not to the extent that indicates multicolinearity. Perpetration of controlling behavior was
strongly correlated with IPV perpetration, and aggression
to same‐sex non‐intimates, and this applied to both sexes.
Control perpetration, control victimization, and aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates were regressed on
IPV perpetration, separately for men and women.
According to the male control theory, control
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TABLE II. Zero‐Order Correlations Between IPV, Same‐Sex Aggression Perpetration, Control Perpetration and Control
Victimization [Men/Women]
IPV Vic.
IPV Perp.
IPV Vic.
SS Perp.
Control Perp.



.692



SS Perp.


[.725 /.693 ]

a



Control Perp.




.364 [.471 /.321 ]
.357 [.324/.398]



Control Vic.




.447 [.498/.415]
.502a [.568/.455]
.245a [.321/.192]
.723 [.719/.727]

.528 [.550 /.509 ]
.500 [.539/.489]
.352a [.470/.294]



¼ p < .05;
¼ p < .001.
a
Denotes that the correlation coefﬁcients for men and women were signiﬁcantly different.


perpetration should predict men’s, but not women’s, IPV
perpetration whereas aggression to same‐sex non‐
intimates would not be related. Table III shows that
perpetration of controlling behavior, aggression to same‐
sex non‐intimates and IPV victimization were all
signiﬁcant predictors of men’s use of IPV, the latter
being the strongest predictor. For women, all four
predictors were signiﬁcant, with IPV victimization being
the strongest, followed by controlling behavior perpetration. The goodness of ﬁt statistic was acceptable
(deviance ¼ .47 and .60 for men and women respectively). A further calculation was made from the regression
results, to compare the magnitude of men’s and women’s
beta coefﬁcients, using a method described by Paternoster, Brame, Mazerolle, and Piquero (1998). This showed
no signiﬁcant sex differences, indicating that the
predictors had similar magnitudes for both sexes.
Table IV shows the second regression where controlling behavior perpetration and victimization and IPV
perpetration and victimization were regressed onto
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates, again separately
for males and females. The male control theory of IPV
implies that control of a partner would be unrelated to this
type of aggression perpetration. In contrast, Table IV
shows that for men, perpetration of controlling behavior

to a partner did signiﬁcantly predict their use of
aggression towards same‐sex non‐intimates. In fact it
was the only signiﬁcant predictor. For women, only their
perpetration of IPV signiﬁcantly predicted their use of
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates, other predictors
being non‐signiﬁcant. The goodness of ﬁt statistic for this
analysis was acceptable (deviance ¼ .61 and .33 for men
and women, respectively). There were no signiﬁcant
differences between men’s and women’s beta coefﬁcients, indicating that the predictors were of a similar
magnitude in both sexes.
As mentioned above, the male control theory of IPV
would predict no or low associations between IPV and
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates, however here
there was a moderate correlation between these two
measures, which was stronger for men than for women,
although in both cases aggression to same‐sex non‐
intimates was a signiﬁcant predictor of IPV in the
regression analysis, which does not support the view that
they are independent.
Assessing Johnson’s Typology
To test one aspect of Johnson’s typology (described
above), that men are more likely to be among those
showing high control, a cluster typology was established

TABLE III. Negative Binomial Regression of Controlling Behavior Perpetration and Victimization, IPV Victimization and Same‐
Sex Aggression Perpetration onto IPV Perpetration, Separately for Males and Females
Parameter
Males
Intercept
Control Perp.
Control Vic.
IPV Vic.
SSA Perp.
Females
Intercept
Control Perp.
Control Vic.
IPV Vic.
SSA Perp.


x2

df

B

SE

Wald 95% CI

1
1
1
1
1

2.40
.04
.02
.17
.01

.22
.02
.01
.03
.02

2.83
.01
.01
.10
.04

1.97
.07
.05
.24
.06

1
1
1
1
1

1.12
.04
.02
.18
.07

.14
.01
.01
.03
.03

1.39
.02
.00
.12
.01

.85
.06
.03
.24
.13

119.33
5.13
2.52
23.54
.23
67.92
20.23
4.18
.34.96
4.98

P
<.001
.024
.112
<.001
.028
<.001
<.001
.041
<.001
.026

¼ p < .05;
¼ p < .001.
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TABLE IV. Negative Binomial Regression of Controlling Behavior Perpetration and Victimization, IPV Perpetration Victimization
onto Same‐Sex Aggression Perpetration Separately for Males and Females
Parameter
Males
Intercept
Control Perp.
Control Vic.
IPV Perp.
IPV Vic.
Females
Intercept
Control Perp.
Control Vic.
IPV Perp.
IPV Vic.

df

B

SE

1
1
1
1
1

.03
.05
.01
.08
.03

.19
.02
.02
.05
.05

.40
.01
.04
.02
.12

1
1
1
1
1

1.39
.02
.01
.14
.06

.24
.02
.02
.07
.06

1.85
.03
.03
.01
.06

x2

P

.34
.09
.03
.19
.07

.03
5.34
.18
2.38
.27

.857
.021a
.669
.123
.602

.92
.06
.05
.27
.18

34.20
.56
.41
4.33
1.01

<.001
.454
.524
.037a
.315

Wald 95% CI



p < .001.
Signiﬁcant at <.05 level.

a

to distinguish those who would be classed as “high
control” and “low control” based on their responses to the
CBS‐R (Graham‐Kevan & Archer, 2005). The purpose of
this was to test whether men or women were more likely
to be classiﬁed as high or low control: Johnson’s (1995)
typology suggests that men are more likely to be classed
as “high control.” A K‐Means Cluster analysis was
performed using the 24 items that measured control, and
this was undertaken for both perpetration and victimization scores. A two‐cluster solution was selected, using
Eucilidean distance as a measure of dissimilarity, and
named “high control” and “low control.” A t‐test
conﬁrmed that high control (M ¼ 28.12, SD ¼ 11.40)
was signiﬁcantly higher than low control (M ¼ 6.23,
SD ¼ 4.99): t (223.30) ¼ 26.98, p < .001. A two‐
cluster solution was also selected for victimization scores
so that each participant was also classiﬁed as being a
victim of high or low control. Similarly, Eucilidean
distances were used as a measure of dissimilarity. A t‐test
conﬁrmed that the high control cluster (M ¼ 35.05,
SD ¼ 12.24) was signiﬁcantly higher than low control
(M ¼ 7.51, SD ¼ 6.11): t (223.92) ¼ 31.14, p < .001.
To further test the hypothesis derived from male
control theory that men would use more controlling
behavior than women, we tested for sex differences
within this control typology. Table V shows the total
ﬁgures and percentages. Using a Chi square test (for both
perpetration and victimization) we determined whether
men or women were signiﬁcantly more often categorized

as “high” or “low” control. For perpetration, there was a
signiﬁcant difference (x2 (1) ¼ .3.89, p < .001), men
being more likely to be classiﬁed as “low control” and
women more likely to be classiﬁed as “high control.” For
victimization there was no signiﬁcant difference (x2
(1) ¼ .13, p ¼ .724), indicating that men and women
were equally likely to be classed as having a high or low
controlling partner. These ﬁndings are inconsistent with
Johnson’s (1995) view that high control is characteristic
of men.
Figure 1 shows the distribution of participants by
controlling behavior and IPV perpetration. Johnson’s
theory would predict two distinct clusters, the ﬁrst
representing no control and/or aggression and those
using “situational couple violence,” which was viewed as
lacking in control and high level of aggression. The
second cluster would be characterized by high control
and high levels of violence, with more men being
identiﬁed in it. This pattern was not found in the current
study: the scatterplot indicates more of a linear than a
categorical relationship between the two variables. Most
people in the current (unselected) sample were found at
the low control and low aggression end of the scale.
Those who have used controlling behavior and aggression have done so throughout the range, producing
positive correlations between control and IPV (Table II).
We then selected only the participants who stated that
they had perpetrated one or more acts of physical
aggression against their partner in the last 12 months.

TABLE V. Prevalence of Type of Control Typology (by Sex)
Male (N ¼ 398)
Perpetration
Victimization

Aggr. Behav.

High control
Low control
High control
Low control

62
336
75
323

(15.6%)
(84.4%)
(18.8%)
(81.2%)

Female (N ¼ 706)
144
562
127
579

(20.4%)
(79.6%)
(18%)
(82%)

Total (N ¼ 1,104)
206
898
202
902

(18.7%)
(81.3%)
(18.3%)
(81.7%)
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terrorists” is inconsistent with his hypothesis that men
would be more likely to be classiﬁed as intimate terrorists
and violent women would be more likely to be classiﬁed
as violent resisters.
Analysis of Aggression Perpetration Within the
Control Categories

Fig. 1. A scatterplot depicting the relationship between IPV perpetration and controlling behavior perpetration (b ¼ .53, p < .001).

The frequencies and Chi Square values were then
recalculated to determine whether the same results
would be obtained for only the aggressive participants
in the sample. The Chi Square value for these participants
was non‐signiﬁcant (x2 (1) ¼ 1.49, p ¼ .223), indicating that among this sub‐sample, men and women were
equally likely to be classiﬁed as high and low control.
The two cluster analyses were then combined to
categorize participants into one of four categories based
on their perpetration and victimization of controlling
behavior, so as to ﬁt with Johnson’s four types: mutual
violent control (high control perpetration, high control
victimization); intimate terrorism (high control perpetration, low control victimization); violent resistance (low
control perpetration, high control victimization) and
situational couple violence (low control perpetration, low
control victimization). Table VI shows the frequencies
for both control typologies in the aggressive sample.
Most of the participants were in the low control group,
situational couple violence. An overall Chi square
indicated that men and women were equally likely to
be found in all categories (x2 (3) ¼ 6.59, p ¼ .086).
Consistent with Johnson’s hypothesis men and women
were equally likely to be found in the “situational couple
violence” category. However, the ﬁnding that men and
women were equally likely to be classiﬁed as “intimate

TABLE VI. Prevalence of Type of Controlling Relationships
Within the Sample Who Had Perpetrated IPV (by Sex)

Intimate terrorism
Mutual violent control
Situation couple violence
Violent resistance

Male
(n ¼ 68)

Female
(n ¼ 237)

Total
(n ¼ 305)

5
27
27
9

26
66
126
19

31
93
153
28

(7%)
(40%)
(40%)
(13%)

(11%)
(28%)
(53%)
(8%)

(10%)
(31%)
(50%)
(9%)

This analysis used the control categories created in the
previous analysis and was performed to examine the
frequency of aggression in these categories within the
whole sample. This involved a 2 (men vs. women)  2
(high control perpetration vs. low control perpetration)
 2 (high control victimization vs. low control victimization) MANCOVA with IPV perpetration and aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates as the dependent
variables, and controlling for age. According to
Johnson’s theory, high controlling relationships should
also show the most aggression but control would be
unrelated to aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates:
therefore, no difference should be found for this measure.
Table VII shows the means and standards deviations
for this analysis. Those who were classiﬁed as “high
control” perpetrators also showed more aggression
(multivariate: F(3, 1,081) ¼ 24.29, p < .001). This
applied to both IPV perpetration (F(1, 1,083) ¼ 59.40,
p < .001) and aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates (F
(1, 1,083) ¼ 31.72, p < .001). Those who were classiﬁed as victims of “high control” partners showed more
IPV perpetration (F(1, 1,083) ¼ 32.06, p < .001) and
aggression
to
same‐sex
non‐intimates
(F(1,
1,083) ¼ 18.83, p < .001). These results indicate that
relationships characterized by high levels of control are
also characterized by high levels of aggression perpetration involving partners and same‐sex non‐intimates.
Interactions
An exploration of the interactions showed some
signiﬁcant interactions for gender  perpetration cluster
(multivariate: F(3, 1,081) ¼ 3.72, p < .05). The interaction was only signiﬁcant for aggression to same‐sex
non‐intimates (F(1, 1,083) ¼ 8.12, p < .01). Examination of the interactions indicates that men’s aggression to
same‐sex non‐intimates is higher in both the high and low
control perpetration groups but that the sex difference is
much greater in the high control group.
Signiﬁcant interactions were found for control perpetration cluster  control victimization cluster (multivariate: F(3, 1,081) ¼ 10.80, p < .001) for aggression to
same‐sex non‐intimates (F(1, 1,083) ¼ 18.04, p < .001)
and IPV perpetration (F(1, 1,083) ¼ 9.56, p < .01).
Exploration of the interactions indicated that within the
high control perpetration group the differences between
high and low control victimization in terms of aggression
perpetration is greater than in the low control group.
Aggr. Behav.
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TABLE VII. Means and (Standard Deviations) for Aggression Perpetration and Victimization (by Control Perpetration and
Victimization and Gender)
Men (N ¼ 398)
High control Perp.

Low control Perp.

High control Vic.

Low control Vic.

a

SS Perp.
IPV Perp.
IPV Vic.
SS Perp.
IPV Perp.
IPV Vic.
SS Perp.
IPV Perp.
IPV Vic.
SS Perp.
IPV Perp.
IPV Vic.

5.73
4.06
5.73
1.20
.31
.82
5.12
3.76
5.88
1.15
.23
.59

(8.38)
(7.44)
(8.94)
(4.06)
(1.80)
(3.14)
(8.27)
(7.48)
(8.85)
(3.89)
(.99)
(2.45)

Women (N ¼ 706)
2.02
4.47
3.79
.45
.81
.55
2.19
4.32
4.28
.46
.95
.54

Row Mean (N ¼ 1,104)

(5.60)
(5.93)
(6.61)
(2.11)
(2.23)
(1.89)
(5.75)
(5.90)
(6.71)
(2.19)
(2.56)
(2.01)

3.14
4.35
4.37
.73
.62
.65
3.28
4.17
4.87
.71
.70
.56

(6.76)
(6.41)
(7.42)
(3.01)
(2.09)
(2.44)
(6.92)
(6.52)
(7.59)
(2.93)
(2.16)
(2.18)

a

SS Perp., same‐sex perpetration; IPV Perp., intimate partner violence perpetration; IPV Vic., intimate partner violence victimization.

These results indicate that more aggression is found in the
high than in the low control group, and that this
difference is often more pronounced when examined by
victimization group. There were no signiﬁcant interactions for the gender  victimization cluster (multivariate: F(3, 1,081) ¼ .94, p ¼ .421).
DISCUSSION

The aim of the current study was to test several
predictions derived from contrasting approaches to
understanding IPV. The male control theory of IPV,
derived separately from feminist and evolutionary theory,
predicts that there would be sex differences in IPVand the
use of control tactics within relationships. According to
feminist researchers (e.g., Browne, 1987; Dobash &
Dobash, 1979; Saunders, 1986; Smith, 1990; Walker,
1989) IPV is mostly perpetrated by men who use their
aggression to maintain power and control within the
family structure. Male power is rooted in a patriarchal
societal structure, which tolerates the use of violence
against women as a tool for control (e.g., Pagelow, 1984).
This view of IPV holds that it has a speciﬁc etiology and
should be studied separately from aggression in other
contexts. An inﬂuential evolutionary view of IPV (Daly
& Wilson, 1980, 1988, Wilson & Daly, 1992, 1998) has
similar predictions, but differs in the ultimate source of
male control: in this case the male proprietary mindset is
deemed to have arisen from the maladaptive consequences of raising another man’s offspring.
The ﬁndings from the present study did not support the
male control view of IPV, in the following ways. First, we
found, as in many previous studies using unselected
samples (Archer, 2000; Straus, 2011), that men were not
more physically aggressive to their partners than women
were. Indeed, we found the opposite, that women
reported being more physically (and verbally) aggressive
Aggr. Behav.

to their partners than men were. We also found, again
consistent with many previous studies (Archer, 2004),
that in the same sample men reported more physical
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates than women did.
Thus, we added to the small number of studies (Archer,
2004, Table I; Cross & Campbell, 2012; Cross et al.,
2011; Klevens et al., 2012; Swahn et al., 2008) that have
demonstrated these contrasting patterns within the same
sample.
Examining within‐sex trends indicated that men
showed lower levels of physical aggression to partners
than to other men, whereas women showed higher levels
of physical aggression to partners than to other women.
The ﬁrst trend supports the “chivalry” theory (Felson,
2002, 2006), that men are in general more inhibited in
physically aggressing to a female partner than they are to
another man. The ﬁndings for women would suggest that
they are less inhibited in physically aggressing to a male
partner than they are to another woman, perhaps because
they know that chivalry will tend to prevent retaliation by
a partner. This is consistent with studies showing a degree
of social acceptance of women’s physical aggression to
partners (Harris & Cook, 1994; Simon et al., 2001;
Sorenson & Taylor, 2005; Taylor & Sorenson, 2005). It
also partially supports the ﬁndings of Felson, Ackerman,
and Yeon (2003) who found that men are more inhibited
about using violence against their wives whereas women
do not have such inhibitions about violence towards their
husbands.
A central prediction from the male control theory was
that men should seek to control their partners’ behavior to
a greater extent than women would. Using a scale that
involves control over various aspects of a partner’s life
(Graham‐Kevan & Archer, 2003a, 2003b, 2005), we
found the opposite for self‐reports (i.e., more controlling
behavior by women than by men) and no difference for
victim‐reports. The lack of a sex difference is consistent
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with a meta‐analysis of 17 studies (including the present
one) that found no overall sex differences in controlling
behavior (Archer, 2013, Table 11). A further prediction
from the male control theory was that controlling
behavior would be linked to IPV for men but not for
women. Our ﬁndings did not support this, since we found
that control and IPV were strongly correlated in both
sexes, for both self‐ and victim‐ reports. In the regression
analysis for IPV perpetration, controlling behavior was a
signiﬁcant predictor for both sexes, and the beta
coefﬁcients showed no sex difference. Again this is
consistent with other evidence (Graham‐Kevan &
Archer, 2008, 2009; Hill & Yasin, 2011; Próspero,
Dwumah, & Ofori‐Dua, 2009) using the same measure of
controlling behavior.
Felson (2002, 2010, in press) has been critical of
feminist analyses (e.g., Browne, 1987; Dekeseredy,
2011) that claim IPV has a different etiology from other
types of aggression. Such perspectives would predict no
or low associations between IPVand aggression to same‐
sex non‐intimates. In contrast to this, there was a
moderate correlation between these two measures in the
current study, which was stronger for men than for
women, although in both sexes aggression to same‐sex
non‐intimates was a signiﬁcant predictor of IPV in the
regression analysis. Another way of examining this issue
is to measure the proportion of the sample showing both
forms of aggression: this was 9.2%, and it was similar for
men and women. However, over twice this percentage
perpetrated IPV only and this was heavily skewed for
women. These ﬁgures demonstrate both an overlap
between IPV and other types of aggression, and a
substantial proportion of the sample that showed IPV but
not aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates. This was
substantially greater for women than for men: there were
around three times more women than men who showed
IPV but no physical aggression to same‐sex non‐
intimates. These ﬁgures reﬂect the previously‐noted
trends for men to be more inhibited in their physical
aggression to a female partner and women to be more
disinhibited in their physical aggression to a male partner.
In general, they indicate a need to study both inﬂuences
common to all forms of aggression, and those speciﬁc to
IPV.
The ﬁnding that controlling behavior was associated
with both IPV and aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates
has implications for the study of aggression and control.
The overlap between IPV and other forms of aggression
has been noted in other studies. In their typology of “male
batterers,” Holtzworth‐Munroe and Stuart (1994) included a “generally violent” category that involved the
perpetration of both types of aggression. Marvell and
Moody (1999) found that men who were violent to their
female partners typically had prior criminal records.
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Connolly et al. (2000) found that adolescents who
reported bullying their peers at school were more likely to
report physical aggression to their partners. Thornton,
Graham‐Kevan, and Archer (2010) found that IPV and
general violence showed moderate associations for both
sexes in a student sample. This was also the case in a
sample of women (Thornton, Graham‐Kevan, & Archer,
2012). In their longitudinal study of a birth cohort in New
Zealand, Mofﬁtt et al. (2001) found that the strongest
predictor for both men and women who had perpetrated
IPV was their record of physically abusive delinquent
behavior. Felson and Lane (2010) also observed that
offenders who perpetrated IPV were similar to other
offenders in terms of their criminal convictions, alcohol
use and experiences of previous abuse. Other studies
demonstrate that IPV and aggression to same‐sex non‐
intimates share similar risk factors (e.g., Straus &
Ramirez, 2007).
Johnson’s (1995, 2005, 2006) inﬂuential typology of
IPV was designed to separate dangerous forms of male
violence motivated by controlling impulses from less
dangerous forms of physical aggression perpetrated
similarly by both sexes and not motivated by controlling
impulses. The samples he initially used were selected to
conform to these two categories and it is therefore no
surprise that statistical analysis indicated two distinct
clusters, one characterized by high male violence and
control and the other by mutual, less severe, violence
associated with much lower controlling motives. In our
sample, which was not pre‐selected in this way, cluster
analysis showed that women were more likely than men
to be categorized as showing high control and that the
relationship between these two variables is linear (rather
than forming these distinct clusters). This is inconsistent
with the assertion that controlling IPV almost overwhelmingly involves male perpetrators (e.g., Johnson,
2005). Furthermore, in our sample, 7% of men and 11%
of women were categorized as “intimate terrorists,” that
is, they were using controlling aggression against their
partner in the absence (or infrequent use) of controlling
behavior from these partners. Consistent with this, 13%
of men and 8% of women were categorized as showing
“violent resistance,” that is, they were physically
aggressive to their controlling partner in the absence of
controlling behavior themselves. These ﬁndings provide
little support for the sex composition that is typically
associated with Johnson’s typology: overall signiﬁcance
testing of the categories showed that men and women
were equally likely to be categorized in any of the sub‐
types. Thus the contention that the control within IPV is
purely patriarchal is not supported here.
The association between same‐sex aggression and
control was not tested by Johnson; his study of IPV was
based on control having its foundations in patriarchy, the
Aggr. Behav.
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implication from this being that control would not be
related to other forms of aggression, in this study same‐
sex aggression to non‐partners. In the present study, there
were higher levels of all three types of aggression among
those categorized as “high control.” This provides mixed
support for Johnson’s typology. His typology is
supported with the ﬁnding that there is more aggression
found within the controlling relationships. However, for
the association between control and same‐sex aggression
is not consistent with Johnson’s theory that the origin of
the aggression lies in “patriarchal control.” It would
appear that the use of controlling behavior and associated
aggressive acts, are associated with a generally coercive
interpersonal style.
The overlap we found between IPV, same‐sex
aggression and controlling behavior also relates to
typology studies that have suggested that IPV can be
part of a more generally aggressive interpersonal style (e.
g., Holtzworth‐Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Langhinrichsen‐
Rohling, 2010). This is further supported by studies of
bullying suggesting that it shares similar risk factors to
IPV perpetration. Corvo and deLara (2009) proposed that
multiple developmental pathways can lead bullies to
adult IPV perpetration, including through adolescent
dating aggression. Again, this points to a coercive
interpersonal style that can originate early in
development.
The category analysis was consistent with previous
analyses showing no (or little) sex difference in the use of
controlling aggression, noted above. Indeed, both
symmetry and mutual violence perpetration may be
typical of most violent relationships, even those
characterized by severe assaults that not only cause
injury but require agency intervention (Mofﬁtt et al.,
2001; Straus, 2011). Taken together with other research,
these ﬁndings therefore suggest that “intimate terrorism”
is perpetrated by both sexes, and is often mutual, perhaps
ﬁtting more with the “mutual violent control” category
introduced by Johnson (2006). Johnson added this
category to his existing typology, along with “violent
resistance,” to allow the behavior of both partners to be
included, moving from an individual to dyadic typology.
This ﬁnding supports several studies that have demonstrated the damaging physical and psychological effects
that men suffer when they are victims of an intimate
terrorist partner (e.g., Hines & Saudino, 2003; Hines
et al., 2007; Hines & Douglas, 2010).
Most of the current ﬁndings support the view that IPV
is best studied within the context of aggression research,
as advocated by Felson (2002, 2006, in press), rather than
independently from it, as advocated by feminist
researchers. Felson termed this a “violence perspective”
rather than a “gender perspective.” Although this is
generally appropriate, there are some inﬂuences that may
Aggr. Behav.

be speciﬁc to IPV, or at least to violence against women.
One of these is what Felson (2002) termed “chivalry,” a
longstanding norm that protects women not only from
other men, but also other women and other forms of
threat or danger. Contrary to the feminist assertion that
violence against women is tolerated in society, the norm
of chivalry works to protect women and condemn those
who are aggressive towards them. This argument is
supported by studies of benevolent sexism (e.g., Glick &
Fiske, 1996), which demonstrate that women are more
likely than men to receive help (see also Eagly &
Crowley, 1986); by studies ﬁnding the greater moral
condemnation of violence against wives than against
husbands (e.g., Felson & Feld, 2009; Harris & Cook,
1994); and also by the ﬁnding that women’s violence
towards their male partners is judged less harshly than
men’s violence towards female partners (e.g., Sorenson
& Taylor, 2005).
One potential limitation of the present study is that it
only involved two categories of opponent, a partner and a
same‐sex non‐intimate. Although this can be defended on
the grounds that these represent the two categories
showing contrasting ﬁndings in previous studies (Archer,
2000, 2004, 2009), it is of interest to know whether it is
sex of, or relationship with, the target that produces the
contrasting pattern. Other studies using same‐ and
opposite‐sex opponents who were not partners have
found a similar pattern to that in IPV studies in children or
adolescents (Archer, 2004, Table I), suggesting that it is
sex rather than relationship status that underlies the
difference. In their scenario study, Cross et al. (2011)
examined this issue, by using opposite sex‐partner, same‐
sex friend and opposite‐sex friend. By separating the sex
and relationship status of the opponent in this way, they
found that men’s lower aggression to a partner was a
function of sex whereas women’s increased aggression
was a function of relationship status. The ﬁrst ﬁnding is
therefore consistent with Felson’s emphasis on the sex of
opponent in his chivalry explanation. Cross and Campbell (2012) extended this by exploring ﬁve targets
(partner; same‐sex other who was known, same‐sex other
who was unknown, opposite sex other known and
opposite sex other unknown) and supported this ﬁnding
further.
A second limitation relates to the use of the sample
within the current study. This sample was using a
Western, undergraduate student sample. This is relevant
in two ways, the ﬁrst relates to generalizing across
cultures. Sex differences in aggression, speciﬁcally IPV,
differ in cultures that do not subscribe to Western values
on the emancipation of women. Cultures that have more
gender equality in terms of societal power tend to have
the most parity in IPV perpetration (Archer, 2006)
whereas those with more traditional patriarchal values
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tend to show more male than female perpetration of IPV.
Secondly, the sex differences that are reﬂected in the
present sample in relation to IPVand controlling behavior
are undoubtedly different to those that would be found in
more “biased” sample such as shelter or prison samples.
These samples reﬂect the most serious examples of this
type of aggression and are biased in favor of extreme
female victimization and extreme male perpetration.
There are few studies of the opposite sample, owing to
the lack of availability of male victimization samples (but
see Hines & Douglas, 2010; Hines et al., 2007).
This study tested several predictions derived from
contrasting approaches to understanding IPV with the
main aim being to test the validity of the feminist and
violence perspectives of studying IPV. The main ﬁndings
of this study failed to provide support for the male control
theory of IPV. Women were found to be more aggressive to
their partners than men, whereas men reported more
aggression to same‐sex non‐intimates than women. This
contrasting pattern of sex differences within the same
sample, along with the strong links between control and
IPV for both men and women, support the view that IPV is
best studied within the context of aggression research, as
advocated by Felson (2002, 2006, in press), adopting a
“violence perspective” rather than a “gender perspective.”
REFERENCES
Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual
partners: A meta‐analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 651–
680. doi: 10.1037/0033‐2909.126.5.651
Archer, J. (2002). Sex differences in physically aggressive acts between
heterosexual partners: A meta‐analytic review. Aggression and Violent
Behavior, 7, 313–351. doi: 10.1016/S1359‐1789(01)00061‐1
Archer, J. (2004). Sex differences in real world settings: A meta‐analytic
review. Review of General Psychology, 8, 291–322. doi: 10.1037/1089‐
2680.8.4.291.supp
Archer, J. (2006). Cross‐cultural differences in physical aggression
between partners: A social‐role analysis. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 10, 133–153. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X09990951
Archer, J. (2009). Does sexual selection explain human sex differences in
aggression? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 32, 249–311. doi:
10.1017/S0140525X09990951
Archer, J. (2013). Can evolutionary principles explain patterns of family
violence? Psychological Bulletin, 139, 403–440. doi: 10.1037/
a0029114
Archer, J., Fernández‐Fuertes, A. A., & Thanzami, V. L. (2010). Does cost‐
beneﬁt analysis or self‐control predict involvement in two forms of
aggression? Aggressive Behavior, 36, 292–304. doi: 10.1002/ab.20358
Bates, E. A., & Graham‐Kevan, N. (2012). Is controlling aggression related
to problem presentation? A test of Johnson’s assumptions regarding
sex‐differences and the role of control. Manuscript submitted for
publication.
Browne, A. (1987). When battered women kill. New York: Macmillan. doi:
10.1177/088610999000500212
Carrado, M., George, M. J., Loxam, E., Jones, L., & Templar, D. (1996).
Aggression in British heterosexual relationships: A descriptive
analysis. Aggressive Behavior, 22, 401–415. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)
1098‐2337(1996)22:6<401:AID‐AB1>3.0.CO;2‐K

53

Connolly, J., Pepler, D., Craig, W., & Taradash, A. (2000). Dating
experiences of bullies in early adolescence. Child Maltreatment, 5,
299–310. doi: 10.1177/1077559500005004002
Corvo, K., & deLara, E. (2009). Towards an integrated theory of relational
violence: Is bullying a risk factor for domestic violence. Aggression and
Violent Behavior, 15, 181–190. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2009.12.001
Cross, C. P., & Campbell, A. (2012). The effect of intimacy and target sex
on direct aggression: Further evidence. Aggressive Behavior, 38, 272–
280. doi: 10.1002/ab.21430
Cross, C. P., Tee, W., & Campbell, A. (2011). Gender symmetry in intimate
aggression: An effect of intimacy or target sex? Aggressive Behavior,
37, 268–277. doi: 10.1002/ab.20388
Daly, M., & Wilson, M. I. (1980). Discriminative parental solicitude: A
biological perspective. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42, 277–
288. doi: 10.2307/351225
Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1988). Homicide. New York: Aldine de Gruyter.
Daly, M., & Wilson, M. I. (1990). Killing the competition: Female/female
and male/male homicide. Human Nature, 1, 81–107. doi: 10.1007/
BF02692147
Daly, M., Wilson, M. I., & Weghorst, S. J. (1982). Male sexual jealousy.
Ethology and Sociobiology, 3, 11–27. doi: 10.1016/0162‐3095(82)
90027‐9
Davidovic, A., Bell, K., Ferguson, C., Gorski, E., & Campbell, A. (2011).
Impelling and inhibiting forces in aggression: Sex‐of‐target and
relationship effects. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 26, 3098–3126.
doi: 10.1177/0886260510390953
Debbonaire, T., & Todd, J. (2012). Respect response to Dixon et al. (2012)
‘Perpetrator programmes for partner violence: Are they based on
ideology or evidence?’ Criminological and Legal Psychology 17, 216–
224. doi: 10.1111/j.2044‐8333.2012.02051.x
DeKeseredy, W. S. (1988). Woman abuse in dating relationships. Toronto:
Canadian Scholars’ Press.
DeKeseredy, W. S. (2011). Feminist contributions to understanding woman
abuse: Myths, controversies and realities. Aggression and Violent
Behavior, 16, 297–302. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.002
Dobash, R. E., & Dobash, R. P. (1979). Violence against wives: A case
against the patriarchy. London: Open Books.
Dobash, R. P., & Dobash, R. E. (2004). Women’s violence to men in
intimate relationships: Working on a Puzzle. British Journal of
Criminology, 44, 324–349. doi: 10.1093/bjc/azh026
Dutton, D. G. (2010). The gender paradigm and the architecture of anti‐
science. Partner Abuse, 1, 5–25. doi: 10.1891/1946‐6560.1.1.5
Dutton, D. G. (2012). The case against the role of gender in intimate partner
violence. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17, 99–104. doi: 10.1016/j.
avb.2011.09.002
Dutton, D. G., & Nicholls, T. L. (2005). The gender paradigm in domestic
violence research and theory: Part 1—The conﬂict of theory and data.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 10, 680–714. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.avb.2005.02.001.
Eagly, A., & Crowley, M. (1986). Gender and helping behavior:
A meta‐analytic review of the social psychological literature. Psychological Bulletin, 100, 283–308. doi: 10.1037//0033‐2909.100.
3.283
Eisner, M. (2003). Long‐term historical trends in violent crime. Crime and
Justice: A Review of Research, 30, 83–142. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/
1147697
Fagan, J., & Browne, A. (1994). Violence between spouses and intimates:
Physical aggression between women and men in intimate relationships.
In: A. J. Reiss Jr, & J. A. Roth (Eds.), Understanding and preventing
violence (Vol. 3, 115–292). Washington DC: National Academy Press.
Felson, R. B. (2000). The normative protection of women from violence.
Sociological Forum, 15, 91–116.
Felson, R. B. (2002). Violence and gender re‐examined. Washington, D.C.:
American Psychological Association.

Aggr. Behav.

54

Bates et al.

Felson, R. B. (2006). Is violence against women about women or about
violence? Contexts, 5, 21–25. doi: 10.1525/ctx.2006.5.2.21
Felson, R. B. (2010). Academic apartheid: Segregation in the study of
partner violence. Partner Abuse, 1, 61–81. doi: 10.1891/1946‐
6560.1.1.61
Felson, R. B (in press). Back to basics: Gender and the social psychology of
aggression. In: R. Gartner, & W. McCarthy (Eds.), Oxford handbook of
gender, sex, and crime. New York: Oxford University Press.
Felson, R. B., & Feld, S. L. (2009). When a man hits a woman: Moral
evaluations and reporting of violence to the police. Aggressive
Behavior, 35, 477–488. doi: 10.1002/ab.20323
Felson, R. B., & Lane, K. J. (2010). Does violence involving women and
intimate partners have a special etiology? Criminology, 48, 201–218.
doi: 10.1111/j.1745‐9125.2010.00186.x
Felson, R. B., & Outlaw, M. C. (2007). The control motive and marital
violence. Violence and Victims, 22(4), 387–407. doi: 10.1891/
088667007781553964
Felson, R. B., Ackerman, J., & Yeon, S. (2003). The infrequency of family
violence. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 65, 622–634. doi:
10.1111/j.1741‐3737.2003.00622.x
Gardner, W., Mulvey, E. P., & Shaw, E. C. (1995). Regression analysis of
counts and rates: Poisson, over‐dispersed, and negative binomial
models. Psychological Bulletin, 118, 392–404. doi: 10.1037//0033‐
2909.118.3.392
Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The ambivalent sexism inventory:
Differentiating hostile and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 70, 491–512. doi: 10.1037//0022‐3514.70.3.491
Graham‐Kevan, N. (2007). Partner violence typologies. In: J. Hamel, & T.
L. Nicholls (Eds.), Family interventions in domestic violence (pp. 145–
163). New York: Springer.
Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2003a). Physical aggression and control
in heterosexual relationships: The effect of sampling. Violence and
Victims, 18, 181–196. doi: 10.1891/vivi.2003.18.2.181
Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2003b). Intimate terrorism and common
couple violence: A test of Johnson’s prediction in four British samples.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 18, 1247–1270. doi: 10.1177/
0886260503256656
Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2005). Investigating three explanations of
women’s relationship aggression. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29,
270–277. doi: 10.1111/j.1471‐6402.2005.00221.x
Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2008). Does controlling behavior predict
physical aggression and violence towards partners? Journal of Family
Violence, 23, 539–548. doi: 10.1007/s10896‐008‐9162‐y
Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2009). Control tactics and partner
violence in heterosexual relationships. Evolution and Human Behavior,
30, 445–452. doi: 10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.007
Green, L. R., Richardson, D. R., & Lago, T. (1996). How do friendship,
indirect and direct aggression relate. Aggressive Behavior, 22, 81–86. doi:
10.1002/(SICI)1098‐2337(1996)22:2<81:AID‐AB1>3.0.CO;2‐X
Hamel, J. (2007). Domestic violence: A gender‐inclusive conception. In: J.
Hamel, & T. L. Nicols (Eds.), Family interventions in domestic violence
(pp. 3–26). New York: Springer.
Harris, R. J., & Cook, C. A. (1994). Attributions about spouse abuse: It
matters who the batterers and victims are. Sex Roles, 30, 553–565. doi:
10.1007/BF01420802
Hilbe, J. M. (2007). Negative binomial regression. New York: Cambridge
University Press.
Hill, H., & Yasin, N. (2011). Controlling behaviour in intimate partnerships: Potential impacts on trauma symptoms, romantic self‐efﬁcacy
and romantic satisfaction. Unpublished Honours Dissertation, Macquarie University, Sydney, Australia.
Hines, D. A., & Douglas, E. M. (2010). Intimate terrorism by women
towards men: Does it exist? Journal of Aggression, Conﬂict and Peace
Research, 2(3), 36–56. doi: 10.5042/jacpr.2010.0335

Aggr. Behav.

Hines, D. A., & Saudino, K. J. (2003). Gender differences in
psychological, physical and sexual aggression amongst college
students using the reused conﬂict tactics scale. Violence and Victims,
18, 197–217.
Hines, D. A., Brown, J., & Dunning, E. (2007). Characteristics of callers to
the domestic abuse helpline for men. Journal of Family Violence, 22,
63–72. doi: 10.1007/s10896‐006‐9052‐0
Holtzworth‐Munroe, A., & Stuart, G. L. (1994). Typologies of male
batterers: Three subtypes and the differences among them. Psychological Bulletin, 116, 476–497. doi: 10.1037//0033‐2909.116.3.476
Hutchinson, M. K., & Holtman, M. C. (2005). Analysis of count data using
Poisson regression. Research in Nursing and Health, 28, 408–418. doi:
10.1002/nur.20093
Johnson, M. P. (1995). Patriarchal terrorism and common couple violence:
Two forms of violence against women. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 57, 282–294. doi: 10.2307/353683
Johnson, M. P. (2005). Domestic violence: It’s not about gender—Or is it?
Journal of Marriage and Family, 67, 1126–1130. doi: 10.1111/j.1741‐
3737.2005.00204.x
Johnson, M. P. (2006). Conﬂict and control: Gender symmetry and
asymmetry in domestic violence. Violence Against Women, 12, 1003–
1018. doi: 10.1177/1077801206293328
Kessler, R. C., Molnar, B. E., Feurer, I. D., & Appelbaum, M. (2001).
Patterns and mental health predictors of domestic violence in the United
States: Results from the National Comorbidity Survey. International
Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 24, 487–508. doi: 10.1016/S0160‐2527
(01)00080‐2
Klevens, J., Simon, T. R., & Chen, J. (2012). Are the perpetrators of
violence one and the same? Exploring the co‐occurrence of
perpetration of physical aggression in the United States. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 27, 1987–2002. doi: 10.1177/
0886260511431441
Langhinrichsen‐Rohling, J. (2010). Controversies involving gender and
intimate partner violence in the United States. Sex Roles, 62, 179–193.
Marvell, T. B., & Moody, C. E. (1999). Female and male homicide
victimisation rates: Comparing trends and regressors. Criminology, 37,
879–902. doi: 10.1111/j.1745‐9125.1999.tb00508.x
McHugh, M. C., Livingston, N. A., & Ford, A. (2005). A postmodern
approach to women’s use of violence: Developing multiple and
complex conceptualizations. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29, 323–
336. doi: 10.1111/j.1471‐6402.2005.00226.x
Mofﬁtt, T. E., Caspi, A., Rutter, M., & Silva, P. A. (2001). Sex differences in
antisocial behavior. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Morris, S. B., & DeShon, R. P. (2002). Combining effect size estimates in
meta‐analysis with repeated measures and independent‐groups designs.
Psychological Methods, 7, 105–125. doi: 10.1037//1082‐989X.7.1.105
O’Leary, K. D. (2006). Developmental and affective issues in assessing and
treating partner aggression. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice,
6, 400–414. doi: 10.1093/clipsy.6.4.400
Pagelow, M. D. (1984). Family violence. New York: Praegar.
Paternoster, R., Brame, R., Mazerolle, P., & Piquero, A. (1998). Using the
correct statistical test for the equality of regression coefﬁcients.
Criminology, 36, 859–866. doi: 10.1111/j.1745‐9125.1998.tb01268.x
Pence, E., & Paymar, M. (1993). Education groups for men who batter: The
Duluth Model. New York, US: Springer Publishing.
Povey, D., Coleman, K., Kaiza, P., Hoare, J., & Jansson, K. (2008).
Homicides, ﬁrearm offences and intimate violence 2006/2007. London,
UK: Home Ofﬁce Statistics Bulletin.
Próspero, M., Dwumah, P., & Ofori‐Dua, K. O. (2009). Violent attitudes
and mental health symptoms among mutually violent Ghanaian
couples. Journal of Aggression, Conﬂict and Peace Research, 1(2), 16–
23. doi: 10.1108/17596599200900009
Saunders, D. G. (1986). When battered women use violence: Husband
abuse or self‐defence? Violence and Victims, 1, 47–60.

Testing Predictions From the Male Control Theory
Schwartz, M. D., & DeKeseredy, W. S. (2003). Review of “Sexual assault
on the college campus.” Journal of Community and Applied Social
Psychology, 13, 80–81.
Simon, T. R., Anderson, M., Thompson, M. P., Crosby, A. E., Shelley, G.,
& Sacks, J. J. (2001). Attitudinal acceptance of intimate partner
violence among US students. Violence and Victims, 16, 115–126.
Smith, M. D. (1990). Patriarchal ideology and wife beating: A test of a
feminist hypothesis. Violence and Victims, 5, 257–273.
Sorenson, S. B., & Taylor, C. A. (2005). Female aggression toward male
intimate partners: An examination of social norms in a community‐
based sample. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29, 78–96. doi:
10.1111/j.1471‐6402.2005.00170.x
Straus, M. A. (1977‐8). Wife beating: How common and why? Victimology,
2, 443–458.
Straus, M. A. (1979). Measuring intrafamily conﬂict and violence: The
Conﬂicts Tactics (CT) scales. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 41,
75–88. doi: 10.2307/351733
Straus, M. A. (1999). The controversy over domestic violence by women:
A methodological, theoretical, and sociology of science analysis. In: X.
B. Arriaga, & S. Oskamp (Eds.), Violence in intimate relationships (pp.
17–44). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. doi: 10.4135/9781452204659.n2
Straus, M. A. (2008). Dominance and symmetry in partner violence by
male and female university students in 32 nations. Child and Youth
services Review, 30, 252–275. doi: 10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.10.004
Straus, M. A. (2011). Gender symmetry and mutuality in perpetration of
clinical‐level partner violence: Empirical evidence and implications for
prevention and treatment. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 16, 279–
288. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.010
Straus, M. A., & Ramirez, I. L. (2007). Gender symmetry in prevalence,
severity and chronicity of physical aggression against dating partners
by university students in Mexico and the USA. Aggressive Behavior,
33, 281–290. doi: 10.1002/ab.20199

55

Swahn, M. H., Simon, T. R., Arias, I., & Bossarta, R. M. (2008). Measuring
sex differences in violence victimization and perpetration within date
and same‐sex peer relationships. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 23,
1120–1138. doi: 10.1177/0886260508314086
Taylor, C. A., & Sorenson, S. B. (2005). Community‐based norms about
intimate partner violence: Putting attributions of fault and responsibility
into context. Sex Roles, 53, 573–589. doi: 10.1007/s11199‐005‐7143‐7
Thornton, A. J. V., Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2010). Adaptive and
maladaptive traits as predictors of violent and non violent offending
behavior in men and women. Aggressive Behavior, 36, 177–186. doi:
10.1002/ab.20340
Thornton, A. J. V., Graham‐Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2012).
Prevalence of women’s violent and non‐violent offending behavior:
A comparison of self‐reports, victims’ reports, and third‐party reports.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27, 1399–1427. doi: 10.1177/
0886260511425789
Walker, L. E. A. (1989). Psychology and violence against women. American
Psychologist, 44, 695–702. doi: 10.1037//0003‐066X.44.4.695
Walker, S., & Richardson, D. R. (1998). Aggression strategies among older
adults: Delivered but not seen. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 3,
287–294. doi: 10.1016/S1359‐1789(96)00029‐8
Walker, S., Richardson, D. R., & Green, L. R. (2000). Aggression among
older adults: The relationship of interaction networks and gender role to
direct and indirect responses. Aggressive Behavior, 26, 145–154. doi:
10.1002/(SICI)1098‐2337(2000)26:2<145:AID‐AB1>3.0.CO;2‐Q
Wilson, M. I., & Daly, M. (1992). The man who mistook his wife for a
chattel. In: J. H. Barkow, L. Cosmides, & J. Tooby (Eds.), The adapted
mind (pp. 289–321). New York: Oxford University Press.
Wilson, M. I., & Daly, M. (1998). Lethal and non‐lethal violence against
wives and the evolutionary psychology of male sexual proprietariness.
In: R. E. Dobash, & R. P. Dobash (Eds.), Rethinking violence against
women (pp. 199–230). Thousand Parks, CA: Sage.

Aggr. Behav.

