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Intimate Partner Physical Abuse Perpetration and Victimization Risk Factors: A Meta-

analytic Review

Abstract

Evidence from 85 studies was examined to identify risk factors most strongly
related to intimate partner physical abuse perpetration and victimization. The studies
produced 308 distinct effect sizes. These effect sizes were then used to calculate
composite effect sizes for 16 perpetration and 9 victimization risk factors. Large effect
sizes were found between perpetration of physical abuse and five risk factors (emotional
abuse, forced sex, illicit drug use, attitudes condoning marital violence, and marital
satisfaction). Moderate effect sizes were calculated between perpetration of physical
abuse and six risk factors (traditional sex-role ideology, anger/hostility, history of partner
abuse, alcohol use, depression, and career/life stress). A large effect size was calculated
between physical violence victimization and the victim using violence toward her partner.
Moderate effect sizes were calculated between female physical violence victimization

and depression and fear of future abuse.
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Intimate Partner Physical Abuse Perpetration and Victimization Risk Factors: A Meta-
analytic Review

Intimate partner violence is a pervasive social problem that has devastating effects
on all family members as well as on the larger community. A large body of research has
focused on gaining a greater understanding of risk factors associated with physical abuse
perpetration and victimization. Risk factors are characteristics associated with an
increased likelihood that a problem behavior will occur. Although the presence of one or
more risk markers does not necessarily indicate that a causal relationship is present, the
odds of an associated event are greater when one or more risk markers are present.
Numerous risk factors have been found to be associated with partner violence. However,
findings across studies are often contradictory making it difficult to condense the
information into a general scope of knowledge on the topic.

Meta-analysis is a statistical method for reviewing multiple studies across the
relevant research literature and provides a method for comparison of separate studies
made possible through the use of effect sizes. The effect size is a statistical representation
of the magnitude of the relationship between two variables. Statistical procedures
standardize the data from each individual study and the standardized data are then
reported as an effect size. Because results have been transformed to a common metric, the
magnitude of effect sizes from different studies may be compared. In this paper we
present results from a meta-analytic review designed to summarize data on intimate
partner violence risk factors gained between the years of 1980 and 2000. In addition, this

meta-analysis identifies areas which need additional empirical work.
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Literature Review

Previous meta-analyses have been conducted on individual risk factors and
partner violence. For example, in their meta-analysis, Sugarman and Hotaling (1995)
report an effect size of r = -.18 for the relationship between social desirability and
intimate violence. Stith et al. (2000) examined the relationship between family of origin
violence and intimate partner violence. The authors report effect sizes ranging from r =
.08 to r = .35 between domestic violence and various aspects of witnessing or
experiencing family violence as a child. Sugarman and Frankel (1996) examined the
relationship between attitudes toward violence, attitudes toward women, attitudes toward
gender roles, and domestic violence (both victimization and perpetration). They
calculated an effect size, r = .33, between positive attitudes toward the use of violence
and perpetrating violence and an effect size, r = .26, between traditional attitudes about
women’s gender roles and perpetrating violence. While these meta-analyses have been
helpful in clarifying the strength of the relationships between a variety of individual risk
factors and intimate partner violence, no previous study has included a multi-factorial
meta-analytic review of risk factors.

There have been two recent narrative reviews of risk factors for domestic
violence. Riggs, Caulfield, and Street (2000) reviewed the literature on risk factors for
perpetration and victimization with the goal of informing clinical decision-making for
both mental health and medical care providers as they evaluate the risk for domestic
violence among clients. They suggested that demographic characteristics (e.g., age,
socioeconomic status, unemployment, etc.), prior relationship aggression, psychological

characteristics (e.g., anger, jealousy, attitudes toward violence, etc.), psychopathology,
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relationship characteristics (e.g., marital satisfaction), and experiencing/witnessing family
of origin abuse were all potentially important risk markers for perpetration. With respect
to victimization, the authors pointed to previous experience/witnessing family of origin
violence, substance abuse, psychopathology, and perceived danger as being risk factors
for victimization. While the above characteristics may help in identifying those at risk,
the authors suggested that they do little to predict the timing of an abusive incident. In
reviewing studies that examined specific incidents of abuse, they found the following
variables to be important: relationship conflict, verbal aggression, alcohol use,
pregnancy, and recent separation. While this review helped identify risk factors that were
included in the current meta-analysis it did not calculate effect sizes.

Schumacher, Slep, and Heyman (2001) focused on the risk factors for male-to-
female partner physical abuse in their review. A key element of their review was the
inclusion, whenever possible, of effect sizes for the risk factors in each study. The use of
effect sizes improves the quality of their review because it avoids the erroneous
conclusions sometimes found in narratives that focus on significance levels (Sugarman &
Boney-McCoy, 2000).

Schumacher et al. (2001) divided their review into four areas of perpetrator
variables (demographic, personal history, psychological, and relationship), which
included a total of 31 variables. For their review of variables related to victimization,
they included eight main areas (demographic, childhood victimization, prior male
physical aggression, family of origin characteristics, mental disorders, alcohol and drug
use or dependence, personality variables, and cognitive variables), which produced a total

of 30 variables. While some of the risk factors identified in their review were based on a
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limited number of studies, the number of important risk factors reflected in this review
demonstrates the complexity in understanding the causes and correlates of domestic
violence.

The current project builds on all of these earlier studies. In this manuscript, we
calculate overall effect sizes for each risk factor, which allows for the comparison
between risk factors. In the Schumacher and colleagues’ (2001) review, no attempt was
made to calculate an overall effect size for each variable or to organize the risk factors by
strength of the calculated effect sizes. In addition, a number of studies that were not
included in the earlier review were included in this review. Furthermore, we attempted to
calculate effect sizes for studies examining male-to-female violence and studies
examining female-to-male violence whenever possible.

Theoretical Perspective

Theoretical perspectives on intimate partner violence have shifted from single
factor to multi-factor frameworks. These multi-factor frameworks suggest that partner
violence is not simply caused by an individual’s patriarchal belief system or
psychological dysfunction but rather result from the interaction between various
characteristics of the individual and their environment. Dutton’s (1995a) nested
ecological theory on partner violence has guided our choice of risk factors examined in
this study. This theory examines four levels of factors relating to individual offenders
and their environment. The macrosystem, the broadest level, includes general cultural
values and beliefs. The exosystem level includes the offender’s individual formal and
informal social structures such as their friendships, work place, support groups, and legal

institutions that connect the offender and their family to the larger culture. The
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microsystem level includes characteristics of the immediate setting in which the abuse
takes place. In other words, the family unit, the antecedents of abuse, consequences of
abuse and relationship dynamics are all included in the microsystem. Finally, the
ontogentic level is specific to the abuser’s developmental history or what the abuser
brings to the current relationship from their past. Risk factors included in the ontogentic
level include the offender’s characteristics that influence their response to stressors
occurring at the microsystem and exosystem levels; thus including risk factors relating to
learned behaviors, cognitions, and emotional responses to stressors.

For the purposes of this study, the exosystem, microsystem, and ontogentic levels
of the nested ecological framework were examined for both offenders and victims of
intimate partner violence. While Dutton’s (1995a) framework was not expanded to
address victim risk factors, we chose to conceptualize these factors according to the basic
premises utilized for offenders. We recognize that this initial multi-factorial meta-
analysis could not include every possible risk factor associated with intimate partner
violence; therefore, we chose to focus on risk factors that could be easily assessed by
clinicians assessing for intimate partner violence. Figure 1 identifies the offender risk
factors examined in this study and their ecological level placement as guided by Dutton’s
(1995a) nested ecological framework. Figure 2 identifies the victim risk factors
examined in this study and their placement in the model. As can be seen, we were

unable to calculate composite effect sizes for some risk factors.

Insert Figure 1 and 2
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We predicted that risk factors that are more distal from the violence would exhibit
smaller effect sizes than those variables that are more proximate. Consequently, we
would predict that exosystem variables would have a smaller impact than microsystem
variables which would have a smaller impact than ontogentic variables. Furthermore, we
also expected that within each level of the ecological model certain risk factors would
emerge with stronger effect sizes than others because they may be more relevant in
understanding physical violence perpetration and victimization.

Method

Literature Search

Computer database searches were the primary method of identifying articles for
inclusion in this study. The following computer databases were searched for studies
conducted between 1980 and 2000: ERIC, Sociological Abstracts, Medline, PsychL.it,
Social Sciences Abstracts, and the Social Sciences Citation Index. The key words used in
the search were: intimate partner and abuse, intimate partner and violence;
spousal/spouse and violence, spousal/spouse abuse, spousal/spouse and aggression,
family and violence, family and abuse, family and aggression, couple and violence,
couple and abuse, couple and aggression, marital and violence, marital and abuse, and
marital and aggression. In addition to using the computer databases, the reference list for
each study was examined for additional potential studies to be included in the review.
The literature search identified 509 studies for possible inclusion in this meta-analysis.
Unpublished dissertations and master’s thesis were excluded due to the difficulty and cost
of obtaining them. Of the remaining studies, a total of 446 studies were obtained for

consideration.
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Inclusion Criteria

The inclusion of studies in this meta-analysis was based on several criteria
(Johnson, 1989; Stith et al. 2000; Wampler & Serovich, 1996). First, the study must
examine the relationship between the identified risk factor and intimate partner violence.
Second, the study must include distinct data on physical violence. Therefore, studies that
focused solely on psychological, emotional, verbal, or sexual abuse (or that combined
various types of violence without separating results by the type of violence) were
excluded. Third, each study must include the quantitative data necessary for the
calculation of at least one effect size. Fourth, we only included studies with a sample size
greater than twenty. Fifth, the sample must include heterosexual married and/or co-
habiting couples. While a large number of studies focus on dating violence, we
considered dating violence to be distinct phenomena and chose to focus only on marital
and/or co-habitation violence. Finally, each study must use an original sample. It is not
uncommon for more than one study to report results based on data obtained from the
same sample. Results from separate studies using the same sample were included only if
they reported data that could be used to calculate effect sizes for different variables.
Therefore, only one study using a particular sample was included in the meta-analytic
review for each variable.

The literature search yielded a large number of studies for possible inclusion in
the meta-analysis. This was due, in part, to the decision to use a broadly defined search.
A preliminary review eliminated 239 of the 446 studies obtained because they were either

not empirical studies or were not specific to the identified risk factors and intimate
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partner physical violence. The remaining two hundred seven studies were retained for
coding.
Coding

The codebook used in the study was designed to capture information about
individual studies including bibliographical information, sample information, study
quality, and data for the calculation of effect sizes. The entire research team, in order to
resolve problems with the codebook and establish consistent guidelines for coding
studies, coded the first five studies. Thereafter, two members of the research team
independently coded each of the studies. The coding team met weekly to compare codes.
In all cases, the occurrence of a disagreement in coding was recorded in the codebook.
Overall, coder level of agreement was 98%. When discrepancies occurred, the coding
pair was encouraged to discuss the issue and make a joint decision as to how the
particular item should be coded. Any discrepancies or questions that could not be
resolved by the coding pair were brought to the remaining research team members.

Ten studies were excluded because they contained duplicate samples. Thirty-five
studies were excluded because the sample did not meet the inclusion criteria or because
the sample was not described in sufficient detail to determine if the inclusion criteria
were met. Sixty-eight studies were excluded because they did not contain relevant data,
or reported data that could not be converted to an effect size. When the data was not
included but appeared to be available, the authors made an attempt to contact the authors
for this data, but were generally unsuccessful in this effort. In total, 113 of the 207

studies were excluded, leaving 94 studies for analysis.
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Data Analysis

Data entry and analyses were done using the "D-Stat" statistical package
(Johnson, 1989). D-Stat reports effect sizes as d-values, g-values, and r-values. G-values
are a numerical representation of the relationship between two risk factors expressed in
standard deviation units. The value may be positive or negative, with the sign indicating
the direction of the relationship. A value of 0.00 indicates no relationship. D-values are g-
values that have been corrected for sample size. R-values represent the relationship
between two risk factors expressed as point-biserial correlations or Pearson’s r. D-Stat
also reports a 95% confidence interval for each effect size. In addition, D-Stat allows the
entry of study variables for each effect size. The study variables entered were sample
type, gender, and study quality.

Data from each study were entered and effect sizes were calculated. In some
studies, the authors reported findings as significant or non-significant, but did not report
specific data. In such cases, a significance level of 0.05 was entered in D-Stat for findings
reported as significant and a significance level of 0.5 was entered for findings reported as
non-significant (Amato & Keith, 1991).

Because the risk factors used in this study were not all mutually exclusive, it was
necessary to generate a single effect size for each risk factor within each study. For
example, a number of studies included data on the relationship between a risk factors and
different levels of physical violence (i.e. minor and severe violence). To avoid allowing
studies producing multiple effect sizes being over represented in the analysis, z-
transformations were used to average effect sizes within a single study and produce a

single effect size. D-Stat has a function that allows r-values to be averaged using z-
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transformations. The average r-value and the total sample size were entered into D-Stat
and a single effect size was calculated for each risk factor within each study. These effect
sizes were used to calculate the composite effect size for the risk factor (Durlack, 1995;
Johnson, 1989; Wampler & Serovich, 1996).
Results

At least four studies using different samples, which contain appropriate statistical
data, are needed to calculate a composite effect size for any risk factor; therefore, we
were unable to calculate any composite effect sizes for male victims. We were unable to
find at least four studies with appropriate data to calculate composite effect sizes for nine
offender-related risk factors (i.e., physically abused a child, violent toward non-family
members, pet abuse, controlling behaviors, stalking, prior arrest, and marital separation,
takes responsibility for abusive behavior, and empathy). Insufficient studies were found
to calculate composite effect sizes for seven victim-related risk factors (i.e., illicit drug
use, attitudes condoning violence, anger/hostility, social support, marital separation,
marital satisfaction and pregnancy). Therefore, eighty-five distinct studies were used to
calculate composite effect sizes. We were able to calculate composite effect sizes for 16
risk factors associated with male offenders and one risk factor associated with female
offenders and were able to calculate composite effect sizes for nine risk factors associated
with female victims from these 85 studies. In all, the studies produced 308 distinct effect
sizes.

Table 1, 2 and 3 include a complete listing of studies and their individual effect
size as well as the calculated composite effect size for each intimate partner risk factor.

These tables also indicate the way risk factors were measured in each study.
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Insert Tables 1, 2, & 3

Table 4 organizes the results by strength of effect size. The table includes d-
values, confidence intervals, r-values, Q-values, the placement of each factor within the
nested ecological model, the number of studies used in calculating the composite effect
size (i.e. k), and the overall N for each variable. As can be seen by examining this table,
our prediction that the ontogentic level of the nested ecological model would produce the
strongest effect sizes was not supported. Risk factors at both the ontogentic and
microsystem level tended to produce similarly strongest effect sizes. As predicted, those

factors in the exosystem level tended to produce the smallest effect sizes.

Insert Table 4

The large sample sizes led to significant effect sizes for 25 of the total 26 study
risk factors. Hanson (2000) has suggested one way of interpreting the magnitude of effect
sizes, stating that effect sizes may be considered large if they exceed r = .30, medium if
they range from r = .20 to .30, and small if they range from r = .10 to .20. Effect sizes
smaller than r = .10 may be too small to be considered useful. The magnitude of effect
sizes reported in this study range from very large (r = .49) to very small (r = .01). The

mean effect size is r =.22. See Table 4 for a complete list of effect sizes by magnitude.
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Offender Risk factors
This section presents results only for male offenders except in the case of marital
satisfaction. We were able to calculate separate effect sizes for male and female
offenders and marital satisfaction.

Exosystem Risk Factors

As can be seen in Table 1, the effect sizes for the exosystem risk factors, ranged
from -.08 to .26 (very small to medium). Four of the effect sizes were small and
negative, that is being unemployed (r = -.10), having a lower income (r = -.08), having a
younger age (r = -.13) and having a lower education (r = -.13) and were weak predictors
of male partner violence. Career/life stress (r = .26) had a medium effect on male
violence. In general, it appears that factors at this level were least strongly related to
male physical violence.

Microsystem Risk Factors

Risk factors at the microsystem level (i.e., those factors associated with direct
interactions or contexts in which abuse occurs) are some of the most important risk
markers for intimate physical abuse of a partner. In fact, the composite effect size
calculated from the 15 individual effect sizes for emotionally abusing a partner and the
composite effect size calculated from the six effect sizes addressing forcing a partner to
have sex resulted in the two strongest effect sizes for current physical abuse of a partner
(r =.49 and r = .45 respectively). Having a past history of being physically abusive is a
moderate correlate of current physical abuse (r =.24). Marital satisfaction is also a
strong microsystem risk factor for men using physical violence (r = -.30, calculated from

25 individual effect sizes) and a moderate risk factor for women using physical violence
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(r =-.25, calculated from 5 individual effect sizes) against their partners. Only jealousy
has a small effect (r =.17) on men using physical violence against their partners.

Ontogentic Risk Factors

The effect sizes for ontogentic risk factors ranged from -.13 to .31. Illicit drug use
(r =.31) and having attitudes condoning violence (r = .30) are strong correlates of being
physically abusive. Traditional sex-role ideology (r = .29), anger/hostility (r = .26),
alcohol abuse (r = .24) and depression (r = .23) were moderate risk factors for men using
physical violence against their partners.

Victim Risk Factors

As we predicted, variables at the exosystem level had a smaller impact on
victimization than microsystem or ontogentic variables. However, as in the case of
offender risk factors, variables at the ontogentic level did not clearly result in stronger
effect sizes than those at the microsystem level. In other words, both relationship and
individual variables appear to be important in understanding victimization.

Exosystem Risk Factors

As can be seen in Table 3, the effect sizes for the exosystem risk factors for
victimization (i.e., income (r=-04), employment (r=.01), age (r = -.07) and education (r =
-.05)) were very small. In fact, according to Hanson (2000) effect sizes smaller than r =
.10 may be too small to be considered useful. Thus, these exosystem risk factors do not
appear to be useful in understanding female victimization.

Microsystem Risk Factors

In total, only one victim risk factor resulted in a large effect size. Female

violence toward male partners is a strong risk factor for female victimization (r = .41).
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Of course we do not know if female violence leads to male violence or if female violence
is used as a means of self-defense in response to male violence. We can only say that the
two variables are associated. Finally, the number/presence of children is a small risk
factor for female victimization (r = .06).

Ontogentic Risk Factors

In total, two victim factors resulted in moderate effect sizes. Female depression
(r = .28) and fear of partner violence (r = .27) are moderate risk factors for victimization.
It is reasonable to assume that depression and fear do not cause partner violence, but are
results of partner violence. Female alcohol abuse is a small risk factor for victimization
(r=.13).
Study Quality

One serious threat to the validity of meta-analysis lies in the validity of the
individual studies used in the analysis. If the individual studies are of poor quality, then
the results of the meta-analysis might be questionable. In order to address this concern,
the codebook contained nine questions designed to assess study quality. A study quality
formula was developed to convert answers in the codebook to a numerical representation
of quality. The formula calculates a maximum score of one for each study quality
question in the codebook. Therefore, the possible range of study quality scores is zero to
nine. The mean study quality score was 6.20 with a standard deviation of 1.40. Studies
with a quality score less than three were considered low quality studies. Only two studies
had quality scores below three. Removal of these studies from the analysis did not
significantly alter the results; therefore, none of the studies were excluded on the bases of

quality.
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Discussion

This study used Dutton’s (1995a) nested ecological theory of partner violence to
examine risk factors examined in this study. Partial support was given to our predictions.
For both perpetration and victimization, risk factors at the exosystem level (assumed to
be most distal from the violence) resulted in the smallest effect sizes. However, factors at
the microsystem and ontogentic system levels were not clearly different in their
relationship to intimate partner violence. Five offender risk factors from the exosystem
level (i.e., the offender’s employment status, income, age, education and career/life
stress) were examined and only career/life stress emerged with a moderate effect size.
Five offender risk factors from the microsystem level were examined (i.e., history of
partner abuse, jealousy, forced sex, marital satisfaction, and emotional abuse).
Emotional/verbal abuse, forced sex, and marital satisfaction emerged with strong effect
sizes. One microsystem risk factors (i.e. history of partner abuse) resulted in a moderate
effect size and one (jealousy) resulted in a small effect size. Finally, six offender risk
factors from the ontogentic level were examined (i.e. illicit drug use, alcohol use,
anger/hostility, attitudes condoning violence, traditional sex-role ideology, and
depression) and both attitudes condoning violence and illicit drug use emerged with
strong effect sizes. Traditional sex-role ideology, anger/hostility, alcohol use and
depression emerged with moderate effect sizes. Only one victim microsystem level risk
factor, violent toward partner, emerged with a strong effect size. Two ontogentic risk
factors, depression and fear, emerged with moderate effect sizes. No victim exosytem
level risk factors emerged with either strong or moderate effect sizes. The large number

of risk factors with small or moderate effect sizes identified in this study lends support to
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the complicated nature of domestic violence. Given the complexity, it is unreasonable to
assume that any one variable would account for a large amount of the variance in
explaining intimate partner violence. This meta-analysis provides support for the
importance of examining intimate partner violence from a multi-factorial perspective.

One method for interpreting the magnitude of the effect sizes is to compare them
to the findings of other published meta-analyses relating to the same research topic. As
reported earlier, Sugarman and Frankel (1996) examined the relationship between
attitudes toward violence and attitudes toward gender roles, and domestic violence. They
calculated an effect size, r = .33, between positive attitudes toward the use of violence
and perpetrating violence and an effect size, r = .26, between traditional attitudes about
women’s gender roles and perpetrating violence. Similar relationships were examined in
this study and produced similar findings. Specifically, this meta-analysis calculated an
effect size, r = .30, for the relationship between male perpetration and attitudes
condoning violence and an effect size, r = .29, for the relationship between male
perpetration and traditional sex-role ideology.

Schumacher and colleagues (2001) from their comprehensive review of risk
factors for male-to-female partner aggression, while not computing overall effect sizes
for each risk factor, indicated that several risk factors showed moderate to strong effect
sizes. The risk factors they highlight as resulting in moderate to strong effect sizes
include elevated levels of state and trait anger and hostility; various Axis |
psychopathology, particularly depression, alcohol and drug abuse; and attitudes that

condone male partner aggression. Similarly, in this study anger, depression and alcohol
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abuse showed moderate effect sizes and illicit drug use and attitudes condoning violence
showed strong effect sizes with male partner violence.
Limitations

There are a number of limitations to the study that should be considered when
interpreting the results. First, it is impossible to obtain every study containing data on
each of the risk factors. As a result, studies whose inclusion would dramatically influence
the results may have been overlooked. Unpublished master’s thesis and doctoral
dissertations were purposefully omitted from the study. A number of relevant studies
were omitted because the results could not be converted to effect sizes. A number of the
largest effect sizes were obtained with relatively few studies. Effect sizes based on a
smaller number of studies are at greater risk for bias due to omission. For example, the
risk factor of a victim being violent toward her partner emerged with a large effect size,
however this composite effect size was computed from only 5 studies with a total sample
size of 652. One large study with a small effect size could have a significant impact on
the strength of this factor. Furthermore, there exists the possibility of “file drawer bias”
that suggests studies that do not find significant results are less likely to be submitted for
publication (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990).

A measure of homogeneity, Q", was calculated for each of the study variables
(Table 4). For all but a few of the risk factors, the measure indicates significantly more
variability in the magnitudes of study results than would be expected to occur by chance.
Therefore, it is likely that the study variables actually encompass one or more mediating
variables. It is also likely that the significant Q" is a result of varying research

methodologies and sample populations. For example, studies in this meta-analysis vary
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on whether the information was reported by the offender or victim. Research on
reporting biases suggests that male partners often underreport the occurrence of intimate
partner violence (Stets & Straus, 1992). In addition, several of the risk factors are likely
to be correlated. This is especially true of the demographic variables. The lack of
homogeneity within each of the data sets further illustrates the complexity of intimate
partner violence.

Suggestion for Future Research

Meta-analyses often highlight areas in which more research is needed. In
conducting this meta-analysis, there were a number of important risk factors for which
insufficient data was obtained to calculate effect sizes. More data on the relationship
between intimate partner violence and prior arrest, violence towards non-family
members, child abuse, stalking, marital separation, controlling behaviors, pet abuse,
offender taking responsibility and offender empathy would help to increase our
understanding of perpetrators of intimate partner violence. More research is also needed
on the relationship between victimization and social support, marital separation, illicit
drug abuse, marital satisfaction, pregnancy, anger/hostility and victim attitudes
condoning violence. Furthermore, our review indicates the need for more research focus
on female aggressors and male victims. Out of the total 16 effect sizes calculated for risk
factors associated with offenders, only one female offender risk factor, marital
satisfaction, had enough research to calculate an effect size. Furthermore, no effect sizes
could be calculated for male victims.

A number of studies were excluded from this meta-analysis because they did not

include the basic statistics needed to calculate effect sizes. As meta-analysis is
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increasingly utilized in the social sciences, it becomes increasingly important for authors
to include data necessary to calculate effect sizes in the published results. For example,
means, standard deviations, zero-order correlation matrix, and sample sizes should be
included for all variables and all groups.

Implications for Practitioners

The relative effect sizes presented in Table 4 should be of considerable interest to
clinicians responsible for assessing and intervening with intimate partner offenders and
victims. The offender factors with large effect sizes, i.e., emotional abuse, forced sex,
illicit drug use, attitudes condoning violence, and marital satisfaction are clearly issues
that should be addressed at some point in batterer intervention programs. While most
batterer intervention programs address offender attitudes and work to assist offenders in
recognizing the impact that emotional abuse has on victims, it is also important to assess
for and address the issue of forced sex. Most research concludes that between 15% to
45% of physically abused women are also forced to have sex (Campbell & Soeken, 1999;
Painter & Farrington, 1998; Yegidis, 1988). Clearly, the research reviewed establishes
the importance of assessing for forced sex whenever clinicians are working with intimate
partner violence. Also, this meta-analysis points out the importance of assessing for and
treating or mandating treatment for illicit drug use and alcohol abuse.

Finally, the strong effect size between the male offender’s rating of low levels of
marital satisfaction and physical violence and the moderate effect size for marital
satisfaction and female offending suggests that marital satisfaction plays an important
role in the ongoing cycle of abuse. Treatment that fails to address this issue in couples

that choose to remain together may increase the likelihood that violence will recur. This
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seems even more relevant given that research has found that 50 to 80% of battered wives
remain with their abusive partners or return to them after leaving a woman’s shelter or
otherwise separating from them (Ferraro & Johnson, 1983). Therefore, when victims
choose not to leave relationships, treatment including a focus on strengthening
relationships may prove beneficial at some point in the treatment of intimate partner
violence.

The third strongest effect size identified in this meta-analysis, victims’ violence
toward their partners was the only victim effect size that exceeded r = .30. Victims who
hit their partners are at greater risk of further victimization. In fact, Shields and Hanneke
(1983) found that severe violence was more likely when a wife has been physically
aggressive with her partner. Furthermore, Feld and Straus (1989) found that minor assault
by either spouse increased the risk of severe assault by the husband. Also, when a wife
had severely assaulted her husband but he had not physically assaulted her, there was a 1
in 7 chance that he would severely abuse her in the course of the next year. Clinical
services to victims of abuse, whether male or female, have focused on empowering the
victim but have not always addressed methods for helping victims to manage their own
anger. Results from this meta-analysis highlight the need for clinicians to address this
issue with victims.

In conclusion, this study makes an important contribution to the understanding of
risk factors related to intimate partner perpetration and victimization. It is the first study
to present composite effect sizes for a variety of risk factors using the nested ecological
model of partner violence. The study’s finding that factors in the exosystem are least

important in understanding partner violence while those in both the microsystem and
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ontogentic system include factors that are very important in understanding partner
violence lend support for our prediction that those factors more proximal to the violence
are most important to understanding intimate partner violence. The study highlights
important risk factors and points out gaps in the risk factor literature. While the study has
not attempted to include all possible variables in the review, we hope that this beginning
effort will challenge others to conduct meta-analytic reviews of other important risk
factors. Furthermore, we hope that this study will stimulate future research in areas with

insufficient research.



Risk Factor Analysis 22

References

*Aldarondo, E., & Kaufman-Kantor, G. (1997). Social predictors of wife assault
cessation. In G. Kaufman-Kantor & J. L. Jasinski (Eds.), Out of darkness:
Contemporary perspectives on family violence (pp. 183-193). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage publications, Inc.

*Aldarondo, E., & Sugarman, D. B. (1996). Risk marker analysis of the cessation and
persistence of wife assault. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 64(5),
1010-1019.

Amato, P.R. & Keith, B. (1991). Parental divorce and adult well-being: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 53, 43-58.

*Astin, M. C., Ogland-Hand, S. M., Coleman, E. M., & Foy, D. W. (1995). Posttraumatic
stress disorder and childhood abuse in battered women: Comparisons with
maritally distressed women. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 63(2),
308-312.

*Babcock, J. C., Waltz, J., Jacobson, N. S., & Gottman, J. M. (1993). Power and
violence: The relation between communication patterns, power discrepancies, and
domestic violence. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 61(1), 40-50.

*Barbour, K. A., Eckhardt, C. 1., Davison, G. C., & Kassinove, H. (1998). The
experience and expression of anger in maritally violent and maritally discordant-
nonviolent men. Behavior Therapy, 129, 173-191.

*Barling, J., & Rosenbaum, A. (1986). Work stressors and wife abuse. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 71, 346-348.



Risk Factor Analysis 23

*Barnett, O. W., & Fagan, R. W. (1993). Alcohol use in male spouse abusers and their
female partners. Journal of Family Violence, 8, 1-25.

*Barnett, O. W., Martinez, T. E., & Keyson, M. (1996). The relationship between
violence, social support, and self-blame in battered women. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 11(2), 221-233.

*Bauserman, S. A., & Arias, I. (1992). Relationships among marital investment, marital
satisfaction, and marital commitment in domestically victimized and
nonvictimized wives. Violence and Victims, 7(4), 287-296.

*Beasley, R., & Stoltenberg, C. D. (1992). Personality characteristics of male spouse
abusers. Professional Psychology: Research & Practice, 23(4), 310-317.

Beck, A., Ward, C. H., Mendelson, M., Mock, J., & Erbaugh, J. (1961). An inventory for
measuring depression. Archives of General Psychiatry, 4, 561-571.

Beere, D. & King, L. (1994). The sex-role egalitarianism scale: A measure of attitudes
toward equality between the sexes. Sex Roles, 10, 563-567.

*Boyle, D. J., & Vivian, D. (1996). Generalized versus spouse-specific anger/hostility
and men's violence against intimates. Violence and Victims, 11(4), 293-317.

*Brinkerhoff, M. B., Grandin, E., & Lupri, E. (1992). Religious involvement and spousal
violence: The Canadian case. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 31(1),
15-31.

*Browne, A., Salomon, A., & Bassuk, S. S. (1999). The impact of recent partner violence
on poor women's capacity to maintain work. Violence Against Women, 5(4), 393-

426.



Risk Factor Analysis 24

*Bullock, L., McFarlane, J., Bateman, L. H., & Miller, V. (1989). The prevalence and
characteristics of battered women in a primary care setting. Nurse Practitioner,
14(6), 47-56.

Burt, M. (1980). Cultural myths and supports for rape. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 38, 217-230.

Buss, A. H., & Durkee, A. (1957). An inventory for assessing different kinds of hostility.
Journal of Consulting Psychology, 21, 343-349.

*Byrne, C. A., & Arias, 1. (1997). Marital satisfaction and marital violence: Moderating
effects of attributional processes. Journal of Family Psychology, 11(2), 188-195.

*Caesar, P. L. (1988). Exposure to violence in the families-of-origin among wife-abusers
and maritally nonviolent men. Violence and Victims, 3(1), 49-63.

Cahalan, D., Cisin, I., & Crossley, H. (1969). American Drinking Practices: A national
study of drinking behavior and attitudes. Rutgers Center for Alcohol Studies,
New Brunswick: New Jersey.

*Campbell, J. C. (1989). A test of two explanatory models of women's responses to
battering. Nursing Research, 38(1), 18-24.

*Campbell, J. C. (1989). Women's responses to sexual abuse in intimate relationships.
Health Care for Women International, 10, 335-346.

Campbell, J. C., & Soeken, K. L. (1999). Forced sex and intimate partner violence:
Effects on women's risk and women's health. Violence Against Women, 5, 1017-

1035.



Risk Factor Analysis 25

*Cascardi, M., O'Leary, K. D., Lawrence, E. E., & Schlee, K. A. (1995). Characteristics
of women physically abused by their spouses and who seek treatment regarding
marital conflict. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 63(4), 616-623.

*Clark, A. H., & Foy, D. W. (2000). Trauma exposure and alcohol use in battered
women. Violence Against Women, 6(1), 37-48.

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure of perceived stress.
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24(4), 385-396.

*Coleman, K. H., Weinman, M. L., & Hsi, B. P. (1980). Factors affecting conjugal
violence. The Journal of Psychology, 105, 197-202.

*Cordova, J. V., Jacobson, N. S., Gottman, J. M., Rushe, R., & Cox, G. (1993). Negative
reciprocity and communication in couples with a violent husband. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology, 102(4), 559-564.

Coryell, W., Cloninger, R., & Reich, T. (1978). Clinical assessment: Use of
nonphysician interviewers. Journal of Nervous & Mental Disease, 166(8), 599-
606.

*Cunradi, C. B., Caetano, R., Clark, C. L., & Schafer, J. (1999). Alcohol-related
problems and intimate partner violence among White, Black, and Hispanic
couples in the U.S. Alcoholism: Clinical & Experimental Research, 23(9), 1492-
1501.

*DeMuaris, A., & Swinford, S. (1996). Female victims of spouse violence: Factors
influencing their level of fearfulness. Family Relations, 45, 98-106.

Derogatis, L.R., Lipman, R.S. Covi, L. (1973). The SCL-90: An outpatient psychiatric

rating scale: Preliminary report. Psychopharmacology Bulletin, 9, 13.



Risk Factor Analysis 26

Derogatis, L.R. (1975). The Brief Symptom Inventory. Baltimore: Clinical
Psychometrics Research.

*Dienemann, J., Boyle, E., Baker, D., Resnick, W., Wiederhorn, N., & Campbell, J.
(2000). Intimate partner abuse among women diagnosed with depression. Issues
in Mental Health Nursing, 21(5), 499-513.

*Dinwiddie, S. H. (1992). Psychiatric disorders among wife batterers. Comprehensive
Psychiatry, 33(6), 411-416.

*Dewhurst, A. M. (1992). Aggression against women by men: Sexual and spousal
assault. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 18(3-4), 39-47.

Dohrenwend, B.P., Shrout, P.E., Egri, G. & Mendelsohn, F.S. (1980). Nonspecific
psychological distress and other dimensions of psychopathology. Archives of
General Psychiatry, 37, 1229-1236.

Durlack, J. A. (1995). Understanding meta-analysis. In G. L. Grimm & P. R.Yarnold
(Eds.), Reading and understanding multivariate statistics (pp.319-352).
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Dutton, D.G. (1995a). The Domestic Assault of Women: Psychological and Criminal
Justice Perspectives. Vancouver: UBC Press.

*Dutton, D. G. (1995b). Trauma symptoms and PTSD-like profiles in perpetrators of
intimate abuse. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 8, 299-316.

*Dutton, D. G., Saunders, K., Starzomski, A., & Bartholomew, K. (1994). Intimacy-
anger and insecure attachment as precursors of abuse in intimate relationships.

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 24(15), 1367-1386.



Risk Factor Analysis 27

*Dutton, D. G., & Starzomski, A. J. (1993). Borderline personality in perpetrators of
psychological and physical abuse. Violence and Victims, 8(4), 326-337.

*Else, L., Wonderlich, S. A., Beatty, W. W., Christie, D. W., & et al. (1993). Personality
characteristics of men who physically abuse women. Hospital & Community
Psychiatry, 44(1), 54-58.

Ewing, J.A. (1984). Detecting Alcoholism: The CAGE questionnaire. Journal of the
American Medical Association, 252, 1905-1907.

*Fagan, R. W., Barnett, O. W., & Patton, J. B. (1988). Reasons for alcohol use in
maritally violent men. American Journal of Drug & Alcohol Abuse, 14(3), 371-
392.

Ferraro, K. J., & Johnson, J. M. (1983). How women experience battering: The process of
victimization. Social Problems, 30(3), 325-339.

Feld, S. L., & Straus, M. A. (1989). Escalation and desistance of wife assault in marriage.
Criminology, 27, 141-161.

*Feldbau-Kohn, S., Heyman, R. E., & O'Leary, K. D. (1998). Major depressive disorder
and depressive symptomatology as predictors of husband to wife physical
aggression. Violence and Victims, 13(4), 347-360.

*Follingstad, D. R., Hause, E. S., Rutledge, L. L., & Polek, D. S. (1992). Effects of
battered women's early responses on later abuse patterns. Violence and Victims,
7(2), 109-128.

*Frieze, I. H., & McHugh, M. C. (1992). Power and influence strategies in violent and

nonviolent marriages. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 16(4), 449-465.



Risk Factor Analysis 28

*Frieze, 1. H. (1983). Investigating the causes and consequences of marital rape. Signs:
Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 8, 532-553.

*Goldstein, D., & Rosenbaum, A. (1985). An evaluation of the self-esteem of maritally
violent men. Family Relations: Journal of Applied Family & Child Studies, 34(3),
425-428.

*Hampton, R. L., & Gelles, R. J. (1994). Violence toward Black women in a nationally
representative sample of Black families. Journal of Comparative Family Studies,
25(1), 105-119.

*Hanneke, C. R., Shields, N. M., & McCall, G. J. (1986). Assessing the prevalence of
marital rape. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 1(3), 350-362.

Hanson, R.K. (2000). Predicting sex offender recidivism: Videotape training and
manual. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, Inc.

*Hanson, R. K., Cadsky, O., Harris, A., & Lalonde, C. (1997). Correlates of battering
among 997 men: Family history, adjustment, and attitudinal differences. Violence
and Victims, 12(3), 191-209.

*Holden, G. W., & Ritchie, K. L. (1991). Linking extreme marital discord, child rearing,
and child behavior problems: evidence from battered women. Child Development,
62(2), 311-327.

*Holtzworth-Munroe, A., & Anglin, K. (1991). The competency of responses given by
maritally violent versus nonviolent men to problematic marital situations.

Violence and Victims, 6(4), 257-2609.



Risk Factor Analysis 29

*Holtzworth-Munroe, A., & Stuart, G. L. (1994). The relationship standards and
assumptions of violent versus nonviolent husbands. Cognitive Therapy &
Research, 18(2), 87-103.

*Holtzworth-Munroe, A., Stuart, G. L., & Hutchinson, G. (1997). Violent verses
nonviolent husbands: Differences in attachment patterns, dependency, and
jealousy. Journal of Family Psychology, 11, 314-331.

Hudson, W.W. (1982). _The clinical measurement package: A field manual. Homewood,
ll.: Dorsey Press.

Hudson, W.W. & Mclntosh, S.R. (1981). The assessment of spouse abuse: Two
quantifiable dimensions. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 873-888.

Hunter, J.E. & Schmidt, F.L. (1990). Methods of meta-analysis: Correcting error and
finding bias in research findings. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

*Hurlbert, D. F., Whittaker, K. E., & Munoz, C. J. (1991). Etiological characteristics of
abusive husbands. Military Medicine, 156(12), 670-675.

*Hutchison, 1. W. (1999). Alcohol, fear, and woman abuse. Sex Roles, 40(11/12), 893-
920.

Jackson, D.N. (1989). Basic Personality Inventory. London, Ont: Sigma Assessment
Systems.

* 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 violent husbands. Journal of Consulting and Clinical

Psychology, 62(5), 982-988.



Risk Factor Analysis 30

Jessor, R., Graves, R., Hansen, R. & Jessor, S. (1968). Society, personality and deviant
behavior. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.

Johnson, D. (1989). DSTAT: Software for the meta-analytic review of research
literature. Hillsdale, NJ: L. Erlbaum.

*Johnson, H. (2001). Contrasting views of the role of alcohol in cases of wife assault.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 16(1), 54-72.

*Julian, T. W., & McKenry, P. C. (1993). Mediators of male violence toward female
intimates. Journal of Family Violence, 8, 39-56.

*Kaslow, N. J., Thompson, M. P., Meadows, L. A., Jacobs, D., Chance, S., Gibb, B.,
Bornstein, H., Hollins, L., Rashid, A., & Phillips, K. (1998). Factors that mediate
and moderate the link between partner abuse and suicidal behavior in African
American women. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 66(3), 533-
540.

*Katz, J., Arias, I., Beach, S. R. H., Brody, G., & et al. (1995). Excuses, excuses:
Accounting for the effects of partner violence on marital satisfaction and stability.
Violence and Victims, 10(4), 315-326.

*Kaufman-Kantor, G., & Straus, M. A. (1989). Substance abuse as a precipitant of wife
abuse victimizations. American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 15, 173-
189.

Kaufman-Kantor, G. & Straus, M.A. (1990). The “drunken Bum” theory of wife beating.
In M.A. Straus & R.J. Gelles (Eds.) Physical Violence in American Families.

New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers.



Risk Factor Analysis 31

*Kesner, J. E., & McKenry, P. C. (1998). The role of childhood attachment factors in
predicting male violence toward female intimates. Journal of Family Violence,
13(4), 417-432.

*Kyriacou, D. N., Anglin, D., Taliaferro, E., Stone, S., Tubb, T., Linden, J. A,
Muelleman, R., Barton, E., & Kraus, J. F. (1999). Risk factors for injury to
women from domestic violence. The New England Journal of Medicine, 341,
1892-1898.

Locke, H.J., & Wallace, K.M. (1959). Short marital adjustment and prediction tests:
Their reliability and validity. Marriage and Family Living, 21, 251-255.

*Lockhart, L., & White, B. W. (1989). Understanding marital violence in the Black
community. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 4(4), 421-436.

McNair, D.M., Lorr, M., & Doppleman, L.F. (1981). Profile of Mood States Manual.
San Diego, Calif: Education and Industrial Testing Service.

*Maiuro, R. D., Cahn, T. S., Vitaliano, P. P., & Wagner, B. C. (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.

Marshall, L. L. (1992). Development of the Severity of Violence Against Women Scales.
Journal of Family Violence, 7, 103-121.

*Marshall, L. L. (1996). Psychological abuse of women: Six distinct clusters. Journal of
Family Violence, 11(4), 379-4009.

Mathes, E. W., & Severa, N. (1981). Jealousy, romantic love and liking: Theoretical

considerations and preliminary scale development. Psychological Reports, 49,



Risk Factor Analysis 32

1227-1231.

*McKenry, P. C., Julian, T. W., & Gavazzi, S. M. (1995). Toward a biopsychosocial
model of domestic violence. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57, 307-320.

Millon, T. (1987). Manual for the Millon clinical multiaxial inventory — Second
edition (MCMI — 11'). Minneapolis: National Computer Systems.

*Mitchell, R. E., & Hodson, C. A. (1983). Coping with domestic violence: social support
and psychological health among battered women. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 11(6), 629-654.

*Murphy, C. M., Meyer, S.L., & O'Leary, K. D. (1993). Family of origin violence and
MCMI-11 psychopathology among partner assaultive men. Violence and Victims,
8(2), 165-176.

*Murphy, C. M., Meyer, S. L., & O'Leary, K. D. (1994). Dependency characteristics of
partner assaultive men. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 103(4), 729-735.

*Murphy, C. M., Musser, P. H., & Maton, K. I. (1998). Coordinated community
intervention for domestic abusers: Intervention system involvement and criminal
recidivism. Journal of Family Violence, 13, 263-284.

*Neidig, P. H., Friedman, D. H., & Collins, B. S. (1986). Attitudinal characteristics of
males who have engaged in spouse abuse. Journal of Family Violence, 1(3), 223-
233.

*O'Farrell, T. J., Van Hutton, V., & Murphy, C. M. (1999). Domestic violence before and
after alcoholism treatment: A two-year longitudinal study. Journal of Studies on

Alcohol, 60(3), 317-321.



Risk Factor Analysis 33

*Q'Leary, K. D., Barling, J., Arias, I., Rosenbaum, A., & et al. (1989). Prevalence and
stability of physical aggression between spouses: A longitudinal analysis. Journal
of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 57(2), 263-268.

O'Leary, K. D., & Curley, A. D. (1986). Assertion and family violence: Correlates of
spouse abuse. Journal of Marital & Family Therapy, 12(3), 281-289.

*Ortlepp, K., & Nkosi, N. D. (1993). The relationship between spouse abuse and
subjective job-related variables in a sample of employed women. South African
Journal of Psychology, 23(3), 145-148.

*Painter, K., & Farrington, D. P. (1998). Marital violence in Great Britain and its
relationship to marital and non-marital rape. International Review of Victimology,
5, 257-276.

Pokorny, A., Miller, B., & Kaplan, H. (1972). The brief MAST: A shortened version of
the Michigan Alcoholism Screening Test. American Journal of Psychiatry, 129,
342-345.

*Prince, J. E., & Arias, 1. (1994). The role of perceived control and the desirability of
control among abusive and nonabusive husbands. American Journal of Family
Therapy, 22(2), 126-134.

*Rankin, L. B., Saunders, D. G., & Williams, R. A. (2000). Mediators of attachment
style, social support, and sense of belonging in predicting women abuse by
African American men. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 15, 1060-1080.

Radloff, L.S. (1977). The CES-D scale: A self-report depression scale for research in the

general population. Appl. Psychological Measure, 1, 385-401.



Risk Factor Analysis 34

*Ratner, P. A. (1995). Indicators of exposure to wife abuse. Canadian Journal of Nursing
Research, 27(1), 31-46.

Riggs, D. S., Caulfield, M. B., & Street, A. E. (2000). Risk for domestic violence: Factors
associated with perpetration and victimization. Journal of Clinical Psychology,
56, 1289-1316.

Rodenburg, F. A., & Fantuzzo, J. W. (1993). The measure of wife abuse: Steps toward
the development of a comprehensive assessment technique. Journal of Family
Violence, 8(3), 203-228.

*Rosenbaum, A., Hoge, S. K., Adelman, S. A., Warnken, W. J., Fletcher, K. E., & Kane,
R. L. (1994). Head injury in partner-abusive men. Journal of Consulting &
Clinical Psychology, 62(6), 1187-1193.”

*Rosenbaum, A., & O'Leary, K. D. (1981). Marital violence: Characteristics of abusive
couples. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psychology, 49(1), 63-71.

*Russell, M. N., Lipov, E., Phillips, N., & White, B. (1989). Psychological profiles of
violent and nonviolent maritally distressed couples. Psychotherapy, 26(1), 81-

87.

*Sagrestano, L. M., Heavey, C. L., & Christenson, A. (1999). Perceived power and
physical violence in marital conflict. Journal of Social Issues, 55(1), 65-79.

Sarason, I. G., Johnson, J. H., & Siegel, J. M. (1978). Assessing the impact of life
changes: Development of the Life Experiences Survey. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 46(5), 932-946.

Sarason, I. G., & Johnson, J. H. (1979). Life stress, organizational stress, and job

satisfaction. Psychol Rep, 44(1), 75-79.



Risk Factor Analysis 35

Saunders, D., Lynch, A., Grayson, M., & Linz, D. (1987). The inventory of beliefs about
wife beating: The construction and initial validation of a measure of beliefs and
attitudes. Violence and Victims, 2(1), 39-57.

Saunders, J.B., Aasland, O.G., Babor, T.F., de al Fuente, J.R., & Grant, M. (1993).
Development of the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT): WHO
collaborative project on early detection of persons with harmful alcohol
consumption-I1. Addiction, 88, 791-804.

Schaefer, E.S., & Edgerton, M. (1982). Autonomy and relatedness inventory (ARI).
Unpublished manuscript. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, School of
Public Health.

*Schuerger, J. M., & Reigle, N. (1988). Personality and biographic data that characterize

men who abuse their wives. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 44(1), 75-81.

Schumacher, J. A, Slep, A. M. S., & Heyman, R. E. (2001). Risk factors for male-to-
female partner physical abuse. Aggression & Violent Behavior, 6, 281-352.

Selzer, M. L. (1971). The Michigan alcoholism screening test: The quest for a new
diagnostic instrument. American Journal of Psychiatry, 127(12), 1653-1658.

Selzer, M. L., Vinokur, A., & Van Rooijen, L. (1975). A self-administered short
Michigan alcoholism screening test (SMAST). Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 36,
117-126.

*Senchak, M., & Leonard, K. E. (1994). Attributions for episodes of marital aggression:
The effects of aggression severity and alcohol use. Journal of Family Violence,

9(4), 371-381.



Risk Factor Analysis 36

Shelton, J., Hollister, J., & Gocka, E. (1969). Quantifying alcoholic impairment. Modern
Medicine, 188-1989.

Shields, N. M., & Hanneke, C. R. (1983). Battered wives' reactions to marital rape. In D.
Finkelhor & R. J. Gelles & G. T. Hotaling & M. A. Straus (Eds.), The dark side of
families: Current family violence research (pp. 131-148). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications.

Siegel, J. M. (1986). The Multidimensional Anger Inventory. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 51, 191-200.

*Simons, R. L., Johnson, C., Beaman, J., & Conger, R. D. (1993). Explaining women's
double jeopardy: Factors that mediate the association between harsh treatment as
a child and violence by a husband. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 55, 713-
723.

*Smith, M. D. (1990). Patriarchal ideology and wife beating: A test of a feminist
hypothesis. Violence and Victims, 5(4), 257-273.

Spainer, G.B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales for assessing the quality
of marriage and similar dyads. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 38, 15-28.

Speilberger, C.D., Jacobs, S.R., Russel, S., & Crane, R.S. (1983). Assessment of anger:
The State-Trait Anger Scale. In J.N. Butcher & C.D. Speilerger (Eds.), Advances
in Personality Assessment (Vol. 2). Hillside, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Spence, J.T., Helmreich, R.L., & Stapp, J. (1973). A short version of the attitudes

towards women scale (AWS). Bull Psynomic Soc, 2, 219-2090.



Risk Factor Analysis 37

Spitzer, R. L., Williams, J. B., Gibbon, M., & First, M. B. (1992). The Structured Clinical
Interview for DSM-111-R (SCID) I: History, rationale, and description. Archives
of General Psychiatry, 49(8), 624-629.

Stets, J.E., & Straus (1992). Gender differences in reporting marital violence and its
medical and psychological consequences. In M.A. Straus & R. Gelles (Eds.),
Physical violence in American families: risk factors and adaptations to violence
in 8,145 families (pp.151-165). New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books.

*Stith, S. M., & Farley, S. C. (1993). A predictive model of male spousal violence.
Journal of Family Violence, 8(2), 183-201.

Stith, S. M., Rosen, K. H., Middleton, K. A., Busch, A. L., Lundeberg, K., & Carlton, R.
P. (2000). The intergenerational transmission of spouse abuse: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Marriage & the Family, 62, 640-654.

Straus, M. A. (1979). Measuring intrafamily conflict and violence: The conflict tactics
(CT) scales. Journal of Marriage & the Family, 41(1), 75-88.

Sugarman, D.B., & Boney-McCoy, S. (2000). Research synthesis in family violence: The
art of reviewing research. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 4, 55-
82.

Sugarman, D.B., & Frankel, S.L. (1996). Patriarchal ideology and wife assault: A meta-
analytic review. Journal of Family Violence, 11, 13-40.

Sugarman, D.B. & Hotaling, G.T. (1995). Intimate violence and social desirability: A
meta-analytic review. Paper presented at the Fourth International Family

Violence research Conference, Durham, NH.



Risk Factor Analysis 38

Tolman, R. M. (1989). The development of a measure of psychological maltreatment of
women by their male partners. Violence & Victims, 4(3), 159-177.

*Tollestrup, K., Sklar, D., Frost, F. J., Olson, L., Weybright, J., Sandvig, J., & Larson, M.
(1999). Health indicators and intimate partner violence among women who are
members of a managed care organization. Preventive Medicine, 29(5), 431-440.

*Van Hasselt, V. B., Morrison, R. L., & Bellack, A. S. (1985). Alcohol use in wife
abusers and their spouses. Addictive Behaviors, 10(2), 127-135.

*Van Hightower, N. R., & Gorton, J. (1998). Domestic violence among patients at two

rural health care clinics: Prevalence and social correlates. Public Health Nursing,
15(5), 355-362.

*Vivian, D., & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J. (1994). Are bi-directionally violent couples
mutually victimized? A gender-sensitive comparison. Violence and Victims, 9(2),
107-124.

*Vivian, D., & Malone, J. (1997). Relationship factors and depressive symptomatology
associated with mild and severe husbhand-to-wife physical aggression. Violence
and Victims, 12, 3-18.

Wampler, K. S., & Serovich, J. M. (1996). Meta-analysis in family therapy research. In
D. H. Sprenkle & S. M. Moon (Eds.), Research Methods in Family Therapy (pp.
286-306). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

*Weisz, A. N., Tolman, R. M., & Saunders, D. G. (2000). Assessing the risk of severe
domestic violence: The importance of survivors' predictions. Journal of

Interpersonal Violence, 15(1), 75-90.



Risk Factor Analysis 39

Yegidis, B. L. (1988). Wife abuse and marital rape among women who seek help. Affilia,
3(1), 62-68.

* Study used in meta-analytic review



Risk Factor Analysis

Table 1

Male Offender Risk Factors

Exosystem Risk factor | Study and Sample Size Measure Effect (1)

Income N=4,153 -.08***
Babcock et al (1993) n=95 -.25*
Barbour et al (1998) n=88 -.07
Barnett et al (1996) n=95 -.07
Bauserman & Arias (1992) n=88 -.04
Boyle & Vivian (1996) n=312 - 23***
Brinkerhoff et al (1992) n=379 -.08*
Caesar (1988) n=44 -.10
Cordova et al (1993) n=57 -17
Hampton & Gelles (1994) n=548 -.08**
Holtzworth-Munroe & Anglin (1991) -.09
n=56
Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart (1994) 10
n=75
Holtzworth-Munroe et al (1997) -.06
n=119
Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 - 27**
Julian & McKenry (1993) n=92 -.08
Kesner & McKenry (1998) n=149 -21*
McKenry et al (1995) n=102 - 40***
Murphy et al (1994) n=72 10
Prince & Arias (1994) n=72 -.08
Ratner (1995) n=399 Q1%
Sagrestano et al (1999) n=42 -.19
Schuerger & Reigle (1988) n=246 -.05
Smith (1990) n=604 - 15%**
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=327 -.03

Age N=5,100 - 13***
Aldarondo & Sugarman (1996) -.32%**
n=230
Babcock et al (1993) n=95 -.29**
Barbour et al (1998) n=88 -.07
Barnett & Fagan (1993) n=182 .01
Beasley & Stoltenberg (1992) n=84 -.19
Boyle & Vivian (1996) n=312 - 17**
Brinkerhoff et al (1992) n=424 -.10**
Caesar (1988) n=44 -.10
Cordova et al (1993) n=57 -31*
Dewhurst (1992) n=53 -.09
Dinwiddie (1992) n=380 -.06
Else et al (1993) n=42 -.08
Fagan et al. (1998) n=172 -.08
Hampton & Gelles (1994) n=577 -.10**
Holtzworth-Munroe & Anglin (1991) -.09
n=56
Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart (1994) -.09
n=75
Holtzworth-Munroe et al (1997) -.06
n=119
Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 -.30**
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Julian & McKenry (1993) n=92 -.08
Kesner & McKenry (1998) n=149 -.15
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=915 - 17%**
McKenry et al (1995) n=102 -11
Murphy et al (1994) n=72 -.18
Prince & Arias (1994) n=72 - TT***
Rosenbaum & O’leary (1981) n=92 -.07
Rosenbaum et al (1994) n=130 - 23%*
Van Hasselt et al (1985) n=67 -.02
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=327 - 10***
Education N=4,685 - 13***
Babcock et al (1993) n=95 -.22*
Barbour et al (1998) n=88 -.07
Boyle & Vivian (1996) n=312 - 27 *
Brinkerhoff et al (1992) n=417 -.07*
Caesar (1988) n=44 - 44**
Coleman et al (1980) n=60 -.32*
Cordova et al (1993) n=57 -.08
Dewhurst (1992) n=53 -.09
Else et al (1993) n=42 21
Holtzworth-Munroe & Anglin (1991) -.09
n=56
Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart (1994) -.25*
n=75
Holtzworth-Munroe et al (1997) - 32%**
n=119
Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 -12
Julian & McKenry (1993) n=92 -17
Kesner & McKenry (1998) n=149 -11
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=915 - 12%*
McKenry et al (1995) n=102 -.18
Murphy et al (1994) n=72 -.23*
Prince & Arias (1994) n=72 -.08
Ratner (1995) n=399 -.04
Rosenbaum et al (1994) n=130 - 43***
Schuerger & Reigle (1988) n=246 -12%*
Smith (1990) n=604 - 1g***
Van Hasselt et al (1985) n=67 -.06
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=327 -.03
Career/Life Stress N=391 26***
Barling & Rosenbaum (1986) n=48 Organizational Change Inventory 26**
(Sarason & Johnson, 1979)

Julian & McKenry (1993) n=92 Life Experiences Survey (Sarason et | .20*
al., 1978)

Kesner & McKenry (1998) n=149 Life Experiences Survey (Sarason et | .26***
al., 1978)

McKenry et al (1995) n=102 Life Experiences Survey (Sarason et | .30***
al., 1978)

Employment N= 3,824 - 10***
Barnett & Fagan (1993) n=182 -.15*
Kaufman-Kantor & Straus (1989) -07**
n=2,187
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=915 -11%*
Prince & Arias (1994) n=72 -11
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Rankin et al (2000) n=69 -.05
Ratner (1995) n=399 - 14xx*
Microsystem Risk Study and Sample Size Measure Effect (r)
Factor
Jealousy N=1,348 A7x**
Dutton et al (1994) n=160 Interpersonal Jealousy Scale 26 **
(Mathes et al, 1981)
Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Question designed for study 14%**
Holtzworth-Munroe et al (1997) Interpersonal Jealousy Scale 30***
n=119 (Mathes et al, 1981)
Murphy et al (1994) n=72 Reaction to vignettes of .10
hypothetical jealousy-producing
events
Forced Sex N=2,426 A5***
Campbell (1989) n=193 Questionnaire designed for study AT7F**
Frieze (1983) n=274 Questionnaire designed for study 36***
Hanneke et al (1986) n=307 Questionnaire designed for study N el
Marshall (1996) n=578 Severity Of Violence Against 50***
Women (Marshall, 1992)
Painter & Farrington (1998) n=1005 | Questionnaire designed for study 42Fx*
Rankin et al (2000) n=69 Measure Of Wife Abuse SLF**
(Rodenburg & Fantuzzo, 1993)
Emotional/Verbal N=3,257 AQFFE
Abuse
Aldarondo & Sugarman (1996) Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, S50***
n=230 1979)
Brinkerhoff et al. (1992) n=356 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 34Fxx*
1979)
Cascardi et al. (1995) n=95 Psychological Maltreatment Of J2%**
Women Inventory (Tolman, 1989)
Dutton (1995b) n=176 Psychological Maltreatment Of 52x**
Women Inventory (Tolman, 1989)
Feldbau-Kohn et al (1998) n=89 Modified version of Conflict Tactics | .65***
Scale (Straus, 1979)
Frieze & McHugh (1992) n=272 Questionnaire designed for study 58***
Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory A7ER*
(Buss & Durkee, 1957)
Holden & Ritchie (1991) n=74 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 82***
1979)
Marshall (1996) n=578 Questionnaire designed for study 56***
Ortlepp & Nkosi (1993) n=60 Index of Spouse Abuse (Hudson & .88***
Mclntosh, 1981)
Rankin et al (2000) n=69 Measure of Wife Abuse (Rodenburg | .82***
& Fantuzzo, 1993)
Russell et al (1989) n=42 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 52***
1979)
Sagrestano et al (1999) n=42 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, J9FF*
1979)
Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling Adapted Conflict Tactics Scale Hgrrx
(1994) n=91 (Straus, 1979)
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=86 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 32**
1979)
History of Partner N=1,567 24%**

Abuse
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Aldarondo and Kaufman-Kantor Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 15*
(1997) n=110 1979) and Questionnaire designed
for study
Browne et al (1999) n=285 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 15*
1979)
Follingstad et al (1992) n=172 Questionnaire designed for study .10
Murphy et al (1998) n=231 Chart review .05
O’Leary et al (1989) n=272 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, Y Galaied
1979)
Russell et al (1989) n=42 Questionnaire designed for study 19*
Schuerger & Reigle (1988) n=278 Violence inventory loosely adapted | .48***
from Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus,
1979)
Weisz et al (2000) n=177 Expanded version of Conflict 2%
Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979)
Marital Satisfaction N=3,896 -.30%**
Aldarondo & Sugarman (1996) Questionnaire designed for study - 40***
n=230
Babcock et al. (1993) n=95 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.34***
1976)

Barling & Rosenbaum (1986) n=48 Short Martial Adjustment Test -.32**
(Locke & Wallace, 1959)

Barnett & Fagan (1993) n=182 Short Martial Adjustment Test - 43**F*
(Locke & Wallace, 1959)

Boyle & Vivian (1996) n=312 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.45***
1976)

Brinkerhoff et al (1992) n=403 Rating of marital satisfaction (“very | -.14***
dissatisfied, neutral, extremely
satisfied”)

Byrne & Arias (1997) n=66 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.26**
1976)

Cordova et al (1993) n=57 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.49***
1976)

Feldbau-Kohn et al (1998) n=89 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.16*
1976)

Goldstein & Rosenbaum (1985) n=78 | Short Martial Adjustment Test -21%*
(Locke & Wallace, 1959)

Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.28***
1976)

Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart (1994) | Short Martial Adjustment Test -.65***

n=75 (Locke & Wallace, 1959)

Holtzworth-Munroe & Anglin (1991) | Short Martial Adjustment Test -.26*

n=56 (Locke & Wallace, 1959)

Holden & Ritchie (1991) n=74 Questionnaire designed for study e A ekl

Hurlbert et al (1991) n=60 Index of Marital Satisfaction -.29*
(Hudson, 1982)

Julian & McKenry (1993) n=92 Autonomy and Relationship -41**
Inventory (Schaefer & Edgerton,
1982)

Lockhart & White (1989) n=155 Questionnaire designed for study - 19***

McKenry et al (1995) n=102 Autonomy and Relationship - 31F**
Inventory (Schaefer & Edgerton,
1982)

Prince & Arias (1994) n=72 Short Marital Adjustment Test -.08

Locke & Wallace, 1959)
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Rosenbaum & O’Leary (1981) n=92 | Short Martial Adjustment Test - 59***
(Locke & Wallace, 1959)
Russell et al (1989) n=42 Index of Marital Satisfaction -.18
(Hudson, 1982)
Sagrestano et al (1999) n=42 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.44***
1976)
Senchak & Leonard (1994) n=109 Short Marital Adjustment Test - 27***
(Locke & Wallace, 1959)
Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.60***
(1994) n=91 1976)
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=277 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.16**
1976)
Ontogentic Risk Study and Sample Size Measure Effect (r)
Factor
Anger/Hostility N=2,179 26%**
Barbour et al (1998) n=88 State-trait Anger Scale (Speilberger | .40***
et al., 1983)
Beasley & Stoltenberg (1992) n=84 State-trait Anger Scale (Speilberger | .32**
et al., 1983)
Boyle & Vivian (1996) n=292 State-trait Anger Scale (Speilberger | .22***
et al., 1983)
Dutton & Starzomski (1993) n=75 Multidimensional Anger Inventory | .07
(Siegel, 1986)
Dutton et al (1994) n=160 Multidimensional Anger Inventory | .16*
(Siegel, 1986)
Dutton (1995b) n=176 Multidimensional Anger Inventory | .33***
(Siegel, 1986)
Feldbau-Kohn et al (1998) n=89 State-trait Anger Scale (Speilberger | .28***
etal., 1983)
Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory 25***
(Buss & Durkee, 1957)
Holden & Ritchie (1991) n=74 Asked women about frequency of 45FF*
partner’s anger
McKenry et al (1995) n=102 The Psychiatric Symptom Checklist | .36***
90/Brief symptom Inventory
(Derogatis et al., 1973)
Russell et al (1989) n=42 McNair Profile of Mood States 10
(McNair et al., 1981)
Attitudes Condoning N=2,318 30***
Violence
Dewhurst (1992) n=53 Acceptance of Interpersonal -.04
Violence Scale (Burt, 1980)
Hampton & Gelles (1994) n=573 Questionnaire designed for study 20***
Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Questionnaire designed for study 33F**
Smith (1990) n=604 Husband’s Approval of Violence L32%xx*
Against Wives Index (Smith, 1990)
Stith & Farley (1993) n=91 Modified version of Inventory of 35 **
Beliefs about Wife Beating
(Saunders et al 1987)
Traditional sex-role N=1,153 29F**
ideology
Dewhurst (1992) n=53 Sex-role Stereotyping Scale (Burt, .09
1980)
Dutton (1995b) n=176 Psychological Maltreatment Of Sh***
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Women Inventory (Tolman, 1989)

Hurlbert et al (1991) n=60 Attitudes Toward Women Scale- 49xF*
Short Version (Spence &
Helmerich, 1978)

Neidig et al (1986) n=77 Attitudes Toward Women Scale- .20
Short Version (Spence &
Helmerich, 1978)

Rosenbaum & O’Leary (1981) n=92 | Attitudes Toward Women Scale- .38***
Short Version (Spence &
Helmerich, 1978)

Smith (1990) n=604 Husband’s Patriarchal Beliefs Index | .25%**
(Smith, 1990)

Stith & Farley (1993) n=91 Sex-role Egalitarianism Scale 33xx*
(Beere & King, 1994)

Depression N=2,720 23*F*
Boyle & Vivian (1996) n=312 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, 33xx*
1961)

Dewhurst (1992) n=53 Basic Personality Inventory .38**
(Jackson, 1989)

Dinwiddie (1992) n=380 Home Environment and Lifetime 16**
Psychiatric Evaluation Record
(Coryell et al., 1978)

Dutton (1995b) n=132 Millon Clinical Multiaxial .18**
Inventory Il (Millon, 1987)

Else et al (1993) n=42 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et | .07
al., 1961)

Feldbau-Kohn et al (1998) n=89 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et | .21**
al., 1961)

Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et | .21***
al., 1961)

Julian & McKenry (1993) n=92 Center for Epidemiologic Studies .26*
Depression Scale (Radloff, 1977)

Maiuro et al (1988) n=66 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et | .64***
al., 1961)

Murphy et al (1993) n=72 Millon Clinical Multiaxial A8*F*
Inventory Il (Millon, 1987)

Rankin et al (2000) n=69 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et | .22**
al., 1961)

Russell et al (1989) n=42 McNair’s Profile of Mood States 10
(McNair et al., 1981)

Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et | .31***

(1994) n=91 al., 1961)

Vivian & Malone (1997) n=283 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et | .11
al., 1961)
Alcohol Use N=14,541 24xx*
Coleman et al (1980) n=60 Questionnaire designed for study .35**
Cunradi et al (1999) n=480 Questionnaire designed for study 18***
Dinwiddie (1992) n=380 Home Environment and Lifetime 23FF*
Psychiatric Evaluation Record
(Coryell et al., 1978)

Else et al (1993) n=42 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test .25
(Selzer, 1971)

Fagan et al (1988) n=172 Modified version of Quantity- 13

Frequency Index (Cahalan et al.,
1969)
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Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Short Michigan Alcohol Screening 21%**
Test (Selzer et al., 1975)
Hurlbert et al (1991) n=60 Short Michigan Alcohol Screening .38**
Test (Selzer et al., 1975)
Hutchison (1999) n=419 Drinking Index (Kaufman-Kantor & | .02
Straus, 1990)
Johnson (2001) n=7,707 Questionnaire designed for study 22%**
Julian & McKenry (1993) n=92 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test 21*
(Selzer, 1971)
Katz et al (1995) n=66 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test 18*
(Selzer, 1971)
Kaufman-Kantor & Straus (1989) Questionnaire designed for study 30***
n=2,187
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=887 Abridged version of the Alcohol A2F**
Use Disorders Identification Test
(Saunders et al., 1993)
McKenry et al (1995) n=102 Blood serum tests 31xE*
Murphy et al (1993) n=72 Millon Clinical Multiaxial S7xF*
Inventory Il (Millon, 1987)
O’Farrell et al (1999) n=150 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test .36***
(Selzer, 1971)
Rosenbaum & O’Leary (1981) n=92 | Short Michigan Alcohol Screening 34Fx*
Test (Selzer et al., 1975)
Rosenbaum et al (1994) n=130 Questionnaire designed for study .04
Russell et al (1989) n=42 Questionnaire designed for study 44**
Schuerger & Reigle (1988) n=246 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test 24FF*
(Selzer, 1971)
Stith & Farley (1993) n=91 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test 22%*
(Selzer, 1971)
Van Hasselt et al (1985) n=67 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test LTFF*
(Selzer, 1971)
Ilicit Drug Use N=4,496 31x**
Dinwiddie (1992) n=380 Home Environment and Lifetime .09
Psychiatric Evaluation Record
(Coryell et al., 1978)
Hanson et al (1997) n=997 Asked men about own drug use 19***
Kaufman-Kantor & Straus (1989) Asked women about partner’s drug | .34***
n=2,187 use
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=860 Asked women about partner’s drug | .43***
use
Murphy et al (1993) n=72 Millon Clinical Multiaxial 33**
Inventory Il (Millon, 1987)
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001.
Table 2
Female Offender Risk Factors
Exosystem Risk factor | Study and Sample Size Measure Effect (1)
No risk factors
Microsystem Risk Study and Sample Size Measure Effect (r)
Factor
Marital Satisfaction N= 860 - 25%**
Brinkerhoff et al (1992) n=506 Rating of marital satisfaction (“very | -.20***

dissatisfied, neutral, extremely
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satisfied”)

Byrne & Arias (1997) n=66 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.35***
1976)
Lockhart & White (1989) n=155 Asked about sources of conflict - 19***
Sagrestano et al (1999) n=42 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.30**
1976)
Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spainer, | -.58***
(1994) n=91 1976)
Ontogentic Risk Study and Sample Size Measure Effect (r)
Factor
No risk factors
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001.
Table 3
Female Victim Risk Factors
Exosystem Risk Study and sample size Measure Effect (r)
Factor
Income N= 4,097 -.04***
Babcock et al (1993) n=95 -12
Bauserman & Arias (1992) n=88 -.04
Browne et al (1999) n=285 -11
Campbell (1989) n=193 -.14*
Cordova et al (1993) n=57 -14
Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 -.15
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=915 -.03
Ratner (1995) n=399 .04
Sagrestano et al (1999) n=42 -.31**
Tollestrup et al (1999) n=1,931 -.05**
Age N=5,832 -.07***
Astin et al (1995) n=87 - 35***
Babcock et al (1993) n=95 -.16
Barnett & Fagan (1993) n=182 -.04
Bauserman & Arias (1992) n=88 -17
Browne et al (1999) n=285 - 17**
Bullock et al (1989) n=793 2%
Campbell (1989) n=193 -.14*
Cordova et al (1993) n=57 -.22
Holden & Ritchie (1991) n=74 -.09
Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 -.21*
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=915 - 14%**
Ratner (1995) n=399 - 35***
Rosenbaum & O’leary (1981) n=92 -.07
Tollestrup et al (1999) n=1,931 -.03*
Van Hasselt et al (1985) n=67 -.05
Van Hightower & Gorton (1998) -.08
n=155
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=327 -.10**
Education N=4,544 -, 05***
Astin et al (1995) n=87 - 55***
Babcock et al (1993) n=95 -.25*
Campbell (1989) n=193 -.05
Coleman et al (1980) n=60 -.21
Cordova et al (1993) n=57 -.05
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Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 -.19
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=915 -.04
Ratner (1995) n=399 .04
Senchak &L eonard (1994) n=117 - 22%**
Simons et al (1993) n=204 - 17%**
Tollestrup et al (1999) n=1,931 -.02
Van Hasselt et al (1985) n=67 -.04
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=327 - 10**
Employment N= 2,979 .01
Astin et al (1995) n=87 AT7FF*
Barnett & Fagan (1993) n= 182 -.36***
Barnett et al (1996) n=95 24*
Browne et al (1999) n=285 -.01
Ratner (1995) n=399 -.04
Tollestrup et al (1999) n=1,931 .05**
Microsystem Risk Study and Sample Size Measure Effect ()
Factor
Number/Presence of N=4,774 06***
Children
Aldarondo & Sugarman (1996) .04
n=302
Astin et al (1995) n=87 .07
Barbour et al. (1998) n=88 .07
Barnett & Fagan (1993) n=182 L24FF*
Bauserman & Arias (1992) n=88 .07
Browne et al (1999) n=285 .18**
Caesar (1988) n=44 .10
Campbell (1989) n=193 .05
Cascardi et al (1995) n=94 .00
Coleman et al (1980) n=60 .09
Hampton & Gelles (1994) n=331 .08*
Holden & Ritchie (1991) n=74 -.04
Holtzworth-Munroe & Anglin .09
(1991) n=56
Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart (1994) A7
n=36
Holtzworth-Munroe et al (1997) .06
n=119
Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 .06
McKenry et al (1995) n=102 10
Murphy et al (1993) n=72 .00
Prince & Avrias (1994) n=72 .08
Ratner (1995) n=399 26***
Tollestrup et al (1999) n=1,931 .04*
Van Hasselt et al (1985) n=67 14
Violent Toward N= 652 41F**
Partner
Frieze & McHugh (1992) n=272 Retrospective questionnaire designed | .40***
for study
Jacobson et al (1994) n=92 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979) | .43***
Russell et al. (1989) n=42 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979) | .27
Sagrestano et al. (1999) n=42 Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979) 83***
Simons et al. (1993) n=204 Asked children to report mother’s L34xx*

aggression toward their father using
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questions based on the Conflict
Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979)

Ontogentic Risk Study and Sample Size Measure Effect (r)
Factor
Fear N= 4,388 27
Bullock et al (1989) n=793 Question designed for study .02
Cascardi et al. (1995) n=94 Spouse-Specific Fear Measure 49xF*
(O’leary & Curley, 1986)
Demaris & Swinford (1996) Question designed for study 23x**
n=2,927
Hutchison (1999) n=419 Questionnaire designed for study 30***
Van Hightower & Gorton (1998) Question designed for study B50***
n=155
Depression N=899 28***
Cascardi et al. (1995) n=96 Structured Clinical Interview for 26%**
DSM 11I-R (Spitzer et al., 1992)
Dienemann et al. (2000) n=82 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et H4F*x*
al., 1961)
Hampton & Gelles (1994) n=336 Series of questions derived from A7**
Psychiatric Evaluation Research
Interview (Dohrenwend et al., 1980)
and Perceived Stress Scales (Cohen et
al., 1983)
Mitchell & Hodson (1983) n=60 Brief Symptom Inventory (Derogatis, | .31***
1975)
Russell et al (1989) n=42 McNair’s Profile of Mood States 21
(McNair et al., 1981)
Vivian & Malone (1997) n=283 Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et 21Fx*
al., 1961)
Alcohol Use N= 7,084 13x**
Browne et al. (1999) n=285 Questionnaire designed for study .09
Clark & Foy (2000) n=78 Questionnaire designed for study 16*
Cunradi et al (1999) n=480 Questionnaire designed for study 16%**
Hutchison (1999) n=419 Drinking Index (Kaufman-Kantor & 07*
Straus, (1990)
Kaslow et al. (1998) n=285 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test — 23%**
Brief (Pokorny et al., 1972)
Kaufman-Kantor & Straus (1989) Questionnaire designed for study N adai
n=2,187
Kyriacou et al (1999) n=911 Abridged version of the Alcohol Use 5%
Disorders Identification Test
(Saunders et al , 1993)
Ratner (1995) n=399 CAGE (Ewing, 1984) A1**
Russell et al (1989) n=42 Questionnaire designed for study 18
Tollestrup et al. (1999) n=1,931 Average number of alcoholic drinks .05**
in one setting and number of drinks in
the past month
Van Hasselt et al. (1985) n=67 Michigan Alcohol Screening Test — .25*

Brief (Pokorny et al., 1972), Quantity-
Frequency Index (Jessor et al., 1968),
Impairment Index (Shelton, 1969)

*p <.05; ¥*p <.01; ***p < .001.
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Table 4
Risk factors for intimate partner violence
Ecological k N

Risk factor d Cl r Q" Level
Male Offenders
Emotional/Verbal Abuse 113  1.07/1.20 .49*** 36.09*** Micro® 15 3,257
Forced Sex 1.02 0.94/1.09 .45*%** 11.73* Micro 6 2,426
Ilicit Drug Use 0.65 0.58/0.73 .31*** 36.79*** Onto” 5 4,496
Attitude Condoning

Violence 0.63 0.55/0.71 .30*** 12.15* Onto 5 2,318
Marital Satisfaction -0.63 -0.69/-0.57 -.30*** 151.59*** Micro 25 3,896
Traditional sex-role ideology  0.60  0.70/0.51 .29*** 23.59*** Onto 7 1,153
Anger/Hostility 0.54 0.45/0.63 .26*** 18.39*  Onto 11 2,179
Career/Life Stress 0.54 0.39/0.70 .26*** .72 Exo°® 4 391
History of Partner 0.48 0.41/0.56 .24***89.71*** Micro 8 1,567

Abuse
Alcohol Use 0.48 0.44/0.53 .24*** 114.87*** Onto 22 14541
Depression 0.48 0.40/0.56 .23*** 36.39*** Onto 14 2,720
Jealousy 0.35 0.22/0.48 .17*** 4.16 Micro 4 1,348
Age -0.26  -0.31/-0.21 -.13*** 71.52*** Exo 28 5,100
Education -0.26  -0.31/-0.21 -.13*** 62.78*** EXxo 25 4,685
Employment -0.20 -0.13/-0.27 -.10*** 3.29 Exo 6 3,824
Income -0.16 -0.21/-0.11 -.08*** 68.14*** EXxo 23 4,153
Female Offenders
Marital Satisfaction 0.53 0.62/0.43 .25*** 35.29*** Micro 5 860
Female Victims
Violent Toward Partner 0.90 0.76/1.05 .41*** 45.63*** Micro 5 652
Depression 0.59 0.45/0.72 .28*** 20.44** Onto 6 899
Fear 0.57 0.49/0.65 .27*** 48.48*** Onto 5 4,388
Alcohol Use 0.26 0.22/0.30 .13*** 84.68*** Onto 11 7,084
Age -0.15 -0.19/-0.10 -.07*** 47.25*** Exo 17 5,832
#/Presence of Children 0.12 0.08/0.18 .06*** 20.75 Micro 22 4774
Education -0.10 -0.15/-0.06 -.05*** 56.86*** Ex0 13 4,544
Income -0.09 -0.14/-0.04 -.04*** 16.54  Exo 10 4,097
Employment 0.02 -0.03/0.08 .01  60.22*** Exo 6 2,979

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

a Micro= Microsystem
b Onto=Ontogentic
¢ Exo=Exosystem
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NOTE
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Education, and Extension Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the U.S. Air
Force, under Agreement No. 98-EXCA-3-0654. Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or
recommendations expressed in this publication are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the views of the U.S. Department of Agriculture or the U.S. Air Force.
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