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Abstract  

This thesis investigated the generalist or specialist theories of offending by 

examining the overlap of, sex differences in, and predictors of intimate partner violence 

(IPV), general violence and nonviolent offending. IPV is typically studied separately from 

other types of crime as it is perceived to be a specialist type of crime warranting its own 

research and theories (e.g. Dobash & Dobash, 1992; Hotaling, Straus & Lincoln, 1990; 

Giles-Sims, 1983). However, generalist theories (e.g. Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Felson, 

2002) suggest that crimes stem from the same etiology and share some commonalities: 

therefore perpetrators are likely to be generalists who perpetrate a variety of crimes rather 

than specialising solely in one type of crime. Investigating all three offences in one 

population will inform whether (or not) IPV is a specialist type of crime distinct from other 

violent and nonviolent crime.  

Study 1 assessed women‟s violent and nonviolent offending, using data from two 

online student samples (men and women: n = 344), reporting on being (1) a perpetrator and 

witness (women), or (2) being a victim and witness (men). A comprehensive measure of 

general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending was developed. The results provided broad 

support for the generalist perspective of crime as women were found to be involved in a 

variety of offences. A similar pattern of offending was supported across data sources. 

Study 2 developed the Nonviolent and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale 

(NVOBS): a psychometrically sound measure of violent and nonviolent offending suitable 

for use with both male and female participants (using the combined sample from studies 3 

and 4). Results suggested five separate subscales (general violence, IPV, drug-related 

offences, criminal damage, and theft). The results provided support for previous research 

into sex differences as men were found to perpetrate higher levels of general violence and 
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nonviolent offences than women (supporting evolutionary theories of crime), and women 

perpetrated significantly more IPV than men (supporting the family conflict theory and not 

the feminist theory). The interrelatedness of the offence categories in men and women 

provided broad support for generalist theories of offending. 

Studies 3 (116 men; 181 women) and 4 (184 men; 171 women) explored potential 

predictors of offending behaviour using the NVOBS to examine whether the different 

forms of offending shared the same underlying correlates. Measures included: personality 

traits and disorder traits, attachment, anger, self-control and psychopathic traits. The same 

pattern of results was observed across both studies. Despite the sex differences in general 

violence and nonviolent offending (Study 2), there were similarities in the predictors of 

general violence and nonviolent offending for men and women. This supports Campbell‟s 

(1995) theory that women‟s offending may just be a muted version of men‟s offending and 

also suggests that there are commonalities between different types of offending: supporting 

the generalist perspective of crime. The main difference was for IPV, where the predictors 

for men‟s IPV were different to other types of crime and to the predictors for women‟s IPV. 

This indicates that men‟s and women‟s risk factors for IPV may be different (providing 

some support for men‟s IPV being specialist). 

In summary, three key themes can be taken from the research findings: (1) sex 

differences in offending, and mutuality of IPV, (2) the overlap between offences, and (3) 

the pattern of correlates and predictors of offending. Conclusions from the thesis are that 

men and women offenders perpetrate a variety of offences, which is consistent with the 

theory that criminals tend not to specialise. Limitations, ideas for future research, and 

original contributions to knowledge are discussed. 



5 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION 15 

1.1. Introduction 16 

1.2. IPV 16 

         1.2.1. Definitions 16 

         1.2.2. IPV theories     17 

         1.2.3. Support for a generalist approach: Typology research 41 

         1.2.4. Interim summary 44 

1.3. General Violence 45 

         1.3.1. Definitions and sex differences      45 

         1.3.2. Stability of general violence 47 

         1.3.3. Interim summary 48 

1.4. Overlap of IPV and general violence: General theory of violence 49 

1.5. Nonviolent offending behaviour 50 

         1.5.1. Definitions and sex differences 50 

1.6. Overlap of IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending: General 

Theory of Crime 

52 

1.7. Evolutionary theories of offending 53 

1.8. Empirical evidence for the interrelatedness of offending 55 

          1.8.1. Overlap of offending 55 

          1.8.2. Overlap of risk factors 57 

1.9. Summary of IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending 58 

1.10. Correlates and predictors of violent and nonviolent offending behaviour 60 



6 
 

                    1.10.1. Personality and offending behaviour 60 

                    1.10.2. Attachment and offending behaviour 72 

                    1.10.3. Anger and offending behaviour 77 

                    1.10.4. Self-control/impulsivity/constraint and offending behaviour 82 

                    1.10.5. Psychopathic traits and offending behaviour 87 

1.11. Studying violent and nonviolent offending of University students 92 

1.12. Research aims 93 

CHAPTER 2: MEASURES, ETHICS AND SAMPLING 97 

          2.1. Measures 97 

                    2.1.1. Violent and nonviolent offending 97 

                    2.1.2. Personality traits 112 

                    2.1.3. Personality disorder traits 116 

                    2.1.4. Attachment 123 

                    2.1.5. Anger 126 

                    2.1.6. Self-control 127 

                    2.1.7. Psychopathic traits 129 

          2.2. Ethical considerations  135 

          2.3. Sampling  137 

CHAPTER 3: STUDY ONE: Prevalence of women’s violent and nonviolent 

offending behaviour: A comparison of self-reports, victims’ reports and 

third- party reports. 

140 

          3.1. Brief introduction and aims 140 

          3.2. Method 143 

                    3.2.1. Participants 143 



7 
 

                    3.2.2. Measures 143 

                    3.2.3. Procedure 144 

          3.3. Results 144 

                    3.3.1. Data screening 144 

                    3.3.2. Statistical analysis 144 

          3.4. Interim discussion 157 

CHAPTER 4: STUDY TWO: SCALE DEVELOPMENT – Development and 

confirmatory factor analysis on the nonviolent and violent offending scale 

(NVOBS). 

164 

          4.1. Brief introduction and aims 164 

          4.2. Method 169 

                    4.2.1. Item selection 169 

                    4.2.2. Participants 169 

                    4.2.3. Procedure 169 

          4.3. Results 170 

                     4.3.1. Statistical analysis 170 

          4.4. Interim discussion 186 

CHAPTER 5: STUDY THREE:  Adaptive and maladaptive personality traits 

as predictors of violent and nonviolent offending behaviour in men and 

women 

196 

          5.1. Brief introduction and aims 196 

          5.2. Method 200 

                    5.2.1. Participants 200 

                    5.2.2. Measures 200 



8 
 

         5.2.3. Procedure 201 

          5.3. Results 202 

                    5.3.1. Data screening 202 

                    5.3.2. Statistical analysis 202 

          5.4. Interim discussion 211 

CHAPTER 6: STUDY FOUR: Violent and nonviolent offending behaviour in 

men and women: Their associations with anger, attachment, self-control, and 

psychopathic traits. 

217 

          6.1. Brief introduction and aims 217 

          6.2. Method 221 

                     6.2.1. Participants 221 

                    6.2.2. Measures                221 

                    6.2.3. Procedure 222 

          6.3. Results 222 

                    6.3.1. Data screening 222 

                    6.3.2. Statistical analysis 222 

          6.4. Interim discussion 232 

CHAPTER 7: GENERAL DISCUSSION          238 

7.1. Overall summary of results 238 

                  7.1.1. Sex differences in offending, and mutuality of IPV 239 

                  7.1.2. Overlap between offences 249 

                  7.1.3. Correlates and predictors of offending 255 

        7.2. Limitations  269 

        7.3. Future directions 275 



9 
 

        7.4. Overall summary 280 

APPENDICES  282 

REFERENCES 288 

 
 



10 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 2.1a: Items on the Nonviolent and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale 

(study1) 

99 

Table 2.1b: Items on the Nonviolent and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale 

(studies 3 and 4) 

106 

Table 2.1c: Items on the Nonviolent and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale (final 

version) 

110 

Table 2.2a: Items on the IPIP Extraversion subscale 113 

Table 2.2b: Items on the IPIP Agreeableness subscale 114 

Table 2.2c: Items on the IPIP Conscientiousness subscale 115 

Table 2.2d: Items on the IPIP Neuroticism subscale 115 

Table 2.2e: Items on the IPIP Openness subscale 116 

Table 2.3a: Items on the IPDE-SQ Paranoid subscale 118 

Table 2.3b: Items on the IPDE-SQ Schizoid subscale 119 

Table 2.3c: Items on the IPDE-SQ Schizotypal subscale 119 

Table 2.3d: Items on the IPDE-SQ Histrionic subscale 120 

Table 2.3e: Items on the IPDE-SQ Antisocial subscale 120 

Table 2.3f: Items on the IPDE-SQ Narcissistic subscale 121 

Table 2.3g: Items on the IPDE-SQ Borderline subscale 121 

Table 2.3h: Items on the IPDE-SQ Compulsive subscale 122 

Table 2.3i: Items on the IPDE-SQ Dependent subscale 122 

Table 2.3j: Items on the IPDE-SQ Avoidant subscale 123 

Table 2.4: Descriptions of the four adult relationship styles from the RQ 125 

Table 2.5: Items on the AQ Anger subscale 127 



11 
 

Table 2.6: Items on the BSCS  128 

Table 2.7a: Items on the YPI Grandiose manipulative subscale 132 

Table 2.7b: Items on the YPI Callous-Unemotional subscale 133 

Table 2.7c: Items on the YPI Impulsive/Irresponsible subscale 134 

Table 3.1: Numbers, percentages and χ ² comparisons of women‟s prevalence for 

each offence type by data source 

146 

Table 3.2: Means, standard deviations and χ² comparisons for variety scores of 

offences within each offence category for men‟s victimisation and women‟s 

perpetration self-reports 

150 

Table 3.3: Means, standard deviations and χ² comparisons for variety scores of 

offences within each offence category, for men‟s and women‟s third-party reports 

151 

Table 3.4: Correlations between offence categories for women‟s self-reports 153 

Table 3.5: NBR of the other NVOBS categories onto self-reported general 

violence 

155 

Table 3.6: NBR of the other NVOBS categories onto self-reported IPV 156 

Table 4.1: Factor analysis of NVOBS for men and women 173 

Table 4.2: Means, standard deviations and  χ² comparisons of NVOBS subscales 

overall and by sex 

179 

Table 4.3: Pearson correlations for NVOBS subscales for men and women 182 

Table 4.4: NBR of the other NVOBS categories onto self-reported general 

violence 

184 

Table 4.5: NBR of the other NVOBS categories onto self-reported IPV                                   185 

Table 5.1: Means, standard deviations and t-test comparisons for each personality 

disorder traits and personality trait for men and women 

203 



12 
 

Table 5.2: Pearsons correlations between NVOBS items and personality disorder 

traits, personality traits and age, for men‟s and women‟s self-reports 

205 

Table 5.3: Summary of Hierarchical and Standard Regression analyses with 

personality traits and personality disorder traits as predictors of offending for men 

and women 

207 

Table 6.1: Means, standard deviations and t-test comparisons for risk factor 

variables for men and women 

224 

Table 6.2: Pearsons correlations between NVOBS items and psychopathic traits, 

anger, attachment, self-control, and age, for men‟s and women‟s self-reports 

226 

Table 6.3: Summary of Hierarchical and Standard Regression analyses with 

psychopathic traits, anger, attachment and self-control as predictors of offending 

for men and women 

228 

 
 

 



13 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 2.1: Bartholomew‟s model of adult attachment   126 

 



14 
 

Acknowledgements 

 

I would like to sincerely thank all the people who have supported me throughout the past 

six years. I thank my supervisors, Niki and John, for all the help, support and 

encouragement they have given me throughout my PhD, for which I am extremely grateful. 

I would especially like to thank my husband Paul and my mum and dad, Pam and Ray, for 

loving me, believing in me, and for always being there. You have provided so much 

support and encouragement and made me believe I could do it when I thought I couldn‟t. I 

would also like to thank the rest of my family, particularly my big sister Angie who was 

always there to listen when I needed her. Thanks also to Sasha for being my little ray of 

sunshine. I am so thankful for having a family like you and I certainly could not have done 

this without you! Finally, I would like to thank the great friends I have made along the way, 

Stef, Christina, Laura and Jag, and I hope we remain in each others lives for a long time to 

come.  

 

I am so lucky to have been surrounded by such wonderful people, thankyou to you all with 

all my heart. 



15 
 

CHAPTER 1 

 

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

 

Reviewing the literature on the interrelatedness of offending has highlighted a 

number of research problems. The separate investigation of IPV and other forms of 

offending has resulted in theories of IPV being developed in isolation to theories of crime. 

According to the General Theory of Crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) and Felson‟s 

general theory of violence (2002) IPV may share commonalities with other types of 

offending, violent and nonviolent. Similarly, Campbell (1995) proposes that although 

women commit less offences than men, the pattern of offending is the same for men and 

women. Therefore women‟s offending may be a muted version of men‟s offending, 

motivated by similar causes.  

There are theoretical benefits of investigating IPV, general violence and nonviolent 

offending together in a mixed-sex sample: the results of such research would inform 

whether offenders are generalists or whether they specialise in specific types of crime. The 

research would also indicate whether men‟s offending was similar or different to women‟s. 

This would inform general theories of crime as well as feminist theories relating to men‟s 

coercive and women‟s defensive offending. 

The limited research that has investigated the association between IPV and other 

crime has focussed only on the overlap of the offences. However in order to fully 

understand whether or not IPV is distinct from other types of offending, it is also necessary 

to investigate the correlates/predictors of offending. These complementary approaches will 

elucidate whether the people who are violent in their relationships are the same as the 
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people who perpetrate other violent and nonviolent offences. Therefore this thesis 

investigated the generalist and specialist theories of offending and the main research 

questions that cut across all the studies are: (1) sex differences in each type of offending, 

(2) overlap in offending, and (3) predictors of violent and nonviolent offending. 

 

1.1. Introduction  

There is a longstanding belief that intimate partner violence (IPV) is a unique and 

specialist type of crime warranting its own research and theories (Dobash & Dobash, 1992; 

Hotaling et al., 1990; Gelles & Straus, 1979; Giles-Sims, 1983). As a result, research into 

IPV has been conducted in parallel to research into other crime, and therefore the theories 

for IPV have largely developed in isolation to theories for other types of crime. This divide 

between theories and research on IPV and other crime may be derived from feminist 

(Dobash & Dobash, 1992) or family conflict (Gelles & Straus, 1979) conceptualisations 

that IPV is unique. However there is some literature on the overlap of IPV, general violence 

and nonviolent offending (Felson, 2002; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Holtzworth-Munroe 

& Stuart, 1994), which suggests that perpetrators are likely to be generalists who engage in 

a variety of crimes rather than specialising solely in one type of crime. This thesis will 

explore the extent to which IPV is distinct from other types of crime and will explore the 

data in terms of sociological, psychological and criminological theories. 

 

1.2. IPV 

1.2.1. Definitions 

Intimate violence is defined by the Home Office as “the collective term used for 

partner abuse, family abuse, sexual assault and stalking, reflecting either the intimate nature 
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of the victim-offender relationship or of the violence or abuse” (Smith, Flatley, Coleman, 

Osborne, Kaiza & Roe, 2010). The terms intimate violence, domestic violence, IPV and 

partner abuse are often used interchangeably. Intimate violence and domestic violence can 

be used to refer to violence within the home towards any family member including 

partners, whereas IPV and partner abuse refer only to violence towards partners or ex-

partners, excluding violence towards all other family members. The word “abuse” implied 

that partner violence is always wrong; however it may be perpetrated in self-defence. 

However, IPV is a neutral term. Therefore for the purposes of this research the term IPV 

will be used throughout as the thesis explores only violence between partners and not 

towards other family members. The term „general violence‟ will be used when referring to 

violence towards someone other than a partner. There are three levels of violence: physical 

(which includes sexual violence), verbal, and psychological. The current thesis focuses on 

physical aggression.  

1.2.2. IPV theories 

Research on IPV began during the 1970s, and the most central and contentious issue 

regards female perpetrators of IPV (Straus, 2005; 2009). Since the 1970s, two schools of 

thought have developed regarding the psychology of IPV: (1) the view that IPV primarily 

involves male perpetrators and female victims, and (2) the gender-neutral view, which 

proposes that both partners are equally likely to be physically aggressive to the other (and 

therefore both partners can be both perpetrator and victim). The view that IPV largely 

involves mutual combat is one pattern of IPV that is associated with family conflict 

researchers (e.g. Straus & Gelles, 1988). The conflicting viewpoint, that the majority of 

partner violence involves men as the aggressors and women as their victims, is associated 

with feminist and evolutionary researchers (e.g. Dobash, Dobash, Wilson & Daly, 1992; 
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Dobash & Dobash, 1980, 1998, 2004) (see section 1.7 for a discussion of evolutionary 

theory). Both feminist and family conflict researchers see IPV as separate from other 

offences, but for different reasons. Each viewpoint will be discussed. 

1.2.2.1. Feminist theory 

Feminists propose that we live in a patriarchal society, and that IPV is a 

consequence of this societal structure (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Yllo & Bograd, 1988). 

Therefore society supports the use of violence against women by men. Feminist theory 

proposes that IPV, unlike other violent and nonviolent crime, is uniquely the consequence 

of gender inequality and patriarchy. The feminist theory therefore introduces a sex-specific 

explanation for IPV, in that it is solely (or largely) men aggressing against women, to 

achieve dominance and exert power and control over them (e.g. Dobash & Dobash, 1980, 

1998, 2004; Dobash et al., 1992; Dobash et al., 1998; Henning et al., 2003; Loseke & Kurz, 

2005). Therefore men‟s IPV is coercive whereas women‟s IPV is defensive (Dobash & 

Dobash, 2004). Feminists do not seek to explain individual differences in behaviour. 

Instead, they examine “why men in general use physical force against their partners” (Yllo 

& Bograd, 1988, p. 13).  

Feminist researchers tend to conduct qualitative research and typically use selected 

samples, for example from shelters, hospitals, police reports, and court records. Results 

from these samples suggest that women are overwhelmingly the victims of IPV (Dobash & 

Dobash, 1979; 1992; Dobash et al., 1992; Kurz, 1993; Bourgois, 1995; Nazroo, 1995; 

Dobash & Dobash, 2004). The feminist perspective sets men‟s IPV towards women in a 

framework of power and control, where men use a variety of tactics to intentionally control 

and dominate their partner. These control tactics include: intimidation, emotional abuse, 

economic abuse, isolation, coercion and threats, the children, using male privilege and 
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minimising, blaming or denying what happened (Pence & Paymar, 1993). Therefore IPV is 

one part of this general pattern of control. According to the feminist theory, men are 

misogynists who specialise in aggressing against women. 

Like feminists, evolutionary researchers also tend to attribute IPV to male coercion (e.g. 

Wilson & Daly, 1992), however their emphasis is instead related to men‟s control over 

women‟s reproductive capacity. According to evolutionary theories men‟s IPV is the 

consequence of mate-guarding arising from paternity uncertainty (e.g., Wilson & Daly, 

1992, 1996), and so men are coercively violent towards their female partner due to sexual 

jealousy. Unlike women, men cannot be sure that they are biologically related to any 

offspring. Therefore if men are to invest their resources in bringing up a child then they will 

be motivated to ensure that the child is theirs, and hence avoid being “cuckold”. To this 

end, they may employ whatever strategies are necessary to ensure their paternity (e.g. 

discourage infidelity), and this includes using violence to control their wives. This serves to 

increase the chances of men‟s paternity. 

From both the feminist and evolutionary perspectives it is claimed that IPV is 

distinct from other types of aggression due to victim choice, as the victims are female and 

in an intimate relationship with the male perpetrator. According to the feminist theory, we 

would not expect to find overlap between IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending 

due to the assertion that IPV is a unique and specialist type of crime. Also, if IPV is unique 

we would expect to find that different predictors would be associated with IPV than with 

other types of crime. Furthermore both the feminist and evolutionary theories would predict 

that women‟s IPV has different causes and motivations to men‟s (i.e. self-defence), and 

hence we would not expect the predictors of male IPV to also apply to female perpetrators 

of IPV. For example, we would not expect women‟s defensive IPV to be predicted by 
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personality disorder traits such as getting pleasure from inflicting suffering on others, 

extreme jealousy or irrational suspicion of infidelity. 

1.2.2.2. Family conflict theory 

The family conflict perspective suggests that IPV is distinct from other offences 

because it is a product of intrafamilial interactions, and unlike other crime it occurs in an 

intimate context (Gelles & Straus, 1979). Conflict is an unavoidable aspect of familial 

interactions, and the methods used to resolve conflict range from rational discussion to the 

use of severe physical force (Straus, 1979). Accordingly, IPV is a tactic that is as likely to 

be employed by men as women in response to conflict within a relationship. Straus (1979) 

developed the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) which is an act-based measure and allows the 

quantitative measurement of physical aggression between partners (and other family 

members). As it is quantitative it can be used in comparison analysis, and can therefore be 

used to compare violence prevalence between men and women and between samples. 

Unlike feminist researchers, family conflict researchers use samples unselected for violence 

(such as student or community samples of dating/ married couples) and the research has 

indicated that women can be as aggressive as men within relationships, if not more so. For 

example, the National Family Violence Surveys (1975 and 1985) used the CTS and found 

equal numbers of male and female victims of IPV.  

Since then, a large body of evidence has amassed that reflect gender symmetry in 

the perpetration of IPV from research that has used the CTS (Straus, 2007). Studies using 

unselected samples, from the US and other western nations, have found that women can be 

as physically aggressive as men, if not more so, within intimate relationships (Archer, 

2000, 2002, 2006; Cercone, Beach & Arias, 2005; Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2003; Felson, 

2002; Straus, 2004). This is true of “minor” violence (e.g., pushing, slapping, hitting) as 
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well as more “severe” („kick, bite, punch‟, „hit with an object‟) types of violence (Archer, 

2002; Ehrensaft, Moffitt & Caspi, 2004; Straus, 2008; Lussier, Farrington & Moffitt, 2009). 

An exception may be for the items “beat up” and “choke” where although the effect sizes 

were small Archer (2002) found these to be in the male direction, and women were the 

perpetrators in only about a third of cases. Therefore this suggests that both men and 

women can be the perpetrators of both minor and severe acts of aggression, which supports 

the family conflict theory of IPV. These findings conflict with the feminist theory of IPV, 

as they suggest that IPV is not specialist only to men. The sex symmetry in IPV also 

conflicts with the pattern of men being more physically aggressive than women in other 

contexts (Archer, 2009). 

Archer (2000) conducted a comprehensive meta-analysis to examine sex differences 

in heterosexual IPV perpetration. Using 82 studies, predominantly from the United States 

and predominantly from student or community samples, Archer (2000) reported that 

women were significantly more likely to be physically aggressive towards their partners 

than men were, however the effect size was very small (d = -.05). This indicates symmetry 

in the perpetration of IPV, and is therefore consistent with the family conflict theory. The 

results also suggested that men were more likely than women to injure their partner (d = 

.15), but this effect size was also small. Therefore although women can be as aggressive as 

men within relationships, they tend to receive more injuries than men. Therefore the 

physical consequences of IPV may be more severe for women. Finding that women are 

more likely to be injured by their partners than men provides broad support for the feminist 

theory of IPV that women are the primary victims and suffer more severe consequences. 

However, there remain a substantial number of men who are injured by their female partner 

which is inconsistent with the feminist theory. 
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Consistent with the family conflict theory are the findings from longitudinal 

research. Moffitt et al. (2001) compared IPV perpetration in their birth cohort from New 

Zealand of men and women at age 21. The results indicated  sex differences in IPV in the 

female direction when examining both self-reports or partner reports from 360 couples: 

women reported perpetrating significantly more violence towards their partner than men 

did, and men reported receiving significantly more violence from their partner than women 

did. Furthermore, there were no sex differences in IPV perpetration among men and women 

in 30 couples who had experienced clinical levels of abuse, i.e. where IPV resulted in 

injury, medical treatment, police intervention, convictions or help-seeking (p. 60). This 

suggests that severe violence was perpetrated to an equal extent by men and women, but 

less severe (non-clinical) violence was perpetrated more by women than by men. These 

findings are more consistent with the family conflict theory than with the feminist theory of 

IPV. 

In a follow-up study, Ehrensaft, Moffitt and Caspi (2004) examined IPV in the same 

birth cohort between ages 24 and 26 and replicated the earlier findings. However, the 

findings did suggest that in clinically abusive relationships women sustained more injuries 

that required medical treatment than men. This is not an isolated finding; similar results 

have been reported in other longitudinal research (e.g. Giordano, Millhonin, Cernokovich, 

Pugh & Rudolph, 1999). This provides further support for the family conflict theory of IPV 

in that both sexes are perpetrating IPV, but also supports the feminist theory in that women 

sustain greater injuries.  

Similar conclusions can be drawn from British Crime Surveys, which indicate equal 

proportions of men and women being “assaulted” by a partner in the last year (Coleman, 

Jansson, Kaiza & Reed, 2007; Mirrlees-Black, Budd, Partridge & Mayhew, 1998). The 
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BCS includes crimes that have not necessarily been reported to the police, and so may 

provide more representative statistics regarding the prevalence of victims, particularly for 

men. Surveys from other western countries also suggest that men and women can be 

equally victimised within relationships: for example, Statistics Canada (Pottie Bunge & 

Locke, 2000) found that 4% of men and 4% of women were victims of IPV. The finding 

that men are victisimised within their relationships to a similar extent as women does not fit 

with the feminist theory of IPV, but is consistent with the family conflict perspective. 

Data from forensic samples also supports the family conflict rather than the feminist 

perspective of IPV. For example, Busch and Rosenberg (2004) used a sample comprising 

45 men and 45 women who had been assigned to a treatment program between 1996 and 

1998 after being arrested for perpetrating IPV in the US. They found that the women were 

equally as violent as the men, equal in their use of severe violence and just as likely as men 

to cause severe injuries to their partner. 

Studies using undergraduate student samples (that were published after Archer‟s 

meta-analyses) have also found no sex differences in reports of IPV perpetration (e.g. 

Harned, 2001; Katz, Washington-Kuffel & Coblentz, 2002; Straus, 2008). The research 

using non-selected samples consistently find that women are either equally or more 

physically aggressive than men within relationships in western nations (Archer, 2006), and 

therefore provides support for the family conflict theory of IPV, and not the feminist 

theory. 

1.2.2.3. Reconciling the feminist and family conflict perspectives 

Johnson (1995) tried to resolve the debate between the feminist and family conflict 

perspectives, by suggesting that the two differing viewpoints are the product of 

investigating non-overlapping populations using different methodologies. He proposed that 
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there are two distinct types of IPV that are qualitatively different from each other and 

which vary on the level of control used. He named these categories: common couple 

violence and patriarchal terrorism. Common couple violence was described as “the 

dynamic is one in which conflict occasionally gets “out of hand,” leading to “minor” forms 

of violence, and more rarely escalating into serious, sometimes even life-threatening, forms 

of violence” (Johnson, 1995, p. 285). It therefore refers to violence that is low-level and 

low-frequency, where both partners are equally violent. The violence is not used as an 

instrument by one partner to gain control over the other, instead it is used in „everyday‟ 

conflicts. Patriarchal terrorism was described as “a product of patriarchal traditions of 

men‟s right to control “their” women, is a form of terroristic control of wives by their 

husbands that involves the systematic use of not only violence, but economic subordination, 

threats, isolation, and other control tactics” (p. 284). Therefore it refers to frequent and 

severe violence used by a man to control his female partner, with the violence and 

controlling behaviour being unilateral. Johnson proposed that this pattern of violence would 

be severe and would escalate.  

Family conflict researchers typically use samples representative of common couple 

violence (such as student or community samples of dating/ married couples), and these 

samples are believed by Johnson to be unlikely to include severely victimised women. 

Whereas feminist researchers typically sample female victims of patriarchal terrorists (such 

as from shelters or hospital records), therefore their samples focus on severely victimised 

women and are therefore unlikely to include common couple violence or indeed severely 

victimised men. So, according to Johnson (1995) the two IPV perspectives are investigating 

two distinct phenomena. 
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The term „patriarchal terrorism‟ was renamed „intimate terrorism‟ following 

analysis by Johnson and Ferraro (2000) that found that women can also be responsible for 

violence and high levels of control within relationships, although this was only expected to 

be in a minority of cases. The new name acknowledges that IPV can be used by one partner 

to gain control over all aspects of their partners‟ life, irrespective of the gender of the 

perpetrator/victim. This revision is inconsistent with the feminist theory of IPV because it 

suggests that women are using violence coercively rather than defensively. However, 

Johnson (1995, 2006) and Johnson and Ferraro (2000) maintained that intimate terrorism 

was almost always a consequence of patriarchy and predominantly perpetrated by men. 

Johnson argued that the few male victims of female intimate terrorists did not contradict his 

assertion that intimate terrorism is the result of patriarchy. However in concluding this he 

did not consider the experiences of male victims of severe IPV, or that women use IPV and 

controlling behaviours within intimate relationships as much as men (see discussion of 

control, section 1.2.2.6.). 

As well as common couple violence and intimate terrorism, Johnson (2006), also 

proposed two other categories of IPV: violent resistance and mutual violent control. Violent 

resistance refers to when a victim of intimate terrorism fights back in self-defence or 

retaliation, using non-controlling aggression: therefore, opposite to intimate terrorism, 

violent resistance is thought to be predominantly used by women. Mutual violent control 

refers to situations where there are two intimate terrorists using severe violence trying to 

gain control of the relationship: it is therefore thought to be a rare occurrence. Like 

common couple violence, it is proposed that there is gender symmetry in mutual violent 

control. This suggests that both men and women can perpetrate severe controlling 

aggression within relationships (Johnson, 2006). 
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There is some literature which has examined men as victims of women intimate 

terrorists, which provides evidence that women can perpetrate violence that is not defensive 

within their relationship. For example, using a sample of 302 help-seeking men, Hines and 

Douglas (2010) found that men can be victims of women‟s IPV. Although the men in the 

sample were also violent, their female partners used physical aggression and controlling 

behaviours approximately five times more frequently than men did, and the men were 

injured twice as much as the women. These findings are inconsistent with the feminist 

theory of men‟s coercive and women‟s defensive IPV, and suggest that patriarchy is not the 

cause of all IPV. Instead, they provide support for the family conflict perspective that 

women as well as men can use severe violence as a conflict tactic. 

The data from an earlier study by Stets and Straus (1992) also suggested that both 

males and females could be classed as intimate terrorists, and that female intimate terrorists 

were about three times more prevalent than male intimate terrorists (Dutton & Nicholls, 

2005). These results do not fit with Johnson‟s (1995, 2006) assertion that intimate terrorism 

is mainly the domain of men and can be explained solely by patriarchy. Therefore research 

suggests that both men and women can be responsible for severe one-sided acts of 

aggression towards their partners, and both men and women can be responsible for mutual 

violence within relationships. This is inconsistent with feminist patriarchal theory as 

women can perpetrate severe non-defensive violence, as can men. Therefore there may be 

similarities in men‟s and women‟s perpetration of IPV, which supports the family conflict 

argument that IPV is not specialist only to men.  

1.2.2.4. Types of IPV: Mutual and unilateral violence. 

Mutual violence is the most common form of IPV, typically accounting for over 

half of violent couples (e.g., Archer, Fernandez-Fuertes & Thanzami, 2010; Cascardi, 
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Langhinrichsen & Vivian, 1992; Kessler, Molnar, Feurer & Applebaum, 2001; Stets & 

Straus, 1990; Straus, 2008), and also has the highest injury rates for both men and women 

(Straus, 2008; Ehrensaft et al., 2004). Both men and women reported that mutual violence 

was predominant for both minor and severe forms of violence (Straus, 2008), and there is 

more likely to be severe violence in relationships where both partners are violent than when 

the violence is unilateral (e.g. Ehrensaft et al., 2004).  

Stith, Smith, Penn, Ward and Tritt (2004) reported from their meta-analysis of 85 

studies that there was a moderate association (r = 0.41) between women‟s IPV 

victimisation and her use of physical aggression towards her partner. This suggests that an 

important risk factor for women‟s victimisation is her use of physical violence. The use of 

physical violence may indicate self-defence depending on who initiated the physical 

aggression, but this could apply to men as well as women. Indeed, research suggests that 

women initiate half of all relationship violence (Straus & Gelles, 1988). So in 50% of cases 

men and women are not perpetrating IPV in self-defence as they initiated the conflict. This 

is consistent with the family conflict theory and not the feminist theory of IPV.  

It is important to recognise that the majority of IPV is mutual and to investigate 

mutuality of violence within intimate relationships because this may have important 

implications for theory and treatment. Some perpetrators may also be victims and likewise 

some victims may also be perpetrators and therefore their treatment needs may be different 

to that of a pure perpetrator or a pure victim. However, one limitation of mutuality data is 

that mutuality may mean one or two acts perpetrated by one partner and repeated 

aggression by the other. Therefore mutuality does not necessarily mean equality as one 

partner may be victimised more than the other. With respect to the current research 
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mutuality refers to an individual reporting at least one act of IPV perpetration and 

victimisation at some point within the past year. 

There is support for the existence of mutual and unilateral violence from the 

bullying literature, where it has been found that there are pure bullies, pure victims and 

bully/victims (those that are bullied and also bully others). Again it is the mutual 

bully/victim category that is the most prevalent type (e.g. Ireland & Ireland, 2008), which is 

consistent with the findings of mutuality within the IPV literature. However, the 

bully/victim category may include those who perpetrate one or two acts of aggression but 

receive repeated aggression in return. Therefore some individuals may be a victim to a 

greater extent than they are a bully, but would still be classified within the bully/victim 

category. This could impact the conclusions that can be drawn from such studies.  

There is also evidence for mutuality within the ex-partner stalking literature. Using 

a sample of male and female university students, Wigman, Graham-Kevan and Archer 

(2008) found a significant positive relationship between ex-partner stalking perpetration 

and stalking victimisation (r = .49), but it was those who were classed as severe harassers 

who reported the most victimisation from their former partner, which also implies that there 

is some mutuality of offending in stalking situations. However, it must be recognised that 

the victim may be responding defensively to the severe harassment they are receiving. 

As a whole, the literature suggests that the perpetrator and victim groups are 

frequently not mutually exclusive and therefore it may be incorrect to subscribe to a false 

dichotomy where the categories of victim and offender are treated separately (as it is in the 

feminist literature). Indeed, Deadman and MacDonald (2004) have noted that the literature 

on victims “overwhelmingly portrays victims and offenders as separate groups” (p. 53), 

although it may be more appropriate to consider victims who are also offenders and 
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offenders who are also victims. Further evidence that victims and offenders are alike comes 

from Daly and Wilson (1988, p. 170) and their consideration of intermale homicide. They 

state that “The high proportion of altercations among these [male on male] homicides is 

largely responsible for this similarity between killers and victims … the hostilities are 

reciprocal, and it is often an open question which party will end up dead”. Therefore who 

ends up as „victim‟ and who ends up charged with homicide is often down to chance 

factors.  

Wolfgang (1958) stated that victims and offenders often share similar 

characteristics: therefore it may not be appropriate to separate them. Indeed, the IPV 

literature suggests that childhood risk factors (such as conduct disorder) predict IPV 

perpetration and victimisation at age 21 (Moffitt et al., 2001). Therefore the divide between 

offender and victim may not be quite so apparent. So considering women as victims only 

and men as perpetrators only (as advocated by feminist theory) may be inherently flawed. 

1.2.2.5. Criticisms of the feminist perspective: Patriarchy 

The argument that patriarchy is responsible for IPV may not be supported in the 

UK. Dutton (1994a) looked across cultures at several direct tests of patriarchy, and found 

little support for a patriarchal society in the UK or US (although not necessarily in other 

countries). He also found that the majority of men believed that violence against women 

was not acceptable, and the majority of men were not violent for the duration of their 

relationship. In countries where gender equality and individualism are both high (such as 

the UK, USA and Canada), female victimisation is lower and male victimisation higher 

(Archer, 2006, 2009). Higher levels of gender empowerment across nations were associated 

with a sex difference in IPV perpetration in the female direction (Archer, 2006). So it 

would seem that in our society there is relative gender equality. Feminist researchers (e.g. 
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Dobash et al., 1992; Kurz, 1993) posit that IPV stems from patriarchy and gender 

inequality. Therefore Archer‟s (2006) data suggests that the patriarchal society theory does 

not seem to be applicable to our country or other western societies.  

Archer (2006) also assessed approval of IPV and found that men‟s approval of male 

IPV was higher in countries where gender equality was low. He suggested this may indicate 

a link between attitude and behaviour. Therefore countries with more gender equality will 

have a stronger disapproval of IPV, and this is likely to inhibit men from aggressing against 

their female partner even when she hits him. Indeed, the reluctance of men to hit a woman 

may actually facilitate women‟s aggression towards men (Archer, 2006). Research that has 

explored women‟s expectations of their partner‟s response to their partner‟s aggression 

finds support for this explanation (e.g. Fiebert & Gonzalez, 1997). Women‟s violence 

occurring due to a perception that men will not fight back, cannot be explained by the 

feminist proposition that women are only violent defensively. 

Essentially, Western society‟s protection of women can be understood as evidence 

for a norm of male chivalry. Chivalry is a traditional social norm which involves the 

reluctance to aggress against women and to instead protect them from harm (Felson, 2002). 

In accordance with the chivalry norm, third parties view those who are violent towards 

women more negatively than they do those who are violent towards men (Felson, 2002). 

Furthermore, third party involvement is more likely to occur on behalf of female victims of 

violence than male victims. In fact, the presence of others has been found to inhibit male-

to-female violence but to increase intermale conflict (Felson, 1982). This may be related to 

reputation and needing to save face in an intermale conflict, but loss of reputation by being 

seen to be violent towards a woman and violating a social norm (chivalry). Chivalry and 
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third party intervention would serve to reduce male violence towards women in intimate 

relationships. 

Support for the chivalry norm is evident from research into perceptions of IPV, 

which are very different for men and women. Acts of IPV are deemed less serious when 

perpetrated by a female (Coontz, Lidz & Mulvey, 1994; Harris & Cook, 1994; Follingstad, 

DeHart, & Green, 2004; Worthern & Sullivan, 2005), and female perpetrators are viewed 

less negatively and with less disapproval (O‟Leary, 1993; Gerber, 1991). Contrastingly, 

male victims are perceived to be more responsible for their abuse, and their victimisation 

taken less seriously (Harris & Cook, 1994; Follingstad et al., 2004; Worthern & Sullivan, 

2005). These negative perceptions of male victims and stronger disapproval of male 

perpetrators may inadvertently serve to encourage female violence towards intimate 

partners (George, 1994). This may help explain why women‟s IPV increases where men‟s 

IPV decreases. 

1.2.2.6. Criticisms of the feminist perspective: Power and control 

The idea that IPV is the product of men‟s power and control has been contradicted 

because there is research evidence which suggests that control is as related to IPV for 

women as it is for men. Therefore control over a partner is a correlate common to men‟s 

and women‟s use of IPV which is not consistent with the feminist theory which proposes 

that the motives for IPV are different for men (coercive) and women (defensive). For 

example, research using large scale national survey data (e.g. Statistics Canada: Pottie 

Bunge & Locke, 2000; American National Violence Against Women Survey: Felson & 

Outlaw, 2007) has found no sex differences in controlling behaviours. Therefore 

controlling men were as likely as controlling women to perpetrate violence towards their 

partner.  
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Furthermore, inconsistent with feminist theories, some research has found that the 

control tactics feminist researchers have proposed that men use to control women (Pence & 

Paymar, 1993) are similar to the control tactics used by women to control men. For 

example, Hines, Brown and Dunning (2007) found that almost 95% of the male victims of 

IPV who called the “Domestic Abuse Helpline for Men” reported controlling behaviours 

(classified from the Pence & Paymar (1993) model) from their female partner. The category 

“using male privilege” was not appropriate for use with female perpetrators so Hines et al. 

(2007) replaced this with “manipulating the system”. This referred to behaviours whereby 

the women used the current system designed to help female victims to her advantage and 

against the male: for example, “falsely obtaining a restraining order against the victim” 

(p.67), which was reported by 49% of the men. Women being able to “manipulate the 

system” may be a product of feminist influence and chivalry, because in accordance with 

these theories women are viewed as the appropriate victims (and therefore men are not). As 

a result female perpetrators can use the system so that they are viewed as the victim in need 

of help instead of the man, knowing that it is likely that the man‟s victimisation may not be 

believed. Threats and coercion (77.6%) was the most commonly used method of control by 

women, followed by emotional abuse (74.1%), using the children (64.5%) and intimidation 

(63.3%). This suggests that male victims of severe IPV parallel female victims of severe 

IPV in terms of the similar controlling behaviours they experience from their intimate 

partners. Recent research has also indicated that control is a predictor of IPV for both men 

and women (Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2008; 2009). Therefore much of the research 

suggests that both men and women use power and control within relationships, which is 

further evidence against the argument that IPV stems entirely from patriarchy.   
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Felson and Outlaw (2007) did find that there were some sex differences in the use 

of individual control items (such as men were more likely to try and stop women from 

working outside of the home and women were more likely to demand to know the 

whereabouts of the man). So it appears as though the motivation to control a partner is 

equal for men and women, but they may choose to employ different methods to achieve 

that control. Research using non-selected samples (e.g. Stets, 1991; Harned, 2001) has also 

found no sex differences in the amount of controlling behaviour used in relationships. Some 

research has even suggested that the women were more controlling than the men (Stets & 

Hammond, 2002) within marriages. Therefore controlling behaviours seem to be as 

applicable to men as to women within intimate relationships, and so the feminist view that 

it is only men who seek to control a partner is not supported. 

1.2.2.7. Criticisms of the Feminist perspective: Methods used 

There is evidence to suggest that male victims may be insufficiently represented in 

data obtained from shelters and hospital records. For example the British Crime Survey 

(Walby & Allen, 2004) found that 14% of men as opposed to 27% of women used medical 

services for their injuries. At the hospital 94% of women were asked about the source of 

their injuries, whereas there was no mention of how many men were asked about the source 

of their injuries and screened for IPV. Therefore if half as many men as women seek 

medical treatment, and when men do they are not asked if their injuries were the result of 

IPV, many male victims of IPV are not going to appear in hospital records. Therefore many 

male victims and female perpetrators will go unnoticed. This biases the results in the 

female direction. Furthermore, sampling women from shelters will produce a sample of 

severely victimised women, but will not produce a sample of similarly victimised men. 

Therefore this type of research is unfit for the purpose of exploring sex differences in 
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perpetration and victimisation, as the researchers are essentially sampling using the 

dependent variable (Graham-Kevan, 2009).  

Interestingly, research that has used shelter samples and asked the female victims 

about their own perpetration has found that these women report quite high rates of 

perpetration. For example, McDonald, Jouriles, Tart and Minze (2009) used a sample of 

help-seeking women and found that 67.1% of them reported that they had perpetrated 

severe aggression towards their male partners in the past 12 months. Saunders (1988) found 

that between 50 and 60% of the women in their shelter sample reported using severe 

violence towards their partner in the past 12 months, 8% of the women reported using a 

weapon (knife or gun) on their partner, and 12% reported threatening their partner with a 

weapon (knife or gun). 

1.2.2.8. Criticisms of the feminist view: The self-defence argument 

Critics of the gender symmetry argument have stated that female IPV is perpetrated 

in self-defence, in retaliation to the man‟s violence, or as a pre-emptive strike by the 

woman to protect themselves and/or their children from an attack by their male partner (e.g. 

Hamberger, Lohr, Bonge & Tolin, 1997; Hamberger & Potente, 1994; Kurz, 1993; Lloyd & 

Emery, 1994; Pleck, Pleck, Grossman & Bart, 1978; Saunders, 1986). Indeed, Henning, 

Jones and Holdford (2003) stated that “most women arrested for intimate partner violence 

are victims of abuse who may have been acting in self-defence” (p. 841). Although this 

may be true in some cases, this theory of women‟s violence has been challenged by 

researchers who have investigated which partner used physical violence first.  

The evidence suggests that women‟s IPV is not solely motivated by self-defence; 

women can be violent towards nonviolent partners (Morse, 1995; Simmons, Lehmann, 

Cobb, & Fowler, 2005; Straus & Ramirez, 2007). Studies have also found that in one-sided 
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acts of aggression, women were likely to be the sole perpetrator more frequently than men 

(Anderson, 2002; Gray & Forshee, 1997; Riggs, 1993). Stets and Straus (1992) also 

challenged the self-defence theory. They investigated IPV in couples and found that when 

reporting either none or minor physical aggression from partners, women used severe 

physical aggression towards their partners significantly more than men. Severe violence 

from one partner coupled with minor/no violence from the other partner is akin to 

Johnson‟s “intimate terrorist” category. Therefore according to Stets and Straus there are 

more women than men intimate terrorists, which is not consistent with the feminist theory 

of women‟s defensive IPV.  

Only a minority of women report that they are violent towards their partner in self-

defence (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998, Foo & Margolin, 1995; Stuart et al., 2006). 

Instead women are found to report similar reasons to men such as control, anger and 

jealousy (Carrado, George, Loxam, Jones & Templar, 1996; Harned, 2001; Henning, Jones 

& Holdford, 2005). Therefore men‟s and women‟s IPV may stem from similar causes, and 

self-defence is not a predominant motive. Also, research has found no sex differences in the 

use of self-defence as a reason for IPV perpetration (Follingstad, Wright, Lloyd & 

Sebastian, 1991; Carrado et al., 1996; Harned, 2001). Therefore men are as likely as 

women to only be violent towards their partner in self-defence: which is inconsistent with 

the feminist patriarchal perspective of IPV.  

The risk factors for IPV are present at least three years prior to dating (Moffitt et al., 

2001), which suggests that there is a prior underlying propensity for violence perpetration. 

An underlying propensity for violence does not fit with the idea that women only become 

violent in response to male violence. Therefore the findings reported in this section together 

suggest that self-defence cannot reliably account for all of women‟s perpetration of IPV, 
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and that men are as likely as women to use aggression in self-defence: this is inconsistent 

with the feminist proposal that women‟s violence is always defensive and men‟s violence is 

always coercive. If self-defence is not the only explanation for women‟s perpetration of 

IPV or general violence, then other influences need to be investigated to help explain why 

women aggress against their male partners and others. Risk factors for IPV will be 

investigated in Studies 3 and 4. 

1.2.2.9. Criticisms of the feminist perspective: Perpetrator characteristics 

Feminist theory deemphasises the role of psychopathology in IPV because IPV 

stems from “normal psychological and behavioral patterns of most men” and that “trait 

theories tend to excuse the abusive man through reference to alcohol abuse or poor 

childhood histories” (Bograd, 1988, p. 17). However, research has implicated 

psychopathology in the perpetration of IPV, and some findings indicate that IPV 

perpetrator characteristics are the same for men and women: this has been found by 

longitudinal (e.g. Moffitt, Robins & Caspi, 2001) and forensic research (e.g. Busch & 

Rosenberg, 2004). Using male victims‟ reports of female perpetrators, Hines et al. (2007) 

found that female perpetrators of IPV were “likely have a history of childhood trauma, may 

be suffering from a mental illness, and are likely to use alcohol and/or drugs” (p.71). This 

has also been found by other research into female violence (e.g., Swan & Snow, 2003; 

Henning et al., 2005). This is also consistent with previous findings regarding male 

perpetrators (e.g., Dixon & Browne, 2003; Gondolf, 1999; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 

1994; Walker, 2000). These findings do not support the feminist theory because we would 

not expect to find that coercive and defensive IPV shared the same correlates. 

The women in the study by Hines et al. were also reported to “have a high rate of 

threatening either suicide and/or homicide” (p.71), which is consistent with the findings of 
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Henning et al. (2005), who found that although male and female perpetrators both have a 

history of suicide attempts, this was significantly more pronounced in women. Therefore, 

research suggests that the intrapersonal characteristics of both men and women are 

associated with IPV, and so research needs to consider more than just the narrow 

perspective of male perpetrators and female victims of IPV. The current thesis considers the 

wider perspective that men and women can be the perpetrator and/or the victim of IPV, 

which is consistent with the family conflict theory of IPV. 

1.2.2.10. Criticisms of the feminist perspective: Findings from other areas of domestic 

violence 

Research in other types of family violence finds that women can be the perpetrators 

of severe forms of violence towards other family members, which is inconsistent with the 

feminist theory that women are only violent in response to violence from a male partner. 

Studies find that females are as likely as males to be perpetrators of sibling violence 

(Goodwin & Roscoe, 1990), and child physical and emotional maltreatment (Cawson, 

Wattam, Brooker & Kelly, 2000). Indeed some research in the US has found that 

perpetrators of child abuse are predominantly female and when acting alone, women were 

twice as likely as men to abuse their children (Gaudiosi, 2006, 2009). Although perpetrators 

of child sexual abuse are predominantly male (Cawson et al., 2000), women are still 

responsible for a significant amount (Fergusson & Mullen, 1999). This is further evidence 

that women can be perpetrators of aggression, and defies the myth that women are only 

violent defensively, as they can also be violent towards children and siblings. 

1.2.2.11. Criticisms of the family conflict perspective: Methods used 

Critics of the family conflict theory typically censure the findings and conclusions 

from the unselected sample studies. They do not deny the findings, and acknowledge that 
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female perpetrators do exist, but they do differ in the context in which women use IPV and 

the prevalence by which they believe it occurs. Feminists criticise the methods used to 

obtain the results, claiming that they are flawed and misrepresent the data on IPV (Dobash 

et al., 1992). The disparity between the findings and conclusions of the family conflict and 

feminist researchers, led to the methods used by the family conflict researchers being the 

focus of feminist criticism.  

Dobash and Dobash (2004) acknowledged the reliability of the CTS (Archer, 1999), 

but state that its validity is questionable (Dobash et al., 1992; Kurz, 1993; Dobash et al., 

1998). Feminist researchers argue that the CTS (and therefore the family conflict theory) 

does not take into account the consequences of the violence or the context it is used in. For 

example, Dobash and Dobash (2004) state that “throwing a lamp at a partner is very 

different from throwing a pillow” (p. 329). However, they do not seem to recognise that 

these ambiguities could be applied to men as well as women completing the items on the 

CTS. Feminist researchers argue that women‟s violence is predominantly used in the 

context of self-defence. Therefore women may endorse items on the CTS and appear as 

perpetrators when they are using those acts defensively. They appear however, to have no 

clear argument as to why men could not also be using these acts defensively against a 

female partner. 

In order to respond to some of the criticisms regarding the CTS, the CTS-2 (Straus, 

Hamby, Boney-McCoy & Sugarman, 1996) was developed. The authors added six injury 

items to offset the criticism regarding lack of consequences, and modified some of the 

items to make the context they were being used in clearer, such as adding the wording “that 

could hurt” to the “threw something at your partner” statement. 
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1.2.2.12. Criticisms of the family conflict perspective: Injuries and homicide statistics 

Critics of the family conflict theory typically use injury evidence to discredit the 

theory. Dobash et al. (1992) argue that the consequences of IPV are very different for men 

and women, and that due to men‟s larger size and strength, women will sustain more 

injuries than men. Indeed, research has supported the claim that women are injured more 

than men. When examining the consequences of the aggressive acts, Archer‟s (2000) meta-

analysis found that women were more likely to report being injured by their partner than 

were men (64% vs. 36%), but the effect sizes were very small, and the results still indicated 

that over a third of those injured were men. This does provide some support for the feminist 

theory but also suggests that women are responsible for a significant amount of injuries 

inflicted on their partner, and this is not consistent with the feminist theory.   

Research since Archer‟s meta-analysis has also found that women are injured more 

than men (Feder & Henning, 2005; Frieze, 2005; Hamberger, 2005; Whitaker, Haileyesus, 

Swahn & Saltzman, 2007). Although, Felson and Cares (2005) also found that women were 

more likely to sustain injury than men from their intimate partners, analysis of the severity 

of injuries revealed that women were more likely than men to have sustained minor 

injuries, whereas men are more likely to sustain severe injuries. This is not an isolated 

finding, Buzawa, Austin, Bannon & Jackson (1992) also suggested that men were more 

likely to sustain severe injury than women as “male victims reported three times the rate of 

serious injury as their female counterparts, 38% compared to 14%” (p. 263).  The above 

research suggests that both men and women can be injured by their intimate partner, but 

male victims may be more likely to experience severe injuries. This may be because men 

are reluctant to harm women (Felson, 2002) and may therefore restrain their level of 

violence as a result (Archer, 2000; Felson, 2002). 
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Men‟s larger size and strength can be negated by the use of weapons. As McNeely 

and Mann (1990) stated “the average man‟s size and strength are neutralized by guns and 

knives, boiling water, bricks, fireplace pokers, and baseball bats” (p. 130). Giordano et al. 

(1999) found, using a longitudinal sample of 721 men and women, that the women in the 

sample were more likely than the men to report threatening their partner with a weapon 

(knife or gun) or using a weapon on their partner. Archer‟s (2002) meta-analysis indicated 

that there were no significant sex differences in the two weapon acts on the CTS, but when 

using partner‟s reports, there was a very small effect size in the female direction for 

threatening their partner with a weapon, and an even smaller effect size in the male 

direction for using a weapon on a partner. Therefore if women use weapons in order to 

neutralise the male advantage due to size and strength, then intuitively the injuries they 

inflict are going to be more severe. Altogether, these results acknowledge that women are 

injured more than men, but there is still a substantial minority of men who are injured by 

their female partners, some of them severely injured. This finding that a significant 

proportion of women severely injure their male partner is inconsistent with the feminist 

theory of IPV and also suggests (contrary to Johnson‟s (2006) assertion) that there are a 

significant number of female intimate terrorists.  

Critics of the claim that the sexes are equally violent within relationships also report 

evidence from homicide statistics (e.g. Dobash et al., 1992). For example, women are more 

likely than men to be killed (Daly & Wilson, 1988) by their intimate partners. However, 

approximately one quarter of partner homicides in the US are perpetrated by women, 

suggesting that female-to-male violence is not rare (Archer, 2000; Straus, 2005). Women 

who kill their partners are frequently understood as “battered women” finally driven to self-

defensive lethal violence. Felson and Messner (1998) examined partner homicides in the 
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US and found that 56% of the female and 12% of the male perpetrators reported that they 

had acted in self-defence. Although this indicates that there were more female than male 

perpetrators reporting to be responding to prior IPV victimisation, it also indicates that not 

all were, which also suggests that women can be perpetrators of severe IPV and is further 

supported by the 12% of men who were acting in self-defence of female perpetration. 

Titterington and Harper (2005) investigated the proportions of male and female perpetrators 

of intimate partner homicide in the US over a 15 year period (1985-1999) using data from 

the Houston police homicide division. They found that women perpetrated over 40% of the 

homicides. Therefore women are found to perpetrate a significant proportion of severe 

violence towards their intimate partners, which fits with the family conflict rather than the 

feminist theory of IPV. 

1.2.3. Support for a generalist approach: Typology research 

Research from a psychological or criminological perspective has for a long time 

recognised the heterogeneity of IPV perpetrators, with some being exclusively violent 

within their intimate relationship and others being violent in more than one context, i.e. 

their violence is not limited towards their partner but occurs outside their relationship as 

well. Research dating back to the 1980s has identified this overlap in the perpetration of 

general violence and IPV (e.g. Fagan, Stewart & Hansen, 1983; Shields, McCall & 

Hanneke, 1988; Cadsky & Crawford, 1988, Gondolf, 1988). Therefore, contrary to the 

feminist and family conflict theories, some IPV perpetrators are general offenders and not 

specialists.  

Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) reviewed the literature on male IPV 

perpetrators and proposed three subtypes of male batterers. These were: generally 

violent/antisocial, dysphoric/borderline and family-only. Each differed in terms of severity 
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and generality of violence and in presentation of personality disorders. Holtzworth-Munroe 

and Stuart (1994) suggested that the family-only subtype would account for 50% of IPV 

men, dysphoric/borderline would account for 25% of IPV men, and generally 

violent/antisocial would also account for 25% of IPV men. 

It was predicted that family-only perpetrators would be the most similar to 

nonviolent control samples: having low levels of criminal behaviour and low levels of 

alcohol and drug abuse. Their violence would most likely occur within the home towards 

family members, rather than engaging in violence outside of the home. This type should 

engage in the least severe IPV. They are expected to show little psychopathology and have 

either a passive-dependent personality disorder or no personality disorder. They are also 

likely to have either a secure or preoccupied attachment style (for a detailed discussion of 

attachment see section 1.10.2.). This subtype would be most similar to Johnson‟s (1995, 

2006) common couple violence category of IPV perpetrators. 

Dysphoric/borderline perpetrators of IPV are predicted to engage in moderate to 

severe IPV. Their violence tends to be restricted to family members but they can also 

perpetrate some violence outside of the home, as well as engage in other criminal 

behaviour. Of the three subtypes this type is the most psychologically distressed, may show 

traits of borderline and schizoidal personality disorders, and moderate levels of drug and 

alcohol abuse. This type of perpetrator is typically classified as having a preoccupied 

attachment style.  

The generally violent/antisocial subtype engage in moderate to severe IPV, and are 

violent both within and outside of the home. They demonstrate high levels of criminal 

behaviour, as well as alcohol and drug abuse. This subtype is most likely to be 

characterised by antisocial personality disorder and psychopathy. They are likely to have a 
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dismissing attachment style. This subtype would be most similar to Johnson‟s (1995, 2006) 

intimate terrorist category of IPV perpetrators. 

There is further support for Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart‟s (1994) proposed 

typology (Hamberger et al., 1996; Tweed & Dutton, 1998; Waltz et al., 2000; White & 

Gondolf, 2000). Dixon and Browne (2003) reviewed nine empirical and two hypothetical 

studies and found support for the three category typology: they found that overall 50% of 

offenders were classed as family-only, 30% were classed as generally violent/antisocial and 

20% were classed as dysphoric/ borderline. Therefore two of the three subtypes (generally 

violent/antisocial and dysphoric/borderline) covered general offenders: these men were 

violent towards their partners, violent towards others, as well as being involved in other 

criminal behaviour. Furthermore these categories were said to account for 50% of 

offenders. So half of male IPV perpetrators do not specialise in violence towards women, 

rather they are versatile and involved in a constellation of criminal activities.  

The batterer classifications have more recently been confirmed for male 

(Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000) and female (Babcock, Siard & Miller, 2003) perpetrators. 

Babcock et al. (2003) conducted typology research on a small clinical sample of female 

perpetrators (n = 52) of partner violence and classified the women in their sample according 

to two a priori categories: „partner only‟ and „generally violent‟. Fifty per cent of the 

women fell into each group. Therefore, as with male perpetrators, half of the female IPV 

perpetrators did not specialise in IPV. Babcock et al. (2003) concluded that the findings for 

women parallel those for men, with perpetrators of IPV being a heterogeneous group. 

This suggests that although some men and women are only violent towards their 

partners there are others who co-offend, and perpetrate other acts of criminal behaviour 

also. Although an association between types of violent offending has long been identified, 
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investigation into the overlap of offending behaviour in men and women has largely been 

neglected, particularly for women. This may be due to the feminist view that women are 

victims of IPV and not the perpetrators. This highlights the need for investigating co-

offending in men and women.  

Therefore, since 1994 we have been aware of the overlap in IPV, general violence and 

nonviolent offending, so we know that not all men (or women) specialise in being violent 

towards their partners. Research since 1994 has continued to find this overlap (e.g. 

Langhinrichsen-Rohlin, Huss & Ramsey, 2000; Waltz, Babcock, Jacobson & Gottman, 

2000). Yet modern feminist literature is still reporting that IPV is a unique crime and solely 

the result of patriarchy (e.g. Dobash & Dobash, 2004). This therefore appears to ignore the 

evidence which suggests that in the case of those who do not specialise there may be 

different factors involved. Patriarchy as an explanation for IPV does not fit with the co-

offending findings, because patriarchy cannot explain why men are violent outside their 

relationships or why they damage the property of others or take drugs, for example. Also, 

patriarchy cannot explain why women are involved in all three offence types. Therefore we 

need a theory that can explain why people co-offend.  

1.2.4. Interim summary 

Existing research has suggested that in unselected samples women can be equally as 

physically aggressive as men within relationships. Furthermore, although men inflict more 

injury on their intimate partners, women are still responsible for a significant amount of 

severe injury infliction. Therefore research on male and female perpetrators is warranted. 

The current research will investigate IPV in men and women to add to the knowledge base 

in this area regarding the predictors and if these predictors differ or are shared between the 
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sexes. Shared predictors would be inconsistent with the feminist theory of IPV and 

consistent with the family conflict theory. 

From the typology research we know that not all men or women specialise in 

violence towards their partner: there are some who co-offend. This has implications for 

theory, because IPV theory has tended to develop in isolation to other theories of crime. 

However, if we can suggest the overlap of offending in men and women and that the 

correlates for the offences are shared, this will provide some support for the generalist 

theories of crime and highlight the need for theories that integrate IPV with other types of 

crime.  

 

1.3. General Violence 

1.3.1. Definitions and sex differences 

For the purposes of this research, general violence refers to violence towards 

anyone other than an intimate partner, and can therefore include other family members, 

friends, colleagues, acquaintances and strangers. The same debate about sex differences is 

not found within the general violence literature. General offending and antisocial behaviour 

are male-dominated acts. Research has suggested that, outside intimate relationships, men 

are more violent than women at every age, and this is true for both self-reports, informant-

reports and officially-recorded statistics (Archer, 2004, 2009; Baron & Richardson, 1994; 

Bettencourt & Miller, 1996; Campbell, 1995; Greenfield & Snell, 1999; Harris, 1996; 

Junger-Tas, Terlouw & Klein, 1994; Kruttschnitt, 1994; Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter & Silva, 

2001; Steffensmeier & Allan, 1995, 1996). Statistics from the UK, USA and Australia 

indicate that the male:female ratio for violent offending averages 20:1 (Casale, 1998; 

Easteal 1992; Koons, Burrow, Morash & Bynum 1997; Ogilvie, 1996; Simon & Landis, 
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1991; Walsh 1997), but can be as low as 7:1 (US Department of Justice, 2000) or 5:1 

(Ministry of Justice, 2010). Due to the predominance of male violence, research has 

concentrated mainly on this, leaving the research on female violence a rather neglected area 

(Ogilvie, 1996). 

Archer (2004) conducted a meta-analysis examining sex differences in aggression 

from self-reports, observations, peer reports and teacher reports. The results indicated that 

men were more physically aggressive than women across all 13 nations included in the 

analysis (d = .39). The sex difference was largest among college students (d = .79) and was 

also largest for the 18-21 (d = .66) and 22-30 (d = .60) age categories. This supports the 

evolutionary theory (e.g. Daly & Wilson, 1988) that it is young men who are the most 

likely to engage in physical aggression. (See section 1.7 for a discussion of the evolutionary 

theory). 

Large scale crime surveys have also indicated sex differences in general violence. 

For example, Felson and Cares (2005) re-analysed the data from the National Violence 

Against Women Survey (NVAW) (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998) to examine sex differences 

in IPV and in general violence using a sample of 5,258 male and female victims of assault. 

The results indicated that men were more likely than women to be violent towards strangers 

as well as known but unrelated people. Therefore the sex difference in the male direction 

for general violence appears to be consistent across different studies and populations. 

Although men perpetrate more violence outside their relationships than women do, 

women are still found to engage in a significant amount of violence towards others. British 

crime figures indicate that violence against the person was the most common arrest 

category for men and women from 2006-2009, and in 2008/2009 accounted for 33.8% of 

female arrests and 33.1% of male arrests (Ministry of Justice, 2010). This equated to 82,983 
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women and 381,137 men. US crime figures indicate a similar trend. Violent crime and 

other assaults accounted for 12.9% of arrests for women and 13.8% for men in 2008 (US 

Department of Justice, 2009). This was the third largest offence category for women after 

„all other offences (except traffic)‟ and property crime, and was the second largest offence 

category for men after „all other offences (except traffic)‟.  

Crime statistics of women‟s violent convictions are likely to underestimate actual 

perpetration rates for several reasons. The first is that the ratio of self-reported offending to 

convictions is generally high, suggesting that the likelihood of being caught and convicted 

following an offence is low (Farrington et al., 2006). Women are also more likely to be 

cautioned or have their case dismissed than men are (George, 1999, 2003; Hedderman & 

Hough, 1994; Simmons, Lehmann, Cobb, & Fowler, 2005; Steffensmeier, Kramer & 

Streifel, 1993). Women‟s choice of victim may also obscure their violence as this is usually 

a family member, even in the most extreme of violent crimes (e.g. George, 1999; Rodge, 

Hougen & Poulsen, 2000).  

1.3.2. Stability of general violence 

Sex differences in physical aggression have been found as early as 2 years of age 

(Baillargeon et al., 2007; Hay, Castle & Davies, 2000; Tremblay et al., 1999), and then 

consistently throughout the years through to adulthood. Longitudinal research has indicated 

that women‟s and men‟s aggressive behaviour is relatively stable over time from 

adolescence (age 14) to adulthood (age 27) (Pulkkinen & Pitkänen, 1993), and childhood 

(age 8) to adulthood (age 42) (Kokko & Pulkkinen, 2005).  More recently, Huesmann, 

Dubow and Boxer (2009) illustrated the stability of aggression in men and women from 

their longitudinal research. They indicated that aggression was moderately stable for both 
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men (r = .50) and women (r = .42) from age 8 to 48.  Therefore aggressive children are 

likely to become aggressive adults.  

Knowing that aggression, and sex differences in aggression, are stable across the 

ages, is relevant to the current study. From the sex difference, it has been inferred that 

women are different from men in their capacity and motivation for violence, and some 

feminists use the sex difference in violence out of the home as evidence to support their 

view that generally women are not violent and are only violent in relationships when they 

need to be (e.g. Dobash et al., 1992). Therefore examination of these two forms of violence 

(one where there is a sex difference and one where there is not) in men and women may 

reveal similarities and differences between the two forms of violence and/ or between 

men‟s and women‟s use of these two forms of violence. Furthermore personality is also 

reported to be stable across time and situations (but to differ between individuals). As there 

are also sex differences in personality traits (see discussion in section 1.10.1.), certain 

personality traits may be risk factors for engaging in aggressive behaviours. 

1.3.3. Interim summary 

Campbell (1995) stated that although violent offending is less likely in women than 

in men (supported by the sex difference data discussed above), the age-crime increases and 

decreases follow the same pattern in both sexes. Therefore she has posited that women‟s 

violent offending may be a similar but muted version of men‟s violent offending behaviour, 

and so men‟s and women‟s violent offending may be associated with the same underlying 

causes and correlates. By examining violent offending in both sexes, this thesis will 

investigate the extent to which male and female offending behaviours share similar risk 

factors. The results of which will inform on the generalist and specialist theories of crime. 
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1.4. Overlap of IPV and general violence: General theory of violence (Felson, 2002)  

Some theorists have suggested that IPV should be understood as violence rather 

than patriarchy (e.g. Felson, 2002), and should be informed by general theories of 

aggression instead of relying on monolithic theories such as feminism. Therefore violence 

should be viewed as a human problem and not a gender problem. Felson (2002) developed 

a general theory of violence. He stated that “violence is violence regardless of the target” 

(p. 5). He also stated that IPV should be considered in broad terms “within the larger 

context of violence” to “reveal important information about its causes” (p. ix).  

Felson (2002) compared IPV and general violence to test whether men‟s violence 

towards women is a special type of crime and found that there were similarities between the 

two. For example: the criminal histories were similar for both types of offenders; men who 

were violent towards women held similar sexist attitudes to those who were violent towards 

men, therefore sexism was not specific to men‟s IPV; temporal and cultural variations were 

similar for general violence and IPV. Felson concluded that in order to understand where 

the similarities and differences lie we need to avoid studying IPV in isolation and should 

instead examine IPV with other types of violence.  

Studying different types of violence simultaneously would elucidate whether the 

causes of IPV are similar or distinct to violence towards others. Only then will we know 

when specialist or generalist theories apply to particular types of violence and whether the 

underlying causes and motivations are the same or different. Assessing if there are 

differences in motive will test the feminist theory. The feminist theory appears to have 

missed a stage out, and reached the conclusion that IPV is distinct from other types of 

crime and violence without testing this theory empirically. The current research provides 
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empirical evidence regarding the overlap between different types of offence to inform 

theories regarding the specialist or generalist nature of offending. 

 

1.5. Nonviolent offending behaviour 

1.5.1. Definitions and sex differences 

Nonviolent offending includes drug-related behaviour, theft, criminal damage, and 

fraud. Men have been found to consistently engage in more nonviolent offences than 

women (e.g. Heaven, 1996, Junger-Tas, Terlouw & Klein, 1994, Knight, Fabes & Higgins, 

1996; Kruttschnitt, 1993; Moffitt et al., 2001; Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996). However, the 

sexes have been found to be most similar in their drug-related offences (Moffitt et al., 2001; 

Smith & Visher, 1980; Windle, 1990). Sex similarities in drug offences have also been 

found in other large scale national surveys (Canter, 1982; Huizinga, Loeber & Thornberry, 

1993; Elliot, Huizinga & Menard, 1989; King, Wold, Tudor-Smith, & Harel, 1996).  

Both men and women are more likely to perpetrate offences where the risk of 

confrontation, and therefore of physical harm, are low (e.g. nonviolent offences), than 

where the risks are high (e.g. violent offences). From an evolutionary perspective, avoiding 

harm increases the likelihood of reproductive success in both sexes. It is theorised however, 

that this effect may be more pronounced in women than men as they have less to gain and 

more to lose in terms of protecting existing offspring, making them more averse to physical 

risk (Campbell, 1999). Therefore we would expect to find that women‟s involvement to be 

lower than men‟s for all crime types, but that nonviolent offending would be the most 

common offence for men and women, and the offence where men and women are most 

similar. 
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Evidence in support of this theory can be found in UK and US crime statistics. The 

England and Wales Criminal Statistics indicates that theft and handling stolen goods 

accounted for the highest percentage of all indictable offences for women (51%) and men 

(30%) in 2007 (Ministry of Justice, 2007). This equates to 52, 100 women and 126, 600 

men. The actual numbers for violence against the person are much lower for women (17, 

200) and men (77, 100). These data are consistent with Campbell‟s (1999, 2002) 

evolutionary theory that both men and women are most likely to be involved in nonviolent 

than violent offences because nonviolent offences present a lower risk of physical harm. 

Also, this was suggested to be more applicable to women as a greater percentage of 

women‟s than men‟s offending could be attributed to nonviolent offending.  

Similarly, U.S. Department of Justice Statistics (2008) indicate that „all other 

offences‟ accounted for the highest percentage of arrests for women (25.6%) and men 

(27.8%), and property crime (which includes theft) accounted for the second highest for 

women (17.3%) and fifth highest for men (10.5%), drug abuse violations (13.2%) and 

driving under the influence (10.8%) were above the property crime percentages for men 

and were also in the top 5 offences for women (9.2% and 9.1%  respectively). Therefore 

both UK and US statistics support the evolutionary perspective as they indicate that women 

and men are more likely to be involved in low risk nonviolent offences than in violent 

crimes, although this is more pronounced for women. 

The results of Moffitt et al‟s (2001) large scale longitudinal study provided 

empirical evidence that is consistent with Campbell‟s evolutionary theory. They found that 

although men perpetrated more violent and nonviolent crime than women, the sex 

difference was smallest for drug offences and largest for violent offences, with theft 

offences falling in between. Therefore we would also expect to find that women and men 
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would differ most in their involvement in violent offences, consistent with the theory that 

women are more averse at putting themselves at risk. Also the sex difference would be 

smallest for nonviolent offences. This is because women may still prefer not to engage in 

any criminal activity as there is still an element of risk, but it is the lower risk strategies that 

women resort to when necessary.  

 

1.6. Overlap of IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending: General Theory of 

Crime 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) went one step further than Felson (2002) with their 

General Theory of Crime, and argued that all crime, violent or otherwise, stems from the 

same underlying cause. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) proposed that criminal behaviour 

arises from the combination of low self-control and criminal opportunities. They asserted 

that low self-control was equally relevant to offending by men and women, and this claim 

has been supported by the results of a meta-analysis (Pratt & Cullen, 2000) plus empirical 

research since the meta-analysis (e.g. Blackwell & Piquero, 2005; Tittle, Ward, & 

Grasmick, 2003). This finding dismisses the need for sex-specific explanations of criminal 

behaviour and suggests that men‟s and women‟s crime has the same etiology. 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) define crimes as “acts of force or fraud undertaken 

in the pursuit of self-interest” (p. 15). This can be applied to any “act of force or fraud”, and 

could therefore include IPV. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) do not explicitly refer to IPV. 

However, they do discuss two other forms of interpersonal violence: homicide and rape. 

This discussion suggests how other types of interpersonal violence, such as IPV, can fit 

with their theory of crime. Accordingly low self-control should be associated with IPV 

equally as well as it is with other forms of criminal behaviours. The General Theory of 
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Crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) helps explain why people who perpetrate acts of 

violence also perpetrate other criminal behaviours. This is of direct relevance to the current 

research into the generalist or specialist nature of offending. 

 

1.7. Evolutionary theories of offending 

Sex differences in offending have also been used as evidence that the reasons for 

perpetrating violent and nonviolent offences differ for men and women. The sexual 

selection theory is an evolutionary approach to the issue of sex differences in aggression 

and proposes that men are more likely to be aggressive than women due to the imbalance in 

parental investment. Parental investment is greater for women than men due to the length of 

time it takes to produce and rear a child. Women‟s reproductive success is therefore 

constrained by the limited number of offspring they can produce in a lifetime. Men‟s 

reproductive success is instead dependent on the number of mates they can secure: 

therefore the number of offspring men can produce in a lifetime is much less limited. 

Women are therefore a resource over which men compete, so that they can secure a mate 

and ensure the survival of their genes through their offspring (Campbell, 1999). This leads 

to greater reproductive competition within men, and can result in physical aggression 

(Trivers, 1972). Aggression may also occur once males have secured a desirable mate if 

they feel they need to protect their relationship and fend off rival males. As a result the sex 

difference should be largest during young adulthood to correlate with the peak of 

reproductive competition (Daly & Wilson, 1988; Wilson & Daly, 1985). Empirical research 

supports this assertion (e.g. Archer, 2004).  

Therefore it seems that men may be more aggressive towards other men at a time in 

their lives when they are trying to acquire status and resources to secure a mate and ensure 
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the survival of their genes. Furthermore, the sex difference in nonviolent offending may 

also be attributable to the sexual selection theory. Men may adopt strategies such as theft or 

damaging resources to acquire status and resources or to negatively affect their rivals‟ 

reputation in order to out-compete rivals and gain access to females (Kanazawa & Still, 

2000; Walsh, 2000).  

Campbell (1999, 2002) proposed an evolutionary theory which complements the 

sexual selection theory, as it also relates to reproductive success, but instead focuses on 

female aversion to risk to achieve this. Instead of focussing on the reasons for men‟s 

physical aggression being so high, Campbell‟s theory attempts to explain why women‟s 

physical aggression is so low. Campbell proposed that women are less likely to be involved 

in violent and risky behaviours due to their greater parental investment and because their 

presence is critical to the survival of their children. Campbell (1999) has proposed that this 

risk aversion may be mediated by fear, in that women are more fearful than men when their 

physical safety is threatened, and this lower fear threshold may serve to inhibit female 

involvement in aggression. Therefore, women are more likely than men to avoid risky 

situations where their survival (and as a result their offspring‟s survival), would be 

jeopardised. This would explain the sex difference in crime. Accordingly, we would expect 

to find that men would report being involved in more violent and nonviolent crime than 

women because men are less risk averse than women. 

Campbell (2008, 2010) has also developed a theory to explain why women may be 

more physically aggressive within intimate relationships than they are within other settings. 

Campbell relates this rise in aggression within relationships to the oxytocin hormone. 

Oxytocin has been associated with the formation of pair-bonds. The effect oxytocin has on 

pair-bonding is that it increases women‟s trust and reduces her fear of her partner. If it is 
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fear of physical harm that prevents women from engaging in risky activities, then the 

reduction in fear as a function of oxytocin may serve to increase women‟s use of aggression 

towards her partner. Therefore according to Campbell‟s theory we would expect women‟s 

aggression towards an intimate partner to be higher than her aggression towards others.  

 

1.8. Empirical evidence for the interrelatedness of offending 

1.8.1. Overlap of offending 

There is evidence that all three types of offences investigated in this thesis (IPV, 

general violence and nonviolent offending) co-occur in both men and women (Busch & 

Rosenberg, 2004; Farrington et al., 2006; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 2007; Moffitt, Kreuger, 

Caspi, & Fagan, 2000; Straus & Ramirez, 2004). Gottfredson and Hirschi (2007) suggested 

that offenders have a propensity to commit a wide variety of criminal acts, and that 

specialism in one type or another is actually quite rare. Farrington et al. (2006) conducted 

longitudinal research into the development of violent and antisocial behaviour in men, and 

found that self-reported offenders tended „to be deviant in many aspects of their lives‟.   

Evidence for the overlap of between general violence and nonviolent offending has 

been found in student samples (Heaven, 1996), prison samples (Ramoutar & Farrington, 

2006) and a recent large scale offender sample (Howard & Dixon, 2011). All found 

moderate relationships between the two different types of offending which indicates co-

variance between the perpetration of violent and nonviolent offences. Therefore 

perpetration of violent and nonviolent offending behaviour is considered likely to overlap, 

which provides some support for the generalist theories of crime. 

Criminological research has tended to examine the overlap between general 

violence and nonviolent offending (Campbell, et al., 2001; Ramoutar & Farrington, 2006), 
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but IPV is typically not examined alongside these other types of crime. This may be due to 

the idea that IPV is in some way different to these other types of crime. However there is 

some research that has examined the overlap of IPV with other types of crime. Moffitt et al. 

(2000) investigated IPV and general crime in 21 year old men and women, and found that 

many IPV perpetrators also engaged in physical aggression towards others and that IPV and 

general crime were moderately related. However, they reported similarities and differences 

between the two different types of offence: negative emotionality was related to both IPV 

and general crime; however, low self-control was related only to general crime and not 

IPV. This research suggests there is some, although not complete, overlap between these 

crimes because they do co-occur, although the risk factors for each may differ in some 

respects.  

The overlap of IPV and crime has also been suggested by studies examining the 

criminal history of IPV perpetrators.  This includes student samples (e.g. Straus & Ramirez, 

2004) and forensic samples (e.g. Busch & Rosenberg, 2004).  These results indicate that for 

both men and women there is overlap for IPV, general violence, and nonviolent offences as 

IPV perpetrators were reported to have violent and nonviolent criminal histories. This 

empirical evidence may support a generalist theory of crime. 

There is other research that has investigated the criminal histories of IPV 

perpetrators (see Straus & Ramirez, 2004, for a summary). However, the majority of this 

previous research either samples only men, or only considers a history of assault rather than 

examining a history of violent and nonviolent offences. Therefore some of the previous 

research is limited in that it does not examine the criminal history of women, or the full 

criminal history of men or women. There is some research published since the summary of 

Straus and Ramirez that has examined the violent and nonviolent criminal histories of men 



57 
 

and women who perpetrate IPV. These have suggested that a substantial subgroup of these 

men and women have prior convictions for crimes unrelated to IPV (Babcock et al., 2003; 

Henning & Feder, 2004; Moffitt et al., 2000; Moffitt et al., 2001). The above research 

provides support for the interrelatedness of the IPV, general violence and nonviolent 

offending in men and women, and provides a rationale for assessing them all in the same 

sample. Therefore the current research is unique in examining the concurrent overlap of all 

three types of offence along with their predictors in men as well as women to inform the 

generalist/specialist debate. 

1.8.2. Overlap of risk factors 

Risk factors for aggressive and antisocial behaviour tend to be shared by both boys 

and girls (Broidy et al., 2003; Côté, Tremblay, Nagin, Zoccolillo & Vitaro, 2002; Moffitt et 

al., 2001), and the same influences predict both general aggression and partner aggression 

in men and women (Moffitt, Krueger, Caspi & Fagan, 2000, Tremblay et al., 2004). These 

shared risk factors include low self-control, negative emotionality, low intelligence and 

empathy deficits, and suggest that the different forms of aggression are developmentally 

similar and likely to co-occur. 

Aggressive adults are highly likely to have a history of aggressive behaviour 

beginning in childhood (Conradi, Geffner, Hamberger & Lawson, 2009; Hay, 2005). 

Longitudinal research has found that men and women with a history of conduct problems 

are more likely to enter into a relationship with a violent partner, and are likely to 

perpetrate violence towards their partners, in excess of their own victimisation (Moffitt et 

al., 2001), suggesting that IPV “is but another expression of an earlier emerging antisocial 

propensity” (Moffitt et al., 2001, p. 65), and cannot be explained in terms of self-defence. 

Longitudinal studies have indicated that antisocial males and females tend to pair up with a 
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similarly antisocial romantic partner (Capaldi & Crosby, 1997; Krueger, Moffitt, Caspi, 

Bleske & Silva, 1998; Moffitt et al., 2001), and this influences the continuation of 

antisocial behaviour into adulthood (Moffitt et al., 2001).  

Longitudinal data has also indicated that the overlap between IPV and general 

violence perpetration is similar for men and women, suggesting that partner violent men 

and women were both more likely to aggress against non-family members than those who 

were not violent to their partners (Ehrensaft, Cohen & Johnson, 2006; Moffitt et al. 2000). 

This research suggests that different types of aggressive and antisocial behaviours share 

similar risk factors and are likely to co-occur in men and women.   

It is important to measure the overlap between general violence and IPV, as well as 

their individual associations, to compare whether the predictors of the two forms of violent 

behaviour are shared or different (Moffitt et al., 2000). Taken together, all the above 

research indicated that there are some shared correlates for men‟s and women‟s offending. 

Therefore it would be interesting to compare similarities and differences in risk factors for 

the three offence types more extensively, and to assess whether these risk factors are the 

same for men and women or whether there are correlates of offending that are unique to 

each sex.  

 

1.9. Summary of IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending 

In summary, IPV is generally studied separately from general violence and 

nonviolent offending behaviour. But in doing this we are not able to detect any common 

elements between different types of violence and crime. In order to inform theory, IPV 

needs to be investigated in a comparative context alongside other forms of crime. This 

thesis draws on sociological, criminological and psychological theories to investigate the 
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overlap, predictors and sex differences in different types of violent and nonviolent 

offending (IPV, general violence and nonviolent offences).  

In this research we evaluate the following ideas: (1) whether IPV is unique as 

expected by feminist theory and occurs in isolation from other types of crime, or whether 

IPV overlaps with other crime as expected by the assumptions of A General Theory of 

Crime (generalist versus specialist perspectives); (2) whether predictors of IPV are the 

same as the predictors for other types of crime (common etiology would again indicate 

versatility as opposed to specialisation); (3) whether there are sex differences in the 

predictors for IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending (similarities in men‟s and 

women‟s offence perpetration would be inconsistent with the feminist specialist approach 

to IPV). 

Investigating the co-offending of IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending can be 

approached in two ways (Moffitt et al., 2000): (1) investigating whether those who 

perpetrate IPV also perpetrate other violent and nonviolent offences; (2) investigating 

whether IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending have the same correlates and 

predictors. Both approaches are required, because even if we found complete overlap 

between the three offence types we would not know whether the underlying causes were 

the same or different. Therefore it is important to measure the overlap of offending within 

people simultaneously with the predictors of offending, which this thesis does. The theories 

discussed so far concentrate on theoretically important individual difference variables (e.g. 

control, low self-control, risk aversion) that predict offending. However there are many 

other variables which may be important predictors; and this thesis will examine some of 

them (see section 1.10. for a discussion).  
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1.10. Correlates and Predictors of violent and nonviolent offending behaviour 

If the sexes differ in their use of general violence and nonviolent offending but are 

similar in their use of IPV, the risk factors for these three types of behaviour need to be 

investigated separately for men and women, to indicate whether women‟s offending has 

similar or different risk factors to men‟s.  

1.10.1. Personality and offending behaviour 

1.10.1.1. Personality traits 

Personality refers to the internal characteristics of individuals, which are stable 

across time and situations but vary between individuals. Personality theorists have 

described broad traits that can be used to define personality. The two most prominent 

personality trait theories are the three factor theory (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970), and the 

five factor theory (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The three factor model comprises extraversion, 

neuroticism, and psychoticism. The five factor model comprises neuroticism, extraversion, 

openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. Goldberg (1999) has also been influential 

in this field and developed a measure which is essentially the same as that of Costa and 

McCrae (except that it is freely available) called the IPIP „Big Five‟.  

Neuroticism and extraversion are consistent across both the three and five factor 

measures, openness measures sensation seeking behaviour, and it has been suggested that a 

combination of both agreeableness and conscientiousness from the five factor measure 

correspond to psychoticism in the three factor measure (e.g. Costa & McCrae, 1995; 

Digman, 1990; Eysenck, 1992). Extraversion refers to an individual‟s tendency towards 

being sociable, lively and outgoing and having positive emotions. Agreeableness relates to 

an individual‟s ability to maintain successful interpersonal relationships and is therefore 

negatively associated with aggression towards other people. The other end of the spectrum 
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to agreeableness is antagonism. Costa, McCrae and Dembroski (1989) state that 

antagonistic individuals “need to oppose, to attack, or to punish others… they are cool or 

cold, contemptuous, callous, unfeeling” (p. 45), they tend to be irritable, hostile, and 

mistrusting. Low scorers in agreeableness are characterised by being arrogant and 

manipulative, and they have a lack of concern for others. Conscientiousness refers to an 

individual‟s ability to control their impulses, and to plan, organise and finish tasks. 

Conscientiousness is positively linked with self-control, and those higher in 

conscientiousness have more self-control and are therefore less likely to respond 

aggressively towards others. Conscientiousness should therefore be negatively related to all 

types of offending behaviour. Neuroticism refers to a person‟s level of emotional stability 

and their ability to be calm and adapt successfully to stress inducing situations (Bettencourt, 

Talley, Benjamin & Valentine, 2006). Those scoring low on neuroticism have more stable 

emotions and are less likely to exhibit aggressive responses. Openness relates to 

preferences for new experiences and feelings, as well as creativity.  

Research has investigated the existence of sex differences in personality traits using 

meta-analyses (Feingold, 1994) and large scale cross-cultural studies (Lippa, 2010; 

Schmitt, Realo, Voracek & Allik, 2008). Together the studies found that women reported 

higher values than men on neuroticism (d = .28 - .40), agreeableness (d = .15 - .56), 

extraversion (d = .10 - .15) and conscientiousness (d = 12. - .13). It has been argued that the 

sex difference in openness is not clear as men and women may differ in different aspects of 

openness, but not in overall openness. Men are thought to score higher on openness to 

ideas, whereas women are thought to score higher on openness to feelings (Costa, 

Terracciano & McCrae, 2001). Sex differences in personality traits may mediate sex 

differences in offending. 
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There has been much research interest in the relationship between personality and 

offending behaviour (e.g. Blackburn, 1993; Harris, Rice & Quinsey, 1993; Krueger, Caspi, 

Moffitt, Silva & McGee, 1996). Psychoticism, extraversion and neuroticism have been 

found to be predictors of self-reported nonviolent offending (Eysenck, 1996; Walker & 

Gudjonsson, 2006). Heaven (1996) used a student sample comprising 108 females and 106 

males and examined the association between the five personality traits and violent and 

nonviolent delinquency. The results indicated that in males conscientiousness (r = -0.28) 

and agreeableness (r = -0.36) were significantly negatively associated with self-reported 

nonviolent delinquency (vandalism/ theft), and neuroticism (r = 0.24) was significantly 

positively associated with self-reported nonviolent delinquency, but agreeableness was the 

strongest predictor. In females, only conscientiousness (r = -0.21) was significantly 

negatively associated with “vandalism/ theft”. Therefore, conscientiousness has been found 

to be a shared predictor for male and female nonviolent delinquency. This may be related to 

the link between conscientiousness and self-control: individuals with lower control over 

their impulses are more likely to engage in antisocial behaviour. Therefore 

conscientiousness may be a factor relevant to men‟s and women‟s nonviolent offending in 

the current research. 

Personality traits have also been correlated with aggression (Bettencourt et al., 

2006; Jensen-Campbell & Graziano, 2001; Miller, Lynam & Leukefeld, 2003). Low 

agreeableness, low conscientiousness and high neuroticism have been found to be 

associated with physical aggression in men and women (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli 

and Perugini, 1994; Caprara et al., 1996; Gleason, Jensen-Campbell & Richardson, 2004; 

Heaven, 1996; Jensen-Campbell, Knack, Waldrip & Campbell, 2007; Ruiz, Smith & 

Rhodewalt, 2001; Sharpe & Desai, 2001; Tremblay & Ewart, 2005). Individuals with high 
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levels of agreeableness have been found to respond better to interpersonal conflict than 

those lower in this trait (Graziano, Jensen-Campbell & Hair, 1996). Jensen-Campbell and 

Malcolm (2007) found that conscientiousness was related to success in peer relationships. 

Therefore agreeableness, (low) neuroticism and conscientiousness may be important for 

interpersonal success and the avoidance of aggressive behaviour. Research indicates that 

two of the Five Factors (low agreeableness and high neuroticism) are particularly related to 

aggressive behaviour (Bettencourt et al., 2006, Miller et al., 2003; Sharpe & Desai, 2001; 

Suls, Martin & David, 1998). However, as a result of the link between self-control and 

conscientiousness, we would infer from Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) that low 

conscientiousness should be most associated with all forms of offending, whether violent or 

not.  

Research into sex differences (see above) has found that women are more agreeable 

and neurotic than men. Being more agreeable may explain why women are less generally 

aggressive than men. However higher neuroticism should be associated with higher 

aggression. Although women are more neurotic, fear of being injured (e.g. Campbell, 1999) 

may prevent women from engaging in aggression.  

Research suggests that neuroticism and agreeableness may be associated with 

different types of aggression. Bettencourt et al. (2006) conducted a meta-analysis to 

examine the role of personality with aggressive behaviour, specifically considering 

personality variables that were related to neuroticism and agreeableness. From their results 

they concluded that neuroticism may be related to aggression only when it occurs in 

response to provocation and antagonism may be associated with a propensity to be 

aggressive “across a variety of situations” (p. 770). Therefore low agreeableness 

(antagonism) may result in aggressive behaviour in conditions with or without provocation. 
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As a result of the above findings we would expect agreeableness and neuroticism to be 

associated with aggression perpetration; however they may be differentially associated with 

instrumental or impulsive aggression.  

Empirical studies that were not included in Bettencourt‟s meta-analysis also 

indicated that neuroticism and agreeableness may relate to different types of aggression. 

Martin, Watson and Wan (2000) and Sharpe and Desai (2001) found that neuroticism was 

strongly and positively associated with trait anger and whereas agreeableness was strongly 

and negatively associated physical aggression. Therefore it is individuals with low 

agreeableness rather than high neuroticism that are more likely to exhibit physical 

aggression. Therefore we would expect low agreeableness to be most strongly related to 

aggression in the current research. With research indicating that general violence and IPV 

are moderately related (e.g. Moffitt et al., 2000), there may be similarities and differences 

in the personality traits that predict each type of aggression. These results would add to the 

debate regarding the generalist or specialist nature of offending. 

There is evidence that personality disturbance may identify some of the most severe 

male IPV perpetrators (Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 

1994). Some studies have investigated personality traits in male and female IPV 

perpetrators, and like the results for general aggression, found that neuroticism was related 

to IPV perpetration in men (Barnes, Greenwood & Sommer, 1991; Moffitt et al., 2000; 

Robins, Caspi & Moffitt, 2002) and women (Moffitt et al., 2000; Robins et al., 2002; 

Sommer, Barnes & Murray, 1992). Therefore neuroticism has been found to be a shared 

risk factor for both IPV and general violence.  

Some previous research has included all five adaptive personality traits when 

investigating IPV. For example, Buss (1991) found that low agreeableness, low openness, 
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and high neuroticism were related to IPV perpetration in men, and high extraversion was 

associated with IPV perpetration in women. This suggests that the causal origins of men‟s 

and women‟s IPV may be different, and may have unique elements, which provides support 

for the feminist theory of IPV. However, Buss defined IPV as a combination of physical 

and verbal behaviours, and research has indicated that verbal aggression is more prevalent 

than physical aggression (Hines & Saudino, 2003). Therefore Buss‟s results may be more 

reflective of the personality traits associated with verbal partner conflict than they are of 

physical aggression. Future research should separate physical and verbal aggression to 

investigate whether their correlates are shared or distinct, which would inform feminist 

theory.  

To address this, Hines and Saudino (2008) used a sample of 480 university students 

to investigate all five personality traits in men and women for verbal and physical 

aggression separately. They found that for women, agreeableness was significantly 

negatively associated with physical aggression perpetration, and neuroticism was 

significantly positively associated with severe physical aggression perpetration. For men, 

neuroticism was significantly positively associated with physical aggression perpetration, 

but none of the five personality traits were significantly associated with severe physical 

IPV perpetration in men (although statistical power may have been low for these analyses 

due to only a minority of men (n = 19) reporting use of severe physical aggression). 

Therefore, like general violence, low agreeableness (women) and neuroticism (men and 

women) were the personality traits that appeared to be most relevant to IPV perpetration. 

Research suggesting that both traits are related to IPV and general violence indicates that 

these different types of violence may share a common etiology. Collectively, all the 
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research in this section suggests that men and women who offend (whether violently or not) 

have lower adaptive personality traits. 

1.10.1.2. Personality Disorders 

Personality disorders (PDs) have also been associated with offending behaviour 

(e.g. Hart & Hare, 1996), and so they are investigated in the current study to determine if 

violent and nonviolent offending share the same personality disorder predictors. The 

current fourth edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM) 

defines personality disorder as “an enduring pattern of inner experience and behaviour that 

deviates markedly from the expectations of the individual‟s culture” (DSM-IV-TR; APA, 

2000, p. 685). The DSM identifies 10 personality disorders and has grouped these into three 

clusters, which are labeled A, B and C. Most studies focus on borderline and antisocial 

cluster B PDs, and so empirical data on the remaining eight PDs is sparse (Emmelkamp & 

Kamphuis, 2007).  

Cluster A PDs consist of paranoid, schizoid and schizotypal, which together are 

known as the „odd‟ disorders. Cluster A is characterised by a deep mistrust of others as well 

as suspiciousness and being emotionally distant. Cluster A PDs (i.e. schizoid) have been 

associated with men‟s and women‟s IPV perpetration (Ehrensaft et al., 2006) and have also 

been associated with violent and criminal behaviour in the dysphoric/borderline subtype of 

men (Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000). The link between cluster A PD and the borderline 

subtype may support a generalist theory of crime because the dysphoric/borderline offender 

is versatile. Cluster A traits have been reported by male (Hines et al., 2007) and female 

(e.g. Dutton, 1995) victims of IPV regarding their heterosexual partners. These same traits 

are also some of the reasons cited by men and women for perpetrating IPV (Harned, 2001; 
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Henning et al., 2005). Therefore those who perpetrate IPV are more likely to be 

emotionally unstable, suspicious of their partner‟s behaviour, and jealous. 

Cluster B PDs consist of antisocial, borderline, histrionic and narcissistic, which 

together are known as the „dramatic‟ disorders, and have been associated with perpetration 

of crime and violence. Antisocial PD is characterised by a lack of regard for others, 

aggressiveness and impulsivity, and a lack of remorse for actions (Emmelkamp & 

Kamphuis, 2007). Antisocial PD has been associated with nonviolent offending, as well as 

violent behaviour in and out of relationships, for men and women (Barros & Serafim, 2008; 

Ehrensaft et al., 2006; Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000). 

Finding that antisocial PD has been implicated in violent and nonviolent offending suggests 

that these different types of offending behaviours may share underlying causes and 

correlates, which indicates that they may be similar rather than distinct. This may support 

the generalist theory of offending rather than the feminist theory regarding the uniqueness 

of IPV. 

Borderline PD is characterised by general instability across many areas of life, 

including relationships, emotions (including unpredictable mood swings from extreme 

anger to despondency), fear of abandonment, insecure attachment and impulsivity 

(Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007; Fossati et al., 2004; Lieb et al., 2004). Borderline PD has 

been associated with IPV perpetration, and also with violence outside relationships, in both 

men and women (Barros & Serafim, 2008; Dutton, 1994b; Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 

2007; Goodman & New, 2000; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Holtzworth-Munroe et 

al., 2000; Henning et al., 2003). Collectively this research suggests that individuals with 

borderline PD traits can be violent in different contexts. This indicates that violence in and 
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out of relationships may have similar origins, which may not support the feminist 

perspective of the specificity of IPV. 

Likewise, narcissistic PD has also been associated with men‟s and women‟s 

violence within and outside of relationships (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998, 2002; Craig, 

2003; Henning et al., 2003; Lawrence, 2006; Simmons et al., 2005; Stuke & Sporer, 2002; 

Twenge & Campbell, 2003). This provides evidence for an overlap between the underlying 

causes of these two types of violence. Individuals with narcissistic PD are characterised by 

an over-inflated sense of self-worth and self-entitlement, grandiosity, arrogance and lack of 

empathy (APA, 2000). Those with higher levels of narcissism are more likely to react with 

aggression in response to insults, criticism or conflict within relationships, or if they feel 

humiliated, socially rejected or feel that their self-esteem is challenged (Baumeister, 

Bushman & Campbell, 2000; Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 

2007; Henning et al., 2003). These feelings in narcissists can lead to aggression to save face 

or seek revenge, and this can apply to both violence towards partners and violence towards 

others. If narcissism applies to men‟s and women‟s IPV then the argument that IPV is 

unique to men aggressing against women would not be supported. This is because we 

would not expect traits such as taking advantage of others or being aggressive in response 

to challenges to self-esteem to be related to self-defensive IPV.  

The initial idea for the link between narcissism and aggression came from 

Baumeister, Smart and Boden (1996), who established that physical aggression was the 

result of a combination of threatened egotism and favourable self-appraisals. Lawrence 

(2006) developed and used the Situational Triggers of Aggressive Responses (STAR) 

Scale. She found that an unstable self-concept combined with high narcissism was linked 

with physical aggression. Also, narcissists were typically violent in response to 
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provocations from others. Lawrence (2006) posits that provocations relate to ego-threat, 

and it may be this perceived attack on their ego that elicits aggression in narcissistic 

individuals. “Provocations” within Lawrence‟s research included aggression in response to: 

being goaded, being insulted, being shown a lack of consideration, arguing or when another 

person becomes aggressive. Within an intimate relationship, a narcissistic partner may be 

provoked into being physically aggressive if they feel aggrieved from a perceived or actual 

wrongdoing. This is consistent with Felson‟s (2002) motives for dispute-related violence: 

(1) to control future behaviour of the individual, (2) to achieve justice, and (3) to protect 

self-image. 

Individuals with histrionic PD are excessively emotional and misinterpret their 

relationships as being more intimate than they in fact are. They have a need to always be 

the centre of attention (and are unhappy when they are not the centre of attention), and 

behave inappropriately to increase attention: such as being overtly sexual, flirtatious and 

provocative (Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007). Research has found that histrionic PD is 

present in female perpetrators of IPV (Simmons, Lehmann, Cobb & Fowler, 2005; Henning 

et al., 2003). Histrionic traits have been associated with men‟s and women‟s reasons for 

perpetrating IPV. For example, to get attention, wanting to prove love, or because their 

partner appears to not be fully committed (Harned, 2001; Henning et al., 2005; Fiebert & 

Gonzalez, 1997). Therefore those with histrionic PD may be more prone to perpetrating 

IPV because traits such as emotional instability and exploiting others for their own gain 

may result in anger being expressed as violence. It will be interesting to investigate whether 

histrionic PD relates only to IPV and not the other forms of offending, if so this would 

provide some support for the view that IPV is a specialist type of crime. 
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Cluster C PDs consist of avoidant, dependent and obsessive-compulsive, which 

together are known as the „anxious‟ disorders, as anxiety is a core feature of this disorder 

(Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007). Cluster C PDs have been associated with the 

perpetration of IPV in men (Dutton, 2003; Dutton & Kerry, 1999; Holtzworth-Munroe & 

Stuart, 1994) and women (Henning et al., 2003). Dutton and Kerry (1999) found that it was 

avoidant PD that predicted male spousal homicide, and those with avoidant PD are 

sensitive to “criticism, disapproval, and rejection” (Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007, p. 14). 

Therefore people who score highly on cluster C PDs may respond with violence within 

relationships if they are faced with criticism, disapproval, or rejection by their partner. 

Therefore cluster C PDs may be related to IPV within the current research. 

However, longitudinal research by Ehrensaft et al. (2006) found that cluster C PDs 

were protective in relation to IPV perpetration in men and women. This may be because 

those with Cluster C disorders avoid interpersonal contact through fear of inadequacy and 

not being liked, and this may protect them from perpetrating IPV as they may be less likely 

to enter into a relationship in the first place. Therefore the role of cluster C PDs in violent 

and nonviolent offending has not been found to be consistent, and we may find either a 

positive or negative association between cluster C and IPV. Cluster C PDs may be 

protective against perpetrating IPV by preventing these individuals from becoming 

romantically involved with others, or if they do they may be less involved. However, it may 

be that if these individuals do become romantically involved they may resort to 

unacceptable methods for resolving conflict (such as violence) to regulate their feelings of 

inadequacy, rejection or negative evaluations from others. It would also be interesting to 

observe whether there is also a relationship (positive or negative) between cluster C and 

general violence as this would inform the generalist/specialist debate, and this (to my 
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knowledge) has not been investigated before. Cluster C PDs may be protective in relation 

to general violence. Persons high in this trait may avoid entering into other relationships 

(such as friendships) through fear of being criticised and feeling inadequate in this context 

also.    

Sex differences have been reported in personality disorders, and these may mediate 

sex differences in offending. Paranoid and Schizoid PD from cluster A are reported to be 

more common in men than women. The opposite is true for cluster C with Avoidant and 

Dependent PDs being more common in women than men. Sex differences in cluster B PDs 

is mixed; Antisocial and Narcissistic are reported to be more common in men, Histrionic is 

reported to be more common in women and it is reported that there is no sex difference in 

the prevalence of borderline PD (Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007). However it could be 

argued that some sex differences are a result of sex biases in diagnoses. Some research (e.g. 

Ford & Widiger, 1989; Garb, 1997) has presented psychologists with case histories and 

varied the sex of the patient, and found that psychologists were more likely to diagnose 

female patients with histrionic than antisocial PD, and more likely to diagnose male 

patients with antisocial than histrionic PD. This may be because histrionic PD contains 

stereotypic traits of femininity (e.g. emotionality) and antisocial PD contains stereotypic 

traits of masculinity (e.g. aggressiveness): therefore creating a sex bias in diagnosis.  

Personality disorders are strong predictors of violence among offenders (e.g. Hart & 

Hare, 1996), and the presence of personality disorders among IPV male and female 

perpetrators is often found (Simmons et al., 2005). Therefore research findings suggest that 

many perpetrators of violence in and out of intimate relationships, as well as perpetrators of 

nonviolent offending behaviour, will show evidence of personality disorders. This may be a 

particularly valuable area to research and for interventions to target as personality disorders 
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are stable over time, common among violent offenders, and their presence predates 

involvement in intimate relationships (Ehrensaft et al., 2006; Moffitt et al., 2001). 

1.10.2. Attachment and offending behaviour 

Bowlby (1980) proposed that children develop relationship prototypes based on 

their relationship with their primary caregiver, and these are fairly stable over time, 

operating as templates for relationships later in life. Attachment disruptions early in life 

have been associated with negative life outcomes later in life (Bowlby, 1973; Loeber & Le 

Blanc, 1990) and these disruptions have been found to persevere into adulthood and adult 

intimate relationships (Hamel, 2005). Researchers have considered offending within an 

attachment framework, and have suggested a link between maladaptive insecure attachment 

styles and criminal behaviour (Fonagy et al., 1996; Kempf, 1993), particularly violent 

criminal behaviour (Fonagy et al., 1996; Ireland & Power, 2004), IPV in men (e.g. Dutton, 

Saunders, Starzomski & Bartholomew, 1994; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994), and 

sexual offending (Beech & Mitchell, 2005; Marshall, 1993; Smallbone & Dadds, 2000). 

Therefore insecure attachment appears to be a common etiology for different types of 

crime. 

Attachment theory, first proposed by Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980), describes the 

pervasive human need to form close emotional bonds, and was initially used to explain the 

relationship between an infant and its caregiver. Derived from the original work of Bowlby, 

Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters and Wall (1978) proposed three types of infant attachment: 

these were secure, anxious/ambivalent, and avoidant. This initial research has since been 

applied to explain adult attachment, particularly between those in intimate relationships. 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) built on the work of Ainsworth et al. and applied the infant 

attachment styles to adult relationships. Hazan and Shaver (1987) proposed that healthy 
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romantic relationships develop from accessible, responsive and consistent caregiving, and 

in contrast unhealthy adult relationships originate from inconsistent, unresponsive or 

rejecting caregiving.  

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) developed a four category model of attachment 

derived from Hazan and Shaver‟s model. This was based on two dimensions: view of self 

and view of other. Therefore adults can have a positive or negative view of themselves 

combined with a positive or negative view of others, thereby creating four adult attachment 

types: secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful; the latter three attachment types are all 

insecure styles. The original avoidant category was separated into two contrasting views of 

the self and these became the fearful and dismissing categories.  

Secure individuals have a positive view of themselves and of their partners, they are 

comfortable with closeness and intimacy and do not fear being alone. They have low 

attachment anxiety coupled with low attachment avoidance. Fearful individuals have a 

negative view of themselves and of their partner: they fear being abandoned and avoid 

intimacy and closeness. They have both high attachment anxiety and high attachment 

avoidance. Preoccupied individuals have a negative view of themselves but a positive view 

of their partner. They fear abandonment but are comfortable with intimacy and closeness. 

They have high attachment anxiety, but are low in attachment avoidance. Dismissing 

attached individuals have a positive view of themselves but a negative view of their 

partners. They do not fear abandonment but avoid intimacy and closeness. They have low 

attachment anxiety, but high attachment avoidance. The Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) 

model has been used extensively in IPV research. 

It is proposed that IPV may arise where there are conflicting demands for closeness 

or distance within a couple (Pistole, 1994). A person high in anxiety would respond to a 
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relationship threat by maintaining or instigating intimacy and closeness. Contrastingly, a 

person high in avoidance would respond to a relationship threat by distancing themselves 

from their partner. Therefore it could be argued that IPV would be most likely where a 

highly anxious individual is paired with a highly avoidant individual, as this is where the 

largest discrepancy between distance and closeness needs would be seen (Pistole, 1994). 

Indeed, this has been suggested by research investigating the interaction between the 

pairing of couples attachment styles with IPV perpetration (Doumas, Pearson, Elgin & 

McKinley, 2008; Roberts & Noller, 1998). Furthermore, the results applied to both men‟s 

and women‟s IPV perpetration. Finding that both men‟s and women‟s IPV is associated 

with the same insecure attachment style suggests that IPV stems from the same cause 

irrespective of sex, this is inconsistent with the feminist perspective of IPV and instead 

supports the family conflict theory of IPV. This indicates that the interaction of maladaptive 

attachment is a risk factor for violence between intimate partners. 

Although attachment type has typically been used to understand men‟s violence 

towards their female partners, it is not considered to be an explanation specific only to men 

(Bartholomew & Allison, 2006). There are a few studies that have investigated the 

attachment styles of men and women as a predictor of IPV, and research that has adopted a 

gender-inclusive approach has found associations between insecure attachment styles and 

IPV for both sexes. For example, research using student (e.g. Bookwala & Zdaniuk, 1998) 

and community samples (e.g. Henderson, Bartholomew, Trinke & Kwong, 2005) found that 

a preoccupied attachment style was associated with IPV for men and women. There were 

no significant sex differences, therefore the association between IPV perpetration and 

preoccupied attachment held for men as well as women. The lack of a sex difference in the 

predictors of IPV is inconsistent with the feminist theory. 
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Bookwala (2002) used a student sample to investigate the role of perceived self and 

partner attachment styles on IPV. This was an update to the 1998 study enabling attachment 

style interactions to be examined. The results found that highest levels of IPV perpetration 

were reported under three attachment conditions: (1) when the partner was described as 

preoccupied (characterised by clinginess, high dependency and high abandonment anxiety); 

(2) when both self and partner were described as preoccupied; and (3) when self was 

described as secure and the partner was dismissive. The results were consistent for men and 

women. The results being consistent for men and women is inconsistent with the feminist 

theory of IPV because according to this theory we would not expect to find that men‟s and 

women‟s IPV was associated with the same correlates because the motives should be 

different.  

Bookwala (2002) noted that the finding of securely attached individuals being 

violent if paired with a dismissive partner was unexpected. She suggested that because 

secure individuals want to develop intimate, close, interdependent relationships, they may 

be especially frustrated by a dismissive partner who is emotionally independent and 

wanting to avoid intimacy and closeness. This frustration may result in aggression on the 

part of the secure individual. Finding that securely attached women can be violent towards 

a dismissive partner is inconsistent with the feminist theory of IPV, because women are 

only supposed to be violent defensively and not in response to being annoyed or frustrated 

by their partner. Bookwala‟s findings highlight the need for assessing self and partner 

attachment styles when investigating IPV, because the link may be with an insecure 

partner’s attachment style. The current thesis assesses both self and partner attachment 

styles. 
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Kesner and McHenry (1998), and Babcock et al. (2000) recruited couples and 

examined the interaction between attachment styles. Both found that insecure attachment 

was associated with men‟s IPV perpetration. It is disappointing that these studies did not 

include female perpetration, given that previous research that has focused on male 

perpetrators found that over half of the female partners were also violent within the 

relationship (Jacobson et al., 1994; Allison, Bartholomew, Mayseless & Dutton, 2008). 

This highlights the importance of investigating both male and female risk factors for IPV 

perpetration even when samples are selected based on male violence.  

All the research discussed in this section provides support for a link between 

insecure attachment styles and perpetration of IPV despite the use of different measures of 

both IPV and attachment, and the use of different samples (student, community, couples). 

This suggests a strong and robust association for attachment as risk factor for IPV.  

Attachment styles (and their interactions) as an explanation for abuse perpetration fits with 

the evidence that IPV is mutual (Straus, 2008) and is typical of conflict within couples 

(Cascardi & Vivian, 1995). This provides support for the family conflict theory of IPV. 

Assortative mating is defined as “the tendency for people to form unions with 

similar others” (Moffitt et al., 2001, pg. 185) “based on preexisting qualities and traits” 

(Bartholomew & Allison, 2006, p. 108).  Longitudinal studies have indicated that antisocial 

males and females tend to pair up with a similarly antisocial romantic partner (Capaldi & 

Crosby, 1997; Kreuger, Moffitt, Caspi, Bleske & Silva, 1998; Moffitt et al., 2001; Serbin et 

al., 2004). Assortative mating has implications for the continuation of antisocial behaviour 

into adulthood. Odgers and Morretti (2002) have suggested that girls‟ delinquency may be 

related to their romantic relationships with boys. Criminality of a romantic partner 

moderates the persistence of antisocial behaviour in antisocial girls, such that it is only 
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antisocial girls who have criminal partners who continue to be antisocial in adulthood (age 

21) (Moffitt et al., 2001). Antisocial men continue to be antisocial into adulthood regardless 

of the criminality of their female partner (Moffitt et al., 2001). Assortative mating suggests 

that the characteristics of both partners influences relationship success, as both partners‟ 

attachment styles have been reported to influence relationship success (Feeney, 2003; 

Banse, 2004): this is consistent with the family conflict perspective. 

Given that most IPV is mutual (Straus, 2008) and that both men and women 

perpetrate IPV to a similar extent (e.g. Archer, 2000), it is important to examine the 

attachment orientations of men and women from the same couple to consider IPV 

perpetration from an interactional perspective. As research has implicated insecure 

attachment in perpetration of other types of violent and nonviolent crime (e.g. violent 

crime: Fonagy et al., 1996; prison bullying: Ireland & Power, 2004; property crime: 

Cooper, Shaver & Collins, 1998), it would also be important to consider the association 

between attachment styles and different types of violent and nonviolent crime 

simultaneously. This has not previously been examined, but will be considered in this 

research to inform theories regarding the generalist or specialist nature of offending.  

1.10.3. Anger and offending behaviour 

Anger is an emotion that increases the likelihood of aggression and is described as 

“an unpleasant or negative emotion that typically occurs in response to threat, disruption of 

ongoing behaviour or deliberate and unjustified harm” (Campbell, 2006, p. 239). Novaco 

(1994, p. 32) describes anger as “a subjective emotional state, entailing the presence of 

physiological arousal and cognitions of antagonism, and is a causal determinant of 

aggression”. Novaco (1994, p. 33) has stated that “anger is neither necessary nor sufficient 

for aggression to occur….level of anger influences level of aggression and vice versa”, 
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therefore aggression can take place even without the presence of anger and anger is not the 

sole variable that brings about aggression. 

Typically studies tend not to find sex differences in the frequency or intensity of 

anger in adults (Archer, 2004; Costa et al., 2001; Driscoll, Zinkivskay, Evans & Campbell, 

2006; Kopper & Epperson, 1991, 1996; Milovchevich, Howells, Drew & Day, 2001), or 

child (Buntain & Costenbader, 1997; Zenman & Shipman, 1996) populations. This is found 

to be the case for self-reports, experiments, psychometric assessments and emotional 

responses to vignettes. Studies that have found a sex difference tend to find that it is in the 

female direction, indicating that women report feelings of anger more than men (Brebner, 

2003; Brody, 1997; Kring, 2000).  

Studies also tend to find no sex differences in anger expression, but again where 

they do the difference is in the female direction (King & Emmons, 1990; Kring, 2000; 

Timmers, Fischer & Manstead, 1998; Ramirez, Santisteban, Fujihara, & Van Goozen, 

2002) and this is also true for self-reports, experiments and vignettes. However, it is 

suggested that men and women may differ in the ways that they express anger, with men 

being more likely to physically and verbally aggress against their target (Deffenbacher, 

Oetting, Lynch & Morris, 1996; Timmers, Fischer & Manstead, 1998), and women being 

more likely to cry (Campbell, 1993; Timmers et al., 1998; Vingerhoets, Cornelius, Van 

Heck, Becht, 2000) or talk to someone external to the situation (Simon & Nath, 2004). The 

sex difference in anger expression may mediate sex differences in violent offending. 

Although the sexes tend not to differ in their experience of anger (suggesting that 

instigatory factors are similar for men and women) the difference in anger expression 

suggests that the sexes may differ in their ability to self-regulate and control their anger in 

nonviolent ways. Therefore it follows that men may have poorer self-regulatory 
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mechanisms than women (and therefore have lower self-control), and that women are more 

inhibited by fear than men (and therefore have higher self-control).  

Campbell (2006) has considered this, stating that women may have “greater 

emotional and behavioural control” (p. 240) due to the finding that women are less likely to 

directly aggress against the target of their anger. This may account for the sex difference in 

general aggression, and therefore it is possible that anger may predict men‟s physical 

aggression but not women‟s. It would also be interesting to see if this sex difference in 

anger expression holds for both general aggression and also IPV as women experience less 

fear within relationships (Campbell, 2008, 2010) which may result in reduced violence 

inhibition towards their partner. Therefore women may be more likely to self-regulate and 

inhibit their anger outside of their relationship, but within their relationship may be more 

likely to express their anger in the form of physical aggression. This comparison between 

anger and the two violence types (to my knowledge) has not been investigated before, but 

will inform the generalist or specialist nature of offending. 

Anger has been associated with violent crime (Novaco, 1994; Howells, 1998), and 

is a variable that can distinguish violent from nonviolent offenders (Cornell, Peterson and 

Richards, 1999; Granic & Butler, 1998; Mills, Kroner & Forth, 1998; Selby, 1984; Verona 

& Carbonell, 2000). Archer and Haigh (1997) investigated the association between anger 

and violent and nonviolent offending, using a sample of male and female prisoners. Violent 

offenders scored significantly higher than the nonviolent offenders on anger. Therefore 

within the current research we would expect anger to be associated with violent and not 

nonviolent offending for men and women.  

Similar results distinguishing violent from nonviolent offenders have been 

suggested in the IPV literature from two meta-analyses. Stith et al. (2004) conducted a 
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meta-analysis to investigate risk factors for IPV. They found a moderate effect size for IPV 

perpetration and anger (d = 0.54). However, 7 of the 11 studies used to generate this result 

focused only on male-to-female IPV. Therefore evidence for the relationship between IPV 

and anger for women is sparse. The current research will add to the literature in this area.  

Norlander and Eckhardt (2005) also conducted a meta-analysis on 28 studies to 

evaluate the relationship between anger, hostility and IPV but only in male perpetrators. 

The samples included in the analysis were either community or clinical ones. There was a 

moderate association (d = 0.47) between both anger and hostility and IPV perpetration, and 

this was the case for a variety of assessment methods, including self-reports and 

observational measures. Therefore empirical evidence on anger and IPV is largely focused 

on men. The current research will add to the literature in this area, but will also provide 

data for women. 

Some research has examined the role of anger on different types of violence. For 

example, Maiuro, Cahn, Vitaliano, Wagner, and Zegree (1988) compared 39 male IPV 

perpetrators with 29 generally violent men and found that the anger scores were not 

significantly different for the two groups of violent offenders. This suggests that 

relationship with the target did not affect anger expression in men, and indicates that anger 

may be a common etiology for the different types of violence.  

Although the majority of research in this area has been focused on male 

perpetrators, there are a small number of studies that have compared male and female 

perpetrators (Jacobson et al., 1994; Dye & Eckhardt, 2000): finding that partner violent 

men and women exhibited more anger compared with the nonviolent controls. Anger has 

also been found to be a motivation for IPV for men and women (Henning et al., 2005; 

Harned, 2001; Stuart et al. 2006; O‟Keefe, 1997). Indeed, Harned (2001) found that women 
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were more likely than men to cite anger as the reason for their use of IPV, and this was a 

moderate effect (d = 0.39). Finding that anger is associated with men‟s and women‟s IPV 

perpetration does not fit with the feminist conceptualisation of IPV, because according to 

this theory men‟s and women‟s use of IPV is different. Therefore the correlates of their IPV 

should also be different. Most research in this area has investigated male perpetrators of 

violence, therefore anger as a predictor of female violence needs further investigation, 

particularly research investigating both general and partner violence as to date this has not 

been studied. 

Anger has been linked to attachment. It has been suggested that “anger follows 

unmet attachment needs” (Dutton, 2006, p. 81), as attachment frustration following a 

perceived threat to the relationship (i.e. separation or rejection) can lead to anger being 

expressed as protest behaviour, in order to re-establish contact with the attachment figure 

(the intimate partner). Dutton et al. (1994) investigated anger and attachment styles in a 

community/clinical sample of male IPV perpetrators and found a strong relationship 

between anger and fearful attachment (r = .49), suggesting that an insecure attachment is 

likely to lead to anger and perpetration of partner violence. Follingstad, Bradley, Helff and 

Laughlin (2002) found that both male and female IPV was predicted by an anxious 

attachment style and angry temperament. The roles of anger and attachment on violence 

instigation have not been widely researched, particularly in women. Therefore research is 

required that simultaneously examines anger and attachment in both partner-violent and 

generally-violent men and women. This will inform the generalist and specialist theories of 

offending. 
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1.10.4 Self-control/impulsivity/constraint and offending behaviour 

Low self-control is a trait thought to be largely the result of poor parenting, harsh 

and inconsistent discipline, and a lack of parental supervision (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 

1990). Others argue that low self-control results from poor and inconsistent parenting in 

conjunction with the child‟s neuropsychological problems (Moffitt, 1993; Campbell, 2006). 

Girls are reported to receive more supervision and control from both parents than boys do 

(Brannigan, 1997; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990, p. 147), and may therefore be less likely to 

develop low self-control in childhood, which may account for the sex difference in low 

self-control, and therefore the gender gap in crime.  

The concepts of self-control, impulsivity and constraint, overlap and may be 

measuring the same broad personality characteristic. All refer to an individual‟s ability (or 

lack thereof) to self-regulate their own behaviour, control their actions, and inhibit 

undesirable impulses. Impulsivity is defined as “the extent to which individuals are unable 

to control their thoughts and behaviours” (Bettencourt et al., 2006, p. 759). Constraint also 

refers to an individual‟s ability to control impulses, and relates to individuals who report 

that they are “reflective, cautious, careful, rational, and planful” (Moffitt et al., 2001, p. 

124), and so it is lack of constraint that is synonymous with low self-control. Self-control is 

defined as “the differential tendency of people to avoid criminal acts whatever the 

circumstances in which they find themselves” (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990, p. 87), and 

therefore refers to an individual‟s propensity to either refrain from, or perpetrate, crime.  

Low self-control is the central tenet in A General Theory of Crime, which was 

developed by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) to explain why some people offend and 

others do not. Low self-control is reported to be “one of the strongest known correlates of 

crime” (Pratt & Cullen, 2000, p. 952) and is found to be predictive of crime generally, 
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including violent and nonviolent offending (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). According to 

Gottfredson and Hirschi‟s theory (1990, p. 90) there are six elements which characterise 

persons with low self-control: (1) impulsivity; (2) self-centredness; (3) risk-seeking; (4) 

preference for physical (rather than mental) tasks; (5) short-term focussed; and (6) non-

verbal. All six aspects must feature within the same person in order for criminal activity to 

occur (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Arneklev, Grasmick & Bursik, 1999). Low self-

control will also extend to seeking immediate gratification in the non-criminal elements of 

a person‟s life, e.g. smoking, gambling, abusing substances, and promiscuity (Gottfredson 

& Hirschi, 1990). Furthermore, offenders are likely to be recidivists because their short-

term focus (a dimension of low self-control) will prevent the consideration of the future 

consequences and costs of committing the crime, e.g. fines or incarceration (Brannigan, 

1997). Whichever term is used (impulsivity, low self-control, or weak constraint); all three 

have been associated with the perpetration of crime in men and women. 

Low self-control is also believed to be stable over time (Arneklev et al., 1999; 

Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Nagin & Farrington, 1992). Longitudinal studies have 

illustrated the stability of the constraint from adolescence to adulthood, and have found a 

correlation of r = .67 over an eight-year period (Roberts, Caspi & Moffitt, 2001) and a 

correlation of r = .60 over a 10-year period (McGue, Bacon & Lykken, 1993).  

Sex differences in self-control have been found in a recent meta-analysis (Cross, 

Copping & Campbell, 2011) as well as in other studies not included in the meta-analysis 

(e.g. Driscoll et al., 2006; Gibson, Ward, Wright, Beaver & DeLisi, 2010) with men having 

lower self-control than women. It is thought that the sex difference may account for the 

disparity in general offending rates between men and women (Burton et al., 1998), as it 

reflects a greater propensity for men to commit crimes if they have less self-control over 
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their impulses than women. The sex difference is largest for the sensation seeking (d = 

0.41) and behavioural risk-taking (d = 0.36) components of impulsivity (Cross et al., 2011). 

This suggests that although low self-control is proposed as a single overall construct, it may 

be sensation seeking and risk-taking that are mostly responsible for the link found between 

low self-control and criminal behaviour. Therefore low self-control may be an extension of 

impulsivity (Arneklev et al., 1999). 

Although there are these reported sex differences, low self-control predicts 

offending behaviour equally well for men and women (Elkins, Ianoco, Doyle & McGue, 

1997; Cale, 2006; Moffitt et al., 2001; Smith & Waterman, 2006). Caspi, Moffitt, Silva, 

Stouthhamer-Loeber, Schmutte and Krueger (1994) examined personality correlates of 

crime from their birth cohort, using data collected at age 18, and found that the correlation 

between self-reported delinquency and constraint was exactly the same for women as it was 

for men (r = -0.44), and was very similar for informant-reported delinquency (see also 

Krueger, Schmutte, Caspi, Moffitt, Campbell & Silva, 1994). Longitudinal research (e.g. 

Caspi et al., 1994; Elkins et al., 1997; Krueger et al., 1994) has repeatedly indicated the role 

of constraint in antisocial behaviour, irrespective of sex, age, ethnicity (but only comparing 

whites with African-Americans), nationality, or the measure of constraint. This suggests 

that constraint is a robust predictor of criminal behaviour.  

Ramoutar and Farrington (2006) interviewed 118 male and 93 female prisoners to 

investigate variables associated with participation in violent and property crimes, and the 

frequency of those crimes. The results indicated that impulsivity was significantly related to 

participation in violent and property crimes for both sexes. This is consistent with 

Gottfredson and Hirschi‟s (1990) proposal, that low self-control is the underlying influence 

for all criminal behaviour. The overlap also suggests that there may be a shared function of 
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violence and criminal damage: both may be emotional crimes. Indeed research has found 

that they share interpersonal features (see Howard & Dixon, 2011). Finding a shared 

correlate of different types of offending suggests that violent and nonviolent offending may 

share the same etiology. 

Longitudinal studies have suggested that low self-control can predict future violent 

and nonviolent offending in men and women (White et al., 1994; Henry, Caspi, Moffitt & 

Silva, 1996). Caspi et al. (1997) used constraint scores collected from their birth cohort at 

age 18 to predict involvement in risky behaviours at age 21 in men and women, and found a 

large effect (d = .85) for the association between low constraint (age 18) and conviction for 

perpetration of violent crimes (age 21). Therefore, low self-control has been found to 

predict future violent offending, and this occurred even after controlling for gender. This is 

further support for the early development of maladaptive personality such as low self-

control, its stability from childhood to adulthood, and its association with adult criminal 

behaviour. 

Although it has been suggested above that low self-control is associated with violent 

offending behaviour (Piquero, MacDonald, Dobrin, Daigle & Cullen, 2005; Smith & 

Waterman, 2006), it is more closely linked with general violence than IPV (Krueger, Caspi 

& Moffitt, 2000). In fact feminists argue that IPV and low self-control should not be related 

because they regard IPV as an intentional and planned behaviour (instrumental aggression) 

that men choose to use to control and intimidate their female partner, and therefore it is not 

an impulsive, spur of the moment, act (see Corvo & Johnson, 2003, Appendix A).  

According to this argument low self-control should not predict IPV. However, 

Hotaling et al. (1990) reported the results of 14 studies, and indicated that male perpetrators 

of IPV were characterised by „no impulse control‟ (among other traits) which is 
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synonymous with low self-control. Moffitt et al. (2000) found that low self-control 

predicted general crime for both men and women but did not predict IPV, which suggests 

that these two types of violence may have different causal correlates. From Gottfredson and 

Hirschi‟s (1990) General Theory of Crime we would infer that low self-control should 

predict IPV perpetration, in the same way that it predicts other crime, because it is a general 

tendency to be criminal that pervades all aspects of the person‟s life rather than being 

specific to certain actions.  

Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) have provided an alternative explanation, and 

propose that perpetrators who are generally violent should have high impulsivity, but those 

who are violent only towards their partners should have low impulsivity. Moffitt et al. 

(2000) investigated this and found some support for Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart‟s 

(1994) alternative explanation: when investigating IPV and controlling for perpetration of 

other crimes, low self-control and IPV were not related. This finding applied to both men 

and women. They concluded that the same person who is violent in different contexts may 

use aggression impulsively when violent outside of their relationship, but may have control 

over the violence they use within their relationship. Therefore, within the same person, 

different risk factors may predict different crimes, which may support a specialist 

perspective of crime. Considering all the above research, the picture regarding the 

relationship between low self-control and IPV is unclear.  

Self-control has been linked with attachment. Tangney et al. (2004) found that high 

levels of self-control were linked with relationship success and a secure attachment style. 

This may be because partners high in self-control would be more able to resist the 

temptation of an affair, would be less likely to say mean words on an impulse, or have 

angry outbursts. Consistent with Gottfredson and Hirschi‟s (1990) proposition that low self-
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control is the result of poor parenting, Hayslett-McCall and Bernard (2002) proposed that 

low self-control may be an outcome of attachment disruptions in childhood. They argued 

that attachment disruptions are most likely to occur for boys than girls, resulting in more 

men being low in self-control than women. This adds to the explanation for the gender gap 

in crime. 

Anger has also been associated with individuals‟ low in self-control (Driscoll et al., 

2006; Tangney et al., 2004). Anger expression is likely to be higher in persons with low 

self-control, as these people are unlikely to be able to control or restrain their emotions or 

actions, and may instead act impulsively in response to provocation. Alexander, Allen, 

Brooks, Cole and Campbell (2004), and Driscoll et al. (2006) have proposed a graphical 

representation of the relationship between aggression, anger and low self-control. Where 

inhibitory control parallels increases in anger, aggression is not expressed. However, where 

anger exceeds inhibitory control, aggression is expressed. Therefore, people with higher 

levels of self-control may have better anger management strategies and be less likely to 

express their anger in injurious ways.  

Therefore individuals with low self-control are unlikely to specialise in any 

particular type of crime. Rather, they are likely to be versatile and commit any crime where 

there is opportunity. This is consistent with the investigation of the current thesis that 

violent and nonviolent offending are likely to overlap.  

1.10.5. Psychopathic traits and offending behaviour 

Psychopathic traits emerge in childhood and display stability from childhood and 

adolescence through to adulthood (Larsson et al., 2007; Lynam, Caspi, Moffitt, Loeber, & 

Stouthamer-Loeber, 2007; Viding, Frick, & Plomin, 2007). Callous-unemotional traits are 

thought to be the childhood expression of psychopathy and are linked with the perpetration 
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of severe violence (Frick & Marsee, 2006; Frick, Stickle, Dandreaux, Farrell & Kimonis, 

2005), and longitudinal research has suggested that callous-unemotional traits also appear 

to be relatively stable from childhood to adulthood (Blonigen, Hicks, Kruger, Patrick & 

Iacono, 2006; Burke, Loeber & Lahey, 2007; Lynam et al., 2007). For example, Lynam et 

al. (2007) suggested that callous-unemotional traits in adolescence (age 13) were related to 

adult psychopathy (age 24). Indeed, antisocial youths with callous-unemotional traits have 

been found to show a more stable and aggressive pattern of behaviour. They also have a 

greater risk of early-onset delinquency and are at risk for developing severe delinquent 

behaviour (Frick & White, 2008).  Therefore if callous-unemotional traits are linked to 

severe violence, and are fairly stable from childhood to adulthood, it may be adults with 

affective deficit psychopathic traits who are particularly prone to perpetrating violence.  

Psychopathy is a personality pattern associated with some criminals. Criminals with 

this personality pattern tend to have an earlier onset to their criminal careers than other 

criminals, and they tend to perpetrate more severe and violent crimes (Gendreu, Goggin & 

Smith, 2002; Hare, 1994, 1999; Hemphill, 2007; Hemphill, Hare & Wong, 1998; Leistico, 

Salekin, DeCoster & Rogers, 2008; Porter & Woodworth, 2006, 2007; Walters, 2003). 

They also tend to perpetrate a greater variety of crimes (Hart & Hare, 1997), which is 

relevant to the current examination of the generalist versus specialist approach to offending.  

The majority of research indicates that there are more men than women psychopaths 

(Bolt, Hare, Vitale & Newman, 2004; Cale & Lilienfield, 2002; Forth, Brown, Hart & 

Hare, 1996; Lilienfield & Hess, 2001; Lykken, 1995; Walsh et al., 2010; Weiler & Widom, 

1996; Wilson, Frick & Clements, 1999; Zagon & Jackson, 1994). Despite the sex 

differences, the factor structure for psychopathy can be generalised to men and women 

(Cooke & Michie, 2001; Skeem, Mulvey & Grisso, 2003), suggesting that although 
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psychopathy base rates may be lower in women, the characteristics of psychopathy may be 

similar (although this does not mean that they are equivalent).  

There is still much debate about the number of factors which best account for 

psychopathy (Cooke, Michie & Hart, 2006). However, it is suggested that there are a 

minimum of three factors to the structure of psychopathy in adults (Cooke & Michie, 

2001). These are: (1) narcissistic and manipulative personality style, (2) callous and 

unemotional traits, and (3) impulsive and irresponsible behaviour (Cooke et al., 2006). 

Factor one comprises interpersonal features, factor two comprises affective deficits, and 

factor three comprises the behavioural features of psychopathy. Factor three is also 

associated with non-psychopathic criminals (Andershed et al., 2002) (also see previous 

discussion on impulsivity/ low self-control and offending).  

Psychopathy has a well-documented link with aggression and violent behaviour 

(Gendreu et al., 2002; Hare, 1994, 1999; Hemphill, 2007; Hemphill et al., 1998; Leistico et 

al., 2008; Porter & Woodworth, 2006; Walters, 2003; Neumann & Hare, 2008). This has 

been found for adult offenders (Harpur & Hare, 1994; Hemphill, Templeman, Wong & 

Hare, 1998; Porter, Birt & Boer, 2001; Salekin, Rogers & Sewell, 1996) as well as in child 

and adolescent samples (Campbell, Porter & Santor, 2004; Edens, Poythress & Lilienfield, 

1999; Forth, Hart & Hare, 1990; Forth & Mailloux, 2000; Frick, 1998; Lynam, 2002; 

Waschbusch et al., 2004). Indeed, Hemphill et al. (1998) has found that psychopathy 

predicts future violent offending behaviour, correlating with both general and violent 

recidivism (r = .27). Therefore psychopathic traits may be a common underlying cause of 

both violent and nonviolent offending. 

The role of psychopathy in IPV has not been widely studied (Douglas, Vincent & 

Edens, 2006), although there is some research that has associated psychopathic traits with 
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IPV perpetration (Gondolf & White, 2001; Grann & Wedin, 2002; Hilton, Harris & Rice, 

2001; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Swogger, Walsh & Kosson, 2007; Walsh et al., 

2010). Some studies have implicated affective deficits in IPV perpetrators, including 

empathy deficits, remorselessness and poor emotional expression (Dutton, 2003, 2006; 

Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 1994; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000; Swogger et al., 2007; 

Umberson et al., 2003). These deficits map onto the affective factor (factor 2) of 

psychopathic traits, and suggest that IPV perpetrators may be characterised by callousness 

and unemotional traits. Therefore in the current research we would expect affective deficits 

to be related to IPV perpetration. 

Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) proposed that the generally violent/antisocial 

perpetrators were the subtype most likely to have psychopathy. Support for this was 

indicated by the research of Walsh et al. (2010), who found that highest levels of 

psychopathy were associated with generally violent/antisocial men and women. This 

subgroup had a higher level of psychopathy than other groups (family-only, dysphoric-

borderline, and non-offenders). Other studies have found that although the family-only 

perpetrators had the lowest levels of psychopathy relative to the other subtypes, the 

dysphoric-borderline and generally/violent antisocial subtypes were not significantly 

different in psychopathy scores (Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000; Huss, Covell, & 

Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 2006). Therefore psychopathic traits seem to be most related to 

offenders who perpetrate violence in as well as outside their relationships. This suggests 

that there is a common etiology for these different types of violence. Douglas, Vincent and 

Edens (2006) report that there is a lack of research investigating the roles of the 

interpersonal, affective and impulsive psychopathic trait factors in IPV. Therefore the 

current research will investigate this and add to the knowledge in this area. 
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Hart and Dempster (1997) stated that although psychopaths are predominantly 

instrumental in their crimes, they can also be impulsive, and are therefore better described 

as “impulsively instrumental”. Impulsivity has been examined in relation to general 

violence and IPV (see discussion in section 1.10.4 Self-control/ impulsivity/ constraint and 

offending behaviour), and it is also the third factor in psychopathic traits. The association 

between impulsivity and IPV is not clear (see discussion in section 1.10.4 Self-control/ 

impulsivity/ constraint and offending behaviour). Callous-unemotional traits have been 

linked with instrumental aggression in men and women (Swogger et al., 2007), and 

therefore we would expect callous-unemotional traits to be positively related to the 

perpetration of IPV, this will be investigated in Study 3. IPV as instrumental is most 

consistent with feminist theory, because feminists view IPV as deliberate and willful rather 

than impulsive. However, if women‟s IPV is also associated with callous-unemotional traits 

this would be inconsistent with the feminist theory because this would suggest that 

women‟s IPV, like men‟s, was instrumental rather than defensive. Finding that callous-

unemotional traits are related to both men‟s and women‟s IPV would be most consistent 

with the family conflict research because men‟s and women‟s IPV would stem from the 

same cause. 

Psychopathic traits link with impulsivity, negative emotionality (which includes 

anger) as well as attachment. Previous research has investigated these individual factors in 

relation to offending, but not all have previously been simultaneously measured in the same 

sample. Furthermore, no research has (as yet) simultaneously examined the similarities or 

differences between IPV, general violence and nonviolent perpetrators with regards to 

psychopathic traits. Therefore this is yet to be established. 
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1.11. Studying violent and nonviolent offending of University students 

Although students are generally thought to be relatively law-abiding, especially 

with regards to violent crime, there is one violent crime which has been found to be 

prevalent in student populations, and that is IPV (e.g. Fiebert & Gonzalez, 1997; Foo & 

Margolin, 1995; Riggs & O‟Leary, 1996; Straus & Ramirez, 2004; Straus, 2008; Nabors, 

2010, White & Koss, 1991). In his meta-analysis, Archer (2002) found that over half of the 

studies published on IPV using the CTS used student samples. Research has found that 

undergraduate students do sometimes self-report severe acts of aggression that would be 

classed as a criminal offence (e.g. Archer, 2002; Smith & Waterman, 2006; Barratt, 

Stanford, Dowdy, Liebman & Kent, 1999). Therefore using a student population allows us 

to examine the overlap of self-reported offending in a sample unselected for criminal 

behaviour. Although violent and non-violent crime in university students may be low 

compared with other populations, research indicates that these behaviours are present: they 

may just be less frequent in a student sample. Therefore other samples may be likely to 

show similar patterns of offending, only at higher rates.  

Statistics indicate that students form a quite large part of the population in many 

countries, for example in the UK there are approximately 2.5 million students (Higher 

Education Statistics Agency: HESA, 2011). Universities are employing strategies to widen 

participation to make university more accessible to underrepresented groups, and HESA 

collects and provides statistics on this. The university that this sample was taken from is 

above the UK average for widening participation to under-represented groups, including 

those from low-participation neighborhoods (top 10), and those from lower socio-economic 

statuses‟ (top 25) (HESA, 2011). Therefore the population from which the current sample 

was derived has a reasonably wide demographic representation for a university sample. 
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1.12. Research aims 

The overall aim of this research was to advance our knowledge and understanding 

of co-offending, particularly for women because women‟s offending has previously been a 

neglected area of psychological research relative to the psychology of men‟s offending. As 

a result the existing literature on women‟s offending is not as advanced as that of men‟s. 

The focus on men so far has largely been because men are widely known to offend more 

than women (except in the area of IPV). Existing research has largely been conducted on 

men and research has identified risk factors for men‟s offending. Some research has 

examined risk factors in both sexes, and found that some of the same risk factors are 

present in men and women, and that they predict both general violence and IPV. Some 

research has found that IPV is a distinct type of crime with different motivations to other 

types of crime. Therefore the current research seeks to identify predictors of men‟s and 

women‟s offending to investigate whether predictors differ for men and women. The 

current research will also examine differences in risk factors between offence types to 

determine if different crimes are associated with the same or different risks, and if IPV is in 

fact distinct from other types of crime. These findings will be explored in relation to theory 

including: feminist, family conflict, general violence and the General Theory of Crime. 

The plan for the thesis was to start by investigating violent and nonviolent offence 

perpetration in women to obtain an initial picture of the types of crimes women commit. 

Thus the aim of Study 1 was to provide an assessment of women‟s involvement in violent 

and nonviolent offending behaviour, using different sources: self-reports (women), victim 

reports (men), and third-party reports (men and women). The sample was an online one, 

unselected for previous criminal history, in order to capture the full range of women‟s 

offending. The aims of Study 1 were threefold: (1) to investigate a sample of unselected 
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women‟s involvement in violent and nonviolent offences using the three types of data; (2) 

using women‟s self-reports only, to investigate the interrelationships between the different 

types of offending; and (3) using women‟s self-reports only, to analyse the association 

between (1) general violence, and (2) IPV, with other offence variables, to determine the 

interrelatedness of offending.  

The aim of the second study was to create a psychometrically sound scale that 

allows the assessment of violent and nonviolent offending in men and women. This allowed 

us to then examine sex differences in offending as well as the overlap between the different 

types of offences. Previous research that has investigated the three offence types (violent, 

partner violent and nonviolent) within the same population, have limitations: for example, 

using different measures with different response formats, using brief measures, or not 

separating general violence and nonviolent offending.  The current study extends previous 

research by analysing the three offence types as three separate domains, and has 

comparable questions (that use the same response scale) for each offence type so that the 

results can be directly compared. The current research developed the Nonviolent and 

Violent Offending Behaviour Scale (NVOBS) to fill this gap in the existing research. Study 

2 conducted factor analysis, and then confirmatory factor analysis, on the NVOBS for men 

and women separately (using data from Studies 3 and 4) to create a scale that that identifies 

super-categories of offence types appropriate for use with both sexes. Additionally the scale 

was assessed for reliability. The creation of a scale that allows the assessment of violent 

and nonviolent offences is a new contribution to knowledge, and the development of a 

questionnaire that is relevant to men‟s and women‟s offending will aid the future study of 

sex differences in offending behaviour by providing a comprehensive scale to use in a 

comparison analysis.  
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 Following on from the findings of Study 2, the next step (Studies 3 and 4) was to 

investigate the intrapersonal characteristics associated with the perpetration of general 

violence, IPV, and nonviolent offending, in order to identify whether these intrapersonal 

risk factors could predict involvement in the different crime categories for men and women, 

and how these predictors compared between the sexes. This would elucidate whether men‟s 

and women‟s offending were motivated by the same intrapersonal risk factors, and if the 

different types of crime shared the same underlying origins or if they were distinct 

phenomenon. 

Study 3 investigated the roles of adaptive and maladaptive personality traits in 

violent and nonviolent offending behaviour, because the relationship between personality 

and crime can inform the generalist/specialist debate (see Study 3 introduction for a 

discussion). Although personality traits and disorders have been studied relatively 

extensively in the literature, they have not yet been investigated together in the same 

sample. No research to date has examined both adaptive and maladaptive personality 

simultaneously with violent and nonviolent offending in the same sample of men and 

women. The benefits of examining these variables simultaneously include being able to 

compare across offence types and between the two sexes to develop a deeper and more 

rounded understanding of those who offend. Therefore this research will extend previous 

research findings. The purpose of this study was to investigate predictors of violent and 

nonviolent offending separately for men and women to assess whether there were offence-

specific and sex-specific risk factors. 

The aim of study 4 was to examine risk factors additional to those in Study 3 to 

determine whether predictors consistently vary between the offence types and sexes, or if 

there are further shared risk factors. Therefore Study 4 investigated the predictors of 
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general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending separately for men and women using 

individual difference variables of anger, attachment, self-control, and psychopathic traits; 

all of which can be used to inform the generalist/specialist debate (see Study 4 introduction 

for a discussion). Previous research has examined these intrapersonal variables in isolation, 

but so far these variables have not been examined simultaneously alongside measures of 

general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending. Therefore this study will also extend 

previous research and will enhance our knowledge regarding the psychology of men‟s and 

women‟s offending behaviour. The purpose of this study was also to investigate predictors 

of violent and non-violent offending separately for men and women to assess whether there 

were offence-specific and sex-specific risk factors. 

In summary, this program of research will provide a method of assessing a variety 

of offending behaviour in men and women in order to inform theory relating to the 

generalist or specialist nature of offending. This will be used to extend the findings of 

previous research regarding sex differences in, and predictors of, violent and nonviolent 

offending behaviour contributing new knowledge to this area of research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

MEASURES, ETHICS AND SAMPLING 

 

2.1. Measures 

 This chapter introduces the measures used in this thesis. A number of self-report 

questionnaires were used to measure the following: violent and nonviolent offending, 

personality traits, personality disorder traits, attachment, anger, self-control, and 

psychopathic traits. Each scale is described below. 

2.1.1. Violent and nonviolent offending 

To measure nonviolent and violent offending, I developed a scale, the Nonviolent 

and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale (NVOBS: Thornton, Graham-Kevan & Archer, 

submitted). Full details on the development of this scale are provided in Chapter 3. Study 1 

used the first version of the scale. Study 2 developed the final (short) version (based on data 

from Studies 3 and 4), and studies 3 and 4 used the longer version. Items were selected by 

reviewing existing measures of delinquency (which included items relating to general 

violence as well as nonviolent offending), and IPV, in order to include a broad range of 

both violent and nonviolent criminal acts (e.g. Bendixen & Olweus, 1999; Borjesson, 

Aarons & Dunn, 2003; Dahlberg, Toal & Behrens, 1998; Huizinga, Esbensen & Weiher, 

1991; Mak, 1993; Moffitt & Silva, 1988; Moffitt et al., 1997; Straus, 1979; Straus et al., 

1996).  

Initially 119 items were selected from the literature review and these items were 

used in Study 1 to investigate the prevalence of the behaviours in women, as the other 

violent and criminal scales tended to be developed on men (see Table 2.1a for a list of the 
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items). There were 12 general violence items (e.g. pushed or shoved someone), 19 IPV 

items (e.g. pushed or shoved partner), 14 sexual offence items (e.g. forced someone over 16 

to do sexual acts), 3 robbery offences (e.g. used force to obtain money), 16 drug offences 

items (e.g. sold cannabis), 5 offence against vehicles items (e.g. stole a car), 14 other thefts 

items (e.g. stole over £100), 10 fraud and forgery items (e.g. been involved in benefit 

fraud), 10 criminal damage items (e.g. graffiti in a public place) and 16 other-offence items 

(e.g. driving under the influence of alcohol).  

A number of items from this initial measure were eliminated due to ambiguity or 

very low endorsement, suggesting that they may not be characteristic of university students. 

Therefore a final pool of 70 items was generated and used in Studies 3 and 4 (see Table 

2.1b for a list of the items). The general violence and IPV items were duplicates of each 

other in order that the same items were captured. Items were adapted for use in the current 

study so that they all had the same response options. The final version of the scale was 

developed in Study 2 and will be the published version of the scale, freely available for use 

for research purposes (see Table 2.1c for a list of the items). Tables 2.1a to c below list the 

items used for each version of the questionnaire. 

For Study 1 the response options for these items were yes or no/not applicable. 

Women were asked to read each statement and then report whether they had committed that 

behaviour since the age of 18 years. They were also asked to report whether they personally 

knew a woman of 18 years or older who had committed that behaviour. Men were asked to 

read each statement and then report whether a woman of 18 years or over committed each 

offence towards them, and also whether they personally knew a woman of 18 years or older 

who had committed each offence. Men and women were also asked to report if the 

statement did not apply to either themselves or another woman, otherwise it would not have 
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been clear whether participants had not answered that question or if it was just not 

applicable to them. 

For the remaining studies participants were administered questionnaires containing 

the 70 items, and were asked to report the extent to which they had been violent towards 

their partners, violent towards others, and engaged in nonviolent offences in the past 12 

months. The 12-month time period is commonly used in both studies of IPV (e.g. Straus, 

1979; Straus et al., 1996), and general aggression research (e.g. Richardson & Green, 1999; 

2003). Items were answered on a 7-point scale of 0 (never happened) to 6 (happened more 

than 20 times). Straus et al. (1996) recommend recoding the responses to weight the data by 

creating midpoints for each of the items as follows:  4 (3-5 times), 8 (6-10 times), 15 (11-20 

times), and 25 (more than 20 times: 25 is an assumed midpoint and is recommended by 

Straus et al., 1996 p. 305). Therefore this procedure was adopted here. 

 

Table 2.1a NVOBS Study 1 items (listed by offence category) 

Item  

General violence – 12 items 

Pushed, grabbed or shoved someone 

Slapped someone 

Kicked someone  

Hit someone with a fist 

Hit someone with something that could hurt 

Threw something at someone that could hurt 

Beat someone up 

Threatened someone with weapon 
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Table 2.1a continued 

Item  

Used a weapon on someone 

Injured someone in fight (no treatment required) 

Injured someone in fight (treatment required) 

Thrown objects at people 

 

IPV (same items used to ask IPV victimisation) – 19 items 

Threatened to hit throw something at partner 

Threw something at partner that could hurt 

Pushed grabbed shoved partner  

Slapped partner 

Kicked partner 

Bit partner  

Scratched partner 

Hit partner with a fist 

Hit partner with something hard besides fist 

Beat partner up 

Choked partner  

Threatened partner with a weapon 

Used weapon on partner 

Injured partner in fight (no treatment required) 

Injured partner in fight (treatment required) 

Physically twisted partners arm or hair 



101 
 

Table 2.1a continued 

Item  

Slammed/held partner against wall 

Bent partners fingers 

Burned partner  

 

Sexual offences – 14 items 

Shown genitals in public 

Hurt someone over 16 for sex 

Forced someone over 16 to do sexual acts 

Incest  

Got paid for sex 

Encouraged others to have sex for money 

Arranged for someone to pay for sex 

Paid for sex with someone 

Hurt child under 16 for sex 

Forced child under 16 to do sexual acts 

Sexually touched child under 16  

Abused children through prostitution/pornography 

Forced partner to have sex 

Forced partner to do sexual things 

 

Robbery – 3 items 

Took things from others 
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Table 2.1a continued 

Item  

Used force to obtain money 

Used threats to get money 

 

Drug offences – 16 items 

Sold cannabis 

Used cannabis  

Sold heroin  

Used heroin  

Sold LSD  

Used LSD  

Sold cocaine  

Used cocaine  

Sold speed  

Used speed  

Sold ecstasy  

Used ecstasy  

Took steroids  

Injected drugs  

Sniffed glue 

Abused barbiturates  
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Table 2.1a continued 

Item  

Offences against vehicles – 5 items  

Stole from someone‟s car  

Stole someone‟s car  

Let tyres down on someone‟s car 

Damaged a parked car 

Joyriding  

 

Other thefts – 14 items 

Attempted to steal under £5  

Attempted to steal £5-50  

Attempted to steal £50 - 100  

Stole over £100  

Shoplifted  

Stole purse/wallet pick pocket 

Buy or sell stolen items  

Possession of stolen items  

Stole bike  

Stole from vending machine  

Steal from company 

Fare dodging 

Sell worthless items  

Changed price tickets 
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Table 2.1a continued 

Item  

Fraud and forgery – 10 items 

Forged cheque or money to pay  

Used credit card without permission 

Signed someone‟s name to get money  

Identity fraud theft 

Benefit fraud 

Counterfeit currency to deceive 

Internet fraud 

Laundered money 

Avoided paying income tax 

Stole mail fraud 

 

Criminal damage – 10 items 

Vandalism  

Damaged someone‟s property  

Arson 

Broke windows of empty building 

Graffiti in public 

Destroy public property 

Damage something in public place 

Move road signs 

Messed others property 
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Table 2.1a continued 

Item  

Going round in a group of 3 or more damaging property, fighting or causing a disturbance  

 

All other offences – 16 items 

Drink drive and accident  

Drink drive no accident  

Threatening letters 

Riots  

Release damaging info blackmail 

Bigamy  

Pervert course of justice 

Helped suicide 

Involved in illegal political acts 

Jumped bail 

Made obscene phone calls 

Drive without license 

Trespassed  

Yobbish in public place 

Drunk in public 

Thrown items from moving car 

 

 

 



106 
 

Table 2.1b NVOBS study 3 & 4 items (listed by offence category) 

Item  

General violence – 20 items 

Threatened to hit throw something at someone 

Threw something at someone that could hurt 

Pushed grabbed shoved someone  

Slapped someone 

Kicked someone 

Bit someone  

Scratched someone 

Hit someone with a fist 

Hit someone with something hard besides fist 

Beat someone up 

Choked someone  

Threatened someone with a weapon 

Used weapon on someone 

Injured someone in fight  

Physically twisted someone‟s arm or hair 

Slammed/held someone against wall 

Bent someone‟s fingers 

Burned someone  

Forced someone to have sex  

Forced someone to do other sexual things that they did not want to do  
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Table 2.1b continued 

Item  

IPV (same items used to ask IPV victimisation) – 20 items 

Threatened to hit throw something at partner 

Threw something at partner that could hurt 

Pushed grabbed shoved partner  

Slapped partner 

Kicked partner 

Bit partner  

Scratched partner 

Hit partner with a fist 

Hit partner with something hard besides fist 

Beat partner up 

Choked partner  

Threatened partner with a weapon 

Used weapon on partner 

Injured partner in fight  

Physically twisted partners arm or hair 

Slammed/held partner against wall 

Bent partners fingers 

Burned partner  

Forced my partner to have sex  

Forced my partner to do other sexual things that they did not want to do  
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Table 2.1b continued 

Item  

Nonviolent offences – 30 items 

Criminal damage 

Gone into or tried to go into a building to steal or damage something 

Damaged something in a public place e.g. streets, cinema, buses, toilets, parked cars 

Moved or damaged a traffic sign or road works equipment  

Put graffiti in a public place 

Broke windows of an empty building 

Damaged or destroyed somebody else's property on purpose   

Going round in a group of 3 or more damaging property, fighting or causing a disturbance  

 

Theft  

Travelled on a bus/train etc or gone to the cinemas without paying   

Attempted to steal or actually stole money or things worth £5 or less. 

Attempted to steal or actually stole money or things worth between £5 and £50. 

Attempted to steal or actually stole money or things worth between £50 and £100. 

Attempted to steal or actually stole money or things worth over £100   

Tried to buy or sell things that were stolen  

Been in possession of stolen property 

Shoplifted or took something from a store 

 

Drugs 

Sold speed (amphetamines) 
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Table 2.1b continued 

Item  

Sold marijuana/cannabis   

Used LSD   

Used cocaine/ crack cocaine 

Sold cocaine/ crack cocaine  

Used speed (amphetamines)  

Used ecstasy (MDMA)   

Used marijuana/cannabis  

 

All other offences 

Made obscene phone calls 

Drive without license 

Been yobbish, loud, rowdy or unruly in a public place    

Thrown things out of a moving car   

Trespassed anywhere not meant to go (like railway yards, private property, empty house) 

Drove a car/motorbike/other motor vehicle whilst drunk or on drugs and had an accident   

Drove a car/motorbike/other motor vehicle whilst drunk or on drugs and not had an 

accident   
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Table 2.1c: Final version of NVOBS following scale development 

Item  

General Violence - 12 items 

kicked someone    

hit someone with a fist   

pushed grabbed or shoved someone   

beat someone up    

scratched someone    

slammed / held someone against a wall      

hit or tried to hit someone with something hard besides a fist    

bit someone    

threw something at someone   

slapped someone      

twisted someone‟s arm or hair    

bent someone‟s fingers 

 

IPV - 8 items 

kicked partner     

hit partner with fist    

slapped partner     

bent partners fingers     

threw something at partner     

pushed grabbed or shoved partner    

scratched partner  



111 
 

Table 2.1c: continued 

Item 

twisted partners arm / hair    

 

Nonviolent offences 

Drugs - 5 items 

used ecstasy      

used cocaine/crack      

used speed      

used cannabis      

gang of 3 + fighting, causing damage / disturbance   

 

Criminal Damage - 4 items 

damaged something in a public place      

graffiti       

broke windows of empty building     

damaged others property on purpose      

   

Theft - 4 items 

stole 5-50    

stole <5     

possessed stolen property   

enter building to steal / damage 
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2.1.2. Personality Traits 

Adaptive personality traits were measured using the International Personality Item 

Pool (IPIP: Goldberg, 1999). The IPIP is a 50 item scale and measures the Big Five 

personality traits identified by Costa and McCrae (1992): extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness. The IPIP has been found to have good 

psychometric properties in a number of different samples. The IPIP‟s five factor structure 

has been confirmed by other researchers (Gow, Whiteman, Pattie & Deary, 2005). Gow et 

al. (2005) also indicated that the IPIP had good internal consistency across three samples. 

They found that Cronbach‟s alphas ranged from .72 to .87 for their student sample, from 

.79 to .90 for their general population volunteer sample, and from .73 to .87 for their birth 

cohort sample. Other research has also suggested good internal consistency for the IPIP 

subscales. Goldberg (1999) has stated that the alpha reliabilities range from .79 to .87, and 

average at .84 for the whole scale. Lim and Ployhart (2006) reported that the alpha 

reliabilities for the IPIP subscales ranged from .74 to .90.  

Research has also indicated that the IPIP has good concurrent validity as the 

subscales are highly correlated with their corresponding dimensions on other similar 

personality scales such as the NEO-FFI and the EPQ-R (Gow et al., 2005). Similarly, 

Goldberg (1999) has indicated high correlations between the IPIP and the NEO-PI-R, 

ranging from .70 to .82. Using 353 university students, Lim and Ployhart (2006) found 

support for the construct validity of the IPIP, as there were only small differences in scores 

as a function of race and gender. Lim and Ployhart (2006) also compared the IPIP with a 

similar and widely used five-factor measure (NEO-FFI), and found good support for the 

convergent and discriminant validity of the IPIP.  
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Altogether the IPIP has been found to demonstrate good reliability and validity as a 

measure of personality traits, and research has indicated this to be the case for student 

samples (Gow et al., 2005; Lim & Ployhart, 2006). Therefore the IPIP was selected for use 

in this research as it is a sound measure and appropriate for use in a student sample. The 

IPIP was also chosen for use in this research because it focuses on behaviour, such as “ I 

start conversations” and “I insult people”, whereas other scales such as the Big Five 

Inventory (Benet-Martinez & John, 1998) instead focus on summary trait labels, such as “I 

see myself as someone who….. is generally trusting,… gets nervous easily”.  

The IPIP instructions to participants were to “Describe yourself as you generally 

are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, 

in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same 

age”. These instructions were consistent with those provided by Goldberg (1999). 

Participants responded using a Likert scale which ranged from 1-5. The response options 

were: 1 = Very Inaccurate, 2= Moderately Inaccurate, 3 = Neither Inaccurate nor Accurate, 

4 = moderately accurate, 5 = Very Accurate. There were 10 items for each of the 5 

subscales; therefore scores for each personality trait could range from 10-50. Tables 2.2a to 

e below show the items that correspond to each subscale.  

 

Table 2.2a: IPIP extraversion subscale 

Item   Reverse scored 

I am the life of the party.  

I don't talk a lot.    

I feel comfortable around people.  

I keep in the background.    
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I start conversations.  

I have little to say.    

I talk to a lot of different people at parties.  

I don't like to draw attention to myself.    

I don't mind being the center of attention.  

I am quiet around strangers.    

 

Table 2.2b: IPIP agreeableness subscale 

Item   Reverse scored 

I feel little concern for others.    

I am interested in people.  

I insult people.    

I sympathize with others' feelings.  

I am not interested in other people's problems.    

I have a soft heart. 

I am not really interested in others.    

I take time out for others.  

I feel others' emotions.  

I make people feel at ease.  
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Table 2.2c: IPIP conscientiousness subscale 

Item   Reverse scored 

I am always prepared.   

I leave my belongings around.    

I pay attention to details.  

I make a mess of things.    

I get chores done right away.  

I often forget to put things back in their proper place.    

I like order.  

I shirk my duties.    

I follow a schedule.  

I am exacting in my work.  

 

Table 2.2d: IPIP neuroticism subscale 

Item   Reverse scored 

I get stressed out easily.    

I am relaxed most of the time.  

I worry about things.    

I seldom feel blue.  

I am easily disturbed.    

I get upset easily.    

I change my mood a lot.    

I have frequent mood swings.    

I get irritated easily.    
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I often feel blue.    

 

Table 2.2e: IPIP openness subscale 

Item   Reverse scored 

I have a rich vocabulary.  

I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas.    

I have a vivid imagination.  

I am not interested in abstract ideas.    

I have excellent ideas.   

I do not have a good imagination.    

I am quick to understand things.  

I use difficult words.  

I spend time reflecting on things.  

I am full of ideas.  

 

2.1.3. Personality Disorder Traits 

 Personality traits measure the adaptive elements of personality whereas 

personality disorders measure maladaptive traits. Therefore both personality traits and 

disorders were measured in this research in order to provide a more rounded view of 

personality. For the purposes of this research, the term personality-disorder traits will be 

used as no diagnoses were made and a screening questionnaire was used. To measure the 

participants‟ propensity for personality-disorder traits, the International Personality 

Disorder Examination – Screening Questionnaire (IPDE-SQ: Loranger, Janca, & Sartorius, 

1997) was employed. The IPDE-SQ is a 77-item self-report measure which screens for all 
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10 DSM-IV personality-disorder traits and aims to detect any of these maladaptive traits 

during the last five years. The 10 personality disorders that the IPDE-SQ measures are: 

paranoid, schizoid, schizotypal, histrionic, antisocial, narcissistic, borderline, compulsive, 

dependent and avoidant. The endorsement of three or more items on each scale indicates 

the potential presence of that personality disorder.  

The IPDE-SQ was chosen for use in this research because it includes the full range 

of personality disorders, is suitable for use in over 18s (fitting the current demographic), 

and is quick to administer (less than 15 minutes completion time), which is useful when a 

number of other measures are also being used. It is an appropriate measure for use in the 

current exploratory research, which aimed to examine the role of maladaptive personality in 

men‟s and women‟s offending behaviour, and the results could be used as a basis for future 

research. Loranger et al., (1997) have established the reliability and validity of the IPDE-

SQ in a field trial across 11 countries (Africa, Asia, Europe, and North America). They note 

that the IPDE is a “valid method of assessing personality disorders for research purposes” 

(Loranger et al., 1997, p. 128). Rossier, Rigozzi and PACRG (2008) confirmed the 

construct validity of the IPDE, as there were only small differences in internal reliabilities 

across cultures. IPDE-SQ scores have been found to correlate with the five-factor model of 

adaptive personality traits, and this relationship has been found to be stable across cultures 

(Rossier et al., 2008), providing further support for the reliability and validity of the 

measure. The IPDE has also been reported to have good test-retest reliability (median = 

.87) (Echeburúa & Fernández-Montalvo, 2008). The IPDE-SQ was therefore deemed an 

appropriate measure for assessing maladaptive personality alongside adaptive personality in 

the current sample. 
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Instructions to participants were “The purpose of this questionnaire is to learn what 

type of person you have been during the past five years. Please do not skip any items. If you 

are not sure of an answer, select the one – TRUE or FALSE – which is more likely to be 

correct. There is no time limit, but do not spend too much time thinking about the answer to 

any single statement. When the answer is true, circle the letter T. when the answer is false, 

circle the letter F”. Response options were either true or false. False was scored as 0, true 

was scored as 1, except for the 12 items that were reverse scored, which were scored as 0 

true, 1 false. These are indicated in the tables below. The paranoid, schizoid and antisocial 

subscales each contained 7 items; therefore scores for these PD traits could range from 0 to 

7. The histrionic, compulsive, dependent, and avoidant subscales each contained 8 items, 

therefore scores for these could range from 0 to 8. The schizotypal, narcissistic and 

borderline subscales each contained 9 items: therefore scores could range from 0 to 9. 

Tables 2.3a to j below show the items that correspond to each subscale along with their 

item number on the scale.  

Table 2.3a-j: IPDE-SQ (Removed for Copyright reasons)   
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2.1.4. Attachment 

The Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) is a widely 

used self-report measure of adult attachment. The RQ was originally developed using a 

student sample, and was found to have very good validity (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 

1991). Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) assessed the validity of the self and other models of 

adult attachment, and found evidence for good convergent validity with moderate 

correlations being found between self-reports, peer interviews and family interviews on 

both the self and other dimensions (average correlation = .43). The self and other model 

structure to attachment was also verified using confirmatory factor analysis, where the 

model was found to have a good fit with the data (AGFI = .88), indicating the reliability of 

the self and other dimensions. Research has also indicated that the RQ demonstrates 

moderately high levels of stability over an 8 month period, with r‟s ranging from .72 to .96 

for the four subscales (Sharfe & Bartholomew, 1994). 
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The RQ has been used extensively within research investigating attachment as a risk 

factor for IPV (e.g. Bookwala, 2002; Bookwala & Zdaniuk, 1998; Doumas et al., 2008; 

Dutton et al., 1994; Kesner & McKenry, 1998; Mauricio & Gormley, 2001), and would 

therefore also be appropriate to use in the current research. Therefore due to the established 

psychometric properties of this measure, the fact that it was developed and validated using 

a student sample, and that this measure has been used recently in similar research, the RQ 

was chosen to measure attachment in the current research.   

 The RQ consists of four paragraphs, each describing a different attachment style: 

secure, dismissing, preoccupied and fearful. The RQ was worded to measure a participant‟s 

attachment to their intimate partner and was also worded in the third person to measure 

their intimate partner‟s attachment to them. Bookwala (2002) states that a person‟s 

perception of their partner‟s attachment style may be more important than their partner‟s 

actual attachment style because it related to how the participant sees their partner and then 

their response to that. Participants were asked to read each of the four paragraphs and then 

rate the extent to which each paragraph described them and then their partner using a seven 

point scale (1 = not at all like me, 7 = very much like me). The questionnaire was scored to 

create two attachment dimensions for self and partner: attachment anxiety and attachment 

avoidance (as described and recommended by Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994).  

Attachment anxiety was calculated by subtracting positive self models (secure plus 

dismissing) from negative self models (fearful plus preoccupied) (see Figure 2.1 for 

details). This was carried out so that the current results would correlate with the „anxiety‟ 

dimension often referred to in the attachment literature. Attachment avoidance was 

calculated by subtracting positive other models scores (secure plus preoccupied) from 

negative other models scores (fearful plus dismissing). Negative scores are indicative of 
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lower levels of both attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance; positive scores indicate 

higher levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance. Table 2.4 shows the descriptions and the 

relationship styles they correspond to. 

 

Table 2.4: Descriptions of the four adult relationship styles from the RQ 

Relationship style     Description 

 

Secure  It is easy for me to become emotionally close to others. I am 

comfortable depending on them and having them depend on me. I 

don‟t worry about being alone or having others not accept me.  

Fearful  I am uncomfortable getting close to others. I want emotionally close 

relationships, but I find it difficult to trust others completely, or to 

depend on them. I worry that I will be hurt if I allow myself to 

become too close to others.  

Preoccupied I want to be completely emotionally intimate with others, but I often 

find that others are reluctant to get as close as I would like. I am 

uncomfortable being without close relationships, but I sometimes 

worry that others don‟t value me as much as I value them.  

Dismissing I am comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very 

important to me to feel independent and self-sufficient, and I prefer 

not to depend on others or have others depend on me.  
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Model of self 

Positive  Negative 

Positive  Secure  Preoccupied 

Model of other 

  Negative  Dismissing Fearful 

 

Figure 2.1. Bartholomew’s (1990) Model of Adult Attachment 

 

2.1.5. Anger 

Anger was measured using the anger subscale from the Aggression Questionnaire 

(AQ: Buss & Perry, 1992). The AQ is a widely used self-report measure of trait 

aggressiveness. Research has generally supported the psychometrically-sound properties of 

the AQ (e.g. O‟Connor, Archer & Wu, 2001). The AQ was originally developed using a 

student sample, and the anger subscale was found to have very good internal consistency (α 

= 0.83) (Buss & Perry, 1992). More recently, the AQ has been used to examine the 

relationship between trait aggression and acts of aggressive behaviour using a sample of 

university students (Archer & Webb, 2006). They found that the anger subscale had a 

medium positive correlation (r = .45) with direct aggressive acts towards partners and 

same-sex others for men and for women. Men were found to have the highest correlation 

for same-sex aggression and anger (r = .58 vs. r = .42), but women were found to have the 

highest correlation for IPV and anger (r = .50 vs. r = .33). Therefore due to its 

psychometric properties, and because it has been used in recent similar research with 

student populations, the AQ was chosen to measure anger in the current research.   
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Participants were required to read seven statements that have been used to describe 

how people behave when they feel angry, and then choose the response that best describes 

them. Responses were scored on a Likert scale from 1 (extremely uncharacteristic of me) to 

5 (extremely characteristic of me). High scores represent higher levels of anger, and total 

scores could range from 7 to 35. Table 2.5 below shows the 7 items that comprise the anger 

subscale of the AQ. 

 

Table 2.5. AQ anger subscale 

Item        Reverse Scored 

1. I flare up quickly but get over it quickly 

2. When frustrated I let my irritation show 

3. I sometimes feel like a powder keg ready to explode 

4. I am an even-tempered person      

5. Some of my friends think I‟m a hothead 

6. Sometimes I fly off the handle for no good reason 

7. I have trouble controlling my temper 

 

2.1.6. Self-control 

Self-control was measured using the Brief Self-Control Scale (BSCS; Tangney, 

Baumeister & Boone 2004). The BSCS is a trait measure of self-control that has good 

psychometric properties and was developed using a university student population. Tangney 

et al. (2004) developed a total self-control scale and also the brief version of the same scale, 

with both scales measuring the same dimensions and including items pertaining to five 

factors, which were: (1) Self-Discipline, (2) Deliberate/Nonimpulsive action, (3) Healthy 
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Habits, (4) Work Ethic, and (5) Reliability. These five factors were produced by principal 

components factor analysis with varimax rotation. The BSCS was found to be highly 

correlated with the total self-control scale: correlations were .93 and .92 for Studies 1 and 2 

respectively. Tangney et al. (2004) found good internal reliability of the BSCS across two 

studies with alphas of .83 and .85 in Studies 1 and 2 respectively. Test-retest reliability was 

assessed using 233 students from the second study by asking them to complete the measure 

again after a three week interval, and was found to be high (r = .87). Tangney et al. (2004) 

found that the BSCS correlated with attachment, anger, personality pathology and physical 

aggression: therefore the BSCS would be a very valuable measure for use in the current 

research as it would be used alongside these variables. These findings, coupled with the 

good psychometric properties of the measure, resulted in the decision that the BSCS was an 

appropriate measure to use in the current research. 

Instructions to participants were to read each of the 13 statements and “using the scale 

provided, please indicate how much each of the following statements reflects how you 

typically are”. Responses were scored on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 

(very much). Table 2.6 below shows the 13 items that comprise the BSCS, and indicates the 

9 items that are reverse scored. 

 

Table 2.6 BSCS items 

Item    Reverse scored 

I am good at resisting temptation.  

I have a hard time breaking bad habits.       

I am lazy.          

I say inappropriate things.         

I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun.     
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I refuse things that are bad for me. 

I wish I had more self-discipline.        

People would say that I have iron self- discipline. 

Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work done.    

I have trouble concentrating.         

I am able to work effectively toward long-term goals. 

Sometimes I can‟t stop myself from doing something,     

even if I know it is wrong.  

I often act without thinking through all the alternatives.     

 

2.1.7. Psychopathic Traits 

 The most commonly used measured to assess psychopathy in forensic samples is the 

Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R: Hare, 1991). The PCL-R is usually conducted by 

a clinician using information from the client‟s institutional file in conjunction with a semi-

structured interview. However, the gathering information from the file aspect of the PCL-R 

is an element of the methodology that cannot be transferred to research using general 

population samples as there are no files to examine. The lack of a self-report measure 

suitable for use in a general population sample led Frick and Hare (2001) to develop the 

Antisocial Process Screening Device (APSD) to assess the same content as the PCL-R to 

measure psychopathic traits in non-referred youths.  

The APSD was originally designed for parent and teacher ratings, but was adapted 

into a self-report measure. However, there are limitations with the APSD. Andershed et al. 

(2002) have noted that because the APSD was originally designed as a measure for parents 

or teachers, “the items are straightforward measures of traits that are obviously negative, 
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and this will likely increase response biases” (p. 133). Andershed et al. (2002) also note that 

the APSD content is limited because there is only one item to assess each psychopathic 

trait. Therefore conducting analyses at the trait level may be unreliable. Furthermore, 

research has indicated that internal consistency for the callous-unemotional subscale on the 

self-report version is poor (Loney, Frick, Clements, Ellis & Kerlin, 2003; Pardini, Lochman 

& Frick, 2003; Poythress, Dembo, Wareham & Greenbaum, 2006; Munoz & Frick, 2007).  

In view of these problems, Andershed et al. (2002) developed the Youth 

Psychopathic Traits Inventory (YPI). When designing their questionnaire, Andershed et al. 

(2002) considered the wording of their questions in order to minimise the temptation to lie. 

The items were worded so that the traits being measured would be perceived as positive by 

a person with psychopathic traits: for example, “I usually feel calm when other people are 

scared”. Items were also carefully worded so that they were portrayed as an ability rather 

than a deficit, because people with psychopathic traits would not want to feel that they 

lacked what others have: for example “I don‟t let my feelings affect me as much as other 

people‟s feelings seem to affect them” (Andershed et al., 2002).  

The YPI is a 50-item self-report measure of psychopathic personality traits designed 

for use in a non-referred or general population sample aged 12 and above. The YPI was 

designed to measure 10 core personality traits associated with psychopathy, and each was 

measured with five items to enable analysis at the trait level. The questionnaire was 

developed using a school student sample. It is suitable for both males and females, as the 

factor analysis indicated a clear three factor solution for both sexes, and then a 

confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the three-factor solution was an acceptable fit in 

both sexes (GFI = .98, CFI = .98, NNFI = .98). The YPI has been found to be both reliable 

and valid. Andershed et al. (2002) reported the reliability of each subscale and most were 
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acceptable or good (Dishonest Charm: α = .82; Grandiosity: α = .72; Lying: α = .81; 

Manipulation: α = .80; Impulsivity: α = .71; Thrill-seeking: α = .74; Irresponsibility: α = 

.73), those that were just below the recommended value of α < 0.7 were the three affect 

subscales but they were approaching .7 (Callousness: α = .67; Unemotionality: α = .66; 

Remorselessness: α = .68).  

Recent research has used the YPI in a university student sample. Campbell, 

Doucette and French (2009) concluded that it had relatively high temporal stability, and 

validity, extending the validity from adolescents. Peace and Sinclair (2012) have also 

successfully used the YPI in an undergraduate sample. Therefore it is a psychometrically 

sound measure of psychopathic personality traits suitable for use in non-clinical and non-

institutional sample, such as the present mixed-sex student population. 

Participants were asked to read 50 statements that deal with what people think and 

feel about different things, and then decide how well the particular statement applies to 

them. There were four response options for each statement scored on a scale from 1-4: 1 = 

„does not apply at all‟, „does not apply well‟, „applies fairly well‟, 4 = „applies very well‟. 

Participants were asked to answer each statement according to how they most often feel and 

think, and not how they only felt right then, and also not to think too long on each 

statement. The 50 statements comprised 10 subscales each with five items. The subscales 

could also be combined into three factors: grandiose manipulative (or narcissistic), callous-

unemotional and impulsive/irresponsible, which was the method employed by the current 

research. The three factors and their corresponding subscales and items are listed in Tables 

2.7a to c.  

Table 2.7a-c: YPI Scale (Removed for Copyright reasons)  
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2.2. Ethical considerations 

All research activity was undertaken with the consideration of professional ethics 

and ethical responsibilities, to meet the standards of the British Psychological Society. 

Ethical clearance was gained for all studies from the University of Central Lancashire 

School of Psychology Ethics Committee. In order to comply with ethical guidelines, a 

number of issues were addressed. Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior 

to them engaging in the research. In order to give informed consent, participants were 

provided with information regarding the general area of research on the front sheet of the 

questionnaire. Consent was provided verbally in order to avoid collecting participant‟s 

names, which preserves anonymity with the data relating to offending behaviour and 

minimises socially desirable responding. Participants were asked to read the coversheet and 

ask any questions or seek clarification, and then make the decision whether to take part in 

the study or not. Participants were considered as having consented to take part by returning 

the questionnaire.  

The front cover sheet provided information to participants including details of their 

right to withdraw from the research and also how confidentiality and anonymity would be 

maintained. Participants were told that they could withdraw from the study at any time 

prior to submitting their completed questionnaire by not returning it. However, once 
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submitted, withdrawal would not be possible due to the anonymity of the questionnaire. 

Participants were informed that their participation in the research was entirely voluntary 

and that no identifying data would be linked to their submission (i.e. their name). Therefore 

their responses were completely anonymous. They were also told that all responses would 

remain confidential, as no individual data would be identified and only group data would be 

used in publications or presentations. Participants were also advised to be mindful of their 

surroundings whilst completing the questionnaire, to make sure no one could see what they 

were writing, as they may not want to share their answers with anyone. 

Participants were given a detachable information sheet as part of their debriefing 

and this contained the purposes of the research, researcher contact details and sources of 

support. Researcher contact details were provided so that participants could contact the 

researcher for further information regarding the study or for details of the overall findings. 

Details of helplines and support services were provided should participants have been 

affected by the content of the questionnaires. Participants in Studies 2 and 3 were asked to 

return completed questionnaires to a secure locked metal mailbox in the university to which 

only the researcher had access, further assuring anonymity of the responses.  

The research for Study 1 was conducted online and therefore additional ethical 

considerations were necessary and are detailed here. Cache clearance was considered so 

that the web history could not be viewed by future users of the PC to ensure that the 

participant was not endangered by taking part in a study that related to IPV. Participants 

were able to leave the study at any time and at any point they left they were diverted to a 

screen that contained details of helplines and support services should they have been 

affected by the content of the questionnaires. Participants were provided with a printable 

debrief information sheet. 
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Questionnaire content avoided using terms such as „domestic violence‟ or „partner 

violence‟ in order to minimise socially desirable responses which may occur if these terms 

were applied to these behaviours. Instead, so that participants remained fully informed 

regarding the content, and in order to avoid potentially causing distress to the participants, 

they were told that the study contained questions of a sensitive nature, which relate to 

subjects that people may find distressing. They were informed that they would be asked to 

respond to questions regarding their own behaviour or behaviour of others that has affected 

them, and that some of these are extremely violent and/ or sexual criminal offences, as well 

as drug, criminal and antisocial behaviour.  

 

2.3. Sampling 

 The current research employed two sampling methods: an online sample (study 1) 

and a traditional pencil and paper sample (all other studies). An online sample was chosen 

for study 1 in response to a request from the Ethics Committee to increase the anonymity of 

the participants taking part, due to the serious nature of some of the items on the 

questionnaire (e.g. Involved in illegal political acts, Helped suicide). Such items were found 

to have low base rates and were therefore excluded from further studies, and so traditional 

samples were used for all remaining studies.  

For the online sample, a link to the webpage was emailed to Psychology students 

(predominantly first year students), and was also advertised to University staff and students 

on other courses using the University electronic newsletter and University plasma screens 

located in various venues around campus, e.g. Canteens, reception areas, library. The link 

was also placed on research websites (e.g. the Online Psychology Research website). For 

the pencil and paper samples, participants were recruited on campus from open access 
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computer rooms, the university library and from large lectures. Participants were from a 

variety of courses, including Psychology. 

 There have been a number of criticisms associated with the use of online samples 

versus using traditional sampling methods, such as online samples not being as 

representative as traditional samples. For example, online participants need to be 

technologically proficient, and tend to be young, educated, white, middle class males 

(Hewson, 2003). But some studies have suggested that whereas traditional samples tend to 

comprise mainly female participants, online samples tend to be more balanced (e.g. 

Buchanan & Smith, 1999; Smith & Leigh, 1997). Therefore it may be that the growth of the 

internet population is increasing its representativeness (Hewson, 2003). Hewson (2003, p. 

291) states that “that an internet sample could usefully complement a traditional sample by 

redressing the gender bias”.  

Further criticisms of online research are that it may be more difficult to verify the 

identity of participants (Kraut, Olson, Banaji, Bruckman, Cohen & Couper, 2004) with 

online than traditional research. Also, researchers have less control over the circumstances 

under which data are collected. For example it may not be known whether participants are 

intoxicated with drugs or alcohol, or are distracted during participation, and factors such as 

these may affect the validity of the data (Hewson, 2003). However it can be argued that 

these factors may also be true for paper, postal and telephone samples which can share 

similar problems. Hewson (2003, p. 293) states that “level of trust of participants on the 

part of the researcher will always be required” whatever sampling method is used. 

Online research can also have its advantages, such as allowing researchers to gather 

large quantities of data economically, reducing the likelihood of data entry errors, and 

reducing the timescale of research (Hewson, 2003). Additional benefits are that participants 
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may be more honest in online research (Joinson, 2001) and social desirability bias may also 

be reduced (Joinson, 1999) due to there not being a direct researcher presence. 

Furthermore, Kraut et al., (2004) state that online research is no riskier than traditional 

research methods. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

STUDY ONE:  

Prevalence of women’s violent and nonviolent offending: A comparison of self-

reports, victims’ reports and third- party reports. 

 

The results from this Chapter are in press: Thornton, A. J. V., Graham-Kevan, N., & 

Archer, J. (in press). Prevalence of women’s violent and nonviolent offending 

behaviour: A comparison of self-reports, victims’ reports and third- party reports. 

Journal of Interpersonal violence. 

 

 

3.1. Brief introduction and aims 

Violent and nonviolent offending is traditionally considered to be male-dominated, 

and this is borne out by self-reports, informant reports and officially recorded statistics 

(Moffitt et al., 2001; Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996). Men are reported to commit 

significantly more theft and drug-related offences than women, and to be significantly more 

violent than women outside the home, at every age (Moffitt et al., 2001; Archer, 2004). As 

a result of this sex difference, research on delinquency and violence has focused mainly on 

male and criminal samples, making it difficult to assess female criminality. To add to the 

emerging literature in this area, we investigate the prevalence of women‟s violent and 

nonviolent offending behaviour and compare across sources of data (self-reports, victims‟ 

reports and third- party reports) in order to capture the full range of female offending 

behaviour. 
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Although men perpetrate more antisocial behaviour and violence outside their 

relationships than women do, women are still found to engage in a significant amount of 

violent as well as nonviolent offending behaviour (e.g. Ministry of Justice, 2007; US 

Department of Justice, 2009; George, 1999), including extremely violent crimes (e.g. Fox 

& Levin, 2005; Rodge, Hougen & Poulsen, 2000). Family conflict research over the last 40 

years has consistently indicated that women perpetrate violence towards their intimate 

partners (Straus, 2007) at equal or higher rates than men, which contrasts with the pattern 

of men being more physically aggressive than women for same-sex conflicts (Archer, 

2009).  

General violence, IPV and nonviolent offending behaviour are usually researched 

independently, but there is some research evidence which suggests that these different 

offences co-occur in both men and women (Busch & Rosenberg, 2004; Farrington et al., 

2006; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 2007; Moffitt et al., 2000; Straus & Ramirez, 2004). These 

interrelationships highlight the need for investigating the offences together. Further 

evidence for the overlap in offending comes from research that has suggested that risk 

factors for aggressive and antisocial behaviour are shared by both boys and girls (Broidy et 

al., 2003; Côté, et al., 2002; Moffitt et al., 2001), and both general aggression and partner 

aggression in men and women share the same predictors (Moffitt, et al., 2000; Tremblay et 

al., 2004). These shared risk factors suggest that violent and nonviolent offending may be 

developmentally similar and are likely to be interrelated.  

Previous research examining the overlap in offending has been limited by the use of 

brief measures (e.g. Straus & Ramirez, 2004) or by not separating general violence and 

nonviolent offending (e.g. Moffitt et al., 2000). Furthermore, because there is currently no 

existing measure which assesses all three offences, all previous research has had to use 
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different measures with different response formats to assess general violence, IPV and 

nonviolent offending. This use of different measures hinders comparisons. The current 

study extends previous research by analysing the three offence categories as three separate 

domains, using the same measure with the same response format. 

Sources of data 

Research into offending behaviour frequently relies on self-report data, which 

although valuable can be subject to social desirability bias. Participants reporting about 

themselves may underreport their involvement in violent and nonviolent offences as a result 

of wanting to respond in a socially desirable manner. Using additional sources of data, such 

as victim reports and third-party reports, may provide more accurate prevalence rates for 

women‟s perpetration of offences. Third-party data has previously been used widely in 

research and in a variety of settings, although the current research is unique in using third-

party reports in the current setting. Moffitt et al. (2001) used reports from parents, teachers 

and informants, as well as self-reports, to measure physical aggression in male and female 

participants of different ages. Third-party and partner reports have also been used alongside 

self-reports in partner violence research (Cui, Lorenz, Conger, Melby & Bryant, 2005) to 

examine discrepancies in reporting hostile behaviour within relationships. Using third-party 

data to report on the behaviour of others, as well as self-reports of participants‟ own 

behaviour, may result in a more accurate account of women‟s involvement in offending 

behaviour. Therefore the current study employed three types of data on women‟s offending, 

from two sources: self-reports (women only), victim reports (men only) and third-party 

reports (men and women). 

The aim of the current chapter was threefold: (1) to investigate a sample of 

unselected women‟s involvement in violent and nonviolent offences, using the three types 
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of data; (2) using women‟s self-reports only, to investigate the interrelationships between 

the different types of offending. 

 

3.2. Method 

3.2.1. Participants 

Participants were a convenience sample, recruited online at the University of 

Central Lancashire, Preston, in the UK. There were 344 participants, 60 men and 284 

women. Age ranged from 18 years to 68 years with a mean of 25.8 years. The response rate 

was 75.3%, and was calculated using a statcounter, which identified the number of people 

on the homepage and the number of people on the end page. There were 497 people who 

visited the homepage and 374 of those submitted the questionnaire. Of those, 344 were 

retained for analysis: 30 were removed either due to missing data or respondents not being 

involved in a heterosexual relationship. Some data from homosexual participants was 

collected, but the response rates were very low, and due to the findings from previous 

research regarding higher rates of violence in these samples (e.g. Dutton, 1994a; Landolt & 

Dutton, 1997), these data were not included in the analysis. 

3.2.2. Measures 

See Chapter 2 section 2.1.1. for details. 

The Nonviolent and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale (NVOBS) consisted of 119 

items designed to measure perpetration of general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending. 

Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (KR-20) was used to assess the internal reliability for the 

subscales as the measure is dichotomous. Reliability values for women‟s self-reports were: 

general violence = .84; IPV = .89; sexual offences = .78; robbery offences = .84; drug 
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offences = .80; offence against vehicles = .68; other thefts = .67; fraud and forgery = .78; 

criminal damage = .69; other-offence items = .67.  

3.2.3. Procedure 

A web link was emailed to students at a British university, and was placed on 

research websites alerting potential respondents to the online questionnaire. Here the 

questionnaire content was explained along with eligibility criteria (aged 18 years or older). 

Participants who consented were then directed to the questionnaire. The study was 

approved by the University of Central Lancashire Ethics Committee. Please see section 2.2 

Ethical considerations for full details regarding the procedure and ethical issues. 

 

3.3. Results 

3.3.1. Data screening 

Prior to analysis, the data was screened for accuracy, missing data, outliers and 

normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For each variable outliers were reduced, so that the 

most extreme scores were recoded to be the equivalent value to the next most extreme 

score. For the variety scores, reducing outliers resulted in sexual offences, robbery, 

offences against vehicles, fraud and forgery, and criminal damage offence categories being 

converted into categorical variables on a 0/1 scale. To control for multiple comparisons the 

alpha level was set at .01 throughout. 

3.3.2 Statistical analysis 

Prevalence of women’s offending: agreement between respondents 

Offences were grouped into themes using Home Office categories of police-

recorded crime. A prevalence score indicates whether one or more items in a scale were 

endorsed by respondents, and it was calculated for each offence category according to 
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whether men or women had reported „yes‟ to one or more items (= 1), or „no‟ to all items in 

that category (= 0), creating dichotomous variables. Prevalence figures do not allow 

differentiation between how often or how many behaviours were used. Women‟s self-

reports could involve male or female victims (except for IPV which only includes 

heterosexual relationships, so that victims could only be male). Men only reported 

victimisation from women. Table 3.1 shows the number and percentages of „yes‟ responses 

as a function of offence type and data source. Sex differences in prevalence figures for each 

of the offence categories were analysed for each data source using a series of 2 x 2 χ².  
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Table 3.1. Number and percentages of women‟s prevalence for each offence type by data source (N = 60 men, 284 women), with 

χ ² for sex differences within data sources. 

Offence category                                                                          Prevalence by data source 

     Men (victim reports)          Women (self-reports)                             Men (third-party)   Women (third-party)                          

                                          Yes                               Yes                      χ ² (1)                    Yes                    Yes               χ ²(1) 

General violence                30 (50%)                   170 (59.9%)             1.98              47 (78.3%)       194 (68.3%)      2.37 

IPV                                     41 (68.3%)                165 (58.1%)             2.16                      28 (46.7%)       153 (53.9%)      1.03 

Sexual offences              13 (21.7%)   15 (5.3%)       17.79**                  23 (38.3%)         54 (19%)       10.64* 

Robbery                                   23 (38.3%)                  50 (17.6%)           12.73*                    21 (35%)            86 (30.3%)      0.52 

Drug offences                     --              133 (46.8%)        --                          --                 --                      -- 

Offences against vehicles   15 (25%)   44 (15.5%)         3.15             17 (28.3%)          54 (19%)         2.63 

Other thefts               21 (35%)            154 (54.2%)         7.33*             33 (55%)           157 (55.3%)      0.002 

Fraud and forgery    14 (23.3%)   45 (15.8%)         1.96                     24 (40%)       91 (32%)         1.41 

Criminal damage              24 (40%)   68 (23.9%)         6.52                     28 (46.7%)    113 (39.8%)     0.97 

All other offences   20 (33.3%)            215 (75.7%)       41.08**             54 (90%)    184 (64.8%)   14.77** 

Nonviolent offences         37 (61.7%)                243 (85.6%)          18.68**                  57 (95%)            223 (78.5%)     8.88* 

-- Omitted as some drug offences are victimless crimes 
* p<.01, ** p<.001 
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The levels of women‟s prevalence shown in Table 3.1 are generally high, and this is 

consistent across all four data sources. Women‟s prevalence for general violence ranges 

from 50% to 78.3%, and for IPV ranges from 46.7% to 68.3%. The total nonviolent 

offences indicate the highest prevalence rates and range from 61.7% to 95%. Although 

women were reporting their own behaviour towards both men and women, whereas men 

were reporting their victimisation experiences from women only, there was a degree of 

similarity between men‟s and women‟s reports of women‟s prevalence rates.  

There was no significant difference between men‟s and women‟s reported 

prevalence of women‟s general violence, IPV, offences against vehicles, fraud and forgery, 

or criminal damage, although criminal damage was on the borderline of the adjusted 

significance level. See Table 3.1 for values. 

There was a significant difference between men‟s and women‟s reports of women‟s 

prevalence for other thefts and all other offences: more women reported perpetrating these 

offences than men reported being victims of them. There was a significant difference 

between men‟s and women‟s reports of women‟s prevalence for sexual offences and 

robbery: men reported being victims of these offences more than women reported 

perpetrating them. See Table 3.1 for values. 

Both men and women also reported as informants witnessing the behaviour of 

women, and these reports could refer to several different women. Again there was good 

agreement between men‟s and women‟s third-party ratings of prevalence rates. There were 

no significant differences between men‟s and women‟s reports of the following: general 

violence, IPV, robbery, offences against vehicles, other thefts, fraud and forgery or criminal 

damage. There was a significant difference between men‟s and women‟s third-party 

reported prevalence of sexual offences and all other offences with men reporting more of 
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these offences for other women than women did. See Table 3.1 for values. The prevalence 

of drug offences was omitted from the analyses because for some drug offences there is no 

immediate victim, rendering the comparison meaningless. 

 

Comparing report type on occurrence of women’s offending  

Variety scores were calculated by summing the „yes‟ responses for each item to 

create a scale of the variety of offences perpetrated for each category.  The mean scores and 

standard deviations for each offence category are presented by sex for perpetrator and 

victim self-reports in Table 3.2 and by sex for third-party reports regarding other women in 

Table 3.3. In most cases, the data are overdispersed, i.e. the variance is greater than the 

mean. This is typically caused by a large proportion of zero values followed by a tail of 

other values. To accommodate this non-normal distribution, a series of negative binomial 

regressions (Gardner, Mulvey & Shaw, 1995; Hilbe, 2007; Hutchinson & Holtman, 2005) 

were used to analyse sex differences in the variety scores for the offence categories for each 

data source. The offence categories were the criterion variables and sex was dummy coded 

as the predictor variable, in order to compare men‟s and women‟s responses. 

Women were reporting on their own behaviour (which could be towards men or 

women) whereas men were reporting all their victimisation experiences from women only 

(which could include several sources). The negative binomial regressions revealed some 

sex differences between men‟s and women‟s variety scores (Table 3.2). This does not 

reflect differences between two individuals experiencing the same acts, but instead refers to 

overall levels of personal experience. The scores for men‟s drug offences were omitted 

from the analysis, for the reason given before. The Goodness of Fit statistics were 

satisfactory as the Pearson Chi-Square value should be near 1 (general violence: Value/df = 
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0.87; IPV: Value/df = 0.74; sexual offences: Value/df = 0.93; robbery: Value/df = 0.72; 

offences against vehicles: Value/df = 0.92; other thefts: Value/df = 1.08; fraud and forgery: 

Value/df = 0.84; criminal damage: Value/df = 0.85; all other offences: Value/df = 1.04; 

total nonviolent offences: Value/df = 0.94).  

There were no significant differences between men‟s and women‟s scores for 

general violence or fraud and forgery. There was a significant sex difference for IPV, 

sexual offences, robbery, offences against vehicles and criminal damage: men reported 

being victims of these offences more than women reported perpetrating them. There was 

also a significant sex difference for other thefts, all other offences, and nonviolent offences 

overall where women self-reported more perpetration of these offences than men reported 

being victims of them. All these differences involved a medium-sized effect according to 

Cohen‟s (1988) criteria, with the exceptions of robbery, other thefts and all other offences, 

which indicated large effect sizes. Overall, the levels were the highest for IPV, followed by 

general violence, although all other means were generally quite low. 
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Table 3.2. Means and standard deviations for variety scores of offences within each offence 

category, for men‟s victimisation and women‟s perpetration self-reports (N = 60 men, 284 

women), and Wald χ² and d values for sex differences. 

Offence Category                               Men                  Women       

                                                    Mean     SD        Mean     SD         Wald χ² (1)       d ª  

General violence                          1.40     1.81       1.73      2.21           1.15               -0.16  

IPV                                               4.03     4.93       2.05      2.54         18.81**            0.51  

Sexual offences                          0.22     0.42       0.05      0.22         13.88**            0.51  

Robbery        1.32     2.05       0.20      0.40          61.41**            0.76  

Drug offences                                --         --          0.82      1.07           --                     --  

Offences against vehicles          0.40     0.74       0.15      0.36          13.45**            0.43  

Other thefts                                  0.18     0.39       0.88      1.02          25.84**           -0.91  

Fraud and forgery                     0.23     0.43        0.16      0.37            1.60                0.17  

Criminal damage                      0.63     0.88        0.24      0.43          23.07**            0.56  

All other offences                       0.60     1.00        1.51      1.30          25.88**           -0.79  

Non-violent offences                  2.18     2.84        3.76      3.31          13.27**           -0.51  

ª Minus sign indicates that women‟s values are higher than men‟s. 
* p<.01, ** p<.001. 
-- omitted as men could not be the victim of some drug offences. 
Note.  indicates a dichotomous variable (range 0 to 1) – for robbery, offences against vehicles and 
criminal damage this refers only to women‟s self-reports. 
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Table 3.3. Means and standard deviations for variety scores of offences within each offence 

category, for men‟s and women‟s third-party reports (N = 60 men, 284 women), and Wald 

χ² and d values for sex differences. 

Offence Category                            Men          Women 

                                                        Mean     S.D.      Mean     S.D.  Wald χ² (1)            d            

General violence 4.28     4.27        2.77      3.05       6.86*           0.41         

IPV  3.22     4.63        2.04      2.69       3.94             0.31        

Sexual offences 0.70     1.13        0.19      0.39     39.53**        0.60        

Robbery 1.38     2.08        0.75      1.17        5.83           0.37        

Drug offences 3.40     3.72        2.32      2.89        5.44           0.32 

Offences against vehicles   0.63    1.10         0.19      0.39      24.24**       0.53          

Other thefts 2.33    2.83         1.33      1.74       8.04*          0.43          

Fraud and forgery 1.40    2.21         0.56      0.93     14.50**       0.50            

Criminal damage 1.27    1.98         1.07      1.70        0.45          0.11            

All other offences 3.60     2.68        1.98      2.13      17.17**      0.67            

Non-violent offences                 12.63   11.72        7.45      7.70      10.46*        0.52             

* p<.01, ** p<.001. 
-- Omitted as some drug offences are victimless crimes 
Note.  indicates a dichotomous variable (range 0 to 1) for women‟s reports only 

 

The means in Table 3.3 are larger than those reported in Table 3.2. Table 3.3 shows 

that there were significant sex differences in third party report scores for general violence, 

sexual offences, offences against vehicles, other thefts, fraud and forgery, all other 

offences, and nonviolent offences overall, with men reporting that women perpetrated more 

of these offences than did women. All these differences involved medium to large effect 

sizes according to Cohen‟s (1988) criteria. For IPV, robbery, drug offences, and criminal 
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damage the effect sizes were smaller (d ≤ .3), and there were no significant differences 

between men‟s and women‟s third party report scores for these variables. Again, the 

Pearson Chi-Square Goodness of Fit statistics were satisfactory (general violence: Value/df 

= 0.81; IPV: Value/df = 0.67; sexual offences: Value/df = 0.98; robbery: Value/df = 0.68; 

drug offences: Value/df = 0.93; offences against vehicles: Value/df = 0.82; other thefts: 

Value/df = 0.78; fraud and forgery: Value/df = 0.77; criminal damage: Value/df = 0.78; all 

other offences: Value/df = 0.88; nonviolent offences: Value/df = 0.76). 

 

Using women’s self-reports to explore the interrelatedness of women’s offending 

Table 3.4 shows the correlations between the variety scores of offence types for 

women‟s self-reports, in order to address the question of how specific or general is 

women‟s offending. This is of course relevant to the issue of interrelatedness of offending 

introduced in the Introduction. Pearson correlations were calculated between scores where 

both variables are continuous, point-biserial correlations were calculated where one 

variable was continuous and the other was dichotomous, and phi was conducted where both 

variables were dichotomous (Howell, 2011). There were moderate, positive significant 

relationships between most offence categories, suggesting that women who commit one 

type of offending also tend to be involved in the commission of other types. Of particular 

interest, there was a moderate, positive, highly significant relationship between women‟s 

general violence and their IPV. Both general violence and IPV were positively correlated 

with nonviolent offences, including offences against vehicles, other thefts, criminal damage 

and all other offences. Overall, the correlational results indicate that violent and nonviolent 

offending is interrelated. There was no evidence of multicolinearity as there were no 

correlations above .7.  
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Table 3.4. Pearson, point biserial and phi correlations between offence categories for women‟s self-reports (N = 284 women). 

                                   IPV Sexual   Robbery   Drug    Vehicles   Other thefts   Fraud/forgery   Criminal damage    All 

others 

          General violence       .43**     .17*        .31**      .24**     .35**      .24**               .22*              .41**               .38** 

          IPV           -          .14          .12          .35**     .21**      .20*               .21**              .18*               .30** 

          Sexual offences        -              .20*        .14     .20*      .23*                 .16*               .16*               .28** 

          Robbery              -        .35**     .35**      .49**               .42**              .32**               .42** 

          Drug offences           -     .27**      .42**               .35**              .33**               .50** 

          Offences against vehicles         -      .27**               .16*              .26**               .46** 

          Other thefts            -               .38**              .38**               .52** 

Fraud and forgery                              -                           .14               .32**  

Criminal damage                                                                                                                                              -                     .45** 

* significant at the .01 level; ** significant at the .001 level    

Note.  indicates a dichotomous variable (range 0 to 1) 
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Negative binomial regression 

In order to follow up the correlations between self-reports of different types of 

offences, we need to first consider the distribution of the values. It is apparent from Table 

3.1 that for most variables, a majority of participants report zero scores. Even the two 

categories of principal interest, general violence and IPV, have over 40% of participants 

recording a zero score. This sort of distribution is typically found in studies of IPV using 

the Conflict Tactics Scale and similar measures (Straus, 1979; Straus et al., 1996). The 

preferred method for such data sets, which are truncated at zero, highly skewed in the 

positive direction, and overdispersed (variance is higher than the corresponding mean), is 

negative binomial regression (Gardner, Mulvey & Shaw, 1995; Hilbe, 2007; Hutchinson & 

Holtman, 2005). This has been used in recent studies of IPV (e.g., Archer et al., 2010; 

Finkel, DeWall, Slotter, Oaten, & Foshee, 2009; Hines & Saudino, 2008), and was used in 

the present case to analyse the association between, first general violence, and second IPV, 

and the other variables for women‟s self-reports.  

Table 3.5 shows the results of a negative binomial regression with general 

aggression as the criterion and the other categories of offence as predictors. The Pearson 

Chi-Square Goodness of Fit statistic was satisfactory (Value/df =1.12). Two variables were 

significant predictors of general violence: criminal damage and IPV. Table 3.6 shows a 

similar analysis using IPV as the criterion variable. The Goodness of Fit statistic was again 

satisfactory (Value/df = 1.04). General violence and drug offences were the only two 

significant predictors of IPV. These analyses confirm the close association between 

violence to partners and other forms of violence. They also suggest that violence to partners 

or to others have some specific predictors, drug offences in the case of IPV and criminal 

damage for violence to people who were not partners. 
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Table 3.5. Negative Binomial Regression of the other categories of offending behaviour onto self-reported general violence  

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Parameter   df   B    SE  Wald 95% CI             Wald χ2   p-value 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Intercept   1 1.440   .429    .599    2.28              11.28           <.001 

IPV     1  .145   .026     .094         .196  31.45           <.0001  

Criminal damage  1  .675   .163    .355      .995  17.14            <.0001 

Vehicle offences  1  .422    .183   .064      .781    5.32  .021 

Robbery   1  .444    .188   .076      .813    5.59  .018 

Drug offences    1  -.125   .075  -.272      .022        2.79  .095 

Other thefts   1  -.080     .084   -.245      .084          .91    .34 

Other offences   1  .078   .068   -.056      .212       1.30     .25 

Fraud/forgery  1  .136   .191    -.238      .511      .51    .48 

Sex offences    1  .018   .274  -.520      .555      .004  .95 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note.  indicates a dichotomous variable (range 0 to 1) 
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Table 3.6. Negative Binomial Regression of the other categories of offending behaviour onto self-reported IPV 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Parameter   df   B    SE  Wald 95% CI  Wald χ2 p-value 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Intercept   1 -.314   .551  -1.39     .766    .325  .57 

General violence   1  .170   .037     .097       .243  20.77           <.0001      

Drug offences    1  .237   .079    .082     .392    9.03  .003 

Robbery   1 -.383   .233   -.841     .074      2.70  .10 

Criminal damage  1 -.309   .214   -.728     .110            2.10  .15 

Other offences   1  .083   .078   -.070     .235      1.13  .29 

Other thefts   1  .085      .095   -.101     .272     .80    .37 

Fraud/forgery  1  .204   .231    -.248     .657     .78     .38 

Sex offences   1 -.156   .329   -.489     .800             .22  .64 

Vehicle offences  1  .049    .232   -.405     .504     .05  .83 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note.  indicates a dichotomous variable (range 0 to 1) 
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3.4. Interim discussion 

Women‟s prevalence of violent and nonviolent offending was assessed using self-

reports from women, victim reports from men, and men‟s and women‟s third-party reports. 

The prevalence data suggested that women were involved in all types of offending 

behaviour, and this involvement was supported to a similar extent by different data sources. 

The variety data indicated that women were involved in a range of offences. Variety scores 

were highest for IPV and general violence from self and victim reports, and were highest 

for general violence, IPV, other thefts and all other offences from third party reports. 

Variety data were calculated for all categories: however, five categories were converted to 

binary variables following data screening. Overall, the results across data sources indicate 

that women are involved in both violent and nonviolent offences. Although third party 

reports have been used in aggression (Moffitt et al., 2001) and IPV (Cui et al., 2005) the 

present research is unique in using third-party reports when examining violent and non-

violent offending, and it allows the full range of women‟s offending to be researched.  

The intercorrelations between offence types for self-reports indicated the co-

occurrence of different offences, and suggested that the same women were likely to be 

violent towards partners as well as towards others, and that violent women were also more 

likely to be involved in nonviolent offences, including thefts, offences against vehicles, and 

criminal damage. This interrelatedness of violent and nonviolent offending provides broad 

support for the General Theory of Crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). However, 

although the overlap is good it is not 100%.  Therefore the General Theory of Crime cannot 

be the whole answer because there are still some people who will engage in one type of 

crime but not others. This means that other factors may be involved, and so studies 3 and 4 

will investigate the correlates of violent and nonviolent offending. The results also suggest 
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that IPV is not necessarily a specialist form of violence as some women engaged in both 

IPV and general violence. This supports Felson‟s (2002) theory that “violence is violence, 

regardless of the target” (p. 5) and therefore IPV should be researched under the umbrella 

of violence rather than gender.  

Generally, there were few differences in prevalence estimates between women‟s 

self-reports and men‟s victim reports, and few differences between men‟s and women‟s 

third-party reports, indicating a good level of similarity between reports. Self and victim 

reports were similar for general violence and for IPV. Women reported perpetrating these 

offences to a similar extent as men reported being victims of the offences. Over 50% of 

men and women in the sample reported female perpetration of violent offences. The third-

party prevalence rates for general violence and IPV were also similar when reported by 

men and women: approximately 50% reported female perpetration of IPV and 

approximately 70% reported women‟s involvement in general violence. These findings 

support previous research that has suggested that women can be violent towards intimate 

partners as well as outside their intimate relationship (e.g. Moffitt et al., 2001).  

The only differences between self and victim reports for women‟s prevalence of 

offences were for the categories other thefts, all other offences, robbery and sexual 

offences. For thefts and all other offences, women reported more perpetration than men 

reported victimisation. For some of the offences in these categories (e.g. attempted to steal 

or stole £5-50, made obscene phonecalls), the male victims may not be aware of the 

identity of the perpetrator, whereas the women would always be aware of the offences they 

had committed: this would explain why women‟s self-reports were higher than men‟s 

victim reports. Men reported more victimisation from robbery than women reported 

perpetration. The perpetrators of these actions may be outside the current sample of 
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women, since female-to-male robberies tend to involve the use of weapons (Brookman, 

Mullins, Bennett & Wright, 2007), and such women may be at the extreme end of the 

distribution of female criminal behaviour.  

For sexual offences, men reported more victimisation than women reported 

perpetration: this could be a result of biased self-reporting, where perpetrators underreport 

their involvement in sexual offences due to it being socially disapproved, or as a result of 

feeling ashamed (Fergusson & Mullen, 1999). Again, it could be because the perpetrators 

of these actions were outside the current sample. The rates were very low, however, so the 

finding should be treated with caution. Hines and Douglas (2010) used a help-seeking and a 

community sample of men, asking them to report their own as well as their female partner‟s 

perpetration of aggressive behaviour using the revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2: 

Straus et al., 1996). These reports included data on sexual aggression. Men in the help-

seeking sample reported that their female partners used sexual aggression (i.e. insisting on 

sex) at significantly higher rates than they did. In the community sample reports, results 

indicated that the men and their female partners engaged in similar levels of sexual 

aggression (i.e. insisting on sex). Therefore both the current study and that of Hines and 

Douglas (2010) confirm the occurrence of female sexual aggression towards male partners 

when using inclusive measures of aggression such as the CTS2.  

The only sex differences in third-party reports of women‟s offending prevalence 

were for sexual offences and all other offences. Men reported more female involvement in 

sexual offences than women did. A discussion with an expert on sexual aggression (M. 

Davies, personal communication, October 2, 2009), suggested examining these offences at 

the item level, as it was suggested that the items “showing genitals in public” and 

“prostitution” may be responsible for the differences. This was the case. Men reported 
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knowing of a woman who showed her genitals in public or was being paid for sex more 

than women did. It is reasonable to expect that this significant effect was the result of men 

being more likely to witness female sex workers than women are, because more men than 

women access red-light districts and lap-dancing clubs.  

Men‟s third-party reports for the category all other offences were also significantly 

higher than women‟s. This difference was also examined at the item level and it was found 

that five of the sixteen items were responsible for the overall significant effect. These five 

items relate to two main categories: direct and indirect relational aggression (e.g. threats 

and blackmail) and illegal risky behaviour (e.g. drink driving). The threat model of 

aggressive behaviour proposes that men are more likely than women to be aware of threats 

or potential threats from others (Richardson & Green, 1999). Therefore because men are 

more aware of threats, females‟ indirect (relational) aggression may be more salient to men 

than to women. This could explain why men‟s third-party reports for all other offences are 

higher. Furthermore, men tend to engage in more risk-taking behaviour than women do 

(Campbell & Muncer, 2009; Pawlowski, Atwal & Dunbar, 2008), and because they are 

present in such situations they would see any women who also took part. On the other hand, 

women do not generally take part in risky behaviour and so would largely be unaware of 

the few women who do. This may explain why men‟s third-party reports of risky behaviour 

are higher than women‟s. 

The finding that women were involved in nonviolent offences, and that nonviolent 

offending accounted for the largest proportion of women‟s offending, was consistent with 

the view that women tend to be more represented in offences that do not generally carry a 

risk of physical confrontation, as women are more averse than men to exposing themselves 

to physical harm (Campbell, 1999, 2002). This risk aversion may be an evolutionary 
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adaptation since, due to their greater parental investment, women engage in less risky forms 

of behaviour in order to ensure the survival off their offspring (Campbell, 1999). 

Consistent with previous research (Babcock et al., 2003; Moffitt et al., 2000; 2001) 

women in the current sample frequently reported engaging in more than one offence type. 

The correlational analysis found a moderately strong relationship between women‟s IPV 

and general violence, and this was confirmed as the strongest association in regressions of 

IPV and of general violence on the other variables. These findings support the previous 

limited literature on women‟s offending that finds that women who perpetrate IPV are 

likely to have also perpetrated violence towards others (Ehrensaft et al., 2006; Moffitt et al., 

2000, 2001; Thornton et al., 2010), which is also consistent with the literature on men 

(Dixon & Browne, 2003; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Moffitt et al., 2000). These 

findings are consistent with the generalist theories of both Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) 

and Felson (2002). Although between-sex comparisons are beyond the scope of the current 

study, they will be explored in Studies 2, 3 and 4.   

IPV was also moderately correlated with drug offences and all other offences, 

although only drug offences were a significant predictor in a regression analysis (along 

with general violence). The finding that IPV is predicted by substance-related offences, 

suggests that drug use may be a risk factor for IPV: some women may be aggressive when 

they are intoxicated with substances, or the perpetrators of IPV could have been using 

drugs as a self-medicating response to the abuse they may be receiving within their 

relationship (since perpetration and victimisation are interrelated) (See section 1.8, where 

interrelatedness of offending is covered in more detail). Busch and Rosenberg (2004) also 

found that a sample of female perpetrators of IPV who had been arrested had substance 

abuse problems: 67% of the women were found to be using substances when they were 
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arrested, and 47% had a history of substance-related offences. The current findings are 

consistent with previous research (e.g. Babcock et al., 2003; Busch & Rosenberg, 2004; 

Henning & Feder, 2004; Moffitt et al., 2001) which found that female perpetrators of IPV 

tend to have a history of criminal behaviour, which suggests that offenders may be versatile 

and tend not to specialise in specific crimes. 

Moffitt et al. (2000) measured general crime, which comprised general violence and 

nonviolent offences. The current study investigated these two variables separately and 

found that when the other variables were controlled, it was only criminal damage (along 

with IPV) that predicted general violence. Emerging research has also confirmed this 

relationship between violence and criminal damage. Howard and Dixon (2011) found that 

criminal damage predicted future violent offending. The current results suggest that the 

closest relationship is between violence to partners and to others, and that each of these 

have an additional predictor once the association with other types of offence have been 

controlled. This research supports the necessity of measuring general violence, IPV and 

nonviolent offending as three separate categories, and also builds the case for measuring 

them in the same sample. This allows research to inform the generalist and specialist 

theories of offending.  

The current study is also unique in that it separates out the nonviolent offences. 

Other research does not provide data on women‟s prevalence in the different nonviolent 

offence categories (e.g. criminal damage, other thefts, offences against vehicles). In many 

ways the current findings support previous research that has focused on one or two offence 

domains, although the current study extends these findings by measuring all three offences 

in one sample.   
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Farrington et al. (2006, p. 1) found that self-reported male offenders tended “to be 

deviant in many aspects of their lives”. The current study builds on their findings by 

suggesting that deviant women tend to be deviant in many aspects of their lives too. 

Similarly, in their general theory of crime, Gottfredson and Hirschi (2007) reported that 

offenders commit a wide variety of criminal acts, and that specialism in one type of crime 

is rare. The moderate to high correlations between offence categories for women suggest 

that perpetration of one type of offence is associated with perpetration of other types, and 

indicates that women are unlikely to specialise in just one form of crime.  

To conclude, the results suggest that women are involved in both violent and 

nonviolent offending behaviour, found across 10 criminal categories, four violent and six 

nonviolent. The prevalence rates indicated that women‟s involvement is generally high: 

over 50% for general violence, IPV and nonviolent offences. The correlations suggest that 

the same women are involved in a variety of offences, as men are known to be: thus 

providing some empirical support for generalist theories of crime. A medium strength 

relationship was found between IPV and general violence, and between both general 

violence and IPV and nonviolent offending. Both the prevalence and variety results indicate 

a fair level of consistency across sources, except for some specific categories, e.g. sex 

offences, robbery and all other offences, for which I have provided explanations. Overall, 

this research suggests that women who commit IPV are likely to have a range of 

problematic behaviours and risk factors, and these all need to be addressed during 

interventions and in future research so that women can benefit from appropriate treatment.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

STUDY TWO: SCALE DEVELOPMENT – Development and confirmatory 

factor analysis on the nonviolent and violent offending scale (NVOBS). 

 

The results from this chapter have been submitted for publication: see 

Thornton, Graham-Kevan and Archer, 2011. 

 

4.1. Brief introduction and aims 

General violence and nonviolent behaviour are frequently examined together in 

criminology, but IPV is typically studied separately. However, there is some psychological 

research that has analysed all three together in the same sample, suggesting that they co-

occur in both men and women (e.g. Moffitt et al., 2000; Straus & Ramirez, 2004). Moffitt 

et al. (2000) investigated IPV and general crime in 21 year old men and women. IPV was 

measured using 13 items, including nine physical assault items from the original Conflict 

Tactics Scale (Straus, 1990). The four additional items were: physically twisted your 

partner's arm, physically forced sex on your partner, shaken your partner, and thrown or 

tried to throw your partner bodily (full item list published in Moffitt et al., 1997). The Self-

Report Delinquency interview was used to measure general crime. General violence was 

measured using 5 items. Nonviolent offending was split into three categories; theft (12 

items), fraud (9 items), and vice (23 items). The results suggested that many partner 

violence perpetrators also engaged in physical aggression towards others and that partner 

violence and general crime were moderately related.  



165 
 

Straus and Ramirez (2004) investigated the violent and nonviolent criminal history 

of male and female IPV perpetrators. They measured partner violence using the 12 item 

physical assault scale from the CTS2 (Straus et al., 1996). These 12 items consisted of 5 

minor assault items and 7 severe assault items. Criminal history was measured using the 

criminal history scale of the Personal and Relationships Profile. There were four items, 2 

measuring violent crime (physically attacked someone with the idea of hurting them; 

carried a hidden weapon), and 2 measuring property crime (stole or tried to steal something 

worth more than $50; stole money from anyone including family). These four questions 

were asked in relation to crime perpetrated before age 15, and crime perpetrated after age 

15. There were, therefore, 8 items in total. A prior criminal history predicted IPV 

perpetration, and the relationship was stronger for prior violent crime than for property 

crime. 

Previous research into the interrelatedness of offending has used different measures 

with different response formats for each type, with some being very brief (e.g. Straus & 

Ramirez, 2004). The problem with using different measures with different response formats 

is that the results are not directly comparable as the different response scales (e.g. 1-4 or 1-

7) will result in there being different variance in the units of measurement for each variable, 

which introduces different elements of measurement error and bias. It is also difficult to 

draw comparisons and conclusions between different offences if different measures have 

been used.  

Straus and Ramirez (2004) commented that one limitation of their research is the 

brevity of the measure of general violence and nonviolent offending. Their research 

compared results from 12 IPV items to 2 general violence items and 2 nonviolent offence 

items. Other identified problems are that some previous research has not separated 
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involvement in general violence and nonviolent offending (e.g. Moffitt et al., 2000), and 

this does not allow differences in general violence and nonviolent to be explored. Moffitt et 

al. (2000) included both as „general crime‟, and compared this with IPV, finding that 

general crime was predicted by low self-control whereas IPV was not. They did not assess 

whether general violence and non-violent crimes were distinct. Moffitt et al. (2000) also 

stated that the brevity of their general violence measure was a potential limitation. The 

current study extends previous research by creating a scale that allows the three offence 

types to be measured and analysed as three separate domains, using comparable numbers of 

questions for each offence type. 

Although there are other comprehensive measures, such as the British Crime Survey 

(BCS) for the UK, the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) for the US, and the 

Uniform Crime Reporting Survey (UCRS) for Canada, the questionnaire developed in this 

study is much shorter and hence more suitable for use in psychological research where 

attrition is a problem and it can be administered alongside other measures. Problems 

associated with these existing measures include the national crime surveys only measuring 

crimes that have a direct victim, so that victimless crimes (such as drug taking) are 

excluded. These are included in the current measure, making it a more comprehensive 

assessment of self-reported offending behaviour. The crime surveys measure crime 

victimisation only, whereas the current questionnaire measures offence perpetration too. 

Therefore the questionnaire developed in this study is a comprehensive measure applicable 

for use in psychological research. 

Howard and Dixon (2011) developed a classification of violent offences to be used 

to predict violent reoffending as part of the Offender Assessment System (OASys). To 

create this violence predictor, they examined a number of the main violence risk assessment 
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instruments and found that there were 22 separate approaches to classifying criminal acts as 

either violent or nonviolent. These 22 ways consistently included “intentional homicides 

and injurious nonsexual assaults”; however they differed on their inclusion or exclusion of 

“contact sexual offences, robbery and aggravated burglary, criminal damage, public order 

offences, threats and harassment, and offences involving weapon possession” (Howard & 

Dixon, 2011, p. 143). None of these classifications included drug offences or theft, which 

were assessed in the current study. Howard and Dixon (2011) concluded that “this lack of 

consensus on the classification of violent criminal behaviour is an important issue for 

developers of new violence risk measures” (p. 143). Therefore, their research has also 

identified a need for a comprehensive measure that classifies violent and nonviolent 

offences. The results from Howard and Dixon‟s study have confirmed that violent and 

nonviolent offences overlap, as a history of criminal damage was found to predict future 

violent offending. 

Therefore previous research has used relatively brief measures to assess general 

violence and nonviolent offences, in comparison to the measurement of IPV, and has also 

used different response scales for each domain. Unfortunately, the use of different measures 

for the three offence types hinders comparisons. Brief measures may threaten validity, 

particularly for women, as less is known about the types of crimes in which they are 

involved. Therefore, existing measures of violent and nonviolent offending are limited. To 

overcome these limitations, a measure is required which has comparable questions for all 

three offence types, which uses the same response method throughout, and has a wide 

variety of criminal acts included so that the profile of men‟s and women‟s offending can be 

adequately captured. Examining existing scales revealed that there is no existing 

comprehensive measure that combines both violent and nonviolent offences, thus 
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highlighting the need for such a measure. The current research involves the development of 

such a scale. It is designed to aid the future study of sex differences in offending behaviour 

and also in the study of predictor variables (which will be investigated in the next 2 

chapters) by providing a comprehensive scale to use in a comparison analysis.  

Recent relevant research has also used factor analysis in scale development. 

Lawrence (2006) used principle components factor analysis with varimax rotation to 

develop the Situational Triggers of Aggressive Responses (STAR) scale. There were two 

triggers for aggressive responses: Frustrations and Provocations, and these were consistent 

for men and women. Provocations included feeling goaded by others and frustrations 

included feeling a lack of control. Provocations were positively associated with physical 

aggression and narcissism, and Frustrations were positively associated with anger and 

hostility and negatively associated with self-concept clarity. The STAR scale was reported 

to have good internal reliability. Brand and Anastasio (2006) used principal components 

factor analysis with oblimin (as well as varimax) rotation to test the psychometric 

properties of the violence-related attitudes and beliefs scale (V-RABS), which revealed 

seven factors. The V-RABS scale was reported to have acceptable to good internal 

reliability and good test-retest reliability. Archer (2010) also used principal components 

factor analysis with varimax rotation to develop the Hypermasculine Values Questionnaire 

(HVQ). Hypermasculine values have been found to be predictors of male physical 

aggression (Archer, 1994). The HVQ was reported to have good internal consistency and 

high test-retest reliability. Confirmatory factor analysis of the HVQ also revealed high 

internal consistency. Therefore using factor analysis and then confirmatory factor analysis 

was considered appropriate for the development of the current scale. 
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In summary, the aim of this research was to create a psychometrically sound scale 

that allows the separate assessment of violent and nonviolent offending in men and women. 

To achieve this, we conducted exploratory factor analysis, and then confirmatory factor 

analysis, on the NVOBS scale (see Chapter 2 for details) for the combined male and female 

sample, and then separately, to create a scale appropriate for use with both sexes. 

Additionally the scale was assessed for reliability. The creation of a scale that allows the 

simultaneous assessment of violent and nonviolent offences is a useful contribution because 

it can be used to inform the debate on the versatility of offenders. 

 

4.2. Method 

4.2.1. Item selection 

See Chapter 2 for details. 

4.2.2. Participants 

There were a total of 653 participants (300 (45.9%) men and 353 (54.1%) women). 

Participants were either undergraduate or postgraduate students from a variety of courses, 

recruited on campus at a British university. Inclusion criteria comprised: being in a 

heterosexual relationships for at least one month in the past 12 months, and being over 18 

years of age. Age ranged from 18 to 56 and the mean age was 22.14 years (men: 22.22; 

women: 22.08). It is important that men and women were matched for age as research has 

suggested that violence (e.g. Archer, 2004) and offending (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 2007) 

decrease with age: therefore failure to match men and women on age could distort sex 

differences. There was no significant sex difference in age (t(651) = .17, p = .87).  

4.2.3. Procedure 

See Chapter 2 for details. 
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4.3. Results 

4.3.1. Statistical analysis 

For the purposes of factor analysis, the sample was randomly divided into two sub-

samples, one used to conduct exploratory factor analysis (n = 337, men = 152, women = 

185) and the other used to validate the structure using confirmatory factor analysis (n = 

316, men = 148, women = 168). To examine potential sex differences, exploratory factor 

analyses were also conducted separately for men and women. The sexes were matched for 

age within each subsample. 

The dataset was initially assessed for suitability for factor analysis. The Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy ranges from 0-1, and the result should 

be .6 or above to indicate appropriateness for factor analysis (Kaiser, 1974; Field, 2009, 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For this study KMO = .76, which is above the recommended 

minimum value. Bartlett‟s test of sphericity was statistically significant (χ² (903) = 6515.93, 

p < .001), indicating that the inter-item correlations were sufficiently large for principal 

component factor analysis. Therefore the data are suitable for factor analysis. 

A principal component analysis (PCA) with Varimax (orthogonal) rotation was 

conducted. Varimax rotation was chosen to highlight the distinctiveness of each of the 

factors. Oblique rotation (Direct Oblimin) was also tested: however the inter-factor 

correlations were all weak (.2 or below). Therefore the decision to use an orthogonal 

rotation method was justified. 

The number of factors to retain is often determined by a Scree test (Cattell, 1966; 

Klein, 1994). However the Scree test can be subject to ambiguity where there is either no 

clear break in the curve or where there appears to be more than one definite break. Since 

the Scree plot was ambiguous in this case (see Appendix 5 for Scree plot), Horn‟s Parallel 
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Analysis was used (Horn, 1965). Parallel analysis (PA) calculates average eigenvalues from 

a random dataset that is based on the sample size and number of variables contained within 

the real dataset. The real eigenvalues are then compared with the random eigenvalues, and 

only those where the actual values are higher than the corresponding random values are 

retained (see Hayton, Allen & Scarpello, 2004 for an outline of the PA procedure). 

Following parallel analysis, five factors were retained for the final solution. Together these 

five rotated factors explained 42.95% of the total variance. By studying the items that load 

on to each factor, the five factors were labeled, as (1) general violence, (2) drug-related 

offences, (3) IPV, (4) criminal damage, and (5) theft. Only items which loaded >.4 on to at 

least one factor (Stevens, 1992) were retained, and no items loaded on more than one 

factor. Factor 1 (general violence) contained 12 items, factor 2 (drugs) contained 5 items, 

factor 3 (IPV) contained 8 items, factor 4 (criminal damage) contained 4 items and factor 5 

(theft) contained 4 items. Because each factor refers to a different offence-related 

dimension, the factors will now be used as subscales. The factor loadings for each item, 

along with Eigenvalues and percentage variance explained by each factor, are displayed in 

Table 4.1 for the final rotated solution.  

Reliability analysis was used to measure the internal consistency of the subscales. 

Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient (α) is one of the most popular indicators of internal 

consistency (Field, 2009). Values range from 0-1 with higher values indicating greater 

reliability. According to Kline (1999), α values of at least .7 or .8 are generally considered 

to be acceptable, values below .7 are indicative of an unreliable scale. Alphas for each 

subscale on the NVOBS ranged from acceptable to good (see Table 4.1). To examine 

potential sex differences, exploratory factor analyses were also conducted separately for 

men and women. Examination of the factor compositions and percentage variance 
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explained suggested similarities between the sexes: therefore data was combined for men 

and women.
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Table 4.1. Results of principal components factor analysis with Varimax rotation (n = 337) of NVOBS for men and women 

showing the final five-factor solution. 

Item                                                                Rotated Factor Loadings                     Parcel 

    1     2    3    4    5 

Factor 1. General Violence (GV: 12 items)    

1. kicked someone   .85 .01 .00 .03 .00    GV1 

2. hit someone with a fist  .77 .13 .03 .17 .11      GV1 

3. pushed grabbed or shoved someone  .75 .13 .09 .01 .11      GV1  

4. beat someone up   .70 .21 .04 .19 .25       GV2 

5. scratched someone   .67 .03 .08 .04 .10    GV2 

6. slammed / held someone against a wall  .65 .11 .08 .28 .13       GV2 

7. hit or tried to hit someone with something hard             .63 .03 .03 .21 .23    GV3 

      besides a fist    

8. bit someone   .61 .03 .06 .06 .16    GV3 

9. threw something at someone  .61 .01 .04 .02 .39     GV3     

10. slapped someone   .58 .06 .21 .09 .25       GV4 

11. twisted someone‟s arm or hair  .57 .12 .10 .22 .16    GV4 

12. bent someone‟s fingers    .54 .09 .01 .06 .28    GV4 

Eigenvalue               6.32 

% variance explained             14.71 

α      .89 
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Table 4.1. continued 

Item                                                           Rotated Factor Loadings            Parcel 

    1     2    3    4    5 

Factor 2. Drug-related offences (5 items)      

13. used ecstasy    .02 .84 .05 .11 .00    D1 

14. used cocaine/crack   .07 .79 .02 .02 .02    D1 

15. used speed    .01 .77 .06 .01 .07    D1 

16. used cannabis    .01 .73 .07 .01 .13    D2 

17. gang of 3 + fighting, causing damage / disturbance .05 .61 .07 .38 .06    D2 

Eigenvalue                     3.48 

% variance explained                     8.09 

α                         .79 

Factor 3. IPV (8 items) 

18. kicked partner    .10 .00 .79 .07 .01     IPV1 

19. hit partner with fist   .02 .08 .76 .07 .07     IPV1 

20. slapped partner    .02 .00 .75 .14 .04    IPV1 

21. bent partners fingers   .06 .05 .68 .06 .30    IPV2 

22. threw something at partner  .06 .06 .63 .03 .05     IPV2 

23. pushed grabbed or shoved partner   .14 .01 .48 .17 .35     IPV2    

24. scratched partner   .13 .01 .45 .14 .30     IPV3 

25. twisted partners arm / hair                .14 .03 .43 .05 .10    IPV3  
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Table 4.1. continued 

Item                                                           Rotated Factor Loadings            Parcel 

    1     2    3    4    5 

Eigenvalue                          3.37 

% variance explained                          7.83 

α                              .74 

Factor 4. Criminal Damage (CD: 4 items) 

26. damaged something in a public place  .07 .05 .04 .67 .01    CD1     

27. graffiti    .12 .07 .00 .62 .06    CD1     

28. broke windows of empty building  .19 .03 .02 .55 .02      CD2 

29. damaged others property on purpose  .21 .03 .15 .46 .04      CD2 

Eigenvalue                                2.90 

% variance explained                                7.74 

α                                    .71 

Factor 5. Theft (T: 4 items) 

30. stole 5-50   .03 .03 .05 .27 .67    T1 

31. stole <5   .01 .33 .05 .32 .66    T1  

32. possessed stolen property  .25 .04 .06 .01 .48    T2 

33. enter building to steal / damage   .21 .30 .02 .30 .44    T2     

Eigenvalue                                      2.40 
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% variance explained                                  5.58 

overall α                                    .70
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Confirmatory factor analysis 

The model fit of the five-factor solution was tested using confirmatory factor 

analysis, performed using AMOS version 18.0. Item parcels were used. The items were 

parceled for a number of reasons. Firstly, the current data is not normally distributed (it has 

a negative binomial distribution), and item parceling has been reported to reduce the effects 

of non-normality because parcels “are more likely to be normally distributed than single 

items and consequently they are more likely to meet the assumptions of the commonly used 

maximum likelihood estimation methods” (Nasser & Wisenbaker, 2003, p. 730). Secondly, 

it has been suggested that “factor structures are difficult to confirm where more than five to 

eight items are free to load on each latent variable” (Floyd & Widaman, 1995), therefore 

with the general violence factor having 12 items and the IPV factor having 8 items 

parceling was preferred to entering individual items. Thirdly, parcels are more reliable than 

individual items (Hall, Snell & Foust, 1999) therefore parceling increases the stability of 

parameter estimates (Holt, 2004) and results in more precise parameter estimates (Nasser & 

Wisenbaker, 2003). Therefore the use of item parcels was considered appropriate in this 

research. To create parcels, scale items were bundled into conceptually coherent groups and 

averaged across the items. Averaging (rather than totaling) keeps the means more 

interpretable and comparable regardless of the number of items in the bundle. Table 4.1 

shows the parcel placement for each item. Model fit was assessed using comparative fit 

index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and goodness of fit index 

(GFI).  CFI values range from zero to 1.00, and values greater than .90 are indicative of 

good fitting models. RMSEA values less than .05 indicate good fit, values of .08 to .10 

indicate mediocre fit, and values greater than .10 indicate poor fit. GFI values also range 

from zero to 1.00, and values close to 1.00 indicate good fit (Byrne, 2001). The current 
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model was recursive and identified. Confirmatory factor analysis produced a model of good 

fit (χ² = (55) 147.90, p < .001, RMSEA = .07, GFI = .94, CFI = .94).  

Further analyses of the NVOBS subscales 

Subscales were derived from the factors by totaling the items for each of the five 

offending behaviour factors. The subscale totals were screened for outliers and normality 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For each variable outliers were reduced, so that the most 

extreme scores were recoded to be the equivalent value to the next most extreme score. 

Descriptive statistics are provided for each subscale (i.e. general violence, drug-related 

offences, IPV, criminal damage, and theft) in Table 4.2.  

It is evident from Table 4.2 that the data is overdispersed (variance is higher than 

the corresponding mean). Therefore negative binomial regression (see p. 157 for 

discussion) was used in the present case to test for differences between the factor analysis 

and the confirmatory factor analysis subsamples on each of the five NVOBS subscales. The 

Goodness of Fit statistics were satisfactory as the Pearson Chi-Square value should be near 

1 (general violence: Value/df = .69; drug-related offences: Value/df = 0.59; IPV: Value/df 

= 0.75; criminal damage: Value/df = 0.65; theft: Value/df = 0.61). There were no 

significant differences between the factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis 

subsamples on each of the five NVOBS subscales: general violence (Wald χ² (1) = 0.97, p 

= 0.33), drug-related offences (Wald χ² (1) = 0.07, p = 0.79), IPV (Wald χ² (1) = 0.14, p = 

0.71), criminal damage (Wald χ² (1) = 0.75, p = 0.39), and theft offences (Wald χ² (1) = 

0.13, p = 0.72). Therefore the data from the two subsamples (FA and CFA) were combined, 

and means, standard deviations and frequencies of scores were calculated for each subscale 

overall, and for men and women separately.
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Table 4.2. Means and standard deviations of NVOBS subscales overall and by sex (n = 653), and χ² and d for sex differences 

Factor  Overall        Men         Women    χ²  dª 

  Mean (SD)    Range (%0) Mean   (SD)    Range (%0) Mean (SD)    Range (%0) 

GV  7.85 (11.13)   0-39 (30.2%) 10.44 (12.26)  0-39 (23.7%) 5.65 (9.55) 0-23 (35.8%)         21.89 (1)*        .43 

IPV  1.74 (3.01)     0-11 (57.8%) 0.84 (1.85)  0-9 (69.3%) 2.51 (3.55) 0-11 (48%)              51.32 (1) *     -.59 

IPV-V  1.47 (2.31)     0-8 (57.7%) 2.03     (2.90) 0-8 (53.3%) 1.00     (1.51)  0-4 (61.4%)         24.34 (1)*        .45 

Drugs  2.40 (4.24)     0-16 (61.3%) 3.64 (5.52)  0-16 (56.3%) 1.99 (3.73) 0-12 (65.4%)         10.97 (1)*        .35 

CD  0.79 (1.62)     0-5 (74%) 1.12 (1.86)  0-5 (64.7%) 0.50 (1.31)  0-5 (81.9%)         16.66 (1)*        .39 

Theft  1.00 (1.82)     0-6 (69.7%) 1.37 (2.19)  0-6 (63%) 0.68 (1.35) 0-4 (75.4%)         15.34 (1)*        .38 

Total Non-V 4.76 (6.29)     0-26 (36.4%) 6.65     (7.70)   0-26 (28.3%)   3.16     (4.15)  0-13 (43.3%)          39.63 (1)*        .56 

* p < .001 

ª Minus sign indicates that women‟s values are higher than men‟s. 
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Negative Binomial Regressions (NBR) were used to test for sex differences on the 

five NVOBS subscales (see Table 4.2 for the NBR results), plus IPV victimisation (IPV-V) 

and total nonviolent offending. The Goodness of Fit statistics were again satisfactory as the 

Pearson Chi-Square values were near 1 (general violence: Value/df = 0.67; drug-related 

offences: Value/df = 0.51; IPV: Value/df = 0.86; IPV-V: Value/df = 0.89; criminal damage: 

Value/df = 0.76; theft: Value/df = 0.62; total nonviolent offending: Value/df = 1.03). Men 

perpetrated higher levels of general violence (Wald χ² (1) = 21.89, p < .001), drugs (Wald 

χ² (1) = 10.97, p < .001), criminal damage (Wald χ² (1) = 16.66, p < .001), theft offences 

(Wald χ² (1) = 15.34, p < .001), and total nonviolent offences (Wald χ² (1) = 39.63, p < 

.001) than women, but women perpetrated significantly more IPV (Wald χ² (1) = 51.32, p < 

.001) than men. Men reported significantly more IPV victimisation than women (Wald χ² 

(1) = 24.34, p < .001). According to Cohen‟s (1988) criteria, effect sizes (shown in Table 

4.2) were small for drug-related offences, theft and criminal damage, and medium for IPV, 

IPV victimisation, general violence and total nonviolent offending.  

 

Intercorrelations between the five offending behaviours 

 Table 4.3 shows the Pearson correlations between the five identified offence types 

separately for men and women to indicate the interrelatedness of offending for men and 

women. The results revealed small to moderate significant correlations between all offences 

for women, and small to moderate significant correlations between most offences for men. 

For men IPV was not correlated with drug offences or criminal damage. Overall the 

correlational results suggest that men‟s and women‟s violent and nonviolent offending is 

interrelated, and supports the theory that offenders are „cafeteria‟ criminals rather than 

specialists and are likely to be involved in a variety of criminal behaviour where there is 
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opportunity (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). There was no evidence of multicollinearity as 

there were no correlations above .70.
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Table 4.3. Pearson correlations for all five categories of offending behaviour for men and women 

    Men                       Women 

   GV IPV IPV-V Drugs CD Theft   GV IPV IPV-V Drugs CD Theft 

GV    - .20* - .18* .35* .33*   - .28* - .20* .31* .26* 

IPV      - .65* .03 .01 .20*    - .71* .23* .21* .23* 

Drugs      - .38* .40*      - .35* .39* 

CD       - .47*       - .43* 

* p < .001       
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Associations between the five offending behaviours 

 In order to follow up the correlations between self-reports of different types of 

offences, we used NBR to analyse the association between general violence, and then IPV, 

using the other variables as the predictors, separately for men and women. Table 4.4 shows 

the results of NBR with general violence as the criterion and the other categories of 

offending as predictors. The Pearson Chi-Square Goodness of Fit statistic was satisfactory 

for men (Value/df = 1.15) and women (Value/df = 1.01). For both men and women two 

variables were significant predictors of general violence: criminal damage and IPV. Table 

4.5 shows the NBR analysis using IPV as the criterion variable. The Pearson Chi-Square 

Goodness of Fit statistic was satisfactory for men (Value/df = 1.36) and women (Value/df = 

1.35). General violence was the only significant predictor of IPV for men and women. 

These analyses confirm the close association between different types of violent offending, 

as well as with violent and nonviolent offending. Each table contains the z statistic for 

comparing the equality of the regression coefficients between men and women using the 

formula suggested by Paternoster, Brame, Mazerolle and Piquero (1998: p. 862) and also 

Howell (1997: p. 260): 

 

 

 

There were no significant sex differences between the beta coefficients.  
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Table 4.4. Negative Binomial Regression of the other categories of criminal behaviour onto self-reported general violence 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

     Men      Women 

Parameter    B   SE       χ²    B  SE        χ²     z 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

IPV        .11  .05       5.42*        .08 .02   11.22**   .50 

Drugs       .01  .02         .15     .02 .04       .16    .20 

Criminal damage     .15  .05    10.59*     .19 .07     7.33*   .44 

Theft       .07  .04      3.08     .08 .07     1.38    .13 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

** p < .001 * p < .01 
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Table 4.5. Negative Binomial Regression of the other categories of criminal behaviour onto self-reported IPV 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Men      Women 

Parameter    B   SE     χ²    B  SE      χ²    z 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

General Violence   .03 .01 5.38*    .05 .01 13.64** 1.00 

Drugs             -.02 .03   .74    .07 .04 2.65  1.80 

Criminal damage           -.05 .07   .48    .01 .07   .03    .60 

Theft              .13 .06 4.22    .08 .07 1.23    .56 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

** p < .001 * p < .01 
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4.4. Interim discussion 

The aim of this study was to develop a self-report measure of violent and nonviolent 

offending behaviour which could be used by researchers to investigate the range of self-

reported offending behaviour in men and women in non-forensic populations. Exploratory 

and confirmatory factor analysis revealed five factors measuring violent and nonviolent 

offending behaviour in men and women. These were: general violence, IPV, drug-related 

offences, criminal damage, and theft. These categories are similar to the Home Office crime 

categories, and cover similar categories, such as violent crime, acquisitive crime, 

vandalism/criminal damage, and drug offences (Home Office, 2010). The NVOBS was 

found to be psychometrically sound, with the resulting subscales having moderate to good 

internal consistency. Therefore the NVOBS should be a useful instrument for measuring 

offending behaviour in non-selected samples, such as the ones used in the present study 

(although it is currently only known to be suitable for use within student populations, and 

further research will seek to assess its generalisability). 

The new questionnaire distinguishes the components of offending, and allows for 

comparisons to be made between male and female offending. It can be used to detect 

overlap and commonalities between these different types of crime and can therefore be 

used to inform generalist and specialist theories of crime. Examining sex differences in the 

NVOBS factors has provided support for previous research. We found that men self-

reported more general violence than women: this was an expected finding, as a large body 

of research suggests that men are usually more aggressive than women outside intimate 

relationships, at every age and for various measures (Archer, 2004, 2009; Moffitt et al., 

2001). The finding that men are more generally violent than women fits with the sexual 

selection theory where intrasexual competition is motivated by status and resource 

acquisition, in order to successfully secure a mate or to protect an established relationship 
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from rival males (Archer, 2004). Therefore sex differences should be most evident during 

young adulthood to correlate with the peak of reproductive competition (Daly & Wilson, 

1988; Wilson & Daly, 1985). The current sample comprised predominantly young adults as 

the mean age of the current sample was 22 years. 

The results also indicated that women perpetrated more physical aggression towards 

their intimate partners than men did. This was according to self-reports and victimisation 

reports. This sex difference in the female direction of IPV perpetration is consistent with 

some previous research. Research using unselected samples (such as student samples) 

suggests that women can be as physically aggressive as men within intimate relationships, 

if not more so (Archer, 2000, 2002, 2006; Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2003; Mirrlees-Black 

et al., 1998; Moffitt et al., 2001; Thornton, Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2010). Therefore the 

current findings are consistent with family conflict theory, and are inconsistent with 

feminist theory. When interpreting this finding culture needs to be considered because the 

sex difference in the female direction occurs more in developed western nations, such as 

the UK, USA and Canada, where gender equality and individualism are both high (Archer, 

2006, 2009).  

The current research also indicated a significant sex difference in IPV victimisation, 

where men reported more IPV victimisation than women: men being victimised more fits 

with the findings that women perpetrate more IPV. The victimisation result provides broad 

support for British Crime Survey data which has found that equal numbers of men and 

women reported being victims of IPV in the last year (Coleman et al., 2007; Mirrlees-Black 

et al., 1998). The correlations between IPV perpetration and victimisation were large and 

significant for men and women in the sample, which also supports the argument of mutual 

combat within relationships (e.g. Cascardi, Langhinrichsen & Vivian, 1992; Straus & 

Ramirez, 2007). Common couple violence (Johnson, 1995) is the most common type of 
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mutual IPV and is characterised by „everyday‟ conflicts that typically involve the use of 

aggressive tactics by both couple members. Alternatively, the violence may be occurring 

cyclically where the victim seeks revenge or is retaliating against the partner for a prior 

wrongdoing, thereby becoming the perpetrator.  

Reporting issues may have influenced the finding that women are more physically 

aggressive in relationships than men. Research has indicated that both men and women 

underreport their perpetration of IPV compared to reports about their partners, but this bias 

is more pronounced for men (Archer, 1999), leading to sex differences being slightly more 

in the female direction for perpetrators‟ reports than for victims‟ reports (Archer, 2000). 

This reporting bias may have affected the current results for perpetration if men disclosed 

less of their IPV perpetration than women did. 

Alternatively, the current findings may be related to male students having more to 

lose in terms of reputation by physically aggressing against their female partners: in a 

student sample, people live within close proximity of each other, so that any IPV by men is 

likely to be detected. Male IPV is not socially sanctioned in such groups, making it more 

likely female victims would seek help and others would intervene on the women‟s behalf 

(Felson, 2002). Therefore male students may have more to lose in a student sample than 

males in a community sample, and so they may inhibit their aggression towards their 

female partners, as the costs of not doing so are particularly high. Women‟s IPV is not 

viewed as negatively as men‟s and evokes less disapproval (Gerber, 1991), and therefore 

may attract less third party involvement. Therefore, men may inhibit their aggression 

towards their female partners, particularly when the consequences of not doing this are 

severe.  

Knowing that the man is unlikely to be violent in such situations, women may feel 

more comfortable aggressing against their partner, safe in the knowledge that they are 
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unlikely to be retaliated against. This would account for the higher levels of female than 

male IPV. Indeed, there is some research which is consistent with this. Fiebert and 

Gonzalez (1997) examined the reasons for female-initiated IPV in a sample of 978 

undergraduate women (77% were between the ages of 20 and 30, similar to the mean age of 

the current sample), and found that 29% of these women reported that they had initiated 

violence in their relationship. Of the 285 women admitting IPV initiation, 38% believed 

that their violence would not hurt their partner, 24% believed that the man should be able to 

protect themselves and therefore the woman was not concerned about her level of violence, 

and 19% believed that their partner would not retaliate because “most men have been 

trained not to hit a woman” (p. 587). Therefore these beliefs, coupled with social 

disapproval of male violence, may serve to increase female IPV and decrease male IPV in 

general, but particularly in a university setting where there is less chance of concealing this 

behaviour. This may explain the current findings. 

Perpetration of IPV will have severe negative effects on the male‟s reputation, as 

male violence towards women violates the chivalry social norm (Felson, 2002), which 

serves to protect women, and male-to-female violence is viewed more negatively by third 

parties than female-to-male violence (Felson, 2002). Therefore men may be less likely to 

engage in IPV due to the damaging effect it would have on their reputation. Men‟s 

inhibition and the costs of IPV perpetration being lower for women than men may serve to 

facilitate women‟s violence towards her partner (George, 1994), which would result in 

fewer male perpetrators and more female perpetrators in a sample such as the current 

student sample. 

Both men and women are more likely to perpetrate nonviolent than violent offences 

as the risk of confrontation, and therefore of physical harm, are lower. From an 

evolutionary perspective, avoiding harm increases the likelihood of reproductive success in 
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both sexes (Campbell, 1999). Women‟s involvement in nonviolent offences is consistent 

with the forensic literature, which suggests that women are more risk-averse than men, due 

to their greater parental investment, and so they generally perpetrate offences where there is 

low risk for physical harm in order to ensure their own, as well as their children‟s, survival 

(Campbell 1999; Campbell, 2002). We found that men perpetrated more nonviolent 

offences (drugs, criminal damage and theft) than women, which supports existing research 

findings (e.g. Moffitt et al., 2001). The effect sizes were smallest for drug-related offences, 

theft, and criminal damage and largest for IPV and general violence. This is consistent with 

Campbell‟s (1999) evolutionary theory that women would most resemble men in their 

perpetration of nonviolent offences. This pattern in the magnitude of sex differences has 

also been indicated by longitudinal research (e.g. Moffitt et al., 2001) and in a meta-

analysis (Smith & Visher, 1980). The sexual selection theory may also account for why 

men may be involved in more nonviolent crimes than women. Men may employ strategies 

such as stealing or damaging resources in order to outcompete rivals and increase the 

likelihood of their own access to females (Kanazawa & Still, 2000; Walsh, 2000).  

Drug use involves entering into the criminal underworld (Steffensmeier & Allan, 

1996) where the likelihood of being involved in more crime is greater: therefore the sex 

difference in drug use may be related to women being less likely to be able to access drug 

resources due to the perceived high risk of associating with the criminal underworld, or 

having less need for access as men obtain drugs for women. Men are more sensation-

seeking than women (Cross et al., 2011; Roberti, 2004; Zuckerman, 1994), and drug use is 

a sensation seeking activity, and is therefore an activity that men are more likely to be 

involved in. Furthermore, the item being part of a “gang of 3 plus fighting, causing 

damage/disturbance” loaded strongly onto the drug-related offending subscale, and gang 

members are predominantly male (Bjerregaard & Smith, 1993, Campbell, 1991; Esbensen, 
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et al., 1993; Esbensen & Winfree, 1998; Fagan, 1990; National Alliance of Gang 

Investigators Associations, 2005, 2009). Therefore the “gang” item may contribute to the 

sex difference as men are more likely to be involved in gang activity than are women.  

The current findings indicated moderate to high correlations between the offence 

categories for men and women, which suggests that perpetration of one type of offence is 

associated with the perpetration of other types of offence. This provides broad support for 

Felson‟s (2002) general theory of violence and Gottfredson and Hirschi‟s (1990) General 

Theory of Crime. However, we did find that IPV and some of the nonviolent offending 

categories were unrelated for men, which suggests less overlap of offending behaviour in 

men than in women. The overlap of IPV with other violent and nonviolent crime is 

inconsistent with feminist and family conflict theory because it suggests that IPV is not a 

completely specialist type of crime. Our results support and extend those of Farrington et 

al. (2006) and Gottfredson and Hirschi (2007), who found that offenders commit a wide 

variety of criminal acts. They also support the findings of Moffitt et al. (2000), that many 

partner violence perpetrators are also violent towards others. This was indicated by the 

moderate correlations between perpetration of general violence and IPV for men and 

women. Therefore the current results provide broad support for the generalist theories of 

crime.  

The interrelationships between the different types of crime highlight the need for 

examining violent and nonviolent offences together. General violence and IPV predicted 

each other for men and women. General violence and IPV have been found to share the 

same risk factors (Moffitt et al., 2000; Tremblay et al., 2004). Therefore they are 

developmentally similar, and it would be expected that these two violent offences should 

co-occur as the shared risk factors indicate a general propensity to be aggressive towards 

others. General violence and criminal damage also predicted each other for men and 
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women, although the effect of general violence on criminal damage was greater for women 

than men.  

Recent research has found that general violence and criminal damage are associated 

(Howard & Dixon, 2011; Soothill, Francis & Fligelstone, 2002), but the finding that 

general violence has a greater association with criminal damage for women than men 

requires replication. General violence and criminal damage share similar interpersonal 

features, and criminal damage is likely to be preceded by a heated argument (Howard & 

Dixon, 2011). Therefore, women who are generally violent may be more likely than men to 

also resort to non-injurious methods of expressing their feelings following a heated 

argument, such as damaging their target‟s property. This would be consistent with the 

finding that men are more likely than women to express their anger directly towards their 

target in the form of physical aggression (Deffenbacher et al., 1996; Timmers et al., 1998) 

whereas women are more likely to express their anger in non-injurious ways, such as 

throwing things when angered (Campbell & Muncer, 1987). Considering that criminal 

damage is related to general violence and that women‟s general violence (i.e. towards non-

intimates) is more expressive than men‟s (e.g. Driscoll et al., 2006), it follows that 

women‟s criminal damage may also be more expressive than men‟s and may reflect a loss 

of inhibitory control (Campbell & Muncer, 2009). Taken together, these interrelationships 

between the offences indicate the comorbidity of violent and nonviolent offending 

behaviour.  

Studies such as the present one are limited in a number of ways. First, factor 

analysis itself has limitations. It is a highly subjective procedure at a number of stages. The 

judgments made throughout the analysis including deciding which analytic method to use, 

which rotation method to use, and how many factors or items to retain or omit at each 

stage. However we countered these limitations by confirming the same results using an 
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alternative rotation method which indicated a robust solution. Also, parallel analysis was 

used to identify the number of factors to retain. This has been suggested to be a more 

accurate method than using either Kaiser‟s Criterion or Cattell‟s Scree plot alone (Hayton 

et al., 2004). Furthermore, there can be any number of solutions and the interpretation of 

the solution is left to the researcher. There are also no external criteria against which to 

assess the validity of the solution. However, our use of CFA to confirm the NVOBS factor 

structure addresses this limitation. Acknowledging the limitations, both factor analysis and 

CFA have been widely used in scale development and are deemed to be very useful 

evaluative methods.  

A further potential limitation is that self-reports were used. Self-reports can be 

affected by socially-desirable responding, and participants may deliberately distort their 

responses by underreporting violent and antisocial acts in order to minimise their 

involvement. This has been found to be the case in the area of partner violence, where both 

men and women underreport their perpetration of IPV (Archer, 1999). Furthermore, we do 

not know whether the same results would be obtained through alternative data collection 

methods, for example victim reports or third party reports. Indeed, Study 1 found 

similarities in reporting of women‟s offending behaviour using different sources of data: 

self-reports, victim reports and third party data (see Thornton, Graham-Kevan & Archer, in 

press).  

All participants in the current study were university students. However the 

university sample used in the current study has a wide demographic range and there is a 

great deal of research in this area that has used student samples (see section 1.11. for 

details), and therefore this scale will be of use in similar future research. A non-student 

sample could also be used to establish norms and generalisability of the factor structure. 
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Therefore researchers using the NVOBS should report the internal consistency of the 

factors from their research samples.  

In conclusion, the questionnaire developed in this study is an improvement and 

extension of pre-existing measures because it is a comprehensive one that contains 

comparable questions for all three offence types (general violence, IPV and nonviolent 

offending), and uses the same response format throughout. The NVOBS appears to be a 

useful self-report measure of violent and nonviolent offending with good psychometric 

properties. This research was original in its examination of the comorbidity of violent and 

nonviolent offending simultaneously in men and women, which has not previously been 

investigated. 

In this Chapter we have suggested that there is some overlap in violent and 

nonviolent offending for men as well as women. Therefore we know that there are some 

men and women who are not selective in terms of which offences to engage in, and are 

instead involved in a variety of crimes. This provides broad support for the generalist 

theories of crime. The finding that IPV overlaps with violence towards others as well as 

nonviolent offences challenges feminist theories of IPV by suggesting that some partner 

violent men (and women) do not specialise. Through the overlap in offending we have 

indicated that often those who are violent towards their partners are the same people who 

are also violent outside their relationships as well as being involved in nonviolent offences. 

However, without examining the correlates of these offences we cannot rule out the 

possibility that these different types of violent and nonviolent behaviours may have 

different underlying origins and motivations. Therefore, as well as assessing the overlap in 

offending, it is complementary to assess whether (or not) different types of offending share 

the same predictors. To achieve this, Studies 3 and 4 investigate the predictors of men‟s and 
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women‟s violent and nonviolent offending behaviour. These results will further inform the 

generalist/specialist debate of offending. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

STUDY THREE: Adaptive and maladaptive personality traits as predictors of violent 

and nonviolent offending behaviour in men and women. 

 

The results from this chapter have been published: Thornton, A .J. V., Graham-

Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2010). Adaptive and maladaptive personality traits as 

predictors of violent and nonviolent offending behaviour in men and women. 

Aggressive Behaviour, 36, 177-186. 

 

5.1. Brief introduction and aims 

The differing perspectives of generality and speciality extend to personality and 

crime (Eysenck, 1964, p. 4). The specialist theory postulates that all of a persons actions are 

separate, specific, and sufficiently disconnected and therefore the idea of there being 

common personality traits is unlikely. Alternatively, the generalist view proposes that a 

persons different actions combine in “broad, general categories which give rise to traits and 

types; and that the notion of personality is quite indispensable” (Eysenck, 1964, p. 4).  

Therefore if personality is a stable dispositional trait that does not change across 

time and situations, we would expect personality traits to be stable across different 

offending situations. Eysenck (1964, p. 21) states that “conduct is sufficiently general that 

we should enquire into the causes of generality, and that it appears to be related to 

personality to such an extent that we should enquire into the precise nature of the 

relationship”. Therefore, as suggested by Eysenck, the current research enquires into the 

relationship between personality and crime. The generality perspective allows us to 
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investigate similarities between offenders, and is therefore of direct relevance to the aims of 

the current research. 

There has been much research interest in the relationship between personality and 

offending behaviour (Blackburn, 1993; Krueger, Caspi, Moffitt, Silva & McGee, 1996; 

Harris, Rice & Quinsey, 1993), and personality disorders (PDs) and offending behaviour 

(e.g. Hart & Hare, 1996). As a result, personality has been regarded as an influential risk 

factor for violent and nonviolent offending behaviour. See Chapter 1 section 1.10.1. for a 

detailed discussion of personality traits and disorder traits. 

The “Big Five” have been investigated in relation to offending behaviour and 

research suggests that neuroticism, agreeableness and conscientiousness are related to 

general violence (Bettencourt et al., 2006; Caprara et al., 1994; Jensen-Campbell & 

Graziano, 2001; Miller et al., 2003; Sharpe & Desai, 2001; Suls, Martin & David, 1998), 

IPV (Barnes, Greenwood & Sommer, 1991; Buss, 1991; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Moffitt et 

al., 2000; Robins, Caspi & Moffitt, 2002; Sommer, Barnes & Murray, 1992), and 

nonviolent offending (Eysenck, 1996; Heaven, 1996; Walker & Gudjonsson, 2006). 

Finding that personality traits are associated with different types of offending behaviour 

provides some support for Eysencks (1964) theory of the generalist perspective of crime. 

Personality disorders are also strong predictors of violence among offenders (e.g. 

Hart & Hare, 1996), and the presence of personality disorders among IPV male and female 

perpetrators is often found (Simmons et al., 2005). Research suggests that cluster A and B 

PDs are related to general violence, IPV, and nonviolent offending (Barros & Serafim, 

2008; Craig, 2003; Dutton, 1994b; Dutton, 1995; Ehrensaft et al., 2006; Henning et al., 

2003; Hines et al., 2007; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000; Simmons et al., 2005). Cluster C 

also relates to IPV, although the precise relationship is unclear (Ehrensaft et al., 2006). 

Finding that cluster A and B PDs relates to both men‟s and women‟s IPV perpetration 



 198 

supports the argument that the underlying correlates of IPV do not differ by sex. This does 

not fit with the feminist theory that IPV is a specialist crime by men towards women: for 

example we would not expect traits such as jealousy, overpossessiveness, and suspicion to 

be associated with women‟s defensive aggression. Therefore, this suggests that men and 

women have similar reasons for perpetrating IPV, which suggests that IPV has an 

underlying cause unrelated to sex. This supports Felson‟s (2002) argument that IPV should 

be investigated as violence rather than sexism. 

Personality as a theory for IPV contrasts with the feminist theory in a number of 

ways. Firstly, the feminist theory is specific in that it is applied to all men and not women. 

Whereas personality theory suggests that the individual differences associated with IPV do 

not apply to everyone, and therefore only some men (and some women) will be violent 

towards their partners. Feminists propose that perpetrators of IPV are not deviant because 

IPV is sanctioned by society, and is therefore a normal part of all men‟s behaviour. 

However personality theory would suggest that it is only those who are atypical who would 

perpetrate IPV. Therefore finding relationships between personality and IPV perpetration 

would conflict with the feminist theory of IPV, particularly if personality affected the 

behaviour of both sexes. 

Furthermore, if the three offence types (IPV, general violence and nonviolent 

offending) share the same underlying causes (e.g. cluster B PDs), this would suggest that 

the different types of crime may be similar rather than distinct. This would also contrast 

with the feminist theory which states that IPV is rooted in patriarchy and therefore has a 

different etiology to other types of violence. Together prior research findings suggest that 

violent as well as nonviolent offenders show evidence of personality disorders and have 

lower adaptive personality traits. 
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Existing research has typically investigated personality alongside either nonviolent 

offending, or general violence or IPV. However, separate analysis does not allow for 

commonalities between offences to be detected. Therefore to inform theories on the 

generalist or specialist nature of offending it is important to study the correlates of different 

types of offences together.  

Eysenck (1996) concluded that “personality is a concept that is an essential feature 

of any acceptable theory of criminality” (p. 34), therefore personality was investigated in 

the current research to inform the general theories of crime. Furthermore, there appear to be 

no studies investigating both adaptive and maladaptive personality in violent (general 

violence and IPV) and nonviolent offending behaviour simultaneously in men and women. 

The current research aims to address this, by using the „Big Five‟ personality traits to 

investigate adaptive personality and the IPDE-SQ to investigate maladaptive personality 

traits, with all three offence categories in men and women. It is important to investigate 

adaptive as well as maladaptive personality so as to avoid labeling people with a „deviant 

personality‟, and to assess how adaptive traits may also be involved. Focusing only on the 

maladaptive part of personality can lead to psychopathologising of offenders. Therefore, 

considering personality in terms of adaptive and maladaptive traits considers protective as 

well as risk factors. This extends current knowledge of the role of personality in offending 

behaviour, which may have important clinical implications. 

Violent and nonviolent offending behaviour was assessed in a single, mixed-sex, 

population. A comprehensive measure of general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending 

behaviour was administered to male and female students, together with measures of 

personality and personality disorder traits. The purpose of this study was to investigate 

predictors of violent and nonviolent offending separately for men and women to assess 

whether there were offence-specific and sex-specific risk factors. It was predicted that: 
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1. Personality disorders would predict offending behaviour, specifically: 

a) Cluster B PDs would be positively associated with all three offences 

b) Cluster A would be positively associated with  IPV 

c) Cluster C may be associated with IPV 

2. Adaptive personality traits would be protective factors for offending 

behaviour, specifically: 

a) Agreeableness and neuroticism would be associated with both types 

of aggressive behaviour 

b) Conscientiousness would be associated with all three types of 

offending behaviour 

 

5.2. Method 

5.2.1. Participants 

Participants were a convenience sample recruited on a British university campus. 

There were 116 (39.1%) men and 181 (60.9%) women. Ages ranged from 18 to 49 with a 

mean of 23.83 years (men: 23.08; women: 24.31). The response rate was 71.6%. Of the 358 

returned questionnaires, 61 were removed either due to missing data, respondents not 

having had a partner in the past 12 months or respondents not being in a heterosexual 

relationship: therefore 297 were retained for analysis. Individuals in homosexual 

relationships were not included in the present study for the same reasons as detailed in 

section 3.2.1. 

5.2.2. Measures 

Full details of the measures used are discussed in Chapter 2. 

 

 



 201 

Offending behaviour 

The Nonviolent and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale (NVOBS: Thornton, 

Graham-Kevan & Archer, submitted) was used. Cronbach‟s alpha (α) was α =.90 for 

general violence, α =.75 for IPV perpetration, and α =.75 for nonviolent offending.  

Adaptive personality 

The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP, Goldberg, 1999) was used to measure 

adaptive personality.  Cronbach‟s alpha (α) was used to assess scale reliability and found to 

be α =.86 for Extraversion, α =.77 for Agreeableness, α =.76 for Conscientiousness, α =.84 

for Neuroticism and α =.71 for Openness/Intellect.  

Maladaptive personality 

The International Personality Disorder Examination – Screening Questionnaire 

(IPDE-SQ, Loranger et al., 1997) was used to measure maladaptive personality. Personality 

disorder traits are referred to throughout rather than personality disorders, because the 

IPDE-SQ is a screening questionnaire and not a diagnostic tool. Cronbach‟s alpha (α) was 

used to assess scale reliability and found to be α =.68 for cluster A PD traits, α =.77 for 

cluster B PD traits, and α =.77 for cluster C PD traits.  

5.2.3. Procedure 

A questionnaire pack (containing the measures listed above) was distributed to 

university students on campus, along with return envelopes. Participants were recruited 

from open access computer rooms, the university library and from large lectures. 

Participants were from a variety of courses, including Psychology. Students did not receive 

course credit or compensation for taking part in the research. See Chapter 2 for details of 

ethical considerations. 
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5.3. Results 

5.3.1. Data screening 

Prior to analysis, the data was screened for accuracy, missing data, outliers and 

normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For each variable outliers were reduced, so that the 

most extreme scores were recoded to be the equivalent value to the next most extreme 

score. There were no multivariate outliers. Once outliers had been adjusted there were no 

violations of normality. A p value of .05 was deemed not to be stringent enough as it may 

result in type I errors: therefore an alpha level of .01 was used throughout. 

5.3.2. Statistical analysis 

Frequency of offending 

Frequency scores were calculated for each personality disorder trait and personality 

trait separately for men and women. The means and standard deviations are presented in 

table 5.1. A series of independent samples t-tests were used to test for sex differences 

between the individual difference variables of personality disorder traits and personality 

traits. There were no significant sex differences on any of the personality disorder traits. 

There were significant sex differences for agreeableness, conscientiousness and neuroticism 

where women were found to score higher than men. The effect sizes were large for 

agreeableness and neuroticism, and were medium for conscientiousness, according to 

Cohen‟s (1988) criteria. 
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Table 5.1. Means and standard deviations for each personality disorder traits and 

personality trait for men and women, and t and d values for sex differences¹ 

Personality disorder traits     Men           Women     

and personality traits.    Mean     S.D.  Mean     S.D.  t (df)                d ª 

Paranoid   2.12      1.40   2.16      1.42     0.22 (279)        -0.03 

Schizoid   1.41      1.12   1.16      1.23     1.67 (279)         0.21 

Schizotypal   2.02      1.58   1.82      1.65     0.98 (280)         0.12 

Histrionic   2.57      1.82   2.77      1.74     0.79 (278)        -0.11 

Antisocial   1.07      1.09   0.71      0.99     2.79 (280)         0.35 

Narcissistic   2.96      1.80   2.43      1.79     2.35 (279)         0.30 

Borderline   2.22      1.93   2.76      2.24     2.04 (280)        -0.26 

Compulsive   2.90      1.76   3.46      1.56     2.75 (278)        -0.34 

Dependent   1.89      1.70   2.16      1.89     1.20 (280)        -0.15 

Avoidant    3.52      2.16   3.63      2.34     0.40 (279)        -0.05 

Extraversion 32.49      6.53 33.16      7.35     0.79 (216.06)   -0.10 

Agreeableness 37.99      5.12 41.34      4.68     5.52 (280)**    -0.68 

Conscientiousness 32.34      4.96 35.10      5.89     4.16 (225.87)**-0.51 

Neuroticism# 32.50      6.49 27.26      6.89 6.17 (280)**   0.78 

Openness  35.21      4.98 35.35      4.93 0.23 (280)     -0.03 

ª Minus sign signifies higher scores for women than men, except neuroticism, see below. 
# A lower score on the neuroticism scale means higher in neuroticism. 
** significant at p<.001 
¹ The findings are no different when age is controlled. 
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Correlational analyses 

Table 5.2 shows the Pearson correlations between individual difference variables 

and each offence category, separately for men and women. There were medium and 

significant correlations between the three non-violent factors (criminal damage and theft: r 

= .39, p < .001; criminal damage and drugs: r = .31, p< .001; theft and drugs: r = .39, p < 

.001), therefore these were collapsed into one scale in order to be more parsimonious and 

interpretable, and to fit with the main hypotheses of the research questions. There are 

similarities and differences between the correlations for men and women. General violence 

was significantly related to IPV perpetration and nonviolent offending in both sexes, 

suggesting that general violence overlaps to some degree with perpetration of other 

offences. However, IPV was only significantly related to nonviolent offending in women, 

suggesting less overlap in this case for men, although despite being weak, the correlation 

was in the same direction for men.  Age was significantly related to general violence, but 

not IPV or nonviolent offending, for both men and women, suggesting that both sexes are 

less generally violent with age. Cluster A PD traits (paranoid, schizoid, schizotypal) were 

significantly correlated with IPV and nonviolent offending in men. Cluster B PD traits 

(histrionic, antisocial, narcissistic, borderline) were related to all three offence types in both 

men and women. Cluster C PD traits (compulsive, dependent, avoidant) were not 

significantly related to any of the offence types in either sex. Of the „Big Five‟ traits, men‟s 

nonviolent offending was negatively associated with conscientiousness and with 

neuroticism, whereas women‟s IPV was negatively associated with neuroticism and their 

general violence was negatively associated with agreeableness. These findings indicate sex 

similarities and differences in the associations between offence types and personality 

variables.  



 205 

 
Table 5.2. Pearsons correlations between general violence (GV), IPV, nonviolent offending 

(NV), personality disorder traits, personality traits and age, for men‟s and women‟s self-

reports (N = 116 men, 181 women). 

               Men    Women  

   GV  IPV  NV  GV IPV NV 

Age  -.35* -.10 -.19  -.33** -.17 -.19 

Paranoid    .23  .26  .19   .19*  .26**  .17 

Schizoid    .14  .37**  .16  -.12  .06 -.002 

Schizotypal    .30*  .42**  .40**   .07  .11  .05 

Cluster A total    .31**  .46**  .33*   .10  .18  .14 

Histrionic    .33*  .18  .47**   .21*  .15  .30** 

Antisocial    .36*  .24*  .41**   .19*  .26**  .26** 

Narcissistic    .27*  .04  .19*   .16  .16  .21* 

Borderline    .34**  .35**  .49**   .15  .30**  .22* 

Cluster B total    .46**  .29*  .55**   .25*  .32**  .36** 

Compulsive    .07  .04 -.07  -.02  .10  .08 

Dependent    .41**  .23  .27*   .03  .13  .04 

Avoidant    .19  .11  .11   .09  .14  .01 

Cluster C total    .29*  .16  .13   .06  .17  .08 

Extraversion    .12 -.02  .10   .09  .002  .15 

Agreeableness   -.02 -.11 -.17  -.31** -.14 -.15 

Conscientiousness -.07  .09 -.31*  -.13 -.06 -.14 

Neuroticism -.20 -.18 -.32**  -.14 -.24* -.16 

Openness  -.18 -.07 -.01  -.07  .002 -.02 

* significant at the .01 level, ** significant at the .001 level 
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Multiple Regression Analysis¹ 

Two hierarchical and four standard multiple regressions were conducted, to assess 

the predictors of general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending, separately for men and 

women. Hierarchical regression was used so that age could be controlled for general 

violence in step 1, since research has suggested that offending behaviour decreases with age 

and there were consistent negative correlations in the present study (Table 5.2); step 2 

added the other six predictor variables, three of the „big five‟ personality traits 

(agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism) and the three personality disorder trait 

clusters (A, B and C). Table 5.3 displays the standardised regression coefficients (β), R² for 

step 1, and R² change for step 2. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________ 
¹It would have been appropriate to use NBR here as the criterion variables were overdispersed. The 
data in this chapter was analysed prior to the discovery of the NBR technique. The analyses have 
been repeated using NBR, but the overall results were the same. Therefore the original published 
version of results remains in this Chapter. 
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Table 5.3. Summary of Hierarchical and Standard Regression analyses displaying the 

standardised regression coefficients (β) for personality traits and personality disorder traits, 

as predictors of (1) general violence, (2) IPV and (3) nonviolent offending, for men 

(N=116) and women (N=181). ¹, ² 

                              General Violence             IPV                  Nonviolent offending 

Variable                 Men     Women        Men    Women        Men      Women 

Step 1  

       Age                 -.35**      -.32**       

Step 2 

        Age                -.28*        -.25*        

       Cluster A          .16           .01      .41**     .03          .20       .03 

       Cluster B          .35*         .24*      .09        .33**      .47**      .39** 

       Cluster C          .11          -.10          -.05       -.05   -.18         -.04 

      Agreeableness   .00          -.22*     -.09       -.15   -.13      -.15 

Conscientiousness  -.03           .03        .12        .03   -.20*       .01 

       Neuroticism      .06          -.04      -.03       -.12   -.02      -.11 

Note. R² = .12 for step 1; ΔR² = .17 for step 2 (p < .01) – General violence men  
Note. R² = .10 for step 1; ΔR² = .10 for step 2 (p < .005) – General violence women  
* p < .01   ** p < .001. 
¹ Multiple regressions were also conducted using the yes/no variety scoring method (as advocated 
by Moffitt et al., 2000), however the overall results remain unchanged. The same variables 
predicted the criterion variables. 
² Regressions were also conducted using NBR using the scale developed in Chapter 4; the 
overall results remain unchanged. The same variables predicted the criterion variables. 
 

General violence for men. 

The hierarchical regression indicated that age explained a significant proportion of 

variance in general violence for men in step 1. In step 2, age and cluster B PD traits 
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significantly explained a further 17.4% of the variance. The increase in explained variance 

contributed by the final model was significant (F(7, 106) = 3.73, p < .01). Age was 

negatively associated with general violence suggesting that men get less violent as they get 

older. Cluster B PD traits were positively associated with violence, so that men scoring 

higher on these traits are more likely to be physically aggressive towards other people. 

Overall the model accounts for 29.6% of the variability (24.2% adjusted) in general 

violence for men and the overall regression model was significant (F(8, 106) = 5.56, p < 

.001).  

General violence for women. 

For women, a significant proportion of the variance in general violence was again 

explained by age in step 1. In step 2, age, cluster B PD traits, and agreeableness 

significantly explained a further 10.2% of the variance. The increase in explained variance 

contributed by the final model was significant (F(7, 168) = 3.08, p < .01). The negative 

association with age indicates that women‟s general violence decreases as they get older. 

Agreeableness was also negatively associated with general violence, and there was a 

positive association for cluster B PD traits (as there was for men). Overall the model 

accounts for 20.5% of the variability (16.7% adjusted) in general violence for women and 

the overall regression model was significant (F(8, 168) = 5.42, p < .001).  

IPV men 

Cluster A PD traits significantly explained 23.5% of the variance in IPV for men. 

The positive association for cluster A PD traits indicates that higher scores were associated 

with more physical aggression towards partners. Overall the model accounts for 23.5% of 

the variability (19.2% adjusted) in IPV for men, and the overall regression model was 

significant (F(8, 106) = 5.57, p < .001). 
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IPV women 

Cluster B PD traits significantly explained 16% of the variance. The positive 

association between these two variables indicates that the higher women score on cluster B 

PD traits the more likely they are to be physically aggressive towards their partner. The 

overall model accounts for 16% of the variability (13.1% adjusted) in IPV for women and 

the overall regression model was significant (F(8,168) = 5.53, p < .001).  

Nonviolent offending for men 

Cluster B PD traits and conscientiousness significantly explained 38.5% of the 

variance. The positive sign for cluster B PD traits indicates that men scoring higher on 

these traits are more likely to perpetrate nonviolent offences. The negative association for 

conscientiousness indicates that men scoring higher on this trait are less likely to perpetrate 

nonviolent offences. The overall model accounts for 38.5% of the variability (35.1% 

adjusted) in nonviolent offending for men and the overall regression model was significant 

(F(8, 106) = 11.38, p < .001).  

Nonviolent offending for women 

Cluster B PD traits significantly explained 18.3% of the variance. The positive 

association indicates that women scoring higher on cluster B PD traits are more likely to 

perpetrate nonviolent offences. The overall model accounted for 18.3% of the variability 

(15.5% adjusted) in nonviolent offending for women and the overall regression model was 

significant (F(8, 169) = 6.54, p < .001).  

Conclusions from multiple regression analyses. 

The multiple regressions suggest similarities and differences in the predictors of 

men‟s and women‟s offending. For general violence, men‟s and women‟s offending share 

two predictors, a negative association with age and a positive association with cluster B PD 

traits. However women‟s general violence was also predicted by lower agreeableness and 
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men‟s was not. The predictors of IPV perpetration were different for men and women. 

Men‟s perpetration of IPV was predicted by cluster A PD traits, whereas women‟s 

perpetration of IPV was predicted by cluster B PD traits. Both men‟s and women‟s 

nonviolent offending was predicted by higher cluster B PD traits. However, men‟s 

nonviolent offending was also predicted by lower conscientiousness, and women‟s was not. 

Overall these results suggest that men‟s and women‟s offence perpetration may share 

similar risk factors, and that there may also be risk and protective factors that are more 

relevant to one sex than the other. However only by comparing the magnitude of the 

correlations, as we do in the next section, can we conclude this. 

Comparison of male and female regression coefficients 

 In order to examine whether the effect of the risk factors on offending behaviour 

was the same for men and women the difference between the two independent regression 

coefficients was tested. The formula used to test the difference has been recommended by 

Paternoster et al. (1998: p. 862) and also Howell (1997: p. 260). See page 185 for the 

formula. 

For general violence there was no significant sex difference between the beta 

coefficients for age (z = 0.48), cluster A PD traits (z = 0.85), cluster B PD traits (1.73), 

cluster C PD traits (z = 1.25), agreeableness (z = 1.43), conscientiousness (z = .03), or 

neuroticism (z = 1.34). Therefore the effect of all risk factors on the perpetration of general 

violence is similar for males and females. Although there was no significant difference in 

the beta weights for the effect of agreeableness on men‟s and women‟s general violence, 

the beta for men was almost zero and agreeableness was found to be a significant predictor 

of women‟s general violence in the regression analysis. The lack of a significant sex 

difference in the beta weights may be because this procedure for examining the regression 

coefficients is quite a conservative test. 
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For IPV there was no significant sex difference between the beta coefficients for 

cluster A PD traits (z = 2.00), cluster C PD traits (z = 0.01), agreeableness (z = 0.88), 

conscientiousness (z = 0.13), or neuroticism (z = 1.00). There was a significant sex 

difference between the beta coefficients for cluster B PD traits (z = 2.59, p < .01), in that 

the effect of cluster B PD traits on IPV perpetration was significantly greater for females 

than males. Therefore the effect of all risk factors (except cluster B) on the perpetration of 

IPV is similar for males and females.  

For nonviolent offending there was no significant sex difference between the beta 

coefficients for cluster A PD traits (z = 1.29), cluster B PD traits (z = 1.66), cluster C PD 

traits (z = 0.88), agreeableness (z = 0.26), or neuroticism (z = 0.51). There was a significant 

sex difference between the beta coefficients for conscientiousness (z = 2.67, p < .01), in 

that the effect of conscientiousness on the perpetration of nonviolent offending was 

significantly greater for males than females. Therefore the effect of all risk factors (except 

conscientiousness) on the perpetration of nonviolent offending is similar for males and 

females.  

 

5.4. Interim discussion 

In the current study, self-reported offending was measured in men and women, 

together with personality variables. Investigating personality is important in order to inform 

theories of crime regarding the generalist or specialist nature of offending (Eysenck, 1964). 

The results suggested some consistent predictors of violent and nonviolent offending, but 

also revealed some unique risk and protective factors. In many ways, the current findings 

support previous research that has investigated one or two of the variables used in this 

study (offending behaviour, personality traits and personality disorder traits), but not all 

have previously been investigated together in the same sample. Therefore the current 
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research has extended previous findings by examining these variables simultaneously rather 

than in isolation. 

The current study found no sex differences in personality disorder traits. Previous 

studies have found sex differences in personality disorders but some of these could be the 

results of sex-bias in diagnosis (Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007). However the use of a 

self-report measure eliminates this bias because it does not involve clinicians diagnoses, 

this may explain why we did not find sex differences in PDs. Also, the current study only 

involved PD traits, so that the lack of sex differences could also be attributed to the use of 

traits rather than diagnoses in this study. Sex differences were found in three of the „Big 

Five‟ personality traits. Women scored higher than men on agreeableness, 

conscientiousness and neuroticism, which is consistent with the findings of previous 

research (Feingold, 1994; Heaven, 1993; Lippa, 2010; Schmitt et al., 2008).  

Similar to Moffitt et al. (2000), the current study suggests that although there are 

moderate relationships between the three offence types for both sexes (indicated in Chapter 

3), there are also some differences in predictors between offence types and between men 

and women. This suggests that the three offence types may have both shared and unique 

risk and protective factors in terms of their associations with personality variables: thus 

providing support that both the generalist and specialist approaches to crime are partially 

correct and partially incorrect. 

There were some shared predictors for general violence in men and women.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

Age and cluster B PD traits were significant predictors of general violence for both sexes, 

but agreeableness was a protective factor for women‟s general violence. The first 

association supports the well-known finding that offending behaviour in general 

(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 2007; Quetelet, 1833/1984), and violence in particular (e.g., 

Archer, 2004; Courtwright, 1996; Daly & Wilson, 1990, 2001; Eisner, 2003), decrease with 
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age. Cluster B PDs, such as borderline and antisocial PDs, have been associated with men‟s 

general violence in the batterer typology of Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994), but 

there is little prior research on women‟s general violence and maladaptive PD traits. 

Therefore the current research addresses the gap in this area of research. The regressions 

indicated that men‟s and women‟s general violence was related to cluster B PD traits, and 

by comparing the regression coefficients it was found that cluster B PD traits had a similar 

effect on male and female perpetration of general violence. Previous research has suggested 

that agreeableness is a protective factor for aggression in both sexes (Gleason et al., 2004; 

Sharpe & Desai, 2001), but in the current study this association was only found for women. 

These results suggest that men and women have some common risk factors for general 

violent offending, but that agreeableness may protect women but not men. 

Predictors for IPV were different for men and women. Men‟s IPV was predicted by 

higher cluster A PD traits whereas women‟s IPV was predicted by higher cluster B PD 

traits. Both cluster A and B PD traits correlated significantly with IPV for men, but the 

relationship was stronger for cluster A as only cluster A emerged as a significant predictor 

in the regression analysis, and only cluster B was a significant correlate of IPV in women.  

Cluster A PDs are the least researched cluster (Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007), 

and have not typically been linked with offending behaviour, so this is a novel finding. 

However, one cluster A PD (schizoid) has been associated with violent and criminal 

behaviour in the borderline subtype of IPV men (Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000) and with 

male and female IPV perpetration (Ehrensaft et al., 2006). Individuals with cluster A PDs 

have also been found to score higher on neuroticism and lower on agreeableness 

(Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 2007), results that correspond with previous links found 

between aggression and these two Big Five factors (Gleason et al., 2004; Sharpe & Desai, 

2001). This could account for the link between IPV and cluster A PD traits in the current 
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sample of men. Cluster A PD is the cluster that is closest to mental illness. It is possible that 

men need to be more disordered than women do before they perpetrate IPV, due to the 

inhibiting factor of negative social attitudes towards male perpetrators of IPV (Harris & 

Cook, 1994; Simon, Anderson, Thompson, Crosby, Shelley, & Sacks, 2001; Taylor, & 

Sorenson, 2005) and internalised chivalry.  

In the current sample, both men‟s and women‟s IPV correlated with borderline PD 

traits, which has previously been linked to men‟s (Dutton, 2003; Holtzworth-Munroe & 

Stuart, 1994) and women‟s (Spidel, Nicholls, Kendrick, Klein & Krop, 2004) perpetration 

of IPV. However, cluster B PD traits were only a significant predictor of IPV for women in 

the present study: comparing the beta coefficients indicated that cluster B PD traits had a 

greater effect on female than male IPV perpetration. These findings suggest that although 

male and female perpetrators of IPV indicate similar correlations with personality and PD 

traits, the predictors vary overall, indicating that there are likely to be risk factors for IPV 

that are unique for each sex. This provides some support for the feminist theory that men‟s 

and women‟s motivations for IPV are different. 

Previous research has suggested that low conscientiousness, low agreeableness and 

high neuroticism correlate with aggressive behaviour (Caprara et al., 1996; Tremblay & 

Ewart, 2005).  The current study found that high neuroticism was related to IPV in women, 

and that low agreeableness was related to general violence in women. These findings 

partially support previous research findings but are not consistent for both sexes. 

Cluster B PD traits were also a significant predictor of nonviolent offending in both 

sexes, but conscientiousness was a protective factor for men‟s (but not women‟s) 

nonviolent offending. Previous research has found an association of antisocial PD and 

nonviolent offending behaviour (Barros & Serafim, 2008; Emmelkamp & Kamphuis, 

2007), so that the present findings are consistent with these results. Previous research has 
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also found low conscientiousness to be associated with nonviolent offending (Heaven, 

1996), which supports the present findings for men but not for women. Conscientiousness 

refers to a person‟s ability to control impulses (John & Srivastava, 1999), and is therefore 

associated with impulsivity, low self-control and constraint, which have been widely linked 

to perpetration of crime (e.g. Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Therefore men who are low in 

conscientiousness have low self-control (or high impulsivity) and are more likely to 

perpetrate nonviolent crimes. Again there are similarities in men‟s and women‟s risk 

factors for offending behaviour, but there is also a protective factor, conscientiousness, that 

is specific to one sex.  

To conclude, the current study found that adaptive personality traits were not 

consistent predictors of offending in men and women: men‟s nonviolent offending was 

inversely related to conscientiousness, and women‟s general violence was inversely related 

to agreeableness. Maladaptive traits were related to all three offence types. Cluster B PD 

traits were a consistent predictor of offending behaviour in women, predicting involvement 

in general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending.. These traits were not as consistent a 

predictor for men, predicting only general violence and nonviolent offending. Men‟s IPV 

was instead predicted by cluster A PD traits, so that predictors of men‟s and women‟s IPV 

perpetration differed. This supports the view that there may be different risk factors 

involved in men‟s and women‟s IPV perpetration. This provides some support for the 

feminist view that men‟s and women‟s IPV has different motivations.  

Overall, the results suggest that offending behaviour is related to similar 

intrapersonal factors for men and women, with the exception of IPV. The common etiology 

for different offences suggests that they may be similar phenomena that stem from similar 

causes. In order to advance research in this area, other variables need to be investigated to 

determine whether predictors consistently vary between the offence types and sexes, or if 
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there are further shared risk factors. Therefore Study 4 leads on from these findings and 

assesses additional risk factors for men‟s and women‟s offending. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 STUDY FOUR: Violent and nonviolent offending behaviour in men and women: 

Their associations with anger, attachment, self-control, and psychopathic traits.  

 

6.1. Brief introduction and aims 

Following on from the investigation into personality variables, this study uses the 

same scale as before to widen out the variables that may be associated with the different 

types of offending in order to further inform the generalist/specialist theories of offending. 

Self-control is one variable to investigate for all forms of offending; attachment deprivation 

has also been associated with both violent and nonviolent offences; anger may be specific 

only to violent offences and may differentiate between violent and nonviolent offences; and 

psychopathic traits are characteristics of a versatile offender. Previous research has 

investigated these four variables individually in relation to specific offence types, but so far 

no research has investigated them all simultaneously with violent and nonviolent offending 

in a mixed-sex sample. Offending is the result of many complex factors, and all four of the 

variables in this study are related constructs (see section 1.10. for a discussion).  

Attachment is one form of individual difference variable, but it also has an 

interpersonal level to it. Bowlby (1946) was the first to relate insecure attachment to crime. 

He found that prolonged maternal separation had severe negative effects on the child: 

including the child becoming an “affectionless character” (p. 49) and a persistent offender. 

Bowlby noted that stealing was related to other offences including aggression, therefore 

insecure attachment may be a common etiology for different types of offence. There is 

evidence for a link between attachment and different forms of offending from the literature 

on the heterogeneity of IPV perpetrators. Indeed, insecure attachment has been found to be 
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characteristic of the subtypes of offenders who are violent in and outside their relationships, 

and engage in nonviolent criminal behaviour (e.g. Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; 

Tweed & Dutton, 1998). Therefore insecure attachment appears to be a correlate of 

different forms of offending. See section 1.10 for a full discussion of attachment and its 

association with crime.  

Anger is a reliable predictor of violent crime (Novaco, 1994; Howells, 1998), and 

can distinguish violent from nonviolent offenders (Archer & Haigh, 1997; Cornell, 

Peterson & Richards, 1999; Mills, Kroner & Forth, 1998; Selby, 1984): which suggests that 

violent offending may be distinct from nonviolent offending, which may support a 

specialist theory of crime. With regards to the current research it would be expected that 

anger would predict violent offending but would be unrelated to nonviolent offending in 

this research. However criminal damage has been found to share similar interpersonal 

features to general violence (e.g. Howard & Dixon, 2011), therefore criminal damage may 

provide a link between anger and nonviolent offending. Research has found that women are 

less likely than men to directly aggress against the target of their anger (Campbell, 2006) 

and therefore women may have “greater emotional and behavioural control” (p. 240) than 

men. The sex difference in anger expression may explain the gender gap in the perpetration 

of physical aggression. Therefore, in relation to the current study, anger may predict men‟s, 

but not women‟s, physical aggression. However, it would also be interesting to examine 

whether the sex difference in anger expression applies to both general aggression and also 

IPV, as this (to my knowledge) has not been investigated before.  

The majority of research in the area of anger has focused on male perpetrators of 

violence: therefore anger as a predictor of female violence needs further investigation. 

Indeed, Babcock, Canady, Graham & Schart (2007, p. 226) stated that “to date, no research 

has looked at anger among domestically violent women”. There are associations between 
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anger and attachment (see section 1.10), however, the roles of anger and attachment on 

violence have not been widely researched, particularly in women. Therefore research is 

required that simultaneously examines anger and attachment in both partner-violent and 

generally-violent men and women.   

Low self-control has been proposed as a predictor of all offending irrespective of its 

violent or nonviolent nature and irrespective of gender (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). 

Therefore we would expect to find that low self-control would be associated with all three 

types of offence studied in the current research. (See section 1.10. for a detailed discussion 

of low self-control). However, its relation to IPV has been queried (Moffitt et al., 2000), on 

the grounds that IPV is willful and intentional rather than impulsive (e.g. See Corvo & 

Johnson, 2003, Appendix A). However, some research has found associations between self-

control and relationship success (Tangney et al., 2004) or IPV (Hotaling et al., 1990): 

therefore low self-control may be related to IPV.  

Research has also identified a link between anger and low self-control (Alexander, 

et al., 2004; Driscoll et al., 2006; Tangney et al., 2004). Individuals with low self-control 

are more likely to express their anger aggressively, because these people will be less likely 

to be able to control or restrain their emotions or behaviours, instead acting impulsively in 

response to provocation. 

Psychopathic traits have been linked with criminal behaviour, including severe and 

violent crimes (Gendreu, Goggin & Smith, 2002; Hare, 1994, 1999; Hemphill, 2007; 

Hemphill, Hare & Wong, 1998; Leistico, Salekin, DeCoster & Rogers, 2008; Porter & 

Woodworth, 2006, 2007; Walters, 2003). See section 1.10.5 for a detailed discussion. 

Psychopaths have been found to be criminally versatile (e.g. Hart & Hare, 1997), and 

therefore psychopathic traits may be useful for identifying similarities between different 

types of violent and nonviolent offenders. Furthermore, psychopathic traits have not been 
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researched extensively in relation to IPV (Swogger et al., 2007). However, the 

psychopathology associated with the generally violent/antisocial subtype of IPV perpetrator 

(as proposed by Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994) is markedly similar to the core 

features of psychopathy (Cleckley, 1976). Therefore psychopathic traits may be important 

for identifying the similarities between IPV and generally violent offenders: thus 

supporting Felson‟s (2002) proposal that violence is violence. Furthermore, to date no 

research has simultaneously examined psychopathic traits as a predictor of IPV, general 

violence and nonviolent offences. Therefore this has yet to be investigated and is an 

original contribution to knowledge. 

In the current study attachment, psychopathic traits, self-control, and anger were 

used to predict general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending separately for men and 

women, using the same comprehensive measure of violent and nonviolent offending 

behaviour used in Study 3. Study 4 extends existing research (and the findings of Study 3) 

by investigating whether these alternative predictors are consistent between offences and 

between men and women, to see if there are any common risk factors. Overall this research 

builds on the existing research into women‟s violent and nonviolent offending behaviour to 

investigate whether women‟s perpetration of different offences has similar as well as 

different risk factors to those for men, thus informing the generalist and specialist theories 

of offending. The aim of the present study was to investigate predictors of violent and 

nonviolent offending separately for men and women to assess whether there were offence-

specific and sex-specific risk factors. It was predicted that: 

1. Low self-control would predict all offending behaviour. 

2. Anger expression would predict violent but not nonviolent offending. 

3. Insecure attachment would predict all offending behaviour. 

4. Psychopathic traits would predict all offending behaviour. 
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6.2. Method 

6.2.1. Participants 

Participants were a convenience sample recruited on a British university campus. 

There were 355 participants, 184 men and 171 women. Ages ranged from 18 to 56 with a 

mean of 21.74 (women = 21.82, men = 21.68). The response rate was 75.1%. Of the 413 

returned questionnaires, 58 were removed either due to missing data, respondents not 

having had a partner in the past 12 months or respondents not being in a heterosexual 

relationship: therefore 355 were retained for analysis. Individuals in homosexual 

relationships were not included in the present study for the same reasons as detailed in 

section 3.2.1. 

6.2.2 Measures 

Full details of the measures are provided in Chapter 2. 

Nonviolent and violent offending  

The NVOBS (see Chapters 2 and 3) was used to investigate IPV, general violence 

and nonviolent offending. This is the same measure of offending as used in Study 2. 

Cronbach‟s alpha (α) was used to assess scale reliability and found to be α =.88 for general 

violence, α =.86 for IPV and α =.78 for nonviolent offending. 

Attachment 

The Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) was used to 

measure self-reports of attachment. Two attachment dimensions were calculated for self 

and partner: attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. In the tables these have been 

labeled Attachment anxiety (S) or (P) and Attachment avoidance (S) or (P) - S refers to 

self-reports, P refers to reporting perceived partner attachment style. Reliabilities could not 

be calculated as they were single-item measures. 
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Anger 

Anger was measured using the anger subscale from Buss and Perry‟s (1992) 

Aggression questionnaire (AQ). Reliability was α = .83. 

Psychopathic traits 

The Youth Psychopathic Trait Inventory (YPI: Andershed, Kerr, Stattin & 

Levander, 2002) measured three subtypes of psychopathy: narcissism, callous-unemotional, 

and risktaking/impulsivity. Cronbach‟s alpha (α) was used to assess scale reliability and 

was found to be good (α = .88 for YPI total). For the three dimensions reliability was found 

to be α =.93 for narcissism, α = .71 for callous unemotional traits and α = .74 for 

impulsivity and risktaking.  

Low self-control 

Tangney, Baumeister and Boone‟s (2004) Brief Self-Control Scale measured self-

reports of self-control. Cronbach‟s alpha (α) was used to assess scale reliability and was 

found to be good (α = .80). 

6.2.3. Procedure 

The procedure was the same as for Study 3 (see section 4.2.3). See Chapter 2 for 

details of ethical considerations. 

 

6.3. Results 

6.3.1. Data screening 

The data screening procedure was the same as for Study 3 (see section 4.3.1). 

6.3.2. Statistical analysis 

Frequency of offending 

Frequency scores were calculated for each risk factor, separately for men and 

women. The means and standard deviations for each risk factor, along with t values and d 
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values for the sex differences are shown in Table 6.1. A series of independent samples t-

tests were used to test for sex differences for each risk factor. It was found that there were 

some sex differences in the risk factors. Men scored higher than women on narcissism, 

callous-unemotional and risk-taking psychopathic traits. Men and women also differed on 

their perceptions of their partner‟s attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. Women 

reported lower levels of partner attachment anxiety than men, and women reported higher 

levels of partner attachment avoidance than men. These were all medium to large effect 

sizes according to Cohen (1988). Men and women did not differ on levels of anger, self-

control, or on self-reports of their own attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance levels. 
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Table 6.1. Means and standard deviations for risk factor variables, for men and women (N 

= 184 men, 171 women), and t and d values for sex differences¹, ². 

Risk factor              Men      Women                                                   

                                       Mean    S.D.      Mean    S.D.           t (df)                     d ª 

YPI narcissism            41.17    11.68     33.78      9.90     6.37 (342.26)**  0.68 

YPI CU           32.35      6.15     29.53     4.93     4.71 (333.51)**  0.51 

YPI risk-taking         36.35    10.24     32.98     6.65     3.61 (343)**    0.39    

Anger  16.90      5.53     17.64     6.01    -1.22 (352)          -0.13 

Attachment anxiety (S) -1.96      4.20       -1.60    4.41      -.76 (322)          -0.09 

Attachment avoidance (S) -0.04      3.84       -0.03    4.12       -.04 (322)          -0.003 

Attachment anxiety (P) -0.19      3.56       -1.99    4.14       3.95 (291)** 0.47 

Attachment avoidance (P)  -1.63      3.74        0.26     4.05      -4.15 (291)**        -0.48 

Self-control 37.91     8.26      38.83     7.16       -1.10 (336)     -0.12 

ª Minus sign signifies higher values for women than men.  
** significant at .001 level 
¹ controlling for age has no effect on these sex differences.  
² Note that the attachment measures are overdispersed (NBR was not appropriate to use here as 
some attachment values are less than zero, which is invalid for negative binomial probability 
distribution). 
 
 

 Correlational analyses 

Table 6.2 shows the Pearson correlations between individual difference variables 

and each offence category, separately for men and women. There are similarities and 

differences between the correlations for men and women. Age was significantly negatively 

related to general violence, but only for men; age did not correlate with men‟s IPV or 

nonviolent offending, or with women‟s offending.  

The results from the YPI indicated some similarities between men and women. 

Narcissism was significantly related to all three offence types in men, but was only related 
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to general violence and nonviolent offending in women.  Callous-unemotional traits were 

significantly related to general violence and IPV but not nonviolent offending in women, 

and related to only IPV in men. Risk-taking was significantly correlated with all three 

offence types in women, but only correlated with general violence and nonviolent 

offending in men. Anger indicated a different pattern between the sexes. Anger correlated 

with both violent offences (general violence and IPV) for women, but only correlated with 

general violence in men. Attachment style was coded in terms of self attachment style and 

partner‟s attachment style. A persons‟ own attachment style did not correlate with any 

offence type, and neither did partner‟s attachment anxiety. However, partner‟s attachment 

avoidance was related to IPV, but only for women. This finding is consistent with previous 

research that has investigated the outcome where one partner demands intimacy and 

closeness, but the other partner withdraws from that. For example both Bond and Bond 

(2004) and Roberts and Noller (1998) found that men‟s attachment avoidance predicted 

women‟s IPV. Low self-control was related to nonviolent offending in both men and 

women, and was also related to general violence but only in women. Low self-control did 

not relate to IPV for men or women. These findings indicate sex similarities and differences 

in the associations between offence types and individual variables.  
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Table 6.2. Pearsons correlations between general violence (GV), IPV, nonviolent offending 

(NV), psychopathic traits, anger, attachment, self-control, and age, for men‟s and women‟s 

self-reports (N = 184 men, 171 women). 

                              Men    Women  

     GV  IPV  NV  GV IPV      NV 

Age   -.22**   -.12  -.19  -.13      -.18 -.06 

YPI narcissism        .24**    .34**   .30**  .35***  .18  .35*** 

YPI CU      .17    .23**   .12  .25**     .23**  .13 

YPI risktaking     .22**    .16   .39**  .33***  .23**  .39*** 

Anger    .36**    .11   .10   .38***   .26**  .17 

Attachment anxiety (S)   .08   -.04  -.03   .06 .01  .13 

Attachment avoidance (S)   .08           .04           -.02   .12         .08      .09 

Attachment anxiety (P)   .09           .01            .02                     .08         .01      .03 

Attachment avoidance (P)   -.02    .02  .02  -.02 .23**  .02 

Self-control    -.11   -.16 -.37** -.22**    -.12 -.25** 

** significant at the .01 level *** significant at the .001 level 
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Multiple Regression Analysis¹ 

Two hierarchical and four standard multiple regressions were conducted, to assess 

the predictors of general violence, IPV and nonviolent offending, separately for men and 

women. Hierarchical regression was used for general violence so that age could be 

controlled for in step 1, since research has indicated that offending behaviour decreases 

with age and there was a negative correlation in the present study (Table 6.2); step 2 added 

the other six predictor variables, the three psychopathic constructs (narcissism, callous-

unemotional traits and risk-taking/ impulsivity), anger, self-control and attachment (partner 

attachment avoidance models only). The variables for attachment anxiety (self and partner) 

and attachment avoidance (self) were not taken forward into the regressions because they 

were not significant in the correlations. Table 6.3 displays the standardised regression 

coefficients (β), R² for step 1, and R² change for step 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

___________ 
¹It would have been appropriate to use NBR here as the criterion variables were overdispersed. The 
analyses were repeated using NBR, but the overall results were the same. Therefore the original 
version of results remains in this Chapter to be consistent with the previous chapter. 
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Table 6.3. Summary of Hierarchical and Standard Regression analyses displaying the 

standardised regression coefficients (β) for psychopathic traits, anger, attachment and self-

control, as predictors of (1) general violence, (2) IPV and (3) nonviolent offending, for men 

(N= 184) and women (N = 171). ¹, ² 

                               General Violence               IPV                 Nonviolent offending 

Variable                         Men     Women       Men    Women        Men      Women 

Step 1  

 Age                          -.22*      -.13           

Step 2 

Age                            -.20*      -.09           

Narcissism                 .04          .15           .30*    -.11              .14       .34** 

CU                               .05         -.00         .05        .20*          -.05        -.11 

Risk-taking             .13          .20           .00        .17    .28**      .34** 

Anger                         .30**      .30**      -.04        .19*   -.12      -.04 

Attachment Avoidance (P)    -.04         -.06         .02        .26**    -.03       .00 

Self-Control               .11          .11         -.01        .15            -.23*      -.02 

Note. R² = .05 for step 1; ΔR² = .14 for step 2 (p < .01) – General violence men  
Note. R² = .02 for step 1; ΔR² = .20 for step 2 (p < .001) – General violence women  
* p < .01   ** p < .001. 
¹ Multiple regressions were also conducted using the yes/no variety scoring method (as advocated 
by Moffitt et al., 2000), however the overall results remain unchanged. The same variables 
predicted the criterion variables. 
² Regressions were also conducted using NBR using the scale developed in Chapter 4; the 
overall results remain unchanged. The same variables predicted the criterion variables. 

 

General violence for men. 

The hierarchical regression indicated that age explained a significant proportion of 

variance in general violence for men in step 1. In step 2, age and anger significantly 

explained a further 13.6% of the variance. The increase in explained variance contributed 
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by the final model was significant (F (6, 123) = 3.42, p < .01). Age was negatively 

associated with general violence suggesting that men get less violent as they get older. 

Anger was positively associated with violence, so that men scoring higher on this trait were 

more likely to be physically aggressive towards other people. Overall the model accounts 

for 18.5% of the variability (13.8% adjusted) in general violence for men and the overall 

regression model was significant (F (7, 123) = 3.98, p < .01).  

General violence for women. 

Age did not explain a significant proportion of the variance in general violence for 

women in step 1. In step 2, anger significantly explained 20.3% of the variance. The 

increase in explained variance contributed by the final model was significant (F (6, 141) = 

6.10, p < .001). Anger was also positively associated with general violence (as it was for 

men) so women scoring higher on this trait were more likely to be physically aggressive 

towards other people. Overall the model accounts for 21.9% of the variability (18.0% 

adjusted) in general violence for women and the overall regression model was significant 

(F (7, 141) = 5.64, p < .001).  

IPV men 

Narcissistic psychopathic traits significantly explained 10.6 % of the variance in 

IPV for men. The positive association for narcissistic psychopathic traits indicates that 

higher scores were associated with more physical aggression towards partners. Overall the 

model accounts for 12.1% of the variability (7.1% adjusted) in IPV for men, and the overall 

regression model was significant (F (7, 123) = 2.42, p < .01). 

IPV women 

Anger, CU traits and partners attachment avoidance significantly explained 17.3% 

of the variance. The positive associations for anger, CU traits and partner‟s attachment 

avoidance indicates that the higher women score on these traits the more likely they are to 
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be physically aggressive towards their partner. The overall model accounts for 20.6% of the 

variability (16.6% adjusted) in IPV for women and the overall regression model was 

significant (F (7, 141) = 5.22, p < .001).  

Nonviolent offending for men 

Self-control and risk-taking psychopathic traits significantly explained 20.2% of the 

variance. The positive association for self-control and risk-taking indicates that men scoring 

higher on these traits are more likely to perpetrate nonviolent offences. The overall model 

accounts for 23.7% of the variability (19.3% adjusted) in nonviolent offending for men and 

the overall regression model was significant (F (7, 123) = 5.45, p < .001).  

Nonviolent offending for women 

Narcissistic and risk-taking psychopathic traits significantly explained 21% of the 

variance. The positive association indicates that women scoring higher on these 

psychopathic traits are more likely to perpetrate nonviolent offences. The overall model 

accounted for 21.4% of the variability (17.4% adjusted) in nonviolent offending for women 

and the overall regression model was significant (F (7, 141) = 5.47, p < .001). 

Conclusions from multiple regression analyses. 

The multiple regressions suggest similarities and differences in the predictors of 

men‟s and women‟s offending. For general violence, men‟s and women‟s offending share 

one predictor, a positive association with anger. However men‟s general violence was also 

predicted by age and women‟s was not. The predictors of IPV perpetration were different 

for men and women (as in Study 3). Men‟s perpetration of IPV was predicted by 

narcissistic psychopathic traits, whereas women‟s perpetration of IPV was predicted by 

anger, callous-unemotional traits, and partner‟s attachment avoidance. Both men‟s and 

women‟s nonviolent offending was predicted by risk-taking traits. However, men‟s 

nonviolent offending was also predicted by low self-control, and women‟s was not. And 
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women‟s nonviolent offending was also predicted by narcissism whereas men‟s was not. 

Overall these results suggest that although men‟s and women‟s offence perpetration shares 

similar risk factors, there are also risk and protective factors that are more relevant to one 

sex than the other, thereby providing partial support to both the generalist and specialist 

theories of crime. 

Comparison of male and female regression coefficients 

 In order to examine whether the effect of the risk factors on offending behaviour 

was the same for men and women the difference between the two independent regression 

coefficients was tested. The formula used was detailed in study 2 (see page 185). 

For general violence there was no significant sex difference between the beta 

coefficients for age (z = 1.87), anger (z = 1.60), low self-control (z = .41), narcissistic 

psychopathic traits (z = .32), callous-unemotional psychopathic traits (z = 0.42), risk-taking 

psychopathic traits (z = 0.15), or partners attachment avoidance (z = 0.72). Therefore the 

effect of all risk factors on the perpetration of general violence is similar for males and 

females.  

For IPV there was no significant sex difference between the beta coefficients for 

low self-control (z = 1.42), narcissistic psychopathic traits (z = 1.40), callous-unemotional 

psychopathic traits (z = 1.93), or risk-taking psychopathic traits (z = 1.46). There was a 

significant sex difference between the beta coefficients for anger (z = 2.30, p < .05) and 

partners attachment avoidance (z = 3.11, p < .001). The effect of anger and partner‟s 

attachment avoidance on IPV perpetration was significantly greater for females than males. 

Therefore the effect of all risk factors (except anger and partners attachment avoidance) on 

the perpetration of IPV is similar for males and females.  

For nonviolent offending there was no significant sex difference between the beta 

coefficients for anger (z = 1.10), narcissistic psychopathic traits (z = .04), callous-
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unemotional psychopathic traits (z = 0.44), risk-taking psychopathic traits (z = 1.01), or 

partners attachment avoidance (z = 0.31). There was a significant sex difference between 

the beta coefficients for low self-control (z = 2.12, p < .01), the effect of low self-control 

being significantly greater for males than females. Therefore the effect of all risk factors 

(except low self-control) on the perpetration of nonviolent offending was similar for males 

and females.  

 

6.4. Interim discussion 

In the current study, self-reported offending was measured in men and women, 

together with a number of intrapersonal variables. The aim was to investigate further 

whether individual differences could predict offending separately for men and women. The 

results indicated some consistent predictors of violent and nonviolent offending, but also 

some unique risk factors. The current findings parallel those of Study 3 (also see Thornton 

et al., 2010), in that the IPV risk factors differed for men and women but there are shared 

risk factors for general violence and nonviolent offending between the sexes. 

Anger was a shared predictor for general violence in men and women. Previous 

research has suggested that although there are no sex differences in anger expression 

(Archer, 2004; Timmers et al., 1998; Ramirez et al., 2002) men and women may differ in 

their methods of anger expression. Men are more likely to directly aggress against their 

target whereas women are more likely to use non-injurious tactics such as crying or talking 

to a third party (Timmers et al., 1998). Therefore the current results do not fit with this 

finding. However anger has been associated with low agreeableness (Caprara et al., 1996; 

Martin et al., 2000) and Study 3 found that low agreeableness also predicted women‟s 

general violence. Anger and low agreeableness have both been associated with aggression 

in response to provocation. Therefore if women were provoked they may be just as likely as 
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men to express their anger as aggression. The current research did not assess the conditions 

under which aggression was perpetrated (e.g. provocation or neutral conditions), but this 

would be useful to consider for future research.  

Previous research has associated anger with the perpetration of violent offences 

(Novaco, 1994; Howells, 1998). Anger has also been reliably able to distinguish violent 

offenders from nonviolent offenders (Cornell, et al., 1999; Mills et al., 1998), and in this 

study anger was associated with violent but not nonviolent crime, which is in keeping with 

previous findings. This provides some support for the specialist theories in that violent 

offences are specialist to nonviolent offences. The results also indicated that the effect of 

anger on general violence was the same for men and women. Furthermore, there were no 

sex differences in self-report anger levels which support the findings of previous research 

(Archer, 2004; Buss & Perry, 1992; Costa et al., 2001; Driscoll et al., 2006; Milovchevich 

et al., 2001).  

Age was negatively related to general violence perpetration, but only for men. 

Previous research has suggested that offending behaviour in general (Gottfredson & 

Hirschi, 2007; Quetelet, 1833/1984), and violence in particular (e.g., Archer, 2004; 

Courtwright, 1996; Daly & Wilson, 1990, 2001; Eisner, 2003), decrease with age, but in the 

current study this association was only found for men. This may be a function of the age 

range used: some of the above citations concern much larger ranges, some even across the 

whole life span. The three psychopathic trait constructs (narcissism, callous-unemotional 

traits and risktaking) correlated with general violence for men and women, with the 

exception of callous-unemotional traits for men, but none were significant predictors in the 

regression analyses. These results suggest that men and women share a common risk factor 

for general violent offending (anger), and that men‟s general violence reduces with age. 
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Predictors for IPV were different for men and women, which is consistent with the 

findings from Study 3, and also provides some support for the feminist theory of IPV. 

Men‟s IPV was predicted by higher narcissistic psychopathic traits whereas women‟s IPV 

was predicted by higher callous-unemotional traits, anger, and partner‟s attachment 

avoidance. By separately analysing attachment style by the four attachment types (secure, 

preoccupied, dismissing and fearful), it was found that it was the partner‟s dismissing 

attachment style that was producing the effect. Therefore women with dismissive partners 

were more likely to perpetrate IPV irrespective of their own attachment style. This is 

consistent with the statement by Hamel (2005) that “even securely attached individuals 

became aggressive when frustrated by a dismissive partner” (p. 138). Partners who are 

dismissing avoid intimacy and closeness, they have a negative view of their partner, and do 

not fear being abandoned. Therefore if the participants in this study had dismissing 

partners, they may feel rejected and unloved which may provoke them to become angry and 

their attempt to connect with their partner could escalate into violence. This may explain 

why only dismissive partner attachment style predicted IPV in this study. Roberts and 

Noller (1998) also found that attachment difficulties predicted women‟s but not men‟s IPV, 

and this is consistent with the results of the current study. 

Victim-precipitation has been associated with homicides (Wolfgang, 1958), and 

refers to the victims‟ participation in their victimisation. Victim precipitation may also be 

relevant to investigating violence between partners. This is not intended to lay blame with 

the victim, but may help develop preventative measures. With respect to attachment, men 

may be inadvertently precipitating their victimisation, by appearing to avoid intimacy and 

closeness with their partner. If the knowledge regarding women becoming aggressive when 

they perceive attachment avoidance from their male partners can be disseminated and used 

to educate female perpetrators, it may form the basis of a preventative measure.  
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In the current sample, both men‟s and women‟s IPV correlated with the 

psychopathic trait constructs (except for narcissism for women and risk-taking for men), 

elements of which have previously been linked to men‟s (Dutton, 2003; Holtzworth-

Munroe & Stuart, 1994) and women‟s (Spidel et al., 2004) perpetration of IPV. Narcissistic 

psychopathic traits were only a significant predictor of IPV for men, and callous-

unemotional traits were only a significant predictor for women. However, when comparing 

the predictors between men and women the effect of these psychopathic traits on IPV was 

the same for men and women. Therefore the present findings suggest that male and female 

perpetrators of IPV have similar associations with psychopathic traits, therefore the risk 

factors for IPV may be similar for the sexes. This is more consistent with a generalist rather 

than specialist approach to offending, and is inconsistent with feminist theory of IPV. 

There was a shared predictor for nonviolent offending in men and women. Risk-

taking psychopathic traits significantly predicted nonviolent offending in both sexes. Risk-

taking is the impulsivity component of psychopathic traits, and therefore the results suggest 

that men and women who perpetrate nonviolent offences are impulsive and are likely to 

perpetrate crime on the spur of the moment where an opportunity presents itself without 

considering the consequences of their actions. Alternatively, „risk-taking‟ may be as much 

to do with a lack of fear of consequences as a lack of self-control. Each sex also had a 

unique risk factor: low self-control predicted men‟s nonviolent offending, and narcissism 

predicted women‟s nonviolent offending.   

Impulsivity is an element of low self-control, but self-control also includes other 

elements. The measure used in this study involved self-discipline, deliberate/ nonimpulsive 

action, healthy habits, work ethic, and reliability. Therefore it may be that impulsivity 

better accounts for women‟s nonviolent offending whereas other aspects of self-control are 

more relevant to male than female offending. Work ethic and reliability relate to 
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conscientiousness, on which women score higher than men (Feingold, 1994; Schmitt et al., 

2008). Study 3 found that conscientiousness was negatively related to men‟s but not 

women‟s nonviolent offending. When comparing the equality of the beta coefficients 

(Paternoster et al., 1998) it was found that low self-control had a greater association with 

nonviolent offending for men than women. This suggests that low impulse control may be 

particularly relevant to men‟s nonviolent offending. Although women also had low self-

control, fear of the consequences (Campbell, 1999) may have been a stronger force than the 

initial impulse and may therefore have restrained women from engaging in these nonviolent 

offending behaviours. Therefore there may be some sex-specific factors for nonviolent 

offending.  

Individuals with narcissistic psychopathic traits take advantage of and violate the 

rights of others, and also have an inflated sense of entitlement and self-importance. 

Therefore it seems likely that, in this sample at least, female perpetrators of nonviolent 

offences are comfortable exploiting others: this could be because they feel that they are 

superior to others and have unreasonable expectations regarding entitlement. Again the 

results indicate that there are similarities in men‟s and women‟s risk factors for offending 

behaviour, but there are also unique factors (narcissism and low self-control) that are 

specific to each sex.  

To conclude, the current study found some support for both the generalist and 

specialist theories of crime. Both general violence and nonviolent offending shared risk 

factors between the sexes (anger for general violence, and risk-taking for nonviolent 

offending): this suggests that there is a common etiology for each offence for both sexes. 

Anger also predicted women‟s IPV: therefore anger predicted both types of violence for 

women which supports Felson‟s (2002) theory that violence is violence irrespective of who 

the target is. However the predictors of men‟s and women‟s IPV perpetration differed: 
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men‟s IPV was predicted by narcissistic psychopathic traits whereas women‟s IPV was 

predicted by callous-unemotional traits, partner‟s attachment style and anger. This provides 

some support for the feminist theory that the causes of men‟s and women‟s IPV are 

different because the function of the violence is different (coercive versus defensive). 

However, the fact that psychopathology is related to men‟s and women‟s IPV (albeit 

differently) is inconsistent with feminist theory because it suggests that it is atypical men 

(and women) who are physically aggressive towards their partners. Therefore not all men 

are violent towards their partners, and some women are. The IPV results are therefore more 

consistent with a personality theory of crime which is general in the sense that it can affect 

the behaviour of both men and women.  

Future research could examine additional variables to those investigated in this 

thesis. This would further advance the research in this area, and determine whether 

predictors consistently vary between the offence types and sexes, or if there are further 

shared risk factors. Finding variables that are shared between the offences and the sexes 

would support Felson‟s (2002) argument that IPV should not be examined in isolation. 
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CHAPTER 7 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

The research from this thesis has made new contributions to the knowledge of IPV 

and other violent and nonviolent offending behaviours by designing a new measure of 

offending and by informing feminist, family conflict, general violence and general theories 

of crime. This section will begin by summarising the main findings and introducing the key 

themes that have emerged from the thesis, followed by a detailed discussion of each theme.  

 

7.1. Overall summary of results 

 The purpose of the first study was to provide a background for the remaining 

studies by investigating the range and interrelation of women‟s offending behaviour in a 

non-forensic sample. In the first study women‟s prevalence in offending was investigated 

using reports from different sources, in order to ascertain the variety of crimes women were 

reported to be involved in as well as the overlap of offences. Once establishing that women 

were involved in a wide range of violent and nonviolent crimes, as men are known to be, 

the research went on to sample men and women to develop a scale for investigating sex 

differences in offending. Studies 1 and 2 suggested interrelatedness of offending for 

women, and study 2 suggested interrelatedness of offending for men, providing broad 

support for the generalist theories of offending. In Study 2 IPV was found to be largely 

mutual for males and females providing support for the family conflict but not the feminist 

theories of IPV. A number of intrapersonal traits were considered as correlates of offending 

across studies 3 and 4. Together they suggested that the pattern of risk factors was similar 

for men and women for general violence and for nonviolent offending, but the risk factors 
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for IPV were consistently different for men and women across studies 3 and 4 (providing 

some support for specialist theories). 

Overall, three key themes have emerged from the results of this thesis and these are: 

(1) sex differences in offending, and mutuality of IPV, (2) the overlap between offences, 

and (3) the pattern of correlates and predictors of offending. 

 

7.1.1. Sex differences in offending, and mutuality of IPV 

The sex differences observed in this thesis for general violence and nonviolent 

offending are consistent with the evolutionary theories of offending. Across the full sample 

of 653 undergraduate students general violence was the most prevalent category of 

offending self-reported by men and women with 69.8% of the sample reporting 

perpetrating one or more acts of violence towards someone other than an intimate partner. 

This result was significantly higher for men (76.3%) than for women (64.2%), with a 

medium effect size (d = .43), but still accounted for approximately ⅔ of women and ¾ of 

men in the current sample.  

The sexual selection theory may explain sex differences in general aggression. The 

sexes were matched for age, and the average age of the sample was 22 years for men and 

for women putting them in the peak of sexual activity and therefore intrasexual 

competition. Therefore the large sex difference in the current study correlates with the peak 

of reproductive competition (Daly & Wilson, 1988; Wilson & Daly, 1985). This is 

consistent with data, such as the results of The British Crime Survey (e.g. Flatley, Kershaw, 

Smith, Chaplin & Moon, 2010), which indicate that males in the 16-24 age group are at 

most risk of being the victim of violence, and it is also this age group (14-24) that are most 

likely to be the perpetrators of physical violence (Campbell, 1995). The sex difference in 
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physical aggression is consistent with the results of Archer (2004) who found that the sex 

difference was largest among college students (d = .79). 

Although the female rates of physical aggression are lower than those of males, they 

still perpetrate a significant amount of violence towards others. Campbell (1995) and 

Campbell et al. (2001) have proposed that the sexual selection theory may also be a valid 

explanation for female aggression because interfemale aggression tends to occur in 

response to rivalry over men, defending an existing relationship from rival females, or 

when defending their sexual reputation, as damage to a female‟s sexual reputation can 

effect males‟ perceptions of their fidelity, which may reduce the chances of the female 

securing a mate. These are activities that would be more prevalent during the years where 

sexual activity is at its highest: therefore young women (like young men) are more likely to 

perpetrate violence towards others at this life-stage. 

Campbell‟s (1999) complementary evolutionary theory involves fear as a 

motivational variable for avoiding harm, and may also be able to explain our sex difference 

in general aggression. Engaging in physical aggression is high-risk and therefore women‟s 

lower fear threshold should result in women being inhibited more than men from engaging 

in violence. This fits with the current findings that men are more likely than women to 

engage in physical aggression outside their relationships. Prior research supports the view 

that women are more fearful than men. For example a large scale longitudinal study 

(Moffitt et al., 2001) and a recent meta-analysis (Cross et al., 2011) found that women 

score higher than men on the harm avoidance component of self-control. This is in line with 

Campbell‟s (1999, 2006) evolutionary theory, and suggests that women are more fearful 

and avoid harm more than men.  

Sex differences were consistently observed in the male direction for nonviolent 

offending (d = .56). And where nonviolent offending was divided into 3 sub categories of 
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theft, criminal damage, and drug-related offending, sex differences in the male direction 

were observed there also. The current results are consistent with previous research which 

has found that men consistently offend more than women (e.g. Campbell, 1999; Campbell 

et al., 2001; Kruttschnitt, 1993; Moffitt et al., 2001). The effect sizes were lowest for the 

nonviolent offences: therefore the gender gap was smallest for these offences. This fits with 

Campbell‟s (1999, 2006) evolutionary theory: nonviolent offences present less risk than 

violent offences; therefore it is within this category that women‟s offending is most likely 

to resemble men‟s.  

Overall over a third of the total sample (n = 653) reported engaging in drug-related 

offences (38.7%), and this was significantly higher for men (43.7%) than for women 

(34.6%). Drug use is a sensation-seeking behaviour and research has found a robust sex 

difference in the male direction for sensation-seeking behaviour (Cross et al., 2011; 

Roberti, 2004; Zuckerman, 1994). Sensation seeking involves a predilection for risky 

activities and has been negatively associated with fear (Roberti, 2004). Women are more 

inhibited by fear than men, and are therefore less likely to be involved in sensation-seeking 

behaviour such as illicit drug use, which may explain the sex difference in drug-taking.  

Just under a third of the total sample committed theft offences (30.3%), and there 

were significantly more men (37%) than women (24.6%). Moffitt et al. (2001) also found 

that men committed more theft offences than women at every age in their longitudinal 

analysis. The sexual selection theory of aggression could also be applied as an explanation 

for sex differences in theft. Men may perpetrate such offences in order to acquire resources 

to impress women, and make themselves seem more appealing as a mate to the opposite 

sex, thus increasing the likelihood of reproductive success (Kanazawa & Still, 2000; Walsh, 

2000). Men with more resources may be perceived as better able to provide for and support 

offspring, which may make them more desirable. Research states that women prefer 
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resource-rich men and are willing to compete for them (e.g. Buss, Larsen & Westen, 1996; 

Campbell, 1995). Some studies suggest that the likelihood of engaging in violence is higher 

among those with fewer resources (Courtwright, 1996; Daly & Wilson, 1988): therefore 

acquiring resources via theft may be a less risky strategy for sexual selection and may 

prevent the need for resorting to physically aggressive intermale competition. 

Criminal damage was the crime that participants engaged in least (26%), but again 

engagement was significantly more frequent for men (35.3%) than for women (18.1%). 

Men may be more represented in criminal damage offences because this category has been 

linked with violent offending (Howard & Dixon, 2011; Soothill et al., 2002). Accordingly, 

it follows that women will be less likely than men to be involved in this crime, similar to 

their lower involvement than men in general violence. Emerging research (Howard & 

Dixon, 2011) has found that criminal damage is associated with violent offending. Through 

checking the text data accompanying the convictions, which details the nature of the acts 

that led to the conviction, Howard and Dixon (2011) found that the descriptions for 

criminal damage convictions often met the legal requirements for assault, but without the 

resulting injury. The criminal damage offences were noted as having occurred at the same 

time or immediately following a heated debate, and involved the property of the opponent.  

Also, from analysing recidivism data Howard and Dixon (2011) found that prior 

convictions for criminal damage offences predicted future violent offences 

(homicide/wounding and homicide/assault). Therefore they included criminal damage 

offences as part of the classification for the OASys Violence Predictor that is being 

developed. Similarly, Soothill et al. (2002) analysed the data for criminal convictions from 

a birth cohort of 9, 232 males to examine patterns in offending behaviour, and found nine 

clusters of male offending patterns with criminal damage being part of the „general 

violence‟ cluster. Explanation for the sex difference could include women having higher 



 243 

levels of self-control than men, and either not allowing heated debates to escalate into 

damaging the property of their opponent, or avoiding entering into heated debates in the 

first instance, instead choosing other methods such as crying (e.g. Campbell, 1993) or 

talking to a third party (Simon & Nath, 2004). Levels of fear may also be able to account 

for the sex difference. Women experience higher levels of fear than men, and it is proposed 

that they avoid high risk situations where there is a danger of physical harm (e.g. Campbell, 

2006; Cross et al., 2011). This has been used as an explanation for why women engage in 

less general violence than men, and may also be similarly applicable to criminal damage, as 

criminal damage has many of the same interpersonal features as assault (Howard & Dixon, 

2011). Therefore criminal damage may be seen as more „high-risk‟ to women than men. 

The sex difference for IPV supports the family conflict theory that when conflict 

occurs women are as likely as men to perpetrate violence within their relationship. From 

the total sample of 653 participants (study 2), 42.2% reported perpetrating one or more acts 

of violence towards their intimate partner, and this was significantly higher for women 

(52%) than men (30.7%), with a large effect size (d = -.59), accounting for over half of the 

women in the sample and about a third of the men. Therefore women consistently self-

reported perpetrating significantly more IPV towards their partner than men did. This result 

is therefore consistent with the family conflict theory of IPV and not the feminist theory. 

The observed sex difference may be the function of using a young undergraduate sample, 

and may therefore be related to the proximity within which students live and also that there 

is more social disapproval for male-to-female than female-to-male IPV (see page 190-191 

for a detailed discussion of this).  

Negative effects on reputation may also account for the sex difference in IPV. A 

qualitative study by Campbell and Muncer (1987) found that men and women have 

different social representations of aggression. Men tended to view aggression in 
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instrumental terms, using it as a means of gaining control over others, whereas women‟s 

aggression was expressive, viewed as representing a loss of self-control. Men‟s use of 

aggression was mediated by weighing up the „odds‟ of situation, focusing on whether the 

target was too tough, too weak or just right. However, research has found that instrumental 

beliefs are related to both men‟s and women‟s perpetration of IPV (e.g. Archer & Graham-

Kevan, 2003; Archer & Haigh, 1999). The finding that instrumentality is a feature of male 

and female student IPV perpetration is particularly relevant to the current sample which 

also used a male and female student population. The results of study 4 also link traits 

associated with instrumental aggression to female IPV (callous-unemotional traits), (see 

section 7.1.3. for a discussion of this). Feminist researchers propose that men‟s IPV is 

instrumental, but finding that women‟s IPV may also be instrumental supports the family 

conflict perspective of IPV, because it suggests that the motivations for IPV are the same 

for men as for women. 

If instrumental beliefs are associated with weighing up the odds (i.e. the costs and 

benefits) of being aggressive (e.g. the social interactionist approach to aggression: Felson, 

2002; 2004), then finding that men and women equally endorse instrumental beliefs 

suggests that both sexes may assess the costs and benefits of aggressing against a partner 

before engaging in aggression. When weighing up the odds you would not pick someone 

too big or too small, and instead would pick someone equally matched. Fighting someone 

too big would most likely result in failure, therefore the individual would lose face. 

However, the benefits of winning may be worth the risk. Fighting someone too small, who 

would be seen as weak or vulnerable, would make it appear as though that person preyed 

on the vulnerable because they could not win with someone of their own size: therefore 

they would lose reputation again. In this vein, a man fighting a woman would be perceived 

as being weak as he would be fighting someone viewed by society as being weaker, 
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whereas a woman fighting a man may be seen as heroic as she would be fighting someone 

larger and stronger.  

The social costs of IPV are much greater for a man than a woman: women do not 

believe that men will retaliate (Fiebert & Gonzalez, 1997), male IPV is more likely to 

attract third party involvement (such as the police: Felson, 2002), and the man would lose 

reputation for fighting someone classed as weaker, and not equally matched, whereas 

women may stand to gain reputation by fighting someone perceived as tougher. This 

suggests that women may believe it is acceptable, or even commendable, to be violent 

towards men within the context of a relationship: therefore women may be less inhibited 

and so can be less disordered than men. Whereas men would have a higher threshold for 

aggressing against a woman due to not wanting to lose reputation and so may need more 

provocation or may need to be more disordered.  

There are two theories about whether it is appropriate for men to be violent towards 

a female partner. These theories consist of the patriarchal approach, that violence is 

supported by society as an appropriate method for men to use to control and dominate 

women (Dobash & Dobash, 1980; Lips, 1991), and the second approach is that it is not 

appropriate for men to hit women (e.g. Koski & Mangold, 1988), which is a belief to which 

women who hit their male partners subscribe (“most men have been trained not to hit a 

woman”, Fiebert & Gonzalez, 1997, p. 587). This norm against violence towards women is 

also known as chivalry, and it “discourages would-be attackers and encourages third parties 

to protect women” (Felson, 2002, p. 67). There may also be a dual belief theory: a balance 

between the two. In some societies notions of protecting family honour take precedence 

over chivalry; in most western societies, the first has more or less disappeared so that the 

second is stronger. Therefore the current findings of a sex difference in the female direction 
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are more in accordance with the second theory (chivalry), and may explain why the male 

rate of IPV is significantly lower than the female rate in this population.  

All the above suggests that the sex difference in IPV observed in this research is a 

legitimate result. However, the finding could instead be the result of biased self-reporting 

(see page 190 for a discussion). An alternative explanation is that if men who use IPV are 

more dysfunctional than women who use it, then male IPV perpetrators are less likely to be 

students than female IPV perpetrators. Therefore, our sample of university students may be 

less likely to include male perpetrators.  

IPV victimisation was also investigated in Study 2.  The results suggested a 

significant sex difference in IPV victimisation: men reported significantly more 

victimisation than women (d = .45), a medium effect size according to Cohen‟s (1988) 

criteria. Data from British Crime Survey‟s (Coleman et al., 2007; Mirrlees-Black et al., 

1998) have found equal numbers of male and female victims of IPV. Other national survey 

data, such as Statistics Canada (Mihorean, 2005) has found similar numbers of male and 

female victims (6% and 7% respectively representing approximately 546,000 men and 

653,000 women). It is possible that because crime victimisation surveys ask questions in 

the „context of crime‟ (and men are less likely to perceive themselves as victims of crime 

form a female partner) that men are less likely to self-report in this section of the BCS than 

women. This may account for why the current research finds a sex difference in the male 

direction for IPV victimisation, and the crime surveys do not. Taken together, these results 

suggest that men are victimised to a similar (and sometimes greater) extent as women, and 

therefore male victimisation needs to be taken seriously. The finding that men are 

victimised to an equal (or greater) extent as women supports the family conflict theory and 

not the feminist theory of IPV.  
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Male victims of IPV are often perceived as being more responsible for the abuse 

(Harris & Cook, 1994; Worthern & Sullivan, 2005) as they are perceived to be able to 

defend themselves against a female perpetrator due to the advantage they have with being 

of greater size and strength, and their victimisation is often not taken as seriously as 

women‟s (Coontz et al., 1994; Harris & Cook, 1994; Follingstad et al., 2004; Worthern & 

Sullivan, 2005). These negative stereotypes surrounding male victimisation may serve to 

prevent men from seeking the help and support that they need, and may also have a 

negative effect on the provision of help and support that is on offer. According to Hines et 

al. (2007), male victims are often revictimised by the current system that is designed to help 

only female victims of IPV. Such stereotypes may also effect the decisions of professionals, 

such as the police, medical staff and juries. Therefore increased education and training 

regarding victims of IPV is required to dispel these myths, so that all victims, whether male 

or female, are taken seriously, so that the provision of help and treatment is available to 

both sexes. 

Another consistent finding is that IPV was found to be largely mutual in the samples 

of men and women, indicated by the highly significant correlations for men (r = .65) and 

for women (r = .71). Therefore a substantial number of men and women were reporting that 

they were both the victim and the perpetrator within their relationship, although this is not 

necessarily during the same incident. From the current data it is not possible to establish 

whether the violence was occurring simultaneously from both members of the couple or if 

each member was the perpetrator one time and the victim another, oscillating between the 

two. For the purposes of this research „mutuality‟ refers to a participant reporting both IPV 

perpetration and victimisation at some point within the past year. Future research could 

pursue whether mutual violence was perpetrated simultaneously or on separate occasions, 

and also whether it was similar in intensity and level for each partner. 
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These results are consistent with the body of literature from the family conflict 

perspective that has also suggested mutuality of offending in men and women (e.g. Ansara 

& Hindin, 2009; Kessler et al., 2001; Straus, 2008, 2009; Whitaker et al., 2007), and that 

mutuality of offending was found to be the most prevalent type in each of these studies 

(compared to male only or female only violence). Therefore both current and previous 

research suggests that violence is one method used by both members of the dyad to resolve 

conflict within a relationship.  

One of the strongest predictors of IPV victimisation is IPV perpetration (Hendy et 

al., 2003; Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2005; Stith et al., 2004). Therefore being violent 

towards a partner is likely to result in that same person experiencing violence from their 

partner in return. Some research that has investigated the reasons for IPV perpetration has 

found that a common motive is retribution for a prior wrongdoing. For example, Carrado et 

al. (1996) found that out of 106 women and 85 men, 52% of women and 53% of men 

aggressed against their partner to get them back for either saying something nasty or 

threatening to do something nasty to them. 22 (21%) women and 23 (27%) men aggressed 

against their partner to get them back for using physical action towards them. Therefore if 

each partner keeps getting the other one back, then violence within relationships is likely to 

be cyclical and mutual. This fits with Felson (2004) and the social interaction approach to 

violence, which suggest that all violence is “goal-orientated” (p. 104), and in terms of 

mutual IPV the goal may be to seek revenge for a previous perceived wrong-doing. 

The current research suggests that the divide between offender and victim is far 

from absolute (Deadman & MacDonald, 2004), and is not representative of a large body of 

research finding mutuality of offending within different domains (e.g. IPV: Straus, 2008; 

stalking: Mohandie, Meloy, McGowan & Williams, 2006; and bullying: Ireland & Ireland, 

2008). Understanding that the majority of IPV is mutual is important for developing a 
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theoretical understanding of IPV relationships and individuals. It is also important in terms 

of treatment provision for males and females, as their treatment needs may be different 

from those of a pure perpetrator or a pure victim. 

Overall the results indicated that offending behaviour was fairly prevalent among 

the men and women in this research which suggests that having committed some form of 

offence is essentially normative. This is an interesting finding given that it may not be 

obvious that we would get this level of self-reported offending from a student sample. 

Routine activity theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979) may help explain this finding. According 

to the routine activity theory offending behaviour involves the convergence of three 

aspects: (1) a motivated offender; (2) a suitable target; and (3) the absence of a capable 

guardian. At university there is a constant absence of capable guardians because students 

tend to live away from home. Therefore the likelihood of perpetrating a violent or 

nonviolent offence is increased. Furthermore, the social interaction lifestyle of student 

populations, such as going to lectures, visiting other areas of the university (e.g. library, 

canteen), and socialising in pubs and clubs, constantly brings students into contact with 

others (suitable targets) and therefore creates opportunities for motivated offenders. This 

thesis examined the motivations of offenders by investigating a range of intrapersonal 

variables. 

 

7.1.2. Overlap between offences 

The overlap between offences was another consistent finding in this research, and 

provides broad support for the generalist theories of offending. The overlap is indicated for 

women in studies 1 and 2, and for men in Study 2. Specialist theories would predict zero 

overlap in offending: therefore the positive intercorrelations found in this thesis are 

inconsistent with the specialist theory of crime. However, in all studies the overlap was not 
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100%; therefore there is generality of offending, but not complete generality. Therefore 

both the generalist and specialist theories of crime are “right in what they assert, but wrong 

in what they deny” (Eysenck, 1964, p. 18).  

Study 1 was conducted to assess the variety of crimes women were reported to be 

involved in. Women‟s self-report data revealed considerable overlap between a wide range 

of offences. The results suggested that criminal damage and IPV predicted general 

violence, and that general violence and drug offences predicted IPV. The link between 

general violence and criminal damage supports other findings (Howard & Dixon, 2011; 

Soothill et al., 2002), and also provides evidence to support the General Theory of Crime 

because offenders are found to engage in a variety of crimes. The link between IPV and 

general violence supports the number of studies which have found that women who are 

violent towards intimate partners are also more likely to be violent towards non-intimates 

(e.g. Busch & Rosenberg, 2004; Moffitt et al., 2000; Straus & Ramirez, 2004). Finding an 

overlap between these two different forms of violence provides support for Felson‟s (2002) 

theory that violence is violence irrespective of who it is perpetrated towards. 

Busch and Rosenberg (2004) also found that IPV men and women were equally 

likely to have problems with substance abuse. Study 1 found that drug offences predicted 

women‟s IPV perpetration. Due to the large overlap between IPV perpetration and 

victimisation it may be the case that the female perpetrators of IPV in this research are 

using drugs as a self-medicating response to the abuse they are receiving within their 

relationship. As a whole, the results from study 1 suggest that women were likely to be 

violent in different contexts and also found to be criminal in a number of aspects in their 

lives thus providing some support for generalist theories of crime. 

Following on from Study 1, Study 2 investigated the overlap in general violence, 

IPV and nonviolent offending in men as well as women. Study 2 revealed a five factor 
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structure of offending behaviour that was found to be relevant to both sexes. The resulting 

five factors were IPV, general violence and three nonviolent categories: drugs, theft and 

criminal damage. Results revealed that some of the crime categories were correlates of 

other crime categories, indicating the interrelatedness of offending and thereby providing 

some support for the generalist theories of crime. For women all types of offence were 

found to correlate significantly. For men, however, IPV did not correlate with some of the 

nonviolent offences (drug-related offending and criminal damage). Therefore it appears that 

there may be less overlap in offending behaviour for men than for women. This could be 

due to the men in this student sample perpetrating significantly less IPV than women (for 

the reasons mentioned before), so that there is less chance of IPV overlapping with other 

crimes for men.  

IPV was predicted only by general violence for men and women, and general 

violence was predicted by IPV and criminal damage for men and women. Previous research 

has found that the same risk factors predict general violence and IPV in men and women 

(Moffitt et al., 2000; Tremblay et al., 2004). Therefore the interrelatedness of these two 

violent behaviours was expected as they are both related to the same risk factors (e.g. 

negative emotionality, lack of empathy), and this suggests the presence of an underlying 

propensity to behave violently towards others irrespective of the victim/perpetrator 

relationship. Felson (2002) discussed love triangles, and stated that both sexes are 

possessive regarding their relationships and when relationships are threatened, violence can 

occur between partners and between rivals irrespective of their sex. The overlap between 

general violence and IPV may therefore be the result of sexual selection or sexual jealousy, 

where men and women both want to secure a mate and are prepared to fight off rivals 

where necessary.  
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Felson‟s (2002) perspective states that aggression has three main motives: (1) for 

compliance and control over others, (2) to achieve justice, and (3) to preserve self-image. 

All three motives can be applied to both general violence and IPV, and the three motives 

are not mutually exclusive as there can be multiple motivations for violence. In the case of 

love rivals, men and women may be violent to both their partner and the rival to receive 

justice and punish them for their wrongdoings, or to deter them from behaving the same 

way in the future. The act of aggression is also likely to preserve self-image, as the 

perpetrator will save face by being dominant over the wrongdoer. In the current research 

we do not know the target of the general violent acts perpetrated by the participants. Future 

research could investigate this to elucidate if there is a connection between IPV 

perpetration and general violence perpetration.  

The association between general violence and criminal damage has been found 

before (see page 247-248 for a discussion), and the overlap is likely to be the result of 

similar interpersonal features between the offences. Criminal damage may be the act that 

occurs first and then escalates into general violence, therefore it is expected that the two 

offences would be interrelated.  

The three nonviolent offences were also interrelated in men and women. Criminal 

damage was associated with both theft and drugs in both men and women. Drug use may be 

related to criminal damage due to intoxication. Criminal damage has been found to be 

associated with alcohol intoxication (e.g. Jeffs & Saunders, 1993), and this could also be 

extended to drug intoxication. Jeffs and Saunders (1993) found that 88% of individuals 

arrested for criminal damage had been drinking alcohol prior to the offence. Soothill et al. 

(2002) found that drugs and minor criminal damage offences clustered together when 

examining patterns of offending. Drug use lowers inhibitions and reduces the ability to 
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make judgments (Cobb, 2001), which may increase the likelihood of criminal behaviour, 

such as criminal damage.  

Soothill et al. (2002) also found that those involved in a variety of theft offences 

were also involved in criminal damage. In order to steal something the offender may have 

to damage the property of others to gain access. Indeed, one of the items on the NVOBS 

theft measure was “enter building to steal / damage”. This item is part of the theft subscale 

but is also relevant to the criminal damage subscale and may account for some of the 

overlap between the two categories. 

Altogether, these results indicate the close association between violent and 

nonviolent offending in men and women, and suggest that violent and nonviolent offending 

tend not to occur in isolation and instead form an interrelated set of complex behaviours. 

Therefore offenders are likely to be versatile, and unlikely to specialise in one particular 

type of crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Farrington et al., 2006). This has important 

implications for theory because it supports the argument that IPV is not a unique type of 

crime as suggested by feminist and family conflict researchers, and should therefore not be 

studied in isolation to other types of violence (Felson, 2002) or general crime (Gottfredson 

& Hirschi, 1990).  

These findings also have important implications for the treatment of offenders. 

Offenders tend to be entered onto treatment programs for the offence for which they have 

been arrested or referred: for example, entering someone onto a substance abuse program 

for their drug use, or onto an anger management program for their general violence may not 

address the full needs of a versatile offender. By only addressing one aspect of their 

offending, such as their IPV, but not their general violence or nonviolent offending, does 

not treat the individual, only that particular crime. Therefore those working in this setting 
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need to be aware of the concurrency of IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending so 

that the full treatment needs of offenders are met.  

This research is particularly pertinent to the treatment of female offenders because 

currently the majority of domestic violence perpetrator programs in the UK are for male 

(and not female) perpetrators (Respect, 2011). The treatment programs tend to be based on 

the feminist theory of IPV (Pence & Paymar, 1993) which precludes women from being 

perpetrators and men from being victims (despite the large body of family conflict research 

to the contrary). Similarly, prevention programs typically focus on men. For example, in 

Britain plans for tackling domestic violence were announced, and from 2011, as follows: 

“Every school pupil in England is to be taught that domestic violence against women and 

girls is unacceptable” (http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8376943.stm Downloaded 18th May 

2011). In addition, the message that violence by females towards males is also unacceptable 

and is a criminal act also needs to be disseminated, if for no other reason than for both men 

and women, perpetration of IPV increases the risk of victimisation (Straus, 2005). 

Therefore the vast majority of current treatment programs are not set up to treat women, 

which is not acceptable for women or their victims. In order to successfully treat 

individuals with multiple criminality, treatment programs need to be based on empirical 

evidence and address the risk factors identified in it.   

Although we know from the correlations that the people who are violent towards 

their partners are also likely to be violent towards others, and that the people who are 

violent are also likely to perpetrate nonviolent offences, we also know (from Studies 3 and 

4) that there are similarities and differences in the predictors for the offences and for the 

sexes. Moffitt et al. (2000) also found that there were similar as well as different risk 

factors for IPV and general crime. Therefore the different types of crime, and crime in men 

and women, may stem from similar causes and motivations, but each crime and sex may 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8376943.stm
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also have risk factors that are unique to them (see Section 7.1.3. for a discussion). This has 

important implications for theory. These results suggest that there is some (but not 

complete) generality between the offences: therefore there are some offenders who engage 

in a variety of crimes, but there are also others who specialise in only general violence or 

IPV or drugs, for example. Therefore although IPV, general violence and nonviolent 

offending are moderately related and resemble each other in some respects, they are also 

special in other respects: this provides support for both generalist and specialist theories. 

However, this finding emphasises the need to study IPV in a comparative context with 

other types of violence and crime, because this is the only way to detect the commonalities 

between them.    

No previous research has examined all types of offending simultaneously in a 

mixed-sex sample. The development of the NVOBS facilitates future research on the 

association between offences in mixed-sex samples alongside various behavioural and 

dispositional characteristics in order to further elucidate similarities and differences 

between the predictors of the different types of offending for men and women. This can be 

used to inform theory regarding the generalist or specialist nature of IPV and other 

offences, and can help clarify the ways in which criminal specialists are different to 

criminal generalists. The interrelatedness between the five types of crime for men and 

women builds the case for measuring them together to assess their comorbidity, which is 

essential for extending our knowledge regarding the onset, development, and underlying 

mechanisms related to the different aspects of offending behaviour in men and women.  

 

7.1.3. Correlates and predictors of offending 

The current research has identified a number of risk factors that correlate with and 

predict the perpetration of violent and nonviolent offending in men and women. This 
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research has highlighted a key theme: that the pattern of predictors is similar for men and 

women for general violence and nonviolent offending, but is different for IPV. These 

results have implications for theory and will be discussed in relation to feminist theory, 

family conflict theory, general violence theory and the General Theory of Crime. 

 

7.1.3.1. Unique correlates and predictors of IPV 

There were some similarities in the correlates of men‟s and women‟s IPV 

perpetration across the studies: for example both were correlated with antisocial, borderline 

and callous unemotional psychopathic traits. However, men‟s and women‟s IPV 

perpetration were consistently predicted by different intrapersonal variables. This finding 

can be interpreted in two ways. Firstly this result could be seen to support the feminist 

view, in that the motives for men‟s IPV are different to women‟s and therefore it would 

follow that men‟s IPV would be related to different causes. Alternatively it could mean that 

men need to be more dysfunctional than women before they resort to IPV due to them 

being reluctant to violate social norms (see Study 2 Discussion).  

Men‟s IPV was significantly related to narcissistic psychopathic traits, whereas 

women‟s was significantly predicted by callous-unemotional psychopathic traits. Lawrence 

(2006) suggested that narcissists perpetrated aggression in response to provocation. The 

callous-unemotional traits dimension has been linked with a more instrumental style of 

aggression (Swogger et al., 2007). Therefore it appears as though women‟s IPV may have 

an element of instrumentality. Previous research has found that instrumental beliefs are 

related to women‟s IPV (e.g. Archer & Graham-Kevan, 2003; Archer & Haigh, 1999; 

Moffitt et al., 2000). Feminists have argued that male IPV is instrumental in nature (e.g. 

See Corvo & Johnson, 2003, Appendix A), used as a means for exerting control and 

dominance over their female partner. The current results indicate that women may be 
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instrumental in their use of IPV, just like men have been found to be in other research. This 

is further evidence that refutes the feminist perspective of women‟s IPV being self-

defensive because women‟s IPV may be a deliberate and willful action. Callous-

unemotional traits have not been widely researched in relation to IPV (Swogger et al., 

2007), therefore the current findings contribute to an emerging literature in this area. 

Cluster B PD traits were found to have a greater effect on women‟s than men‟s IPV: 

suggesting that women may be more likely to have unstable interpersonal relationships and 

fear abandonment by their partners than men. This can be associated with fluctuation 

between idealising and devaluing their partners, sometimes seeing them as perfect and 

other times as worthless. Cluster B traits also suggest a disregard for the safety and rights of 

others, and indifference to the suffering of others. Previous research has also indicated the 

role of cluster B PDs in IPV perpetration (Craig, 2003; Ehrensaft et al., 2006; Henning, et 

al., 2003; Simmons et al., 2005). Taken together, current and previous research suggests 

that female perpetrators of IPV are more emotionally unstable, angry, self-centred, and 

impulsive than men. Finding that maladaptive personality is associated with women‟s IPV 

perpetration is not consistent with the feminist theory because we would not expect 

defensive IPV to be predicted by cluster B characteristics: for example, finding enjoyment 

in the suffering of others, having high levels of irritability and difficulty controlling anger. 

There is some overlap between the characteristics of callous-unemotional and 

cluster B PD traits (e.g. lack of empathy, guilt and remorse, shallow expression of 

emotions, feelings of emptiness), which may be what links them both to women‟s IPV 

perpetration. Unemotional and remorseless tendencies may increase the propensity for IPV 

because the perpetrators are indifferent to the suffering of others and therefore do not 

experience guilt as a negative consequence of their actions. Lack of remorse and empathy 
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have been linked with male IPV perpetrators (Gondolf, 1988; Shields et al., 1988), and as a 

result of the current research have now been linked with female perpetrators of IPV.  

The current study found that both anger and women‟s perceptions of their partner‟s 

attachment styles were predictive of women‟s IPV, furthermore both of these intrapersonal 

variables had a significantly greater effect on women‟s than men‟s IPV. The attachment 

results were related to women‟s perceptions that their male partner was attachment 

avoidant: this was consistent with previous findings (Bookwala, 2002; Bond & Bond, 2004; 

Doumas et al, 2008; Roberts & Noller, 1994). Therefore if these women want intimacy and 

closeness in their relationship and they perceive that their needs are not being met, they 

may express their anger towards the attachment figure in the form of aggression. Indeed, 

Dutton (2006) stated that “anger follows unmet attachment needs” (p. 81). The finding that 

the mispairing of attachment styles can predict IPV highlights the need for treating both 

partners in a relationship where there is IPV.  The relationship between partner‟s 

attachment style and IPV is relevant to clinical practice as targeting the disparity between 

one partner‟s need for intimacy and closeness and the other‟s need for distance may be an 

effective method for treating IPV (Doumas et al., 2008). Therefore attachment provides a 

theoretical framework for investigating IPV from a dyadic perspective (Bartholomew & 

Allison, 2006). Again, finding that anger and attachment are a better predictor of women‟s 

than men‟s IPV is inconsistent with the feminist self-defensive theory. 

Previous research on anger and IPV has predominantly focused on male 

perpetrators (e.g. Norlander & Eckhardt, 2005; Stith, et al., 2004). However, anger has been 

cited as a motivation for violence in both sexes (Henning et al. 2005; Harned, 2001; Stuart 

et al. 2006; O‟Keefe, 1997). Therefore the roles of anger and attachment on violence have 

not been widely researched, particularly in women: the present research goes some way 
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towards addressing this and indicates that it is important to investigate anger and IPV in 

women as well as men.  

Fear of abandonment appears to be a theme common to women‟s IPV perpetration. 

Cluster B PD traits are characterised by a fear of abandonment (amongst other traits), 

whereas cluster A PD (linked to men‟s IPV) is characterised by a preference for solitude 

and a dislike of close relationships. Furthermore, Study 4 indicated that women‟s IPV was 

linked to their male partner‟s attachment avoidance (which reflects high scores on fearful 

and dismissing attachment, and low scores on secure and preoccupied attachment). 

Individuals high in attachment avoidance avoid intimacy and closeness with their partner. If 

the female partner fears abandonment (cluster B PD trait: Study 3), but the male partner 

prefers to be by himself (Study 3) and avoids intimacy and closeness (according to the 

women‟s reports in Study 4), then the behaviour of the male partner may accentuate 

women‟s fear of abandonment, and ultimately result in IPV perpetration. Pistole (1994) 

proposed that IPV may be the result of differences in the need for closeness or distance 

within a couple.  

Women‟s greater fear abandonment relative to men‟s may be explained by 

evolutionary theory. Women make a greater parental investment than men, and are limited 

to a smaller number of offspring than men. Therefore women need to secure and retain a 

resource-rich man who can provide food, protection and long-term paternal investment 

(Campbell, 1995). Therefore women may be more committed to their relationship than 

men. Being abandoned by a partner would result in women needing to secure another 

partner. However children are at an increased risk of being murdered by a step-father (e.g. 

Daly & Wilson, 1988): therefore women with children may be more motivated than men to 

prevent abandonment by their partner in order to increase the likelihood of their child‟s 

survival. Women‟s greater fear abandonment may also have a cultural explanation. 



 260 

According to feminist theory the sex difference in aggression “maintains women‟s 

subordination to, dependence on, and fear of men” (White & Kowalski, 1994, p. 492): 

therefore women may fear abandonment because they rely on men for protection.  

Antisocial and borderline cluster B PDs also correlated with men‟s IPV, but it was 

cluster A rather than cluster B which predicted men‟s IPV perpetration. The correlations 

indicated that men‟s IPV was related to schizoid and schizotypal cluster A PD traits. These 

PDs are associated with traits such as detachment, restricted emotions, a preference for 

interpersonal isolation, and no desire for close relationships. Cluster A PDs are the closest 

to mental illness and represent severe personality pathology. This is further evidence that 

men may need to be more disordered than women before they perpetrate IPV, which is 

inconsistent with the feminist theory that IPV is a normal part of men‟s behaviour.  

There is also some research that has found a link between cluster A PDs and men‟s 

IPV (Ehrensaft et al., 2006; Holtzworth-Munroe et al., 2000). Traits associated with Cluster 

A PDs have been reported by female victims (e.g. Dutton, 1995) of male IPV and are also 

some of the reasons men (and women) give for their use of IPV (Harned, 2001; Henning et 

al., 2005). Therefore men who are violent towards their partners are likely to be 

characterised by suspiciousness, jealousy, and hypervigilance towards threats. This result is 

consistent with the male sexual proprietariness evolutionary theory (e.g. Wilson & Daly, 

1996), which proposes that sexual jealousy is associated with IPV, and (similar to the 

feminist theory) that men use IPV as a tactic to control their partner and her reproductive 

life. 

Given the link between ego-threat and aggression (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998) it 

may be that the comorbidity of some of the cluster A PD traits (e.g. suspiciousness, distrust, 

sensitivity to insults, perceive threats to reputation, belief that the motives of others are 

malevolent) coupled with narcissistic psychopathic traits heighten the narcissistic 
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individual‟s attention towards potential threats to their self-concept. This may result in a 

greater propensity for such men to be aggressive towards partners in order to defend their 

grandiose self-image. Defending self-image is one motive identified for the perpetration of 

aggression and IPV (Felson, 2002). This may link the findings that cluster A PD traits 

(Study 3) and narcissistic psychopathic traits (Study 4) both predict men‟s perpetration of 

IPV.  

Narcissistic psychopathic traits predicted men‟s IPV in Study 4, but narcissistic PD 

was not correlated with men‟s IPV in Study 3. This may be due to differences in the 

measures used in the two studies. The IPDE-SQ assessed narcissism using 7 items, whereas 

the YPI used 20 statements that covered dishonest charm, grandiosity, lying and 

manipulation. The IPDE-SQ items predominantly related to grandiosity (e.g. People think I 

have too high an opinion of myself), few were related to manipulation (e.g. I use people to 

get what I want), and none appeared to measure lying or dishonest charm. The YPI has 

worded the items so that they appear to be positive to someone possessing those traits in 

order to maximise truthful responses. Some of the items on the IPDE-SQ are worded 

negatively, for example „I get annoyed when people won‟t do what I ask‟, and „People 

think I have too high an opinion of myself‟. Therefore with the IPDE-SQ being a briefer 

scale, having negatively worded statements, and mainly only measuring grandiosity, it may 

not have tapped into the underlying antisocial propensities as effectively as the YPI. This 

may explain the differences in the findings across the two studies.    

In summary, the risk factors for IPV were consistently different for men and women 

across the studies which suggests that IPV may be motivated by different variables in men 

and women. This is to some extent more consistent with the feminist theory than with the 

family conflict theory of IPV. However, cluster B PD traits, anger and partner‟s attachment 

avoidance had a significantly greater effect on women‟s than men‟s IPV perpetration. This 
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suggests that intrapersonal traits may be a better predictor of women‟s than men‟s IPV 

perpetration. This may be because the social norms that discourage IPV have a greater 

effect on men than women (e.g. Felson, 2002), and therefore the social norms that inhibit 

male IPV may actually serve to suppress the expression of these intrapersonal traits. 

Therefore, men may need to be more disordered than women to violate social norms and 

perpetrate IPV (see Discussion in Study 3).  

Furthermore, finding that personality was related to IPV is not consistent with the 

feminist theory of IPV, but is consistent with the family conflict theory. Feminists typically 

reject the notion of personality being related to IPV because this would suggest that IPV 

has a psychology (Bograd, 1988), which would imply that IPV only applies to some (rather 

than all) men and may also provide perpetrators with an excuse for their violence, letting 

“batterers of the hook” (Goldner, Penn, Sheinberg, & Walker, 1990, p. 345). Personality 

pathology as a predictor of IPV is consistent with the family conflict perspective because 

this suggests that atypical men or women can be violent towards their partners, therefore 

IPV applies to some (but not all) men and women. 

  

7.1.3.2. Shared correlates and predictors of IPV and GV 

Some of the intrapersonal variables that were associated with IPV were also 

associated with general violence. This supports Felson‟s (2002) general violence theory that 

IPV resembles other forms of violence and should therefore be studied under the heading of 

violence rather than gender (which is not consistent with the feminist theory). However, 

because men‟s IPV was consistently associated with different intrapersonal variables (for 

reasons mentioned before) the overlap between predictors for general violence and IPV 

mainly applies to women. Finding commonalities between men‟s general violence, 

women‟s general violence and women‟s IPV, further suggests that it may be men‟s IPV 
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that is the distinct form of violence. Again, this either supports the feminist theory or is 

further evidence that men who use IPV are more deviant than women who use IPV. 

For men cluster A PDs, cluster B PDs and narcissistic psychopathic traits were 

correlated with both general violence and IPV, but there were no variables that predicted 

both types of violence for men. For women cluster B PDs, callous unemotional 

psychopathic traits, risk-taking psychopathic traits and anger were correlated with both 

types of violence, with cluster B and anger predicting both types of violence. This provides 

some support for the theory that different types of violence share similarities but also have 

qualities that are special to them (Felson, 2002): thereby providing partial support to both 

the generalist and specialist theories of violent crime. 

Anger and cluster B PD traits were the only predictors common to both men‟s and 

women‟s general violence. Therefore although the sex difference in general aggression 

finds that men are consistently more physically aggressive than women, finding that there 

are shared underlying causes for the sexes supports Campbell‟s (1995) theory that women‟s 

violence may be similar to men‟s, but is just a muted version. Campbell‟s (1999) fear 

hypothesis may explain women‟s muted behaviour.  

The anger result suggests that, irrespective of sex, people who are more readily 

roused to anger are on average more likely to be violent than those who get angry less 

often. So general violence may be expressive rather than instrumental and result from 

provocation. Lawrence (2006) found that those who scored higher on provocations rather 

than frustrations were likely to be physically aggressive, and this applied to both men and 

women. Anger has reliably been found to predict aggression in men and women 

(Bettencourt et al., 1996). Therefore the current research supports previous findings.  

Trait anger has been found to be positively associated with low agreeableness 

(Caprara et al., 1996; Martin et al., 2000). In Studies 3 and 4, agreeableness and anger were 
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found to predict women‟s general violence. It has been proposed that anger is related to 

aggression under provocation, and low agreeableness is associated with aggression 

perpetrated either under neutral or provoking conditions (Bettencourt et al., 1996). 

Therefore the combination of anger and lack of agreeableness would suggest that women‟s 

general aggression was a response to provocation, and therefore a loss of self-regulatory 

control (Campbell, 2006).  

Anger is a variable that has been found to distinguish violent from nonviolent 

offenders in previous research (Archer & Haigh, 1997; Cornell et al., 1999; Mills et al., 

1998; Selby, 1984). This was also suggested in the current research where anger predicted 

general violence in men and women, but did not predict nonviolent offending in either sex. 

This suggests that there may be some differences in the underlying causes of violent and 

nonviolent offending:  thus suggesting that those who engage in violent offences may not 

be the same as those who perpetrate nonviolent offences providing some support for 

specialist theories of crime. 

   

7.1.3.3. Correlates and predictors of all three offences 

By taking a generalist approach to the study of violent and nonviolent offending we 

were able to investigate whether there were similarities among those who offend. The 

overall results provide broad support for the General Theory of Crime (Gottfredson & 

Hirschi, 1990) in that individuals (men or women) with a propensity to offend will do so 

where there is an opportunity: therefore supporting the theory that offenders are versatile.  

The results indicated that cluster B PD traits were most related to men‟s and 

women‟s offending behaviour, predicting all three offences in women, and also general 

violence and nonviolent offending in men (but not men‟s IPV perpetration – see section 

7.1.3.1.). Therefore traits such as being impulsive, emotionally labile, angry, exploitative, 
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and lacking empathy and remorse were indicative of individuals (men and women) who 

perpetrate violent and nonviolent offences. The finding that all women‟s offending, 

irrespective of whether it is violent or not, is related to cluster B PD traits has important 

implications for theory because it suggests that the different types of crime are not 

completely distinct phenomenon and share similar underlying causes. These results have 

theoretical implications because they provide some support for the generalist theories of 

crime such as the General Theory of Crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) and also 

Felson‟s (2002) theory of general violence. The results also have clinical implications, as 

these traits can be targeted during interventions for all types of crime. 

These results are also consistent with Eysenck‟s (1964) generalist theory of crime 

and personality: Eysenck stated that behaviour was general and that personality appeared to 

be related to this generality. Therefore the results suggest that there is some generality to 

human behaviour. As well as cluster B there were some other traits that correlated with all 

three offences. For men these were cluster A PD traits and narcissistic psychopathic traits, 

and for women there was risk-taking psychopathic traits.  

Although men‟s and women‟s general violence and nonviolent offending shared the 

same predictor (cluster B PD traits), they also had unique risk factors each and these will be 

discussed in turn. Women‟s general violence was associated with low agreeableness (or 

antagonism). Agreeableness is one trait that is particularly related to aggressive behaviour 

(Bettencourt et al., 2006, Miller et al., 2003; Sharpe & Desai, 2001; Suls et al., 1998). 

Individuals low in agreeableness are irritable, hostile, mistrusting, arrogant and 

manipulative, and high agreeableness is required to maintain successful interpersonal 

relationships (Bettencourt et al., 2006). Therefore it is clear that low agreeableness (high 

antagonism) should be positively associated with aggression towards other people, and this 



 266 

sample has found that being high in agreeableness may be a protective factor for female 

physical aggression.  

Men‟s nonviolent offending was uniquely associated with low conscientiousness 

and low self-control. Conscientiousness is related to low self-control (John & Srivastava, 

1999): comparing the equality of the beta coefficients, it was found that these variables had 

a greater effect on nonviolent offending for men than women. Therefore a lack of impulse 

control appears to be particularly pertinent to men‟s nonviolent offending. However, 

although low self-control and conscientiousness were related to nonviolent offending (in 

men only), they were not related to the violent crimes. This is inconsistent with Gottfredson 

and Hirschi‟s (1990) General Theory of Crime which proposes that low self-control is a 

pervasive characteristic of all offenders regardless of the type of crime they commit, 

because all crimes are crimes of opportunity.  

This finding may be a function of the sample used, in that university students should 

have relatively high levels of self-control (or conscientiousness) as this is required for 

planning, being organised and completing tasks (an essential requirement for academic 

success). Therefore this population may already be higher in self-control and 

conscientiousness than other samples. However, some students are not very successful 

academically so that this would be consistent with lower self-control. Indeed, Tangney et 

al. (2004) found that academic success was significantly related to high self-control, those 

who self-reported higher levels of self-control attained higher grades than those with lower 

levels of self-control. A different sample, where conscientiousness may not feature as a 

requirement, may produce different results, such as that of Ramoutar and Farrington (2006) 

who used a  prison sample and found support for Gottfredson and Hirschi‟s theory as low 

self-control was consistently related to violent and nonviolent offending in the male and 

female prisoners. Our results were more consistent with those of Heaven (1996), also using 
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a student sample, who also found that conscientiousness was related to nonviolent 

offending in men and women, but was not related to violent offending. 

Narcissistic psychopathic traits were a unique predictor for women‟s nonviolent 

offending (see section 6.4. for a discussion). Risk-taking psychopathic traits were a shared 

predictor for men‟s and women‟s nonviolent offending. Risk-taking relates to impulsivity 

and is an element of low self-control so male and female perpetrators of nonviolent 

offences are more likely to act impulsively where an opportunity presents itself: this is 

consistent with previous research findings (e.g. Ramoutar & Farrington, 2006; White et al., 

1994). Previous research has suggested that it is impulsivity and risk-taking that is most 

related to overall low self-control (Arneklev et al., 1993; Arneklev et al., 1999; Nakhaie et 

al., 2000; Piquero & Rosay, 1998). Therefore impulsivity and risk-taking may be 

predominantly responsible for the relationship between low self-control and criminal 

behaviour. Therefore we would expect risk-taking and low self-control to predict men‟s and 

women‟s nonviolent offending but low self-control only predicted men‟s nonviolent 

offending. The reason for the discrepancy may again be due to the measures used.  

The YPI assessed risk-taking using 15 items spread equally over three 

subcategories: thrill-seeking, impulsiveness and irresponsibility. Tangney et al.‟s BSCS 

used 13 items not spread evenly over 5 subcategories: Self-Discipline (5 items), 

Deliberate/Nonimpulsive action (3 items), Healthy Habits (2 items), self-regulation 

regarding Work Ethic (2 items), and Reliability (1 item). Therefore the YPI covers more 

content that is found to be most indicative of low self-control (Arneklev et al., 1993) than 

perhaps the BSCS does. Some of the BSCS items were negatively worded, which 

Andershed et al. (2002) suggested may lead to socially desirable responding, as those 

possessing psychopathic traits are renowned for lying and deception, and may therefore not 

respond truthfully to items that are not viewed as positive. Therefore the YPI may have 
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obtained more truthful findings from participants than the BSCS, which may account for 

the stronger correlations for the risk-taking scale and nonviolent offending, and for the risk-

taking scale predicting both male and female nonviolent offending. Or it may be that risk-

taking/impulsivity better accounts for women‟s nonviolent offending (see section 6.4 for a 

discussion). Conscientiousness was unrelated to women‟s nonviolent offending in Study 3, 

and therefore the elements of low self-control that relate to conscientiousness in Study 4 

may also be unrelated. 

Thus the motives behind male and female nonviolent offending have their 

similarities (impulsiveness) as well as differences (narcissism). Combined with the other 

predictors found across this research, it is evident that women who perpetrate nonviolent 

offences are impulsive, with an exaggerated sense of self-entitlement and are willing to 

exploit others for their own purposes. Therefore they are prepared to steal off others and 

damage the property of others if it serves their ends, without recognising the effects it has 

on others due to a lack of empathy. In contrast, men‟s nonviolent offending is only 

predicted by elements of impulsivity and low self-control: therefore men are likely to steal 

and damage the property of others where there is opportunity without fully considering the 

consequences for them and their victims.  

 

Interim Summary 

Taken together the overall pattern of results suggests that men and women share 

some risk factors for violent and nonviolent offending, but also have unique risk factors. 

This suggests that the crime types are related but reflect slightly different underlying 

propensities, and that offending may be motivated by different influences for men and 

women. Therefore there is some support for both the generalist and specialist theories of 

crime, as both are partially correct. This suggests that all theories discussed have merits, but 
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also all have shortfalls. The current research is consistent with previous findings, but 

extends them, in that it has simultaneously examined general violence, IPV and nonviolent 

offending in both sexes, and considered a variety of interpersonal variables that are known 

to be associated with or differentiate between versatile offenders. 

 

7.2. Limitations 

This research has several limitations that need to be considered alongside the 

conclusions that can be drawn from it. The samples for all studies were derived from 

student populations, and may therefore not be representative of the British population. 

Future research could examine the predictors and risk factors identified from this research 

in a community or even nationally representative sample which could include the full range 

of ages, ethnicities and socio-economic classifications, and could therefore explore the 

current findings and explore whether they generalise to other UK populations. However, 

the university the current sample was drawn from does have a wide demographic range: it 

includes a significant proportion of mature as well as traditional entry students, and is 

above the UK average for widening participation to those from lower socio-economic 

classifications and those from low participation neighbourhoods. Furthermore, those from a 

university sample are generally low risk for offending and therefore these findings deserve 

replication in the wider community and in at-risk samples. However, the offences were 

found to be prevalent in the current sample, and so it would be expected that other samples 

would be similar and offence prevalence may just be attenuated in student samples. 

The questionnaires were presented in a standard order in all studies, and so the later 

questionnaires may have suffered from fatigue effects. Future research would benefit from 

counterbalancing the questionnaires to prevent any effects that may arise from the order of 

presentation.  
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All studies employed self-report screening measures which are subject to socially 

desirable responding.  Unfortunately this research did not assess social desirability and 

therefore the means reported by men and women for the three types of crime may be 

distorted by social desirability bias. Specifically men and women may have minimised their 

involvement in these socially undesirable behaviours in order to conform to what is socially 

acceptable, and this may be particularly the case for IPV. IPV is a particularly difficult area 

to study because there is low disclosure and also social desirability effects, and although 

both male and female perpetrators systematically underreport engagement in IPV this has 

been found to be particularly the case for men (Archer, 1999). As a result men‟s perpetrator 

reports are likely to be lower than women‟s, which may inflate the sex difference. 

Therefore the means of men‟s IPV perpetration may actually be higher than has been 

reported. However, recent research examining men and women arrested for IPV has found 

similar report biases for both sexes. For example, both Henning et al. (2005) and Simmons 

et al. (2005) found that both the male and female IPV perpetrators in their samples 

indicated evidence of socially desirable responding. Therefore the rates of offending for 

IPV, general violence and nonviolent offending obtained in this research are likely to be 

lower than is actually the case for men as well as women. Scales such as the Marlowe-

Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) or the Social Desirability 

Scale from the Personal and Relationships Profile (PRP: Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & 

Sugarman, 1999) could be used to measure Social Desirability within research such as this. 

Straus and Ramirez (2004) found that criminal history was significantly negatively 

correlated with Social Desirability (r = -.35), and that IPV was also significantly negatively 

correlated with Social Desirability (r = -.20). This indicates that participants with higher 

social desirability scores are more likely to underreport undesirable behaviour, and suggests 

the need to control for social desirability when assessing offending behaviour. Therefore 
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future research should assess the extent to which participants are biased towards not 

disclosing socially undesirable behaviour, for example IPV and other types of offending. 

By measuring participants‟ tendencies towards socially desirable responding we can then 

control for it in any analyses. 

The current research collected data for IPV by requesting information on both 

partners from one member of a couple. We did not request partner reports, and therefore the 

external validity of the participants‟ responses cannot be authenticated. Straus et al. (1996) 

did note that “the desirability of couple data does not mean that data from one partner are 

invalid” (p. 303), as it is sometimes not practical or ethical to obtain data from couples. It 

would not have been ethical in the current research to request contact details for the 

partners of those reporting IPV perpetration or victimisation so that reports could be 

corroborated, as this contact in itself could result in the instigation of a violent episode 

between partners. So collecting self and partner reports from one member of the dyad is a 

valid and common practice in IPV research, and this method has been employed in other 

similar research (e.g. Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2003; Hines & Douglas, 2010; Hines & 

Saudino, 2008; Straus & Ramirez, 2007; Walker, 2000). However, it is important to note 

that IPV occurs between two people in a relationship, and therefore that the current results 

need replicating using research with couples‟ reports in order to validate each partner‟s 

claims regarding the prevalence and frequency of IPV from both members of the dyad. 

Therefore future research should seek to replicate the findings from this research using 

couples rather than individuals reporting on their own and their partner‟s behaviour.  

The current study employed a cross sectional design and investigated the 

relationships between offending and associated risk factors at a specific point in time. It 

would be important to look at offending and risk factors prospectively to examine the 

progression and potential escalation of the offending behaviours engaged in, as well as 
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potential changes in the characteristics of the perpetrators over time. Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990) underrate the use of longitudinal research because individual difference 

variables, such as self-control, are temporally stable. However, prospective, longitudinal 

studies are renowned to be more effective for identifying risk factors of offending 

behaviour (Ehrensaft et al., 2006; Farrington, 1997; Moffitt et al., 2001). Therefore future 

research would benefit from the use of a longitudinal design. 

 In the current research, participants were asked to report their own as well as their 

partner‟s attachment style. However obtaining this information from only one member of 

the dyad may not be representative of the partner‟s actual response, even though such a 

method is used in research (e.g. Bookwala, 2002). Although this reflects the participant‟s 

perception of their partner‟s attachment style rather than their partner‟s actual attachment 

style, Bookwala (2002) has suggested that this may be more useful to obtain because 

perceptions refer to how you see your partner and then how you respond to that. For 

example, if you perceive your partner to be high in attachment avoidance (whether or not 

they actually are) this may cause anger and frustration and increase the likelihood of 

aggression. Therefore perceptions of a partner‟s attachment style may be more influential in 

terms of IPV than their actual attachment style. 

The current research only specified that general violence reports could not include 

violence towards partners (as this information was requested in a separate section), and 

therefore men‟s and women‟s general violence could be towards anyone other than a 

partner, and may therefore include other family members as well as friends, acquaintances 

or strangers. Felson and Cares (2005) found that women perpetrate violence towards family 

members at a particularly high frequency, and more so than men. Therefore if the responses 

for women‟s general violence included more family member targets than men then this may 

have elevated women‟s involvement in “general violence”, which may more normally be 
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thought of as non-family members. However, the traditional sex difference in the male 

direction for general violence was still observed in Study 2. Separate categories of 

victim/target such as family members, others who were known to the perpetrator but not 

related (including co-workers, employers, friends, acquaintances, roommates), and 

strangers (Felson & Cares, 2005) could be analysed separately to further explore target 

selection differences between men and women.  

The current research only examined physical violence within relationships; however 

partners can also perpetrate psychological aggression towards each other, the effects of 

which can be equally, or more, damaging than physical violence (Marano, 1996; 

Migliaccio, 2002). Research has found that similar to physical IPV, men and women 

perpetrate psychological IPV at equal rates (Cercone et al., 2005; Straus & Sweet, 1992). 

Straus (2011) and Winstok (2008) have both stated that women‟s use of psychological 

aggression needs to be addressed because such behaviours tend to provoke retaliation from 

the partner and escalates abuse by both partners. Therefore it is important that future 

research investigates the predictors identified in this study alongside psychological IPV 

perpetrated by men and women.  

Hines and Saudino (2008) included psychological IPV in their research, and 

examined it in relation to the five adaptive personality dimensions using Goldberg‟s (1999) 

IPIP measure. The results indicated differences between the risk factors associated with 

men‟s and women‟s perpetration of psychological IPV. Neuroticism was the one common 

risk factor and was significantly positively associated with men‟s and women‟s use of 

psychological aggression. There were no other predictors for men, but women‟s use of 

psychological IPV was also significantly predicted by higher levels of extraversion and 

conscientiousness and lower levels of agreeableness. Therefore the research of Hines and 

Saudino (2008) suggests that men and women have shared and unique risk factors for 
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psychological aggression. However, the range of variables considered in the current 

program of research has not been considered with regard to psychological IPV. Therefore it 

would seem likely that future research examining the risk factors identified in the current 

research alongside psychological IPV will reveal further shared and unique risk factors for 

men‟s and women‟s use of psychological IPV. This has important implications for 

treatment and prevention of escalation into physical aggression. 

The inclusion criteria for taking part in the current studies specified that participants 

had to be aged 18 or over and had to have been in a relationship for at least one month in 

the past 12 months, so that they could report any violence within the context of a 

relationship. Those who had not had a relationship for at least one month in the past 12 

months were excluded from the analysis. Therefore, participants could be reporting on their 

current or most recent relationship, which is a commonly used method in the area of IPV 

(e.g. Straus et al., 1996). However former intimate partner harassment can occur following 

the breakdown of a relationship, and is common among university students (Spitzberg & 

Cupach, 2007). We asked participants to report on behaviours in the last year, therefore it is 

possible that participants reporting on past relationships may have included post-

relationship harassment. Therefore future research could examine differences between risk 

factors for IPV in current and most recent relationships. 

Another issue that requires consideration is the disparity between the extent to 

which men and women participate in research generally, and particularly with regard to 

violence, and especially partner violence. Women take part in research on IPV more than 

men (Gray & Forshee, 1997; Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980). It can be argued that this 

is because male IPV is associated with more social disapproval than female IPV (Arias & 

Johnson, 1989; Bookwala, Frieze, Smith, & Ryan, 1992). Therefore men may be less 

inclined to participate in such research. Furthermore, the greater social disapproval may 
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cause the men who do participate to deliberately minimise their engagement in IPV 

perpetration. Therefore the finding that women perpetrate IPV at equal or greater rates than 

men may actually be a function of fewer partner violent men taking part in such research or 

because those that do underreport their involvement. It may also be that if IPV men are 

more dysfunctional then they are also less likely to complete questionnaires. Archer (1999) 

found that men and women underreport their perpetration of IPV compared to reports about 

their partners, but this effect is more exaggerated in men, which has been interpreted as 

male underreporting.  

The Nonviolent and Violent Offending Behaviour Scale (NVOBS) is a new 

measure that is currently developed for use in a male and female student population. 

Therefore the measure requires further use in additional samples in order to establish its 

validity and confirm its reliability. Future research could assess additional psychometric 

properties of the measure, for example test-retest reliability. Anonymity regarding 

participant responses precluded test-retest data being obtained during the current research. 

The measure should be used in alternative populations, such as prison and community 

samples, to examine whether the norms identified in the student sample are generalisable to 

other samples. Longitudinal research could be conducted to collect data regarding change 

in behaviour following offending treatment interventions for men and women to examine 

the effectiveness of the interventions.  

 

7.3. Future directions 

The current research has highlighted potential avenues for further investigation, 

some of which have been discussed above in the limitations section. For all risk factors 

examined in Studies 3 and 4 (except attachment styles) data was only collected about the 

participants themselves; data on their partners‟ personality traits and disorders, self-control, 
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anger and psychopathic traits were not collected. Regarding IPV perpetration and 

victimisation a beneficial avenue of future research would be to collect data from both 

members of the couple, to study the dyadic processes involved in IPV and intrapersonal 

functioning. Moffitt et al.‟s (2001) research using a birth cohort of men and women 

indicates that the risk characteristics of both couple members cumulatively increase the 

likelihood of IPV. For example, mispairing of certain personality traits in couples (similar 

to mispairing attachment styles) may prove particularly volatile and increase the likelihood 

of aggression within relationships. For example a pairing of two individuals with paranoid 

PD (cluster A) would be characterised by both partners being suspicious and distrusting of 

the other, particularly regarding sexual fidelity, causing both to be angry, hostile and 

unforgiving. Jealousy and suspicion regarding female sexual fidelity is related to male IPV 

and spousal homicide (Wilson, Johnson & Daly, 1995). Therefore there may be a greater 

likelihood of aggression in relationships where both partners suspect sexual infidelity on 

the part of the other. Investigating the riskiness of personality pairings would be a new 

avenue for research and a very important one for guiding interventions. 

Future research could assess general violence victimisation as well as perpetration. 

The IPV (Straus, 2008), stalking (Mohandie et al., 2006), and prison bullying (Ireland & 

Ireland, 2008) literature have all identified that there are pure victims, pure perpetrators and 

victim/perpetrators. Therefore it is likely that the same groups would be identifiable with 

general violence. This study only collected data regarding perpetration, and so mutuality of 

general violence could not be examined. The previous research in other domains has found 

differences in risk factors between the pure victims, pure perpetrators and the victim/ 

perpetrators, so that it would be appropriate to apply this to the examination of the variables 

investigated in the current research. This may be useful for guiding general violence 

interventions. 
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Due to the mutuality of offending (e.g. Straus, 2008), and the argument that victims 

and offenders should not be treated as two separate entities (Deadman & MacDonald, 2004) 

future research could investigate predictors of IPV and general violence victims because 

certain victim characteristics may put them more at risk of being aggressed against. That is 

not to say that victims should in any way be blamed for being victimised or that 

perpetrators should be less responsible for their actions, but preventative measures may be 

discovered.Victim precipitation has been discussed in homicide research (Wolfgang, 1958), 

and IPV homicide research (Browne, Williams, & Dutton, 1999; Felson & Messner, 1996). 

Therefore those who initiate violence may end up being the victim. Felson and Cares 

(2005) found that violence perpetrated by anyone other than a stranger (e.g. partner / family 

member) was more likely to be precipitated by the victim than violence between strangers. 

Felson and Cares also found that female IPV perpetration was not particularly likely to be 

precipitated by the victim, which is further evidence against the proposal that women are 

only violent in self-defence as a response to violence initiated by their partner. Therefore it 

would be pertinent to examine victim characteristics in men and women, because by 

analysing victim characteristics preventative strategies may be identified, which may 

reduce violence in and out of relationships for men as well as women.  

IPV can result in the eventual breakdown of a relationship, and IPV during a 

relationship is a risk factor for intimate partner harassment post-relationship (Mohandie et 

al., 2006). Being rejected by a partner may serve to accentuate the perpetrators PD traits 

(Ehrensaft et al., 2006). Therefore longitudinal research that investigates the risk factors 

from the current research in relation to pre- and post-relationship harassment may be 

clinically relevant to both stalking, IPV and PD research.  

Attachment styles have been related to coping styles (Torquati & Vazsonyi, 1999; 

Greenberger & McLaughlin, 1998): for example, those with insecure attachment styles use 
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different coping styles. Maladaptive coping styles in conjunction with insecure attachment 

styles may increase the likelihood of violent resolution strategies being utilised within 

relationships. Therefore attachment may influence coping styles, which may affect the 

likelihood of IPV in men and women. Therefore future research examining additional 

variables to the current research could investigate the effect of coping styles on IPV 

perpetration and victimisation. Coping styles could then be targeted within treatment 

interventions.  

The risk factors identified in this research should be examined in homosexual 

relationships. Homosexual relationships have been reported to be as violent, if not more so, 

than heterosexual relationships (e.g. Landolt & Dutton, 1997), and lesbian relationships 

have been found to be significantly more violent than gay relationships (e.g. Dutton, 

1994a). Dependency and jealousy have been found to be the main contributors to lesbian 

IPV (Renzetti, 1992) and these same factors have also been found in heterosexual male to 

female IPV studies (Dutton, 1994b). Therefore examining the predictors of IPV identified 

by the current research may reveal similarities and differences in the predictors of 

homosexual IPV, which would have clinical implications and be useful for guiding 

treatment. Research by Fortunata and Kohn (2003) found that high scores on the antisocial 

and borderline PDs (cluster B PDs) predicted IPV perpetration in lesbian relationships, 

which is similar to previous findings as well as current research findings regarding 

perpetrators of IPV in heterosexual relationships. Therefore it appears as though personality 

pathology rather than sex of victim/perpetrator is the best predictor of IPV. Some 

homosexual data was collected in the current research, but the response rates were very 

low, and due to the findings from previous research regarding higher rates of violence in 

these samples, these data were not included in the analysis. However, extra data could be 

collected and examined in future research. 
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The current research has highlighted the overlap in offending for men and women, 

and that the different crime types have similar as well as unique risk factors for men and 

women. This could be used to guide future research on the development of therapy, 

treatment or training that is suitable for multiple crime types and men and women. 

Currently, interventions tend to be focused on treating the offence the perpetrator has been 

referred for (i.e. drugs, violence, IPV), but the current research has found that other crimes 

may co-occur but may not have been brought to the attention of the authorities. Therefore it 

is imperative that interventions address the multiple needs of the offender in order to be 

successful treatments, because treating just one aspect of men‟s and women‟s offending is 

unlikely to be successful and is therefore not helpful to the perpetrators or their victims. 

Current practices could be adapted based on this emerging evidence regarding the overlap 

of offending and the risk factors associated with them. 

The NVOBS was developed and its psychometric properties confirmed using a 

student sample. Student samples are generally low risk for offending, although IPV has 

been found to be prevalent in student populations (e.g. Archer, 2002; Fiebert & Gonzalez, 

1997; Foo & Margolin, 1995; Riggs & O‟Leary, 1996; Straus & Ramirez, 2004; Straus, 

2008; Nabors, 2010, White & Koss, 1991), and undergraduate students have been found to 

self-report acts of aggression so severe that they would be classed as a criminal offence 

(e.g. Smith & Waterman, 2006; Barratt et al., 1999). Nevertheless, it is important to 

validate the newly developed NVOBS scale in a forensic sample using male and female 

offenders, to determine whether the pattern of characteristics is the same for the offender 

sample, as it is for the student sample. It would also be useful to assess the norms, validity 

and reliability of the scale using a community-referred sample of male and female 

offenders. The perpetration of violent and nonviolent crimes may be low in university 

students in comparison to the other populations, but previous research has indicated the 
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presence of these behaviours. Therefore it would seem likely that the community and 

forensic samples may evince similar patterns of offending but at a higher frequency. This 

new measure is available for other researchers in the field to use, and additional research 

will advance knowledge and understanding in this area. 

 

7.4. Overall summary 

Overall each study in this thesis has made original contributions to the knowledge of 

the psychology of offending behaviour in men and women. This research has extended 

existing research into women‟s violent and nonviolent offending behaviour and has 

provided original findings not previously published by suggesting that women‟s 

perpetration of different offences has similar as well as different risk factors to that of men, 

and that this is particularly the case for IPV. This research has informed general theories of 

crime and violence by suggesting that there is some overlap between offences and their 

correlates which rules out the possibility that IPV is completely distinct from other types of 

crime: thereby informing both feminist and family conflict theory. Finding that personality 

and other individual difference variables are related to offending also supports the general 

theories of crime and violence as well as the family conflict theory of IPV, but is 

inconsistent with the feminist theory. 

Therefore the current research is original and is potentially influential both 

theoretically and clinically. It has clinical relevance as it highlights the need for the 

adaptation of current perpetrator treatment programs to address the multiple needs of 

versatile perpetrators, and also identifies risk factors on which interventions can focus. 

Therefore treatments should be more directed and successful. Findings regarding the 

predictors of offending behaviour can be used by those involved in treating offenders, but 

can also help those who intervene (e.g. police officers) particularly in cases of IPV. These 
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findings suggest that education and training is required for those working with offenders to 

highlight that both men and women can be „real‟ perpetrators and „legitimate‟ victims, as 

currently half of the perpetrators (women) and half of the victims (men) of IPV are largely 

ignored. Straus (2006) called for research to “raise the ratio of data to theory” (p. 1087) 

with respect to sex and IPV, and the current research adds to the data in this area. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Study 1 Online Questionnaire Coversheet 

This research is being conducted by Abi Thornton, a Psychology PhD student from the 
University of Central Lancashire. This study will be used to develop a scale for women‟s 
involvement in crime and antisocial behaviour towards other women and men. It should 
take approximately 30 minutes to complete. 

Please be aware it contains questions of a sensitive nature, and relate to subjects that people 
may find distressing. You will be asked to respond to questions regarding behaviours that 
you have engaged in or been affected by, some of these being extremely violent and 
sexual criminal offences and antisocial behaviour.  

You do not need to answer any questions that you are not comfortable answering and you 
may withdraw from the study at any time before submitting the questionnaire. As the 
questionnaire will be anonymous it will not be able to be withdrawn once submitted as 
there will be no way of identifying it. All responses will remain confidential.   
 
Take great care not to reveal information about your criminal behaviour to others, e.g. 
make sure no one can see the computer screen when you are completing the questionnaire. 
Failure to do this may result in people knowing about your criminal history, and this could 
have serious repercussions for you. 
 
Please print off the feedback sheet at the end of the questionnaire that contains further 
information about the study as well as contact details for the researchers, along with 
telephone numbers of relevant help and support groups.   
 

If you have any questions, please contact Abi Thornton: email - ajthornton@uclan.ac.uk, tel 
– 01772 893754. 

 

Anyone over the age of 18 is welcome to take part.  If you would like to take part, please 
click the link below.   
 
 

Yes - I understand the nature of the study and I would like to take part  

 
 
 

mailto:ajthornton@uclan.ac.uk
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Appendix 2: Study 1 Information for participants  

 

Instructions for female participants 

Please answer the following questions in relation to your behaviour between 18 years old 

and the present day by ticking the box in the column labeled Me if you have done this 

behaviour. Also please could you indicate whether you personally (i.e. not through other 

people or the media) know of any victims or perpetrators of each type of behaviour 

conducted by a woman (18 years or older) by ticking the box Other woman. If the 

behaviour does not apply to you or another woman then please tick the box in the column 

labeled not applicable (N/A). You can click both boxes where the options 'Me' and 'Other 

woman' both apply. 

 

Instructions for male participants 

Please answer the following questions in relation to behaviour a woman aged over 18 

years old has done towards you by ticking the box in the column labeled A woman did 

this to me . Also please could you indicate whether you personally (i.e. not through other 

people or the media) know of a female over the age of 18 who has behaved this way 

towards someone other than yourself by ticking the box A woman did this to someone else. 

If you do not know of a female over the age of 18 who has behaved this way click the box 

in the column labeled not applicable (N/A). You can click both boxes where the statements 

'A woman did this to me' and 'A woman did this to someone else' both apply. 
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Appendix 3: Studies 2, 3 and 4 Questionnaire Coversheet 

 

This research is being conducted by Abi Thornton, a Psychology PhD student from the 
University of Central Lancashire. It should take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 
Anyone, male or female, over the age of 18 is welcome to take part.  

Please be aware this study contains questions of a sensitive nature, and relate to subjects 
that people may find distressing. You will be asked to respond to questions regarding 
behaviours that you may have engaged in or been affected by. Some of these being 
extremely violent and/or sexual criminal offences, as well as drug, criminal and antisocial 
behaviour. You will also be asked some questions about yourself (e.g. to what extent 
certain statements describe you). 

Please answer each question, but if there are questions that you would prefer not to answer 
you can skip them.  

You can withdraw from the study at any time before returning the questionnaire. As the 
questionnaire will be completely anonymous it will not be able to be withdrawn once 
handed in, as there will be no way of identifying your questionnaire.   
 
If at any time whilst completing the questionnaire you require contact telephone numbers 
that can provide you with help and support, please turn to the last page. 

Whilst completing the questionnaire be aware of your surroundings. You may not want to 
share your answers with anyone, so make sure no one is able to see what you are writing. 

Participation in this research is entirely voluntary and no identifying data will be linked to 
your submission, therefore your responses are completely anonymous. All responses will 
remain confidential, no individual data will be identified and only group data will be used 
in publications or presentations.  

If you have any questions please email Abi Thornton at:   ajthornton@uclan.ac.uk 

mailto:ajthornton@uclan.ac.uk
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Appendix 4: Studies 2, 3 and 4 Information for participants  

 

IPV  

Sometimes conflict gets out of hand and physical fights occur. Couples have many different 

ways of trying to settle their differences. This is a list of things that might happen when you 

have differences. Please use the following scale to answer the questions below. Please read 

each statement carefully, and then circle the number that corresponds to how many times 

you did each of these in the last year, and how many times your partner did them in the last 

year. If your relationship did not last for the whole of the past year, please indicate how 

many times you and your partner did each of these during your whole relationship.  

How often did this happen in the past year? 

0 =This has never happened, 1 = Once in the past year, 2 =Twice in the past year, 3 = 3-5 

times in the past year, 4 = 6-10 times in the past year, 5 = 11-20 times in the past year, 6 

=More than 20 times in the past year. 

 

General violence 

Sometimes conflict gets out of hand and physical fights occur. Please answer the following 

questions in relation to your behaviour. Please do not include fights you have had with a 

romantic partner (such as a boyfriend / girlfriend as you have already been asked about 

this in section 1), only include fights with someone other than your partner e.g. friend, 

family member, stranger etc.  

Please use the following scale to answer the questions below. Please read each statement 

carefully, and then circle the number that corresponds to your reply.  

How often did this happen in the past year? 
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0 =This has never happened, 1 = Once in the past year, 2 =Twice in the past year, 3 = 3-5 

times in the past year, 4 = 6-10 times in the past year, 5 = 11-20 times in the past year, 6 

=More than 20 times in the past year.  

 

Non-violent offending 

Please answer the following questions in relation to your behaviour.  

Please use the following scale to answer the questions below. Please read each statement 

carefully, and then circle the number that corresponds to your reply.  

How often did this happen in the past year? 

0 =This has never happened, 1 = Once in the past year, 2 =Twice in the past year, 3 = 3-5 

times in the past year, 4 = 6-10 times in the past year, 5 = 11-20 times in the past year, 6 

=More than 20 times in the past year. 
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Appendix 5: Study 2 Scree Plot 

 



 288 

REFERENCES 

Alexander, F., Allen, C., Brooks, J., Cole, C., & Campbell, A. (2004). Reason to believe: 

Representations of aggression as phenomenological read-out. Sex Roles, 51, 647–

659. 

Allison, C. J., Bartholomew, K., Mayseless, O., & Dutton, D. G. (2008). Love as a 

battlefield: Attachment and relationship dynamics in couples identified for male 

partner violence. Journal of Family Issues January, 29, 125-150. 

American Psychiatric Association. (2000). Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental 

disorders (4th Ed., text revision). Washington, DC. 

Andershed, H., Kerr, M., Stattin, H., & Levander, S. (2002). Psychopathic traits in non-

referred youths: A new assessment tool. In E. Blauw, & L. Sheridan (Eds.), 

Psychopaths: Current International Perspectives (pp. 131-158). The Hague: 

Elsevier.  

Anderson, K. L. (2002). Perpetrator or victim? Relationships between intimate partner 

violence and well-being. Journal of Marriage and Family, 64, 851–863.  

Ansara, D. L., & Hindin, M. J. (2009). Perpetration of intimate partner aggression by men 

and women in the Philippines: Prevalence and associated factors. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 24, 1579-1590. 

Archer, J. (1994). Violence between men. In J. Archer (Ed.), Male violence (pp. 121-140). 

London/New York: Routledge. 

Archer, J. (1999). Assessment of the reliability of the Conflict Tactics Scales: A meta-

analytic review. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 14, 1263-1289. 

Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual partners: A meta-

analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 651-680. 



 289 

Archer, J. (2002). Sex differences in physically aggressive acts between heterosexual 

partners: A meta-analytic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior: A Review 

Journal, 7, 313-351. 

Archer, J. (2004). Sex differences in aggression in real-world settings: A meta-analytic 

review. Review of General Psychology, 8, 291-322. 

Archer, J. (2006). Cross-cultural differences in physical aggression between partners: A 

social-role analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 10, 133-153. 

Archer, J. (2009). Does sexual selection explain human sex differences in aggression? 

Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 32, 249-266.  

Archer, J. (2010). Derivation and assessment of a hypermasculine values questionnaire. 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 49, 525-551. 

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. 

Archer, J., & Graham-Kevan, N. (2003). Do beliefs about aggression predict physical 

aggression to partners? Aggressive Behavior, 29, 41–54. 

Archer, J., & Haigh, A. (1997). Beliefs about aggression among male and female prisoners. 

Aggressive Behavior, 23, 405-415. 

Archer, J., & Haigh, A. (1999). Sex differences in beliefs about aggression: Opponent's sex 

and the form of aggression. British Journal of Social Psychology, 38, 71-84. 

Archer, J., & Mehdikhani, M. (2003). Variability among males in sexually selected 

attributes. Review of General Psychology, 7, 219-236. 

Archer, J., & Webb, I. A. (2006). The relation between scores on the Buss–Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire and aggressive acts, impulsiveness, competitiveness, 

dominance, and sexual jealousy. Aggressive Behavior, 32, 464–473. 



 290 

Arias, I., & Johnson, P. (1989). Evaluations of physical aggression among intimate dyads. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 4, 298-307. 

Arneklev, B. J., Grasmick, H. G., & Bursik, R. J. (1999). Evaluating the dimensionality and 

invariance of “low self-control”. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 15, 307-331. 

Arneklev, B. J., Grasmick, H. G., Tittle, C. R., & Bursik, R. J. (1993). Low self control and 

imprudent behavior. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 9, 225-247. 

Babcock, J. C., Canady, B. E., Graham, K., & Schart, L. (2007). The evolution of battering 

interventions: From the dark ages into the scientific age. In J. Hamel & T. L. Nicholls 

(Eds.), Family interventions in domestic violence: A handbook of gender-inclusive 

theory and treatment (pp. 215-244). New York: Springer. 

Babcock, J. C., Jacobson, N. S., Gottman, J. M., & Yerrington, T. P. (2000). Attachment, 

emotional regulation, and the function of marital violence: Differences between 

secure, preoccupied, and dismissing violent and nonviolent husbands. Journal of 

Family Violence, 15, 391-409. 

Babcock, J. C., Miller, S., & Siard, C. (2003). Toward a typology of abusive women: 

differences between partner-only and generally violent women in the use of violence. 

Psychology of Women Quarterly, 13, 46-59. 

Baillargeon, R. H., Zoccolillo, M., Keenan, K., Cote, S., Perusse, D., Wu, H.-X., Boivin, 

M., & Tremblay, R. E. (2007). Gender differences in physical aggression: A 

prospective population-based survey of children before and after 2 years of age. 

Developmental Psychology, 43, 13-26. 

Banse, R. (2004). Adult attachment and marital satisfaction: Evidence for dyadic 

configuration effects. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 21, 273-282. 

Barnes, G. E., Greenwood, L., &  Sommer, R. (1991). Courtship violence within a 

Canadian sample of male college students. Family Relations, 40, 34-48. 



 291 

Baron, R. A., & Richardson, D. R. (1994). Human aggression. New York: Plenum.  

Barratt, E. S., Stanford, M. S., Dowdy, L., Liebman, M. J., & Kent, T. A. (1999). Impulsive 

and premeditated aggression: A factor analysis of self-reported acts. Psychiatry 

Research, 86, 163–173. 

Barros, D. M., & Serafim, A. (2008). Association between personality disorder and violent 

behavior pattern. Forensic Science International, 179, 19-22. 

Bartholomew, K., & Allison, C. J. (2006). An attachment perspective on abusive dynamics 

in intimate relationships. In M. Mikulincer and G. S. Goodman (Eds.), Dynamics of 

romantic love: Attachment, Caregiving, and sex (pp. 102-127). New York: Guilford 

Press. 

Bartholomew, K. (1990). Avoidance of intimacy: An attachment perspective. Journal of 

Social and Personal Relationships, 7, 147-178. 

Bartholomew, K. & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles among young adults: A test 

of a four-category model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 226-244. 

Baumeister, R. F., Bushman, B. J., & Campbell, K. (2000). Self-esteem, narcissism, and 

aggression: Does violence result from low self-esteem or from threatened egotism? 

Current Directions in Psychological Science, 9, 26-29. 

Baumeister, R. F., Smart, L., & Boden, J. M. (1996). Relation of threatened egotism to 

violence and aggression: The dark side of high self-esteem. Psychological Review, 

103, 5-23. 

Beech, A. R., & Mitchell, I. J. (2005). A neurobiological perspective on attachment 

problems in sexual offenders and the role of selective serotonin re-uptake inhibitors in 

the treatment of such problems. Clinical Psychology Review, 25, 153-182.  



 292 

Bendixen, M., & Olweus, D. (1999). Measurement of antisocial behavior in early 

adolescence and adolescence: Psychometric properties and substantive findings. 

Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 9, 323-354. 

Benet-Martínez, V., & John, O. P. (1998). Los Cinco Grandes across cultures and ethnic 

groups: Multitrait-multimethod analyses of the Big Five in Spanish and English. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 729-750.  

Bettencourt, B. A., & Miller, N. (1996). Gender differences in aggression as a function of 

provocation: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 119, 422-447. 

Bettencourt, B. A., Talley, A., Benjamin, A. J., & Valentine, J. (2006). Personality and 

aggressive behavior under provoking and neutral conditions: A meta-analytic review. 

Psychological Bulletin, 132, 751-777. 

Bjerregaard, B., & Smith, C. (1993). Gender differences in gang participation, delinquency, 

and substance use. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 4, 329-355. 

Blackburn, R. (1993). The psychology of criminal conduct: Theory, research and practice. 

Chichester: Wiley. 

Blonigen, D. M., Hicks, B. M., Kruger, R. F., Patrick, C. P., & Iacono, W. G. (2006). 

Continuity and change in psychopathic traits as measured via normal-range 

personality: A longitudinal-biometric study. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 115, 

85-95. 

Bograd, M. (1988). Feminist perspectives on wife abuse: An introduction. In M. Bograd & 

K. Yllo (Eds.) Feminist Perspectives on Wife Abuse (pp. 11-26). Beverly Hills: Sage. 

Bolt, D., Hare, R. D., Vitale, J. E., & Newman, J. P. (2004). A multigroup item response 

theory analysis of the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised. Psychological Assessment, 16, 

155-168. 



 293 

Bond, S., & Bond, M. (2004). Attachment styles and violence within couples. Journal of 

Nervous and Mental Disease, 192, 857-863. 

Bookwala, J. (2002). The role of own and perceived partner attachment in relationship 

aggression. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 17, 84-100. 

Bookwala, J., Frieze, I. H., Smith, C., & Ryan, K. (1992). Prediction of dating violence: A 

multivariate analysis. Violence and Victims, 7, 297-311. 

Bookwala, J., & Zdaniuk,  B. (1998). Adult attachment styles and aggressive behavior 

within dating relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 15, 175-

190. 

Borjesson, W. I., Aarons, G. A., & Dunn, M. E. (2003). Development and confirmatory 

factor analysis of the abuse within intimate relationships scale. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 18, 295-309. 

Bourgois, P. (1995). In search of respect: Selling crack in El Barrio. New York: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Bowlby, J. (1946). Forty-four juvenile thieves: Their characters and home-life. London: 

Bailliere, Tindall & Cox. 

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Attachment. New York: Basic Books. 

Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss: Separation, anxiety and anger. New York: Basic 

Books. 

Bowlby, J. (1980). Attachment and loss: Sadness and depression. New York: Basic Books. 

Brand, P. A., & Anastasio, P. A. (2006). Violence-related attitudes and beliefs: Scale 

construction and psychometrics. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 21, 856-868. 

Brannigan, A. (1997). Self control, social control and evolutionary psychology: Towards an 

integrated perspective on crime. Canadian Journal of Criminology, 39, 403-431. 



 294 

Brebner, J. (2003). Gender and emotions. Personality and Individual Differences, 34, 387-

394. 

Brody, L. R. (1997). Gender and emotions: Beyond stereotypes. Journal of Social Issues, 

53, 369-394. 

Broidy, L., Nagin, D., Tremblay, R., Bates, J., Brame, B., Dodge, K., Fergusson, D., 

Horwood, J. L., Loeber, R., Laird, R., Lynam, D. R., Moffitt, T. E., Pettit, G. S., & 

Vitaro, F. (2003). Development trajectories of childhood disruptive behaviors and 

adolescent delinquency: A six site, cross-national study. Developmental Psychology, 

39, 222-245. 

Brookman, F., Mullins, C., Bennett, T., & Wright, R. (2007). Gender, motivation and the 

accomplishment of street robbery in the United Kingdom. British Journal of 

Criminology, 47, 861-884. 

Buchanan,T., & Smith, J. (1999). Using the internet for psychological research: Personality 

testing on the World-Wide Web. British Journal of Psychology, 90, 125–144. 

Buntaine, R. L., & Costenbader, V. K. (1997). Self-reported differences in the experience 

and expression of anger between boys and girls. Sex Roles, 36, 625-637. 

Burke, J. D., Loeber, R., & Lahey, B. B. (2007). Adolescent conduct disorder and 

interpersonal callousness as predictors of psychopathy in young adults. Journal of 

Clinical child and Adolescent Psychology, 36, 334-346. 

Burnett, M. L., & Newman, D. L. (2005). The natural history of conduct disorder 

symptoms in female inmates: On the predictive utility of the syndrome in severely 

antisocial women. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 75, 421-430. 

Burton, V. S., Cullen, F. T., Evans, T. D., Alarid, L. F., & Dunaway, R. G. (1998). Gender, 

self-control, and crime. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 35, 123-147. 



 295 

Busch, A. L., & Rosenberg, M. S. (2004). Comparing women and men arrested for 

domestic violence: A preliminary report. Journal of Family Violence, 19, 49-57. 

Bushman, B. J., & Baumeister, R. F. (1998). Threatened egotism, narcissism, and direct 

and displaced aggression: Does self-love of self-hate lead to violence? Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 219-229. 

Bushman, B. J., & Baumeister, R. F. (2002). Does self-love or self-hate lead to violence? 

Journal of Research in Personality, 36, 543-545. 

Buss, A. H., & Perry, M. (1992). The Aggression questionnaire. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 63, 452-459. 

Buss, D. M. (1991). Conflict in married couples: Personality predictors of anger and upset. 

Journal of Personality, 59, 663-688. 

Buss, D. M., Larsen, R. R., & Westen, D. (1996). Sex differences in jealousy: Not gone, not 

forgotten, and not explained by alternative hypotheses. Psychological Science, 7, 

373-375.  

Buzawa, E.  S., Austin, T. L., Bannon, J., & Jackson, J. (1992). Role of victim preference in 

determining police response to victims of domestic violence. In E.S. Buzawa, & C.G. 

Buzawa (Eds.), Domestic violence: The changing criminal justice response (pp. 255-

270).  Westport, CT: Auburn House. 

Buzawa, E., Hotaling, G. T., Klein, A., & Byrne, J. (1999). Response to domestic violence 

in a proactive court setting. Lowell: University of Massachusetts. 

Byrne, B. M. (2001). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, 

applications and programming. USA: Earlbaum.  

Cadsky, O., & Crawford, M. (1988). Establishing batterer typologies in a clinical sample of 

men who assault their female partners. Canadian Journal of Community Mental 

Health, 7, 119-127. 



 296 

Cale, E. M. (2006). A quantitative review of the relationship between the “Big 3” higher 

order personality dimensions and antisocial behaviour. Journal of Research in 

Personality, 40, 250-254. 

Cale, E. M., & Lilienfield, S. O. (2002). Sex differences in psychopathy and antisocial 

personality: A review and integration. Clinical Psychological Review, 22, 1179-1207. 

Campbell, A. (1991). The girls in the gang (2nd Ed.). Oxford, UK: Basil Blackwell. 

Campbell, A. (1993). Out of control: Men, women and aggression. New York: Basic 

Books. 

Campbell, A. (1995). A few good men: Evolutionary psychology and female adolescent 

aggression. Ethology and Sociobiology, 16, 99-123. 

Campbell, A. (1999). Staying alive: Evolution, culture, and women‟s intrasexual 

aggression. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 22, 203-525. 

Campbell, A. (2002). A mind of her own: The evolutionary psychology of women. New 

York: Oxford University Press. 

Campbell, A. (2006). Sex differences in direct aggression: What are the psychological 

mediators? Aggression and Violent Behavior, 11, 237-264. 

Campbell, A. (2008). Attachment, aggression and affiliation: The role of oxytocin in female 

social behavior. Biological Psychology, 77, 1-10. 

Campbell, A. (2010). Oxytocin and human social behavior. Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 14, 281-295. 

Campbell, A., & Muncer, S. (1987). Models of anger and aggression in the social talk of 

women and men. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 17, 489-511. 

Campbell, A., & Muncer, S. (2009). Can „risky‟ impulsivity explain sex differences in 

aggression? Personality and Individual Differences, 47, 402-406. 



 297 

Campbell, A., Muncer, S., & Bibel, D. (2001). Women and crime: An evolutionary 

approach. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 6, 481-497. 

Campbell, M. A., Doucette, N. L., & French, S. (2009). Validity and stability of the Youth 

Psychopathic Traits Inventory in a nonforensic sample of young adults. Journal of 

Personality Assessment, 91, 584-592. 

Campbell, M. A., Porter, S., & Santor, D. (2004). Psychopathic traits in adolescent 

offenders: An evaluation of criminal history, clinical, and psychosocial correlates. 

Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 22, 23-47. 

Canter, R. J. (1982). Sex differences in self-reported delinquency. Criminology, 20, 373-

393. 

Capaldi, D. M., & Crosby, L. (1997). Observed and reported psychological and physical 

aggression in young, at-risk couples. Social Development, 6, 184-206.   

Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Pastorelli, C., & Perugini, M. (1994). Individual 

differences in the study of human aggression. Aggressive Behavior, 20, 291-303. 

Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., & Zimbardo, P.G. (1996). Understanding the complexity 

of human aggression: Affective, cognitive, and social dimensions of individual 

differences in propensity toward aggression. European Journal of Personality, 10, 

133-155. 

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. 

Casale, S. (1998). Changing women‟s prisons. In S. Hayman (Ed.), Imprisoning women: 

Recognising difference (p. 7-12). London: Institute for the study and treatment of 

delinquency. 



 298 

Cascardi, M., Langhinrichsen, J., & Vivian, D. (1992). Impact, injury and health correlates 

for husbands and wives. Archives of Internal Medicine, 152, 1178-1184.  

Cascardi, M., & Vivian, D. (1995). Context for specific episodes of marital violence: 

Gender and severity of violence differences. Journal of Family Violence, 10, 265-293. 

Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., Silva, P. A., Stouthamer-Loeber, M., Schmutte, P. S., & Krueger, 

R. (1994). Are some people crime prone? Replications of the personality-crime 

relation across nation, gender, race and method. Criminology, 32, 301-333. 

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate Behavioral 

Research, 1, 245-276. 

Cawson, P., Wattam, C., Brooker, S., & Kelly, G. (2000). Child maltreatment in the United 

Kingdom: A study of the prevalence of abuse and neglect. London: NSPCC. 

Cercone, J. L., Beach, S. R. H., & Arias, I. (2005). Gender symmetry in dating intimate 

partner violence: Does similar behavior imply similar constructs? Violence and 

Victims, 20, 207-218. 

Cleckley, H. (1976). The mask of sanity (5th Ed.). St. Louis: Mosby. 

Cobb, N. J. (2001). Adolescence: Continuity, change and diversity (4
th

 Ed.). Mountain 

View, CA: Mayfield Publishing Company. 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.) Hillside, 

NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates. 

Coleman, K., Jansson, K., Kaiza, P., & Reed, E. (2007). Homicides, firearm offences and 

intimate violence 2005/2006 (supplementary volume 1 to crime in England and Wales 

2005/2006). Home Office Statistical Bulletin, 02/07. 

Conradi, L. M., Geffner, R., Hamberger, L. K., & Lawson, G. (2009). An exploratory study 

of women as dominant aggressors of physical violence in their intimate relationships. 

Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 7, 1-6.  



 299 

Cooke, D. J., & Michie, C. (2001). Refining the construct of psychopathy: Towards a 

hierarchical model. Psychological Assessment, 13, 171-188. 

Cooke, D. J., Michie, C., & Hart, S. (2006). Facets of clinical psychopathy: Toward clearer 

measurement. In C. J. Patrick (Ed.), The handbook of psychopathy (pp. 91-106). New 

York: Guilford Press. 

Coontz, P. D., Lidz, C. W., & Mulvey, E. P. (1994). Gender and the assessment of 

dangerousness in the psychiatric emergency room. International Journal of Law and 

Psychiatry, 17, 369-376. 

Cooper, M. L., Shaver, P. R., & Collins, N. L. (1998). Attachment styles, emotion 

regulation, and adjustment in adolescence. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 74, 1380– 1397. 

Cornell, D. G., Peterson, C. S., & Richards, H. (1999). Anger as a predictor of aggression 

among incarcerated adolescents. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 67, 

108-115. 

Corvo, K., & Johnson, P. J. (2003). Vilification of the “batterer”: How blame shapes 

domestic violence policy and interventions. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 8, 259-

281. 

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Normal personality assessment in clinical practice: 

The NEO personality inventory. Psychological Assessment, 4, 5-13. 

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1995). Primary traits of Eysenck‟s P-E-N model: Three- and 

five-factor solutions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 308-317. 

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R., & Dembroski, T. M. (1989). Agreeableness versus 

antagonism: Explication of a potential risk factor for CHD. In A. W. Siegman & T. 

M. Dembroski (Eds.), In search of coronary prone behavior (p. 41-63). Hillside, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 



 300 

Costa, P. T., Terracciano, A., McCrae, R. R. (2001). Gender differences in personality traits 

across cultures: Robust and surprising findings. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 81, 322-331. 

Côté, S., Tremblay, R. E., Nagin, D. S., Zoccolillo, M., & Vitaro, F. (2002). Childhood 

behavioral profiles leading to adolescent conduct disorder: Risk factors for boys and 

girls. Journal of American Academic Child Adolescent Psychiatry, 41, 1086-1094. 

Courtwright, D. T. (1996). Violent land: Single men and social disorder from the frontier to 

the inner city. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Craig, R. J. (2003). Use of Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory in the psychological 

assessment of domestic violence: A review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 8, 235-

243. 

Cross, C. P., Copping, L. T., & Campbell, A. (2011). Sex differences in impulsivity: A 

meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 137, 97-130. 

Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of social desirability independent of 

psychopathology. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 24, 349–354. 

Cui, M., Lorenz, F. O., Conger, R. D., Melby, J. N., & Bryant, C. M. (2005). Observer, 

self-, and partner reports of hostile behaviors in romantic relationships. Journal of 

Marriage and Family, 67, 1169-1181. 

Dahlberg, L. L., Toal, S. B., & Behrens, C. B. (1998). Measuring violence-related attitudes, 

beliefs and behaviors amongst youths: A compendium of assessment tools. Atlanta, 

Ga: Division of Violence Prevention, National Center or Injury Prevention and 

Control, Centers for Disease Control and prevention. 

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1988). Homicide. New York: Aldine De Gruyter. 

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1990). Killing the competition: Female/female and male/male 

homicide. Human Nature, 1, 81-107. 



 301 

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (2001). Risk-taking, intrasexual competition, and homicide. 

Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, 47, 1-36. 

Deadman, D., & MacDonald, Z. (2004). Offenders as victims of crime?: An investigation 

into the relationship between criminal behaviour and victimization. Journal of the 

Royal Statistical Society, 167, 53–67. 

Deffenbacher, J. L., Oetting, E. R., Lynch, R. S., & Morris, C. A. (1996). The expression of 

anger and its consequences. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 34, 575-590. 

DeLucia, B., Owens, C. E., Will, J. A., & McCoin, S. (1999). Hubbard House, Inc. 

domestic offender obtaining reeducation (door) program outcome assessment, final 

report. Jacksonville: Northeast Florida Centre for Community Initiatives, University 

of North Florida. 

DeKeseredy, W. S., & Schwartz, M. D. (1998). Women abuse on campus: Results from the 

Canadian national survey. Thousand Oaks: Sage.  

Digman, J. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five factor model. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 41, 417-440. 

Dixon, L. & Browne, K. (2003). The heterogeneity of spouse abuse: A review. Aggression 

and Violent Behavior, 8, 107-130. 

Dobash, R. E., & Dobash, R. P. (1979). Violence against wives. New York: The Free Press. 

Dobash, R. E., & Dobash, R. P. (1980). Violence against wives: A case against the 

patriarchy. London: Open Books. 

Dobash, R. E., & Dobash, R. P. (1992). Women, violence and social change. London: 

Routledge. 

Dobash, R. E., & Dobash, R. P. (1998). Rethinking violence against women. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 



 302 

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. 

Dobash, R. P., Dobash, R. E., Cavanagh, K., & Lewis, R. (1998). Separate and intersecting 

realities: A comparison of men‟s and women‟s accounts of violence against women. 

Violence Against Women, 4, 382-414. 

Dobash, R. P., Dobash, R. E., Wilson, M., & Daly, M. (1992). The myth of sexual 

symmetry in marital violence. Social Problems, 39, 71-91.  

Douglas, K. S., Vincent, G. M., & Edens, J. F. (2006). Risk for criminal recidivism: The 

role of psychopathy. In C.J. Patrick, Handbook of psychopathy (p. 533-554). New 

York: Guildford.  

Doumas, D. M., Pearson, C. L., Elgin, J. E., & McKinley, L. L. (2008). Adult attachment as 

a risk factor for intimate partner violence: The “mispairing” of partners‟ attachment 

styles. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 23, 616-634. 

Driscoll, H., Zinkivskay, A., Evans, K., & Campbell, A. (2006). Gender differences in 

social representations of aggression: The phenomenological experience of differences 

in inhibitory control? British Journal of Psychology, 97, 139–153. 

Dutton, D. G. (1994a). Patriarchy and Wife Assault: The Ecological Fallacy. Violence and 

Victims, 9, 167-182. 

Dutton, D. G. (1994b). Behavioral and affective correlates of Borderline Personality 

Organization in wife assaulters. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 17, 

265-277. 

Dutton, D. G. (1995). The batterer: A psychological profile. New York: Basic Books. 

Dutton, D. G. (2003). The abusive personality: Violence and control in abusive 

relationships (2nd Ed.). New York: Guildford. 

Dutton, D. G. (2006). Rethinking domestic violence. Canada: UBC Press. 



 303 

Dutton, D. G., & Kerry, G. (1999). Modus operandi and personality disorder in incarcerated 

spousal killers. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 22, 287-300. 

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. 

Dutton, D. G., Saunders, K., Starzomski, A. J., & Bartholomew, K. (1994). Intimacy-anger 

and insecure attachment as precursors of abuse in intimate relationships. Journal of 

Applied Social Psychology, 24, 1367-1386. 

Dye, M. L., & Eckhardt, C. I. (2000). Anger, irrational beliefs, and dysfunctional attitudes 

in violent dating relationships. Violence and Victims, 15, 337-350. 

Easteal, P. W. (1992). Women and crime: Imprisonment issues. Trends and issues in crime 

and criminal justice, No. 35. Australia: Australian Institute of Criminology. 

Echeburúa, E., & Fernández-Montalvo, J. (2008). Are there more personality disorders in 

treatment-seeking pathological gamblers than in other kind of patients? A 

comparative study between the IPDE and the MCMI. International Journal of 

Clinical and Health Psychology, 8, 53-64. 

Edens, J. F., Poythress, N. G., & Lilienfield, S. O. (1999). Identifying inmates at risk for 

disciplinary infractions: A comparison of two measures of psychopathy. Behavioral 

Sciences and the Law, 17, 435-443. 

Ehrensaft, M. K., Cohen, P., & Johnson, J. G. (2006). Development of personality disorder 

symptoms and the risk for partner violence. Journal of Abnormal Behavior, 115, 474-

483. 

Ehrensaft, M. K., Moffitt, T. E., & Caspi, A. (2004). Clinically abusive relationships in an 

unselected birth cohort: Men‟s and women‟s participation and developmental 

antecedents. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 113, 258-271. 



 304 

Eisner, M. (2003). Long-term historical trends in violent crime. Crime and Justice: A 

Review of Research, 30, 83-142. 

Elkins, I. J., Ianoco, W. G., Doyle, A. E., & McGue, M. (1997). Characteristics associated 

with the persistence of antisocial behaviour: Results from recent longitudinal 

research. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 2, 101-124. 

Elliott, D. S., Huizinga, D., & Menard, S. (1989). Multiple problem youth: Delinquency, 

substance use, and mental health problems. New York: Springer-Verlag. 

Emmelkamp, P. M. G., & Kamphuis, J. H. (2007). Personality disorders. USA: Psychology 

Press. 

Esbensen, F., Huizinga, D., & Weiher, A. W. (1993). Gang and non-gang youth: 

Differences in explanatory factors. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 9, 94-

116. 

Esbensen, F., & Winfree, L. T. (1998). Race and gender differences between gang and non-

gang youth: Results from a multisite survey. Justice Quarterly, 15, 505-526. 

Eysenck, H. J. (1964). Crime and personality. UK: Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd. 

Eysenck, H. J. (1992). A reply to Costa and McCrae. P or A and C–the role of theory. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 13, 867-868. 

Eysenck, H. J. (1996). Personality and crime. Psychology, Crime and Law, 2, 143-152. 

Eysenck, H. J. (1996). Personality and the biosocial model of anti-social and criminal 

behaviour. In A. Raine, P. A. Brennan, D. P. Farrington, & S. A. Mednick (Eds.), 

Biosocial bases of violence, NATO ASI Series A, v. 292 (pp. 21-37). New York: 

Plenum Press. 

Eysenck, S. G., & Eysenck, H. J. (1970). Crime and personality: An empirical study of the 

three-factor theory. British Journal of Criminology, 10, 225-239. 



 305 

Fagan, J. (1990). Social processes of delinquency and drug use among urban gangs. In C.R. 

Huff (Ed.), Gangs in America (p. 183-219). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Fagan, J. A., Stewart, D. K., & Hansen, K. V. (1983). Violent men or violent husbands? 

Background factors and situational correlates. In D. Finkelhor, R.J. Gelles, G.T. 

Hotaling, & M.A. Straus (Eds.), The dark side of families: Current family violence 

research (pp. 49-67). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Farrington, D. P. (1997). Human development and criminal careers. In M. Maguire, R. 

Morgan, and R. Reiner (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of criminology (2nd Ed.) (pp. 

361-408). Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Farrington, D. P., Coid, J. W., Harnett, L., Jolliffe, D., Soteriou, N., Turner, R., & West, D. 

J. (2006). Criminal careers and life success: new findings from the Cambridge study 

in delinquent behaviour. Home Office Research study No. 281. London: Home 

Office.   

Feder, L., & Henning, K. (2005). A comparison of male and female dually arrested 

domestic violence offenders. Violence and Victims, 20, 153-171. 

Feeney, J. A. (2003). The systematic nature of couple relationships: An attachment 

perspective. In P. Erdman and T. Caffrey (Eds.), Attachment and family systems (pp. 

139-163). New York: Brunner-Routledge. 

Feingold, A. (1994). Gender differences in personality: A meta-analysis. Psychological 

Bulletin, 116, 429-456. 

Felson, R. B. (2002).Violence and gender reexamined. Washington, DC: American 

Psychological Association.  

Felson, R. B. (2004). Predatory and dispute-related violence: A social Interactionist 

approach. In R.V. Clarke & M. Felson. Routine activity and rational choice (pp. 103-

125). Transaction Publishers: USA.  



 306 

Felson, R. B., & Cares, A. C. (2005). Gender and the seriousness of assaults on intimate 

partners and other victims. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67, 1182–1195.  

Felson, R. B., & Messner, S. F. (1996). To kill or not to kill? Lethal outcomes in injurious 

attacks. Criminology, 34, 519–545. 

Felson, R. B., & Messner, S. F. (1998). Disentangling the effects of gender and intimacy on 

victim precipitation homicide. Criminology, 36, 405-423. 

Felson, R. B., & Outlaw, M. C. (2007). The control motive and marital violence. Violence 

and Victims, 22, 387-407. 

Fergusson, D. M., & Mullen, P. E. (1999). Childhood sexual abuse: An evidence based 

perspective. London: Sage. 

Fiebert, M. S., & Gonzalez, D. M. (1997). College women who initiate assaults on their 

male partners and the reasons offered for such behavior. Psychological Reports, 80, 

583-590. 

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). UK: Sage. 

Finkel, E., DeWall, C. N., Slotter, E. B., Oaten, M., & Foshee, V. A. (2009). Self-

regulatory failure and intimate partner violence perpetration. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 97, 483-499. 

Flatley, J., Kershaw, C., Smith, K., Chaplin, R., & Moon, D. (2010). Crime in England and 

Wales 2009/10. Home Office Statistical Bulletin 12/10. London: Home Office. 

Floyd, F.J., & Widaman, K.F. (1995). Factor analysis in the development and refinement of 

clinical assessment instruments. Psychological Assessment, 7, 286-299. 

Follingstad, D. R., Bradley, R. G., Helff, C. M., & Laughlin, J. E. (2002). A model for 

predicting dating violence: Anxious attachment, angry temperament and need for 

relationship control. Violence and Victims, 17, 35-47. 



 307 

Follingstad, D. R., DeHart, D. D., & Green, E. P. (2004). Psychologists‟ judgments of 

psychologically aggressive actions when perpetrated by a husband versus a wife. 

Violence and Victims, 19, 435-452. 

Follingstad, D. R., Wright, S., Lloyd, S., & Sebastian, J. A. (1991). Sex differences in 

motivations and effects in dating violence. Family Relations, 40, 51-57. 

Fonagy, P., Leigh, T., Steele, M., Steele, H., Kennedy, R., Mattoon, G., Target, M., & 

Gerber, A. (1996). The relation of attachment status, psychiatric classification, and 

response to psychotherapy. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 64, 22-31. 

Foo, L., & Margolin, G. (1995). A multivariate investigation of dating aggression. Journal 

of Family Violence, 10, 351-377. 

Ford, M. R., & Widiger, T. A. (1989). Sex bias in the diagnosis of histrionic and antisocial 

personality disorders. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 57, 301-305. 

Forth, A. E., Brown, S. L., Hart, S. D., & Hare, R. D. (1996). The assessment of 

psychopathy in male and female noncriminals: Reliability and validity. Personality 

and Individual Differences, 20, 531-543. 

Forth, A. E., Hart, S. D., & Hare, R. D. (1990). Assessment of psychopathy in male young 

offenders. Psychological Assessment, 2, 342-344. 

Forth, A. E., & Mailloux, D. L. (2000). Psychopathy in youth: What do we know? In C. B. 

Gacono (Ed.), The clinical and forensic assessment of psychopathy: A practitioner’s 

guide (pp. 25-54). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Fortunata, B., & Kohn, C. (2003). Demographic, psychosocial and personality 

characteristics of lesbian batterers. Violence and Victims, 18, 557-568. 

Fossati, A., Barratt, E. S., Carreta, I., Leonardi, B., Grazioli, F., & Maffei, C. (2004). 

Predicting borderline and antisocial personality disorder features in nonclinical 



 308 

subjects using measures of impulsivity and aggression. Psychiatric Research, 125, 

161-170. 

Frick, P. J. (1998). Conduct disorders and severe antisocial behavior. New York: Plenum 

Press. 

Frick, P. J., & Hare, R. D. (2001). The antisocial process screening device. Toronto: Multi-

Health Systems. 

Frick, P. J., & Marsee, M. A. (2006). Psychopathy and developmental pathways to 

antisocial behavior in youth. In C. J. Patrick (Ed.), The handbook of psychopathy (pp. 

353-375). New York: Guilford Press. 

Frick, P. J., Stickle, T. R., Dandreaux, D. M., Farrell, J. M., & Kimonis, E. R. (2005). 

Callous-unemotional traits in predicting the severity and stability of conduct problems 

and delinquency. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 33, 471-487. 

Frick, P. J., & White, S. F. (2008). Research review: The importance of callous-

unemotional traits for developmental models of aggressive and antisocial behavior. 

The Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 49, 359-375. 

Frieze, I. H. (2005). Hurting the one you love: Violence in relationships. Belmont, CA: 

Wadsworth. 

Gardner, W., Mulvey, E. P., & Shaw, E. C. (1995). Regression analysis of counts and rates: 

Poisson, overdispersed, and negative binomial models. Psychological Bulletin, 118, 

392-404. 

Gaudiosi, J. A. (2006). Child maltreatment 2004. U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services, Administration on Children, Youth and Families. Washington, DC: U.S. 

Government Printing Office. 



 309 

Gaudiosi, J. A. (2009). Child maltreatment 2007. U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services, Administration on Children, Youth and Families. Washington, DC: U.S. 

Government Printing Office. 

Gelles, R. J., & Straus, M. A. (1979). Determinants of violence in the family: Towards a 

theoretical integration. In W.R. Burr, R. Hill, F.I. Nye, & I.L. Reiss (Eds.), 

Contemporary theories about the family (pp. 549-581). New York: Free Press. 

Gendreu, P., Goggin, C., & Smith, P. (2002). Is the PCL-R really the unparalleled measure 

of offender risk? A lesson in knowledge accumulation. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 29, 397-426. 

George, M. J. (1994). Riding the donkey backwards: men as the unacceptable victims of 

marital violence. Journal of Men's Studies, 3, 137–159. 

George, M. J. (1999). A victimisation survey of female perpetrated assaults in the United 

Kingdom. Aggressive Behavior, 25, 67-79. 

George, M. J. (2003). Invisible touch. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 8, 23-60. 

Gerber, L. G. (1991). Gender stereotypes and power: perception and roles in violent 

marriages. Sex Roles, 24, 439–458. 

Gibson, C. L., Ward, J. T., Wright, J. P., Beaver, K. M., & DeLisi, M. (2010). Where Does 

Gender Fit in the Measurement of Self-Control? Criminal Justice and Behavior, 37, 

883-903. 

Giles-Sims, J. (1983). Wife battering: A systems theory approach. New York: Guildford. 

Giordano, P. C., Millhonin, T. J., Cernokovich, S. A., Pugh, M. D., & Rudolph, J. L. 

(1999). Delinquency, identity and women‟s involvement in relationship violence. 

Criminology, 37, 17-40.  

Gleason, K. A., Jensen-Campbell, L. A., & Richardson, D. S. (2004). Agreeableness as a 

predictor of aggression in adolescence. Aggressive Behavior, 30, 43-61. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1359178901000489#bbib75
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1359178901000489#bbib81


 310 

Goldberg, L. R. (1999). A Broad-bandwidth, public domain, personality inventory 

measuring the lower-level facets of several five-factor models. In Mervielde, I., 

Dreary, I., De Fruyt, F., & Ostendorf, F. (Eds), Personality psychology in Europe (pp. 

7-28). The Netherlands: Tilburg University Press. 

Goldner, V., Penn, P., Sheinberg, M., & Walker, G. (1990). Love and violence: Gender 

paradoxes in volatile attachments. Family Process, 29, 343-364. 

Gondolf, E. W. (1988). Who are those guys? Towards a behavioral typology of batterers. 

Violence and Victims, 3, 187-203. 

Gondolf, E. W. (1999). Characteristics of court-mandated batterers in four cities. Violence 

Against Women, 5, 1277–1293.  

Gondolf, E. W., & White, R. J. (2001). Batterer program participants who repeatedly 

reassault: Psychopathic tendencies and other disorders. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence, 16, 361-380. 

Goodman, M., & New, A. (2000). Impulsive aggression in borderline personality disorder. 

Current Psychiatry Reports, 2, 56-61. 

Goodwin, M. P., & Roscoe, B. (1990). Sibling violence and agonistic interactions among 

middle adolescents. Adolescence, 25, 451-467.  

Gottfredson, M.  R., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. USA: Stanford 

University Press. 

Gottfredson, M.  R., & Hirschi, T. (2007). A general theory of crime (3rd Ed.). USA: 

Stanford University Press. 

Gow, A. J., Whiteman, M. C., Pattie, A., & Deary, I. J. (2005). Goldberg‟s „IPIP‟ Big-Five 

factor markers: Internal consistency and concurrent validation in Scotland. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 39, 317-329. 



 311 

Granic, I., & Butler, S. (1998). The relation between anger and antisocial beliefs in young 

offenders. Personality and Individual Differences, 24, 759-765. 

Graham-Kevan, N. (2009). The psychology of women‟s partner violence: Characteristics 

and cautions. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 18, 587-603. 

Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2003). Physical aggression and control in heterosexual 

relationships: The effect of sampling. Violence and Victims, 18, 181-198.  

Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2005). Investigating three explanations of women's 

relationship aggression. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29, 270-277. 

Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2008). Does controlling behavior predict physical 

aggression and violence to partners? Journal of Family Violence, 23, 539-548. 

Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2009). Control tactics and partner violence in 

heterosexual relationships. Evolution and Human Behavior, 30, 445–452. 

Grann, M., & Wedin, I. (2002). Risk factors for recidivism among spousal assault and 

spousal homicide offenders. Psychology, Crime and Law, 8, 5-23. 

Gray, H. M., & Forshee, V. (1997). Adolescent dating violence: Differences between one-

sided and mutually violent profiles. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 12, 126-141. 

Graziano, W. G., Jensen-Campbell, L. A., & Hair, E. C. (1996). Perceiving interpersonal 

conflict and reacting to it: The case for agreeableness. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 70, 820-835. 

Greenberger, E. & McLaughlin, C. S. (1998). Attachment, coping, and explanatory style in 

late adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 27, 121-139. 

Greenfield, L. A., & Snell, T. L. (1999). Bureau of Justice Statistics special report: Women 

offenders. Washington, DC: US Department of Justice. 

http://www.springerlink.com/content/0885-7482/
http://www.springerlink.com/content/0885-7482/23/7/


 312 

Griffin, D., & Bartholomew, K. (1994). Models of the self and other: Fundamental 

dimensions underlying measures of adult attachment. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 67, 430-445.  

Hall, R.J., Snell, A.F., & Foust, M.S. (1999). Item parceling strategies in SEM: 

Investigating the subtle effects of unmodeled secondary constructs. Organizational 

Research Methods, 2, 233-256. 

Hamberger, L. K. (2005). Men‟s and women‟s use of intimate partner violence in clinical 

samples: Toward a gender-sensitive analysis. Violence and Victims, 20, 131-151. 

Hamberger, L. K. & Potente, T. (1994). Counseling heterosexual women arrested for 

domestic violence: Implication for theory and practice. Violence And Victims, 9, 125–

37.  

Hamberger, L. K., Lohr, J. M., Bonge, D., & Tolin, D. F. (1997). An empirical 

classification of motivations for domestic violence. Violence Against Women, 3, 401-

423. 

Hamberger, L. K., Lohr, J. M., & Gottlieb, M. (2000). Predictors of treatment dropout from 

a spouse abuse abatement program. Behavior Modification, 24, 528-552. 

Hamburger, M. E., Lilienfield, S. O. & Hogben, M. (1996). Psychopathy, gender, and 

gender roles: Implications for antisocial and histrionic personality disorders. Journal 

of Personality Disorders, 10, 41-55. 

Hamel, J. (2005). Gender inclusive treatment of intimate partner abuse: A comprehensive 

approach. New York: Springer. 

Hare, R. D. (1991). The Hare Psychopathy Checklist-Revised. Toronto, Canada: Multi-

Health Systems. 

Hare, R. D. (1994). Without conscience: The disturbing world of psychopaths among us. 

New York: Simon & Schuster. 



 313 

Hare, R. D. (1999). Psychopathy as a risk factor for violence. Psychiatric Quarterly, 70, 

191-197.  

Harned, M. S. (2001). Abused women or abused men? An examination of the context and 

outcomes of dating violence. Violence and Victims, 16, 269-285. 

Harpur, T. J., & Hare, R. D. (1994). Assessment of psychopathy as a function of age. 

Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 103, 604-609. 

Harris, G. T., Rice, M. E., & Quinsey, V. L. (1993). Violent recidivism of mentally 

disordered offenders: The development of a statistical prediction instrument. Criminal 

Justice and Behavior, 20, 315-335. 

Harris, M. B. (1996). Aggression, gender, and ethnicity. Aggression and Violent Behaviour, 

1, 123–146. 

Harris, R. J., & Cook, C. A. (1994). Attributions about spouse abuse: It matters who 

batterers and victims are. Sex Roles, 30, 553-565. 

Hart, S., & Dempster, R. (1997). Impulsivity and psychopathy. In C. Webster & M. 

Jackson (Eds.), Impulsivity: Theory, assessment and treatment (pp. 212-232). New 

York: Guildford Press. 

Hart, S. D., & Hare, R. D. (1996). Psychopathy and antisocial personality disorder. Current 

Opinion in Psychiatry, 9, 129-132. 

Hay, D. F. (2005). The beginnings of aggression in infancy. In R. E. Tremblay, W. W. 

Hartup, & J. Archer (Eds.), Developmental origins of aggression (pp. 107-132). New 

York: The Guildford Press. 

Hay, D. F., Castle, J., & Davies, L. (2000). Toddler‟s use of force against familiar peers: A 

precursor of serious aggression? Child Development, 71, 457-467. 

Hayslett-McCall, K. L., & Bernard, T. J. (2002). Attachment, masculinity, and self-control: 

A theory of male crime rates. Theoretical Criminology, 6, 5-33. 



 314 

Hayton, J. C., Allen, D. G., & Scarpello, V. (2004). Factor Retention Decisions in 

Exploratory Factor Analysis: a Tutorial on Parallel Analysis. Organizational 

Research Methods, 7, 191-205.  

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualised as an attachment process. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511-524. 

Hedderman, C., & Hough, M. (1994). Does the criminal justice system treat men and 

women differently? Research Findings No. 10. London: Home Office Research and 

Statistics Department. 

Heaven, P. C. L. (1993). Personality predictors of self-reported delinquency. Personality 

and Individual Differences, 14, 67-76. 

Heaven, P. C. L. (1996). Personality and self-reported delinquency: Analysis of the "Big 

Five" personality dimensions. Personality and Individual Differences, 20, 47-54. 

Hemphill, J. F. (2007). The Hare Psychopathy Checklist and recidivism: Methodological 

issues and critically evaluating empirical evidence. In H. Herve and J. C. Yuille 

(Eds.), The psychopath: Theory, research, and practice (pp. 141-170). Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Hemphill, J. F., Hare, R. D., & Wong, S. (1998). Psychopathy and recidivism: A review. 

Legal and Criminological Psychology, 3, 139-170. 

Hemphill, J., Templeman, R., Wong, S., & Hare, R. D. (1998). Psychopathy and crime: 

Recidivism and criminal careers. In D. Cooke, A. Forth, & R.D. Hare (Eds.), 

Psychopathy: Theory, research, and implications for society (pp. 374-399). 

Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer. 

Henderson, A. J. Z., Bartholomew, K., Trinke, S. J., & Kwong, M. J. (2005). When loving 

means hurting: An exploration of attachment and intimate abuse in a community 

sample. Journal of Family Violence, 20, 219-230. 



 315 

Hendy, H. M., Weiner, K., Bakerofskie, J., Eggen, D., Gustitus, C., & McLeod, K. (2003). 

Comparison of six models for violent romantic relationships in college men and 

women. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 18, 645-665. 

Henning, K., & Feder, L. (2004). A comparison of men and women arrested for domestic 

violence: Who presents the greater threat? Journal of Family Violence, 19, 69-80. 

Henning, K., Jones., A., & Holdford, R. (2003). Treatment needs of women arrested for 

domestic violence: A comparison with male offenders. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence, 18, 839-856. 

Henning, K., Jones, A., & Holdford, R.  (2005). “I didn‟t do it, but if I did I had a good 

reason”: Minimization, denial, and attributions of blame among male and female 

domestic violence offenders. Journal of Family Violence, 20, 131-139. 

Henry, B., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., & Silva, P. A. (1996). Temperamental and familial 

predictors of violent and non-violent criminal convictions: From age 3 to age 18. 

Developmental Psychology, 32, 614-623. 

Hewson, C. (2003). Conducting research on the internet. The Psychologist, 16, 290–293. 

Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) http://www.hesa.ac.uk/ accessed 28/04/11. 

Hilbe, J. M. (2007). Negative binomial regression. New York: Cambridge University Press.  

Hilton, N. Z., Harris, G. T., & Rice, M. E. (2001). Predicting violence by serious wife 

assaulters. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 16, 408-423. 

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. 

Hines, D. A., & Douglas, E. M. (2010). Intimate terrorism by women towards men: Does it 

exist? Journal of Aggression, Conflict and Peace Research, 2, 36-56. 

http://www.hesa.ac.uk/


 316 

Hines, D. A., & Saudino, K. J. (2003). Gender differences in psychological, physical, and 

sexual aggression among college students using the Revised Conflict Tactics Scales. 

Violence and Victims, 18, 197-218. 

Hines, D. A., & Saudino, K. J. (2008). Personality and intimate partner aggression in dating 

relationships: The role of the “Big Five”. Aggressive Behavior, 34, 593-604. 

Holt, J. (2004). Item parceling in structural equation models for optimum solutions. Paper 

presented at the 2004 Annual Meeting of the Mid-Western Educational Research 

Association, Columbus, OH. 

Holtzworth-Munroe, A., Meehan, C., Herron, K., Rehman, U., & Stuart, G. L. (2000). 

Testing the Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1994) Batterer typology. Journal of 

Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68, 1000-1019. 

Holtzworth-Munroe, A., & Stuart, G. L. (1994). Typologies of male batterers: Three 

subtypes and the differences among them. Psychological Bulletin, 116, 476-497. 

Home Office (2010). User guide to home office crime statistics. Home Office, 08/10. 

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis. 

Psychometrika, 30, 179-185. 

Hotaling, G. T., Straus, M. A., & Lincoln, A. J. (1990). Intrafamily violence and crime and 

violence outside the family. In M. A. Straus & R. J. Gelles (Eds.), Physical violence 

in American families: Risk factors and adaptations to violence in 8, 145 families (pp. 

431-470). New Brunswick: Transaction. 

Howard, R., & Dixon, L. (2011). Developing an empirical classification of violent offences 

for use in the prediction of recidivism in England and Wales. Journal of Aggression, 

Conflict and Peace Research. 

Howell, D. C. (1997). Statistical methods for psychology (4th ed.). Belmont, CA: Duxbury 

Press. 



 317 

Howell, D. C. (2011). Fundamental statistics for the behavioural sciences (7th Edition). 

Canada: Cengage Learning. 

Howells, K. (1998). Cognitive-behavioural interventions for anger, aggression and 

violence. In N. Tarrier, A. Wells and G. Haddock (Eds.), Personality, personality 

disorder, and risk of violence. Chichester: Wiley. 

Huizinga, D., Loeber, R., & Thornberry, T. P. (1993). Longitudinal study of delinquency, 

drug use, sexual activity, and pregnancy among children and youth in three cities. 

Public Health Reports, 108, 90-96. 

Huizinga, D., Esbensen, F., & Weiher, A. W. (1991). Are there multiple paths to 

delinquency? The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 82, 83-118. 

Huizinga, D., Esbensen, F., & Weiher, A. W. (1991). Are there multiple paths to 

delinquency? The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 82, 83-118. 

Huss, M. T., Covell, C. N., & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J. (2006). Clinical implications for 

the assessment and treatment of antisocial and psychopathic domestic violence 

perpetrators. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment and Trauma, 13, 59-85. 

Hutchinson, M. K., & Holtman, M. C. (2005). Analysis of count data using poisson 

regression. Research in Nursing and Health, 28, 408-418. 

Ireland, J. L., & Ireland, C. A. (2008). Intra-group aggression among prisoners: bullying 

intensity and exploration of victim-perpetrator mutuality. Aggressive Behavior, 34, 

76-87.  

Ireland, J. L., & Power, C. L. (2004). Attachment, emotional loneliness, and bullying 

behavior: A study of adult and young offenders. Aggressive Behavior, 30, 298–312. 

Jacobson, N. S., Gottman, J. M., Waltz, J., Rushe, R., Babcock, J., & Holtzworth-Munroe, 

A. (1994). Affect, verbal content, and psychophysiology in the arguments of couples 

with a violent husband. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 62, 982-988. 



 318 

Jeffs, R. F., & Saunders, W. M. (1993). Minimizing alcohol related offences by 

enforcement of the existing licensing legislation. British Journal of Addiction, 78, 67–

77. 

Jensen-Campbell, L. A., & Graziano, W.G. (2001). Agreeableness as a moderator of 

interpersonal conflict. Journal of Personality, 69, 323-362. 

Jensen-Campbell, L. A., Knack, J. M., Waldrip, A.M., & Campbell, S. D. (2007). Do big 

five personality traits associated with self-control influence the regulation of anger 

and aggression? Journal of Research in Personality, 41, 403-424. 

Jensen-Campbell, L. A., & Malcolm, K. T. (2007). The importance of conscientiousness in 

adolescent interpersonal relationships. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 

33, 368-383. 

John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The big five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, 

and theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (eds.), Handbook of 

Personality: Theory and research (2nd ed.) (pp. 102-138). New York: Guildford Press. 

Johnson, M. P. (1995). Patriarchal terrorism and common couple violence: Two forms of 

violence against women. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57, 283-294. 

Johnson, M. P. (2006). Conflict and control: Gender symmetry and asymmetry in domestic 

violence. Violence Against Women, 12, 1003-1018.  

Johnson, M. P., & Ferraro, K. J. (2000). Research on domestic violence in the 1990s: 

Making distinctions. Journal of Marriage and Family, 62, 948–963. 

Joinson, A.N. (1999). Social desirability, anonymity and internet-based questionnaires. 

Behaviour Research Methods, Instruments and Computers, 31, 433–438. 

Joinson, A.N. (2001). Knowing me, knowing you: Reciprocal selfdisclosure in internet-

based surveys. Cyberpsychology and Behaviour, 4, 587–591. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0376871698001574#bb3


 319 

Junger-Tas, J., Terlouw, G., & Klein, M. (1994). Delinquent behaviour among young 

people in the western world. Amsterdam: Kugler Publications.  

Kaiser, H. F. (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika, 39, 31-36.  

Kanazawa, S., & Still, M. C. (2000). Why men commit crimes (and why they desist). 

Sociological Theory, 18, 434-447.  

Katz, J., Washington-Kuffel, S., & Coblentz, A. (2002). Are there gender differences in 

sustaining dating violence? An examination of frequency, severity, and relationship 

satisfaction. Journal of Family Violence, 17,  247-271. 

Keane, C., Maxim, P. S., & Teevan, J. J. (1993). Drinking and driving, self-control, and 

gender: Testing the general theory of crime. Journal of Research in Crime and 

Delinquency, 30, 30-46. 

Kempf, K. L. (1993). The empirical status of Hirschi‟s control theory. In F. Adler & W. S. 

Laufer (Eds.), New directions in criminological theory (pp. 143-186). New 

Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 

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. 

Kesner, J. E., & McKenry, P. C. (1998). The role of childhood attachment factors in 

predicting male violence towards female intimates. Journal of Family Violence, 13, 

417-432. 

King, A., Wold, B., Tudor-Smith, C., & Harel, Y. (1996). The health of youth: a 

crossnational survey. Bergen: World Health Organisation. 

King, L., & Emmons, R. A. (1990). Conflict over emotional expression: Psychological and 

physical correlates. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 864-877. 

http://www.springerlink.com/content/0885-7482/
http://www.springerlink.com/content/0885-7482/17/3/


 320 

Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Davis, K. E. (1994). Attachment style, gender, and relationship 

stability: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 

502-512. 

Klein, P. (1994). An easy guide to factor analysis. London: Routledge. 

Kline, P. (1999). The handbook of psychological testing (2nd ed.). London: Routledge. 

Knight, G. P., Fabes, R. A., & Higgins, D. A. (1996). Concerns about drawing causal 

inferences from meta-analyses: An example in the study of gender differences in 

aggression. Psychological Bulletin, 119, 410-421. 

Kokko, K., & Pulkkinen, L. (2005). Stability of aggressive behavior from childhood to 

middle age in women and men. Aggressive Behavior, 31, 485-497.  

Koons, B. A., Burrow, J. D., Morash, M., & Bynum, T. (1997). Expert and offender 

perceptions of program elements linked to successful outcomes for incarcerated 

women. Crime and Delinquency, 43, 512-532. 

Kopper, B. A., & Epperson, D. L. (1991). Women and anger. Sex and sex-role comparisons 

in the expression of anger. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 15, 7-14. 

Kopper, B. A., & Epperson, D. L. (1996). The experience and expression of anger: 

Relationships with gender, gender-role socialisation, depression, and mental health 

functioning. Journal of Counselling Psychology, 43, 158-165. 

Koski, P. R., & Mangold, W. D. (1988). Gender effects in attitudes about family violence, 

Journal of Family Violence, 3, 225-237. 

Kraut, R., Olson, J., Banaji, M., Bruckman, A., Cohen, J., & Couper, M. (2004). 

Psychological research online: Report of board of scientific affairs' advisory group on 

the conduct of research on the internet. American Psychologist, 59, 105-117. 



 321 

Kring, A. M. (2000). Gender and anger. In A. H. Fischer (Ed.), Gender and emotions: 

Social psychological perspectives (pp. 211-231). Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Krueger, R. F., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2000). Epidemiological personology: The 

unifying role of personality in population-based research on problem behaviours. 

Journal of Personality, 68, 967-998. 

Krueger, R. F., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., Silva, P. A., & McGee, R. (1996). Personality 

traits are differentially linked to mental disorders: A multi-trait-multidiagnosis study 

of an adolescent birth cohort. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 105, 299-312. 

Krueger, R. F., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Bleske, A., & Silva, P. A. (1998). Assortative 

mating for antisocial behavior: Developmental and methodological implications. 

Behavior Genetics, 28, 173-186. 

Krueger, R. F., Schmutte, P. S., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., Campbell, K., & Silva, P. A. 

(1994). Personality traits are linked to crime among males and females: Evidence 

from a birth cohort. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 103, 328-338.  

Kruttschnitt, C. (1993). Violence by and against women: A comparative and cross-national 

analysis. Violence and Victims, 8, 253-270. 

Kruttschnitt, C. (1994). Gender and interpersonal violence. In A. Reiss, & J. Roth (Eds.), 

Understanding and preventing violence (pp. 293-376). Washington, DC: National 

Academy Press. 

Kurz, D. (1993). Physical assaults by husbands: A major social problem. In R. J. Gelles and 

D. R. Loseke (Eds.), Current Controversies on Family Violence (pp. 88-103).  

Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 



 322 

LaGrange, T. C., & Silverman, R. A. (1999). Low self-control and opportunity: Testing the 

general theory of crime as an explanation for gender differences in delinquency. 

Criminology, 37, 41-72. 

Landolt, M. A., & Dutton, D. G. (1997). Power and personality: An analysis of gay male 

intimate abuse. Sex Roles, 37, 335-359. 

Larsson, H., Tuvblad, C., Rijsdijk, F. V., Andershed, H., Grann, M, & Lichtenstein, P. 

(2007). A common genetic factor explains the association between psychopathic 

personality and antisocial behavior. Psychological Medicine, 37, 15-26. 

Lawrence, C. (2006). Measuring individual responses to aggression-triggering events: 

Development of the situational triggers of aggressive responses (STAR) scale. 

Aggressive Behavior, 32, 241-252. 

Leistico, A. M. R., Salekin, R. T., DeCoster, J., & Rogers, R. (2008). A large-scale meta-

analysis relating the Hare measures of psychopathy to antisocial conduct. Law and 

Human Behavior, 32, 28-45. 

Lieb, K., Zanarini, M.C., Schmahl, C., Linehan, M. M., & Bohus, M. (2004). Borderline 

personality disorder. The Lancet, 364, 453-461. 

Lilienfield, S. O., & Hess, T. H. (2001). Psychopathic personality traits and somatization: 

Sex differences and the mediating role of negative emotionality. Journal of 

Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 23, 11-24. 

Lim, B., & Ployhart, R. E. (2006). Assessing the convergent and discriminant validity of 

Goldberg‟s International Personality Item Pool: A multitrait-multimethod 

examination. Organizational Research Methods, 9, 29-54. 

Lippa, R. A. (2010). Sex Differences in Personality Traits and Gender-Related 

Occupational Preferences across 53 Nations: Testing Evolutionary and Social-

Environmental Theories. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 39, 619-636. 



 323 

Loeber, R., & LeBlanc, M. (1990). Toward a developmental criminology. In M. Tonry & 

N. Morris (Eds.), Crime and justice (pp. 29-150). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 

Press. 

Loney, B. R., Frick, P. J., Clements, C. B., Ellis, M. L., & Kerlin, K. (2003). Callous-

unemotional traits, impulsivity, and emotional processing in antisocial adolescents. 

Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 32, 139-152.  

Loranger, A. W., Janca, A., & Sartorius, N. (1997). Assessment and diagnosis of 

personality disorders: The ICD-10 international personality disorder examination 

(IPDE). UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Loseke, D. R., & Kurz, D. (2005). Men‟s violence toward women is the serious and social 

problem. In D. R. Loseke, R. J. Gelles, & M. M. Cavanagh (Eds.), Current 

controversies on family violence (pp. 79-96) (2nd Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Lussier, P., Farrington, D. P., & Moffitt, T. E. (2009). Is the antisocial child father of the 

abusive man? A 40-year prospective longitudinal study on the developmental 

antecedents of intimate partner violence. Criminology, 47, 741-780. 

Lykken, D. T. (1995). The antisocial personalities. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 

Lynam, D. R. (2002). Fledgling psychopathy: A view from personality theory. Law and 

Human Behavior, 26, 255-259. 

Lynam, D. R., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (2007). 

Longitudinal evidence that psychopathy scores in early adolescence predict adult 

psychopathy. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 116, 155-165. 

Lynam, D. R., & Derefinko, K. J. (2006). Psychopathy and personality. In C. J. Patrick 

(Ed.), Handbook of psychopathy (pp. 133-155). New York: Guildford Press. 



 324 

Lloyd, S. A. & Emery, B. C. (1994). Physically aggressive conflict in romantic 

relationships. In D. Cahn (Ed.). Conflict in personal relationships (pp. 27-46). 

Hillsdale. NJ: Erlbaum. 

Magdol, L., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Newman, D. L., Fagan, J., & Silva, P. A. (1997). 

Gender differences in partner violence in a birth cohort of 21-year-olds: Bridging the 

gap between clinical and epidemiological approaches. Journal of Consulting and 

Clinical Psychology, 65, 68-78. 

Mak, A. S. (1993). A self-report delinquency scale for Australian adolescents. Australian 

Journal of Psychology, 45, 75-79. 

Marano, H. E. (1996). Why they stay: A saga of spouse abuse. Psychology Today, 29, 56-

66. 

Marshall, W. L. (1993). The role of attachment, intimacy and loneliness in the etiology and 

maintenance of sexual offending. Sexual and Marital Therapy, 8, 109–121. 

Martin, R., Watson, D., & Wan, C.K. (2000). A three-factor model of trait anger: 

Dimensions of affect, behavior and cognition. Journal of Personality, 68, 869-895. 

Maiuro, R. D., Cahn, T. S., Vitaliano, P. P., Wagner, B. C., & Zegree, J. B. (1988). Anger, 

hostility and depression in domestically violent versus generally assaultive men and 

nonviolent control subjects. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 56, 17-

23. 

Mauricio, A. M., & Gormley, B. (2001). Male perpetration of physical violence against 

female partners: The interaction of dominance needs and attachment insecurity. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 16, 1066-1081. 

McDonald, R., Jouriles, E. N., Tart, C. D., & Minze, L. C. (2009). Children's adjustment 

problems in families characterized by men's severe violence toward women: Does 

other family violence matter? Child Abuse and Neglect, 33, 94-101. 



 325 

McGue, M., Bacon, S., & Lykken, D. T. (1993). Personality stability and change in early 

adulthood: A behavioural genetic analysis. Developmental Psychology, 29, 96-109. 

McNeely, R. L., & Mann, C. R. (1990). Domestic violence is a human issue. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 5, 129-132.  

Migliaccio, T. A. (2002). Abused husbands: A narrative analysis. Journal of Family Issues, 

23, 26-52. 

Mihorean, K. (2005). Trends in self-reported spousal violence. In K. Aucoin (Ed). Family 

Violence in Canada: A Statistical Profile 2005. Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics. 

Ottawa: Statistics Canada. 

Miller, J. D., Lynam, D., & Leukefeld, C. (2003). Examining antisocial behaviour through 

the five-factor model of personality. Aggressive Behavior, 29, 497-514. 

Mills, J. F., Kroner, D. G., & Forth, A. E. (1998). Novaco Anger Scale: Reliability and 

validity within an adult criminal sample. Assessment, 5, 237-248. 

Milovchevich, D., Howells, K., Drew, N., & Day, A. (2001). Sex and gender role 

differences in anger: An Australian community study. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 31, 117-127. 

Ministry of Justice (2007). Criminal statistics: England and Wales. Retrieved 21st June, 

2008 from www.justice.gov.uk/publications/docs/crim-stats-2007-tag.pdf 

Mirrlees-Black, C., Budd, T., Partridge, S., & Mayhew, P. (1998). The 1998 British Crime 

Survey. Government Statistical Service (Home Office, London). 

Moffitt, T. E. (1993). Adolescence-limited and life-course persistent antisocial behavior:  A 

developmental taxonomy. Psychological Review, 100, 674-701.  

Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Krueger, R. F., Magdol, L., Margolin, G., Silva, P. A., & Sydney, 

R. (1997). Do partners agree about abuse in their relationship? A psychometric 

evaluation of interpartner agreement. Psychological Assessment, 9, 47-56. 

http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/docs/crim-stats-2007-tag.pdf


 326 

Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Rutter, M., & Silva, P. A. (2001). Sex differences in antisocial 

behaviour. Conduct disorder, delinquency, and violence in the Dunedin longitudinal 

study. UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Moffitt, T. E., Kreuger, R. F., Caspi, A., & Fagan, J. (2000). Partner abuse and general 

crime: How are they the same, how are they different? Criminology, 38, 199-232. 

Moffitt, T. E., Robins, R. W., & Caspi, A. (2001). A couples analysis of partner abuse with 

implications for abuse-prevention policy. Criminology and Public Policy, 1, 5-36. 

Moffitt, T. E., & Silva, P. A. (1988). Self-reported delinquency: Results from an instrument 

for New Zealand. Australia & New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 21, 227-240. 

Mohandie. K., Meloy, J. R., McGowan, M. G., & Williams, J. (2006). The RECON 

typology of stalking: Reliability and validity based upon a large sample of North 

American stalkers. Journal of Forensic Sciences, 51, 147–155.  

Morse, B. J. (1995). Beyond the conflict tactics scale: Assessing gender differences in 

partner violence. Violence and Victims, 10, 251-272. 

Munoz, L. C., & Frick, P. J. (2007). The reliability, stability, and predictive utility of the 

self-report version of the Antisocial Process Screening Device. Scandinavian Journal 

of Psychology, 48, 299-312. 

Nabors, E. (2010). Drug use and intimate partner violence among college students: An in-

depth exploration. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 25, 1043-1063.  

Nagin, D. S., & Farrington, D. P. (1992). The stability of criminal potential from childhood 

to adulthood. Criminology, 30, 235-260. 

Nakhaie, M. R., Silverman, R. A., LaGrange, T. C. (2000). Self-control and social control: 

An examination of gender, ethnicity, class, and delinquency. Canadian Journal of 

Criminology, 25, 35-59. 



 327 

Nasser, F., & Wisenbaker, J. (2003). A monte carlo study investigating the impact of item 

parceling on measures of fit in confirmatory factor analysis. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 63, 729-757. 

National Alliance of Gang Investigators Associations. (2005). National gang threat 

assessment. Washington, DC: The National Gang Intelligence Center, Bureau of 

Justice Assistance. 

National Alliance of Gang Investigators Associations. (2009). National gang threat 

assessment. Washington, DC: The National Gang Intelligence Center, Bureau of 

Justice Assistance. 

Nazroo, J. (1995). Uncovering gender differences in the use of marital violence: The effect 

of methodology. Sociology, 29, 475–94. 

Neumann, C. S., & Hare, R. D. (2008). Psychopathic traits in a large community sample: 

Links to violence, alcohol use, and intelligence. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 

Psychology, 76, 893-899. 

Norlander, B., & Eckhardt, C. (2005). Anger, hostility, and male perpetrators of intimate 

partner violence: A meta-analytic review. Clinical Psychology Review, 25, 119-152. 

Novaco, R. W. (1994). Anger as a risk factor for violence among the mentally disordered. 

In J. Monahan & H. J. Steadman (eds), Violence and mental disorder: Developments 

in risk assessment (pp.21-59). Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press. 

O‟Connor, D. B., Archer, J., & Wu, F. W. C. (2001). Measuring aggression: Self-reports, 

partner reports, and responses to provoking scenarios. Aggressive Behavior, 27, 79-

101. 

Odgers, C. L., & Moretti, M. M. (2002). Aggressive and antisocial girls: Research update 

and challenges. International Journal of Forensic Mental Health, 1, 103–119. 



 328 

Ogilvie, E. (1996). Masculine obsessions: An examination of criminology, criminality and 

gender. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 29, 205–226. 

O‟Keefe, M. (1997). Predictors of dating violence among high school students. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 12, 546-568. 

O'Leary, K. D. (1993). Through a psychological lens: Personality traits, personality 

disorders, and levels of violence. In R. J. Gelles, and D. R. Loseke (Eds.), Current 

controversies on family violence (pp. 7-30). Newbury Park: Sage. 

Pardini, D. A., Lochman, J. E., & Frick, P. J. (2003). Callous/unemotional traits and social 

cognitive processes in adjudicated youths. Journal of the American Academic of Child 

and Adolescent Psychology, 42, 364-371. 

Paternoster, R., Brame, R., Mazerolle, P., & Piquero, A. (1998). Using the correct statistical 

test for the equality of regression coefficients. Criminology, 36, 859–866. 

Pawlowski, B., Atwal, R., & Dunbar, R. I. M. (2008). Sex differences in everyday risk-

taking behavior in humans. Evolutionary Psychology, 6, 29-42. 

Peace, K. A. & Sinclair, S. M. (2012). Cold-blooded lie catchers? An investigation of 

psychopathy, emotional processing, and deception detection. Legal and 

Criminological Psychology, 17, 177-191. 

Pence, E., & Paymar, M. (1993). Education groups for men who batter. New York: 

Springer. 

Piquero, A. R., & Rosay, A. B. (1998). The reliability and validity of Grasmick et al.‟s self-

control scale: A comment on Longshore et al. Criminology, 36, 157-173. 

Pistole, M. C. (1994). Adult attachment styles: Some thoughts on closeness-distance 

struggles. Family Process, 33, 147-159. 



 329 

Piquero, A. R., MacDonald, J., Dobrin, A., Daigle, L. E., & Cullen, F. T. (2005). Self-

control, violent offending, and homicide victimisation: Assessing the general theory 

of crime. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 21, 55-71. 

Pleck, E., Pleck, J. H., Grossman, M., & Bart, P. B. (1977-1978). The battered data 

syndrome: A comment on Steinmetz's article. Victimology International Journal, 2, 

680-683. 

Porter, S., Birt, A. R., & Boer, D. P. (2001). Investigation of the criminal and conditional 

release histories of Canadian federal offenders as a function of psychopathy and age. 

Law and Human Behavior, 25, 647-661. 

Porter, S., Campbell, M. A., Woodworth, M., & Birt, A. R. (2001). A new psychological 

conceptualisation of the sexual psychopath. In F. Columbus (Ed.), Advances in 

psychology research (pp. 21-36). New York: Nova Science. 

Porter, S., & Woodworth, M. (2006). Psychopathy and aggression. In C. J. Patrick (Ed.), 

Handbook of psychopathy (pp. 481-494). New York: Guilford Press. 

Porter, S., & Woodworth, M. (2007). “I‟m sorry I did it … but he started it”: A comparison 

of the official and self-reported homicide descriptions of psychopaths and non-

psychopath. Law and Human Behavior, 31, 91-107.  

Pottie Bunge, V., & Locke, D. (2000). Family violence in Canada: A statistical profile. 

Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, 85. Ottawa: Minister of Industry. 

Povey, D., Coleman, K., Kaiza, P., & Roe, S. (Eds.). (2009). Homicides, firearm offences 

and intimate violence 2007/2008 (supplementary volume 2 to crime in England and 

Wales 2007/2008. Home Office Statistical Bulletin, 02/09. 

Poythress, N. G., Dembo, R., Wareham, J., & Greenbaum, P. E. (2006). Construct validity 

of the Youth Psychopathic traits Inventory (YPI) and the Antisocial Process 



 330 

Screening Device (APSD) with justice-involved adolescents. Criminal Justice and 

Behavior, 33, 26-55. 

Pratt, T. C., & Cullen, F. T. (2000). The empirical status of Gottfredson and Hirschi‟s 

general theory of crime: A meta-analysis. Criminology, 38, 931-964. 

Pulkkinen, L., & Pitkänen, T. (1993). Continuities in aggressive behavior from childhood to 

adulthood. Aggressive Behavior, 19, 249-263. 

Quetelet, A. (1833/1984). Recherches sur le penchant au crime aux differens ages. 

Bruxelles: M. Hayez. (Trans by S.F. Sylvester as Research on the Propensity for 

Crime at Different Ages, Cincinnati, Ohio: Anderson).  

Ramirez, I. L. (2005). Criminal history and assaults on intimate partners by Mexican 

American and Non-Mexican American white college students. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 20, 1628-1647. 

Ramirez, J. M., Santisteban, C., Fujihara, T., & Van Goozen, S. (2002). Differences 

between experience of anger and readiness to angry action: A study of Japanese and 

Spanish students. Aggressive Behavior, 28, 429-438. 

Ramoutar, K. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2006). Are the same factors related to participation 

and frequency of offending by male and female prisoners? Psychology, Crime and 

Law, 12, 557-572.  

Renzetti, C. M. (1992). Violent betrayal: Partner abuse in lesbian relationships. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Respect. (2011). Domestic violence perpetrators: Working with the cause of the problem. 

UK. 

Richardson, D. R. & Green, L. R. (1999). Social sanction and threat explanations of gender 

effects on direct and indirect aggression. Aggressive Behavior, 25, 425-434. 

http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~db=all~content=t713647155~tab=issueslist~branches=12#v12


 331 

Richardson, D. R., & Green, L. R. (2003). Defining direct and indirect aggression: The 

Richardson Conflict Response Questionnaire. International Review of Social 

Psychology, 16, 11-30. 

Riggs, D. S. (1993). Relationship problems and dating aggression: A potential treatment 

target. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 8, 18-35. 

Riggs, D. S., & O‟Leary, K. D. (1996). Aggression between heterosexual dating partners: 

An examination of a causal model of courtship aggression. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence, 11, 519-540. 

Roberti, J. W. (2004). A review of behavioral and biological correlates of sensation 

seeking. Journal of Research in Personality, 38, 256-279. 

Roberts, B. W., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2001). The kids are alright: Growth and 

stability in personality development from adolescence to adulthood. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 670-683. 

Roberts, N., & Noller, P. (1998). The associations between adult attachment and couple 

violence: The role of communication patterns and relationship satisfaction. In J. A. 

Simpson and W. S. Rholes (Eds.), Attachment theory and close relationships (pp. 

317-350). New York: Guildford. 

Robins, R. W., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2002). It‟s not just who you‟re with, it‟s who 

you are: Personality and relationship experiences across multiple relationships. 

Journal of Personality, 70, 925-964. 

Rodge, S., Hougen, H. P., & Poulsen, K. (2000). Homicide by sharp force in two 

Scandinavian capitals. Forensic Science International, 109, 135-145. 

Rossier, J., Rigozzi, C., & Personality Across Culture Research Group. (2008). Personality 

disorders and the five-factor model among French speakers in Africa and Europe. 

Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 53, 534-44. 



 332 

Ruiz, J. M., Smith, T. W., & Rhodewalt, F. (2001). Distinguishing narcissism and hostility: 

Similarities and differences in interpersonal circumstances and five-factor correlates. 

Journal of Personality Assessment, 76, 537-555. 

Salekin, R. T., Rogers, R., & Sewell, K. W. (1996). A review and meta-analysis of the 

Psychopathy Checklist-Revised: Predictive validity of dangerousness. Clinical 

Psychology Science and Practice, 3, 203-215. 

Saunders, D. G. (1986). When battered women use violence: Husband-abuse or self-

defense? Violence and Victims, 1, 47-60. 

Saunders, D. G. (1988). Wife abuse, husband abuse, or mutual combat? A feminist 

perspective on the empirical findings. In K. Yllo and M. Bograd (Eds.), Feminist 

perspectives on wife abuse (pp. 90-113). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Scharfe, E., & Bartholomew, K. (1994). Reliability and stability of adult attachment 

patterns. Personal Relationships, 1, 23–43. 

Schmitt, D. P., Realo, A, Voracek, M., & Allik, J. (2008). Why can‟t a man be more like a 

woman? Sex differences in Big Five personality traits across 55 cultures. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 168-182. 

Schroeder, M. L., & Wormworth, J. A., & Livesley, W. J. (1994). Dimensions of 

personality disorder and the five-factor model of personality. In P. T. Costa and T. A. 

Widiger (Eds.), Personality disorders and the five-factor model of personality (pp. 

117-127). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

Selby, M. J. (1984). Assessment of violence potential using measures of anger, hostility, 

and social desirability. Journal of Personality Assessment, 48, 531-544. 

Serbin, L., Stack, D., De Genna, N., Grunezweig, N. Temcheff, C. E., Schwartzman, A. E., 

& Ledingham, J. (2004). When aggressive girls become mothers. In M. Putallaz and 



 333 

K. L. Bierman (Eds.), Aggression, antisocial behavior and violence among girls (pp. 

262-285). New York: Guilford Press.  

Sharpe, J. P., & Desai, S. (2001). The revised NEO personality inventory and the MMPI-2 

psychopathology five in the prediction of aggression. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 31, 505-518. 

Shields, N. M., McCall, G. J., & Hanneke, C. R. (1988). Patterns of family and nonfamily 

violence: Violent husbands and violent men. Violence and Victims, 3, 83-97. 

Simmons, C., Lehmann, P., Cobb, N., & Fowler, C. (2005). Personality profiles of women 

and men arrested for domestic violence: An analysis of similarities and differences. 

Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 41, 63-81.  

Simon, R. J., & Landis, J. (1991). The crimes women commit, the punishments they receive. 

Lexington, KY: Lexington Books. 

Simon, R. W., & Nath, L. E. (2004). Gender and emotion  in the United States: Do men and 

women differ in self-reports of feelings and expressive behaviour? American Journal 

of Sociology, 109, 1137-1176. 

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. 

Simpson, J. A. (1990). The influence of attachment styles on romantic relationships. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 971-980. 

Skeem, J. L., Mulvey, E. P., & Grisso, T. (2003). Applicability of traditional and revised 

models of psychopathy to the Psychopathy Checklist: Screening Version. 

Psychological Assessment, 15, 41-55. 

Smallbone, S. W., & Dadds, M. R. (2000). Attachment and coercive sexual behavior. 

Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 12, 3–15. 



 334 

Smith, D. A., & Visher, C. A. (1980). Sex and involvement in deviance/crime: A 

quantitative review of the empirical literature. American Sociological Review, 45, 

691-701.  

Smith, K., Flatley, J., Coleman, K., Osborne, S., Kaiza, P., Roe, S. (2010). Homicides, 

firearm offences and intimate violence 2008/09 (Supplementary volume 2 to crime in 

England and Wales 2008/09). Home Office Statistical Bulletin, 01/10. 

Smith, M.A., & Leigh, B. (1997).Virtual subjects: Using the internet as an alternative 

source of subjects and research environment. Behaviour, Research Methods, 

Instruments and Computers, 29, 496–505. 

Smith, P., & Waterman, M. (2006). Self-reported aggression and impulsivity in forensic 

and nonforensic populations: The role of gender and experience. Journal of Family 

Violence, 21, 425–437. 

Sommer, R., Barnes, G. E., & Murray, R. P. (1992). Alcohol consumption, alcohol abuse, 

personality and female perpetrated spouse abuse. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 13, 1315-1323.    

Soothill, K., Francis, B., & Fligelstone, R. (2002). Patterns of offending behaviour: A new 

approach. Home Office Research study No. 171. London: Home Office.   

Spidell, A., Nicholls, T. L., Kendrick, K., Klein, C., & Krop, R. P. (2004). Characteristics 

of female intimate partner assaulters. Cited in D.G. Dutton, T.L. Nicholls, and A. 

Spidell, (2005). Female perpetrators of intimate abuse. Journal of Offender 

Rehabilitation, 41, 1-31. 

Spitzberg, B. H., & Cupach, W. R. (2007). The state of the art of stalking: Taking stock of 

the emerging literature. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 12, 64-86. 

Stafford, E., & Cornell, D. G. (2003). Psychopathy scores predict adolescent inpatient 

aggression. Assessment, 10, 102-112. 



 335 

Steffensmeier, D. (1993). National trends in female arrests, 1960–1990: Assessment and 

recommendations for research. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 9, 411-441. 

Steffensmeier, D., & Allan, E. (1995). Gender, age, and crime. In J. Sheley (Ed.), 

Handbook of contemporary criminology (pp. 83-114). New York: Wadsworth. 

Steffensmeier, D., & Allan, E. (1996). Gender and crime: Toward a gendered theory of 

female offending. Annual Review of Sociology, 22, 459-487. 

Steffensmeier, D., Kramer, J., & Streifel, C. (1993). Gender and imprisonment decisions. 

Criminology, 31, 411-446. 

Stets, J. E. (1991). Psychological aggression in dating relationships: The role of 

interpersonal control. Journal of Family Violence, 6, 97-114.  

Stets, J., & Hammond, S. A. (2002). Gender, control, marital commitment. Journal of 

Family Issues, 23, 3–25. 

Stets, J. E., & Straus, M. A. (1990). Gender differences in reporting marital violence and its 

medical and psychological consequences. In M. A. Straus and R. J. Gelles (Eds.), 

Physical violence in American families: Risk factors and adaptation to violence in 

8,145 families (pp. 227-244). New Brunswick: Transaction. 

Stets, J. E., & Straus, M. A. (1992). The marriage license as a hitting license: Physical 

violence in American families. New Brunswick: Transaction. 

Stevens, J. P. (1992). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (2nd ed.). USA: 

Earlbaum. 

Stith, S. M., Smith, D. B., Penn, C. E., Ward, D. B., & Tritt, D. (2004). Intimate partner 

physical abuse perpetration and victimization risk factors: A meta-analytic review. 

Aggression and Violent Behavior, 10, 65-98. 

Straus, M. A. (1979). Measuring intrafamily conflict and violence: The conflict tactics (CT) 

scales. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 41, 75-88.  



 336 

Straus, M. A. (1990). Measuring intrafamily conflict and violence: The Conflict Tactics 

(CT) Scales. In M. A. Straus & R. J. Gelles (Eds.), Physical violence in American 

families: Risk factors and adaptations to violence in 8,145 families (pp. 29-47). New 

Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 

Straus, M. A. (2004). Prevalence of violence against dating partners by male and female 

university students worldwide. Violence Against Women, 10, 790-811. 

Straus, M. A. (2005). Women‟s violence toward men is a serious social problem. In D. R.  

Loseke, R. J. Gelles, & M. M. Cavanagh (Eds.), Current controversies on family 

violence (2nd Ed. (pp. 55-77). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Straus, M. A. (2007). Conflict tactics scales. In N. A. Jackson (Ed.), Encyclopedia of 

domestic violence (pp. 190-197). New York: Routledge. 

Straus, M. A. (2008). Dominance and symmetry in partner violence by male and female 

university students in 32 nations. Children and Youth Services Review, 30, 252-275.  

Straus, M. A. (2009). Why the overwhelming evidence on partner physical violence by 

women has not been perceived and is often denied. Journal of Aggression, 

Maltreatment & Trauma, 18, 552-571. 

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. 

Straus, M. A., & Gelles, R. J. (1988). Violence in American families: How much is there 

and why does it occur? In E. W. Nunnally, C. S. Chelmau and F. M. Cox (Eds.), 

Families in Trouble (pp. 141-162). Newbury Park: Sage.   

Straus, M. A., Gelles, R. J., & Steinmetz, S. K. (1980). Behind closed doors: Violence in 

the American family. New York: Doubleday. 

http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/gotoissue~db=all~content=a914019598
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/13591789
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%236059%232011%23999839995%233224781%23FLA%23&_cdi=6059&_pubType=J&view=c&_auth=y&_acct=C000050221&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=10&md5=a788eaf4726205e6648905357e3258a9


 337 

Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. B. (1996). The revised 

conflict tactics scales (CTS2): Development and preliminary psychometric data. 

Journal of Family Issues, 17, 283-316. 

Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. B. (1999). The personal 

and relationships profile (PRP). Durham, NH: University of New Hampshire. 

Straus, M. A., Kaufman Kantor, G., & Moore, D. W. (1997). Change in cultural norms 

approving marital violence: From 1968 to 1994. In G. Kaufman Kantor & J. L. 

Jasinski (Eds.), Out of the darkness: Contemporary perspectives on family violence. 

Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Straus, M. A., & Sweet, S. (1992). Verbal/symbolic aggression in couples; incidence rates 

and relationships to personal characteristics. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 

346-357. 

Straus, M. A., & Ramirez, I. L. (2004). Criminal history and assault of dating partners: The 

role of type of prior crime, age of onset, and gender. Violence and Victims, 19, 413-

434. 

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 USA. Aggressive Behavior, 33, 281-290. 

Stuart, G. L., Moore, T. M., Gordon, K. C., Hellmuth, J. C., Ramsey, S. E., & Kahler, C. 

W. (2006). Reasons for intimate partner violence perpetration among arrested women. 

Violence Against Women, 12, 609-621. 

Stuke, T. S., & Sporer, S. L. (2002). When grandiose self-image is threatened: Narcissism 

and self-concept clarity as predictors of negative emotions and aggression following 

ego-threat. Journal of Personality, 70, 509-532.  



 338 

Suls, J., Martin, R., & David, J. P. (1998). Person-environment fit and its limits: 

Agreeableness, neuroticism, and emotional reactivity to interpersonal conflict. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 88-98. 

Swan, S. C., & Snow, D. L. (2003). Behavioral and psychological differences among 

abused women who use violence in intimate relationships. Violence Against Women, 

9, 75–109.  

Swogger, M. T., Walsh, Z., & Kosson, D. S. (2007). Domestic violence and psychopathic 

traits: Distinguishing the antisocial batterer from other antisocial offenders. 

Aggressive Behavior, 33, 253–260. 

Tabachnick, B. G & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using Multivariate Statistics (4th ed.) Needham 

Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th Ed.). USA: 

Pearson Education.  

Tangney, J. P., Baumeister, R. F., & Boone, A. L. (2004). High self-control predicts good 

adjustment, less pathology, better grades, and interpersonal success. Journal of 

Personality, 72, 271-322. 

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. 

Thornton, A .J. V., Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2010). Adaptive and maladaptive 

personality traits as predictors of violent and nonviolent offending behavior in men 

and women. Aggressive Behavior, 36, 177-186. 

Thornton, A. J. V., Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (in press). Prevalence of women‟s 

violent and nonviolent offending behavior: A comparison of self-reports, victims‟ 

reports and third- party reports. Journal of Interpersonal violence. 



 339 

Thornton, A. J. V., Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2011). Development and 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Non-violent and Violent Offending Behaviour 

Scale (NVOBS). Manuscript submitted. 

Timmers, M., Fischer, A. H., & Manstead, A. S. R. (1998). Gender differences in motives 

for regulating emotions. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 974-986. 

Titterington, V. B., & Harper, L. (2005). Women as the aggressors in intimate partner 

homicide in Houston, 1980s to 1990s. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 41, 83-98. 

Tittle, C. R., Ward, D. A., & Grasmick, H. G. (2003). Gender, age and crime/deviance: A 

challenge to self-control theory. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 40, 

426-453. 

Tjaden, P., & Thoennes, N. (1998). Violence and threats of violence against women and 

men in the United States, 1994–1996. Denver, CO: Center for Policy Research. 

Torquati, J. C., & Vazsonyi, A. T. (1999). Attachment as an organizational construct for 

affect, appraisals, and coping of late adolescent females. Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, 28, 545-562. 

Tremblay, P. F., & Ewart, L. A. (2005). The buss and perry aggression questionnaire and 

its relation to values, the big five, provoking hypothetical situations, alcohol 

consumption patterns, and alcohol expectancies. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 38, 337-346. 

Tremblay, R. E., Japel, C., Perusse, D., McDuff, P., Boivin, M., Zoccolillo, M., & 

Montplaisir, J. (1999). The search for the age of “onset” of physical aggression: 

Rousseau and Bandura revisited. Criminal Behavior and Mental Health, 9, 8-23. 

Tremblay, R. E., Nagin, D. S., Séguin, J. R., Zoccolillo, M., Zelazo, P. D., Boivin, M., 

Pérusse, D., & Japel, C. (2004). Physical aggression during early childhood: 

Trajectories and predictors. Pediatrics, 114, 43-50. 



 340 

Trivers, R. (1972). Parental investment and sexual selection. In B. B. Campbell (Ed.), 

Sexual selection and the descent of man (pp. 136-179). Chicago: Aldine. 

Tweed, R. G., & Dutton, D. G. (1998). A comparison of impulsive and instrumental 

subgroups of batterers. Violence and Victims, 13, 217-230. 

Umberson, D., Anderson, K. L., Williams, K., & Chen, M. D. (2003). Relationship 

dynamics, emotion state, and domestic violence: A stress and masculinities 

perspective. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 65, 233–247. 

US Department of Justice (2009). Crime in the United States, 2008. US Government 

Printing Office, Washington, DC 

Verona, E., & Carbonell, J. L. (2000). Female violence and personality: Evidence for a 

pattern of overcontrolled hostility among one-time violent female offenders. Criminal 

Justice and Behavior, 27, 176-195.  

Vidding, E., Frick, P. J., & Plomin, R. (2007). Aetiology of the relationship between 

callous–unemotional traits and conduct problems in childhood. The British Journal of 

Psychiatry, 190, 33-38.  

Vingerhoets, A. J. J. M., Cornelius, R. R., Van Heck, G. L., & Becht, M. C. (2000). Adult 

crying: A model and review of the literature. Review of General Psychology, 4, 354-

377. 

Walby, S., & Allen, J. (2004). Domestic violence, sexual assault and stalking: Findings 

from the British Crime Survey. Home Office Research Study 276. London: Home 

Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate. 

Walker, J. S., & Gudjonsson, G. H. (2006). The maudsley violence questionnaire: 

Relationship to personality and self-reported offending. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 40, 795-806. 

Walker, L. E. (2000). The battered woman syndrome (2nd Ed.). New York: Springer. 



 341 

Walsh, A. (1997). The female offender. In A. Walsh (Ed.), Correctional assessment, 

casework and counseling (2nd Ed.) (pp. 323-340). Lanham: American Correctional 

Association. 

Walsh, A. (2000). Evolutionary psychology and the origins of justice. Justice Quarterly, 

17, 841-864. 

Walsh, Z., Swogger, M. T., O'Connor, B. P., Chatav Schonbrun, Y., Shea, M. T., & Stuart, 

G. L. (2010). Subtypes of partner violence perpetrators among male and female 

psychiatric patients. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 119, 563-574.  

Walters, G. D. (2003). Predicting institutional adjustment and recidivism with the 

psychopathy checklist factor scores: A meta-analysis. Law and Human Behavior, 27, 

541-558. 

Waltz, J., Babcock, J. C., Jacobson, N. S., & Gottman, J. (2000). Testing a typology of 

batterers. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68, 658-669. 

Waschbusch, D., Porter, S., Carrey, N., Kazmi, O., Roach, K., & D‟Amico, D. (2004). A 

comparison of conduct problems in elementary age children. Canadian Journal of 

Behavioral Science, 36, 97-112. 

Weiler, B. L., & Widom, C. S. (1996). Psychopathy and violent behavior in abused and 

neglected young adults. Criminal Behavior and Mental Health, 6, 253-271. 

Whitaker, H. J., Haileyesus, T., Swahn, M., Saltzman, L. S. (2007). Differences in 

frequency of violence and reported injury between relationships with reciprocal and 

nonreciprocal intimate partner violence. American Journal of Public Health, 97, 941-

947. 

White, J. L., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Bartusch, D. J., Needles, D. J., & Stouthamer-

Loeber, M. (1994). Measuring impulsivity and examining its relationship to 

delinquency. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 103, 192-205. 



 342 

White, J. W., & Koss, M. P. (1991). Courtship violence: Incidence in a national sample of 

higher education students. Violence and Victims, 6, 247-256.  

White, J.W., & Kowalski, R.M. (1994). Deconstructing the myth of the nonaggressive 

women: A feminist analysis. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 18, 487-508. 

White, R. J., & Gondolf, E. W. (2000). Implications of personality profiles for batterer 

treatment. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 15, 467-488. 

Wigman, S. A., Graham-Kevan, N., & Archer, J. (2008). Investigating sub-groups of 

harassers: The roles of attachment, dependency, jealousy and aggression. Journal of 

Family Violence, 23, 557-568. 

Wilson, D. L., Frick, P. J., & Clements, C. B. (1999). Gender, somatization, and 

psychopathic traits in a college samples. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral 

Assessment, 21, 221-235. 

Wilson, M. I., & Daly, M. (1985). Competitiveness, risk taking, and violence: The young 

male syndrome. Ethology and Sociobiology, 6, 59-73. 

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. (1996). Male sexual proprietariness against wives. Current 

Directions in Psychological Science, 5, 2-7.  

Wilson, M. I., Johnson, H., & Daly, M. (1995). Lethal and nonlethal violence against 

wives. Canadian Journal of Criminology, 37, 331-361. 

Windle, M. (1990). A longitudinal study of antisocial behaviours in early adolescence as 

predictors of late adolescent substance use: Gender and ethnic group differences. 

Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 99, 86-91. 

http://www.springerlink.com/content/0885-7482/
http://www.springerlink.com/content/0885-7482/


 343 

Winstok, Z. (2008). Conflict escalation to violence and escalation of violent conflicts in 

intimate relationships. Children and Youth Services, 30, 297-310.  

Wolfgang, M. E. (1958). Patterns in criminal homicide. Oxford, England: University 

Pennsylvania Press. 

Worthen, J. B., & Sullivan, P. V. (2005). Gender bias in attributions of responsibility for 

abuse. Journal of Family Violence, 20, 305-311. 

Yllo, K., & Bograd, M. (1988). Feminist perspectives on wife abuse. Newbury Park, CA: 

Sage. 

Zagon, I. K. & Jackson, H. J. (1994). Construct validity of a psychopathy measure. Journal 

of Personality and Individual Differences, 17, 125-135. 

Zenman, J., & Shipman, K. (1996). Children‟s expression of negative affect: Reasons and 

methods. Developmental Psychology, 32, 842-849. 

Zuckerman, M. (1994). Behavioral expressions and biosocial bases of sensation seeking. 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 




