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The Prevalence of Bi-Directional Intimate Partner Violence Reported by Portuguese 

Men 

Despite the widespread debate on gender asymmetry (e.g., Dobash & Dobash, 2004; 

Hines & Douglas, 2010; Johnson, 1995; Straus, 2010), it is now widely recognized that both 

men and women can be perpetrators and victims of IPV (e.g., Capaldi, Shortt, Kim, Wilson, 

Crosby, & Tucci, 2009; Dardis, Dixon, Edwards, & Turchik, 2015; Tillyer & Wright, 2014; 

Zverina, Stam, & Babins-Wagner, 2011). Controversy still exists regarding the relative 

proportions of violence suffered and perpetrated by men and by women. For example, when 

studies focus on crime statistics, women form the majority of victims (e.g., Brogden & 

Nijhar, 2004; RASI, 2017). However, international studies (e.g., Lövestad & Krantz, 2012; 

Randle & Graham, 2011) with community samples have found that men experience 

significant levels of IPV (e.g., Archer, 2000; Beel, 2013; Hines & Douglas, 2011; Lövestad & 

Krantz, 2012; Machado & Matos, 2012; Machado & Matos, 2014). In the US, community 

samples with adults in heterosexual relationships have shown that 25% to 50% of victims are 

male (Hines & Douglas, 2011). The National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey 

(Breiding, Chen, & Black, 2014) found that more than 1 in 4 men (28.5%) in the US have 

experienced rape, physical violence, and/or stalking by an intimate partner in their lifetime. A 

review by Desmarais, Reeves, Nicholls, Telford, and Fiebert (2012) explored a decade’s 

worth of research on IPV in heterosexual relationships. Based on data from 91 studies, they 

estimated that approximately 1 in 4 women (23.1%) and 1 in 5 men (19.3%) had experienced 

physical violence in an intimate relationship (Desmarais et al., 2012). European studies have 

also found this pattern of prevalence rates for men and women (e.g., Lövestad & Krantz, 

2012; Costa et al., 2015). In Portugal, there are no national annual surveys on IPV. The only 

Portuguese survey to date that included men was completed in 2007 with a sample of 1000 

women and 1000 men and found that 6.4% of women and 2.3% of men were victims of IPV 
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(Lisboa, Barroso, Patrício, & Leandro, 2009). In Portugal, the data on male victims are from 

a clinical sample of all observed cases in the North Branch of the Institute of Forensic 

Medicine, which found that men constituted 11.5% of the victims of IPV (Carmo, Grams, & 

Magalhães, 2011), and from the most widely known non-governmental agency in the 

country, the Portuguese Association for Victim Support (APAV, 2015). This organization 

reportedly helped a total of 1,240 adult men who were victims of domestic violence between 

2013 and 2015, an increase of 14.4% from previous years (APAV, 2015). Moreover, since 

2000, when only 255 men sought help from this agency, there has been a large increase in the 

number of men seeking help for intimate abuse. 

Considering the widespread debate regarding the identity of the victim and the 

perpetrator, it is important to highlight that several international studies have demonstrated 

that most IPV is mutual or bidirectional (e.g., Capaldi et al., 2009; Capaldi, Knoble, Shortt, & 

Kim, 2012; Esquivel-Santoveña, Lambert, & Hamel, 2013; Krahé, Bieneck, & Möller, 2005). 

A systematic review by Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Misra, Selwyn and Rohling (2012a) found 

that rates of bidirectional IPV ranged from 39% (military or male treatment samples) to 72% 

(female-oriented samples), with more than half of all population, community and student 

samples demonstrating bidirectional IPV. In a European study, men and women experienced 

IPV as both victims and perpetrators (Costa et al., 2015). This pattern continues to be found 

in more recent surveys (e.g., Esquivel-Santoveña, Lambert, & Hamel, 2013; Hellemans, 

Buysse, De Smet, & Wietzker, 2014; Tillyer & Wright, 2014). The annotated bibliography by 

Fiebert (2014) describes 343 scholarly investigations (270 empirical studies and 73 reviews) 

demonstrating that women are as physically aggressive as men (or more) in their 

relationships with their spouses or opposite-sex partners. In relation to this and at an 

international level, women are gradually being arrested and prosecuted as perpetrators of IPV 

(e.g., Henning & Feder, 2004; Henning, Jones, & Holdford, 2005; Henning, Martinsson, & 
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Holdford, 2009). However, some of these studies have revealed that while IPV perpetrated by 

dually arrested couples is technically bidirectional, many aspects of such bidirectional 

violence are gender asymmetric, including measures of overall physical abuse, the issuing of 

lethal threats, injuries inflicted, prior IPV arrests and the risk of recidivism (e.g., Henning et 

al., 2005; Henning et al., 2009). In Portugal, there are no empirical data on the phenomenon 

of mutual abuse in intimate relationships. However, the official crime statistics suggest that in 

recent years, there is a small but growing tendency to report intimate abuse incidents through 

dual presentations of charges; that is, in recent years, criminal complaints of mutual IPV have 

increased (Matos & Santos, 2014). 

The current study is the first cross-sectional research conducted in Portugal to explore 

IPV based on a population that is not well studied (i.e., male victims) and to examine the 

prevalence of IPV victimization and perpetration as well as the overlap of these roles and the 

types of violence reported. For this purpose, IPV, as defined by Portuguese law, is considered 

the act of inflicting any physical or mental injury, "including body punishments, deprivation 

of freedom and sexual offenses, against those who cohabit or not with the perpetrator and/or 

maintain an intimate relationship" (Law No. 59/2007 of 4 September). In Portugal, even 

though domestic violence has been considered a public crime since 2000 and Portuguese law 

is gender neutral (Penal Code, 2014), the phenomenon of IPV against men remains an under-

developed research area, and attention from the media and the political and judiciary systems 

is almost non-existent. 

This study represents one of the few studies within the international literature to 

explore the differences in the types of IPV suffered and perpetrated by men in which men are 

divided into victims only, perpetrators only or both the victim and the perpetrator. Usually, 

only the victimization or perpetration of IPV is studied. Men’s accounts of IPV remain 

largely overlooked across the European Union (EU) and in Portugal in particular. Indeed, 
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policy and practice in Western nations seems to still be shaped by a gendered approach to 

IPV, which is associated with feminist analyses (i.e., a perspective that focuses on women as 

victims; e.g., Bates, Graham‐ Kevan, & Archer, 2014; Bates & Graham-Kevan, 2016). This 

approach has been useful but is insufficient. In Portugal, even though IPV law is neutral and 

IPV has been considered a political and social priority area (e.g., Commission for Citizenship 

and Gender Equality, 2015), studies have revealed that Portugal, similar to other Western 

nations, does not appear to be prepared to address men in a role other than perpetrators of 

IPV. For instance, only the last national plan against Domestic Violence1 (2013-2017) 

adopted inclusive language regarding men and women as victims and as perpetrators. Prior to 

this last national plan, when addressing perpetrators, the plans referred only to men. 

Moreover, male victims who have sought formal help have negatively evaluated the services 

provided by the national support system, complaining that they experienced gender-

stereotyped treatment and different criteria from professionals and services (Machado, 

Santos, Graham-Kevan, & Matos, 2016). Therefore, the research aims of this study, with 

regard to both in the past year and across the lifetime, are to 1) map the prevalence of 

victimization, perpetration, and victimization-perpetration situations reported by a sample of 

males; 2) explore the differences in the types of violence between victimization and 

perpetration; 3) explore the differences between the categories (victims vs. victims-

perpetrators; perpetrators vs. victims-perpetrators) in terms of the types of violence 

suffered/perpetrated. 

Method 

Sample 

                                                 
1 Domestic Violence (DV) is the term used, but in this paper we adopted the term IPV once that DV 

encompasses behaviours of IPV. 
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The sample consisted of 1556 men, whose age ranged from 18 to 78 years (M = 32.58, 

SD = 10.19). The majority of the participants were Portuguese and currently single or 

married/cohabiting; of the 27.6% of the participants with children, the mean number of 

children was 1.7 (SD = .80). The majority of participants were employed, lived in an urban 

area, were in the upper middle class and had higher education qualifications. With regard to 

exposure to family violence while growing up (i.e., all types of domestic violence), most 

participants reported that they had never witnessed any type of IPV between their parents 

(84.3%) or been a victim of any type of violence within the home (90.6%). See Table 1 for 

further information about the sample characteristics. 

Procedures 

This study was conducted online, at a national level, with a convenience and non-

random sample comprising adult heterosexual men aged 18 years or older who had a dating 

history of at least one intimate heterosexual relationship that lasted for more than one month. 

Potential participants were invited to participate in a study about their intimate relationships 

and were recruited via e-mails advertising the study that were sent to formal contacts (e.g., 

municipal and local councils, universities, companies) and posts on social networking 

websites (e.g., Facebook). Men who decided to participate were directed to the study website 

to complete the measures. Participation in this study was anonymous, and no incentives were 

provided for participation. The Portuguese Data Protection Authority (CNPD), an 

independent national agency, approved this study. 

Instruments 

We describe the instruments used below. All questions were asked in Portuguese. 

Demographics. The men were asked for basic demographic information regarding age, 

nationality, current marital status, level of education, occupation, socioeconomic status, 

housing location and family history of direct and indirect violence. 
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Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2; Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996; 

adapted by Paiva & Figueiredo, 2006). This self-report instrument assesses how couples 

solve their conflicts. It contains five scales - negotiation, psychological aggression, sexual 

coercion, physical assault, and injury - with 39 pairs of items that relate to negotiation and 

aggression in terms of perpetration and victimization, for a total of 78 items. All subscales 

except negotiation can be further subdivided into minor and severe subscales using criteria 

outlined by the instrument's authors. Therefore, each scale contains both minor (e.g., being 

slapped, grabbed, pushed, or shoved; having a small cut or bruise; insisting on sex when the 

partner does not want to; insulting / swearing, shouting / yelling) and severe (e.g., being 

punched, kicked, burned, or beat up; broken bone, passing out; using force to make partner 

have sex; threatening to harm partner; intentionally destroying something belonging to 

partner) acts of IPV. Responses are provided on an eight-point scale (i.e., 1 = once in the last 

year; 2 = twice in the last year; 3 = 3-5 times in the last year; 4 = 6-10 times in the last year; 

5 = 11-20 times in the last year; 6 = more than 20 times in the last year; 7 = not in the last 

year but has occurred previously; and 8 = never occurred) separately for victimization and 

perpetration. For the present study, the prevalence variable was transformed into a 0-1 

dichotomy, with a score of 1 assigned if one or more of the acts in the scale occurred. 

Prevalence rates were calculated for the previous year (i.e., scores of 1-6 on the items 

composing that scale) and across the lifetime (i.e., scores of 1-7 on the items composing that 

scale) using the criteria for the psychological aggression, sexual coercion, physical assault, 

and injury subscales. In this study, all subscales of violence and its minor and severe 

subscales were calculated, with the exception of negotiation strategies because these are not a 

form of aggressive victimization/perpetration. The subscales are the sum of the number of 

behaviours reported by the participants. The CTS2 has demonstrated good construct and 

discriminant validity and good reliability (e.g., Straus et al., 1996). Internal consistency and 
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reliability statistics for the current sample were .76 (sexual aggression), .87 (psychological 

aggression), .93 (physical aggression) and .95 (injury). 

Data analysis 

The prevalence rates of victimization and perpetration and of types of violence were 

calculated for the past year and across the lifetime. To explore the differences between 

victimization and perpetration in the types of violence reported, t tests were performed. 

Additionally, to explore the differences between the categories in terms of the types of 

violence suffered and perpetrated, participants were categorized into four categories: (1) 

victim only (i.e., individuals who reported victimization and no perpetration) (2.7%); (2) 

perpetrator only (i.e., individuals who reported only perpetration) (3.9%); (3) victim and 

perpetrator (i.e., individuals who reported being victims and perpetrators of aggressive 

behaviours) (73.7%); and (4) no violence (reference category; individuals who did not report 

any aggressive victimization or perpetration) (19.7%). To compare victims vs. victims-

perpetrators and perpetrators vs. victims-perpetrators in terms of the types of violence 

suffered and perpetrated, t tests were performed. Finally, association tests (e.g., chi-square) 

and regressions were used to compare/predict prevalence by demographics/socio-economics 

as independent variables. SPSS was used for analysis. 

Results 

Prevalence rates 

Past Year vs. Lifetime. The past year prevalence rate of any IPV victimization was 69.7%, 

and the perpetration rate was 70.6%. The lifetime prevalence rate of any IPV victimization 

was 76.5%, and the lifetime prevalence rate of any IPV perpetration was 77.6%. 

Types of violence 

Past Year vs. Lifetime. In terms of the types of IPV, with respect to psychological 

aggression, 59.8% of the participants reported having been victims in the past year and 60.3% 
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were perpetrators. Conversely, during the lifetime, 66.8% of the men were victims of IPV and 

67.5% reported being perpetrators. For sexual coercion, in the past year, 30.6% were victims 

and 38.2% were perpetrators. Over their lifetime, 35.2% of the men had been sexually 

coerced and 43.8% had sexually coerced their partner. With respect to physical assault, in the 

past year, 16.2% had been physically assaulted and 13.5% reported physically assaulting a 

partner. During their lifetime, 20.4% of men were victims and 16.8% were perpetrators. 

Finally, on the injury sub-scale, 3.2% reported suffering an injury from a partner and 3% 

were perpetrators. During their lifetime, 4% of men were injured and 3.8% reported injuring 

their partner. 

Differences between the Types of Violence. Statistically significant differences were found 

in the types of violence between victimization and perpetration, both across the lifetime and 

in the past year. Men were significantly more likely to report perpetrating rather than being 

the victim of sexually coercive IPV, both in their lifetime (t (1555) = 11.44, p < .001; M = 

0.52 for victimization vs. M = 0.72 for perpetration, SDs = 1.00 and 1.12, respectively) and in 

the past year (t (1555) = 10.59, p < .001; M = .44 for victimization vs. M = .62 for 

perpetration, SDs = .93 and 1.04, respectively). However, men reported more physical 

violence victimization than perpetration, both across their lifetime (t (1555) = -6.05, p < .001; 

M = 0.52 for victimization vs. M = 0.40 for perpetration, SDs = 1.63 and 1.48, respectively); 

and in the past year (t (1555) = - 5.09, p < .001; M = .40 for victimization vs. M =.31 for 

perpetration, SDs = 1.47 and 1.33, respectively). Furthermore, there was a significant 

association between being a victim and being a perpetrator,  𝜒2
 (1) = 1025,74, p < .001.  

Victims, Perpetrators, and Victim-Perpetrator Overlap  

Differences between victims, perpetrators and victim-perpetrator overlap according to 

the types of violence suffered and perpetrated in the last year and lifetime. The results 

(see Table 2) document that the victim-perpetrator overlap category reported higher mean 
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rates of all types of violence in their lifetime and in the past year when compared to the 

victim category. The results revealed that for both the lifetime and the past year, the victim 

category reported more victimization of psychological violence than the perpetrator category. 

Differences between the victim-perpetrator overlap category according to the types of 

violence suffered and perpetrated for both the last year and lifetime. The differences 

between the level of victimization and perpetration for those in the victim and perpetrator 

categories were analysed (lifetime and last year) by the subscales of the CTS2. As shown in 

Table 3, across the lifetime and in the past year, men who were involved in bidirectional 

violence were more likely to be victims of physical assault and injury and perpetrators of 

sexual coercion. Additionally, regarding the sub-scales of minor and severe violence, those in 

the victim-perpetrator category more frequently reported being victims of minor and severe 

physical assault and of minor injury and were more likely to be perpetrators of minor sexual 

coercion. Across the lifetime, men who were involved in bidirectional violence were more 

likely to be victims of physical assault and perpetrators of sexual coercion. Additionally, 

regarding the sub-scales of minor and severe violence, those in the victim-perpetrator 

category more frequently reported being victims of minor and severe physical assault and 

were more likely to be perpetrators of minor sexual coercion. There were no other significant 

differences between victimization and perpetration. 

Discussion 

This is one of the few known studies to examine IPV based on a population that is not 

well studied, Portuguese men. This paper provides information on victimization, perpetration 

and the victimization and perpetration overlap, both across the lifetime and in the past year. 

The main findings of this study revealed the following: 1) there is considerable 

overlap in IPV victimization and perpetration (i.e., men reported that they were victims and 

perpetrators at similar rates); 2) bidirectional violence is the most common dynamic of IPV; 
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and 3) there was asymmetry in the types of violence and in the subscales of minor and severe 

violence. These findings reinforce the understanding of IPV as a complex and heterogeneous 

phenomenon with numerous distinctive facets (e.g., Winstok & Straus, 2014). 

In the current study, the similar rates of global victimization and perpetration are 

consistent with previous research and are consistent with Portuguese definitions of IPV that 

do not require injury or repeated incidents to be considered a crime. Hence, an “act-based” 

approach is appropriate in this context (e.g., Archer, 2000; Dobash & Dobash, 2004). 

When exploring the different types of IPV, several authors have reported the existence 

of differences in the perpetration of IPV because the types of aggression used by both sexes 

differ: women are responsible for less severe violence, and sexual violence is mainly 

attributed to men (e.g., Anderson, 2002; Dobash & Dobash, 2004; Saunders, 2002; Tjaden & 

Thoennes, 2000). However, it is important to note that these data are not consistent (see, for 

example, Costa et al., 2015). In the present study, these differences in the types of violence 

reported by men, whether victims or perpetrators, were only partially observed. We found 

that men reported higher rates of perpetration (vs. victimization) of sexual coercion both 

across the lifetime and in the past year, and this type of violence was highest in the victim 

and perpetrator category, which is consistent with previous research (e.g., Coker et al., 2002; 

Costa et al., 2015; Lövestad & Krantz, 2012). However, this finding did not hold for physical 

IPV, for which men were more likely to report being victims than perpetrators across the 

lifetime and in the past year. The highest rates of physical IPV occurred in the victim and 

perpetrator category, which challenges the dominant frameworks used to interpret IPV (i.e., 

IPV is a “women’s issue” and arises predominantly from assaults by male perpetrators on 

female victims; e.g., Fergusson, Horwood, & Ridder, 2005). This framework was also 

challenged by the finding that men reported more victimization of severe physical violence. 

Considering these results and the review of the literature, it seems important for public 
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policies and measures to combat IPV (i.e., prevention and intervention) to adopt a more 

gender-neutral approach and an ecological analysis to understand and guide IPV research and 

practice and to address the experiences and needs of all possible victims and perpetrators 

(e.g., McCarrick, McCabe, & Hirst-Winthrop, 2015; Swan, Gambone, Caldwell, Sullivan, & 

Snow, 2008). 

Nevertheless, the data revealed that most of the violence was bidirectional, which is 

consistent with the literature on community samples (e.g., Capaldi et al., 2009; Capaldi et al., 

2012; Esquivel-Santoveña et al., 2013; Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012a). The high rate 

of overlap reported by this sample of Portuguese men also demonstrates the complexity of 

this phenomenon (e.g., different sampling and survey methods can influence the findings 

regarding prevalence rates; see, for example, Archer, 2000 and Krahé et al., 2005, for more 

information) and challenge the prevailing paradigm of victimology (i.e., the dichotomous 

reading of the role of victim or perpetrator). The overall data of this study and other studies 

(e.g., Capaldi et al., 2009; Capaldi et al., 2012; Esquivel-Santoveña et al., 2013; 

Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 2012a) have revealed that these positions are not always 

mutually exclusive. To effectively respond to a phenomenon as complex as IPV, like other 

authors (e.g., Dixon & Graham-Kevan, 2011), we believe that Europe (in particular, Portugal) 

could benefit from adopting a wider theoretical perspective that includes, for example, same-

sex violence, female-to-male violence or reciprocal IPV. Nevertheless, it is important to note 

that in this study, the context of violence is unknown; thus, it is not possible to identify how 

and why the violence occurred. The importance of the context of violent behaviour was 

highlighted by the typology of Johnson (1995). Therefore, the percentage of dual 

involvement or overlap found in this study could represent situational couple violence, 

violent resistance or mutual violent control. Future studies should investigate these elements 

of couples to understand the real extent of such violence and its context and dynamics. 
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Moreover, it is important to understand whether these roles evolve during the relationship 

(i.e., if one partner starts as victim and evolves to become a perpetrator and vice versa). 

Additionally, some studies have revealed that even in cases where IPV is bidirectional, many 

aspects of such bidirectional violence are gender-asymmetric, including physical abuse, lethal 

threats, injuries, prior IPV arrests or risk of recidivism. In the present study, differences were 

not found in the IPV measure used to capture physical abuse and injuries inflicted; however, 

the other variables were not included. Future studies could examine a mixed sample and 

focus on variables such as lethal threats, prior IPV arrests or the risk of recidivism to explore 

gender (a)symmetry. 

Finally, the stereotype that IPV only occurs in more disadvantaged social layers 

dominated by poverty and low education (e.g., Casique & Furegato, 2006) is challenged by 

the sociodemographic data of this study, in which many participants had high levels of 

education and a higher average socioeconomic status. In addition, IPV seems to not be 

exclusive to married couples. 

Although the results of this study provide a contribution to the field, they should be 

interpreted carefully with consideration of the study’s many limitations. Specifically, these 

findings are based on the reports of only one member of the couple and on self-report data 

(e.g., participants may under-report perpetration or overstate their victimization) and cross-

sectional data. Future research should examine the IPV victim-perpetrator overlap in partner 

samples, adopt complementary self-report measures, and use longitudinal designs. These 

three conditions could help to clarify the causal directions of our findings, the extent of IPV, 

its contexts, motives and impacts, and the relational processes by which intimate relationships 

change over time. Another variable that would have enriched our study is the inclusion of a 

measure of fear and of coercion. Several studies report fear as a consequence that should be 
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included when analysing IPV and coercion as a behaviour to which women report greater 

exposure.  

Furthermore, online data collection was used in the current study, which is considered 

a useful way of examining the psycho-social aspects of socially negative behaviours (e.g., 

gambling; Wood & Griffiths, 2007). The online participation method is likely to be effective 

in reducing the fear and social disapproval experienced by men involved in IPV as the 

anonymity of the computer may increase their disclosure (e.g., Rhodes, Lauderdale, He, 

Howes, & Levinson, 2002; Tsui, 2014). Although there are disadvantages to this method 

(e.g., potentially biased sample, validity issues), they are similar to more conventional 

research techniques. In the current study, the use of an online data collection method may 

have influenced the results by restricting the sample to men who had access to the Internet, 

saw the advertisement for the study and were willing to participate without compensation. 

This approach may explain the homogeneity of the sample in terms of its demographics (e.g., 

age, socioeconomic status, educational level, nationality). Therefore, the results may not be 

generalizable to a wider Portuguese population, and future studies should endeavour to 

recruit a more diverse population. Lastly, the instrument used in the data collection is not 

without criticism. The CTS is the most widely used measure of IPV but is also the most 

criticized (Straus, 2012). One of the primary reasons this measure has received such attention 

from critics is that when it is used, it generally finds “gender symmetry” in the perpetration of 

IPV (e.g., Archer, 2000; Fiebert, 2014; Hamby, 2016; Lehrner & Allen, 2014), even in 

agency- and clinical-level violence cases (e.g., Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 2001). These 

findings appear inconsistent with studies using data from criminal justice or medical sources 

and have led to criticism from feminist (and other) researchers, who have sought to negate the 

CTS findings by criticizing the methodology. The CTS has been argued to be unreliable and 

invalid because “confining self-report data to a checklist of acts, devoid of motives, meanings 
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and consequences cannot insure objectivity, validity or an adequate development of theory to 

explain violence” (Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, & Daly, 1992, p.71). Major criticisms have 

centred on the perceived inability of the CTS to take into account the different consequences 

of IPV for males and females as well the context of bidirectional violence (e.g., whether 

violence was in self-defence) (Lehrner & Allen, 2014; Morse, 1995). A further criticism is 

that failing to measure injuries obscures the unequal impact of IPV in terms of injuries 

sustained by men and women. Straus (2012; 1999) has gone to some lengths to address these 

criticisms both theoretically and empirically (e.g., Straus et al., 1996), and a major revision to 

the CTS (CTS2, Straus et al., 1996) was made in response to these issues. The CTS2 includes 

additional scales to measure injury and sexual coercion, although motivation (e.g., self-

defence or coercive control) is still not included. Although the CTS2 does not measure 

motivation or the context of IPV, this issue in itself is not a shortcoming. All measures are 

necessarily constrained and should be used in conjunction with other measures that allow 

research questions to be answered. For example, to explore potential sex differences in 

motivations for IPV, researchers should ask additional questions and/or include additional 

scales. Recent systematic reviews show the utility of such an approach (e.g., motivations, 

Langhinrichsen-Rohling, McCullars, & Misra, 2012b; coercive control, Carney & Barner, 

2012; impact, Lawrence, Oringo, & Brock, 2012). 

Finally, it is important to highlight that this study presents data from an under-

researched population of Portuguese men and finds patterns consistent with research from 

other nationalities. This study has social implications, such as alerting and reporting on a 

lesser-known and under-studied reality: men as victims of female violence in intimate 

relationships. The findings contribute to the demystification of different beliefs, such as the 

widespread idea that women are the victims and men are the perpetrators of IPV in mutually 

exclusive roles. In addition, victim and perpetrator status for IPV presents challenges for 



PREVALENCE(S) AND TYPES OF IPV IN HETEROSEXUAL MEN              15 

 

those working in this field. Public services, domestic violence agencies, police, courts, and 

other service providers should be alerted to the factors that intensify both the victimization 

and the perpetration of IPV and, when possible, should reduce or respond to these risk factors 

(e.g., Tyler & Wright, 2014). Furthermore, it is important to conceptualize all the facets and 

complexities of IPV (e.g., Dixon & Graham-Kevan, 2011) when designing public policies to 

combat this phenomenon.   
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Table 1 

Demographic characteristics 

 n (%) 

Nationality  

Portuguese 1523 (97.9) 

Other 33 (2.1) 

Current marital status  

Single 931 (59.8) 

Married/Cohabiting 622 (40) 

Widowed 3 (0.2) 

Occupational status  

Employed 1006 (64.7) 

Student 358 (23) 

Unemployed 155 (10) 

Retired 37 (2.4) 

Socioeconomic status  

Lower  361 (23.2) 

Lower middle  5 (0.3) 

Middle  129 (8.3) 

Upper middle 890 (57.2) 

Upper 171 (11) 

Educational qualifications  

Fourth year or less 61 (3.9) 

High school 318 (20.4) 

Bachelor's degree 148 (9.5) 
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Higher education (Master’s, PhD) 1029 (66.2) 

Housing location  

Countryside 359 (23.1) 

Urban area 1197 (76.9) 

Family history 

Direct victim 

            Yes 

                 No 

Indirect victim 

             Yes                                                                                                

             No 

 

 

9.4% 

90.6% 

 

15.7% 

84.3%  
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Table 2. Differences between victims, perpetrators and victim-perpetrator overlap according 

to the types of violence suffered and perpetrated in the last year and lifetime 

* p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

  

Period 

of time 

Types of 

violence 

Differences between victims 

and victim-perpetrator overlap 

in victimization 

Differences between perpetrators and 

victim-perpetrator overlap in 

perpetration 

  

Victims 

(n = 42) 

M (SD) 

 

Overlap 

(n = 

1146) 

M (SD) 

t(1186) 

Perpetrators 

(n = 62) 

M (SD) 

Overlap 

(n = 1146) 

M (SD) 

t(1206) 

        

Last 

year 

Psychological  1.00(1.10) 2.01(1.73) -5.68*** 0.63(1.01) 2.34(1.70) -9.70*** 

Sexual  0.26(0.50) 0.59(1.04) -4.01*** 0.66(1.10) 0.80(1.12) -0.99 

Physical  0.19(0.46) 0.54(1.68) -4.04*** 0.27(1.55) 0.40(1.50) -0.64 

Injury 0(0) 0.12(0.72) -5.60*** 0.10(0.76) 0.10(0.68) -0.80 

Lifetime 

Psychological  1.19(1.04) 2.37(1.74) -6.97*** 0.73(1.00) 2.34(1.70) -11.84*** 

Sexual  0.31(0.52) 0.70(1.11) -4.51*** 0.76(1.10) 0.94(1.19) -1.28 

Physical  0.24(0.53) 0.69(1.87) -4.61*** 0.29(1.55) 0.52(1.67) -1.14 

Injury 0.00(0.00) 0.15(0.80) -6.30*** 0.11(0.77) 0.13(0.76) -0.21 
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Table 3. Differences between the victim-perpetrator overlap category according to the types 

of violence suffered and perpetrated in the last year and lifetime 

Period 

of time 

Types of violence 

Overlap: Differences between victimization and 

perpetration 

  

Victimization 

(n = 1146) 

M (SD) 

Perpetration 

(n = 1146) 

M (SD) 

t(1145) 

Last year 

Psychological 2.01 (1.73) 1.96 (1.67) -1.67 

Minor 1.71 (1.31) 1.69 (1.30) 0.90 

Severe 0.30 (0.71) 0.28 (0.66) 1.73 

Sexual 0.59 (1.04) 0.80 (1.12) 10.40*** 

Minor 0.53 (0.75) 0.75 (0.91) -11.91*** 

Severe 0.06 (0.47) 0.06 (0.45) 1.48 

Physical 0.54(1.68) 0.40 (1.50) -6.07*** 

Minor 0.39 (0.98) 0.30 (0.82) 5.90*** 

Severe 0.15 (0.86) 0.11 (0.80) 4.04*** 

Injury 0.12 (0.72) 0.10 (0.68) -2.00* 

 Minor 0.06 (0.32) 0.05 (0.28) 2.03* 

 Severe 0.05 (0.45) 0.05 (0.44) 0.73 

Lifetime 

Psychological 2.37(1.74) 2.34 (1.70) 1.13 

Minor 1.99 (1.28) 1.98 (1.26) 0.33 

Severe 0.38 (0.78) 0.35 (0.74) 1.52 

Sexual 0.70 (1.11) 0.94 (1.19) -11.21*** 
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* p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

 

Minor 0.62 (0.79) 0.87 (0.94) -12.84*** 

Severe 0.08 (0.52) 0.07 (0.49) 1.34 

Physical 0.69 (1.87) 0.52 (1.67) 6. 97*** 

Minor 0.51 (1.11) 0.38 (0.93) 6.87*** 

Severe 0.18 (0.94) 0.14 (0.88) 4.29*** 

Injury 0.15 (0.80) 0.13 (0.76) 1.67 

 Minor 0.08 (0.35) 0.07 (0.33) 1.72 

 Severe 0.07 (0.51) 0.07 (0.49) 0.58 


